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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The economic benefits and social and environmental risks associated with the ship 

dismantling industry are intensely debated all over the world. Ship dismantling is a 

particularly complex and highly controversial issue because of its serious 

environmental and social implications, alongside the economic importance  in several 

countries. In recent years, this issue has gained importance on the international 

political agenda, and particularly within the European Union (EU). 

This study aims to support objectives of the EU strategy on ship dismantling, 

particularly to improve ship dismantling conditions by examining the feasibility of 

establishing a set of criteria to identify ships likely to go for dismantling and the 

feasibility of establishing a list of green and safe ship dismantling facilities. The study 

aims at delivering an assessment on whether criteria can contribute to achieve the 

objective that ships with a strong link to the EU in terms of flag or ownership are 

dismantled only in green and safe and sound facilities and if future lists (list of green 

and safe ship dismantling facilities and a list of ships likely to go for dismantling) can be 

a complete and reliable tool for interested parties. Finally, the criteria analysed in this 

study were selected on the basis that they would be used in a non-discriminatory way, 

and also observe applicable competition, World Trade Organisation/Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and internal market rules.  

The study also provides an assessment on if and how the criteria might increase the 

effectiveness of the enforcement of the Waste Shipment Regulation and the future 

International Hong Kong Convention.  

The approach and methodology adopted for the work has included detailed and 

comprehensive reviews of existing literature and legislative sources with constructive 

and targeted stakeholder input for added value. 

This study focuses only on merchant ships with a capacity of 500 Gross Tonnes or 

more. 

� Criteria for Identifying Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

� Development of the criteria  

One of the many challenges of developing criteria for identifying ships likely to go for 

dismantling was the difficulty in determining the age at which ships are normally 

dismantled, as  is in general  it is the shipowner’s decision on when to send the ship for 

dismantling. However, there does exist some legal obligations on dismantling for 

certain types of ships, i.e. fishing vessels and single hull tankers. It is clear that no single 

criterion is sufficient to qualify a ship as likely to be dismantled, and therefore a 

combination of criteria was deemed to be the most effective method.  

The criteria to identify ships likely to go for dismantling were selected for their 

pertinence as well as for the availability of information. In addition, they were also 
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considered to be applicable to all ships and easily verifiable by the authorities that will 

have to determine whether or not the ship complies with the criteria in question. The 

final list of selected criteria is following: 

• Legal obligations such as the phasing-out of single hull tankers under the 

International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships 

Convention. 

• Age and type of ship as a ship’s age a ship’s age greatly influences its 

probability of being scrapped because the earning potential declines and 

running cost increases  with the ship's age. 

• Flag of the ship as it indicates the country’s Port State Control performance of 

fleets based on detention statistics and can determine the overall safety 

quality of a vessel. 

• Number and reasons for deficiencies and detainments as numerous 

detentions and deficiencies of a ship may indicate its low maintenance level. 

• Economic factors are regarded as a very important driver for the shipowner's 

decision on when to send a ship for dismantling. 

• Classification society as the ranking of the classification society could indicate 

the ship is being surveyed by a high performing organisation or by an 

organisation with a history of low performance. 

Three models were developed using these criteria and were used to identify ships likely 

to go to dismantling. Each model included at least 3 of the following selected criteria: 

flag of the ship, age, economic conditions, legal requirements, and ship deficiency 

information.  

Model A was designed based on the hypothesis that if economic conditions are not 

favourable (low freight rate and low demand for new ship/second hand ships), ship 

owners are more likely to dismantle their ships. Model A includes criteria concerning 

economic parameters, average age of ship and information on the ship’s flag State. 

Model B assumes that if ships do not fall under certain legal obligations, they can also 

be considered likely to go for dismantling if they fall within the average dismantling age 

range of the ship and have been detained or found with a certain number of 

deficiencies. Model B includes criteria on legal obligations, average dismantling age of 

ship, detainment and deficiencies, and the ship’s classification society. Finally, Model C 

is based on the assumptionthat ships are likely to go for dismantling if they have 

recently flagged out to a targeted flag state and are of an average dismantling age or 

have been detained or found with deficiencies. Model C includes criteria on the ship’s 

flag State, deficiencies and detainment and average dismantling age of the ship. 

The models were tested in terms of accurateness and robustness to indicate certainty 

regarding the number of ships likely to go to dismantling. They were applied to 

different types of ships (e.g. bulkers, tankers, containers), as certain criteria are applied 
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differently according to the ship type (e.g. average age for dismantling, freight rates for 

tankers but not for bulkers, or legal obligations). 

The model testing revealed the accuracy of each of the models in identifying the actual 

number of ships that went for dismantling. According to the first testing results, Model 

A was the most accurate model in terms of being able to predict the number of ships 

likely to go for dismantling based on recent ship dismantling data. Model A predicted 

that 94% of the ships would go to dismantling whereas Model B and C predicted 40% 

and 70% respectively.  

Model A was further tested by taking into account only the criteria on age and flag 

(criteria on economic parameters was excluded as economic parameters are difficult to 

predict and change constantly). Results showed that the application of model A using 

the criteria category/age and flag of ship predicted with 68% accuracy the ships that 

actually went for dismantling (less accurate than the 94% predicted using the same 

model, but with economic parameters). It should be noted that including economic 

parameters requires frequent updating and analysis to determine current and future 

economic conditions, as economic parameters in the shipping industry are very volatile 

and depend heavily on the world economy.  

Due to data constraints and the need for a simple and easily applicable model, a 

second simplified version of model A was created. The simplified Model A was tested 

using actual dismantling data. By applying a simplified model A and using criteria that 

are easily verifiable (category/age and flag of ship), it is possible to identify 

approximately 70% of ships that have a high probability of going for dismantling in the 

near future. 

One of the limitations of the model is that it can only be used at the individual ship 

level, not on aggregated data. Finally, the fact that it was not able to predict with 100% 

accuracy the ships that went for dismantling means that the model is bound to miss 

some ships that are likely to go for dismantling, as well as a false identification of ships, 

which may continue to operate. 

� Future ship dismantling volumes 

Figures on the number of ships to be dismantled up to the year 2030 were estimated 

based on the simplified model A. In particular, an assessment of the number and 

tonnage of ships of the world fleet likely to go for dismantling up to 2030, and the 

future expected numbers of European Union flagged ships up to 2030 was completed. 

The main assumption used to determine if a ship was likely to be dismantled was the 

average age of dismantling. Therefore, any other factors that can influence the number 

of ships to be dismantled, such as an increase in the world fleet due to new ship 

deliveries, evolutions in the shipping markets, or new regulations were not included in 

the forecast.  

Results indicate that from 2010 to 2030, on average, approximately 500 large and very 

large ships will be dismantled every year up to 2030. According to the estimations, on 

average, 34.7 million gross tonnes of ships are potentially ready to be dismantled every 
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year. Under the MARPOL legislation, approximately 784 tankers will be phased out in 

2010, 43 tankers phased out during 2011-2014 and 109 to be phased-out in 2015. In 

terms of number of ships, on average, approximately, 0.5% of world fleet will be 

dismantled every year. In terms of gross tonnage, approximately 2% of world fleet will 

be dismantled every year. Of the ships to be dismantled, bulkers and tankers represent 

the largest ship category in terms of numbers and tonnage, followed by container 

ships. The historical average scrapping rate is approximately 400 vessels/year, which is 

close to the estimates made by this study. However, these numbers should be taken 

with caution as the ship dismantling forecast calculations only take into account ships 

of 25 000 gross tonnes and larger, therefore vessels of less than 25 000 gross tonnes 

are not included in the calculations. Further, the forecast does not take into account 

ships lost at sea due to accidents, casualties, etc. These factors may lead to an 

underestimation of the actual ship dismantling volumes in future years.  

� Future ship dismantling volumes for European Union flagged ships 

An analysis for European Union flagged ships to be dismantled was made using data 

provided by the Port Authorities of Cyprus, United Kingdom, France and Belgium. 

These four Member States account for 28% (3 020 ships) of the number of ships flying 

an European Union flag and 25% (57.1 million deadweight tonnes) of the ships by 

weight (deadweight tonnage).  

It was found that more than 350 ships were likely to be dismantled in 2009 for these 

four Member States. This number is believed to be an overestimate of the number of 

ships that were actually dismantled in 2009, however shows that a large number of 

ships that are older than their average dismantling age are still in operation. It was 

assumed that one of the reasons for this could be that European Union flagged ships 

are in better shape than the average world fleet and thus their average age of 

dismantling is slightly higher. 

Every year, starting in 2020, there would be a gradual increase in the number of ships 

likely to be dismantled, reaching over 50 in the beginning of the decade, and over 70 in 

the middle of the decade and ending with an average of 125 ships to be dismantled in 

the last years of the decade. The last peak is due mainly to the young fleet of 

containers and oil tankers in the United Kingdom and France. 

Based on the calculations on ships likely to go for dismantling of the world fleet and 

those from the four Member States, about 13% of the total number of ships to be 

dismantled are Member State flagged ships. This closely corresponds to actual ship 

dismantling data for 2008 which shows that 19% of ships that were dismantled were 

European Union flagged. 

Specific volumes of the Member State flagged ships to be dismantled were not given 

due to the fact that Member States use different units of measurements (i.e. Light 

Displacement Tonnage, Deadweight Tonnage, or Gross Tonnage); therefore aggregated 

data concerning the volume of European Union flagged ships likely to go for 

dismantling was not possible to calculate. 
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� Feasibility of using specific criteria to establish and maintain a list of ships 

likely to go for dismantling 

An analysis taking into account legislation applicable to waste, revised versions of the 

Maritime Directives, and other relevant legislation that stipulate conditions and data 

on end-of-life ships were made, with the aim to examine the legal basis of using certain 

criteria to establish a list of ships likely to be dismantled. 

The establishment of a list of ships likely to go for dismantling would require the 

existence of a more systematic co-operation and information exchange as it would 

involve a number of different actors (Port State authorities, Member States, 

Classification Societies, European Maritime Safety Agency, European Commission, etc.) 

and will require the use of different resources to help identify potential ships likely to 

go for dismantling.   

The European Maritime Safety Agency plays a significant role in terms of receiving and 

maintaining data on ships, therefore information such as a ship’s age, flag State, and 

inspection history is already available through Port State information systems and the 

European Maritime Safety Agency ship statistics department. Creating another body 

responsible for establishing and maintaining a list of ships likely to go for dismantling 

may put significant additional administrative burden. It would be more feasible to work 

with the European Maritime Safety Agency and Port State Control based on what has 

already been implemented to further improve aspects such as access to the necessary 

data. 

o Technical feasibility  

One of the principal issues in terms of the technical feasibility of such a list is the access 

to the information. Using the criteria under the simplified Model A (age and flag of 

ship) would be much more feasible if the Equasis database or any other similar 

database provided an aggregated searching tool that would allow automatic selection 

of ships according to certain criteria; currently no such tool is freely available. 

Including the criterion “economic conditions” in the model, as in the original version of 

Model A, means that the list would need to be updated frequently, as economic 

conditions are prone to change constantly due to the freight market, the scrap market, 

world economic conditions etc. This makes it difficult to pinpoint in advance periods of 

increased ship dismantling. 

Finally, the age of a ship is an important indicator in determining whether or not it may 

be likely to go for dismantling; however ship age should be used in conjunction with 

other criteria as it is not a sufficient criterion to determine the likeliness of a ship to go 

for dismantling. 

o Economic impacts 

There are several databases at the European Union level (Equasis, SafeSeanet system, 

European Union Long Range Identification and Tracking of Ships Data Centre, etc.) 

which are directly relevant regarding the actions necessary to make possible the 
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establishment and maintenance of a list of ships likely to go for dismantling. It will be 

important to avoid duplicating or overlapping efforts that may already be in place to 

avoid unnecessary administrative costs and burdens. 

The use of existing tools such as the Equasis database could result in significantly less 

administrative costs and burdens than having to use data from privately run databases 

or than creating a completely new database system and competent authority to 

establish and monitor the database. 

o Environmental benefits 

The existence of a targeted list of ships to monitor would ensure that ships “at-risk” 

(i.e. ships likely to go for dismantling) would be detected while still operating in 

European Union waters. Once identified, these ships will have to respect legislation 

applicable to shipments of waste and thus be sent to authorised Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development facilities or pre-cleaned before being sent to 

facilities outside the member countries of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation 

and Development. Therefore, a list of at-risk ships would improve safety at sea and 

pollution prevention through monitoring and enforcement mechanisms to ensure that 

targeted ships are dismantled in green and safe facilities. In addition, the existence of 

such a list could discourage flagging out of ships to weaker performing flag States. In 

turn, weaker performing flag States could be incited to improve shipping standards to 

avoid being a flag State that puts a ship on the list. Moreover, the establishment of a 

list of ships likely to go for dismantling could be an additional enforcement and 

monitoring tool for the WSR1 by ensuring that ships on the list are pre-cleaned of 

hazardous wastes before being sent to dismantling facilities outside of Europe. Finally, 

the list of ships likely to go for dismantling could indicate future ship dismantling 

volumes. This information could be used to assess whether there is enough capacity in 

green and safe ship dismantling facilities to cover the ships to be dismantled and thus 

avoid sending them sub-standard facilities. 

� Comparison of alternative options 

Three alternative options were identified for using the model to identify ships likely to 

go for dismantling. A first option would be to use the model to identify at-risk ships 

alongside Port State Control operations notably in the context of the New Inspection 

Regime. The model could be used to target a narrower list of high-risk ships that could 

then be subject to additional inspections and controls, and monitored to ensure that 

they are sent to green and safe ship dismantling facilities once they reach their end-of-

life.  

A second option would be to use the model to identify at-risk ships calling at European 

Union ports and at-risk ships with European Union flags. These ships would be subject 

to additional requirements related to improving European Union actions in targeting 

at-risk risks and ensuring they are treated in an environmentally-sound manner. 

                                                           
1
 Regulation (EC) No 1013/2006 of the European Parliament and the Council 
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A third option would be to use the model to identify ships that may be eligible for 

financial incentives or subsidies to encourage them to be go for dismantling in green 

and safe ship dismantling facilities. This could potentially play a vital role in providing 

proper incentives for stakeholders (i.e. the shipping industry and the ship scrapping 

industry) to ensure that ships are dismantled at a green and safe ship dismantling 

facility.  

The second option was identified to be the most effective in fulfilling the general 

objective of the European Union strategy on ship dismantling, which would include 

additional requirements for at-risk ships such as requiring that all ships are pre-cleaned 

of hazardous wastes before sent to non Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development facilities, include some key requirements of the Hong Kong Convention 

(e.g. the inventory of hazardous materials, ready for recycling certificate, and recycling 

facility management plan), and ensure that ships are dismantled in green and safe ship 

dismantling facilities. Finally, because of the potentially high administrative costs and 

burdens of Option 2, it would be advisable to implement additional requirements for 

identified at-risk ships alongside Port State Control due to the many existing tools and 

databases at the European Union level that work towards monitoring and targeting 

sub-standard ships, which could mean less administrative costs and burdens as it 

would work with existing schemes and tools, as well as fall under the European 

Maritime Safety Agency who is the authoritative body responsible for the tools and 

databases that could potentially be used.  

� Feasibility of establishing a list of green and safe ship dismantling facilities  

� Development of criteria  

A list of relevant and identifiable criteria was needed to determine which facilities 

could be considered “green and safe” ship dismantling facilities. This list was created to 

provide benchmarking tool for ship dismantling facilities, and a guidance for ship-

owners who wish to have their ships dismantled in a safe and environmentally sound 

manner. Criteria identified in the Hong Kong Convention were used as the minimum 

standard as, with the introduction of the Honk Kong Convention, it will be necessary 

for facilities within candidate countries to reach these benchmarks. 

The identified facilities were given a rating from A to AAA, in accordance with the 

number of criteria benchmarks. To be considered as potential green and safe ship 

dismantling facilities, a facility must at minimum reach the requirements of the Hong 

Kong Convention (ranked A). It was proposed that facilities outside the EU should at 

least reach the minimum legal levels of performance identified in Europe, which 

corresponded to meeting the minimum criteria of the Hong Kong Convention and 

additional criteria related to management of hazardous wastes.  Particularly important 

in this is the management, treatment and disposal of hazardous waste. This criterion in 

addition to meeting minimum criteria of the International Hong Kong Convention was 

identified as the minimum requirement for facilities to reach the AA rank, which was 

considered as the minimum benchmark for facilities to be considered safe and 

environmentally sound. Facilities that go beyond these requirements and meet all 
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additional criteria are given an AAA rating, highlighting their exceptionally good 

performance.  

The final list of criteria and methods used for applying both Hong Kong Convention and 

additional criteria in the search for green and safe ship dismantling facility in and 

outside of the EU were developed. These criteria were refined based on an analysis of 

legislation, existing resources and contact with experts to achieve the set of criteria 

listed in Table 1 . The proposed criteria are based on previous work carried out by 

COWI in 2008, commissioned by the European Maritime Safety Agency, to provide a 

model of an integrated management system for the certification of ship recycling 

facilities. The envisaged system operates with three levels A, AA and AAA where an A 

level indicates implementation of Hong Kong Convention minimal levels, and AA and 

AAA indicates that the SRF fulfils criteria that go beyond the minimum requirements. 

Table 1: Final list of criteria used to identify green and safe ship dismantling 
facilities 

Criteria Requirement Rank 

H
o

n
g

 K
o

n
g

 C
o

n
ve

n
ti

o
n

 c
ri

te
ri

a 

Authorisation of ship recycling 

facilities  

The ship dismantling facility should 

have a ship recycling permit issued 

by a national authority. 

A 

Ship Recycling Plan  The ship dismantling facility should 

prepare a Ship Recycling Facility 

Plan that includes elements such as 

a policy ensuring workers’ safety 

and the protection of human health 

and the environment. 

Prevention of adverse effects to 

human health and the 

environment  

The ship dismantling facility should 

establish and utilise procedures so 

that Safe-for-hot work and that 

Safe-for-entry conditions 

procedures are established and 

maintained. 

Safe and environmentally sound 

management of Hazardous 

Materials  

The ship dismantling facility should 

ensure safe and environmentally 

sound removal of any Hazardous 

Material contained in a certified 

ship. 

Emergency preparedness and 

response  

The ship dismantling facility 

authorized by a Party should 

establish and maintain an 

emergency preparedness and 

response plan. 

Worker safety and training The ship dismantling facility shall 

provide training programmes, and 

provide and ensure the use of 

personal protective equipment.  
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Criteria Requirement Rank 

Reporting on incidents, 

accidents, occupational diseases 

and chronic effects 

The ship dismantling facility should 

report any incident, accident, 

occupational diseases, or chronic 

effects causing risks to workers’ 

safety, human health and the 

environment. 

Exchange and communication of 

information  

The ship dismantling facility shall 

provide information requested by 

relevant bodies. 

A
d

d
it

io
n

al
 c

ri
te

ri
a 

Treatment of hazardous waste The ship dismantling facility should 

ensure the treatment and disposal 

of hazardous waste is carried out in 

an environmentally sound and safe 

way. 

AA 

Pollution prevention from spills The ship dismantling facility should 

employ means of preventing 

pollution from spills. 

AAA 

 Monitoring and publication of 

progress 

The ship dismantling facility should 

monitor performance related to the 

above indicators. 

External audit/third party audit An audit of performance should be 

carried out at the ship dismantling 

facility by an external or third party.  

Environmental and/or 

occupational health and safety 

certification and management. 

The ship dismantling facility should 

hold relevant environmental and 

occupational health and safety 

certification. 

 

� Ship dismantling sector outside Europe 

An overview of facilities outside Europe was made to understand the challenges that 

need to be addressed so that they will be considered as green and safe as per the 

criteria defined in this study. Attention was placed in particular to countries such as 

Bangladesh, China, India, Pakistan, and Turkey that are considered the top ship 

dismantlers in the world. The list of facilities reviewed in China and Turkey showed the 

advances they have reached in order to include environmentally sound practices and 

workers safety. The practices implemented include Environmental Management 

Systems and Occupational Health and Safety Management Systems certified by a third 

party, treatment and disposal of hazardous waste according to international standards, 

mechanisation processes that reduce the number of manual low skill labourers and 

reduce the risk of being exposed to occupational hazards and the use of personal 

protection equipment according to the type of waste to be handled, among others.  
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Facilities in third countries such as Bangladesh, India, and Pakistan still have a long way 

to reach international standards and fulfill the minimum criteria to be awarded an A 

label. The overview of the industry in these countries shows that the process of ship 

dismantling remains manual, there is a lack of management systems to handle 

hazardous waste, pollution prevention is not present, and there is little or no 

consideration of safety and fair conditions towards the workforce. There are occasional 

exceptions but manual labour and beaching remain most common in these countries.  

China and Turkey have included mechanical processes for dismantling that change the 

requirement of skills in the work force and the conditions of the facility for ship 

dismantling. 

Regarding the treatment of hazardous materials and disposal, as it was considered the 

main criteria to rank a facility as AA, different methods and initiatives have been found 

in every country. The Gujarat Maritime Board in India constructed a Treatment Storage 

and/or Disposal Facility at Alang site where the operating and treating of all the 

hazardous waste from the ship recycling industry takes place. Chinese facilities treat 

hazardous waste independently and using different methods: landfill type burying site 

or seal boxes that are later buried deeply in far-away spots, depending upon the facility 

hazardous waste management system. Turkish facilities are not only following 

International Labour Organisation, Basel and International Maritime Organisation 

guidelines but also the European requirements (e.g. the procedures set up in the 

European Waste Shipment Regulation).   

� The list of green and safe ship dismantling facilities and capacity 

By applying the chosen criteria and methodology outlined above, 24 different green 

and safe ship dismantling facilities were identified, 13 within the European Union and 

11 outside the European Union (based in China and Turkey), which have been 

attributed with an A to AAA rating. 

Once the final list of green and safe ship dismantling facilities was compiled, the yearly 

total capacity was determined at 2.8 million light displacement tonnes for these 

facilities, 0.3 million in the European Union and 2.5 million abroad. Future dismantling 

demand was predicted at 34.7 million gross tonnes. A conversion factor of 3.1 to 4.5 

was used, resulting in a total demand of 7.7 to 11.2 million light displacement tonnes. 

According to these figures, 25-36 % of the dismantling demand could be dealt with by 

the identified green and safe ship dismantling facilities (category AA upwards). 

� Feasibility of maintaining a list of green and safe ship dismantling facilities 

One of the greatest challenges of maintaining a list of facilities is the lack of available 

information and transparency. To be able to compile such a list in the long term, 

facilities must be willing to provide information on their current practices and greater 

information exchange is needed between facility owners, Member States, ship 

recycling associations, and the European Commission. Economic impacts and feasibility 

of establishing a list of green and safe ship dismantling facilities are of particular 

importance as there could be administrative burden and costs associated with 
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monitoring, updating, and ensuring that facilities continue to comply with 

requirements. 

In addition to the lack of data, it is important to also consider whether facility owners 

would be willing to apply to such a system. Certain market based instruments have 

been used to increase applications for certification, such as tax abatement. However, 

in countries such as India and Bangladesh, most facilities do not meet these 

requirements at present and a significant effort would have to be made on the part of 

operators in these countries to ensure their facilities meet the requirements needed to 

be included in such a list, creating a significant economic burden for these facilities. 

Certain facilities may not be able to shoulder the investment required to improve 

performance.  

Introducing such a list could induce operators to be mindful of their social and 

environmental impacts, certain negative and often overlooked results could have 

significant social impacts. Recent developments in the ship-breaking industry in 

Bangladesh shed some light on the effects that introducing requirements can have. A 

recent shut-down of 36 facilities in Bangladesh has resulted in action from workers, 

who have protested against the loss of employment in a country where a shortage of 

employment poses a significant problem for the local population. Increasing the 

competitive advantage of green and safe ship dismantling facilities could have a similar 

result, with impacts reverberating throughout communities which rely on the ship 

dismantling sector as a major source of income. 

� Final conclusions 

Following conclusions regarding the feasibility of establishing and maintaining a list of 

ships likely to go for dismantling can be made based on the findings of this report: 

• A database where aggregated ship information can be accessed and used to 

identify ships likely to go for dismantling would be necessary in order to 

develop a list of ships ready to go for dismantling. For this, possibilities need to 

be further explored concerning the use of existing tools and databases used by 

European Maritime Safety Agency for various maritime activities (vessel 

monitoring and tracking systems, world fleet databases, Port State Control 

databases, etc.) 

• There is no simple way to effectively target all ships likely to go for dismantling, 

nor guarantee that ships on the list are 100 % justified. However, the proposed 

simplified model A, using age according to type of ship and flag State according 

to targeted flag States and high dismantling flag States, is deemed the most 

feasible model in terms of how easy it is to verify the information, as well as 

how often it would need to be updated. 

• Alternative options for the use of the model have shown that it could be used 

alongside other existing or proposed legislation to work towards meeting the 

goals of the European Union strategy for greener ship dismantling. However, 
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each option entails specific advantages and disadvantages that should be 

explored further. 

• After a detailed analysis of the different options of using the model that 

identifies ships likely to go for dismantling, the recommended option to be 

most effective in fulfilling the general objective of the European Union strategy 

on ship dismantling is option 2 which would include additional requirements 

for at-risk ships. Option 2 would enforce the implementation of European 

Union waste shipment law by requiring that all ships are pre-cleaned of 

hazardous wastes before sent to non-Organisation for Economic Co-operation 

and Development facilities, include some key requirements of the Hong Kong 

Convention, and ensure that ships are dismantled in green and safe ship 

dismantling facilities. Finally, because of the potentially high administrative 

costs and burdens of Option 2, it would be advisable to implement additional 

requirements for identified at-risk ships alongside Port State Control. 

The main conclusions regarding the feasibility of establishing and maintaining a 

voluntary list of green and safe ship dismantling facilities are following: 

• To be considered a green and safe ship dismantling facility, facilities outside 

the European Union should at least reach the minimum legal levels of 

performance identified in Europe (AA rank). Particularly important in this is the 

management, treatment, and disposal of hazardous waste. Certain challenges 

for facilities outside of Europe were considered given the administrative and 

social burdens the introduction of such a list could bring about.  

• The list of facilities reviewed in China and Turkey shows the advances they 

have reached in order to include environmentally sound practices and workers’ 

safety. The practices implemented include Environmental Management 

Systems and Occupational Health and Safety Management Systems certified by 

a third party, treatment and disposal of hazardous waste according to 

international standards, mechanisation processes that reduce the number of 

manual low skill labourers and reduce the risk of being exposed to 

occupational hazards, and the use of personal protection equipment according 

to the type of waste to be handled, among others. Facilities in third countries 

such as Bangladesh, India, and Pakistan still have a long way to go to reach 

international standards and fulfil the minimum criteria to be awarded an A 

label. There are occasional exceptions but manual labour and beaching remain 

the rule in these groups of Asian developing countries.  

• The final list of green and safe ship dismantling facilities was compiled using 

the list of criteria to identify such facilities and through investigation of 

practices in different countries: 24 different green and safe ship dismantling 

facilities were identified, 13 within the European Union and 11 in third 

countries (based in China and Turkey mainly), which are attributed with an A to 

AAA rating. Although the number of facilities included in the list could 
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theoretically deal with 25 to 36% of scrapping demand, in reality, not all ship-

owners may have an incentive to send end-of-life ships to such facilities.  

• Besides the option of having a list of green and safe ship dismantling facilities 

to be used on a voluntary basis for the identification of high-standard facilities 

by ship owners or cash-buyers or port authorities (Option 1), other possible 

alternative uses for the list could exist including the use of the list on a 

mandatory basis as a supplementary tool for regulation criteria (Option 2), and 

the use of the list as a for the introduction of financial incentives (e.g. tax 

abatement scheme (Option 3). All of the different alternative options analysed 

for the use of a list of green and safe ship dismantling facilities would work 

towards fulfilling the general objectives of the European Union strategy on ship 

dismantling. However, of the three options presented, option 2 (using the list 

on a mandatory basis as a regulatory tool) seems at this stage the most 

adequate option in terms of possible measures whereby the European Union 

could contribute to safer and more environmentally sound treatment of end-

of-life ships worldwide. This is because option 2 would address the possible 

lack of incentives for facilities to upgrade their installation if the list is only 

voluntary. Option 2 could be used by national port authorities to direct ships to 

compliant facilities. 

• As a voluntary instrument, the list would be faced with many challenges, 

including the lack of available information and the lack of transparency within 

the sector. Considering the lack of available information, one of the first 

challenges that must be overcome to ensure the success of introducing and 

maintaining a list of green and safe ship dismantling facilities, is increasing 

transparency in the industry, and the incentive to improve practices, given the 

voluntary nature of this instrument. 
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ABBREVIATIONS 

BAT  Best Available Techniques 

BIMCO  The Baltic and International Maritime Council  

CNSA  China National Ship Recycling Association 

DT  Displacement tonnage 

DWT  Deadweight tonnage 

EFTA  European Free Trade Association 

ELV  End-of-life Vehicles 

EMS  Environmental Management System  

EMSA  European Maritime Safety Agency 

EU LRIT DC  EU Long Range Identification and Tracking of Ships Data Centre 

FIDH  International Federation for Human Rights 

GCPB  Gujarat Pollution Control Board 

GMB  Gujarat Maritime Board 

GSSDF  Green and Safe Ship Dismantling Facility 

GT  Gross Tonnage 

HKC  Hong Kong Convention 

IACS   International Association of Classification Societies 

IFHR  International Federation for Human Rights 

ILO  International Labour Organisation 

IMO  International Maritime Organisation 

IMS  Integrated Management System 

IPPC  Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control 

ISRA  International Ship Recycling Association 

LDT  Light displacement tonne 

LRIT   Long Range Identification and Tracking  

MEPC  Marine Environment Protection Committee 

MoU                Memorandum of Understanding 
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MS  Member State(s) 

NIR  New Inspection Regime 

PCBs   Polychlorinated biphenyls 

PPE  Personal Protection Equipment 

SDF   Ship Dismantling Facility 

SRIA  Ship Recycling Industries Association in India  

SSN  SafeSeanet System  

TSDF  Treatment Storage and/or Disposal Facility 

UNCLOS  United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea  

USCG  United States Coast Guard 

WFD  Waste Framework Directive  

WSR  Waste Shipment Regulation 
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1.  REPORT STRUCTURE AND OBJECTIVES 

1.1.  REPORT STRUCTURE  

This document is the final report of the study on the “Feasibility of a List of Ships Likely 

to go for Dismantling and a List of Green Ship Dismantling Facilities” (Service Contract 

N°07.0307/2009/537064/SER/G4). The main objective of this study is to assess the 

feasibility of establishing criteria for identifying ships that are ready for recycling and 

“green and safe” ship dismantling facilities (GSSDF). This study aims to support 

objectives of the European Union (EU) strategy on ship dismantling, particularly to 

improve ship dismantling conditions by examining the feasibility of measures to 

establish a list of ships likely go for dismantling and to encourage industry by providing 

guidance with a list of green and safe ship dismantling facilities.  

The study is based on in-depth literature review and stakeholder consultation through 

personalised interviews and participation in stakeholder workshops.  

Chapter 1 provides a general background to this study, in particular introducing ship 

dismantling in Europe and in other parts of the world. Aspects such as the economic, 

social and environmental impacts of the ship dismantling industry are also discussed.  

Chapter 2 introduces the main goals of this study and the adopted approach and 

methodology.  

Part A (chapters 3 to 7) focuses on the analysis of the feasibility of establishing a set of 

criteria to identify ships likely to go for dismantling. Chapter 3 focuses on the 

development of criteria to identify ships likely to go for dismantling. Chapter 4 analyses 

the existing legal basis. Chapter 5 includes the feasibility assessment in terms of the 

technical feasibility, economic and environmental impacts of identifying ships likely to 

go for dismantling. Chapter 6 gives a comparisons of the different options. Finally, 

Chapter 7 gives final conclusions for Part A. 

Part B (chapters 8 to 12) focuses on the analysis of the feasibility of a establishing a list 

of green and safe ship dismantling facilities. Chapter 8 develops criteria to identify 

green and safe ship dismantling facilities. Chapter 9 gives an overview of the ship 

dismantling sector outside of Europe. Chapter 10 selects the ship dismantling facilities 

that can be considered green and safe. Chapter 11 includes the feasibility assessment 

in terms of the technical feasibility, economic and environmental impacts of a list of 

green and safe ship dismantling facilities. Finally Chapter 13 gives final conclusions for 

Part B. 

Finally the Annexes includes supplementary information to the report including an 

explanation of the terminology used (see Annex 1). 
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1.2.  OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

The objective of this study is to assist the Commission in assessing the feasibility of 

establishing criteria for identifying ships that are likely to go for dismantling and green 

and safe ship dismantling facilities.  

This study assesses criteria to establish a list of ships likely to go for dismantling and a 

list of green and safe ship dismantling facilities can contribute to achieving the 

objective that ships with a strong link to the EU in terms of flag or ownership are 

dismantled only in safe and environmentally sound facilities worldwide and if such 

future lists (list of green recycling facilities and list of ships to be recycled) can be a 

complete and reliable indicator to interested parties. The study also assesses the 

possibility of establishing criteria in a non-discriminatory way. Finally, the study should 

provide an assessment on if and how the criteria might increase the effectiveness of 

the enforcement of the Waste Shipment Regulation and of the future Hong Kong 

Convention. 

1.3.  GENERAL APPROACH  

The approach to conduct this project has been constructed in order to enable an 

effective and scientifically valid assessment of establishing a list of ships likely to go for 

dismantling using selected criteria and a list of green and safe ship dismantling 

facilities, with opportunities to discuss findings through stakeholder consultation and 

the Commission in order to deliver solid conclusions.  

The approach adopted for the work has therefore included detailed and 

comprehensive reviews of existing literature and legislative sources with constructive 

and targeted stakeholder input for added value. For example, a questionnaire was sent 

to several ship dismantling facilities for further information on ship dismantling 

practices. In total, 3 detailed responses were received from a ship dismantling facility in 

Turkey and 2 ship dismantling facilities in China. 

Stakeholders that were contacted have experience and expertise either as ship 

dismantling facilities, environmental and infrastructure specialists, experts, 

government agencies, and national associations involved in ship dismantling activities 

in the EU and in countries where ship dismantling activities are common. Furthermore, 

this allowed for the comparison of information to enable reliable assessments. See 

Annex 3 for a list of experts and stakeholders that were contacted for input.  

In addition to contacting individual stakeholders and experts, two stakeholder 

workshops were organised by the Commission to collect further information for the 

study. A public consultation was organised from April to June 2009 followed by two 

stakeholder workshops. In total, 27 responses were received from EU Member States 

(MS), local authorities, NGOs (non-governmental organisations), industry associations, 

trade unions, and classification societies. 
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The first stakeholder workshop was held in June 2009 and the second one in October 

2009. Members of the project team were also involved in participating and presenting 

preliminary findings of the study at a stakeholder workshop that convened a wide 

variety of stakeholders including non-governmental organisations (NGO), ship recycling 

associations, MS environmental agencies and maritime agencies, shipowners, other 

Directorate Generals (DGs), etc. The main objective of the workshops was to present 

and discuss preliminary analysis of the study and to get feedback and input of 

stakeholders on the findings. In addition, written comments from stakeholders were 

provided after the workshop with further views and information. The list of workshop 

participants as well as minutes of the workshop is in included in Annex 4. In total, 

around 8 responses were received from EU MS, shipowner associations, ship 

dismantling facilities and other DGs of the Commission, particularly DG Enterprise. 
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2.  INTRODUCTION TO SHIP DISMANTLING 

The economic benefits and social and environmental risks associated with the ship 

dismantling industry are intensely debated all over the world. Ship dismantling is a 

particularly complex and highly controversial issue because of serious environmental 

and social implications, alongside the economic importance of ship dismantling in 

several countries. Ship dismantling involves a plethora of issues from human rights to 

environmental protection and concerns a number of different actors such as 

governments, NGOs, industry, and civil society. Efforts are being made by various 

organisations to establish a sustainable ship dismantling industry that defends its 

employees and protects the environment, while recognising the critical role that the 

ship dismantling industry plays in the economies of certain countries. 

Nearly all European ships are dismantled in South Asia (India and Bangladesh), where 

ship dismantling facilities are known for their poor working conditions and 

environmentally harmful practices. Some EU flagged ships are also dismantled in 

Turkey and China, countries with better dismantling conditions. However, these 

countries represent only a small fraction of total EU dismantled ships. Approximately 

25% of the merchant ships around the world fly EU MS flags and about 40 % of the 

world tonnage is owned by European countries, therefore, ship dismantling has gained 

particular importance within the EU as well as at the international level. A schematic 

presentation of the various organisations, legislation, and initiatives related to ship 

dismantling is provided for in Annex 5. 

A large majority of the vessels that are dismantled contain a significant amount of 

hazardous materials (asbestos, oils, polychlorinated biphenyls and heavy metals from 

paints and other equipment). Unfortunately, the facilities outside the EU where 

majority of dismantling occurs do not always have the infrastructure and equipment 

necessary to treat such materials. Such facilities often result in pollution of coastal 

areas.  

In terms of the social impacts, workers in dismantling sites located in South Asia often 

work in precarious health and safety conditions. In fact, several reports of human rights 

violations have been filed from NGOs such as Greenpeace and the International 

Federation for Human Rights (IFHR) that states, “Many die or get handicapped on the 

spot because of accidents like explosions due to ship tanks not freed from gas and 

accidents due to a lack of safety measures. Yet others die slowly because of illnesses 

related to the toxic fumes and materials they are exposed to the whole day. Some 

cancer types and asbestos related diseases will only occur 15-20 years later”2.  

                                                           
2
 Greenpeace, IFHR, 2005, End of Life Ships, The Human Cost of Breaking Ships [Available online: 

www.fidh.org/IMG/pdf/shipbreaking2005a.pdf] 
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In the EU, the existing and dormant EU capacity to dismantle ships is not fully used. 

This is because there is stiff competition for EU facilities compared to those in other 

regions where health and safety requirements are not taken into account. In addition, 

the difference s in labour costs also makes it more financially attractive for ship owners 

and brokers to send their ships to non-EU facilities for dismantling.  

Merchant ships include vessels that are used for commercial purposes and can be 

classified into different types (e.g. oil tankers, cargo ships, passenger ships) depending 

on their commercial purpose (see Table 7 for a list of the main trading ship types). 

Warships, naval auxiliary or other ships used for government non-commercial service 

are not included within the scope of this study, as they are not covered by the HKC. 

Finally, smaller vessels (vessels under 500 GT) are also not analysed in this study as 

they are usually dismantled in the countries of the Organisation for Economic Co-

operation and Development (OECD) because they cannot navigate in the high seas, 

therefore would be less likely to be sent to longer distances for dismantling. Under the 

HKC, the ships that are exempted include warships, naval ships or other ships owned or 

operated by a Party and used only on government non-commercial service, and ships 

of less than 500 GT or operating throughout their life only in waters subject to the 

sovereignty or jurisdiction of the flag State. Therefore, this study focuses only on 

merchant ships of more than 500 GT.  Regarding smaller merchant fleets and domestic 

transport in the EU, this is not considered to be an urgent matter as these ships do not 

normally go for dismantling to Asian facilities, and significant environmental and safety 

risks caused by their recycling in the EU are not apparent3. 

2.1.1.  ECONOMICS OF SHIP DISMANTLING 

In general, between 200 to 600 ships are dismantled every year around the world, and 

due to a backlog in ship scrapping and the phasing out of all single-hull oil tankers in 

2010 or 2015 (as specified under the International Convention for the Prevention of 

Pollution from Ships or MARPOL Convention), the number of ships to be dismantled is 

expected to rise sharply in the years to come4. This number is expected to reach 1000 

ships per year in 2010-2011. Ships are bought for dismantling in scrap yards when their 

operation is no longer profitable or when they can no longer be sold on the second 

hand market. The materials obtained by dismantling, mainly steel, are extracted and 

recycled. 

Before the 1960s, ship dismantling was highly mechanised and concentrated in 

industrialised countries - mainly in the United States, United Kingdom, Germany, and 

Italy. From the early 1980s ship owners began sending their vessels to the dismantling 

yards in India, China, Pakistan, Bangladesh, the Philippines and Vietnam to maximise 

profits where pay, health, and safety standards are minimal. The choice of the 

dismantling location is often influenced by the price of metal a facility can offer to the 

                                                           
3
 Milieu/COWI, 2009 Study in relation to options for new initiatives regarding dismantling of ships 

[Available online: ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/ships/pdf/executive_summary.pdf] 
4
 Commission Staff Working Document, 2008, Impact Assessment for an EU strategy for better ship 

dismantling, [Available online: ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/ships/pdf/impact_assessment.pdf] 
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ship owner. This price in turn depends on the demand for recycled steel in the area 

concerned and on the costs of the recycling operations. The costs of ship dismantling 

differ considerably according to the price of labour and the costs of infrastructure for 

workers' safety and environmental protection. Ship dismantling is an important source 

of raw material supply and of employment, particularly in Bangladesh. Today, more 

than 80% of the large end-of-life ships worldwide since 2004 (in terms of tonnage) are 

dismantled in India, Bangladesh and Pakistan. It is estimated that over 100 000 workers 

are employed at ship dismantling yards worldwide5. 

Contrary to South Asia, the market for ship dismantling is much less pronounced in 

Europe. This is due to stricter regulations which can lead to less demand for ship 

dismantling. The number of dismantling sites in the EU has fallen over the last twenty 

years and the remaining EU facilities focus mainly on the dismantling of small ships 

(especially fishing vessels). Nevertheless, ship dismantling particularly concerns the EU 

since 25% of the merchant ships worldwide fly under the flags of EU Member States 

and about 40% of the world tonnage is owned by EU companies.  

2.1.2.  POLICY MEASURES RELATED TO SHIP DISMANTLING  

All over the world, governments and international organisations have been involved in 

many actions to combat the negative social and environmental impacts of the ship 

dismantling industry. The following section describes in further detail existing 

legislation, future planned legislation and other policy measures related to ship 

dismantling. 

2.1.2.1 Existing international and EU legislation 

� Basel Convention 

The Basel Convention was adopted in 1989 and serves as a global agreement that 

addresses problems related to hazardous waste. The Convention was developed due to 

the uncontrolled movement and dumping of hazardous wastes, including incidents of 

illegal dumping in developing nations by companies from developed countries6. The 

Basel convention covers all transboundary hazardous waste movements. The 

categories of hazardous waste that are covered by the Convention include toxic, 

poisonous, explosive, corrosive, flammable, ecotoxic, and infectious hazardous wastes. 

A principal goal of the Basel Convention is “environmentally sound management” 

(ESM), which aims to protect human health and the environment by minimising 

hazardous waste production. The Convention aims to do this by minimising the 

generation of hazardous wastes and strictly controlling its storage, transport, 

treatment, reuse, recycling, recovery and final disposal. Other key objectives of the 

Basel Convention are to minimise the generation of hazardous wastes in terms of 

quantity and hazardousness; to dispose of them as close to the source of generation as 

                                                           
5
 Commission Staff Working Document, 2008 , Impact Assessment for an EU strategy for better ship 

dismantling, [Available online: ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/ships/pdf/impact_assessment.pdf] 
6
 Further information on the Basel Convention can be accessed at : www.basel.int 
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possible; and to reduce the movement of hazardous wastes. The Basel Convention also 

contains specific provisions for the monitoring of implementation and compliance. In 

fact, one of the guiding principles of the Basel Convention is that hazardous wastes 

should be dealt with as close to where they are produced as possible in order to 

minimise the threat of hazardous wastes. Therefore, each shipment of hazardous 

waste or other waste must be accompanied by a movement document from the point 

at which a transboundary movement begins to the point of disposal. Hazardous waste 

shipments made without such documents are illegal.  

The Ban amendment (which prohibits the export of hazardous waste from OECD/EU to 

non OECD/EU countries) has not yet entered into force at international level but is 

legally binding in the EU through the WSR.  

� EU Waste Framework Directive  

At the EU level, the European Waste Framework Directive (WFD) defines waste as any 

substance or object in the categories set out in Annex I of the Directive that the holder 

discards or intends to discard. This can also be applied to ships sent for dismantling. 

This directive also contains the principal requirements applicable to waste 

management.  Under this Directive, the WSR regulates the shipment of waste 

(including end-of-life vessels) between MS and to third countries and sets the 

requirements at EU level for management and shipments of wastes. The definition of 

waste contained in the WSR is similar to the definition provided for in the Waste 

Framework Directive. 

The WSR is an important piece of legislation at the EU level because it constitutes the 

principal applicable legislation for end of life ships that are considered waste, and must 

be complied with. The WSR was incorporated into EU legislation in 1998 as the policy 

instrument to implement the Basel Convention as well as the Basel ban Amendment. 

Article 1(a) of Directive 2006/12 on waste and Article 2(a) of the WSR specifies that a 

ship becomes waste when it is discarded or is intended or required to be discarded – 

meaning that a ship is classified as waste from the moment that it is the intention of 

the owner not to use it as a ship anymore. However, difficulty has been observed in 

terms of defining waste (the holder's intention to discard it) and has made it somewhat 

complicated to effectively apply and enforce the WSR and/or the Basel Convention on 

end-of-life ships. The rules of the WSR have rarely been applied to ships sent for 

dismantling except in the cases of single hull tankers, fishing vessels, which fall under 

specific legislation. As long as a ship is still seaworthy and the owner has not declared 

his or her intention for dismantling, it is very difficult to determine when it could be 

regarded as waste. It is vital to be able to do this because once a ship is defined as 

waste; various national and international waste regulations apply. Once a ship is 

defined as waste, the export of such a vessel for dismantling to a non-OECD country is 

prohibited under the Basel ban and the Waste Shipment Regulation (WSR). The WSR 

has effectively been applied in a few cases of export of ships for dismantling from EU 

Member States, such as in the case of the Clemenceau. 

 



 

January 2010 

European Commission (DG ENV) 
Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and 

a List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

 29 

 

 

� Regulation (EC) No 417/2002 on the accelerated phasing-in of double hull or 

equivalent design requirements for single hull oil tankers 

At the EU level, the EC regulation No 417/2002 was adopted to reduce the risk of 

accidental oil pollution in European waters and serves as the EU policy instrument that 

implements MAPROL requirements for single hull tankers. The purpose of the 

Regulation is to establish an accelerated phasing-in scheme for the application of the 

double hull or equivalent design requirements of the International Convention for the 

Prevention of Pollution from Ships (MARPOL 73/78) to single hull oil tankers. 

2.1.2.2 Future legislation 

� International Hong Kong Convention (HKC) 

The International Hong Kong Convention for the Safe and Environmentally Sound 

Recycling of Ships was adopted in May 20097. The HKC will provide globally applicable 

ship recycling regulations for international shipping and for recycling activities. The HKC 

was adopted in 2009, but is not expected to enter into force before 2020, therefore 

the HKC will not start producing results before entry into force.  The HKC is aimed at 

ensuring that ships, when being recycled after reaching the end of their operational 

lives, do not pose any unnecessary risk to human health and safety or to the 

environment. It will address concerns raised about the working and environmental 

conditions at many of the world's ship recycling locations. 

