
Certificate of Compliance Working Group 

of the Lone Star HSC’s Waterways Utilization Subcommittee 

WGMA Offices – 6/6/2012 

Attendee Company Email 
Interest 
Group 

Bob Lain Moran-Gulf blain@moranshipping.com Agents 
Denise Schaefer Odfjell USA denise.schaefer@odfjell.com Owners 
Paul Caruselle SeaRiver Maritime paul.a.caruselle@exxonmobil.com Terminals 
Kyle Munson Transmarine k.munson@transmarine.com Agents 
D'Yani Cox Transmarine d.cox@transmarine.com Agents 
Adib Nasir Oiltanking adib.nasir@oiltanking.com Terminals 
Warner Welch USCG richard.w.welch@uscg.mil CG-VTS 
Anuj Chopra Anglo-Eastern chopra@angloeasterngroup.com Owners 
David Bryant Nordic Tankers dbr@nordictankers.com Owners 
Artie Myers BP myersJav@bp.com Terminals 
Jeff Gidel SPT jeff.gidel@sptmts.com Owners 
Tom Hudson MOL Tom.Hudson@mol-bulk.com Owners 
Milosi Domagala Teekay milosi.domagala@teekay.com Owners 
N. John Pail USCG norbert.j.pail@uscg.mil CG-Prevention 
Jim Andrews G&H Towing jandrews@gandhtowing.com Moderator 
Craig Bertsch Oiltanking craig.bertsch@oiltanking.com Terminals 
joe Daughtry Gulf Harbor houston@gulfharbor.com Agents 
David Kerns Gulf Harbor houston@gulfharbor.com Agents 
Tim Garber Jo Tankers tim.garber@jotankers.com Owners 
Esmerelda Essary Houston Fuel Oil esmerelda@hfotco.com Terminals 
Steve Zucha Houston Fuel Oil szucha@hfotco.com Terminals 
John Darring Moran-Gulf jdarring@moranshipping.com Agents 
Andrew Black Moran-Gulf ablack@moranshipping.com Agents 
Robert Hawn Inchcape Shipping robert.hawn@iss.shipping.com Agents 
Mark Elliott Kinder Morgan mark_elliott@kindermorgan.com Terminals 
Joe Oliveri Phillips 66 joe.oliveri@p66.com Terminals 
Jonathan Wheeler Norton Lilly Int'l jwheeler@nortonlilly.com Agents 
Nathan Wheeler Norton Lilly Int'l nwheeler@nortonlilly.com Agents 
Kristian Heidrich GAC kristian.heidrich@gac.com Agents 
Wally Holm GAC wally.holm@gac.com Agents 
Zach Sparks GAC Zachery.sparks@gac.com Agents 
Steen Pedersen Biehl steen.pedersen@biehlco.com Agents 
Tord Saele Odfjell USA tord.saele@odfjell.com Owners 
Stale Eide Eitzen sei@eitzen-chemical.com Owners 
Niels Lyngso WGMA nlyngso@wgma.org WGMA 
Bill Hennessey ExxonMobil william.s.hennessey@exxonmobil.com Terminals 
Mielissa Nelson AET mnelson@aet-tankers.com Owners 
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Free-flowing and highly energetic, the COC Working Group was attended by 37 
attendees from all corners of the petroleum and chemical shipping process.  The meeting 
proceeded in two phases, with an initial round of brainstorming of current problems and 
challenges each group is facing, followed by LCDR John Pail’s (CG Sector Houston 
Prevention) summary and categorization of the concerns (see table below).  Tabulated are 
all the potential actions that could be taken, and LCDR Pail’s assessment, should the Coast 
Guard take action on a particular recommendation, of how long the timeframe of 
consideration might be.  For the near-term recommendations, he thought those could be 
researched and considered rather easily, and if adopted, would require only Captain of the 
Port approval.  The medium-term recommendations would require more coordination and 
cooperation across Captain of the Port Zones, or some lengthier vetting process.  The long-
term recommendations would require a good deal of coordination and likely action by 
Commandant.  The recommendations assessed as not feasible were ones LCDR Pail 
thought would not get off the ground from a proposal standpoint.  LCDR Pail 
recommended investing the greatest amount of effort in the items at the top of the table, and 
the least for those towards the bottom, but cautioned that he could not predict how the 
Sector Commander would view any of the recommendations and could not speculate on 
which might be taken for action.  This Working Group recommends the Harbor Safety 
Committee proceed with action on all near-term and medium term recommendations, and 
would like to start collecting data to measure the effectiveness of their implementation, 
relative to the efficiency of the certificate of compliance inspection program.  We believe 
this will require at least a semi-formal agreement between the Working Group an d the 
Coast Guard, and a commitment to share data and lessons-learned from cases. 

