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Abstract

In 2018, the U.S. Army Engineer Research and Development Center
(ERDC), Coastal and Hydraulics Laboratory, participated in a navigation
study to assist the Virginia Port Authority evaluation of a proposed
channel widening alternative for the Port of Norfolk, Virginia. The
proposal will allow large coal colliers and containerships to load to a
deeper draft. The proposals also included deepening portions of Norfolk
Harbor and providing additional widening in one section for two-way
traffic.

The simulations were conducted at the Maritime Institute of Technical and
Graduate Studies (MITAGS) facility in Linthicum, MD. Moffatt & Nichol
directed the simulation and modeling efforts, with assistance from Webb
Simulation Consulting. The U.S. Army Engineer District, Norfolk, and
ERDC provided oversight to ensure that all U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
simulator study requirements were met.

The MITAGS simulator includes a variety of environmental forces act
upon the ship during the simulation transit. These include currents, wind,
waves, bathymetry, and ship-to-ship interaction.

Online simulations of the project were conducted at MITAGS. Seven
mariners including harbor pilots and a master mariner participated in the
testing and validation exercises.

Results in the form of track plots and pilot questionnaires were reviewed
to develop final conclusions.

DISCLAIMER: The contents of this report are not to be used for advertising, publication, or promotional purposes.
Citation of trade names does not constitute an official endorsement or approval of the use of such commercial products.
All product names and trademarks cited are the property of their respective owners. The findings of this report are not to
be construed as an official Department of the Army position unless so designated by other authorized documents.

DESTROY THIS REPORT WHEN NO LONGER NEEDED. DO NOT RETURN IT TO THE ORIGINATOR.
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Preface

This study was conducted for the Virginia Port Authority, under MIPR
3K3V3-B5G942.

The work was performed by the Navigation Branch of the Navigation
Division, U.S. Army Engineer Research and Development Center, Coastal
and Hydraulics Laboratory. At the time of publication of this report,

Mr. Timothy Shelton was Chief, Navigation Branch; Dr. Jacqueline
Pettway was Chief, Navigation Division; and Mr. Charles E. Wiggins was
the Technical Director for Navigation. The Director of ERDC-CHL was
Dr. Ty V. Wamsley.

The ship simulation study technical lead was Mr. Eric Smith of Moffatt &
Nichol. Mr. Jeffery Oskamp, Ms. Gwen Lawrence of Moffatt & Nichol, and
Ms. Colleen Schaffer of MITAGS directed daily operation of the ship
simulator. Mr. Jon Gage of Moffatt & Nichol was project manager. Pilots
for all simulations (except for the Atlantic Ocean Channel) were provided
by the Virginia Pilot Association. Atlantic Ocean Channel simulations were
piloted by Captain Larry Bergin.

The Commander of ERDC was COL Teresa A. Schlosser, and the Director
was Dr. David W. Pittman.
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1 Introduction

Background

Norfolk is located on the eastern coast of the Commonwealth of Virginia
(Figure 1). The existing Norfolk Harbor and Channels project consists of a
network of federally improved channels extending from the Atlantic
Ocean, through the Chesapeake Bay, and into the Port of Hampton Roads.
Norfolk Harbor is the nation’s largest coal export port and is the third
largest container port on the U.S. east coast. The largest containerships
and coal carriers calling on the U.S. east coast call at Norfolk Harbor. The
fleet of coal ships and containerships regularly calling on Norfolk Harbor
and channels includes vessels that are depth constrained at the existing
channel depth. To allow deeper-drafted coal colliers and containerships to
transit the Norfolk Harbor channels and to provide a section of channel for
two-way traffic of the larger ships, deepening and widening channel
improvements are proposed. The project is being developed under the
authority of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (Public Law
99-662). This law authorized the construction of the Norfolk Harbor and
Channels, Virginia, Project as described in House Document 99-85, dated
18 July 1985, entitled “Norfolk Harbor and Channels, Virginia.” The local
sponsor is the Virginia Port Authority (VPA).

Figure 1. Project vicinity map.
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Two containership terminals and three coal terminals will accommodate
the deeper-drafted ships (Figure 2). The two containership terminals are
the Norfolk International Terminals (NIT), which have both north and
south docks, and the Virginia International Gateway (VIG). A proposed
third containership terminal is proposed for Craney Island. However,
construction of that facility is estimated to be 20 years in the future, and it
is not part of this study. The Portsmouth Marine Terminal is past the
southern end of the proposed channel improvements. Upgrades to
accommodate deeper drafting vessels are not planned for this terminal,
and therefore it is not part of this study. Newport News Marine Terminal
is located near the western terminus of the Newport News Channel and is
likewise not anticipated to be reconfigured to accommodate
deeper-drafting vessels. Two of the coal terminals, Dominion and Kinder
Morgan, are in Newport News. The third coal terminal is the Lamberts
Point Coal Terminal (LPCT) in Norfolk.

Figure 2. Location of container and coal terminals.
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Objective

Existing Conditions. The Norfolk Harbor project consists of a network
of federally improved and maintained channels extending from the
Atlantic Ocean, through the Chesapeake Bay, and into Norfolk Harbor and
Newport News (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Norfolk Harbor federal navigation channels.
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Table 1 presents the existing dimensions for the harbor channels as
maintained by the U.S. Army Engineer District, Norfolk (CENAO).

Table 1. Present channel dimensions in Norfolk Harbor.

Channel Segment Depth, ft | Width, ft Length, Mi
Atlantic Ocean Channel -52 1,300 10.0
Thimble Shoal Channel -50 1,000 13.0
Norfolk Harbor Entrance Reach -50 1,000 t0 1,440 | 2.0
Norfolk Harbor Reach -50 850-1,250 4.0
Craney Island Reach -50 800 3.0
Newport News Channel -50 800 5.4

Note that as is typical with simulator studies, anchorage areas were not
part of the Norfolk Harbor Simulator Study and are not included in this
report.
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Norfolk Harbor has some unique features that influenced the scope for the
simulation testing program. These features are as follows:

1.

First, most ships entering most U.S. ports are boarded by the harbor pilots
at the sea buoy. This allows the pilot to be in control of the ship before it
enters the maintained federal channels. However, Norfolk Harbor has two
sea buoys. The first is the Chesapeake Bay buoy located near the east end
of the Atlantic Ocean Channel (AOC). (Figure 4). The second is the Cape
Henry (CH) Buoy located between the west end of the AOC and the east
end of Thimble Shoal Channel (TSC). Ships calling at the Port of Norfolk
are typically boarded by a member of the Virginia Pilot Association at the
pilot boarding area located near the CH Buoy. This means that the ship’s
captain, or his designee, cons the ship through the AOC without a state
pilot on board. The state pilots also disembark the outbound ships near the
CH Buoy.

Second, there are two areas of naturally deep water located within the
harbor area (Figure 4). The first is in the pilot boarding area (Figure 4).
The second is in the Norfolk Harbor Entrance Reach (NHER), east of the
Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel (Figure 5).

Access to the containership docks, NIT North, NIT South, and VIG is
provided by private navigation channels. The access channels between the
Norfolk Harbor Reach and NIT North and South are shown highlighted in
yellow (Figure 6). The access channel between Craney Island Reach and
VIG is shown highlighted in yellow (Figure 7). Because these access
channels are privately owned and maintained, they were not included in
the Preconstruction Engineering Design (PED) simulation study.
However, Moffat & Nichol (M&N) evaluated the access channels with
separate simulation studies. The M&N evaluations included recent
improvements to the NIT South access channel that are not reflected on
the navigation chart shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 4. Pilot boarding area.
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Proposed Channel Improvements. Deepening and widening
improvements have been proposed for Norfolk Harbor to achieve the
following:

1. Reduce cargo transportation costs for the existing and future fleet at
Norfolk Harbor by allowing the vessels to call at a deeper draft.

2. Reduce navigation operational constraints caused by one-way traffic in
certain reaches for both the existing and future commercial and
Department of Defense fleet over the period of analysis at Norfolk Harbor.
The most critical existing constraint is the requirement for one-way only
transits of TSC for containerships longer than 1,150 feet (ft) and with a
beam greater than 150 ft (USACE NAO VPA 2018). In addition, coal
colliers drafting greater than 48.5 ft must time their departure to arrive at
the AOC at high tide to avoid potential grounding due to squat and wave-
induced vertical motion.

To address these requirements, numerous channel improvements were
studied during the Feasibility portion of the study. The Preferred
Alternative (also referred to as the Action Plan or Recommended Plan) was
presented in the General Reevaluation Report (GRR) (USACE NAO VPA
2018). The GRR was conducted under Section 216 of the Flood Control Act
of 1970 (Public Law 91-611), which authorizes the review of completed
projects in the interest of navigation and related purposes to determine the
feasibility of further port deepening. The Preferred Alternative is the
National Economic Development (NED) Plan, which includes the following:

Deepening of Atlantic Ocean Channel to a required depth -59 ft.
Deepening of Thimble Shoal Channel to a required depth -56 ft.
Deepening the Norfolk Harbor Channel to a required depth -55 ft.
Deepening the Norfolk Harbor Entrance Channel to a required

depth -55 ft.

Deepening of the Newport News Channel to a required depth -55 ft.
Widening of the Thimble Shoal Channel east of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge
Tunnel to 1,300 ft.

PN

S

Due to vertical motion and other engineering considerations, outer
channels (AOC and TSC) require depths greater than the reference depth
set by the inner channels. Channel depth requirements were determined
by conducting a Channel Analysis and Design Evaluation Tool modeling
study (USACE NAO VPA 2018).
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Additional explanation of the AOC and TSC reaches of Norfolk Harbor and
the proposed improvements for those reaches follows.

Atlantic Ocean Channel (AOC)

The AOC is a 1300 ft wide Deep Water Route with shallower inbound and
outbound lanes on either side (Figure 8). The AOC is used by vessels
drafting 45 ft or greater. The U.S. Navy also requires that aircraft carriers
(drafts 38 ft — 40 ft) use the AOC. As previously stated, the pilots typically
board and disembark the ship at the CH Buoy. The pilots typically take
aircraft carriers through the AOC. Otherwise, the state pilots only take the
vessels through the AOC if requested by the ship’s master.