The draft Convention presently includes 26 regulations that are divided in four 

chapters: (I) general; (II) requirements for ships; (III) requirements for recycling 

facilities, and (IV) reporting requirements. Regulations in the new Convention cover: 

the design, construction, operation and preparation of ships so as to facilitate safe and 

environmentally sound recycling, without compromising the safety and operational 

efficiency of ships; the operation of ship recycling facilities in a safe and 

environmentally sound manner; and the establishment of an appropriate enforcement 

mechanism for ship recycling, incorporating certification and reporting requirements8. 

Ships to be sent for recycling will be required to carry an inventory of hazardous 

materials, which will be specific to each ships and ship recycling yards will be required 

to provide a “Ship Recycling Plan”, to specify the manner in which each ship will be 

recycled, depending on its particulars and its inventory.  

A series of guidelines are being developed providing clarifications, interpretations, and 

uniform procedures for technical issues arising from the provisions of the Convention. 

 

 

                                                           
7
  Hong Kong Convention text available at: ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/ships/pdf/Convention.pdf 

8
 IMO Website : Recycling of Ships [Accessed 14/12/2009 : 

www.imo.org/environment/mainframe.asp?topic_id=818] 
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2.1.2.3 Other policy measures 

� EU Green Paper on Ship Dismantling & Communication on the EU Strategy for 

Environmentally Sound Ship Dismantling  

The European Commission launched a Green Paper on ship dismantling (COM(2007) 

269 final, 22 May 2007)9 in order to prepare the ground for future action before the 

HKC comes into force. The aim of the Green Paper is the protection of the environment 

and human health rather than proposing the reinforcement of ship recycling volumes 

in the EU, which would carry the risk of depriving countries in South Asia of a major 

source of revenue. 

In addition, the Commission also adopted on 19 November 2008, a Communication 

proposing an EU strategy for environmentally sound ship dismantling. The EU strategy 

for environmentally sound ship dismantling is one element of the Commission Action 

Plan for an integrated maritime policy for the EU. 

The EU strategy proposes a number of measures to improve ship dismantling 

conditions as soon as possible, including in the interim period before the entry into 

force of the International Maritime Organisation (IMO) Convention. These include: 

• Starting preparations for establishing measures on key elements of the 

convention, such as those on surveys, certification and inventory of hazardous 

materials on board, as soon as possible after its adoption; 

• Encouraging voluntary industry action through measures such as awards for 

exemplary green recycling; publication of guidance, such as a list of “clean” 

ship dismantling facilities; 

• Technical assistance and support to developing countries for safety training 

programmes and basic infrastructure for environmental and health protection; 

• Better enforcement of current waste shipment rules such as more checks at 

European ports; more cooperation and information exchange between EU 

authorities; and establishing a list of ships that are ready for scrapping10 

Despite these existing policies, problems still exist because of the lack of harmonisation 

between various initiatives and lack of international cooperation. For example, the 

proposed International HKC was planned for adoption by the year 2009 but is not 

expected to come into force before 2020, and therefore interim measures need to be 

considered to address the expected peak in ship dismantling. In addition, under the 

WSR, a ship that has left European waters (without having been recognised as waste) 

and is sent for dismantling in other parts of the world would not fall under Community 

rules.  

                                                           
9
 EC, 2007, Green Paper on ship dismantling [Available online : 

ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/ships/pdf/com_2007_269_en.pdf] 
10

 EU Press Release, 2008 November 18 ‘Commission presents EU strategy for safer ship dismantling’ 

[Accessed online 15/12/2009: 

europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/08/1733&format=HTML&aged=0&language=EN

&guiLanguage=en] 
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2.1.3.  IDENTIFICATION OF “AT-RISK” SHIPS 

A list of at-risk ships would be an important tool towards fulfilling the objectives of the 

EU strategy on ship dismantling by being able to track and monitor ships likely to go for 

dismantling to ensure that they are sent to green and safe ship dismantling facilities.  

One of the weaknesses of the existing policy measures that address ship dismantling is 

the ease in which ships can change flags to avoid legislation that certain flag States may 

fall under (e.g. WSR, Basel Convention, future HKC). The cost for a ship to change flag is 

about $ 10 000 or less, which represents a negligible cost for many shipowners.11 In 

addition, under the HKC, ships that are flying flags Party to the convention must be 

dismantled at Party dismantling facilities. However, there is no legal restriction to 

selling, deregistering and changing flag of a merchant ship. A Party ship can thus legally 

become a non-Party ship and then be dismantled at a non-Party facility11. Therefore, 

the advantage of a list of at-risk ships is that it would include all ships regardless of 

whether or not their flag State is Party to particular conventions. The list would be able 

to keep track of at-risk ships to ensure those with a strong link to the EU are 

dismantled in green and safe facilities. In addition, the existence of such a list would 

not interfere with existing competing markets of ship dismantling facilities (i.e. ship 

dismantling facilities that would fall under the HKC versus those that would not fall 

under the HKC) as it would include ships from both markets. 

2.1.4.  GREEN SHIP DISMANTLING FACILITIES 

One of the objectives of the EU strategy on ship dismantling is to encourage voluntary 

industry action. The role of industry is crucial because most often, it is the ship owner 

who decides when to send the ship for scrapping. Certain ship owners rely additionally 

on the cash buyer for the selection of the ship destination for its dismantling. In other 

cases if the ship is recognised as waste it has to be dismantled only on OECD countries. 

Hence the choice of where the ship will be dismantled does not depend solely on the 

ship owner but on the cash buyer and the regulation applying to the ship flag. The 

same factors determine whether the facility performs dismantling in a safe and 

environmentally sound way: to promote the selection of one of these facilities, a list of 

green ship dismantling facilities would be an important asset to facilitate the decision-

making process. The development and maintenance of a list of ships likely to go to 

dismantling was suggested by the European Parliament in its Resolution of 21 May 

2008, as a sensible means to promote an effective implementation of the current WSR. 

It would go beyond existing waste legislation, since the register and the consequential 

monitoring obligations for MS would target ships that are not yet “waste”.12 However, 

much work still needs to be done to ensure that merchant ship owners and industry 

stakeholders have the necessary guidelines and knowledge of such facilities. Currently, 

                                                           
11

 Mikelis, Nikos, 2009, “Entry into force conditions of the Hong Kong Convention”, Workshop on Ship 

recycling and the Hong Kong Convention, 23-24 October 2009 [Available online: 

www.denizcilik.gov.tr/dm/dosyalar/IMO%20Mr%20Mikelis.pdf] 
12

 Commission Staff Working Document, 2008 , Impact Assessment for an EU strategy for better ship 

dismantling, [Available online: ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/ships/pdf/impact_assessment.pdf] 
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there are guidelines and standards for clean ship dismantling, as well as a list of green 

ship dismantling facilities that has been developed through different EU studies.  
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3.  DEVELOPMENT OF CRITERIA  

Part A, which is comprised of chapters 3, 4, and 5 focuses on the assessment of the 

feasibility of using selected criteria in a model to identify a list of ships likely to go for 

dismantling.  

This chapter is divided into three sub-sections that address the technical feasibility of 

using selected criteria to identify ships likely to go for dismantling. A list of preliminary 

criteria were proposed and selected based on the pertinence and facility of verifying 

the criteria. Using the selected criteria, different models were developed and tested 

afterwards for accuracy. The most robust model was then used to forecast dismantling 

volumes in the foreseeable future based on available data.   

The existing legal basis is then assessed, as well as the possibilities of other options for 

using the criteria that identifies ships likely to go to dismantling.   

3.1.  CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT 

In addition to the criteria identified by the Commission, additional criteria are 

proposed based on information collected through the analysis of the outcomes of the 

public consultation, stakeholder workshops held in June and October 2009, and various 

literature sources.  

Initial analysis of the proposed criteria highlighted that certain criteria are particularly 

relevant in terms of the possibility of identifying ships likely to go to dismantling in the 

near future. As many stakeholders noted during the stakeholder workshops, one of the 

many challenges of establishing a list of ships likely to go to dismantling is the difficulty 

in determining when ships are intended to be dismantled. In general, it is often the 

shipowner’s decision, except for the cases of fishing vessels and single-hull tankers, 

which fall under specific legislation. In addition, once the decision has been made to 

dismantle a ship, it can be regarded as an act of “discarding”, which is crucial for the 

definition of waste in EU law and under the Basel Convention13. Discarding is similar to 

the decision of a ship owner (i.e. for example in a dismantling contract) to send a ship 

for dismantling.  

Shipowners make the decision to dismantle their ships for one or more of the following 

reasons: (a) the ship has become technically obsolete, i.e. is incurring excessive 

maintenance costs and breakdowns, (b) is economically obsolete, i.e. is in reasonable 

physical condition but unable to compete with more modern and economically viable 

ships, and therefore has little second hand value, rendering the ship’s commercial 

                                                           
13

 EC Communication on EU ship dismantling strategy, 2008 [Available online: 

ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/ships/pdf/com_2008_767.pdf] 
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operation no longer viable or (c) legally obsolete e.g. as a result of new regulations like 

decommissioning of fishing vessels or single-hull tankers.  

The EC study, Oil Tanker Phase Out and the Ship Scrapping Industry
14 attributes some 

key drivers for a shipowner's decision to scrap, which are outlined in Figure 1 below. 

Figure 1: Key drivers for a shipowner’s decision to scrap14 

 

 

Table 2 and Table 3 summarise potential problems and pertinence of each proposed 

criterion, which helps to determine which criteria are deemed the most relevant and 

accessible in terms of data availability which will then be used in the models developed 

in section 3.4. (on page 78) to identify ships likely to go for dismantling. 

                                                           
14

European Commission, 2004, Oil Tanker Phase Out and the Ship Scrapping Industry [Available online:  

ec.europa.eu/transport/maritime/studies/doc/2004_06_scrapping_study.pdf] 
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Table 2: Possible criteria, their relevance and potential problems 

Criteria included in the ToR Pertinence of criteria Potential problems related to this criteria 

1 

Legal obligations              

(i.e. phasing-out of 

single-hull oil tankers) 

The MARPOL Convention specifies that tankers of single hull 

construction should be phased out or converted to a “double hull” 

according to a schedule based on their year of delivery. Information 

on ships that fall under this category would give an idea of possible 

future scrapping volumes for the oil tanker ship category. 

Currently, only the MARPOL Convention exists directly addresses 

the decommissioning of merchant vessels – though applicable 

only to single-hull tankers. However, a definitive and 

consolidated list of tankers scheduled for phase out from an 

authoritative regulatory body does not currently exist.
15

 

2 

Special risk factors 

(prior accidents, 

damage, etc.) 

Ships with special risks factors such as significant damage and serious 

prior accidents can mean that the ship is nearing the end of its 

operational life, as costs for repairs could outweigh the potential 

revenues for keeping the ship in operation. 

Access to information from restricted databases (i.e. because 

access to these databases must be paid for or the access is 

limited to certain authorities), and inconsistencies of reporting 

causalities and accidents to relevant authorities. 

3 

Age of ship compared 

to the ship’s 

dismantling average 

age 

The age of the ship compared to the ship’s dismantling age gives an 

idea of the approximate age of dismantling. A recent study
16

 has 

shown that a ship’s age greatly influences its probability of being 

scrapped. This is because the earning potential declines and running 

cost increases with age
17

. 

The age of a ship in itself does not reflect the level of 

maintenance of the ship, nor its commercial viability, which 

depends also on the fluctuations of the freight market. 

4 Owner of the ship 

The current and past owner of a ship can indicate for example 

whether the current owner of the ship is a ship dismantling facility 

(which could mean that the ship may be intended for dismantling). 

Other factors such as whether the owner has a history of violations to 

ensure that the guilty parties are held responsible for the 

consequences of poor shipping standards and practices could also be 

important factors. 

It is important to be able to trace back the history of ship 

ownership as oftentimes ownership can change several times 

during the lifetime of a ship. A shipowner can also be a variety of 

actors as is defined in the HKC. Thus, it can be difficult to identify 

some shipowners especially if the ship is owned by a company 

and if it is not possible to identify its shareholders. 

                                                           
15

 Greenpeace report “European single hull oil tankers: no place to go,” December 2004 [Available online: www.greenpeace.org/raw/content/luxembourg/press/reports/destination-

unknown-european.pdf] 
16

Knapp, Econometric Institute Report, 2007, The Ship Recycling Conundrum: An Econometric Analysis of Market Dynamics and Industry Trends, [Available online: 

people.few.eur.nl/knapp/EI%20Report%202007-52.pdf] 
17

 European Commission, 2004, Oil Tanker Phase Out and the Ship Scrapping Industry [Available online: ec.europa.eu/transport/maritime/studies/doc/2004_06_scrapping_study.pdf] 
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Criteria included in the ToR Pertinence of criteria Potential problems related to this criteria 

5 Quality of the ship 

A ship that has been considered as of very poor quality could signify it 

would need significant repair and maintenance costs that would 

qualify it as likely to go for dismantling. 

The “quality” of a ship can mean different things to different 

people. During the workshops, stakeholders have mentioned 

that the quality ensured by certain shipbuilders may not always 

be adequate and their ships might be sent to dismantling some 

years before average ones. 

6 

Remaining time before 

next renewal survey of 

ship 

Determines how long the ship has gone without inspection, and what 

level of survey the ship has reached (i.e. considerable expenses are 

often necessitated by the fifth special survey at a vessel age of 25, 

sometimes encouraging shipowners to send their ships to dismantling 

rather than continuing to pay for surveys). 

Significant  administrative burdens may result in order to 

monitor and ensure ships comply with renewal survey 

requirements. 

7 

Flag of ship – 

classification according 

to Paris Memorandum 

of Understanding (Paris 

MoU) 

The black, grey, and white lists of the Paris MoU determine the 

country’s port state control performance of fleets based on detention 

statistics. The flag history can also indicate the overall safety quality of 

a vessel. 

Only the flag of the ship at the time of the latest detention is 

used to determine the flag risk category and to apply a ban, 

which means that ships can flag out later to avoid being on a 

black or grey list. Therefore, frequency of flag change would 

need to be monitored on a regular basis. 

8 

Number and reasons of 

previous detentions for 

deficiencies 

Detentions of a ship may indicate low maintenance level of the ship. 

Reasons for a ship being detained (or banned) may include aspects 

such as the ship needs serious repair, has not gone to indicated repair 

yard, has deficiencies related to the safety, operations, machinery and 

equipment, etc. 

Deficiencies do not always mean that the ship is of poor quality; 

therefore, focus should be on reasons for detention such as the 

presence of hazardous materials or deficiencies related to ship 

and cargo operations, machinery, and equipment. 

9 

Economic factors 

(freight market, nature 

of the commodity, 

price of scrap metal, 

etc.) 

Freight rates appear to be the most important driver for the 

shipowner's decision on when to send ships for dismantling
17

. The 

volatility in scrap prices can result in a decrease in the number of 

vessels sold for disposal, and is likely to discourage the expansion of 

existing dismantling facilities and opening of new facilities. Higher 

scrap prices would enhance the probability of ships being scrapped. 

Economic factors are unpredictable and can affect the 

dismantling decision. Ship owners who decide to send their ships 

for dismantling at a certain point in time could change their 

decision depending on economic conditions. 
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Criteria included in the ToR Pertinence of criteria Potential problems related to this criteria 

10 

Performance of the 

Classification Society 

(according to the Paris 

MoU) 

The ranking of the classification society could indicate whether the 

ship is being surveyed by a high performing organisation or by an 

organisation with a history of low performance. On the other hand, 

the list may also provide an incentive, as it does for flag States, to 

compete for higher quality. 

The Paris MoU Committee closely monitors the performance of 

classification societies acting as recognised organisations for flag 

States. A list indicating a performance ranking, based on similar 

principles to the table for flag States has been published for 

several years. 

 

Table 3: Additional proposed criteria, their relevance and potential problems 

Additional proposed criteria Pertinence of criteria Potential problems related to this criteria 

11 

Target Factor to identify 

ships in need of inspections  

(as defined by the Paris 

MoU) 

The target factor (TF) calculated by the Paris MoU is a tool for the 

use of Port State Control Officers in order to help them select the 

ships which are to be inspected based on factors such as detention 

rates, deficiencies, and age of ship. An extremely high target factor 

would signify that the ship is in great need of inspection, which 

could also indicate major deficiencies or repairs needed that could 

qualify the vessel as likely to be dismantled. 

The target factor identifies ships that should be subject to 

more inspections at Port State Control. Therefore, it is not 

necessarily an indication of the quality of the ship, not does it 

indicate that the ship is likely to go for dismantling.  

12 
Documentation stating ship 

is ready for recycling
18

 

This designates that ships intended for upcoming dismantling. 

Follow-up and monitoring to ensure that the ship is recycled in an 

authorised facility and hazardous substances are properly treated 

and disposed of could then be possible 

Availability of information depends on whether the HKC has 

entered into force and on whether the ship is flying the flag 

of a Party to the HKC, which requires this documentation and 

communication/exchange of information. Also, potential 

administrative burden to track and monitor these 

documents. 

13 
Ship’s state of repair/ cost 

of keeping the vessel in 

If a ship’s state of repair and its defects make the repair costs 

exceed the value of the ship, this could signify that the ship is likely 

It may be difficult to determine through available information 

whether a ship’s state of repair or costs of continuing 

                                                           
18

 For example a contract between shipowner and SRF on the dismantling of the ship, contract regarding the selling of a ship to a ship-dismantler, ready for recycling certificates issued by 

flag states) 
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Additional proposed criteria Pertinence of criteria Potential problems related to this criteria 

operation to go for dismantling, as shipowners would no longer be making 

sufficient profits. Indicators of the maintenance cost of a ship 

compared to possible revenues from continued operations could 

also be used from data on other criteria such as economic factors 

and special risk factors. (See criteria 2 and 9 in Table 2). 

operation and maintenance exceeds the value of the ship.  

14 

Ship deemed not sea-

worthy by relevant 

authorities 

This criterion signifies that the ship has failed required inspections 

and/or surveys meaning that the ship is not allowed to operate 

under its present conditions. In this case, ships are given 

instruction on the repairs needed and the repair yard the ship 

should be sent to. Whether or not the ship can be rendered sea-

worthy can be an important indicator to determine if it will be sent 

for dismantling. 

It is important to assess the reasons for ships not deemed 

sea-worthy, and whether this can be dealt with by 

appropriate repairs. Assessing whether reasons for not being 

sea-worthy can qualify the ship as likely to go for dismantling 

may require additional expertise. 
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3.2.  AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION ON CRITERIA 

An important factor in selecting criteria for identifying ships likely to go to dismantling 

is the availability of information for the proposed criteria. An assessment of the legal 

and technical feasibility of accessing and exchanging data for the proposed criteria is 

found on the feasibility analysis in chapters 4. and 5.  

Through a review of existing sources, information was collected for the criteria. The 

project team then contacted a ship dismantling expert from the European Maritime 

Safety Agency (EMSA) about the possibility of obtaining missing information. The 

information was requested with the aim of using it for developing models to assess the 

number of ships likely to be dismantled in the foreseeable future. The data that was 

requested from EMSA included: 

• Updated world fleet data for 2008 – notably concerning ships owned by EU 

companies and MS, or registered in the EU. However, as more up-to-date 

information was not available, data for the 2007 world fleet through the EMSA 

website, through the UNCTAD 2008 Review of Maritime Transport, and 

through UNTCD’s Handbook of Statistics was used.  

• Special risk factors of ships – recent damages, major repairs, etc. 

• Casualty Data – statistics on recent ship casualties, reasons for, and frequency 

of casualties, etc. (some information available from IUMI, and Lloyd’s Fairplay 

World Casualty Statistics 2008 but is not freely accessible and needs a paid 

subscription) 

• Information on ship’s state of repair – i.e. the defects of a ship  

• Statistical data on the number, type, characteristics, etc. of ships dismantled 

within the last 5 years (data available up to 2009) 

• Updated list of single hull tankers to be removed from the water and 

scrapped within five years either owned by EU companies or registered in 

Europe (Greenpeace report 2004, COWI report 2007, and Clarkson’s report 

“Tankers in Transition 2008”)  

• Ships containing hazardous waste such as those listed in MARPOL Annexes 

(e.g. asbestos, waste oils, etc.)  

• Information on ships deemed not sea-worthy by the relevant authorities 

Due to constraints regarding availability and reliability of information, EMSA could not 

provide all of the requested information.  Table 4 summarises the data requested from 

EMSA. The relevance of the data for the study has also been provided. Table 5 

indicates the data that was received from EMSA. 
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Table 4: Provision of data availability and actually data received from EMSA 

Data requested Relevance for study Status of data from 

EMSA 

Data on world fleet for the 

years 2008 and 2009: 

number, type, size and 

tonnage of ships.  

Provides data needed for the 

development of models to 

forecast percentage of ships 

likely to be dismantled in the 

future. 

Some data received from 

EMSA. Data given on 

number of ships by type 

and GT, as well as 

average age of each type 

of ship for 2009 world 

fleet. 

Updated list of single hull 

tankers identifying in 

particular those owned by 

EU companies or registered 

in EU.  

Provides data needed for the 

development of models to 

forecast percentage of ships 

likely to be dismantled in the 

future. 

Some data received from 

EMSA. 

Data on ships (1) calling at 

EU ports  

See above.  Some data received from 

EMSA.  

(2) EU owned See above. No reliable data 

available.  

and (3) EU flagged See above. Some data received from 

EMSA. 

Type, age, size of ships, flag 

State 

Data needed to determine 

whether the ship is within the 

average recycling age based on 

size, and type. Flag State 

specifies the performance level 

of the country in terms of social, 

technical, and environmental 

standards. 

Some data received from 

EMSA 

Special risk factors (recent 

damages, recent major 

repairs) 

Data that can help to determine 

whether ships have a particularly 

high risk in terms of quality that 

would make it more likely to go 

for dismantling than others. 

No reliable data 

available. 

Recent ship casualties 

(reasons for and frequency 

of casualties) 

Data that can help to determine 

whether ships have a particularly 

high risk in terms of quality that 

would make it more likely to go 

for dismantling than others. 

No reliable data 

available. 

Ship's state of repair, 

information about ship's 

hazardous waste content (cf 

Marpol Annexes: asbestos, 

Data to help determine whether 

certain economic factors such as 

the ship’s state of repair 

outweigh the earning potential 

No reliable data 

available. 



 

January 2010 

European Commission (DG ENV) 
Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and 

a List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

 43 

 

Data requested Relevance for study Status of data from 

EMSA 

waste oils, etc.)  of the ship. 

Ships deemed as not sea-

worthy by the relevant 

authorities.  

 

Data that can help to determine 

whether ships have a particularly 

high risk in terms of quality that 

would make it more likely to go 

for dismantling than others. 

No reliable data 

available. 

Projections of the 

commercial fleet up to 

2030: number of vessels 

distributed on size and type 

of vessels. 

Data needed for the 

development of models to 

forecast percentage of ships 

likely to be dismantled in the 

future. 

No reliable data 

available. 

Data on ship dismantling  for 

the years 2003 -2009: 

Number, age, Gross 

Tonnage of ships:   

• per port in the 

breaking country,  

• per type and size of 

ships,   

• per flag State; 

that distinguishes between 

EU owned and non EU 

owned. 

Data needed for the 

development of models to 

forecast percentage of ships 

likely to be dismantled in the 

future. 

Data received from 

EMSA.  

Data on accident and 

incidents on ship recycling 

facilities in EU and 

worldwide. If not, any 

comparable data for 

shipyards. 

Provides data for feasibility 

analysis on establishing list of 

GSRF. 

No reliable data 

available. 

As illustrated by Table 4, in most cases the datasets required did not exist.  In other 

cases, EMSA could only provide data in a summarised format, in view of various 

legal/contractual reasons. Therefore, other sources of information were explored. 

Table 5 summarises other sources of information on the criteria for establishing a list 

of ships likely to go to dismantling. Statistics on volumes of ship recycling are also 

published, for example, by Lloyd’s Register – Fairplay, Clarkson Research Services Ltd, 

and EA Gibson Shipbrokers Ltd, all these being authoritative sources of maritime data, 

although most information from these sources needs to be purchased.  
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Table 5: Availability of shipping related information  

Proposed criteria Availability of information 

1 

Legal obligations of ships (i.e. 

phasing-out of single-hull oil 

tankers) 

Greenpeace report “European single hull oil 

tankers: no place to go, December 2004” 

2 

Special risk factors (prior 

accidents, damage, casualties, 

etc.) 

Lloyd’s Register – Fairplay
$
, EMSA 

3 

 

Age of ship (compared to the 

ship’s dismantling average) 

Age of ship is available in several databases that 

can be freely accessed such as Equasis. 

Equasis World fleet 2007 report  

UNCTAD´s Review of Maritime Transport 2008 

COWI report 2004 

Nikelis/IMO Report, 2007 

Lloyds Register – Fairplay publications 

4 Owner of the ship 

Available freely through databases such as the 

Equasis database and the Paris MoU Sirenac 

database 

Lloyd’s Register – Fairplay
$
 

UNCTAD´s Review of Maritime Transport 2008  

6 
Remaining time before next 

renewal survey of ship 

Lloyd’s Register – Fairplay
$
 

7 
Flag of ship (classification 

according to Paris MoU) 

Paris MoU and EMSA
19

 

Equasis database and the Paris MoU Sirenac 

database 

8 

Number and reasons of 

previous detentions for 

deficiencies 

Paris MoU databases
20

 

Paris MoU databases
21

  

Equasis database 

9 

Economic factors (freight 

market, price of scrap metal in 

main recycling countries) 

“Freight rates begin to fall for World Merchant 

fleet” 2008, UNCTAD
22

  

UNCTAD´s Review of Maritime Transport, 2008 

                                                           
19

 Paris MoU and ESMA [Available online:  

www.emsa.europa.eu/end185d007d002d001d001.html] 
20

 Paris MoU databases [Available online: 

www.parismou.org/ParisMOU/Detention+Lists/xp/menu.4376/default.aspx] 
21

Paris MoU databases [Available online: 

 www.parismou.org/ParisMOU/Current+Detentions/xp/menu.4380/default.aspx] 
22

UNTCAD, ‘Freight rates begin to fall for World Merchant fleet’, 

www.unctad.org/Templates/Page.asp?intItemID=4658&lang=1 [Accessed 1/10/2009,] 
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Proposed criteria Availability of information 

ISL Shipping Statistics and Market Review, 2009
23

 

Econometric Institute Report, 2007
24

 

DG TREN Report, 2004
25

 

DNV Report, 2000
26

 

Platou Reports, 2008
27

 

Lloyd’s register online shipping market reports
28

 

BSR World Shipping and Shipbuilding Market 

Reviews
29

 

10 
Performance of the recognised 

organisation vessel (Paris MoU)  
EMSA

30
 

12 Target Factor 
Paris MoU data base

31
 

 (Source: Paris MoU data base) 

$
 Indicates that the source is not freely accessible and needs to be purchased. 

3.3.  CRITERIA SELECTION 

At the inception meeting with the Commission in September 2009, a broad list of 

criteria was presented and discussed for their pertinence and availability of 

information. The list of proposed criteria was narrowed down to: 

• Legal obligations 

• Age and type of ship 

• Flag of the ship  

• Number and reasons for deficiencies and detainments 

                                                           
23

 ISL Shipping Statistics and Market Review, 2009 [Available online: 

www.infoline.isl.org/index.php?module=Downloads&func=prep_hand_out&lid=580] 
24

 The Ship Recycling Conundrum: An Econometric Analysis of Market Dynamics and Industry Trends, 2007 

Econometric Institute Report [Available online: people.few.eur.nl/knapp/EI%20Report%202007-52.pdf] 
25

 European Commission, 2004, Oil Tanker Phase Out and the Ship Scrapping Industry [Available online: 

ec.europa.eu/transport/maritime/studies/doc/2004_06_scrapping_study.pdf] 
26

 DNV, 2000, Technological and Economic Feasibility Study of Ship Scrapping in Europe (Part 9), Report for 

the European Commission  
27

 R.S. Platou Economic Research a.s, 2009, The Platou Report, [Available online: 

www.platou.com/dnn_site/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=VlMYQtlZl30%3D&tabid=119] 
28

 Lloyd’s Fairplay website: Company news and market reports, 

www.lrfairplay.com/About/Company_news [Accessed 25/11/2009] 
29

 BSR Shipbrokers website, www.brs-paris.com/index.php?page=annualreview# [Accessed 24/11/2009] 
30

 EMSA, [Available online: 

www.emsa.europa.eu/end185d007d002d001d001.html] 
31

 Paris MoU databases [Available online: 

www.parismou.org/ParisMOU/Target+Factor/xp/menu.4358/default.aspx 
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• Economic factors 

• Classification society 

Among the list of originally proposed criteria, justifications for not selecting certain 

criteria was the difficulty in obtaining necessary data or deemed insufficient in terms of 

relevancy. Further information on the importance of distinguishing between the 

different types and sizes of ships is discussed in the section on the average dismantling 

age of the ship (Section 3.3.3. ). Finally, another important element for selecting 

criteria is that they should be easily verifiable by the authorities that will have to check 

whether the ship complies or not with the criteria in question. 

3.3.1.  NON-DISCRIMINATORY CRITERIA 

Another aspect affecting criteria selection is the fact that criteria must be applicable to 

all ships and not only take into account certain ships. This is an important aspect to 

consider in order to identify ships likely to go for dismantling in a non-discriminatory 

manner. This was one of the concerns voiced by stakeholders on establishing a list of 

ships likely to go for dismantling. Therefore, criteria that treat all ships equally and 

avoid targeting ships in a discriminate manner have been selected. This is important to 

observe in order to avoid disturbing applicable competition, WTO, OECD and internal 

market rules. Below are further explanations on how the selected criteria aim to 

identify ships in an objective and non-discriminatory manner: 

• Criteria on legal obligations apply to all relevant ships of the same ship type 

(e.g. single-hull tankers) regardless of ownership.  

• Criteria related to ship age and type of ship is based on statistical trends over a 

period of time. 

• Criteria related to detention and detainments are based on the NIR’s (New 

Inspection Regime) Ship Risk Profile which calculates ships’ risks based on a 

formula that takes into account the ship’s detainment, deficiency history, age, 

etc. 

• Criteria related to the performance of the flag of the ship is based on the 2009 

flag State performance table published by Marisec and flag States with high 

rates of dismantled ships based on trends in recent ship dismantling data.  

• Criteria related to economic factors include analysis on current and past trends 

in the different shipping markets (e.g. freight rates, new and second hand ship 

markets, scrap prices) which apply to all ships. 

• Criteria related to recognition of Classification Societies is based on  Directive 

94/57, which requires each of the 13 EU recognised classification societies to  

be assessed once every 2 years by EMSA. Only MS can request EU recognition 

of a classification society. 
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3.3.2.  LEGAL OBLIGATIONS 

Legal obligations are important criteria that can be used to determine when ships are 

likely to go for dismantling. However, aspects such as the complexity of the legal 

framework makes it difficult to use such criteria to identify ships likely to go for 

dismantling.  

For this criterion, it is important to note that certain legal obligations apply only to 

specific types of ships, such as the regulation aimed at the phasing-out of single-hull oil 

tankers apply only to tankers and not to other ship types. Nevertheless, it is important 

to take into account national, EU, and international regulations related to ship 

dismantling, as well as to keep in mind that numerous legislations exist. 

� International regulations 

One of the international regulations that apply directly to ship dismantling includes the 

phasing-out of single hull tankers under the MARPOL Convention.  

•  MARPOL Annex I – Phasing-out of single hull tankers 

Due to the Erika oil spill disaster, regulations were established to prevent such 

accidents from happening again: through MARPOL Annex I at the international level 

and at the EU level through EC Regulation No 417/2002. The MARPOL Annex I set up 

the phase-out schedule for existing single-hull tankers. This Annex was first established 

in 1992 and was subsequently revised in 2001 following the Erika incident. It specifies 

that tankers of single hull construction should be phased out or converted to a “double 

hull” according to a schedule based on their year of delivery. The double hull 

requirements for oil tankers are principally designed to reduce the risk of oil spills from 

tankers involved in low energy collisions or groundings. Under the phase-out schedule, 

Category 1 single-hull oil tankers are not able to be traded since 5 April 2005, (for ships 

delivered on or before 5 April 1982 or earlier) or after their anniversary date in 2005 

(for ships delivered after 5 April 1982.) Category 2 oil tankers (commonly known as 

MARPOL tankers) will be phased out according to their age up to 2010).32 The year 

2010 is also a final cut off date for Category 3 oil tankers. Table 6 is based on the total 

fleet of single hull tankers of 5,000 DWT (deadweight tonne) and more, which 

represented about 2,256 vessels or 129.5 million DWT (as of Jan. 2004)33. These 

tankers will be withdrawn by 2010 and 2015 in accordance with EC (European 

Commission) and IMO regulations. For the old single hulled tankers (Category 1), a 

difference exists between the phase out date under EU (2003) and IMO (2005) regime. 

These tankers (35 million DWT, approx. 500 vessels) were phased out in 2003 and 2004 

as shown in Table 6. 

                                                           
32

 IMO website: ‘Revised phase-out schedule for single-hull tankers enters into force’ 

www.imo.org/newsroom/mainframe.asp?topic_id=1018&doc_id=4801 [Accessed 22/09/2009] 
33

 European Commission, 2004, Oil Tanker Phase Out and the Ship Scrapping Industry [Available online: 

ec.europa.eu/transport/maritime/studies/doc/2004_06_scrapping_study.pdf] 
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Table 6: Estimated number of oil tankers to be phased out for IMO Category 2 and 3, 
their hull type and year of phase out under the EC and IMO regulations33 

Phase out 
year 

Category 2, numbers Category 3, numbers 
Total, 

numbers 
DB/DS 

Single 
Skin 

CAT 2 
total DB/DS 

Single 
Skin* 

CAT 3 
total 

2006 - - - 22 35 57 57 

2007 - - - 56 51 107 107 

2008 32 71 103 20 23 43 146 

2009 26 50 76 30 23 53 129 

2010 39 429 468 67 249 316 784 

2011 - 2014 21 - 24 - 21 - 24 9 - 19 - 9 - 19 30 - 43 

2015 67 - 67 42 - 42 109 

Note: DB/DS designates the vessels with protectively located seggregated ballast tanks (double bottom 

or double side 

*Included in this category are vessels not assigned to category in registers 

 
Greenpeace calculations also show similar figures concerning the amount of phased-

out single hull tankers. Greenpeace estimates that the total figure of single hull oil 

tankers that meet IMO phase out regulations and that are due for phase out in April 

2005 and then progressively through 31 December 2010 or later varies between 1,743 

and 2,256 tankers (representing 112 to 129 million DWT)34. Accordingly, Greenpeace 

argues that the accelerated phase out of single hull oil tankers both in EU (Regulation 

1726/03) and globally (revision of MARPOL Annex I) will have a significant impact on 

the tonnage and number of ships to be scrapped with a major peak now expected in 

the year 2010 compared to previously 2015. 

Finally, two phase-out scenarios are shown in Figure 2, which are taken from a recent 

Baltic and International Maritime Council (BIMCO) market report. BIMCO estimates 

that a total of 61 million DWT of oil tankers will be phased-out under MARPOL. BIMCO 

also forecasted both an early phase scenario and a late phase out scenario of single 

hull tankers. The early scenario shows that in 2010, 41 million DWT of oil tankers 

should be dismantled, leaving just 10m DWT to be phased out in 2011-2015.35 The late 

scenario assumes that tankers are removed at the latest possible stage because they 

are granted life extension from the flag State to continue its operations beyond 2010, 

(i.e. subject to satisfactory results from the Condition Assessment Scheme (CAS). 

Trading will then continue until 2015 or until when the ship reaches 25 years of age. 

                                                           
34

 Greenpeace, 2004 “Destination Unknown: European single hull oil tankers...No place to go”, [Available 

online: www.greenpeace.org/raw/content/luxembourg/press/reports/destination-unknown-

european.pdf] 
35

 BIMCO, 2009, Shipping Market Analysis Reports: Phase out of tanker tonnage – does it really matter to 

the market? [Accessed 18/12/2009: 

www.bimco.org/MembersArea/Reports/Shipping_Market_Analysis/2009/10/09_Phase_out_of_tanker_

tonnage.aspx] 



 

January 2010 

European Commission (DG ENV) 
Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and 

a List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

 49 

 

Figure 2: Phase-out scenarios for single-hull oil tankers under MARPOL36 

 
Actual data on the amount of oil tankers that have been dismantled under the 

MARPOL phase-out scheme is shown in Figure 3. About 10 million DWT of oil tankers 

were either removed or demolished in 2009. In Figure 3, demolitions refer to ships that 

were dismantled and removals here refer to the share of tonnage leaving the tanker 

markets due to conversions into VLOCs (Very large Ore Carrier). This means that only 

about 5 million DWT of oil tankers were actually dismantled in 2009, leaving 

approximately 51 million DWT left to be dismantled in the coming years37. This current 

backlog of ships to be dismantled, as well as increased demand for dismantling coming 

from single-hull tankers in the coming years will mean a  significant amount of ships 

are expected to be sent for dismantling either in 2010 or 2015 according to the 

scenario. 

Figure 3: Demolition and removals, 2000-2009 (millions DWT)38 

 

                                                           
36

 BIMCO, 2009, Shipping Market Analysis Reports: Phase out of tanker tonnage – does it really matter to 

the market? 
37

 Calculation based on BIMCO’s assumption that a total of 61 million DWT will be phased-our under 

MARPOL. 
38

 BIMCO, 2009, Shipping Market Analysis Reports: Phase out of tanker tonnage – does it really matter to 

the market? 
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3.3.3.  SHIP DISMANTLING AGE 

Several studies such as the MIDN report39, an article from N. Mikelis report40 and the 

2004 DG TREN report on oil tankers41 have shown that a ship’s age is significant and 

positive towards its probability of being dismantled. This is because with increasing 

age, a ship’s earning potential declines and running costs increase. In addition, if there 

is already a large share of older vessels to be dismantled, general shipowners will ask 

for a lower price to sell their ships to ship scrappers. However, it should be noted that 

the age of a ship does not in itself reflect the level of maintenance of the ship, nor its 

commercial viability, which depends on the fluctuations of the freight market.  

In order to identify ships according to their average dismantling age, the information 

on the age and the type of ship is important information. In addition, information on 

individual ships is easily available in many existing maritime databases. As has already 

been explained, the age of the ship is important because the average dismantling age 

of the ship is a key indicator in determining whether the ship has a potential to be 

dismantled in the near future. The older a ship is, the more likely that repair costs 

increase and earning potential declines, which is a major influencing factor for 

shipowners when deciding whether to send their ships for dismantling and recycling. 

The average dismantling age of ships are based on the type and size of the ship. 

According to Clarkson’s databases, ships can be classified into eight types. Warships, 

naval auxiliary or other ships used for government non-commercial service are not 

included within the scope of this study, as they are not covered by the HKC. The main 

trading types of ships are presented in Table 7. Several different kinds of ships fall 

within the main trading ship types. For a detailed list of the different ships that fall 

under the main ship types, please see Annex 6. 

Table 7: Major ship types and characteristics42 

Ship type Characteristics 

Bulkers 

Transports bulk, ore and combination carriers; considered as the 

work horses of the fleet, these transport raw materials such as iron 

ore coal, wood chips, limestone, cement, refined sugar, etc. 

Identifiable by the hatches raised above deck level which cover the 

large cargo holds. 

Containers 

These ships carry manufactured goods and products, usually 

through scheduled liner services, and carry their cargo in truck-size 

intermodal containers, in a technique called containerisation. 

                                                           
39

 Interdepartmental Committee on the Dismantling of Civilian and Military End-of-Life Ships (MIDN) 

Report, 2007, [Available online: www.sgmer.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/2007-06-18_-

_Rapport_MIDN_english_version.pdf] 
40

 Mikelis, Dr Nikos E 2007, A statistical overview of ship recycling, IMO, [Available online: 

www.imo.org/includes/blastData.asp/doc_id=10237/shiprecycling.pdf] 
41

  COWI, 2004, Oil Tanker Phase Out and the Ship Scrapping Industry Report for DG TREN, [Available 

online: ec.europa.eu/transport/maritime/studies/doc/2004_06_scrapping_study.pdf] 
42

 Marisec, “Different types of ship in the world merchant fleet”: 

www.marisec.org/shippingfacts/worldtrade/types-of-ship.php [Accessed online, 24/09/2009]  
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Ship type Characteristics 

General cargo 

ships 

These ships transport general cargo, and include refrigerated cargo 

ships or reefers, deck cargo ships, and palletised cargo ships. 

Container ships and bulkers can also be considered general cargo 

ships although in most cases there are analysed separately. 

Specialised 

cargo ships 

These ships usually include vessels such as barge carriers, chemical 

& ore carriers, floating production storage units, floating storage 

units, general cargo liners, general cargo tramps, heavy deck cargo 

carriers, heavy lift cargo vessels, live stock carriers, etc.  

Ro-Ro Cargo 

Ships 

Roll-on/roll-off (RORO or ro-ro) ships are vessels designed to carry 

wheeled cargo such as automobiles, trucks, semi-trailer trucks, 

trailers or railroad cars that are driven on and off the ship on their 

own wheels.  

Oil tankers 

(Single hull & 

double hull) 

Single hull oil tankers are divided in 3 categories depending on 

DWT and carry crude oil, fuel oil, heavy diesel oil or lubricating oil 

as cargo. Under MARPOL, the global phase-out regulation covers all 

single hull oil tankers over 5,000 DWT by 2010. 

Other tankers  

These ships transport crude, product, chemical, shuttle, bunker, 

water, wine, fruit juice, edible oil, etc. Tankers can appear similar 

to bulk carriers, but the deck is flush and covered by oil pipelines 

and vents.  

Gas Carriers 

Gas carriers can be divided into two main types: LPG carriers, 

which are mainly used to carry liquefied gases such as butane, 

propane, propylene, and LNG carriers, which are specifically 

designed to carry, liquefied natural gas.  

Passenger 

ships 

Passenger, cruise and passenger ro-ro ships that usually perform 

short journeys for a mix of passengers, cars and commercial 

vehicles, where vehicles can drive straight on and off.  

Service ships 

These include ships such as anchor handling and supply vessels for 

the offshore oil industry, search & rescue vessels, salvage tugs, ice 

breakers, fishing vessels, and research vessels, etc. 

Ship size is also an important parameter to consider within this criterion, as the 

average dismantling age of a ship also depends on the size of the ship. Ship size and 

capacity can be measured in several ways. The lifting or carrying capacity of a ship 

when fully loaded is a way of measuring the size of a ship. This is referred to as the 

ship’s deadweight (DWT). The ship’s deadweight is calculated as the difference in 

tonnes between the displacement tonnage (DT) and the lightweight displacement 

tonnage (LDT). DT is expressed in tonnes and refers to the weight of the water 

displaced by the vessel, which in turn is the weight of the vessel at that time. LDT is the 
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displacement, in tonnes, without cargo, fuel, lubricating oil, ballast water, fresh water 

and feed water, consumable stores and passengers and crew and their effects, but 

including liquids in piping. The ship’s gross tonnage (GT) is another way to measure the 

size of the ship and measures the internal capacity of a vessel in units of 100 cubic feet. 

Table 8, Figure 4 and Table 9 present the ship type and corresponding size and average 

dismantling age. 

Table 8: Average life time expectancy43 

Main ship type Size range Average lifetime (years) 

Oil tanker  

> 200 000 DWT 23.9 

120-200 000 DWT 23.9 

80-120 000 DWT 24.3 

60-80 000 DWT 26.7 

40-60 000 DWT 27.5 

<40 000 DWT 28.3 

All 26.1 

Other tankers 

> 200 000 DWT 23.9 

120-200 000 DWT 23.9 

80-120 000 DWT 24.3 

60-80 000 DWT 26.7 

40-60 000 DWT 27.5 

<40 000 DWT 28.3 

All 26.1 

Bulk carrier 

 

>80 000 DWT 23.6 

60-80 000 DWT 24.5 

40-60 000 DWT 25.1 

<40 000 DWT 26.6 

All  25.7 

Container 

>60 000 DWT 24.9 

40-60 000 DWT 24.9 

20-40 000 DWT 25.4 

                                                           
43

 COWI, 2004, Oil Tanker Phase Out and the Ship Scrapping Industry Report for DG TREN, [Available 

online: ec.europa.eu/transport/maritime/studies/doc/2004_06_scrapping_study.pdf] Calculation made 

on recycling data from 1994 to 2003.  
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Main ship type Size range Average lifetime (years) 

<20 000 DWT 25.5 

All  25.4 

Gas Carriers 

>30 000 DWT 28.4 

10-30 000 DWT 31.4 

<10 000 DWT 28.8 

All 29.3 

Passenger/Ro-

Ro/Ferry 

>10 000 DWT 22.5 

5-10 000 DWT 28.4 

<5 000 DWT 28.6 

All 27.1 

Specialised cargo 

ships (other cargo 

vessel) 

>40 000 DWT 26.1 

20-40 000 DWT 24.5 

10-20 000 DWT 25.7 

<10 000 DWT 27.1 

All  25.9 

Service ships (non-

cargo vessels) 

>40 000 DWT 27.7 

20-40 000 DWT 27.7 

10-20 000 DWT 27.7 

<10 000 DWT 27.7 

All  27.7 
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Figure 4: Average recycling age of major ship types44  

 

Table 9: Average age of dismantled ships, 2001-200745 

Year Tankers 
Dry bulk 
carriers 

Container 
ships 

General 
cargo ships 

2001 28.0 26.7 26.9 27.4 

2002 28.3 26.6 26.0 28.2 

2003 29.3 26.5 25.5 29.3 

2004 29.5 27.3 30.5 32.9 

2005 31.5 28.1 30.6 31.9 

2006 30.0 28.9 28.1 32.3 

2007 31.4 29.1 29.6 34.9 

Table 10 presents the range of the average dismantling ages of ships according to ship 

type (that was presented in Table 7). The criteria related to ship dismantling age used 

in the models developed later on are based on this table. In order to come up with the 

most accurate data, the table was developed using the figures from Table 8, Figure 4 

and Table 9, as well as actual ship dismantling data from sources such as the Robin des 

Bois information bulletins on ship dismantling.46 This information on the average ship 

dismantling age shown in Table 10  would not need to be frequently updated as 

averages cover a long time period from 1994 to 2007.  

Figure 4 and Table 9 also show a change in the average dismantling age over a period 

time, which suggests that the average dismantling age has slowly increased. However, 

since this date, other sources have shown that the average dismantling age is starting 
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Mikelis, Dr Nikos E 2007, A statistical overview of ship recycling, IMO[Available online: 

www.imo.org/includes/blastData.asp/doc_id=10237/shiprecycling.pdf] ] 
45

 UNCTD, 2008, Review of Maritime Transport [Available online: 

www.unctad.org/Templates/Download.asp?docid=10745&lang=1&intItemID=2068] 
46

 Robin de Bois, September 30th, 2009, Information and analysis bulletin on ship demolition # 17 From 

June 27th to September 24
th

[Available online: www.robindesbois.org/english/shipbreaking17.pdf] 
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to decrease. For example, Robin des Bois states that the average dismantling age in 

2008 was 32 years and today has been reduced to 29 years46.  

