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Cefor in brief...

Our objective is to further enhance the lead Nordic hull market and promote the members’ common interests  
on key issues for the marine insurance industry. 

Our mission is to serve the interests of our Nordic members by promoting quality marine insurance through:
•  agreed all risks insurance conditions
•  comprehensive statistics
•  a common public voice
•  competence building

To this end, the Association shall endeavour to:
1. Facilitate continuous evolution of competitive Nordic marine insurance conditions in collaboration with  
 customers, brokers, legal experts, trade associations and other relevant parties.  
2. Make available appropriate statistics from the Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS) database to support  
 the activities of the individual members and the general objectives of the Association.  
3. Influence the industry’s framework conditions.
4.  Contribute to the provision of educational programmes, securing adequate competence development  
 and expertise among our members.

The Association shall not engage in independent economic activity, nor shall it promote practices that in any way 
may be detrimental to competition.

The Nordic Association of Marine Insurers (Cefor) represents marine insurers  
in the Nordic countries. 

Cefor in brief...

The members of Cefor engage in:
•  hull and machinery insurance (ocean and coastal)
•  protection and indemnity insurance
•  charterers’ liability insurance
•  offshore liability insurance
•  cargo insurance
•  loss of hire insurance

•  legal defence insurance
•  war risks insurance
•  offshore energy insurance
•  builders’ risks insurance
•  ship repairers’ liability
•  mortgagee interest
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THE 2018 CEFOR  
YEAR IN REVIEW
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The 2018 Cefor year 
in review
2018 saw the completion of Version 2019 of the Nordic Marine Insurance Plan and a 
project comparing the Institute Time Clauses – Hulls with the Nordic Plan.

There has been a high level of activity within the Association’s four main function 
areas; conditions, statistics, industry policy and education. Activities are carried out in 
a collaborative effort between Cefor members, in particular through the eight member 
forums. Terms of reference for a new Compliance Forum were agreed in December.

Modern and up-to-date insurance  
conditions
Version 2019
The Nordic Marine Insurance Plan (‘the Plan’) is 
regularly updated to offer clarity and certainty. All 
amendments are agreed and drafted by a committee 
with strong Nordic shipowner participation, often 
supported by their Nordic brokers. This ensures a fair 
and balanced approach, focusing on the practical needs 
of the assured and avoiding any gaps in cover with 
other insurances.

Based on the all risks principle, the Plan is recognised 
by all parties as a fair and balanced set of conditions 
for protecting shipowners’ interests through a 
comprehensive and coordinated solution for all 
standard non-P&I marine and offshore insurances. 
The Plan is tailor-made for the well-known Nordic 
claims handling model. Many clients around the world 
favour this service model due to the active support 
and cooperation a Nordic claims leader offers to 
shipowners.

Version 2019 of the Nordic Marine Insurance Plan was 
approved by Cefor and the other signatory parties to 
the agreed document on 1 October 2018. The new 
version was subsequently published on nordicplan.org 
and uploaded to the Nordic Plan App. Printed versions 
and translations into four Nordic languages became 
available later in the year. 

On 10 October 2018, experts from the Plan’s 
Standing Revision Committee participated in a launch 
seminar for Version 2019 to explain some of the main 
amendments: Inclusion of an optional arbitration clause, 
clarification and extension of cover for interventions 
and requisition by State power, introduction of a 
minimum interest rate, inclusion of a loss of hire 
reinstatement clause, references to the 2016 York-
Antwerp Rules rather than YAR 1994, and a split of 
Chapter 17 into three new chapters with covers for 
fishing vessels, vessels with limited trading areas and 
liability respectively.

The 2018 Cefor year in review

www.nordicplan.org
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A brief introductory brochure to the Plan was prepared 
for publication in January 2019.

Comparison
In the reporting year, Cefor’s Young Plan Group, under 
the auspices of the Plan Revision Forum, completed 
a comparison of the Institute Time Clauses – Hulls 
(ITCH 83) with the Nordic Plan of 2013, Version 
2016. Representatives of shipowners and brokers also 
took part in the project. Preliminary findings were 
presented at the Cefor annual seminar in April 2018. 
The complete comparison was launched on the Cefor 
website in August, and updated in October with 
Version 2019 amendments to the Plan.

Coastal and fishing vessels clauses
The insurance conditions for commercial vessels smaller 
than 15 metres were revised and issued in October 
2018 as Cefor Form 278. 

Leading provider of statistics
Cefor and its members are constantly striving to 
further enhance the quality of the comprehensive and 
up-to-date ocean and coastal hull data compiled in the 
Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS) database 
that is maintained by the Association. 

Extensive NoMIS reports for ocean and coastal hull 
claims and portfolio trends, including mid-year updates, 
were published on the Cefor website. The 2018 hull 
trends and detailed information about the NoMIS 
database are presented in a separate section starting 
on page 11.

By end of September 2018, all members had 
implemented a revised set of claims codes that was 
agreed in 2017. In December, this was supplemented 
by revised guidelines for member companies to ensure 
a consistent understanding of the application of the 
codes.  

To maintain the high level of data quality, all NoMIS 
members perform annual checks of their own reported 
data. 

Cefor also fulfils a vital role on the Facts and Figures 
Committee of the International Union of Marine 
Insurance (IUMI). This included the Cefor actuary’s 
traditional responsibility for compiling data and 

presenting the ‘Global Marine Insurance Report’ at 
the 2018 IUMI Conference in Cape Town, as well as 
giving a lunchtime presentation on casualty trends 
during the 99th meeting of the International Maritime 
Organization’s Maritime Safety Committee.

Building competence
The marine insurance industry is highly specialised. 
Relevant, practical learning is offered by and for the 
industry through Cefor. The administration plays a vital 
role in delivering high-quality marine insurance training, 
which is in high demand from the industry. This is done 
in cooperation with members who contribute with 
lecturers, examiners and other know-how to make this 
education the highest ranked of its kind in the Nordic 
region.

In-demand training - one-year programme
The comprehensive Nordic Marine Insurance Education 
Programme is designed to give students a good general 
understanding of the many aspects of marine insurance. 
The part-time Cefor Academy programme is an integral 
part of the training for marine insurance professionals 
in the Nordic market. Upon completion, a certificate 
documents the student’s understanding of relevant 
terms and conditions, as well as the basic principles 
behind them. Experts from Cefor member companies, 
Nordic law firms and an average adjuster serve as 
lecturers during the six sessions. 

Twenty-four students were accepted into the 2018-
2019 programme that commenced in August. Twenty-
five students from previous programmes received their 
certificate of completion in 2018.

Practical Nordic Plan guidance courses
Cefor and Skuld Marine Agency (SMA) offer two 3-day 
training courses specifically targeting the Nordic Marine 
Insurance Plan: A Nordic Plan training course, and a 
more specialised course focusing on adjusting of Hull 
& Machinery claims. Both courses are held on an on-
demand basis. 

The Nordic Plan training course was held in Piraeus, 
Greece in October 2018. This was the first time the 
course has been held outside the Nordic countries, 
with twenty-seven participants from five different 
nations. 

The 2018 Cefor year in review
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Insurance Distribution Directive
The European Union’s Insurance Distribution Directive 
(EU 2016/97) that came into force in 2016 applies to 
all companies from 1 October 2018. To comply with 
the training requirements as determined by Nordic 
Member States and Norway, Cefor has taken part in 
consultations and liaised with regulatory and other 
stakeholders. In Denmark, there is an ongoing dialogue 
in view of possibly approving Cefor as a provider of the 
required test within marine insurance. 

Influencing framework conditions
The overall objective of Cefor’s framework-related 
activities is to promote legislation and industrial policies 
that are conducive to a sustainable and prosperous 
Nordic marine insurance market. 

