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Erling D. Naess

Erling D. Naess is Chairman of INTERTANKD. The
International Association of Independent
Tanker Owners, a position he assumed in 1976,
INTERTANKO Members control about 180 million
deadweight tons {(dwl) of tankers, about 80 per-
cent of the world's privately owned tanker fleet,

Mr. Naess reached this position of eminence
following & detemined career inwhaling,
fishing, and shipping industries, a career that
spanned five decades of revolutionary changes
in these ancient trades.

Mr. Naess was borm in Bergen, Norway, an
old and traditional shipping cily, in 1901, At 14,
he entered the Gymnasium at Halling School,
and was dedicated to the study of economics.
He received his master's degree in economics
at Oslo University in 1920, and for four years
continued his studies at Oslo University and
at the Landen Schoal of Economics.

In London, while preparing a doctoral thesis,
Mr. Naess decided to leave academia to
become involved in a whaling venture. At that
time, the floating whale oil factory ships were
gaining dominance over land stations, and by
age 27 Crling Naess was promoter and director
of Viking Whaling Company Ltd., the first whal-
ing company whose shares were dealt on the
Londen Stock Exchange.

In 1929, Mr. Naess participated in the con-
tracting of his first oil tanker, 10,000 dwt, amidst
growing concem that the stock of whates in the
Antarctic would be deplated 1o the point whers

whaling operations would becoma unprofitable.

Over the years, Viking responded to the favor-
able tanker market, and began to acquire mora
tankers.

Mr. Naess continued his association with the
Viking Whaling Company and Viking Tanker
Company Ltd. until 1943, when he severed the
connection to avoid a conflict of interest with
his position in New York as Deputy Director of
Nortraship, which he had assumed in 1942,

Nortraship, the abbreviated narme for the
Norwegian Shipping and Trade Mission, was
created by the Norwegian Government to man-
age and operate about 1,200 ships in the
Norwegian merchant fleet that were outside
Norway when the Germans invaded the country
in 1940.

In 1846, Mr. Naess left Nortraship and con-
tinued his ship owning and ship management
activities by forming two Panamanian com-
panies, Nortuna Shipping Company, Inc., and
Nomess Shipping Company, inc. In 1947,
Nomess purchased a Liberty ship of 10,850
dwt from the L).S. Maritime Commission. Fol-
lowing thig acquisition, Mr. Naess went on to
build ane of the largest shipping companies
in the world by contracting for the type and
the largest size tankers he thought oil com-
panies would reguire in the next few years.

By 1973, Nomess owned a fieet of more than
50 tankers and bulk carriers.

Mr. Naess was one of the first shipping men
to recognize the advantages of the economies
of scale in bulk shipping, particularly in the
coal and ore trade with Japan and the first
foreign owner to place orders in Japanese
shipyards after Worid War . He pioneered
the development of the combination carrier
for dry and liquid cargo.

He also coined the term “flag of convenienca”
and was one of the original users of the con-
troversial shipping registry system.

In his association with Intertanko, Mr. Naess
not only represents the interasts of his fellow
tanker owners, but is steadfast in his efforis to
help avercome the causes of oil pollution of our
oceans, especially intentional discharge into
the oceans of slops and tank resicues, as well
as accidental oil spills.

Mr_Naess is author of “Erling D, Naess,
Autobiography of a Shipping Man,”



William M. Benkert

Rear Admiral Benkert graduated from the United
States Coast Guard Academy at New London,
Connecticut, in June 1943 as an Ensign, USCG,
with a B.S. in Marine Engineering. While serv-
ing combat duty in the Pacific Area through
the remainder of World War Il, he assumed
several vessel commands.

Over the naxt twenty years his sea duty
assignments in¢luded command of five Coast
Guard vessels operating worldwide engaged
in search and rescue work, aids to navigation,
ocean station weathier patrol and polar ice-
breaking. While ashore, he commanded USCG
marine inspection offices at San Diego and
New York and the Coast Guard's Marine
Inspection Indoctrination School. His first
assignment at Coast Guard Headquarters in
Washington was as Assistant Chief of the
Merchant Vessel inspection Division.

In 1971, then Captain Benkert was promoted
to the rank of Rear Admiral and served until
1974 as Chief, Office of Marine Environment
and Systemns, with responsibility for aids to
navigation, bridge administration, ports and
walerways safety, and marine envircnmental
protection. In 1974, he assumed his assign-
ment as Rear Admiral and in his capacity as
Chief of the Office of Merchant Marine Safety,
RADM Benkert was responslble for the
development and implementation of the regu-
latory programs of the Coast Guard dealing
with commerciat vessel safety. In this capacity
he represented the Coast Guard in extensive
dealings with labor, management, congres-
sional committees, other federal and local
governmental agencies, environmental groups.
and the public at large.

RADM Benkert has had extensive experience
{in conjunction with his merchant marine safety
and environmental protection duties) in dealing
with wide argas of the merchant marine field
bath nationally and internationally. He has
been involved in intemational negotiations
representing the United States in the IMCO
fInter-govemmental Maritime Consultative
Organization) forum relative to worldwide ship
safety, design, construction and operational
matters. He was responsible for the U.S. dele-
gation and its predominant role in the negoti-
ation of the International Convention for the
Prevention of Pollution of the Seas in 1873 and
was ihe U 8. Reprasentative to the Maritime
Safety Committee of IMCO.

RADM Benken retired from active duty inthe
Coast Guard as of 1 August 1978, He now
serves as President of the American Institute of
Merchant Shipping.



James A. Cole, Jr.

James A, Cale. Jr. is General Manager of the
Marine Department for Texaco Inc. in this posi-
ton which he assumed in 1971, he operates
Texaco's worldwide fleel of 160 tankers. the
world's third largest tanker fleet, as well as an
associated fleet of petroleum tugs and harges
that carry petroleumn

Mr. Cole, borm in Floral Park, New York, in
1922, graduated from the U.8. Merchant Marine
Academy in 1943, He spent the war years as a
licensed deck officer on tankers, and when he
returned to the United States, worked on ships
at night and attended New York University
School of Commerce during the day. He
received his B.A. in accounting from NYU in
1949, and continued to pursue his career in
marine management.

In 1849, he joined Texaco's affiliate, Caitex
Petroleum Corporation, and subsequently held
several positions in marine operations and
chartering at New York, London, and Bordeaux.

In 1967, Mr Cole was appointed Manager
of Chartering and Traffic in Texaco's Marine
Department in New York. He was named
Deputy Managing Director of Texaco Overseas
Tankship Limited in London in 1969.

Mr. Cole is Chairman of the American
Petroteum Institute's Central Committee on
Transportation by Water. [n this capacity, ha is
involved in Congressional activities related
to all tanker-related issues. including vessel
construction, design, and pollution control
measures,



Jerome H. Miigram

Jerome H. Milgram, Professor of Naval Archi-
tecture in MIT’s Department of Ocean Engi-
neering, is recognized for his research in
hydrodynamics, ocean engineering, and oit
pollution control.

He received his S.B. in Naval Architecture
and Marine Engineering and in Electrical
Engineering from MIT in 1961, his M. in Naval
Architecture and Marine Engineering from MIT
in 1962, and his Ph.D. in Hydrodynamics in
1965, alsc from MIT.

In recent years, Professor Milgram has been
active in investigating ways to improve oil
slick control in the offshore environment, and
nas studied the mass transport of water and
floating oil by waves, and the dispersion of oil
slicks by ocean waves and turbulence, He has
also studied the effects of wave forces on
ocean structures,

In 1976, when the tanker Argo Merchant
grounded off Nantucket, Professor Milgram
went to the stranded vessel to observe the
spill and its interaction with breaking waves.
He took the first slick samples, and also, by
lowering a one-liter bottle to an Atlantic Strike
Team member on board the vessel, was able

to ottain the only sample of unweathered cargo

taken during the entire incident.

He subseguently wrote a Sea Grant report,
“Being Prepared for Future Argo Merchants,”
outlining his cbservations and recommenda-
tions for structural changes in tankers that
might halp prevent future calamitous spills
that could damage coastlines. The report,
widely read by legislators, govemment offi-
cials and engineers, provided the basis for

ProfessorMitgram’s festimony before the House

Subcommittee on Energy and the Environment.
In addition to Professor Milgram's teaching
and research activities at MIT, he has studied

computer-agided design and construction of
sails, and has been a member of the Scciety
of Naval Architects and Mechanical Engingers
(SNAME) panels on Sailing Vessels and Ship
Waves. He was Technical Advisor to the Center
for Law and Social Policy on oil pollution
aspects of the (then) proposed trans-Alaska
il pipeling, and was a member of the panel on
Data Buoy Technology of the Marine Board of
the National Academy of Engineeting.
Professor Milgram was also a member of the
National Academy of Science panel for Review
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration.



Evelyn F. Murphy

As Secretary of Environmental Affairs for the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Dr. Evelyn
F. Murphy is the state’s chief environmental
policy maker, reporting directly to Govemor
Michael Dukakis.

Programs under her authority include the
supply of water, sewage disposal for matro-
politan Boston communities, operation of state
forests and parks, beaches, and recreation
facilities, the management of fish and wildlife
resources, enforcement of environmental
regulatory statutes, and land use planning of
coastal as well as indand environmental
resources.

Secretary Murphy's top priarities for the past
year have included setting the Dukakis admin-
istration's offshore energy policy and heading
up the northeastem governors' eforts in
developing a national water policy. She has
also been a prime sponsor along with the
Govemor for using recreation monies for youth
and the elderly in densely populated areas.

Before Dr. Murphy assumed her present
position in January 1975, she was a partner
in Llewelyn-Davies Associates, New Yark, an
international town planning firm. Dr. Murphy
was in charge of sccial and health planning
practices, and was involved in a comprehensive
plan for & Gity in upstate New York, and a plan
for location and design of multiservice centers
in Tucson, Arizona,

From 1971 until the comparny became an
affiliate of Llewelyn-Davies Associates in 1974,
Dr. Murphy was president of Ancon Associates,
& Boston firm she founded and managed that
advised nonprofit fims on management and
operations.

Dr. Murphy, a resident of Lexington, Massa-
chusetts, graduated from Duke University in
1961 with a major in mathematics, eamed a

master of arts degree in monetary economics
in 1963 from Columbia University, and holds a
Ph.0. in fiscal economics, Duke, 1965.

She was general manager of the Organization
for Social and Technical Innovations, Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts, where she worked from
1966 to 1971,

She taught a course at Brandeis University
on housing policy, and lectured at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, at
Duke University, and at the London School of
Economics, University College.

