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February 5, 1990 SENATE JOURNAL p. 2327

HJR 72

CS FOR HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 72 (Resourcesl by the
Resources Committee,

Relating to requirements for the carriage of oil
in double-hulled tankersa

was read the first time and referred to the Resources
Committee.

February 5, 1990 SENATE JOURNAL p. 2334

HIJR 72

Senator Fahrenkamp, Chair, moved and asked unanimous consent
that the five-day notice and publication requirements be
waived on CS FOR HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 72 (Resources)
(Relating to requirements Tfor the ~carriage of oil in
double-hulled tankers) for the Resources Committee meeting
on February 7. Without objection, it was so ordered.

February 8, 1990 SENATE JOURNAL p. 2375

HIR 72

The Resources Committee <considered CS FOR HOUSE JOINT
RESOLUTION NO. 72 (Resources) (Relating to requirements for
the ~carriage of oil in double-hulled tankers) and
recommended do pass. The report was signed by Senator
Fahrenkamp, Chair, and concurred in by Senators Kerttula,
Halford, Frank, Eliason, Zharoff and Sturgulewski.

Previous zero fiscal note from the House Transportation
Committee.

CS FOR HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 72 (Resources) was
referred to the Rules Committee.
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January 12, 1990

Your January 9 article, "Double Bottom Doubt*" preaent* *everal
arguments for why Congress should not mandate double bottoms and double
hulls on oil tanker* entering.U.S. ports a* a solution to preventing
catastrophes such as the EXXON VALDEZ oil spill. Several of those
arguments are based on Incorrect facta and deserve to be clarified for

your readers.

The article cautions Congress on not mandating a technological
solution when there may be more cost-effective ways to deal with the
problem of safety. Your example of a less costly alternative is to
require tankers to have internal vacuum pumps that could hold oil in if
the hull of a ship is ruptured. This option would certainly be cheap, and
in fact, is the alternative strongly endorsed by the oil industry. The
question is would it be an effective alternative.

Naval architects and other experts in the field of tanker designs
have recommended vacuum pumps as an added safety feature, but they are by
no means being recommended as a substitute or viable alternative to a
double bottom or hull. In the case of a collision, avacuum pump would
provide no protection in reducing or preventing a spill. Any time a tank
la ruptured on its side, the pump could not possibly maintain air
tightness in the tank which is how this system works. It has been
estimated that a vacuum pump would be affective in less than 10 percent of
tanker accidents. By comparison, a double hull would be effective in 90
to 96 percent of all collision incidents and 70 to 96 percent of all
groundings. No other technology or safety feature can provide anywhere
near the protection of a double hull.

The Coast Guard conducted an analysis following the VALDEZ accident
and concluded that as much as 60percent of the oil spillii would have
been prevented if the ahip had adouble bottom. Thatestimate is based
strictly on actual tanks punctured. It does not take into account the
amount of oil from those punctured tanks which would not have been lost
because it would have been trapped in the empty space between the two
hulls. Although your article referred to this study, it is troubling that
a 60 percent reduction was treated as "no big deal". Sixty percent of 11
million gallons 1is 6.6 million gallons. I doubt very seriously that
pollution prevention of 6.6 million gallons of oil would be considered a
little thing by the people of Alaska and elsewhere vho have witnessed the
vast destruction to Alaska®"s wildlife, marine |life, and 1its coastal
waters. A spill of 6.6 million gallons would constitute the third largest
oil spill disaster ever in American waters)

Eight of eleven oil tanks en “che EXXON VALDEZ were punctured.



Sinee the Coast Guard study, naval architects and engineers have exaained
the actual ship and estimate that only three of the eleven tanks would
have been punctured with a double bottom resulting in a 75 percent spill
reduction. The reuson for fewer tanks actually being punctured is based
on the fact that a double bottom ship comes much harder aground which
prevents ship movement resulting in additional tank damage after the
initial impact. The oil industry has long argued that because u double
bottom makes the ship ground Ffirmer that it could cause the ship to
capsize, or sink, or at a minimum make salvage more difficult. Studies,
and actual case analysis, by the Coast Guard and Office of Technology
Assessment have determined just the opposite. A firm grounding is
beneficial in the salvage operation. Sad the EXXON VALDEZ come off Bligh
Reef, for example, it would have sunk according to the Coast Guard.

The less oil spilled and the slower the rate of discharge, the more
time available for cleanup response. The VALDEZ Ilost its 11 million
gallons of oil in five hours. If it had been a double hull ship, the
actual oil lost would have occurred over a 12 to 24 hou;C time period.
This would have allowed more time for response and would hi/.w reduced the
overall cleanup effort by 75 percent.

The mere suggestion that mandating double hulls is prematura Ignores
the benefits of double hulls, and the long history of this issue. Former
President Jimmy Carter instructed the Coast Guard to mfke double bottoms
mandatory in 1976 and to negotiate that requirement internationally. The
International Maritime Organization, 1IMO, a United Nation* affiliate,
rejected the U.S. proposal because of oil industry opposition world wide.
The same situation exists today. In 1978, the oil industry"™ more cost-
effective alternative was to require segregated belleat tank*. Segregated
ballast tanks only cover 40 percent of a ship"* periphery. A* the EXXON
VALDEZ illustrated, segregated ballasts provide very little oil spill
prevention in a grounding. In the case of a collision, they do provide
some protection if the point of contact occurs 1in that 40 percent area
where a ballast tank is located. Today, as in 1978, the oil industry is
arguing that there 1is a better, more cost-effective solution - vecuum
pumps. Even though vacuum pumps, as | mentioned earlier, are inexpensive
and do provide some benefit, IMO rejected them two years ago as
ineffective.