To operate efficiently and provide a level playing 
field, the international marine insurance and shipping 
industries depend on a global regulatory framework. 
Cefor is a strong supporter of international regulation 
of what is essentially a global industry, as opposed to 
regional or domestic regulation.

At an international level, most of the industry-related 
issues are dealt with through Cefor’s membership of  
the International Union of Marine Insurance (IUMI).  
A list of current issues from IUMI’s Policy Forum, 
chaired by Cefor’s Managing Director, is regularly 
updated and published by IUMI and on the Cefor 
website.

The following were some of the most important issues 
for Cefor in the reporting year:

Autonomous vessels
In July 2018, CORE Advokatfirma and Cefor joined 
forces in a project to zoom in on civil liability and 
insurance matters in relation to Maritime Autonomous 
Surface Ships (‘MASS’). The focus was mainly to identify 
the main challenges, requested changes and elements 
of uncertainty as described by stakeholders in the 
maritime industry. 

The project report was published in December. As 
a main conclusion, stakeholders widely expect that 
the legal system and insurance industry will be able 
to absorb this risk without the need for fundamental 

changes to basic principles. They also foresee an 
intermediate period with the gradual implementation 
of automation and MASS at different levels. Both 
shipowners and insurers are expected to be cautious 
and look to system suppliers and classification societies 
for comfort and assurance when quantifying the 
unknown risks associated with MASS.

Across stakeholders and perspectives, the lack of a 
clear international regulatory framework for MASS 
remains the main concern. Deliberations are ongoing at 
the International Maritime Organization (IMO), where 
the Maritime Safety Committee (MSC) is currently 
undertaking an exercise to determine the extent of the 
need to amend the regulatory framework to enable 
safe, secure and environmental operation of MASS 
within the existing IMO conventions. The exercise is 
due for completion in June 2020. It is not until after 
this date that IMO may consider work on a possible 
amendment of the existing rules or a separate code 
relating to MASS. In April, the Legal Committee (LEG) 
agreed on a similar scoping exercise and gap analysis of 
the legal conventions, with a target completion year of 
2022.

Acknowledging the inherent lengthy nature of the 
international regulatory process within the IMO and 
the speed at which new technology is deployed, 
stakeholders expect flag states, by partial delegation 
to classification societies, to bridge the regulatory gap 
on a national level until the international regulatory 
framework is in place.

In the reporting year, Cefor’s Young Plan Group 
was assigned a project to investigate and possibly 
draft necessary amendments to clauses for MASS. 
Together with the Plan’s Standing Revision Committee, 
a seminar was arranged in October 2018 to kick off 
considerations that will take place in the course of 2019.

Anti-money laundering
To align the anti-money laundering regulation in 
Norway with the European Union’s (EU’s) anti-money 
laundering Directive, Cefor took part in a consultation 
and met with the Norwegian Ministry of Finance 
to explain how the marine insurance market works 
through documentation in the claims handling process 
and risk assessments. In the new regulation that was 

The 2018 Cefor year in review
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published in September 2018, customer due diligence 
requirements for property insurers were applied in line 
with the EU Directive.

To share best practice on this and other compliance 
issues, a Compliance Forum was agreed established 
within Cefor from 2019.

Vessels in distress
In 2016, new emergency response procedures for 
vessels in distress were agreed across the European 
Union (EU). Several industry stakeholders, including 
Cefor through IUMI, participated together with EU 
Member States, the European Commission (EC), and 
the European Maritime Safety Agency (EMSA) in the 
drafting of the operational guidelines on Places of 
Refuge (PoR). The aim is to ensure better coordination 
and exchange of information, and there shall be no 
denial of access on anything (commercial or financial) 
other than safety grounds.

While regulation is in place, the practical 
implementation offered by the new EU guidance should 
also be encouraged internationally. In August, IUMI 
therefore co-sponsored a paper to The International 
Maritime Organization’s (IMO’s) Maritime Safety 
Committee (MSC), in which a revision of the IMO PoR 
guidelines was proposed. MSC subsequently agreed to 
include this work item in its post-biennial agenda with 
two sessions needed for completion. 

MARPOL 2020
Machinery damage is by far the most frequent cause 
of loss in marine insurance, and there is a risk of these 
numbers increasing with the introduction of low-
sulphur fuels.

The MARPOL regulation limiting sulphur oxide 
emissions from ships with a global cap of 0.5% will 
become mandatory on 1 January 2020. Cefor has for 
a number of years voiced concerns and taken part 
in discussions to raise awareness of possible safety 
implications relating to this. Among the concerns are 
differences in composition and blending from supplier 
to supplier and availability in ports, and inadequate 
safety margins for catalytic fines. This will challenge 
the fuel management on board and testing of the fuel 
supplied is a necessity. 

Several initiatives were taken in the reporting year 
to address these challenges: In May 2018, IMO’s 
Maritime Safety Committee (MSC) was invited by 
an intersessional working group to consider safety 
concerns linked to the transition. As part of a multi-
stakeholder exercise, an industry guidance is under 
development by a group of international shipowner 
and bunker (supplier) associations under the leadership 
of the Oil Companies International Marine Forum 
(OCIMF). IUMI is an observer to this.

Furthermore, the International Organization for 
Standardization (ISO) is expected to produce a new 
standard for 0.5% fuels before 2020. Guidance on 
available fuel blends is also under development. Finally, 
two BIMCO clauses dealing with the transitional 
period from the end of 2019 to the beginning of 2020 
and marine sulphur content for time charter parties, 
respectively, were released in December 2018.

Contaminated fuels
Contaminated supplies of biodiesel fuel were first 
reported in the US Gulf region in February 2018 
and have since persisted on an unprecedented scale, 
possibly affecting as many as 1,000 vessels. 

This contamination has led to a range of technical 
problems, including blocked fuel filters, fuel pump 
seizures and even loss of main engine power that 
potentially could lead to serious incidents such as 
collisions and groundings. Cefor addresses these 
concerns in discussion with other industry stakeholders, 
and through the consultative status of IUMI at the IMO.

Average Adjuster – Norway
In October 2018, the Ministry of Justice and Public 
Security suggested discontinuing the position of a 
publicly appointed Average Adjuster in Norway. 
Although this would align the Norwegian legal 
framework with Denmark, which terminated this 
regime in 2015, Cefor will argue in favour of maintaining 
the position of a publicly appointed Average Adjuster 
in Norway, to maintain its important independent role 
under the Plan. In response to the consultation, Cefor 
liaised with the Norwegian Shipowners’ Association in 
a joint submission in which a more flexible solution is 
suggested to replace the current outdated regulation. 

The 2018 Cefor year in review
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Cefor forums 
A considerable part of Cefor’s activities take place 
within the eight forums listed on p. 47. While each 
forum has its own area of responsibility and focus, 
additional value is generated from cross-forum 
consultation and coordination. In December 2018, 
the Board agreed on terms of reference for a new 
Compliance Forum that will be established in 2019.

To ensure compliance with all relevant competition 
law regulations within all Cefor forums, working groups 
and the Board, the Association’s Competition Law 
Statement and Guidelines are regularly discussed and 
promoted among all appointed officials. Through a 
sign-off procedure, all member representatives that are 
appointed to positions within Cefor are required to 
affirm they have knowledge and will abide by the rules.

