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INTRODUCTION

The 1995 Annual Review is the third review of the
Harbor Safety Plan, and covers the 1994-95 fiscal year
period. The Harbor Safety Committee of the Bay Region
reviewed and approved the 1995 Annual Review of the
Harbor Safety Plan at its September 14, 1995 meeting. The
original Harbor Safety Plan for San Francisco, San Pablo
and Suisun Bays was adopted on August 13, 1992 and
supplemented by the Harbor Safety Committee’s letter of
February 4, 1993 to the OSPR Administrator. SB 2040
mandates that: the Harbor Safety Committee must
annually review its previously adopted Harbor Safety Plan
and recommendations and submit the annual review to
the OSPR Administrator for comment. The Harbor Safety
Plan for the San Francisco San Pablo and Suisun Bays is
comprised of the original Harbor Safety Plan adopted in
1992, the Committee’s response letter to the (OSPR
Administrator, and the Annual Reviews of 1993, 1994,
and 1995. For ease of refererice, these separate documents
will be consolidated into one document.






MEMBERSHIP OF THE HARBOR SAFETY COMMITTEE OF THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

The following is a list as of September, 1995 of the 16 voting and 6 non-voting
members of the Committee :

Port Authorities (4): ,
DaAVIA AQAIIIS cniieieeeeeeeeeeerveeesrerereese s anesssvessssrssssssssnersaranen Port of Qakland

James Faber.. . iecerec et Port of Richmond
Alexander Kryg@sman ..o Port of Stockton
Charles Mitchell .ot Port of San Francisco

Tanker Operators (2}:

Maurice Croce....ncicriinnneeccacnns -.....Chevron Shipping Company

Dwight KOOPS .uoviiecirricriiniiinsinssisinnsssis s SeaRiver Maritime
Pilot Organization (1):

Captain Arthur J. Thomas ... San Francisco Bar Pilots
Dry Cargo Vessel Operators (2):

JORN GOSHIE ..ottt s Matson Navigation

Michael Nerney....crmiriiioinnnnn, Inchcape Shipping Services
Commercial Fishing or Pleasure Boat Operator (1):

Margot BrowT....cceeeceerenneene rebererereneaeanasene National Boating Federation

Nonprofit Environmental Organization (1)

MaArci GlaZer ... eeeeeeeeeeese e Center for Marine Conservation

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission { 1):

JOATT LUNASIIOIM iiiirririeerrereieesrin s esecesrrees s sesesssss e rssemessoneesenereessnsons BCDC
Labor (1):
Gunnar Lundeberg ..o Sailors Union of the Pacific

Barge Operators (1)

Ron Duckhormu.inirinnisinnenns roreusresiesrsasnsrarersrerens Crowley Marine

Tug Operators (1):
Mary McMillan......imiiricee e Westar Marine Services

Member at Large (1):

Roger Peters.. st s Marine Consultant



Non-Voting Members (6):

U.S. Coast Guard ................ Captain Donald Montoro, Captain of the Port
U.S. Coast Guard VTS ... Commander Dennis Sobeck
U.S. Army Corps of ENgineers ... Max Blodgett
‘U.S. INBVY cereteerereiereriiss sttt a st ettt sm s sas e st Robert Mattson
Benicia INAUsStries ..c.ceeeieeeinnireinsionines heievieseresiresueisresinasinie Joseph Gaidsick
Port of RedwWood CiEY e Michael Giari

Organization of the Harbor Safety Committee of the San Francisco Bay Region

CRair: coevveereeeresressnereesinns Captain Arthur J. Thomas
San Francisco Bar Pilots

Ist Vice Chair: .ccccvevecvenaces Joan Lundstrom
San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission (BCDC)

2nd Vice Chair: ...ococrievennnes Roger Peters
Member at Large

Executive Secretary: .......... Terry Hunter
Marine Exchange of the San Francisco Bay
Region



SUMMARY OF 1995 RECOMMENDATIONS

PORTS

Amended as follows (changes are underlined):

The Harbor Safety Committee supports the efforts to increase funding
to NOAA. In light of congressional initiatives that would reduce the
NOAA’s f-undmg or_ dlSSOlVE the agenc:v entlrelv bv elimmatmg‘

Committee _members and mterested rnernbers of the publlc should

ntinue t vest federal and funding for PORT insu

stem support after the demon _tratl_' n_period. The Comnuttee urges
that the OSPR Administrator support 'PORTS as a high priority and
that OSPR continue_to seek and allocate funds to maintain the system

once it is installed.

The Committee further requests that NOAA expedite the update of tide
and current data using the latest technology available and publish the
water level and current atlases to replace the tidal current charts
recalled because of inaccuracies.

HISTORY AND TYPES OF ACCIDENTS AND NEAR-ACCIDENTS

The following definition of the term ‘near-miss’ was adopted:

“A reportable ‘near-miss’ situation is an incident in which a pilot,
master or other person in charge of navigating a vessel, successfully
takes action of a non routine nature to avoid a collision with another
vessel, structure, or aid to navigation, or grounding of the vessel, or
damage to the environment.” The definition should be applied to
larger vessels, as outlined in the Federal Register CFR, volume 59, No.
135, part 161.16.

VEHICULAR BRIDGE MANAGEMENT

OSPR should request Caltrans and other bridge operators to install

energy-absorbing fendering on bridges instead of wooden or plastic
fendering.



» (OSPR should request Caltrans, railroads and various counties owning
bridges for advance notice of work which would temporarily or
permanently reduce bridge clearances.

SMALL BOATS

* Place additional emphasis on recreational boater education and law
enforcement on the waterways by:

1.

Putting additional emphasis on boater education through the State
Boating and Waterways Qutreach program;

Targeting marinas, boat ramps, and boat rentals for educational
materials;

Utilizing the Coast Guard’s “Sea Partners Program” and Coast
Guard Auxiliary to disseminate boater safety materials to
recreational boaters;

Educating kayakers to promote safe navigation;

Encouraging the public school system to include Boater Education
in the curriculum; and

Consideration should be give to providing funds specifically for
increased law enforcement on the waterways.

TUG ESCORTS

* OQver the past year, the Harbor Safety Committee has been working on
revisions to the Interim Tug Escort Regulations and to the Permanent
Tug Escort Guidelines. The Committee modified the Permanent
Guidelines, based on two engineering studies by Glosten Associates,
naval and extensive public testimony. OSPR will base Permanent Tug
Escort Regulations on the Committee’s recommendations. The
regulations are anticipated to become effective by fall, 1996 or at the
latest, January, 1997. -



PILOTAGE

o To prevent unlicensed persons from performing pilotage, it is
recommended that the California Harbors and Navigation Code be
amended to increase the penalty for acting as a pilot while not holding
a pilot license from the maximum penalty for a misdemeanor of $1,000
to a maximum penalty of $25,000.

SUBSTANDARD VESSEL INSPECTION

» Support the U.S. Coast Guard vessel inspection program of targeting
substandard vessels in the Bay.



CHAPTER I. GEOGRAPHIC BOUNDARIES

There were no changes to this chapter.

CHAPTERII. GENERAL WEATHER, TIDE AND CURRENT, AND DEPTH
CONDITIONS

STATUS.OF PRIOR RECOMMENDATIONS:
Underkeel Clearances:

Because of the relatively shallow shipping lanes of the Bay, the Harbor Safety
Committee in 1993 recommended that minimum underkeel clearances for tank
vessels carrying oil as cargo be established for the areas east and west of the Golden
Gate Bridge. Since that time, the Coast Guard proposed federal regulations to set
minimum underkeel clearances within the geographic areas of the Harbor Safety
Plan. In the process of drafting regulations for the Bay, the Coast Guard Captain of
the Port requested comments from the Harbor Safety Committee.

As of this date, no definitive action has been developed by the Coast Guard. It is
anticipated that a working group will be formed in the coming year to refine
underkeel guidelines and to address the issues of enforcement and measuring
underkee! clearance. '

MAXIMUM SPEED:

Federal regulation 33 CFR Parts 162 and 165, which became effective May 3, 1995,
limits vessel speed to 15 knots through the water for power driven vessels of 1600 or
more gross tons within the main ship channels (Regulated Navigation Areas) of
San Francisco Bay. This also applies to a tug with a tow of 1600 or more gross tons.
The regulation implements the 1994 Harbor Safety Committee recommendation of
setting a maximum speed limit on vessels to improve safe navigation within the
congested areas of the Bay where the ability of a vessel to maneuver in the event of
an emergency is severely constrained.

1. and 2. Weather Conditions. No change.



3. PORTS.

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Ocean Service
(NOS) is developing the San Francisco Bay Demonstration Project to provide
solutions essential to ensuring that the Bay Area’s marine-based economic activities
can continue to expand while the Bay’s ecological resources are protected and
managed. Through real-time data acquisition and distribution, NOS can advance
navigational safety capabilities by combining physical oceanographic measurement
and computer modeling capabilities. Also, Upper San Francisco Bay Partnership
Program projects that are built around the Physical Oceanographic Real-Time
System (PORTS) are the Current Pattern Analysis for Qil Spill Response Planning
and Real-Time Environmental Monitoring in Upper San Francisco Bay. Through its
Partnership Program, NOS has begun to implement a PORTS demonstration to
acquire data, simulate the hydrodynamics, and disseminate information on the
physical variables of San Francisco Bay. The objectives of the demonstration project
are to:

1. Complete the installation of demonstration PORTS oceanographic and
marine meteorological measurement sites and the computer hydrodynamic
model.

2. Disseminate observations to the user community in real time.

3. Work with the user community to develop measures of effectiveness in
order to validate PORTS requirements for navigation safety and
environmental management.

4. Develop a PORTS full-scale operational implementation plan that includes
the life-cycle development and operations management process.

5. Plan for system support after the demonstration period.

Pilots are now using information on a day-to-day basis from the PORTS system in
relation to keel clearance and air draft considerations.

AMENDMENT TO RECOMMENDATION 3:
Amended as follows (changes are underlined):
The Harbor Safety Committee supports the efforts to increase funding to

NOAA In light of congressional initiatives that would reduce the NOAA's
- issolve _th ntirely by orivatizin

liminatin I




period. The Comrruttee urges that the OSPR Admmlstrator support PORTS as a
high priority and that ntinu k and all fund maintain
the system once it is instailed.

The Committee further requests that NOAA expedite the update of tide and
current data using the latest technology available and publish the water level
and current atlases to replace the tidal current charts recalled because of
inaccuracies.

4, Operators Surveys. No change.

5.and 6. Surveys and Charts. The National Ocean Service (NOS) has designated the
San Francisco Bay area as one of two primary regional demonstration projects for
the agency in FY 1996 and 1997. A detailed description of NOAA’s San Francisco Bay
Project Plan can be obtained from the NOAA, Pier #1 Project Office, Fort Mason
Center (Bldg. 201), San Francisco, CA 94123, phone (415) 556-0858. The San Francisco
Bay project will provide ready access to NOAA data and technologies and will place
particular emphasis on improving navigation safety and efficiency. The backbone of
NOAA'’s approximately two-million dollar, two-year San Francisco Bay investment
is the demonstration of the physical oceanographic real-time system (PORTS). In
addition, by December, 1995, NOS will have its entire suite of 1,000 nautical charts
digitally scanned and available from nautical chart agents in the form of raster chart
images that can be easily loaded into electronic chart systems.

Digital vector data will also be needed to make many electronic chart systems
operate most efficiently and in order for electronic chart systems to comply with
IMO regulations. The San Francisco Bar Pilots, the Corps of Engineers and the
commercial sector are working cooperatively with NOAA to develop digital vector
data for bay area electronic chart systems. Corps of Engineers digital survey data will
be rapidly incorporated into these digital chart displays routinely as digital Corps of
Engineers surveys are completed. Electronic chart ‘notice to mariners’ updating
experiments will be conducted in San Francisco Bay by NOAA in cooperation with
the US. Coast Guard Research and Development Laboratory. Initial testing and
evaluation of the nation’s first hybrid raster/vector nautical charts is scheduled for
San Francisco Bay during the demonstration project. Those elements of the nautical
chart critical to navigation are currently being defined through use of questionnaires
being circulated nationally and in the Bay Area to commercial ship operators.
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In order to update the quality of the charted shoreline features and in response to
the needs of the Bay Conservation and Development Commission, NOAA will be
acquiring detailed aerial photogrametric coverage of San Francisco Bay during the
spring of 1996. These data will be used by both the commercial shipping industry for
accurate and up-to-date shoreline for their charts and for coastal zone managers for
their Geographic Information Systems. This detailed high resolution photography
will be made readily available to all bay area organizations for their specific
applications.

CHAPTER IIl. HARBOR CONDITIONS

STATUS OF PRIOR RECOMMENDATIONS:

7. Underwater Rocks. No further action was taken by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers regarding the removal of Arch Rock, Harding or Shag Rocks near
Alcatraz Island. The Harbor Safety Committee reiterates its previously adopted
recommendation that: “Several areas, such as Harding, Arch and Shag Rocks,
should be reduced to a minimum of 55 feet depth MLLW.” N

8. Dredge Dog Leg at Buoy ‘C’. This recommendation was deleted in 1993.

CHAFTERIV. VES.SEL TRAFFIC PATTERNS

For calendar year 1994, the Marine Exchange reported 3,502 total vessel arrivals in
the Bay, which represented a one percent increase over the prior year. The total
number of tanker arrivals, however, declined 9% from 1993 (see Appendix A). The
number of interbay shifts of commercial vessels significantly declined from the
prior year. Government vessel movements are not tracked by the Marine Exchange,
but are tracked by the U.S. Coast Guard Vessel Traffic Service (VTS). VTS reported
2,901 governmental vessel movements, which was a 4% decline from 1993. As
previously stated, a direct comparison cannot be made between the figures reported
by the Marine Exchange and VTS because the former compiles a total figure for
commercial vessel arrivals,. while the VTS total for government vessels includes
arrivals, inter-Bay movements and departures. '

STATUS OF PRIOR RECOMMENDATIONS:

9. Coast Guard/VTS Accident and Near Accident Reporting System. During the past
year the Reportable Events Subcommittee met several times (1) to clarify the

11



definition of ‘near-misses’, (2) to devise a system of voluntary reporting from pilots
and ship masters of ‘incidents’ or ‘near-misses’, and (3) to establish a review team to
periodically review the pertinence of information from the Coast Guard Marine
Safety Office and VTS. The objective of the program is to identify, collect and
correlate statistical data, including ‘out-of the-ordinary’ circumstances occurring in
the Bay so that, by analysis, improvements to the safe management of the harbor
may be recommended and implemented by the appropriate agency.

(1)

(2)

Definition of ‘Near-Miss”. In 1992 the Harbor Safety Committee approved a
recommendation. that reporting of accidents and ‘near-misses’ should be
standardized with other areas so that ‘near-miss’ data can be analyzed in a
consistent manner and possible comparisons be made between areas [of the
state]. The Reportable Events Subcommittee proposed a definition which
became the basis for discussion at a special meeting with representatives of all
five Harbor Safety Committees in California — Humboldt Bay, San Francisco
Bay, Port Hueneme, Los Angeles/Long Beach and San Diego Bay and officials
from the Coast Guard and OSPR. The statewide consensus was to adopt a
definition adopted by the State of Washington. The following definition was
subsequently adopted by the five Harbor Safety Committees:

“A reportable ‘Near-Miss” Situation’ is an incident in which a pilet,
master, or other person in charge of navigating a vessel, successfully takes
action of a nonroutine nature to avoid a collision with another vessel,
structure, or aid to navigation, or grounding of the vessel, or damage to
the environment.”

The subcommittee further recommended that the San Francisco Bay ‘near-
miss’ program should apply to all vessels of 1600 GRT or larger and
recommended adoption by other California Harbor Safety Committees and the
states of Washington and Oregon. The following language was adopted by the
Harbor Safety Committee:

“The ‘near-miss’ reporting program should apply to all vessels subject to
the Vessel Traffic Service (VTS) as defined in 33 CFR 161.16 which
regulates the reporting requirements for vessels within a vessel traffic
service area” (see Appendix B).

Establishing a Voluntary Reporting System. The subcommittee agreed that a

voluntary system of reporting ‘near-misses’ should be created to encourage
mariners to report out of the ordinary circumstances to the Coast Guard which

12



(3)

could serve as another set of ‘eyes and ears’ on the Bay. To that end the
subcommittee drafted a reporting form which would preserve the anonymity
of the person making a report. The report, approved by the Harbor Safety
Committee, is based on a form used by the Federal Aviation Administration
(see Appendix C). A person filling out a voluntary report would send the form
to the U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office, which would remove the portion
of the form that contains the person’s name once it was determined there was
no need to contact that individual for further information. Voluntary reports
would be reviewed monthly or quarterly as needed. If the reporting
information was determined to be relevant, the data would be catalogued into
the CASRISK information system. However, if the Coast Guard determined
that the event should have been reported as an incident on form 2692, the
Coast Guard would contact the individual and advise them the event is a
reportable marine casualty.

To initiate the system, the voluntary report was included in the Vessel Traffic
Service San Francisco, June, 1995, User's Manual. The Captain of the Port
agreed to include the report form in the Marine Safety Office newsletter. In
addition, the San Francisco Bar Pilots Association has made the report form
available to its members. Other organizations are encouraged to distribute the.
form. Since the voluntary reporting program is just being established, no
reports have been received as of this date.

Review of Accidents and ‘Near-Miss’ Information. A review team was created
by the Captain of the Port composed of a representative of the Bar Pilots
Association; the Executive Director, Board of Pilot Commissioners; the U.S.
Coast Guard Captain of the Port; Vessel Traffic Service (VTS) San Francisco;
and a representative of the Harbor Safety Committee who is a master mariner
(not including a pilot). The primary functions of the review team are twofold.
(1) the team would review reported incidents from Vessel Traffic Service (see
Appendix D for 1994 ‘near-miss’ incidents) and voluntary reports from pilots
and other mariners such as ship and tug masters to determine if the incident
was a ‘near-miss’. Other possible sources might be bridge operators and marine
terminal operators who have the opportunity to notice situations which, if
corrected, could lead to recommendations which might prevent marine
casualties. If the incident is considered a ‘near-miss’ as defined above, the
information would be included in the Captain of the Port's risk analysis
database. (2) The team would analyze the casualty and ‘near-miss’ data for
incidents occurring within the San Francisco Bay area. The expected result of
the review team’s analysis would be the identification of areas of greater risk or

13



patterns of incidents occurring which could affect maritime safety. The data
which the review team analyzed is generated from the CASRISK system,
developed by the Coast Guard Marine Safety Office San Francisco and more
fully described in the 1994 Harbor Safety Plan (see Appendix E for 1994
CASRISK data). The location of each incident or casualty is identified for the
review team on computer generated charts so that areas with the highest
frequency of incidents and casualties can be quickly seen.

To ensure continuity of the data for the review team, the Captain of the Port
will manage the program since the Coast Guard has already developed the
CASRISK system to track casualties and incidents (near-misses). The Captain of
the Port intends to continue use of CASRISK as part of a continuing program of
risk assessment and management. Under the Coast Guard's rnanagement, the
review team intends to meet periodically to review ‘near-miss’ incident
reports, and not less than once annually to analyze casualty and ‘near-miss’
information generated by the CASRISK system. If more detailed information is
needed about a particular casualty, such reports can be provided by the Coast
Guard Marine Safety Office Investigations Department. The results of the
review team analysis would be provided directly to the Captain of the Port for
use in developing improvements for safe navigation in the Bay in consultation
with the Harbor Safety Committee.

The review team has met several times to analyze data to determine if there
were patterns of events which indicate an area of greater risk. Based on looking
at four years of current data, an area east of the Southern Pacific Railroad Bridge
at Martinez at the Carquinez Strait was noted to be subject to shoaling. This
information was directly passed on to the Corps of Engineers with a request for
an updated survey. It was felt a new survey was especially critical this year
because the heavy volume of runoff from the snow melt would be bringing
greater than normal amounts of sediment into the Bay. This Corps of
Engineers survey was completed in June, 1995.

ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATION—DEFINITION OF ‘NEAR-MISS’
The following definition was adopted by the Harbor Safety Committee:
“A reportable ‘Near-Miss Situation’ is an incident in which a pilot, master,

or other person in charge of navigating a vessel, successfully takes action
of a nonroutine nature to avoid a collision with another vessel, structure,

14



. or aid to nav1gat10n or grounding of the vessel, or damage to the
environment.”

10. Herring Fishermen. OSPR should support continued coordination of federal,
state, municipal and representatives of fisherman prior to each herring fishing
season.

11. Observation of Sailboat Races. No further action is necessary.
12. Observation of Boats from a Tanker. No further action is necessary.

13. Annual Racing Schedules. Consistent with prior reviews of the Harbor Safety
Plan, no. further action is necessary.

14. Optional Race Course Information. Consistent with pnor reviews of the Harbor
Safety Plan, no further action is necessary.

15. Rule 9 Infractions. Consistent with prior reviews of the Harbor Safety Plan, no
further action is necessary (see Recommendation 17). '

16 Contingency Routing. Caltrans has informed the Coast Guard that seismic
retrofitting work will begin in the summer of 1996 on the following bridges: Bay
Bridge, San Mateo-Hayward Bridge and Benicia-Martinez Bridge. The Coast Guard
has begun coordinating with Caltrans during the project planning stage in order to
minimize disruption to vessel traffic and to ensure safe passage in the waterways.

17. Educational Pamphlets. Pamphlets regarding boating and water safety are being
distributed by the Department of Motor Vehicles with boat registration renewals.

18. Report on Rule 9 Violations. No change at this time.

19. Publicize Rule 9 Infractions. In 1994, the Office of Oil Spill Prevention and
Response (OSPR) initiated an outreach program to coordinate the distribution of
boating and waterway safety information to the public. This information is now
being distributed by the Department of Motor Vehicles. OSPR program managers are
currently reviewing all previous recommendations received from the Harbor Safety
Committees in order to coordinate the boater education effort in the most effective
manner. The educational effort should include the Pacific Inter-Club Yacht
Association wording to address Rule 9 infractions in all club race instructions. The
Yacht Racing Association should also add a Rule 9 requirement to all their race
instructions that the act of interference will result in disqualification.

15



- 20. Coast Guard Auxiliary Education Efforts. A tanker operator (SeaRiver Maritime)
is willing to permit members of the Coast Guard Auxiliary to observe navigation of
a tanker, from the ship’s perspective, during an in-bay transit. This might help to
educate both safe boeating course instructors and their students on the hazards of
reckless operation of small boats in commercial traffic areas.

21. Board Sailors. Board sailors have improved their safety performance, however,
they may need additional reminders. OSPR should contact the management of the
GColden Gate National Recreation Area, National Park Service, to request that the
sign at Crissy Field have more information about the dangers of board sailing in the
main inbound and outbound shipping lanes by the Golden Gate Bridge. The present
sign is inadequate.

CHAPTER V. VEHICULAR BRIDGE MANAGEMENT/SMALL BOATS
A. VEHICULAR BRIDGE MANAGEMENT:

The Bay/Delta area now has eleven racons on bridges, which represents the
majority of racons placed on bridges in the United States. The racons are justified
because the harbor has the highest number of foggy days in the nation where
visibility is less than one-half mile together with a high volume of vessel traffic
transiting under the bridges. To complete the system of racons on Bay/Delta bridges,
the Rio Vista Bridge is scheduled to have a racon installed in 1996.

In order to improve the safety factor for tankers sailing through the narrow opening
in the Southern Pacific Railroad Bridge at Benicia, the Coast Guard has undertaken
several initiatives:

1. Established a Regulated Navigation Area at the bridge which prohibits deep-
draft transits when visibility is less than one-half mile (with some
exceptions).

2. Will install four white'lights on the main channel piers to better identify
the primary navigation channel. A six-month test will start this fall, and if
successful, the bridge owner will install permanent lights.