Figure 8. AOC.
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Depths greater than 60 ft are common just southeast and northwest of the
portion of existing 52 ft deep AOC (Figure 7). When the AOC is deepened
to 59 ft, it is unlikely that the channel shown on the chart will be extended.
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Thimble Shoal Channel (TSC)

The TSC is presently 1,000 ft wide and 50 ft deep (Figure 9). It has two
adjacent north and south auxiliary channels. The auxiliary channels are
presently 450 ft wide with an authorized depth of 32 ft but are not
maintained.

Figure 9. Thimble Shoal Channel and approximate limits of Meeting Areas 1 and 2.
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Two meeting areas were evaluated during a feasibility screening simulator
study conducted by the U.S. Army Engineer Research and Development
Center (ERDC) in February 2017. The two areas, Meeting Areas 1 and 2,
are identified in Figure 9. The simulator study was conducted using large
containerships sized close to this study’s design vessels. The ERDC study
recommended a minimum width of 1,200 ft and a maximum width of
1,400 ft for the design ships to meet. This recommendation was given for
both meeting areas, with the caveat that Meeting Area 2 could possibly be
reduced to 1,300 ft. The reduction might be possible because the water
immediately north and south of Meeting Area 2 is deeper. The deeper
water results in decreased bank effects upon passing ships.

Meeting Area 2, east of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge Tunnel (CBBT), at a
width of 1,300 ft, was selected for the NED plan. Within this segment, TSC
will be widened 150 ft on each side to establish a total width of 1,300 ft. A
commensurate widening of the auxiliary channels is not proposed. This
channel improvement was included with the simulation modeling
conducted for this PED effort. Meeting Area 1 was not selected for the
NED plan, and simulation modeling results are excluded from this report.
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Approach

Real-time ship simulation study. To assist the CENAO and the VPA, a
real-time ship simulator study was conducted at the Maritime Institute of
Technical and Graduate Studies (MITAGS). This study was used to evaluate
the effectiveness of the NED plan. The MITAGS facility is located in
Linthicum, MD. The ship simulation study was conducted by M&N with
assistance from Webb Simulation Consulting. ERDC provided oversight and
review prior to and during the simulations. ERDC also assisted during data
processing, review of simulation results, and technical report authoring. A
detailed description of the approach is presented in Chapter 2.

This report was furnished in draft form to M&N, VPA, CENAO, David
Miller and Associates, and the VPA for their review and concurrence. The
VPA Colonel documented concurrence with a letter to CENAO dated

5 March 2019. That letter is included in Appendix A.
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2 Data Development

Simulator description

The MITAGS training center offers two Full-Mission Shiphandling
Simulators [SHS #1 and SHS #2], four Bridge Tug Simulators, and six
Part-Task Simulators (Moffatt & Nichol 2018). The simulators are built on
the Transas Navi-Trainer Profession (NTPro) 5000 platform, Version 5.35.
The simulation facility is certified by Det Norske Veritas. A more detailed
description of the facility is available in the referenced Moffatt & Nichol
NHC Simulation Plan.

SHS #1 and SHS #2 are Full-Mission Shiphandling Simulators that are
housed within 360° curved projection screens that measure 80 ft in
diameter and 30 ft in height. SHS #3, SHS #5, and SHS #6 are Full-
Mission Bridge Tug Simulators that utilize a 300° horizontal field of view
and 42° vertical field of view. SHS #4 is a Bridge Tug Simulator that offers
120° of visuals and the ability to change the view to any location. The six
Part-Task Simulators have the same model hydrodynamic fidelity as the
Full-Mission Bridge but have reduced visual acuity (single video channel).
The Full-Mission Bridge Simulators, Tug Bridge Simulators, and the Part-
Task Simulators can be integrated into the same gaming area to allow up
to 12 interactive ownships in one exercise.

Required data

For this study, data required included channel geometry, currents,
bathymetry, wind, wave, and visual data of the physical scene comprising
the study area. All simulation scenarios, described by location, initial ship
conditions, wind speed, current, and availability of tugs were developed
in conjunction with the pilots and approved by both ERDC and
CENAO prior to simulation. When conducting U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE) simulator studies, conditions are typically
chosen to represent severe conditions. The pilots indicated that, while the
conditions simulated were severe, they have encountered more difficult
conditions in real life. However, the pilots also indicated the simulator
provided an adequate experience to support their evaluation of the design.

Channel geometry. The navigation channel footprints for existing and
proposed future conditions were furnished by CENAO as a computer aided
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design and drafting (CADD) file in the State Plane Virginia South, North
American Datum of 1983 coordinate system.

Currents. Currents for existing and proposed future conditions were
furnished by the Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS). The currents
were calculated using a Semi-implicit Cross-scale Hydroscience Integrated
System Model (SCHISM) model of the lower Chesapeake. The SCHISM
model was approved by the ERDC Navigation Technical Director, for
Norfolk Harbor Deepening. This model provides a comprehensive
simulation of currents throughout the project area and was calibrated
based on National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) data.

M&N prepared a memorandum documenting VIMS analysis of the
sensitivity of the SCHISM model to grid resolution. This memorandum is
included in Appendix B.

Bathymetry. Bathymetry was obtained from the USACE Hydrographic
Surveys web site:
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/opsdashboard/index.html#/4b8f2ba307684cf597617bf1b6d2f85d

A sample from an April 2018 survey showing the high resolution of the
data is shown below (Figure 10). The depths, given in mean lower low
water are for TSC and its auxiliary channels.

Figure 10. USACE bathymetry for TSC and auxiliary channels.
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Wind. Steady winds were used for the simulation program. Wind
magnitudes and directions were based upon pilot input and verified by the
wind rose at the Norfolk Naval Air Station (Figure 11).

Waves. The model database will support a spectral representation (e.g.,
Jonswap) of a time-varying wave field into the model. This will include the
capability to model bidirectional swell and sea concurrently. Waves with a
height of 1 meter (m) and a 10-second (sec) period coincident with the
wind were used for the four Atlantic Ocean Channel scenarios. Typically,
swell is not included in simulations of interior, which are protected.
Wind-generated waves were implemented for all scenarios but not
anticipated to influence the design ships.

Visual data. The Norfolk visual scene and radar databases existed at
MITAGS prior to this study and had previously been used for pilot
training.

Data checkout. The databases were checked prior to the simulation
study by representatives of MITAGS and Webb Simulation Consulting.
The data were geometrically correct, and all databases overlaid properly.
Screenshots of data checkout were presented to ERDC.
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Figure 11. Wind rose, Norfolk Naval Air Station.
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Design ships

Two design ships were used during the PED simulation study, an
ultra-large container vessel (ULCV) and a large bulker or coal collier. The
ship specifications are shown below (Table 2). Both ships are even keel,
meaning that the draft is the same along the length of the ship. This is
generally regarded as more difficult than a ship that is trimmed (the bow
and stern loaded to different drafts). In addition, the economic studies
were based upon fully loaded ships. The pilot cards for each vessel are
included (Tables 3 and 4).

Table 2. Design ships for Norfolk study.

Dead Weight Twenty-Foot
Ship Length over All Beam Draft Tons Equivalent Unit
1201 ft 168 ft 49.0 ft
uLcv 366.1m 51.2m 149 m 163,239 ~14,000
985 ft 164 ft 51.1 ft
Bulker 300.2m 50.0m 15.6m 210,000 N/A
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Note the draft of the bulker in Table 2 is 51.1 ft (or 51 ft, 1 inch [in.]). The
draft of the bulker in Table 4 is 50 ft, 11 in. The discrepancy was caused
by truncation during MITAGS ship model development process. The 2 in.
difference in draft has negligible impacts upon the study results. ERDC
typically considers channel deepening of up to 2 ft exempt from
simulation because an additional 2 ft of draft will not change ship
response enough to warrant simulation. This assumes that the draft
increase is the vessels do not increase in length or beam and maintain the
same operational parameters.

Both design ships presently call at Norfolk Harbor but are not able to call
fully loaded due to channel depth restrictions.
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Table 3. Pilot card for ULCV, MV Aalina.

Table 3, Pilot Card for ULCY, MV Kalina

Ship nama Contziner Faling Norfolk  3.0.51.24 [Date [03.10.2018
00 Mumbsr WA [ Call Sizn [ | Year il 1903
Load Condition Loadad
Displacement 128160 tons Draft forward 149m / 40 f Oin
Deadwaight 135460 tons Draft forward extrems 1459m / 49 f Oin
Capacity Draft after 149m / 40 f Oin
Ajr drafi 50.1m / 164f Oin Draft after exwame 149m / 49 f Oin
Ship's Particulars

Length overall 60 m Type of bow Bulbous
Ereadth 5121 m Type of stern Transom
Anchons) (ITo. types) 1 { PartBow / SthdBow )
Mo. of shacklas 14714 [(1 shackle =27.5 m /13 fathoms)
Nlax rate of heaving, mmin 15/15

388

1 220 148 H

d

Steering characteristics

Stearing device(s) (ypetla} Samisuspended / 1 Mumber of bow thrustars 2
Maximum angle 35 Power 1700 KW /1700 KW
Fudder angle for neutral effact 0.2 degress Mumber of stern thrsters MiA
Hard ower to over(2 mumps) 12 =econds Power MiA
Flanking Fudder(z) 0 Auxiliary Steering Devica(z) N/A
Stopping Turning circle
Description Full Tima Head reach Orderad Engine: 100%, Ordered roddar: 35 dagraes
FAH to FAS 4756 5 D97 chls Advance 5.4 chls
HAH to HAS 3556 8 0.39 chls Transfer 2.07 chls
SAH to SAS G686 5 044 chls Tactical dizmeter 5.11 chls
Main Engine(s)
Type of Main Engina Low speed diesal Mumber of propellers 1
MNumber of Main Engine{s) 1 Propeller rotation Right
NMaximum power per shaft 1x 73340 KW Propallar type FPE
A stern power 81 % ahead Min FPM 11
| Time limit astern A Emerzency FAHw FAS ~ |16.3 seconds
‘Eugine Telegraph Table
Engine Order Speed, knots Engine pawer, KW EPM Pitch ratio
"FEAH" 237 7444 92,0 1.03
"FAH" 16.8 13114 70 1.03
THAH" 13.6 11310 55.1 1.03
"SAH" 11.4 6136 5.1 1.03
"DSAH" 7.6 1334 282 1.03
"DSAS" -3 1835 -18 1.03
“EALE" -4.8 7383 -43 1.03
"HAS" -3.8 13707 -33 1.03
"FAS" -6.9 12713 -63 1.03
"F5AS" -03 40143 80 1.03
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Table 4. Pilot card for coal collier, MV bulker Zhong Xing Hai.