 That Owners and Agents experience a broad spectrum of interactions with multiple 
Coast Guard units, and are therefore are well-positioned to provide feedback on what best 
practices are in use in the industry today is a particular strength of this group.  The Best 
Practices of MSU Portland, OR were particularly cited and Kyle Munson, at Transmarine, 
provided post-meeting checklists and materials used in that COTP zone for consideration 
for adoption in Houston/Galveston.  The MSU Portland checklist (enclosure 1) is provided 
to the Agent and the vessel master to help ensure all vessel certificates and documents are 
available, in order, and provided to the Inspector ahead of the Inspection.  The efficiencies 
gained from this step are many.  The Inspector can review the documents ahead of time and 
provide feedback for correction prior to commencing the inspection.  The document review 
can be completed much more efficiently and with better training opportunity in the office 
setting than on the vessel.  The more labor-intensive aspects of the inspection are not 
competing with the document review process for the limited time and attention of the 
Inspectors.  Also, this process can be completed well out to sea, where the Master’s 
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attention is not divided between preparing for the inspection and safely navigating the 
vessel.  Although the Working Group acknowledges that the number and variety of vessels 
that call on the ports of the Lone Star Harbor Safety Committee differ significantly from 
those that call on Portland, OR, we believe the concept of a “read-ahead” package and a 
checklist is sound, and that we should investigate how to tweak the provided checklist to 
serve our constituents’ purposes, and then conduct a small-scale trial to iron out any bugs 
before attempting to implement the recommendation more widely. 

   Potential 
Proposed Action Timeframe 

Use of Pre Inspection Checklist To Assist Vessel Masters Prepare for 
Inspection 

Near Term 

Use of Expanded Work Hours To Conduct Inspections Near Term 
Use of Common Mechanism to explain whether CG restrictions will restrict 
vessels from leaving the dock 

Near Term 

Use of Common Mechanism to explain reconsideration/appeal process Near Term 
  

Use of Central Dispatcher Medium Term 
Use of Central Scheduler Medium Term 
Use of Expanded Cargo Waiver (Beyond Current 3 month window) Medium Term 
  
Use of SIRE, National Cargo Bureau, OCIMF, Pollution Safety Advisors or 
Other Industry Personnel to Perform or Assist with Inspection 

Long Term 

Use of SIRE, National Cargo Bureau, OCIMF, Pollution Safety Advisors or 
Other Industry Personnel to Perform Inspection For Potential Expanded Cargo 
Waiver (if Expanded Cargo Waiver Provision is Approved) 

Long Term 

Use of Coast Guard Inspectors At Anchorages (GFA, Bol Roads) Long Term 
Use of Coast Guard Inspectors from Other Units to Perform Inspections, such 
as those in the Port Arthur OCMI zone (short term surges) 

Long Term 

Increase the Number of Inspectors Available (make additional billets) Long Term 
  
Use of Extra Payments in Order to Receive Preferred/Extra Services Not Feasible 
Use of CG Inspectors while vessels are transiting to/from berth Not Feasible 
Use of/Increase-of User Fees to Make Process Smoother Not Feasible 
Table: Proposed Action and Anticipated Timeframe for Improved COC Inspection Efficiency. 