Table 10: Range of average dismantling ages for different types of ships 

Type of ship 
Range of average 
dismantling ages 

Tankers (oil, chemical) 23-28 

Bulkers 23-27 

Containers 24-25 

Gas Carriers 26-32 

Passenger ships (cruise ships, 

ferries, Ro-Ro ships) 
22-29 

Ro-Ro Ships 24-25 

General Cargo 24-34 

Specialised Cargo Ships 24-26 

Service ships 27-28 

Table 11 shows the world merchant fleet age profile of oil tankers and bulkers at the 

end of 2008. By comparing Table 10 (average ship dismantling age) and Table 11, one 

can observe that at least 16% in number and 53% in GT of oil tankers out of the world 

fleet was 20 years old or older. For bulkers, 11% in number and 37% in GT out of the 

world fleet was 20 years old or older. Combined, oil tankers and bulkers that were 20 

years old and older represented 27% in number and 90 % in GT of the world fleet at 

the end of 2008. These calculations show that many ships are potentially still in 

operation beyond their average dismantling age. 

Table 11: World merchant fleets’ age profile by ship type, 2008 (year end)47 

          Ship Age 

 

Ship Type 

20 – 24 years 25 years + 

No. ‘000 GT No. ‘000 GT 

Oil Tanker 688 11 043 2 610 9 055 

Bulker 1 146 30 389 1 972 34 953 

Total 11 468 77 959 43 355 120 035 

It can therefore be concluded that although the age of a ship is an important indicator 

in determining whether or not it may be likely to go for dismantling, ship age is not a 

sufficient criteria by itself and should be used in conjunction with other criteria, such as 
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Shipbuilders’ Association of Japan, 2009, Shipbuilding Statistics. Data based on Lloyd's Register “World 

Fleet Statistics”, Ship Size Coverage: 100 GT and over. [Available online: 
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the ship’s flag to more accurately determine the likeliness of a ship likely to go for 

dismantling. 

3.3.4.  NUMBER OF AND REASONS FOR DETENTIONS 

The number of and reasons for detentions and deficiencies are also important criteria 

for identifying ships likely to go to dismantling. Repeated detentions and deficiencies of 

a ship may indicate a low maintenance level. Reasons for a ship being detained or 

banned may include aspects such as the ship needs serious repair, has not gone to 

indicated repair yard, has deficiencies related to the safety, ship and cargo operations 

and machinery and equipment, etc. However, this criterion alone is not sufficient to 

identify ships likely to go for dismantling and should be used with caution, as ships that 

are found with deficiencies are detained until agreement has been reached to send the 

ships off for repair. Therefore, ships with deficiencies or detained need not necessarily 

be classified as sub-standard ships.  

Nonetheless, sub-standard ships often go for dismantling, in particular those that were 

inspected at EU ports: from September to June 2009, 128 ships (56% of total ships that 

were dismantled during this period) were previously detained in harbours worldwide 

with close to 80% for bulk carriers, general cargo carriers and reefers; 44 (19%) were 

controlled by a non-IACS classification society (International Association of 

Classification Societies)46. Furthermore, Figure 5 below shows the mean amount of 

deficiencies that are found prior to a casualty, per seriousness of casualty and 

detention. Ships that have been detained show a significantly higher amount of 

deficiencies than ships that have not been detained prior to a casualty.   

To conclude, a general observation can be made that ships characterised as sub-

standard due to a history of detainment and/or deficiencies could increase a ship’s 

likelihood of being ready for dismantling (i.e. as this could indicate that a ship is of poor 

quality), or increase its chances of a casualty (i.e. which would eventually lead to 

dismantling if repairs were too significant to keep in operation). However, this criteria 

alone is not sufficient in deeming a ship as likely to go for dismantling as a ship can 

have certain deficiencies or be detained without being considered sub-standard (i.e. 

minor deficiencies that can be easily repaired or detainments due to administrative 

aspects that are related to the ships operating condition). 
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Figure 5: Probability of casualties and number of deficiencies48 

 

In May 2009, the principles of the NIR (New Inspection Regime) were adopted by the 

Paris MoU at its 42nd Committee meeting49. The NIR will enter into force and replace 

the existing PSC regime on 1 January 2011. With the introduction of the NIR, quality 

ships will be rewarded with fewer inspections. High-risk ships will be subject to more 

in-depth and more frequent inspections.  

A fair share scheme is introduced in which each member contributes to the overall full 

coverage according to the number of individual ships it receives. The targeting of ships 

will be based on a Ship Risk Profile. By using this profile, ships are categorised as high, 

standard or low risk. The following inspection criteria will be applied based on the risk-

level of the ship: 

• High Risk Ships (HRS) will be subjected to an inspection interval of 6 months 

• Standard Risk Ships (SRS) will be rewarded with an inspection range of 

between 10 - 12 months  

• Low Risk Ships (LRS) will be rewarded with an inspection interval of between 

24 - 36 months since the last inspection 

High risk ships are classified as those that have been detained or found with at least 5 

deficiencies in the past 36 months.50 
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 Knapp Sabine, 2007, The Econometrics of Maritime Safety Recommendations to enhance safety at sea 

[Available online: www.omrn-rrgo.ca/confpres/knapp.pdf] 
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 Paris moU website: New Inspection Regime: 

www.parismou.org/ParisMOU/New+Inspection+Regime/default.aspx [Accessed 02/11/2009] 
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 Paris MoU website, New Inspection Regime Ship Risk Profile Calculator, 
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The Paris MoU’s website includes a detention list include the following information for 

each ship: name, IMO number, flag, ship type, gross registered tonnage, year of build, 

RO related deficiencies (“Yes” or “No”), port of detention, date of release from 

detention, duration of detention in days, total number of deficiencies, reason(s) for 

detention, classification society, owner/operator.51 

It should be noted that the information contained in the detention lists pertains to the 

situation at the time of the detention which took place during the month under review, 

therefore before this period, it is possible that some ships may have had a different 

name, flag, and/or recognised organisation. However, all ships have a unique IMO 

number to identify the ship that is permanent and cannot be changed throughout their 

lifetime. 

An example of how these detention lists can be used to determine the deficiency and 

detention history of a ship is shown in Table 12.  

Table 12: Example from the August 2009 Paris MoU detention list 

 

Using the ship detention data, it is possible to make some interesting observations 

relevant to determining whether a ship may be likely to go for dismantling in the near 

future. The first figure shows that the ship has been detained a total of 7 times over 

the period of 24 months which is significant when compared to the ship risk profile 

calculator, which deems a ship as high risk when it is detained at least once in the past 

36 months or has been found with 5 or more deficiencies. In addition, the ship is 38 

years old, well above the ship’s average dismantling age, which ranges from 26 to 32 

years of age. 

The Paris MoU database is an important source of information on detentions as it 

provides detailed information over a 2 year time period such as the age, size, and type 

of the ship, number of detentions of the particular ship indicating whether and why a 

ship has had repeated detentions over recent years, whether actions have been taken 
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 Paris MoU monthly detention lists, August 2009, 

www.parismou.org/upload/monthly%20detentionlists/DetList200908a.pdf [Accessed 12/10/2009] 
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to correct deficiencies, and the flag State of the ship. All these indicators are important 

parameters that can be used to identify the safety and maintenance level of a ship. 

Finally, it will be important to also consult with Port State Control regimes, who have 

access to a rich and diverse pool of information regarding the identification of ships 

likely to go to dismantling. A large part of their role is to be able to identify deficiencies 

and determine whether or not a ship needs to be sent off for repair based on the 

authority’s knowledge and experience with the ship in question.  

3.3.5.  CLASSIFICATION SOCIETY/SURVEY ORGANISATION 

The ranking of the classification society could indicate whether or not the ship is being 

surveyed by a high performing organisation or by an organisation with a history of low 

performance. On the other hand, the list may provide an incentive, as it does for flag 

States, to compete for higher quality. 

International Conventions permit the flag Administration to delegate the inspection 

and survey of ships to a Recognised Organisation. The organisation determines 

whether a particular ship needs repairs or other corrective action, and in most cases, 

withdraws or invalidates the relevant certificate if the necessary action is not taken. 

Classification societies that are part of the IACS signify that they have ratified IMO 

Resolution A.789(19), which presents specifications on the survey and certification 

functions of recognised organisations.  

Only MS can request EU recognition of a classification society, meaning that EU MS can 

only authorise a classification society recognised by the EU. The main EU legislation 

which deals with classification societies is Directive 94/57 (which was amended after 

the Erika disaster). The Directive requires that each of the 13 EU recognised 

classification societies is assessed once every 2 years by EMSA which carries out this 

task on behalf of the European Commission52. Classification societies presently 

recognised by the European Union (as of 19 June 2007): 

• American Bureau of Shipping (ABS) 

• Bureau Veritas (BV) 

• China Classification Society (CCS) 

• Det Norske Veritas (DNV) 

• Germanischer Lloyd (GL) 

• Hellenic Register of Shipping (HRS, recognition for Greece, Cyprus and Malta) 

• Korean Register of Shipping (KR) 

• Lloyd's Register of Shipping (LR) 

• Nippon Kaiji Kyokai (NK) 
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• Polish Register of Shipping (PRS, recognition for Poland, Czech Republic, 

Cyprus, Lithuania, Malta and the Slovak Republic) 

• Registro Internacional Naval (Rinave, recognition for Portugal only) 

• Registro Italiano Navale (Rina) 

• Russian Maritime Register of Shipping (RS) 

3.3.6.  FLAG STATE  

This criterion is very much linked to the criterion on reason and number of deficiencies 

found during Port State Control. The flag state, as defined by the United Nations 

Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), has overall responsibility for the 

implementation and enforcement of international maritime regulations for all ships 

granted the right to fly its flag53. However, as some stakeholders have noted, the flag 

State may conduct the larger part of its activities through entities located in other 

countries. This is not uncommon in an international ship registry system in which the 

owner of a ship may be located in a country other than the ship’s flag State, especially 

if there are commercial advantages of selecting a particular flag State. Nevertheless, 

there is a need to discourage the use of flags that do not meet their international 

obligations. Ships that sail under a flag whose vessels have shown higher than average 

levels of non-compliance during Port State Control inspections are generally subject to 

special Port State Control targeting and thus greater numbers of inspections. 

The flag of the ship can indicate the country’s Port State Control performance of fleets 

based on detention statistics, and can determine the overall safety quality of a vessel. 

Therefore, if a ship changes from an EU-flag ship, which are in general relatively high 

performing flag States (as ranked by Marisec), to a weaker performing flag State, 

notably those on the Paris and Tokyo MoU Black lists54, this could indicate that the ship 

owner may be trying to avoid stricter inspections due to the poor quality of his ship. 

This is often referred to as a ship that is flying a “flag of convenience”. A flag of 

convenience ship is one that flies the flag of a country other than the country of 

ownership. It can signify that the ship is registered in a foreign country for purposes of 

reducing operating costs or to avoid certain government regulations. Cheap 

registration fees, low or no taxes and freedom to employ cheap labour are some 

motivating factors behind a shipowner's decision to “flag out”. 

Each year, the “Black/Grey/White List” (BGW-list) is published, which is compiled using 

a specific method to classify registries into three groups where black listed flags 

perform worse than average, and white listed flags perform better. Since its 

introduction, the list has become the industry benchmarking standard for flag 

performance although it is only applied at the regional level. Figure 6 below gives an 
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Marisec 2006, Shipping Industry Guidelines on Flag State Performance [Available online: 

www.marisec.org/flag-performance/flag-performance.pdf] 
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 The Paris MoU covers the EU, parts of Canada and the Russian Federation and the Tokyo MoU covers 

Asia, Australia, Chile and parts of the Russian Federation 
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example of the different indicators that the 2009 flag State performance table is based 

on, such as whether the flag State is on the Paris, and/or Tokyo black lists, to measure 

its performance. 

Figure 6: Flag State performance table, 200955
 

 

On the basis of the data above, the following flag States have 12 or more negative 

performance indicators: Albania, Bolivia, Cambodia, Columbia, Costa Rica, Cote 

d’Ivoire, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Georgia, Honduras, Lebanon, St Kitts and 

Nevis, Sao Tome, and Sierra Leone56. 

Table 13 below lists targeted flag States (under which ships are registered) for 

inspection. Those in the “targeted” group are the flags which appear on at least one of 

the targeted flag lists (i.e. those on black lists) used in 2009 by the three Port State 
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 Shipping Industry Flag State Performance Table, Update 2009, based on data available as of end June 

2009, [Available online: www.marisec.org/flag-performance] 
56

 Marisec, 2009, Flag State Performance Table 2009 [Available online: www.marisec.org/flag-
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Control regimes which feed their inspection results to Equasis (Paris MoU, Tokyo MoU 

and USCG [safety targeting]). The Indian Ocean MoU also provides its inspection results 

to Equasis but without using a targeted flag list. In the figure below, flag States in 

orange indicate that they are included in at least two black lists, and flag States in red 

signify that they are included in all three lists - Paris MoU and Tokyo MoU black lists 

and the United States Coast Guard (USCG) targeted flag list. In the table, Cambodia is 

present in all three lists, and Belize, Egypt, Georgia, Honduras, Korea, Mongolia, 

Panama, Sierra Leone, St Kitts and Nevis, and St Vincent and Grenadines are included 

in at least two lists. 

These lists are published annually and reflect the safety performance of ships under 

each flag as measured by the number of Port State inspections and detentions 

recorded over a three-year period. It is possible for a flag to be “targeted” in one 

regime but not in another. This can be because its safety performance varies from one 

regime to another or because few, or none of its ships trade to ports covered by the 

regime. 

Table 13: Targeted flags based on data from Paris and Tokyo MoU black lists and 
USCS Safety Target list57 

Targeted Flag 
States 

USCG Targeted Flags 
as of Oct. 2009 

Paris MoU Black list  
as of Oct. 2009 

Tokyo MoU Black list  
as of Oct. 2009 

Albania  x  

Antigua and 

Barbuda x  
 

Belize  x x 

Bolivia  x  

Cambodia x x x 

Comoros  x  

Croatia x   

Cayman Islands x   

Chili x   

Cook Islands x   

Dominica  x  

Egypt x x  

Georgia  x x 

Honduras x x  

Indonesia   x 

Italy x   

Kiribati   x 

North Korea   x x 

Lebanon  x  
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 Information was derived from the 2008 Paris MoU and Tokyo MoU annual reports and the USCG 

website which lists the annual targeted flag list. 
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Targeted Flag 
States 

USCG Targeted Flags 
as of Oct. 2009 

Paris MoU Black list  
as of Oct. 2009 

Tokyo MoU Black list  
as of Oct. 2009 

Libya  X  

Lithuania x   

Malta x   

Mexico x   

Maldives   x 

Mongolia  x x 

Moldova  x  

Netherlands x   

Panama x x  

Russian 

Federation x  
 

Sierra Leone  x x 

Slovakia  x  

St Kitts and 
Nevis  x 

x 

St Vincent and 
Grenadines x x 

 

Syrian Arab 

Republic  x 
 

Thailand   x 

Turkey x   

Tuvalu   x 

Ukraine  x  

Vietnam   x 

It is also important to take into account the ship’s flag history as a ship’s flag can 

change several times during its life and can also indicate its deteriorating performance.  

Change of flags or reflagging often occurs just before dismantling of vessels to avoid 

certain legal obligations attached to specific flag States (such as requirements to 

dismantle the ship in a safe and sound facility). An ongoing study compared the 

nationality (flag) of the vessels scrapped and compared them to the nationality (flag) of 

the vessels during operation in 2008, which is shown in Table 14. The flags of registry 

for the 25 largest dismantling flag states account for 91% of the total dismantled 

volume in 2008 (left column of Table 14). The right column shows the 25 largest flag 

states (86% of total) according to their share in the world fleet tonnage in 200858. Thus, 

if no reflagging occurs prior to a sale for scrap the two columns will be identical. 

Table 14 indicates that some flag states appear on the left hand column as a top 25 flag 

State by tonnage dismantled but not included on the Top 25 list for fleet tonnage. The 
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top seven flags accounted for 19.5 % of the world dismantled tonnage in 2008 whereas 

the same flags accounted for only 2 % maximum of the world' operating fleet in 200858. 

These data indicate a world reflagging of around 17 % of the world' tonnage to these 

seven flags in 200858. In particular, the following flags states appear to attract ships for 

dismantling: 

• Tuvalu 

• St. Kitts-Nevis  

• St. Vincent & Grenadines 

• Mongolia 

• Comoros 

• Cambodia 

• Dominica 

Table 14: Comparison of Top 25 flag States by scrapping and operation in 200858 

No. Top 25 flag States dismantled by 

tonnage, 2008 

Top flag States by tonnage, 

2008 

1 Panama Panama  

2 Liberia Liberia 

3 Tuvalu Bahamas 

4 Malta Marshall Island 

5 St. Kitts-Nevis Singapore 

6 St. Vincent & Grenadines Hong Kong 

7 Bahamas Greece 

8 Republic of Singapore Malta 

9 -- China 

10 Cyprus Cyprus 

11 Hong Kong Norway 

12 Mongolia Germany 

13 Norwegian International Register U.K. 

14 Marshall Islands S. Korea 

15 United States of America Italy 

16 Greece Japan 

17 People's Republic of China U.S.A. 
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No. Top 25 flag States dismantled by 

tonnage, 2008 

Top flag States by tonnage, 

2008 

18 Comoros Denmark 

19 Cambodia Bermuda 

20 India Antigua & Barbuda 

21 Philippines India 

22 Russian Federation Isle of Man 

23 Republic of Korea Netherland 

24 Turkey Russia 

25 Dominica Malaysia 

Finally, Table 15 lists the flag States that should be targeted in terms of identifying at-

risk ships. The flag States were selected based on whether they are included in at least 

one black list (Tokyo or Paris MoU black list) or the USCG Safety target list (see Table 

13), or represent a flag State with high rates of dismantled registered under their flag 

(see Table 14). The flag States listed in Table 15 that are among the top ship 

dismantling flag States and also included in the targeted list of flags are listed in bold. 

Table 15 would need to be updated at least once a year as the Tokyo and Paris MoU 

black lists are updated and published annually as well as the trends of the top flag 

States for dismantled ships, which would need to be updated at the end of each year 

to determine the dismantling trends for the year in question. 

Table 15: Selected targeted flag States to use as criteria in models 

Flag State 
Included on black or 

safety lists 

Top registered flag States 

at time of dismantling 

Albania x  

Antigua and Barbuda x  

Bahamas  x 

Belize x  

Bolivia x  

Cambodia x  

Comoros x  

Croatia x  

Cayman Islands x  

Chili x  

China  x 
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Flag State 
Included on black or 

safety lists 

Top registered flag States 

at time of dismantling 

Cook Islands x  

Cyprus  x 

Dominica x x 

Egypt x  

Georgia x  

Greece  x 

Honduras x  

Hong Kong  x 

India  x 

Indonesia x  

Italy x  

Kiribati x  

North Korea  x x 

Lebanon x  

Liberia  x 

Libya x  

Lithuania x  

Malta x x 

Marshall Islands  x 

Mexico x  

Maldives x  

Mongolia x x 

Moldova x  

Netherlands x  

Norway  x 

Panama x x 

Philipines  x 

Russian Federation x x 

Sierra Leone x  
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Flag State 
Included on black or 

safety lists 

Top registered flag States 

at time of dismantling 

Singapore  x 

Slovakia x  

St Kitts and Nevis x x 

St Vincent and Grenadines x x 

Syrian Arab Republic x  

Thailand x  

Turkey x x 

Tuvalu x x 

Ukraine x  

United States  x 

Vietnam x  

3.3.7.  ECONOMIC FACTORS  

Economic factors are one of the most influential factors affecting a ship owner’s 

decision to send the ship off for dismantling. When deciding whether or not to send 

the ship for recycling, the shipowner usually evaluates the expected future earning 

potential and the expected cost of keeping the vessel in operation against the price 

obtainable by selling as scrap. The costs of keeping the vessel in operation (i.e. costs 

associated with inspections, surveys, and consequential ship repairs) and regulatory 

issues, as for instance phase out schemes, are important factors influencing its 

dismantling. A shipowner thus sells the vessel for dismantling when the financial gains 

from dismantling outweighs the difference between the future earning potential and 

running cost.59  

Once a shipowner has decided to send the ship for dismantling, there are usually two 

alternatives: 

• Alternative 1: The shipowner may sell the ship directly to a ship breaker 

company, or more often through a broker. When the ship is sold to the ship 

breaker, the shipowner must provide for transportation of the ship to its final 

destination. The ship is then sold for the “going” price in the global market. 
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• Alternative 2: The shipowner sells the ship to a “cash buyer” company or 

broker, which again will transport the ship to the ship breaking location. The 

price obtained through this option is lower than in alternative 1.60 

The earning power of the vessel is one of the most important parameters that ship 

owners consider before selling their ships for dismantling. Other economic factors that 

influence a ship owner’s decision include scrap price, market for new ships and second 

hand ships, and freight rates. Further, the type of ship has an influence on how 

different economic parameters will affect the scrap market of the specific type of ships 

(e.g. oil market prices are more relevant for tankers than for bulkers).   

The shipping industry has seen an exceptionally long period of growth, with 2008 

marked as a very prosperous year for the shipping industry. Over the last 5 years, 

tonnage demand grew from 8 to 9% annually for the total world merchant fleet61. 

However, with the recent economic crisis, 2009 has been a year of uncertainty and risk 

for the shipping industry. A combination of the 8% fleet growth plus the deterioration 

of global economic activity has led to the sharp decline in utilisation rates for most 

shipping segments. Many experts are thus pointing to the structural overcapacity of 

the shipping industry, which means that 100% of the total operating fleet is not being 

used due to the combination of lower demand and backlog of orders for new ships. 

This in turn has affected freight rates and prices of second hand and new shipbuilding. 

In addition, uncertainties on the oil market and speculation have led to the storage of 

hydrocarbon stocks at sea.62 Finally, in terms of ship dismantling trends, the 

dismantling of ships is correlated with the delivery of ships; while 2007 saw record 

highs in new shipbuilding, it also saw record lows in dismantling63. According to Platou 

market experts, dismantling activity in 2009 is expected to be high because of the 

impact of the financial crisis on the world’s shipping markets64. 

Further details on these economic factors that influence the shipping industry, which in 

turn influences the ship owner’s decision on ship dismantling, are provided below:  

• Scrap prices: Scrap price is a term used to refer to the price paid for recyclable 

materials left over from end-of-life ships. Ship scrap materials have significant 

monetary value, particularly due to the significant amounts of steel that can 

be re-used at the ship’s end-of-life. Scrap prices are usually expressed in 

dollars per LDT. Higher scrap prices increase the probability of ships being 
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dismantled. For example, a recent study shows that earnings have a negative 

effect, signifying that an increase in earnings decreases the probability of a 

ship being dismantled, as it is too hard to resist the temptation to enhance the 

cash-flow through commercial operations as long as the market permits.65 On 

the other hand, the positive effect of scrap prices supports the argument that 

an increase in the scrap price will lead to a higher probability of ships being 

scrapped. Moreover, the demand for scrapping could be boosted by increased 

interest from tanker owners, as tanker freight rates have fallen sharply and 

more single hull ships are phased out in advance of the 2010 deadline66. It is 

possible that if tankers start to seek demolition sales in significant numbers, 

this could significantly drive scrap prices down. Scrap prices also depend on 

the size and type of individual vessels and other factors such as the hazardous 

material content onboard. In addition, scrapping rates are rising as the 

economic crisis is forcing ship owners to streamline their fleets and in the run-

up to a phase-out of single-hull oil tankers taking effect in 2010.  

• Freight rate market conditions: Freight rate market conditions influences 

factors such the cost of transporting goods reflects a number of factors 

besides basic transport costs, such as the nature of the commodity. If the 

freight markets improve, this generally means that shipowners gain higher 

earnings and thus encourages the shipowners to keep trading. The freight 

market also includes freight charges which consist of several factors that affect 

the cost to move a bulk cargo by ship. The bulk freight market is very volatile, 

and it fluctuates, along with the type of cargo, ship size, and the route 

travelled, which all affect the final price. Therefore, some shippers choose to 

charter a ship instead, paying a daily rate instead of a set price per tonne. In 

some cases a charterer may own cargo and employ a shipbroker to find a ship 

to deliver the cargo for a certain price, called freight rate. Freight rates may be 

on a per-tonne basis over a certain route (e.g. for iron ore between Brazil and 

China) or alternatively may be expressed in terms of a total sum - per day for 

the agreed duration of the charter. Non-breakable, non-perishable items, like 

coal, are carried most cheaply as they can be carried in bulk on open wagons. 

The more careful the handling required, the higher is the freight rate. 

Sophisticated manufactured goods can bear high freight rates because of their 

greater value. 

Table 13 briefly describes the current freight rate market conditions according 

to the type of ship, based on economic data from the 2009 Platou report and 

on-line reports from Lloyds Fairplay: 
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Table 16: Current freight rate market conditions according to ship type 

Ship Type Current market conditions 

Bulkers 

For dry bulk shipping, 2008 was an extremely volatile year. 

About 6 to 8 % expansion of the fleet will lower the yearly 

average utilisation substantially compared with previous 

years. Nonetheless, the world's dry bulk carrier fleet will 

continue to show strong growth over the next five years, 

spurred largely by surging demand for iron ore and 

metallurgical coal to feed China's undiminished appetite for 

steel production64. 

Tankers  

There will be a significant decline in the utilization rate for 

tankers and thus a significant decrease in freight rates for all 

segment tankers from 2008-2009. Even with a more optimistic 

scenario for the world economy a declining trend in freight 

rates appears unavoidable. The world fleet of oil, chemical 

and gas tankers is predicted to continue to grow over the next 

five years, although at a slower rate than the previous five 

years.67 

Containers 

Major economic setbacks in the USA and Europe led to a 

dramatic collapse in the container ship market during the last 

half of 2008. Despite this, the world containership fleet is 

expected to continue its rapid growth curve, though at a 

slightly reduced rate, as deliveries are taken from shipyards 

and new shipbuilding orders start to pick up later this year67.  

Passenger 

ships  

It is predicted that there will be modest but steady growth for 

the passenger ship sector over the next five years68. 

General 

Cargo 

The world fleet of dry bulk and general cargo vessels is 

expected to continue to grow through 2012, in spite of weak 

freight rates and general overcapacity of tonnage, as new 

ships on order are delivered from shipyards. Despite the 

current overcapacity and low freight rates, the underlying 

world demand will continue for seaborne deliveries of bulk 

commodities such as coal, bauxite, iron ore and grain.69 
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• Market for new shipbuilding & second hand ships: The market for new 

shipbuilding is closely related to the overall shipping markets. In 2007-2008, 

ship utilisation rates reached unprecedented levels, and shipowners were left 

searching for new additional bulk carriers, tankers and large container ships to 

accommodate the rising demand.70 This prolonged overall boom in shipping 

has thus had a significant impact on the shipbuilding sector as well as the 

market for second hand ships. However, towards the end of 2008 with the 

economic crisis, new shipbuilding prices fell sharply by 10 to 20% with second 

hand prices for modern bulk carriers down to 60 or 70%. Prices for modern 

tankers and container ships also fell to between 25 and 50%.71 

Furthermore, a long period of high growth in demand for seaborne transport 

and the resulting strong ordering activity has been so extensive that, given the 

current forecast for the world economy and thus demand for tonnage, a 

structural oversupply will dominate the shipping industry if all this new 

capacity should deliver ships on time71.  

Therefore, developments on the market for new ship buildings and second 

hand ships have directly impacted vessel acquisition plans of shipowners and 

accordingly the resale price of good quality used ships. If new shipbuilding ship 

prices are high, shipowners are more likely to cut back their ship dismantling 

plans in order to prolong the commercial use of older tonnage.  

• The ship’s economic state and expected cost of keeping the vessel in 

operation: This indicator is important because a ship’s economic state can 

determine whether the expected cost of keeping the ship in operation 

(including repair and maintenance costs, amortisations costs over time, etc.) 

and the earning potential of the ship outweigh the price obtainable when the 

vessel is sold for scrap. This information will depend on the costs of repair and 

maintenance of the ship, as well as current market conditions. An accessible 

source of information in terms of determining the cost for keeping a ship in 

operation could not be identified. However, this indicator is closely linked to 

other previously discussed criteria, such as economic parameters and ship 

deficiency information, which can be used to highlight the economic state of a 

ship.   

Finally, it is important to highlight that although economic factors are 

significant in influencing the ship owner’s decision to sell his ship for 

dismantling, it is extremely difficult to measure factors such as the future 

earning potential of ships as it is widely dependent on future economic 

conditions.  
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3.3.7.1 Economic factors used for the development of the models 

Based on past trends, certain assumptions can be made about the freight rate, 

scrapping prices, and the new and second hand ship market. These assumptions 

formed the basis of Model A in which economic factors and criteria are used to help 

determine whether a ship is likely to go for dismantling. 

� Freight rate prices 

Over the last decade, the average freight rate price for tankers is equal to $52 750 per 

day. According to the linear regression of Figure 7, the freight rates for tankers 

between the years 1999 and 2008 have increased at a rate of 5% per year. The 

evolution of tanker freight rates had three peaks along this period: one in 2000, 

another in 2004 and recently in 2008. The last peak occurred just before the economic 

crisis (see the red cricle in Figure 7). During the year 2007, the freight rates increased 

to $118 000 per day corresponding to an increase of 200% in one year (it is worth 

mentining in particular a rate of $158 000 per day was observed in July 2007 for 

VLCC72). As for the years 2000 and 2004, the freight rates during that period were 

higher compared to the general trend. The freight rate then sharply decreased in the 

year 2008 to $60 000 per day, i.e. a decrease of 50% comparing to the beginning of the 

year 2008. 

Figure 7: Average of freight rates for tankers in 1999-200873 

 

To assess the evolution of freight rates for containers, reference can also be made to 

the trend in charter rates. The evolution of average charter rates is a good indicator of 

freight rates: there is a positive correlation between both indicators, since the charter 
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price comprises the freight rate. Hence, the evolution of charter prices gives a general 

trend of freight rates. As shown in Figure 8, the evolution of average charter rates for 

containers follows the same trend as freight rates for tanker between 1999 and 2008, 

the average over the last decade being equal to $18 170 per day. If we focus on the last 

years, i.e. 2007 and 2008, there is also a peak corresponding to the impact of the 

economic crisis: the rates correspond on average to $28 000 per day at the beginning 

of 2008 and decrease to $10 000 per day at the end of the same year (i.e. a decrease of 

64%). 

The average freight rate for dry bulks went through the same decrease during the year 

2008, see Figure 9. Even if the evolution of rate fluctuates according to the type of 

boat, the economic crisis also has a negative impact and the freight rate decreased on 

average from $70 000 per day in 2008 to $20 000 per day in 2009, i.e. a decrease of 

70% in one year. 

To summarise this, Figure 10 shows the sharp decrease of average freight rates 

between 2008 and 2009 for three types of ships. This decrease is consistent according 

to the type of ship and corresponds to the negative impact of the economic crisis on 

freight. According to the evolution during the last decade, it is observed that during the 

beginning of 2008 there was a remarkable increase in freight rates and a remarkable 

decrease right after. This last decrease is due to a lower global demand, and an 

increase in risk/uncertainty due to the economic crisis.  

Figure 8: Average charter rates for containers in 1999-200873 
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Figure 9: Average of freight rates for dry bulks in 2008 and 200973 

 

Figure 10: Average freight rates for tanker and dry bulk, and charter rates for 
container in 2008 and 200974 

 

 

� Average Scrapping prices 

The scrapping of a ship is a business decision and depends on the owner’s 

expectations of the future operating profitability of the vessel, as well as his 

financial position. If, during a recession, he believes that there is some chance of a 

freight market boom in the foreseeable future, he is unlikely to sell unprofitable 
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ships for scrap because the possible earnings during a freight market boom may be 

so great that it may justify incurring a small operating loss for a number of years 

(see Figure 11). Thus, in general, scrapping activity is inversely correlated to 

developments in freight rates, as high freight rates reduce the economic interest of 

owners to sell their vessels to scrap yards. Hence, while the boom in shipping is 

creating new jobs in shipbuilding countries such as China, Japan and South Korea, 

employment is decreasing in countries with high ship scrapping activity, such as 

Bangladesh, India and Pakistan74. In Figure 11, earnings per day range from $20 

000 to $65 00075; data corresponds to the case of India. One can easily see the 

negative relationship between earnings and the probability of scrapping. 

Figure 11: Effect of earnings on the probability of scrapping75 

 

Figure 12 shows the trends on scrapping prices since 2002 for tankers, containers and 

bulk containers. The scrapping price distribution follows the same trend over the years, 

and does not depend on the type of ship: see for instance the distribution of scrap 

prices for the years 2008 and 2009; the three lines follow the same trend. The average 

scrapping prices since 2002 are equal to 293 $/LTD, 314 $/LTD and 359 $/LDT, 

respectively for bulk containers, containers and tankers, which leads to a 322 $/LTD 

average for ships. The black line corresponds to the linear regression of scrapping 

prices for tankers. Scrapping prices increased to almost 600 $/Ltd in the mid-2008 and 

then decreased roughly to around 270 $/LTD in February 2009, due to the economic 

crisis. However, since the beginning of 2009, scrapping prices are now increasing again 

since the freight rates are still decreasing76. 
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Figure 12: Scrapping Price Trends for Bulk containers, Containers and Tankers77 

 

As the previous figures, Figure 7, Figure 8, and Figure 9 show a decrease in the average 

freight rates in 2008, economic theory suggests that a boom in scrapping prices should 

occur after this economic crisis.  

Figure 13 shows both trends of scrap prices and freights rate for tankers since 200677. 

One can see the negative correlation between both economic indicators, i.e. while one 

indicator increases the other decreases. For instance, between 2006 and 2007, the 

freight rates were slightly decreasing while the scrapping prices were increasing until 

2007, then the reverse situation occurred in mid- 2007. At the beginning of 2008, the 

freight rates were roughly decreasing (see Figure 7 and Figure 13) while the scrapping 

prices were increasing up to 600 $/LTD during the same period until June 2008. From 

June 2008, scrapping prices started to decrease (as did freight rates) due to the 

external impact of the economic crisis. This exogenous effect had a direct negative 

impact on scrapping prices. However, since the beginning of 2009 the scrapping prices 

have steadily been increasing, due to the high decrease in freight rates since 2008. The 

economic boom of scrapping prices predicted by the theory is hence occurring at the 

end of 2009. This time lag is due to the shock of the economic crisis, and thus due to 

the time or friction of market adaptation. 
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Figure 13: Trends of freight rates and scrapping prices for tankers, 2006-2009 

 

 

� Average new shipbuilding and second hand ship prices 

As has already been mentioned, the market prices for new shipbuildings and second 

hand ship prices closely follow trends in the freight rate markets. According to the 

figures in Table 17 for two types of ships (tankers and bulkers), the average new 

shipbuilding prices from 2002 to 2008 was $73 million for tankers and $47 million for 

bulkers.  

Table 17: New shipbuilding price variations (in million US $)78 

 

Similar to the historic peak in freight rate prices observed in 2008, new shipbuilding 

prices also increased significantly, which can be observed in the figure above. Further, 

second hand ship prices also increased, due to very high freight rates. For example, 

Table 18 shows the value of a typical 5 year old 172 000 DWT Capesize (bulker) 

assessed weekly by the panel of Baltic Exchange Brokers (BSPA). In the first half of the 

year, the second hand price was very high, which corresponds to the boom in freight 

rates. However in one year, from December 2007 to December 2008, due to the 

financial crisis, there was a drop of 70% between the highest and lowest values.  

                                                           
78

 BRS, 2009, The BRS annual review of World Shipping and Shipbuilding markets in 2008. [Available 

online: www.brs-paris.com/marketbrs/annual-2009-a.php] 



 

78 
European Commission (DG ENV) 
Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and a 
List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

          January 2010 

 

A recent market research article claims that the phase out trends of single hull and 

non-double hulled tankers in 2010 or 2015 will not make a significant impact to the 

markets because the amount of tonnage to be phased out does not exceed the new 

tonnage coming on stream in 201079.  

Table 18: Second hand Market for Bulkers in 200878 

Period Second hand price 

24 December 2007 $150 639 000 

11 February 2008 $139 400 000 

28 July 2008 $153 975 000 

6 October 2008 $121 394 000 

22 December 2008 $ 45 533 000 

The 2008 financial crisis, which led to a decline in freight rates also resulted in the 

postponement of many projects for new ships. In fact, BSR states that since October 

2008, for the first time in many years, the shipping industry is not seeing new orders 

for ships but cancellations of new shipbuilding orders. Estimates by different 

shipbroker groups vary by up to 15%, though the Barry Rogliana Salles group estimates 

that around 300 ships (out of around 1 000 new ship orders) were cancelled78. By the 

end of 2008, the prevailing opinion suggests the new economic climate will force yards 

to substantially drop their prices for new ships. 

To conclude, the significantly low freight market rates and new shipbuilding/second 

hand ship prices in late 2008, for all categories of ships compared to previous years, 

meant that more ships than average went for dismantling than in previous years, as 

owners found it more economically viable to sell their ships according to the current 

scrapping prices than to keep them on the market. 

3.4.  DEVELOPMENT OF MODELS 

Selected criteria identified in the preceding sections were integrated in several models, 

to identify ships likely to go to dismantling. In each model, at least 3 selected criteria 

have been used. Using the data gathered on ship dismantling, the models are tested in 

terms of accuracy and robustness and if possible will indicate the percentage of 

certainty of the number of ships likely to go to dismantling.  

Selected criteria include:  

• Legal obligations 

• Age and type of ship 
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• Flag of the ship and particularly the type and number of flag changes 

• Number and reasons for detentions/Ships banned from EU ports 

• Economic factors 

In each of the models, the criteria pertaining to the average recycling age of the ship, 

flag State, and deficiencies, is included, as they are considered very important, and 

data for these criteria is relatively accessible. Economic factors are also very important 

criteria but due to their volatile nature, have only been included in one model. When 

using the model for calculations, it is important to apply the models per type of ship 

(e.g. bulkers, tankers, containers), as certain criteria are applied differently according 

to the ship type (e.g. there may be high freight rates for tankers but not for bulkers). 

The models should be used be along with the information on each of the selected 

criteria that is described in the previous section. 

Please note that the models have been designed not only to be as accurate as possible, 

but also to be verifiable. Finally in each of the models, a box entitled “Further 

information needed to determine if ship is likely to go for dismantling”, means the ship 

does not fulfil certain criteria that would classify it as either likely or not likely to go for 

dismantling. 

The model that is deemed most accurate and robust will be used in order to assess the 

number of ships that would be included in the list of ships likely to be dismantled in the 

foreseeable future, the frequency of update, and the amount of work it would take to 

update such a list. EMSA has provided certain data on ship dismantling that helped in 

forecasting the percentage of ships likely to be dismantled in the coming decades. This 

included information on actual ship dismantling data for the years 2007-2009 on 

factors such as the number, age, and gross tonnage of ships per port in the breaking 

country, per type and size of ships, and per flag State.  

The following sub-sections describe each of the developed models in further detail. 

3.4.1.  MODEL A 

This model was designed based on the hypothesis that if economic conditions are not 

favourable (low freight rate and low demand for new ship/second hand ships), ship 

owners are more likely to dismantle their ships, especially if the scrap price is high and 

the age of the ship is within the average dismantling age of the ship (see section 3.3.7.1 

for information on economic factors). Model A includes criteria concerning economic 

parameters, average age of ship and information on the ship’s flag State. In particular 

the questions based on these criteria used in the model include: 

• Is the freight rate for the ship type relatively high? 

• Is there high demand for new shipbuildings or second hand ships? 

• Is the age of the ship within or above the ship’s average dismantling age 

range?  
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• Is the scrap price relatively high? 

• Does the ship fly a high dismantling flag State or a targeted flag?  

Figure 14: Model A using selected criteria to identify ships likely to go for dismantling 
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3.4.2.  MODEL B 

In this model, if ships do not fall under certain legal obligations, they can also be 

considered likely to go for dismantling if they fall within the average dismantling age 

range of the ship and have been detained or found with a certain number of 

deficiencies. Model B includes criteria on legal obligations, average dismantling age of 

ship, detainment and deficiencies, and the ship’s classification society. In particular the 

questions based on these criteria used in the model include: 

• Does the ship fall under any regulations that classify it as ready for 

dismantling? 

• Is the age of the ship within or above the ship’s average dismantling age 

range?  

• Is the ship’s classification society recognised by the EU? 
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• Has the ship been detained at least once or been inspected at an EU port in the 

past 36 months with 5 or more deficiencies
80

?  

Figure 15: Model B using selected criteria to identify ships likely to go for dismantling 
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3.4.3.  MODEL C 

This model was designed with the idea in mind that ships are likely to go for 

dismantling if they have recently flagged out to a targeted flag state and are of an 

average dismantling age or have been detained or found with deficiencies. Model C 

includes criteria on the ship’s flag State, deficiencies and detainment and average 

dismantling age of the ship. In particular the questions based on these criteria used in 

the model include: 

• Does the ship fly a high dismantling flag State or a targeted flag?  
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• Is the age of the ship within or above the ship’s average dismantling age 

range?  

• Has the ship been detained at least once or been inspected at an EU port in the 

past 36 months with 5 or more deficiencies?  

Figure 16: Model C using selected criteria to identify ships likely to go for dismantling 
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3.4.4.  SUMMARY OF MODELS 

The following table summarises for each model: the criteria used and data needed, 

possible sources of information that can be used, and the frequency of update that 

would be needed. 
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Table 19: Summary of models to identify ships likely to go to dismantling 

Models Criteria Specific questions Possible data sources Frequency of update 

A 

Economic 

factors 

- Is the freight rate for the ship 

type relatively high? 

- Is there high demand for new 

shipbuildings or second hand 

ships? 

-Is the scrap price relatively 

high? 

-BIMCO market reports 

-BRS annual review of World 

Shipping and Shipbuilding 

markets 

-Platou Economic Research 

Reports 

Economic conditions would need to be reviewed and analysed at 

least 1 to 2 times a year. Due to the non-stagnant nature of the 

world’s economy, frequent update of economic factors would 

therefore be necessary. 

Ship Age 

-Is the age of the ship within or 

above the ship’s average 

dismantling age range? 

-World casualty Statistics report, 

2008, Lloyd’s Register 

- Equasis database  

-Paris MoU 

-Lloyd’s Fairplay and Clarksons’ 

databases 

This criterion would not need to be frequently updated as 

average ranges of ships’ dismantling age were taken over a 20 

year time period. 

Flag State 

-Does the ship fly a high 

dismantling flag State or a 

targeted flag? 

-Equasis database  

-Paris MoU 

-Marisec annual flag state 

performance list 

This criterion would need to be updated once a year as the flag 

State performance table is updated annually. In addition, past 

year trends in terms would also need to be reviewed at year end. 

B 

Classification 

society 

-Is the ship’s classification 

society recognised by the EU? 

-EMSA website on recognised 

Classification societies 

This would need to be updated at least once every 2 years as the 

Directive on Classification societies required that they are 

assessed to maintain EU recognition. 

Ship age -Is the age of the ship within or 

above the ship’s average 

See comment above for ship age. 
See comment above for ship age. 
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Models Criteria Specific questions Possible data sources Frequency of update 

dismantling age range? 

Legal 

obligations 

-Does the ship fall under any 

regulations that classify it as 

ready for dismantling? 

No known existing databases. This would not need to be frequently updated as currently, with 

the exception of the upcoming HKC, no legal obligations exist or 

are being planned to legally oblige certain ship types to be 

dismantled according to certain criteria. 

Deficiencies & 

detainment 

-Has the ship been detained at 

least once or been inspected at 

an EU port in the past 36 

months with 5 or more 

deficiencies? 

-Paris MoU Inspection database 

-Equasis database 

According to the NIR’s inspection targets, high-risk ships, will be 

subject to an inspection interval of 6 months, therefore this 

criterion would need to be updated at every 6 months in order 

to be able to follow high-risk ships, which tend to have more 

detainments and deficiencies. 

C 

Ship age 

-Is the age of the ship within or 

above the ship’s average 

dismantling age range? 

See comment above for ship age. 

See comment above for ship age. 

Deficiencies & 

detainment 

-Has the ship been detained at 

least once or been inspected at 

an EU port in the past 36 

months with 5 or more 

deficiencies? 

See comment above for 

deficiencies and detainment. 

See comment above for deficiencies and detainment. 

Flag State 

-Does the ship fly a high 

dismantling flag State or a 

targeted flag? 

See comment above for flag 

State. See comment above for flag State. 



 

January 2010 

European Commission (DG ENV) 
Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and 

a List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

 85 

 

3.5.  MODEL TESTING 

In order to select the most robust model, it was necessary to test the level of certainty 

of each of these 3 models based on actual ship dismantling data. In particular, this 

exercise determines the number of ships that actually went to recycling compared to 

the number of ships predicted to go to recycling by each of the respective models.  

� First testing of models 

For the testing of the models, the list of dismantled ships published regularly in the 

information bulletins provided by the NGO Robin des Bois
81 was used. The testing 

revealed how closely the selected criteria in each of the models correspond to the 

actual number of ships that went for dismantling. Of the 229 ships that left for 

dismantling, 206 are merchant vessels ≥ 500 GT, and thus fall under scope of this 

analysis for the model testing. 

The most recent Robin des Bois information bulletin shows that from 27 June to 24 

September 2009, 229 ships departed for dismantling. Since the beginning of 2009, 686 

ships left the world fleet representing 5.8 million tonnes of metals. The number of 

ships to be dismantled in 2009 will be close to 1 00081. This estimation closely 

corresponds to EMSA’s ship dismantling data which shows that 804 ships have been 

dismantled so far in 2009. 

Among the ships dismantled between June and September 2009, 100 (44%) were 

operating under European flag or had shipowners of the European Union or the EFTA 

(European Free Trade Association) including 37 (16%) Greek, and 89 (39%) were built in 

the European Union or in Norway. Sub-standard ships are departing in priority, and are 

dismantled in the countries, in particular European countries, where they were under 

detention: 128 ships (56%) have been previously detained in harbours worldwide with 

close to 80% for bulk carriers, general cargo carriers and refers; 44 (19%) were 

controlled by a non IACS classification Society81. 

Model A was applied on the basis of ship flag and age, as well as economic conditions, 

in particular freight rates at the time of the testing (September 2009). Please note that 

the basis for determining whether freight prices were high or low in Model A is based 

on the economic data seen described in section 3.3.7.1 (on page 72), which analyses 

the average freight rates from 1999 to 2008. For scrap prices, the average scrapping 

price of the dismantled ships tested by the model were about 300 $/LDT which 

corresponds to the average scrapping price overall for ships (322 $/LTD based on the 

analysis done in section 3.3.7.1 (on page 72)). The new and second hand ship markets 

is directly correlated with the freight rate and the scrap prices are in general indirectly 

correlated with the freight markets, thus trends on freight markets would be necessary 

to have a good indication of new and second hand ship and scrap prices. Therefore, the 
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 Robin de Bois, September 30th, 2009, Information and analysis bulletin on ship demolition # 17 From 

June 27th to September 24th [Available online: www.robindesbois.org/english/shipbreaking17.pdf] 
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testing in Model A assumes that the freight rate is low enough compared to average 

scrap prices for ship owners to be more inclined to sell their ships for scrapping rather 

than keeping them in operation. Nevertheless, it is important to remember that in the 

real world, with the exception of certain legal obligations for fishing vessels and single-

hull tankers, when shipowners make the decision to send their ships it can be based on 

several factors, whether it is based on economic factors or other reasons. Therefore to 

use model A, a close analysis of the economic factors, in particular freight rates would 

be necessary.  