The Alaska Oil Spill Commission, in its December 8 report, recommends
double hulls for tankers and several additional design upgrades such as
auxiliary thrusters, a navigation display system, an automated cargo
control system, and centralized bunker tanks. The Commission®s analysis
shows that with all of these features incorporated into tankers, the
increase in capital construction cost would be ten percent. Over the
fifteen year life of a 250,000 dwt tanker such as the VALDEZ, the
increased capital cost would result in an increase in the cost of a gallon
of gas at the tank of only $0.0013 or .1 percent of a penny.

This cost increase does not factor in the operational savings that
would be realized with a double hull tanker. For example, the oil in the
bottom of the cargo tanks on a single hull tanker cannot be pumped out for
lack of pressure. This results in wasted cargo carrying capacity. With a
double hull tanker, all the oil could be offloaded because the portion at
the bottom would be drained from below in the space between the two hulls.

2



A double hull tanker would also lower the coat of vessel insurance.

Tanker safety and double hulls have been studied exhaustively. The
argument to wait for the completion of yet another study by the National
Academy of Sciences only postpones long overdue safety upgrades. Nov is
not the time for study, but for decisive concrete action. It is
interesting to note that the Committee on Tank Vessel Design, which was
formed to do the study for the National Academy of Sciences, does not svsn

include s shipyard rsprsaentativa. One would think that apanel dedicated
to the study of ship designs would benefit from the axperionce end
expertise of a ahipbuildar. The panel will, nevertheless, include at

least two representatives from the oil industry.

Since the late 1970s, there have bean no safety upgrades to oil
tankers. This record clearly illustrates Industry®s lack of dadication to
safety and its unwillingness to impose selfediscipline. The only way to
provide the maximum protection to our environment is for Congresc to
endorse the Housepassed version of the oil spill bill which mandates
double bottoms and double hull*. Anything short of a legislativa mandate
will result in a less than acceptable alternative.

Siucerely,

Mr. Stanford Erickson
General Manager

THE JOURNAL OF COMMERCE
110 Wall Street

New York, NY 10005
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The following information was taken from:
An Assessment of Tanker Transportation Systems in Cook Inlet and Prince William Sound

Prepared for: Alaska 0il Spill Commission

Prepared by: Engineering Computer Optecnomics, Inc.

Section V.8 —Cost of Improved Tankers

Figure V -6illustrates the increased cost of improved tankers based on the improved
70000 deadweight ton Cook Inlet crude carrier and the improved 250000 deaaweight
ton Prince William Sound crude carrier. Both of these crude carriers incorporate the
engineering subsystems discussed within this section, with cost data verified by U.S.
shipyards, and are governed by the following factors:

*Single ship bid from U.S. shipyard (Nov. 1989) with a 1992 delivery;
o Service speed is 14 knots;

*Designed for ice operations in Cook Inlet/Prince William Sound;
*Main propulsion —diesel engine(s); and,

o Hydraulic unit for auxiliary thnuster and cargo pumps.

Figure V -6.also shows that the construction cost of a 70000 deadweight ton, single
hull tanker, is approximately 8 million dollars, whereas the cost of an improved B/15
double hull tanker (separation between the inner and outer hulls is the tanker's beam
divided by 15), of the same deadweight, is 93 million dollrrs. This 8 million dollar
increase In construction cost equates to a cost increase of 94 percent for the Cook
Inlet crude carrir.

From the same graphic, it is shown that the cost of a 250000 deadweight ton, single
hull tanker, is approximately 175 million dollars, whereas the cost of an improved B/15
double hull tanker, of the same deadweight, is approximately 192 million dollars. The
computed cost increase of 17.2 million dollars equates to a cost increase of 98
percent for the Prince William Sound crude carrier.



300

250
200
150

100

o
Lo

(S¥v¥170a 40 SNOITTIN) LSOD NOILONYLSNOD

275

250

225

200

175

150

125

100

75

50

LONG TONS

DEADWEIGHT

1000

FIGURE V-6



FEDERAL REGULATION AND OVERSIGHT

Congress has mandated a comprehensive system to protect the safety of
oil and gas transportation, but for lack of enthusiasm and underfunding
enforcement has been a failure. The quality of federal oversight of oil
transportation in Alaska was typified by the U.S. Coast Guard, whose
safety and regulatory efforts gradually declined for most of the decade

leading up to the EXXON VAlOEZ disaster.

The Coast Guard supported safe traffic monitoring systems and design
standards, including double-hulled tankers, when the trans-Alaska pipe-
line system was approved in 1973. But by 1978, after strong industry
opposition to double hulls in international regulatory forums, the Coast
Guard backed off its support. The Coast Guard also imposed stringent
safety inspections and vessel monitoring practices during the early years
of tanker operations after the opening of the pipeline in 1977. Inspection
and monitoring efforts waned noticeably after parallel state inspections
were stopped, in 1979, and gradually thereafter as Coast Guard funding
and resources for these activities declined.

Some federal agencies performed admirably in events surrounding the
spill— notably the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Navy in
cleanup response efforts and the Coast Guard itself in successful meas-
ures to salvage the ship and the unspilled cargo. As a rule, however,
federal authority must be reinvigorated in several ways if it is to provide
significant leadership in the safety and oversight of maritime oil
transportation.

“Figure out what 25
percent of the nation§

oil isworth™"

Rap. Gaorga Millar, California

Housa CommWaa on Inlartorand
Insular Affairshaaring, May 19119

Federal Regulation and Oversight 31



Recommendation 28

Dounle hulls and vess
cesign

Hull designs of the 93 tankers
registered for Alaska trade.