3. Asked the railroad to change the working frequency of the bridge
radiotelephone to VHE-FM Channel 14, to again be consistent with the VTS
working frequency. The railroad has agreed and has applied for a change to
its FCC license.

16



4. Investigated some recent bndge malfunctions and are discussing/evaluating
some SPRR repair plans to improve bridge reliability.

5. Had Caltrans make modifications to the racon on the adjacent highway
bridge which has improved the signal to downbound vessels.

6. Are investigating the obstructive character of the bridge under the Truman-
Hobbs Act of 1940. If increasing bridge clearances will provide benefits to
navigation greater than the costs of modifying the bridge, the Coast Guard
will recommend the bridge be altered.

An updated inventory of vehicular bridges in the Bay area is in Appendix F.

As a result of reviewing the Harbor Safety Plan, the Committee adopted the
following additional recommendations:

ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS—VEHICULAR BRIDGE MANAGEMENT:

s Energy-Absorbing Fenders for Bridges. OSPR should request Caltrans and
other bridge operators such as the Golden Gate Bridge and Southern Pacific
Railroad to install energy-absorbing fendering, instead of wooden or plastic
fendering, on all area bridges when replacing damaged fenders and for all
new construction.

« Construction Changes in Bridge Clearances. OSPR should request Caltrans,
railroads and various counties owning bridges for advance notice of work
which would temporarily or permanently reduce bridge clearances.
Advance notice should be provided as far in advance as possible through
the Local Notice to Mariners to assure that vessels are alerted to these
hazards.

B. SMALLBOATS:

As previously described, thousands of recreational boaters are concentrated in the
Bay area near narrow, heavily trafficked shipping lanes. Each year a number of
reported and unreported ‘near-misses’ occur which might be prevented by small
boats properly yielding the right-of-way to large vessels that cannot change course.
In 1994, three ‘near-miss’ and collision situations were reported by VTS: an inbound
tanker near the Golden Gate Bridge was forced to sound the danger signal and make
speed and course changes to avoid a sailing vessel; a tanker bound for the
Richmond Long Wharf collided with a sailing vessel; near Yellow Bluff a sailing
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vessel collided with an inbound tanker. However, a fatal accident did occur last year
when a fishing vessel collided with an inbound container ship just west of the
Golden Gate Bridge. The fishing vessel sank and two lives were lost.

After reviewing information on licensing of small recreational boat operators, it was
agreed that, at this time, emphasis on boater education and enforcement on the
waterways would be a more effective approach to deal with unsafe operators rather
than instituting the licensing of small boat operators.

ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS—SMALL BOATS:

Place Additional Emphasis on Recreational Boater Education and Law
Enforcement on the Waterways as Follows:

QOSPR should put additional emphasis on boater education and law
enforcement on the waterways. This can be addressed by the Qutreach
Program, developed in 1994 and coordinated through the State Department
of Boating and Waterways (Contact: Megan Standard, (916)322-1819)).

Educational target areas should be identified such as marinas and boat
ramps. Boat rental establishments, including personal water craft (jet skis),
should also be targeted for an educational thrust, as inexperienced boaters in
rental boats are a continuous source of problems.

The Coast Guard's “Sea Partners Program”, a marine environmental
protection outreach initiative, should be utilized, in conjunction with the
Coast Guard Auxiliary, to disseminate boater safety materials to recreational
boaters in the Bay area.

Kayakers should be approached in the same manner as board sailors were
previously approached (see Recommendation 21) to promote safer
navigation in the Bay. Kayakers have become a problem for vessel traffic
due to reckless operation by some individuals.

The public school system should be encouraged to include Boater Education
in the curriculum,

Consideration should be given to providing funds dedicated specifically for
increased law enforcement on the waterways.
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STATUS OF PRIOR RECOMMENDATIONS:

22. through 24. & 27, Caltrans Bridges. The PORTS system, currently being installed
by NOAA, includes a system of electronic water level gauges located at area bridges,
which will indicate the level of the tide at the measured points on a real time basis.
Bridge level gauges are already in place at area bridges where needed. It was noted,
however, that the bridge level gauges, which are simply numbered wooden boards
affixed to a bridge and indicating the clearance between the water and the raised
portion of the bridge, are of little use to larger vessels, as the gauges do not become
visible before the vessels are committed to making their transit.

25. Golden Gate Bridge Racon. Installation of the racon was completed on April 11,
1995 by the Golden Gate Bridge District. Feedback is currently being solicited from
vessels transiting the area to evaluate the unit. Recreational boaters have indicated,
however, that fog signals should be retained in their present configuration as an aid
to smaller vessels not equipped with radar.

26, Bay Bridge Racons. No further action is necessary.

CHAPTER V1. AIDS TO NAVIGATION

A. NAVIGATION MARKS:

The Coast Guard installed a racon on the Harding Rock buoy on June 28, 1994. This
was an important enhancement of the Aids to Navigation system as it improved
the marking of Harding Rock in low visibility situations. The Coast Guard is
planning to relocate several buoys to mark a channel improvement project in
Oakland Harbor. Two aid to navigation lights will be established to mark a turning
basin in the inner harbor. Plans to install a buoy on the eastern side of the Alcatraz
Shoal are pending the receipt and review of hydrographic survey information on
existing depths to determine the best location for the buoy.

As a result of the tragic accident on Big Bayou Canot in the southern United States,
where a barge caused a railroad bridge to collapse, the Federal Department of
Transportation directed the Coast Guard to inspect bridge navigation lights and
fendering systems on all bridges that commercial vessels can reach. In the San
Francisco Bay/Delta, 106 bridges were inspected. Almost two-thirds had some
discrepancy, primarily miinor navigation light outages. Almost all discrepancies
have been corrected. The remaining discrepancy affecting tankers or tank barges is

19



the fender deterioration on the east bay portion of the Bay Bridge, the repair of
which is scheduled for 1996.

B. SAN FRANCISCO VESSEL TRAFFIC SERVICE:

Regulated Navigational Areas. Effective May 3, 1995, the Coast Guard established
Regulated Navigation Areas in the San Francisco VTS area to reduce vessel
congestion where maneuvering room is limited. The Regulated Navigation Areas
(RNAs) apply to the waters of the Golden Gate, Central Bay, Lower Bay, San Pablo
Bay and Carquinez Strait. The RNAs will organize traffic flow patterns; reduce
meeting, crossing, and overtaking situations between large vessels in constricted
channels and limit vessel speed (see Appendix G).

VTS Training. The San Francisco Bar Pilots and the Coast Guard have continued a
joint program in which pilots stand watches at the Vessel Traffic Service (VTS)
Operations Center and VTS personnel take advantage of the Bar Pilot’s “Shipride”
Program which was established when VTS began. Coast Guard personnel may also
visit the Bar Pilot Office for training and familiarization with pilot procedures. The
goal is to improve traffic management procedures so as to enhance navigational
safety in the Bay.

STATUS OF PRIOR RECOMMENDATIONS:
28. Scope of Coverage

a) On October 13, 1994, 33 CFR 161 was amended to incorporate standard national
vessel traffic management rules applicable to all VTSs. No further action is
necessary.

b On October 13, 1994, 33 CFR 161 was amended to make participation in the
Vessel Movement Reporting System (VMRS) mandatory for certain classes of
vessels. VMRS participation is required for VMRS users defined as a vessel, or
an ownmer, operator, charter, master, or person directing the movement of a
vessel required to participate in a VMRS, VMRS participation is required for:
(a) power-driven vessels of 40 meters (approximately 131 feet) or more in
length, while navigating; (b) every towing vessel of 8 meters (approximately 26
feet) or more in length, while navigating; or (c) every vessel certificated to carry
50 or more passengers for hire, when engaged in trade. Also subject to the
provisions of this section are VTS users. A VTS user is a vessel, or an owner,
operator, charterer, master, or person directing the movement of a vessel that

20



c)

d)

is: (a) subject to the Vessel Bridge-to-Bridge Radiotelephone Act; or (b) required
to participate in a VMRS within a VTS area (VMRS User). Military vessels
have been directed to participate in the VTS by the Senior Officer Present Afloat
(SOPA), San Francisco. No further action is necessary.

Provisions of International Rule 10 have been incorporated in the Regulated
Navigation Areas (RNAs) that the Coast Guard is establishing within the San
Francisco Bay Region. No further action is necessary.

New radars are being installed at Point San. Pablo and Mare Island which will
provide radar coverage in San Pablo Bay and the Carquinez Strait. Additionally,
closed-circuit television cameras are being installed at Mare [sland and the Ozol
Pier. The cameras will provide coverage of San Pablo Bay and the Carquinez
Strait to the Southern Pacific Railroad Bridge. There are no plans to extend
coverage beyond the Southern Pacific Railroad Bridge. Plans to install CCTV
cameras on the Golden Gate Bridge have been dropped. No further action is
necessary.

29, Changes in VTS Operations and Requirements

a)

b)

<)

On August 15, 1995, VTS San Francisco shifted its working frequency to
Channel 14 for VTS ship to shore communications. Channel 13 continues to be
monitored and used for ship to ship communications. No further action is
necessary. |

No change.

Coast Guard plans for upgrading VTS equipment remain unchanged.
Construction is underway and scheduled for completion in early 1996.

CHAPTER VIL COMMUNICATIONS

STATUS OF PRIOR RECOMMENDATIONS:

30. VTS Channel

As described in Recommendation 29, the VTS operating channel was changed to
Channel 14 VHF-FM on August 15, 1994. The decision to change to Channel 14 was
based on recommendations made by the Quality Action Team (QAT) consisting of
persons from various maritime organizations within the San Francisco Bay Area.
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The change has significantly reduced the amount of radio traffic on Channel 13. No
further action is necessary.

31. Backup Power Systems. No further action is necessary.

CHAPTER VIII. TUG ESCORTS

Background. In 1990, Senate Bill 2040 established Harbor Safety Committees in
California representing various maritime interests including tanker operators, tug
boat companies, port authorities, labor, the recreational community and
environmental concerns. It further mandated that tug escorting was beneficial for
tanker operations. The legislation directed expeditious development of escorting
regulations. To that end, the Harbor Safety Committee (HSC) created a Tug Escort
Subcommiittee (TES) to prepare guidelines that would be promulgated into
emergency state regulation. Interim guidelines and regulation were established in
the winter of 1992.

In the spring of 1993, the Harbor Safety Committee adopted a revised set of -
permanent guidelines to supersede the emergency regulations. During the State’s
administrative process, OSPR chose to reject the permanent guidelines on the basis
of their lack of rationale and scientific basis. In order to meet these concerns, the
Harbor Safety Committee instructed the subcommittee to rewrite the guidelines
maintaining very visible public participation, close working relationships with
OSPR and developing a science-based standard for the regulation.

The subcommittee began the process of preparing a scientific study through use of a
consultant. Based on State funding concerns and time limitations, industry
volunteered to engage a consultant in conjunction with an industry-based Technical
Advisory Group and the Tug Escort Subcommittee acting as a policy board. Glosten
Associates was hired to prepare a professional study focusing on the specifics of tug
escorting on San Francisco Bay. Additionally, the State funded a peer reviewer,
Michael M. Bernitsas of the University of Michigan, to review the consultant’s work

and to mitigate concern regarding bias. Their reports were completed in the winter
of 1994.

The Glosten study had adopted a dual-failure standard, that is the simultaneous loss
of both propulsion and steering, as the basis for measuring the force (tanker

the tactical area of performance. Further, the tactical area was based on the ninety-
fifth percentile of success in stopping the tanker within the available reach and
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transfer. After review of the enabling scope of work and industry concemns regarding
the likelihood of a dual failure and the attendant tanker demands, the dual standard
was thought to be unreasonable. The subcommittee set up various working groups
to review failure probability, waterway characteristics, commercial and na‘vi.ga:t-i'onal
safety implications of demand standards and requested that Glosten calculate
demands based on single failures.

These efforts resulted in a second Glosten Study and reports on failure probability
and waterway specific characteristics. The subcommittee reviewed these reports and
adopted a single failure standard for the development of matching criteria.

The Tug Escort Subcommittee subsequently reviewed and adopted a series of issues
that are contained in a report titled Summary of Issues and Recommendations for
Amendments to the Tank Vessel Escort' Regulations..

The Harbor Safety Committee on August 10, 1995 reviewed and adopted the Tug
Escort Subcommittee report subject to the clarification that the subcommittee’s
adoption of the default matching matrix was adopted on a three to one split vote.
The Harbor Safety Committee subsequently reviewed and adopted the Summary of
Issues having amended sections relating to clarification of guidelines and OSPR
oversight for use of in lieu default matching matrix procedures, an additional
breaking force tier for vessels in excess of 180 thousand tons, clarification of the
applicability of speed limits, escort tug standby requirements for Zones 3 and 5,
escort tug casualty reports, and relief of line-haul tugs. The Harbor Safety Committee
approved the Summary of Issues on a vote of twelve to one.

SCHEDULE FOR ADOPTION OF REGULATIONS:

The following table lays out the expected events and schedule that will lead to
permanent regulations:

9/95 - 10/95 OSPR drafts regulations

- 11/95 HSC/TES reviews regulations

12/95-1/96 Public comment period; public hearing

2/96 ~3/96 QOSPR (HSC/TES) responds to public corument

4/96 | If changes are required, a 15-day comment period is
needed; if not, OSPR comments for the record
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5/96-6/96 | Compilation of the rulemaking file

7/96 Office of Administrative Law review

8/96 Secretary of State review and adoption

The existing interim regulations expire in December, 1996.

RELATIONSHIP WITH THE U.S. COAST GUARD AND OTHER TUG ESCORT INITIATIVES:

The TES has made every effort to ensure future compatibility with any Coast Guard
regulations that may come into effect. The Coast Guard system is based on similar
performance standards adapted. for Puget and. Prince William Sounds. It allows each
operator to develop vessel-specific escort plans in lieu of a default matching matrix;
no conflict is expected. To provide liaise with the Coast Guard, the Captain of the
Port was seated on the TES. The TES, H5C and OSPR have also met and participated
with the Coast Guard consultant (ASTM) regarding federal regulation, is mindful of
their Notice of Pending Rulemaking scheduled for Spring of 1996, and has
encouraged the development of a Coast Guard Bay Area Traffic Model.

The TES has also reviewed and supports a Massachusetts Institute of Technology
risk analysis study aimed at quantifying the wide range of risks that effect tanker
safety and proposed the use of San Francisco Bay as a beta-test site.

Findings. The TES and its specific work groups have met over thirty times in the
last year and have made findings stated below:

* Based on not finding evidence from U.S. Coast Guard and Board of Pilot
Commission data of a dual-failure incident, the TES has chosen a single-
failure standard on which to base the matching of tankers and tugs.

» Tanker braking demand was determined to exceed tanker steering demand
within a 10-knot speed limit at time of failure.

» The TES proposed that a default matching matrix table based on braking
demand be adopted to provide direction to tankers calling San Francisco
Bay.

» Tanker and tug operators are expected to comply with the regulations yet
they are also required to maintain a reasonable expectation of success and act
accordingly.



+ Tanker braking demands measured in kips (1,000 Ibs.} at slack water in
Zones 1 and 2 are roughly equivalent to the bollard pull values in existing
regulation but expressed in astern bollard pull. With assisting currents and
for Zones 4 and 6, higher demands are realized.

o A geographic system of six zones for tug escorting with attendant
requirements was found to be the best way to identify waterway specific
requirements.

e Subject to OSPR approval, tanker operators should be authorized to model
their -resp‘ec’fi-Ve fleets to meet commercial demands and individual wvessel
characteristics.

e Use of braking force as measured in static bollard pull tends to derugrate the

combined steering/stopping abilities of enhanced tug boats. Therefore,

subject to OSPR approval, tug boat operators should be authorized to model
their respective fleets to utilize individual tug characteristics.

o Additional requirements and clarifications were identified for crews,
tankers, the Clearing House, tugs, barges and zones.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AMENDMENTS TO TUG ESCORT REGULATIONS:

Matching Tugs and Tankers. The matching matrix is designed for use by tankers that
are not specifically modeled for repeated transits. The matrix has two demand tables,
one for the main portions of San Francisco Bay and one with higher demands for
Carquinez Straits. Demands are shown for slack water as well as two and four knot
assisting currents. Braking forces are defined as astern bollard pull for conventional
tugs and ahead bollard pull for tractor tugs. No more than a maximum number of
three tugs may be used. In the event of an emergency, tankers are exempted from
escort rules. The selection of preferred or recommended maneuvers will remain the
discretion of the pilot, tank vessel master and escort vessel operator; waterway-
specific navigation tactics are not presented. Speed limits for untethered operations
are 10 knots in the Bay and 8 knots on the Strait. Tethering is not required.
However, tethered operations may be adopted by tanker operators or tug companies
after specific evaluation as approved by OSPR.

Six Zones. The existing system of six zones is maintained with no escorting

requirements for Zones 3 and 5. Tug standby at Zone 3 and 5 is now required.
Expansion of Zone 1 to the pilot station was not adopted.
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Tug Boats. Tug availability for service and on-station status is now required. Station-
keeping distance has been reduced. Tug casualties have to be reported to the
Clearing House. Equipment standards have been increased. Use of inspection
systems and schedules such as those of the American Waterways Organization have
been allowed. Record keeping is now required. Bollard pull testing has been further
refined and measuring free running speed has been dropped. Line-haul tug
definition for barge transits has been clarified. Tug seaworthiness requirements for
Zone 1 have been improved and are subject to a phasing program. Specific modeling
of tugs has been allowed. Bollard pull may now be certificated by any authorized
classification society. Periodic tug certification schedules have been included.

Crew Certification. Crew certification standards have been clarified and company
programs will be allowed. OSPR will approve training programs. The number of
crewmen on a tug has been clarified at three. Training programs have been defined
and emergency drills are not required.

Barges. Crew transfers are not required when certain mechanical devices are used.
Source of crewmen for barges is from the line haul tug. Fully-redundant tugs in
conjunction with double hull barges will not be exempted from regulation.
Additional equipment requirements have been named.

Tankers. Tankers are required to check in with the Clearing House prior to their
movement. Unregulated tankers are required to check in even though they will not
be subject to escorting. Pre-escort conferences are required. The adequacy of bits on
tankers for the uses for which they are intended will be required. Written plans will
take the form of check lists. Double-hull tankers with bow thrusters and fully
redundant steering and propulsion machinery are exempt from escorting. Shifting
within an anchorage will not require an escort.

Clearing House. Verification of matching will be a responsibility of the Clearing
House. The Clearing House is expressly authorized to assess and collect charges for
its services.

CONCLUSIONS:

Tug escorting is one of many tactics available to masters and pilots in bringing a
mechanically disabled tanker to a safe status. The added capabilities of these
escort regulations are meant to supplement the many options available, such as
use of anchors, “zigzagging” and voluntary soft-bottom groundings. Time has
not permitted the full-scale sea trial testing of all maneuvers. However, an
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adequate full-scale testing program was conducted to verify and calibrate the
computer model in the simulation of hundreds of maneuvers which are
deemed to be adequate to provide enhanced safety on San Francisco Bay.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Support amendments to Tug Escort (Tank Vessel) regulations adopted by
the Harbor Safety Committee on August 10, 1995 and seek OSPR
promulgation into regulation on an expeditious basis. See Appendix J,
“Proposed Amendments to Tug Escort Regulations,” for details.

2. Further review of waterway-specific navigational maneuvers and their
possible adoption by the Harbor Safety Committee and the Office of Oil Spill
Prevention and Response should be assigned to a technical piloting
committee.

3. Support MIT’s study “Formulation of a Model for Ship Transit Risk” and
seek the use of San Francisco Bay as a beta-test site.

CHAPTER IX. PILOTAGE

The Committee reviewed training requirements, disciplinary procedures and
procedures for assigning pilots to ships, making no further recommendations in
this regard.

ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATION:

¢+ Amend Harbors and Navigation Code

The Pilotage Subcommittee reviewed federal and state pilotage licensing. To
prevent unlicensed persons from performing pilotage, it is recommended that
legislative language in the California Harbors and Navigation Code be
strengthened, by increasing the penalty for acting as a pilot while not holding a
pilot license, from the maximum penalty for a misdemeanor of $1,000 to a
specified maximum penalty of $25,000, as follows:

“(A) Every person who does not hold a license as pilot or as an inland pilot
issued pursuant to this division, and who pilots any vessel into or out of any
harbor or port of the bays of San Francisco, San Pablo, and Suisun, or'who acts
as a pilot for ship movements or special operations upon the waters of those
bays, is guilty of a misdemeanor.
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“(B) If a vessel refuses or neglects to take and employ a pilot, the vessel, its
master, owner operator, charterer, cosignee or agent shall: (1) Forfeit and pay to
a pilot suing for same a sum equal to the pilotage of the vessel, recoverable by
an action in the courts of this state or the pilot may pursue his remedy by filing
an action in admiralty in a United States Court, either in personam or in rem,
to enforce the lien given him on the veéssel, as the pilot may see fit and proper
to do; (2) Be liable to pay a civil penalty of up to twenty-five thousand dollars,
which penalty shall be payable to the general fund of the State of California;
and (3) Be liable to the pilot for all costs and attorney fees incurred.”

STATUS OF PRIOR RECOMMENDATIONS:

Shipping Company Employees Who Serve As Pilots, As of this date, no amendment
to the California Harbors and Navigation Code has been proposed to require that
shipping company employees eligible to pilot vessels in the Bay area must hold a
Master’s license with pilotage endorsement and have made at least 20 trips as pilot
trainee or observer on vessels over the routes to be piloted within a specified period
of time. The Committee continues to urge the OSPR’ Administrator to take action
on this recommendation. |

' Require Pilots on Board Vessels Towing Barges Over 5,000 Long Tons. The Harbor
Safety Committee recommended that the Coast Guard amend its regulations so that
tugs towing 5,000 to 10,000 long tons of oil be required to have a pilot in order to
ensure local knowledge of the Bay. As of this date, no amendment to 46 C.F.R. 15.812
has been proposed.

CHAPTER X. PROJECT FUNDING

The status of funding various recommendations in this and previous Harbor Safety
Plans is more fully described in each chapter under Status of Prior
Recommendations.

CHAPTER XI. COMPETITIVE ASPECTS OF THE HARBOR SAFETY PLAN

The economic impact of previous Harbor Safety Plan recommendations is more
fully described in the 1993 Annual Review. However, the cost of tug escorts can now
more accurately be stated because tug escorts have been used on the Bay for over a
year.
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A. ECONOMIC IMPACTS:

The 1994 Harbor Safety Plan update estimated the annual cost to regulated ship and
barge owners for tug escorts in San Francisco Bay was $13,830,000. This was based on
approximately 230 ships and 47 barges per month being required to use this service
at an average estimated rate per escort of $4,500 per ship and $2,500 per barge.

Actual figures provided by the Marine Exchange show that only 148 regulated ships
and 47 barges per month were required to use the tug escort services in 1994. Based
on the same average cost per assist used in 1994, the average annual cost to ship and
barge owners for tug escorts in.San Francisco Bay as required by the Harbor Safety
Plan would now fall to $9,400,000.

B. DIFFERENCES IN RESTRICTIONS FROM PORT TO PORT:

See discussion in 1993 Harbor Safety Plan Annual Review.

CHAPTER XII. PLAN IMPLEMENTATION AND ENFORCEMENT

OSPR provided the following report on the enforcement of tug escort regulations
for calendar year 1994:

Last year’s tug escort summary covered from the inception of the regulations, May
1993 through April 1994. Since the first quarter of 1994 was covered in the last report
there will be some overlap, specn‘]cally the two notification violations reported in
January, 1994.

Enforcement personnel from the Office of Oil Spill Prevention and Response
(OSPR) investigated seven suspected tug escort violations during the 1994 calendar
year. Four of the incidents involved the escort tug making the notification to the
“Clearing House” (Marine Exchange) rather than the tank vessel making the
notification. This is a technical violation and some clarification of the regulations is
" necessary to address these incidents.