Scrap price and the market for new and second hand ships are seen as more 

complimentary information to give a more global outlook of shipping markets. 

Although the scrap price and the market for new and second hand ships are important 

economic indicators in the shipping markets, they are not sufficient criteria used alone 

to identify a ship as being likely to go for dismantling. New and second hand markets 

and scrap price however provide additional information that may help to gain further 

insight into the economic conditions of the shipping markets. On the other hand, the 

freight rate is the most important economic factor to the owner’s decision on whether 

or not to keep his ship in operation as the freight rate will affect the different profit 

margins (i.e. will I make more money selling my ship as a second hand ship, selling it for 

scrapping, or keeping it in operation?). Freight rates, as well as additional criteria such 

as ship age and flag State would be needed to be able to determine the potential of 

ships to be likely to go for dismantling. 

For Model B, the criterion on legal requirements takes into account the MARPOL 

convention; therefore any single hull tankers were automatically classified as likely to 

go for dismantling. Other identified legal obligations did not pertain specifically to the 

phase-out and consequent dismantling of ships. See section 3.3.2. (on page 47) for 

information on the MARPOL Convention. Data related to the ship’s deficiency and 

detainment history were provided either by the Robin de Bois information bulletin or 

through the Paris MoU Sirenac database. Finally, the status of the ship’s classification 

society was based on the latest information on recognised classification societies 

provided by EMSA82. 

Model C was applied based on ship flag and age, as well as its deficiency and 

detainment history. 

Figure 17 below shows an example of how Model A was tested using the information 

available for container ships. From the period June to September 2009, 57 container 

ships were sent for dismantling. This model predicted that 53 container ships went to 

dismantling out of the actual 57 container ships that actually went to recycling. This 

scenario also incorrectly predicted that 4 container ships were not likely to go for 

dismantling, when in reality, all 57 container ships were dismantled. 
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 EMSA website, “Assessment of Classification Societies”, 

www.emsa.europa.eu/end185d007d001d001.html [Accessed 03/10/2009] 
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Figure 17: Example of models testing 
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Table 20: Results of the first model testing 

Type of Ship 

Model A Model B Model C 
Actual # 

ships 

dismantled 

Likely to go 

for 

Dismantling 

Not likely to 

go for 

dismantling 

Further info. 

needed 

Likely to go 

for 

Dismantling 

Not likely to 

go for 

dismantling 

Further info. 

needed 

Likely to go 

for 

Dismantling 

Not likely to 

go for 

dismantling 

Further 

info. 

needed 

Oil & Chemical 

Tankers 
33 7 - 22 18 - 21 5 14 40 

Gas Carriers 7 - - 1 6 - 3 - 4 7 

Passenger ship 3 - - - 3 - 2 - 1 3 

Container ship 53 4 - 12 45 - 32 7 18 57 

General Cargo 51 - - 29 22 - 47 - 4 51 

Bulk Carrier 24 1 - 14 11 - 23 2 - 25 

Ro-Ro Cargo 21 1 - 4 18 - 16 1 5 22 

Specialised Cargo 1 - - - 1 - - 1 - 1 

Total 193 13 - 82 124 - 144 16 46 206 
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� Analysis and selection of the most robust model  

Based on the results of the model testing, Table 21below shows the percentage of 

ships deemed likely to go for dismantling for each of the models out of the actual ships 

that went for dismantling between June to September 2009 (206 ships).  

Table 21: Percentage of correctly identifying ships likely to go for dismantling using 
selected criteria 

Models Test 1 

Model A 94% (193 out of 206) 

Model B 40% (82 out of 206) 

Model C 70% (144 out of 206) 

According to the results, Model A is the most accurate in terms of predicting the 

number of ships likely to go for dismantling based on actual ship dismantling data. 

Model A predicted that 94% of the ships would go to dismantling whereas Model B and 

C predicted 40% and 70% respectively. Model A is based on economic parameters 

which correspond to the assumption that economic conditions are one of the most 

influential factors in the ship owners’ decision to sell their ship for dismantling. 

According to the testing results, Model B is the weakest model, and shows that the 

ship’s classification society combined with the average dismantling age of ship and 

detainment and deficiencies alone are not sufficient criteria to classify the ship as likely 

to go for dismantling, whereas model C shows better results by including criteria on the 

ship’s flag State combined with the average dismantling age of ship and detainment 

and deficiencies. Model C in theory is a simpler model to use in terms of the data 

needed and the frequency required for updating. Another important aspect that the 

testing of the models uncovered was the uncertainty of the criterion concerning 

classification societies. In model B, the criterion on classification societies frequently 

incorrectly classified the ship as not likely to go for dismantling because the 

classification society was a Recognised Organisation. Instead, the reality shows that 

ships go to dismantling despite their classification society, due to other factors such as 

economic factors.  

� Further testing of Model A 

Although model A shows the most accurate results, economic parameters fluctuate 

constantly, therefore frequent calculations that take into account changing economic 

conditions would be needed to reflect real-time conditions most accurately. Indeed, 

looking at past trends, one can see that between 2008 and 2009, the economic 

conditions in the shipping industry changed dramatically due to the financial crisis. 

Therefore, realistically, updating the model to take into account changing economic 

conditions would require fairly frequent updating and monitoring, and most likely 

require significant administrative costs to operate. 
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Thus, Model A was tested further by taking into account all of the criteria (age and flag 

of ship) except for economic parameters. The first testing of this model was applied to 

approximately 200 ships that were dismantled from June to September 2009.  

Further testing of Model A was done using actual dismantling data for the year 2008 

provided by the Commission (data from Lloyd’s Fairplay) of a selected number 

dismantled ships that fall within the scope of this study. Oil tankers, bulk carriers, 

containers, gas tankers, chemical tankers, general cargo ships, ro-ro cargo ships, and 

passenger ships above 500 GT were used in the model. Overall, this totalled 317 ships.  

The average age of the ship was based on the average of the dismantling age range for 

ships shown in Table 10, and the targeted flag States included those that are identified 

in Table 15 (flag States included on Paris and/or Tokyo MoU blacklists, or on the USCG 

Safety target list and high dismantling flag States). Ships that fulfilled both the criteria 

on average dismantling age and flag State were deemed likely to go for dismantling. 

Ships that fulfilled just one or neither of the two criteria were deemed not likely to go 

for dismantling. Overall results of the model testing in predicting the number of ships 

sent for dismantling and according to type are shown in Table 22. 

Table 22: Ships likely to go for dismantling identified using simplified Model A83 

TYPE OF SHIP NO YES TOTAL Percentage

CRUDE OIL TANKER 6 11 17 65%

CRUDE/OIL PRODUCTS TANKER 1 4 5 80%

BULK CARRIER 17 47 64 73%

CONTAINER SHIP 12 35 47 74%

LPG TANKER 12 9 21 43%

LNG TANKER 4 4 100%

CHEMICAL TANKER 6 11 17 65%

GENERAL CARGO SHIP 29 76 105 72%

RO-RO CARGO SHIP 5 8 13 62%

PASSENGER/RO-RO SHIP 12 12 24 50%

TOTAL 100 217 317 68%  

Results show that the application of model A using the criteria category/age and flag of 

ship was able to predict with 68% accuracy the ships that actually went for dismantling. 

This is less accurate than the 94% that was predicted using the same model with 

economic parameters included. However, as has already been stated, economic 

parameters in the shipping industry are very volatile as they depend heavily on the 

world economy, therefore would require frequent updating and analysis to determine 

current and future economic conditions, which in turn would result in high 

administrative costs. On the other hand, the age and the flag of the ship are easy 

criteria to verify through publically accessible databases such as the Paris MoU 

database and Equasis run by EMSA, which are updated regularly. 
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 Model applied to actual dismantling data 2008 from the World casualty Statistics report, 2008, Lloyd’s 

Register – Fairplay Ltd, 2009. 
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Therefore, it can be concluded that with a simplified model A, using criteria that are 

easily verifiable (category and age of ship and flag of ship), it is possible to identify 

approximately 70% of ships that have a high chance that the ship will go for 

dismantling in the foreseeable future. The results of the simplified Model A are 

comparable to those results of Model C, which identified 70 % of dismantled ships. 

However, Model A is much easier to verify as Model C would entail the consultation of 

detention and deficiency databases (e.g. Paris MoU database) to obtain a history of the 

ship’s deficiencies. 

Further discussion on the possible use of such a model is provided in chapter 6. (on 

page 127), for alternative options for a list of ships likely to go for dismantling. 

� Limitations 

One limitation of the proposed model (simplified version of model A) is that it can only 

be used at the individual ship level; therefore information on the age, flag of the ship, 

etc. would be needed for each ship. Due to this reason, it was not possible to test the 

model on ships that were not sent for dismantling (to check for further accuracy of 

models) as information on the individual ships of the world fleet is not readily 

accessible. Further, even if the information were accessible, this would have required 

significant resources and time to test.  

Many of the criteria were selected for use in the models because information was 

considered available. However, further research has shown that although this data 

may be available, it is not necessarily publically accessible (i.e. databases such as 

Clarkson’s and Lloyds Fairplay require paid subscriptions, and EMSA databases are 

available only through specific requests or published reports). The models developed 

were based on selected criteria that could be used on individual ships and not on 

aggregated ship data.  

In addition, it is difficult to assess exactly when in the foreseeable future ships will be 

dismantled as many factors that cannot be accurately tested by the models (repair 

costs of the ship, economic conditions, etc.) influence the shipowner, who ultimately 

decides when to sell the ship for dismantling. 

Finally, one of the principal limitations of the proposed model is the fact that it was not 

able to predict with 100% accuracy the ships that went for dismantling. Therefore, the 

model is bound to miss some ships that are likely to go for dismantling, as well as a 

false identification of ships that are likely to go for dismantling, which may continue to 

operate.  
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3.6.  FUTURE SHIP DISMANTLING VOLUMES  

3.6.1.  DISMANTLING VOLUMES FOR WORLD FLEET 

� Data assumptions to estimate future dismantling volumes of the world fleet 

The aim of current study is to develop and use the most robust model to assess the 

number of ships that would be included in the list of ships to be dismantled during the 

next 10 years based on the actual fleet. Under request from the Commission, the 

number of EU flagged ships to be dismantled up to the year 2030 was also estimated.  

This section includes an assessment of the number and tonnage of ships of the world 

fleet likely to go for dismantling up to 2030, and the future expected numbers of EU 

flagged ships up to 2030.  

Further, for the dismantling forecast, the simplified model A was considered the most 

accurate model while still containing easily verifiable criteria. However, it needed to be 

adapted according to the available data. Therefore, for the ship dismantling forecasts, 

only age/category of the ship are taken into account. Estimations on future economic 

parameters such as freight rate and scrap prices are very difficult to assess as there is 

no easy way to accurately determine future ship marketing conditions due to the 

constant market fluctuations. Data on the criteria for the flag State of the ship and 

deficiencies are more feasible to obtain at the individual ship level through public 

databases such as Equasis or the Paris MoU. Therefore, applying this data to the world 

fleet is very difficult and would require a great amount of effort to gather information 

on the thousands of ships that make up the current world fleet. In theory this could be 

done, however it would require joint efforts from the different ship database sources 

(Equasis, EMSA, Clarkson’s, Lloyd’s Fairplay, etc.) to aggregate individual ship data, 

which is beyond the scope of the current contract, mainly due to data availability and 

time constraints. 

Therefore, for the forecast below, broad assumptions must be made based on the data 

that is available from previous years and existing sources to formulate estimations on 

future dismantling volumes. The main factors used to estimate future dismantling 

volumes of the EU fleet include world fleet growth and the average age of ships 

according to type. 

• Trends on World fleet growth  

A key information that is necessary to estimate the percentages of the world fleet that 

will represent future dismantling volumes is the size of the operating fleet that will be 

subject to the requirements of the HKC when this enters into force. The world fleet 

changes continuously as new shipbuildings are added, old ships sent for dismantling, 

and ship casualties removed from the fleet. For the forecasting statistics, the analysis 

was based on data from the Equasis World fleet reports for 2006 and 2007. 

Previous trends on world fleet growth have shown that the world fleet has grown on 

average 8% per year since 2000, and current macroeconomic forecasts estimate that 
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the world fleet will continue to grow in the coming decades despite the economic 

crisis84. The latest Maritime Transport Policy Paper of The Netherlands (2008) confirms 

this trend, which is reflected in the orders of new shipbuildings worldwide and 

estimates that even with the most cautious scenario there will still be a growth of 

transhipment85. Nonetheless, the timing of recovery from the economic crisis is 

extremely uncertain. Figures for world fleet growth in 2010 are estimated between 4% 

and 8% depending on the rate of dismantled ships, delays and cancellations in new 

ship deliveries84. The Platou84 report also estimates that the years 2010 and 2011 show 

markedly high percentages of ship dismantling, which is reflected in the increased 

number of new ship deliveries. Similarly, according to the NGO Robin des Bois, the 

financial crisis will continue to weigh on freight charges; therefore, in an attempt to 

raise freight rates, world ship owners plan to get rid of 20 to 25% of the merchant fleet. 

Similarly, several members of the ECSA (European Community Ship owners' 

Association) are proposing to dismantle 20% of the ships taking the age as criterion.86 

Table 23 describes briefly the economic forecasts on ship growth on which estimations 

on world fleet growth are based. These economic forecasts were based on Lloyd’s list 

Shipbuilding Market Forecasts. 

Table 23: Economic forecasts on ship growth 

Ship type Forecast on growth 

Bulkers 

The dry bulker fleet currently stands at 7 839 ships with a total capacity 

of 432 million deadweight tonnes (DWT). Lloyd’s list estimates that the 

dry bulker fleet (of all sizes) will grow by an average of 9.5% through the 

end of 2013, up from the 6.5% annual average growth in the previous 

five years.87 

Oil tanker 

The oil tanker fleet, which currently stands at 7 516 ships, is expected to 

grow by 1.9% per year over the next five years in terms of the number 

of ships.88  

Chemical 

tanker 

The current fleet of 4 619 ships will grow by 8% annually over the next 

five years88. 

LNG The fleet will grow by an average of 3.8% annually through 2011. 
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 R.S. Platou Economic Research a.s, 2009, The Platou Report, [Available online: 

www.platou.com/dnn_site/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=VlMYQtlZl30%3D&tabid=119] 
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 Ministry of Transport and public Works, 2008, Responsible Shipping And a Vital Fleet, Maritime 

Transport Policy Paper of The Netherlands [Available online: 

www.verkeerenwaterstaat.nl/english/Images/resp-ship-_tcm249-240488.pdf] 
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 Robin de Bois, September 30th, 2009, Information and analysis bulletin on ship demolition # 17 From 

June 27th to September 24
th 

[Available online: www.robindesbois.org/english/shipbreaking17.pdf] 
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 Lloyd’s fairplay Shipbuilding Market Forecast, data from 13 October 2009: 

www.lrfairplay.com/About/Company_news/Shipbuilding_Market_Report_BulkCarriers.html [Accessed 

15/10/2009] 
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 Lloyd’s fairplay Shipbuilding Market Forecast, data from 16 September 2009: 

www.lrfairplay.com/About/Company_news/Shipbuilding_Market_Report_Tankers.html [Accessed 

15/10/2009] 
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Ship type Forecast on growth 

Carriers Ordering for the 2009-2013 period is forecast at 174 new LNG carriers, 

10% lower than the last five years88. 

Passenger 

ships 

(including 

ferries and 

cruisers) 

The annual growth rate of 0.5% over the past five years will slow very 

slightly to 0.4% during the next five years. The cruise ship fleet will grow 

at an annual rate of 2% during the next five years, similar to the growth 

seen in the previous five years.89  

Containers 

The world containership fleet is expected to grow by 13% in 2009, as 

new ships ordered during the boom years are delivered to their owners. 

The growth rate will slow down to 9.3% annually through 2013. In 

particular, the growth rate will be highest for very large ships, which will 

achieve an average growth rate of 25% through 2013.90 

General 

Cargo 

The general cargo segment is expected to continue growing 2.5% 

annually through 201387. 

The table in Annex 7 show the number and GT of the world fleet by type of ship. For 

the years 2006 and 2007, data is taken from the Equasis World fleet reports for 2006 

and 2007. Offshore vessels are not included in the calculations. For the years 2008 and 

2009, figures were estimated according to the same rate of growth between 2006 and 

2007. For the years 2010 to 2013, estimations on world fleet growth are made based 

on economic research from Lloyd’s Fairplay to reflect predictions based on the current 

economic crisis on fleet growth. For the year 2013 onwards, the assumption is that the 

recovery period from the economic crisis is over and thus the same rates of growth 

from 2006-2007 can be used for each type of ship from 2013 onwards. It should be 

noted that the calculations for future world fleet growth in the tables in Annex 7 do 

not take into account factors such as the growing size of ships, which has an effect on 

overall GT.  

• Age based on type of ship  

At the time of this study, the most recent and complete available data on the world 

fleet is from 2007 (Equasis World Fleet Report) was used to calculate future 

dismantling volumes. However, the Equasis world fleet report contains average age of 

the world fleet but not individual ship information, such as current flag of the ship. An 

initial calculation was undertaken based on age of the ship for all ships > 500 GT. 

However, preliminary estimates revealed that between 1000 and 3000 ships would be 

dismantled each year between 2010 and 2030. These numbers represent an 
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 Lloyd’s fairplay Shipbuilding Market Forecast, data from 21 July 2009: 

www.lrfairplay.com/About/Company_news/Shipbuilding_Market_Forecast_Passenger_Vessels.html 

[Accessed 15/10/2009] 
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 Lloyd’s fairplay Shipbuilding Market Forecast, data from May 2009: 

www.lrfairplay.com/About/Company_News/SB_Market_forecast_containership.html [Accessed 

15/10/2009] 
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overestimation of ships likely to go for dismantling compared to what previous studies 

had predicted. Nonetheless, an interesting observation can be made from this first 

calculation, which may indicate that ships are being kept in operation beyond their 

average dismantling age. 

A second calculation was carried out to further limit the scope and refine forecasting 

results, therefore only the age of large and very large ships (25 000 GT ≥) are included 

in the calculations in order for these to be as robust as possible. In addition, there is a 

tendency that smaller vessels on average, are in operation longer compared to 

larger vessels
91

. Therefore, an assumption can be made that larger ships are generally 

more likely to go for dismantling before smaller ships of the same age as larger ships 

are more costly to maintain and operate than smaller ships. Erreur ! Source du renvoi 

introuvable. and Erreur ! Source du renvoi introuvable. show the share of large and 

very large vessels out of the world fleet (from 2007). According to the figures, large and 

very large ships make up 14% of the world fleet in numbers and 72 % of the world fleet 

in terms of tonnage.  

Based on data from the world fleet report, the average age range of each type of ship 

up to 2030 was calculated. The year when the ship would most likely be dismantled 

was determined based on the type of ship’s average age range for dismantling. Results 

are shown in the tables included in Annex 8 and Annex 9. Figure 20 and Figure 21 

shows graphical representations of the figures included in Annex 8 and Annex 9. These 

graphs clearly show that expected peak volumes will take place in 2010 and 2015 (due 

to MARPOL phase-out schemes for oil tankers).  
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 European Commission, 2004, Oil Tanker Phase Out and the Ship Scrapping Industry [Available online:  

ec.europa.eu/transport/maritime/studies/doc/2004_06_scrapping_study.pdf] 
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 Equasis World Fleet Report 2007 

Figure 18: World fleet: total number of ships, by size 
- 200792 

 

Figure 19: World fleet: gross tonnage, by size 
- 2007Erreur ! Signet non défini. 
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Figure 20: Number of ships to go for dismantling 2008-2030 (ships 25 000 GT ≥) 

 

Figure 21: Volume of ships to go for dismantling, 2010-2030 (ships 25 000 GT ≥) 
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� Dismantling forecast for the world fleet 

Results in the dismantling forecast indicate that from 2010 to 2030, on average, 

approximately 500 large and very large ships will be dismantled every year up to 2030. 

In addition, on average 34.7 million GT of ships are potentially ready to be dismantled 

on average per year. It was difficult to calculate the gross tonnage of tankers that fall 

under the phase-out timetable as details into the size of the various tankers to be 

phased-out in 2010 and 2015 were not available. Therefore, an average gross tonnage 

(90 000 GT) of tankers is used based on the data given in Table 24 to calculate 

additional amounts of gross tonnage that will potentially be dismantled in the coming 

years, based on MARPOL legislation. Under the MARPOL legislation, approximately 784 

tankers will be phased out in 2010, 43 tankers phased out from 2011-2014 and 109 to 

be phased-out in 2015. These figures are reflected in both of the tables found in Annex 

7 where higher amounts of dismantling activity are expected. In terms of number of 

ships, on average, approximately 0.5% of world fleet will be dismantled every year. In 

terms of GT, approximately 2.3% of world fleet will be dismantled every year. Of the 

ships to be dismantled, bulkers and tankers represent the largest ship category in 

terms of numbers and tonnage, followed by container ships. 

The information on ship type taken from the Equasis World fleet reports  is given in 

categories or age groups, e.g. 0 to 4 years old, 4 – 14 years, 15 – 24 years old, and 25 

years and older, which made it difficult to establish the exact number of ships to be 

dismantled per year. Thus, it was assumed that the number of ships to be dismantled 

for the age range (e.g. 4 – 14 years) would be distributed in the same proportion in 

each of the years where dismantling was forecasted: the number of ships to be 

dismantled is then divided equally in each of the years of the category. The reason for 

doing this is to avoid having clusters of ships to be dismantled in one year and then a 

gap of two or three years with no forecasted ships to be dismantled, which is less close 

to the reality than having a consistent trend every year. 

The historical average dismantling rate is approximately 400 vessels/year, which is 

similar to the 500 ships that this study estimates. However, it is important to 

remember that these calculations only take into account ships of 25 000 GT and larger, 

therefore smaller vessels are not included in the calculations which may lead to an 

underestimation. Further, the forecast does not take into account ships lost at sea due 

to accidents, casualties, etc. 

Table 24: Approximate estimates of lightship content of different ship types93 
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 Mikelis, Dr Nikos E 2007, A statistical overview of ship recycling, IMO, [Available online: 

www.imo.org/includes/blastData.asp/doc_id=10237/shiprecycling.pdf] 
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� Comparison of dismantling forecast with other study results 

Comparing the results of this study’s dismantling forecasts with other ship dismantling 

forecasts, can provide some additional mechanisms to analyse data and estimations. 

However, it should be noted that the comparison of results is very limited as the 

figures below show that different measurements and units were used in the different 

studies, as well as different assumptions and methodologies used for calculations. 

Nonetheless, it is interesting to include these figures because it does give some 

indication in terms of the rates of growth, proportions, and years where particular high 

volumes of dismantling can be expected. 

For example, the 2007 COWI study completed a similar forecast, however has 

estimated figures for future scrapping volumes calculated in LDT by country of 

ownership and flag State for EU27 states, as shown in Figure 22. Their results show 

that vessels owned by non-EU countries and flying the flags of non-EU countries 

account for the largest share of future scrapping, except for the peak in 2010, where a 

large number of single hull oil tankers are foreseen to be phased-out. Annual recycling 

volumes vary from 5 to 10 million LDT except in 2010. This study’s dismantling analysis 

also shows a similar dismantling peak in 2010 and somewhat less in 2015 due to the 

phase-out of single hull oil tankers. 

Figure 22: Future dismantling volumes by owner/flag State and year of scrap (million 
LDT)94 
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Figure 23 and Table 25 show the forecast that was carried out by the 2004 European 

Commission study on oil tanker phase out and the ship scrapping industry. From the 

discussion above, it can be concluded that the main scrapping contributors in tonnage 

are bulkers and tankers and that the annual expected scrapping rate world-wide is 

about 500 ships a year at 25 million DWT depending on fleet development, and age 

and size distribution. These results also correspond closely to the current study results 

in terms of number of ships. However for volumes of ships to be dismantled, the 

measurements used are different in both studies, therefore this is difficult to compare.  

Figure 23: Forecast of the number of vessels scrapped yearly in different time periods 
with the corresponding scrapped tonnage (DWT)95 
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100 
European Commission (DG ENV) 
Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and a 
List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

          January 2010 

 

Table 25: Forecasted global ship scrapping volume by category in a 15 year 
perspective (vessels above 10,000 DWT)95 

 

3.6.2.  NUMBER OF EU FLAGGED SHIPS LIKELY TO GO FOR DISMANTLING 

This section estimates the number of certain MS flagged ships likely to go for 

dismantling. Merchant fleet data was not available for many EU MS (data was found 

for only 4 MS); therefore it is difficult to make the assertion that the figures provided in 

this section are representative of the EU as a whole. Nonetheless, these 4 MS – France, 

UK, Belgium, and Cyprus represent a large share of the total EU flagged ships (about 

41% based on figures in Table 27). Data from the UNCTAD’s review of Maritime 

Transport, 2008 provide information on the 35 economies with the largest fleets. They 

are ranked in Table 26 according to the number of vessels and deadweight tonnage. 

The largest flag of registration is Panama, with 252.6 million DWT (22.6 per cent of the 

world), followed by Liberia (117.5 million dwt, 10.5 per cent). These two leading 

registries are followed by five flags with between 55 and 61 million DWT (close to 5 per 

cent of the world fleet) each; they are Greece, the Bahamas, the Marshall Islands, Hong 

Kong (China) and Singapore.  
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Table 26: The 35 flags of registration with the largest registered deadweight tonnage, 
as of 1 January 200896 

 

Using the data from Table 26, an extraction can be made of the EU countries that make 

up the top 35 flags of registration with the largest registered deadweight tonnage. 

However, it should be noted that Table 26 does not break down the total number of 

ships from each country into the different types of ships and that the table only 

includes the top EU registered flag States, therefore do not take into account other MS 

that have large registered fleets such as Spain or Sweden. Table 27 below includes a 

breakdown of number and DWT (in millions) of ships flying EU flags in 2008.  
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 UNCTAD, 2008 Review of Maritime Transport [Available online: 

www.unctad.org/Templates/Download.asp?docid=10745&lang=1&intItemID=2068] Note: vessels 

included here are of 1000 GT and above, excluding US Reserve Fleet and the US and Canadian Great lake 

fleets 



 

102 
European Commission (DG ENV) 
Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and a 
List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

          January 2010 

 

Table 27: Breakdown of number and DWT (in millions of) of ships flying EU flags, 
200897 

EU Member State Number of Ships DWT (millions) 

Greece 1 477 61.4 

Malta 1 442 45.2 

Cyprus 982 29.4 

Norway 595 20.5 

Germany 881 15.0 

UK 1 631 13.8 

Italy 1 559 13.3 

Denmark 438 10.9 

France 164 7.4 

Belgium 243 6.5 

Netherlands 1 248 6.2 

Total 10 660 229.6 

World Total 97 481 1111.7 

% of top EU flagged 

ships of world total 
10.9% 20.6% 

 

Table 28: Actual number of EU flagged ships that were dismantled in 2007, 2008, 
200998 

EU Flag State 2007 2008 2009 

Malta - 25 32 

Greece - 10 10 

Cyprus - 10 17 

Spain - 9 16 

Netherlands - 23 2 

United Kingdom - 9 11 

Republic of Ireland 1 15 1 

Belgium - 1 8 
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 UNCTAD, 2008 Review of Maritime Transport. Note: Calculations only include EU flagged ships that are 

included in the 35 flags of registration with largest dwt, and so world totals can also include other EU 

flag states 
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 Data recieved from EMSA, October 2009 
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EU Flag State 2007 2008 2009 

Italy 1 5 - 

France - 5 4 

Denmark 1 5 - 

Bulgaria - - 6 

Madeira 1 2 3 

Republic of Estonia - 3 1 

Republic of Lithuania 2 2 - 

Romania - 1 - 

Germany - 1 - 

Slovakia - - 1 

Poland - - - 

Sweden - 1 - 

EU flags/Total 6/19 127/679 112/804 

% of total dismantled 

ships worldwide 
31,6 % 18, 7% 13, 9 % 

Information on MS fleets is easily found on databases such as Lloyd’s Fairplay. 

However, as access to this database is available through a paid subscription only, other 

sources of information must be consulted to gather further information on MS fleets to 

calculate the EU share of the world fleet and future dismantling volumes. This is also 

often found in the 2008 annual reports of MS maritime transport authorities. After an 

in-depth literature review and attempts at contacting MS Maritime authorities, 

detailed information concerning the merchant fleet of MS was available for only 4 MS. 

The following analysis was thus developed using data on EU flagged ships provided by 

the Port Authorities of 4 MS: Cyprus, UK, France and Belgium. These MS hold the 3rd, 

6th, 9th and 10th position in the ranking for EU member states with the most number of 

flagged ships by DWT. All together they account for 28% (3 020 ships) of the number of 

ships flying an EU flag and 25% (57.1 millions DWT) of the ships by weight (DWT). The 

aggregated data by country was found for the following MS: 

• France: The source of the bulk data was the statistics published in the “Flotte 

de commerce sous pavillon francaise”99 where the state of the merchant fleet 

at the end of July 2009 is summarised. A list of the current vessels by type and 

year of built was used to forecast the number of vessels that will be dismantled 
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French Ministry of the Environment, 2009, “Flotte de commerce sous pavillon francaise”
99

 [Available 

online: 

www.mer.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/Flotte_de_commerce_sous_pavillon_francais_au_01_07_09_cle0849bd.pdf 
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every year until 2030. The main assumption was the average age of 

dismantling per type of ship according to table 7. 

• UK: In this case the “Transport Statistics Report, Maritime Statistics 2008”100 

provided data on the age distribution of UK vessels by type. The main 

assumption is again the average age of dismantling per type of ship according 

to table 7. The information per ship type is given in categories or age groups, 

e.g. under 5 years, 5 – 6 years old, 7 – 9 years old, which made it difficult to 

establish the exact number of ships to be dismantled every year. Thus, similarly 

what was done to calculate dismantling volumes for the world fleet, the 

number of EU flagged ships to be dismantled for the age range (e.g. 7 – 9 

years) is distributed in the same proportion in each of the years where 

dismantling was forecasted. 

• Cyprus: The document “Cyprus Merchant fleet as on 31st December 2008 (by 

Size and Age)”101 provided the division of ship ages every 5 years. There is no 

division per ship type and, as in the UK case, it is difficult to forecast the 

number of ships to be dismantled per year; thus the assumption same as in the 

case for the UK was made. 

• Belgium: The “List officielle des navires de mer belges et de la flotte de la 

Marine”102 publishes a detailed list with information of ships per type and the 

year of build was used to forecast the number of ships to be dismantled 

according to the average age of dismantling per type of ship. 

It has to be noted that the main assumption for these forecasts is the average age of 

dismantling. Thus any other factor that can influence the number of ships to be 

dismantled such as an increase in the world fleet due to new ship deliveries, better 

scrap market prices or new regulations is not included in the forecast. Using the 

average age of dismantling to calculate the year when a ship is likely to be dismantled, 

it occurs that a certain number of ships still operating should have been dismantled 

before the first year of the forecast (2009). This situation is reflected in Figure 24, 

where it can be seen that in the first year (2009) more than 350 ships were likely to be 

dismantled. Although this does not actually reflect reality, it is useful to know that this 

number of ships are still in operation even if they are over their average lifetime (age 

at which they are supposed to be taken out of service) and it could be assumed that 

one reason for this is that EU flagged ships are in better shape than the average world 

fleet and thus their average age of dismantling is slightly higher. Although sources have 

not been found to support this statement, further research in ship maintenance 

practices in the EU could shed more light into this. 

                                                           
100

UK Department of Transport 2008, Transport Statistics Report, Maritime Statistics  [Available online: 

www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/statistics/datatablespublications/maritime/compendium/maritimestatistics2008] 
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 Cyprus Department of Merchant Shipping, 2008, [Available online : 

www.mcw.gov.cy/mcw/dms/dms.nsf/7f35023e46646133c22572fa005207ee/60053B37E55D91DDC2257
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 Belgian Public Federal Service for Mobility and Transport, 2009 [Available online : 

www.mobilit.fgov.be/data/aqua/GE_prof_sea_shipslist.pdf] 
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The table found in Annex 10 compiles the total number of ships to be dismantled by 

type (UK, France and Belgium) and aggregated data for Cyprus (where no data per ship 

type was available) for the period 2009 - 2030. In order to avoid the distortion of the 

number of ships to be dismantled in the first year of the forecast, the same graph was 

plotted again starting from 2010. Figure 25 shows the relatively young age of the EU 

fleet: during the first 10 years of the forecast an average of 38 ships of all types could 

be sent to dismantling. Starting in 2020 there could be a gradual increase in the 

number of ships likely to be dismantled, reaching over 50 units in the beginning of the 

decade, passing over 70 units in the middle years and ending with an average of 125 

units the last years of the decade. The last peak is due mainly to the young fleet of 

containers and oil tankers in the UK and France. 

All data used for the analysis can be found in the table in Annex 10 that presents the 

number of ships to be dismantled by type per country. 

Other sources of information such as a recent French government report103 provide 

information from past years that can complement forecasts of EU flagged ships likely 

to be dismantled. For example, as of 1 January 2006, 8 250 ships were under the flag of 

a MS of the European Union, i.e. 26% of the world’s fleet or 23% of the world’s 

deadweight tonnage. The report also estimates that the total tonnage of European 

merchant ships to be dismantled in Europe over the ten coming years can be estimated 

at between 100 000 and 300 000 tonnes.104 

Based on the calculations on ships likely to go for dismantling of the world fleet and 

those from the indicated MS, about 13% of the total number of ships to be dismantled 

are MS flagged ships. Table 29 gives a detailed breakdown of these figures and Figure 

26 shows a graphical representation of the data shown in Table 29. 

Finally, volumes of the MS flagged ships to be dismantled are not given here due to the 

fact that MS have used different units of measurements (i.e. LDT, DWT, or GT); 

therefore aggregated data concerning the volume of EU flagged ships likely to go for 

dismantling is not possible based on the available data. 
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 Interdepartmental Committee on the Dismantling of Civilian and Military End-of-Life Ships (MIDN) 

Report March 2007, [Available online: www.sgmer.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/2007-06-18_-

_Rapport_MIDN_english_version.pdf] 
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 Note by the International Maritime Organization (IMO) Input to the FCCC/AWGLCA/2008/16 – The 

Assembly document, [Available online: unfccc.int/resource/docs/2008/smsn/igo/026.pdf] 
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Figure 24 : Total number of ships likely to be dismantled in the period 2009 – 2030 (Cyprus, UK, France and Belgium) 
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Figure 25 : Total number of ships likely to be dismantled in the period 2010 – 2030 (Cyprus, UK, France and Belgium) 
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Table 29: UK, BE, FR, CY flagged ships to be dismantled 105 

Year

UK, BE, FR, CY  

flagged ships 

All other flagged 

ships

% of UK, BE, FR, CY ships 

to be dismantled

2010 59 1476 4%

2011 30 269 10%

2012 35 264 12%

2013 36 263 12%

2014 45 364 11%

2015 36 688 5%

2016 42 304 12%

2017 39 307 11%

2018 44 302 13%

2019 40 306 12%

2020 37 309 11%

2021 55 460 11%

2022 53 462 10%

2023 55 460 11%

2024 74 442 14%

2025 77 439 15%

2026 77 516 13%

2027 97 496 16%

2028 104 489 18%

2029 153 441 26%

2030 125 469 21%  

Figure 26: Share of UK, BE, FR, CY flagged ships to be dismantled 
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 All other flagged ships refer to EU and international ships flying other flags than the ones indicated in 

the table (UK, BE, FR and CY). 
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4.  ANALYSIS OF EXISTING LEGAL BASIS  

This chapter examines the legal basis for using certain criteria to establish a list of ships 

likely to be dismantled. The analysis takes into account legislation applicable to waste 

(WSR, HKC, Basel Convention, etc.), revised versions of the Maritime Directives, and 

other relevant legislation that stipulate conditions and data on end-of-life ships. This 

section also proposes solutions that have not already been addressed in the draft HKC 

to overcome these limitations. The environmental, economic, and social impacts of 

including any suggested provisions into Community law will be assessed. A list of 

relevant existing legislation applicable to waste in general and ship dismantling in 

particular is included in Annex 5. 

4.1.  EXISITING & FUTURE LEGISLATION  

Several waste legislations have already been discussed in section 2.1.2. (page 27). 

Additional legislation are discussed below in terms of whether they require certain 

conditions and data on end-of-life ships. 

� Maritime Directives: Directive on Port State Control (95/21/EC)106 

This Directive on Port State Control aims to significantly reduce substandard shipping in 

the waters under the jurisdiction of Member States by: 

• Increasing compliance with international and relevant Community legislation on 

maritime safety, protection of the marine environment and living and working 

conditions on board ships of all flags, and; 

• Establishing common criteria for control of ships by the Port State and harmonising 

procedures on inspection and detention, taking proper account of the 

commitments made by the maritime authorities of the Member States under the 

Paris MoU. 

EMSA is the European authority that has the technical responsibility for monitoring 

Port State Control at the European level. In addition to this, EMSA is also working with 

the European Commission to further improve EU Port State Control. As highlighted in a 

recent EMSA brochure107, an improvement in the port control system will depend 

significantly on the efficient exchange of information among the competent authorities 

of Member States; therefore one of the most significant objectives in this field will be 

to enhance the quality of a number of key information systems.  
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 EMSA website: Monitoring Port State Control: www.emsa.europa.eu/end185d007d002d001.html 

[Accessed 29/11/2009] 
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 EMSA,2008,  Improving Port State Control leaflet, [Available online: 

 https://extranet.emsa.europa.eu/index.php?option=com_docman&task=doc_download&gid=522] 
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Further, the New Inspection Regime (NIR) will be operational in January 2011. As was 

highlighted in the section 3.3.4. on page 55, the NIR will replace the existing Port State 

inspection regime and implement a more risk-based approach to ship inspections. It 

will be based on the inspection record, age, and type of the ship, the performance of 

the company which operates the ship, the country which registers it (flag State) and 

any organisation which carries out work on behalf of the flag State.  

Furthermore, under the amended Directive on Port State Control (recast as Directive 

2009/16/EC of the European Parliament and the Council of 23 April 2009 on Port State 

Control due to several amendants), ships are required to provide at least 3 days in 

advance the following information to PSC authorities: 

• ship identification (name, call sign, IMO identification number or MMSI number); 

• planned duration of the call; 

• for tankers: 

o configuration: single hull, single hull with SBT, double hull; 

o condition of the cargo and ballast tanks: full, empty, inerted; 

o volume and nature of the cargo; 

• planned operations at the port or anchorage of destination (loading, unloading, 

other); 

• planned statutory survey inspections and substantial maintenance and repair work 

to be carried out whilst in the port of destination; 

• date of last expanded inspection in the Paris MOU region.108 

Finally, EMSA carries out detailed and comprehensive analyses of statistics on ships 

calling at EU ports and undergoing ship inspections. This is seen through the existence 

of the Equasis database, which is publicly accessible. The Equasis database is 

developed by EMSA with the support of the European Commission and covers 

merchant vessels over 100 GT in service or under construction. To some extent, the 

Equasis database enables users (companies, government organisations, individuals) to 

make a judgement as to the quality of a ship as it provides information on the ships 

identification and history, ownership and management, classification, safety, P&I 

(insurance) cover, Port State Control, deficiencies found and banning orders, private 

inspections, special certification, and membership of associations. In addition, yearly 

publications are provided based on this database, such as the Equasis world fleet 

reports.  
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 Official Journal of the European Union, 2009, Directive 2009/16/EC of the European Parliament and the 

Council of 23 April 2009 on port State control [Available online :  

eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2009:131:0057:0100:EN:PDF] 
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� Maritime Directives: Directive on classification societies (94/57/EC)109 

The main EU legislation which deals with classification societies is Directive 94/57. The 

Directive is designed to reinforce and harmonise the Community arrangements by 

promoting safety at sea and the prevention of marine pollution, through ensuring that 

inspection, survey and certification of ships is done by recognised organisations only. 

Member States are required to ensure that ships flying its flag are constructed and 

maintained in accordance with technical standards related to the hull, machinery, 

installations that are established and updated by Recognised Organisations. 

Recognised organisations must cooperate with each other to ensure that these 

technical standards are kept up to date, as well as provide the Commission with 

periodic reports on progress made with regard to standards. Member States may also 

withdraw or suspend recognition of an organisation. Article 10 of the Directive sets out 

the procedure for suspending recognition of classification societies. The Directive also 

requires that all EU recognised classification societies are assessed by EMSA once every 

2 years.  

� Vessel Traffic Monitoring Directive 

The Vessel Traffic Monitoring Directive110 was adopted by the Parliament and the 

Council on 27 June 2002 and aims at establishing, within the Community, a vessel 

traffic monitoring and information system “with a view to enhancing the safety of 

efficiency of maritime traffic, improving the response of authorities to incidents, 

accidents or potentially dangerous situations at sea, including search and rescue 

operations, and contributing to a better prevention and detection of pollution by 

ships”.111 

� Waste Shipment Regulation 

Under the WSR, prior notification of the export and import of the ship is required, as 

well as written consent from the concerned authorities before the import or export 

takes place. The WSR is thus an important EU regulation to consider within the context 

of this study because once a ship is defined as waste there are legal constraints as to 

where the owner can send the ship for dismantling.  

� International Hong Kong Convention  

Regulation 24 of the HKC requires initial notification and reporting requirements for 

shipowners who must notify the Flag State administration in advance and in writing of 

the intention to recycle a ship in order to enable the flag State to prepare for the 

survey and certification required by the HKC. Furthermore, ship recycling facilities must 
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also notify their Competent Authority in advance and in writing of the intent to recycle 

a ship. The ship must obtain the International Ready for Recycling Certificate (IRRC) and 

the ship recycling facility must be authorised by the Competent Authority before 

recycling can actually take place. 

In addition, the HKC requires under Regulation 5 that all new ships contain an 

inventory of hazardous materials (IHM). Prior to recycling the IHM shall be properly 

maintained and updated, as well as be verified either by the flag State or by any person 

or organisation authorised by it. This ensures that the recycling facility is aware of all 

hazardous materials that may be on board the ship at the time of recycling. Finally, the 

HKC requires that recycling facilities establish a Ship Recycling Plan under Regulation 9 

that takes into account all information provided by the shipowner including any 

possible hazardous materials that may be on board. 

Therefore, the HKC requires documentation such as the IRRC, the IHM, and an 

approved Ship Recycling Plan to ensure that all the different actors concerned are 

involved in ensuring that ships are dismantled in a safe and environmentally sound 

manner. 

� Summary of existing legal basis 

The establishment of a list of ships likely to go for dismantling based on certain criteria 

in accordance with the above mentioned legislation would require the existence of a 

more systematic co-operation and information exchange between the MS, and 

between MS and the Commission, as it would involve a number of different actors 

(Port State authorities, MS, recognised organisations, EMSA, the EC, etc.) and require 

the use of different databases and reports to help identify potential ships likely to go 

for dismantling.   

4.2.  GAPS WITH EXISTING LEGAL BASIS 

Despite the existence of legislation involving end-of-life ships and the provision of ship 

data, several existing gaps within the legal basis complicate the development of a list of 

ships likely to go for dismantling.  

� Data limitations 

Some gaps have already been identified in terms of limitations in accessing necessary 

information to verify if criteria are met. Private databases such as Lloyd’s list and 

Clarkson’s where information is available on ships are not accessible to the general 

public without a paid subscription. Sirenac is another private database and information 

system, which exchanges information between different ports. The Sirenac database 

run by the Paris MoU on ship inspections contains similar information as Equasis, with 

the exception that ships can be searched for by flag, time period of inspection, and 

type of ship instead of just the IMO identification number. There is no access for 
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outsiders, but inspection and detention records for a ship can be found on the Paris 

MOU website and are also passed on to the EQUASIS database.  

In publicly available databases such as the Equasis database of EMSA, information is 

available but only at the individual ship level; therefore a list of individual ships would 

be needed in order to use this database. The ship’s name or IMO number would need 

to be known in advance in order to obtain the data on the specific ship. Equasis was set 

up by the European Commission and the French Maritime Administration in response 

to the call for developing a publically accessible database that contains safety-related 

information on ships from both public and private sources. The main principles in 

setting up the Equasis information system are as follows:112 

• Equasis should be a tool aimed at reducing substandard shipping, and it should 

be limited to safety-related information on ships. 

• Equasis has no commercial purpose; it addresses a public concern and should 

act accordingly. 

• Equasis should be an international database covering the whole world fleet.  

Equasis will be a tool used for better selection of ships, but it will be used on a 

voluntary basis and there will be no legal pressure for industry to use it. 

Equasis collates information from existing websites or information systems and makes 

it available on one website, with the objective of providing a comprehensive picture of 

safety-related data on each ship displayed. It is noted in Equasis’s terms of use that 

while Equasis makes every effort to provide accurate information, it does not rule out 

the possibility of inadvertent omissions or inaccuracies, thus cannot be held liable for 

the accuracy or reliability of the data displayed on Equasis. Nevertheless, the 

information collected through Equasis comes from reputable sources such as Lloyd's 

Register Fairplay, the Paris MoU, Tokyo MoU, Indian Ocean MoU, and USCG, the IACS, 

Germanischer Lloyd, and the International Group of P&I Clubs. Special attention is paid 

to the accuracy of the data, as data is regularly updated in order to help ensure that 

information remains as reliable as possible. 

Moreover, the database does not include a search tool to obtain aggregated ship 

information. For example, it is not currently possible to search for a list of all 

operational bulkers over 100 GT, which are more than 30 years old. In addition, as of 

November 2009, the most recent Equasis/EMSA publication on the world fleet was 

available only for 2007.  

A database where aggregated ship information can be accessed and used to identify 

ships likely to go for dismantling would be necessary in order to be able to apply 

defined set of criteria for identifying ships ready to go for dismantling. However, this 

would require an explicit legal basis with the maritime database in question. For 
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example, in the case of Equasis, the use of Equasis data in any form requires prior 

permission in writing. Indeed on the Equasis website, it is explicitly written that:  

“The data may only be used for the subscriber's internal business purposes and may not 

be supplied to any third party. No part of the information contained in the Equasis 

website may be stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted in any form, or by any 

means without prior permission in writing from Equasis. The following actions are 

forbidden: 

• Bulk-downloading of data contained on the site. 

• Use of downloaded data for financial gain. 

• Use of a robot or similar remote device to download large batches of data
113

.  

A similar database is being developed by the maritime transport statistics branch of the 

UNCTAD, where they are preparing and updating a database which stores time series 

on world merchandise fleet by flag registration and type of ship114. The statistics are 

released in the UNCTAD Handbook of Statistics and the annual Review of Maritime 

Transport. 