32

Double Bottomand
Double Side

Double hulls and other technological tank '
shoulg beur,escyair} mmaocele%ed' ﬁcludm%;%rs&%eg’%
@ nonqualifying vessds, recard

6S0 agregsiry inallUS. waters

The loss of oil from the EXXm Val(:bz wreck would have been substan-
tially less if the vessel had had adouble hull of appropriate design. A U.S.
Coast Guard study undertaken after the accident indicated that up to 60
percent less oil— about 6 million gallons— would have entered the water
if the m Val(:bz had been equipped with a double hull. Double hulls
already are required for chemical tankers and gas carriers to provide
maximum protection to cargo tanks. A study for the Alaska Qil Spill
Commission by ECO, Inc., of Annapolis, Maryland, says double hull
design “provides the highest probability of surviving damage, eitherfrom
a collision or grounding, with no loss of cargo.”

Technical measures to reduce risk of accident and oil spiilage have been
advocated by naval engineers and others over the past two decades, but
this advocacy has not produced significant voluntary changes in the way
the industry does business. Suggestions regarding multiple screws, horse=
power enhancement and other design overbuilding proposals to enhance
safety have received only a negative response. Required changes are
necessary, particularly as the size and carrying capacity of modem
supertankers has increased.

Rec°”{rafﬁ‘éa&'§’ﬁ'trof9 W@/Pnncewwgm%% belrrstall nﬁlée il

equivalert or greater nsk ooours

Any ofseveral co.uimon practices relating to positive vessel traffic control
would have prevented the from straying so far off course as
torun aground on Bligh Reef. The wreck would not have occurred if there
had been a traffic control system covering operations to Hinchinbrook
Entrance, as was; promised by owners of the trans-Alaska pipeline system
at the time the system was approved. The wreck would not have occurred
if Loran C retransmit or radar had provided reliable coverage to Hinch-
inbrook Entrance, as was promised by the owners. And the EXXOI

wreck would not have occurred if the Coast Guard had not, according to
regular, informal practice, given permission to the vessel to move outside
established tanker lanes.

The EXXONVAIOEZ wreck would have been less likely if thevessel had been
traveling at lower speed and would not have occurred if the captain had

spill: Reportof the Alaska OB Spill Commission
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July 7, 1989

MEMORANDUM

TO: Representative Mike Davis

Aetdp. ATTN:  Barnaby Dow
PROM:  Karla Hart3 \W3f
Legislative Analyst

RE: Oil Tankers: Regulation and a Profile of Tankers Operating in Alaska
Research Request 89.352

You asked for a profile of oil tankers serving Valdez, including their age,

1ff. size, history of repairs and the number with double bottoms. For purposes of
comparison, you requested similar information for Japanese, South Korean and
Norwegian tanlkers. This information is presented following an introduction
which provides background on the regulatory and legal basis for standards
imposed on oil tankers.

Tanker Regulation and Industry Controls e

Cabotage laws are laws designed to reserve to a nation®s own ships the

8.\l coastwise trade between a nation®s ports. The chief cabotage law of the United

: States, known as the Jones Act, provides that merchandise transported between
points in the United States must be transported in vessels built in the United
States, documented under the laws of the United States, and owned by citizens
of the United States--all requirements for U.S. flagging (registry). For the
most part, the cabotage laws consider ports in the U.S. territories and
possessions to be U.S. ports.

Flags of convenience (FOC) shipping, or open registry of vessels, allows ships
to fly the flag of the country in which they are registered, with corporate or
individual ownership by a national of another country. Such registry has been
used by many owners, particularly owners domiciled in developed countries, for
the tax, regulatory, and cost advantages attained. Nations which allow open
registry have laws limiting requirements regarding disclosure of ownership,
earnings, and profits as well as operating information. These laws also permit
large flexibility of manning, 1nsurance, classification, and operating

mErnst G. Frankel, Regulation and Policies of American Shipping. Auburn

House Publishing Company, 1982, p. 59.
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procedures. In 1982, Liberia controlled roughly three-quarters of the FOC
tonnage. Tankers are the majority of the FOC ships; however, due to the

Jones Act, few of the tankers operating tri Alaska are FOC ships.

Ship classification 1is an international marine industry means of self—
regulation. Classification societies are non-governmental organizations which
establish and administer vessel standards for the design, construction, and
periodic survey of merchant ships and other marine structures. Classification
certifies adherence to established standards, thus representing that a vessel

possesses the structural and mechanical fitness required for 1its intended

service. Classification is voluntary, although it may be essential for
underwriting or selling a vessel. Classification societies also act on behalf
of many governments in certain inspection functions. Major international

classification societies, such as the American Bureau of Shipping and Lloyd"s
Register of Shipping (United Kingdom), offer worldwide representation and have

fairly similar standards. There 1is greater variation among the smaller
classification societies and various classification societies have different
total loss experiences. Additional information on classification is found

in the American Bureau of Shipping brochure (Attachment A).

A large number of U.S. government departments have jurisdiction over various
aspects of regulation, advocacy, control, and supervision related to the U.S.
shipping industry. Because some overlap in the jurisdiction of these federal
agencies has occurred over time, it is sometimes difficult to define the exact
responsibility of each particular federal agency.

States are limited in their ability to regulate tankers. In a 1978 U.S.
Supreme Court decision, Dixie Lee Ray v. Atlantic Richfield Comnanv. the court
found that the Washington State requirement that tankers either satisfy safety
design standards prescribed by state statutes or use tug escorts was invalid
under the supremacy clause of the federal constitution. Title Il of the Ports
and Waterways Safety Act (46 USCS Section 391a) mandates federal regulations
be issued to set minimum standards for tanker design and to protect the marine
environment; thus, states cannot impose stricter design requirements. As we

zFrankel, Regulation and Policies of American Shipping, pp- 74-75.

3Thomas Tucker, vice-president, American Bureau of Shipping, personal

communication, June 1989.