The remaining three incidents break down as follows:

* one tank vessel failed to present itself to the Clearing House, Section
851.7(b), an administrative civil penalty will be sought;
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« one tank vessel failed to meet minimum crew standards required under
Section 851.8(b)(2), a written letter of warhing was issued to the Master;

« one tank vessel was investigated for proceeding without an escort, Section
851.7(a), the vessel was escorted, they just made their arrangements late, no
violation was noted.

Administrative civil penalty regulations are being put in place and the OSPR is
proceeding through this process to adjudicate the pending cases from the inception
of the tug escort regulations.

XII. SUBSTANDARD VESSEL INSPECTION PROGRAM

The Coast Guard implemented a revised vessel boarding program May 1, 1994
designed to identify and eliminate substandard ships from U.S. waters. The program
pursues this goal by systematically targeting the relative risk of vessels and
increasing the boarding frequency on high risk (potentiall} substandard) vessels.
Each vessel’s relative risk is determined through the use of a matrix which factors
the vessel’s flag, owner, operator, classification society, vessel particulars, and
violation history. The program also aligns Coast Guard efforts with international
initiatives through reliance upon a two-tiered boarding process where the greatest
effort, and most detailed examinations, are reserved for substandard vessels. On July
1, the local Marine Safety Office reallocated resources to maximize the effectiveness
of its boarding teams by combining marine inspection and port safety expertise.
Marine inspectors now are present at boardings on all high priority vessels.

During the last seven months of 1994, the local Marine Safety Office conducted 359
boardings (28.7%) on the 1,251 foreign vessel arrivals at the ports of San Francisco
Bay. Of those vessels boarded during that period, 17 were determined to be
substandard and the Coast Guard detained those vessels under the intervention
provisions of the International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS). In
comparison, there were only 3 SOLAS interventions in the entire previous year.
Through the course of this program, however, the condition of all vessels visiting
our ports has generally improved and the occurrence of SOLAS interventions has
declined significantly. The Captain of the Port has reported vessel boardings to the
Harbor Safety Committee on a monthly basis.
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RECOMMENDATION:

* Support the US. Coast Guard vessel inspection program of targeting
substandard vessels in the Bay area.
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Appendix A

and Response

Comparative Vessel Movement Totals

1993 1994 Change

“I"otal'_\'fesse-l'arr-ivals | 3,484 3502 1 %
Total vessel interbay shifts 2,260 1,978 -12%
‘Total tanker arrivals 1,113 1,017 -9%

Total tanker interbay shifts 1,641 1,175 -28%

Harbor Safety Committee of the San
Francisco Bay Region Clearing House

Fort Mason Center, Bldg. B, Suite 325
San Francisco, CA ©94123-1380




Total tanker arrivals for 1994 in the San Francisco Bay Region

04-Apr-95

\;’;ssél | F;a.g Length Deadweight Number of A-r!rji.va_ls'-
AFRICAN EXPRESS c SV 140 9,287 1
AKEBONO MARU B JA 181 45,100 1

ALDEN W.CLAUSEN - LE 179 35,587 4
ALKYONIS GR 170 29,900 {

ARBAT : I 183 47,083 s
ARCADIA , o GR 219 62,654 iy
ARCO ALASKA U AM 290 188,436 6
ARCO ANCHORAGE o AM 269 120266 A
ARCO CALIFORNIA | AM 200 188,067 3o
ARCO FAIRBANKS' o AM 266 120,319 5

ARCO JUNEAU - o AM 269 120,266 g
ARCO PRUDHOE BAY o AM 347 70,215 25

ARCO SAG RIVER o AM 247 70215 23

ARCO TEXAS AM 274 89,950 10
ATIGUN PASS AM 276 152,405 g
BALTIMORE TRADER . AM 244 58,813 16

BLUE RIDGE AM 201 42,268 23

BOW LION NO 171 38,700 i

BREGEN | o MA 243 67,980 2
BROOKS RANGE AM 276 176,404 14

BT ALASKA AM 290 188,099 5

BUM DONG | KO 136 17,303 3

BUM IK - KO 115 7.305 2

BUM JU KO 136 17,248 4

CABO SAN VICENTE CH 235 64,896 1



\_('essei

© Flag~ Length Deadweight Numberof Arrivals

CARLA AHILLS
CATHAY SPIRIT
CENTAURUS MAR -
CHAMPION
CHESAPEAKE
CHESTNUTHILL .
CHEVRON ARIZONA
CHEVRON ATLANTIC
CHEVRON CALIFORNIA
CHEVRON COLORADO
CHEVRON LOUISIANA
CHEVRON MISSISSIPPI
CHEVRON OREGON
CHEVRON PACIFIC
CHEVRON WASHINGTON
CHIBA SPIRIT

COAST RANGE
CONQUESTVENTURE L.
CRYSTAL RIVER

DA QING 91

DA QING 92
DELAWARE TRADER
DEMETRA

DENALI

DYNAMIC EXPRESS
FAITH IV

FORMOSA FIVE

FORMOSA FOUR

LI

LI
NX.

AM.

AM
AM

BS.

AM

AM
AM
AM
LI
AM
BS.
AM
GR
PA
RC
RC
AM
GR
AM
PA
SG
Lt

LI

179

243

224
165.
224

273

198

269

247

198
199
247
198
179
199
203
201
170
181
225
225
201

2238

171
228

175

175

35,597
83,338
61,762
25,200
50,826
92,760
39,836
149,748
71,339
39,842

39,795

71,336 -

39,347
35,596
39,795
60,875
40,631
31,766
45,720
62,005
68,600
50,860
61,361
188,099
42,253
63,765
35,672

35,672

6

1

19
19

23

43
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Vesi g Leagth Deadwoght NumberofAmval

FPORMOSA ONE ' LI 177 31,378 4

FORMOSA THREE L 175 29,870 7
FORMOSA TWO LI 177 31,316 1
FREJA SCANDIC | NX 124 10,951 1
FRONTIER SPIRIT o LI 245 106,668 I
FUJI BRAVES ' PA 124 10,732 [
FUIIGAWA | ) PA 149 16,980 3
GARNET RIVER ' PA 172 45,696 i
GEORGE H.WEYERHAEUSER = BS 179 35,597 S
GOLDEN GATE AM 233 63,141 52
GOLDEN GATE SUN O sG 0 32 854 1
GUS W.DARNELL' AM 187 29,500 g
HAMAKAZE . PA (50 16,595 6
HASTULA o DU 46824 1
HATAKAZE | PA 150 16,554 P
HAWAIIAN PRINCE | PA 247 97,078 2
HESNES MA 243 68,157 1
HIGHSEAS ' LI 178 45,000 2
HIGHTIDE LI 178 45,092 1
HYDRA MAR PA 228 60,906 2
IVER GEMINI SV 179 28,840 1
IVER KATANA LI 151 16,982 4
IVER SPLENDOR Pl 174 29,820 2

J. DENNIS BONNEY LI 275 155,103 i
JO CEDAR : DU 182 36,733 |
JOHN YOUNG LI 275 155,548 3
KAMOGAWA PA 149 17,712 2
KENAL AM 265 125,089 i



Vesel . Fag Legth Deadweight Numberof Arrivals

KENNETH E.HILL. . BS 232 81,273 1

KENNETH T.DERR BS 179 35,587 4
KEYSTONE CANYON AM 276 176,162 9
KISOGAWA PA '14_0 16,733 4
LA ESPERANZA ) PA 132 13,946 2
LADY SOVEREIGN o LI 170 24,220 3
LEYTE SPIRIT BS. 245 97,300 4
LION OF CALIFORNIA AM 157 16,451 3
LONDON ENTERPRISE o BR. 218 62278 2.
LONDON PRIDE BR 269 149,686 2
LONDON SPIRIT _ BR 219 62,094 11
LONDON VICTORY L BR 218 62,155 9
LUNAMAR II : _ PA 229 57,692 4
MAASSTAD o DU ) 38,039 1
MARINE CHEMIST _ AM 205 36,526 7
MATSUKAZE _ PA 150 16,682 1
MAURO D'ALESIO IT. 175 37,182 1
MAYON SPIRIT . BS 245 98,507 4
MELODIA SG 172 41,450 1
MINAS LIBRA PA 172 40,200 1
MINUSINSK RU 116 5,863 2
MOPA DANIEL BS 110 9,093 1
MORMACSTAR AM 210 39,861 1
MORMACSUN AM 210 39,861 I
NAMSAN SPIRIT LI 244 104,986 3
NEPTUNE LIBRA SG 172 40,141 |
NILE RIVER sV 235 64,818 I
NORDIC FREEDOM NX 229 69,118 1

T



Vessé] .

OLIVIA MAERSK S DX 183 50,600 R
OMI DYNACHEM AM 192 50,857 &
OMI HUDSON ' AM 192 50,851 3
OMI LEADER 5 AM 192 37,803 1
OMI WILLAMETTE AM 201 37,853 2
ONOZO SPIRIT o BS 245 100,020 I
OVERSEAS BOSTON AM 261 123,692 7
OVERSEAS CHICAGO o AM 273 92,091 1
OVERSEAS NEW ORLEANS AM 201 43,643 e
OVERSEAS WASHINGTON . AM 273 91,967 1
PACIFIC SPIRIT ” Lr 244 104,984 |
PACIFIC WAVE S PA 232 96,099 2
PALM MONARCH Ll 230 60,961 2
PALMSTAR CHERRY c BS 245 100,024 3
PALMSTAR LOTUS o BS 245 100,314 !
PALMSTAR ORCHID BS 245 100,047 1
PALMSTAR ROSE " BS 234 100,202 2
PALMSTAR THISTLE ' BS 245 100,047 7
PANAM CARIBE PA 108 6,653 1
PEGASUS ERRE IT 229 65,549 3
PETROBULK RUNNER LI 167 29,998 1
PIONEER SPIRIT LI 244 104,987 1
POLYANKA cyY 183 47,070 1
POTOMAC TRADER AM 201 50,860 1
PRESIDENT PA 217 60,960 1
PRESNYA cy 183 47,083 2
PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND o AM 268 123,936 2
RESPECT o SG. 176 40,374 i

'Flag  Leéngth Deadweight Number of Arrivals =~



Vessel g e e

RIVERHEAD SPIRIT
S/R BATON ROUGE
S/R BAYTOWN

S/R BENICIA

S/R GALVESTON
S/R'LONG BEACH.
S/R NORTH SLOPE
S/R PHILADELPHIA
S/R SAN FRANCISCO
SAKURA

SAMAR SPIRIT
SAMUEL GINN
SAMUEL H ARMACOST
SANKO PHOENIX
SANKO PIONEER
SCOTLAND

SEA BRAVES
SEAFALCON
SEALIFT ANTARCTIC
SEALIFT ARCTIC.
SEALIFT CHINA SEA
SEALIFT INDIAN OCEAN
SEAMASTER
SEBAROK SPIRIT
SENANG SPIRIT
SETOKAZE

SHILLA SPIRIT

SHIOKAZE

AM
AM
AM
AM
AM
AM

AM

AM.
AM

JA
BS-
AM
BS
LL
LI
BS
LI
BR
AM
AM
AM
AM
LI
LI
BS
BS
L1

PA

201
247
238
276
168
301
276
247
247
156
245
274
180
232
242
204
158
247
179
179
179
179
242
247
247
151
244

i51

38,359
75,783
57,720
149,900
26,923
211,469
149,900
76,192
76,813
21,398
97,300
156,835
35,607
96,088
96,144
39,931
22,755
97,114
27,660
27,648
27,648
27,648
101,134
95,649
95,649
18,566
105,000

16,932

g Longh Deadwight_ Namber of Arrvls

3.

5

14

13

2.

13 . .

11

11



Vessel R o Fi_aig: . Length Deadwei"ght....-N;u.mbe_r o.fA_frivais g

SIERRA MADRE | AM 200 40,631 31

SINBAD BS 185 47,168 !
ST.MICHAELIS ' | GE 183 45,574 1
STAR MASSACHUSETTS | AM 184 26547 23
STAR RHODE ISLAND AM 184 26,547 20
STOLT CONDOR | LI 177 36,613 P
STOLT EXCELLENCE | L 17?7"' 30,992 1
STOLT GUARDIAN : LI 175 39,726 2
STOLT JADE L 177 35,076 U
STOLT LLANDAFF oA 25,060 R
STOLT LOYALTY o L 177 31,459 1
STOLT VESTLAND o L 175 29,999 ]
SUN ARONIA PA 246 87,797 1
SUN CRYSTAL MA 113 9,064 1
TAGASAN PA 243 92,715 I
TAMAGAWA PA 123 12,681 2
TASMAN SPIRIT LI 237 87,584 2
TAVI FI 161 19,999 17
TEAM ERVIKEN BS 183 33,730 1
TEAM HADA 5G 186 45,831 1
TEAM TROMA NO 184 42,010 1
TEEKAY SPIRIT BS 245 100,336 I
TENHIRO PA 107 6,733 1
THOMPSON PASS AM 276 173,619 10
TONEGAWA PA 149 16,715 1
TONSINA AM 265 124,751 4
TORM THYRA DA 184 50,600 i
TOYOKAZE PA 161 19,917 {



Vessel

Flag: ~ Length 'Dca'__(.l.Wei'g_ht'. Niuﬁlber.-df'A'rriva'ls

TRADE RESOLVE PA 2”_-2_::6_ 59,925 1
TRADER L 15_6___ 22,305 1
TRINIDAD BS 185 42,664 1
ULSAN SPIRIT L_l___. 2_4‘4_' 105,000 3
ULYANOVSK cY 17_1_ 29,990 I
VANCOUVER SPIRIT BS 244 10,500 2
VELOPOULA GR 228 66,895 1
VICTORIA SPIRIT BS 244 103,153 2
WILLIAM E.CRAIN LI 275 155,150 2
WILLIAM E.MUSSMAN LI 232 81,273 4
YAMATO SPIRIT L1 246 86,915 |
YODOGAWA PA 155 24,090 L

956
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APPENDIX C

PI.EASE FII..L IN APPROPR!ATE SPACES AND CHEQK ALL lTEMS WHICH APPLY TO THlS EVENT
NARRATIVE. DESCRIPTION OF EVENT I SITUAT!ON o

Keeping in mlnd the topics shown below, discuss those which you: thmk are: reievant and anyih:ng eise you thmk*’s::.-.-.__..-
important. Include what you befieve really caused the problem, and what can be done fo prevent a recurrence .0 cerrect
the situation. (CONT!NUE ON ADDiTEONAL PAPER AS NEEDED) : i : . .

Type of event:..

Date of occurrenee:: == . Ei ol Lo’cal _tlme-: i e
‘Chainof Bvents... =« . | . . Human Performance Considerations
-How the problem arose -How it was discovered  -Perceptions, judgments, decisions -Actions or inactions
|-Contributing factors  -Corrective actions. |- ~Factors affecting the quality of human performance
Fold here

VOLUNTARY MARITIME SAFETY REPORTING" svs-r_em___ _f';;

The U:S: Coast-Guard Marine Safety Office; Harbor’ Safety Commlttes and. San “Francrsco
Bar Pilots' have developed a Maritime Safety Fleportlng System:to: ldentrfy problems. i y Area
navigation system which require. correction. Your assis

istance in informing us about such problems is
‘essential to the success of the program. Please fill out this Hform as completely as possible, fold it
and send it directly to us. Et |s antlmpated that addltlonal pages may be necessary to adequately
describea situation.” '

The information you 'provide on the :denttty strip will be used only-if-the: review. parniel (USCG
officers, master mariners & pilots) determings that it is necessary to contact you:for further
information.” The IDENTITY STRIP WILL BE RETURNED DIRECTLY TO YOU. The return of the
identity strip assures your anonymity.

Marine Exchange R

Fort Mason Center

Building B, Suite 325 . | o |
San Francisco, CA 94123 ) *

U S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office'
C.G. Island, Building 14
Alameda, CA 94501

Attn: Near Miss Coordinator

version 2/95



-~ Length: Descnptmn

{0 -Moored/docked O Dnﬂnng § Course

Reporter Sea Service License/Certificates
3 Pilot - total: yI's lic:
O Master last year: ____mo. tonnage:
) Ofﬁcer/Crew size of vessel: radar:__
a. V’TS watch R N grt e s oo ASSUeTE
DESCHIBE OWN OR FIBST SHIP N OCCURHENCE
“Name: Homeport

Type: U Dry cargoL'J Contamer Cl Bulker O Tug O Ferry =g Pubhc Vessel E} F1sh1ng
@ Tanker-loaded O Tanker-ballast Cl anate -power. O Private-sail .0 Other =

Length Draft fwd: . .. Air Draft: _ Agent:

Beam: ___ __ Draft aft: .,.____._..__....Tonn-ag_e-r NN - 4 —— 'n__et_'
Propulsion: engine type . ___ Horsepower: _
propellertype .. . . . direction of rotatmn /R  Thruster: _

Speed @ dead. slow ahead —slow ahead__.m__ half ahead — fﬂlahead—w——-—w -

Other speed comments:

Fold here

- nescmse OTHER OR 2ND SHIP IN occunnsnce i
Name: __ Homeport _ Registry:

Color oo Approx sige; e

Type: @ Dry cargo O Container O rTanker El Bulker, a T gGFerryDPubthessel
| F1shmg C{ anate-power (3 Private-sail O Other e

Env:ronmental Factors STime :-Vls:btluty . (F)
o :E! Clear bl s e Dayhght Gl Geod

: Eins F{) s o EJ N1ght G Poor e s e e
a Other (speczfy) Distance: Current Sp./Dir.

miles.

' Navigation Information . - L S we o JPosition:

O Anchored O Making way - -Speed

Fold here_

Identification Strip: Please fill in all blanks. This section will be returned to you promptly.
"~ NO RECORD WILL BE KEPT OF YOUR IDENTITY
Telephone numbers where we may reach you for further details of this occurrence:

(Home) ( ) - Hours:

(Work) () - Hours;

Name:. . . Typeofevent:

_ Address:

Date of Oceurrence:

Local timie:

Except for reports of vessel accidents and criminal activities - which are not included in the Voluntary Maritime Safety Reporting
System and should not be reported with this form - all identities contained in. this report will be removed to assure complere reporer
anonymity



. Appendix D

VESSEL ACCIDENTS AND NEAR MISSES
Compiled by U.S.C.G. VTS San Francisco

The attached is a list of vessel accidents and near misses reported to, or observed by,
Coast Guard Vessel Traffic Service' San Francisco during calendar year 1994. The list
is not necessarily complete since it does not contain unreported 1nc1dents wh1ch
occurred beyond VTS’s surveillance area.

ELa

The ter c0111510n refers to movmg vessels wh1ch colhde The term rammmg
refers to a'moving “vessel that “collides w1th a statlonary Vessel (eg, moored Or
anchored) or structure (e g p1er or brldge) -



Appendix D

VESSEL ACCIDENTS3

GROUNDINGS:
Merchant Ships: 4
Other: 0
ENGINE FAILURES:
Merchant Shlps. 4
Other: g
STEERING CASUALTIES: .
Merchant Shlps 2
Other- Y g
GROUNDINGS : |

01/12/94: While transiting San Pablo Bay downbound for anchorage
nine the tanker PRESIDENT ran:aground: south .of San: Pabla Bay o
Chanpel Light 5. . Tugs. were used to free .the vessel There was.
no reported damage to the vessel. e

01/12/94: While transiting Pinole Shoal Channel downbound for
anchorage nine the tanker GEORGE H. WEYERHAUSER ran aground
between markers 10 & 12. The vessel was freed and continued its
transit to anchiorage nine. There was no reported damage to the
vessel. ~

03/27/94: Whil= upbound for Pittsburg the bulk carrier DELTA
PRIDE ran aground near Martinez. The vessel had also suffered an
engine failure. Engine power was restored and the vessel was
freed quickly. It continued the transit to Pittsburg with a tug
escort. There was no reported damage to the vessel.

08/05/94: While downbound the bulk carrier VIENNA WOOD ran
aground just ncorth of the Souther Pacific Railroad bridge. The
vessel was freed with tug assistance and proceeded to anchorage
nine. There was no reported damage to the vessel.

ENGINE FAILURES-

01/16/94: While inbound in the vicinity of Mile Rocks the bulk
carrier NATIONAL HONOR twice lost engine power. Power was
quickly restored in both cases. The vessel continued its transit
to pier 80 with two tugs escorting.

07/31/94: While approaching the pilot area inbound the bulk
carrier BALTIMAR APOLLO lost engine power. A SF bar pilot went
aboard and soon reported that the vessel had ahead propulsion,
but not astern. The vessel was permitted to transit to anchorage
nine with two tugs escorting.

08/23/94: While in the process of anchoring in anchorage seven
the bulk carrier HUA TONG HAI lost power and started drifting out



of the anchorage to- the west.  Thé pilot -dropped the anchor and
called for a tug. Power was soon restored and® the vessel re=-:::
anchored within the anchorage.

09/03/94: Wwhile approaching the AAA Shlpyard the USNS CAPE
ORLANDO lost engine power." The vessel was taken in: flat tow by.
the escort tugs and moored at the shipyard: e .

11/22/943 wWhile 'inbound in the’ eastbound larie ‘southwest of .
Alcatraz Island the container ship PRESIDENT JACKSON suffered -
engine control problems. The vessel may have lost propulsion:if
it slowed. Afrer making two circles around the central bay the
vessel corrected the problem“ nd proceeded to Oakland berth 6l

12/19/94'* Whlle upbound approachlng the Gakland Bay brldge the
LASH vessel AMERICAN KESTREL ‘lost engine power. 'The vessel -
turned south and returned to anchorage fourteen with tugs -
escortlng 1t '

STEERING" CASUALTIES‘

03/0?/94- While in the v101nxty of Fort Mason the salllng vessel
WIN AND ‘WAVE lost’ steerlng in ‘“the eastbound traffic lane. . The

. el ‘was able td=cOrrect the steerlng oblem then anchored
*near the Pre51d10 before returnlng to Sa sallto. 2

08/16/94' While lnbound at the pllot area the tanker CHEVRON
PACIFIC suffered a steering casualty. The vessel switched to an'
alternate steerlng unlt and proceeded to Rlchmond Long Wharf W1th
a tug- escort.-- : S : .

08/18/94: While outbound approachlng the Golden Gate brldge the
container ship SEALAND RELIANCE suffered a steering casualty.
The vessel anchored between Mile Rocks and the Main Ship Channel
north of the outbound lane. With a tug standing by the vessel
affected repairs before continuing to sea.

08/31/94: While inbound approaching Mile Rocks the Coast Guard
Cutter BOUTWELL suffered a steering casualty. The casualty was
soon corrected and the vessel continue to anchorage seven.



Type "A" .INCIDEFNTS: - Near ceollisions/cellisions between .
commercial wvessels. W T E

None reported

Type “B" INCIDE NTS.n Néar'cal1isiohs/c0111s155s'béfwéen”' L

01/187/94: An dinbound container.ship collided with..a fishing
veSSel'just west of the Golden. Gate Brldge._ The flShlng vessel
;ank and two lives were lost.. . . :

Ol/29/94°: AN Uatbound flshlng vessel near, me P01nt p_ssed
closély astern >f an outboind tanker and ahead of the tanker' s
escort: tug, The.escort tug was forced to. . reverse engines:-and
sounded. the danger 51gnal o The tanker also sounded the. danger_
signal .- . i . s
06/08794: An .inbound tanker near the Golden Gate Bridge'was“'

forced to sound the danger signal and make speed and course..
changes to av01d a salllng vessel steerlng towards it.

1@/02/94-- A tanker in. the v1cln1ty of the North Channel ALPHA
buoy--bound for ihe- Rlchmond Long Wharf collided with a.sa: ing.
vessel. The two:persons: aboard the salllng vessel went overboard
and were recovered unanured. There were no reports of vessel

710/23/941 A sa'llng vessel 1n the v1cln1ty of Yellow Bluff C
collided with an inbound tanker. The sailing vessel's mast was
damaged. There was no report of damage to the tanker.

