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The York-Antwerp Rules (the Rules) were the ultimate result of an initiative that commenced in 1860
to achieve uniformity in the adjustment of general average for the benefit of international maritime
trade. Prior to the establishment and acceptance of the Rules the adjustment of general average had
been something of a ‘hit and miss’ affair dependent upon the applicable law and the practice of
average adjusters which varied, not only from port to port but also between adjusters at the same
port. This situation was rightly regarded as untenable.

There was an alternative to uniformity and that was abolition. There was a serious call for abolition
in 1877, enlivened by a spirited debate in the letters section of The Times newspaper. Despite this
and attempts seriously to restrict the ambit of general average in 2004, it is now recognised that it
would be impossible, on a practical level, to abolish general average.

Uniformity in the adjustment of general average is important not only to those directly involved in
maritime trade but also to those who practise the art of general average adjustment, the average
adjuster. Average adjusters are recognised experts on the law and practice of general average and
even judges have been known to defer to their expertise and experience in matters of practice.

The first 11 rules were agreed in Glasgow in 1860 and are known as the Glasgow Resolutions. The
resolutions dealt with what were perceived at the time to be the major areas requiring uniformity;
importantly, they included provisions that would bring the United Kingdom philosophically in line
with Continental Europe. In the absence of any agreement between the parties to the contrary,
English law favours a common safety approach to allowances in general average, whereas most of
the rest of Europe favours a common benefit approach.

The resolutions were added to and became the York Rules in 1864 and the York-Antwerp Rules in
1877, a name which has stuck regardless of the venue of conferences leading to revisions of the
Rules. What started out as 11 rules had grown to two general rules, seven lettered rules and 22
numbered rules by 2004.

The Rules do not have the force of a convention and only apply to the adjustment of general average
by mutual agreement between the parties to the contract of carriage. That contract will usually
contain an express provision as to which version of the York-Antwerp Rules is to apply and will
generally designate the place and therefore the applicable law and practice to be applied in the
absence of a rule dealing with a specific issue. Where a place is not designated, the general average
falls to be adjusted at the place where the common adventure ends.

Because the Rules only apply by mutual agreement, it is vitally important that any changes to the
Rules have the consent of the major stakeholders: the shipowners and the cargo interests. Until 2004
this had always been achieved but at the CMI Conference in Vancouver1 a new set of rules was
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agreed that did not have the agreement of the shipowning community as it was felt that they were
too restrictive, particularly in comparison with the former 1994 Rules. As a result, shipowners
generally refused to accept the incorporation of the 2004 Rules into contracts of carriage, preferring
to specify the previous 1994 Rules. Clearly this situation was not desirable and caused some
embarrassment to the CMI, leading the organisation to appoint an international working group (IWG)
to review the Rules in their entirety.

Average adjusters have always been involved in the process of revision of the Rules but it is essential
to understand their role in this respect. It is not for the adjusters to decide, or even influence the
parties, as to the costs that should or should not be treated as general average. It is their role to ensure
that the proposals of the stakeholders are practicable and that the wording of new or revised rules
are, as far as possible, unambiguous.

When I was approached by the President of the CMI to see if I was interested in joining a working
group to consider changes to the 2004 Rules, his main concern was my view as to the role of the
average adjuster in relation to such revisions. I gave the answer noted above and was hired!

Changes to the Rules can broadly be categorised as follows (see also the Appendix comparing the
1994, 2004 and 2016 Rules on page xx):

n changes required by the stakeholders for philosophical reasons, ie changes required to extend
or limit the scope of general average

n changes required because of some ambiguity in existing rules
n changes required to regularise the practice of adjusters and
n changes required to reduce the complexity, cost and delay in adjusting general average.

As indicated above, adjusters will generally not be concerned with the first of these other than to
verify that such changes as are proposed accord with the intention of the stakeholders and are
unambiguous. However, adjusters will be keenly interested in categories next two items in the list as
they go to the heart of the raison d’être of the Rules, ie uniformity of practice.

The stakeholders, particularly the cargo interests, are very interested in last item in the list and
presume that adjusters, being the main beneficiaries of the cost of adjustment, will not. Professional
average adjusters, being those appointed by the state or by the crown or who are members by
qualification of a professional body, such as the Association of Average Adjusters in the UK, are
required to act not only professionally but also independently and impartially; they are also bound
by a code of conduct. The interest of these average adjusters is to apply their expertise and
experience for the benefit of the general average community in a fair, proper and cost-effective way.
In a commercial world it is not in the interest of professionals to take advantage of their instructions.