Recenily appointed by President Jimmy Carter
to be Vice Chaimnan of the National Advisory
Committee on Oceans and Atmosphere. a
standing committee before the President and
the Congrass, Secretary Murphy is a driving
force behind the govermnment's efforts to use and
preserve our oceans, rivers, and wildlife areas.



Proceadings

Mr. Pariser:

Good aflernoon ladies and gentlemen, and wel-
come to the Seventh Annual Sea Grant Lecture.
| am Ray Pariser, Associate Director of the MIT
Sea Grant College Program, and your host for
this-aflernoon.

The national Sea Gran! Program, established
by a congressional mandale 12 years ago as a
university-based, partially government-funded
program, accelerales advisory and educational
activities for developing manne-relaled
resources through research. Shortly after the
MIT Sea Grant Program was established in
1970 under the leadership of Dr. Alfred Keil and
D, Ira Dyer, we sought to create a speaial
annual event that would be a milestone in the
marine field, an opportunity for experts to
review current issues and to presenl perspec-
tives on future manne developmaent.

When we heard Mr. Naess speak af last
year's Sea Grant Lecture in response 1o Con-
gresswoman Burke's address, it was clear that
he would be a superlative choice for Lhis year's
event. And so, with the approval of our Sea
Grant Facully Council and Sea Grant Folicy
Cormmittee, we inviled Mr. Naess to relurn to
MIT as our lecturer.

Erling Naess is eminently qualified to
address the topic: “Cil Poliulion of the Oceans:
A Tanker Owner's Perspective.” As chairman of
INTERTANKO, he heads the huge company whose
members control more than three-guarters of
the world's privately owned tanker fleet. Heis
fully aware of, and sincerely concerned with,
the ol pollution problem. As a realisl, he recog-
nizes that on the ane hand oil pollution of the
oceans is the unavoidable consequence of
mankind's dependence on an oil-based energy
pattern —ust as the end preducts of any human
or biological processes are unavoidable and
vigwad as either desirable or polluting. On the

other hand, unavoidable does not necessanly
mean wreducible -~ Mr. Naess has been

active in dewvising inlernational instruments {0
reduce pollution, and | think it 1s only hitting to
say we owe him a debt of grahtude for his efforts.
Mre. Naess emerged from ruly tumultuous
decades ol personal experignce in the shipping
business as a wise, articulate, iterate and
courageous world leader in the affairs of man
and oceans. We are honored and most grale-
lul that you came Mr. Naess. despite all the
competing commitments and responsibililies
you must have Mr Naess

Mr. Naess:
Mr. Panser, ladies and gentlemen. |1 is quite
right, as Mr Pariser said, that I was on lhe panel
last year, and | enjoyed it very much. Itis ques-
tonable whether | should enjoy as much ta be
the lecturer, inwview of the formidable panel with
wineh | am confronted this afterncon

| am going to speak to you about ol pollution
of the oceans and beaches

Much has been wntten and said about this
1opic in the news media and elsewhere. So
much so, that the voice of the tanker owners
themselves has received little attention. To hit
the tanker owners when polluticn occurs 15 as
popular as apple pie. If the tanker happens to
be owned by an independent ship owner or by
alarge ol company. and it happens to fly the
Libenan flag, the popularity 1s even greater —
say like apple pie with ice cream.

| accepted the assignment to be today's lec-
turer not 1o excuse the pollution of the oceans,
coastines and beaches. Whenit happens, it
upsets me as much as anybody —perhaps
mare because | have been in the tanker busi-
ness most of my lile and 1 am also the owner of
a beach hotel in Barmuda. But, as is oflen the
way of evenis that attract the wide-eyed atten-



tion of the general public, a sense &f proportion
i lost. The drarnatic unfolding of the horrible
picture of a black tide of floating oil kilting
marine life and ruining the beaches is very
upselting, and the accusing finger is pointed
menacingly at the tanker owner. | have been try-
ing to the best of my ability to explain that this is
ot fair. Emotionally inspired brickbats should
not be thrown at the tanker owners. By getung
logether today to discuss this problem, per-
haps each of us will learn something.

| am standing here in one of the foremost
centers of science and marine engineering. We
in the tanker industry depend on maring engi-
neers 1o develop new ideas. If what | have to
say can generate some new thoughts, my effort
will have been extremely worthwhile.

First of all we must acquire a sense of propor-
tion. The amount of crude oil and petroleum
products transported by tankers has reached
close to 2 billion tons per annum. The acciden-
tal gpillage of about 220.000 tons of oil as in
the case of the aMoCa caniz is only about
1/10,000 of the annual volume transported by
sed. I the amMoCo camiz remains the only major
accidental oil spill in 1978, it means that about
1,999,780.000 tons will have been ransported
safely, with only 220,000 tons lost. Allowing for
vessels presently in lay up, | estimate there are
about 3,500 tankers actually trading. If we
reckon that they make an average of six voy-
ages per year each. we arrive at a figure of
21,000 tanker voyages per annum. Even if there
were two mazjor accidental il spills per annum,
it would still only be 1/10.000 of the number of
safe voyages completed.

If this lecture can be sufficiently provocative
o cause peopie 10 judge accidental poliution
from tankers with this background. it will have
served ong of its purposes. The accidental
discharge of aboul 220,000 tons of oil into

the ocean receives an overwhelming degree
of publicity, but the safe transportation of
1.998,780,000 tons goes unheeded. This does
not mean that | do not deeply regret the pollu-
tion of the Brittany coast by the black tide of
floating oil, and the destruction of wildlife
caused by the amoCQ caniz disaster.

To use the amoCco capiz acoident ag an
excuse for attacks on “tlags of convervence,”
which has been done by the general press,
demonstrates not only ignorance but political
and idealogical prejudices as well. The accident
was lotally unrelated to the vessel's Liberian
registry. The vessel. built in 1974, was operated
in acgordance with the highest standard and
was manned by a crew of 40, all ltalian
nationals. All otficers were licensed by both
Libena and ltaly and were graduates of Italian
nautical academies. To attack “flags of conven-
ience” because of the amoco caniz disaster
makes no sense.

Qn January 1, 1978, the world's tanker fleat.
including combined carriers, consisted of 4,137
vessels over 8,000 dwt each. with a total dead-
weight of 380,448,000, In other words, the aver-
age s1ize was 91,962 dwt, a very large ship
ingdeed. Insome people’s minds the develop-
ment of the supertanker, 1he so-called wLcc,
and the ultimalte in size, the uece, 1sin itself a
source of pollution danger

To this my answer ig thal if there had not been
arush towards increased size of lankers and
the world’s fleet had remained at the T2 jevel
(about 15,400 dwil) so popular at the end of the
last war, there would have been 24,789 tankers
in existence today instead of 4,137, With six
times as many vessels approaching coasthnes
and entering and leaving ports, there can be
hardly any doubt that many more collisions and
other accidents would have occurred. | feel that
| am making a modest guess when | say there



would have been at least 10 times as many. The
popular argument that the growth in the aver-
age tanker size represents an increased risk of
pollution does not hold water. On the contrary.

At this stage it would afso seem appropnate
to remind ourselves of what the economy of
scale means in saving transportation cost. If the
world's oil transportation needs had depended
on T2 tankers, the cost would have been astro-
nomical. The operating cost of a T2 tanker is at
least 4 or 51imes higher per ton of 0il than that
of auLce.

And while on the subject of vessels moving in
and out of harbors, I'd like to mention that much
publicity has been given to the need for the
highest standards of competence for bridge
personnel and for navigational aids and equip-
ment enboard ships. Very little if any publicity
has been given to the equaily important need
for shore navigational aids and vessel traffic
services to be of the highest possible technical
excellence. Itis the ship which is moving, and if
something happens the accusing finger always
points first in that direction. Thig is often unfair.

Ancther paint receiving scant attention is that
despite the beating marine life takes from acci-
dental ol spilis like those of TORREY CanYON,
ARGO MERCHANT, Bravo blowout and amMoco
caniz, the end result shows that marine species
somehow survive and repopulate. Biologists
helieve the bird population has largely recov-
ered from the TORREY CaNYON accident, the Cor-
nish ayster fisheries were largely unharmed, the
damage to fishing grounds from the ARG MER-
cHaNT was finally judged to be negligible, and
the damage to marine hife from the Bravo blow-
out was admitted to be close to zero. While
these accidents were given screaming head-
lines, the conclusion that the ultimate damage
was not so sericus had little news value. In 1977
the U.5 General Accounting Office issued a
report stating that ecological and economical

damages resulting from 250,000 gallons of fuel
oif spilled by a barge off Smith Point in the Ches-
apeake Bay were far more severe than those
resulting from the ARGO MERCHANT'S 7,500,000
gallons spilled off Nanfucket. The environment
appears better able to cope with oil spills from
large lankers in the comparatively deep water
of the open ocean than small and much less
publicized spills by barges in shallow estuanes.
If the spill from the large tanker takes place in
rough seas. which is oflen the case, the waves
will accelerate the natural evaporation and help
the oil to disperse. It bas been estimated that
out of the 220,000 tons spilled by the AMCCO
camz, arcund 100,000 tons were evaporated by
the heavy seas.

It is regrettable that the amoco caDiz steering
gear breakdown happened so close to the Brit-
tany Coast. But in defense of the vessel, it
should be pointed out that it was sailing in the
northbound tanker lane prescribed by interna-
tional rules. The tanker had {o comply with the
international rules or risk ¢oflision with south-
bound traffic. Ironically, when agreement was
reached on establishment of "oceamc roads”
witht left- and right-hand lanes, it was hailed ag
a great slride towards tanker safety. Nearly 100
separation schemes around the world have
undoubtedly been all to the good. It was not the
ship's fault that the rules on this particular jour-
ney compelled it to sail so close to shore. At
the proposal of France, the Inter-Governmental
Marihme Consulting Organization (imco)
has since revised the routing arrangements in
the Lishant and Casquets traffic separation
schemes designed to keep laden tankers
further seaward. Apart from pointing this out,
I'will not endeavor to express any opinion
regarding blame tor the grounding until official
enquiries are complete, which they were not
when this was written,

While the lasling damage 1o the environment



has proven not to be as serious as leared. the
immediate impact of the black tide of floating oil
hitting coastlines often necassitates spending
great amounts of money for clean-up and
compensation. The tanker industry recognizes
that liability for clean-up cost should be borne
by both the tanker owner and oil company

that owned the cargo. On January 7, 1969

the warld's oil companies signed the Tanker
Owners \oluntary Agreement concerning Lia-
bility for Oil Poltution Damage, known as 1ova-
LoP, which became effective Oclober 8. 1969.
TOVALOP ensures that when there is an oil spill,
the cost of fighting the spill and cleaning up the
damage can be recovered up to $100 for each
gross ton of the tanker's tonnage or U.S. $10
million, whichever is less. Tavalop provides the
lanker owner with insurance to cover his liabil-
ity. Practically all of the world's tanker tonnage
tocday is coverad by TovaLoP.