With respect to COC inspections, a frequently cited problem is the inefficiency in 
managing the available time windows of the terminal, pilot/tug, vessel and Inspectors.  
Because the inspections can take several hours, Inspectors have been reluctant to start an 
inspection after 1300, and very seldom will continue an inspection after nightfall.  These 
types of delays, and the tight restrictions on dock time, pilot/tug availability and vessel 
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movements, can pose huge cost overruns for Owners and wreak havoc on Agents’ logistics.  
Our current system’s inefficiencies could be addressed by more nimbly dispatching 
inspection teams, allowing more flexibility for teams to move from vessel to vessel, and 
continue inspections as needed to get the vessel to dock, or ready to move from dock.  All 
facilities are well-lighted and all vessels are required by regulation to carry sufficient lighting 
for safe deck work, therefore daylight should not be a limiting factor.  Additionally, West 
Coast COTP zones have been adjusting their timeframes seasonally, to take maximum 
advantage of longer summer daylight periods.  This practice could easily be adopted in our 
area as well.  These all appear to be issues with near-term solutions, and the entire Working 
Group is eager to develop action plans to accomplish them. 

Another thorny issue is the infrequent, but very expensive, case in which a vessel’s 
inspection at a terminal dock runs into problems or delays, which affect the vessel’s 
itinerary, the Owners plans and profits and, most significantly, the Terminal Operator, 
whose limited dock and transfer facilities are now obstructed by a ship that cannot move.  
The Facilities’ preference is to conduct the COC inspections at anchor or at a lay berth, 
however the extreme shortage of both in the Houston AOR, combined with the Coast 
Guard’s lack of resources and appetite for more frequent, higher-risk at-sea personnel 
transfers constricts the viable alternatives.  A safety valve in this process is the proposed 
improved use of waivers, the adoption of common mechanisms for the Coast Guard to 
manage Owners’ and Terminals’ expectations, and the facilitation of a more rapid and 
responsive rebuttal process for restrictions.  Several of the Facilities representatives 
acknowledge the risks they endure if a vessel’s voyage is delayed, yet in the interest of a 
more efficient system overall, they have been willing to endure these risks.  This again is 
another success story for the HSC, and the cooperative spirit that the HSC construct is 
fostering.  The path of progress lies not with hoping other Facilities will follow suit or with 
leaving these events to chance, but with improving the process to limit risks to all and to 
keep commerce flowing safely and smoothly. 

Of note, industry has observed a degree of parochialism between inspection teams 
located in different COTP zones.  While it may be understandable for a Sector Corpus 
Christi team’s reluctance to expend energy for a vessel destined for a port further north, 
there have been numerous cases of refusals by Port Arthur-based teams to inspect vessels 
bound for Houston, and worse yet, Galveston or Texas City teams refusal to inspect a vessel 
bound for Houston.  It is surely reasonable to expect the Coast Guard to attune its vital, and 
mandatory, services to the needs of efficiency in the marine transportation system.   This 
appears to be a case where centralization is more efficient, where the economy requires a 
robust system of schedulers, dispatchers, transport mechanisms and inspectors, a system 
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able to flexibly adjust to the unexpected schedule changes inherent in a sea-going industry.  
Looking down the road, the prospects of shipping increases to and from the HSC AOR are 
likely to continue for the next decade.  There is no similar expectation that Coast Guard 
staffing and funding will grow with the demands of commerce over that time period, so 
aggressively rooting out inefficiencies will be essential to the success of the port and of the 
nation, now and into the future.  Even with the current boom in domestic production, the 
United States imports nine million barrels of oil per day, and Houston is the nation’s leading 
liquid-cargo port.  Delaying a single vessel, which may carry six hundred thousand barrels, 
or 15% of the national daily total, for even an hour longer than necessary can be extremely 
costly.  We believe a letter to the District Commander in New Orleans or the Assistant 
Commandant for Capability (CG-7) in Washington, DC may be necessary to articulate the 
unique and growing demands of maritime commerce in the waterways of the Lone Star 
HSC, to request more COC teams, more command and control infrastructure to respond to 
the at-times sharp variation in ship arrivals, more assets to facilitate the transportation of 
those teams, and a continual honing of the process to deliver maximum efficiency.  

