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ABSTRACT

In this article, the authors are trying to compare and analyze the main
peculiarities of legal regulation of the contract of towage at sea in such
common law countries as Great Britain, USA and Canada, and some countries
of the European Union (Germany, Lithuania, Poland). The first part of the
study is devoted to the analysis of the influence of towing technology on its
legal regulation. The authors consider different towing options with the main
difference being towing guidelines. The article analyzes how the technological
aspects of towing have influenced the development of various standard forms
of towage contracts adopted in the international maritime sector. The second
part of the study analyzes the connections, similarities and differences between
towing and salvages. Salvages services are provided when the vessel is in such
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a dangerous situation that the master has no real choice but to accept salvages
services so that the vessel or cargo is not lost. Towing services are provided
when the vessel is safe, so the shipowner can choose to have the vessel repaired
on site or conclude a towing contract to bring the vessel to a convenient port.
The nature of towage and salvages services at sea also determines the difference
between towage and salvages charges. Payment for towing services is carried
out on the basis and under the terms of the towing contract. At the same time,
given the surprising nature of salvages at sea, it is impossible to foresee in
advance the amount of remuneration for salvages operations at sea, therefore,
the amount of remuneration usually depends on the value of the salvaged
property. The third part analyzes the contract of towage, the rights, and
obligations of the parties, especially the legal regulation of carriage, some court
decisions of common law countries and some of European Union countries, such
as Germany, Lithuania, Poland. In Lithuania and Poland, a towage contract
can be classified as consensual, paid, and bilateral. In some cases, a contract
of towage may be considered as multilateral. Briefly comparing the Lithuanian
and Polish legal regulation of towage relations, one can conclude that there are
no special differences between them. At the same time, In German law a towage
contract is not codified as a specific art of a contract. German law regulates that
a towage contract (Germ. Schleppvertrag or Remorkvertrag) can be recognized
either as a contract to produce a work (Germ. Werkvertrag), or as a contract for
services (Germ. Dienstvertrag) or a contract of carriage (Germ. Frachtvertrag).
In common law countries, a contract of towage is considered to be a service
contract. Therefore, in accordance with the contract of towage, the owners of
the tug undertake to provide a towing service themselves, during which they are
the performer, the crew, and supply, at the same time. Therefore, they undertake
to provide 1) an agreed or specified service, or 2) to achieve an agreed specific
result, or 3) to provide services for an agreed or specified period of time in
exchange for periodic or lump sum payments.

The keywords: contract of towage at sea, types of towing, contract of towage
as a service contract, the responsibility of the tug owner, the responsibility of the
owner of the towed vessel, towing and salvage.

Introduction

Disputes regarding towage services have recently increased in the
jurisdiction of Lithuania. However, since the Republic of Lithuania
regained its independence in 1990 and, later, had to recreate a new
judicial system, there are not so many court decisions regarding
towage relations. Whereas in common law countries and some
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European continental law countries the legal regulation of towage
services has been intensively developed since the 19th century.

At any rate, Lithuanian legislators took efforts to fill the gap of
missing legislation and the legal nature of towage contract has been
codified in the Republic of Lithuania Law on Merchant Shipping
(hereinafter referred to as LMS, lit. Lietuvos Respublikos Prekybinés
laivybos jstatymas) and The Republic of Lithuania Code of Inland
Waterway Transport (hereinafter referred to as IWTC, lit. Lietuvos
Respublikos vidaus vandeny transporto kodeksas). Many regulations
in these acts are similar to legal regulations in common law and
continental law countries because legislators took into consideration
legal doctrine and good experience of other countries.

The aim of this article is to review peculiarities on legal regulation
to towage contract within various common law and continental
countries and to present legal regulation on towage contract in
Lithuania. Thus, this article should also be useful for analyzing
differences and similarities among different countries, including the
UK, the USA, Canada, Germany, Poland and also Lithuania.

This article also tends to reveal that despite the immense impact
that the Baltic and International Maritime Council (BIMCO) has
made on harmonizing relations between contracting parties for
towage services, after it presented the standard towage contracts, such
as “Towhire” and “Towcon”, not all the special circumstances can
be foreseen in the standard contracts, and depending on applicable
national law the outcomes of court decisions might differ. Thus,
this is one more reason to compare legal nature of towage contracts
among different national legal systems.

Methodology

This research is concentrated on legal definition of a towage
contract in various common law and continental law countries.
The aim of this research was to disclose different approaches to
regulate towage services in separate legal systems that might affect
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contracting parties. The research in this article has been performed
through reviewing legislative acts and legal doctrine on towage
contracts from common law countries including UK, USA and
Canada and continental law countries, including Lithuania, Poland
and Germany.

1. Nature of towage services and its impact

on legal development

The legal nature of a towage contract depends on technical
aspects of the towage. Moreover, developing technologies in marine
industries have triggered the development of legal nature of towage
contract as well. For example, it is considered that the towage as
a service began to expand when the English sailors were competing
with American sailors. English sailing vessel owners sought to
compete with the faster American clippers. Having realized that
passages were from warehouse to warehouse rather than from land
to land, English sailors found the way to reduce the time lost at
the end of voyage. Thus, initially tugs were used only in sheltered
waters and estuaries (Gold et al., 2003, p. 575). Today modern tugs
have been significantly developed and meet the requirements for the
shipping and other marine industries in inshore, offshore, and deep-
sea areas. They can be divided into three groups: Ocean-going and
Salvage, Coastal, and Harbour and River (Gold, 2002, p. 214-215).

In British legal doctrine a tug owner is often described as a “letting”
the tug to the tow; the tow is usually described as “the hirer” of the tug
(Rainey, 2018, p. 3). In other words, the tug is a vessel that provides
propulsion to another vessel for a specific aim and the tow is a vessel
that hires a tug to be moved and guided. Towage can be provided
by any vessel, and it is not necessary to be a towage purpose-built
vessel. However, usually towage is performed by a trained crew and
a dedicated ship. The efficiency of a tug as such is dependent upon
the amount of power which can be transmitted from the tug to the
tow through a tow rope (Gold et al., 2003, p. 575). The towage can
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include various services, such as holding, pushing, pulling, moving,
escorting, guiding or standing by the hirer’s vessel (Gold et al.,
2003, p. 574). The arrangement between tug and tow is properly
called towage regardless of whether the tug pulls the tow or pushes
it from behind (Robertson et al., 2020, p. 353). In harbor maneuvers,
such as the docking or undocking of a large vessel, there may be
tugs assigned to push or pull at different positions on the vessel,
as necessary. Meanwhile in river systems, the tug usually pushes
barges made up into flotillas, some of them greater in length and
breadth comparing to largest single vessel afloat (Healy & Sweeney,
1998, p. 253).