Table 4. Pilot Card for Coal Collier, MV Bulker Zhong Xing Hai

Ship sama Bulk Zboog XimgHai  3.0.27.0 - Data 03.10.2018
MO Namber NA | Call Sign WA Year buikt 2011
Load Coadition. Partial Loaded_2
210810 tocs Draft forward 155m / 508 1lin
% 34500 toma Draft forward axtrems 1iim W& llm
Capacity Draft after 155m / 508 1l
Alr dra®t $EIm ) lal@ 1im Draft after extreme 155m / 508 118
Ship's Particulars
Length overall 30 m Tyvpe of bow Eualbous
Breadih 50 m Type of stern V.thaped
Anchar(s) (Mo. types) 2 ( PerBow | SthdBow )
To. of shackles 15714 [0 skackie =25 m | 13.7 fatboms)
Max_zate of heaving, m min I
]
i 280 3
] i3
o ( :
l ....... '
Steering characteristics
Steering device(s) (pe Mo Seminuspended |1 | Mumber of bow thruters NiA
haximum angle i5 Power NA
Ruodder angle for neumral effect 035 degress Slumaber of stem thrusters NA
Hard ever to oves(2 pumps) 14 secomds Power NA
Flanking Ruddar(s) ] Awelliary Steering Device(s)  |MA
Stopping Turning circle
w Full Time Head reack Ordered Engine: 100%, Ordered radder: 35 degress
FAHWFAS [T486 1 10.87 ehls Advanes 486 chls
HAHWHAS [8576 ¢ 10.22 chls Tranufer 2.05 chls
SAHWEAS 11963 s 9.84 chls Tactcal disrmeter 508 chls
Main Engine(s)
T T e — :
) rotstion Right
Mlaxinum power per shaft 1z 17950 kW Propelier npe FPP
ASTETE POWET 76 % abead Min RFA 1
Time limir astern WA Emergency FAH to FAS 353 seconds
— Engine Telegraph Table
e Order Speed, kmats EPRL Pichesto |
*100%" 138 16153 ] 1.05
808 1Z1 12480 7 1.08
Mo LK 681 57 163
40 i 2638 40 1.03
%" 43 [IF] 2% L3
= 20%" -18 T 7] 1.05
T L1LE 2003 0 1.03
500 =% E400 57 1.05
T 43 13822 &7 1.0
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Navigation Study

Real-time simulations were conducted during October and November of

2018. Table 5 lists the visitors for the entire simulation program.

Table 5. Simulation operator, October - November 2018.

Name Date Affiliation Session Purpose
8-9 OCT Validation

Capt. Whiting Chisman ;;éz gg Virginia Pilots ;:EEE ; Harbor Pilot
7 NOV Testing 3

Capt. Chad Jamison ?::I%CCT)CT Virginia Pilots ¥:!3:§()1n Harbor Pilot

Capt. Keith Hope 15-19 OCT Virginia Pilots | Testing 1 Harbor Pilot

Capt. David Ware 22-26 OCT Virginia Pilots | Testing 2 Harbor Pilot

Capt. Jacob Johnson 5-9 NOV Virginia Pilots | Testing 3 Harbor Pilot

Capt. Waightstill Avery 5-9 NOV Virginia Pilots | Testing 3 Harbor Pilot
8-9 OCT Virginia Pilots

Capt. Larry Bergin ;2;2 gg MITAGS Igi::g ; meIt:err
5-9 NOV Testing 2

Mr. Mario Sanchez 23 - 24 OCT ERDC Testing 2 Observer

Mr. Tim Shelton 5 -7 NOV ERDC Testing 3 Observer

Mr. Zac Canody 7 NOV VPA Testing 3 Observer

Validation

Validation was conducted on 8-9 October 2018. During validation,

repeated runs were made through the existing condition simulation
databases. These databases were adjusted until existing conditions
were reproduced. The same adjustments were carried forward to the
databases for the alternative improvements. The following parameters
were verified and re-calibrated during validation:

e Ship-to-ship interaction

e Wind effects

e Bank conditions

e Ship engine and rudder response
e Waves and currents
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e Visual scene and radar image for the entire study area
o Location of all aids to navigation
o Location and orientation of the docks
o Location of buildings visible from the vessel.

Note that the pilots were not completely satisfied with the vessel response
during validation. This was mainly for the interaction between multiple
ships and their response to banks during the meeting scenarios. This is not
uncommon for validation of two-way traffic simulations. The hydrodynamic
modeling of ship-to-ship interaction is extremely complex. However, the
pilots indicated that the two-way traffic modeling was still useful as a tool to
assist them in the evaluation of the widening’s effectiveness. The pilots were
able to accomplish this by extrapolating their simulator experiences to their
experience with a wide range of real-world conditions.

Testing procedure

To completely analyze the proposed channels, appropriate combinations
of heading, currents, wind and waves were simulated using both design
ships.

Prior to conducting the simulations, the test matrix was presented to and
approved by ERDC and CENAO. In addition to combinations of wind and
currents, a low-visibility condition was added. This was done in response
to extreme fog observed by ERDC personnel during their reconnaissance
visit. That test matrix is shown in Table 6. Note that the test matrix
included in the simulation plan was subject to change based upon
observations and information received during validation and testing. A full
description of the runs tested is included in the result analysis for each
channel section simulated.

The deepening portion of the improvements was evaluated with one-way
simulations of the entire project.

Numerous simulations were conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of the
1,300 ft wide Meeting Area 2 in the TSC. All exercises were two-way, with
one ship meeting a convoy of two ships within the proposed Meeting Area
2. Multiple ship convoys occur regularly in the TSC. They were also
included in the ERDC 2017 screening program as part of the credible
worst-case scenario. All three ships were piloted, during the actual
meeting, by a member of the Virginia Pilot Association. This was
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accomplished by utilizing two members of the Virginia Pilot Association
and one Master Mariner. In the case of one inbound ship meeting two
outbound ships, the simulation was accomplished as follows:

1. The inbound ship was conned by a VPA pilot for the duration of the
exercise.

2. The first outbound ship was conned by a VPA pilot until the meeting was
completed. At that time, the simulation of outbound ownship 1 was
terminated.

3. The second outbound ship was conned by a Master Mariner as that ship
follows the first outbound ship at an appropriate distance. Once the first
meeting was completed, the VA pilot transferred to the bridge of the
second outbound ship and took the con from the Master Mariner.

Conducting the exercises in this manner required the inbound mariner to
meet the first outbound ship, regain proper alignment, meet the second
outbound ship, and finally recover for the duration of the inbound transit.
This methodology allowed for complete simulation with each ship being
conned by an experienced VPA pilot while maintaining efficiency of the
simulation effort. This methodology was also applied to a single outbound
ship meeting two inbound vessels.
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Table 6. Draft PED simulation matrix.
Table 6: Draft PED Simulation Matrix

pDOSE Area o 0 O D 0 0 0
1 Inbound Full Transit | 14k TEU PED “CH” Buoy Inbound VIG Flood NE 25 kts TBD TBD
2 Inbound Full Transit | 14k TEU PED “CH” Buoy Inbound VIG Ebb SW 25 kts TBD TBD
3 Outbound Transit 14k TEU PED VIG Outbound CBBT Flood NE 25 kts 8D 8D
4 Outbound Transit 14k TEU PED VIG Outbound CBBT Ebb SW 25 kts TBD TBD
5 Meeting Area #2 14k TEU 14k TEU 14k TEU PED Buoy R "2" Inbound G"5" R"6" Flood S 25 kts TBD TBD
6 Meeting Area #2 14k TEU 14k TEU 14k TEU PED Buoy R "2" Inbound G"5" R"6" Ebb S 25 kts TBD TBD
7 Meeting Area #2 14k TEU 14k TEU 14k TEU PED Buoy G "5" Outbound R"2" R"2" Flood N 25 kts TBD TBD
8 Meeting Area #2 14k TEU 14k TEU 14k TEU PED Buoy G "5" Outbound R"2" R"2" Ebb N 25 kts TBD TBD
9 Meeting Area #2 14k TEU | Coal Collier | Coal Collier | PED Buoy R "2" Inbound G"5" R"8" High Slack N 25 kts TBD TBD
10 Meeting Area #2 14k TEU 14k TEU 14k TEU PED Buoy R "2" Inbound G"s" R"6" Flood S 10 kts TBD TBD
11 Outbound Transit | Coal Collier PED Norfolk Outbound CBBT High Slack N 25 kts TBD TBD
12 Outbound Transit | Coal Collier PED N:V:\?v:rt Outbound CBBT High Slack N 25 kts TBD TBD
13 AOC — Inbound” 14k TEU PED “CB” Buoy Inbound “CH” Buoy Flood NE 25 kts TBD 8D
14 AOC - Inbound” 14k TEU PED “CB” Buoy Inbound “CH” Buoy Ebb SW 25 kts TBD TBD
15 AOC - Outbound” 14k TEU PED “CH” Buoy Outbound “CB” Buoy Ebb SW 25 kts TBD TBD
16 AOC — Outbound | Coal Collier PED “CH” Buoy Outbound “CB” Buoy | High Slack N 25 kts TBD TBD
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4 Results

Results are presented in the form of track plots (Appendix C), final pilot
questionnaires (Appendix D), and pilot comment sheets filled out after
each exercise (Appendix E). Results of the AOC simulations will be
presented first followed by the one-way runs for both the ULCV and the
bulker. Last, the two-way simulations for the TSC will be analyzed.