Recognizing that 1ovaLee might not provide
adequate compensation for pollution, a further
voluntary agreement was reached among the
oil companies on January 14 1971 that greatly
increased the total amount of compensation
available in case of an accident. Thig agree-
ment is known as the Contract Regarding
Interim Supplement to Tanker Liakility tar Oil
Pollution {crisTal}. It increases the overall
amount availzble for each accident to $30 mil-
lion. crigtaL became effective on April 1,1971
Over 90 percent i the ol transporied by seas
covered by CRISTAL.

Itis )impontant to place the highly visible and
much publicized il spill accidents in perspec-
tive in two other respects. Firstly, only a very
minor fraction of worldwide ol poliution is
caused by the photogenic kinds of accidents
you read so much about in the newspapers.
Estimates vary between 3 and 5 percent. Oper-
ational discharges from tankers account for
another 25 percent, making the total tanker pol-

lution about 28 to 30 percent. The remaining 70
or 72 percenl comes from other sources such
as atmosphenic fallout, discharges from ships
other than tankers. natural seepage from the
sea bottom and from land sources reaching the
sea fram rivers and coasthines. The latter is esti-
mated at about 40 percent of the totai

Even if the tanker industry is one of the
lesser culprits, we in the industry regard it as an
essential aim 1o reduce and even totally edirm-
nate our part of the pollutron. We are still the
largest single source of oil discharge into the
oceans from ships.

Estimates of the volume of the operational
kind of pollution from lankers vary between 1.5
million and 10 million fons per annum. What are
tanker owners doing to eliminale or at least
reduce this type of poliution? However much &
lanker owner would itke to do 0. itis IMpossi-
tle for him to act alone This is a world problem
30 it needs a world solution. He cannot reduce
the carrying capacity of fus tanker by installa-
tion of Segregated Ballast Tanks (s8Ts) or take
other steps that will cause him {o lose freight
and make his tanker uncompetitive. With an
acutely competitive market like that of the
tanker iIndustry, this would be a sure way to go
broke. No tanker company, and even na coun-
try. can resolve this problem by themselves.
Nations cannot protect the health of the oceans
unless they negotiate rules in the interest of all
nations. They rmust ratity the international con-
ventions in order to bring inte force uniform
standards and technigues aimed at eliminating
pollution, with which vessels of ail nations can
comply. International action is imperative. That
is where the problem lies The history of the
tanker owners' efforts to combat ail pollution of
the operational kind is one of repeated conven-
tions and resolutions ratified only after many
years of delay. And even after their ratification
Wile action was taken. Itis the pitifut story of the



inability of international bureaucracies to take
vital and necessary steps reasonably promptly.

| have been asked: Why shouldn't the indus-
try “police” itself? Why should it be necessary
1o bring international bureaucracies into the
picture? Ag | shall explain a little later, the indus-
try is to a great extent “policing" itself thraugh
voluntary restraints developed by the Interna-
tional Chamber of Shipping. But with 40 or 50
nations involved it is a hopeless task 1o develop
a “police” mechanism on a voluntary basis.
United States antitrust laws lay limitations on
the degree of cooperation perrmissible by com-
panies in the sarne industry. The claim that the
cooperation has environmental objections
would probably not be accepted by your
Department of Justice.

The first International Convenlion aimed at
the Prevention of Pollution of the Sea by Oil was
passed in 1954. In 1962 an Internationat Confer-
ence on the Prevention of the Pollution of the
Sea by Qil convened under the auspices of
wmco, which is the United Nations body con-
cerned with maritime affairs. This Conference
repeated some of the resolutions passed in
1954, among them the provision of facilities for
reception of oil residues at oit loading terminals.
An amendment passed in 1969 to the 1954
Convention again called for reception facilities.
Another international conference held in Oclo-
ber and November 1973 was attended by maore
than 600 representatives from 79 nations. The
main objective of that conference as expressed
in the IMco Assembly Resolution is: "the
achievement by 1975, if possible, but certainly
by the end of the decade, of the complete elimi-
nation of the willful and intentional pollution of
the seas by oil and noxious substances other

than oil, and the minimizaticn of accidental spills.”

Locking at the situation today. we find that the
1854 Oil Pollution Canvention and the 1962 and

1969 Amendments were ratified by the neces-
sary number of natons, but | have a hard time
discovering whether much achon has been
taken to live up ta the commitments. The ranfi-
cation of the Conventions does not seem 1o
mean that prompt action will be taken o pro-
wide recephion facilities. ashore or afloal, which
the Conventions describe as essential. The pro-
vision of the recaplion facilities requires a con-
siderable investment ot capital, which may or
may not be profitable. In addition, itis hard to
estimate what capacities of reception tacilities
are required in the differant loading and repair
ports. And in the meantime, poflution of the
oceans continues,

Who have been the toat-draggers in this situ-
ation? wCo cannot be criticized. It bas consis-
tently organized conferences of its more than
100 member nations. The tanker industry?
Definitely not. The record of measures taken by
the tanker industry is impressive

In Agril 1976 self-imposed restraints, which
had been developed over the years by the
industry, were codified in what became known
as the International Chamber of Shipping's Pol-
Jution Prevention Code. In the introduction to
this Code, the 1cs referred to iMco's Convention
of 1873 and stated: "Pending the coming into
farce of the Convention the tanker industry
should promote the general objectives aiming
at the elimination of the discharge of oily wastes
inlo the oceans.” The Code was in no way pro-
moted as a substitute for the 1973 Convention.
It was intended tc fill the gap until the Conven-
tion could be brought into force.

To assist the tanker owners in obsarving this
strict “self-contral" in regard to discharge of
dirty ballast, slops, etcetera. Clause 7 of the
Code provides that charterers shall agree to
pay freight on oil residugs and also on the water
associated with them within certain reasonable



limits, thus enabling the tanker awner to prac-
tice "load on top” withaut the rigk of losing
freight money.

The Code is particularly nteresting because
it recognizes that the independent tanker owner
cannot fight poliution alone. The collaboration
ofthe charterers, usually oif cormpanies. is a
must. There is still room for this coliaboration to
be improved.

Take for example a tanker which trades
between Venezuela and the U.S. East Coast,
When ihe tanker has discharged its cargo, for
instance, in Philadelphia, she is ordered to
return to Venezuela to load her next cargo. The
captain is ordered to arrive in the Vienezuelan
loading port with ciean tanks because the pext
cargo of crude oll will be of a different kind than
the pravicus one  He wirelesses to the loading
port asking whether it has reception facilities so
he can purmp ashore the residues of the pre-
vious cargo and the dirty wash water. if the
answer is no he has no choice, He has to pump
the dirty slops and bailast water into the ocean.
This is a simplified example. He can practice
whatis known as "load on top." which is a
mathod of reducing pollution not always possi-

ble. But it does help a great deal when practical.

The procedure known as “load on lop” works
in the following manner:

1. After discharging its cargo the tanker
fills some of its empty cargo tanks with ballast
water. How much depends on the master's
judgrment of how much ballast the vessel needs
for a safe voyage. This depends on the type of
sea and weather the vessel is expected to
encounter,

2. The cargo tanks nol filled with ballast water
are washed and the oily washings pumped into
a holding tank known as the slop tank. The
tanks which have been washed can now be
filled with clean seawater ballast.

3. By this time it is hoped that in the original
ballast tanks the orl left in the bottorn and sides
of the tanks has separated from the water and
floated to the surface. The relatively clean water
below the surface is then pumped overbaard,
and the slops inlo the siop tank. The vessel
should then be ballasted with clean seawater,
which can be discharged overboard upon
arrival at the next por.

4. The oil and water in the slop tank should
now a'so have separated to some degree so
that the lower part of the tank containing clean
water can be emptied at the next port. If the
next port is an oil loading port, new cargo is
Pumped into the partly filled slop tank on top of
the remaining residue

There are several weaknesses to the “load on
top™ procedure. It takes several days for the oil
to separate completely from seawater and float
to the surface. Dunng the tank washing opera-
tion some of the water pumped overboard is
oilly to a degree unless the ballast voyage is of
at least five dlays’ duration and the sea fairly
calm. The procedure is useless in the case of
voyages shorter than five days and., ifthe sea is
rough, even longer voyages Secondly, the
effectiveness of the procedure depends on the
skl and good judgment of the crew. Desire to
get the tank cleaning operation completed may
cause the officer in charge 1o be less than strict
in regard to water pumped overboard. The
introduction of inerting the tanks during and
after cargo discharge not only made it possible
to wash the tanks with waler in a sater atmos-
phere, butitled to a new development: the
use of crude oil as a tank washing medium.

Several major tanker companies experi-
mented with Lsing crude oil for washing and
found, surprisingiy, that the solvent action of the
crude oil was greater than that of steam and
water. By washing the tanks with the cruda oil



cargo itself during cargo discharge, the time
and effort spent an waler washing during the
ballast voyage were reduced. The extra time
needed for cargo discharge was moderate.
When it was discovered that oil clingage to the
tank's vertical surfaces was practically elimi-
nated and much less sludge and scale cal-
lected in the bottom of the tank, the introduction
of crude oil washing was hailed as a new step
forward. it was another example of the inventive-
ness of private industry in its efforts to reduce or
eliminale the pollution of the oceans.

Let me halt here for a moment te summarize
the position at which | have now arrived. The
pollution of the oceans from lankers is less than
one-third of the total pollution sutfered by the
oceans. Of the pollution from tankers only a tiny
fraction is the result of the much dramatized
accidents. The rest of the tanker poilution is of
ithe operational kind. To eliminate or at least
reduce this operational kind, international
action is required. Repeated resolutions
passed by IMCO have either not been ratified Dy
tha necessary number of nations, or in the
cases where they were ratified, very iittle action
has been taken. In the meantime, the tanker
industry has imposed upon itself restraints
pending ratification of the imco Resolutions.
While these self-imposed restraints have cer-
tainly reduced the oil pollution, they have not
eliminatedit.