Average adjusters are in favour of reducing the complexity, cost and delay of adjustment because
these factors often result in frustration not only to the adjuster but also to the stakeholders who tend
to vent their frustration on the adjuster. The fact is that the aspects of complexity, cost and delay are
rarely within the adjusters’ control.

One of the main reasons why shipowners did not embrace the 2004 Rules was the result of changes
made to rule VI, which concerns salvage remuneration. Payments in respect of salvage are a classic
example of general average and a rule was introduced in 1974 to ensure that payments made by the
parties to the adventure on account of salvage when undertaken for common safety would be
allowed as general average, and apportioned as such over the values of the property at the termina-
tion of the adventure. In the lead-up to the 2004 Rules, the cargo stakeholders sought to exclude
salvage payments made under agreements where each party incurred its own liability to the salvor,
such as is the case under a Lloyd’s Open Form of Salvage agreement. The cargo stakeholders argued
that as each party had incurred its own liability for salvage, the cost of readjustment in general
average was unwarranted and that, effectively, all that it achieved was to increase the cost of
adjustment and delay in its production. Despite strong remonstrations on the part of the shipowners,
the cargo stakeholders’ view prevailed and rule VI was amended in this respect to read as follows:
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Salvage payments, including interest thereon and legal fees associated with such payments, shall lie
where they fall and shall not be allowed in General Average, save only that if one party to the salvage
shall have paid all or any of the proportion of salvage (including interest and legal fees) due from
another party (calculated on the basis of salved values and not General Average contributory values),
the unpaid contribution to salvage due from that other party shall be credited in the adjustment to the
party that has paid it, and debited to the party on whose behalf the payment was made.

Many problems arise from the exclusion of salvage from general average, not the least of which is
the possibility that separate obligations to contribute to salvage awards, assessed on the basis of
values at the termination of the salvage services, and to contribute to general average, assessed on
the basis of values at the termination of the adventure, can result in total contributions exceeding the
value of the property.

The difference in the basis of valuation for salvage and general average purposes can give rise to
inequities in the following instances:

1. Where property is lost or damaged during the period from the completion of the salvage services
and the termination of the adventure. Thus, cargo which is lost after the salvage services would
still have to contribute to the salvage, even though it did not survive the voyage.

2. Where there are significant general average sacrifices. In this instance any amount ‘made good’
in general average for sacrificial damage would not contribute to the cost of salvage, leaving
those whose property is sacrificed, better off.

In addition, it is not unknown for salved values to be improperly calculated.

The allowance of salvage in general average can result in all of these issues being dealt with.
However, adjusters are very much aware that in circumstances where salvage is the only major
expense there is little point in readjusting the salvage and, for this reason, it has been the practice of
reputable adjusters not to include salvage in general average where it is the only major expense and
none of the other factors outlined above applies. Nevertheless, those representing the cargo
stakeholders complained that some adjusters were not following this practice and were producing
adjustments where the only apparent benefit was adjuster enrichment!

It was the adjusters on the CMI’s IWG who proposed the solution that was ultimately accepted by
the stakeholders and became part of the 2016 Rules. Rule VI now reads as follows:

(a) Expenditure incurred by the parties to the common maritime adventure in the nature of salvage, 
whether under contract or otherwise, shall be allowed in general average provided that the salvage 
operations were carried out for the purpose of preserving from peril the property involved in the 
common maritime adventure and subject to the provisions of paragraphs (b), (c) and (d)

(b) Notwithstanding (a) above, where the parties to the common maritime adventure have separate 
contractual or legal liability to salvors, salvage shall only be allowed should any of the following 
arise:
(i) there is a subsequent accident or other circumstances resulting in loss or damage to property 

during the voyage that results in significant differences between salved and contributory 
values,

(ii) there are significant general average sacrifices,
(iii) salved values are manifestly incorrect and there is a significantly incorrect apportionment of 

salvage expenses,
(iv) any of the parties to the salvage has paid a significant proportion of salvage due from another 

party,
(v) a significant proportion of the parties have satisfied the salvage claim on substantially different 

terms, no regard being had to interest, currency correction or legal costs of either the salvor or 
the contributing interest.