The 2018 Cefor year in review
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Market shares, all sectors
Gross premium income, direct insurance 2018: USD 1,680.7 million

Hull1     
Gard 203.5 240.1 38.2 %
Norwegian Hull Club 131.1 154.7 24.6 %
Alandia Insurance 38.7 45.7 7.3 %
Skuld 36.6 43.2 6.9 %
The Swedish Club 34.2 40.3 6.4 %
If 27.6 32.6 5.2 %
Codan 24.4 28.8 4.6 %
Gjensidige2 20.6 24.3 3.9 %
Møretrygd 8.2 9.7 1.5 %
Fender Marine 4.2 5.0 0.8 %
Tromstrygd 3.4 4.0 0.6 %
Total 532.5 628.2 100.0 %
DNK (war risks) 11.5 13.6 

Offshore energy     
Gard 27.5 32.5 41.5 %
Norwegian Hull Club 19.0 22.5 28.7 %
Skuld 16.9 19.9 25.4 %
The Swedish Club 2.8 3.4 4.3 %
If 0.1 0.1 0.1 %
Total 66.4 78.3 100.0 %
DNK (war risks) 2.3 2.8 

P&I    
Gard 447.7 528.2 56.4 %
Skuld 250.6 295.7 31.6 %
The Swedish Club 81.4 96.0 10.3 %
Norwegian Hull Club3 8.3 9.7 1.0 %
other Cefor members4 6.1 7.2 0.8 %
Total 794.1 936.9 100.0 %
DNK (war risks)5 0.2 0.3 
  
Cargo6 17.5 20.6
 

USD 1= EUR 0.8476 EUR mill.    USD mill.             %   
Hull1 544.0 641.8 38.2 %
P&I 794.4 937.2 55.8 %
Offshore energy 68.7 81.1 4.8 %
Cargo  17.5 20.6 1.2 %

Total  1,424.6 1,680.7 100.0 %

1 Hull, hull interest, freight interest, loss of hire,  
 builders’ risks,  fishing (catch & gear)
2 Includes coastal marine clubs
3 Charterer’s Liability
4 Alandia Insurance, Codan, Fender, Gjensidige,  
 If, Møretrygd, Tromstrygd
5 Cruise vessels only; for other vessel types,  
 P&I coverage is included in hull war premium
6 Norwegian income Cefor members only

The Cefor Marine  
Insurance Market 2018 

The Cefor Marine Insurance Market 2018 
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THE NORDIC MARINE  
INSURANCE STATISTICS  

(NoMIS) 2018
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Based on the data as of 31 December 2018, Cefor carried out a special analysis to shed some light on the 
relationship between detentions and casualties. The analysis reveals that the total loss frequency for vessels below 
10,000 gross ton is 7 to 9 times higher for vessels which were detained in a 3-year period prior to the year in which 
the total loss incurred, than for vessels without detentions. The results of the analysis clearly demonstrate the 
importance of global detention data and its availability in an easily accessible format for the sake of safety at sea, the 
control of environmental hazards and insurers’ risk assessment of a fleet. 

Insurance is about risk transfer, and typical risk evaluation methods are based on the law of large numbers. Insurers 
need to provide cover for all claims expected to incur in their portfolio. This requires an understanding of the 
underlying risk inherent in the vessels and fleets they insure. 

Scope and design of the analysis
Port State Control detention data was compared to the NoMIS claim (casualty) data as follows: The casualty data 
analysed consists of all claims reported into the NoMIS database by Cefor members for underwriting years1 2009 
to 2018. ‘Vessels with detentions’ are defined as vessels with at least one detention during the three calendar years 
prior to the respective underwriting year.

In the analysis, we concentrate on the difference between vessels with at least one detention and vessels with no 
detentions at all. In parts of the analysis, vessels with more than one detention had even higher claims frequency 
than vessels with only one detention, but due to the low sample size the results for these vessels were more erratic. 
Overall, the general conclusions presented here are the same independent of how often a vessel was detained. 
About 7% of the vessels covered each year were detained at least once (1% detained more than once). The other 
93% of the covered vessels did not have any detentions. 

In the analysis, we compared the claims frequency, the total loss frequency and the claim cost per vessel across age 
groups. The results are shown both for all vessels and for vessels of less than 10,000 gross ton in size. As smaller 
and older vessels are more likely to experience total losses, this group is of particular interest when analysing the 
correlation between total losses and detentions. 

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)

Detentions - Indicator of 
future casualties 

1  Underwriting year = year of inception of the insurance coverage period to  
 which the claims attach.
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1:  Claims frequency – Vessels with/without detentions, all sizes  

2:  Claims frequency – Vessels < 10,000 gross ton, with/without detentions  
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Overall claims frequency  
Old vessels are more likely to be detained and they usually have a higher claims frequency. To avoid such a potential 
spurious correlation, the analysis is split by age group. The overall claims frequency differs clearly in all age groups 
between vessels with at least one detention compared to vessels without any detentions. In the age group with the 
youngest vessels, the claims frequency for vessels with detentions is almost 50% higher than for those without.  

The difference in claims frequency between vessels with and without detentions is equally visible across all types of 
casualties. Judging from this, detentions are not only an indicator of the condition of a vessel but also of the culture 
under which a vessel is managed.

One might speculate that the difference in claims frequency may be somehow related to trade or vessel types. 
Different vessel types typically have a very different claim frequency. The frequency of detentions equally depends 
on vessel type and trade. To reduce the effect of such influencing factors, the analysis was split by vessel size, as 
vessels below 10,000 gross ton represent a more homogenous subset. As graphs 1 and 2 illustrate, the difference in 
claims frequency is just as strong for vessels below 10,000 gross ton as for the portfolio as a whole. 

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)
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Total loss frequency  
In general, the total loss frequency increases with age. As far as detentions are concerned, there is a clear difference 
in the frequency of total losses for vessels with and without detentions (graphs 3 and 4). This holds true for all age 
groups except for the youngest vessels in the age group up to 5 years. This is due to the fact that vessels younger 
than 5 years only incur a total loss in exceptional cases. The older the vessels are, the more prone they are to total 
losses. Interestingly, not only the total loss frequency, but also the difference in the total loss frequency between 
vessels with and without detentions increases with age. This indicates that vessels with detentions are much more 
prone to incurring a total loss than those without.

When analysing the total losses by type of casualty, a significantly higher percentage of the total losses on vessels 
under 10,000 gross ton with detentions were machinery claims. A total loss resulting from a machinery claim is 
typically not an actual total loss, but a constructive total loss2. Machinery claims are often related to maintenance 
conditions or the general operation of the vessel, but this does not necessarily explain why they become a 
constructive total loss. The probability of a claim turning into a constructive total loss increases the lower the 
insured value of the vessel is. Low insured values would typically reflect a poor shipping market. One might 
speculate that a low-value vessel in a poor shipping market is more prone to neglect in terms of maintenance, 
crewing, cargo and trade. Such a vessel would face a high risk of port state control detentions and, more seriously, a 
constructive total loss. 

2  Constructive total loss: The repair cost of the claim exceeds a certain percent of the insured  
 value of the vessel.

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)

Percent of total losses by type, vessels < 10,000 gross ton

Type of claim Vessels without detention Vessels with detention All

Fire/Explosion 23.1% 8.3% 20.3%

Contact 5.8% 16.7% 7.8%

Collision  11.5% 0.0% 9.4%

Grounding 38.5% 25.0% 35.9%

Machinery 3.8% 33.3% 9.4%

Heavy Weather 1.9% 8.3% 3.1%

Other 15.4% 8.3% 14.1%

All claims 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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When checking the grounds for deficiencies that led to the detentions registered in the three years prior to the 
total loss, interesting possible causal connections show up:  

On a vessel with a reported contact claim, insufficient power in the main engine was detected prior to the claim. 
Another vessel incurring a total loss in heavy weather, had deficiencies in structural conditions. Collisions incurred 
after vessels had a deficient Gyro compass or crew certificates. Groundings incurred on vessels with missing charts. 
Fire protection systems had deficiencies on a vessel which later became a total loss due to a fire/explosion. These 
are only a few of surely many more examples which could be found in the claims records. In general, vessels which 
had total losses also had a high number of registered deficiencies after inspections, even if these did not lead to 
actual detentions. Although not all claim details were available to verify all actual causal relations, these examples 
strongly indicate that the relationship between the causes for the detention and the type of claim incurred later is 
not purely coincidental.  