T



Casualty Risk (CASRISK) Reports

Below are reborts generated from the CASRISK data base.

The criteria was to

Appendix E

generate reports for collisions, groundings(accidental), allisions, and

loss of vessel control. The area covered was San Framcisco Bay only and the

data is broken down by year.

.COLLISIONS

Tankships (Tankers)

Freight Ships
GROUNDINGS (Accidental)

Tankships (Tankers)

Freight Ships
ALLISIONS

Tankships (Tankers)
Freight Ships
Tow

Passenger
LOSS OF VESSEL CONTROL
Tankships (Tankers)

Freight Ships

= "ACTUAL”/"INCIDENTS"

Source: U.S. Coast Guard, Marine Safety Offices, San Francisco Bay

1990
01/03*

00/07%

-1990

02/00%

00/04%

1990

00/00%
01/00%
04[01*

00/00%

1990
03

05

1991
00/02%

00/01%*

1991
02/00%

03/01%

1991

01/01%
01/00%
02/00=%

00/00%

1991
04

14

1992
01/00%

03/00*

1992
00/01%

03/01%*

1992

01/00%
00/00%
03/00%

00/00%

1992
03

03

1993

01/02%

00/05%

1943
01/00%

01/00%

1993

02/00%
00/00%
03/00%

01/00=%

1583
07

02

1994
00/01%

02/00%

1994
03/00%

02/00=%

1994
01/00*
04/01%
02/00%

0l/00%

19%4
02

08






CASRISK Codes and Definitions Guide: .
As CASRISK data is entered using category codes, use this'guide to' transiate a pr:nted'-*
CASRISK report. I L e
Service: Gives type’ of vessel mvoived in mcrdent TR

COM- COMMERGIAL ':'f‘_'f-PNTK— PUBLIC TANK St

'I,F’/BAHGE
FISH- FISHING VESSEL POTH- PUBLIC VESSEL, UNCLASSIFIED
FRTB- FREIGHT BARGE ~"REC- RECREATIONAL VESSEL
FRTS- FREIGHT SHIP_ ~__ RES- RESEARCH VESSEL

INDS- INDUSTRIAL VESSEL SCOL~ SCHOOL SHIF’

TOW- TUGBOAT/TOWBOAT . TNKB- TANK BARGE -

OR- OIL RECOVERY VESSEL TNKB- TANK BARGE “OD“

OSV- OFFSHORE SUPPLY VSL TNKB- TANK BAHGE "OI" - _
OTEC- OTEC TNKS~ TANKSHIP - S

PASS- PASSENGE! MODU- MOBILE OFF HORE DR!LL UNIT
PASB- PASSENGER BARG UNC- UNCLASS!F!ED VESSEL

PFRT- F’UBLIC FREiG 5

LOCATION:. Gtves:ﬁl _'atlon of mcrdent “__'mg MSIS letter codes There are many letter
codes for specific areas. For the purpose of the San Francisco area the following are
the most frequentiy used cod_______: For other codes it will be necessary to look them up.

PIBS- SAN FRANCISCO BAY

XXXNW— NAVIGABLE WATERS NO OTHER CATEGOHY
XXX~ NONWATERBOD: o

PIRSA- SACRAMENTO RIVER =

PCN- NORTH PAGIFIC, COASTAL -
PON- NORTHPACIFICOCEAN
FXX- NOT SPECIFIED, FOREIGN"

RESULT, AND PRIMARY AND SECONDARY REASON CODES: For each type of -
incident there is a two letter "result" code, again using the MSIS code. For each type of
result there is list of primary reason and secondary reason codes. These reason codes
further define the "resuit", and ‘may not reflect the exact cause of the event, but assist in
determining what happened tis rmpertant to note that choosing these categories is
reflected by many factors and’ investigators interpretation; therefore incident that may
appear srm:tar could have drfferent codes assigned.

* NOTE THE FOLLO.W!NG._QQD:ES ARE ALSO VALID AS PRIMARY AND SECONDARY
CODES FOR MANY OF THE REASON (INCIDENT) CODES:

EF- EQUIPMENT FAILUF{E
HF - HUMAN FAILURE .
HM- HAZARDOUS MATERIAL
WX~ WEATHER - '

* FOR NEAR MISS INCIDENTS: A NEAR MISS INCIDENT IS CLASSIFIED BY GIVING
A RESULT CODE, A PRIMARY CODE AND THE CODE XXX AS THE SECONDARY
CODE. IF AN EVENT HAS XXX AS THE SECONDARY CODE IT WAS A NEAR MISS,
THE EVENT ALMOST HAPPENED, BUT DID NOT.




PAGE 2

RESULT CODE -
(type of event)
AL- ALLISION

AB- .
ABANDONMENT

CA- CAPSIZE

- HE- HUMAN FACTORS

_ VALID PRIMARY CODES VALID SECONDARY CODES

CRO- CROSSING FUL~ FUL
MTG- MEETING ... NEC-NO OTHER CATEGORY-
OVT- OVERTAKING =~ NO~ NOCONTROL

URE: - F_.’-HC-_— PARTIAL

- osH- _CARGO SH-I'FT.
: ;DECK LOADING.

'E_'?F—- EQUEP FAILURE FL
WX~ WEATHER NEC- NO OTHER :C_ATEGORY

CO- COLLISION

Ei- EXPLOSION..
!NC]NERATlON

EP- EXPLOSION
PRESSURE
VESSEL

INI=INITIAL. -

. OSW- OVERWHE )
" TRI-TRIPPED =

VWM- VESSEL MODIF%CATIONS

CRO~ CROSSING - . .FUL~ FULLCON g
MTG- MEETING ) NECw NO OTH
OVT- QVERTAKING
EF~ EQUIP FAILURE
HF- HUMAN FACTORS
WX~ WEATHER

SEC~ SECONDARY N~ .
EF- EQUIP FAELUHE . CSP- CAF’(GO SPACES
FWD- FORWARD AREA
LIV LIVING SPACES .
MID-~ MIDBODY. .
.. MUL-MULTIPLE AREAS
" NAV- NAVIGATION SPACES
NEC- NO-OTHER CATEGOHY

STE-STERN -
INI= INITIAL HEA~HEAT .-
SEC- SECONDARY MEC- MECHAN!CAL
NEC- NO-OTHER. CATEGORY

SLF- SELF REACTIVE -

QVC- OTHER VESSEI_ CONTROL L



PAGE 3

RESULT CODE ~ ~VALID PRIMARY CODES'-VA-L’ID’“S‘EC:O’N'A'FIY'CODESI’ S s
(type of event) D s
Fi- FIRE BRO- BURNED QUT  AFT- AFTAREA

CTR- CONTROLLED  BOW-BOW-

EXT- EXTINGUISHED  CSP- CARGO SPACES

INI— INITIAL : FWD- FORWARD AREA
... UNC- UNCONTROLLED LIV~ LIVING SPACES
MID- MIDBODY

MUL~- MULTIPLE AREAS
NAV- NAVIGATION SPACES
NEC- NO OTHER CATEGORY
STE- STERN

FL- FLOODING DEW- DEWATERED AFT- AFT AREA

CTR- CONTROLLED BOW-BOW -

PRG- PROGRESSIVE CSP- CARGO SPACES

INI- INITIAL FWD- FORWARD AREA

UNC- UNCONTROLLED LIV-LIVING SPACES

EF- EQUIP, FAILURE MID- MIDBODY

WX- WEATHER MUL- MULTIPLE AREAS
NAV- NAVIGATION SPACES
NEC- NO OTHER CATEGORY
STE- STERN

GA- GROUNDING INC- IN.CHANNEL FUL- FULL CONTROL
ACCIDENTAL 00C- OUT OF CHANEL NEC- NO OTHER CATEGORY
EF-.EQUIP FAILURE NOC- NO CONTROL
HF- HUMAN FACTORS OVC- OTHER VESSEL CONTROL

WX- WEATHER PRC- PARTIAL CONTROL
XXX~ NEAR MISS
GA- GROUNDING INC- IN CHANNEL FUL- FULL CONTROL

INTENTIONAL  OOC- QUT OF CHANNEL NEC- NO OTHER CATEGORY
HF- HUMAN FACTORS NOC~ NO CONTROL
OVC- OTHER VESSEL CONTROL
PRC- PARTIAL CONTROL

LE- LOSS OF AUX~- AUXILIARY PAR- PARTIAL
ELECTRICAL £ MG~ EMERGENCY RES- RESTORED
POWER TOT~- TOTAL
NEC- NO OTHER CATEGORY
LV~ LOSS OF PRP- PROPULSION PAR- PARTIAL
VESSEL PRS- PROP/STEER RES- RESTORED
CONTROL STE- STEERING TOT- TOTAL
NEC- NO OTHER CATEGORY
Sl- SINKING PRG- PROGRESSIVE  XXX- NEAR MISS

SUD- SUDDEN EF- EQUIP FAILURE



PAGE 4

RESULT CODE . VALID PRIMARY C,QDE_S-_VAL-ID_::SE;GQ_NDARY,CODE__-S: e
(type of event) AT i
SF~- STRUCTURAL CLi- CLASS ONE DEC—- DECK .

FAILURE "RA- FRAME -

" LNG- .LONGIIUDINAL
WTB- WATERTIGHT BULKHEAD




SLARNSEE
arine Casualty Report from: 01701/%93 to 12/31/94
=archCritaria :

e | pss oF VESSEL CONTROL

MNos: 00855 Date: 03/730/%94 Case Numher (MG, MV, stc): MOEP4009005
US Lat: N37-37.0 Long: WLER-22,0 Vegsel Name: BEA RIVER GALVESTON
LAHOOGT?: yes Filot Aboard?: no
cet TNHS Location: FIRBS
t: LV  Primary Reason: FRF Secondary Reason: FAR

W m R W A A R T e e NE W W A0 T R ME MW R e ww e R mh e Me e e W M sk TR LW AR G Bm m T e T S

Mo: 00629 Date: 04/28/94 (ase Numher (MO, MY, =tc): MOP40114695
g: US Lat: N37-43.1 Longs W122-18,0 Vessel Mame: ATIGUN FASS

s lADOBT?: yes Pilot aboard?: yes

ices TNKS Location: PIES

LV  Frimary Reason: STE  Secordary Reason: EF*






"E ST
"l" T

AV it Laanalt; Report from: O1L/701/94 to 12/31/94
awarchtrltwwla :
5D:atidn

e Nosz fmém? Ela"r-a': HL’E'?/C?«-J- Cass Number (MC, MV, -—-tt:)*' MCFE003940
lag: GR Lat: N37-47.8 Laong: w122*17.5'vegaei'mam; 'TDFAZ ' o
ver 1600GT?: yes Filaet Aboard?i: yes C

wwvrvicer FRTE Locations FIES

esult: LY Frimary Keason: FRES Secondary Reason: HF»

s,y Nos 0021 Date: 04/01/94  Cases NMumber (MO, MV, etc): MCPK007017
lag:s LI Lat: N37-44.5 Long: WI22-37.8 Vessel Nams:r GOLD ZOND TRAILDLALZER
ver LAGOGTT: yes Filot Aboard?: yes
iervices: FRTSH Locat ion: FIERS
wesulty LY Frimary Reason: PRIP Sscondary Reason: EF*

4

U

sec, Np: 00838 Date: 06/13/94 Case Number (MO, MY, steody MEFA4012432
‘Tag: LI Lat: N237-98.0 Long: Wi22-16.0 Vesssi Nams: KEN SUN

v 1&HOOGTT: yves Pllot Aboard?: yes

jervice: FRTO Locations FIES

I=suity LV Primary Reason: PRFE Secondary Reason: TOT

ec, Moz 00448 Date: 04/16/94 Case Number (MC, MV, =te): MCY4014878
Tag: US Lat: N37-52,9 Long: W122-24,0 Vessel Nams: SGEALAND NAVIGATOR
Iver 14QOGTT: yves Filot Aboard?: nio

mwrvicss FRTH Location: FIRBS

‘msult: LY I'rimary Reason: EF%  Secondary Roason: EF*

tec, No: 00452 Date: 08/18/94 Casge WNumber (PG, MV, etz MCR4017 266
"!aq: Us Lat: M37-49.08 Lang: WIZ2-27,7 Vessel Name: SEALAND RELIANCE
Jwer LAOOGTY: yes Filot Aboard?: yes

jarvice: FRTES Locationt: FIRE

tesult: LV Frimary Reason: STE  Secondary Feason: EF®

1

Teoe Moy GG&8E7 0 Date: 08/723/7%« Cass Numbsic (MG, MY, etc): MO94019424
Yags CH Lat: M37-50.0 Long: WI22-22.1 Vessel Nams: HUA TONU HAIL

Jver 1400GTT: yes Filot Aboard?: yoes

service: FRTE Location: FIRBS

sttty LV Primary Reason: PRP S3econdary Reason: RES

tEcs Nez 00449 Date: 09/02/94  Came Number (MC, MV, etc): MCP4018&12
“tag: US Lat: NB37-43.1 Long: W122-21.4 Vessel Name: CAFE ORLANDO

Iver 1&600GT7: yes Filot Aboard?: yes

Jervice: FRIS Location: FIES

tzsult: LY Frimary Reason: FPRIY Sscondary Reasoni: FaR



1/85%/95%

aritie Caswalty Report from: 01/01/94 to 12/31/94

zarchiiriteria

wsult : -
wpvice oo i L Loos OF VESSEL  CoMTROL

pocation

ey Noz 00862 Date: 09/15/%4  Case Numbsr (MG, MV, =t£): MCREU19694

Tag: WS Lat: N37-43.0 Long: Wi22-18,0 Vesse)l Nams: PRESIDENT F.D, ROOSEVELT |

e 16006TT: yes Pilat Aboard?: no
ervice: FRTS Location: FIES _
esulty LY I'rimary Reason: EE*  Sseondary Reasoni EF%

e e e o W T WM W MW M D A b e mm W dmn e ey m M G M W R T M W e Wn e M M et T e e M W K TR W Mm Wm R









OLAZS /98

Marine Casualty Report from: 01/01/74 to 12731794 )
Searchlriteria GROUNDINGS
Rasult
2rvice

ation

3EE¢; No: O060] Date: Ul/lEf?#z Case Number (MC, MY, =tc): MERH00212
' g: BF Lat: N3E-02.7 Long:s WI22-20.3 Vessel Name: GEORGE H, WEYERIMHAUSER

Over 1&00GT7: yes Filot Aboard?: yes
Zervice:r TNXS Location: FIES
sulty GA Primary Reasont HF%  Sacondary Reason: FUL

ec, No: O0A02  Date: 0L/12/94  Case Nubber (MC, MY, etoc): MCR4OO0847
ags PN Lat: N3E&-C0.5 Long: WIRZ2-25.0 Vegssl Mame: PFRESIDENT

e LAOOGTY: ves Filot Abhpard?: YEE

vice: THNES Location: FIBS

ult: GA  Frimary Beason: HE s Secorctary Reason: FUL

Bec, Noi 00631 - [Date: 05/02/94 Case Numbsb (MT, MV, stc)rr MOO4G09626
Flag: US Lat: N37-45.& Long: WI22-20,3 VesSe! Names THOMPSON FASS
Ovir 1600CTT: yes Fiiot Aboard?: yes ' ;

Service: TNES Location: FIES

Result: GA  Frimary Reason: 000 Secondary Reasom: NOC




NKS GA 1994 :SFBAY.VU |




QL/25,95

Marira &H%udltf Report frowm: 01/01/94 to 12/91/94

SearchCriteria LrROUANIDINGEGS
"'Fu.:” it

Bervics

Location

Cs No: QCH42 Date: 07/19/94 Cacse Muebsr (MC, HMV, =tc): MEC94015525
ag: LI Lat: N38-01.0 Long: H121~48,5 Vessal Name: MELVIN M, BALKER
var 1600GT7: yes Filopt Aboard?: no

rvice: FRTS - Location: F'IBc

S50l t: Ga Pwimary Feasonn: 000 3 ﬁdary Rpanan, MED

Noz 00483 Datg: 06/05/93% Case Munher (MC, MW, sto)z MOPE0147201
VO Lat: N2B-02,% Long: W1Z2-046,8 Vessel Mame: VIENNA WORD

v LAHQOGT?: yvas Filot ARrnzrdT yes

~vices FRTES Location: FIBS :

Restity GA  Frimary Neason: ING nyrondary He S0y RNOCH




i NA“AVEdS: 7661 vO Sidd |




L Lo BE S
Marine Casuslty Reaport frowm: 01/01/94 +to 12/31/94
Swarchlr 1 tavia ‘ - e s 3
. f_”';? ' CoLliSiohy
Serv i
Location

c, Mo QOB37 Llates 01/729/94  Case Number (MC,; MY, sto): VIS 942007
ag: X¥ Lat: N37-55.4 Long: WIR2-24.8 Vessel Nams: CHEVEOM COLDIEADO
er 16006T7%: yes Filot Aboard?: yes

vice: TNKS Lamation: PIRES

tit: CU Frimary Reason: MTG  Secondary Reason: XXX




§ TNKS CO 1994 :SFBAY.VU.




i
Marirvee Caswalty Report from: OL/01/94 10 12/31/9%
QoL LISION
MV, etc)z MCP400L957
CHOYAMG GLORY

alges
(M,
IR

Searohlril teria
Mutrirfe

CiRes0lt
Sy Lo
Cation

No: QO&30 . Matey 04/30/94 (ase
Ay KO Lat: N37-27.5 Longs WLE2-L7.5 Vegase)

14005T7: yes Filot Aboard?: ves

Location: FIES
Frimary Reason: HF¥  Secondary Reason: FUL
(MC, MV, etoie
CRION DT aAHOND

g
FIRTS
R ECTHTE

ML 74720

Numlsr
]

ARV Nt}
esuttr CO
‘Rec, Nox 00671 Nate: DB/21/94 Case
Flag: MNH Lat: N37-57.0 Long: WID2-54,0 Yesss
ver 1600GT?72 yves Filot Aboard?: Ve
FiTs Lasmat fon: FURES
rimary Reason: HF*  Secondary FReasmon: HFx

VLR

Bl 1




"FRTS CO 1994 :SFBAY.VU




01/25/9¢
Tarine Casualty Report from: G1/01/94 to 12/31/94
SgarchCritsria

Servics /%L_Llf5faﬂj

cation

Cy No: 00635 Date: 05/18/94 Case Number (MC; MV, etc): MCR4009941
Jag: US Lat: N38-04.1 Long: WIZ22-146.0 Vessel Name: SIERRA MALRE
Byver L600GTT: yves Filot Aboard?: yes

srvicer TNHES - Location: PIES
sult: AL Frimary Reason: HF* Beeondary Reason: FUL




-}

! TNKS AL 1994 :SFBAY.VU §




DL/AZE/98

Maine Casual ty Report from: 0L/01/94 tq 12/31/94

BzarchCriteria 3
o Result ALLI—SiOU
Servics _
Location B

Rec, Nas 00600 Date: 01/712/94  Case Number (ME, MY, stc)yr MOR4002244
Tlag: US Lat: N37-48,0 Lang: WLZ%-1&.0 Vessel Nams: §.5. AIDE

Over 160005T?: yves Filot Ahoard?: o

Service: FRTY Location: PIES

Resul t: AL Frimary Reason: HE Secardary Eeason: OVC

................-.-.-m._.—..-.-....-......-.-.._-...r..._.._....-_._....-o..-....-............_.......«............._..........-.._—-M...u.....-.\...

“Flaag: US Lart: N37-48,0 Long: WLPFE-1&, 0 Yecoa) Narme: PRESIDEMT FUOLK
o 0ver 16006T7: yes Filot Aboardf?: Ve
Service: FRTS ~Lotation: RIRS -

sResulty AL Frimary Reason: HE s Bzoondary

Rec. No: 00410 Dater 02/02/94 Cage MNumber (MG, MY, =t MOFS00TL72
) b

L

No: Q0613 Date: O02/17/94 (Cass Number (MC, MY, sto): MOFAO0&4197
S Lat: N37-48. 1 Long:s WiZF-21,9 Vesse) Mame: METEQR

COver 1400BTT: yes i*ilot Aboard?: no '

~Bervicer FRTS Location: FIRS :

CReEsuit: AL Frimary Reason: Wis Becondary Reasorn: WY

Rec, No: 00420 Date: 03/28/94 Lase Mumber (MC, MY, ‘etcir MCY4007 550
EFlag: BF Lat: NE7-%54,0 Longs WI2L-21,& Vessel Names PRESIOIN

Over L&0OCTY: yes Filot Aboard?s YEs

Service: FRTS Lovation: FIEBS

Resuiry AL Frimary Reason: HEs fecondary Reason: HEs

Ly Moz 00684 Date: 05/046/94 Case Mumbsr (M, M, etclr MOCO4010477
éq: J& Lat: NZ7-48, 4% Long: WIZR-45,4 Vesse) Name: CENTURY LEADER NO. 7
#r 1&000T?: yes Filot Aboard?: YRS
Service: FRTS Location: FIBRS
Pt: AL Frimary Feason: HFs JECondary REsson: XEX

E—



_FRTS AL 1994 :SFBAY.VU




QL/25/9E

o Marine Fasual ty Report from: 01/01/94 to 12731/94

EearchCriteria
Raswlt

Servioae

Location

Flag: US Lat: Na/-54,0 Long: Wi1ZZ2-2E,3 Vezzel «Names . INVALER
Over 1600GT?: no Filot Abdard?: no IR = i

Service: TOW ‘ Location: FIBE _ - ; o
Resutit: aL Frimary Reason: HE# Secorndary Reason: FUL

Rec., No;ammﬁ74'“nate;]95/ﬁ4f947:Qgé@"mﬁmhéﬁ ME, MY, stey: MEP4010517

........—......-.........—-...u—.'..........—--........-——..........a.......—.—.—..--...-...—-...«-...._-..-.._.........._._.......-......

o, No: 004872 Dates D6/16/94  Case Number (MEy MY, =tc): MER4014265
Flag: US Lat: N28-08,0 Long: WIZ2-17,0 Vesse]l Name: TUCS ELLEN

Over 1&400GT?: no  Filpt Ahaoard?: no

Services: TOW Location: FIES

Resulit: AL Fraimary Feason: HF s decondary Reasons OV



D1/2%/9%

Marifs Casual ty Report from: OlL/01/94 to 12/91/94

SzarchCriteria : ) }
Resuit A,LL{SJ’OA_,
Service

Location

Rec. Noiz 00670 Date: 05/924/94 Lase Number  (ME, MV, stcly MCO4010383
y6 VéS5éj:Nam§: GULDEN GA&TE T

Flag: US Lat: N3

“ 2 _?—4?+Q-anq;uwlﬂze;?1
OQver 1600GT?: no  Filot Abosard?s: na’
Servige: PASS Location: FIES

Result: AL Frimary Reasan: MTG Becondary FReasont HE# .

T



PASS AL 1994 :SFBAY.VU







VEHICULAR BRIDGE TINVENTORY: BRIDGE CLEARANCES

D. Bridge Clearances (in feet]

Area/Bridge

San Francisco Bay

Golden Gate
North Tower
South Tower

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge

Piers A - B
Piers B- C
Piers C-D
Piers D - E
Piers G - H

~ San Mateo-Hayward
Richmond-5an Rafael

Main Channel
East Span

Qakland Inner Harbor Tidal Canal

Park Street
Fruitvale Ave {(RR)
Fruitvale Ave
High Street

Channel Street {S.F.}

Third Street
Fourth

islais Creek (S.F.}
Third Street
Carguinez Strait
Carquinez Bridge
Narth Span

South Span
Benicia-Martinez
Southern Pacific RR
San Joaguin River

Antioch Bridge

Type

Suspension:”

Suspension
Suspensicn
Suspension
Suspension
Truss

Fixed

Fixed
Fixed

Bascule
Vertical Lift
Bascule
Bascule

Bascule
Bascule

Bascule

2 Fixed Bridges
Upstream Bridge
Downstream Bridge
Fixed

Lift Bridge

Fixed

Clearance:

Appendix F

Horiz.  Vert. (MHW)

g 4’;028 K

2,229
1,072
1,079
2,210
1,330

660

1,000
465

241
200

95
244

103
74

97

998

440

291

400

211

174/217
218/221
220/218
218/175
184/184

135

185
118

15
13/135
15
16

01
(0]¢]

05

Ter]

R ST PTET )

135

70/135

138



Sacramento River

Rio Vista (Rt 12) " Lift Bridge g0 Vi

A complete list of bridges encountered by oceangoing and smail vessels may be found in. . ..