The tow can be manned or unmanned. In cases where the tow
is fully manned and is simply being towed by a tug, the tug has no
possession over the tow but only performs pulling, moving, pushing
or analogous service to the tow (Rainey, 2018, p. 4) and the tug is
seen as a servant of the tow that suggests that the ship under tow will
always be liable for the defaults of the tug (Baughen, 2015, p. 271).
Meanwhile, if the tow is unmanned and is only an object being pulled,
the tug will have physical possession of the tow. The tow can also
be manned by a riding crew put on board by the tug so that the tug
has physical possession of the tow (Gold et al., 2003, p. 574).

Technical development of a towage and new experiences in this
sectorled tothe need to standardize agreements between tugs and tows.
Internationally most used are “Towhire” and “Towcon”, standard
towage contracts that have been produced under the supervision of
the Baltic and International Maritime Council (BIMCO). One of the
BIMCO main functions — to support the efforts of the International
Maritime Organization (IMO) to harmonize international regulations
that form the bedrock of international shipping and help to retain
alevel playing field (Hoppe, 2017). Its work is carried out taking into
consideration changing developments and industry’s experience.

Both standard forms have been revised in 2008. “Towhire” and
“Towcon” were created for the towage industry either on a lump
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sum or a daily rate basis. These forms for wider offshore services
have been supplemented by “Supplytime 1989, whereas the most
popular template was “Supplytime 2005” and the newest was —
“Supplytime 2017”. BIMCO has also developed the standard
form for the transportation of heavy or high volume objects —
currently “Heavycon 2007”, and a special standard form for
bareboat chartering of non-self-propelled barges for marine-related
construction operations — currently “Bargehire 1994”. In the tug and
barge sector, where objects and materials in large-scale projects are
being transported under special combinations of tug and tow, the
need to use a combination of BIMCO contracts such as “Towcon”,
“Heavycon” and “Bargehire” has led to the new form “Projectcon”
(Rainey, 2018, p. 10).

2. Towage distinction from salvage

A towage can be performed either contractually, or as a salvage
service (Rainey, 2018, p. 2). The importance to distinguish ordinary
towage from salvage action lays mostly in the payment, since as
a rule ordinary towage is less risky and accordingly less expensive.
Meanwhile a salvage is performed under dangerous circumstances
such as sudden violence of wind or waves or other accidents. Towage
is usually paid on a rate basis, while reward for salvage depends on
value of the saved res (Gold et al., 2003, p. 588). The salvor shall get
remuneration if only the service succeeded.

Salvage services are provided when the ship is in such a dangerous
situation that the master has no real choice but necessity to accept
salvage services so that the ship would not be lost or left on some
remote place whereas towage services are performed when the ship
is safe so that the shipowner is free to choose either to refuse the
service or to have repairs done locally or to contract of towage to get
his ship home (Rainey, 2018, p. 432).

Canadian authors describe that the main three elements of salvage
are danger, voluntariness, and success (Gold et al., 2003, p. 588).
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In Canadian law in certain situations, towage can be converted
into a salvage service. The criteria are as follows: there was real
and unforeseen danger to the tow, the risk has increased after the
towage contract has been concluded, the towage task transforms and
becomes beyond contractual duties of the tug. In any event, the tug
shall not be the reason that causes the dangerous situation of the tug.
The tug should be able to prove the unforeseen circumstances such
as force majeure or inevitable accident. Towage contract remains
applicable as long as with reasonable skill and without excessive
risk to the tug, the tug can perform the towage and overcome the
temporary danger (Gold et al., 2003, p. 589) However, if the tug
rescues the tow from some unforeseen and extraordinary peril, the
tug shall be additionally remunerated under conditions of a salvage.
Otherwise, it is possible that an accident might make the towage
contract impossible to perform. If the tug is not to blame of the
accident, the towage contract shall be terminated, and the tug is no
more obliged to complete it.

Successful salvage entitles to remuneration regardless of
whether the parties concluded a contract. Thus, in case of a salvage,
the persons who have contributed to a salvage will always have
a right for a remuneration. The main feature of salvage is that it
exists independently of any contract and a salvor has its rights for
remuneration independent of any agreement. However, the parties
might agree on payment (Rainey, 2018). Nowadays there are
standard contract forms for salvage such as Lloyd’s Open Form or
“LOF”, albeit salvage does not depend on existence of a written or
other type of an agreed contract.

3. Brief review on legal regulation of towage contract

in some common law and continental law countries

Marine industry is global and accordingly parties from different
countries conclude towage contracts quite often. As it was described,
the most commonly used standard forms for the towage services
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are “Towhire” and “Towcon”. However, in those cases when the
contracts do not foresee specific circumstances of a dispute, the
national laws might be applicable by national court. Therefore, in
this article the authors’ aim is to analyze similarities and differences
regarding legal regulation in different national systems.

3.1. Legal nature of a towage contract and rights

and obligations of contracting parties in common law

In common law a contract of towage is described as ‘a contract
for services and under such, the tug owners agree to provide services
for the tow with tug, which they themselves officer, crew and supply,
for an agreed or defined service or to attain an agreed or defined
result or for an agreed or defined period of time in exchange for
periodic or lump sum payments’ (Rainey, 2018, p. 3).

The tug owner is often described as “letting” the tug to the tow,
meanwhile the tow is usually described as “the hirer” of the tug.
However, a towage is not a lease nor a contract for the hire of the tug.
There is no hiring of the vessel in the true sense (Rainey, 2018, p. 4).
The towage contract is merely a contract for services to the tow that
are performed by the tug and its crew.

Initially towage as a service was performed to manned vessels
where no question of physical control over the tow arose. The duty
of the tug to the tow was based on proper care while performing
towage. Those principles of proper care were transferred to cases
of unmanned tows that are physically controlled by tug, including
dumb barges, making no difference whether the tow was or was not
manned.

The issue whether a towage contract shall be deemed to be
a contract for services or a contract of towage has been crucial in
several court cases. In general, a bailee is liable for loss of or damage
to the cargo if he cannot exculpate himself. His liability is strict.
Meanwhile since the tug owner is merely a provider of services, the
tow must prove breach of the tug’s obligations of good care and
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skill to have damages recovered (Palmer, 2009, para. 1.047). The
tow must take into consideration the main rule that the liable party is
the one that was navigating and prove that it was fault of the tug that
caused damages. Hence a claim against tug for damages cannot be
successful without proper allegation of fault or neglect on the part of
the tug (Rainey, 2018, p. 4).