Ship simulation results for channel design tends to be fairly subjective.
The evaluation of navigation simulation results typically consists of track
plots, evaluation questionnaires, and observations that are recorded after
each simulation exercise run. Simulator studies rely heavily on the
experience of the mariners. Therefore, the introduction of human
judgement and execution into the study makes defining exact criteria for
technical evaluation difficult.

With respect to exact data collected during a simulation exercise, the ship’s
position and heading are post-processed into track plots which are input
into computer-aided-drawing software. This allows for the examination of
individual and composite runs and querying of distances between ships
and important impedances to free navigation such as the channel edge,
other ships, and any other objects present in the environment.

Compared to a full matrix of statistically reliable experimental design, ship
simulation studies conduct a somewhat limited number of exercises. This
is due to time and budget constraints as well as the availability of mariners
to con the simulated vessels. That is why simulation conditions are
typically limited to more severe conditions. These scenarios include
combinations of wind and current under which the port would expect to be
able to operate. This is the standard of practice for maximum conservative
evaluation and how all the scenarios in this study were developed for the
combinations of wind speed and direction, current, tug usage, and docked
ships. When subject matter experts undertake the process of evaluating
results, it is imperative to recognize that the data being evaluated are
based on a limited number of exercises. These exercises are conducted
under post-project conditions. This involves deeper-drafted ships than
presently call at Norfolk and meeting ships larger than the present
restriction for two-way traffic. Pilots are also operating with a visual scene
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that is a two-dimensional representation of the three-dimensional world,
which can affect results. All of these variables come into play in navigation
simulation studies and necessitate that simulation reports are provided in
draft form for review by all the project stakeholders.

AOC exercises

Track plots for the AOC are shown in Plates 1 — 4. For reasons previously
discussed, these runs were undertaken with a master mariner, rather than
a harbor pilot, conning the ship. Four runs were conducted, two inbound
and two outbound. It was determined that one master mariner would be
sufficient to properly test the AOC improvements. Transiting the AOC is
regarded as fairly straight forward as evidenced by the fact that the
Virginia pilots are usually not onboard at that time.

The track plot for the Kalina’s inbound transit through AOC during flood
tide is shown in Plate 1. The wind was 25 knots from the northeast. In
addition to the wind-induced waves, a wave surge with a height of 1 m with
a 10 sec period from the northeast was included in the scenario. This
scenario is number 159 in the MITAGS run number system. The ship
remained near the centerline for most of the transit. Between buoys G “9”
and G “11,” the vessel came to approximately 185 ft of the south edge of the
channel.

The track plot for the Kalina’s inbound transit through AOC during ebb
tide is shown in Plate 2. This is run number 160. The wind was 25 knots
from the southwest. In addition to the wind-induced waves, a wave surge
with a height of 1 m with a 10 sec period from the southwest was included
in the scenario. The ship remained near the centerline for most of the
transit. The ship did not come closer than 300 ft to the channel edge at any
point during the transit.

The Kalina’s outbound run with ebb tide and 25 knots of wind from the
southwest (Run 161) is presented as a track plot in Plate 3. The wave surge
was from the southwest with a height of 1 m with a 10 sec period. The ship
tended to stay more on the southern part of the channel. The ship came to
within approximately 180 ft of the channel between buoys G “11” and G
“13” and to within approximately 60 ft of the channel near buoy G “7.”

The track plot of the only bulk carrier run in the AOC is shown in Plate 4
(Run 62). This run was conducted with slack current. The wind was
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25 knots from the north. However, the wind will have minimal effect upon
the fully loaded collier. The vessel stayed towards the channel centerline
throughout the exercise. The ship’s track varied less and crabbed less than
the containerships. This is probably a reflection of the minimized effect of
wind. Containerships, with their cargo loaded on deck, have a much higher
wind profile. This results in a larger sail area.

Full transits between TSC and the dock

Full transits of the project area, excluding the AOC because the pilots are
not typically onboard, were undertaken. Only the containership was
simulated inbound since its cargo is both import and export. The
containership was simulated with 49.0 ft draft both inbound and
outbound. The coal collier was simulated outbound only since it already
transits Norfolk Harbor inbound with a ballast condition. The bulker draft
was 50.91 ft for outbound transits. As previously stated, both the ULCV
and bulker presently transit the existing channels at a lesser draft.

One transit for each full harbor scenario was completed each week,
resulting in three runs of each scenario for the study. Each pilot did not
complete the full transit. Both VPA pilots were on the bridge for each of
the full harbor simulations, so it became somewhat of a dual effort.

Because the runs are long, the track plots are not only presented on one
full track but also are broken down into smaller insets. The insets allow the
data to be plotted at a larger scale for improved visibility. Scenarios will be
presented in the direction of the transits. Inbound simulations begin near
the east end of TSC and progress inward. Outbound simulations begin in
the channel, with the ships heading outbound.

The channel lines are shown as dashes on each plate. In areas where no
channel line is shown on the NOAA charts, no channel line is shown on the
plates. There is naturally deep water in those areas. However, there are
areas where there is a defined federal channel with naturally deep water
outside the channel limits. It is common practice today for the pilots to
take advantage of the naturally deep water, which may extend beyond the
defined federal channel. Continued use of these unmaintained areas will
need to be reevaluated by the pilots for deeper drafting vessels. During

1 As discussed previously, the resultant difference between the simulator and design draft of
approximately 2 in. does not alter the conclusions of the effort.



ERDC/CHL TR-19-17 26

testing for this navigation study, many of the simulation runs between the
TSC and the docks made use of the deeper water in the vicinity of the
Norfolk Harbor Entrance Channel (NHEC). To assist in evaluating the
usage of the ships maneuvering ability during these runs, a separate series
of figures were developed in addition to the track plots.

These figures contain data for the NHEC only. They contain the tracks for
runs conducted under the same conditions of current and wind. The
figures also include plots of rudder angle and engine speed in revolutions
per minute (RPM). The track plots are at 30 sec intervals. The rudder and
engine data are plotted at 1 sec intervals. The rudder and engine data are
plotted versus distance traveled once the ship entered the NHEC. This
gives a good comparison of maneuvering required when compared with
the position of vessel in the track plot. However, because there is a turn in
the NHEC and the ships did not travel in a straight line, it should not be
considered as an exact correlation between ship track position and
maneuverability.

Rudder and engine speed are considered indicators of maneuverability
being applied to the ship. The more rudder angle that is applied, the quicker
the pilot is trying to get the ship to respond. Note that many pilots apply full
rudder angle in short bursts to start the vessel swinging. This is not an
indication that full maneuvering ability is being utilized. Engine speed is
also a factor since increasing the engine RPM will increase the water flow
past the rudder, this increases the rudder’s ability to turn the ship. Pilots
refer to having to use all their ship’s maneuverability as being “hooked up
and hard over.” Being hooked up and hard over for a sustained period
indicates that the pilots have no maneuverability in reserve if it is needed.

Inbound Kalina scenarios

The composite plot of the inbound Kalina at ebb tide is shown in Plates 5,
6, 7, 8, and 9. The runs shown in the track plots are numbers 2, 84, and
120. The wind was 25 knots from the southwest. The transits of the TSC
are shown in Plates 6 and 7. Plate 8 (Inset 3) contains the passage through
NHER. Figure 12 shows the rudder and engine for Runs 2, 84, and 120
NHER. Data for the inbound ship read from right to left. Run 120 was the
only ship to use full engine speed or full rudder. Note that the hard-
to-starboard rudder was a quick response to stop the ship from turning
after an approximately 25 degrees port rudder command. Runs 2 and 84
left the authorized channel to take advantage of deep water. Run 120 did
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not leave the authorized channel at any time. Moderate rudder angles and
engine speeds indicate the inbound Kalina’s transit at ebb tide was well
within its full available maneuverability. Plate 9 shows the runs from

Inset 3, Norfolk Harbor Reach and Craney Island Reach. The runs in these
two reaches were completed without any issues.

Figure 12. Maneuverability plot, inbound Aalina with ebb tide.
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The composite plot of the inbound Kalina at flood tide is shown in Plates
10, 11, 12, 13, and 14. The corresponding run numbers are 1, 83, and 119.
The wind was 25 knots from the northeast. The transits of the TSC are
shown in Plates 11 and 12. One ship crossed the channel line between buoy
R “14” and R “16” (Plate 12) where the water is naturally deep. Plate 13
contains the Inset 3 tracks of the NHER. Two of the ships left the
authorized channel limits to take advantage of the naturally deep water.
Figure 13 shows the rudder and engine for Runs 1, 83, and 119 as the
Kalina transited inbound with flood tide. Throughout all of the runs, each
transit required only moderate rudder angles and engine speeds. The
tracks of all three ships are very smooth and none show sudden swerves
that could indicate an attempt to change course. Moderate rudder angles
and engine speeds indicate the inbound Kalina’s transit at flood tide was
well within its full available maneuverability. All three ships completed the
exercise as shown in Plate 14.
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Figure 6. Maneuverability plot, inbound Aalina with flood tide.
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Outbound Kalina scenarios

The composite plot of the outbound Kalina at ebb tide is shown in Plates
15, 16, 17, and 18. The runs shown in the track plots are run numbers 4, 5,
86, and 122. Note that Run 5 is a continuation of Run 4. The wind was

25 knots from the southwest. These runs will be discussed as they head
outbound. Note that the order of the insets has been reversed. Plate 15
contains the complete runs. The start of the outbound run is shown in
Plate 16 (Inset 1). All three vessels remained near the channel centerline.
Plate 17 contains the NHER plots. One ship Run 4 swung farther north
and ran aground just past buoy G “3.” The run was aborted and restarted
in the northern end of the Elizabeth River as Run 5. All runs, excluding
Run 5, remained within the channel limits of NHER. Figure 14 shows the
rudder and engine for Runs 4, 86, and 122 as the Kalina transited
outbound with ebb tide. Run 122 was hard to port for approximately

40 sec while full ahead in the naturally deep area west of buoy R “22.” This
was done to start a turn and does not indicate a problem with reserve
maneuverability. Examination of rudder angle and engine speed plots
indicates that none of the outbound Kalina’s transiting at flood tide
required the ship’s full maneuverability to remain in the channel. The
ships’ partial transits of TSC are shown in Plate 18. The exercises were
stopped just before the CBBT. The pilots were not having trouble
remaining in the 1,000 ft TSC, so the exercises were ended before they
entered the 1,300 ft wide TSC.