At this point, { am glad to say, something hap-
pened that built a fire under the boiler

In the winter of 1976/77, as you probably all
remembaer, there was a sequence of tanker
casualties off the coast of the United States.
They received publicity with screaming head-
lines. Shortly after assuming office in January,
1977 President Carter ors March 18 announced
with much fanfare a series of proposals to
increase tanker safety and reduce the risk of

pollution. He asked that these be given prompt
consideration by IMCO.

There was a distinct risk that the United States
would introduce unilateral measures that
would bring chaos 1o international tanker regu-
lation. To avoid this IMCO ook prompt action,
Meetings were organized not enly by Imco, but
by the shipping associaticns of the major mari-
time countries. the Qil Companies International
Marine Forum, and the internaticnal Champer
of Shipping These meetings culminated with
the International Conference on Tanker Safety
and Polluticn Prevention attended in London
between February 6 and 17. 1978 by 62 1MCO
members as well as observer countries and
several nongovernmental organizations.

The main teature of the United States’ pro-
posal was that all existing and new tankers of
20.000 dwt and over be equipped with Segre-
galed Ballast Tanks (sBTs) as well as with an
inert gas system. The segregated ballast con-
cept for existing tankers involves setting aside
a sufficient amount of a tanker's carrying
capacity exclusively for ballast so thal the
tarker need not use any cargo lanks for ballast.
This eliminates dirty ballast and reduces tank
washing. It also reduces the cargo carrying
capacity by about 15 to 20 percent. While the
U.S. proposal had pollution control as its main
motive, a number of countries, particularty
those with large tanker surpluses such as
Norway, Sweden and Greece, supported the
United States’ position on sar because they
recognized that, it approved, it would reduce
these surpluses by 15 percent. Other countries,
led by the U.K_, believed that the new tech-
nique of cruce il washing (cow) would have
the same environmental benefit and would
secure a better cargo outturn at a fraction of
the cosl.

Estimates of the cost of sa71 retrofitting varied
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a greal deal. A U.8. calculation made avail-
able during the Conference gave a figure of
between §1 .9 billion and $2.9 billion, depend-
ing on the extent of extra lank coating. The
Qrganization for Economic Cooperation and
Development's (0FCD) estimale was twice as
high, but it assumed full coating of ballast tanks
in vessels under 10 years oid. Being in the
throes of a severe depression, the tanker indus-
try could not conceivably mobilize funds of this
magnilude without cutside help. Retrofitting of
3815 would also give rise to major commercial
problems associated with existing charter party
agreements,

Many of the developing countries strongly
opposed sa1 because they feared the expen-
sive relrofit provigions were bound to result in
higher cost of oil products. India assumed the
leadership of the developing countries which,
after informal meetings, came out in support of
cow. The Arab counlries, while undecided in
the early stages of the conference, also
decided to suppaort cow. Finally, Liberia entered
the cow camp,

Alter long and involved negatrations a com-
promise was reached and at a final plenary
meeling was passed by 39 voles to nil - with 15
abstentions. Among the abstentions were the
major countries that had supported se1 includ-
ing Norway, Sweden, Denmark and Greece.
Few of the cauntries were entirely happy with
the compromise package, but they recognized
that it was the besl that could have been devel-
oped under the circumstances.

The compromise package has become
known as the London Protocols to the 1973
Marine Pollution Convention. They will enter intg
torce twelve months after ratification by fifteen
states thal represent not less than 50 percent of
the world merchant tonnage. but not later than
June 1981. The latter date is for all intents and

purposes recommertdatory and not mandatory,
but have the feeling that the U.S. may regard it
as of the lalter nature. and | would agree with
the U.S.

Briefly, ihe compromise package requires:

Existing Tankers

Crude carriers over 40,000 dwt must have
either cow or se [or for a limited period some-
thing else known as Clean Ballast Tanks (cat),
which implies that certain cargo tanks will, with-
out structural changes. be set aside for ballast|
commencing the moment the London Protacols
come into force. Four years after the London
Protocols come into force cat alone will no
longer be acceptable. Crude carners over
70.000 dwt must have either cOw or SBT com-
mencing twe years after their enforcement. An
inert gas system becomes obligatory for all
tankers over 70,000 dwt existing two years after
the Protocols came into force; for those over
20,000 it becomes obligatory in four years.

MNew Tankers
Crude carriers aver 20,000 dwt must have seT
in a protective iccation to minimize the risk of oil
spills following collision or stranding, in addition
to cow and an inert gas system. These demand-
ing reguirements apply to all vessels contracted
afier June 1873 and delivered after June 1982.
Under the terms of the compromise package
it was agreed that existing lankers in specified
trades would be allowed fo operate without $et,
CBT or cow as long as the loading paorts are ade-
quately equpped with slop and dirty ballast
receplion lacilties. As Chairman of iNTERTANKO
I'have tar several years argued that the estab-
lishment of reception facilities in both loading
and repair ports would be the cheapest way of
eliminating operational pollution. But | have not
made much progress, in spite of the enforce-



ment of the 1954 il Pollution Convention and
the 1962 and 1969 Amendments. It was inter-
esting to me that al the imca Conference the
.5 S.R. suggested the use of reception facili-
ties was perhaps the most efficient solution and
exclusive trades equipped with these facilities
shauld be encouraged. This idea was
endorsad. and mco promoted studies of spe-
cific trades in which receplion facilities can be
applied.

The February 1978 mco Conference culmi-
nated many years of internatichal meetings and
discussions aimed at reducing or eliminating
operational pollution and at increased tanker
safety. If not for the shot in the arm given by the
United States, the Conference would probably
not have been held. That it was held and thata
compromise was reached despite great com-
plexities was indeed a signiticant achievement.
It represented internationat collaboration at its
best. No particular nation or group of nations
obtained what they wanted — there was give
and take on everybody's part. Those who were
hoping to see $8T cutting into the fanker surplus
were disappointed, as were those who argued
in favor of the tough requiremnents put forward
by the United States, which included double
botloms,

The McO Secretariat displayed great profes-
sional skill in organizing the Conference and
ensuring that it ran remarkably smoothly,

Unfortunately, as the name implies, IMCO
wields no power beyond that of recommaencing
and advising its members 10 take a cerntain
action. It is up 1o each flag nation to endorse or
ratify what iMco recommends. That IMCO is an
agency of the United Nations lends an obvious
waeight to its recormmendations, but provides no
punitive authornty. The record over the last 20
years shows this is obviously a weakness. Year
after year IMco's resolutions have remained just

resolutions

The tanker induslry has done ils bit by exer-
cising voluntary restraints for many years and
by resclving all differences in warking out and
agreeing upon the Protecols of 1978 11 now
remains for them to be ratified by 15 nations
whose combined figets total at isast 50 percent
of the world's gross tonnage of merchant ship-
ping, and for adequate enforcement proce-
dures (o be established . An incidental result will
be the ridding ot subslandard ships from the
seas, since they cannot atford to comply with
the rules and. | hope, strengthened port state
inspection will catch them. When that happens
and the Protocols are enforced, the world will
see the end of the operational il pollution of the
oceans. There will be no reason for any slops or
dirty ballast water to be discharged ntc the
seas anymore. Let us hope that the nations will
sweep away bureaucratic cobwebs, break
down the walls of Jericho and ratify the Proto-
cols without the usual delay. When that hap-
pens it will be the dawn of a new day for the
oceans. The oceans will continue to live and so
will we,

Thank you for your patience.

Mr. Pariser:

Thank you Mr. Naess for this truly exciting and
nformative paper. We shall now assemble our
panel of experts under the feadership of our
moderator, Mr. Horn, wha will lead the dialogue
between the panel and our distinguished guest,
Mr Naess.

Allow me to introduce our guests.

First, Dr. Evelyn Murphy, Secretary of Ervaron-
mental Affairs for the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts. who is the state's chief environmental
policy-maker reporting directly lo Governor
Michae! Dukakis. We are very honored, Secre-
tary Murphy, that you are with us
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Our next panelist is Rear Admiral Witiam
Benkert. For twenty years his sea duty assign-
ments iIncluded command of five Coast Guard
vessels operating worldwide engaged in
search and rescue work, aids 1o nawigation,
ocean station weather patrol and polar ice-
breaking. He retred from active duty as of
August 1, 1978, and 1s now Prasident of the
American Institute of Merchant Shipping. We
are very pleased, Admiral, to have you with us.

Next to himis Mr. Jarmes Cole. General Man-
ager of the Marine Departrment for Texaco, Inc.,
who operates Texaco's worldwide fleet of 160
tankers, the world's third largest tanker fleet, as
well as an associated fleet of tugs and barges
that carry petroleum. Mr. Cole serves as Charr-
man of the American Petroleum [nstitute’s Cen-
tral Committee on Transportation by Water. In
this capacity, he is involved in Congressional
activities concerned with all tanker-related
issues, including vessel construction. design.,
and pollution control measures, Thank you
for coming.

Professor James Milgram. who teaches naval
architecture in MIT's Department of Ocean
Engineering, is recognized for his extensive
research in hydrodynamics and ocean engi-
neenng. In recent years, Professor Milgram has
been active in investigating ways to improve il
sfick control in the offshore environment, and
has studied the mass transport of water and
floating oil by waves, and the dispersion of oil
sticks by ocean waves and turbulence. Thank
you for being with us

Finally, it gives me great honor to introduce
the moderator, my friend, Mr. Dean Horn, Direc-
tor of the MIT Sea Grant College Program. Last
year, MIT was nominated a Sea Grant College,
the first private institution to receive this honor.
Together with Dr. Alfred Keil and Dr. Ira Dyer, Mr.
Horn, with his long association with both MIT

and the Navy, started and ran the MIT Sea
Grant Program. He is now also a senior lecturer
in MIT's Department of Ocean Engineering.

Mr. Horn,

Mr. Horn:

Thank you very much. | think we should ask the
panal membpers to respond 1o our fine lecturer,
starting with Dr Murphy.

Dr. Murphy:

Thank you. It is indeed a pleasure and an hanor
to be here on the panel today since these
annual seminars have became quite noted for
the guality of the exchange of views on impor-
lant issues. Mr. Naess’ depiction of the tanker
owner's view of ol pollution in the gceans and
the industry’s view is disturbing. The tanker
industry would have us believe that the recent
public enticism, given the spate of ol spills, ts
unwarranted. They would also have us believe
that they have aiready undertaken the neces-
sary reforms to reduce spillage. There has
been progress, of late. Of that there is no doubt.
But there is much more to be done, as | will
explain shortly.