In the USA there was a similar approach to the qualification of
a towage contract. In Brown v Clegg (1870) 3 Mar LC 512 (Supreme
Court of Pennsylvania), the owner of barges laden with coal that
were damaged sought to argue that the owners of the tugs which
drew them were liable as bailees and carriers of the tow. The court
declared that both in American and English law tugs are not common
carriers of the vessels which they tow. Accordingly in the Margaret,
94 US 494 (1876) the court stated that the tug was not a common
carrier.

Canadian law followed the American law tradition and rejected
strict liability of the tug for damage to the tow. In the Tug Champlain
[1939] 1 DLR 384, the Exchequer Court, at p. 389 declared that the
occurrence of an accident raises no presumption against the tug and
the burden is on the complaining party to prove a lack of ordinary
care (Rainey, 2018, p. 5). Thus, Canadians deem towage contract as
a contract for services as well.

It is also important to consider that the owners of cargo are not
bound by any contract of towage or salvage made by the owner or
master of the vessel on which the cargo is laden. Accordingly, the
owners of the vessel and the master do not have authority to bind
the cargo carried or the owners of such cargo by any such contract
of towage (Rainey, 2018, p. 14). Moreover, when the tug and vessel
are owned or operated by the same person, the relationship between
the tug and the owner of goods being towed on the vessel will be also
deemed as a contract of affreightment (Rainey, 2018, p. 8).

On the other hand, if it is necessary for the ship to take towage or
salvage assistance to save the cargos, it is not possible or practical
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for the ship to communicate with cargo owners and it is in the
cargo’s interest, the cargo may be bound by a contract of towage or
salvage (Rainey, 2018, p. 14). Such action should be seen as a general
average measure taken by the vessel to save cargo from loss.

It might be difficult to distinguish the difference, when the
goods are carried on the tow. This issue is significant for insurance
coverage. For instance, in the Canadian case Burrard Towing v.
Reed Stenhouse, where the key question was whether the towage
insurance covered the cargo on the tow. The B.C. Court of Appeal
decided for the insurer. In this case the performance of towage and
the performance of the affreightment were separated and only the
towage was the subject of the insurance (Gold et al., 2003, p.591).

Meanwhile in Catherwood Towing v. Commercial Union
Assurane Co. the court decided in favour of the cargo owner (Gold
et al., 2003, p. 592). The insurer admitted the liability for the barge
but not for the damaged goods on it. The B.C. Court of Appeal ruled
that the tower’s liability coverage included damage to “tow or the
freight thereof or to the property on board”. The reference to the
“freight thereof” was recognized as to refer to the goods transported
on the tow.

Tug owners can also benefit from being able to exculpate their
liability within a contract. It is common to have an expresses term that
the master and the crew of the tug are deemed to be the servants of
the hirer of the tug. The purpose of this clause is to impose vicarious
liability on the hirer for negligent acts or omissions of the tug, albeit
only regulates the liabilities of the parties to the contract but not to
the third parties (Mandaraka-Sheppard, 2009, p. 565). Contractual
“knock-for-knock™ arrangements included in the “Towhire” and
“Towcon” that exculpate liability would not be applicable in case of
a damages of a third party whose rights are protected by mandatory
laws (Martinez Gutierrez, 2011, p. 77).

The exculpation of liability is also restricted where a seaworthy
tug was not provided and where the towage service has not been
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performed and also in case of a fundamental breach of a contract
(Gold et al., 2003, p. 580). Meanwhile, in the United States, liability
exemption is not allowed in general (Bisso v Inland Waterways
Corp., 349 U.S. 85, 1955).

Exemption clauses may also not apply to undertakings by the tug
owner to the tow that are separate from the towage contract. For
example, in Engine & leasing Co. v. Atlantic Towing, a case where
the tug owner agreed to repair a barge and then to tow a barge, the
Canadian Federal Court Trial Division held that the parties concluded
two separate contracts. The barge sank because of faulty repairs
and therefore the tug owner could not benefit from the exculpatory
clauses (Gold et al., 2003, p. 578).

Hence, in spite of existing standard contract, many legal issues are
still regulated by mandatory national laws and the gaps in legislature
might be filled by the court. The parties should be careful in making
agreement on applicable national law. Therefore, it is important to
compare different approaches to regulate towage contract in different
legal systems.

3.2. Legal nature of the towing contract at some continental

law countries, including Germany, Poland and Lithuania

In German law a towage contract is not codified as a specific
type of a contract (Rabe, 2018, p. 205). German law regulates
that a towage contract (Germ. Schleppvertrag or Remorkvertrag)
can be recognized either as a contract to produce a work (Germ.
Werkvertrag), or as a contract for services (Germ. Dienstvertrag)
or a contract of carriage (Germ. Frachtvertrag) (Hartenstein &
Reuschle, 2015, p. 172). However, renting of a tug is also possible
(Rabe & Bahnsen, 2018, p. 206). Under § 631 I German Civil Code
(hereinafter BGB) by a contract to produce a work, a contractor is
obliged to produce the promised work and the customer is obliged
to pay the agreed remuneration. The subject matter of a contract
to produce a work may be either the production or alteration of
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a thing or another result to be achieved by work or by service (§ 631
IT BGB). Thus, one of the main features of a ‘ Werkvertrag’ (contract
to produce services) is a produced result of services or work that can
be both tangible and intangible. In contrast to the services contract
(Germ. Dienstvertrag) that is regulated under § 611 BGB, under
‘Werkvertrag’ not only a work itself shall be performed, but a certain
work success. In this case the contractor carries the risk to provide
results and not the customer. For example, erection of building,
translation of a text, repair of a machine and hairdresser services are
performed under a ‘Werkvertrag’ (Brox &Walker, 2013, p. 287).
The contract of carriage has its special rules described in §§ 407-
452d of German Commercial Code (hereinafter HGB). One of the
main features of this contract is that § 407 HGB is only applicable
if the carrier obliges himself to take goods into his custody (Germ.
Obhut) and possess and protect them from damage or loss. Thus,
a carrier shall take care of the cargo property (Koller, 2020, p. 17).
As an example, in Germany a towage of a breakdown vehicle
would always be regulated under a contract of carriage because it is
deemed that such a carried and unmanned vehicle is in custody of
a carrier. Accordingly, a towage of an unmanned barge or any other
vessel is also considered to be a contract of carriage (Koller, 2020,
p. 36). Thus, in such situation the tow does not have its own nautical
guidance (Herber, 2016, p. 235). However, the legal situation is
different if a tug is only supposed to turn the direction of the vehicle
or assisted it while it is manned. In such cases a towage contract
would be recognized either as a ‘Dienstvertrag’ or a ‘Werkvertrag’.
When the tow has its own leadership, the towing contract would
be recognized as a contract for services ‘Werkvertrag’ under German
law and cannot be seen as a affreightment contract whereas in older
cases a towage contract was recognized as a ‘Dienstvertrag’ if the
tug acted only as an assistant, for instance, when the tug supported
tow’s own maneuvers when entering or leaving the port or when
moving in port (Rabe & Bahnsen, 2018, p. 206). If a towage contract
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is recognized as ‘Dienstvertrag’ (a contract for services), then in case
of a collision with third parties the tug owner shall be liable against
third parties under § 480 HGB (German commercial code) as “the
tug is the servant of the tow” (Herber, 2016, p. 235).