ERDC/CHL TR-19-17

29

Figure 7. Maneuverability plot, outbound Aalina with ebb tide.
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The composite plot of the outbound Kalina at flood tide is shown in Plates
19, 20, 21, and 22. The runs shown in the track plots are numbers 3, 85,
and 121. The wind was 25 knots from the northeast. The complete track
plots for this scenario are shown in Plate 19. The outbound runs end just
west of the CBBT for the same reasons as the outbound ebb runs. Plate 20
contains the track plots for Inset 1. The ships tended to stay on the west
side of the Craney Island Reach. The ships immediately were set to the
west and carried a 5-degree crab angle very quickly after the start of the
run. This was most likely caused by the wind. All three runs transited the
NHER within the channel limits (Plate 21). Figure 15 shows the rudder and
engine for Runs 3, 85, and. None of the runs used more than 25 degrees of
rudder. Examination of the figure indicates that all three runs remained in
the channel and that none required the ship’s full maneuverability to do
so. Plate 22 contains the track plots for Inset 3. One ship left the channel
by approximately 25 ft as it approached buoy G “11.” This was caused by an
anomaly in the harbor database.
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Figure 8. Maneuverability plot, outbound Aalina with flood tide.
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Outbound bulker from Lamberts Point Coal Terminal (LPCT)

The composite plot for the entire transit of three bulker simulations,
outbound from the LPCT is shown in Plate 23. The insets are shown in
Plates 24, 25, and 26. The runs shown are numbers 20, 87, and 123. These
are the only simulations conducted from the terminal to the CBBT.
Inbound colliers are in ballast and reflect no change from present day
operation; therefore, they were not simulated. The outbound simulations
were conducted at flood current to replicate present-day operation.
Presently, fully loaded (48 ft to 50 ft draft) ships sail from LPCT early in
the flood tide. This is done so they will have high water in the AOC. The
simulations were stopped at the CBBT. The pilots felt they had completed
enough of the TSC to evaluate the scenario. Also, west of the CBBT the TSC
is 1,000 ft wide. The improved TSC (Meeting Area 2) widens to 1300 ft
east of the CBBT. Thus, the portion of the TSC west of the CBBT is more
difficult and was the focus of the simulation effort for the bulker. Wind for
the simulations was 25 knots from the north. However, the wind has
minimal effect upon the loaded colliers. None of the runs left the
authorized channel at any point in the transits. Figure 16 shows the rudder
and engine for Runs 20, 87, and 123 as the bulker transited outbound with
flood tide. None of the runs used more than 20 degrees of rudder.
Examination of the figure indicates that all three runs remained in the
channel and that none required the ship’s full maneuverability to do so.
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Figure 9. Maneuverability plot, outbound bulker with flood tide.
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Outbound bulker from Kinder Morgan Bulk Terminal

The composite plot for the entire transit of three bulker simulations,
outbound from the Kinder Morgan Bulk Terminal, is shown in Plate 27.
The runs shown are numbers 20, 87, and 123. The exercises were
conducted with flood tide and 25 knots of wind from the north. These are
the only simulations conducted from the terminal to the CBBT for the
same reason already discussed for colliers outbound from the LPCT. The
simulations were ended after the ships entered Norfolk Harbor Entrance
Reach. At that point, the exercises became redundant with those outbound
from LPCT. All three transits followed similar paths, staying to the
southern side of the Newport News Channel. The simulations for the fully
loaded bulkers indicated little effect from the wind.

A maneuverability plot is not furnished because these scenarios did not
transit the NHEC.

Meeting scenarios in Meeting Area 2

Results from the two-way traffic simulations are presented as track plots
and a summary table for each condition tested. The tables present data
taken from the processed output files in CADD software when ships were
abeam of each other. These are not data recorded during run time by the
simulator operator. Although the track plots are shown at 30 sec intervals,
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1 sec interval data were used to determine when the ships were abeam of
each other. The bank distance is the closest point from ship’s starboard
side to the channel limit. Ship/Ship is the closest point between the two
ships. The indicated speed is at point of meeting.

Table 7 presents ship speed over ground data for the one-way runs
previously discussed. These data are presented for comparison with the
speed data for the meeting scenarios. The speed for the inbound ships is
taken approximately between buoys R “6” and G “5.” The one-way
outbound runs did not pass the CBBT into Meeting Area 2. Therefore, the
speed data are taken approximately between buoys R “10” and G”9.” One
of the three Kalina outbound runs conducted with ebb tide ended just
after turning onto TSC.

Table 7. One-way run speed data for TSC.

Run Ship Heading Current Speed (knots)
1 Kalina Inbound Flood 11.8
83 Kalina Inbound Flood 11.7
119 Kalina Inbound Flood 9.6
2 Kalina Inbound Ebb 9.1
84 Kalina Inbound Ebb 9.1
120 Kalina Inbound Ebb 75
3 Kalina Outbound Flood 9.4
85 Kalina Outbound Flood 8.9
121 Kalina Outbound Flood 7.2
86 Kalina Outbound Ebb 10.8
122 Kalina Outbound Ebb 9.0
20 Bulker Outbound Flood 8.2
87 Bulker Outbound Flood 7.3
123 Bulker Outbound Flood 7.3

The tidal currents for Meeting Area 2 simulations were parallel to the
channel. The magnitude for ebb currents was approximately 1 knot. The
magnitude for the flood currents was slightly higher, approximately

1.3 knots.

Icons from the 1 sec data processing were added to the 30 sec track plots.
These icons are solid and show the exact moment when the ships were
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abeam. An inset scaled to two times the original is included and annotated
with the measurements. Also, additional relevant clearances between the
two ships and between each ship and bank are included in this report’s
discussion of each simulation exercise.

Results from the two-way simulations for Meeting Area 2 are presented
grouped by scenario. Scenarios differ by ship type, current, and wind.

Inbound Kalina meeting two outbound Kalinas, ebb tide with wind from the
south

Plates 28 — 33 contain the track plots for an inbound Kalina meeting two
outbound Kalina with ebb tide and 25 knots of wind from the south. The
results are summarized in Table 8 at the end of this section.

Plate 28 contains the track plots for Run 7. The ships successfully met, and
interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

Results from Run 15 are shown in Plate 29. The ships successfully met,
and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

The track plots for Run 66 are shown in Plate 30. The ships successfully
met, and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

Plate 31 contains the track plots for Run 72. The ships successfully met,
and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

The results of Run 126 are shown in Plate 32. The ships successfully met,
and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

Plate 33 contains the track plots from Run 132. The ships successfully met,
and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.
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Table 8. Meeting results for Plates 29 - 33. One inbound Aalina meeting two outbound

Kalinas. Ebb tide with 25 knots of wind from the south. Clear visibility.

Plate

Run

First Meeting

Second Meeting

Ship

Ship/Bank

Ship/Ship Speed

28

Kalina 1 Out

284

116k
350

Kalina In

Kalina 2 Out

239

Ship/Bank

Ship/Ship

258

Speed

8.8k

8.6k

29

15

Kalina 1 Out

267 ft

349

Kalina In

Kalina 2 Out

360

10.1k

30

66

Kalina 1 Out

221

451

KalinaIn

Kalina 2 Out

427

125k

31

72

Kalina 1 Out

137

Kalina In

Kalina 2 Out

489

551

11.3k

32

126

Kalina 1 Out

175

515

Kalina In

Kalina 2 Out

482

110k

33

132

Kalina 1 Out

246

417

KalinaIn

Kalina 2 Out

454

9.9k

Inbound Kalina meeting two outbound Kalinas, flood tide with wind from
the south

Plates 34 — 39 contain the track plots for an inbound Kalina meeting two
outbound Kalina with ebb tide and 25 knots of wind from the south. The
results are summarized in Table 9 at the end of this section.

The track plot for Run 6 is presented in Plate 34. The ships successfully
met, and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

The results from the Run 12 exercise are shown in Plate 35. The first pair
of ships met successfully. While the interaction was managed by the pilots,
the inbound ship was set to the north and was at the northern channel
edge when it met the second ship.
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Plate 36 contains the track plot for Run 65. The ships successfully met,

and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots. The
inbound ship came within 21 ft of the channel edge after meeting the

second outbound ship.

The track plot for Run 71 is presented in Plate 37. The ships successfully

met, and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots. The
first outbound ship came to within 55 ft of the channel edge after meeting

the inbound vessel.

The Run 125 track plot is shown in Plate 38. The ships successfully met,

and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

Plate 39 contains the track plot of Run 131. The ships successfully met and,
interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

Table 9. Meeting Results for Plates 34 - 39. One inbound Kalina meeting two outbound

Kalinas. Flood tide with 25 knots of wind from the south. Clear visibility.

