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Executive Summary
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Principle Characteristics

Mex Beam 457m
Dt 18m _|Sustainedspeedat 0%MOR 17 knols

Lightship Weight 45780 DWT
G 0.752  |Total Onwership Cost $251 Million

As techniques are developed to extract more oil from the Trans-Alaskan Pipeline System (TAPS)
than originally anticipated, and the existing fleet of crude oil tankers plying this trade approach the end of
their service life, a need is realized for replacements for this fleet. This paper proposes a state of the art
replacement design for the TAPS trade. The replacement design must have a low probability of oil
outflow, and incorporate high efficiency systems.

A low cost, low risk Very Large Crude Carrier (VLCC) design is presented. The design includes
increased subdivision and double hull spacing over the existing fleet. This ship is designed for a full load
capacity of 125,000 DWT to meet the Puget Sound limitations on deadweight tonnage.

This design represents the state of the art in minimum risk crude oil transportation. With double
side and double bottom widths far in excess of the operational fleet, risk of oil outflow is drastically
reduced over existing designs. Efforts have been made to provide maximum crew comfort in order to
increase productivity. Corporate America has realized the importance of employee welfare, yet the
maritime transportation industry has been slow to catch on. A high 90% MCR speed of 16.3 knots
provides the owner/operator with flexibility to come to terms with the demands of port schedules and the
North Pacific. This high transit speed is accompanied by increased fuel efficiency and seakeeping over
traditional design.