It is important properly to qualify a towage contract either
as a ‘Dienstvertrag’, ‘Werkvertrag’ or as a contract of carriage
because of the burden of proof. If a towing contract is qualified as
a ‘Werkvertrag’ or ‘Dienstvertrag’ in that case the person sustaining
the damage shall provide evidence that the damages raised because
of the tug owner (Fischer, 2016). Meanwhile, if the contract is to be
qualified as a contract of carriage, the carrier is liable simply because
the goods have been transferred to the carrier damaged or they are
missing unless the carrier can prove force majeure.

In addition, in case of a contract for services, the liability of
a contracting party might be unlimited. Meanwhile, if the towage
contract is deemed to be a contract of carriage, carrier’s liability
can be limited under German HGB (Commercial code) and CMNI
(Koller, 2020, p. 36; Fischer, 2017).

The parties cannot agree to qualify a contract otherwise, for
instance a towage contract which has a nature of a contract for
carriage cannot be agreed to be a contract for services (Rabe &
Bahnsen, 2018, p. 206). However, contractual parties can still agree
on liability limitation regardless of whether it is qualified as a contract
for services or a contract of carriage.

Hence, in German law there is a different approach towards
a towage contract comparing it to common law countries because
in this legal system a towage can be regulated both as a contract for
services or contract of carriage with different legal outcomes.

Regarding the fact that Poland is the closest neighbor to both
Lithuania and Ukraine, it is important to review the regulation
of towing relations within Poland. The main legislative source
regulating the towing relations within the Country is Kodeks morski
(hereinafter referred to as KMP). Article 214 of the aforementioned
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code establishes that towing services are services provided by
the operator of the vessel for renumeration. Article 214 of the
aforementioned code defines towing services as: towing or pushing of
a vessel, holding or other assistance during a navigational maneuver,
as well as standby of a tug near the vessel to be towed provided that
such assitance would become required (towing assistance).

Dr. Justyna Nawrot has described the towing contract within
Poland law as a bilateral, remunerated, reciprocal and consensual
contract. Article 215 of KMP established that the master of the vessel
to be towed shall be responsible for the navigation, unless provided
otherwise within the towing contract. It shall be noted that KMP
does not stipulate any requirements regarding the form of the towing
contract. As note by Dr. Justna Nawrot, a verbal agreement is a quite
often seen agreement in practice (Py¢ & Zuzewicz-Wiewidrowska).
Poland maritime law doctrine provides two types of towing contracts.

First: Port towing contract (polish: Umowa holowania portowego)
is a contract where the master of the tugboat is often responsible for
fulfilling the commands of the master of the vessel to be towed or
port pilot. Dr. Justyna Nawrot believes that the article 750 of the
Civil Code of Poland may apply towards the above towing contract,
provided that provisions of legal rules for assignment agreements
are absent (Py¢ & Zuzewicz-Wiewidrowska). It should also be noted
that the towing services are not limited to the completion of actual
actions but also include preparation and awaiting of the command to
commence the towing operation.

Second: Long-distance towing contract (Polish: Umowa
o holowanie dalekomorskie). The aforementioned contract is
a service contract where the vessel to be towed or other object are
agreed to be towed from origin point A to destination point B.

The law stipulates that the towing formation shall be considered
to be formed from the moment when the masters of all ships
are ready to carry out the commands of the master in charge of
towing. The dismantling of the aforementioned formation shall be
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considered to be the moment when the last maneuver was carried
out and the vessels were separated from each other at a safe distance
(article 215 of KMP).

The Lithuanian approach to harmonize regulations on towage
contract was similar to the Polish approach because this type of
contract and its regulations was also codified.

The main legal act regulating the relations under the civil law in
Lithuania is the Civil Code of the Republic of Lithuania (hereinafter
referred to as CC). Even though, carriage (articles from 6.807 to
9.823 of CC) and freight forwarding relations (articles from 6.824
to 6.829 of CC) are regulated under the CC, towing relations are not
regulated under the aforementioned CC. However, in the event of
collision between the CC and other laws, the provisions of CC shall
apply, except in cases where CC gives priority to the provisions of
other laws (Article 1.3(2) of CC) (Mikelénas, 2001, p. 70).

The towing relations within the Republic of Lithuania are
regulated under two main legislative reference frameworks: a) Law
of the Republic of Lithuania on Merchant Shipping (hereinafter
referred to as LMS) and b) Republic of Lithuania Code of Inland
Waterway Transport (hereinafter referred to as IWTC).

LMS regulates legal relations arising from the carriage of freights,
passengers and baggage by sea and provides for the peculiarities for
work on vessels and social guarantees for seafarers, as well as other
civil law relations related to maritime transport, insofar as these
relations are notregulated by international agreements of the Republic
of Lithuania (article 1(1) of LMS). Article 2(2) of the aforementioned
Law provides for the concept of a sea towing contract. According to
the aforementioned contract, a towing contract is an agreement by
which the master of a tugboat undertakes to tow another vessel or
other floating object for remuneration. It should be noted that the
relations regarding the towing contract are regulated by the law of
the place of conclusion of the aforementioned contract, unless the
parties to the contract have agreed otherwise (article 5(10) of LMS).
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The seventh chapter of the LMS regulates the towing relations in
a broader sense.

Relations regarding Lithuanian inland waterway provide for
a broader description of the concept of towing contract than compared
to the description provided for in sea transport. Under the towing
contract, the operator of the tugboat undertakes to tow or push (tow)
the vessel to be towed for a certain distance or time, as well as to
perform a maneuver, and the operator of the pushed or towed vessel
undertakes to pay the agreed fee for towing services (article 53(1)
of IWTC). Having regards to the above, the concepts for towing
contract provided for in the LMS and IWTC allow for the conclusion
to be made that these legal reference frameworks describe the
aforementioned contract as consensual, remunerative and bilateral.
On the other hand, it can be considered that towing services can
also be agreed upon under various multilateral transport relations.