Although consideration was given to finding an alternative to the subjective terms ‘significant’,
‘significantly’ and ‘substantially’, none could be found nor was it considered that they could be
defined. It was finally accepted that it should be left to the adjuster to use his best judgment in this
respect.
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The cargo stakeholders’ objective of saving cost and delay by excluding salvage from general
average gives rise to one important difficulty. Rule XVII concerning the assessment of contributory
values, as it appeared prior to the 2016 Rules, required the deduction of extra charges incurred in
respect of the property subsequently to the act of general average. Thus, even where salvage was not
to be allowed in general average, all charges incurred in this respect had be to assessed by the
adjuster and deducted to arrive at the general average contributory values. Therefore, even where
the cost of salvage was not to be allowed in general average, the adjuster still had to assess its impact
on values and this meant that the stakeholders’ intent of reducing cost and delay would not be fully
achieved.

The partial answer to this was to limit the occasions and the extent to which adjusters would be
required to take this issue into account by including the following in rule XVII of the 2016 Rules:

[d]eduction being also made from the value of the property of all extra charges incurred in respect
thereof subsequently to the general average act, except such charges as are allowed in general average.
Where payment for salvage services has not been allowed as general average by reason of paragraph
(b) of Rule VI, deductions in respect of payment for salvage services shall be limited to the amount paid
to the salvors including interest and salvors’ costs.

This makes the adjusters’ task much easier as it avoids the need to enquire of each interest the
amounts they have paid in respect of salvage and costs as it can readily be calculated using the
salved values found by the arbitrator or agreed by the parties and by establishing the total amount
paid to the salvors.

The salvage issue is the prime example of the first and last of the four changes mentioned above, and
is also a very good example of the use of the experience and expertise in using average adjusters to
arrive at common sense solutions and to solve problems.

Despite the depth of debate given to new or revised rules by the CMI’s General Average International
Working Group and International Sub-Committee, as well as at the CMI Conference itself,
ambiguities still slip through causing problems in the adjustment of general average. A good example
of this lies in rule B,2 which concerns tug and tow situations. This rule was new in 1994 and was
intended to achieve uniformity on issues of community of interest between tug and tow and what
constitutes a situation of common peril. This was deemed desirable, owing to differences in law and
practice in various countries, notably the USA, Canada and Norway.

The principal issue involved the following wording, which appeared after a general provision that
there is a common maritime adventure when one or more vessels is towing or pushing another vessel
or vessels, provided that all the vessels are involved in commercial activities and not in a salvage
operation:

A vessel is not in common peril with another vessel if by simply disconnecting from the other vessel or
vessels she is in safety; but if the disconnection is itself a general average act the common maritime
adventure continues.

The problem with this wording is whether a disconnection of one vessel from another to achieve the
safety of the disconnecting vessel can ever be a general average act?

The philosophical and practical implications of changes to this provision were discussed within the
CMI IWG and the pragmatic solution of deeming the disconnection of vessels in common peril to
constitute a general average act, regardless of whether the disconnection increased the safety of the
disconnecting vessel alone or the safety of all vessels, was proposed and accepted at the 2016
Conference. Where the 2016 Rules apply, this will solve the ambiguity inherent in the previous
wording.
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The new wording of the passage quoted above is as follows: ‘If the vessels are in common peril and
one is disconnected either to increase the disconnecting vessel’s safety alone, or the safety of all
vessels in the common maritime adventure, the disconnection will be a general average act’.

During the rule revision process a number of areas where there are divergences in the practice of
average adjusters were identified; one of these concerned the allowance of port of refuge expenses
in tug and tow situations. Rules X and XI concern the allowance of the cost of entering and being
detained in a port of refuge. This would include pilotage, port towage, port charges, and wages and
maintenance of crew. Most average adjusters, including the writer, take the view that allowances
under rules X and XI are limited to those relating to the vessel that has suffered the accident
necessitating the resort to the port of refuge. In the writer’s view at least, this is clear from the wording
of the Rules, which talk of expenses incurred when the entrance or detention is necessary for the
common safety of the ‘ship’ or when the detention is required for repairs to the ship, which are
necessary for the safe prosecution of the voyage. Therefore, if a towed barge suffers severe damage,
say as a result of a collision with a third party vessel, which places the barge in peril and it is towed
to a port of refuge where repairs to enable it to proceed safely to its destination are carried out, the
costs relating to the entrance into port and detention there will be allowable. However, those relating
to the tug in these circumstances cannot, because it was not in danger and no repairs necessary for
the safe prosecution of the voyage were carried out to it.