4Federal agencies with 1important roles in U.S. maritime transportation
include the Department of Commerce (National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration), Department of Transportation (Office of the Secretary, U.S.
Coast Guard and Maritime Administration), Department of Defense, Department of
State, Department of Energy, Environmental Protection Agency, Federal Maritime
Commission, Interstate Commerce Commission, Federal Trade Commission, and

Department of Justice.

5Frankel, Regulation and Policies of American Shipping, p.- 13.
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discussed, you may wish to have the Division-.of Legal Services evaluate the
extent to which Alaska may impose standards upon tankers if you are considering
legislation.

Tankers Participating in the Alaska Trade

A list of the tankers transporting North Slope crude oil is not readily
available. Tankers operating in Alaska must file proof of financial
responsibility with the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC)
(AS 46.04.040). As of August 25, 1988. there were 95 tankers with approved
proof of financial responsibility through June 30, 1989. Of these, two were
liquid natural gas tank vessels (excluded from this memorandum) and an unknown

number were used for carrying refined fuel products. The DEC does not collect
details on the trade of each vessel; however, roughly two-thirds of the tankers
have filed proof of financial responsibility which is limited to the Trans-
Alaska Pipeline System trade. On the two occasions | have contacted Alyeska

Pipeline Service Company personnel in Valdez (September 1987 and April 1989)
they were unable to provide a listing of tankers which pick up crude oil at the
marine terminal.

The export ban on Alaska North Slope crude oil effectively limits tankers
operating out of Valdez to those of U.S. flag, with the exception of tankers
carrying oil to an Amerada Mess refinery on St. Croix in the U.S. Virgin
Islands (which 1is exempted from the Jones Act). Presently, nine Liberian,
flagged tankers have proof of financial responsibility on file with the DEC.

The rating, size, age, type, hull, flag, classification society, casualties,
and ownership details for each of the 93 tankers involved in the Alaska trade
are provided in Attachment B. Of these tankers, 18 percent (17) have double
bottoms and an additional nine percent (eight) have double bottoms and double
sides. Attachment C, a March 5, 1989 Anchorage Daily News article entitled
"Rough seas leave mark on vessels laden with oil,"” provides further information
on the condition of tankers operating in Alaska.

Comparison of Tankers

Using published data, the 93 tankers with FY 89 proof of financial
responsibility in Alaska are compared 1in the following table with tankers
having Japanese, South Korean and Norwegian owners. In summary, tankers
serving Alaska are slightly smaller and significantly older, with a lower
rating and more casualties than the Japanese, South Korean and Norwegian owned

6Japan and South Korea were selected because of the potential for

exporting Alaska crude oil directly to those nations. Norway was selected
because it has ownership of a large fleet of tankers and 1is a northern seagoing
country with offshore oil activities.
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tankers. Information on which of these foreign®owned tankers have double
bottoms 1is available through Lloyd"s Registry 1in London, whom I did not
contact.

Table i

Comparison of Oil Tankers

Number Tankers Mean Number of
of Mean With Highest Casualties/Tanker
Tankers MDWT Age Rating Rating Total "Important"
Alaska Trade 93 106 18 2.9 7% 5.8 0.5
Japan Owned 212 121 9 4.0 38% 0.5 0.1
South Korean Owned 16 111 14 3.5 6% 0.1 0.1
Norwegian Owned 152 111 11 3.4 23% 0.2 0.2

Note: MDWT = thousand deadweight tons

Source: Arthur McKenzie, 1989 Guide for the Selection of Tankers. The Tanker
Advisory Center, 1Inc., New York.

Ratings from one (low) to five (high) are assigned to each tanker to suggest
the probability that the vessel will perform satisfactorily for a prospective
charterer. The assigned ratings are reviewed annually by the Tanker Advisory
Center. Important factors 1in assigning each rating include the vessel®s age,
flag, classification society, layup date, parent owner, size of the owned
tanker fleet, changes in ownership, and the number, type, frequency and
severity of reported casualties.
*
A casualty is any reported event which probably results in an insurance claim,
fine or detention by port authorities. Worldwide, about 13 percent (plus or
minus two percent) of the tankers each year sustain a reported casualty.
Approximately two to three percent of these vessels annually sustain an
important casualty, including damage probably rendering a vessel unseaworthy,
breakdown requiring a tow, explosion/fire 1in cargo tanks or pumproom, cargo
spill, a death, a fine, or detention by authorities. It has been documented
that over eighty-five percent of all marine casualties are caused by human

7Arthur McKenzie, 1989 Guide Tfor the Selection of Tankers. Tanker

Advisory Center, Inc., New York.



ggzrge%%ve Davis "

error, not by vessel structural or mechanical-failures.8
0.5 percent of the oil carriers were, on average, total

Vv

During the past two

decades, less than
losses annually.

v
A comparison of the casualties of tankers serving Alaska with those of other
tankers requires caution. The extreme weather conditions encountered by
tankers transporting oil from Valdez may be such that Japanese tankers, for
example, might suffer significantly higher casualty rates than presently
experienced if they too were operating in the Gulf of Alaska.

Additionally, the reporting of casualties may not be consistent for vessels of
different flags of registry. The vast majority of tankers in the Alaska trade
are of U.S. registry. The tankers of Japanese, South Korean and Norwegian
ownership represent a wide variety of flags--including flags of convenience.
McKenzie notes that it is notpossible to either prove or disprove a bias 1in

the reporting of casualties.

* * *
I hope this information is helpful. If you have questions, please call.
Attachments
8American Bureau of Shipping, "Classification: Promoting the security

of life and property on the seas,” undated brochure (1981?), 16 pp.-

9McKenzie, 1989 Guide for the Selection of Tankers, pp. 2 and 8.