Appendix J.



~ VEHICULAR BRIDGE INVENTORY
VEHICULAR BRIDGE MANAGEMENT

BRIDGES ENCOUNTERED BY OCEAN GOENG VESSELS

BRIDGE NAME and LOCATION'~ ** " TYPE = Horiz/Vert ‘MLLW:MHW. -~ REMARKS
1. Golde‘h-Gaté-‘f.s'ridg'e'-z--ﬁsan-Fran_ci_scd_'B.av_ suUS a0

2. San'f'i‘-'rancssco Oakland '

San Franmsco Bay, Westerly Reach P e
Span A:B, Pier A"

PierB
Span B-C, Pier B

: “-"2210;224 18}:- e L

Span E-YB Isl, Pier E F 8701176170
_RICHMOND-SAN RAFAEL ~ F
Main' Channel ‘Center Span’ o 0000 1:'90'-'185 S
Left and Right Span 480 / 173-168
East Channel, Center Span 465/123-118
. CARQUINEZ F . S 2

Carquinez Strait, Vallejo
Upstream Bridger

South {left) Span, South Pier 998 / 141-135
South ({ieft) Span, North Pier 998 /151-1456
North {right} Span, South Pier 1000/ 152-146
North {right} Span, North Pier 1000 / 1567-151
Downstream Bridge:
South {ieft) Span, South Pier 1030/ 140-134
South {left} Span, North Fier 1030/ 150-144
North {right] Span, South Pier 1030/ 153-147
North (right} Span, North Pier 1030 jtb@pta™
5. MARTINEZ, Highway Bridge F
Martinez/Benicia 440 /141-135
6. MARTINEZ, SP RR VL 3
Martinez/Benicia, Raised 291 /140-135
Lowered 291 7/ 75-70
7. ANTIOCH F

Antioch, CA - San Joaquin River 400/ 142-138



8. RIO VISTA VL 4.
Rio. Vista, CA - Sacramento Rlver

Raised position ctierens poeos o 270./148-144

Lowered position 270/ 22-18
9. San Mateo-Hayward Bridge R gBO T 142-135
SEMARKS: CE G T . can ewo

Easterly Reach spans of th
commercial vessels. o
2. Both.the North-and
markmg the center of the channels
’ The Martinez/Benicia: Southem_;Pacﬁzc RR Bndge is manned at: aII trmes lt re u:res
approximately 30 m:nutes iotice o e
rad10 {Ch. 13, 16). trveame

be effected via VHF _'dlo {Ch 13 16). Emergency commumcat:ons ca_n pe_._eﬁected by

telephone (707/374-2134).-

NOTE: For regulations regarding the operations of California Drawbndges, see th"' J
California Drawbrldge Reguiatlons, published in 1986, with attached errata sheet dated
6/8/95. . ‘. e

TYPE OF BRIDGES LEGEND

SUS; Suspension
VL: Vertical Lift
F: Fixed




VEHICULAR BRIDGE. MANAGEMENT

BRIDGES ENCOUNTERED BY PLEASURE AND SMALL COMMERCIAL VESSELS: -

s T CLEARANCES
BRIDGE NAME and LOCATION TYPE Horiz/VMert MLLW-MHW  REMARKS
1. Jersey'Isl. Dutch Slough
Two Higher Spans (north}
Contra Costa County, CA F 17 /1915 e o
2. Bethel Isl,
Contra“Costa County, CA F 36/ 18-15
3. Skagglsl.
Napa Sleugh, Vallejo, CA F 65 /24-18
4. Blackpoint, Petaluma R {CANRR)’ SW_ 110/ 14-7
Petaluma River F 140/ 76-70
. Petaluma R {CANRR) sSw2 B4/ 10-4
7. US 101, (Twin)
Petaluma River F 100/ 76-70
8. Richardson Bay, US 101
Sausalito, CA F 56 / 45-39
9. San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge
Easterly Reach F
Span G-H, Pier G 1330 /180-184
Pier H 1330 /190-184
Span H-i, PierH 436 / 189-183
Pier [ . 436/ 184-178
Span I-J, Pier| 445 / 184-178
Pier J 445 177171
Span J-K, Pierd 441 /176-170
Pier K 441/171-165
Span K-L, PierK 441 /1 171-165
Pier L 441 /161-1565
Span L-M, PierL 441 f161-155
Pier M 441 [/ 147-141
Span M-N, Pier M 445 [/ 147-141

PieeN R 445 /133127

10. Dumbarton' Bridge - S T
San Mateo, CA : F 332/ 92-85



11. State Route 92
San Mateo Slough

12. State Route 92

13. Hilisdale Bivd.
Foster City

14. Sonoma Creek, SR:37::

Vallajo, CA

NOTES:

40/ 18-15

48 /20-15

60 /30-24

8742218

Behind

system,
:; San.Mateo

| éldha’ﬁu

non-

_.._-navngable

s Listed above are f:xed bndges with a vertical clearance at MHW of 15 feet or more.
(Two Petaluma R. Brldges are added for mariner information.) T i

* For bridges with iess verttca! clearance, see USCG publication COMDTPUB P1 6590 4
Bridges Qver the Nawgab!e Waters of the U S Pacific Coast.

' California Northern:RR Bridge riormally stands open for navigation 1/2 mile -downstréarh

{south} of SR37.

2 California Northern RR. E’-ridge normally stands open for navigation at 250' downstream of

us1o1.



APPENDIX 6 -

(BRNAs)wi

DEPA_R_TMENT' OF TRANSPORTATION

_Coast Guard

a3 CFR Parts 162 and 155
[cc;n11-94-oo7]

HFN 21 15-—AEB4

Regulated Mawgat!un Area- San
Franc:sco Bay Heg:on, CA:

AGENGY' Ceasl Guard DO’I‘

-Separ

SUMMARY: 'I‘he Coasz Guard is
estabhshmg regulated navigation areas
in Lhe San Francisco. Bay
Region'in the waters of the Golden Gate,
Central Bay. Lower Bay, San Pabio Bay
and’ Carquinez Strait. This action is
necessary due to vessel congesuon in
areas where manetivering room is
limited. These RNAs will increase -
navigation safety in the San Francisco

Federal Reglster / Vol 60, No 63 / Monday. Apnl 3;:1995: / Rules and_chuiahons | :i679_3

"oiwd in
: reComm'mder

-comment penod end

1995 ‘I‘he Coast Gua

:.'pubhc heanng “as not reQueSled and no

hearmg wWa

Francisco B;'ay' 'r"ﬁm;x'hme (.or'n'r':':'ur'nl}
-established volunta;
. routing measures o'

vas_sel traffic

Bay, region that cons sted ofﬂrnff'( lancs
_ ‘and the Central Bay
extendmg- to Pmoie hoal Channel

east of Alcatraz Island;

..Harbor Limited: Tnff'c:Area

Comphance..thh_these routmo

' for use by essels 300 bros: mnc or

grealer......
.In 1991, lhe precautlonary area east of

San Franczsco Bay Regzon modzi’ed the
voluntary traffic fouting measures to
bettér conform to inzernatmnal Maritime
Organization (IMQ] traffic routing
standards. The 1993 modification auded



+

16794 l Fede_r_:ﬂ Register / Val. 60, Na. 63 / Mnnday,,Aprii 3, 1995 / Rules and Regulations ‘

“a Golden Gate precautionary area, a
deep water traffic larie separation zone:
-north of Hardin ;

and.
: ;;az;§it the

nal

outhampton Shoal/ = ..
bor RNA, and Oakland

limits the maxdmiun speed within the-
RNAs 1015 knots through the water for

. vessels 1600 gross tons or greater, or a
tug with a tow of 1600 gross'tons or
e Y _ ssels to

ntrol mode

ahead or astern, inclhid
enginefs} for an extended period of time.
Limiting vessel speeds to 15 knotsor
less through the water within the
‘prescribe vill reduce the risk of

- the Captain of

vessel to deviate from this regulati

g Rock and an expanded -

The ._RNAs defined in this rule are

- each considered to constitute a'narrow -
channel'or-fairivay; Therefore; Rule'-of

the Inland Navigation Rules (INRs] {33
U.5.C. 2009), in conjunction with the -
provisions of the associated INRs, is
specifically made applicable within the
defined RNAs and will be enforced.

Specific requirements forindividual
proposed RNAs. The geographic
descriptions and proposed requirements

_specific to each RNA are as follows:

‘San Francisco Bay ANA: The San -
Francisco Bay RNA consists of the water
ares in the Golden Gate east of the
COLREGS Demarcation Line £33 CFR
80.1142), the Central Bay including .
Raccaon Strait, and the existing charted
precautionary area east of Alcatraz
Island: _' - o

Because: of the large number of vessels
entering and departing San Francisco -
Bay, tiaffic lanes are established in the
Golden Gate and the Central Bay to
separate opposirnig traffic and reduce
vessel congestion, The lanes are located
where veluntary traific lanes previously

- existed. Use'of these lanesand . -
28 dicated direction of -

adherence to the indi i .
travel is required for vessels of 1600 or
more gross tons, or tugs with a tow of
1600 or more gross tons,and Lt
recomménded for all other vessels.

Due to the presence of shoals and
rocks in the Central Bay, the Central Bay
Two-way Deep Water Traffic Lane

_(DWTL), located north of Harding Rock,

provides the best water depth safety
margin for inboind vessels with a draft

~* of 45 feet or greater, and for cutbound

vessels with a draft of 28 feet.or greater.
These deep draft vessels are réquired to
use the DWTL, It is recommended that
all other vessels use the Central Bay
Traffic Lanes so that vessel traffic in the
DWTL1s kept to a minimum. ..
The DWTL is sufficiently narrow that
meeting, crossing, and overtaking
restrictions are necessary to reduce the
likelihood of collision. The regulation
provides that a power-driven vessel of
1600 or more gross tons, or a tug with
a tow of 1600 or more grossitons; shall
not enter the DWTL when another
power-driven vessel 6f 1600 or more
gross tons, or tug with.atow of 1600 or
more gross tons, is'navigating therein
when either vessel is carrying gertain
dangeroiis cargo {as defined in 33:CFR
160.203}, or bulk petroleum products, or
is a tank vessel in'ballast, if such eritry

Gug
"precautionary areas are established in
this RNA. They are: (1) the Golden Gate

h desired.

Precautionary Area, which encompasses

- the: waters-around the Golden Gate
Bridge between the

plden Gateand the . ..

Central Traffic Lanes; and (2} the
Central Bay Precautionary Area, which
encompasses the large portion of the
Central Bay and partof the Lower Bay.
t is recommended that all vessels
navigating in these precautionary areas
be aware of the joining traffic lanes and
IDWTL.so as to anticipate the
movements of other vessels,

North Ship Channel RNA and San
Pablo Strait Charinel RNA: The North
Ship Channel and San Pablo Strait
Channel consist of the existing charted
channels and delineate the only areas
where the depths of water are sufficient
to allow the safe transit-of vesselsof - £
1600 or more gross tons, ora tug with ke
a tow of 1600 or more gross tons. The
existence of strong tidal currents in
these'channels severely restrict the
ability of vessels of 1600 or more gross
tons, or.a tug with'a tow of 1600 or more
gross tons; to safely maneuver-to avoid
smaller vessels. These conditions create
the need to.apply the general
regulations to theseareas. .
Implementation of special regulations in

these RNAs would have only a minimal

impact.on safety and is not justified at
this time. -

Pinole Shoal Channel ENA. The
Fingle Shoal Channel RNA isa
constricted waterway the use of which

:is currently restricted to vessels with a

draft greater than 20 feet, ortowboats
with tows drawing more than 20 feet, as
set forth in 33 CFR 162.205(a). Because
of the narrow width of the-channel and

" the draft of vessels using the channel, |

further meeting, crossing, and
overtaking restrictions are necessary to
reduce the likelihood of collision. This

" regulation provides that a power-driven

vessel of 1600 or more gross tons, ora

" tug with a tow of 1600 or more gross

tons, shall not enter the Pinple Shoal
Channel RNA, which extends from
approximately Light 7 to Light 13 of the
Pinole Shoal Channel, when arother
posver-driven vessel of 1600 of more
gross tons, or tug with a tow of 1600 or
more gross tons, is navigating therein
and when either vessel is cartying
ceriain dangerous cargo {as defined in
33 CFR 160.203) or bulk petroleun
products, or is a tank vessel in ballast,
if such entry would result in meeting,
crossing, or overtaking the other vessel.
Southern Pacific Railroad Bridge
RNA. The Southern Pacific Railroad
Bridge RNA consists of a small circular:
ared, 200 yards in radius, centered on
the middle of the channel under the
Southern Pacific Railroad Bridge. The
limited horizontal clearance results in 2
greater chance of vessel allisions with'
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Pacific Rax!road Bnd e RN wh n
visibility is less than 1000 yari -

Southhamptan Shodl _mhmand
}-arbor .HNA Southamp .

are dredge ‘chan in
which maneuvering room is severely

hmteé Close- quarters sxtuauon e
bétiveen

mpt
bas vessels operat.ing atlo

peed i
where. maneuverability is restricted. _‘_The

regulation precludes vessels of
more gross tons, or tugs with a. taw:of-
1600 or more BrOss ¢

the RIVA ifr

more gross tons, or a”tug with a tow of S

1600 ar more gross tons, could result,
Oukland Harbor RNA. The Qakland

Herbor RNA encompasses the Oakland

Bar Channel _Oakland Outer Harbor

th Oakiand

Harbor RNA differs slightly from the B
LTA inthat it follows the ern .

boundary of the Qakland Ba an
Haroor Entrance channe and e

meetmg ::rossxng. or ovenakmg another
vessel of 1600 or more gross tons, ot a
tug with a tow of 1500 or more gross
tons. could result.

~;substantially d

-+ Testrictive,

-__..Paragraph {e

'regulauonscu ntl " ehumemte
LE Taph (a;

] g paragraphs
205.redes Hated.as o

] eresponseis possxble The
Coast Guard feels that 2 maximum hrmt
of less than 15 knots, imposed
regardless of conditjons'and other: -
c:rcumstances, would be.

Two resporc ents pro;
regarding vessel movements tbmuoh the
Central Bay traffic lanes, Three issues
were raised: {1) A respondent sought
confirmation that the Deep Water Traffic

Lane fDWTL} is avaﬂabie forith é-.use o{

. inbgund
master, p

ic. This. understandmg is:

5. . correct, Due to the presence of shoals. -

and rocks in the Central Bay, the DWTL
provides the best water depth safety

:: .. margin for: inbound vessels with a draft
.. of 45 feet or greater..and for outhound
. vessels with a draft of 28 fest or greater. .

These deep draft vessels are required to-
use the DWTL. Inbound vessels with
drafts less than 45 faet and outhbeund
vessels with drafts less that 28 feet are

ecti n headmg and:

lation {59'FR 363186, July
may be authorized provided the.
tequested deviation is based on vessel
handling charactensum. trafﬁc densxty
radar contac :

prmnded by the required measure or is
a maneuver considered necessar} for
safe navigatio e_r _t_he,. :
circumstances. :

A respendent expressed conicemiat -
being unable ta safely comply with the
Southemn Pacific.Railroad Bridge RNA's
restriction against low-visibility transit
when transiting from'east to west, due -
to lack of suitabie anchorages

* immediately to the eest of the RNA A

vessel transiting from west to east can-

- comply with the regulation as proposed

because d vessel is capable of anchonng
unmedxately west of the bridge if '
visibility is less than 1000 yards.
However, wher transiting east to west,
the nearest suitable anchorage site is
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. lccated appronmately 14 males frorn the .
“"bridge. Based on this distance and the o

~limitations on maneuverability
expenenced the westbound approach
{  Coast Guard has
regulation to Teﬂect
) be followed

: in time to penmt
lbxlity improves.. .

. because impacted
e Richmond Long
Inner arhor '

and Pemt Potrero Reach_thh' ut. any
impact'on vessel safety. The -
disadvantage ¢onnected with any. '.delajs
thiatmiay be expenenced by ve:

transiting this RN Id'b

outweighed by th dvantage a gams m:

maritime safety.
A final commenter’ requested

exemption from'the requiretents of the -

RNAs to cover the operations of a°
specified vessel. Otherthan reoxstenng
a generalendorsementiofthe
rulemalung, that comment did not
discussior miake récomimerndations -
regarding the NPRM: therefore; the -

request, will be: AnSW ered via separ"te

ccrrespondence :
eaulalory}:.“‘va!uahnn o

This regixiauan isnot & szoniﬁcam
regulatory acnan under Sectmn 3(f] ol'

Teview by the Office of Man

ssels

sec’mn 2.8. 2 of Commandant

Executxve Order_12866 and does fot:

: o'n 5{&]{3 of
that Order Ithas beén exempted from

Bi :ggetund thaz'

expects the écon mic 1mp
tobé s mmxmal !_ha: afu

policies and procedums is

Atth

gniy
economic impacton a substantial

number of small enhhes .
Collection of. Infnrmaugn St

Thig rulemakmg containg Ao R
collection of information requirernents.
under the Papemork R 'c'tmn f:t l44
U.5.C. 3501 er seq] . .

. Federalxsm

“The Coast Guard has analy zEd thxs
rulé in ‘actordance with'the prinéiples
and criteria containied in Executive -
Order12612 and

this rule'déés not have su;

* federalism implications to war_rant the'
: preparanon ofa Federahsm Assessment

Enwmnmental Assessment.
The Coast:Guard: conszdered the

* environmental impact of this

mlemalung and concluded that, un_der

'and

Transporta "hrég atory

 to all ressels unlass ot

g determmed lhat o

e beguﬁmng ats

..,-__Instrucnen M16475 1B, this rule is
: .--categOﬂcaHy ex&:luded ﬁ-om_ funber :

rulemaking d

the: gen p
1k cy o

in

: of regomg, the
Coast Guard is amending parts 162 aﬁd
185 ofutle 33, Code ofFe .

mtatmn l’or part 16:;'
follows: . '

(a} Appl abzhty "I‘h' sect:on ap;ﬁhes
' _ pecified.

San Francisco Ba; BNA: (1]*” he

o follow g isa regulated navigation o

ng: thé _foilcwmg coerdmates. o
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thes urehné_. o
7'50'38"N 122'28'37'_

separation zone and ling connectmg
the following coor: nates

(3) Go!den Gate Sepamtmn Zane The

area 75 yau'dt?1 each side of 2 line

37°48°08" N, 122°31°05" W: thence to
37°48'46™ 22°zg'4o"w S

"Datim: NAD 83

[B) Ga den Gate Precaunonm'y Areg:
An area bounded by.a line connecting
the following. coordinates begmmng at::

3?"48'30"1\3 122°29'28*. Wi thetice to: -
7% N, 122°28°41” W; thence to
37"48 2 N,.122927:49" W; thence to

_37'49'36"1\1 122"27'46"W thence to

37‘49"’8"N 122“2_ ;4'._”_“_’-'-_ enice.
37°49'03" N, 122°29°52

returning to Lhe pmm of begtnning,

Datum:NAD 83 -
G Centm] Bay Tmﬁ" & I.anes —{1]

Westbound traffic larie: Bounided by Lhe
Central Bay precautionary area and the

Golden Gate precautionary area,
between the Central Bay and the Deep
Water Traffic Lane separation zones.

oIIowmg c¢oordinates:

:37°4a’50" N, 122"2_ -14

37‘48’52"

37°49'35"N 122'27’46"W thence {6~
37°50°22°N, 122°26'49" Wi thence to-

pE ay recautzonwyArea
An area buunded by a line conngcting:
the following coardinates, beginning at:
37°48'41” N, 122°25'17" W, thence to
37°49/327 N, 122‘25'13" W: thence to
37°50°25" N, 122'26'22" Wi thence to

‘ S
37°51’4n"N 122‘23’48"1! thenceto

37°49°22" N, 122°23'48” W; thence to -
37°48'20" N,
37°47°02" N__

37°4702" N, 122°23'04” W: thence
retwning along the shcrehne to the
point of begmnmg

Datum NA.D 33
{2):North Sh:p Cbanre! R’\'A The :

. following is a regulated navigation

area=Thewaters bounded by a hne
connecting the following coordinates;
beginning at:

37°31'33” N, 122°24'58” W; thence to
37°54°15” N, 122°27°27" W; thence to

37°56'06” N, 122°26°45” W; thence to

122°2212"'W; thence'to
122‘21’33" W _ thence to )

: begmmng at: S
. 37°54°2 8"N 122‘23 36"" ¥
| 37°5420"N, 1222338 ‘-V thence to

- LYt
_B”N 122‘26‘42”W thence to
2f'N 122‘26 10" W

The.fj lowing is a'regulated na gatlen
he waters bounded by 4 line.
e following: coardmates.

38‘03"05*-‘

3 8’01’44”

; .acxj‘ c-Railroed B
RNA. The following isa s guIatf
navigation drea—The water an
contained within a circle with I
of 200 yards, cenlered on 38‘02 18" N,
122°07" 17"W =

Datum NAD 83

(8) Sautbampton Shoal Channel/
Richmend Harbor ANA: The followxng,

consisting of two distinct 'areas. isa
regulater igal S
(i) The waters. hounded bya Ime

connecting the follomng cuordmates.
begmmng at ' :

7“54 1 "'-N 122“23 12 w thence to

37"54’30"N 1 "’_23’09" Withence
along the shoreline to the point of
beommng :

Datum: NAD83

(ii) The waters bounded 135 a hne _
connecting the: foIIowmg coordmates... _

.f;'f the___ ce to

37°54°23" N, 122°24'02” \V; thence to
37°34'57% N, 122°24'531" W, therice to
37°35°05" N, 122°25'02" \WV; thence to
37°54°37° N, 122°25°227 WV: thence to
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37"54‘00” N 122°25'13"” Wi thenceta

37°53'59" N, 12222522 W; ience to "

”'{7) Oak]and HsrborRNA}The :
following is a regulated: navidation - . o
arga~-The waters hounded by a fine

T i R

37°48" 40"N
37° 850" N;

gross tons, 'nawg ting 1 w1th
deﬁne‘j_‘ n. par:

enginels) ready fori immedi
and shall operate its engine(s) ina -
contml mode and on: __el that w111 al!ow

oppi
period of time. . s

{3} The master, pilot ar person
directing the movement of a vessel
within the RNAs defined in paragraph
{c) of this regulation shall comply-with
Rule 8 of the Inland Na igation Rules :
{INRs] (33 US.C 2008k onjunetion
with the pmusmns of the: assoczated
iNRs,

(e) Speczf‘ ¢ Heoufarzons —(1) San :
Franc:scu Bay HNA {i) A-vessel shall -
i 'th pamcular cautmn ina:

_ _<'of traffic 1anes or channeis,-
as described in thisregulaticn, ...

