


Combined Meeting 
Puget Sound Harbor Safety Committee and Puget Sound Partnership Oil Spill Work Group
Vessel Traffic Risk Assessment (VTRA) 
Steering Committee
Notes and Decisions 
August 7, 2013 – 9am-3:30pm 
In attendance: Todd Hass (Puget Sound Partnership); John Veentjer (Marine Exchange); Rene van Dorp (GWU); Jason Merrick (VCU); Scott Ferguson, Mark Ashley, Matt Edwards, Meridena Kauffman, Bob McFarland (USCG); Del Mackenzie (Puget Sound Pilots), Chad Bowechop, Keith Ledford (Makah Tribe); Fred Felleman (Friends of the Earth); Norm Davis and Jon Neel (Ecology); Mike Moore (Pacific Merchant Shipping Association); John Robinson (Cardno-Entrix); Frank Holmes (Western States Petroleum Association); Mike Doherty (Clallam County); Preston Hardison (Tulalip Tribe); Tom Ehrlichman, Barbara Dykes (Center for Salish Community Strategies); George Galasso (Olympic Coast National Marine Sanctuary); Lovel Pratt (Citizen); George Clark (American Waterways Operators); Jeff Shaw (Polar Tankers); Bruce Wishart (Washington Environmental Council); Arif Ghouse (Port of Seattle)

The meeting began with introductions of 28 people in attendance. We acknowledged that Fred Felleman now represents environmental organizations on the SC (no longer the Makah). His role is supported by letters from the environmental representatives on the Puget Sound Partnership Oil Spill Work Group and Puget Sound Harbor Safety Committee, among other environmental organizations.
Todd Hass announced that the Partnership expects to amend the contract with GWU to reflect at least a 5-week delay in the production of a draft report (due Sept. 6, with a four week review with the final due by October 7) and the extension of contract with GWU to end Dec. 31. This would put the “Risk Management Strategy” (Phase IV) described in original scope of work between mid-October and late December.*
[*Note: based on subsequent discussions and feedback later in the meeting, the SC acknowledged that using the late fall meetings to pursue the RMS (Phase IV) would not be as valuable as using the researchers’ and SC time to pursue further evaluation and recommendations for potential risk mitigation measures.  Therefore, rather than develop a RMS we will emphasize steps a & b in Phase IV of the grant – to support and not develop step c, the RMS.
Consequently, PSP expects GWU/VCU to generate a draft “stage 1” of the report (covering base case and “What If” content) by mid-September, which will be open for review and not finalized until late December. Concurrently, GWU will generate the initial risk mitigation simulation results by early October with a draft “stage 2” of report due by late October with feedback due by mid December – allowing final combined draft to be completed by December 31, 2013.]
SC [footnoteRef:1] Baseline/What If modification 1: Update TMEP net total to 348 (358 was a math error); this was already reflected in the analyses presented by GWU at this meeting. [1:   SC = VTRA Steering Committee composed of members from the Puget Sound Harbor Safety Committee and Puget Sound Partnership Oil Spill Work Group] 