3:  Total loss frequency – Vessels all sizes, with/without detentions 

4:  Total loss frequency – Vessels < 10,000 gross ton, with/without detentions  
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Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)
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Claim cost per vessel  
With higher claims frequency, one would also expect a higher claim cost per vessel. Graphs 5 and 6 equally show 
a clear difference in the claim cost per vessel for vessels older than 5 years, which were detained in the three-year 
period prior to the claim. As with claims frequency, the difference in the claim cost per vessel for vessels with and 
without detentions increases with age. For vessels in the age group 5 to 10 years, the difference is 11%, increasing 
to 25% for vessels between 15 and 20 years. For vessels older than 20 years, the claim cost per vessel is more than 
twice as high for vessels with detentions. Among the youngest vessels there is no major difference, which is mainly 
due to the fact that the frequency of detentions is generally very low in this group.

For vessels under 10,000 gross ton, the difference between the two groups is even more visible, with the gap 
between the two groups of vessels with and without detentions widening from young age. Already in the group of 
vessels between 5 and 10 years, the difference is 90%. The difference in cost is partly due to the high frequency of 
total losses shown above.

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)

5:  Claim cost per vessel (USD) – Vessels all sizes, with/without detentions  

6:  Claim cost per vessel (USD) – Vessels < 10,000 gross ton, with/without detentions   
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In summary, the above clearly shows that knowledge about a vessel’s detentions, together with other vessel 
characteristics and parameters used in risk assessment, is an important indicator of the risk of a vessel incurring 
a casualty and to understand the cause of potential future casualties. Detention data in an easily accessible data 
format provides important information to shipowners, authorities, insurers and all other stakeholders engaged in 
safety at sea, with the aim of improving conditions on a vessel before they result in future casualties. For insurers, 
detention data strongly assists in the overall risk assessment of a fleet they insure and their loss prevention 
measures.  
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OCEAN HULL 
TRENDS
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Claim cost per vessel – historically low
In a historical perspective, the last three years have shown particularly low claim costs. 2018 was an improvement 
on 2017, but still not as low as 2016. There was a general absence of total losses, large claims and a stable 
development of the claim frequency. 

Major losses
Once again, we turn our focus towards the largest claims, because these have the biggest impact. In previous years, 
a few expensive claims clearly demonstrated the effect large claims have on the claim cost per vessel. 2018 was the 
third consecutive year with no claim in excess of USD 30 million. When considered over a 20-year period, 2018 lies 
among the bottom three years in terms of claim cost per vessel, mainly due to the absence of large claims. The two 
most expensive claims in 2018 were two total losses of about USD 25 million.

Expensive vessels are a prerequisite for expensive claims. The number of vessels in excess of USD 30 million has 
reduced by 20% from the peak of 2014. From 2016, the number of vessels with values in excess of USD 30 million 
reduced to approximately 4,500 vessels per year, compared to more than 5,000 vessels in the years 2012 to 2015. 
Despite numbers being generally stable over the years 2016 to 2018, the relative share of high-value vessels in the 
NoMIS portfolio has continued to decrease from 2016 to 2018 (graphs 7 and 8). 

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)

Ocean Hull trends  
– A Sea of  Tranquillity? 
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1  Most common probability distribution used to estimate the number of expected claims.
2  IUMI (International Union of Marine Insurers) position paper:  
 https://iumi.com/document/view/FireFighting_on_Container_Vessels__59bf5b830f430.pdf,  
 and IUMI Policy Agenda: https://iumi.com/committees/policy-forum

Among all historically recorded claims in excess of USD 30 million in the NoMIS database, about one third are 
partial losses, meaning that as many as two thirds of the most expensive claims are total losses. This is no surprise, 
as a partial loss in excess of USD 30 million requires a vessel with a value far exceeding USD 30 million. Before 
2016, approximately three claims in excess of USD 30 million were reported every year. 

When modelling the number of claims, the Poisson1 distribution is both appropriate and well-renowned. Assuming a 
Poisson distribution, there is a 5% probability of zero claims in a year when the normal expectation would be three 
claims, or said otherwise, a 1-in-20-year event. The probability of three consecutive claim-free years is 0,012%, or a 
1-in-8000-year event.  

Towards the end of 2018 and during the first quarter of 2019, a number of severe casualties indicated a possible 
new surge in major losses. While several of these casualties may have great impact on costs for P&I insurers, not all 
of these have the potential to also turn into major losses for hull insurers. As this report reflects hull trends as of 
31 December 2018, It should be noted that casualties incurred in January 2019 or thereafter are not incorporated 
in the figures presented in this report. Two of the severe casualties that incurred in the period January to March 
2019 are partly covered by the Cefor market and may end the 3-year period without claims in excess of USD 
30 million. It remains to be seen what the next report will reveal when these will be included. Another aspect of 
concern, which is already high on the agenda of marine insurers2, is that three of these recent casualties were fires 
on container vessels. 

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)

7:  Number of reported vessels with values exceeding USD 30 million

8:  Percent of vessels in portfolio with values exceeding USD 30 million
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7:  Claims frequency, by date of loss

9:  Claim per vessel (USD) by claim size, by date of loss

Medium size to small claims
With nothing happening in the top claim bands in the period 2016 to 2018, we take the opportunity to give more 
attention to lower claim bands. The main difference in the claim cost per vessel between 2017 and 2018 can be 
attributed to four less claims in the USD 10 to 30 million range, and three less claims in the USD 5 to 10 million 
range. 

For claims below USD 5 million, the trend is very stable. For claims below USD 10 million, including IBNR3, the 
expectation is that the claim cost per vessel will end at the same level as in 2017 and 2016.

Claims below USD 1 million have been stable for the last 7 years. The difference between the best and worst years 
is no more than USD 2,000 in claim cost per vessel. Nevertheless, these are claims with a significant impact for 
insurers, representing 29% to 44% of the total claim cost over the period. In a longer-term perspective, the last 7 
years of stability are somewhat surprising when comparing with the volatile 7-year period prior to 2011. As graph 
9 illustrates, the claim cost per vessel in the period 2005 to 2011 showed great variation between the year prior to 
(2005) and the heat of the shipping boom (2006-2008) and the aftermath of the financial crisis (2009-2011). Judging 
from this experience, it would need some external disruption to change the current stable trend. 

The stability can be partly explained by the layering of claims by cost. When the cost of individual claims is on the 
rise, more claims are pushed into the next layer and vice versa. 

Inflationary effects on insurance can be quite complex. For those interested in a more detailed analysis of the 
drivers of inflation, illustrating the as-if effect on the claim cost and statistics, this can be found on pages 18/19 of the 
Cefor Annual Report 20144.

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)

3  IBNR = Incurred But Not Reported = reserve for claims adjustments and registration backlog 

4  https://cefor.no/globalassets/documents/about-cefor/annual-report/cefor-annual-report-2014.pdf 
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10:  Ultimate partial and total claim per vessel (USD), by date of loss

11:  Claims frequency, by date of loss
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Claims frequency – the path is stable  
Claims frequency has shown a stable and slightly downward development since 2012. 

The overall downward trend stems from the less expensive claims, where in particular the frequency of claims 
below USD 10,000 has decreased. Several factors, besides the general number of accidents, affect the claims 
frequency, with the most essential being inflation and deductibles. 
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12:  Claims frequency, by intervals of claim cost, by date of loss

13:  Long-term frequency of partial and total claims, by date of loss

Total loss frequency reaches record low level
The frequency of total losses is volatile. In 2018, the number of total losses was only one third of the number of 
total losses in 2017. As a result, the 2018 total loss frequency was the lowest in 23 years at a mere 0.04%. The 
impact on the claim cost per vessel was also low in 2018. The most expensive total loss had a reported cost of  
USD 24.5 million, and there were only two total losses exceeding USD 20 million. 