It became apparent that some adjusters would allow the entry and detention expenses of the tug
because they felt it unfair not to do so. Although the writer is sympathetic to this view, it is clear that
it does not accord with a literal application of rules X and XI. Again, a pragmatic approach was taken
and the following was included as part of rule B: ‘Where vessels involved in a common maritime
adventure resort to a port or place of refuge, allowances under these Rules may be made in relation
to each of the vessels.’

Another area where there was a clear divergence in practice between adjusters involved the
application on the non-separation provisions of rule G, which had been added to that rule in 1994
in the form of an agreement. Previously, such agreements were entered into by the parties on a case-
by-case basis in order to justify the preparation of the adjustment as if the common maritime
adventure continued, notwithstanding that the cargo, or part of it, was to be forwarded to its
destination(s) by other means.

The agreement, which is embodied in rule G(3), provides as follows:

When a ship is at any port or place in circumstances which would give rise to an allowance in general
average under the provisions of Rules X and XI, and the cargo or part thereof is forwarded to destination
by other means, rights and liabilities in general average shall, subject to cargo interests being notified
if practicable, remain as nearly as possible the same as they would have been in the absence of such
forwarding, as if the adventure had continued in the original ship for so long as justifiable under the
contract of affreightment and the applicable law.

The incorporation of the agreement within the Rules has certainly made the task of the adjuster in
obtaining satisfactory general average security from the cargo interests much easier. However, in the
Abt Rasha,3 David Steel J noted that the automatic adoption of the non-separation provision under
rule G was ‘subject to appropriate notification’. Therefore, if notification is not made when it would
have been ‘practicable’ to make it, the clause will not apply. This seems to be unfair, since the real
consideration for the retention of the general average allowances accruing to the shipowner during
the repair of the ship is the earlier delivery of the cargo at its destination. On the other hand, the
notification will provide cargo receivers with early news as to the arrival of their goods by the
substituted vessel or conveyance, and will also afford them the opportunity of considering (if they
have the right to do so) whether to demand delivery at the port of refuge.
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Rule G(4) (prior to 2016) provided as follows, and it is in this respect that a divergence in the practice
of adjusters arose:

The proportion attaching to cargo of the allowances made in general average by reason of applying the
third paragraph of this Rule shall not exceed the cost which would have been borne by the owners of
cargo if the cargo had been forwarded at their expense.

This is known as the ‘Bigham clause’. During discussions leading up to the CMI Conference in 2016,
it became apparent that the inclusion of the Bigham provision was controversial on two grounds.
First, the shipowners objected to its continuance on the grounds that it was ‘inherently unfair’ and
that, should Bigham cap be applicable, they could be left with the burden of any excess costs.
Secondly, there was a difference in practice between adjusters in relation to the application of the
provision. The shipowners ultimately agreed to the continued existence of rule G(4).

With regard to the issue of practice, although there was common agreement that the cap should
apply to expenses exclusively allowable by reason of the non-separation agreement in rule G(3),
such as wages and maintenance of crew, fuel and stores, and well as port charges under rule XI and
removal expenses under rule X, it was not unanimously agreed by adjusters that costs allowed under
rule F should also rank against the cap.

Some adjusters, including the writer (who served on the IWG), took the view that the cap should
include all costs in respect of which contribution could not be claimed in the absence of the non-
separation provision, ie all costs incurred after the ship and her cargo parted company. This position
would appear to be consistent with the decision in the Canadian City of Colombo case.4

After some discussion it was agreed that, for the purpose of uniformity, the following words should
be added rule G(4): ‘This limit shall not apply to any allowances made under Rule F’. The intention
of these words is to exclude substituted expenses allowed under Rule F when calculating the amount
of the cap. Thus, the cost of transhipping cargo in lieu of storage charges allowed under Rule F will
not be part of the cap under rule G(4).

Other revisions were made to the Rules in 2016 to simplify or improve the adjustment process.
Whilst reducing the cost or delay to the process for the benefit of all parties, these changes also bring
benefits to the adjuster, either in avoiding frustration in obtaining documents and information or
simplifying procedures.