The Republic of Lithuania allows for the sea towing contract to
be concluded both in writing and verbally. Moreover, the agreement
for entrusting the master of a tugboat with the task of towing may
only be proved by use of written documents (article 44(1) of LMS).
Having regards to the above, the agreement for towing itself may be
concluded in verbal but the conclusion thereof can only be proved by
use of written evidence. We believe that the above may be regarded
as a shortcoming within of the legal reference framework and is in
need for rectification.

Towing contracts for towing services within inland waters must
be concluded in written or other means. The law provides for other
following methods: the exchange of letters, telephones, faxes, the
list is not final (article 53(2) of IWTC).

Rights and obligations of the parties to the towing contract

The main rights and obligations of the parties to the towing
contract in the Republic of Lithuania are derived from the concept
of the aforementioned contract and do not differ from the obligations
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of the towing contracts concluded in other states. One party — the
operator of the tugboat — undertakes the obligation to tow another
vessel or a floating object for remuneration, meanwhile the other
party — the operator of the vessel to be towed or other object —
undertakes the obligation to pay for the towing services and the right
to demand that the aforementioned towing services shall be provided
in a timely and proper manner.

In addition to basic obligations requiring for the provision and
remuneration of the rendered towing services, article 44(2) of LMS
stipulates that each party to a towing contract must properly prepare
the tugboat, vessel to be towed or other object for towing in advance.
It should be noted that the operator of a tugboat shall not be held
liable for the defects of the vessel to be towed occurring during
towing procedures provided that they are able to prove that such
defects could not have been noticed (invisible defects) prior to the
conclusion of the towing contract.

IWTCspecifically provides foranadditional obligation towards the
operator of non-self-propelled vessels requiring the aforementioned
operator to properly prepare and present the tugboats at the intended
place and time specified within the towing contract (article 54 of
IWTC). The present code stipulates for the counter-obligation of
a tugboat operator for the acceptance of a non-self-propelled vessel
for towing. During the acceptance of non-self-propelled vessels for
towing, the master of the tugboat shall be obliged to check whether
the technical condition of the non-self-propelled vessels are in
accordance with the requirements and to determine whether the
non-self-propelled vessels are suitable for towing, as well as draw
up a report on the acceptance of the non-self-propelled vessel for
towing (article 55 of IWTC).

On the contrary to the provisions of LMS, IWTC regulates that
the crew of a vessel to be towed shall be subordinate to the master
of the tugboat and shall strictly follow all of their instructions,
except for cases where otherwise shall be agreed upon within the
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towing contract. LMS does not provide for analogous provision;
however, a systematic interpretation of the content of article 45(2)
of LMS allows for the conclusion to be made that 2 models of crew
subordination are possible during sea towing: a) when the crew
of the vessel to be towed reports to the master of the tugboat and
b) when the crew of the tugboat reports to the master of the vessel to
be towed. On the other hand, the IWTC allows for the possibility for
the parties to the towing contract to agree on the provision that the
master of the vessel to be towed will be directly responsible for the
towing operations.

Liability of the parties and towing duration

Unfortunately, neither the LMS nor the IWTC provide for
provisions for the determination of the towing duration or regulate
thereof. Having regards to the above, provided that a dispute
between the parties to the towing contract would arise, the courts
shall be obliged to apply the general provisions of civil law for the
determination of the duration of the towing operations. It is quite
obvious that a factual situation is unlikely to arise where a contract
for an indefinite period shall be possible (article 6.199 of the CC).
A time-limit is a period of time determined and fixed by a calendar
date or by the termination of a period expressed in years, months,
weeks, days or hours (article 1.117(1) of CC). or a time-limit may
also be defined by indicating an event that must inevitably occur
(article 1.117(2) of CC). We believe that the towing relations in
the Republic of Lithuania allow for the possibility of the following
two scenarios: Firstly, the towing services shall be provided over
a period of time, e.g., the tugboat operator shall provide towing
services within a port or other maritime area under the request
within a specified time; secondly, the tugboat operator undertakes
to tow another object (vessel) from the origin point A to destination
point B within the time limit stipulated within the towing contract
which — in some cases — may also be defined as ‘at a later date’.
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There are no peculiarities of civil liability in towing relations
within the Republic of Lithuania. It may also be constituted that
a general rule shall apply under towing relations: in the event of
damages caused to vessels involved within the towing operations,
the responsibility of the operator of the vessel whose master
commanded the towing shall be liable for the aforementioned
damages. For example, if the towing operations are managed under
the command of the master of the vessel to be towed, the operator
of the aforementioned vessel shall also be liable for the damages
caused to the tugboat (article 45 of LMS). It should also be noted
that claims arising from towing contracts at sea shall be subject to
a limitation period of 1 year (item 2 of article 75(6) of LMS).

On case law arising from towing relations in the Republic of
Lithuania

The independence of the Republic of Lithuania was restored on
the 11th of March, 1990; therefore, — having regards to objective
reasons — there is a lack in case law regarding the legal towing
relations. As a general rule, in the event of a dispute arising between
the undertakings where the element for the provision of towing
services exists, the dispute shall not be held as a dispute for towing
services. For example, in the event of a breakdown of the engine of the
vessel on the high seas, legal disputes arising in the aforementioned
situation shall not be explained in regards to provisions of towing
services but in regards to provisions for the technical condition and
quality of the engine repairs.

In the present instance, a Court ruling no. 2A-1219-125 of the
Klaipeda Regional Court adopted on the 30th of December, 2010
should be noted. The Court examined a case under an appeal. During
the examination of the aforementioned case, the Applicant applied
to the Court requesting the Court to order the Defendant to pay an
outstanding debt amounting to LT 2 695. 35 and annual interest of 5%,
counted from the date of the commencement of the proceedings until
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the full enforcement of the ruling and the costs of the proceedings.
The Applicant noted that on 23.01.2009, the Director-General of K,
UAB requested to for towing services of the vessel ‘S’ operated by
the K, UAB from the quay no. 121 towards the quay no. 80 within the
Klaipeda State Sea Port and to tow the aforementioned vessel back
to the initial quay following the completion of bunkering procedures.
A cost of LT 600 including VAT charges has been agreed for each
working hour of the tugboat ‘Marsas’. The Applicant also stated that
the towing services had been rendered in full and in proper manner;
however, the Defendant refused to settle for the provided services.
On 19.04.2010, Klaipeda City District Court in the case
No. 2A-1219-125/2010 — acting as a Court of First Instance — upheld
the claim in part. In regard to the evidence presented forth within
the case, the Court ruled that the Applicant and Defendant entered
into a verbal agreement regarding the towing services for the vessel
‘S> and in regard to the contents of the concluded contract, ruled
that the parties to the contract entered into a contract having the
characteristics of a service contract. During the examination of the
case, the Court found that the towing services had been rendered
in full and in proper manner; however, the dispute had arisen due
to failure to settle for the rendered services. Having assessed the
arguments and explanations of the parties presented within the
case, as well as written evidence, the Court found that the Applicant
failed to prove that the parties to the towing contract had agreed
on a LT 600 including VAT charge per working hours and upheld
the claim in part. Klaipeda Regional Court — acting as a Court of
Appeal — had stated within their ruling of 30 December 2010 that
a binding legal relationship for provision of services between the
parties had been formed (article 6.716 of CC). The contract for
provision of services is a contract by which one party to the contract
(the provider of services) undertakes to provide to the other party to
the contract (the client) by commission of the latter certain services
of a non-material nature (intellectual) or other types which are not
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related to the creation of a material object (to perform certain actions
or pursue certain activities), and the client undertakes to pay for
the services provided. With regard to the above, the parties agree
that the Applicant rendered services in full and in proper manner;
however, the dispute had arisen regarding the price for the services
provided. Article 6.720 of CC provides for the provision that the
price for services shall be stipulated and agreed upon by parties.
The Court had examined and found that the typical pricing for the
services provided by the applicant at the time was approx. LT 1200
per working hour, and that the Defendant denied the existence of
the towing; therefore, it is quite likely that the parties to the towing
contract may have agreed upon a price of LT 600 per hour, as well as
increased the requested amount from the Defendant.

