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With the dawn of an age of increasingly 
larger ships, cargo operation gear, equipment 
and installations ashore have also grown 
– literally. The trend is especially clear for the 
containerised side of shipping.

Many ports around the globe have had to 
invest in huge gantry cranes to operate the 
largest post-panamax container ships, which 
have a width of over 42 metres and with an 
official capacity of more than 7,000 TEU, 
although the potential actual capacity may be 
as high as 12,000 TEU. 

FACTS • Contact incidents of this nature fall 

under the FFO (Fixed and Floating Objects) 

Clause in the shipowner’s insurance. It is li-

ability insurance for damage to third party 

property. In the Scandinavian marine insur-

ance market, FFO is normally covered under 

the Hull & Machinery (H&M) policy, whilst in 

other markets, such as the London market, 

FFO is usually covered by the Protection & 

Indemnity (P&I) insurance.

As the member also had FD&D (Freight, 

Demurrage & Defence) insurance with the 

Club, they received essential assistance re-

garding legal issues not covered under either 

the H&M or the P&I insurance.

LATEST NEWS • According to the Scandi-

navian Shipping Gazette, the Germanischer 

Lloyd (GL) have together with Hyundai Heavy 

Industries (HHI) now designed a container 

ship capable of carrying 13,000 TEU; 382 me-

ters long, 54 meters wide and with a draught 

of 13,5 meters. It is designed for 21 rows on 

deck and 19 rows under deck!
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Some experts claim that it is the port in-
frastructure that is presently holding back the 
next frontier of container ship design, and not 
the other way around. They speculate about a 
ship design that is capable of carrying 18,000 
TEU! 

In most cases, the port equipment and 
the gantry cranes must be upgraded in order 
for the port not to lose business and to stay 
competitive. With the ever-increasing size of 
gantry cranes in order to meet new demands, 
even minor contact damage risks being enor-
mously costly. This article describes a contact 
damage incident that took place within the last 
five years. The incident described here could 
have turned out worse.

The incident involved contact damage with 
a gantry crane, although the crane was not, as 
one might expect, used to unload containers. It 
was (and still is, to the best of our knowledge) 
used for unloading coal for a power station. 
The incident, however, highlights the dangers 
of ships making contact with a shore-based 
crane…

The incident
It was a fine morning on the 2nd of March 
a few years back when the bulk carrier of 
45,000 tonnes deadweight, fully laden with 
coal, approached the quay in a South-East 
Asian country. Both the quay and the coal 
gantry crane unloaders were very modern. 
The weather was splendid on this particular 
morning, with blue skies and a west to south-
westerly wind blowing at about seven knots. 
The sea was almost flat. The quay is located in 
a protected bay area. The current in this area 
does not exceed one knot at any time. 

The entire jetty, with a length of over 400 
metres, was also free; no vessels were berthed 
alongside. The third officer informed the 
master one hour prior to arrival at the port, 
as the master had instructed. All the machin-
ery and technical equipment were working 
properly. Twenty minutes before arrival, the 
master gave the order to stand-by fore and aft. 
The vessel was now about two nautical miles 
from the jetty and approaching at five knots. 
Fifteen minutes later, the vessel was just 0.6 
nautical miles from the jetty and the speed 
had dropped to 2.7 knots. The master now 
ordered dead slow astern and full to starboard 
on the bow thruster. The third officer was 
operating both the engine control and the 
bow thruster. About three minutes before the 

planned berthing, the master realised that 
the vessel was not swinging to starboard as 
he had anticipated, and he consequently gave 
the order half astern. Less than one minute 
before contact, the master ordered full astern. 
The speed at this stage was around 1.9 knots, 
and the jetty was less than 200 metres from 
the bow of the vessel. Shortly afterwards, at 
09.44 local time contact was made. The first 
contact was between the flare of the bow and 
the large fenders, after which the anchor, in its 
stowed position, ripped one of the shear legs of 
the large gantry crane. The enormous moving 
mass of the vessel pushed the gantry crane off 
its tracks before bouncing off the jetty, also 
causing damage to a conveyor belt running 
alongside the quay. It was a blessing in disguise 
that the gantry crane, almost in defiance of the 
law of physics, remained standing.