In 1994, changes were made to rule E in an attempt to overcome problems that had arisen when
parties claiming in general average failed to give timely notice of their intention to claim or, having
done so, failed to produce adequate evidence in support of their claim, in spite of being requested
to do so. This was dealt with by requiring parties claiming in general average to give notice of the
intention to claim within 12 months of the date of termination of the adventure. In the event of a
failure to give notice or to respond to the adjuster’s request for evidence in support of the claim or
to provide details of the value of their interest within 12 months of such request, the adjuster was at
liberty to estimate the allowance in general average or the contributory value.

However, a problem with this requirement was subsequently identified, in that a request for
additional information by the adjuster could restart the clock running in relation to the 12-month
period intended to run from the date of the termination of the adventure. The changes proposed and
accepted at the 2016 Conference rectify this potential problem by requiring particulars in support 
of any claim in general average as well as details of the value of property to be provided within 
12 months from the termination of the adventure. However, although this provision is intended 
to speed up the process of general average adjustment it should be recognised that it may, in 
some circumstances, be difficult, if not impossible, for parties to provide full information within the
12-month limit. An example of this might be where repairs to sacrificial damage cannot be carried
out quickly owing to the non-availability of facilities or spare parts or where a salvage award is not
issued within that timeframe. This will be an issue of practicality for the average adjuster to resolve.
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In 2016, small but significant changes were made to rules XVI and XVII. These rules deal respectively
with the amount to be allowed for cargo lost or damaged by sacrifice and calculation of contributory
values. The process of establishing the value of cargo at the termination of the adventure for general
average purposes was significantly changed for the better in 1974, when it was decided that the
value of the cargo would be assessed at the time of discharge on the basis of the invoice rendered
to the receiver, rather than its market value. At a stroke, this cut out a great deal of the paperwork
that had previously been necessary in order to obtain satisfactory evidence of the market values at
the ports of destination. Furthermore, as invoice values had been accepted for many years for the
assessment of cargo values in cases of salvage, it became possible to avoid a good deal of
duplication when the necessity arose for obtaining evidence of cargo value for salvage services, as
well as for general average contribution.

However, it is now commonplace for cargo once discharged to be subjected to a (sometimes
lengthy) further transport to an inland destination. This has given rise to an almost universal practice
amongst average adjusters to adopt, in nearly all cases, the arrived value of the goods at their inland
destination, except where the evidence shows that those goods have suffered loss or damage after
discharge from the ship.

This practice was formalised at the New York Conference in 2016 by adding the following wording:
‘Such commercial invoice may be deemed by the average adjuster to reflect the value at the time of
discharge irrespective of the place of final delivery under the Contract or Carriage.’ The use of the
term ‘may be deemed’ indicates that the provision is permissive rather than mandatory. Nevertheless,
it is expected that average adjusters will apply the provision other than, perhaps, in extreme cases.

Just as the above change was intended to reduce expense and delay in the adjustment process, so a
further practice of average adjusters to this end was formalised by adding the following to rule
XVII(a)(ii): ‘Any cargo may be excluded from contributing to general average should the average
adjuster consider that the cost of including it in the adjustment would be likely to be disproportionate
to its eventual contribution’. A similar provision was introduced into the 2011 version of Lloyd’s
Open Form of Salvage Agreement with the same economic objective.

Other changes adopted in 2016 will make life a little simpler for the average adjuster. The allowance
of a commission of 2 per cent on general average disbursements under rule XX was abolished and
the interest calculation under rule XXI made simpler. The rate of interest for any particular calendar
year is the 12-month ICE LIBOR on the first banking day of the year for the currency in which the
adjustment is prepared, increased by four percentage points.

However, a very significant change to rule XXII concerning the treatment of cash deposits means that
the present practice, pressed onto average adjusters by modern banking practices, will regularise and
improve how general average deposits are dealt with.

The collection of cash deposits is but one of the means whereby security may be provided by the
cargo interests for their eventual payment of general average contribution. In most jurisdictions a
shipowner is vested with a possessory lien over the cargo on board the ship for unpaid freight and
for general average. On delivery of the cargo to the consignee, the shipowner loses his right of lien
but may demand alternative security for the general average in return for so doing. The nature of
such alternative security that may be demanded is not governed by the York-Antwerp Rules, and
varies from case to case. Although there is no uniformity in this respect, such alternative security will
normally consist of an average bond or other undertaking signed by the receiver of the cargo,
supported by one of the following:

n a guarantee furnished by the cargo underwriters or
n a bank guarantee or
n a cash deposit.