10McKenzie, 1989 Guide for the Selection of Tankersr p. 3.
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Letters

W e Can

To the Editor: ,

_The Exxon Valdez is a recently de-
livered, modem, crude-oil carriér of
about 150,000 tons cargo capacity,
bullt in-a United States shipyard in
compliance with Coast Guard and
other regulatory-body requirements.
It was operated undér the American
flag by a presumably competent ma-
rine operatin sub5|d|a5y of a major
oil company. The immediate cause of
Its grounding March 24 aﬁpears, to be
human errorand will be the subject of
extensive investigations and hearm%s.

It is quite posSible and well within
ship design and _construction tech-
noIoPy to~build oil tankers that will
not féak oil in case of grounding or
collision or, in the very rare caseof
severe collision at h|ﬁ_h speed, would
leak very little oil. This means man-
dating Construction of oil tankers
with & double hull, i.e., an inner hot-
tom and fore-and-aft bulkheads about
6 to 8 feet from the outer hull for the
full Iength of that part ot the hull used
for car?(?. The-space between the
inner and outer hull would be empty
when the tanker is loaded and used
for ballast on the return voyage. This
t%pe of construction is required for
ships carrying I,|%U|d natural gas,
about 50 of which are qperating,
many of them about the size of the
Exxon Valdez, _

Two of the largest LN.G, carriers
have suffered severe grounding casu-
alties while fully loaded. Despite se-
vere pottom damaPe, not asingle gal-
o ey ?gj %%Ya?-o%i}’f ROL s T
[gnifi uti Ir.
[t"these had been fully loaded single-
huEI oll tankers, the 10ss of ol woguld
nave been of the magnitude of the
Exxon Valdez casualty:

A simple calculation indicates that
the increase in gasoline price at the
Bump for doublé-hull tankers would

eabo,uthalfacentpergallon. _

In view of the horrendous environ-
mental destruction _and enormous
cost of the cleanup efforts that are the
result of major oil spills, and the
Inevitability of human error, this
must be an acceptable price to pay
for environmentally secure oil trans-.
portation_ EDMUND G. TornayN

New York, April 3,198

The writer isa naval architect.

Now Try the Pipeline

To the Editor: o

_Our technolo% to ﬁrevent oil spills
IS S0 adv?nce at the likelihood of a
major oil spill from tankers cr rym%
Alarkan oil sou_‘h to the Unileu State
is praciicnlly nil. That is the gist of the

Build Tankers That W o

voluminous response the oil_compa-
?IGS wrote to my gl_larch 1,1,1|9731 Ie|t_ter
0you recommending a single pipeline
Ia,rYt?route, rather than tﬁel(TJ coen%med
pipeline-tanker land-sea route.

ne all-overland route would have
carried Arctic oil through Canada's
Mackenzie Valley via Edmonton and
obviated the use of tankers.

Whether or not Exxon is able to
contain_the March 24 oil spill in
Prince William Sound and prevent a
major environmental catastrophe to
the'shellfish, finfish, bird and.marine
mammal populations, the use of tank-
ers to transport Alaskan oil to the
lower 48 states is unnecessary and
should be phased out as fast as-a sin-
gle overland pipeline route can be de-
veloped. Julian Kane

Hempstead, L.l., March 26,1989
The wrltel[I IF sewor Eprofessor of
geology at Horstra University.

*

Fossil-Fuel Moratorium
To the Editor: _
[would [ike to goon record as bemg
completely opposed to your repeate
editorial view that, despite the disas-
trous oil SJJIH in_Prince William
Sound, the United States should con-
tinue to pump oil and ship it through
these waters. The last paragraph of
"0il on.the Water, Oil in"the Ground"
(editorial, March 30) correctly staled
that * Washington can't afford to as-
sume that the’Exxon Valdez accident

Devld Suter

was, a freak that will never happen
again,” but it neglected to sa¥ that
another one or two "accidents" of
this. magnitude could wipe out the
fishing industr*' of southeast Alaska.
The arglﬁment for con_tmuFd ex ,I?-
ration of"the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge can be countered in several
ways. First, there 1s absolutely no

n T Spill

oil

proof that oil exists under the tundra;i
second, the preliminary incursions®
Into that area have already damaqe
the fragile veqetatlon covering 1h\

?ermafrost (I' Tlew over this térraiir

hree years ago and saw the evi-
dence), and third, any large-scale oilJ
dr;llmg_ In the refuge willdisrupt thg

migration of caribou, to say nothing

of the effect on other wildlife, .

It is becoming increasingly evident/
that we should put a mordtorium on|
the use of fossil fuels. California is/
being forced to consider this option tn
prevent further pollution. So should)
weall. Judith P, Sulzbergers

New York, April 1,1989/

Preserve the Refuge

To the Editor: , _
_The oil to be found in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge, you say (edl-
torial, March 30), would generate at
least $10 hilligh in" royalties for
Alaska and the Federal Government.
Your hypothetical offer of $10 hillion
in unspecified land somewnhere in ex-
change for permission to the oil com-
paniés fo devastate irreversibly a
mere “few thousand acres nalveli/
assumes thatland if, fungible. It's not,
and 1t is the very unigueness of an
ecosystem such as the Arctic wildlife
refuge that demands we preserve it,
not waste it, We just don't know the
effect that oIl exploration would have
on that fragile environment. _
twill a?,parent,ly take more crises
like the Tiasco 1N Prince William
Sound hefore we understand we have
a global responsibility to preserve
what little remains of pristine wildgr-=
ness. R. Matthew Pettigrew Jr
Philadelphia, March 30,198