Another Ruling of the Klaipeda Regional Court — acting as the
Court of Appeals —regarding the provision of the towing services had
been adopted on 12.10.2021 as a ruling in civil case no. 2A-1230-
622/2012. The applicant brought forth a claim towards the Court
requesting the aforementioned Court to order the Defendant to pay
a debt of LT 7924. 74 and fine of LT 523. 05, procedural interest
and costs incurred. The Court noted that at 02:00 AM on 02.06.2011
the Shift supervisor of the Applicant received a request/order by
phone from the Defendant for emergency towing services for the
fishing vessel operated by the Defendant due to breakdown of the
vessel engine. The vessel of 22 meters in length had started drifting
towards shallow waters. From 03:50 to 07:40 AM on 02.06.2011 the
tugboat and the onboard crew performed towing procedures. Having
found the drifting vessel at the port access, the tugboat attached the
aforementioned vessel to the tugboat and safely towed the vessel
towards the quay no. 122. The nature of the rendered services:
emergency towing of vessel (4 nautical miles from the coast) to the
quay. The Applicant issued a VAT invoice for the rendered services.
The rendered services had been priced under the standard rates
per working hours adding a 50 percent (including VAT charges)
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additional cost for rendering of services at night. However, the
Defendant failed to settle the issued invoice. The Court of the First
Instance upheld the claim in part. The appeal of the defendant was
also dismissed. The Courts failed to support the defendant on the
grounds that the additional cost for rendering of towing services at
night had been agreed upon.

Conclusions

The towage services can be performed either under a towage
contract or as salvage services. The importance to distinguish
ordinary towage from salvage action lays mostly in the payment,
since as a rule ordinary towage is less risky and accordingly less
expensive. A salvage is performed under dangerous circumstances
such as sudden violence of wind or waves or other accidents.
However, in some cases a towage contract can be transferred into
a salvage agreement. For example, if the tug rescues the tow from
some unforeseen and extraordinary peril, the tug shall be additionally
remunerated under conditions of a salvage.

The technologies in towage services influence legal nature
of a towage contract in various common law and continental
law countries differently. To illustrate, the tow can be manned
or unmanned that leads to different legal outcomes in different
countries.

In common law countries regardless of whether the tow is manned
or unmanned, the towage regulations are regulated under contract
for services. The Court in UK, USA and Canada have rejected strict
liability of a tug because the towage contract is not deemed to be
a contract of bailment. As a result, the tow must prove that the tug
breached obligations of good care and skill while performing towage.
The burden of proof lays with the tow. However, in common law the
owners of cargo are not bound by any contract of towage made by
the owner of the tow on which the cargo is laden. Accordingly, the
owners of the tow do not have authority to bind the cargo carried or
the owners of such cargo by any such contract of towage.
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In contrastto common law countries, Germany has taken a different
approach and based on the circumstances whether the tow was
manned or was unmanned (e.g. a dumb barge) the towage contract
can be recognized either as a contract for services or a contract of
carriage. If the tug was only delivering services by pulling or pushing
the vessel (e.g. in harbour maneuvers by docking) the contract is to
be qualified as a contract for services under German law and in case
of an accident and damages to the tow, the tow must prove that it
was fault of the tug. However, if the contract of towage is to be
qualified as a contract of carriage, the tug must prove that the tow
was damaged because of force majeure or on circumstances which
did not depend on him. The qualification of a contract as a contrast
of carriage would also have other impacts of right and duties of the
parties, such as liability limitation.

In addition, in Germany the contract of towage is not qualified
as a separate type of contract but can be recognized either as
a contract to produce a work ‘Werkvertrag’, a contract for services
‘Dienstvertrag’ or a contract of carriage ‘Frachtvertrag’, in other
continental law countries — Lithuania and Poland — a towage contract
is codified as a separate type of a contract with specific regulation.
The incorporation of legal norms, that regulate a towage contract,
into one single act should be seen as positive because it allows the
contracting parties to define their rights and obligations more clearly,
especially when there are not so many national case laws.
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Jlpobdimuko O., /I[pooimexo H. Ilpasose pezyntoeannsa 002080pié MopcbKozo
oykcupyeannsn y kpainax €C. — Cmammas.