� International and EU legislation 

Although there are reporting and documentation requirements under the HKC, the 

Impact Assessment for an EU strategy for better ship dismantling considers that the 

requirements currently included in the HKC with regard to initial notification of a 

planned ship recycling and the reporting upon completion can be seen as a weaker 

version of the notification procedure under the Basel Convention and the EU WSR.115 

Nonetheless, the type of information to be reported is more ship-specific under the 

draft IMO Convention. 

The international HKC is to be understood as an international minimum standard on 

ship dismantling115. Therefore, it recognises the right of Parties to take further 

measures relevant to safe and environmentally sounds recycling of ships in order to 

reduce or minimize the adverse effects on human health and the environment.  

In addition, according to regulation 8 of the Hong Kong Convention, Party ships can 

only be recycled at Party recycling facilities. However, there is no legal restriction to 

selling, deregistering and changing flag of a merchant ship. Therefore a Party ship can 

legally become non-Party ship and then be recycled at a non-Party facility116. Hence, 

there is always the potential risk that shipowners will change their flag to a “flag of 
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convenience” if the additional EU measures (not already included in the HKC) mean 

higher costs for the shipowner. 

Another fundamental issue with existing legislation includes the problem of defining a 

ship as “waste”. Indeed comments made by stakeholders included the fact that as 

ships are continuously inspected and if all certificates are in order, at what point is a 

ship considered waste? For example, although under the Basel Convention ships can be 

defined as waste if they contain hazardous waste, currently there are no specific legal 

instruments in place that address the topic of decommissioning, dismantling, and 

recycling of ships. Furthermore, under the WSR, very few ships have actually been 

prevented from being sent to non-EU countries for dismantling because of the 

existence of hazardous waste. This is because of difficulties in defining waste. 

Therefore, the WSR and the Basel Convention would need additional mechanisms to 

make possible the use of certain criteria to establish a list of ships likely to go for 

dismantling because these legislations are not specific enough to ships to enforce 

relevant measures. A clear definition of when a ship can be defined as waste and how 

to monitor and enforce this would need to be agreed upon before targeting ships on 

the list to ensure that no hazardous materials are present before exporting them to 

non-EU countries. 

Finally, another major issue with the current HKC is that it is not expected to come into 

force before 2020117. Moreover, ship dismantling predictions in coming years show 

particularly high dismantling peaks in the next 10 years (2010-2020). Therefore, despite 

the specific requirements laid out under the HKC on safe and environmentally sound 

recycling of ships, it may not be possible to address the large majority of the ships to 

be dismantled in the next couple of years because of the late entry into force of the 

Convention. 

4.2.1.  LEGAL GAPS IN DEVELOPED MODELS 

For the simplified model A, one of the advantages of the criteria (ship age and flag) is 

that these criteria are relatively simple to verify. In addition, ships that intend to call at 

EU ports are legally obligated through legislation such as the Directive on Port State 

Control to provide ship identification information that includes flag State, age, the 

ship’s IMO number, name, port of registry, flag state, type of ship, and gross tonnage, 

etc. Ship age and flag of the ship can be found on publically accessible databases such 

as Equasis and the inspection database on the Paris MoU website. However, as has 

already been discussed in the previous section, there are legal and technical limitations 

for the use of the Equasis database (e.g. downloading of batch data not allowed, lack of 

an aggregated search system).  
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Table 30 lists the various criteria included in all of the models developed in section 3.4. 

(on page 78) and shows the technical availability, legal gaps, as well as possible 

recommendations to overcome these gaps. 

Table 30: Summary table of existing legal basis 

Models Criteria  
Technical 

availability
118

 
Legal gaps & other barriers 

Simplified 

Model A 

Flag State 

Yes (Equasis, Paris 

MoU, Lloyd’s, 

Clarksons, etc.) 

-Limited use of accessible data because of legal  

limitations in using information from public  

databases  

-WSR: difficulties in defining  waste in order to 

apply to ships and difficulties in enforcing and  

monitoring mechanisms for ships 

-HKC: will only apply to Parties to the Convention.  

Late entry into force 

-Costs to access data on private  databases 

-Existing databases would need to be re-adapted 

-Legal requests is necessary to use information  

from databases for other purposes 

Age of Ship 

Yes (Equasis, Paris 

MoU, Lloyd’s, 

Clarksons, etc.) 

- Limited use of accessible data because of legal  

limitations in using information from public  

databases  

-WSR: difficulties in defining  waste in order to 

apply to ships and difficulties in enforcing and  

monitoring mechanisms for ships 

-HKC: will only apply to Parties to the Convention.  

Late entry into force 

-Cost to access data on private databases 

-Existing databases would need to be re-adapted 

-Legal requests is necessary to use information 

from databases for other purposes 

Model B 
Legal 

obligations 

No (currently, no 

official database exists 

that lists the ships that 

fall under existing legal 

obligations)  

-WSR: difficulties in defining  waste in order to 

apply to ships and difficulties in enforcing and  

monitoring mechanisms for ships 

-HKC: will only apply to Parties to the Convention.  

Late entry into force 

-MARPOL: a definitive and consolidated list of  

tankers scheduled for phase out from an  

authoritative regulatory body does not currently 

exist 

Model C Deficiencies 
Yes (Paris & Tokyo 

MoU database) 

- Limited use of accessible data because of legal  

limitations in using information from public  

databases  

-WSR: difficulties in defining  waste in order to 

apply to ships and difficulties in enforcing and  

monitoring mechanisms for ships 

-HKC: will only apply to Parties to the Convention.  

Late entry into force 

-Costs to access data on private databases 

-Legal requests is necessary to use information  

from databases  for other purposes 
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4.3.  RECOMMENDATIONS TO OVERCOME GAPS IN LEGAL BASIS 

To overcome some of the gaps in accessing the necessary information to verify if 

criteria are met, additional EU measures could be put into place in the interim period 

up until the entry into force of the HKC. These specific measures could pertain to 

requirements related to making more available the information needed to verify 

whether certain criteria to identify ships likely to go for dismantling are met. Some of 

these measures are included in the Impact Assessment for an EU strategy for better 

ship dismantling, such as: 

• Obligations on Member States to communicate relevant information 

(especially on ship recycling facilities, competent authorities, recycled ships, 

violations and actions taken) to the IMO, as well as directly to other Member 

States and the Commission; and  

• Reporting requirements for shipowners and recycling facilities which could be 

linked to the existing requirements of the EC Waste Shipment Regulation for 

notification and prior informed consent119. 

According to a recent report120, interim measures put into place at the EU level before 

the entry into force of the HKC would present several advantages and beneficial 

impacts:  

• It would allow applying without delay the requirements of the Convention, 

• It would ensure a consistent implementation among Member States, and 

• Early transposition has the advantage of providing a more timely response to 

the grave concerns arising out of current ship dismantling practices.  

• Be able to more efficiently address future ship dismantling volumes, which are 

expected to increase in coming years (before entry into force of the HKC). 

However, interim measures would apply only to ships flying the flags of EU Member 

States and to ship dismantling facilities in the jurisdiction of Member States. In 

addition, it would be important to ensure that any interim measures put into place do 

not overlap with existing EU legislation. For example, requirements relating to the ban 

on hazardous materials on ships or the environmental and workers' health and safety 

requirements in dismantling facilities  

Any interim measures related to reporting requirements for shipowners and facilities 

should also be carefully considered in combination with the question of applicability of 

the WSR and the future decision on the equivalent level of control. The WSR, and Basel 

Convention contain very specific reporting requirements from shipowners and ship 
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recycling facilities concerning the inventory of hazardous materials, intent for 

dismantling, prior notifications, etc. The Directive on Port State Control also requires 

certain notifications of ships that should be sent to Port authorities prior to ship arrival. 

Nevertheless, these legislations do not contain any specific requirements related to 

targeting ships before sending notification to Flag States about the intent for 

dismantling. Indeed, most of the reporting requirements occur once a shipowner has 

decided to send his ship for dismantling and not before. Therefore, a list of ships likely 

to go for dismantling would be useful in the sense that Flag States would be able to 

monitor ships that have a potential to be dismantled in the near future before the 

dismantling notification of shipowners, to act as an additional enforcement and 

monitoring tool.  

Finally, one of the principal gaps identified with the existing legal basis is the limited 

access to the data needed in order to determine whether ships meet the criteria to 

qualify them as likely to go for dismantling. Although databases exist with this 

information, the data is not always organised in a manner that allows for easy 

identification of ships likely to go for dismantling, nor are they always publically 

accessible. EMSA plays a significant role in terms of receiving and maintaining data on 

ships, therefore information needed to use the models to identify ships likely to go for 

dismantling is already available through Port State information systems and the EMSA 

ship statistics department. However, in order to more efficiently use this information 

for the simplified model A, a database where aggregated ship information can be 

accessed and used to identify ships likely to go for dismantling would be necessary in 

order to develop a list of ships ready to go for dismantling. For this, possibilities need 

to be further explored concerning the use of existing tools and databases used by 

EMSA for various maritime activities (vessel monitoring and tracking systems, world 

fleet databases, PSC databases, etc.). 

Creating another body responsible for establishing and maintaining a list of ships likely 

to go for dismantling may add significant additional administrative burden, as well as 

risk duplicating work that EMSA is already doing. Therefore, it would be more 

reasonable to work with EMSA and Port State Control based on what has already been 

implemented to further improve aspects such as access to the necessary data, in a way 

that allows identification of ships likely to go for dismantling based on selected criteria. 

This could be done for example by updating and adding a search tool to the Equasis 

database that would allow users to search for all ships that fulfil certain criteria. 

However, it will also be important to take in account possible administrative costs and 

burdens that this may entail. This aspect is discussed in further detail in the following 

chapter 5.  
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5.  FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT  

Based on the analysis conducted in previous chapters, the technical feasibility, socio-

economic impacts, and environmental benefits of establishing a list of ships likely to go 

to dismantling based on certain criteria are analysed here.  

5.1.  TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY 

This section examines the technical feasibility of establishing and maintaining a list of 

ships likely to go to dismantling. As has already been highlighted in previous chapters, 

one of the principal issues in terms of the technical feasibility of such a list is the access 

to the information needed (flag ship, age, size, deficiencies, etc. of the ship) to classify 

the ship as ready to go for dismantling. In order to use the simplified Model A (the 

model deemed most accurate and feasible in terms of ease to verify criteria), no 

existing publically accessible databases such as Equasis present shipping statistics in a 

way that would make the model easy to apply. This is because available data is 

provided for individual ships only and thus does not provide grouped information by 

certain criteria such as age or flag of ship. However, the Equasis World Fleet reports 

which are published every year provide a picture of the world’s merchant fleet derived 

from data contained in the Equasis database. It looks at the composition of the fleet 

and its performance, and also provides statistics based on the size, type, age, and Flag 

of the merchant ship. This demonstrates that data provided by the Equasis database 

can be used to make statistical observations about the current world fleet. Therefore, 

using the criteria under the simplified Model A (age and flag of ship) would be much 

more feasible if the Equasis database or any other similar database provided an 

aggregated searching tool that would allow automatic selection of ships according to 

certain criteria.  

The first test of Model A predicted with 94% accuracy the ships that actually went for 

dismantling (206 total) over a 4 month period from June to September 2009. This first 

model test used criteria based on age and flag of the ship, as well as assumed 

economic conditions at the time. The second test of Model A predicted 68 % of ships 

that actually went for dismantling over a period of one year 2008 for all ship types that 

fall under the scope of this study. This second test excluded economic parameters and 

used only age and flag State as criteria to identify potentially dismantled ships. In terms 

of technical feasibility, although the second testing of Model A showed lower results 

due to the exclusion of economic parameters, it was much easier to verify the ships’ 

age and flag than to analyse the economic conditions at the time of testing. In addition, 

a simplified Model A without economic parameters also means that the list would 

need to be updated less frequently, as economic conditions are prone to change 

constantly, whereas age and flag State of the ship are much easier to monitor and 
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track. Further, should economic conditions be included within the criteria to establish a 

list of ships likely to go for dismantling, there is also the factor that a ship may be 

potentially put on the list and removed from it as economic conditions change. The 

ship dismantling market is determined by several economic factors that are constantly 

changing: the sea freight market, the scrap recycling market, world economic 

conditions etc, making it difficult to pinpoint in advance periods of increased ship 

dismantling. This, of course, can also be said of the flag State of the ship as shipowners 

often change the flags of their ships depending on various factors. Nonetheless, flag 

State changes are easier to pinpoint and track than complex economic parameters.  

Finally, it is important to remember that even though the likelihood that a ship will be 

dismantled increases significantly the older it is, the dismantling age can vary 

considerably depending on the quality of a vessel. For example, it is quite possible that 

a ship may continue to operate beyond its average dismantling age, especially if the 

ship is well maintained and operated. Therefore, there is the technical risk of wrongly 

categorising ships. This means that the age of a ship alone is not sufficient to identify 

ships likely to go for dismantling and would need to be used in conjunction with other 

criteria for more accurate results. 

Indeed as the analysis has shown in this study, the average ship dismantling age is not 

stagnant and varies depending on the reporting source, type of ship, etc. 

The tests of the models have shown that no model was able to predict with 100% 

certainty the ships that actually went for dismantling. Nevertheless, the fact that 

Model A was able to predict more than more than 2/3 of the ships that actually went 

for dismantling is not negligible. Further discussions on ways to use the model to 

establish a list of ships likely to go for dismantling is discussed in chapter 6. on 

alternative options. 

Another concern is the fact that it is extremely difficult to see where in the process the 

ship owner and the ship recycler could feasibly agree on a contract of any commercial 

or legal value. Currently, owners could fulfil their obligations under the Basel 

Convention, including the removal of certain hazardous materials from the ship in 

accordance with a recycling plan, only for the sale to be denied either by their own 

administrations or by those of the recycling States. Further with the exception of a 

certain cases, such as a notice to evacuate a wreck or the single hull oil tanker phase-

out legislation, shipowners are not compelled by an international standard to send a 

ship to dismantling.121 
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5.2.  ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

In this feasibility analysis, it is important to consider the economic and social impacts of 

monitoring and updating the list of ships likely to be dismantled. A principal aspect to 

analyse is the administrative costs and burden of maintaining such a list. The 

administrative burdens related to the establishment and the maintenance of a list of 

ships likely to go for dismantling involves several different aspects.  

� Administrative cost and burdens associated with setting up and updating the 

list of ships likely to go for dismantling 

As was suggested in the chapter on recommendations to overcome existing legal gaps 

(chapter 4) the use of existing tools such as the Equasis database could result in 

significantly less administrative costs and burdens than having to use data from 

privately run databases or than creating a completely new database system and 

competent authority to establish and monitor the database.  

In addition, as the Commission’s impact assessment on an EU strategy for better ship 

dismantling mentions that the new risk-based system of Port State Control (NIR also 

described in section on page 55)) also targets sub-standard ships. Therefore an 

additional control system to be put into place to target “pre-waste” ships (ships likely 

to go for dismantling), could also mean additional inspections, which may entail delays 

and costs for operators of older ships calling at EU ports122.  

The impact assessment concludes that the administrative burden and the frequency of 

additional checks are thus hard to quantify as older ships are more subject to 

inspections under the new risk-based system of Port State Control in the EU122. 

Nevertheless, some quantitative analysis can be provided by past budgets and costs of 

running the Equasis database. France and the European Commission shared the cost of 

developing and running Equasis until 31 December 2001. After this date, the maritime 

authorities of the United Kingdom, Spain, and Japan also agreed to support Equasis 

financially. The budget of Equasis is decided upon every year by Members of the 

Supervisory Committee. The latest information that could be found was for the years 

2004 and 2005. The 2004 budget was of 700 628 € and the 2005 budget was proposed 

to be of 685 947 €123. Any other use of the Equasis database (as a tool to identifying 

ships likely to go for dismantling), could entail additional costs, however it would mean 

less additional costs than the costs of developing a new maritime database system. 

Finally, the running costs of Sirenac information system also give some further insights 

into the costs of updating and maintaining a central information system on ship data.  

The total cost of Sirenac in 2008 was 277 788 €, while the budget adopted by the Port 

State Control Committee was 141 725 €. The French administration supported up to 
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126 813 € of the Sirenac costs124. EMSA’s annual 2009 budget report also gives some 

figures related to the costs of developing databases. EMSA’s 2009 budget estimated to 

go towards the development of databases is 2.5 million €.125  

Similar assessments of other closely related initiatives can provide additional insight 

into the administrative burdens of establishing and maintaining a list of ships likely to 

go for dismantling. For example, a recent EC Communication was published in 2009 on 

an action plan with a view of establishing a European maritime transport space without 

barriers.126 Under the concept of European Maritime Transport Space without Barriers, 

the Commission services have assessed the main administrative and documentary 

procedures in Short Sea Shipping with a view to simplifying, reducing or, when 

possible, eliminating them for transport operations between two EU ports. This 

Communication provided information on stakeholder views of the administrative 

burdens and procedures involved in maritime transport which can also be applied in 

the case of setting up a body to identify ships that meet criteria to be dismantled. 

Stakeholders considered for example that the administrative procedures for maritime 

transport are too often unnecessarily complex, redundant and not harmonised 

between Member States or ports. Port State Control in the EU and around the world 

already involves a complex network of information systems and a wide set of EU and 

international legislation (on topics such as customs and tax rules, border control rules, 

trade, statistics, environment and waste, plant-health, veterinary and health 

protection, transport and security and safety regulations, etc.), that are not always 

efficiently coordinated – leading to delays, overlaps, and excessive administrative 

costs126. 

Other administrative burdens which the Communication highlights that may also be 

relevant in the context of this study include: 

• The transport of dangerous goods is restricted, costly and complicated at sea 

due to the overlap between bodies of technical legislation, and often sea 

transport is not an option and goods are transferred by land. 

• Language difficulties are another major bottleneck as some authorities in ports 

refuse ship manifests and certificates in languages other than their own. 

• Electronic manifests are not universally accepted by all ports in the EU. Only 

55% of ports use electronic systems for handling ship and cargo information, 

with the use of fax and telephone still common. 
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• Only a few MS have a national single window approach. The linkage between 

the SafeSeaNet and the port networks is very limited, and data exchange 

happens when the national authorities ask for it. The exchange of electronic 

messages between ports is practically non-existent126. 

 

� Costs associated with monitoring ships included in a list of ships likely to go for 

dismantling 

The SafeSeanet system (SSN) can also provide further insight in terms of the costs 

associated with monitoring the ships included in the list of ships likely to go for 

dismantling. SSN is relevant in the context of monitoring ships likely to go for 

dismantling, in that SSN it is a centralised database system that requires the collection 

and distribution of various kinds of ship data among MS. It contains vessel traffic 

monitoring, dangerous cargo details, results of ship inspections and information 

related to ship waste and cargo residue.127 The Vessel Traffic Monitoring Directive, 

which comprises an information system to monitor vessel traffic to improve safety of 

efficiency of maritime traffic is under the authority of the EMSA since October 2004. 

EMSA has taken over the management of the system and organises the follow up as 

necessary in cooperation with the Member State's maritime administrations. SSN is 

restricted to authorised users and authorised purposes, however publically accessible 

documentation is available in the Document Repository. SSN will incorporate the use of 

Automatic Identification Systems (AIS) and Long Range Identification and Tracking 

(LRIT) capabilities, which is described in further detail below. According to the Global 

Implementation Plan of the SSN, costs were estimated at 1.4 million € per MS.128 

In addition, EMSA has been asked to set up and maintain the EU’s Long Range 

Identification and Tracking of Ships Data Centre (EU LRIT DC) (following a Council 

Resolution in October 2007). The EU LRIT DC is a combined effort of the EU Flag States, 

to be managed by the European Commission, in cooperation with Member States, 

through EMSA.  

The objective of the LRIT system is to bring about a global system for the identification 

and tracking of ships. In 2008, an Implementation Plan was developed to identify the 

steps needed to carry out these tasks. The LRIT system aims to enhance security for 

government authorities by providing ship identity and current location information in 

sufficient time for a government to evaluate the security risk posed by a ship off its 

coast and to respond, if necessary, to reduce the risk129. The LRIT system is mandatory 
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for all passenger ships, high speed crafts, mobile offshore drilling units and cargo ships 

of over 300 gross tonnes, and is in force from 1 July 2009.  

The EU LRIT DC tracks around 10,000 ships and covers an estimated 20 to 25% of the 

world fleet subject to LRIT129. At present, there are 32 MS, EFTA countries and 

Overseas Territories participating in the EU LRIT DC. EU LRIT Data Centre enables the 

identification and tracking of ships belonging to European countries, however it is also 

possible to request LRIT information on ships flying the flag of a non-EU country. 

According to EMSA’s 2009 budget report, 1.2 million € is planned in order to operate 

the LRIT system129. 

This section has shown that at the EU level, several tools and databases already exist 

(Equasis, SSN, EU LRIT DC, etc.) that are directly relevant for enabling the 

establishment and maintenance of a list of ships likely to go for dismantling. Therefore, 

it will be important to avoid duplicating or overlapping efforts that may already be in 

place to avoid unnecessary administrative costs and burdens.  

� Other costs 

Other economic impacts of the establishment of a list of ships likely to go for 

dismantling include for example how it will impact ships that are included on the list. 

Many stakeholders are concerned that ships included on a list of ships likely to go for 

dismantling will suffer very severe commercial impacts related to the tradability of a 

ship and will make chartering potentially impossible, with significant effects on the 

European shipping sector. While these potential commercial losses of ships cannot be 

quantified, it is an important element to consider as there is a risk that some ships will 

be put on the list and be of good operating quality despite the ship’s age and flag State. 

The impact assessment on the EU strategy for better ship dismantling also states that 

the obligation to report the age of a ship to national and EU authorities would not 

significantly increase the burdens for shipowners, as this information is already part of 

the IMO ship identification system and entered into various databases.130 However, for 

the reporting of flag States, more administrative burden may be involved, as flag States 

can be changed frequently and are in general harder to track than the ship’s growing 

age.  

5.3.  ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS 

A number of environmental benefits can be derived from establishing a list of ships 

likely to go to dismantling. Following are some of the principal environmental benefits 

that a list of ships likely to go for dismantling could bring about:  

• The existence of a targeted list of ships to monitor would ensure that ships “at-

risk” would be detected while still operating in EU waters. Once identified 
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these ships would have to respect legislation applicable to shipments of waste 

and thus be sent to authorised OECD facilities or pre-cleaned before being sent 

to facilities outside the OECD. Therefore, a list of at-risk would improve safety 

at sea and pollution prevention through monitoring and enforcement 

mechanisms to ensure that targeted ships are dismantled in green and safe 

facilities;  

• The creation of such a list could influence actors throughout the ship 

dismantling industry to keep up with regular maintenance and repairs to 

ensure the quality of their ship, which may in turn prolong the operating life of 

ships and discourage the environmental resources needed to build new ships; 

• The existence of such a list could discourage flagging out of shipowners to 

weaker performing flag States as this is one of the criteria for being included 

on the list. In turn, weaker performing flag States could be incited to improve 

shipping standards to avoid being a flag State that puts a ship on the list; 

• The establishment of a list of ships likely to go for dismantling could be an 

additional enforcement and monitoring tool for the WSR by ensuring that ships 

on the list are pre-cleaned of hazardous wastes before being sent to 

dismantling facilities outside of Europe; 

• The ships that are included on the list could be subject to additional controls at 

Port State inspections to ensure that it is safe to go out to sea; and 

• The list of ships likely to go for dismantling could give an idea of future ship 

dismantling volumes so that the EU can assess the dismantling capacity of 

GSSDF to ensure that enough capacity in GSSDF is available to cover the ships 

to be dismantled and thus avoid sending them sub standard facilities.  
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6.  COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS  

6.1.  ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS  

Chapters 3, 4, and 5 analysed the technical feasibility and the environmental, social, 

and economic impacts of developing and using selected criteria in a model to identify 

ships likely to go for dismantling. This section goes further into the analysis by 

examining and comparing different alternative uses of the model that was developed 

in chapter 3, with clear indications of their technical feasibility, environmental benefits, 

and social and economic impacts.  

6.1.1.  OPTION 1 – USE OF THE MODEL DURING PORT STATE CONTROL 

The model to identify ships likely to go for dismantling could be used alongside Port 

State Control operations notably in the context of the NIR. The ship risk calculator that 

will be used to target sub-standard ships already includes criteria such as flag and age; 

however it only includes criteria such as flags that are on white, grey, or black lists and 

ships of 12 years or older. Therefore, the model could be used to target a narrower list 

of high-risk ships that could then be subject to additional inspections and controls, and 

monitored to ensure that they are sent to GSSDFs once they reach their end-of-life.  

In addition, as has been discussed in section 4.1. (on page 109) there are many existing 

tools and databases at the EU level that work towards monitoring and targeting sub-

standard ships. For example, the SSN and LRIT system have potential to improve 

maritime safety and marine environment protection by being able to accurately locate 

ships in distress as well as ships nearby that could help, which will save valuable 

response time to minimise pollution along a coastline, or accidents that may occur. 

Therefore, once a list of ships is identified, they can be integrated into the SSN and LRIT 

monitoring and tracking systems to ensure that the ships are operating in a sound 

manner. Furthermore, in a recent EMSA brochure, it was stated that once the SSN is 

effectively integrated, it will be possible to use the SSN system to identify the most 

likely vessels responsible for pollution.131 

Finally, this option would also mean less administrative costs and burdens as it would 

work with existing schemes and tools, as well as fall under the EMSA who is the 

authoritative body responsible for the tools and databases that are mentioned here. 

However, there would be additional costs associated with possible additional Port 

State Controls to target at-risk ships for monitoring. COWI recently analysed the 

potential administrative costs of additional Port State Control in ports related to 
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monitoring the additional requirements under the HKC. These figures can also be used 

in the context of this section to get an idea of the costs associated with including 

additional controls in ports. 

Table 31: Administrative cost for public authorities in €132  

 2000 2005 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Additional 

controls in 

Ports 

- - - 456,679 732,613 906,816 

Certificates - - - 342,932 417,229 507,623 

Total - - - 799,611 1,149,842 1,414,439 

It should also be taken into account that Port State Control is already quite complex 

due to a variety of information systems and numerous national, EU, and international 

legislation; therefore it will be important to integrate the model and criteria (flag State 

and age of the ship) to identify ships likely to go for dismantling in a way that is 

complimentary and harmonised with existing Port State Control activities. 

6.1.2.  OPTION 2 – USE OF THE MODEL TO IDENTIFY SHIPS SUBJECT TO 

ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS 

The model developed can be used to identify at-risk ships calling at EU ports that 

would be subject to additional requirements related to EU maritime legislation to 

improve enforcement and monitoring mechanisms. Some additional requirements 

could also include those similar to the HKC that could be applied in the interim period 

before the HKC comes into force, and ensure that ships that are likely to go for 

dismantling are sent to GSSDF. These additional requirements could include: 

• Obligation for all at-risk ships calling and EU ports and at-risk EU-flagged ships 

to have an updated inventory for hazardous materials (IHM).  

• The verifications/surveys associated with the IHM for all at-risk ships calling 

and EU ports and at-risk EU-flagged ships 

• Ready for recycling certificate and approval procedures thereof for EU flagged 

ships 

• EU flagged ships to be recycled at recycling facilities with a certain level of 

environmental, health and safety standards  

• Reporting requirements for shipowners132  

Table 32 shows the total costs and revenues of additional requirements for 

shipowners.  
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Table 32: Total costs and revenues of additional requirements for the 
shipowners, including those with at-risk ships132 

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Costs        

Inventories 

new ships 
- - - 394,432 535,935 599,702 868,614 

Inventories 

existing 

ships 

- - - 9,179,533 1,087,093 1,547,425 2,220,031 

Certificates - - - 571,384 8,640,495 8,198,777 11,757,302 

Ready for 

recycling 

certificate 

- - - 1,238,943 1,628,960 2,822.,237 3,980,510 

Checking 

certificates 
- - - 342,932 834,496 1,015,293 1,235,259 

Revenues        

Selling 

ships for 

recycling 

146,357,576 55,325,028 567,805,210 372,937,886 437,322,792 483,427,102 717,319,429 

Total (+/-) 146,357,576 55,325,028 567,805,210 361,210,661 424,595,813 469,243,669 697,257,713 

Further, additional requirements could also include requirements that the ship is 

cleaned of hazardous waste before being sent to dismantling facilities. Port authorities 

could ensure that at-risk ships containing hazardous wastes (as their IHM would 

indicated), are pre-cleaned of this waste before being sent for dismantling (which 

would be indicated by the ready for recycling certificate). These requirements would 

help to reinforce the WSR and the Basel Convention by ensuring that ships are cleaned 

of hazardous materials before being shipped to non-OECD facilities. The costs of pre-

cleaning of ships were estimated in the 2007 EC study on ship dismantling and pre-

cleaning of ships. The study states that it is difficult to generalise the costs of pre-

cleaning as it depends on a number of factors specific for each vessel, such as ship size, 

type, cargo type, maintenance level and repairs and refitting. Therefore estimates are 

highly uncertain. The study estimates that the average price for pre-cleaning a ship is 

180-280 USD per LDT (after net revenues from selling the ship for dismantling)133. In 

general the costs of performing pre-cleaning include: 

• manpower costs for safe removing of the hazardous waste, 

• hazardous waste disposal costs, 
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• construction costs for new equipment, machinery and infrastructure necessary 

for safe separation and containment of hazardous materials from the ship. 

The problematic issue of flagging out to avoid inspections and other Port State Control 

regulations can also be dealt with by requiring ships that are on such a list to go 

through a special procedure such as reporting flag change before being able to change 

their flag. Ships that are included on such a list would also signal to MS additional 

monitoring of ships that may try to re-flag. 

Any additional requirements for ships identified under this option would ensure that 

ships that are prone to violating or dodging international and EU maritime regulations 

are identified and discourage shipowners to fly poor performing flag States. This may 

discourage shipowners to call at EU ports in general, which may significantly lower 

commercial activity at EU ports, as well as generate higher administrative costs for 

both the ships identified on the list to ensure that they comply to all additional 

requirements, as well as for EU MS, to monitor the ships that are subject to additional 

requirements.  

6.1.3.  OPTION 3 – LIST OF SHIPS ELIGIBLE FOR FINANCIAL INCENTIVES 

A third option would be to use the model to identify ships that may be eligible for 

financial incentives or subsidies to encourage them to be go for dismantling in GSSDF. 

This would go hand in hand with the proposed “ship recycling fund” which is included 

under the EU strategy on ship dismantling that would support the overall objective of 

ensuring that ships with a strong link to the EU are dismantled in a safe and 

environmentally sound facility. Ships identified on the list as likely to go for dismantling 

could be eligible for a ship dismantling fund. This could potentially play a vital role in 

providing proper incentives for stakeholders (i.e. the shipping industry and the ship 

scrapping industry) to ensure that ships are dismantled at a GSSDF134. Finally, such a 

fund that would go to ships included in the list could also encourage shipowners to 

dismantle their ships instead of continuing to operate them in poor conditions, which 

lead to a higher risk of accidents and pollution at sea. 

It is also stated in a recently published study in relation to options for new initiatives 

regarding dismantling of ships, it is important that a ship recycling fund provides 

incentives for existing vessels due to be phased out within the interim period before 

entry into force of the Convention because of the current backlog of ships that need to 

be dismantled, as well as increased demand for scrapping coming from single-hull 

tankers134. The same study also warns that the fund should be structured in such a way 

that it does not distort international competition and to ensure that it does not 

weaken the competitive advantage of the EU shipping industry compared to the non-

EU shipping industry. 
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This option would also require the appointment of a body that would be responsible 

for setting up the fund, methods for collecting funds, as well as the designation of who 

would provide the funds for the identified ships. This would depend on the willingness 

and the support of governments and industry to cooperate for the improvement of 

ship dismantling practices. In addition, this option would also mean high administrative 

costs. In the reply to the option of a ship dismantling fund, the shipping industry 

argued that such a fund and the levies to feed it would create unnecessary 

administrative burdens, as the market restructuring process under the new rules and 

standards will provide the funds that are needed to upgrade ship recycling facilities 

worldwide to a level of compliance with the Convention135.  

According to a recently published study, the total funding requirements needed for a 

ship dismantling fund per year that would close the financial gap between 

conventional and green recycling can be calculated at USD 160 million (1.6 million LDT 

times 100 USD)134. The calculations were based on expected annual scrapping volume 

of vessels with a strong link to the EU and the additional costs of green recycling 

compared to conventional recycling. 

Finally, it is important to take into account that although this option may encourage 

shipowners or brokers to dismantle their ships in GSSDF, this option could also be seen 

as rewarding or subsidising those who are responsible for going against environmental 

practices. For example, shipowners/brokers that are not environmentally responsible 

could purposely keep their ships in poor condition and skip inspections in order to 

qualify as “likely to go for dismantling” and receive thus receive the financial incentive 

to dismantle their ships. 

6.1.4.  SUMMARY OF OPTIONS 

Table 34 summarises and compares the environmental, economic, social and other 

impacts the above-mentioned options. In each cell of the matrix a qualitative score is 

given, which is explained in Table 33. Further explanations of the scores of the 

different options are explained in the next section on recommended option 

Table 33: Semi-quantitative score matrix 

+++ Very beneficial effect 

++ Substantial beneficial effect 

+ Slight beneficial effect 

0 No effect 

- Negative effect 

-- Substantial negative effect 

                                                           
135

EC, 2008, Communication on An EU strategy for better ship dismantling [Available online: 

ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/ships/pdf/com_2008_767.pdf] 



  

132 
European Commission (DG ENV) 
Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and a 
List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

          January 2010 

 

--- Very negative effect 

Y, N, Y/N Yes, No, Yes/No 

N/A Not applicable 

Table 34: Summary table for options for the use of the model 
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 Administrative feasibility of using existing EU institutions and databases (EMSA, Port State Control) 

              Options for use of 

model 

 

Impact Indicator 

Option 1 

Alongside Port State 

Control 

Option 2 

Additional 

requirements for ships 

Option 3 

Eligibility for financial 

incentives 

Economic impact indicators: 

- Implementation costs (MS) 

-Costs (shipowners/industry) 

- Administrative costs/burdens  

- Potential to disrupt international 

and EU competition 

-Potential to decrease commercial 

activity at EU ports 

 

Low 

Low 

Medium 

 

Medium 

 

High 

 

Medium 

High 

High 

 

High 

 

High 

 

Medium 

Low 

High 

 

High 

 

Low 

Social impact indicators: 

-Encourage shipowners/brokers to 

send ships to GSSDF 

-Improve safety conditions 

worldwide or in EU  

 

0 

+++ 

 

+ 

 

+ 

 

++ 

 

0 

Environmental impact indicators: 

- Prevention of  pollution of the 

marine environment 

- Prevention of wastes being 

shipped to counties without waste 

management facilities 

(enforcement of the WSR and 

Basel Convention) 

-Ensure ships are dismantled in 

GSSDF. 

 

+ to ++ 

 

+ to ++ 

 

 

 

 

+ to ++ 

 

++ to +++ 

 

++ to +++ 

 

 

 

 

++ to ++ 

 

0 to +  

 

0 to +  
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Other indicators: 

- Degree of uncertainty/risk 

- Technical feasibility 

- Administrative feasibility
136

  

- Practicability: is it practical to 

implement? 

- Clarity and consistency (e.g. with 

other national and EU legislation)? 
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+ 

+ 

Y 

 

Y 

 

- to -- 

- 

-- 

N 

 

Y  



 

January 2010 

European Commission (DG ENV) 
Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and 

a List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

 133 

 

6.2.  RECOMMENDED OPTION 

All options discussed in the previous section would work towards fulfilling the general 

objectives of the EU strategy on ship dismantling. However, of the three options, 

option 2 (use of the model to identify ships subject to additional controls) is the 

recommended option in terms of being the most effective measure whereby the EU 

could contribute to safer and more environmentally sound treatment of end-of-life 

ships worldwide.  

Option 3 is considered the least effective of the options because of the extremely high 

administrative costs and burdens, as well as the difficulty in the implementation of a 

possible ship dismantling fund (i.e. what body would be responsible for setting up the 

fund, methods for collecting funds, etc.). In addition, the environmental and social 

impacts of this option is not clear because of the difficulty in ensuring that financial 

incentives are not given to shipowners and brokers who want to purposely be on the 

list, by not respecting environmental and safety standards, in order to receive the 

financial incentives. 

Option 1 is not as effective as option 2 in terms of being able to fulfil the EU strategy 

on ship dismantling. Option 1 would help Port State Control authorities to better target 

at-risk ships, which could then be monitored to ensure they are sent to GSSDF. 

However, option 2 goes further than option 1 by including additional requirements to 

at-risk ships that are EU flagged or calling at EU ports that would enforce the 

implementation of EU waste shipment law by requiring that all ships are pre-cleaned of 

hazardous wastes before sent to non-OECD facilities, include some key requirements of 

the HKC (e.g. IHMs, ready for recycling certificate, recycling facility management plan, 

etc.), and ensure that ships are dismantled in GSSDF. Finally option 2 would also help 

prepare MS and the shipping industry for some key HKC requirements in the interim 

period before entry into force of the HKC.  

Nonetheless, because of the potentially high administrative costs and burdens of 

Option 2, it would be advisable to implement additional requirements for identified at-

risk ships alongside Port State Control. This would comprise certain elements of option 

1, in that the model could be used alongside Port State Control with existing databases 

and monitoring tools to reduce administrative costs and burdens. Finally, in terms of 

an authoritative body that would be responsible for identifying at-risk ships, and 

monitoring, and enforcing the additional requirement, EMSA appears to be the most 

relevant choice, notably because EMSA already plays a significant role in terms of 

receiving and maintaining data on ships, as well as monitoring and tracking ships calling 

at EU ports through Port State Control. Therefore, creating another body responsible 

for implementing and enforcing the additional requirements for at-risk ships may add 

significant additional administrative burden, as well as risk duplicating work that EMSA 

is already doing.  
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7.  PART A – FINAL CONCLUSIONS 

Some general conclusions of this part of the study regarding the feasibility of 

establishing and maintaining a list of ships likely to go for dismantling using certain 

criteria can be made based on the findings of the work completed: 

• A database where aggregated ship information can be accessed and used to 

identify ships likely to go for dismantling would be necessary in order to 

develop a list of ships ready to go for dismantling. For this, possibilities need to 

be further explored concerning the use of existing tools and databases used by 

EMSA for various maritime activities (vessel monitoring and tracking systems, 

world fleet databases, Port State Control databases, etc.) 

• There is no simple way to effectively target all ships likely to go for dismantling, 

nor guarantee that ships on the list are 100 % justified. However, the proposed 

simplified model A, using age according to type of ship and flag State according 

to targeted flag States and high dismantling flag States, is deemed the most 

feasible model in terms of how easy it is to verify the information, as well as 

how often it would need to be updated. 

• Alternative options for the use of the model have shown that it could be used 

alongside other existing or proposed legislation to work towards meeting the 

goals of the EU strategy for greener ship dismantling. Each option entails 

various advantages and disadvantages that should be explored further. 

• After a detailed analysis of the different options of using the model that 

identifies ships likely to go for dismantling, the recommended option to be 

most effective in fulfilling the general objective of the EU strategy on ship 

dismantling is option 2 which would include additional requirements for at-risk 

ships. Option 2 would enforce the implementation of EU waste shipment law 

by requiring that all ships are pre-cleaned of hazardous wastes before sent to 

non-OECD facilities, include some key requirements of the HKC (e.g. IHMs, 

ready for recycling certificate, and recycling facility management plan), and 

ensure that ships are dismantled in GSSDF. Finally, because of the potentially 

high administrative costs and burdens of Option 2, it would be advisable to 

implement additional requirements for identified at-risk ships alongside Port 

State Control. 
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8.  DEVELOPMENT OF CRITERIA  

The Part B of this report to assess the feasibility to develop a set of criteria that can be 

used to identify green and safe Ship Dismantling Facilities. Meeting the terms of these 

criteria would indicate that the SDF not only conforms to environmental standards and 

minimum working conditions under the HKC, but also go beyond these requirements. 

In addition, information is also given on the capacity of ship dismantling facilities, as 

well as on the efficiency of the technology used to dismantle ships.  

This part follows the general assessment methodology as in part A, which includes 

consulting relevant literature sources and stakeholders for information and input 

particularly during workshops. Part B is divided into 3 chapters and focuses on 

assessing the feasibility of establishing a list of green and safe ship dismantling 

facilities. 

Minimum standards to identify a safe and environmentally sound facility were based 

on the text of the Hong Kong International Convention for the Safe and 

Environmentally Sound Recycling of Ships (HKC) and the Basel Convention on the 

Control of Transboundary Movements of Hazardous Wastes and their Disposal. In 

addition to those minimum standards specified by the HKC and the Basel Convention, 

other criteria to distinguish high-standard SDFs were drawn up from those indicated in 

the existing literature, as well as suggestions from the public consultation documents. 

A final set of criteria was defined in order to assess performance of facilities using a 

rating system. 

8.1.  SHIP DISMANTLING METHODS 

Beaching: Today most vessels are scrapped by beaching, where the ship is sailed onto a 

tidal flat at high tide at its own power. The dismantling is performed at low tide using 

manual labour. Most dismantling using beach dismantlement occurs in India, 

Bangladesh, Pakistan, and Turkey.  

Dry-dock: This method involves docking the ship at shore, where water can be pumped 

out in order to dismantle parts below the waterline. As the ship is not underwater, it 

can be a quicker and easier to dismantle the vessel, in comparison with the beaching 

method. Often the ship is broken into large pieces which are carried to other areas for 

dismantling into smaller parts. It is claimed that the dry-dock method meets the 

requirements of the Environmentally Sound Management (ESM) guidelines of the Basel 

Convention, which requires an “impermeable surface” during dismantling. Under the 

convention’s current terms137, dry-docks have the highest potential to ensure proper 
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containment, as the ship’s hull can be considered an impermeable substance, in 

combination with a boom. Dry-docking has been acknowledged as a more 

environmentally friendly method of ship dismantling. However, certain companies, 

such as the Alang shipbreaking yard in India, claim that beaching can be an equally 

sound method if carried out correctly. NGO’s as Greenpeace and Friends of the earth 

do not share this view and have called repeatedly for a prohibition of beaching as a 

ship dismantling method. 138 

Afloat/ Slipway: This method differs from the former two in that dismantling begins 

while the ship is still in water. Scrapping of the interior is carried out first, and the 

rudder and propeller are often also dismantled from the inside. As the ship’s weight is 

decreased, it is then pulled to the shore at high tide, and the remainder of the ship is 

dismantled out of water. 

8.2.  PROCESSES FOR PRESERVING INDIVIDUALS AND THEIR 

ENVIRONMENT 

Even though the ship dismantling industry is considered to be a recycling or recovery 

activity, it is not free of polluting and sometimes dangerous activities. Certain types of 

dismantling methods are favoured over others. The beaching method is considered 

one of the least favourable in terms of safety and environmental performance, 

although some notable exceptions exist. However, initial afloat de-pollution and cut-

out, followed by the completion of the dismantling of ship hulls on a dry-dock or on 

slip-way, appears to be the most effective process. Whatever process is selected, the 

quality and the relevancy of the industrial process play a greater role, the appropriate 

training of professionals and their ability to preserve the security of individuals and the 

environment. In-dock dismantling offers a high level of safety, it is conceivable that on-

beach dismantling could be well adapted and managed so as to limit environmental 

hazards and sanitary risks, even though it might be it may be financially and technically 

more burdensome137.  

The key to any dismantling process respectful of the environment lies in a prior 

knowledge of hazardous and polluting materials aboard the ships and an adequate 

adaptation of the yards working on these ships. Some ship dismantling yards may also 

choose to develop their own industrial standards for ensuring safe and 

environmentally sound working conditions.  

These are vital initial requirements, which must be supplemented with an organisation 

and some equipment that enable the firm to guarantee a respect of the environment 

                                                                                                                                                             
movements of hazardous wastes and their disposal. Technical guidelines for the environmentally sound 

management of the full and partial dismantling of ships. Section 5. 
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 IMO, 2009, Consideration of the draft international convention for the safe and environmentally sound 

recycling of ships - Environmental comparison of the beaching method with other methods of recycling 

of ships International conference on the safe and environmentally sound recycling of ships. Agenda item 

6. Submitted by Greenpeace International and FOEI.  
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and the health of employees during the works, and that also see to it that the firm will 

process waste or will have it processed in an ecologically rational way. 

The clean and safe dismantling as used by most yards in the OECD and at some Chinese 

yards mainly consists of: 

• Collecting all ship documentation, especially the green passport139/IHM or 

similar documents; 

• Once the ship is safe and from the outset of the contract negotiations, 

checking the inventory and drawing up a dismantling programme covering 

cleaning-up and removal, and consistent with the inventory, while ensuring an 

optimal recycling of all recyclable raw materials; 

• Cleaning-up and cleansing the ship as exhaustively as possible without 

jeopardizing its structural integrity, while also limiting risks for workers 

(removal of the batteries, cleaning of the oil tanks and capacities, removal of 

equipment, removal of asbestos, removal of cord plies, etc.); 

• Continuing the afloat or dry-dock ship decontamination, if the initial cleaning-

up was not full, cutting up the ship into parts of variable size, according to the 

ship and the way she is lifted. Afterwards, laying down the ship parts over 

waterproof and drained platforms, where they will then be thoroughly cleaned 

up and cut. The whole process globally consists in cutting up the ship based on 

a logic of successive layers and parts, generally from top to bottom by avoiding 

working in-door or in a confined atmosphere, as far as possible; 

• Accumulating and collecting in the bottom of the ship the effluents caused by 

prior operations or bad weather, whether they happened afloat or on in-dock; 

• Lifting the ship’s hull up an inclined plane or putting her in dry-dock or bed, 

before finally cutting her into vertical sections after pumping out the effluents. 

• Cutting down and sorting metals, so as to end up with scrap parts to be sold to 

steelworks. 

The time used for performing cleaning of vessels between 10 000 and 25 000 LDT has 

been found to range from 4 to 7 weeks, and the cost of performing hazardous waste 

cleaning of a ship is estimated to be in the range of 25-50 $/LDT in Asia and slightly 

higher in Europe. The isolated disposal costs for the hazardous waste onboard a 

specific LDT Very Large Crude Carrier (VLCC) have been estimated at $615 000 – $750 

000 corresponding to 16-20 $/LDT The main hazardous materials to carefully watch are 

asbestos, radioactive materials, hydrocarbons and residual oils, heavy metals, 

polychlorinated-biphenyls (PCBs) and tributyltins (TBTs) contained in the ship140. 

                                                           

139 The green passport is a document that will contain an inventory of all materials potentially hazardous 

to human health or the environment, used in the construction of a ship and will be delivered to the 

recycling yard at the end of the ship’s life 
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Below are the major types of industrial dismantling processes: 

• A highly mechanised process with light manpower, that only exists in Western 

countries with capabilities of around 1 000 tonnes/man/year; 

• A non-mechanised process with very heavy manpower, used in the Indian 

subcontinent with a productivity of a few dozens of tonnes/man/year; 

• An intermediate process with little equipment but significant manpower is 

used in Turkey, China and even in some yards on the American continent, with 

a productivity of a few hundreds of tonnes/man/year. 