Cockamamie Reasoning

To the Editor: o
n )Aour March 30 editorigl, you de-
cide that the oil in the unspoiled part of
Alaska is too valuable to keep under-
Pround. You reason il is worth $10 bil-
lon, and $10 billion is surely too much
to give up for the absolute purity of the
refuge. Just think of the sum as 20 B-|
hombers that don't work. . _
As for your cockamamie reasoning
that the 'venture isn’t too risky be-
cause thor™* have been 10,000 runs
from Valdez withjuta malar p: vi tg
of oil: What_difference does it make
how much oil safely reaches its desti-
nation before missing 1ts mark? The
area is ruined as surely on the
10,000th try as it would_have been on
thefirst, ~ . Patrisha McLean
Garrison,«N.Y., March 31,1989



May 5, 1989

MR. SPEAKER, THIS WEEKEND THE HOUSE INTERIOR SUBCOMMITTEE ON
WATER AND POWER RESOURCES WILL BE IN VALDEZ TO CONDUCT HEARING™*
ON THE DISASTER NOW SPREADING THROUGHOUT SOUTH CENTRAL ALASKA.

NEXT WEEK CONGRESS WILL HOLD HEARINGS IN WASHINGTON ON THE OIL
SPILL.

TODAY, I AM ASKING FOR THIS BODY"S SUPPORT OF A JOINT
RESOLUTION THAT WILL HELP ESTABLISH THE STATE®"S PRESENCE
DURING THE UPCOMING HEARINGS. HJR 41 CALLS ON CONGRESS TO
INVESTIGATE THE EVENTS AND CIRCUMSTANCES THAT LEAD UP TO THE
OIL SPILL AND TO EXAMINE CHANGES THAT WILL HAVE TO BE MADE TO
INSURE SAFE PASSAGE OF OIL FROM THE PORT OF VALDEZ.

IN THIS MEASURE WE ARE CALLING FOR AN EXAMINATION OF THE
COAST GUARD ABILITY TO ENSURE SAFE PASSAGE; TO ENSURE TANKER
CREWS ARE PROPERLY CERTIFIED; TO ENSURE THAT OIL SPILL
CONTAINMENT EQUIPMENT IS INCLUDED ON EACH VESSEL; AND TO
EXAMINE CHANGES IN ENFORCEMENT THAT CAN HELP PREVENT THIS
TRAGEDY FROM EVER HAPPENING AGAIN.

IN ADDITION, CONGRESS 1S URGED TO EXAMINE THE CONDITION OF THE
TANKER FLEET AS A WHOLE; TO EXAMINE THE BEST TECHNOLOGY,
INCLUDING THE USE OF BOW THRUSTERS AND DOUBLE HULLED TANKERS.

IN A RECENT LETTER TO THE NEW YORK TIMES NAVAL, ARCHITECT
EDMUND TOURNAY WRITES THAT DOUBLE HULLED TANKERS ARE IN USE
TODAY FOR SHIPPING LIQUIFIED NATURAL GAS. SOME OF THESE SHIPS
HAVE SUFFERED SEVER GROUNDINGS WHILE FULLY LOADED. DESPITE
SEVERE BOTTOM DAMAGE, NOT AN OUNCE OF CARGO WAS LOST.

YEARS AGO, THIS BODY PASSED A MEASURE TO REQUIRE DOUBLE HULLED
TANKERS. THAT MEASURE WAS STRUCK DOWN BY THE SUPREMECOURT AS
AN INFRINGEMENT OF FEDERAL LAW. MR. SPEAKER, WENEED CONGRESS
TO ACT TO AVERT ANOTHER TRAGEDY.

HJR 41 WILL LET THEM KNOW THAT TANKERS SAFETY ISA TOP
PRIORITY HAS WE CONSIDER THE FUTURE OF TRANSPORTING OIL FROM
ALASKA.



Alaska Center for the Environment

700 H Street, Suite 4 < Anchorage, Alaska 99501 <« (907) 274-3621

Recommendations For Regulatory Change

I. Overview
1. Issues that need to be examined

A. Safety and vessel construction regarding marine
transportation of oil.

The federal Ports and Waterways Safety Act (PWSA) regulates

the design, construction, operation, and movement of bulk cargo
vessels that carry oil and hazardous substances. The current
regulations adopted under the PWSA are 1inadequate regarding the
protection of the marine environment from spills. More stringent

regulations must be adopted.

Strengthened vessel construction regulations should include:

1. Vessels that transport oil and hazardous substances must
be double-hulled.

2. Vessels that transport oil and hazardous substances must
be equipped with bow thrusters for maximum maneuverability.

3. Tanker size must be limited to a volume no larger than

that which can be dealt with in a worst-case spill, as
demonstrated b.v successful completion of simulation drills and
attested to by impartial spill cleanup experts not associated

with the oil companies, or running larger tankers at 1less than
maximum capacity to achieve that result.
» |
B. Bonding

The state and federal governments should require the posting
of adequate bonds from terminal, pipeline and tanker operators
which can be immediately wused to initiate government-directed
containment and cleanup operations. There are numerous
precedents for this sort of bonding in other environmental
regulatory statutes.

C. Oil Spill Contingency Plans

As the Exxon-Valdez 1incident 1indicates, there 1is a huge
discrepancy between the response capability stated 1in contingency
plans and the real operational performance when a spill actually
occurs. Plans are drafted to comply with regulations, but unless
the regulations require periodic compliance monitoring and
enforcement, they are of minimal value. Similarly, the

requirements become meaningless wunless the responsible agencies

are adequately funded to carry out their mandates.



We endorse the California Coastal Commission®s use of a
compliance representative who calls surprise drills to test
contingency plan claims.

It is imperative that the government require successful
completion of simulation drills, including immediate revision to
upgrade any deficiencies and rerunning the drills until all Kkinks
are worked out.