But before t do, | want to comment on the
quality of the dialogue about this problem that
we must altain_ It does little good tc lament
which interest group has been unfairly criti-
cized in the media. We are all tender on thal
point. And it does little good to lull ourselves
into the complacency that we have done
enough. Gil pollution in our oceans will continue
to be with us for a long time to come, happen-
ing for different reasons and under different cir-
cumslances as technologies become more
sophisticated and our transport of 6il changes
courses and destinations.

I'would urge us all first to look thoughtfutly
and singlemindedly at the tacts before us and



from these facts derive what can and must be
done to reduce and minimize ocean pollution
cauged by oil spills. Then, once we know whal
needs to be done, let us ook jusl as thought-
fully at who — industry, government, private
citizens — must bear the responsibility for such
reforms.

Together we can accomplish a great deal.
But we are needlessly misplacing our energies
al this time, if we continue only to criticize gach
other. In a constructive and collaborative mode,
then, let me present some different interpreta-
tions of data we ought to consider.

My comments today focus on four especially
vexing problems — poliution from tanker opera-
tions, dollar costs of biological damages, man-
ning, and eguipment maintenance.

First. let me consider what percentage of
marine petroleurn hydrocarbons has been con-
tributed by tankers. Mr. Naess has correctly
quoted National Academy of Science figures:
The best estimates are that some 3-5 percent of
marine hydrocarbons come from “photogenic”
tanker spills, and another 28-30 percent from
day to day operations. The operational causes
of tanker pollution—the 28-30 percent—
deserve some additional thought. Looking at
the tigures ancther way, 80 percent of all tanker
oil pollution s caused by faulty engineering,
routine tank washing procedures. and errors at
tank terminais.

One vety important implication of these facts
is that tanker pollution, for the maost part, is not
caused by “acts of God,” but rather by the fail-
ure of tanker owners ¢ incorparate higher
standards into their cperations. Let me use an
example of a problem facing us here in the
North Atlantic — oil pollution resulting from tank
washings. Again, using the National Academy
of Science figures, tank washings constitute
some 43 percent of all tanker poliution or con-

tribute 13 percent to all marine hydrocarbons.
Segregated ballasts would practically eliminate
this probrlem. Estimates by the Department of
the Interior predict that segregated ballasts
would reduce Georges Bank ol pollution rasuil-
ing from outer continental shelf activities.
including large tanker spills, by an outstanding
77 percent. The important thing i to recognize
that over 630 millien gallons of oil, the equiva-
lent of 100 ARGC MERCHANT spills, is being dis-
charged into marine environments annually,
and most of that results from day 10 day tank
operations. No one knows what the long term
implications for the marine environment are, but
everyone knows that there are ways to eliminate
80 percent of the tanker pollulion probiem.

One issue Mr. Naess did not raise is the prob-
lems from the few large tanker spills occurring
each year. Three important points should be
made, First, four-fifthe of all tanker spills occur
in coastal waters, the most highly productive
and accessible of alt marine environments.
Second, the cost of those spills is not just @il-
soaked birds and slick-covered rocks, but
amounts to decades of lost incorme to the com-
mercial fishing and tourist trades. Third, and
finally, the jury is not yet out on the long term
implications of cecean oil spills.

One ot the world's best documented studies
on the short- and long-term effects of coastal
spills has been conducted in this state by the
presligious Woods Hole Oceanographic Insti-
tute. In 1969 a relatively small spill of 4,000
barrels from the barge FLORIDA contaminated
several miles of coastline, which included salt
marsh ang shellfigh flats, in West Falmouth,
Massachusetts. While the ol was visible on the
surface for only a shor time, sediment contami-
nation has kept shellfish flats closed for nearly
10 years. In fact, new areas have been con-
taminated as ol and the subbdal sediments



have spread seaward over the years. The direct
economic cost of this spill in terms of shellfish
alone has amounted 10 some 400,000 in fore-
gone production over the last 9 years, Consid-
ering the large economic multipiiers associated
with this shellfish industry, the total impact on
the Massachuselis economy is ¢loser to
$4,000,000.

This Woods Hole research on the incorpora-
tion and persistence of hydrocarbons in the
bottom sediments has only recently bagun in
offshore waters, the location of commercial fin-
fish grounds. Not enough is known about oil in
the benthos once it is forced down from the sur-
face by turbulence, nor do we understand the
effects of the slow release of hydrocarbons
over the years. The benthos is a vital part of our
marine ecosystem where finfish spawn and
shellfish, such as scallops and ocean quahogs,
live. Qil in the benthos contaminates these
niches, possibly reducing fish populations vital
to commercgial fisheries, Again, quoting
Interior’s figures for one section of the Georges
Bank: a 1.5 millign gallon spill {one seventh the
size of the ARGO MERCHANT) could contaminate
52 percent of the benthos with resultant poten-
tial fosses of $23.6 millien 1o the commergial
industry each year, if bottermn contamination
prevented fishing in the affected area. If we
assume conservatively that hydrocarbons per-
sist offshore about the same amount of time as
the West Falmouth spill, the losses amount to a
total of about a quarter of a billion dollars. None
of these figures include damaged fishing gear
fouied by slicks and sunken blobs of oil while
attempting a catch.

I would now like to quickly examine two main
problems both in maintaining and manning
tankers so that oil spills might be prevented.
After investigating the ARGO MERCHANT accident,
the Liberian government conctluded that the

owners of the ARGO MERCHANT were irresponsi-
ble, if not negligent, in the maintenance and
operation of the vessel. Thrae times in the last
three years of operation the vessel had been
totally disabied at sea because of a failed pro-
pulsion systerm. The vessel had incurred
numerous violations in the United States and
foreign countrigs for minor il spill incidents.
Despite requirements for yearly inspections,
the vessel had not been inspected for 18
manths, Upon boarding the vessel after strand-
ing, the Coast Guard found exlensive rusting
and unsale and unsanifary conditions. Many
valves and portholes would not function prop-
erly and the pumnp and engine rooms were not
propefly sealed off from each other. The vessel
had no Loran navigatonal equipment and had
G-year-old charts, a faulty gyrocompass, an
inoperative course recorder and a malfunction-
ing radio direction finder. The owners had pro-
vided an insufficient number of crew despite
the captain’s request, and many of the person-
nel were inexperienced or ungualified for their
positions. Finally, once the vessel was aground,
the owners waited 36 crucial hours before mak-
ing arrangements for salvage operations. We
would not have had the ARGO MERCHANT acci-
dent if the owners had maintained their vessel
and provided an ample and qualified crew.
The difficulty for any group, whether itis the
industry or government, and | must emphasize
any group in this regard, is to ensure effective
maintenance and manning. This difficulty can
be seen vividly in the following. The amMoco
CaDiz was owned by an American company,
registered in Liberia with its head office in
Bermuda, run from Chicago, operated with an
ltalian crew, carried ol owned by a Dutch com-
pany, tailed (o be rescued by a West German
tug and ended up running aground in France.
That is, at the very least, an international and



terribly complicated problem.

The failure to internalize the costs of ojl spills
into everyday operations has lorced govern-
ments to take action. The Uniled States has
been in the forefront, recently establishing com-
pensation funds for costs of third party dam-
ages, losses to natural resources and clean-up
in connection with outer continental shelf activi-
ties. The new amendments to the Ports and
Waterways Safely Act for the most part imple-
ment the MCO resolutions, enacling provisions
to correct many causes of operational dis-
charges. Massachusetts has filed a rule-
making petition with the Coast Guard to go
beyond the sco conferences and establish
standards for small tarkers and targes along
the Massachusetts coast.

These remedies are not enough to solve the
tanker pollution problem. Government regu-
lated compensation for lgst natural resources
is not available to Georges Bank fishermen nor
for non-ouler continental shelf oil tanker spills.
TovaLoP and cRisTAL, while admirable and critical
initiatives on the part of industry, do not provide
adeqguate coverage for the photogenic spills.
The funds total $30 million —that is but a third of
the estimated $100 million damage and clean-
up costs from the amoco capiz spill, And as
Mr. Naess has noted, one nation's ratification of
the mco convenlions does not even come close
1o ensuring the health ot the oceans worldwide.

What more can be done to close these gaps?
Government ratification of the mco Protocols
worldwide is essential. The United States and
Norwegian gavernmenls have taken the lead in
this regard, bul it's up 1o the private citizen to
apply pressures on recal¢itrant nations.

While international cooperation 1s necessary,
nothing is more important than concrate
demonstrations of the willingness of tanker
owners (0 take the iritiative 10 solve tanker

pollution problems. Tanker owners can enlarge
funds covenng oil spill clean-up and begin
to address third party damages. They can face
up to responsibilities in the event of acci-
dents by shirking straw corporations, flags-of-
convenience, and limits on hability They can
enact ihe mco Protocols and get ahead of
government regulations They rmust accept
their responsibilities to maimain vessels and
provide well-trained crews

The rapid growth of oil transportation
threatens the viability of our oceans, inflicting
nequitable costs on coastal residents and
others. | would chalienge us allto live up to a
sense of duty to reduce and eliminate marine oil
pollution with a commiiment to some house-
keeping within the tanker industry itself and a
commitrment to mMore rigorous gavernment
standards. Thank you.

Mr. Horn:
Thank you very much Dr. Murphy. We'll proceed
now with Admiral Benkert's comments

Admiral Benkert:
Thank you very much, Mr Horn, for inviting me
hera to participate in this lecture, even though
Dr. Murphy g usually a tough act to follow —
I've had some conversations with her before.
Ladies and gentlemen. | have a very brief pre-
pared response 1o some of the lopics Mr. Naess
covered in s excellent lecture. Andif this is
the appropriate time, I'd also like tormake a
comment or twa about Dr. Murphy's response.
| should preface my remarks by explaining
that between 1971 angd 1978, | was the U.S.
Coast Guard Officer who probably had the
greatest diract responsibility for all actions the
Coast Guard took (or didn't take), nationally
and internationally, relative to ocean pollution
from vessels by il and other substances, and



commercial vessel safety, | think it's important
to put thatnto perspective when you listen to
my brief comments.