Plate

Run

First Meeting

Second Meeting

Ship

Ship/Bank

Ship/Ship

Speed

34

Kalina 1 Out

253

430

Kalina In

Kalina 2 Out

273

10.0k

Ship/Bank Ship/Ship

381

11.0k

73K

35

12

Kalina 1 Out

264

Kalina In

Kalina 2 Out

420

475

10.3k

36

65

Kalina 1 Out

244

478

Kalina In

Kalina 2 Out

504

9.4k

37

71

Kalina 1 Out

173

Kalina In

Kalina 2 Out

440

477

10.3 k

38

125

Kalina 1 Out

211

510

Kalina In

Kalina 2 Out

503

8.4k

39

131

Kalina 1 Out

186

Kalina In

Kalina 2 Out

492

427
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Inbound Kalina meeting two outbound Kalinas in foggy conditions with
flood tide and wind from the south

Plates 40 — 45 contain the track plots for an inbound Kalina meeting two
outbound Kalina in fog with flood tide and 10 knots of wind from the
south. The fog runs were conducted with half-mile visibility. This
compares with clear visibility considered to be 5 miles. The results are
summarized in Table 10 at the end of this section.

The track plots from Run 19 are shown in Plate 40. After the first meeting,
the outbound pilot was able to manage the interaction. However, the
inbound ship was set strongly to the north followed by an extreme turn to
port. The turn was so severe that the second meeting is omitted from
further analysis. The pilots did not document how they would change their
approach to this scenario. However, the pilots repeated the scenario after
swapping positions from inbound to outbound. That run was successful
and is discussed in the following paragraph.

Plate 41 contains the results from Run 11. The ships successfully met, and
interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

The results from Run 70 are presented in Plate 42. The ships successfully
met, and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.
However, as the first outbound ship approached the inbound ship, it
maneuvered to the south side of the channel, coming to within 27 ft of the
channel edge.

Plate 43 contains the results from Run 76. The ships successfully met, and
interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots. However, the
inbound ship moved to the far north side of the channel to meet the first
outbound ship and left the channel by approximately 17 ft after the
meeting.

Plate 44 contains the track plots for Run 130. The ships successfully met,
and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

The track plot for Run 136 is shown in Plate 45. The ships successfully
met, and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.
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Table 10. Meeting Results for Plates 40 - 45. One inbound Aalina meeting two outbound
Kalinas. Flood tide with 10 knots of wind from the south. Foggy.

Plate

Run

First Meeting

Second Meeting

Ship

Ship/Bank

Ship/Ship Speed

40

19

Kalina 1 Out

238

10.8k
318

Kalinaln

Kalina 2 Out

356

Ship/Bank

Ship/Ship

Speed

41

11

Kalina 1 Out

296

300

Aalinan

Kalina 2 Out

437

10.6 k

42

70

Kalina 1 Out

136

498

Kalinaln

Kalina 2 Out

409

9.9k

43

76

Kalina 1 Out

237

Kalinaln

Kalina 2 Out

603

519

10.5k

44

130

Kalina 1 Out

180

569

AalinaIn

Kalina 2 Out

505

10.6 k

45

136

Kalina 1 Out

177

566

Kalinaln

Kalina 2 Out

Inbound Kalina meeting two outbound bulkers with flood tide and wind

from the north

552

11.0k

Plates 46 — 51 contain the track plots for an inbound Kalina meeting two

outbound bulkers in flood tide and 25 knots of wind from the north. The

results are summarized in Table 11 at the end of this section.

The track plot for Run 10 is shown in Plate 46. The ships successfully met,
and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

Plate 47 contains the track plot for Run 18. The ships successfully met, and
interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.
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Plate 48 contains the track plots for Run 69. The ships successfully met,

and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots1.

Plate 49 contains the track plots for Run 75. The ships successfully met,

and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots. However,
the first outbound bulker came within 40 ft of the channel edge after
meeting the inbound vessel.

The results of Run 129 are shown in Plate 50. The ships successfully met,

and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

Plate 51 presents the track plot for Run 135. The ships successfully met,

and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

Table 11. Meeting Results for Plates 46 - 51. One inbound Aalina meeting two outbound
Bulkers. Flood tide with 25 knots of wind from the north. Clear visibility.

Plate

Run

First Meeting

Second Meeting

Ship

Ship/Bank

Ship/Ship

Speed

46

10

Bulker 1 Out

231

461

Kalina In
Bulker 2 Out

217

7.6k

Ship/Bank

Ship/Ship

502

10.2k

76k

47

18

Bulker 1 Out

262

382

Kalina In
Bulker 2 Out

415

6.9k

48

69

Bulker 1 Out

154

Kalina In
Bulker 2 Out

535

500

76k

49

75

Bulker 1 Out

202

410

Kalina In
Bulker 2 Out

394

75k

50

129

Bulker 1 Out

182

496

Kalina In
Bulker 2 Out

524

51

135

Bulker 1 Out

209

Kalina In
Bulker 2 Out

1 Track data show the first outbound bulker ran aground approximately 2,300 ft after the meeting the
inbound containership. This was due to an inadvertent continuation of the simulation after the pilot

559

had left the bridge and is not indicative of the channel design.

526

7.8k
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Outbound Kalina meeting two inbound Kalinas, ebb tide with wind from the
north

Plates 52 — 57 contain the track plots for an outbound Kalina meeting two
inbound Kalinas with ebb tide and 25 knots of wind from the north. The
results are summarized in Table 12 at the end of this section.

The track plots for Run 9 are shown in Plate 52. The ships successfully
met, and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

Plate 53 contains the track plots for Run 17. The ships successfully met,
and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

The track plots for Run 68 are shown in Plate 54. The ships successfully
met, and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

Plate 55 contains the track plots for Run 74. The outbound ship met the
first inbound ship near buoy R “4.” The outbound ship pilot recovered and
was able to successfully meet the second inbound ship. However, the first
inbound ship left the channel by nearly 20 ft on the north side before
returning to center of the channel.

Plate 56 contains the track plots for Run 128. The ships successfully met,
and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

Plate 57 contains the track plots for Run 134. The ships successfully met,
and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.
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Table 12. Meeting Results for Plates 52 - 57. One outbound Aalina meeting two inbound
Kalinas. Ebb tide with 25 knots of wind from the north. Clear visibility.

Plate

Run

First Meeting

Second Meeting

Ship

Ship/Bank

Ship/Ship Speed

52

Kalina 1 In

247

8.7k
383

Kalina Out

Kalina 2 In

295

Ship/Bank

Ship/Ship

446

Speed

115k

8.6k

53

17

Kalina 1 In

323

318

Kalina Out

Kalina 2 In

371

13.1k

54

68

Kalina 1 In

289

429

Kalina Out

Kalina 2 In

447

79k

55

74

Kalina 1 In

174

Kalina Out

Kalina 2 In

347

434

9.4k

56

128

Kalina 1 In

210

521

Kalina Out

Kalina 2 In

497

8.1k

57

134

Kalina 1 In

229

552

Kalina Out

Kalina 2 In

Outbound Kalina meeting two inbound Kalinas, flood tide with wind from

the north

540

10.4 k

Plates 58 — 63 contain the track plots for an outbound Kalina meeting two
inbound Kalinas with flood tide and 25 knots of wind from the north. The
results are summarized in Table 13 at the end of this section.

The track plots for Run 8 are presented in Plate 58. The ships successfully
met, and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

Plate 59 contains the track plots for Run 16. The ships successfully met,

and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.
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The track plot for Run 67 is shown in Plate 60. The ships successfully met,
and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

Plate 61 contains the track plots for Run 73. The ships successfully met,

and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots. However,
after meeting the first ship, the outbound ship stayed on the southern edge
of the channel, leaving the channel by over 5 ft.

The track plots for run 127 are presented in Plate 62. The ships success-

fully met, and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

Plate 63 contains the track plots for Run 133. The ships successfully met,

and interaction for both meetings was manageable by the pilots.

Kalinas. Flood tide with 25 knots of wind from the north. Clear visibility.

Table 13. Meeting Results for Plates 58 - 63. One outbound Aalina meeting two inbound

Plate

Run

First Meeting

Second Meeting

Ship

Ship/Bank

Ship/Ship

Speed

58

Kalina 1 In

267

393

Kalina Out

Kalina 2 In

185

111k

Ship/Bank Ship/Ship

347

10.9k

9.9k

59

16

Kalina 1 In

218

Kalina Out

Kalina 2 In

365

361

116k

60

67

Kalina 1 In

181

459

Kalina Out

Kalina 2 In

416

10.2k

61

73

Kalina 1 In

281

Kalina Out

Kalina 2 In

478

413

10.8 k

62

127

Kalina 1 In

173

543

Kalina Out

Kalina 2 In

563

111k

63

133

Kalina 1 In

222

Kalina Out

Kalina 2 In

506

435

11.0
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5 Conclusions

Atlantic Ocean Channel. The AOC was simulated in the same manner
it operates in real life. All simulations were conducted with a master
mariner, rather than a VPA pilot conning the ship. Based upon an analysis
of the data and observations during the simulations, the NED plan to
deepen the AOC and allow deeper-drafted ships to transit should operate
as expected.

Harbor Deepening from TSC to terminals. Simulations of the
deeper-drafted vessels transiting the area between the terminals through
or mostly through the TSC show areas where the pilots deliberately
maneuvered their ships from the authorized channel to take advantage of
naturally deep water. This is standard operating practice today in Norfolk
Harbor but will be reevaluated by the pilots as the channels are modified
to accommodate deeper drafting vessels.

Eight of the twelve simulations of the Kalina transiting the Norfolk Harbor
Entrance Reach did so without straying outside the channel. All three
bulkers transiting outbound through the Norfolk Harbor Entrance
Channel remained in the channel.

Plots of ship maneuverability were included for all the transits of NHER.
These plots documented the use of rudder and engine speed as the ship
maneuvered along the NHER. These figures indicated that the pilots had a
significant amount of ship maneuverability available to use if required.

None of the pilots expressed any concern with bringing the deeper-drafted
ships through this reach in real life. They simply operated the way they do
presently, intentionally using the naturally deep water. As previously
stated, both the bulker and containership presently call at Norfolk Harbor
on a regular basis at a lighter draft. They do not presently have problems
with these ships.