Excluding total losses, the frequency of partial claims is estimated to end at 22% for 2018, which is similar to the last 
5 years. 

The frequency of claims above USD 500,000 is at a low level. In particular, the frequency of claims between  
USD 500,000 and USD 2 million has dropped significantly compared to the previous three years.
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Grounding - 16%
Contact - 8%
Collision - 11%
Fire and explosion - 13%
Machinery - 38%

Heavy weather - 3%
Other - 11%

14:  Breakdown of overall claim cost by type of claim, 2014-2018 
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Claims by type of casualty
Machinery claims are the most frequent individual claim type and account for more than 40% of all claims (graph 
16). Nautical-related claims, including grounding, collision and contact5, account for another 40% of the total number 
of claims. Contact claims, where one vessel collides with a ‘non-vessel’ object, are the most frequent individual claim 
type representing around 20% of all claims.

In terms of cost, the breakdown among claim types is more volatile (graph 14). Since machinery-related claims 
include many low-cost claims, their relative impact on the cost is lower. Fire/explosions, whilst low in number, 
represent relatively expensive claims.

When we compare the five-year period 2014-2018 to the previous five-year period 2009-2013, both the claims 
frequency and the claim cost per vessel are lower for all types of claims (graph 15). One can also note a shift in the 
breakdown of claims by type, with a higher proportion of the overall claim cost relating to machinery. The shift in 
the breakdown of claims by type is less dramatic for the number of claims than for the cost, but the trend is the 
same.  

To a large extent, the change can be explained by the relative absence of costly claims over the last few years, 
as discussed earlier in this article. The costliest claims are usually fire/explosions or navigation-related claims. The 
impact of the Costa Concordia grounding in 2012 is clearly visible in the period 2009-2013, as this was the largest 
claim since the recording of data in the NoMIS database (graph 15). 

5  Contact incl. ice. 

15:  Claim cost per vessel (USD) by type of claim, 2014-18 versus 2009-13  
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16:  Breakdown of number of claims by type of claim, 2014-18 versus 2009-13   

0%

5%

10%

15% 12%
11%

21%

41% 42%

2.1%2.3%

9% 8%

2.3%
1.9%

13%
15%

19%20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

Collision Contact Machinery Fire/Explosion Grounding Heavy weather Other

2009 - 2013
2014 - 2018

17:  Frequency of claims > USD 500,000 by type of claim, by date of loss
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Development of claims over USD 500,000
Claims in excess of USD 500,000 are significant from the insurer’s perspective, representing, on average, over five 
times the expected claim cost per vessel. While they only represent a tenth of all claims in numbers, a far higher 
proportion of time is spent on these often complex claims by insurance professionals specialised on loss prevention, 
claims handling and underwriting.

From 2007 to 2018 there is a significant drop in the frequency of navigation-related claims in excess of  
USD 500,000 (graph 17). Machinery claims in excess of USD 500,000 have shown the same downward trend, 
although their frequency has been higher than for navigation-related claims from 2008. The positive downward 
trend of costlier claims continued in 2018, especially for navigational and machinery claims. 

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)
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This positive development can be seen in almost all vessel, size and age segments, with few exceptions. Overall, 
there is a 23% reduction in the frequency of claims in excess of USD 500,000 in the period 2014-2018 as 
compared to 2009-2013. With the exception of bulkers, all types of vessels and claims show between 15% and 
40% improvement in the claims frequency (graph 18). Bulkers only had a minor reduction of 6% in the frequency 
of these expensive claims. This is less than half of the change that has been seen in the vessel type group chemical/
product, which had the second lowest improvement rate. The difference in the frequency reduction is thus 17 
points between bulkers and the average of the whole portfolio. The weak trend among bulkers holds in general 
over different age and size segments, with a few exceptions.  

The best development in terms of reduction in large losses is within the car/RoRo, supply/offshore and tank 
segments. In the offshore sector, lower utilization rates, as a consequence of the low oil price, may have influenced 
the claims frequency positively. 

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)

18:  Change in frequency of claims > USD 500,000 by type of vessel, 2014-18 versus 2009-13
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Larger, older, less valuable
An increasing number of newbuilt vessels entered the portfolio from 2007 to 2009. The outlook for seaborne trade 
was bright, and capital poured into the market. The influx of newbuilds continued to influence the NoMIS portfolio 
even after the shipping boom. From 2001 to 2012, the average age of a vessel decreased from 14.1 to 11.7 years. In 
strong correlation, the average sum insured constantly increased, eventually peaking in 2010 (graph 21). 

As a result of the financial crisis, world shipbuilding activity slowed down significantly from 2011 and settled at a 
long-term low level in 2012. Vessels ordered before the crisis continued to be delivered in the following years. 
This resulted in even more overcapacity, but the number of new vessels entering the oceans has been on a steady 
decrease since then (graph 19). 

For the NoMIS portfolio, this means that the influx of more modern and younger vessels has slowed down. The 
average value of vessels decreases due to the ageing of the fleet and general market conditions, and vessels entering 
the portfolio today have lower values than comparable vessels had prior to 2012. 

At the same time, the average gross tonnage in the NoMIS portfolio has increased since 2008. 2018 was the first 
in many years with no further increase in the average vessel size in the NoMIS portfolio as a whole (existing and 
newbuilt vessels). Older and smaller tonnage has been scrapped, while the average size of newbuilt vessels entering 
the portfolio continued to grow. 

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)

19:  World fleet: Deliveries > 5,000 gross ton, by year of build 
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20:  Average age and newbuilds as % of NoMIS fleet  

21:  Index average age, gross ton and sum insured, 2005 = 100%  

10.5

13.0

12.5

12.0

11.5

11.0

13.5

14.0

14.5

0%

6%

5%

4%

3%

2%

1%

7%

8%

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

20
17

20
18

20
16

20
14

20
15

Newbuilds as %
of NoMIS fleet
Average age
NoMIS fleet

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
12

20
15

20
18

20
11

20
17

20
16

20
14

20
13

Index average sum insured
Index average gross ton
Index age

80%

100%

110%

90%

120%

130%

140%

When indexing the key variables sum insured, age and gross tonnage, we observe that the continuous increase 
in average vessel size over the last ten years came to an end in 2018. The average insured vessel value decreased 
over the same period. The average age showed a shift in trend over the same period. With many newbuilt vessels 
entering the market, the average age decreased until 2012. After that, this trend reversed in line with the reduction 
in the number of newbuilt vessels.



28Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)

Decrease in insured values continues, but slowing down
Relevant factors when a shipowner assesses the value of the vessels in the fleet for renewal include market value of 
the hull, mortgage value, value of the charter party and cost of reconstructing the vessel. Graph 22 illustrates the 
annual change in insured values looking purely at renewed tonnage, thereby excluding newbuilds and new entries 
that drive up the average sum insured. In stable market conditions, a slight reduction in the sum insured per vessel 
is expected due to the ageing factor. Since values plummeted in 2009, the reduction has been higher than can be 
expected from the ageing factor alone. In 2018, insured values reduced by 3.1%, which is an improvement compared 
to recent years and the lowest fall since the financial crisis set in. 

Is offshore bottoming out?
Values for supply/offshore vessels continue to drop at a significant pace. On average, the value of a supply/offshore 
vessel today is about 60% of what it was five years ago. 

With an increased oil price, a slowdown in value reductions has been expected. In 2018, the drop has not been as 
significant as in 2017 but is still at a totally different level compared to all other vessel types.