Frest. | would like to strongly emphasize Mr.
Naess' premise that the diverse. complex. and
highly technical problems painted out by the
AMOCO CaDIZ casually ~ and the 1ORREY CANYON.
METULA, VENCIL/VENPET, ARGO MERCHANT, and
SANSINENA — Cannot be solved by emaotional
tirades generated by the news media, or
fanned by publicity seekers and perhaps well
meaning but uninformed “'sideline shooters,” By
no means am | implying that all comments, pro-
posals, or suggestions from sources outside
the industry are unwarranted. | am saying that
whal is needed, as Mr. Nagss and Dr. Murphy
have enumerated, is a solid, professional
approach on a national and international basis
to the safety and pollution problems inherent in
the transport of Gil by tankers.

Inthis vein, a few words regarding iMco and
the actions or inactions of its individuai mem-
bers are inorder. Mr. Naess has givenus a
rather thorough summary of some of these in
recent years, as developed and implemented
by tanker operators voluntarily through IMCO on
aninternational basis. He has emphasized the
need for international action, and to this latter, |
can only say "Amen." President Carter's initia-
tives of March 1977 mosi assuredly gave a tre-
mendous shot-in-the-arm to the governmental
intarnational maritime community efforts.

Since that time we have watched the devel-
opment, under IMCO auspices, of a revised
and updated 1973 Pollution Convention. Mr.
Naess described this very briefly. We've had an
extensive and stringent Protocol to the 1974
Safety of Life at Sea Convention, and the Inter-
national Convention on Standards of Training,
Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers,
Each convention has its own area of coverage

and. in that area, each has attacked pieces of
existing and possible future vessel safety and
pollution problems in a responsible, ethcient
and professional manner. | say etficient
because where else In any international delit-
erative forum has so much been achieved in 5o
short a time?

I'would like ta add, however, that not a single
one of these highly admirable and extremely
desirable internationally arrived-at agreements
are in forca today, nor are a number of therr
predecessor agreements. Many of their spe-
cific prowsions are being implemented by mari-
time nations naticnally on a flag-state basis.

The United States, despite not having ratified
these, orin fact several earlier agreements, has
implemented through national statute and fed-
eral regulation many portions of these agree-
ments, applying certam provisions to both U.S,
flag vessels and to foreign-flag vessels entering
U5 ports. This rather piecermeal approach,
although it exerts a strong effect because of the
tremendous velume of oil imported into the
Unitad States in foreign-flag vessels, 15 cer-
tainly not an international solution to an interna-
tional probterm.

I happen to be a fum and vocal supporter of
IMCU. For a number of years | have represented
the Coast Guard and the United States in that
forum, both abroad and to our Congress. | think
it has been and still is today, despite increasing
political pressures so apparent within the
United Nations, an arganization with active par-
licipation by maritime professionals who have
produced highly benelicial, technically sound
international agreements,

Mare is needed, however, and | would cer-
tainly agree with Dr. Murphy and Mr. Naess in
Iheir emphasis on international agreement. The
U.S. Senate should rality these agreements in a
timely manner. The Department of State should



exert the diplomatic influence andg muscle that
our country possesses to hasten acceptance of
these agreements by our international partners
in maritime commerce. Toa often, | believe, our
country has strongly pressed for international
agreements and action and then itself been a
laggard in following through iully.

At this point, | would like to shift my thought
to an area Mr. Naess has not specifically dis-
cussed today, though | know he understands
this area and happens to be in agreement with
me. I'm speaking of vessel statute and regula-
tian compliance, maintenance, repair and cper-
ation under the responsibility and direction of
the vessel owner. Thig particular aspect of the
problemn tends to get lost either because of the
emphasis placed upon govearnmental action or
lack thereof, or because it gets muddied-up
with the "flags-of-convenience” issue. Despite
international agreements, national legislation
and regulation, steadily expanding and more
stringent flag and port state inspection and
control, and Coast Guard inspectors all over—
in our country and in other countries—the major
deterrent to unsate and poliution-prone vessel
conditions and operation, and, | believe, the
most important aspect of this entire problem, is
responsible vessel ownarship and manage-
ment augmented by qualified, competent ship-
board personnel similarly motivated. We must
eliminate substandard vessels, and substand-
ard vessel operators. Governmental action
can help in this regard, but basic responsibility
still rests with the vessel owner and the people
who run the vessel. | think that we are seeing
major gains in this area.

As afinal quick comment, I'd fike 1o ofter my
compliments to Mr. Naess on what | thought
wag a truly excellent lecture. | think he's most
cohesively put his finger on and voiced many
points that knowledgeable. thinking people

in and out of the marine industry have made
in one format or another over these past few
years. | would like to congratulate himan
tus presentation.

If you'll bear with me, Mr. Horn, one comment
for Dr. Murphy. I'd like to go back to the ARGO
MERCHANT, | think most of us would like to forget
the ARGO MERCHANT, But you know the guts of
the ARGO MERCHANT ISSLE, It would not have
made any difference if that vessel had been the
best equipped in the world and in marvelous
shape. |f the skipper makes an error on a ship,
does net navigate properly and runs aground,
you are going to have problems. It's as simple
as that. Thank you very much,

Mr. Hormn:

Thank you Admiral Benkert. We will now turn
to Professor Milgram and ask him for his
comments.

Professor Miigram:

Mr. Naess has stated that public reaction
against tanker owners fellowing polluting
accidents is not fair. [ will put forth scme argu-
ments indicating that this response is, in many
instances, fairer than Mr. Naess would wish us
to believe. On occasion, it is essentially impos-
sible 1o determine who the owners of a polluting
tanker are shortly after an accident. The owners
are sometimes able to "hide" from public view
for a considerable period of time. To an extent,
our laws encourage such action along with
business and iegal arrangaments that allow
tanker owners to protect themselves from the
full cost of the damage they have caused. Mr.
MNaess has noted the financial responsibility
required of tanker owners by TOVALOP. However,
the $10 million limit 13 often much less than the
cost of the damage. Even the increased finan-
cial coverage provided by crisTaL of $30 million



can be inadequate. As we were told by Dr
Murphy, reports of the funds spentin cleaning
up the oil spill from the amoco caniz exceeded
$83 million. There were other damages not
included in this cost. Clearly, the $30 million
imposed by crisTal did not cover the costs,
Even so, [ would ask Mr. Naess ta report to us
in his latier comments whether even the $30
million has been paid to date.

Mr. Naess has sought assistance for tanker
owners from those outside the industry. In
particular he has cited the need to interest ug
here at MiT to work on tanker problems., and
the need for shore navigational ald and
traffic vessel services to be provided. Each of
these needs requires financial support. As a
facutty member in the MIT Department of
Ocean Engineering, | can unequivocally state
that tanker awners have not provided financial
support for our research at a level appropriate
for us to be able to make substantive contribu-
tions to the problems involved. Similarly, | will
again ask Mr. Naess to make a latter comment
an how much of a direct finaneial contribution
the tanker owners have made for the develop-
ment of shore navigational aids and vessel traf-
fic services. He would like us to believe that,
after an accident, the accusing finger should
more often be pointed at a lack of adequate
shore aids and traffic services and less often at
the tanker owner. Let us not forget that shore
aids and traffic services are conveniences, but
atanker accident almost always results from
negligence in the ship's design, operation or
maintenance, whether or not shore aids are
being used.

Mr. Naess has down-played a number of oil
shipping accidents by stating that if there were
two major accidental oil spills per year, it would
represent, on the average, only one spill in
10,000 voyages. However, there are mahy more

than two major spills per year. Forexample,
records indicate 45 worldwide major polluting
tanker accidents in 1975 and 23in 1976, Thus
Mr. Naess' figure of one in 10,000 becomes
more like one in 500. | would aiso like to point.
outthat in 1976, reported worldwide tanker casuy-
alties resulted in 226 deaths and 87 injuries.
Our speaker has stated that to use the AMOCO
Caiz disaster as an example for attacking
"flags-of-convenience” makes no sense. He
has stated that the reasons for this are that the
vessel was operated in accordance with high
standards and its crew was made up of ltalian
nationals licensed by Liberia and laly. | know of
no compelling reason why a crew should be
considered especially proficient just because
they are Italian nationals. Tha TORREY CANYON
was driven up on Seven Stones Reef by an
Italian Captain. Furthermore, | have not yet
seen the evidence indicating that the amoco
CADiZz was operated according to the highest
standards or that the inspeclions required by
Liberian Registry were sufficiently thorough to
discover developing difficulties in the steering
syslem. United States registered vessels un-
dergo an annual inspection by the Coast Guard.
Every two years, the ingpection is so thorough
that it must be made with the vessel in dry-
dock. The whole ship is inspected inside and
oul. Between inspections, a compiete internal
inspection is made. There is every reason to
believe that the steering gear is thoroughly
inspected in both types of American inspection,
What typs of steering gear inspection is made
for vessels in Liberian Registry and how often is
thig done? It would be instructive for us to see
the last Liberian ingpection report for the Amoco
Capiz to determine the extent to which the
steering gear was examined and when this
occurred. Unlil we have this information, we
canngt state that the disaster was not related 1o



the Liberian Registry of the vessel.

After taking issue with many of our speaker’s
comments, | would like 1o conclude by giving
my support to twa of the matters he raised.
These are recognition of the difficulties in
achieving international cocperation required (o
make effective voluntary plans for reducing pol-
lution, and recognizing that some of our laws
actually oppose the most effective procedures
for preventing pollution. These issues indicate
our laws related to ships and shipping should
be reviewed and in some cases revised; and
unilateral action may be necessary to provide
our nation with the level of safety against pollu-
tion we would like 10 have.

Mr. Horn:

Thank you very much, Professor Milgram. Now
we'll ask our final panelist, Mr. Cole, to give us
tis remarks.

Mr. Cole:
Thank you, Mr. Horn, Having listened to the
preceding panelists, I'm beginning to wonder
whether a prepared commentary on my part is
the answer. | think Mr. Naess is going to have
some very interesting questions and responses.
| would like to respond te Professor Milgram
regarding the "flags-of-convenience” question.
From my experience, accidents don't know any
nationality. For instance, shortly before the ARGO
MERCHANT mishap the Hlagship of the U.S. tanker
fleet, a 250- or 260,000-ton tanker, ran aground
in the Bahamas, fully loaded, in daylight, at 8:30
in the morning, 5 miles off a lighthouse. | under-
stand that she ruptured one of mare of her for-
ward cargo tanks, and it was only because of &
split bulkhead that equalized the oil that we
avoided massive pollution in the southeast
Atlantic area. In regard to the performance of
foreign crews, | would like to point out that

many ather nations, inciuding ltaly, provide
post-certification training that | believe is better
than that given to American flag officers—and |
say this as a licensed U.S. deck officer. | think
it's something we shouid all lock at objectively
without regard to a Liberian ship with a Dutch
cargo and an ltalian crew on her.