Todd Hass, Chad Bowechop and Mike Moore described their briefings (especially on the VTRA) to five senators and three staff from the Standing Senate Committee on Energy, the Environment and Natural Resources, Senate of Canada - Tuesday, July 16, 2013 at the Canadian Consulate in Seattle. John Veentjer, Scott Ferguson and Dale Jensen (Ecology) also briefed the Senators that day.
Rene van Dorp presented the combined “What If” results and compared them to the base case.
SC 1 RMME Decision 1: SC acknowledged that the application of a simplifying assumption of equal spacing between “What If” vessels as imposed by ‘perfect’ VTS watch stander control in the model does not capture variability and potential clustering of arrivals in system.  In other words, the “What If” scenario has imbedded a risk mitigation measure in its foundation that would likely reduce the frequency of interactions between vessels and thereby reduce the time of exposure in the system.  The SC advised that GWU/VCU add variability (mirroring 2010 base case levels) to the spacing/arrival patterns during risk mitigation and evaluation phase. To examine the effect of the assumption of perfectly equidistant arrivals, Rene and Jason intend to have the “What If” vessels arrive randomly within equidistant time windows for the combined case
SC and GWU/VCU acknowledged that the VTRA 2005 model was calibrated to BP calling tank vessel incident rate for propulsion and steering failures. The same incident rates are used in the VTRA 2010 model for tankers, ATBs and tug-tow barges. Incident rates for other deep draft traffic focus vessels in VTRA 2010 model are assumed the same as those for tankers due to different vessel type classifications used across databases. 
SC asked Rene for separate analysis of what vessel type meets what vessel type with respect to collision frequency in a particular location, as seen in Guemes Channel.
SC (Mike Moore) asked Rene to reiterate in report that an assumption of 40% double hulled/ protectively located fuel tanks on cargo vessels was used in the report. 
SC Baseline/What If modification 2: The SC noted the ~6-fold difference in grounding oil cargo loss in “What If” seemed too high in proportion to relatively small change in tank vessel numbers/time of exposure.  Discussion revealed that GWU had assumed 190,000 DWT for TMEP tankers.  During meeting Del Mackenzie confirmed with Greg Brooks for PMI that recent test cases for TMEP used tankers sailing 12.9-13.1 meters, equating to 100,000 DWT. SC also determined that the base case included tankers at their design DWT vs the 125K DWT limitation in Puget Sound; thus some tankers were as big as 193K DWT.  Anything bigger than 125K DWT has a Puget Sound loadline that limits them to 125K DWT. Decision: use 100K DWT for TMEP; limit loads of PS tankers according to restriction.
SC RMME Decision 2: Because Guemes (and Rosario) appear relatively darker in Baseline and “What If” results due to [assumed in model based on initial info from Sven Christensen (Olympic Tug and Barge, and Chip Boothe (Ecology)] routing of bunkering for Gateway via Guemes, GWU should: (1) model the bunker barges’ use of Bellingham Channel instead (confirmed by Del Mackenzie to be more realistic); and (2) “turn off” all bunkering for Gateway to quantify the contribution of bunkering to the traffic in Rosario Strait area and system.
Based on those results, SC may try to evaluate where to avoid placing such bunkering operations in system and/or simulate division of bunkering differently than today.
Baseline/What If modification 3 and RMME Decision 3 – changed moderately from SC determination:  The SC discussed how their decision to make a simplifying assumption to consider tankers laden both in and outbound would tend to produce conservative (worst case) results with respect to oil outflow.  In order to keep the comparison “apples to apples,” the GWU simulation assumed the TMEP tankers laden both inbound and outbound.  Some on the SC expressed concern that the artificially exaggerated outflow results might be misinterpreted by lay people outside the committee in the future – despite our commitment to describe the effects of this laden assumption on the model – and that this is “potential” oil outflow and a relative (not absolute) comparison. 
Following the meeting, the researchers developed a set of simple assumptions by which to apply a more realistic laden/empty rule to the base case tank vessels and the “What If” TMEP tank vessels. Because the SC ultimately decided to simulate a standby (~Victoria) escort tug [SC RMME Decision 5, below] and associated speed change of tankers since 2010 (Canadian) due to escort requirements of the Pacific Pilotage Authority Operating Rules change —and because the simplifying assumption that tankers be laden in and outbound does not reflect the US and Canada tug escort practices (and mitigation benefits) — GWU modified the base case to reflect a more realistic approximation of the existing system to achieve a new “apples to apples” comparison. Please see 8/19/2013 email from Rene van Dorp for more context/clarification.
Combined Decision 3 is: Change base case oil outflow to include an assumption that crude tankers arrive full in base case and drop of equal amounts at each of their stops and leave empty. Apply similarly to “What If” scenario for TMEP with run empty in and laden out.
SC RMME Decision 4: Slow container vessels from 24 nautical miles/hr (NMPH) to 17 NMPH.
SC RMME Decision 5: Simulate availability of standby tug for Haro Strait (and Boundary Pass) to see how collision frequency changes.
Request to Ecology: Please provide their plot of latest (2010) bunkering patterns to provide a validation/estimate for weighting/proportion of geographic bunkering allocation throughout Puget Sound.
Mike Moore asked whether we could simulate 1-way for coal ships in Rosario. Jason Merrick explained that it was likely too complex to simulate with time/effort remaining.
Reserved for future RMME – benchmark/sensitivity analysis of What Ifs, combined with historical high and low. 
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