{ii} A power-driven vessel of 1600 or
more gress tons, or a tug with a tow of
1600 or more gross tons, shally

() use-the appropriate traffic lane
and proceed in the seneral direction. of
v for that lane;

t.e Central Bay. Deep. Water

'I‘rafﬁc Lane if eastbound with a draft of o

e :'Water Trai‘ﬁc Lai

45 fegt or greater ar westbound with a
draft of 28 feet or greater: .
“:{C) not enter the Central Bay Deep

entry would result in meets g, crossmg.

ar overtakm the ather:v

the. generald cHe
practicable; =i '
(E)sofaras practxcable keep clear 'f;
the Central Bay' epar tmn Zona' th
Deep
AF)not
zone unless
a trafﬁ:; iane

pemutted within this Rl
prohibited from crossin; it at

{ii)-A power-dri ;
R10r8 gross tons
1600 or more gross tor
Pinole Shoal Channi
another power-dri
more. gross tonso A
1600 or more gross't ons nawgatmg
therein when either. vessel is:

(A) carrying. certain:
fas denoted in:sectic
subchapter), i
(B} carrymg bulk petroieum products,

_ecessary i
nt 1 e_ ng, or. huoymg the
channe and they ;
the ¢ el exceptin: :
authorized under paragraph [b) of th:s
section... . -

(iv) This paraoraph shaII not be

" construed as prohibiting any necessary
use of the channel by any public vesse‘s '

while. engaged in official.duities; ori
b

N l_ggiir;jad Q:_i_dge RN

ne when another power-

1000 yards within the Sauthern Pacific
A, a power-driven
ore grcss tons; ora

g .
shali niot pmceed past
until visibility improves ti
1000 yards within'the RN,

gr
not enter Southampton Sho _
Harbor RNA when another power: -
driven vessel of 1600 or more.gross tons.
oratug. withat wzof 1600 or more .

entry would resulti ng cigs) s,
or overtaking the other vessel.

(5) Oakiand Harbor RNA: A power«
drivenvessel of 1600 ¢rinore gross tons
or & tugwith a towof 1600 oF more *
gross tons shall net enter the’ Oakland
Harbor RNA when angther: power- 5L
driven ves of 1800 or more gross tons.

ow'of- 600 Of iore gross.



N BOLLARD PULL TEST RESULTS
P Clesof 21398y

. _Amencanf ' av_,____atwn Co. (510) 234-8847

m  Speed Prop_.
11242 12 |

1276 |

1312 |

| Predator | 90,668 | 60,315 | 13.49 |

Renegade  |62,623  |52,245 12,74

" Forward Astem Speed* Prop

Chevron RlChmond 106 193 66,3 66 e 1170 B

;Standardf& 134103

21575 10552

Crowley Mantlme Co _:.-;(4:15) 546-2600
: " Forward . -Astern Speed Prop

Cavaller 149,675 [ 117,608 | 142 |2

Gladiator | 140,763 (97,140 | 14.06°

Golizh (86673 | 53714 117

Guardlan - 1121,008--] 88,220 {14.08

Lassen 126355 19,465 1091}

Pt. Thempson 47,115 ..144,828 | 10.36

San Joaquin Rl_ve_r_ 127,990 | 19,618 |11.24|

Saturn . | 68950 [48,406 |12.42

SeaCloud | 102,580 [67,731 |13.41

Sea Duke 46458 | 28,020 | 11.98]

APPENDIX H

TR - Tractor Tug



Sea Horse

100,23

6

Sea King |

104,91

8

(SOl O

Sea Lark

33,500 |17,

Sea Lion

> T ;_j57 760

Sea.;ZiS..___:__ut PR

Sea Venture

Sea Wolf

'Spartan ~t

F oss Sea:

v
]
le
o

—~
s

—
~

oot ol e bl

OScar.Nlemeth-,Tow
o Forward:

“Astern

c. (310) 893-0231 -
Speed Prop

| --Amencan Eaglé

98,968 |-

57,058

12« 12

Sea Eagle

139,305

12

mj

”Silver Eagle

i 88 9901_*

71,285

| 1229

;;N

Sanders Towboat Serv:ces Inc (707) 745 4340

Forward

Astem

' 'Speed

_;Delawaré —

_8_.8 _173.- -

'42 255

Prop
412, 27.:1:“_ 1}

fGaﬂ S

16,463

o 7-:9;,;6:-1-asr NE

'3 Shad W Sanders

e 118 705

'_76 768

1

V1g11ant

Seaway Transportatwn Co (510) 521 3283

Astem

. Forward:

Speed

Prop

1182

Southern Cross

23

TR - Tractor Tug



Southampton Towing Co. (707) 421-8845

_ Forward  Astern Speed  Prop
Invader 28,385 | 20,065 |11.88 |1 |
Colusa 11,980 | 10,455 |9.65 '2._

Westar Marine Services (415) 495-3191

Forward Astern Speed  Prop
Bearcat 9,980 |15368 11082 ]2
Betty L 20,760 16,588 94 |2
Orion 68,283 44,500 [ 12.49 |2
Panther | 19,013 | 8,893  |10.26 |1
'T'a_uru'_s 132,190 | 17,481 11.13 |1
Warrior 18,980 11,780 994 |1

TR - Tractor Tug
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APPENDIX J

August 21, 1995

SUMMARY OF THE ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS
_ FOR AMENDMENTS TO THE TANK VESSEL ESCORT REGULATIONS

Following are the issues that have been reviewed and analyzed by the Tug Escort Subcommittee
(TES) in'the process of estabhshmg recommendations for the: evision of the current Tank Vessel
Escort regulations. After each issue listed, the reason for the spemﬁc recommendation is stated
and explained. The issues are organized (generally) by subject area. .~

A_l..' . ISSUE What s the appropnate method of matchmg escort tugs to tank vesseIs’P

RECOIVIMENDATION Adopt Table 1 Page 8 GIosten Smgle Fallure Study (shown
below) as a default matchmg matrix for regulated tankers. A tanker that uses the default
matrix will be restricted to a speed limit of 10 knots, untethered, in Zones 1 and 2, and 8
knots, untethered, in Zones 4 and 6.

Alternative compliance for tugs: In lieu of the default matching matrix, tug operators
may propose an alternate method for measuring the braking force of any tug (in kips).
Such ajternate method must demonstrate that the tug can provide a higher braking force
(in kips) than simple bollard pull would indicate. The kips so measured, shall be compared
to the figures in the default matrix. The higher kip shall be used and the tug boat with the
lower bollard pull (but higher braking force) may escort a larger tanker than the default
matrix would otherwise allow. This alternative measurement must be conducted from a
starting point of 10 knots, and must be conducted by a naval architect or licensed engineer
approved by OSPR. The tug operator shall submit the alternative measurement analysis
for approval by the Administrator of the Office of Oil Spill Prevention and Response
(OSPR). OSPR will establish by regulation a process by which the Clearing House can
verify that a regulated tank vessel is correctly matched to the escort vessel under the
approved alternative plan. For the purposes of generating formulas or models to calculate
an alternative "Braking Force" for a given Escort Vessel, the owner/operator shall verify
that the:

o Escort Vessel is not required to exceed the limits of her stability to generate the
forces, and in no instance buries her deck edge.



) Escort Vessel operates all her equipment within the recommended manufacturer's
guidelines, at or below all safe working load recommendations.

) Current bollard pull values, as registered with the Clearing House, are utilized
where appropriate in any formulas or models, -

6 Unless demonstrated otherwise byfullscaletestmg,allmachmer}’shall be assumed
to operate at or below performance levels published by the manufacturer,

o __.Any knc_)wn _cond1t10n that w()uld 1mpan‘ the Escort Vessel 5 abﬂzty to perform 15 '
o "mciudedl_the calculat:on o

Alternative compliance for tankers: Tanker 0perators may model their respectwe fleets
relative to the steering and braking demarids of their vessels. These demands may then be
used to ‘match tugs to tankers in lieu of the default tabie The alternate model must
demonstrate that the tanker can complete a safe transit within the 95t pércentde of
constraint as was used in developing the default matching matrix. The tanker operator
shall submit the fleet model plan, prepared by a naval architect or licensed engineer, for
approval by the Administrator of Oil Spill Prevention and Response (OSPR). "OSPR will

_ estabhsh by regulatlon a process by whzch the Ciearing House can venfy that the tank

e



TABLEI

| BRAKING FORCE REQUIRED FOR STOPPING FROM S KTS_ THROUGH WATER

20 knot wmd

Zones 1 an‘d 2

| Zones 4 and 6

3 Assisting Current

slack

2knot | 4 knot

water (knots)

[ I_rutlai Speed_throughﬁ_ ':

Initial Speed over
ground {knots)

- water'(knots)

eed thmugh:‘l SN N

Dlsplacement

~ 'B'f:i'kizﬁ.g”i?&ricé” T
_ (kips®)

010 <20

1 U O § S TR,
20

30

40

40

201t0 < 30

60 et

50 . |-

90 160

___30to<4_0_.__ .

30

70

80

120 210

150 250

| 01060

40

70

110

190 320

60 to < 80

29

-2

140

120

250 420

80 t0< 100

110 sl

180

300 520

100 to < 120' o

70

210

370 650

150

430 760

200190

140 to <160 . |

199

310

240,

210

240

490 860

160 to < 180

100

210

350

260

530 970

180 to < 190

" NOTES:

kA "kip" is defined as 1,000 pounds of force:

Braking force capability ¢anbe obtained as follows: -
For Conventional Tugs: Braking Force = Astern Bollard Pull {at zero speed)

For Tractor Tugs: Braking Force =

Ahead Bollard Pull (at zero speed)




REASON: In April 1995, the TES established the Failure Probability Group. This group
~was asked to-identify the expected rate-of occurrence of mechanical failures on board.-

_ tankers that could reasonably be expected to benefit from a tug escort pro_gram The . :;

" ‘purpose of this study was o establish an acceptable level of risk and to assist in . _
determining the assuimptions that should be used by the Glosten Associates in thezr .....
analysis of tanker demand given the confines of the-waterways of the San Francisco Bay

The study by Glosten was mmaiiy predlcated ona *dual- faliure scenario, that is,a
simultaneous failure of the tanker's steering and: propulsron systems: That b: ssumg
was later changed; however; toa smgle failure scenario based, m part ont
the Faxlure Probablhty Group. - e =

“The Group deﬁned failures as-those potentially beneﬁtmg fromatug- ei'_.
is.to say, the failures had to occur while underway'in a domestlc harbor,
‘environment and: had to be: of .a_.duration of at least ‘one minute.

The Group reviewed the'exmtmg data bases-and decuments and made the fo

llowing major
ﬁndmgs _

A.  Coast Guard Marine Safety Information System ( W-erdWide}: ik

10 Analysis'was made of casualties in U.S. waters-and U.S. flag vessels in
~ other waters required to notify the Coast: Guard from 1991-1994; Ina
“population of some 100,000 vc)yages fifty-two resulted from steermg or
propulsion failures.

2. The database did not prove helpful in identifying targeted failures since it
identified onlythe primary-cause of each ¢asualty and therefore could not
differentiate single from dual failure. In addition, the database could not
quantify the duration of an incident.

3. Case-by-case anziiysis_-c')f Exxon/SeaRiver's ninetéen incidents identified

' only onefailure that may have exceeded a-one minute duration, This
analysis strongly suggests that use of the raw data would not prowde
meaningful scientific statistical results.

4, In 1994 there-were twenty-one incidents-compared to 23,695 vessel..
arrivals. This suggests a raw data incidence of failure of .09%. If the Exxon
sensitivity evaluation holds true for the entire incident population, incidence
would be .005% resulting in a potentially tug-escort-benefited event
OCCUIring. once every twenty-two years on San Francssco Bay.



B U.S Coast Guard ( Contacts __U S, :\{essel Arrwals

1 In 1994the Coast Guard 1dent1ﬁed 23 695 arrlvals in the Umted States
o a ‘in-San Francrsco Bay The Marme Exchange conﬂrms that ‘the San
Francisco arrivals closely match their' records.

C. . San Francisquar_.Piiot Com'm_iss.iqn -Pﬂ_o.t_.a e Insidsr!_.t._ .Inv.es_tisa_t_ions (SE Bay):
1
2. 'E1ghteen 1n01dents were caused by steermg or engme problems None of
the steermg or engme failures occurred on tankers.

| On nmdent _would quahﬂr___a's'potentlally -bemg bene i

by a _:tu__g__:e_‘scort

y program
2. ':None of the incidents quahﬁed asa "loss of control" that resulted in an
allision, collision or grounding. None of the incidents involved a dual
_ :_f_al_lure__._
3. Review of Marine Ekohanée data, the source of deep-draft, .co__n_l:r_ﬁercial

information for the years 1990-1994, shows a total of 5,086 tankef arrivals.
One potent:ally tug- -benefited event suggests a failure incidence of.02%,
which is about once every five years.

Based ona rev;ew of the data provided, the TES adopted two concluszons at its meeting

(1 A more formal “failure probability analj/si.S"" of the raw data was not recommended.

(2)  From the review of the data as provided, using a single failure demand standard

was appropriate. .
The. prmc:ple reason for thxs dec1Sion (2) was the compellmg fact that none of the incidents
in any of the databases was the result of a simultaneous dual-failure of the tanker's steering
and prOpulsmn systems. The subcommittee did not feel it could justify tug requirements
based on a failure of such low probability.



In April 1995, the TES req'ues't'ed;'é.rf'-édditio‘hal':""st"ud'y'"'ot" si:rig"te'zfei.l'u're demands. Glosten
. prepared a second study that was accomphshed in two phases. The first phase ran ninety-
six simulatis ¢ tanker s 0 ¢

_ n_s varying three tanker size wo dra ,":fou:r:sp'ee'd_s”, :With tugs tethered and
‘untethered. The second phase created a gej _hzed matrlx for the matchmg of tugs to
tankers. o

" Thesznglefaﬂure study assumed that the pilot- preferredmaneuverm the event of'an
incident would be a combination of steering and retarding actions. In order to model this

_ ‘condttlon the s1rnulated maneuver for a steermg failure " wa stoppr_ng the tanker within the
' ; : forapr n ing the escort and the tanker's
rudder to steer the tanker to five knots within the allowable transfer and then stopping the

_tanker wuhm the ailowable reach~transfer area. Zone 5 was not factored mto the reach-

steered from -130.'kh0ts 05 knots “were deemed to'be reasonable by partrmpatmg pilots.
. Concernin the Greup arose. regardmg assrgmng a specxftc navxgatronal tact;c (steermg

noted, however ‘that this analyszs is not a’hstmg of tacttcai'soluttons itisa method of
‘developing the necessary measured forces to control a disabled tanker. It was further

_ noted that the tactical solutlons must remam the responszblhty of Ihe master, pilot and
_escort vessel operator '

Regarding Zones: the results showed that Zone 1 and 2 present similar characteristics,
Zone 6 presents maxnmum tanker demand, and Zones 3 and 4 are respectwely similar to
Zones 'S and 6 ‘ '

Further review of the Smgle-Fa;lure Study assumptrons found that all of the single-failure
assumptions were identical to the dual-failure assumptions in the initial study, except:

A Govermnq Fatlure The governing failure is defined as that fadure (erther Steening
or propulsion) which requires the most force to correct. The assumption being that
if the force applied is adequate to address the governing failure, then it will also be
adequate to address the other, less demanding, failure. The results of the study
showed that up to a speed of 10 knots the governmg faitlure would be a failure of

~ the ship's propulsion.

B. Tug Adequacy: Tug adequacy to steer the disabled tanker through the waterway
untif it reaches a speed of 5 knots has not been ver:ﬁed Indmdual tankers vary
_ 51gn1ﬁcantly regardmg therr steermg and course- holdmg capabxhttes




Use of a single-failure standard and the simulation maneuver !steering t-heﬁ.bfak_ing,"

changes the reliance on an "average braking demand" and substitutes "braking force"
which is measured at 5 knots or less and is, therefore, related to static bollard pull. Use of
braking force does not recognize the indirect capability of tractor tugs 4t speeds from 10
knots to 5 knots.

The results of the study found that the single-failure demands with a 10-knot speed limit in
slack water is roughly equivalent in terms of kips to existing regulation after changmg
ahead bellard pull for astern: boiiard pull for conventional. tugs - :

On J uky 13 1995 the TES adopted T able 1 page 8 of the Giosten Smgie Failure Study

as the default matching matrix for tankers with escort tugs. Correspondingly, speed limits

- were-adopted for:those tankers using the:default table. The decision to-accept the matrix
2 -_-generated by the: second GIosten study-was based;'m large part on the ‘greater probability

. demands of a tanker exceed steermg demands at lower Speeds Basmg the matrix on

braking demand means the matching criteria is established from the more difficult of the
two Maneuvers, In addmon it should be noted that in the event of such a casualty the

S ;:-_-.-brakmg forces makmg the matchmg matmc all the more: eonservat1ve

A2,

The Harbor Safety Committee at its meeting: of August 10 1995 amended the TES
proposed amendments to provide for OSPR oversight of the: aitematlve measurement

~-analysis-of both tugs and tankers, added-guidelines for calculatmg and alternative breaking
- force, clarlﬁed references to the Coast-Guard-Information System{Worldwide) data base,
-expanded the defalt: matching matrix for vessels in.excess:of 180 thousand tons of
~.displacement.and made the matrix easier to read: -

ISSUE: Shall the regulations allow the Administrator of OSPR to grant waivers to
otherwise regulated vessels?

RECOMMENDATION - The Administrator shall not be allowed to waive the
réquirements of the tug escort program except as provided by the stated exémptions

- (Alterriative Compliance options) to the default matrix. The exemptions were approved by
the subcommittee at-a meeting held on 7/13/95. The decision to preclude further waivers
~forthe Admtmstrator was-decided at a. meetmg of the TES held on-7/17/95..

REASON The TES determmed that the exemptions to: the default matnx adequateiy

address.the need to foster improved capabilities on escort vessels; and increased safety

through industry initiative by allowing some latitude in complying with the tug -

requirements while maintaining the integrity of the escort program. Broader exemption
authority did not seem to be in the best interest of harbor sdfety, did not appear necessary



A3. -

to further OSPR effectiveness and, it was felt, would not pass the pubhc scruttny these
;regulations wﬂl recetve i the ruiemakmg process L

ISSUE Should speed llmxts be estabhshed for tanker and barge trafﬁc in the Bay’?

RECOMMENDATION: The reguiatlons shou d be amended to requrre speed l1mzts

el 'thh the followmg provrsmns

(a) No tank vess'ei exc‘ept 'for" safety”reilat'ed reasons.oras 'p.r'o\fid'ed forinpart A3 (d),
shall proceed at a speed in excess of 10 knots through the water in Zones 1 2, 3,
i and 5'nor more than 8 kn” ts: through the water in Zones 4 and 6 i

by e Tank vessels shaii proceed at a safe speed Whlch shaii not exceed the speed at

VISiblhty,.Wmd_ tiaal
g anchor shall also be cons;dered

srie) o T ank veSSels shail in‘anyicase: have thetr engmes ready for 1mmed1ate haneuver

and shall not‘operate in any control-modes or-with fuels that prevent an’ 1mmedtate :
response to an engane order

co(d)e s Tanker operators shali be exempt from the speed lxmtts 1f they model the1r

- regpective fleets relating 1o steeringand braking demands and-use these'demands in
lieu-of the default table to demonstrate that the tanker can coniplete a safe transit
within the 95th-percentile of constraints from which the default matching ‘matrix
was developed. Speed limits of 8 and 10 knots in part'A3:{(a) refer to vessels
conforming to the default matching matrix. Vessels that have been modeled are
exempt from the 8 and 10 knot speed limit and are limited by the speed from fleet
modeling as represénted to OSPR and the Cl earmg House :

REASON: The issue of speed was discussed at the TES workshop on 2/21/95. The

discussion centered-on the problem of safety both.in terms of preventing-accidents that =
may be caused by excessive speed, as well as the problem that entails if a specific speed is
mandated in all cases regardless-of conditions: Too slow a:speed. can also be a‘danger.
Language was proposed to allow the master or pilot considerable fatitude insetting the
speed in ordeérto accommodate a number of navigational considerations. It was feit that
the master or pilot was in the best position to judge the speed necessary to navigate safely.
In addition, work ‘done as'part of the Glosten Study was predicated on 4 10 knot speed

-~ -limit: The model used by the study presumed that:a tanker would be traveling at-a

maximum of 10 knots; and would slow itself to 5 knots in an emergency A5 knots the

e tug escort. would then work to stop the tanker altogether



A4,

AS,

Specific modeling of tanker steering and preﬁﬁl:s_ie'li characteristics allows for innovation
and development of improved and safer tankers. At the same time, it provides for
commercial considerations of industry utilizing the same safety standards that form the

_ 'basm of the defauit matnx The TE’_' adopted thls matter at 1ts meetmg of T uly 13 1995

The Harbor Safety Committee at its me'etn’ig' bf'Au:gUSt“" 10, 1995 amended TES

- recommended amendments to clarify speed hmlts by zone and reiatmg to default matchmg
matrix speed limits versus modeled vessels, ™

ISSUE: Should the regulations require a minimum and/or maxtmumnumber of tugs
dunng an escort'?

__RECOMMENDA_TION No minimum number of tugs should be established, however, a

maximum of three tugs should be required. This recommenda_;on’was approved by the
TES at a workshop held on 2/21/95. o

o "REASON ‘Some ports have required a minimum of two tugs in their escort program,

however, there are some tank vessels operating in the Bay area that would only need one
tug during an.escort transit. Commenters at the TES meeting felt that-the regulations
should allow the option to use orie tug if that tug has sufficient braking capability.

o Correspondmgly, the pliots commented that deahng wnh more than three tugs at a time

can become a safety problem. Based on this concern, the ptiots recommended limiting the

_ t_otai number _o_f t_ug_s__that__ean be _u_sed to satisfy t_h__e _b_rakmg requ_t_re_m_ent_s__ to three_,

| Subsequent dlscussmn raxsed the concern that there may be very iarge sh1ps that call in

San Franmsco that rmght need more than three tugs to meet the stopping requzrements
This is acknowledged, however, the three tug limit as a routinie opération seemed to
address the greater safety issue.

ISSUE: Should the regulations require that tankers be tethered to escort tugs? -

RECOMMENDATION: No.

REASON: ‘Requining the tethering of" tankers may create nav1gat10nai safety problems in
certain circumstances, specificaily in bad weather and sea conditions. However, tethering
does reduces the response time in providing benefit of the escort. The braking forces
calculated in the default matching matrix allow for control of the tanker in untethered
conditions at speeds of 10 knots in Zones 1 and 2 and for 8 knots is Zones 4 and 6.
Utilization of the resporisiveriess values of tethering is provided for in the discussion of
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AT,

speed limits (Issue AS5) and is discussed there. This recommendation was adopted by the

_ TES at a meeting held on July 13, 1995,

ISSUE In the event of an emergency, current reguiations ailow the master oF. pﬂot ofa
regulated vessel to override tug escort regulatrons Should the definition of an emergency
situation, as stated in regulation Section 851,4 (c), be expanded? .~ .

' RECOMMENDATION: Yes, change the regulation as follows (changés undorlined):

(c) For purposes of this section, an emergency. is defined as any of, but not limited to,
. the following: :

(1)  imminent and immediate danger to the vessel, its cargo, or its crew;

A2) im "'1nent and 1mmed1ate danger to a marm' er
vessel;

3 ____:rmmment and 1mmedzate danaer toa vessel in the Droxrm1tv of the escorted
o "vessel, or L ST

(4 any emergency declared by the Captain of the Port.

. This. recommendanon was approved by the TES at a. workshop on 2/23/95 and ﬁthher
_ .dlscussed at a workshop on 3/1/95 :

REASON " The San Franci:sco."]?;ar' Pilots Association recommended that the definition of
an emergency be broadened, This new language will take into account the possibility of

_assisting a nearby vessel | m an emergency s1tuat10n 1o protect a tanker and'to allow

discretion to respond to a variety of emergency situations other than those listed.

ISSUE: Shall waterway-specific navigational measures, for example one way traffic
areas, vessel and bridge management standards, the use of intentional groundmg, and
specified use of anchors be adopted?

RECOMMENDATIONS: No. A subsequent technical piloting subcommittee should

. determine if these measures should be 1ncorporated into the Harbor Safety Plan and/or

into regulation at a later time.

REASON .On Ju%y 13 1995 the TES determmed that these matters were beyond the
scope of their review.

10
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A9,

AlG.