VY wiit cTarTi aBTOpU HaMararThCs PO3NISIHYTH Ta MPOaHaji3yBaTH OCHOBHI
0COOJIMBOCTI TIPAaBOBOTO PETYIIOBAHHS [IOTOBOPY MOPCBHKOTO OyKCHpPYBAaHHS
B TaKUX KpaiHax 3arajbHOro mnpasa, sk BemukoOpuranis, CIIA ta Kanana ta
nesikux Kpainax €Bpocorody (Himeuumna, Jlutsa, [lonbima). Ilepina vactuna
JIOCII/DKCHHS TIPUCBAYCHA aHAJi3y BIUIMBY TEXHOJIOTii OyKCHpyBaHHA Ha il
MIPaBOBE PETYJIIOBAHHS. ABTOPH PO3TISAAIOTH Pi3HI BapiaHTH OyKCHpyBaHHS,
OCHOBHE PO3MEXKYBAHHS MIXK SIKUMH IOJISITA€ y KEPIBHUILITBI OCTAHHIM. Y CTarTi
AHATI3Y€ThCSA, SKUM YHHOM TEXHOJOTIYHI acmeKTH OyKCHpYyBaHHS BILUTHHYIH
Ha PO3BUTOK PI3HUX CTaHIAAPTHHUX (OPM JAOrOBOPY MOPCHKOTO OyKCHPYBaHHS,
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MPUHHATHX Yy MIKHApOJHOMY MOPCBKOMY CEKTOpi. Y Apyriii 4acTHHI IOCIif-
JKCHHSI aHaJi3y€eThCs 3B’S30K, MOJIOHOCTI Ta BIAMIHHOCTI OYKCHUpYBaHHS Ta
MOPATYHKY Ha MOpi. PATyBaipHI MOCTYyTH HAagalOThCs, KOJIHM CyIHO TepedyBae
y Takiif HeOe3mewHiil cuTyalii, MO KamiTaH HE Ma€ PeaJbHOTO BHOOpPY, KpiM
HEOOX1THOCTI IPUHHATH PATYBAIBHI IMOCIYTH, 3 METOIO MO0 CyTHO a00 BaHTaXK
He Oynu BrpadeHi. [Tociyru OykcupyBaHHSI BUKOHYIOTHCSI KOJIM CY/IHO mepely-
Bae y Oesmelli, TOMy CyJQHOBJIACHHMK MOXXE BIJMOBUTHCS BiJl OyKCHpYBaHHS Ta
y pa3i HECIPABHOCTI MPOBECTH PEMOHT Ha MiCI[i a00 YKJIACTH IOTOBIp Ha OyKCH-
pyBaHHS, 00 JOCTaBUTH MOPCHKE CYIHO JI0 3pYYHOTrO MOPTY. XapakTep HOCIyT
OyKCUpyBaHHs Ta MOPATYHKY Ha MOpi BH3HA4a€ i PI3HMUIIO B OIUIATI OYKCHPY-
BaHHS Ta MOPATYHKY Ha Mopi. Oruiara nociayr OyKcupyBaHHS 301HCHIOETBCS Ha
MiZICTaBi Ta 3a yMOBaMHM JOTOBOPY OyKCHpyBaHHs. Y TOMH ke yac, 3 OonIsiAy Ha
IIPHU30BUIT XapakTep MOPATYHKY Ha MOPi, HEMOXKJIMBO 3a3/1aJIeriab nepeadadynTu
PO3Mip BUHATOPO/IHM 32 OIiepallii 3 MOPSATYHKY Ha MOpi, TOMY PO3Mip BUHArOPO/IH,
SK TIPaBUJIO, 3aJEXKHUTh BiJl BAPTOCTI BPATOBAHOTO MaiHAa. Y TpeTii 4YacTHHI
aHANI3YIOThCSA TOTOBOPHM OyKCHPYBaHHS, IpaBa Ta 000B’S3KU CTOPiH, 0COOIH-
BOCTI IIPaBOBOTO PETYIIOBAHHS BiTHOCHH IEPEBE3CHHS, ICAKI CYOBI pIlICHHS
KpaiH 3arajpHOro mpaBa Ta JESKUX KpaiH €Bporeiicbkoro Coro3y, Takux sK
Himeuuuna, JIutea, [Tonpma. Y JIutsi ta [TombIii 10roBip MOpChKOTO OYKCHPY-
BaHHS MOYKHA KBaJIi(hiKyBaTH sIK KOHCEHCYaJbHUMN, OTUIATHUN Ta JIBOCTOPOHHIH.
VY neskux BHIIAJIKax JOTOBIP MOPCHKOTO OyKCHpyBaHHS MOke OyTH Gararocto-
poHHIM. KOpOTKO MOPIBHIOIOYN JIUTOBCHKE Ta MOJBCHKE IPABOBE PETyTIOBAHHS
BiJTHOCHH MOPCBKOTO OYKCHPYBaHHS1, MOKHA 3pOOUTH BUCHOBOK, L0 OCOOIHNBUX
BIIMIHHOCTEH MK HUIMH Hemae. Y Toif jke Jac, HiMElbKe 3aKOHOJJaBCTBO BCTa-
HOBJIIOE, 110 JTOTOBIp OykcupyBaHHs (HiM. Schleppvertrag abo Remorkvertrag)
Moxke OyTH BU3HAHHMU ab0 JJOrOBOPOM Ha BHUKOHaHHs poOiT (Him. Werkvertrag),
abo moroBopoM HamaHHS mocayr (Him. Dienstvertrag), abo moroBopom mepese-
3eHHs (HiM. Frachtvertrag). Y xpainax 3araipHOTO TIpaBa JIOTOBip OyKCHUpPYBaHHS
KBaTi(PiKy€eThCs SK JOTOBip HAalaHHS MOCTYT. BiAmoBigHO 10 HOTOBOPY OYKCH-
pYBaHHSI BIACHUKH OyKcHpa 3000B’SI3yIOTHCSI HaJJaTH MOCIYTH 3 OyKCHpYBaHHS,
B SIKMX BOHU CaMi € BUKOHABIIEM, KOMaH/IOI0 Ta MMOCTaYaJIbHUKOM MOCIYTH, JUIs
1) noroyxeHoi abo reBHOI MOCayrH, ado 2) Al JOCSITHEHHS y3r0/UKEHOIO TIeB-
HOTO pe3ynbTary, ado 3) Ha MOTOKEHUH a00 BU3HAYCHHH Mepioa yacy B 0OMiH
Ha TIePiOANYHI Y OJHOPA30BI BUTLIATH.

Knrouosi cnosa: noroBip MOpCHKOro OYKCHPYBaHHS, BHAM OyKCHPYBaHHS,
JIOTOBIp OYKCHUPYBaHHS SIK JIOTOBIp HAJaHHS MOCTYTH, BiIMOBIIATBHICTh BIIACHUKA
Oykcupa, BIAMOBIIAIbHICTH BIIACHUKA CY/IHA, 110 OyKCHUPYETHCS, OyKCUPYBaHHS Ta
MOPSITYHOK Ha MOPI.
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Jlpooumsko O., /Ipooumsro H. Ilpasosoe pezynuposanue 002060p06 mop-
cKoul oykcupoexu ¢ cmpanax €C. — Cmamos.