Mr. Naess, |'va known you for some time. You
gave today what | thought was & presentation of
the high guality that one might expect from you.
| won't take substantive issue with what you've
said today, but | would like to talk on efforts
underway in oil poliution damage and liability
compensation schemes, a subject that has
been discussed today by you as well s
Dt. Murphy and Protessor Milgram.

Dramatic changes are occurring, and it
may be useful to review the development and
positive direction these schemes are taking
internaticnally, as well as to focus on the lack of
domestic direction in structuring viable liability
and compensation legislation. As Mr. Naess
pointed out, in 1967 the TORREY CANYON incident
drew worldwide attention to the potential con-
sequences of a major tanker casualty. As a
result governmerts, including the United
States, expressed through Mco the need for
alegal regime in tanker liability for oil pollu-
tion damage.

This concern ultimately resulted in two
international treaties: Firstly, the International
Convention of Civil Liability for Oil Paliution Dam-
age (cLc) of 1969, which imposed on tanker
owners primary insurable liability for ol pollu-
tion damage to a ratifying nation's coast and
territorial seas; and secondly, the [nternational
Convention on the Establishment of an Interna-
tional Fund for Qil Pollution Damage (Fund Con-
vention) of 1971, which provided for a supple-
mental fund {0 be created by assessments
against oil cargo owners. The conventions are



complementary and provide compensation
regimes of up to $36 milion, which could be
expanded to $72 million if necessary for recov-
ery of costs and/or damages associated with
marine oil polfution. Speaking of the indicated
high dollar value of potential claims and law-
suits related to the amoco cabizincident, |
might add that the question of proven damages
is debatable.

The clc entered nte force on June 19, 1975,
and currently 35 nations have ratified its
provisions. This numerically represents about
one-third of the nations regquired for worldwide
coverage to become effective.

The Fund Convention, with the minimum
required 14 signatories. entered into force on
October 16. As a matler of interest the United
States, which was a driving force in the creation
of these two treaties, has not yet ratified either
one, along with some athers that they played a
significant role in formulating.

During the late 1960°s industry, correctly
predicting a lengthy ratification process, em-
barked on a voluntary undertaking to ensure
the availability of compansation for oil pollution
damages. Working closely with governments
and with many independent tanker owners — |
believe Mr. Naess was one of those — several gil
companies creatad 1ovaLor and cristaL. These
two plans in many respects paralleled the con-
ventions then under preparation, TOVALOP pro-
vides commercially-insured tanker coverage
and cristaL provides a fund established and
maintamed by contributions from member Qil
companigs. As Mr. Naess pointed out, TovALQP
today embraces 96 percent of the world tanker
tonnage and currenl estimates indicate caisTaL
covers 92 percent of ali crude and fuel oil
shipped by sea

TOVALOP and CRISTAL were structured as
interim agreements designed to expire when

the c1¢ and Fund Convention became univer-
sally effective Thig, as noted earher, has not
cccurted and Ihere are substantial geographic
gapsin the coverage. Agan | stress that
both the i1 ¢ and the Fund Convention are
area-specific and only provide protection to
signatory nations. Towal Ok and CRISTAL, on the
other hand, are vessei-cnented and applicable
to a spill anywhere as long as the owner is a
TOwAL QR participant and the oil cargo belongs
to a participating ol company. In this respect,
| believe the Coast Guard was compensated
tor their pollution prevention efforts in the
ARGO MFRCHANT Case by the insunng
company covering that tanker under 10vaLcp.
Some inconsislencies existed belween
industry schemes and the conventions' provi-
sions. However, in June of this year, which was
when the dollar monetary armounts changed,
both rovaLor and cristal were amended to
essentially mirrar, and in certain respects
exceed, the provisions of the conventions,
Briefly, ~oval g, like the cLc. now establishes a
tanker owner's hability at $160 per ton. nat to
exceed $16.8 million per incident, and provides
compensation for damages to private persons
as well as governments and tanker owners for
clean-up expenses. crisTAL hke the Fund Con-
vention (Cr:s1aL mirrors the Fund Convention
and TowALOR Murrors 1 ). guarantees the dif-
larence between TovaLon (cLc) hability and
$36 million. ck s14L. as m the Fund Convenhion,
atso provides a “roll-back” feature whereby
tanker owners are resmbursed for clean-up
expenses in excess of $120 per ton, but not
oxceeding $160 per ton. Egsentially, this will roll
back the tanker owner's hability under cristac
andg the Fund Convention to about $10 million
Both the revised cristal and the Fund Conven-
ton have provisions (o Increase the aggregate
totalto $72 milion



These briefly are the steps taken by govern-
ments and industry in the internaticnal sector.
Predictably, industry in meeting its respongibili-
ties will continue Toval oF and CRISTAL as long as
necessary. Protection under either regime 1
comprehensive, uniform and equitable.

Nationally, the picture 1s semewhat different
Within the United States a palchwork of oil lia-
bility and compensation laws exists on the fed-
etal and state levels. Each was enacted inan
apparently emotional respanse to a particular
incident or to protect a specific geographic
area. There are bare spots. overlaps, and some
conflicts in the coverage provided. The existing
systern does not protect the citizen damaged
by oil spills. It works hardships upon owners
and aperators of tankers and oil tarminals and,
because of mulbplicity. increases 1he cost of oil
to the consumer.

For four years, the tanker and petroleum
industries have supported legislation that
would create a single large national oil spill
compensation fund, or "Superfund,” as itis
commonly called. The objective of federal ail
spill liability legislation. we believe, should be-
to eslablish one fund at the federal level for
prompt compensation of proven oil spill dam-
ages, establish one set of cil spill liability laws
for the nation to cover all types of oil spills from
all sources, remove both the overlaps and bare
spots of the present patchwork systern, and
minimize bureaucracy.

To accomplish these objectives, the laws
enacled must set appropriate levels of unitorm
liability for all sources of oil spills of any king,
astablish an ample ol spill compensation fund,
preempt the existing patchwork system of oil
spill tiability laws and compensation funds at
the state leve!, repeal existing federal oil spill
liability laws and compensation funds, place
first responsibility for oil spill clean-up and

clairm settlement upon the spiller. make the fund
responsive for quick settlement, and utilize
axisling governmental agencies to administer
it. The: §5th Congress adjourned recently with-
out passing Superfund. The principal point of
conflict was federal preemption of state laws
and funds.

Industry insists that any legislation contain
strong language that totally preempts individual
stales from establishing differng levels of fiabil-
Ity aor taxing petroleum to create separate
clean-up funds or equipment pools. | am surg
you will agree with me that duplication at the
state level in this regard is a wasle of money
and creates ancther level of bureaucracy, the
cost ot which is ultimataly borne by the con-
sumer and the taxpayer.

Dean, thank you very much for the opportu-
nity o appear this afternoon. I'm sure that the
question and answer session will, afier the
tecturer's comments, elicit some lively discus-
sion. Thank you,

Mr. Horm:

Thank you very much Mr. Cole. Before we open
tor questions, | would like 1o offer Mr. Naess
the opportunity to respond to some of these
comments.

Mr. Naess:
Thank you. | will deal first with the charming Dr.
Murphy. She suggests that the tanker owners
are at fault. Well, if there were a tanker owner by
the name of Evelyn F Murphy, | think she would
think otherwise. How can one single tanker
owner teduce the carrying capacity of his
tanker by 20-25 percent? He would go broke.
This is an issue that has to be solved interna-
tionally by the 1978 Protocols. When that is
done, we will be far on our way to a solution.
You seem to talk as if there were something



suspect about running an international
tanker business. | used to build ships myself
n Holland, man them with ltahans, charter
therm to an Amerncan company, and trade to
the Philippines. That was a perfectly normal
international tanker business Musl it be national
only? | think not

Second, to my Inend Admiral Benkert— | can
only say that | admire the U.S. Coast Guard
more than almost any institution in the shipping
world. Itis the hnest service ol its kind, and it
has wonderful personnet. Admiral Benkert is
one of them. He and | agree completely on the
subject of substangard ships. We must get rid
of them. How? Here again, if the 1978 Prolocols
are ratified we will get rid of about 50 million
tons of old ships. The fact that they are old
doesn't necessarily mean they are substand-
ard. It all depends on how that owner maintains
his ghip. But when you look at statistics you
find, of course, mare substandard old ships
than new. When, however, the Protocols are
ratified, many substandard ships will be
eliminated.

Then | come to Professor Milgram, a very
difficult adversary. | agree that there should
be more protection against spill damage. |
am hoping to see an international Superfund
created. No individual tanker owner can take on
himself the costs of cleaning up a serious oil
spill. So everything must be insured, and the
tanker industry has absoiutely no objection to
paying the higher insurance premium that
would be involved with establishing an interna-
tionai Superfund. The United States is thinking
of establishing a Superfund. | would like to
make it an internationat one

He also referred to my figure of one inten
thousand. | didn't mean to be taken so literally,
He nimself mentioned that there were 40 ail
spills. | haven't figured out exactly how many

there were, hut what | meant was that we are
going to have accidents. |fthis planet of ours is
going to be run on cil tor energy and ¥ milions
and rmillons of tons of ail are going 10 be trans-
ported across the oceans. we are going to have
some accrdents. Let's face it

Then he had a shot at the itahans. ltaly has
very high class naval academies, and when a
captain or an officer graduates from an Italian
naval academy, | am confident that he is well
educated. | cannol agree with any siur on the
ltalians — they're just as good as Norwegians.
Thank you very much tor listening to me.

Mr. Horn:
At this point, I'll take some questions from the
audience.

Question:

For the gentleman from Texaco: What percent-
age of the ultimate cost of petroleumn products
is represented by the cost of transpontation?
And.if you were 1o do everything that industry
critics suggest, how much would that increase
the cost of shipping?

Mr. Cole:

| don't have the numbers with me, but | can tell
you that currently, at $12 a barrei ol and a vice
at cosl, it would cost about $1 per barrel for
transportation.

The vLce is actually pretty well off under the
new convention and will not require significant
madifications. Regarding smaller tankers on
long hauls — there will be some cost, but not the
bilitons of dollars Mr. Naess spoke of earlier.