8.3.  CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT 

The aim of this section was to determine the necessary criteria a facility should meet in 

order to be considered a green and safe ship dismantling facility (GSSDF). A preliminary 

list of qualified ship dismantling facilities can be identified by using the guidelines 

included in the HKC to set the minimum standards. 

This chapter presents the final list of criteria, as well as the methods used to apply both 

HKC and additional criteria in the search for GSSDF in and outside of the EU. The 

criteria have been refined based on an analysis of legislation, existing resources and 

contact with experts (Annex 3).   

It is important to highlight that the Basel Convention provides a comprehensive system 

of control and enforcement that establishes the necessary elements for an effective 

mechanism at the practical level. While the control of waste movements through the 

procedure of prior informed consent (PIC) functions relatively well for most hazardous 

wastes, it is applied to relatively few end-of-life ships and is difficult to enforce in 

relation to most of the world's merchant fleet. Specific challenges for the system are 

the difficulty to identify in practice when a ship becomes waste, and which country is 

to be regarded as the “State of export” under the Basel Convention in unclear cases. 

Parties are entitled to adopt additional measures. It has become one important 

legislative gap due to reinforcement problems that require further analysis and 

improvement. On the other hand, the HKC is meant to provide a comprehensive 

system of control and enforcement from “cradle to grave” and relies in particular on 

the survey and certification of ships and the authorization of ship recycling facilities. 

This is one of the main reasons why the requirements in the HKC and not the criteria of 

the technical guidelines of Basel convention has been considered as the minimum 

criteria for the definition of the criteria used for the establishment of a list of GSSDF. 

                                                                                                                                                             
ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/ships/pdf/com_2007_269_en.pdf] and COWI/DHI, 2007, Ship 

Dismantling and Pre-cleaning of Ships Final report for the European Commission Directorate General 

Environment, [Available online: 

ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/ships/pdf/ship_dismantling_report.pdf] 
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8.3.1.  MINIMUM CRITERIA FOR SDFS 

An example of minimum standards to identify a safe and environmentally sound facility 

can be found in the HKC. Although guidelines do not exist yet, the provisions of the 

convention are known and criteria can therefore be developed on this basis. The HKC 

was adopted in May 2009, with provisions for ship recycling facilities among other 

requirements. This is the result of an initiative that started several years ago to 

implement better procedures in the activity of dismantling ships by taking into account 

environmental impacts during the process and workers’ safety. Technical guidelines 

were first developed by the IMO, Guidelines on Ship Recycling, adopted at the 23rd 

Assembly in November-December 2003 without legal bindings. After this, the Marine 

Environment Protection Committee (MEPC), at its 53rd session in July 2005, agreed that 

the IMO should develop, as a high priority, a new instrument on recycling of ships with 

a view to providing legally binding and globally applicable ship dismantling regulations 

for international shipping and for dismantling facilities. Other inputs came from the 

report of the second session of the Joint International Labour Organization 

(ILO)/IMO/Basel Convention Working Group on Ship Scrapping that met in December 

2005 in Geneva. 

The result is a Convention that covers “the design, construction, operation and 

preparation of ships so as to facilitate safe and environmentally sound recycling, 

without compromising the safety and operational efficiency of ships; the operation of 

ship recycling facilities in a safe and environmentally sound manner; and the 

establishment of an appropriate enforcement mechanism for ship recycling, 

incorporating certification and reporting requirements”. The structure is then a set of 

Articles that establish the main legal mechanisms and a set of Regulations that contain 

the technical requirements. The guidelines are providing explanations and procedures 

to assist these requirements.  

As of December 2009, the opportunity for ratification is open to candidate countries. 

However, some facilities within candidate countries already meet the requirements of 

the HKC and can therefore be measured against the criteria outlined hereafter. The 

detailed list of regulations can be found in Annex 5.  

� Authorisation of ship recycling facilities (Regulation 16) 

According to this regulation, a compliant SDF should have a legal and valid ship 

recycling permit issued by the State authority of the country where it is situated. 

� Ship Recycling Plan (Regulation 18) 

Under this regulation, an SDF authorised by a Party should prepare a Ship Recycling 

Facility Plan that includes elements such as a policy ensuring workers’ safety and the 

protection of human health and the environment. 
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� Prevention of adverse effects to human health and the environment  

(Regulation 19) 

The SDF should establish and utilise procedures so that Safe-for-hot work and that 

Safe-for-entry conditions procedures are established and maintained. These are 

described below: 

• Safe-for-hot conditions: A procedure to verify that a tank used to contain oil-

derivative products or other chemicals producing vapours is free of gas before 

dismantling starts should be in place. The reason for this is the open flames in 

gas cutters that are normally used to break metal scraps from the body of the 

tank or ship. This type of work is referred to as hot work in practical terms. 

Products that generate vapours, such as gasoline or diesel oils, in an amount 

that can create an explosive atmosphere under certain conditions, can produce 

an explosion when exposed to an open flame. In order to prevent explosions, 

fires, and other conditions that can harm the personnel or can create in a 

potentially hazardous situation, a procedure to check if the work place is free 

of these vapours should be established, maintained and monitored.  

• Safe-for-entry conditions - As normally tanks are closed spaces with little or no 

ventilation, it should be ensured that an atmosphere with conditions suitable 

for a human being exists. Appropriate levels of oxygen and maximum levels of 

other gases such as CO2 or gasoline vapours that could be harmful to human 

health need to be checked before entering the tank. A procedure thus needs to 

be established, maintained and monitored to prevent hazardous atmospheres 

that could be harmful to workers entering the tank.     

� Safe and environmentally sound management of Hazardous Materials  

(Regulation 20) 

The SDF should ensure safe and environmentally sound removal of any Hazardous 

Material contained in a certified ship. The management and handling of all Hazardous 

Materials and wastes removed from the ship recycled at that SDF should also be 

carried out in a safe and environmentally sound manner. Furthermore, waste 

management and disposal sites should be identified to provide for the further safe and 

environmentally sound management of materials.  

� Emergency preparedness and response (Regulation 21)  

The SDF authorised by a Party should establish and maintain an emergency 

preparedness and response plan. The plan shall be made having regard to the location 

and environment of the Ship Recycling Facility, and take into account the size and 

nature of activities associated with each Ship Recycling operation. 

� Worker safety and training (Regulation 22) 

The SDF shall ensure the availability, maintenance and use of personal protective 

equipment and clothing needed for all Ship Recycling operations, as well as provide 

training programmes for employees.  
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� Reporting on incidents, accidents, occupational diseases and chronic effects 

(Regulation 23 ) 

The SDF authorised by a Party should report to the Competent Authority(ies) any 

incident, accident, occupational diseases, or chronic effects causing, or with the 

potential of causing, risks to workers safety, human health and the environment. 

� Exchange and communication of information (Regulations 24 and 25)  

The SDF shall provide relevant information to the relevant bodies which request 

information. The information shall be exchanged in a swift and timely manner.  

8.3.2.  ADDITIONAL CRITERIA TO IDENTIFY HIGH-STANDARD SDFS 

In addition to the minimum standards specified by the HKC, additional criteria to 

distinguish high-standard SDFs were drawn up from those indicated in the existing 

literature, as well as suggestions from the public consultation documents.   

Significant work had already been carried out which established criteria to identify 

GSSDF141 which was initiated by the EMSA to provide a model of an integrated 

management system (IMS) for the certification of ship dismantling facilities to 

demonstrate safe and environmentally sound dismantling of ships. Certain aspects are 

not taken into consideration in the HKC, or could be taken further to distinguish high-

standard facilities. Therefore, additional criteria that go beyond the requirements of 

the HKC, such as conditions related to pollution prevention, and the treatment and 

disposal of hazardous waste after the dismantlement of ships could then be used to 

highlight the ship dismantlement facilities that can be considered a GSSDF. The full list 

of initially determined criteria is listed below: 

• Treatment and disposal of hazardous waste 

• Pollution prevention from spills 

• Workers’ rights and international labour law conditions 

• Performance indicators 

• Monitoring and publication of progress 

• Design of facility corresponding to dismantling methods 

• External/third party audits 

• SDF possessed environmental and/or occupational health and safety 

certification and management. 

• Community support 

• Onsite / Offsite Medical and Emergency Facilities 
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The following steps of this part consisted of refining the criteria, not only to include 

criteria that could be feasibly investigated, but also to maintain a list that is inclusive 

and simultaneously true to the objectives of this study. The following section outlines 

in detail the requirements within each criterion, how information was gathered or 

measured for each one, and finally lists the criteria which were ultimately removed, 

and stating reasons for each case. 

The following subsections detail the steps taken and results of the analysis to establish 

a list of criteria. 

8.3.2.1 Selected additional criteria 

� Treatment of hazardous waste 

In Europe, under Annex II B of the Waste Framework Directive142, ship dismantling can 

be classified as a recovery activity and would require a waste management license in 

some MS143. Under the terms of the WFD, waste must be recovered at these facilities 

without endangering human health and without the use of processes or methods likely 

to harm the environment. Using the UK as an example, under the provisions of the 

revised WFD, an Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control (IPPC) permit would be 

needed for recovery activities at a ship dismantling facility (SDF). Most vessels contain 

large amounts of hazardous materials, such as asbestos, oils and oil sludge, 

polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and heavy metals144. To be eligible for permitting, 

operators of facilities must strive to employ Best Available Techniques (BAT) to control 

pollution from their industrial activities. The aim of introducing Best Available 

Techniques is to prevent the generation of waste, and where that is not practicable, to 

reduce to acceptable levels the pollution to air, land and water from industrial 

activities. In the light of this legislation, the management of hazardous waste to 

prevent pollution may already be an obligation for some European ship dismantling 

facilities. Operators are responsible for demonstrating such activities, which implies 

the monitoring of such activities is a possibility. 

To fulfil this criterion it would be necessary for facilities to employ means of treating 

and disposing of hazardous waste in an environmentally sound way. In some countries 

this is already a legislative requirement, although where facilities are not audited, it 

must be assumed that they fulfil the requirements of national legislation. In the 

absence of such legislation, facilities must make provisions for treating and/or 

disposing of hazardous waste using appropriate and environmentally sound means, 

either on or off site (e.g. via sub-contracting). This criterion is important as it not only 

helps to safeguard the environment, but also human health.  

 

 

                                                           
142

 Directive 2006/12/EC on waste. European Parliament and of the Council of 5 April 2006  
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Defra  2007, UK Ship Recycling Strategy, [Available online: 

www.defra.gov.uk/Environment/waste/strategy/pdf/shiprecycle-strategy.pdf] 
144

 European Commission, 2007, Green paper on better ship dismantling. SEC(2007) 645 



 

January 2010 

European Commission (DG ENV) 
Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and 

a List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

 147 

 

� Pollution prevention from spills 

Spills from dismantling activities can cause significant environmental damage. Although 

there are no detailed provisions for control of spills in the convention, a recent report, 

which provides a model of an integrated management system (IMS)145, has laid out 

potential requirements for facilities. In particular, it is suggested that the area of each 

cutting zone be equipped with impermeable surfaces and controlled drainage. In a 

proposition submitted by Denmark146 in the further development of draft guidelines 

for safe and environmentally sound ship recycling, it is considered that the ship’s hull 

can be used as impermeable barrier for non wetted parts, with the keel moved to an 

area with impermeable flooring and drainage when cutting through final barrier. 

Furthermore, cutting areas should also include well maintained drainage systems. 

� Monitoring and publication of progress 

Depending on how the list is used, the facility may need to be monitored for 

compliance. The question remains as to exactly what should be monitored. In terms of 

environmental and safety performance, a similar approach can be adopted as in IPPC 

permitting seen in the UK. Under this type of permitting, the operator has significant 

responsibility for monitoring activities to demonstrate they meet the conditions of the 

permit. In the case of ship dismantling, the requirements of the HKC should be taken 

into account first and foremost. In determining a list of green and safe facilities, worker 

safety and pollution from hazardous materials can be considered areas of top priority. 

Worker fatalities and injuries should be monitored to assess the HSE performance of a 

facility. Activities related to the movement, storage and management of hazardous 

waste should also be given special attention. The monitoring of these indicators could 

provide information for those maintaining the list on whether a facility pays attention 

to its performance, and may therefore be used to identify GSSDF.  

� External audit/third party audit 

To determine whether a facility is compliant with certain licenses or standards, audits 

may be carried out. There are certain complications when considering these criteria 

immediately for the compilation of the list of facilities. For a facility to be audited, the 

audit might be based on compliance with certain standards, each of which may differ 

significantly, and may not fit the requirements of the HKC. However, at the very least, a 

facility should strive to demonstrate is HSE performance, and perhaps this may be 

audited by a third party group or governmental body. The latter will depend, of course, 

on the existence of legislation which calls for certain standards to be met (such as IPPC 

permitting).  
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� Environmental and/or occupational health and safety certification and 

management. 

ISO 30000 is considered to be the most relevant standard in the context of green and 

safe dismantling facilities. ISO/PAS 30000:2008 is applicable to any ship dismantling 

facility that wishes to: 

• establish, implement, maintain and improve a safe and environmentally sound 

management system for the dismantling of ships; 

• assure itself of conformity with its stated safe and environmentally sound 

management policy; 

• demonstrate conformity with ISO/PAS 30000:2008 by 

- making a self-determination and self-declaration, or 

- seeking confirmation of its conformance by parties having an interest 

in the facility such as customers, or 

- seeking confirmation of its self-declaration by a party external to the 

organisation, or 

- seeking certification/registration of its management system by an 

external organisation. 

In this case, a facility that complies with PAS 30000 may already demonstrate that it 

complies with certain requirements listed in other additional criteria. It may therefore 

be considered as the first step facilities can take to determine whether they could be 

considered green and safe facilities. Other standards may also be considered, such as 

ISO 14001 for Environmental Management System (EMS) standards and ISO 18000 or 

OSHAS 180001 for Occupational Safety and Health Management System Standards. 

Such standards provide general guidelines for facilities on practices that highlight a 

facility that operates in an environmentally sound manner. 

8.3.2.2 Criteria not considered 

� Workers’ rights & international labour law conditions 

Although the workers’ rights issue is considered to be an important aspect in the ship 

dismantling sector, many of the most urgent aspects related to ensure the health and 

lives of ship-yard workers during operations have been covered by the criteria of the 

HKC. Other aspects such as the fair treatment of workers have not been covered by the 

convention and attempting to provide such a definition is considered to be out of the 

scope of this study. Nevertheless, European legislation of workers’ rights can offer 

some insight into the measures a ship breaking yard should take to ensure the fair 

treatment of its workers and thus can be regarded as a benchmark.  Refer to the table 

of correspondence147 in the Milieu/COWI study for further information on obligations 

under EU regulations.  
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� Design, equipment, and management of the SDF facility  

When determining design criteria for dismantling facilities, it is important to include 

parameters which can be applied universally. As such, it would be difficult to set a 

specific design that would be applicable for all types of facilities. Furthermore, 

inspection of these facilities would need to be carried out which is not always a viable 

options. For these reasons, this criterion has been removed from the list. 

� Community Support 

Although community support could be a desirable asset to ship dismantling facilities, 

determining what exactly constitutes “community support” may complicate the 

process of compiling a list of green and safe facilities as this parameter is not always 

measurable. Due to these factors, this requirement has been removed from the list.  

� Onsite / Offsite Medical and Emergency Facilities  

Initial discussions with the experts and the Commission were held on the proposed 

criteria for identifying GSSDF. These criteria stipulate that SDFs should be within 15 km 

of hospitals capable of managing severe injury with a means of rapid transport always 

available. Meeting members of the second stakeholder workshop (see Annex 4) argued 

that this criterion is not as relevant as other proposed criteria and is already partially 

covered by minimum criteria of the HKC related to worker safety and emergency 

preparedness and response (Regulations 19, 21 and 22).  

8.3.3.  RATING OF CRITERIA 

A ranking system has been introduced to determine at which point a facility could be 

considered a GSSDF, as well as distinguish between compliant and exceptionally high 

performance facilities. The ranking system of the GSSDF list is based on a previous 

study, which envisages a “Triple A Rating System” to rank and compare SDFs. The 

envisaged system operates with three levels A, AA and AAA where an A level indicates 

implementation of HKC minimal levels, and AA and AAA indicates that the SDF fulfils 

criteria that go beyond the minimum requirements.  

The advantages of such a system would enable a large pool of compliant facilities while 

offering the possibility for high performing SDFs to differentiate themselves. 

Shipowners and other relevant stakeholders would be able to compare directly SDFs 

that only fulfil the minimum requirements and those that go beyond the minimum 

legal obligations. Criteria, indicators, and proposed performance benchmarks for each 

of the three tiers in the proposed ranking system would need to be developed based 

on the criteria selected to identify GSSDF.  
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Table 35: Proposed performance rating system for SDFs148 

 

The rating system that is used to compare SDFs in this study is based on that one used 

in a previous study in that the compliance levels are the same, with a slight 

modification of overall indicators. 

A Fulfils minimum standards 

AA Fulfils minimum standards plus some additional criteria 

AAA Fulfils minimum standards and all additional criteria 

Although the format is simpler than the previous table, the method of ranking still 

remains to be determined. When can a facility be considered “AAA”, or “AA”? One of 

the concerns brought up during stakeholder consultations is that including additional 

criteria may undermine the HKC. It must be explicitly stated here that this list is not 

intended to press facilities to go above and beyond the requirements of the HKC. To 

reach an “A” rank, facilities must at least meet the requirements of the HKC. In the 

previously mentioned study, ranking was based almost exclusively on quantifiable 

aspects. Certain criteria cannot be treated in the same way when investigating whether 

facilities reach compliance levels. It was determined during the analysis that the AA 

rank should be set to include compliance with all HKC criteria, as well as requirements 

for hazardous waste treatment and management. This level has been chosen as it 

reflects the minimum requirements in the EU, while still remaining inclusive. To reach 

the highest rating (AAA) the SDF must meet all the minimum and additional criteria. 

Although the performance rating system used in the present study is similar to that of 

the COWI study, there are some important differences. The rating system COWI study 

relies on a quantifiable range within each individual criterion to set a rating for a 

certain facility. Although certain aspects such as frequency of deaths or accidents, area 

of impermeable flooring, and frequency of monitoring may be given quantifiable 

benchmarks, this system has not been used in the present study. The rating system is 
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based on absolute compliance or non-compliance with each requirement, as most 

cannot be quantified in a manner that would lead to establishing a range within each 

criterion.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

To be considered a GSSDF facility, it must be able to presently reach the AA rank. 

However, A-ranked facilities may still be worth the mention as they already meet the 

requirements of the HKC and could potentially reach GSSDF status. 

8.4.  SUMMARY OF CRITERIA USED TO IDENTIFY GSSDF 

A list of the criteria considered in the list and their respective rank is shown below in 

Table 36. 

Table 36: Final list of criteria used to identify GSSDF 

Criteria Requirement Rank 

H
K

C
 c

ri
te

ri
a 

Authorisation of ship 

recycling facilities  

The SDF should have a ship recycling 

permit issued by a national authority. 

A 

Ship Recycling Plan  The SDF should prepare a Ship Recycling 

Facility Plan that includes elements such 

as a policy ensuring workers’ safety and 

the protection of human health and the 

environment. 

Prevention of adverse 

effects to human health and 

the environment  

The SDF should establish and utilise 

procedures so that Safe-for-hot work 

and that Safe-for-entry conditions 

procedures are established and 

maintained. 

Safe and environmentally 

sound management of 

Hazardous Materials  

The SDF should ensure safe and 

environmentally sound removal of any 

Hazardous Material contained in a 

certified ship. 

Emergency preparedness 

and response  

The SDF authorized by a Party should 

establish and maintain an emergency 

preparedness and response plan. 

Worker safety and training The SDF shall provide training 

programmes, and provide and ensure 

the use of personal protective 

equipment.  

Reporting on incidents, 

accidents, occupational 

diseases and chronic effects 

The SDF should report any incident, 

accident, occupational diseases, or 

chronic effects causing risks to workers’ 

safety, human health and the 

environment. 

Exchange and 

communication of 

The SDF shall provide information 

requested by relevant bodies. 
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Criteria Requirement Rank 

information  

A
d

d
it

io
n

al
 c

ri
te

ri
a 

Treatment of hazardous 

waste 

The SDF should ensure the treatment 

and disposal of hazardous waste is 

carried out in an environmentally sound 

and safe way. 

AA 

Pollution prevention from 

spills 

The SDF should employ means of 

preventing pollution from spills. 

AAA 

 Monitoring and publication 

of progress 

The SDF should monitor performance 

related to the above indicators. 

External audit/third party 

audit 

An audit of performance should be 

carried out at the SDF by an external or 

third party.  

Environmental and/or 

occupational health and 

safety certification and 

management. 

The SDF should hold relevant 

environmental and occupational health 

and safety certification. 

 

Applying the selected criteria to identify a list of GSSDF can be summarised in the 

general form as follows: 

•  “A” rank facilities meet at least the requirements of the HKC. 

• “AA” rank facilities include compliance with all HKC criteria, as well as 

requirements for hazardous waste treatment and management (first additional 

criteria requirement). 

• “AAA” rank facilities include compliance with all HKC criteria and meet all the 

additional criteria (five additional requirements). 
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9.  SHIP DISMANTLING SECTOR OUTSIDE EU 

It is important to consider the evolution of the ship dismantling sector outside EU, in an 

effort to understand the challenges facilities may face in meeting the requirements of 

the proposed criteria in Chapter 8 (see Table 36 for a summarised version of the 

selected criteria). The evolution in Europe following the industrial revolution may 

provide some clues as to the direction certain countries may head in concerning social 

and environmental aspects, as industries are increasingly held accountable for their 

actions. A review of the evolution of dismantling facilities outside Europe was carried 

out, focusing in particular in countries such as Bangladesh, China, India, and Pakistan 

that are considered the top “ship scrappers”149 in the world. The results of the 

investigation are included below. 

Asian developing countries (Bangladesh, China, India, and Pakistan) received in 2008 

92% of the ships (in volume of LDT) to be dismantled (see Annex 2 for an explanation 

on the use of capacity units). The evolution of the industry in number of ships 

dismantled each year in the most important clusters in the sector since 1998 is 

presented in Table 37. 

Table 37: Ship dismantling statistics 1998 – 2008 (number of ships)150  

No Ships 

Country 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

China 30 68 78 70 70 119 270 8 9 26 38 

India 370 371 340 347 326 383 206 128 102 134 198 

Bangladesh 63 68 62 137 87 79 123 81 159 104 170 

Pakistan 57 43 25 27 20 49 26 12 19 24 25 

Taiwan 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Spain 23 22 21 10 20 14 9 6 2 2 12 

S. Korea 0 2 1 0 0 5 3 1 0 0 0 

Italy 0 0 2 2 4 7 2 0 1 1 0 

Croatia 1 0 0 1 2 3 3 2 3 0 2 

Japan 64 103 94 47 102 46 12 0 1 0 1 

Others 141 117 153 86 179 264 235 185 245 136 261 

Total 1 750 797 777 727 810 969 889 423 541 427 707 

Total 2 969 1045 827 887 927 1062 803 524 632 525 707 
Total 1: the sum of the values in the cells above 

Total 2: values adjusted after being revised by  latest Casualty Statistics: the difference in both totals are due to 

estimations on the ships that are going to be dismantled and reported values 

Ship size Coverage : 100 Gross Tonnage and over       

                                                           
149

 “Ship Scrapper” is another terminology used in the industry to refer to ship recycling or ship 

dismantling facilities.  
150
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An important reduction in the number of ships to be dismantled occurred after 2003, 

followed by a slight growth after 2006 that reached only 58% of the levels in the first 

year of study. The number of ships that were sent to China reduced considerably 

during this period, from 119 ships in 2003 to 38 in 2008. One explanation could be the 

lower scrap prices in China when compared to the other Asian ship scrap countries. 

The price evolution is presented in Figure 27, showing average prices of reported 

demolition deals for the past 6 years in $/LDT. Reported prices in India, Bangladesh and 

Pakistan were nearly 50% more in 2006 - 2007 than scrap prices in China, supporting 

the fact that ships owners would have preferred to dismantle their ships in these 

countries rather than China. The prices suffered a drop in the last months of 2008 and 

have stay down in an average price of $215/LDT since then.  

Figure 27: Average scrap prices of ships dismantled in 2003 - 2008151 

 

Figure 28 presents the volume of ships in GT that were sent to dismantling in the 

period 1976 – 2008. Bangladesh, India, Pakistan and China all together have recycled 

more than 90% of the world fleet for the past 5 years. The shift of the ship dismantling 

market from other Asian countries such as Taiwan, South Korea or Japan to the new 

facilities in less developed countries is also depicted in Figure 28. The change of 

dismantling volumes in facilities located in countries such as Bangladesh, India and 

Pakistan during the period 1997 – 2002 in comparison with the following period 2003 – 

2008 has to be carefully assessed. The reasons will be developed in each countries 

description but it is linked to the type of process for dismantling, which is mainly 

manual, meaning that an increased capacity is the result of a higher work force and not 

necessarily increased technical capacity.    
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Figure 28: Ships dismantled by volume in the period 1976 – 2007152 

 

The data for 2009 is presented separately as this year is regarded as a special case 

where the industry of ship dismantling displayed a sudden increase due to the financial 

crisis. Ship owners preferred to send their ships for scrapping rather than keep them 

operational, as it was more profitable. Table 38 presents ship dismantling statistics for 

January – October 2009. There have been already 1057 ships sent to dismantling 

facilities with an average price of $215/LDT. 

Table 38: Ship dismantling statistics 2009153 

COUNTRY No Ships LDT Price

China 235 2 293 165        242$              

India 411 3 340 240        270$              

Bangladesh 175 1 990 904        297$              

Turkey 91 184 841            182$              

Pakistan 74 627 151            270$              

Other 71 248 336            29$                 

TOTAL 1057 8 684 637        215$              

OCTOBER 2009

 

 The following analysis for facilities outside Europe is developed in three sections that 

group together countries with a similar state of technology in ship dismantling. The 

first group, composed by Bangladesh, India and Pakistan, accounted for 84% of the 

total ships (in LDT) recycled last year and displays similar operational methods, 

environmental management issues and workers conditions. The main characteristic for 
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this first group is the manual ship dismantling process based on a high number of low 

skill workers in yards located on a beach area. A more detailed description for each 

country is developed next to highlight individual differences in each industry. China and 

Turkey are treated independently as they have included mechanical processes for 

dismantling that change the requirement of skills in the work force and the conditions 

of the facility for ship dismantling. 

The information was gathered mainly through previous reports from the industry and 

other sources listed throughout the document. National Ship Dismantling Associations 

were also contacted in order to have the latest data available. For a list of contacts see 

Annex 2. The International Ship Recycling Association (ISRA) provided detailed 

information to build up two study cases: the first one is information in Chinese facilities 

health, safety, environmental and administrative issues and the second one is a 

detailed study of a facility in Turkey.       

9.1.  ASIAN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES (EXCLUDING CHINA) 

An overview of the industry in the first recycling nations in the world: Bangladesh, India 

and Pakistan shows that the process of ship dismantling remains manual, there is a lack 

of management systems to handle hazardous waste, pollution prevention is still not 

present and few or no consideration of safety and fair conditions towards the work 

force is the rule.  

Table 39 presents several indicators of three areas in the industry: operations, 

environmental management and workers’ occupational safety. The data presented in 

the table was gathered from several sources and publications that have been listed 

throughout this document.  
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Table 39: First ship dismantling countries overview154 

 COUNTRY Bangladesh India Pakistan 

O
P

ER
A

TI
O

N
A

L 
IN

D
IC

A
T

O
R

S 

Ship recycling volume (thousands LDT) 1372 1091 135 

Number of employees 25000 - 40000 25000 - 55000 2000 

Number of facilities/enterprises 70 140 25 

Productivity (tonnes/man/year)* 34.3 - 54.9 19.8 - 43.6 67.5 

Method for ship dismantling Beaching  Beaching Beaching 

Manual / Mechanized ship 

dismantling process 
Manual Manual Manual 

Type of ships dismantled 

Cargo vessels 

Tankers 

Bulk carriers 

N/A 
Oil tankers 

Large tonnage 

EN
V

IR
O

N
M

EN
T

A
L 

M
A

N
A

G
EM

EN
T

 IN
D

IC
A

T
O

R
S 

Environmental Management of 

Hazardous Material 

Uncontrolled waste disposal: 

waste either release or dumped 

at the beach / open air 

incineration in some cases 

Open air burning is prohibited 

An approved landfill site next to 

the yard has been completed 

and is being used 

N/A 

Pollution prevention from spills None     

Type of pollutants reported/measured 

in the yards 

Heavy metals: mercury/lead 

Oil 

Asbestos 

Glass wool 

Thermocol 

N/A 
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 COUNTRY Bangladesh India Pakistan 
W

O
R

K
ER

S 
C

O
N

D
IT

IO
N

S 
A

N
D

 S
A

FE
T

Y
 Workers status 

Regular staff and temporary 

workers or contractors 

Migrate workers from other 

states earning a daily wage 

Migrate workers mainly 

uneducated 

Average age 18 - 23 20 - 40 N/A 

Average wage /day € 1 €1 - €1.5 N/A 

Average working hours/day 11 - 12 11 N/A 

Unionism Absent 

Rare: 

Alang Sosiya Ship Recycling & 

General Workers Association 

(ASSRGWA) 

Two reported unions: Ship-

breaking labor Union Gadani, 

Mazdoor Ittehad Tanzeem 

Incidents: injuries 1 person/day 2.9/month N/A 

Incidents: fatalities** 1 person/week 2.2/month N/A 

Type of fatalities 

Explosions; fall from heights; 

stack by heavy metal plate; toxic 

gas inhalation 

Explosions N/A 

 *Calculated from available data; number of employees only takes into account direct employees  

 **Death by long term effects of exposure to toxic fumes and gases are not included in this figure.  
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9.1.1.  BANGLADESH 

Bangladesh is the biggest ship recycling nation in the world: only last year around 7.9 

million DWT were scrapped in its yards150. Aside from naturally suitable conditions that 

favour the ship dismantling industry in Bangladesh, the main reason for holding the 

highest share in tonnage of ships dismantled is that has a large supply of low skill force 

and a high demand of reusable products from ship recycling. 

The activity is concentrated in the area of Chittagong, Bangladesh’s main port and 

second largest city. It remains a manual process in open yards on the beach; thus the 

need of a high number of employees to dismantle one ship.  

It has been reported that between 25 000 to 40 000 people work directly for this 

industry155. This figure together with the reported 1372 LDT recycled last year, gives a 

productivity of 34.3 – 54.9 tonnes/man/year. The main types of ships dismantled were 

cargo vessels, tankers and bulk carriers.  

With regards to the environmental management of hazardous materials, waste 

disposal is still uncontrolled and hazardous wastes are either released and dumped on 

the beach or incinerated at open air fires.  

The workers’ force is composed by regular workers that are paid on a monthly basis 

and temporary staff paid on a daily basis. Worker conditions and safety issues are 

poor: 90% are uneducated, reports of child labour in some industries have been found 

and most of the unskilled workers migrated from the poorest areas of Bangladesh.  

Health and Safety conditions for ship dismantling workers in Bangladesh still require 

significant improvement. A recent report of a survey conducted by two internationally 

reputed organizations, Greenpeace and the International Federation for Human Rights 

(FIDH), says that on average at least one worker is injured every day and one dies every 

week. The report styled “The Human Cost of Breaking Ships” published last December 

simultaneously from Bangladesh, India and Switzerland says at least 1 000 workers 

died in the last 20 years in Bangladesh's ship-breaking yards. The figures do not include 

the deaths from diseases caused by constant exposure to toxic fumes and materials. 

An inspection in 2003 highlighted the following conditions for workers in ship 

dismantling facilities in Bangladesh: 

• No proper fire fighting equipment or workers lack knowledge on how to 

operate it in cases of emergency.  

• Safety belts are not provided.  

• Inadequate climbing equipment for getting up and down from a vessel.   
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• As per law, adult workers are allowed to carry a maximum weight of 65 

pounds. However, workers are required to carry loads which are double the 

weight of the legal standard.   

• Protection equipment for eyes, feet, legs and hands are either not provided or 

the workers do not use them. 

• No weekly holiday with pay is granted to the workers.    

• Approval of working hours from the Inspection Department is a legal 

requirement, but employers do not apply the law. Workers often have to work 

beyond the legal maximum number of hours, without overtime pay. 

• No records of workers are maintained.  

• Workers on regular pay are entitled to enjoy paid casual leave, earned leave, 

sick leave and holidays as per law but this does not appear to be provided to 

workers.    

• There is a shortage of adequate sanitary facilities rooms, supply of drinking 

water and arrangements for taking meals at the work place.  

Although the above gives an indication of the most recent conditions in a significant 

number of Bangladeshi ship dismantling facilities, some facilities may have improved 

over the past few years but information is not available and a further enquiry including 

site visits would be required to assess the state of development. 

9.1.2.  INDIA 

The ship recycling industry in India accounts for the second largest amount of 

dismantled ships in the world after Bangladesh. The activity is concentrated in the 

Alang yards at Gujarat in the country’s north-west, due to the favourable conditions for 

the beaching method such as high tidal range, firm seabed and gentle seaward 

slope156. Some of the ship recycling companies are gathered in the Ship Recycling 

Industries Association (SRIA) in India that has 140 registered members. Ship recyclers 

work in 173 plots in an area of 10km on the coast of Alang.  

A number of 40 000 workers have been reported in Alang yards alone. The labourers 

employed are mostly illiterate and come from India’s poorest States like Orissa, Uttar 

Pradesh and Bihar. Wages are around Rs 100 – Rs 200 (EUR 1.56 – EUR 3.12) per day 

according to the SRIA156. Mumbai is other area where ship dismantling takes place. 

There are 19 plots where      5 500 to 9 000 people are employed as direct workers. It is 

believed that overall working conditions in Mumbai are poorer when compared to 

those in Alang. 

Safety and working conditions in Indian facilities have been regarded as appalling by 

several sources. Even though there are no official accident statistics available, between 

1997 and 2002 the reported death toll was 132 and the number of accidents reached 

173155. The causes were related to a lack of safety guides for employees and proper 
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infrastructure for ship recycling. To address these issues and reduce the accident rate, 

the SRIA reports that some safety measures have been implemented in their facilities, 

including:  

• Mandatory use of PPE for workers by ship-recyclers. 

• Workers are regularly sent to the training centre for safety education 

• Emergency treatment provided by Red Cross Hospital 

• Regular medical check up camps / Health awareness camps 

• Special workers are trained for handling of hazardous waste like asbestos 

• Safety audits conducted jointly by Gujarat Maritime Board (GMB) and ship 

recycling industries association 

With regards to waste and hazardous material management, according to the SRIA this 

is current practice in Alang facilities:   

• Ship-recyclers provide on-site collection, storage facility for the storage of 

waste 

• Ship-recyclers maintain the records of waste generation, storage, treatment 

and disposal 

• The workers are provided with PPEs when they collect the waste generated 

from the vessel 

• Plot holders display all the information of waste generated on the board 

outside the plot premises 

• Gujarat Pollution Control Board (GCPB) issues decontamination certificates 

only after ensuring the safe handling of waste generated 

• Oil obtained from ships is sold to registered traders. The residue is collected 

and sent to the Treatment Storage and/or Disposal Facility (TSDF) at Alang.  

• Glasswool, thermocol, kitchen waste and other waste collected from the vessel 

is sent to a Treatment Storage and/or Disposal Facility (TSDF) at Alang. 

The TSDF site was constructed and developed by the GMB and its operation was 

outsourced by a competitive Bidding Process in September 2005. Gujarat Enviro 

Protection and Infrastructure Ltd won the process and is now operating and treating all 

the hazardous waste from the ship recycling industry. Some of the units included in the 

facility are: 

• Three secured landfill cells with leachate sump and ground water monitoring 

wells dedicated for asbestos, glass wool, and other hazardous and municipal 

wastes (see Figure 29 for an image of one of these cells).  

• An intermediate storage and segregation facility 

• A vehicle cleaning facility 
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• An environmental laboratory 

• A weigh bridge facility   

• An incineration facility (Tie up with TSDF, Surat) 

Figure 29: Asbestos and Glass wool land fill cell at the TSDF157 

 

According to the Ship Recycling Industries Association (SRIA) of India some facilities are 

currently implementing or have implemented waste management procedures and 

safety and occupational health programs such as training for workers handling 

hazardous substances or health awareness camps as the ones described above. In 

order to have confirmation on this issue and getting a better insight into the situation 

in India, the SRIA was contacted by phone in several occasions and by email but no 

feedback was received. 

Despite the efforts of the GMB and other authorities to improve workers’ safety, there 

are still facilities where the practice of using PPE is not yet in place and workers are still 

using their bare hands or are not trained to deal with hazardous substances in a proper 

manner. There are other issues outside the scope of this study linked to the social 

conditions of workers in these facilities: the poverty in Indian States from where the 

workers emigrate drives them to engage in hazardous jobs without any training or 

protection.  

Nevertheless, India is in its path to improve the safety, environment and health 

indicators in the industry to comply with international standards in a phased manner. 

With regards to the “Good Practices and Design, Construction and Operations of Ships 

dismantling facility” from the Basel Convention the upgrade of facilities will not be 

easily achieved as current recycling facilities in India that use the beaching method 

cannot be made into a “dismantling facility” as per the Basel Guidelines. 
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9.1.3.  PAKISTAN 

The ship dismantling industry in Pakistan has been relatively constant for the past 6 

years with an average volume of 104,000 LDT dismantled every year150. Last year it was 

ranked as the 4th country in the world for ship dismantling after China, India and 

Bangladesh, though it only accounts for 4% of the total volume of ships dismantled. 

The dependency on scrap steel due to the lack of iron ore deposits favoured the 

appearance of the industry during the 1970s, and now comprises 25 companies158. 

Gaddani is the main area where ship recycling takes place in Pakistan, only 70 

kilometres west of Karachi. The number of plots in this yard reaches 127 spread over 

several kilometres of beaches. 

According to the MIDN report158 little effort has been made to mechanise operations, 

leading to dangerous and difficult working conditions. The main reason that prevents 

yard owners from increasing mechanisation is lack of regulations that make the labour 

force in Gaddani the cheapest in Asia. However, a decision to levy 45% custom duties 

on imported vessels almost brought an end to the activity in this area.      

Even though the use of PPE is required according to the Factory Act 1934, the rule is 

seldom put into practice. As in the other Asian developing countries (India, 

Bangladesh), the ship recycling industry in Pakistan lacks a good performance in 

environmental, occupational health and workers’ safety issues.    

9.2.  CHINA 

The dismantling activity in China has shifted drastically during the past decades. In the 

early 1990s it became the leader in the industry after other countries in the region 

(South Korea, Taiwan and Japan) withdrew from the business; it was recycling 45.9% of 

the world ships. However, the implementation of new taxes made the recycling in 

other countries (Bangladesh, India) more economically attractive and since then the 

activity has declined and many yards have shut down. In 2003, China remained at the 

second place in the world’s industry, accounting for 34% in volume of ships dismantled. 

Today, it stands in third place but the percentage is only 8% of the volume.  

As in other ship scrapping countries, the force that drives the business is the steel 

demand: production of this material last year in China was close to 460 million tons 155, 

placing it as the world’s biggest steel consumer. The difference with other ship 

scrappers is that the location of the yards is not on the beach but along two large 

rivers, the Pearl and the Yangtze, making China the only Asian developing country 

where ships are not beached. In addition to the river location, China’s ship dismantling 

industries started an upgrading process to become pioneers in green facilities by 

acquiring international standard certification.  
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The major ship-breaking yards are Chang Jiang and Shuang Shui in JiangSu Province, 

other breaking yards are found in Fujian and Guangdong provinces. The type of 

facilities where the dismantling process takes place are dock-like or quay-based where 

mechanisation has been introduced with the use of cranes, docks, etc.  

There are currently some facilities in China that have achieved international standards 

through certifications for its environmental performance by an Environmental 

Management System Standard or for its occupational safety and health practices by an 

Occupational Safety and Health Management System. Table 40 presents five of these 

facilities which have been awarded with this type of certification. Data on annual 

capacity and the name of the certifying system is presented for facilities where 

information was available. 

Table 40: Facilities in China with certifications regarding environmental 
management, safety and health systems 

Company Capacity

Occupational Safety 

and Health 

Management System 

Enviromental 

Management 

System 

Standard

Jiangmen Yinhu Shipbreaking Co., Ltd 500000 LT ISO 18000 ISO 14001

Jiangmen Zhongxin Shipbreaking Steel & Iron company Ltd 500000 LT OHSAS18001 ISO 14001

Chang Jiang Ship recycling Company 1000000 LT OHSMS18001 ISO 14001

Shuang Shui Ship recycling Company 1000000 LT N/A N/A

Pan Yu Ship recycling & Steel Rolling Steel Co., LTD N/A N/A N/A
 

These facilities that have the capacity to recycle large vessels are pioneers in the 

industry of green ship dismantling and founding members of ISRA. Larger shipping 

companies such as MAERSK LINE are sending their ships to be dismantled in an 

environmentally sound way to facilities such as Chang Jiang. 

This last one has set up detailed procedures for asbestos handling, including specific 

protective equipment for workers, removal only by trained personnel, and disposal at 

burial sites.  

Chang Jiang uses a landfill type burying site such as the one presented in Figure 30, 

whereas Zhong Xin uses seal boxes that are later buried deeply in far-away spots as 

presented in Figure 31.  
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Figure 30: Asbestos Storage and Disposal at Chang Jiang Ship-Breaking Facility 

  

Asbestos Storage Asbestos Burying Site 

Figure 31: Asbestos Storage and Disposal at Jiangmen Zhongxin Ship-breaking 
Facility 

 

  

Asbestos Storage Asbestos Burying Site 

Government agencies represented by the State Environmental Protection 

Administration (SEPA) have taken the lead by proposing their own initiatives such as a 

technical manual to prevent pollution or even set up a school on ship recycling. The 

China National Ship Recycling Association (CNSA) developed the “General regulations 

on green ship recycling”, which has been in force since 2005. 

Following in Figure 32, the first case study was developed according to the information 

received by the ISRA, where 3 Chinese facilities are listed as A-rated members159. All 

the figures related to capacity, health, safety and environmental practices, and legal 

requirements are those provided by ISRA members from China.    

                                                           
159

 ISRA Standards for A members include legal requirements such as having a valid ship recycling permit 

issued by the state authority of the country where it is situated, physical requirements for the facility 

and operations and workers health and security requirements.  
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Figure 32: Case Study 1: ISRA’s Ship Dismantling Facilities in China 

The total dismantling capacity in China is around 250 million deadweight tons per year: 

the “green” capacity is believed to be around 100 – 150 million deadweight tons per 

year and forecasted to be increased to 500 – 600 million deadweight tons in the short 

time, according to the industry. The Changjiang Ship Breaking Yard has a recycling 

capability of 1.5 million LDT/y. 

On the other hand, it is believed that the Chinese government is not supporting the 

increase or addition of any new facility to recycle ships, and that even a reduction in 

the present number of yards is desired. 

� Health and Safety 

Safe for hot practices are in place before entering the tanks. An example is the 

requirement for a level of oxygen that must exceed 18%; the gas inside has to be 

checked with an oxygen meter, otherwise entry will be strictly prohibited by 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). 

The following is a list of equipment reported to be used at Changjiang Ship Breaking 

Yard in China for several purposes during the ship dismantling process that ensures an 

operation within safety standards for workers and the facility:  

• a shore crane/floating crane – used for the block to be moved ashore 

• a truck – used from shore to cutting site 

• a forklift – used for the heavy lifting, sorting off, moving of block and turning 

over of block 

• a fire-fighting pump with piping system onboard 

• a solid gangway with convenience access 

• a solid lighting system 

• a solid ventilation equipment 

• PPE for different purposes 

• an emergency store at site 

• an emergency system with the government fire and hospital system  

The training for the management and workers is a MUST in all of the above. The 

emergency drills are carried out on a monthly basis in Changjiang Shipbreaking Yard, 

and trainings are provided accordingly.   

� Environment – Hazardous Waste Treatment 

In order to do a proper handling and disposal of hazardous waste, the yard has the 

following means: 

• a store rooms for the hazard materials 
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• a SOTZ – Special Oil Treatment Zone 

• a showering system with negative pressure system for ACM 

• an oil barges and oily water treatment system 

• a sewage water treatment system 

• an incinerator for other wastes 

Hazardous materials have to be treated according to the laws and regulation of the 

government. Hazardous materials such as asbestos, PCBs and waste oil must be 

transported to companies authorized by local and central government for further 

treatment. In the case of Jiangmen Yinhu Shipbreaking Yard, hazardous waste is sent to 

Huizhou Veolia for further treatment. 

In the matter of pollution prevention from spills, the use of an oil boom is the current 

practice. Oil booms are used around each vessel to prevent potential oil spills and 

Emergency Response Plan is ready for any emergency spill accident. 

� Administrative and organisational 

Ship dismantling facilities in China require a permit from the local authority to carry out 

their activities, which is issued by central government. The local government does not 

have the power to issue it. 

Regarding recording and reporting of incidents, accident or incidents not involving 

fatalities are handled by the yard and sub-contractor. If any conflict happens, the local 

government will intervene. 

If there is a fatality, the procedure is the following:  

1 death – within 2 hours report should go to the local government. 

2 deaths – within 2 hours report should go to the high level government and recorded 

in Province government. The yard stops operation immediately and audited by 

government.  

3 and above deaths – within 2 hours the report should arrive at the central 

government. The yard stops operation immediately.  

There is compensation to the families by law based on their age, family situation, 

income, etc. 

9.3.  TURKEY 

Turkey is the only OECD country with a significant presence in the ship dismantling 

industry. The Aliaga site, lying on the coast of the Aegean Sea north-west of Izmir, is 

the site on which all the Turkish ship breaking facilities are concentrated (see Figure 33 

for a map of the dock site). It is one of the major shipbreaking sites, where 2.8% by 

number and 1.1% by tonnage of the World's global fleet scrapped every year were 



  

168 
European Commission (DG ENV) 
Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and a 
List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

          January 2010 

 

scrapped during the period between 1994 and 2002160. Since 1980, increasing concerns 

on the environment and working conditions in general, rightfully drew the attention of 

public opinion to somewhat less than desirable conditions of the industry in that area. 

However, starting from the mid 1990s, ship demolitioners in Turkey spent considerable 

efforts on improvement and in the course of last five years much has been done.  

Figure 33: Ship dismantling facilities in Turkey, Aliağa site 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

The Ship Recyclers’ Association gives a detailed description of the shipbreaking history 

in Turkey. Ship dismantling activities in Turkey go back to the late periods of the 

Ottoman Empire, where it consisted of individual attempts on which there are no 

reliable information and documents. Dismantling ships restarted in Istanbul's Golden 

Horn area during the 1950-1960 decade with 3-4 companies with no proper control by 

the central or local authorities. The government stopped their activities in 1970 due to 

their harmful effects on the urban environment. In 1974, one company started 

dismantling ships at Aliaga, Izmir, and within two years, with the arrival of several 

other companies, ship dismantling in that area had become a sectoral activity. In 1986, 

the government prepared a ship dismantling regulation to recognise and legalise this 

industry. Since 1976, ship demolition yards situated at Izmir, Aliaga, produce 

approximately 250 000 tonnes of scrap per year. In 1986 this rose to 650 000 tonnes 

and Turkey became the third ship demolition country in the world after South Korea 

and Taiwan. As of 2004 Turkey holds the fifth position after China, India, Bangladesh 

and Pakistan. Turkish ship demolition yards are actually capable of recycling one 

million tonnes of steel a year.  