22:  Average annual change in insured values on renewed vessels 

23:  Change in average sum insured (supply/offshore) on renewal & oil price (Brent)6 
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6 World Bank Commodity Price Data: 
 http://pubdocs.worldbank.org/en/561011486076393416/CMO-Historical-Data-Monthly.xlsx
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COASTAL AND  
FISHING VESSELS 



30

Alongside the hull trend analyses for large ocean-going vessels, coastal hull statistics have become equally important 
for trend analyses for coastal vessels and in particular small craft and fishing vessels in Nordic waters. 

For statistical purposes, the ‘coastal’ portfolio includes all vessels classified as fishing vessels and any other vessel 
up to 5,000 gross tons or up to 15 metres in length. Supply/offshore vessels are not included in this segment, since 
these are analysed as part of the ocean hull statistics.

Portfolio characteristics
A total of 177,875 vessel-years and 32,623 claims were registered over the underwriting years 1985 to 2018 for the 
coastal segment. From 2010, improved reporting by Norwegian coastal mutual clubs led to a substantial increase 
in the number of reported small coastal vessels. The number of reported vessels in the coastal segment has since 
stabilised above 12,000 vessels per year. For underwriting year 2018, a record-high number of over 13,000 vessels 
was reported. 

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)

Coastal and Fishing vessels  
– Fires & Arctic risk
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25:  Coastal portfolio – Breakdown of vessels by sum insured layers, 2018
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The coastal segment differs substantially in its characteristics from the ocean hull portfolio. While the ocean hull 
portfolio is characterised by vessels of all types, flags, sizes and global trading areas, the coastal segment consists 
largely of Nordic and particularly Norwegian small craft. 

To give a realistic picture of the actual claims trends for this portfolio, with as little distortions as possible caused by 
exchange rate variations, all graphs in the coastal section are shown in Norwegian kroner (NOK) instead of USD. It 
may be worth noting that not only the exchange rate between NOK and USD showed a strong variation, but also 
the exchange rates of the Danish and Swedish currencies against Norwegian kroner were less correlated in recent 
years than before (graph 27).     

24:  Coastal portfolio – Breakdown of vessels by type (%), year of exposure 2018 

Other - 28%
Tank (Chemical/Product, LNG, LPG, OBO, Tank) - 3%
Passenger - 12%
Fishing - 45%
Cargo (Bulk, Cargo, Container) - 12%

Almost half of the vessels in the coastal portfolio have values below NOK 1 million, and 75% below NOK 5 million 
(graph 25). The majority of these are fishing vessels covered by Norwegian coastal mutual clubs, representing 45% 
of the total coastal segment (graph 24) and an even higher share of the low-value vessels.  

The bulk of the coastal segment originates from Gjensidige, If, Codan and Alandia, but all other NoMIS members 
also contribute to this portfolio.
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27:  Index of exchange rates of DKK/EUR, SEK and USD against NOK 
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26:  Breakdown by currency, underwriting years 2014-2018  
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Breakdown of claims by type of casualty 
A high number of ‘high frequency-low severity’ contact claims is typical for the coastal fleet. This is mainly due to 
the high representation of fishing vessels that are liable to claims directly or indirectly caused by their fishing gear. 
However, despite representing 36% (45% for fishing vessels) of all claims, contact claims account for just 10% (7% for 
fishing vessels) of the total claims cost. 

Machinery claims account for 27% of all claims in terms of numbers, but a higher share (31%) of the total claims 
cost. This is mainly due to the high share of contact claims mentioned above, which have far less impact on the cost. 
Groundings and fire/explosion claims usually follow the same pattern as the ocean hull fleet, with a relatively low 
frequency and a higher share of the cost. 

Coastal portfolio: Breakdown of claims by type of casualty, by date of loss

28a:  Numbers (%), 2014-2018, by date of loss
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28b:  Cost (%), 2014-2018, by date of loss  
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Fishing vessels: Breakdown of claims by type of casualty, by date of loss

29a:  Numbers (%), 2014-2018, by date of loss

29b:  Cost (%), 2014-2018, by date of loss  
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Looking specifically at fishing vessels (graph 29b), fire/explosion combined with machinery damage accounted for 
almost 50% of the claims cost.
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Coastal vessels in harsh waters – Fires and the Arctic challenge 
The typical major claim in the coastal portfolio does not exceed NOK 20 million, and only very rarely NOK 50 
million. 2014 and 2016 were exceptional years in that respect, with one grounding with a cost of almost NOK 300 
million in 2014, and two claims exceeding NOK 100 million in 2016 (a yacht and a LNG/LPG vessel). In 2017, there 
were only two claims exceeding NOK 20 million (a cargo and a chemical/product vessel), but no claim exceeding 
NOK 40 million.

In 2018, there was a substantial increase in the number of severe casualties with seven reported casualties at an 
individual cost in excess of NOK 20 million. Two of these are estimated to cost more than NOK 50 million, and a 
third close to NOK 50 million. Only one of them is a total loss. 

Four of the seven casualties occurred on fishing vessels, including two fires and one grounding. Fires on fishing 
vessels are of particular concern, with the life of the crew often at risk. In one of the two cases, a small fire started 
in a technical room onboard, but spread so quickly to the rest of the vessel that the crew did not stand a chance of 
extinguishing the fire. They had to evacuate the vessel and were rescued by a passing ferry, with fortunately no lives 
lost. 

The Norwegian Maritime Directorate receives regular notifications of fires or near-fires onboard fishing vessels and 
issued in May 20181 a publication on this subject. The publication identifies typical causes of fires on fishing vessels 
with the main focus on loss prevention. Fires on fishing vessels do not only constitute a danger for the crew on 
board, as they may quickly spread to other parts of the vessel, but even to other vessels close by during the fishing 
high season.

The case of the Norwegian-flagged fishing vessel Northguider, which grounded in Hinlopen Strait north of the 
Arctic island of Svalbard on 28 December 2018 under harsh weather conditions, clearly illustrated the practical 
challenges in relation to Arctic sailings. Harsh climate conditions, unstable communication in spite of modern 
satellite communication technology, and the often long distances to the next rescue station or nearest passing 
vessels all pose severe challenges2.

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)

1 In Norwegian only: https://www.sdir.no/sjofart/ulykker-og-sikkerhet/undersokelse-av-ulykker/laring-av- 
 hendelser/laring-av-hendelse--kilder-til-brann-pa-fiskefartoy/ 
2 https://iumi.com/document/view/Arctic_Sailings__5b8550f912ae2.pdf

https://www.sdir.no/sjofart/ulykker-og-sikkerhet/undersokelse-av-ulykker/laring-av-hendelser/laring-av-hendelse--kilder-til-brann-pa-fiskefartoy/
https://www.sdir.no/sjofart/ulykker-og-sikkerhet/undersokelse-av-ulykker/laring-av-hendelser/laring-av-hendelse--kilder-til-brann-pa-fiskefartoy/
https://iumi.com/document/view/Arctic_Sailings__5b8550f912ae2.pdf
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Claims frequency – stabilizes after long-term downward trend 
The overall claims frequency for this segment shows a long-term positive trend, down from 27% in 2003 and 
stabilising around 14% from 2012. The increased share of small coastal tonnage from 2010 has contributed to the 
low claims frequency, which is a typical feature for smaller tonnage (see graphs 30 and 31 and the extensive coastal 
hull report at cefor.no/statistics). The claims frequency for vessels with values below NOK 5 million is generally 
lower and more stable than for vessels with higher values. The stability is partly due to a higher number of vessels in 
this lower value layer. 