I'd like to speak 1o the question of retrofitting
smaller ships. Industry opposed it. A brand new
ship can be designed and constructed with
defensively located segregated ballast, but |
believe that retrolitting an existing ship is basi-



cally wrong, | think that Mr. Naess' numbers
might be low on the loss of cargo carrying
capacity in ships that have either retrofit segre-
gated ballast or retrofit clean ballast—the loss
may be as much as 30 percent. You burn a
higher percentage of fuel oil to move the equiv-
alenl barrels in a shup operaling at only 70 per-
cent of capacity, again a diseconomy and a
waste of energy.

For a counlry like this. wilh our estuaries and
oil movements up and down the rivers, | would
like to see five years from now & comparison
of oil pollution figures ansing from collisions,
groundings, etcetera, prior to and as aresult of
the new Protocals. Perhaps four ships of neces-
sity will be traversing the Delaware and Missis-
sippi in leuw of the current three. With respect
to cost per unit, varying estimates have been
made, and i'mnot in a position now to slate
what they are They have to be passed onto the
consumer in due course—if that's the pnce we
wanl to pay

Question:

Mr. Nagss, 'm Dr. Dyer. In my opinion. the cru-
cial issue is that acecidents will always occur. |
cannot concerve of a world in which we can or
would wilingly pay the cost of an error-free
operation for a service as vital as oil transport.
We want lo reduce accidents to a small
number —we can't aflord zero, but we don™t
know the right number. What we aren't doing
well enough i this country is marshalling our
intelligence and forces to properly contend with
those spills. We don't have standby capabili-
ties. We don't know what to do except to flail
around when an accident occurs. It we were
sefious about oil spills, we would devote more
effort to amehorate the effects.

Mr. Naess:

Excellent comments. | agree with you entirely.
We could build small ehips 1o carry small
amounts of all, and 'l guarantee there will be
ng accidents. But we can't afford it, so we have
to compromise as best we can,

Question:

Admiral Benkert | would ke your comments on
implementing a traffic control scheme of the
sort used for arcraft 10 conbnually control
coastal traffic in high-risk spill areas. Has there
Deen much research on this?

Admiral Benkert:

I think you are referring to a major control con-
cept for all vessels in coasial waters. There has
been a great deal of research effort and some
monegy spent on specific cases of vessel traffic
system installation in the United States. Therg
are some systemns in our ports right now, The
Coast Guard, among others, is engaged in cer-
tain RAD-type appraisals to passibly expand
this along our coasl. Certain Congressmen and
one of our eminent senatars wanted us to can-
trot traffic out to 200 miles along all our coastline
—the Atlantic, Pacific, andt Gulf. Physically and
practically, thig is obvicusly an impossibility. But
there are a number of thinking people who feel
you can control traffic where necessary, such
as at approaches to ports where traffic con-
verges. The Coast Guard is required to do this
unger the Ports and Waterways Safety Act. |
don't think coastal {offshore) accidents warrant
this — you are talkuing about a taniastic number
of vessels. You could control just the big ships,
thinking they're the ones that give you prob-
lems. But you forget that small ships can run
into them. The idea of an air patrol-type “con-
trol” on the whole coast is economically and



practicalty a tremendous task. And I-don't think
you would get the benefits.

Guestion:

Admiral Benkert: What is your perspective of
the coastal fteet of tugs and barges, its level of
equipment, and the standard of manning and
regulations?

Admiral Benkert:

This is scmething most peaple in this country
don't understand. Barges in our inland and har-
bor waters safely transport millions and mil-
lions of tons of cargo, including oil, coal, grain,
chemicais, and hazardous materials of all
kinds. They have the safest transportation
record in the United States per ton mite or any
other criteria you want to use inthe country,
whethear you compare it with automotiiles,
trucks, or airpianes.

But you have a poliution problem with small
vessels such as barges. A big ship like the uLce
sees no docks at all en route. But barges go
from one dock to anather, and through locks on
the Mississippi and Ohio river systems. One of
the biggest causes ot gil poliution in our waters
—and Dr. Murphy is well aware of this —is the
collision of barges with docks.

The Coast Guard is looking now toward pro-
viding regulation proposals for double hulls on
this type of barge. Thousands and thousands of
barges already exist. You can't just throw them
away. They're a tremendous economic invesi-
ment, and they're needed for our country. You
must devise some kind of scheme, and the
Coast Guard may iook into this, toward gradu-
ally scrapping existing single-skin barges and
implementing new doub'e-hull barges.

But don't let anyone tell you barges are "haz-
ardous™ as such. They are the salest method of
transportation today for bulk cargo transpot.

Question:

The largest number of tanker incidents have
been within 16 miles of shore. In most cases
reports indicate ships were run by unqualified
people. In addition we're finding, as was
reported with the TORREY CanYON, the skipper
will try to beat the tide to save a few hours in
unloading the ship. | would like your comments
onihis, Mr. Naess.

Mr. Nasss:

Ithirk you have a point. Many charter parties
contain a guarantee of speed under all weather
conditions. | have pointed oul lime and again
that thig is very dangerous, because the master
of the ship will try to maintain the guaranteed
speed, whatever the weather is. The ltalian
master of the ToRREY Canvon tried 1o cateh the
tide. He was trying to do well for his owner. He
made a mistake, and those mistakes will accur,
I'm afraid.

Mr. Cole:

I'd ike to speak to Mr. Naess' comments, as
both & charterer and an owner, regarding the
guaranteed speed clause. The oil companies,
in years of negotiating and evaluating the com-
petitive cost af charters with the independent
owners, would have them represent a ship as
being capable of a certain speed under certain
weather conditions, only to find that the speed
had been overstated by the owner and the
charter, therefore, turned out to be more costly.
But in no way do we, either as charterer or owner,
endorse speed under unwarranted or risky con-
ditions. The master is aware that safety of the
personnel, vessel and cargo are paramount.

I can well remember the slosing words in our
voyage orders to ships’ masters for many

years: "Take no undue chances. The final deci-
sion is your prerogative and responsibility”



This is still true. And ttis comes back to the
responsible shipowner of the world.

Question:

Do you think a mandatory state inspeclion
program would e one way 1o solve the sub-
standard ship problem?

Mr, Cole:

Yes, if we're speaking of port state inspection.
The flag state is that which the ship carries:
Libena, Panama, United Kingdom, Norway. Fort
state would be a Panamanian or Liberian ship
visiting the Uniled States, with the United States
being the port state. | think every responsible
owner in the world supports port state inspac-
tion. There are probably 300 rust buckets —and
I'm speaking of 0il tankers — that are causing
everybody heagaches, perhaps due to the
unnecessary measures that have been either
legislated or agreed upon because of them. S0
we, the industry in general, endorse—and |
think Mr. Naess would also —singling out these
substandard ships and giving the port states
the right to stop them,

Question:

| realize the difference in terminalogy here.
I would like an answer, however, as to what
we could dc on a state level.

Admiral Benkert:

Nt for the United States, but, for example,
Massachusetts. You feel that something special
needs to be done for the environmental or
salety concerns in your geographical area. My
feeling and that of the Coast Guard and respon-
sible tanker people is that this should be done
by the federal governmant. IU's the Coast
Guard’s statutory responsibility to do this. One
item in the Tanker Safety Act of 1974, just

passed by Congress. is the concept of annual
Coast Guard mspections of foreign flag tankers
entering U.S. ports. The Coast Guard started
that program sometime before the ARGO MER-
CHANT happened But this inspection should be
standardized for all ports and carried out by
one outfit to avoid confusion.

Mr. Cole:

I'd like to respond o that. The Coast Guard's
in-port inspection program has significantly
benefited the country, But the one problem
industry people face 1s that the Coast Guard
cannot publicize the list of ships with noted
deficiencies. Oil companies themselves are
enjoined by the Justice Department from shar-
ing similar information. Release of the Coast
Guard data would benefit several persons, not
only major il companies that mainmain a sur-
veillance scheme, but small independent cargo
lot purchasers, and the cargo brokers who
have no way of tracking these ships.

Mr. Horn:

I'm sorry we are rapidly running out of time. I'm
guing to exercise my right as moderator to ask
Mr. Naess to repeat a comment he made earlier
to me. In his talk he mentioned slop disposition
—tank washirngs when there are no reception
facilities —and the imporance of establishing
reception lacities in ports throughout the coun-
try. These tank washings represent. according
to the Natonal Qceanic and Atrmosphenc
Administration study, aboul 12 percent of the oil
that is introduced into the oceans worldwide,
the second largest single source of oil pollution
inte the oceans. Mr. Naess, in his autcbiogra-
phy, recommended that old ships exisling in
this couniry be used as reception facilities. Mr.
Naess, do you still think this is a viable solution,
and which country teads the world in deveicp-



ment of reception facilities?

Mr. Naess:

The country that is leading the world in recep-
tion facitities is the Soviet Union, which irritates
me. | have argued that reception facilities
would be the best solution, and | haven't gotten
anywhera because it costs so much money. I'm
still arguing, but the industry has taken upan
itselt 1o say, "Well, that's all very well, Mr. Naess,
but we think we have methods that are going 1o
be just as good or better and will cost much
less.” The methods refer to crude oil washing
and segregated ballast tanks, and if they solve
the problem, fine. Then we wouldn't need the
reception facilities,

Mr. Hom:

Thank you very much. Ladies and gentlemen,
batore you leave | will try to surmmarize the out-
standing lecture, panel comments. and audi-
ence discussion. | think we all realize the great
complexity of the oil pollution problem affecting
the oceans today. There s no panacea. na sin-
gle culprit, no easy selution. It's going to require
the combined efforts of every interested group
of people fo correct and control these condi-
tions. It's taken us a long time {o get to where
we are today in dirtying the oceans, since there
has been natural seepage for millions of years
and man has been adding {o it in increasing
rates over the last half century. It's going Lo take
us & long time 1o correct it. But we've started,
and we've got to keep going. | want to thank the
audience for their parlicipation and lively ques-
tioning, the expert panel for pregenting their
views and responding so effectively, and, espe-
cially, Mr. Naess for this outstanding lecture and
anew perspective full of challenging ideas.



The MIT Sea Grant College Program

We of the MIT Sea Grant College Program
dedicate this occasion to the identification and
study of inventive approaches to major nationa
and international cpportunities in the oceans,
and to all persons whose vocations or interests
are served by the seas.

The Annual MIT Sea Grant Lecture

The MIT Sea Grant College Prograrm presents
the annual Sea Grant Lecture to provide a
forum for Qiscussion of perspectives and
opportunities for our current and future uses of
the seas. The Lecture also explores and height-
ens awareness of the roles of engineering.
science, and the social sciences in developing
marine resaurces, reflecting the Institute’s
commitment to environmentally balanced
development of the oceans and coasts.