Damage
Damage surveys were carried out after the in-
cident. A claims executive from the Club flew 
to the scene, and correspondents and surveyors 
were appointed by the underwriters, shipown-
ers, and by the owners and underwriters of the 
jetty. Gantry crane specialists were flown from 
the crane’s manufacturers in Europe. Exten-
sive meetings were arranged and discussions 
on liability, various repair methods, and the 
cost of repairs followed.

Consequential losses
When a gantry crane is damaged, it must, of 
course, be repaired. Another part of the claim 
for damages is the loss of use that in many 
cases follows, and this may be the larger part 
of the total claim. The inoperability of the 
crane hinders efficient cargo operation and 
the actual repairs, in situ, often block a major 

Even an ever so slight touch in the horizon-
tal plane may cause cranes to collapse.
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part of the quay area.
This particular case was exacerbated in 

that, although only one crane had been dam-
aged, it was feared that the other three cranes 
must be kept idle during the repairs due to the 
fact that the conveyor belt, running under all 
four cranes, had also been damaged. While 
repairs to the damaged crane were being car-
ried out, they would most probably block and 
hinder the use of the conveyor belt – for sev-
eral months. The problem this posed in this 
exceptional case was that the stock of coal at 
the power station would run out, and that the 
power station would thus loose its source of 
energy. This would result in a large part of 
the local region loosing its supply of electrical 
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It was a blessing in 
disguise that the 
gantry crane, almost 
in defiance of the law 
of physics, remained 
standing.

power, affecting not only the households in 
the region, but also businesses and factories. 
The consequential losses were potentially 
enormous, and difficult to predict.

Solution
After lengthy discussions, meetings, and mas-
sive correspondence, sensible solutions began 
to emerge. One contractor came up with a 
solution that enabled the station to continue 
operation. In short, the conveyor belt was to 
be repaired first so that the three other gan-
try cranes alongside the quay could be used 
as unloaders, ensuring coal supplies for the 
power station and thus electric power for the 
vast region. The consequential damages were 
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thus minimised, but notwithstanding this, the 
total insurance related claim ended up at over 
USD 2,100,000.

Related issues
The consequential losses raised issues related 
to the contracts of affreightment between 
the power station and the shipowner. How 
far-reaching was the promise to deliver coal 
under the quantum contract of affreightment? 
Our FD&D claims handlers were heavily in-
volved in aiding owners with the contractual 
and legal implications. The demurrage claim 
shipowners faced was also a closely linked 
concern.

The possibility of contributory negligence 
on the part of the owners of the port/jetty was 
also discussed. The question was whether it 
was reasonable that giant cranes of this sort 
were parked, or perhaps “left” is a better ex-
pression, in such a position as to endanger safe 
berthing? Should the port not try to park them 
in a safe position? Were the Port Authorities to 
blame for this failure?

Modern gantry cranes are constructed to 
withstand many metric tonnes of pressure 
when working with loads vertically. Even an 
ever so slight touch in the horizontal plane may 
cause such cranes to collapse. This has hap-
pened on numerous occasions. Gantry cranes 
are not constructed to withstand horizontal 
impacts. The problem is that today’s gantry 
cranes are positioned along the quay, very 
close to the waterfront, which means that if 
the flare of a ship’s bow (or the flare of the 
stern) comes over the edge of the quay there is 
an imminent danger of ship and crane making 
contact. A modern post-panamax gantry crane 
weighs well over 1,500 metric tonnes. Even a 
very slight contact may cause potentially huge 
economic losses, and the risk to life is only too 
obvious…
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