B nmanHHOl cTarbe aBTOPHI NMPEANPUHUMAIOT IOMBITKY PACCMOTPETH M IPO-
aQHAJIM3MPOBAaTh OCHOBHBIE OCOOEGHHOCTH ITPABOBOTO PETYIUPOBAHHS JIOTOBOpPA
MOpPCKOI OYKCHPOBKH B TaKMX CTpaHax oOIIero mpasa, Kak BemukoOpuTaHus,
CIIA u Kanana, u HekoTopbix cTpaHax EBpocorosa (I'epmanns, JIutsa, [Tonpmra).
IlepBast "acTe McCcIeOBaHMS MOCBSINEHA aHAIU3Y BIUSHHUSA TEXHOIOTHH OyK-
CHPOBKM Ha €€ MpaBOBOE PErYIMPOBaHHE. ABTOPHI PACCMATPUBAIOT PA3INIHBIC
BapUaHThl OYKCHUPOBKH, OCHOBHOE pa3IM4YMe MEXIy KOTOPHIMH 3aKJII0YaeTCs
B PyKOBOJCTBE OyKCHpOBKOI. B crarbe aHaimmsmpyercs, KakuMm o0pa3oM TEXHO-
JIOTMYECKHUE acleKThl OyKCHUPOBKH TOBIIHSUIM HA Pa3BUTHE PA3IMYHbBIX CTaHAAPT-
HBIX ()OPM JOrOBOpa MOPCKON OYKCHPOBKH, PHHATHIX B MEXKIYHAPOIHOM MOP-
CKOM cekTope. Bo BTopoii yacTu nccieqoBaHus aHAU3UPYETCsl CBA3b, CXOICTBA
W pa3nuuusi OyKCHPOBKHM M cnacaHus Ha mope. CriacarelbHbIE YCIYTH Hpeno-
CTaBJISIFOTCS KOT/Ia CYJJHO HAaXOJIUTCSl B TAKOI OMACHOM CUTYalUH, YTO y KalluTaHa
HET peajbHOro BIOOpA, KPOME HEOOXOAMMOCTH TPHHSATH ClAcaTeNIbHbIC YCIYTH,
YTOOBI Cy[HO WJIN I'Py3 HE OBUIM YTPauCHbIL. YCIYTH OyKCHPOBKH BBIITOIHSIOTCS
KOT/Ia CYJHO HAaXOOHWTCS B 0OE30MaCHOCTH, MOATOMY CYNOBIAJEINEIl MOXKET OTKa-
3aTbCsl OT OYKCHPOBKM M B CIIydae HEHCIPABHOCTH IPOBECTH PEMOHT HA MECTE,
100 3aKIIOYUTH JIOTOBOP Ha OYKCHPOBKY, YTOOBI JIOCTaBUTH MOPCKOE CYIHO
B yl0OHBII MOpT. XapakTep yclyr OyKCHPOBKH U CIIaCaHUsl Ha MOPE ONpe/elsieT
W pa3HUIly B oruiare OyKCHPOBKH M criacanusi Ha mope. Omuara yciayr Oykcu-
POBKH ITPOBOUTCS HA OCHOBAHUH U 110 yCJIOBHSIM JI0OTOBOPa OyKCHPOBKH. B TO e
BpeMs, Oepsi BO BHUMaHHE MIPU30BOM XapakTep ClacaHusi Ha MOpPE, HEBO3MOYKHO
3apaHee MpPEeITyCMOTPETh pa3Mep BO3HArPaKACHHS 3a ONEpalMy IO CIIACaHUIO
Ha MOpe, MO3TOMY pa3Mep BO3HArpaX<JeHHsl, KaK MPaBUJIO 3aBUCUT OT CTOMMO-
CTH CIIACEHHOTO MMYIIECTBA. B TpeThelt uacTu aHaIN3UPYIOTCs T0TOBOp OyKCH-
POBKH, IIpaBa U 00S3aHHOCTH CTOPOH, OCOOEHHOCTH MPABOBOTO PETYIUPOBAHUS
OTHOIIECHUH TEPEBO3KH, HEKOTOPHIE CyAeOHBIE PEHICHHs CTpaH OOIIero mpasa
1 HeKoTopbIX cTpaH EBponelickoro Coro3a, Takux kak I'epmanus, Jlutsa, [Tonsmra.
B JIutse u [Toxpmie 1oroBop MOpcKoi OyKCHPOBKM MOKHO KBaJIM(PUIIMPOBATh KaK
KOHCEHCYAJIbHBIM, BO3ME3HbIA U JBYCTOPOHHUN. B HEKOTOpBIX Cilydasx I10ro-
BOp MOPCKO# OYKCHPOBKH MOXET ObITh MHOTOCTOPOHHUM. KOpOTKO cpaBHUBas
JUTOBCKOE M TIOJICKOE TPABOBOE PEryIMPOBAHME OTHOIIECHWH MOPCKOH OyKCH-
POBKH, MO>KHO TIPHMTH K BBIBOJY, YTO OCOOBIX pa3iIMuuii MeXIy HUMH HeT. B To
JKE BpeMs1, HEMEIIKOE 3aKOHOAATEIbCTBO yCTAHABIINBACT, YTO JIOTOBOP OYKCHPOBKH
(uem. Schleppvertrag nnn Remorkvertrag) MoxeT ObITh IPU3HAH OO0 JOTOBOPOM
Ha TPOM3BOACTBO padoT (Hem. Werkvertrag), gu00 1OroBOpPOM OKa3aHHs YCIIyT
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(mem. Dienstvertrag), mubo goroBopom mnepeBo3ku (Hem. Frachtvertrag). B ctpa-
Hax 00IIero mpasa J0roBOp OYKCHPOBKH KBATH(DUIIMPYESTCS KaK JIOTOBOP Ha OKa-
3aHKe yCIyT. B cOOTBETCTBHE ¢ TOTOBOPOM OYKCHPOBKH BIaIeTbIbI OyKCHpPa 00s1-
3YIOTCS TPEJOCTABUTh YCIYTH MO OYKCHPOBKE, B KOTOPHIX OHH CaMH SIBISIOTCS
HCTIONHUTENEM, KOMAaHION U MOCTABIIMKOM YCIYyTH, JJsi 1) COracoOBaHHON MITH
OTPENICTICHHOW YCIYTH, WK 2) sl JOCTHXKCHHUsI COTIACOBAaHHOTO OIMpPECICH-
HOTO pe3ysbTara, WK 3) Ha COIIACOBAHHBIN TN OTPEeICICHHbIN IEPHO/] BPEMEHU
B 0OMCH Ha MEPHOMICCKUE HIIH CIMHOBPEMEHHBIC BITLIATHI.

Kntouegvie cnoea: 1oroBop MOPCKOil OyKCHPOBKH, BHIBI OYKCHPOBKH, JIOTO-
BOp OYyKCHPOBKH KaK JOTOBOpP OKa3aHHsl YCIYT'H, OTBETCTBEHHOCTH BIAJICINbIIa
OyKkcHpa, OTBETCTBEHHOCTh BIafieliblia OyKCHPYeMOro CylHa, OyKCHPOBKA U Cria-

CaHuC Ha MOp¢E.