) “An escort_:pian shall be developed 1 "h':'ch_ do"'
' _fchecklrst' 3t be ed t ;
speeds, a ‘communication plan, condition of the tanker (such as the dtspiacement number

ISSUE Should tankers be requtred to ﬁIe a tug escort plan‘7 _ _' o

'RECOMMENDATION The regulatlons shouid spec1fy that the Tug and Tanker

owner/operators shall be résponsible for ensuring that they comply with the regulattons in

~ a manner that wouid assure a reasonable level of success. Both parties shall take the steps
B :necessary to assu
_reqmred m d manner'that thl prov:de the level 'of protectton mtended by these"regulattons

:that their vessels are prepared and able to perform their tasks as

rrna nd'ishail include,

and responsibilities of crew, performance characteristics of the steering and propulsion
systems), escort vessel selection, escort vessel deployment and intended response actions
(takmg into account available bitts and chocks, available pushmg surfaces, line type and
size, and tides and currents), This recommendation was ‘approved by the TES at a meeting

heldon717/95.

REASON: The proposed change would put partrcrpants on notice that they are expected
to think through the escort process and pian for proper use of a tug i an emergency

- _srtuatlon, not just hire the requisite number of kips. The escort plan provides OSPR,

he 100l necessary 1o de _rt_mne that the needed planning has been done.
¢ m_tended to guarantee a minimum level of compliance and provzde

- _part1c1pants vnth fair playing field. It was felt that without such language the more
conscientious partres would be penahzed thh the htgher cost of prudent observance of the
" regulations. '

ISSUE: How will state tug escort vessel regulatrons be consistent with proposed tederal

(U.S. Coast Guard) regulations for tug escorts in San Francisco Bay?

_RECOMMENDATION A goai of the TES 1s to work closely w1th the Coast Guard to

Coast Guard was represented on the TES and partlctpated in the development of these
recommendations. In addition, the Administrator of OSPR and the OSPR liaison to the

HSC have jomeci the ASTM in worktng toward the development of national tug escorting

standards. The recommendations presented by the TES are to a large degree reflective of
tug requirements implemented by industry in response to Coast Guard regulations for
Puget Sound and Prince William Sound. Specifically, the requirément to have a tug escort
plan, and using a single-failure scenario as the basis for the default matrix,

ISSUE: Shall the TES support MIT's "Formulation of a Model for Ship Transit Risk"?

11
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RECOMMENDATION: Yes, support the MIT study on formulation of a model for ship
transxt nsk and advocate: the use of the Bay Area asa beta—test S1te ThlS can be

| pnontr"z'e expendltures Tt will be u'seﬁ;l'to the Harbbr Saféty Commltzee to understand the
_context of propulswn and steermg fa:iures - among ¢ other risks such as; human faﬁure

_"'and to catalog and analyze. the nawgatlonai .nsks of each'waterway, -_eg,, rocks brldges

channel widths, soft bottoms and currents. The Waterways Group reported the following
at a meeting of the TES held on July 12, 1995.

- Three options were identified for. deﬁmng the nayigable waterways of the San Francisco —

Bay, as follows:

A The six zone system currentiy in existing regulation. This system uses a matrix
- system to. match tankers and tugs for each zone, and establ ishes vanous tug escort
_ requirements; S _ . o o 3 E

N ZOné L Stand by area and escortmg zone, the same as Zone 2, thh addltional
requzrements to assure the seaworthmess of the escort tugs used out51de the Gate.

Zone 24and6 '.E_SCI_cI)__ftir'_i_g__':équEre_d, o

Zone 3, 5. No escorting required.

12
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Subcommlttee -

B: A two zone system whxch uses’ the same tanker-tug matrtx matching system for

: each zone

"_Z_:'_on:e' 1 :S;a_'_me as Zone 2, except additional seaworthy 'fe'q_t;_itement_s for escort tugs

“Zone?.3 4.5 and 6. Escorting required.

C. _A two zone system based on, Glosten s dual fallure standard A

o _Zon"E 1:“Ro ghly equavale' it _to the extstmg system mcIudang Zones 1 and 2 except
- the areais shortened to:' uoy REZ - '

o qune 2 Roughly equivalent to the exnstmg system 1nolud1ng Zones 5 and 6 except
c 'the area is en! Buoy R12 o

Existing Zones 3 and 4 were not mciuded in the mmal Glosten study WhICh used a dual-
fatlure scenario because there is no tanker traffic in these areas:

Zoning systems "B" and "C" were discarded. Option "B" was rejected because it did not
account forthe different tanker demands within the geographic area inside the Golden
Gate Bndge Option "C" was abandoned because it had been associated with tanker
demands necessuated by duai fatlures a standard that has been rewsed by the Tug Escort

: "Zonmg system "A" the ex1st1ng system was’ used by Glosten'in: detemumng tanker

demands for a single-failure standard. In this option, Zonées'3 and % rémain Ao escort"

" zones. The Zone 5 reach and transfer’ hmttatlons have: been removed from the restraint

demands of the Glosten analysis. Results of the second Glosten study show that different
navigational tactics, thus different tanker demands, are necessary in Zone 6. It therefore
seemed logical to continue to use a zoning system that differentiates geography as laid out
in zoning system "A". Since Zones 3 and 4 do not enjoy tanker traffic and have not been
technicaily studied, yet have geographic similarities to Zones'S and 6 respectively, the
rules and matrices for Zones 5 and 6 should be respectively applied to Zones 3 and 4.

At its meeting of July 13, 1995, the Tug Escort Subcommittee adopted the
recommiendation of the Waterways Group to continue to lise the six existing Escort

* Zonges, and their attendant escorting requirements as defined by the Glosten study.

ISSUE: Shall escort tugs be required to standby as the escorted tank vessels traverse
Zones 3 and 57

13
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RECOMMENDATION: Yes. The regulations should specify that the escort tugs should
standby in Zones 2 or 6 as the tank vessel transits Zone 5, and shaH standby in Zonés 2 or
4 as the tank vessel transits Zone 3. Escort Véssels may attend tanker transits through

. Zones 3 and 5.in lieu of standing by - This recommendation was -approved by the Tug

Escort Subcommittee durmg meetings held in June, July and August of 1994 and was
further clarified regarding standing by or attending at the Harbor Safety Committee
meeting of August 10, 1995,

REASON: Zone 5 i's”braek'et'ed by escort zones 2 and 6, while Zone 3 sits between escort
zones 2 and 4. In both cases; this proposed change to the tug requlrements would ensure
that a tank vessel will have a tug escort available: upon eompletmg its transit through an
unregulated zone. Should a tug escort be delayed in getting on-station in preparation for
an escort, the initial tug escort would have enough time to respond to the tank vessel in
transit and to complete the escort in the subsequent reguI d zone. This change will
provide an added degree of safety and allows for the centmgency that atug may be
delayed or breakdown TR I L

ISSUE: Shall the escort. requirements for Zone 1 be revised?. ...

o .RECOMMENDATION No change to regulatlon Sect1on 851 5(a)(1)(A)

| 'REASON The issue of extendmg Zone 1 to the Pllot Station has been d1scussed

extensively by the Harbor Safety Committee and the public. It was felt that because the

~.configuration of the bottom in this area is sand and mud, a vessel going aground would be
in minor danger: of ruptunng Also heip in towmg a vessel is qmckiy available from the

tug escort standing by in Zone 1 near the. Goiden Gate Bndge The exxstlng dehneation of

_ _Zone 1.was used in. estabhshmg the tanker—tug matchmg formula in the Glosten study

(phase 2)

ISSU_E: Shali the esc_o_ft_ requirements for Zone 5 _be revised?
RECOMMENDATION: No ehange to fegulatioh Section 85 i'.SZ(a)('i)('E).
REASON .Zoine S.Was 'de_gla-:.fed a “no escort” zone because the channel is .narrow and
the bottom is composed of sand and mud. Vessels running aground in this zone are in

minimal danger of rupturing. Help in towing the vessel is readily available from the tug
escorts standing by in either Zone 2 or Zone 6.
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C2.

ESCORT TUGS:

' ."__"ISSUE:' Shall Escort Tugs be required to notxfy the.C!eanng House when they have

arrived on-station for the escort?

RECOMMENDATION Yes. F oilowing is the proposed ch‘ange to the ianguage at

..meetmgs held in June Juiy and August of 1994

.“Escort tugs shaii report= to the Ciearmg Hous_e the name of the tug, and the name of vessel

()  For outbound movements, when on-station at the tank vessel prior to_beginning
the transit.

o The Cieanng House 1s charged w1th momtormg co ":llance w1th the tug
escort regulattons This new requirement would give the Clearing House sufficient time to

. verify that the escort tug is properly matched to the regulated vessel, that is, to match the
_braking. force of the escort tug with the dlspiacement of the tank vessel '

o The loca,tlons for reportmg to thc Cieanng House were chosen based on allowmg
. sufflcxent time for the Clearmg House to venfy the match between the escort tug and the

tank vessel. In practice this verification has taken five to ten minutes. For in-bay or
outbound movements, prior to the tank vessel leavmg the anchorage or terminal is
recommended. For inbound movements, reporting to the Clearing House when passing
Alcatraz and when on-station has been the practice. This regulation would confirm and
systematize this existing procedure. §

'In aF ebruary 17, 1994 workshop ontug escort reguiatlons members of the sh1pp1ng

mdustry commented that a ship, in order to comply with escort reguiauons might delay
entering the traffic pattern or. aiter ItS speed if its tug escort was deIayed It is noteworthy
that during the first vear of tug escorting, this has been adopted asa voiuntary practice.

ISSUE: Shall regulated vessels be required to notify the Clearing House that escort tugs

areon statlon?
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C4.

) REASON Ptlots and tug operators recommended the proposed_
E “"expedrttous response during an emergency maneuver. The distances ar“-‘based in‘part on

RECOMMENDATION: No change proposed.

REASON: Pilots at the February 17, 1994 workshop on tug escort regulations indicated

~ they were too busy with other operattonal matters to be required to make this additional
notification. The consensus was that notification of the C!earmg House by the eseort tug’

(as provided above) was sufficient.

{SSUE: What should be the maxzmum drstanee between the tank vessel and the escort
vessel?

\T] +The' reguiattons __should requrre that tugs rema_m no-':further than
1000 foet ahead or"asxde ‘01 500 feet astern of the vessel bemg gscorted This™
recommendatlon was approved by the TES at a workshop conducted on 2/23/95

'ances to. facdltate

the figures used by the Glosten study, and in part on the practical experience and

_operational knowledge of the maritime community.

ISSUE: Should the master of the escort vessel be required to report steering, propulsion,
) or equtpment casualties to_ the Cleanng Hn__use and_ tank vessel master (“ '-ptlot)?

' "RECOMMENDATIC)N : Amend the regu!atrons to requtre that the master'of the escort

vessel immediately notify the tank vessel master or pilot of any casualty that occurs during
the escort transit. In addition, the tug owner, operator or agent must file a written casualty
report 10 the Clearmg House within 72 hours of occurrence. The Clearmg House would be
requtred to maintain a ‘database of these TEpOrts. “This recomm ndation was approved by
the TES at a workshop held on 2/23/95 The Harbor Safety Commtttee at its meeting of
August 10, 1995 amended the TES amendment to deiete 1mmediate nottﬂeanon of the
Cleanng House requlrements

REASON: This requirement was recommended by the Pilot’s working group. It was
asserted that such reporting is necessary to apprise the tank vessel operator and pilot of
any 1mpendmg problems so that adjustments can be made in a timely manner: Prov1d1ng
the information to the Ciearmg House is necessary to track and remedy equipment failures
and related problems The data base maintained by the Clearmg House' would szmpéy be an
extension of the information that the Clearing House already maintains on the tugs in the
Bay area.

There was some question regarding a possible reduridancy between this requtrement and
an existing Coast Guard reporting requirement. The Coast Guard, however, only requires
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_ Ethat vessels report CaSual =
. _jrequxrement for reporting th ¢ cas ;

';ard There is no comparable federal
the 'tank: :__essel operator -

As part of this requirement, a déﬁrﬁﬁén of "ca'SUalty’ must also be established. The TES
recommended that the definition specify that the reportable casualties would only be those

. that involye steering, propulsion and/or equipment failures.

ISSUE: Should there be minimum equipment standards :f.oz-.;e.scor_r;_ve;§j_se.ls?.: e

desig' n of the particular tug;in escort service:

Lﬂ o .'Tow lme w1th a : safe workmg Ioad” that 15 2 5 tlmes the cemﬁed bollard pull

(1)  Fend enng as follows:

(A)  appropriate to absorb jmpact in skin-to-skin operations:

located at both the bow and stern to act as mvot pomts when pulhng away
' from the tank vessel

parts which could inflict damage on the escorted vessel; and

(C)  sufficient to assure that there are no exposed corners, large holes or metal
(D)

' suf’ﬁment surface area to mmtm1ze sildina when WO[’kan at an angle to the
tank vessel

17
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cr.

, ___wo _'ksh ) fte!d

REASON: The pilots, tug operators and a local mariners orgamzatlon proposed_the
[anguage for this recommend’ on. The proposa was initiate ssure that ¢

used for-escort operatlons can prdvxde 4 stmilar level_'of service, ‘and can operate safely
and effectively in response to an emergency situation.

ISSUE: Should there be an annual inspection of escort vessels to assess complianice with
crew and equipment requirements?

RECOMMENDATION Amend the regulations to requ:re that the state develop

:spot.checks by state personnei “The TES appreved th1s recommendatron ata

REASON: The Harbor Safety Committee had prewously recommended annual
mspectzons of tugs to assure comphance with vanous requ1rements In addltlon the TES

At ameeting in May of 1995, the GGTA recommended that: the AWO “I_iespon__s_ibie
“Carrier Program" provide’ the standard for these'_-e cort vessel'in |

ns: At the meeting
of 5-25-95 the TES was reticent to accept this recommendation without further review.
The consensus of the TES was that OSPR should make the determinations regarding

“standards. Subsequent to that meeting, the TES received a letter dated 6-12-95 from Gail

Skarich, Sanders Towboat Company and GGTA to report on a conversation with the VP
of the Pacific Division, AWO, and to provide the language used by the State of
Washington to address this issue. Washington recognizes the AWOQ "Responsible Carrier

Program". The Chair suggested the record reflect that this information is available and
point OSPR in that direction.

ISSUE: (1) ‘Should ‘escort Vessel Gwners be requtred to estabhsh and maintain records of
crew training in order to document compliance, (2) Should escort vessel operators
maintain a log of each escort transit?

RECOMMENDATION: (1) The regulations should require that escort vessel owners
maintain a log of every escort transit. The log sheuld record, at a minimum, the sequence
of events, the assigned crew, any ‘Casualties that occur, and any drills that are conducted.
Similar logs maintained for other agencies would satisfy this requirement. (2) The tug
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owner/operator must maintain documentation of crew quahﬁcattons In a manner, similar to
_ comparable documentatlon requtred by the Coast Guard

‘The TES approved these .:tw_oi;_r-ecqr.nme'n_d.étians.at:a.pub:hc._ﬂ%i.’ci'rksiiépﬁ. held on 2/23/95.

‘REASON: An escort log will provide valuable information both in terms of the efficacy
. of escort.requirements, and in the case of an incident. Such !ogs are already being
maintained by most tug operators. This requirement would assure that all tug companies
are opérating in a similar manner. Requiring documentation of crew capabilities, training
... and qualifications is.intended to limit the p0331b1hty that tug compames are usmg crew not
~ adequately prepared for escort operations.

. ,given s____e_'or dtsplacément when usmg the defauit rnatnx e o

Braking force for a conventional tug will be measured as astern bollard pull. Braking force

: :for a.tractor tug will be measured as ahead bollard pull. However, in lieu of the default
e hin; i ere is 2 way to. measure the braking. force of any tug (in kips) such

__.__.that the result w111 show a hrgher Kkip.than is listed in the standard bollard pull table, it shall
be allowed that the tug: boat withJower bollard puti may escort a larger tanker than the
bollard pull table would otherwise aliow. This alternative measurement must be conducted
. from a starting pomt of 10 knots and must be conducted by a navai archztect or hcensed
engmeer approved by OSPR '

It is. the mtent of thiS reqmrement that the boilard puH shall be based on actuaE

measurements, rather than forces determined by using a mathematical model In addition,

the safety of the crew and the stab;i:ty of the tu_g shall a_i_w_ay_s be_; assu__red dur_mg_ any
bollard pull measurement. .

.REASON Basmg an escortmg matchmg matrix on a Smgle fallure standard recogmzes
the. abthty of the still-operating tanker system, steermg or propulmon to aid the disabled
tanker to a safe, stopped status. In the case of a steering failure, the tanker's engine and
the escort tug are able to stop the tanker within a 95th percentile reach-transfer area. With
a propulsion failure, the escort tug and the tanker's rudder can maneuver to a speed of five
knots within the allowable transfer and then stop the tanker from that point within a 95th
percentlle reach-transfer area. The forces necessary to accomphsh these nawgattonat
tactics are ahead bollard pull for tractor tugs and astern bollard pull for conventional tugs.
These forces are termed braking forces.
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cio,

ISSUE: How should the ‘Brakmg Force of an escort vessei b’e: ';'__easu_ '_ d, ve "
RECOMMENDATION: At the May 25 1995 TES meetmg, the_TES adopted the

bollard pull for the ‘aste
~matching formula that
‘measured by the "ahead" bollard pull: of a tractor g

1In the interest of encouragmg development and’ enhancements of escort tugs an’

alternative to the basic matching matrix would be allowed’ Specsﬁc modeimg of tugs
which takes advantage of the added capability during the 10 knot to 5 knot steering
maneuver during a propulsu)n failure provides incentive to improve the capabxhty of escort

. fugs.

 The Tug Escort Subcommittee adopted these provisons at ts meeting of ily 13, 1995

reported?

following: An escort vessel ly designed to operate w :

at relatively hlgh speed in escort sxtuatxens “such as a tractor tug, may substitute the ‘ahead!
v bollard pull. At its July 13, 1995. meetmg, th S__adopted a

‘predicated on the braking force of an escort t ‘

conventional tug. These measurements will contintie to be verlﬁed and reported"as in

__current regulations,

| _ 'However current regulatlons 'requ. _e"_testmg beth the astern and ahead boiiard pull of all

scort vesseis Astern measurements are not consadered necessary for tractor tugs which

" have different capabilities and operating charactenstlcs frem conventional tu gs.  Suggested

language was submitted by the Golden Gate Towboat Association whzch includes
representatives of the companies havmg tractor tugs in the Bay. The i issue was extensively
discussed dunng pubhc testimony at the 3/9/95 TES workshop Tractor tug OWIErS
testified that current regulations for bollard- puH testmg do not recogmze and therefore
discourage the lise of tractor tugs.

Additionally, it was decided that it would no longer be necessary to test the tug's "running
speed”. The bollard pull measurenient is the calculation tised for matchmg tugs and
tankers. Since runmng speed is not part of the matchmg formuia 1ts measurement was
determmed to be Superﬂuous

ISSUE Should the procedure for boliard pull testing be standardized to be con51stent

w1th procedures used in other ports’ m Cahforma
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- RECOMMENDATION: Amend the regulations to allow for cettification of bollard puli

C11,

testing by the ABS (American Bureau of- Shipping) or another’ member of the IACS
(International Association of Classification Societies). This test would not necessarily have
to be conducted in San Francisco. A test conducted elsewhere that meets ABS standards

----_would be acceptable ‘Thisrecommendation was approved by the TES at'a workshop held
oni2/23/95; The Harbor Safety: Committee at its meeting of August 10, 1995 chose not to

amend this recommendation but noted that the Clearing House should continiie to: set
rules.and coordxnate w1th OSPR and other ports

i iz_;REAS.N : ':hm 153ue Was: rarsed by tug owners who have tugs that operate in San

. Francisco as well as other Cahf_

Mg ports. Therr concern was the: costic
of each tug s bollard puH capabzhty In parttcular they were: conc ]

tipie testing

i fdlfferences between't' San_ Francrsco reqmrements and those i Los Angeies The

ISS‘UE: S-hall the bollard pull-of e'sc0':rft'_ét'ug‘s".be re'eert-iﬁ'ed'-ofn=-i'a'ireg"uta'r--basi:s'?ﬁ- e

5-’REC0MMENDATION. Yes Proposed Amendment to the Regulatrons s

C12.

‘vessel's bollard: pull

The €5cort vessei must have its boIIard puIl recertrﬁed wnth the Clearmg House every three
2ars fro date. of_ mtttal_ certzﬁcatlon_ or. soone_ ondltions substantr__ v de _"rade the

REASON: The regulations are silent as to recertification of bollard pull. The bollard pull
of'a tug may change due to'a number of factors such as differing maintenance standards. A
tug may be at peak performance for the bollard pull test'and subsequently change enough
to not qualify for the original matching category. Testing should be kept current to

taintain valid: matching of anescort vessel to a tanker. Testing’ every three s years ‘would be

considereda reasonable iength of time in which the boliard pull of a tiig weuld most likely
vary. R

“ISSUE: Should the tug § boEIard pu Ik be re- measured 1f mrprovemenrs dre made to its

abilities?

RECOMMENDATION: No, the regulations should not be changed to require
recertrﬁcatron if'a tug's capability'improves. Thrs recommendatton was approved by the
TES ‘at a meeting held on 2/23/95. ' : :

REASON: At the February 23, 1995 TES workshop, participants discussed whether to

expand the‘proposed requirement for recertification to include tetésting when significant
enhancements are made to dn escort vessel: The TES concluded that, because the operator
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fo_r__ an. ;_ncrea.sed.iev.el_ of_ .es_cort_ w_.o_rk_ no .a.ct_to.n. Sho_u.ld. be _t:ak.en_ t.o:_._re_q_utre thi_s o

-;-_-_ISSUE Should a. ‘Ime haul’ tug 1nvolved in reguiated barge transzt be aIIowed to become
-the-escort vessel? If so, what deﬁmtlon should beused to distinguish:the ime haul from the

L @SCOREAUED . (it B e e

RECOMMENDATION: (1) Proh:btt the 'lme haui‘ tug wh1ch prowdes the power to
push or tow a barge from becommg the. escort Vessei--for that barge unless-:tt‘i is: properly

: . recommenda 1d. further discussed t the Ianguage at its
3/ 1/95 meetmg (2)-'Deﬁne the hne haui tug asa 'Tow1 i '-'V_essei' which:; means the (hne
haul) tug that provides the primary power to push-or pull a regulated. barge The Harbor
Safety Commtttee atits meetmg August 10, 1995 amended the recommendaﬂo_ __of the
TES 1o provade for prowde for proper and phys;caE exchange of Ime haul and escort tugs
since it is-a-normal and reasonable commercial practice. - G :

REASON: The tug that pushes or tows-a barge is not required to.meet bollard pull
requirements in its role as a 'line-haul' tug. This tug is not positioned to run alongside the

i _;-.-_barge to act | in-case of an emérgency. The intent-of the proposed. requzrement isto

Cl4. :ISSUE Shaﬂ escort vessels wh1ch transrt westward of the Goiden Gate Brtdge be

-.-.requxred to have spe01ﬁc seagomg capabthtzes‘?

3 tug. whlch is: uncertiﬁed as an escort g from ____wntchtng ing a transit to the

“role of an escort t tug. The definition estabhshes that the towing; veSse is:the line:haul tug,

RECOMMENDATION Requxre that all escort vessels whtch operate westward of the

Golden Gate Brldge must demonstrate that they are seaworthy by providing a "Stability
Letter" for coastwise service from a marine architect or engineer. Tugs that do-not have
such a letter can continue to operate until their next scheduled dry-docking or for 3 years,
whichever is less, if they can show that they are able to meet the general stability
reqiirements.- To show that the vessel is seaworthy, pending the receipt of the "Stability
Letter", a tug must provide verification from a recognized survey agency that the vessel
has been inspected and is deemed to be sound.