Backup equipment should be mandatory, so that when, as here,
a barge 1is down for repairs, there is no interruption 1in response
capability.

Mandatory stockpiles of all necessary equipment for
containing the spill and cleaning oiled wildlife should be
located around the state. Any contingency plan that calls for
flying in equipment 1is 1inadequate and should be rejected.

Individual tankers should be required to have their own
Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plans that include a
spill response plan effective during the critical 24-48 period
immediately following a spill.

Regulations should provide for public comment on SPCC plans
so that local expertise can be 1incorporated 1into the plan.

D. Evaluation of Cleanup Capability

In order to assess the existing oil spill response
capability of potential polluters, a systematic evaluation of
available cleanup resources needs to be done. This evaluation
should 1inventory the equipment necessary for each stage of a
complete response from the point of the spill to the point of
disposal of the recovered oil and contaminated sand, vegetation,
etc. ]

E. Research fund

A federal and industry-supported fund should be established
to study habitat recovery and research the 1long-term effects on
wildlife. Studies should be conducted by a qualified,
independent institution.

F. Revitalization of Test Tank

Congress should provide funding for the currently defunct
Oil and Hazardous Materials Simulated Test Tank to test the
effectiveness of oil spill cleanup equipment.

G. Compensation and Liability

Congress should enact a comprehensive oil spill Jliability
and compensation regime that 1includes 1international, national,
and state components. This program should:

1. Fairly assign risks and internalize cost of handling
transporting oil among potontial apllldi B.



2. Ensure rapid repair, restoration, and rehabilitation of
damaged or destroyed natural resources. CSee Superfund law for
analog. )

3. Completely and quickly reimburse victims and compensate
tNe public for loss of use and enjoyment of natural vresources.

4. Provide more effective 1incentives to prevent oil
di scharges.

H. Other Concerns

l. There should be a fully equipped federal response center
in or adjacent to Prince William Sound. Currently, the closest
one is hours away by plane in Stockton, California.

The government should require the oil companies in Alaska to

fund such a center, including establishment and training of a
dedicated oil spill response team whose responsibility it would
be to respond to spills throughout Alaska.

2. The Vessel Traffic System (VTS) for the Sound needs to
be re-examined. Specifically, the VTS should incorporate an
alarm feature that would sound when a vessel goes outside
authorized lanes. The Coast Guard should be authorized, and
required, to close the shipping lanes to all traffic when ice or
other obstructions are reported. The Coast Guard should not

allow deviation from the safe shipping lanes.

3. EPA Region X, and possibly EPA Headquarters, has decided
in the last few years to put enforcement of Clean Water Act
requirements for SPCC plans on a low priority when they react to

cleanups. We need to focus on both preventive and response
actions; and EPA must st rictly enforce SPCC plan regulations.

4. EPA must take a stronger position with Alyeska.
Historically, Alyeska is one of the worst polluters of air and
water 1in Alaska, which renders the Sound even more susceptible to
oil spill damage. EPA should revise the draft NPDES permit to
match the more stringent state permit for allowable surface water
discharges. In addition, EPA must step in and enforce the Clean

Air Act as it applies to emissions from tankers and the terminal.

5. Seasonal drilling restrictions should be codified 1in
federal law to protect endangered species and ensure effective
spill cleanup. Specifically, exploration, drilling and

transportation of oil shjuld be prohibited during bowhead whale
migration and during broken 1ice season unless 1industry can
demonstrate (and independent experts are willing to confirm) its
ability to detect, <contain, cleen up and dispose of oil spills in

ice-laden waters.

6. Criteria should be established for effective oil spill
response to be taken by the state, Coast Guard and/or EPA if a
spiller fails to comply with containment and cleanup standards.



7. EPA should prepare an environmental impact statement to

evaluate the impact of in-situ burning and chemical dispersants
used as part of an oil spill response.
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- Draft -
E,:xon Valdez-Related Actions/Demands

1. Ecologically sound and effective cleanup initiatives need to
be carried out by federal and state government officials,
Exxon/Alyeska, and private/non-profit concerns - now and in the
coming months/years. In addition, intensive scientific efforts
are needed in two other related areas: (1) damage assessments of
the impacted natural resources (the ecosystem and critters); and
(2) in-depth ecological research into the long-term effects of
the spill on the waters, ocean beds, marine life and their food
chains, the beaches, coastlines and other affected areas.

2. There should be no exploration for or production of oil or
gas in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. |In addition to the
Refuge, the Secretary of Interior needs to remove highly
sensitive and controversial offshore areas from the Department of
Interior 3 Outer Continental Shelf f0CS) Oil and Gas Leasing
Program that are located offshore southern and northern Califor—
nia, in Georges Banks off the New England coast, the Florida
Keys, Bristol Bay off Alaska, off the North Carolina coast, and
in the coastal and nearshore waters, submarine canyons and the
shelf-break zone of the mid-Atlantic.

3. Improvements are needed in oil tanker design, operating
reguirements and personnel/manning standards. Such improvements
might well include: double bottoms for tankers; 1increased vessel
space allocated to protectively located segregated ballast tanks
(PL/SBT); upgraded vessel traffic service (VTS) in Prince William
Sound, and other congested U.S. ports, harbors and traffic
fairways; and increased Coast Guard inspection of Alaskan

pipeline trade vessels. Complementing those measures, current
personnel policies need to be significantly improved in order to
reduce the risk of human error. These include: restrictions on

eligibility for masters®™ licenses that would exclude anyone with
a "driving while intoxicated" conviction or a history of
alcoholism; more stringent and more frequent physical exams; more
frequent license renewals; 1increased minimum manning requirements
for vessels (e.g., a dedicated radar aide); more stringent
retraining and refresher courses, as well as monitoring for
alcohol and drug abuse on the job. Despite all of these types of
measures, given that oil spills are still likely to occur, oil
and other hazardous spill contingency plans need to be routinely
tested (to determine response time, ability to deploy personnel,
and working condition of necessary equipment). In addition,
industry using the Port of Valdez and all other ports with heavy
oil and other hazardous cargo traffic should be required to
maintain an adequately staffed, full-time emergency response

team.