� Operational conditions 

Around thirty breaking yards on this site belonging to twenty companies dismantle 

naval and merchant ships. The maximum annual production of all the facilities 

combined amounts to approximately 650 000 tonnes which are easily absorbed by 

nearby steelworks which engulf over 6 million tonnes of land scrap every year. These 

ship breaking yards have true skills and capacities to treat large complex vessels as well 

as smaller ships. By comparison with European ship breaking yards, the Turkish sites 

are less mechanised. 

                                                           
160

 Neşer, G. et al. (2006); The shipbreaking industry in Turkey: environmental, safety and health issues.  
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With the State now offering longer leases for plots (yards), long lasting investments 

such as concrete roadways, shore facilities and accommodation facilities are being 

constructed. IMO, ILO and Basel Convention Guidelines together with criticisms from 

non-governmental environment groups pushed for safer and cleaner ship demolition at 

yards.161 

� Employment conditions 

The Turkish ship demolition industry is being controlled and audited by many State 

bodies with mandatory rules and regulations. In compliance with these rules and 

regulations, employees and workers undergo many training and educational programs. 

All workers and employees health checks, including lung controls, are periodically 

conducted. No serious occupational disease has been encountered since the beginning 

of works in Aliaga. Health surveys of 1795 workers by Workers' Social Security doctors 

and health records are duly kept, to be presented to labour inspectors when required. 

During its 29 years of existence, the ship recycling sector in Aliaga created jobs for 1800 

workers. Together with other related industries, over 8 000 people are dependent on 

this sector. The majority of the workers come from the local area. Besides creating 

employment for local population, this sector contributed financially and morally to the 

activities of schools, hospitals and non-governmental organisation activities. 

So far, some information has been identified from the Divest Projects162,which show 

some positive developments in the Turkish Ship Dismantling sector. According to the 

results of the study, around 425 non-fatal incidents occurred between 1985 and 2009, 

in a shipbreaking yard where approximately 1 000 people work. However, since 2003 

not a single fatal accident has been reported in the shipbreaking yard industry. 

According to the same study under the Divest Projects, the reasons for keeping a good 

record in fatal accidents are the following: 

• All the workers have a minimum of primary school education and must be 

literate. 

• All the workers have to complete compulsory trainings or organised by the 

Turkish Shipbreaking, related to work, safety, health and emergency 

preparedness.  

• Most of the workers have more than 10 years’ experience in the field. 

• The minimum working age is 18 years.   

• It is compulsory to wear protective clothing.  

• Most of the younger people have graduated from technical colleges geared for 

the jobs in the shipbreaking yards. 

• Regular inspections are carried out by the government health and safety 

officials. Workers are also subjected to regular health check-ups 

                                                           
161

 Leyal Ship Dismantling, [Available online: www.leyal.com.tr/ and 

gemisander.org/content.php?id=00015&lang=en] 
162

 Divest projects website at: http://www.divest-project.eu/ 



  

170 
European Commission (DG ENV) 
Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and a 
List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

          January 2010 

 

• Tools and technologies are constantly upgraded, as well as the facilities  

• The handling of hazardous materials is extremely well regulated (According to 

EC standards) by a centrally organised Waste management Centre and their 

technical specialists. 

• The Ministry of Environment, Local Authorities, as well as Ship Breaking 

Associations, which have a unique authority for handling hazardous materials, 

as well as for the preparation of documents and communication with 

Authorities, form an extremely well organised and functioning process.   

• Extremely transparent and open process. 

The Turkish facilities’ commitment to their workers and to the environment is 

important, with a good record for worker safety and environmental management, and 

abiding to the strict national and international regulations. For instance in 2006, LEYAL 

became the first ship dismantling company in Turkey to be awarded the ISO 9001, ISO 

14001 and OHSAS 18001 certifications. Simsekler and others also have environment 

and safety labels. IMO, ILO and Basel Convention Guidelines together with criticisms 

from non-governmental environment groups helped for safer and cleaner ship 

recycling yards.  

� Environmental conditions 

Turkish facilities are ship dismantling and recycling companies applying to the 

European Waste Shipment Regulation. The recycled steel from the Aliağa shipbreaking 

yards is an important component of the steel supply in Turkey, but only recently have 

the yards begun to take into account environmental issues and occupational health. 

Standards of organisation, heed of the environment and worker safety are not uniform 

throughout these dismantling sites. Some breaking yards are making great efforts for 

improvement and already hold certifications such as ISO 9001, ISO 14001 and OHSAS 

18001. The worksites are supervised by the Turkish maritime authorities and are 

equipped to take in charge PCBs and asbestos. Turkey not only follows ILO, BASEL and 

IMO but also follows the EC requirements. 

Due to these positive developments, the Turkish ship dismantling sector and 

organisation of the system could perhaps offer a model for other countries which wish 

to improve their HSE performance. A brief investigation will still be required to 

determine the environmental benefits of these regulations, as well as improvements to 

health and safety of workers.  

Following in Figure 34, the second case study was developed according to the 

information received by the ISRA, where 5 Turkish facilities are listed as A members. All 

the figures related to capacity, health, safety and environmental practices, and legal 

requirements are those provided by ISRA members from Turkey. 
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Figure 34: Case Study 2: LEYAL Ship Dismantling Facilities 

The LEYAL ship dismantling company has facilities located on the Turkish coast of 

Aliaga.  LEYAL has a reported nominal ship dismantling capacity of 100 000 LDT163. As 

one of the best performing GSSDF outside of Europe, they meet all the requirements 

listed in this study which would qualify LEYAL facilities as GSSDF. Furthermore, LEYAL is 

a member of ISRA and has also participated as one of the main partners of the 

European Commission during the project on investigating cost effective and 

environmentally sound dismantling of obsolete vessels
164, which took place between 

February 2005 and January 2009. The following case study will outline the performance 

of these facilities according to the parameters considered in this study. 

� Health and Safety 

In relation to safe and environmental protection, facilities in Turkey must satisfy at 

least two mandatory requirements: 

i) The facility must receive an external license 

ii) According to the requirements of the Ship Recycler’s Association of Turkey 

(SRAT), and independent organisation must overseen and manage 

potentially hazardous operations on behalf of all ship recyclers in Turkey. 

In addition to these requirements, another is in place at the voluntary level which 

requires work to be operated by properly equipped and trained company employees. 

However, Turkish yards are legally required at to provide workers with standard 

personal protective equipment (PPE).  

Training and emergency drills are organised by the SRAT, to ensure emergency 

preparedness and response. 

As it is based in Turkey, LEYAL must abide by both safe-for-hot and safe-for-entry 

requirements set out in national legislation. During the surrendering process, a ship 

must be surveyed and certified by a competent authority to ensure conditions are safe 

for dismantling. During dismantling procedures at LEYAL facilities, atmospheric 

readings are taken at periodic intervals, which are then available for review by the 

regulating authority.  LEYAL meets all of the above requirements through the 

company’s internal management system. 

� Environment 

Turkey employs a comprehensive licensing and enforcement framework in relation to 

waste management, based on European legislation, which is overseen by the Turkish 

Ministry of the Environment.  All the requirements of the Council Directive 91/689/EC 

on hazardous waste have been transposed into national law under the By- laws of 

Hazardous Waste Control (BLHWC). Moreover, the full list of hazardous waste and 

                                                           
163

 Note: This figure has not taken into account the level of dismantling complexity, therefore the actual 

capacity will vary depending on the selection of ships that are dismantled over a year. 
164

CORDIS FP6 [Available online: 

cordis.europa.eu/fetch?CALLER=FP6_PROJ&ACTION=D&DOC=3&CAT=PROJ&QUERY=01259d16c892:0d53:

0005aae6&RCN=74798] 
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concentration limits laid down in 2000/532/EC have also been adopted by this 

legislation.  

Hazardous materials generated from dismantling operations are managed on behalf of 

individual facilities by the SRAT. Identification, removal and temporary storage is 

carried out by this entity, and transportation and disposal is carried out by third-party 

companies. Both these entities must be licensed by the Ministry, and all operations 

must be recorded and communicated to the ministry. In the case of the latter, a list of 

licensed facilities is issued periodically by the Ministry, and facilities are required by 

law to contract one of these facilities to carry out disposal activities. All wastes are 

tracked and documented using the Turkish national waste tracking system, from the 

moment they are identified on the ship, until delivery to the final disposal facility. 

LEYAL has put in place infrastructure, equipment and operations to prevent pollution 

from spills (both land and sea). Dismantling operations are performed on concrete 

paved areas with peripheral drainage. Oil booms and skimmers are also employed to 

prevent emission of effluents. In the case significant accidental spills, LEYAL is able to 

call on external contractors to assist. 

� Administrative and organisational 

Ship dismantling facilities in Turkey must be licensed for operation. The industry is 

jointly regulated by the Turkish ministries of Environment, Labour and Social Security, 

and Transport, as well as the Underscretariat of Maritime Affairs. Licenses are subject 

to renewal after a three-year period. Moreover, additional permission for dismantling 

is required for each ship that arrives for dismantling in Turkey. 

In addition to being ISO 9001, ISO 14001 and OSHAS 18001 certified, LEYAL also has in 

place a comprehensive management system which has been certified by the NQA, is a 

leading British assessment, verification and certification body which is itself accredited 

by The United Kingdom Accreditation Service (UKAS). 

Although activities are monitored and recorded internally, information is only provided 

at the request of a competent authority where it is required by law. As reports may 

carry include information, they may only be provided to an external third party 

following the ship-owners’ waiver of confidentiality clause, and/or a relevant letter of 

indemnity and confidentiality. 
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10.  GSSDF LIST 

This chapter examines the impacts of using the criteria chosen in chapter 8 to identify a 

list of GSSDF. It is assumed here that the list will be based on a voluntary system and 

will be used to identify the best performing facilities. It follows that certain 

opportunities, challenges and impacts may arise, which are investigated in the 

following sub-sections. 

The ultimate aim of this part of the study is to determine what percentage of the 

capacity of ships to go to dismantling could be dismantled in a green and safe way. In 

addition to this it was also important to build a list that could easily be used in the 

future to identify additional facilities.  

10.1.  APPLICATION OF THE CRITERIA DEVELOPED 

A list of potential GSSDF was initially drafted based on information derived from 

studies and associations. The majority of SDFs were identified in the EU’s Green Paper 

and in the recent study on “Ship dismantling and pre-cleaning of ships”165. In addition 

to the facilities listed, others have been added based on the list of members of ISRA. 

These sources were used as a starting point for investigation, followed by a literature 

review to determine in more detail whether any missing information could be 

gathered.  

The final list of GSSDF was compiled, using the list of criteria to identify such facilities, 

as defined in chapter 8: 24 different GSSDF were identified, 13 within the EU and 11 in 

Asia (based in China and Turkey), which have been attributed with an A to AAA rating. 

This rating has been attributed to facilities that meet the criteria according to Table 36. 

As most of the facilities were derived from studies which based their inclusion on 

compliance with criteria similar to those in the HKC, the majority initially included in 

the list could be given the minimum A rating. Facilities identified as members of the 

ISRA need to follow criteria similar to both those in the HKC as well as additional 

criteria, and could easily be identified as AA facilities.  

Some facilities in India were included initially in the review but due to the nature of the 

dismantling method used and the potential lack of adequate hazardous waste 

treatment and disposal it was decided not to include them as possible green and safe 

ship dismantling facilities. Furthermore, the European Parliament , in a resolution  on 

the EU strategy for better ship dismantling, which was adopted in March 2009, 

explicitly prohibits the beaching method for the end of life management of ships166. 
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  COWI/DHI study on ‘Ship dismantling and pre-cleaning of ships’ 
166

 Resolution on an EU strategy for better ship dismantling. [Available at: 

www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/FindByProcnum.do?lang=en&procnum=RSP/2009/2571] 
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Due to these reasons, facilities in India that may comply with the requirements of the 

HKC cannot be considered as GSSDF. 

Most facilities listed go beyond the AA rating and could potentially reach an AAA rating 

if further investigation is carried out. Preliminary communication with the International 

Ship Recycling Association has revealed that in the future its members will be required 

to apply for the ISO 30 000 certification, meaning that the number of facilities reaching 

the AAA rank could rise within the next few years. The reason for this is that having a 

management system such as the ISO 30 000 will ensure that certain mechanisms are in 

place to keep reporting on progress, monitoring performance and having an external 

auditing party.  All these are requirements to be an AAA facility. 

Furthermore, faced with increasing pressure from shipowners and legislators, many of 

the members of ISRA are undergoing the process of including a ship recycling plan at 

their facilities. For the moment the list considers that these facilities already apply this 

criterion as this requirement is likely to come into force in the near future. Facilities 

included within this organisation provided information on their practices to confirm 

their level of compliance and the results of this survey are included as case studies in 

sections 9.2. and 9.3.  

The current list of facilities is presented in Table 41, which also shows which criteria 

have been met by each facility. It is reiterated here that for a facility to be considered a 

true GSSDF, it must reach the AA rating. Those facilities that have met the minimum 

requirements for reaching an A rating are considered potential GSSDF. 

The general methodology used to fill Table 41 was: 

• The rating system is based on absolute compliance (check with an “x”) or non-

compliance (blank) for each requirement.  

• Capacity is presented as reported by the facility. Where data was not available 

it was left blank and not included in the overall calculated capacity of GSSDF in 

section 10.1. 

A review of the general findings in Table 41 indicates the following:  

• All of the facilities identified in the list were ranked AA corresponding to the 

criteria required to be considered as GSSDF.  

• Facilities that already fulfil with the HKC criteria are also fulfilling with the 

additional requirements of hazardous waste treatment and disposal.  

• For the rest of the additional criteria, information is scattered or not available 

to identify whether compliance is reached.  

 



 

January 2010 
European Commission (DG ENV) 

Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and a List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 
175 

 

Table 41: Final list of identified GSSDF   
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Van Heyghen 
Recycling 

BE 60 
Afloat / 

slipway 
x x x x x x x x x x x x x x   AA Yes 

Scheepssloperij 
Nederland 

NL 30 Slipway x x x x x x x x x x     x   x AA Yes 

Simont IT 80 Afloat x x x x x x x x x x     x x x AA Yes 

Fornaes ApS DK 25-30 Afloat x x x x x x x x x x x         AA  Yes 

Gdansk Shipyard PO - - x x x x x x x x x x           AA Yes 

Able UK TEERC UK 150  x x x x x x x x x x       x x AA Yes 
Subare - 
Klaipeda  

LI   x x x x x x x x x x           AA Yes 

HKS Metal's 
Gravendeel 

NL   x x x x x x x x x x         x AA Yes 

Japtop ApS DK   x x x x x x x x x x           AA Yes 

Smedegaarden DK   x x x x x x x x x x           AA Yes 

Desguaces de la 
Arena 

ES   x x x x x x x x x x           AA Yes 

Bacopoulos GR   x x x x x x x x x x           AA Yes 

Savvas Pireus GR   x x x x x x x x x x           AA Yes 
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Jiang Xiagang 
Changjiang Ship 
recycling Yard 

CN 1000 
Pier 

breaking 
x x x x x x x x x x x x   x  x AA Yes 

Zhongxin Ship 
Recycling & Steel 
Co.  

CN 500 
Pier 

breaking 
x x x x x x x x x x x x x   x AA Yes 

Jiangmen Yinhu 
Shipbreaking  

CN 500 
Pier 

breaking 
x x x x x x x x x x x x     x AA Yes 

Xinhui 
Shuangshui 
Shipbreaking & 
Steel. Co. Ltd  

CN 60 
Pier 

breaking 
x x x x x x x x x x x x     x AA Yes 

Guangzhou 
Panyu Ship 
Breaking &  
Steel Rolling Co 

CN 40 
Pier 

breaking 
x x x x x x x x x x x x     x AA Yes 

Demtas TK 45  x x x x x x x x x  x          AA Yes 

Dortel  TK 30  x x x x x x x x x x   x   x   AA Yes 

İZMİR Gemi Geri 
Dön. Dem. Ltd 

TK 80  x x x x x x x x x x   x   x x AA Yes 

Cemas  TK   x x x x x x x x x x x x       AA Yes 

LEYAL Ltd. TK 100 
Afloat / 

landing 
x x x x x x x x x x x x  x x x AAA Yes 
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Simsekler Group  TK 100 
Afloat/ 

landing 
x x x x x x x x x x x x   x x AA Yes 

Colours Key 
 

  Active ship European dismantling facilities with a capacity of more than 20,000 LDT/year 

  European ship dismantling facilities for smaller vessels 

Rating 
 

A Fulfils minimum standards 

AA Fulfils minimum standards plus some additional criteria 

AAA Fulfils minimum standards and all additional criteria 
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10.2.  TOTAL CAPACITY OF GSSDF 

To assess the performance of the potential facilities identified, it was also necessary to 

determine their annual scrapping capacity and the methods they employ. To gather 

information on these aspects, as well as their performance against the set benchmarks, 

an initial literature review was carried out. To complete this information, it was 

necessary to contact associations and national representatives of SDFs. Once the final 

list of GSSDF was compiled, the yearly total capacity was determined at 2.8 million LDT 

for these facilities, 0.3 million in the EU and 2.5 million abroad. 

As estimated in section 3.6. (on page 92), future dismantling demand was predicted at 

34.7 million GT. To determine the percentage of this amount that could be dealt with 

by the identified GSSDF, it was necessary to convert the gross tonnage to displacement 

tonnage. As explained in Annex 2, a conversion factor of 3.1 to 4.5 has been used, 

resulting in a total demand of 7.7 to 11.2 million LDT. Of this amount, 25-36% could be 

dealt with by the identified GSSDF (category AA upwards). It is important to note that 

although it was necessary to use average conversion factors to adapt GT to LDT, the 

final figure may not be entirely accurate. However, this figure closely relates to that 

identified in a recent study, which provides a demand range from 5 to 10 million 

LDT167. With this in mind, the potential percentage of 25-36% that could be dealt with 

by GSSDF may still be somewhat optimistic. However, it is worth noting that due to the 

volatile nature of the ship dismantling sector, this figure can differ greatly. The total 

capacity of GSSDF was calculated based on the total potential capacity of facilities 

identified. This means that, although a facility may have the maximum capacity to deal 

with 1 million LDT, in reality it may dismantle much less. A significant amount of 

dismantling can be carried out in China due to the high potential capacity. However, 

with changing scrap prices and demand, the actual number of ships sent to these 

facilities, and consequently the total amount dismantled, has remained changeable 

over time, as presented in chapter 9.  (on page 153). 

In addition to this, the way dismantling capacity is calculated is at times unclear. Some 

facilities may include in their total the LDT capacity of surrendered ships waiting to be 

dismantled, in addition to those ships being dismantled. As a result of these factors, 

the actual capacity may be much lower. 
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 EU Green paper and COWI/DHI 2007 study on ‘Ship dismantling and pre-cleaning of ships’ 
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11.  FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT  

Based on the analysis conducted in previous chapters, the technical feasibility, socio-

economic impacts, and environmental benefits of establishing and maintaining a 

voluntary list of GSSDF for the identification of high standard facilities based on certain 

criteria are analysed here.  

11.1.  TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY AND APPLICABILITY 

One of the greatest challenges of maintaining a list of GSSDF is the lack of available 

information and the lack of transparency. To be able to compile such a list in the long 

term, and assuming that the list is use on a voluntary basis for guidance purposes, 

facilities must be willing to provide information on their current practices. Due to the 

voluntary nature of adherence to the list, it is likely that this challenge may be 

overcome as facilities wishing to be included should be able to provide the relevant 

information.  

On the other hand, under the HKC, parties will be required to take effective measures 

to ensure that ship recycling facilities under their jurisdiction comply with the 

Convention, e.g. via means of an authorisation mechanism. Once adopted and in place, 

the Convention might provide in any case the legislative framework for the 

requirement of such type of information from facilities.  

An important element to consider when developing the list is the legal requirements 

already in place and the gaps and overlaps. This can indeed have an influence on the 

geographical origin of the facilities that can be included in the list. As mentioned 

before, the EC has transposed the Basel Convention into Community law by the Waste 

Shipment Regulation. It establishes a distinction between facilities located inside and 

outside OECD (installations located outside OECD are only allowed to receive ships 

properly emptied out of all hazardous waste and substances). The list presented earlier 

does include non-OECD countries as it is assumed in this study that ships are pre-

cleaned prior to sending for dismantling. If this was not assumed, then facilities in non-

OECD countries, such as Bangladesh, China or Pakistan, could not be included, which 

would have important consequences on the available capacity for ship dismantling. 

Furthermore, it is important to assume that the most important element being 

considered by the ship owner or cash-buyers when choosing a facility for dismantling is 

the cost, which is lower in certain third countries.  Therefore, the creation of a list that 

includes these countries allows taking into account this reality. 

Another important aspect to consider is whether the list could be used on a voluntary 

or mandatory basis (for reinforcement of legislation). In the first case, the list could 

function similarly to that of the Green Award operated out of the Netherlands by 
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encouraging ship dismantling facilities to go green. The Green award awards a green 

certification to exceptionally clean and safe ships, and offers incentives for the ship-

owners such as lower port rates.  Also, besides being used by ship-owners and cash-

buyers, the list of GSSDF could be used for the development of a future guideline on 

uniform authorisation of facilities as requested in the Convention. Indeed, the 

authorization of ship recycling facilities is provided for in Article 6 of the HKC which 

requires each Party to ensure that ship recycling facilities that operate under its 

jurisdiction are authorized in accordance with the regulations in the Annex. Article 4(2) 

of the HKC sets out more general obligations of the Parties concerning the recycling 

facilities under their jurisdiction in so far as they shall ensure that the ship recycling 

facilities comply with the requirements of the Convention, and shall take effective 

measures to do so, which includes the authorization of these facilities. 

On the other hand, if pressure exists for facilities to improve their methods (i.e. use of 

the list on a mandatory basis), certain facilities may not be able to shoulder the 

investment required to improve performance. Such a result could have significant 

impacts on the economic strength of countries where ship dismantling is an important 

economic activity. It may also have significant impacts on those communities which 

rely on this industry, as will be shown in section 11.3. Certain EU MS are already 

offering ideas on how to ensure national facilities can keep up with the requirements 

of the HKC and the changes in the ship dismantling sector. In the Netherlands, the 

possibility of introducing a dismantling fund is currently under investigation168. Such a 

fund would be used to renovate and improve facilities in order to ensure better 

working and environmental conditions. If funding were to be introduced however, the 

investment must be derived from somewhere. Certain countries may not be able to 

afford such an investment, and these may be where it is needed most. 

� Analysis of different applications scenarios 

To further develop the use of a ranking system and in order to define where to set the 

level for facilities to be considered as GSSFD, three different scenarios were developed 

with the aim to analyse the impact in treatment capacities. 

Scenario 1: The list of GSSDF only includes facilities in the AAA level, meaning only 

state of the art facilities are selected, compliant with HKC and all additional criteria. In 

the lists of facilities reviewed, only one facility with a capacity to treat 100 000 LDT/y 

could potentially reach this level. 

Scenario 2: The list of GSSDF only includes facilities in the AA level, meaning facilities 

that are compliant with HKC and specifically with hazardous waste management 

according to EU Standards are selected. Facilities in China were not included here as AA 

facilities, even though they reported to have in place waste management systems 

according to country regulations. A further verification of standard practices within the 
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 Ministry of Transport Public Works and Water Management (MTPWWM), 2008 Responsible shipping 

and a vital fleet. 
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facility (field visit by a certified inspector) would be necessary to verify compliance as 

per EU standards. 

Scenario 3: The list of GSSDF only includes facilities in the A level, meaning all facilities 

compliant with HKC criteria are selected. All facilities in the list reviewed reach this 

minimum level.  

Table 42 presents how the available capacity to treat the volume of ships to be 

dismantled as forecasted in section 3.6. will vary in each scenario. If the list included 

only AAA level facilities, the available capacity will be reduced significantly as only 1% 

of the total volume of ships to be dismantled would be sent to a GSSDF.    

Table 42: Change in available capacity of GSSDF according to ranking  

Scenatio 

Analysis

GSSDF 

Rank

Capacity inside EU 

(000's LDT/year)

Capacity outside EU 

(000's LDT/year)

Total Capacity 

(000's LDT/year)

% of ship (by volume) 

dealt with GSSDF

Scenario 1 AAA -                            100                              100                      1%

Scenario 2 AA 350                           355                              705                      6 - 9%

Scenario 3 A 350                           2 455                          2 805                   25 - 36 %  

 If facilities compliant with HKC are included as GSSDF, a volume between 25 – 36% of 

the ships to be dismantled could be treated in these facilities. If the level for GSSDF is 

set in the AA level (and only facilities compliant with EU standards for hazardous waste 

management are included here) then the available capacity to treat the volume of 

ships to be dismantled is between 6 – 9%.  

11.2.  ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

Economic impacts and feasibility of establishing a list of GSSDF are of particular 

importance as there is a potential for great administrative burden and costs associated 

with monitoring, updating, and ensuring that GSSDF continue to comply with 

requirements, and that SDF that wish to be considered a GSSDF meet those 

requirements.  

Drawing upon the experiences in MS following the implementation of the End-of-life 

Vehicles (ELV) Directive can provide an insight to some of the positive impacts of the 

list. In certain MS, for example, certification depends on facilities meeting the 

requirements in the directive. Here, certain market based instruments have been used 

to increase applications for certification. By offering tax abatement opportunities for 

individuals that surrender vehicles at certified facilities, uncertified facilities may apply 

for certification in order to remain competitive. In the context of ship dismantling, this 

method, however, may be seen as providing an unfair advantage to those facilities in 

the GSSDF list. Moreover, in countries such as India and Bangladesh, most facilities do 

not meet these requirements at present. A significant effort would have to be made on 

the part of operators in these countries to ensure their facilities meet the 

requirements needed to be included in such a list.  
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Ultimately the economic impacts of such a list will depend greatly on how it is applied. 

Due to its voluntary nature, facilities may not be obliged to change their methods, 

bypassing economic burdens. It is also worth mentioning the investment required by 

facilities to reach the required safety and environmental performance benchmarks. A 

recent study carried out by COWI on the Ship Dismantling and Pre-cleaning of Ships
169 

compares the revenue from recycling at facilities with varying levels of safety and 

environmental performance. The results, presented in Table 43, show that high-

performance facilities (in the EU) receive negative net revenue from recycling, 

therefore receiving lower net revenue. Certain facilities may be unwilling to raise costs 

(which would be required if investments for improvement were to be made), which 

ultimately has a knock-on effect on the price of scrap. As a sector in which 

competitiveness is highly dependent on the price offered for scrap, underperforming 

but profitable SDFs may be unwilling to change practices. 

Table 43: Estimated costs of effects of ship dismantling based on four alternate 
scenarios169 

 

To maintain this list, funding would be required, which could present an important 

challenge. Initially registration costs must be covered for each facility. Based on the 

findings of a recent impact assessment of the EMAS scheme170, registration fees can 

cost between EUR 18 to EUR 2234, depending on MS. Although the lower value is quite 

low, higher values could have a prohibitive effect. Consulting and auditing costs must 

also be covered. The former study estimates that a medium facility, employing 

approximately 50 people, would be required to pay around EUR 12 000 for consulting 

costs, and costs of verification may range from EUR 500 to 8000171. Prices may vary in 

certain MS, reaching significantly higher values in some cases. 

In addition to setting up the system, it would be necessary to update it periodically. It is 

estimated that a periodical update would be necessary every 6 months to one year. It 

is assumed here that facilities wishing to reach a higher rank would require time to put 

the necessary measures in place. However, there is the possibility that through the 

registration process, the list could be updated spontaneously, in reaction to the receipt 

of applications from facilities. 
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 COWI/DHI 2007 study on ‘Ship dismantling and pre-cleaning of ships’ 
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 European Commission 2008 Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on 

the voluntary participation by organisations in a community Eco-Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS) 

– Impact Assessment. SEC(2008)2121.  
171

 Idem 
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Criteria related to pollution and waste management would require an audit or further 

investigation. If operators were to apply for this label voluntarily, the facility would 

need to be investigated, or the operator would have to prove that the facility meets 

the criteria on the list. To compile and maintain such a list would require research and 

investigation by a single entity, unless transparency could be guaranteed.  

Ultimately, it is up to the ship-owner to decide where a ship may be taken to be 

dismantled. Keeping such a list does not always provide ship-owners with an incentive 

to take their ships to a certified GSSDF, which is highly dependent on the price of scrap. 

More work would need to be carried out to determine how to increase the number of 

ships being taken to GSSDF, thereby ensuring the success of the list. 

11.3.  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS  

The environmental concerns of ship dismantling are primarily related to the harmful 

substances in the ships and the lack of containment of these during the dismantling 

processes, storage and transport, which allows the toxic compounds to enter the 

environment. The relevant hazardous compounds are well defined as for instance in 

the IMO inventory of potentially hazardous materials on board ships.Taking no early or 

additional action at EU level would mean, that the current trends in ship dismantling 

would continue unabated, until the HKC is ratified by MS and enters into force in 2020.  

The development and maintenance of a voluntary list of GSSDF to be used for guidance 

purposes for the identification of high-standard facilities would have a positive impact 

on the environment, particularly in terms of the improvement of the conditions and 

procedures in the management of specific hazards related to recycling, and also on the 

safety condition in the facilities. Indeed the list would allow the ship-owners and other 

stakeholders to assess and follow the performance of the ship recycling yards. 

The criteria identified in the International HKC were used as the minimum standard for 

creating the list of GSSDF. Furthermore, the management, treatment and disposal of 

hazardous waste, as required by the current EU legislation, was also proposed as an 

indispensable requirement for a facility to be considered a true GSSDF. Therefore, this 

list for identification of SRF should ensure that the facilities not only comply with the 

minimum requirements of the future IMO Convention, but also with specific 

requirements of the European Community.  

After transposition of the HKC into the national law of flag States and recycling States 

in 2020, positive effects are expected in a step by step process, partially due to the 

expected impacts on recycling facilities regarding the improvements of the 

management of the specific hazards related to recycling of that ship. Indeed, the new 

elements of the Convention for operators, including the Recycling Facility Management 

Plan, could improve compliance of an operator with environmental and safety rules, as 

it is supposed to be ship specific and be based on details on the specific hazards related 

to recycling of that ship, e.g. IHM data as incorporated in the Ship Recycling Plan. The 
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exact content of the Recycling Facility Management Plan is still being developed in the 

Convention guidelines172. 

Nevertheless, international conventions do have a history of sometimes relatively slow 

implementation into national legislations and it could be a concern also for the HKC. A 

scenario could be that Parties do not yet have the necessary legislation in place, but 

may be placed under significant local pressure to authorise ship recycling facilities in 

order to ensure their commercial viability. Therefore, an improved system (e.g. a 

voluntary list to identify best-performing facilities) could help authorities and facilities 

to ensuring appropriate conditions regarding safety, health and environment practises 

and also to address certain aspects not covered in the IMO guidelines (e.g. monitoring 

of key performance indicators, transparency, etc.) The existence of a list of facilities 

would ensure that ships-owners can detect facilities which better manage hazardous 

materials and waste and also ensure the good safety conditions within its premises. 

11.4.  SOCIAL IMPACTS 

There are many social impacts involved with establishing a list of GSSDF. One of the 

principal beneficial social impacts of such a list is the voluntary initiatives that the list 

would incite from industry to update their facilities to be green and safe, as well as for 

shipowners to dismantle their ships in green and safe facilities. Indeed, a benchmarking 

table would encourage ship dismantling facilities to want to be on the list of GSSDF, not 

only for reputation and image purposes but also for competitive advantages.   

It is also expected that the extra requirements for the dismantling facilities under the 

HKC will lead to a reduction in the relative number of injuries and fatal accidents at the 

recycling facilities due to the various requirements related to safety conditions. 

However, although introducing such a list could induce operators to be mindful of their 

social and environmental impacts, certain negative and often overlooked results could 

have significant social impacts. Recent developments in the ship-breaking industry in 

Bangladesh shed some light on the effects that introducing requirements can have. 

Following a recent crack-down in Bangladesh, a recent Supreme Court ruling may 

result in the shutting down of approximately 36 ship dismantling facilities which are 

unlicensed and do not comply with environmental requirements. This action has 

resulted in protests from workers who fear loss of employment in a country where a 

shortage of employment poses a significant problem for the local population. Some 

workers place the blame on non-governmental organisations which have campaigned 

against the harsh conditions found in ship dismantling facilities, especially where 

children may be carrying out dangerous jobs. Increasing the competitive advantage of 

green and safe facilities could have a similar result, with impacts reverberating 

throughout communities which rely on the ship dismantling sector as a major source of 

income. 
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 Guidelines for the Safe and Environmentally Sound Ship Recycling 
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12.  COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS 

The system above determining GSSDF has been based on voluntary use for the 

identification of high-standard facilities by ship owners or cash-buyers (Option 1). 

However, different alternative uses for the list could exist. Some of these alternatives 

have been included in the following subsections. 

12.1.  POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS 

12.1.1.  OPTION 2: SUPPLEMENTARY TOOL FOR REGULATION 

(MANDATORY USE OF THE LIST) 

The list of GSSDF could be used to monitor compliance with European legislation. If the 

criteria included in the list could be considered mandatory, such a list could be used by 

national port authorities to direct ships to compliant facilities. To a certain extent, the 

implementation of the ELV directive in certain MS could offer some insight into how 

such a system could work. EU MS have transposed the Directive into law, and 

implemented the system in different ways. In Portugal for example, car manufacturers, 

retailers and recovery agents of vehicles in Portugal have jointly created a national 

Managing Entity for the Integrated Management System for ELV. Each centre for 

dismantling is certified by the national authority, but the managing entity organises 

and manages the reception, treatment and recovery of ELV and their respective 

components and materials, while promoting an improved environmental, economical 

and social performance of the ELV management activities. The final user takes the 

vehicle to the collection facility for free, where it is then directed to an appropriate 

dismantling or shredding facility. If the vehicle is left at either a collection or 

dismantling facility, a certificate of destruction is presented to the final user. In the UK, 

a similar system exists, with two separate entities managing two networks to which the 

different manufacturers are affiliated. 

Take-back activities in Germany and Italy differ from the above two countries. Instead 

of introducing one or two entities which organise the ELV network, manufacturers and 

dealers of different cars in Germany are able to accept vehicles of their own brand, and 

subsequently direct them to a dismantling or shredding facility.  

This system could theoretically also be applied to ship dismantling. The introduction of 

“producer responsibility” for vessel manufacturers could support the creation of a 

system for dealing with ships that need to be dismantled as seen in Portugal and the 

UK. This central entity could be responsible for registration of facilities, and it may also 

keep track of facilities and monitor activities more easily. However, there are some 

disadvantages to this approach. If ship manufacturers were to follow the model in 

Germany, it would be more difficult to keep a record of green and safe dismantling 
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facilities as each manufacturer may choose a facility based on factors such as distance. 

If a single entity were to be involved, its operation would need to be funded. If the 

measure were to be introduced at the legislative level in Europe, manufacturers 

outside of Europe would not be included. This puts an unfair disadvantage on 

European ship manufacturers as they could potentially be burdened with the costs of 

maintaining such a system. 

The ELV system relates to the certification of facilities that meet statutory 

requirements. As a consequence, certain additional criteria may not be covered by EU 

or national law and may thus not include much of the criteria used here to identify the 

best performing facilities. This demonstrates the disadvantage of using this system 

when the aim would be to between green and safe facilities from other facilities. 

Moreover, this could rule out the introduction of a rating system for facilities. Strong 

arguments would be necessary for including additional criteria without “punishing” 

those facilities that do not meet these requirements. 

12.1.2.  OPTION 3: TAX ABATEMENT SCHEME  

One of the greater challenges of introducing such a list is that there may not be an 

incentive for ship-owners to send ships to a green and safe facility. To a certain extent, 

developments following the introduction of the ELV Directive could provide a model 

for introducing incentives for facilities owners to comply with regulations. To a certain 

extent the same incentives could be applied to ship dismantling. Tax abatement could 

be granted to ship-owners providing they take their ships to a facility included on the 

GSSDF. This could be applicable to either registration or tonnage tax, which is present 

in many EU MS. The system works because of two main legislative incentives. The first 

relates to national road tax, where owners and holders of vehicles are responsible for 

the payment of an annual tax throughout the duration of vehicle ownership. Owners 

may stop paying for road tax by transporting the vehicle to a certified reception or 

dismantling centre.  

This taxation system is not uniform across European MS. Until recently for example, 

ships carrying the Norwegian flag were subject to tax on profits and not based on 

tonnage. One method of giving ship-owners the incentive to surrender ships to a green 

and safe dismantling facility would be to offer a reduction in registration fees. There 

are both advantages and disadvantages to using the list for this purpose. Although an 

increased number of ships may be surrendered at green and safe facilities, such 

facilities may not have the capacity to deal with the increased supply. Moreover, this 

could potentially offer an unfair advantage to GSSDF over those facilities that are not 

on the list. However, using such measures may induce facilities to invest in improving 

their performance to secure a place on the GSSDF list. Certain facilities may not be able 

to invest in such measures, and could potentially be at a significant economic 

disadvantage. 

Considering the list for this option would mean it can be extended world-wide. 

However, this being the case, it would still create the necessity for an entity or entities 
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to monitor GSSDF activities. Without such central organisation, it may be harder to 

keep track of facilities. 

12.2.  SUMMARY OF OPTIONS 

Table 44 below summarises the above-mentioned options for use of the list of GSSDF, 

developed in previous sections and compares each of the options assessed in terms of 

advantages and disadvantages in each case from a applicability point of view.  

Table 44: Pros and cons of different alternative uses of the list of GSSDF 

Options Pros Cons 

1. Use of the list for 

guidance purposes 

(Voluntary use ) 

- The criteria AA will be set up as a 

benchmark and the list will be used 

to identify high-standard facilities by 

ship owners or cash-buyers.  

- Voluntary schemes can increase in 

time the average performance of 

facilities as being in the list can be 

seen as a competitive advantage 

(good will). 

- Things might not change as the cost 

of implementing measures to update 

the facilities might result in non 

profitability for the facilities. Thus 

facilities might not improve its 

performance as the economical 

benefits are not clear. 

 

2. Supplementary 

tool for regulation 

(Mandatory use) 

- If it is used in conjunction with a 

means to identify ships most likely to 

go to dismantling, it will ensure the 

use of a GSSDF to treat an “identified 

ship” sent for dismantling within the 

EU.  

- Only facilities that fulfil criteria will 

be included in the list, thus providing 

a strong incentive to upgrade its 

performance. 

- Ways of avoiding the binding 

requirements for ship disposal as per 

the applicable regulation in the EU 

might occur as it the current case, 

given that  regulations in other 

countries outside EU can be more 

flexible.  

- Upgraded facilities in the list might 

not receive ships to fulfil all their 

capacity as ships are sent to other 

non-compliant facilities.     

3. Tax abatement 

scheme (Voluntary 

use) 

-It will be an economical incentive to 

ship owners or cash buyers to send a 

ship to a GSSDF. 

-It will be an incentive for SDF to 

upgrade to better standards so that it 

can be included in the list. 

- Taxation system in the EU is not 

uniform and an assessment of its 

applicability within each Member 

State should be done. 

-Provisions to account for the 

economical incentives will be required 

by each Member State.  

 

The environmental, economic, social and other issues are explored and presented in 

the form of a matrix for each explored option in Table 45 . In each cell of the matrix a 
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qualitative score (the explanatory meaning of each symbol is further explained under 

part A). 

Table 45: Summary table for options for the use of the list of GSSDF 

 

 

 

 

              Options for use of 

model 

 

Impact Indicator 

Option 1 

Use of the list for 

guidance purposes 

Option 2 

Supplementary tool for 

regulation (Mandatory 

use) 

Option 3 

Tax abatement scheme 

(Voluntary use) 

Economic impact indicators: 

- Implementation costs (MS) 

-Implementation costs for 

facilities/industry 

- Administrative costs  

-EU competition and EU 

commercial activity 

 

Low 

Medium 

 

Low  

Medium 

 

Medium 

High 

 

High 

High 

 

High 

Medium 

 

High 

High 

Social impact indicators: 

-Encourage shipowners/brokers to 

send ships to GSSDF (change in 

mentality) 

-Improve safety conditions 

 

0 to + 

 

++ 

 

+++ 

 

 

+++ 

 

++ to +++ 

 

 

+++ 

Environmental impact indicators: 

- Prevention of  pollution of the 

marine environment 

- Prevention of wastes being 

shipped to counties without waste 

management facilities 

(enforcement of the WSR and 

Basel Convention) 

-Ensure ships are dismantled in 

GSSDF. 

 

0 to + 

 

 0 to + 

 

 

 

 

0 to + 

 

++ to +++ 

 

+++ 

 

 

 

 

+++ 

 

+ to ++ 

 

++ to +++ 

 

 

 

 

+ to ++ 

 

 

Technical feasibility indicators: 

- Technical feasibility 

- Administrative feasibility 

- Practicability: is it practical to 

implement? 

- Clarity and consistency (e.g. with 

other national and EU legislation)? 

 

 

+ to ++ 

+ to ++ 

Y 

 

Y 

 

-  to + 

-  to + 

Y/N 

 

Y/N 

 

 

-  to + 

-  to + 

Y 

 

Y 
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12.3.  RECOMMENDED OPTION 

All of the alternative options that have just been discussed in the previous section 

would work towards fulfilling the general objectives of the EU strategy on ship 

dismantling. However, of the three options presented, option 2 (using the list on a 

mandatory basis as regulatory tool) seems at this stage the most adequate option in 

terms of possible measures whereby the EU could contribute to safer and more 

environmentally sound treatment of end-of-life ships worldwide.  

Option 1 (i.e. use of the list of GSSDF on a voluntary basis to identify best-performing 

facilities) is the one that is expected to have less impacts in terms of administrative 

burden. It could be help Port State Control authorities to identify best performing 

facilities and to monitor and ensure that ships at risk monitored are sent to GSSDF. 

Finally option 1 would help prepare for HKC requirements in the interim period before 

entry into force of the HKC. 

Option 2 would however contribute to overcome one of the most important limitations 

of option 1, which is the possible lack of incentives for facilities to upgrade their 

installation if the list is only voluntary. Indeed, things might not change as the cost of 

implementing measures to update the facilities might result in non profitability for the 

facilities.   

Option 2 could be used by national port authorities to direct ships to compliant 

facilities. To a certain extent, the implementation of the ELV Directive already provides 

some insights into how this could be done in practice. Furthermore, as mentioned 

before, several of the HKC requirements presuppose that a competent authority is 

nominated in the Recycling State to inter alia authorise the ship recycling facility. The 

authorisation requirement is closely link to the Convention requirements for Recycling 

Facility Management Plan and the Ship Recycling Plan. Early EU transposition of the 

Convention including recycling facilities requirements should consider the use of such 

certification system. In conjunction with a means to identify ships most likely to go to 

dismantling, it will ensure the use of a GSSDF to treat an “identified ship” sent for 

dismantling within the EU. 

One feasibility problem for the use of the list on a mandatory basis is the fact that 

although EU facilities already potentially meet the criteria, the majority of the world’s 

scrapping capacity lies outside of the EU, where compliance levels are theoretically far 

below the minimum benchmark levels. As indicated in previous section, the yearly total 

capacity was determined at 2.8 million LDT for the facilities included in the developed 

list of GSSDF, 0.3 million in the EU and 2.5 million abroad. If taking into account future 

dismantling demand, it was estimated that only 25-36% could be dealt with by the 

identified GSSDF (category AA upwards). 

Option 3 is considered the least effective of the options because of the extremely high 

administrative costs and burdens, as well as the difficulty in the implementation of a 

possible fund for encouraging either the facilities to upgrade their installations or ship-

owners to send their end-of-life ships to GSSDF (i.e. what body would be responsible for 
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setting up the fund, methods for collecting funds, etc.). In addition, the environmental 

and social impacts of this option is not clear because of the difficulty in ensuring that 

financial incentives are not given to ship-owners and brokers who want to purposely 

be on the list, by not respecting environmental and safety standards, in order to 

receive the financial incentives. 

A recent study analysed the feasibility of establishing a fund and raised similar 

drawbacks as Option 3 in this report173. To build upon the two approaches, a fund 

made of fees paid by ships calling at EU ports could solve some of the shortcomings 

already identified. It will mainly avoid all difficulties of a unified tax abatement system 

in the EU while effectively be a mean to collect funds for incentivising ship owners or 

ship dismantling facilities. 

This fund can be used to close the gap between good and poor recycling facilities by 

providing ship owners with an economical incentive if they send their ships to a 

GSSDFs. The amount received for sending a ship to a facility can vary depending on its 

rate, being higher for an AAA facility. 

                                                           
173

 Milieu/COWI, 2009 Study in relation to options for new initiatives regarding dismantling of ships 

[Available online: ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/ships/pdf/executive_summary.pdf] 
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13.  PART B – FINAL CONCLUSIONS 

A list of relevant and identifiable criteria was needed to determine which facilities 

could be considered “green and safe” ship dismantling facilities. Criteria identified in 

the HKC were used as the minimum standard as, with the introduction of the 

Convention, it will be necessary for facilities within candidate countries to reach these 

benchmarks. However, to be considered truly “green and safe” a facility should aim to 

go beyond the criteria identified within the HKC. It was proposed that facilities outside 

the EU should at least reach the minimum legal levels of performance identified in 

Europe. Particularly important in this is the management, treatment and disposal of 

hazardous waste. This criterion was identified as the minimum requirement for 

facilities to reach the AA rank, which was considered as the minimum benchmark for 

facilities to be considered green and safe (in addition to fulfilling criteria in the HKC). 

Certain criteria were removed, such as the need for onsite / offsite medical and 

emergency facilities, community support, and specific criteria related to the design of 

the facility.  

An overview of facilities outside Europe was developed to understand the challenges 

that need to be addressed so that they will be considered as green and safe as per the 

criteria defined in this report. The list of facilities reviewed in China and Turkey show 

the advances they have reached in order to include environmentally sound practices 

and workers’ safety. The practices implemented include Environmental Management 

Systems and Occupational Health and Safety Management Systems certified by a third 

party, treatment and disposal of hazardous waste according to international standards, 

mechanisation processes that reduce the number of manual low skill labourers and 

reduce the risk of being exposed to occupational hazards, and the use of personal 

protection equipment according to the type of waste to be handled, among others. 

Facilities in third countries such as Bangladesh, and India, Pakistan still have a long way 

to go to reach international standards and fulfil the minimum criteria to be awarded an 

A label. There are occasional exceptions but manual labour and beaching remain the 

rule in these groups of Asian developing countries.  