Based upon an analysis of the data and observations during the
simulations, the NED plan to deepen and widen the harbor channels
should operate as expected and will allow deeper drafted ships to access
Hampton Roads marine terminals.
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Meeting Area 2. The majority of the simulation effort focused on
Meeting Area 2. Thirty-six simulations were conducted in Meeting Area 2.
Each simulation had 2 meetings, so a total of 72 actual meetings were
included in the program. The minimum ship-to-ship clearance recorded
during these runs was 258 ft (Plate 28). The next smallest clearance was
300 ft (Plate 41).

The pilots felt that ship-to-ship interaction on the simulator was not what
they would expect in real life when the ULCVs meet other ULCVs or large
bulkers. The interaction forces did not seem to be as sensitive to the
distance between the ships as the pilots expected. The interaction did seem
to be somewhat sensitive to the vessels’ speeds. In general, the pilots
operated their ownships somewhat faster for the Meeting Area 2
simulation than for the one-way transits. The maximum speeds as
recorded in Table 7 were all less than 12 knots for one-way traffic. Only
three ships were recorded going faster than 10 knots. For the meetings
conducted during simulation of Meeting Area 2, 30 ships were traveling at
12 knots or faster.

Despite their concerns regarding the interaction, the pilots indicated that
the simulations of Meeting Area 2 provided sufficient data to extrapolate
how the ships will handle in the proposed condition.

In the pilots’ final questionnaire, the consensus was that Meeting Area 2
would function as designed. One pilot stated that the interaction made him
feel uncomfortable at speeds at which they normally pass today. However,
they do not pass ships this large. These are presently restricted to one-way
traffic.

Based upon the pilots’ ability to evaluate the future channel based upon
their simulator experience, the 1,300 ft wide Meeting Area 2 should
function as expected.
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Appendix A: Virginia Pilot Endorsement Letter



Vlrglma Pilot Association

TELEPHONE:757-496-0995
FAGCSIMILE:757-496-9324

email: dispatch@vapilotassn.com
3329 SHORE DRIVE
VIRGINIA BEACH, VA 23451

i

March 5, 2019

Colonel Patrick V. Kinsman
Commander and District Engineer
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
803 Front St.

Norfolk, Virginia 23510

Dear Colonel Kinsman,

On behalf of the Virginia Pilot Association, we have greatly appreciated the opportunity to participate in
the design analysis of the Norfolk Harbor 55’ deepening project. The project as a whole will have

- enormous benefits to safe and efficient movement of cargo into the Commonwealth and the United
States.

The Virginia Branch Pilots have thoroughly reviewed the report and appendices provided along with
evaluating all of the simulation runs. We are satisfied this report accurately evaluates the simulations
our pilots participated in and strongly recommend fully implementing the proposed deepening of the
channels and construction of Meeting Area 2.

We also remain especially interested in meeting area 1 as hydrodynamics reflect the critical nature of
extending the width of this channel to 1400’. Channel widths of lesser dimensions along this particular
segment do not allow sufficient margins of safety for the current global shipping fleet to meet and will
not accommodate two-way traffic. The proposed design of Meeting Area 1 solves the safety challenges
we currently face.

We are very pleased with the overall recommendations to deepen and widen the channel routes into
Virginia waters as outlined in the Norfolk Harbor deepening project report, We support the simulation
results as part of the design documentation report and thank you for the opportunity to comment on
this critical navigational safety issue.

Regards,

J. William Cofer

President, Virginia Pilot Association
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Appendix B: Moffet & Nichol Hydrodynamic
Memorandum



2780 Lighthouse Point East, Suite D

.‘.‘ Baltimore, MD 21224

‘ (410) 563-7300
moffatt & nichol | www.moffattnichol.com

Memorandum
To: ERDC and Virginia Port Authority
From: Gwen Lawrence
Eric Smith, PE
Date: January 2019
Subject: VIMS Model Refinements for Norfolk Ship Simulations
Project: Norfolk Harbor Navigation Improvements Preconstruction Engineering
and Design

This memorandum documents further analysis completed by Moffatt & Nichol to compare
the two hydrodynamic models discussed in detail in “Further Study of Channel Deepening
in Lower Chesapeake Bay to Support Ship Simulations” (Zhang et al., 2018).

The Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS) had originally developed a 3D
unstructured-grid hydrodynamic model SCHISM (Zhang et al., 2017) to investigate the
impact of channel dredging on the hydrodynamics in the lower Chesapeake Bay area. This
grid model had resolution up to 15 m. Since competition of this model the channel
deepening project proposed in the Thimble Shoals, Norfolk Harbor and the Elizabeth River
Channels has been modified to include a meeting area east of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge
Tunnel, known as Meeting Area #2. Additionally, to validate the channel dredging project
geometry there was the need to perform ship simulations which required a depth-averaged
flow field. There were concerns regarding the resolution of the original hydrodynamic
model for the ship simulation effort. As a result, the SCHISM model was updated with
higher grid resolution in the navigation channel from the Atlantic Ocean through Norfolk
to Newport News. The grid resolution was increased 2 times in the longitudinal and 3-4
times in the lateral directions. Further information on the grid refinement can be found in
“Further Study of Channel Deepening in Lower Chesapeake Bay to Support Ship
Simulations” (Zhang et al., 2018).

The ship simulation study was performed using the original model grid resolution since the
refined hydrodynamic results were not available at the time of the study. Therefore, to
address the concerns a thorough comparison between the original model and the higher
resolution model has been completed by VIMS to show that the depth-averaged velocities
did not significantly change with the higher grid resolution or the addition of Meeting Area
#2 (Zhang et al., 2018). Moffatt & Nichol perform further analysis to compare the two
hydrodynamic models to show that the depth-average velocities used for the ship
simulation study did not significantly change.

Norfolk Harbor Navigation Improvements Preconstruction Engineering and Design
M&N Project No. 10253



Virginia Port Authority

“.‘ VIMS Model Refinements for Norfolk Ship Simulations
January 2019

Page 2 of 17

For the ship simulation study a two-dimensional time-varying current field from the
original hydrodynamic model was used to drive the currents. A representative 24-hour
period during a typical spring tide was identified. For each simulation, a time point is
selected from the time-varying current field to represent the current field at the start of the
simulation, and the currents are updated in the model in real time starting from the initial
current field. For the majority of the vessel simulations the current field was initiated at
either peak flood (14:00) or peak ebb (20:00) tidal currents. As a result, this analysis will
focus on the model output hourly from 14:00 to 24:00. The longest vessel simulation took
approximately 3 hours.

To evaluate the difference in current magnitudes between the original model and the higher
resolution model heat maps were created. To compose the heat maps a surface was created
for each grid and then each surface was interpolated to the same points to allow a difference
to be determine from the two models. The difference in current magnitude between the
original grid and higher resolution grid are shown every two hours for the time period of
interest in Figure 1. Current Velocity Difference between the Higher Resolution Grid and
the Original Grid at 14:00.Figure 1 to Figure 6. A positive difference shows when the
higher resolution grid shows higher current magnitudes than the original grid. Additionally,
two area insets, Figure 7, for the peak flood and peak ebb currents are shown in Figure 8
to Figure 11. From these plots the majority of the difference between the two grids resulted
in a current magnitude difference of less than 0.2 knots. The one exception was in the
Newport News Channel where differences of approximately 0.5 knots were calculated
between the two grids. However, it should be noted that this difference was calculated for
timesteps 20:00 to 24:00 during the ebb current conditions. Simulations in the Newport
News Channel were only performed during the flood current condition. There is one small
area adjacent to anchorages, I-1 and I-2, in the Newport News Channel that had differences
of approximately 0.35 knots during the flood current condition. However, at this location
the coal colliers would be under tug power as it approached the Kinder Morgan and
Dominion Coal Terminals. The typical current magnitude in the vicinity of anchorages was
approximately 0.6 to 0.8 knots.

The difference in current direction between the original model and the higher resolution
model was evaluated for the peak flood and peak ebb currents by vector plots. To create
the vector plots a surface was created for each grid and then each surface was interpolated
to the sane points to allow comparison at the same point. The vector maps for the two
insets, Figure 7, for peak flood and peak ebb are shown in Figure 12 to Figure 15. The
vector length was normalized such that all the vectors are the same length as these plots
were solely intended to compare current direction and not magnitude. On the vector plots
it is hard to see the red arrows showing the original grid because the vectors from the two
grids have negligible to no difference. There is noticeable difference between the two grid
vectors during the flood currents near the Kinder Morgan Terminal. However, these
currents are well outside the channel where the ship simulations were performed.

Overall, the difference between the two hydrodynamic model resolutions was negligible
for the currents used for the ship simulations. Therefore, no additional simulations need to
be performed with the higher resolution current database at this time.
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Figure 1. Current Velocity Difference between the Higher Resolution Grid and the Original Grid at 14:00.
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Figure 2. Current Velocity Difference between the Higher Resolution Grid and the Original Grid at 16:00.
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Figure 3. Current Velocity Difference between the Higher Resolution Grid and the Original Grid at 18:00.
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Figure 4. Current Velocity Difference between the Higher Resolution Grid and the Original Grid at 20:00.

Norfolk Harbor Navigation Improvements Preconstruction Engineering and Design
M&N Project No. 10253



Virginia Port Authority

.‘.‘ VIMS Model Refinements for Norfolk Ship Simulations
January 2019

Page 7 of 17

Current Velocity Difference
Higher Resolution Grid - Original Grid
Nov.15, 2012 22:00:00
I

4,100,000 | 1
0.8

4,095,000
— 0.6 -
§ 104 E
® 4,090,000 2
= 102 &
'5 D
54,085,000 = 10 g
(4] ‘©
S 1-0.2 §
o L 2
8 4,080,000 oa %
> 0.6 3

4,075,000 '

-0.8
L‘.
4,070,000 ' ' ' ' ' k|
\ 0 \ \ \ Q Q
510 20 400 P oo pa0 90 20 s 90

X-Coordinate [UTM 18N M]

Figure 5. Current Velocity Difference between the Higher Resolution Grid and the Original Grid at 22:00.
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Figure 6. Current Velocity Difference between the Higher Resolution Grid and the Original Grid at 00:00.
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Figure 8. Current Velocity Difference between the Higher Resolution Grid and the Original Grid in Meeting Area #2 during
Flood Current.
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Figure 9. Current Velocity Difference between the Higher Resolution Grid and the Original Grid in Meeting Area #2 during

Ebb Current.