Rule XXIII was introduced in 1924 (and modified in 1950 as rule XXII) in order to regulate the
treatment of cash deposits from the time they were collected until the time of settlement under the
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adjustment. Beforehand, there was a great deal of variation in practice in the way in which general
average deposits were handled, and it was apparent that in quite a number of cases the depositors
were not accorded fair treatment. Under these rules, cash deposits were to be held in a special
account in the joint names of a representative nominated on behalf of the shipowner and a
representative nominated on behalf of the depositor, in a bank approved by both.

Owing to the difficulty in setting up joint accounts, sometimes in a foreign currency, it has become
the practice of adjusters to hold deposits in trust accounts in their own name. Furthermore, in light
of the impossibility of establishing joint bank accounts because of money laundering and anti-
terrorist legislation, the CMI IWG provided in the 2016 amendments that the practice of the average
adjuster holding deposits should be ratified. However, it was also considered that an attempt should
be made to ring-fence the deposits from the adjusters’ own funds and from the adjusters’ liquidation
funds. Amendments were made to rule XXII in 2016, which now provides as follows:

(a) Where cash deposits have been collected in respect of general average, salvage or special charges, 
such sums shall be remitted forthwith to the average adjuster who shall deposit the sums into a 
special account, earning interest where possible, in the name of the average adjuster.

(b) The special account shall be constituted in accordance with the law regarding client or third party 
funds applicable in the domicile of the average adjuster. The account shall be held separately from 
the average adjuster’s own funds, in trust or in compliance with similar rules of law providing for 
the administration of the funds of third parties.

(c) The sums so deposited, together with accrued interest, if any, shall be held as security for payment 
to the parties entitled thereto, of the general average, salvage or special charges in respect of which 
the deposits have been collected. Payments on account or refunds of deposits may only be made 
when such payments are certified in writing by the average adjuster and notified to the depositor 
requesting their approval. Upon the receipt of the depositor’s approval, or in the absence of such 
approval within a period of 90 days, the average adjuster may deduct the amount of the payment 
on account or the final contribution from the deposit.

(d) All deposits and payments or refunds shall be without prejudice to the ultimate liability of the 
parties.

In addition, the CMI has issued the following guidance with regard to the special account in which
funds are held:

n Funds should be held separately from the normal operating accounts of the adjuster.
n Funds should be protected in the event of liquidation or the cessation of the average adjuster’s

business.
n The holding bank should provide regular statements that show all transactions clearly.

These changes are of paramount importance both to average adjusters and depositors, as they
establish a procedure that can be complied with for the protection of both parties.

Finally, in tandem with the York-Antwerp Rules 2016, the CMI issued a document entitled ‘CMI
Guidelines Relating to General Average’, from which the CMI guidance quoted above has been
extracted.

The objective of these Guidelines is to provide those interested in general average with general
background information, guidance as to recognised best practice, and an outline of procedures. The
Guidelines make it clear that they do not form part of the York-Antwerp Rules, nor are they binding
or intended to override or alter the provisions of the rules, contracts of carriage, or the law of any
governing jurisdictions. They include an explanation of the basic principles of general average and
the York-Antwerp Rules, including an example adjustment, as well as an explanation of general
average procedures such as general average and salvage security and documents required by the
adjuster and notes concerning the role of the average adjuster and the application of rules VI
(Salvage) and XXII (Treatment of Cash Deposits).

It is envisaged that the Guidelines will be a living document, which will be revised and enhanced
from time to time. To this end, the CMI has established a standing committee to recommend changes
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to the Assembly of the CMI for approval. The writer is a member of this standing committee, which
is currently considering the promotion of standard general average security documents.

Average adjusters consider that the CMI Guidelines will be a most useful tool in explaining general
average and its procedures to those, such as cargo receivers, who are not well versed in such matters.
It is anticipated that this comparatively small measure will significantly reduce the time spent by
adjusters in providing such explanations. In addition, there is much in the 2016 Rules to interest the
average adjuster and to make his task of producing a general average adjustment easier and more
cost-effective.
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