For vessels with values above NOK 5 million, the frequency continued to decrease after 2012, but seems to have 
stabilised in recent years. For vessels with a value exceeding NOK 100 million, there were substantially less claims in 
2018. With fewer vessels in this layer, the frequency will naturally be less stable. 

Generally speaking, several factors tend to have an impact on claims frequency, including deductibles, weather 
conditions, economic framework and portfolio-related factors such as vessel types and sizes.

30:  Claims frequency per sum insured layer, incl. IBNR, by date of loss
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31:  Overall and total loss frequency, incl. IBNR, by date of loss
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Unlike the ocean hull segment, the frequency of total losses for the coastal segment has been relatively stable with a 
slight downward trend since 2015 (graph 31). However, it should be noted that one characteristic of the the coastal 
portfolio is a substantially higher total loss frequency. 

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)

www.cefor.no/statistics
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32a:  Claims frequency by type of casualty, by date of loss
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The claims frequency by type of casualty has improved over time for most types of claims. 

Up to 2017, fire/explosion claims showed an equally positive trend, but in 2018 several fire/explosions occurred in 
this portfolio. Most of these were on fishing vessels. Fires on fishing vessels are a serious concern as explained on 
page 35.     
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32b:  Claims frequency by type of casualty, by date of loss
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33:  Ultimate partial and total claim cost per vessel (NOK), by date of loss 
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Claim cost – on the rise again  
The decreasing claims frequency, partly caused by the large number of smaller vessels in the portfolio since 2010, 
resulted in a positive trend for overall claims cost per vessel. This positive trend came to an end in 2016. Since then, 
the claim cost per vessel has been on the rise and is getting closer to 2010 levels again.

Despite one costly grounding claim of almost NOK 300 million in 2014 and two claims exceeding NOK 100 million 
in 2016, these very expensive claims are not typical for the coastal segment. Excluding these exceptional claims, 
the partial and the total claim cost per vessel remained relatively stable from 2012 to 2016 but have shown a clear 
increase since 2017 (graph 33). 

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)

34:  Claim cost per vessel, claims below NOK 20 million, by date of loss 
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Over the period 2012 to 2017, we noted an increase in the average claim cost per vessel for smaller claims below 
NOK 20 million. This development may have been related to an increase in the import prices of materials necessary 
for vessel repairs in the Nordic countries, which was partly due to the strengthening of the US dollar in the period.  
As the currency graph 27 shows, other Nordic currencies have also strengthened to varying degrees in recent years 
against the NOK. 
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The average claim cost per type of casualty is far more volatile than the claim cost per vessel. Major claims, 
particularly fire/explosions and nautical-related claims such as groundings and collisions, can cause a strong variation 
in the average claim cost from year to year. The situation for machinery claims is more stable. Following a historic 
peak in 2008, the average claim cost relating to machinery claims decreased slightly but has been on the rise again 
since 2015. 

35:  Coastal portfolio: average claim cost per type of casualty (NOK 1,000), by date of loss 
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36:  Fishing vessels: average claim cost per type of casualty (NOK 1,000), by date of loss 
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The average cost of machinery damage for fishing vessels is less than half the average cost for the coastal portfolio 
as a whole. However, the impact of collisions and groundings on the average cost is stronger in the fishing vessel 
fleet than for the total coastal portfolio.
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Claims cost dependence on vessel values 
Claims trends need to be interpreted in relation to the characteristics of the underlying portfolio. To illustrate this, 
graphs 39 and 40 show the partial claim cost per vessel split into sum insured layers. For vessels with insured values 
below NOK 5 million, the average repair cost has been relatively stable over time. For vessels with higher insured 
values, the cost per vessel is far more volatile, in particular when including total losses in the claims cost. With rela-
tively few high-value vessels in the coastal portfolio, single extraordinary costly claims strongly affect the total claim 
cost per vessel in the year that they occur. 

For vessels with insured values below NOK 100 million, the partial claim cost per vessel has been on the rise since 
2016, after a positive trend in the years 2000 to 2015. This is especially the case for vessels with values between 
NOK 20-100 million. It also holds true to some degree for vessels with values between NOK 5-20 million, but these 
had the strongest downward trend in partial claim cost per vessel in the years prior to 2012.  

37:  Claim cost per vessel per sum insured layer (NOK), by date of loss  
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38:  Partial claim cost per vessel per sum insured layer (NOK), by date of loss   
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A more detailed report on coastal hull claims trends is available at cefor.no/statistics.

https://www.cefor.no/statistics
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Since 1985, leading members of Cefor have compiled and analysed statistical information relevant to their hull 
and machinery insurance portfolio. By the end of 2018, the Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS) database 
comprised 279,806 vessel-years and 77,356 claims for vessels with a registered IMO number. Including small coastal 
vessels, the total number amounted to 463,465 registered vessel-years and 100,647 claims.  

The statistical relevance of the NoMIS database increases continuously. Since 2013, the annually reported number 
of vessels with an IMO number has been between 15,000 and 16,000 vessels. For underwriting year 2018, a record-
high number of more than 17,000 vessels was registered (more than 31,000 including small coastal vessels). Along 
with coverage data (vessel identities, insured values, deductibles), about 3,500 claims are reported per underwriting 
year for vessels with an IMO number (4,500 to 5,000 including small coastal vessels). Roughly 600 of these annually 
reported claims exceed a cost of USD 250,000. Based on this solid amount of data, the Cefor Statistics Forum 
constantly endeavours to improve the analysis of hull trends as presented in the other articles in this report. 

Portfolio characteristics – Type of vessels
Cefor members underwrite a wide range of tonnage. Due to the somewhat different characteristics of the ocean 
and coastal hull segments, Cefor issues separate statistics for international ocean-going vessels with an IMO number 
and for the Nordic coastal segment. 

Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS)

The NoMIS  
portfolio

39:  Breakdown of the ocean hull portfolio by type of vessel, year of exposure 2018 
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Cefor coverage of world fleet – Statistical relevance of NoMIS data
A comparison of the currently covered ‘Cefor fleet’ with the world merchant fleet indicates the following market 
participation:

Percentage of world merchant fleet reported by Cefor members1:  
(vessels with registered IMO number):

Year of build
Gross Tonnage

1,000-3,999 4,000-6,999 7,000-10,000 >10,000 Grand Total

Cefor share 2013 - 2018 12.2% 24.9% 17.3% 50.6% 38.5%

2008 - 2012 16.5% 32.5% 37.1% 52.5% 41.1%

2003 - 2007 20.3% 25.8% 42.4% 59.6% 44.1%

1998 - 2002 24.3% 22.5% 26.3% 49.8% 37.6%

1993 - 1997 15.0% 11.5% 14.5% 32.6% 20.7%

1988 - 1992 8.4% 13.5% 12.7% 26.3% 12.7%

<1988 or unknown 4.2% 4.6% 7.7% 20.2% 6.3%

World Fleet 2013 - 2018 2,343 889 533 7,061 10,826

2008 - 2012 3,313 1,511 1,054 8,661 14,539

2003- 2007 2,309 845 806 4,652 8,612

1998 - 2002 1,503 703 350 2,866 5,422

1993 - 1997 1,679 677 289 1,486 4,131

1988 - 1992 1,838 542 212 551 3,143

<1988 or unknown 7,959 1,666 546 1,348 11,519

Total Cefor share 11.5% 19.2% 27.1% 49.6% 30.9%

Total World Fleet 20,944 6,833 3,790 26,625 58,192

The table clearly illustrates that Cefor members’ coverage of the world fleet is highest for the largest and youngest 
vessels. In the segment for vessels of more than 10,000 gross tons, NoMIS members write shares in about 50% of 
the 26,625 vessels of this size in the world fleet.  

Cefor members also write a significant portfolio of Mobile Offshore Units. These are not included in the NoMIS 
database. The members participate in about half of the world fleet of Mobile Offshore Drilling units. 