We discussed some additional, even novel, proposals such as deputizing SIRE 
Inspectors, OICMF Inspectors, Facility PSAs or other industry representatives to help ease 
the burden on the overworked Coast Guard Inspectors.  We also discussed other financial 
options of building responsiveness in the process and the potential use of air assets for 
inspection team transportation to permit more inspections and delay between inspections.  
Some of these ideas may be worthy of additional study, but all seemed to be long term 
proposals in which additional resources must be made available to investigate costs and 
feasibility.  In the meantime, we propose moving forward purposefully, investigating the 
near- and medium-term proposals, seeing how those potential changes enhance port 
efficiency and continuing to make progress in successive cycles of review, implementation, 
monitoring and adjustment. 

Industry is ready and eager to work closely with the Coast Guard in identifying and 
rectifying inefficiencies in the petroleum and liquid chemical shipping process.  This 
Working Group greatly appreciates the participation of LCDR John Pail from Sector 
Houston Prevention Department, whose willingness to hear the issues and help formulate 
plans of action is yet another positive reminder of the real value of the Harbor Safety 
Committee construct.  The certificate of compliance inspection process appears to be low-
hanging fruit in accomplishing the goals of the Lone Star Harbor Safety Committee.  We 
recommend this effort continue to remain a high priority for the Coast Guard and industry. 

#



 
CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE EXAM CHECK LIST 
USCG MSU Portland Port State Control 
PHONE:  (503) 240-9339   FAX: (503) 240-9369 

DATE OF REQUEST:   10 January 2012     

COAST GUARD CONTACT:   MST2 John Newcomer     

AGENCY/AGENT:  Transmarine / Jenny      

PLEASE FILL OUT THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION: 

VESSEL NAME:   FPMC 27     

ARRIVAL DATE:       

PORT OF CALL & FACILITY:        

LOADING   DISCHARGING  
PLEASE SEND THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS TO THIS OFFICE IN PREPARATION FOR YOUR 
REQUESTED CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE EXAM. 
CERTIFICATES AND DOCUMENTS: 
o VESSEL PARTICULARS 
o IOPP CERTIFICATE WITH ALL SUPPLEMENTS 
o CERTIFICATE OF FITNESS (THE ENTIRE DOCUMENT w/ SUPPLEMENT) 
o THE OLD COC (IF AVAILABLE) 
o CERTIFICATE OF REGISTRY 
o CONTINUOUS SYNOPSIS RECORD 
o DOCUMENT OF COMPLIANCE 
o SAFETY MANAGEMENT CERTIFICATE 
o PROOF OF $1100 PAYMENT (Refer to USCG Finance Center:  http://www.fincen.uscg.mil/vif.htm). 
o VAPOR COLLECTION SYSTEM CERTIFICATION (IF APPLICABLE) 
o CARGO TANK DIAGRAM 
o CARGO STOWAGE PLAN 
o LAST THREE PRODUCTS: ______________________________________________________________ 

 
DOES THE VESSEL HAVE AN INERT GAS SYSTEM?      YES  /  NO   
IF“YES” WHAT TYPE:  
 □  FLUE GAS 
 □  NITROGEN GENERATOR 
 □  NITROGEN TANKS 
 □  OTHER.                                                                                                                                                  
 
PLEASE ADVISE THE CAPTAIN THAT THE INERT GAS SYSTEM (IF INSTALLED) AND ALL ALARMS 
MAY BE TESTED AND TO HAVE IT READY UPON U.S. COAST GUARD ARRIVAL.  
 
DOES THE VESSEL HAVE:  (PLEASE CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 
 □  SEGREGATED BALLAST TANKS? 

□  DEDICATED CLEAN BALLAST TANKS 
□  CRUDE OIL WASHING SYSTEM 
□  CARGO PUMP ROOM 
□  BALLAST PUMP ROOM 
 

** YOU MUST HAVE A MARINE CHEMIST CERTIFY CARGO/BALLAST PUMP ROOM IS GAS FREE 
AND SAFE FOR ENTRY! 
 
** IF THE REQUESTED EXAM IS A RENEWAL COC, CARGO OPERATIONS WILL NOT BE ALLOWED 
TO COMMENCE UNTIL THE COC EXAM HAS BEEN COMPLETED. 

 