The. TES adopted this recommendation at the February 23, -1_.99:5.: meeting, further
discussed the language at its meeting held on March: 1, 1995, and modified the -
recommendation at the meeting of Juiy 17, 1995,

"REASON:  The intent of the requirement is to ensure.that escort tugs operating in

rougher waters west.of the Golden Gate Bridge are stable and seaworthy. Initially, the
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C16. ISSUE: Emergency drills for escort vessels,

':TES required all such escort vessels t6 compiy with Federal and Coast Guard regulatxons

however, the Coast Guard only certifies the seaworthiness of vessels whichare 150 gross
tons and above. Many tugs operating in the Bay are under 150 gross tons. In order that all
tugs be covered by these requirements the TES adopted the broader language requrrmg a
marine architect to certify stability and seaworthiness. o -

'The issue of allowmg a phase-m penod was ‘addressed because of comments from tug

operators. Their concern was the cost of haulmg the vessel out'of the water for the
assessment necessary to acquire a "Stability Letter". Such haul-out can cost upwards of
$50, 000, Since all tugs must be placed in'dry-dock for. mspectron every 2103 years, it was

_decxded to aliow a phase-m penod that would commde w1th th1s reqursﬂe 1nspect10n

_ISSUE' Shail addltlonal classrﬁcatlon 5001et1es be authonzed to cemfy escort tugs‘?

RECOMMENDATION Yes, amend regu[atron Sectron 851 6 as follows

rforming the following dutes

(1) . measure and record the static bollard pull, beth either ahead and or astern as

' appropriate, “of each escort vessel ‘that will be used to comply w1th this subchapter
and gngage the American Bureau of Shipping or any member in sood standing in
the International Association of" Classnﬁcat]on Socreties to certrfy the
measurements made under this subsection.”

REASON: Certification of bollard pull should not be restricted to one source such as the
American Bureau of Shipping. Other certification societies ofter the same services.
Allowing competitive prices for this service, rather'than specifying a sole source, will
make costs more reasonable for mdustry without 1mpact1ng the effectiveness of the
requirement. --

RECOMMENDATION: There will be no drill requirement for tugs in the proposed
guidelines. This recommendation Was discussed and passed unanimously by the TES at a
meeting held on 6/16/95. '

_REASON The i zssue dlscussed was whether to require perlodic drills and, if so, should
the regulat;ons include specifics regarding the mechanics and frequency of such drills. The -

participants at the meeting suggested that the term “drill" is too broad - just what is an
emergency drill for an escort? In addition, subsequent discussion led to a consensus that a
tug cannot conduct emergency drills with a tanker without entailing substantial costs and
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; dzsruptmg traffic flow in the Bay. The costs appeared to outweigh the beneﬁts for all

. :mvolved

D1.

TUG CREWS:

. ISSUE: Shall both the tug escort operator (master) and, deck hands be certrﬁed? If so,

what 18 the scope of the trammg and educatton program'?

must do the foifowing:

a 'bossess 2 current and vahd U S Coast Guard Merchant Marmer s Document ( z-

card)

b) show proofofat least 120 (8 hour) days of service aboard towing vessels, at least

30 days of which must have been spent in the San Francisco Bay:

pproved education program which covers the followin

2)  line handling skills;

4) emergency response to the loss of steering or propulsion on an escorted
tank vessel or the escort vessel itself. '

d) In addition to the requirements of subparagraphs (a), (b}, and (c). certification as
" the master of an escort vessel dlso requires that the applicant do the following:

D oossess a U S. Coast Guard hcense aooroonate to the escort vessei in
service: and

2) show proof of an additional 30 (8 hour) days service aboard a towing
vessel in the San Franmsco Bav area (fora total of 60 ofthe requlsne 120

davs of semce)
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a 'ﬁghtmg 'skllls and knowledge of oﬂ sprli:pfev'entlon and response Iegxsianon was deleted
o E-beczmse the basw mission of the tug escortmg a: Ship it to effect the ship*s ¢ourse in case
‘of an‘emergency. The tug ‘escort mission does not include responding toran oil spill or a

€) Individuals may be considered to have satisfied certain educational requiréments
wit_hout -attendin_ an. e‘ducat’ion ro ram_ if the meet the foi!owin criteria'

1 an mdlvaduai witha U.S Coast Guard rating of Able Seaman Soeo;al
B § OSV) or greater is consrdered 10 have met the educatlonal requlrements in
- 'subsect:on_8_51_8 _b'i'_'_ 1) C__ I _and__Zf:.-_f}-:f’ SR IR TR

2) ""'an mdlvrdual with any Coast Guard _ll_cense_a f ropnate for the escort vessel
_ in service is consrdered to have met the educatronai requ:rements m
s -“'sub_sectxons 851 8;b-'-1_ ; C'_ 1 3 and 4 . e

+ “fire. (¢) The TES' had Lmtlally suggested educational requxrements for tug: deck hands that

D2,

“included "basic deck seamanship“ and "local knowledge “THese: reqmrements were later
“deleted “Basic deck seamanship” was determinedto be a generic tery that applies to

duties on board a ship not a tug. "Basic tug boat seamanship” requ1res a hlgher level of

“training. ‘The “1oca1 knowledge" requirement was determined to: be: necessary only for the
" Captain‘of the tug. The duties of the deckhands are totally unrelated toknowledge of local

waters: This change was: approved unammousiy at a meetmg of the TES held on 6/ 16/95.

ISSUE: Shall OSPR be authorized to certify company tug escort erew certification
programs as meetmg the proposed educatlonai requ;rements?

' RECOMMENDATION Yes, amend regulatxon Section 851.8(3): This change was

approved by the Tug-Escort Subcommittee during meetings held in June, July'and August

of 1994,

“The Administrator shall cértifv the education programs for tug escort masters and deck
hands. The Office shall establish and maintain a list of:approved education programs and
approved comgany educatlon programs for tug escort masters and deck hands

REASON: After discussion, it was determined that ‘the Ofﬁce of Oii Spdi Preventlon and

‘Response in the Department of Fish and Game would be the most appropriate agency to

certify tug escort personnel training. This proposed regulation directs the Department to
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-:recommendatxo -was approved‘-b he' TES e

-srmply bea cook or some other type of crew. w1thout hne handllng experience

- develop alist of approved education programs which may include company education

programs which are already: establtshed and would meet the requlrements of the tug escort
program.

ISSUE” Shaﬂ the regulatlons requrre four crewmen aboard a tug escort vessel?

: -;'RECOMMENDATION' Change__the regulatzons to spe.:fythat_ a tug escort's crew must

include an operator, two deckhands and a fourth. person all. be able to resolve
mechanical difficulties aboard an éscort vessel in the event of an emergency. The _
'etmg h 1d on 6/16/95. b

REASON The present reguIatton specrﬁes that escort crews ._gshail have a minimum of
two certrﬁed deck hands" The proposed tug escort regulanons prowde for a master two

TES felt that a fourth person was needed to carry out addtt:onal dut:es in the event of an
-emergency The questton 1s whether thrs fourth person should be desrgnated an engmeer

handlers then de51gnattng that person as an engrneer is not necessary

GGTA felt, however, that without specifying that the 4th person will be an engineer,
there's no need for an additional warm body on the boat. If the duties of the fourth person
are not proscribed the more reputab e tug compani’es wii! 8o with the intent of the

Industry was concerned that the move to require an engineer was an attempt to reduce
competition among tug companies. It was suggested that TES members attend an escost

in order to better understand the requirements of the: workload aboard an escort: vessel.

OS‘PIR su ggested th'at.'a.ny prop.o'sed'iangu'ag'e s'"hOUEd sirnpiy re'quire th'at:'the escort vessel

necessary crew_mg_ in: the_ ha_nd_s. of the op.erators ThiS would. a__[[ow for su_ch_tht_ngs as

- future advances in technology.
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El.

: TES noted that exxstmg language 1mphed the presence of an engmeer but dld not requlre

one. The subcommittee felt that in any event the regulations should require a minimum
crew of 2 line handling deckhands and an operator, and the Chair stated that it is the intent
of the TES to have a fourth person.

ISSUE: Should a maximum number of hours that prlots tug Operators and crews be
aiiowed to-work when. engaged inan escort be set by reguIatlon‘? -

RECOMMENDATl‘N Change the reguiat;ons to requxre that workmg hours for

escort vessel crew members shall be limited to 15 hours in a 24-hour period, and no more
than 36 hours during any 72-hour period: This recommendation was approved by the TES

at a workshop on 2/23/95 and ﬁthher d:scussed ata workshOp on 3/ 1/95

: REASON-‘ : Long hOurs on duty can. lead to fatigue Whlch 1m§a1rsjudgment.-a d-"'qu:ck
- --_response actions; OPA.'90- (federal reguiatxons) sets the. maximum number of hours that a

licensed mdmduai or sedman can work on a tanker, but does not establish rnaxxmum hours
for crews working on an escort vessel or for the tanker pilot. In relation to pilots, Rear

- +-Admiral Henn; then-Chief,- Marine Safety Division of the. Coast Guard interpreted in a
~oletter dated June 22, 1992 that. pilots:are-subject-to. OP
~possess a federal pilot's dicense: The Harbor: Safety. Committee will:separately pursue with
- the:State Board of Pilot- Commissioners whether state pliots are. covered by federal
-_regulatron because pilots must hold a. federal hcense . :

90 restrictions because. ‘they

-.TANKER'S: .

ISSUE: Should *deadweight tonnage’ or *displacement™ be used as the unit; of measure
for assessing which tank vessels shall be regulated?

' RE-COMMENDAT-ION:: Change the reg‘u.tati:ons to specify t-hat-‘d_i_s_piacement}’: will be

used as the unit of measure for assessing which vessels.shall be regulated. This .
recommendation was approved by the TES at a workshop held on 2/21/95. The
recommended terminology was part of a broader recommendation for matching tugs to
tankers. The matching criteria was established in the San Francisco: Bay Tanker Escort
Study, prepared by Glosten Associates, -

REASON: The TES commissioned a study of the San Francisco. Bay that included the
parameters that must be usedto match tugs to the tank vessels they will escort. This
matching criteria used the tank vessel’s displacement when assessing the demand the tank
vessel places on the tug to slow or stop the tank vessel in an emergency. Displacement
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changes with the volume of cargo on board, and so was considered to be the more
accurate measure of demand for any given transit. This change in terminology was

f"":"-necessary to prov;de cons:stency wrth other changes that had been recommended by the

E2.

E3.

P shall present 1tself by reportmg Its nafne. i i
'-'lHouse s e ol tad FE

ISSUE: Shall the regulated vessel’s arrival and/or movement be reported to the Clearing

House by the Shrps Master or by the Ptlot'?

RECOMMEN DATION The pllot sha]l be responSible for reportmg the arrrval and
movement of the escorted vessel fo the Clearing House. This change was approved by the

'-'Tug Escort Subcommittee dunng meetmgs held in June July and August of 1994
-'Proposed Amendment to Regulatton Sectton 851 7(b)

No more than one hour pnor to entermg or transrtmg the mar:ne waters of San Francrsco

d and posmon to the Clearmg

REAS.N (a) The regulatrons are presently unciear asto whrch mdmdual isto: present a
{ank vessel to the' Clearmg House - the master:or the pilot: This is particularly important
“because foreign ﬂag vessels that caH occas:onaily in'the Bay: may be: unfamiliar with tug

‘éscort regulations: Knowledge of Tocal regulatrons will become even: more important
because of a projected increase in'the numbers of foreign registry ships that will'call in the
Bay due to an increased dependence on imported oil and market factors, The pilot is the
individual most familiar with local conditions and local regulations and can more quickly
check in with the Clearing House. (b) Setting a maximum length of time for the pilot to*
notify the Clearing House will enable the Cleanng House to have timely information as to
the position of the tank vessel. Some ships have notified the Clearing House as much as
four hours ahead of the transit. In such cases, the Clearing House has no accurate
information as to the time the tank vessel will be'underway with an escorttug. (c) As
part of this amendment, it is also proposed that the requirement to report the official
number of‘a tank vessel be deleted; as.the Clearing: I-Iouse has indicated that it has no need
ofthe number: for 1dentrfy:ng avessel - oo : '

ISSUE: Shall currently unregulated tank:vessels be required to check-in withi the Clearing
House? ) - . . -
RECOMMENDATION: Yes, Amend regulation Section 851.7(b). This-change was

approved by the Tug Escort Subcommittee dur:ng meetrngs held in June July and August
of- E994 : : PR
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E4,

S ThIS subchapter shall apply toan crs-or-be
-tons-ofeikin-bulk when underway ‘on waters iden

“No:more than one hour prior to enteringor transiting the marine waters:of the San

Francisco;-San Pablo or Suisun Bays; the pilot orif nio pilot is on board the master of a
tank vessel shall present itself by reporting its name [délete “official number”; see 851. 7(b)
above] and posmon to the Clearmg House and

t_ank vessels ca in 5-0()0 _or more _lon __tons_of o:l___shall_re :_ort ‘Escort‘ .
--Requ}red“ and AN . e P

: =_:-t_ank vessels carwmg less than 5 000 lonﬁz tons of 01l shall reoort'- as No Escort

This change wall also mod1fy the deﬁmtaon of “Tank Vessel” and the Apphcabthty section

ivas follows:

851 3 Defimtlons
: .-:.-:“Tank Vessel” means any. barge or tanker as deﬁned in thiS sectlon that 1S agable of
; "carrymg 5,000 or more long tons:-of oil. This deﬁnmon includes any barge or tanker

: ;havmg a. double huill as cemﬁed by the. U, S Coast Guard. -

---:851 4(a) Appl:cab;hty

al-l-: tenk--vessels- .'_ .

outlinedin Section-851-5 in San Francisco, Sa.n Pablo and Sulsun Bavs as follows

(1)  Tank Vessels carrying 5.000 or more long tons of oil shall be requared to complv
with all the requirements in'this subcha ter; - . il e

(2) Tank Vessels cargying less than 5,000 .long tons ofoil shall only be required to
. .- comply with the reporting requirements as. stated in subsection 851.7(b).”

REASON: Only vessels carrying more than 5,000 long tons of oil as cargo are currently
required to report to the Clearing House.  The Clearing House has frequently been asked
about the status of particular vessels, but has been unable to respond. OSPR then must
take additional; time-consuming:steps to determine the status.of a tank vessel. Requiring
all tank vessels to declare cargo-status. will eliminate the time:consuming follow-up calls
and enable the Clearing House to speedily respond to inquiries.

ISSUE: Shall-.-regulated tankers: be required to hold a pre-escort conference with the
escort vessel(s)?
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ES.

-:RECOMMENDATION Yes amend regulanon Sectlon 851 T Thts change was

_ 110t or. 1f no._ _ont is on- board the _master of the
escorted vessel shaEE mltlate communications: w1th the escort tug(: s) I)urmg, thisipre-escort
comtnunication, all parties shall plan and discuss particulars. of the _escert__trans;t Ata
minimum, the followmg topics shail be addressed the intended route, destination. speed,

“Before commencing an escort transit the

e _the__r_elatwe_ positioning of the_escor_t tug(s), the manner. m_whzch an:emergenc __towlme
connection would be made, 1adio communications, and anticipated 1 weather and tidal

c0ndmons.

An escort transrt’ means that portion of the tank vessei's voyage t__hrouqh waters where an
escort vessel is required.

_REASON There was a significant discussion at the February 17 1994 workshop on this

 Tug operators empham ed that a structured format of commiinication is necessary

---prtor' to commencemerit of the escort between the escorted vessel and its Escort:Tug(s). A

consistent, structured format insures that essential information:is passed.between the
vessels in order to eliminate mis-communication which can result in accidents. It is
particularly vital to establish where the escort tug is to be stationed relative to the tank
vessel and the speed of the tank vessel relative to the tug escort before the escort

“movement begins: When: tug'escomng was ﬁrst established on'the Bay; a tug escort hit a
-+ “tarik vessel because of mis-commiuni
“check-off procedure of vital lnformatlon

:.eguiation would require a systematic

ISSUE' Should regulations prcscribe"the 'type andiocatlonof atank "ttes'sel‘s bitts and

chocks whxch are to hoid an emergency ime ﬁ'om an escort vessel?

RECOMMENDATION Requ:re that "Deck chocks and bltts ontank vessels shall be
of sufficient size and number to accomimodate anticipated braking strength of the escort

-'tug('s) “The TES adopted this récommendation 4t its May 25,1995 meetmg, havmg
'prevxously dlscussed theissue-at the March 9, 1995 TES meetmg :

- REASON:" There have been incidents in the Bay -wh"ere chocks have been pulled off ships
- during a tug escort. ‘For an emergency tow to-be successfuli the bitts and checks on a tank

vessel must be sufficiently strong to enable the escort vessel(s) to exert sufficient force to
influence the speed and direction of the tank vessel in a short time-frame. The TES
concluded that regulations were needed which wouid require a sufficient number and size
of deck chocks and bitts, but not specify their location and number.
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E6. _"““ISSUE‘ Shouid there be an exemptron for double hulled tankers w;th ﬁ)lly redundant

_ "steermg and propulston systems? .

| E7 I_ '_:':'ISSUE' Should an escort vessei(s) be reqmred 1f 2 tanker or barge only 'shiftssposmon

F1.

| RECOMMENDATION Change the regulations to provsde an exemptton for tankers

that have all three of the foEEow;ng characteristics; doublé hulls, fully redundant steering
and propuiston systems, and bow thrusters. This recommendation was accepted by a
unammous vote of the TES at a workshop heId on 2!23!95

REASON: This exemption was recommended by the pilot’s working group and had been

B con51dered prev10usly by the Harbor. Safety Committee, -Establishing this: exemptlon wiil

e 'tegul' tions for the San Franmsco consistent thh tug regulauon' :

N .the federal govemment under OPA 90, In add:tion an exemption such as. thta prowdes an

incentive for the tanker commumty to improve echnology Sucl newr technol____ gy ‘may, in
fact, provide greater protection from oil spills than a tank vessel escort.

- RECOMMENDATION Amend the regulations as follows:

“Tank vessels limiting their movements to the confines of an anchorage shall be exempt
from tug escort requirements providing that tug assist vessels, as determined necessary by
the pilot, will be available during shifting." This recommendation was approved by the .
TES at the February 23, 1995 workshop. S '

; REASON Pziots tug an d tanker operators aoreed that an tnter'anchorage shlft can

safely be made with an assist tug and does not require an escort tug. The. slower speeds
used during the shifting mode significantly reduces the need for an escort standing by. The
consensus was that this exemption should only apply to maneuvers within a designated
anchorage An mdustry member noted that using an a551st tug, rather than an escort tug, is
currently the accepted praetlce on the Bay ' |

BARGES:

ISSUE: What tug should provide crew for a barge, and shall alternate methods be
allowed in Heu of such barge crew transfers?

RECOMMENDATION: Amend regulations Section 851.9(F) as follows:
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F2.

F3.

A barge shall have sufficient and qualified line-handling capable deck hands standing by

_available to receive imes {from each escort vessel. Said deck hands shall be made. avaniable
from the line-haul tug. Inthe interest of crew safety, when enterin or__ieavmg Zone 2,

crew transfers may be made in the vicinity of Alcatraz Island. When'the barge is fitted

_ with an emergency tow wire or comparable, adequate mechanical. devrce of the escort tug
B __1s_m:ade fast to_th_e bar_: e_'__crew tr""'

'fers_ sha_l_ not_be rec _u1red A

'~ “This change was approved by the Tug Escort Subcommlttee durmg meetmgs held in June,

Juiy and August of 1994, and later amended at TES meetings held on 5/25/95 and

The initial proposal was later modified to require that any additional crew that were put

. aboard the barge should come from the 11ne-hauI rather than the escort tug Th_l_s change

the onus on the tug escort to prov1de crew to work a barge that is rlghtﬁglly the '
responsibility of the tug pulling {or pushing) the barge. The TES agreed that in the event
that additional crew is needed for the regulated barge, it should come from the tig that is
. towing the barge.

ISSUE: Exemption for fully redundant' barges

RECOMMENDATION: Do not include barges in the "fully redundant” exemption for
tank Vesse}s This recommendatlon Was dlscussed and passed unammously by the TES at a -
meeting. held on 6/ 16/95

REASON: Thei 1ssue is whether the exemptlon for tankers with double hulls and a fully

fedundant steering and propulsion system should also apply to barges The TES and o
commenters at the meeting felt that the exemptxon shotild not apply to barges because the
tug-barge connection is made with a tow line or tow wire and is comprised of two

elements. This configuration does not present the same level of safety as would be found

on a tank vessel. Even if the two units are fully redundant in themselves, the ‘combination

of the two units presents very different dynamics that redundant systems would not

address in an emergency situation.

ISSUE: Shouid there be additional requirements for regulated _ba_rges_ d_uri:_ng_. a_transit?
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" "*“REASON The Golden Gate Towboat Association recommended specifying ade

" " The Assocxat___io_n felt that as-an added safety me

"""_;_shou _'f'b'e twin screw Tow boat represen atives:

“to use a twin screw tug Because it is considered linsafe to use a single screw tug;- due to
the need for redundancy

"RECOMMENDATION The TES 4t the May 25, 1995 meetmg adopted the foliowmg

This issue was also discussed at the March 9, 1995 workshop

“ Additional Requirements for Barges Durifig an Escort Transit:

| A Thetowing vessel shall be a twinscrewtug.
B Bsconed barees shall not cxceed 8 knots throuch the water.
o T_u 5 €5Corts forrec u_iated bar; _es_shall_be capable of: rov1d:ne a total‘astern static

bollard pull in pounds equal to. not less than the requlated barge's displacement
tonnage."

dditional "
requirements for regu]ated barges to reflect’ that barges have’ substantxaily different
handling characteristics from regulated tankers.

: asure ‘the towmg vessel (hne haul tug)
tated that it is normal’ practice in the Bay

-*Tow boat representatlves also stated ‘that'a loaded" barge cannot be' controlied at'a speed in
“excess of 8 'knots; therefore a maximum speed of-eight knets is récommended. Most
“barges currently transit the bay at'a maximum’ speed of six to: seven knots The’ speed limit

will ‘allow an escori tug to clutch-in quickly ifi résponse to afi emergency

A different matching formula is also recommended because barges have a draft of less than
twenty feet, and the reach and transfer areas are greater than tankers. Barges draw less
water so they slow down faster than tankers. The recommendation for a different
matching formula will not make any changes in practice on the Bay.

CLEARING HOUSE:

ISSUE: Should the Clearing House verify the matching of the escort vessel(s) to the
regulated vessel prior to an escort?

RECOMMENDATION: Include in the regulations a requirement that the Clearing
House “._record the tank vessel's reported displacement prior to arrival or movement, and
determine if the tank vessel is correctly matched to the escort vessel(s)."
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” _. fe-e.s These. recommendations were adopted by the. TES ina meetmg held on 7/ 17/95

.The TES approved. this. recommendation on February 23,.1995 and further reviewed the

Ianguage at the March 1, 1995 workshop

REASON: The TES determined that a process needs to be established to. verify that the
regulated vessel is correctiy matched to its escort vessel(s) as provided in the reguiatxons
The interim tug escort regulations require that tank vessels must notify the Clearing House
of arrival and movement prior to entering a regulated escort zone. When the notification
occurs, the Clearing House will. now have the added responsxblhty of checking the match

- of the escort vessel(s) to the tank vessel to monitor compliance. As provided by existing
- _regulatlo_n_ the Clean_ng House would: report any v1oIat10ns 10 OSPR and:the Harbor

'__s_;and collect fees and in addmon spec;fy that regulated vessels mu:' pay those

REASON: Although there is statutory authority for the Clearmg House to coﬂect fees,

- the TES felt it would be appropriate to restate that authority in the regulations. Doing so

places all: requirements of the program.into one, w1dely dlstrlbuted document. In addition,

- it-was felt that, though 1mphed it would be beneficial to also. state, that the reguiated

community is-obligated to pay-the fee assessed The purpose. for this change is one of
clarity.
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