1 Calculated as the number of vessels partly or wholly covered by Cefor members during   
 the last two underwriting years, divided by the total number of vessels with a registered IMO  
 number in the world fleet. World fleet numbers according to Lloyd’s List Intelligence ‘World  
 Fleet Update’ as of January 2019.
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40:  Breakdown of the ocean fleet by type of insurance conditions, 2018

Other specified - 1%
USA - 9%
German - 12%
English (ITC hull) - 25%
Finnish - 1%
Swedish - 0.5%
Danish - 1%
Norwegian Plan - 2%
Nordic Plan - 49%

For the coastal fleet, the picture is very different. A major part of the coastal fleet consists of fishing vessels and 
local ferries in Nordic waters. Accordingly, 94% of the coastal fleet is insured on Nordic terms (Nordic Plan and 
national insurance conditions for small craft). 

Portfolio characteristics – Type of insurance conditions
Since its introduction in 2013, the Nordic Marine Insurance Plan has received massive support. In October 2018, the 
latest version was launched with new updates as part of a continuous evolution. For the Cefor ocean fleet, the Plan 
constitutes the most commonly used insurance conditions with a share of nearly 50% in 2018. Of the rest, 25% are 
insured on English, 12% on German, and 9% on U.S. conditions (graph 40). 
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2 IBNR = Incurred But Not Reported = reserve for claims adjustments and registration backlog.

Data 

The article on p. 17 concerning ocean hull trends is based on vessels with an IMO number. The coastal hull 
trends (article p. 29) are derived from vessels defined as fishing vessels and any other type of vessel up to 
5,000 gross tons or 15 metres in length.

100% shares: All figures are adjusted to 100% of the vessel to provide as objective a picture of the claims 
trends as possible. The figures are thus independent of the share underwritten by any single insurer or the 
combined Nordic market share for the vessel.    

Date of loss perspective (accident year): Unless otherwise indicated, all claims graphs reflect the date-
of-loss perspective, i.e. claims are grouped by the year in which the loss occurred (also called ‘the accident 
year’), as opposed to grouping claims by the underwriting year. The date-of-loss perspective allows a more 
up-to-date picture of recent claims trends and more exact estimation of the ultimate expected claims 
amount for the latest year. 

IBNR2 adjustments thus represent only the expected adjustment of outstanding claims reserves for claims 
incurred by 31 December, and no additional reserves for claims that will incur in 2019 but are attached to the 
2018 underwriting year. 

Exchange rates: All figures in this report have been converted to USD, with the exception of the coastal 
segment (article p. 29), in which figures have been converted to NOK. Paid claims have been converted 
into USD (NOK) at the exchange rate in the month of payment. Outstanding claims reserves have been 
converted at the December 2018 exchange rate.

NoMIS and the Cefor Statistics Forum
Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS) as presented in this report comprise data from:

Cefor members report data for the entire commercial fleet underwritten by their Nordic offices.  

Cefor member Joined NoMIS in:
Data included for 
underwriting years:

Alandia Insurance 2012 2005 – 2018

Bluewater Insurance 2004 2002 – 2008 (run-off)

Codan  2005 2001 – 2018

Gard Co-founder of NoMIS  
(then as Storebrand, Vesta) 1985 – 2018

Gjensidige – ocean Co-founder of NoMIS 1985 – 2001 (run-off)

Gjensidige – coastal 2009 2000 – 2018

If 2008 1996 – 2018 

NEMI 2004 2002 – 2009 (run-off)

Norwegian Hull Club 2003 1995 – 2018

Skuld 2016 2011 – 2018

The Swedish Club 2006 1995 – 2018

Tryg  2009 2003 – 2008 (run-off)

Zurich Protector Forsikring Co-founder of NoMIS 1985 – 2002 (run-off)
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Further statistics:

In addition to this report, ‘The 2018 Cefor NoMIS Ocean Hull Report’ and ‘The 2018 Cefor NoMIS 
Coastal Hull Report’ are available from the Cefor website, with breakdowns of claims trends by various 
characteristics such as, for example, vessel type and age group. Half-yearly claims trend updates and other 
specialised analyses are also available at cefor.no/statistics.

Statistics Forum 2018:
Mathias Brunnsberg, Alandia Insurance (Chair)
Roald Osland, Codan
Jun Lin, Gard
Kari Opsjøn, Gjensidige
Petteri Lahtainen, If
Christian Irgens, Norwegian Hull Club 
Otto Rendedal, Skuld
Anders Hultman, The Swedish Club
Astrid Seltmann (Cefor Analyst & Forum Secretary)

www.cefor.no/statistics


47

Organisation & Members

Members
•  Alandia Insurance
•  Codan 
•  Den Norske Krigsforsikring for Skib  
 (The Norwegian Shipowners’ Mutual  
 War Risks Insurance Association)
•  Fender Marine
•  Gard
•  Gjensidige
•  If 

•  Industriforsikring 
•  Møretrygd 
•  Nordisk Skibsrederforening  
 (Nordisk Defence Club)
•  Norwegian Hull Club 
•  Skuld
•  The Swedish Club  
 (Sveriges Ångfartygs Assurans Förening)
•  Tromstrygd

Board of Directors
Svein Buvik, Chair
Chief External Affairs Officer, Gard

Jan Limnell, Deputy Chair
Director, Commercial Marine Insurance, 
Alandia Insurance

Tom Blix
Vice President, Skuld Marine Agency

Anna Erlandsen
SVP, Head of Oslo Office,  
Norwegian Hull Club

Arne Gangdal
Head of Marine Practice, Gjensidige

Jonny Gangstad
Senior Underwriter, If

Anders Hovelsrud
Insurance Director, Den Norske  
Krigsforsikring for Skib

Lone Scheuer Larsen
Nordic Director Marine Hull,  
Codan Marine

Tord Nilsson
Director, The Swedish Club

Forums

Cargo Forum  Chair: Finn Eriksen, Codan

The Forum discusses general market issues relating to cargo insurance during 
transport and storage, and actively participates in the Nordic Cargo  
Coordination Committee (NCCC).

Claims Forum  Chair: Carl Morten Sundin, Norwegian Hull Club

The Forum discusses major, interesting or complex casualties and rulings that 
are publicly known, and claims issues of general interest to the members. 

Coastal and Fishing Vessels Forum  Chair: Tore Høisæther, Fender Marine

The Forum discusses general matters relating to insurance for coastal and 
fishing vessels.

Offshore Energy Forum  Chair: Georg Nygaard, Norwegian Hull Club

The Forum discusses general matters relating to hull, loss-of-hire, builders’ risks 
and P&I insurance for mobile offshore units and specialised offshore vessels.

Plan Revision Forum  Chair: Sveinung Måkestad, Gard

The Forum discusses and recommends changes to the Nordic Marine  
Insurance Plan on behalf of Cefor, and gives advice regarding marine clauses 
and their wording. 

Statistics Forum  Chair: Mathias Brunnsberg,  Alandia Insurance

The Forum is responsible for the Nordic Marine Insurance Statistics (NoMIS) 
database. For more information, see articles on pages 11 to 46.

Technical Forum  Chair: Steinar Sivertsen, Norwegian Hull Club

The Forum discusses technical and operational subjects and matters of general 
interest to the members, and issues proposals and expert recommendations 
where appropriate.

Underwriting Risk Forum  Chair: Michael Bennett, Skuld

The Forum works to enhance the knowledge and understanding of existing and 
emerging risks that are affecting the shipping and offshore energy industries.

Organisation & Members

Administration
Helle Hammer 
Managing Director

Niklas Sonnenschein
Legal Counsel

Astrid Seltmann
Analyst / Actuary

Hilde Spro
Office Manager

As of 31 December 2018