4. A comprehensive regime for oil spill Iliability and compensa—
tion is needed, including legislative reform to prohibit Exxon

from deducting oil-spill cleanup expenses.



5. Special measures should be taken to protect the health and
welfare of Native Americans.

6. Reagan-Bush budget/Coast Guard budget - The environmental
protection budget of the Coast Guard should be fully restored.

7. RCRA - oil industry exemption from RCRA regulation should be
dropped...other oil-related spinoffs

8 3AMorst casell scenario analyses should be conducted in all
EIS.s under NEPA. This provision, whicTT was dropped by the Reagan

adimistration, should be restored.

9. Energy Efficiency/CAFE standards.
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
ATTN:
FROM: Karla HartJ”-
Legislative Analyst
RE: Double Hulls on 0Oil Tankers: Cost of Construction

Research Request 88.039

You requested an historical perspective on legislation requiring double
hulls on oil tankers operating in Alaska waters (especially Cook Inlet),
and you had questions regarding the cost difference 1in double hull versus
single hull tanker construction.

Historical Perspective

0f overriding significance in any discussion of State legislation requiring
design standards on oil tankers 1is the 1978 Supreme Court decision, Dixy
Lee Ray v. Atlantic Richfield Company. The Supreme Court found that the
Washington State requirement that tankers either satisfy safety design
standards prescribed by State statutes or use tug escorts was invalid under
the supremacy clause of the Federal Constitution. Title 11 of the Ports
and Waterways Safety Act (46 USCS Section 391a), mandates federal regula—
tions be 1issued to Ffix minimum standards for tanker design and to protect
the marine environment; thus, states cannot impose stricter design require—
ments.

During the 1976 consideration of Alaska Senate Bill 406 relating to marine
transportation of crude oil, amendments were presented which would have
required tankers to have double hulls. Not much discussion of the double
hull issue exists in the committee vrecords on Ffile at the Legislative
Library, and that which does exist addresses the economics of double hulls
rather than the performance. The double hull requirement did not appear in
the final legislation, Chapter 266, SLA 1976.
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At the national level, regulations requiring double hulls or bottoms were
considered during the 1970s but never adopted. Mr. Perinsky, Office of
Costs, National Maritime Administration, believes the main reasons for not
requiring either were economics and the adoption of regulations requiring
other safety features 1in oil tankers.

Tankers Presently Operating in Alaska

Alyeska Pipeline terminal personnel in Valdez estimated that there are over

one hundred tankers licensed to call in Valdez. Not all make regular
visits. Approximately 75 tankers per month turn around 1in Valdez. of
those, Chuck O"Donnell, Marine Manager of Alyeska terminal, estimates that
25 percent are double bottomed. I was wunable to Jlocate a source that

monitored or recorded which tanker vessels operating in Alaska had double
bottoms or hulls.

According to staff at Exxon and Chevron, tankers which have double hulls or
bottoms are not used exclusively for crude oil transporation. Exxon has a
world wide fleet of 80 tankers. Two of these ships have double bottoms and
both are used on the east coast to transport refined products. Mr. Paoli,
Marine Engineering, Exxon Company International, also estimated that SOHIO
had perhaps four double bottomed ships used to transport crude oil. Mr.
Hilliard, Chevron Public Affairs office, said Chevron®s 70,000 dead weight
tons (DWT) tankers which call frequently in Valdez have single hulls.
However, their 39,000 DWT double hull (double bottom with protectively
located ballast tanks providing protection to the sides) tankers are also
used to transport crude oil in Alaska, 1including Cook Inlet.

Construction Costs of Double versus Single Hull Tankers

You asked if retrofitting a, Rouble hull onto a single hull tanker was
possible and, if so, what the cost would be. Mr. Cherrix, Chief of the
Office of Naval Architecture, National Maritime Administration responded
that yes, retrofitting a double hull was probably possible, although, he

questioned the feasibility. Mr. Perinsky said that his office had never
studied the cost of a retrofit. During the 1970s when the topic was
raised, the cost was considered too high to be a serious alternative to
other pollution controlling options. Neither source was aware of a double

hull retrofit ever taking place.

~he terms double bottom and double hull are not
interchangeable. A double bottom tanker does not have protective spaces on
the sides, only the bottom. A double hull is essentially two hulls with

protective space continuing up the sides of the tanker.
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Hr. Perinsky said there has been very little tanker construction in the
United States 1in recent years. He was able to provide rough figures for
the additional rost of double hull tanker construction from the first
quarter of 1977.

35.000 DWT $38 million single hull + $6 million double hull
56.000 DWT $47 million single hull + $9 million double hull
92.000 DWT $59 million single hull + $6 million double hull
265,000 DWT $117 million single hull + $36 million double hull

He stressed that these are rough estimates based on construction taking
place at various shipyards 1in the United States at that time. Variations
in cost reflect differences in construction and shipyards. For purposes of
comparison, he was aware of a 40,000 DWT single hull tanker being con-—
structed 1in the United States this year at. a cost of approximately $68 mil —
lion. The added cost of a double hull 1in 1977 was 10-31 percent above the
single hull construction costs.

I hope this information 1is helpful. If you have additional questions,
please call.

Mr. Perinsky wused the term double hull in discussing the costs of
construction. Based on later conversations with Exxon and Chevron, I
believe these may be estimates for double bottoms rather than double hulls.