The list of GSSDF has been compiled based on the identified criteria and through 

investigation of practices in different countries and their respective facilities. A total of 

20 GSSDF have been identified, 8 of which are in the EU, and 12 in Asia. Although the 

number of facilities included in the list could theoretically deal with 25 to 36% of 

scrapping demand, in reality, not all ship-owners may have an incentive to send end-

of-life ships to such facilities. The drive to surrender a ship to a certain facility is often 

based on the price of scrap offered by the SDF. As a voluntary instrument, the list 

would be faced with many challenges, including the lack of available information and 

the lack of transparency within the sector. If such a list were to create pressure for 

currently operating SDF, it would provide an unfair disadvantage for facilities that are 
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far from the minimum compliance level. However, alternatives to the list, such as 

introducing mandatory requirements, or introducing tax abatement schemes, could 

result in very small or slow changes to the industry, or, again, provide an unfair 

advantage for facilities which currently underperform. In the case of introducing a 

mandatory tool, for example, EU facilities already potentially meet the criteria, 

whereas the majority of the world’s scrapping capacity lies outside of the EU, where 

compliance levels are theoretically far below the minimum benchmark levels.  

Considering the lack of available information, one of the first challenges that must be 

overcome to ensure the success of introducing and maintaining a list of GSSDF, is to 

increase transparency in the industry, and the incentive to improve practices, given the 

voluntary nature of this instrument.  
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14.  ANNEXES 

ANNEX 1: TERMINOLOGY  

During initial discussions with the Commission and the European Maritime Safety 

Agency (EMSA), a consensus was reached about clarifying the terms used in the study. 

Therefore, for the purposes of this study, the terminology “dismantling” is preferred as 

it refers to ships that have reached the end of their commercial life and are sent out for 

dismantling – the physical process of taking the ship apart (not including beaching). The 

term “scrapping” or “breaking” is also sometimes used to refer to ship dismantling, 

however, this term is usually employed within the ship dismantling industry in a more 

technical or economic context. In this report, scrap or scrapping is referred to 

particularly in the economic context as the shipping market usually refers to “scrap 

prices”, not “dismantling prices”. Also throughout the study, the term at-risk ships also 

refers to ships likely to go for dismantling. 

In addition, it was agreed that establishing criteria for a “list of ships ready for 

recycling”, is somewhat misleading as the criteria to be used to identify ships that may 

be ready for dismantling does not necessary mean that ship parts will be recycled 

afterwards. Ship dismantling often refers to the complete or partial dismantling of a 

ship at a Ship Recycling Facility in order to recover components and materials for 

reprocessing and re-use. In fact, during the first stakeholder consultation, stakeholders 

pointed out that the term “ready for recycling” has a very precise definition under the 

HKC, meaning that ships have already gone through the administrative and technical 

processes in preparing a ship for recycling. This was a similar argument that was raised 

at the inception meeting between the Commission and BIO. In the HKC, the term 

“ready for recycling” is used to designate a ship that has gone through all the required 

administrative processes and acquired the necessary documentation, to signify that 

not only has the shipowner decided to recycle it, but that the shipowner has also taken 

the necessary steps in order to have it recycled according to the terms of the 

Convention. In the context of this study, a list of ships likely to go for dismantling would 

be based on certain criteria that would help shipowners make the decision to 

dismantle their ship based on technical factors such as age, type of ship, costs of repair 

and maintenance, economic factors, etc, (which would theoretically take place before 

the necessary administrative processes to prepare a ship for dismantling). Therefore, a 

“list of ships ready for recycling” has been changed to a “list of ships likely to go for 

dismantling” throughout the study to reflect this clarification in terminology. 
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ANNEX 2: DEFINTION OF CAPACITY UNITS 

There are two sets of units used in the report that measure ship capacity: the first unit 

used in Part A to describe the size of the commercial world fleet, is a unit of volume. 

The second unit used in Part B to refer to the capacity of ship dismantling facilities, is a 

unit of mass. As an important outcome of the present work is to assess the percentage 

of the world fleet that can be sent to a selected group of green and safe ship 

dismantling facilities, both units need to be compared. Bellow there is a short 

description of each unit and how an average conversion rate was established.    

Part A presents data on world fleet capacity of commercial ships using a unit of 

volume, the Gross Tonnage or GT. This unit adopted by IMO in 1969 defined in the 

International Convention on Tonnage Measurement of Ships, 1969174 is based on the 

total volume of the ship in cubic meters and a multiplier K, based also on the ship’s 

volume. The gross tonnage is calculated by using the following formula: 

GT = K x V 

GT = (0.2 + 0.02 x Log10V) x V 

 

Where: 

GT = Gross Tonnage 

K = Multiplier 

V = Volume in cubic meters 

 

As it is a unit related to the ships volume it should not be confused with other terms to 

measure a ship’s capacity, such as deadweight tonnage or displacement. The reason to 

express world fleet ships capacity in GT is that data bases available used mainly this 

unit, as it is relevant for their commercial purpose: cargo transport.  

 

Part B of this report presents data on the capacity of green facilities using a unit of 

weight, the Lightship Displacement Tonnage or LDT. This unit is a measure of the mass 

of the ship excluding cargo and it is the main unit used by the scrapping industry as it is 

relevant for their commercial purpose: weight of scrap metal that can be recovered 

from a dismantled ship. 

 

In order to find a corresponding conversion rate between these values, as information 

for Part A is retrieved from the ship industry databases and for Part B from the ship 

dismantling industry, a general approximation explained as follows was made. 

 

In order to find the corresponding LDT of different ship types and sizes, the data 

presented in Erreur ! Source du renvoi introuvable. can be used as an approximate 

estimate175: 

 

                                                           
174

 www.imo.org/ 
175

 Mikelis, Dr Nikos E 2007, A statistical overview of ship recycling, IMO, [Available online: 

www.imo.org/includes/blastData.asp/doc_id=10237/shiprecycling.pdf] 
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Table 46 : Approximate estimates of LDT of different ship typesErreur ! Signet non 

défini.

 
 

Finding the corresponding conversion rate from GT to LDT for each type of ship, a value 

ranging from 3.1 – 4.5 can be used to convert GT to LDT approximately. This conversion 

rate allowed finding the corresponding capacity of green facilities to dismantle the 

forecasted volume of ships in the next decade 

ANNEX 3: STAKEHOLDERS CONTACTED  

Table 47: Ship dismantling experts, certifiers, MS authorities 

Name Organisation/Location Activity and expertise 

Peter van den dries EMSA –Portugal Safety and maritime data 

Ronald Vopel DG MAR –Belgium Maritime Policy Officier 

Andrea Husen-Bradley 
EMF (European Metal 

Workers’ Federation) –Belgium 

Workers rights, labour 

conditions in 

Jan Hage 
RIS, Demolition & asbestos 

removal –Netherlands 
Ship dismantling operations 

Iris van Markenstein Paris MoU –Nethlerlands 
Port State Control and 

inspections 

Arjen Uytendaal 
The International Ship 

Recycling Association 
Ship dismantling operations 

ANNEX 4: MINUTES OF THE 2ND STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP, 23 

OCTOBER 2009 
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(Contract N° 07.0307/2008/517444/ETU/B1) 

Client: European Commission, DG ENV 

Contact: Laurence MATRINGE  

G.4 - Sustainable Production and Consumption 

Email: Laurence.MATRINGE@ec.europa.eu  

Contact BIO: Shailendra Mudgal /Patricia Benito/Mary Ann Kong  

Tel.: +33 (0)1 53 90 11 80 

Email: patricia.benito@biois.com; 

shailendra.mudgal@biois.com; makong@biois.com  

 

 

Venue:  

Avenue de Beaulieu, 33 (BU-33), 1160 Brussels, Room 0/54   

 

Participants:  

DG ENV    Laurence Matringe 

DG ENV    Michel Sponar 

DG ENV    Klaus Koegler 

BIO Shailendra Mudgal  

BIO Patricia Benito 

BIO Mary Ann Kong 

COWI Helle Husum 

COWI Klaus Winther Ringgaard 

DG TREN Laure Chapuis 

DG COMP Maria de Graça Da Costa 

DG RTD Angel Rodriguez Llerena 

DG ENTR Fabrice Terrac 

DG ENTR Geert Wegman 

DG MARE Ronald Vopel 

European Martime Safety Agency 

(EMSA) 
Peter Van den dries 

Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) – Sweden 
Margareta Appelberg 
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MEDDEM – France Marie-Laure Bailly-Maitre 

Danish Shipowners’ Association Simon Bergulf 

Danish Shipowners’ Association Arne Mikkelsen 

Robin de Bois Christine Bossard 

NGO Platform on Shipbreaking Grazia Cioci 

NGO Platform on Shipbreaking Paoloa Tejada-Laline 

Defra – UK Alison Gadsby 

European Community 

Shipowners’ Association (ECSA) 
Terje Gloersen 

ECSA Benoit Loicq 

Rijnmond Industriele Service BV Jan Hage 

Rijnmond Industriele Service BV Tanco Mulderij 

German Shipowners’ Association Hintzsche Wolfgang 

Armateurs de France Blandine Huchet 

European Metal Workers’ 

Federation (EMF) 
Andrea Husen-Bradley 

Public Waste Agency of 

Flanders (OVAM ) – Belgium 
Gudrun Janssens 

OVAM – Belgium Helen Versluys 

GMB – UK workers’ union Sarah King 

Ministry of Defence – France Cyrille Poirier-Coutansais 

Ministry of Defence – France Laurence Vincent 

Germanisher Lloyd AG Jens Rogge 

Marine Environmental Services Jean-Christophe Saint-Genies 

The Institute of Chartered 

Shipbrokers (ICS)  
John Stawpert 

Ministry of Housing, Spatial 

Planning, and Environment - NL 
Debbie Van Hasstrecht 

Belgian Shipowners’ Association Bernard Vanheule 

Van Heyghen Recycling Peter Wyntin 

Introduction to the workshop by DG ENV 

DG ENV started the workshop with a round table introduction of all participants and 

organisations present. Participants included a diverse range of stakeholders from 
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NGOs, industry federations, MS, ship owner associations, ship recyclers, as well as 

other DGs such as DG ENTR and DG MARE. 

At the European Union (EU) level, besides the studies that have been launched by 

Commissioned, other actions that are currently in place towards better ship 

dismantling are described on the EC ship dismantling website176 where information can 

be found on the EU strategy for better ship dismantling, other relevant EU legislations, 

as well as links to the many completed studies and on-going projects related to ship 

dismantling. 

DG ENV also mentioned that at the EU level, discussions on ship dismantling have 

focused on aspects such as linking EU actions with the Basel Convention, avoiding 

negative effects and competition between EU Member States (MS) and the shipping 

industry, the possibilities of generating green business opportunities through green 

ship dismantling facilities, as well as the importance between ensuring cooperation 

between the 2 systems (international and EU systems). 

The main objective of the workshop was to present and discuss preliminary analysis of 

the study on the feasibility of a list of green ship dismantling facilities and a list of ships 

likely to go for dismantling lead by BIO, as well as the parallel impact assessment that is 

being carried out by COWI on the introduction of a new legislation on ship dismantling 

at the EU level. This was the 2nd stakeholder workshop, following the first stakeholder 

workshop held in June 2009.  

The first half of the workshop included presentations from BIO on the feasibility study 

of a list of green ship dismantling facilities and a list of ships likely to go for recycling, 

followed by discussion. The second half of the workshop included presentations from 

COWI’s study, followed by discussion (not included in these minutes). 

Feasibility of establishing criteria for a list ships likely to go 

for dismantling (BIO) 

Presentation of preliminary studies of Task 2  

Task 2 of the study being carried out by BIO consists in analysing the feasibility of 

establishing a list of ships likely to go for dismantling using selected criteria. The main 

objective of this presentation was to provide an overview of the preliminary analysis 

that is being carried out under the task 2 and to present some preliminary results. The 

presentation included the main objectives, methodology, and initial findings of each 

sub-task.  

The process that was involved in proposing and selecting the most relevant criteria to 

identify ships likely to go for dismantling was explained to stakeholders. Factors for 

criteria selection included aspects such as data availability, relevancy, and facility in 

terms of being able to check and monitor whether ships fulfil certain criteria. Further 

explanations and details of the each of the selected criteria were then presented.  
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 ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/ships/ 



 

January 2010 

European Commission (DG ENV) 
Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and 

a List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

 199 

 

Using different combinations of the selected criteria, 3 models (Models A, B, and C) 

were developed. The models were tested by using actual and available ship 

dismantling data to assess to percentage of ships that the models predict are likely to 

go for recycling. This was also presented to stakeholders including an example of how 

the models can actually be used.  

Difficulties encountered so far in the study were also discussed in the presentation. 

Current difficulties include the robustness of data that has been used, how to forecast 

or estimate the number of ships to be dismantled without sufficient data on the 

current world fleet, and feasible alternative options for the criteria to be defined. 

The next steps of this task include the feasibility analysis, which will take into account 

the political, economic, social, and environmental impacts and alternative options of a 

list of ships likely to go for dismantling. 

The presentation ended with the following discussion questions and ideas for 

stakeholders: 

• Comments concerning the criteria used and the models developed, testing, 

etc? (I.e. format of the models, use of certain criteria in each model, etc.)  

• Feasibility of creating a list of ships likely to go for recycling (i.e. which 

competent body? could such a list anticipate future dismantling volumes and 

thus avoid risks associated with unexpected arrival of large volumes? etc.)  

• Ideas for alternative uses of the models? 

Discussion following presentation on task 2 

One of the principal objectives of the discussion session was to receive comments and 

input on the technical and methodological aspects of the study and not to focus 

conversation on the political context of establishing a list of ships likely to go for 

dismantling. 

Some key summaries of comments from stakeholders are described in the following 

section:  

• It may be worth considering ships that are grounded from serious accidents 

and wrecks because there is often conflict in defining whether the ship should 

be considered “wreckage” or still an operating ship. However, wrecked ships 

represent a very small percentage every year and therefore this may not be 

relevant to include within the scope of this study. 

• Many stakeholders expressed their misgivings about the existence of a list of 

ships likely to go for dismantling. Stakeholders, notably shipowner 

associations, felt that any ship included on such a list would be at a 

disadvantage and would suffer in the market, as the list would qualify the ship 

as being of “poor quality” or “sub-standard”. In addition, such a list could 

create liability problems should a ship be wrongly considered “likely to go to 

dismantling”. The only certain way to identify a ship ready for dismantling is 
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when there is an agreement or a contract that the ship is going to be 

dismantled or when the ship is considered a constructive loss.  

• Some stakeholders had questions concerning the purpose of a list of ships 

likely to go for dismantling. Responses included using the list to ensure that 

ships are dismantled in an environmentally-sound manner that complies with 

the EU’s Waste Shipment Regulation and the Hong Kong Convention (HKC), as 

well as a way to anticipate future scrapping volumes. 

• One stakeholder commented that the study makes a broad assumption that 

operating costs are more expensive towards the end of its life. Another felt 

that the models represent a very academic statement and does not match up 

to reality. We would also have to able to decide whether a percentage such as 

93 % (results of model A) should be considered sufficiently accurate. 

• There was a comment on the difficulties of having a long-term perspective in 

terms of estimating future recycling capacity, especially in Asian states as this is 

a growing market and thus there is some concern whether any estimation at 

the EU level would be of any value. 

• A suggestion was made to also look at the criteria related to end-of-life 

airplanes and vehicles to determine whether any aspects could also be applied 

in the shipping sector. 

• It was highlighted by some stakeholders that flagging out and using a flag of 

convenience is not necessarily a bad thing, as sometimes ships need to flag out 

to a flag of convenience to be able to trade in the flag State region and not 

necessarily to avoid specific governmental regulation.  

• For the testing of the models, a suggestion was given to use the model on a 

group of ships that have actually been dismantled and on another that have 

not, however factors such as having data at the ship level would be necessary 

in order to test the models in this manner. 

• It is important to consider that economic factors such as the earning power of 

the ship, supply of new ships, and structural overcapacities will never be more 

than a probability at a certain point in a time, and cannot be valid for more 

than a couple of months. 

• One stakeholder commented that such a list would bring in much more 

transparency and that with the entry into force of the HKC, a list of high-risk 

ships will have to be published in any case by flag states by HKC, meaning that 

out would be less possible. 

Feasibility of establishing a list of green ship dismantling 

facilities (BIO) 

Presentation of preliminary studies of Task 3  



 

January 2010 

European Commission (DG ENV) 
Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and 

a List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

 201 

 

The main objective of this presentation was to provide an overview of the preliminary 

analysis that is being carried out under the task 3 and to present some preliminary 

results. The presentation included the selection of the most pertinent and feasible 

criteria for a list of GSSDF (green ship dismantling facilities), format of the list of GSSDF, 

alternative uses of a list of GSSDF, possible limitations and future steps. 

Each of the selected criteria for identifying GSSDF was then presented in detail. The 

benchmarking table including the proposed criteria and the suggested rating system 

(triple A rating system) for both EU and non-EU facilities was also shown.  

Difficulties encountered so far in the study were also discussed in the presentation. 

Current difficulties include being able to define each criterion clearly as some of the 

criteria are quite broad and can be widely interpreted (i.e. workers rights). Another 

challenge will be to determine to what extent facilities fulfil individual criterion. Finally, 

one of the main limitations observed at this point is the difficulty in obtaining data, 

notably on individual ship dismantling facilities (particularly in facilities outside 

Europe).  

The next steps of this task include more precise definitions of the selected criteria, 

determining priority criteria, and determining compliance levels for the ranking 

system. Further analysis with include aspects such as existing schemes that promote 

the use and development of GSSDF, possible standards (Green Ship Recycling Standard 

ISRA standard, Green Award, UK Ship recycling guidance, etc.) , as well as an analysis of 

the feasibility of alternative options of a list of GSSDF. 

The presentation ended with the following discussion questions and ideas for 

stakeholders: 

• Selected criteria - how will details and ranking be determined? 

• Additional alternative uses for the list? 

• Feasibility of maintaining the list 

Discussion following presentation on task 3  

One of the principal objectives of this discussion session was to guide comments and 

input on the technical and methodological aspects of establishing a list of GSSDF. 

Following are some key summaries of comments from stakeholders and observations:  

• Overall, most stakeholders were favorable to the existence of a list of GSSDF. 

Many stakeholders also pointed out that “green ship dismantling facilities” 

should be changed to “green and safe ship recycling facilities” to reflect not 

only that facilities are dismantling ships in an environmentally sound manner 

but also the importance of safety and working conditions. 

• The ICS has recently published the document “Selling Ships for Recycling” to 

help shipowners understand the process in ensuring that their ships are 

dismantled in an environmentally sounds manner and has offered to provide 

us with any additional information that may be helpful for this study. 
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• There was warning from some stakeholders that including criteria that go 

beyond the minimum requirements of the HKC will be limiting as this may 

overshadow facilities that are satisfactory.  

• It should be considered that we must accept the use of facilities that may not 

fulfil all minimum standards because of the interim period up to the entry in 

force of the HKC. 

• There was a suggestion on “green labelling the contractor” and not just the 

facility, as oftentimes it takes longer to authorise a facility than the ship 

contractor.  

• Stakeholders were conscious of the difficulty involved in obtaining data from 

facilities, especially for criteria such as worker rights. In addition, it will be 

important to specify the definition of each criterion in order to be able to apply 

criteria at the international level. The definition of a ship dismantling facility is 

also key and should focus on dedicated facilities, as some facilities may only 

take part in certain procedures of the ship dismantling process.  

• In order for MS and the shipping industry to benefit from a equal level playing 

field, the study should take an objective stance and should not create such a 

strict classification that may exclude certain facilities.   

• Criteria should be based on existing systems such as ISO health standards as a 

preliminary basis, and certification bodies should be accredited ones.  

Concluding remarks and next steps 

Overall, the discussions with stakeholders on this study were quite useful and 

constructive. Stakeholders showed a genuine interest in the study and results. DG ENV 

and BIO made it clear to stakeholders that their input is of great importance and value 

for this study, therefore for their opinions to be considered, written comments will 

need to be sent to the Commission within a week from the workshop. DG ENV will 

provide links to the presentations available from their website.  

The next steps of the study include integrating stakeholder comments received during 

and after the stakeholder workshop into the interim report. It has been agreed with DG 

ENV to extend the deadline for the interim report from 3 November to 10 November in 

order to take into account all stakeholder comments. The list of workshop participants, 

including their contact information has also been provided by DG ENV to enable us to 

contact specific stakeholders for any further data needs. 

In addition, contact has been made with COWI who is currently working on the impact 

assessment to enable mutual knowledge exchange and support between the two 

studies.  
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ANNEX 5: EU AND INTERNATIONAL INITIATIVES THAT ADDRESS 

SHIP DISMANTLING 

As is seen in the figures below, for ship dismantlement, there are many initiatives that 

exist at the MS, EU, and International level and shows initiatives from NGOs and 

industry.  

Table 48 gives a further description of the existing MS, EU, and international 

legislation. 

Figure 35: Non-governmental initiatives on Ship Dismantlement177 
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Table 48: Description of Existing EU and International Legislation and Initiatives 
Organisation Initiative Objective 

European 

Union 

Green Paper on 
Better Ship 
Dismantling 

This Green Paper attempted to come up with fresh 

ideas on ship dismantling, in order to continue and 

intensify the dialogue with MS and stakeholders and 

prepare the ground for future action in the context of 

EU policies, including the future Maritime Policy, in 

order to protect  the environment and of human 

health. 

Waste Shipment 
Regulation 

Regulates the shipment of end-of-life vessels within the 

EU or between its Member States and third countries. 

The EU’s implementation of the Basel Convention, and 

it directly applies to “vessels and other floating 

structures”, which can only be exported for recovery if 

they are “properly emptied” of certain specified 

hazardous substances 

Integrated Maritime 
Policy for the EU 

Established an EU strategy for environmentally sound 

ship dismantling and support initiatives at the 

international level to achieve minimum standards on 

ship recycling and promote the establishment of clean 

recycling facilities. 

Waste Framework 
Directive 

Sets out a number of requirements, including 

safeguards for environmental protection during 

recovery or disposal, planning and permitting 
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 Acronyms in the graphic: BAN-Basel Action Network; ICS-International Chamber of Shipping; IWGSR-

Industry Working Group on Ship Recycling; ISRA-International Ship Recycling Association; BIMCO- 

independent international shipping association 
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Organisation Initiative Objective 

requirements, record-keeping and periodic inspections 

EMSA 

Provides technical and scientific advice to the 

Commission in the field of maritime safety and 

prevention of pollution by ships. Cooperates with 

Member States maritime services. 

Port State Control 
(Maritime Directive) 

Port State Control is a system of inspections, carried 

out on foreign-flag ships visiting a country's ports, to 

check that they comply with international standards for 

safety, pollution prevention and shipboard living and 

working conditions.  

Classification 
Societies (Maritime 
Directives) 

Officially recognised by the EU to develop and apply 

technical standards to the design, construction and 

assessment of ships (and other marine facilities) and 

which carry out survey work on ships. Flag states can 

authorise classification societies for the inspection and 

statutory certification of their ships. 

France 

Interdepartmental 
Committee on the 
Dismantling of 
Civilian and Military 
End-of-Life Ships 
(MIDN) 

Contributing to the emergence of binding rules for a 

dismantling respectful of individuals and the 

environment, and identifying the conditions for a viable 

dismantling industry in France or in Europe. 

United 

Kingdom 

UK Ship Recycling 
Strategy 

Strategic approach to the recycling of UK flagged 

vessels that is consistent with the UK's national and 

international sustainable development commitments 

and support the development of UK capacity for 

recycling of end-of-life vessels in an environmentally 

sound manner 

UNEP Basel Convention 

Controls ships that are sent from developed to 

developing countries for scrapping, which usually 

contains hazardous materials and may be (hazardous) 

waste as well as a ship under other international 

conventions. 

OECD Decision on the 
Control of 
Transboundary 
waste 

Compliments the Basel Convention and applies when 

transboundary movements of wastes destined for 

recovery operations take place from one OECD 

Member country to another. 

IMO Hong Kong 
Convention 

To act as an international convention on the safe and 

environmentally sound recycling of ships 
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ANNEX 6: SHIP TYPE AGGREGATIONS178 
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 Based in Equasis World Fleet Report 2007 
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ANNEX 7: TRENDS OF WORLD FLEET IN NUMBERS AND GT, BASED ON TYPE OF SHIP179 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

# 18 102 18 466 18 816 19 174 19 653 20 144 20 648 21 090 21 491 21 899 22 315 22 739 23 171

GT (mil) 60 62 64 66 67 69 71 73 75 77 79 82 84

# 240 249 255 264 274 283 293 300 310 319 329 339 349

GT (mil) 2 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 6

# 3 960 4 309 4 653 5 025 5 427 5 861 6 330 6 884 7 435 8 029 8 672 9 366 10 115

GT (mil) 113 126 139 153 168 185 203 212 233 257 282 311 342

# 1 588 1 632 1 680 1 724 1 775 1 829 1 884 1 937 1 995 2 055 2 117 2 180 2 246

GT (mil) 35 38 41 43 45 47 49 50 54 57 61 65 70

# 7 240 7 488 7 712 7 966 8 723 9 552 10 459 10 961 11 290 11 629 11 977 12 337 12 707

GT (mil) 207 218 229 241 265 291 320 337 354 372 390 410 430

# 10 656 11 092 11 535 11 985 12 464 12 963 13 481 12 955 13 473 14 012 14 573 15 156 15 762

GT (mil) 219 233 246 260 275 291 307 286 302 320 340 360 382

# 1 297 1 360 1 428 1 494 1 550 1 608 1 668 1 724 1 810 1 901 1 996 2 096 2 200

GT (mil) 31 34 38 41 43 46 48 50 55 60 66 73 80

# 379 385 391 397 403 409 415 421 427 434 440 447 454

GT (mil) 8 8 8 8 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9

# 6 253 6 335 6 398 6 481 6 507 6 533 6 559 6 564 6 630 6 696 6 763 6 831 6 899

GT (mil) 30 31 32 34 34 34 35 35 36 38 39 41 42

# 4 122 4 174 4 224 4 275 4 326 4 378 4 430 4 514 4 568 4 623 4 678 4 735 4 791

GT (mil) 9 10 10 11 11 12 13 13 14 14 15 16 17

# 11 491 11 955 12 409 12 881 13 357 13 851 14 364 14 812 15 360 15 928 16 518 17 129 17 763

GT (mil) 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 6 6

# 65 328 67 445 69 501 71 665 74 459 77 411 80 532 82 162 84 789 87 525 90 378 93 352 96 456

GT (mil) 718 766 813 863 925 991 1 063 1 056 1 141 1 195 1 292 1 377 1 467TOTAL

Oil and chemical 

tankers

Gas tankers

Other tankers

Passenger ships

Service ships

Tugs

Type of ship

General Cargo

Specialised cargo 

ships

Container ships

Ro-Ro Ships

Bulkers
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 Equasis World fleet report, 2006, [Available online: https://extranet.emsa.europa.eu/index.php?option=com_docman&task=doc_download&gid=527&Itemid=113] and Equasis World 

fleet report 2007, [Available online: https://extranet.emsa.europa.eu/index.php?option=com_docman&task=doc_download&gid=702&Itemid=193] 
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2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

# 23 611 24 060 24 517 24 983 25 458 25 941 26 434 26 936 27 448 27 970 28 501 29 043

GT (mil) 86 89 91 94 97 100 103 105 109 112 115 118

# 359 368 378 387 397 406 415 423 432 440 449 457

GT (mil) 6 7 8 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

# 10 924 11 798 12 742 13 761 14 862 16 051 17 335 18 722 20 220 21 837 23 584 25 471

GT (mil) 376 413 455 500 550 605 666 733 806 886 975 1 072

# 2 313 2 382 2 454 2 527 2 603 2 681 2 762 2 845 2 930 3 018 3 108 3 202

GT (mil) 74 80 85 91 97 104 111 118 126 135 144 154

# 13 088 13 481 13 885 14 302 14 731 15 173 15 628 16 097 16 579 17 077 17 589 18 117

GT (mil) 452 474 498 523 549 576 605 636 667 701 736 773

# 16 392 17 048 17 730 18 439 19 177 19 944 20 741 21 571 22 434 23 331 24 264 25 235

GT (mil) 405 429 455 482 511 541 574 608 645 684 725 768

# 2 310 2 426 2 547 2 674 2 808 2 949 3 096 3 251 3 413 3 584 3 763 3 951

GT (mil) 88 97 107 117 129 142 156 172 189 208 228 251

# 460 467 474 481 489 496 503 511 519 526 534 542

GT (mil) 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 11 11

# 6 968 7 037 7 108 7 179 7 251 7 323 7 396 7 470 7 545 7 621 7 697 7 774

GT (mil) 44 46 47 49 51 53 55 57 59 62 64 66

# 4 849 4 907 4 966 5 026 5 086 5 147 5 209 5 271 5 334 5 398 5 463 5 529

GT (mil) 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 26 27 28 30

# 18 420 19 101 19 808 20 541 21 301 22 089 22 907 23 754 24 633 25 544 26 490 27 470

GT (mil) 6 6 7 7 7 8 8 9 9 9 10 10

# 99 694 103 076 106 609 110 301 114 161 118 199 122 426 126 851 131 487 136 347 141 443 146 790

GT (mil) 1 564 1 669 1 781 1 902 2 031 2 171 2 322 2 484 2 658 2 847 3 050 3 270TOTAL

Oil and chemical 

tankers

Gas tankers

Other tankers

Passenger ships

Service ships

Tugs

Type of ship

General Cargo

Specialised cargo 

ships

Container ships

Ro-Ro Ships

Bulkers
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ANNEX 8: FORECAST ON THE NUMBER OF SHIPS TO GO FOR DISMANTLING, 2010-2030, (SHIPS 25 000 GT ≥)180  

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

# # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # # #

General 

Cargo
157 227 41  -  -  -  -  - 11 11 11 11 11  -  -  -  -  - 16 16 16 16 16

Specialized 

cargo ships
 - 1 17 3 3 3 4 4  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 1 1 1 - - - - -

Container 

ships
70 135 102 49 49 49 74 74 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 168 168 168 168 168

Ro-Ro Ships 20 73 111 28 28 28 43 43  -  -  -  -  - 33 33 33 33 33 35 35 35 35 35

Bulkers 67 207 351 123 123 123 185 185 152 152 152 152 152 152 152 152 152 152 209 209 209 209 209

Oil & 

chemical 

tankers

137 70 784 83 83 83 83 398 96 96 96 96 96 222 222 222 222 222 126 126 126 126 126

Gas tankers 27 20 83  -  -  -  -  - 10 10 10 10 10  -  -  -  -  - 20 20 20 20 20

Other 

tankers
 -  - 1  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 1 1

Passenger 

ships
42 12 33 13 13 13 20 20  -  -  -  -  - 33 33 33 33 33 16 16 16 16 16

Service ships
23 15 12  -  -  -  -  - 2 2 2 2 2  -  -  -  -  - 3 3 3 3 3

Total 543 760 1 535 299 299 299 409 724 346 346 346 346 346 515 515 516 516 516 593 593 593 594 594

% of world 

fleet 0,78% 1,06% 2,06% 0,39% 0,37% 0,36% 0,48% 0,83% 0,38% 0,37% 0,36% 0,35% 0,34% 0,48% 0,47% 0,45% 0,44% 0,42% 0,47% 0,45% 0,43% 0,42% 0,40%

Ship Type
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 Dismantling figures from 2008 and 2009 based on data received from EMSA, October 2009 
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ANNEX 9: FORECAST ON THE VOLUME OF SHIPS TO GO FOR DISMANTLING, 2010-2030, (GT 1000, SHIPS 25 000 GT ≥) 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030
GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t) GT (1000 t)

General Cargo
1 126  -  -  -  -  - 317 317 317 317 317  -  -  -  -  - 501 501 501 501 501

Specialized 

cargo ships
583 106 106 106 160 160  -  -  -  -  - 24 24 24 24 24  -  -  -  -  -

Container 

ships
3500 2005 2005 2005 3008 3008 3596 3596 3596 3596 3596 3579 3579 3579 3579 3579 9485 9485 9485 9485 9485

Ro-Ro Ships 4162 1200 1200 1200 1801 1801  -  -  -  -  - 1619 1619 1619 1619 1619 1865 1865 1865 1865 1865

Bulkers 15 010 6 036 6 036 6 036 9 054 9054 6 775 6 775 6 775 6 775 6775 6 775 6 775 6 775 6 775 6 775 10217 10217 10217 10217 10217

Oil & chemical 

tankers

74 431 15273 15273 19300 19300 98100 7700 7700 7700 7700 7700 15125 15125 15125 15125 15125 7425 7425 7425 7425 7425

Gas tankers 5061  -  -  -  -  - 623 623 623 623 623  -  -  -  -  - 1573 1573 1573 1573 1573

Other tankers
30  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -   -  -  -  -  -  - 12 12 12 12 12

Passenger 

ships
1 068 1 033 1 033 1 033  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 1728 1728 1728 1728 1728 315 315 315 315 315

Service ships 475  -  -  -  -  - 86 86 86 86 86  -  -  -  -  - 155 155 155 155 775

Total 105 446 25 653 25 653 29 680 33 323 112123 19 097 19 097 19 097 19 097 19097 28 850 28 850 28 850 28 850 28 850 31548 31548 31548 31548 32168

GT (million) 105 26 26 30 33 112 19 19 19 19 19 21 21 21 21 21 32 32 32 32 32

% of total 

world fleet 11,35% 2,62% 2,45% 2,84% 2,89% 9,37% 1,47% 1,38% 1,30% 1,21% 1,14% 1,18% 1,10% 1,03% 0,97% 0,90% 1,29% 1,20% 1,12% 1,05% 0,98%

Ship Type

 



 

210 European Commission (DG ENV) 
Feasibility of a list of “Green and Safe” Ship Dismantling Facilities and a List of Ships Likely to go for Dismantling 

                                January 2010 

 

ANNEX 10: NUMBER OF SOME MS FLAGGED SHIPS LIKELY TO BE DISMANTLED IN THE PERIOD 2009-2030 

COUNTRY TYPE OF SHIP 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Belgium Bulk carrier 1 1 2 2 1 5 2

Belgium Containers 2 4

Belgium Gas tanker 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 1

Belgium Oil tanker 1 1 2

Belgium Passenger ship 1 2 1

Belgium Ro-Ro 4 1 1 2 2 1

France Bulk carrier 14 1 1 1 1

France Containers 4 1 6 5 2

France Gas tanker 1 1 1 1

France Oil tanker 1 1 3 1 4 2 8 4 2 3

France Passenger ship 6 2 1 1 2 2 4 2 1 1 2 3 2 2 3 1 2

France Ro-Ro 5 1 2 2 1 1 3 5 1

UK Bulk carrier 1 11 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 1 1 3 4 2 2 2

UK Containers 2 6 1 1 4 5 5 5 7 5 5 6 47

UK Oil tanker 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 8 9 4 5 5 48

UK Other general cargo 39 7 7 6 4 4 3 1 5 4 1 1

UK Passenger ship 21 4 3 6 6 6 2 2 2 2 4 5 4 4 5 24

UK Ro-Ro 28 7 2 2 2 1 1 5 5 4 4 3 7 7 7 8 8

UK Specialised carrier 2 3 2 2 3 29 29 30

ALL 3 Bulk carrier 15 13 3 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 3 0 1 0 1 2 3 6 4 3 7 3

ALL 3 Containers 4 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 5 5 5 7 9 6 12 56 2

ALL 3 Gas tanker 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 1 1 0 2 1 0

ALL 3 Oil tanker 4 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 4 10 13 11 12 11 7 51

ALL 3 Passenger ship 27 6 3 1 0 7 8 8 1 6 2 3 3 2 2 5 4 7 6 7 6 27

ALL 3 Ro-Ro 37 7 0 1 2 4 2 0 0 0 1 3 7 7 4 9 5 7 8 7 13 9

ALL 3 Other general cargo 39 0 0 7 7 6 0 0 4 4 3 0 0 0 0 1 5 4 0 1 1 0

ALL 3 Specialised carrier 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 3 0 29 29 30 0

CYPRUS Total 229 24 23 23 23 23 21 30 30 30 30 30 37 37 37 37 36 32 32 32 32 33

FRANCE Total 26 3 0 2 0 3 2 2 1 4 2 3 4 4 3 8 4 8 11 14 14 9

UK Total 97 31 7 10 13 17 13 10 7 7 7 4 12 11 15 23 33 34 51 54 98 80

BELGIUM Total 7 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 3 1 0 2 1 0 6 4 3 3 4 9 3

TOTAL EU Flagged 359 59 30 35 36 45 36 42 39 44 40 37 55 53 55 74 77 77 97 104 153 125
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ANNEX 11: MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS OF THE INTERNATIONAL 

HONG KONG CONVENTION 

CHAPTER 3 – REQUIREMENTS FOR SHIP RECYCLING FACILITIES   

Regulation 15 – Controls on Ship Recycling Facilities   

1 Each Party shall establish legislation, regulations, and standards that are necessary 

to ensure that Ship Recycling Facilities are designed, constructed, and operated in 

a safe and environmentally sound manner in accordance with the regulations of 

this Convention.   

 

2  Each Party shall establish a mechanism for authorizing Ship Recycling Facilities 

with appropriate conditions to ensure that such Ship Recycling Facilities meet the 

requirements of this Convention.  

 

3 Each Party shall establish a mechanism for ensuring that Ship Recycling Facilities 

comply with the requirements of this chapter including the establishment and 

effective use of inspection, monitoring and enforcement provisions, including 

powers of entry and sampling. Such a mechanism may include an audit scheme to 

be carried out by the Competent Authority(ies) or an organization recognized by 

the Party, taking into account guidelines developed by the Organization, and the 

results of these audits should be communicated to the Organization.  

 

4 Each Party shall designate one or more Competent Authorities and the single 

contact point to be used by the Organization, Parties to this Convention and other 

interested entities, for matters related to Ship Recycling Facilities operating within 

the jurisdiction of that Party.  

 

 

Regulation 16 – Authorization of Ship Recycling Facilities   

1 Ship Recycling Facilities which recycle ships to which this Convention applies, or 

ships treated similarly pursuant to Article 3.4, shall be authorized by a Party taking 

into account the guidelines developed by the Organization.   

 

2 The authorization shall be carried out by the Competent Authority(ies) and shall 

include verification of documentation required by this Convention and a site 

inspection. The Competent Authority(ies) may however entrust the authorization 

of Ship Recycling Facilities to organizations recognized by it.  

 

3 The Party shall notify the Organization of the specific responsibilities and 

conditions of the authority delegated to the recognized organizations, for 
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circulation to Parties. In every case, the Competent Authority(ies) retains full 

responsibility for the authorization issued.  

 

4 The authorization shall be drawn up in the form set forth in Appendix 5. If the 

language used is not English, French or Spanish, the text shall include a translation 

into one of these languages.  

 

5 The authorization shall be valid for a period specified by the Party but not 

exceeding five years. The Party shall identify the terms for which the authorization 

will be issued, withdrawn, suspended, amended and renewed, and communicate 

these terms to the Ship Recycling Facilities. If a Ship Recycling Facility refuses 

inspection by the Competent Authority(ies) or the recognized organization 

operating on its/their behalf, the authorization shall be suspended or withdrawn.   

 

6 If incidents or actions taken at the Ship Recycling Facility have the effect that the 

conditions for the authorization are no longer fulfilled, the Ship Recycling Facility 

shall inform the Competent Authority(ies). The Competent Authority(ies) may 

accordingly decide to suspend or withdraw the authorization, or require corrective 

actions by the Ship Recycling Facility. 

 

Regulation 17 – General requirements   

1 Ship Recycling Facilities authorized by a Party shall establish management systems, 

procedures and techniques which do not pose health risks to the workers 

concerned or to the population in the vicinity of the Ship Recycling Facility and 

which will prevent, reduce, minimize and to the extent practicable eliminate 

adverse effects on the environment caused by Ship Recycling, taking into account 

guidelines developed by the Organization.  

  

2 Ship Recycling Facilities authorized by a Party shall, for ships to which this 

Convention applies, or ships treated similarly pursuant to Article 3.4:   

 

a. only accept ships that:   

i. comply with this Convention; or   

ii. meet the requirements of this Convention;   

 

b. only accept ships which they are authorized to recycle; and   

 

c. have the documentation of its authorization available if such 

documentation is requested by a shipowner that is considering recycling 

a ship at that Ship Recycling Facility 
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Regulation 18 – Ship Recycling Facility Plan   

Ship Recycling Facilities authorized by a Party shall prepare a Ship Recycling Facility 

Plan. The Plan shall be adopted by the board or the appropriate governing body of the 

Recycling Company, and shall include:   

1 a policy ensuring workers’ safety and the protection of human health and the 

environment, including the establishment of objectives that lead to the 

minimization and elimination to the extent practicable of the adverse effects on 

human health and the environment caused by Ship Recycling;   

 

2 a system for ensuring implementation of the requirements set out in this 

Convention, the achievement of the goals set out in the policy of the Recycling 

Company, and the continuous improvement of the procedures and standards used 

in the Ship Recycling operations;   

 

3 identification of roles and responsibilities for employers and workers when 

conducting Ship Recycling operations;   

 

4 a programme for providing appropriate information and training of workers for the 

safe and environmentally sound operation of the Ship Recycling Facility;   

 

5 an emergency preparedness and response plan;   

 

6 a system for monitoring the performance of Ship Recycling;    

 

7 a record-keeping system showing how Ship Recycling is carried out;   

 

8 a system for reporting discharges, emissions, incidents and accidents causing 

damage, or with the potential of causing damage, to workers’ safety, human health 

and the environment; and   

 

9 a system for reporting occupational diseases, accidents, injuries and other adverse 

effects on workers’ safety and human health, taking into account guidelines 

developed by the Organization.  

  

Regulation 19 – Prevention of adverse effects to human health and the environment   

Ship Recycling Facilities authorized by a Party shall establish and utilize procedures to:   

1 prevent explosions, fires, and other unsafe conditions by ensuring that Safe-for-hot 

work conditions and procedures are established, maintained and monitored 

throughout Ship Recycling;   

 

2 prevent harm from dangerous atmospheres and other unsafe conditions by 

ensuring that Safe-for-entry conditions and procedures are established, 
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maintained, and monitored in ship spaces, including confined spaces and enclosed 

spaces, throughout Ship Recycling;   

 

3 prevent other accidents, occupational diseases and injuries or other adverse 

effects on human health and the environment; and   

 

4 prevent spills or emissions throughout Ship Recycling which may cause harm to 

human health and/or the environment, taking into account guidelines developed 

by the Organization.  

 

Regulation 20 – Safe and environmentally sound management of Hazardous 

Materials  

1 Ship Recycling Facilities authorized by a Party shall ensure safe and 

environmentally sound removal of any Hazardous Material contained in a ship 

certified in accordance with regulation 11 or 12. The person(s) in charge of the 

recycling operations and the workers shall be familiar with the requirements of this 

Convention relevant to their tasks and, in particular, actively use the Inventory of 

Hazardous Materials and the Ship Recycling Plan, prior to and during the removal 

of Hazardous Materials.   

 

2 Ship Recycling Facilities authorized by a Party shall ensure that all Hazardous 

Materials detailed in the Inventory are identified, labelled, packaged and removed 

to the maximum extent possible prior to cutting by properly trained and equiped 

workers, taking into account the guidelines developed by the Organization, in 

particular:   

a. hazardous liquids, residues and sediments;   

 

b. substances or objects containing heavy metals such as lead, mercury, 

cadmium and hexavalent chromium;   

 

c. paints and coatings that are highly flammable and/or lead to toxic 

releases;   

 

d. asbestos and materials containing asbestos;   

 

e. PCB and materials containing PCBs, ensuring that heat inducing 

equipment is avoided during such operations;   

 

f. CFCs and halons; and    
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g. other Hazardous Materials not listed above and that are not a part of 

the ship structure.  

 

3 Ship Recycling Facilities authorized by a Party shall provide for and ensure safe and 

environmentally sound management of all Hazardous Materials and wastes 

removed from the ship recycled at that Ship Recycling Facility. Waste management 

and disposal sites shall be identified to provide for the further safe and 

environmentally sound management of materials. 

 

4 All wastes generated from the recycling activity shall be kept separate from 

recyclable materials and equipment, labelled, stored in appropriate conditions that 

do not pose a risk to the workers, human health or the environment and only 

transferred to a waste management facility authorized to deal with their treatment 

and disposal in a safe and environmentally sound manner.   

 

Regulation 21 – Emergency preparedness and response   

Ship Recycling Facilities authorized by a Party shall establish and maintain an 

emergency preparedness and response plan. The plan shall be made having regard to 

the location and environment of the Ship Recycling Facility, and shall take into account 

the size and nature of activities associated with each Ship Recycling operation. The 

plan shall furthermore:   

1 ensure that the necessary equipment and procedures to be followed in the 

case of an emergency are in place, and that drills are conducted on a regular 

basis;   

 

2 ensure that the necessary information, internal communication and 

coordination are provided to protect all people and the environment in the 

event of an emergency at the Ship Recycling Facility;   

 

3 provide for communication with, and information to, the relevant Competent 

Authority(ies), the neighbourhood and emergency response services;   

 

4 provide for first-aid and medical assistance, fire-fighting and evacuation of all 

people at the Ship Recycling Facility, pollution prevention; and   

 

5 provide for relevant information and training to all workers of the Ship 

Recycling Facility, at all levels and according to their competence, including 

regular exercises in emergency prevention, preparedness and response 

procedures.  

 

Regulation 22 – Worker safety and training   
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1 Ship Recycling Facilities authorized by a Party shall provide for worker safety by 

measures including:   

a. ensuring the availability, maintenance and use of personal protective 

equipment and clothing needed for all Ship Recycling operations;   

 

b. ensuring that training programmes are provided to enable workers to 

safely undertake all Ship Recycling operations they are tasked to do; 

and 

   

c. ensuring that all workers at the Ship Recycling Facility have been 

provided with appropriate training and familiarization prior to 

performing any Ship Recycling operation.  

 

2 Ship Recycling Facilities authorized by a Party shall provide and ensure the use 

of personal protective equipment for operations requiring such use, including:  

. 

a. head protection;   

 

b. face and eye protection; 

    

c. hand and foot protection;   

 

d. respiratory protective equipment;   

 

e. hearing protection;   

 

f. protectors against radioactive contamination;   

 

g. protection from falls; and    

 

h. appropriate clothing. 

 

 

3 Ship Recycling Facilities authorized by a Party may co-operate in providing for 

training of workers. Taking into account the guidelines developed by the 

Organization, the training programmes set forth in paragraph 1.2 of this 

regulation shall:   

a. cover all workers including contractor personnel and employees in the 

Ship Recycling Facility;   

 

b. be conducted by Competent persons;   

 

c. provide for initial and refresher training at appropriate intervals;  
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d. include participants’ evaluation of their comprehension and retention 

of the training;   

 

e. be reviewed periodically and modified as necessary; and   

 

f. be documented. 

 

Regulation 23 – Reporting on incidents, accidents, occupational diseases and chronic 

effects   

1 Ship Recycling Facilities authorized by a Party shall report to the Competent 

Authority(ies) any incident, accident, occupational diseases, or chronic effects 

causing, or with the potential of causing, risks to workers safety, human health 

and the environment.   

 

2 Reports shall contain a description of the incident, accident, occupational 

disease, or chronic effect, its cause, the response action taken and the 

consequences and corrective actions to be taken.  

  

 

 

 

 