Norfolk Harbor Navigation Improvements Preconstruction Engineering and Design
M&N Project No. 10253



Virginia Port Authority

.‘.‘ VIMS Model Refinements for Norfolk Ship Simulations
January 2019

Page 12 of 17

Current Velocity Difference - Newport News Channel
Higher Resolution Grid - Original Grid
Nov.15, 2012 14:00:00

|

4,094,000 . . 1
& 4,093,000 - 05 =
— [}
=

it}
— b=
= 4,092,000 - 0 O
2z Py
[4¥] O
= o
= <
8 4,091,000 - 05 E
O g
> o

4,090,000 ' ' ' ' ' ' -1

W N N i N N
X-Coordinate [UTM 18N M]

Figure 10. Current Velocity Difference between the Higher Resolution Grid and the Original Grid in Newport News Channel
during Flood Current.
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Figure 11. Current Velocity Difference between the Higher Resolution Grid and the Original Grid in Newport News Channel
during Ebb Current.
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Figure 12. Current Direction Vectors for the Original Grid and High Resolution Grid in Meeting Area #2 Interpreted to the
Same Points for Flood Currents
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Figure 13. Current Direction Vectors for the Original Grid and High Resolution Grid in Meeting Area #2 Interpreted to the
Same Points for Ebb Currents.

Norfolk Harbor Navigation Improvements Preconstruction Engineering and Design
M&N Project No. 10253



Virginia Port Authority
VIMS Model Refinements for Norfolk Ship Simulations

January 2019
Page 16 of 17
Current Direction Comparison - Newport News Channel
Nov.15, 2012 14:00:00
4: 094,000 | | | e e e
i L i i i il
—= Original Grid e
= — = Higher Resolution Grid 0
= A j .zﬁ_f:ﬁ
Z 4,093,000 - 7 )
= 7
) 1 /;"
g 4,092,000 [y .
o \;’\ e
z N A
g N B ss s z
@] f: 3 _ s - .
8 4,091,000 piigereant . s : \ a
[ “"':.::.:%'\. SRR .
- A -
4,090,000 : | | . | |
N N N N N N

A-Coordinate [UTM 18N M]

Figure 14. Current Direction Vectors for the Original Grid and High Resolution Grid in Newport News Channel Interpreted

to the Same Points for Flood Currents.

Norfolk Harbor Navigation Improvements Preconstruction Engineering and Design
M&N Project No. 10253



Virginia Port Authority

VIMS Model Refinements for Norfolk Ship Simulations
January 2019

Page 17 of 17

4,094,000

4,003,000

4,002,000

4,091,000

Y-Coordinate [UTM 18N M]

4,090,000

Current Direction Comparison - Newport News Channel
Nov.15, 2012 20:00:00

—= Original Grid

—= Higher Resolution Grid

Z,
/ oy
e A
e A i
o A A4r N
] A ? 4

P
B g i g e o
B 0

R

i

pa
A
,f
A
/
/
4
f
1,
]
| |

Ea
A L

o000 5,000

X-Coordinate [UTM 18N M]

3 3®

Figure 15. Current Direction Vectors for the Original Grid and High Resolution Grid in Newport News Channel Interpreted
to the Same Points for Ebb Currents.
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Appendix C: Vessel Track Plots
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6¢ 31V1d

—————— CHANNEL

DATA PLOTTED EVERY 30 SECONDS
984 FT X 164 FT X 50 FT 11 INCHES
COAL COLLIER
1201 FT X 168 FT X 49 FT
CONTAINERSHIP

SCALE IN FEET
0 5000
Lwnbml bl

WIND 25 KNOTS

NORFOLK HARBOR SIMULATION STUDY TRACK PLOT
RUN 15, MEETING AREA 2, CLEAR VISABILITY
INBOUND KALINA MEETING TWO OUTBOUND KALINAS
EBB TIDE, 25 KNOTS WIND FROM SOUTH
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—————— CHANNEL

DATA PLOTTED EVERY 30 SECONDS
984 FT X 164 FT X 50 FT 11 INCHES
COAL COLLIER
1201 FT X 168 FT X 49 FT
CONTAINERSHIP

SCALE IN FEET
0 5000
Lwnbml bl

WIND 25 KNOTS

NORFOLK HARBOR SIMULATION STUDY TRACK PLOT
RUN 72, MEETING AREA 2, CLEAR VISABILITY
INBOUND KALINA MEETING TWO OUTBOUND KALINAS
EBB TIDE, 25 KNOTS WIND FROM SOUTH
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9€ 31v1d

—————— CHANNEL

DATA PLOTTED EVERY 30 SECONDS
984 FT X 164 FT X 50 FT 11 INCHES
COAL COLLIER
1201 FT X 168 FT X 49 FT
CONTAINERSHIP

SCALE IN FEET
0 5000
Lwnbml bl

WIND 25 KNOTS

NORFOLK HARBOR SIMULATION STUDY TRACK PLOT
RUN 65, MEETING AREA 2, CLEAR VISABILITY
INBOUND KALINA MEETING TWO OUTBOUND KALINAS
FLOOD TIDE, 25 KNOTS WIND FROM SOUTH
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—————— CHANNEL

DATA PLOTTED EVERY 30 SECONDS
984 FT X 164 FT X 50 FT 11 INCHES
COAL COLLIER
1201 FT X 168 FT X 49 FT
CONTAINERSHIP

SCALE IN FEET
0 5000
Lwnbml bl

WIND 25 KNOTS

NORFOLK HARBOR SIMULATION STUDY TRACK PLOT
RUN 71, MEETING AREA 2, CLEAR VISABILITY
INBOUND KALINA MEETING TWO OUTBOUND KALINAS
FLOOD TIDE, 25 KNOTS WIND FROM SOUTH
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—————— CHANNEL

DATA PLOTTED EVERY 30 SECONDS
984 FT X 164 FT X 50 FT 11 INCHES
COAL COLLIER
1201 FT X 168 FT X 49 FT
CONTAINERSHIP

SCALE IN FEET
0 5000
Lwnbml bl

WIND 25 KNOTS

NORFOLK HARBOR SIMULATION STUDY TRACK PLOT
RUN 125, MEETING AREA 2, CLEAR VISABILITY
INBOUND KALINA MEETING TWO OUTBOUND KALINAS
FLOOD TIDE, 25 KNOTS WIND FROM SOUTH
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—————— CHANNEL

DATA PLOTTED EVERY 30 SECONDS
984 FT X 164 FT X 50 FT 11 INCHES
COAL COLLIER
1201 FT X 168 FT X 49 FT
CONTAINERSHIP

SCALE IN FEET
0 5000
Lwnbml bl

WIND 10 KNOTS

NORFOLK HARBOR SIMULATION STUDY TRACK PLOT
RUN 19, MEETING AREA 2, FOGGY
INBOUND KALINA MEETING TWO OUTBOUND KALINAS
FLOOD TIDE, 10 KNOTS WIND FROM SOUTH
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9 31v1d

—————— CHANNEL

DATA PLOTTED EVERY 30 SECONDS
984 FT X 164 FT X 50 FT 11 INCHES
COAL COLLIER
1201 FT X 168 FT X 49 FT
CONTAINERSHIP

SCALE IN FEET
0 5000
Lwnbml bl

WIND 25 KNOTS

NORFOLK HARBOR SIMULATION STUDY TRACK PLOT
RUN 10, MEETING AREA 2, CLEAR VISABILITY
INBOUND KALINA MEETING TWO OUTBOUND BULKERS
FLOOD TIDE, 25 KNOTS WIND FROM NORTH




Ly 31vVd

—————— CHANNEL

DATA PLOTTED EVERY 30 SECONDS
984 FT X 164 FT X 50 FT 11 INCHES
COAL COLLIER
1201 FT X 168 FT X 49 FT
CONTAINERSHIP

SCALE IN FEET
0 5000
Lwnbml bl

NORFOLK HARBOR SIMULATION STUDY TRACK PLOT
RUN 18, MEETING AREA 2, CLEAR VISABILITY
INBOUND KALINA MEETING TWO OUTBOUND BULKERS
FLOOD TIDE, 25 KNOTS WIND FROM NORTH




8Y A1V 1d

—————— CHANNEL

DATA PLOTTED EVERY 30 SECONDS
984 FT X 164 FT X 50 FT 11 INCHES
COAL COLLIER
1201 FT X 168 FT X 49 FT
CONTAINERSHIP

SCALE IN FEET

0 5000
Lwslwgnloulmnbsnl

WIND 25 KNOTS

NORFOLK HARBOR SIMULATION STUDY TRACK PLOT
RUN 69, MEETING AREA 2, CLEAR VISABILITY
INBOUND KALINA MEETING TWO OUTBOUND BULKERS
FLOOD TIDE, 25 KNOTS WIND FROM NORTH
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19 31v1d

—————— CHANNEL

DATA PLOTTED EVERY 30 SECONDS
984 FT X 164 FT X 50 FT 11 INCHES
COAL COLLIER
1201 FT X 168 FT X 49 FT
CONTAINERSHIP

SCALE IN FEET
0 5000
Lwnbml bl

WIND 25 KNOTS

NORFOLK HARBOR SIMULATION STUDY TRACK PLOT
RUN 73, MEETING AREA 2, CLEAR VISABILITY
OUTBOUND KALINA MEETING TWO INBOUND KALINAS
FLOOD TIDE, 25 KNOTS WIND FROM NORTH
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WIND 25 KNOTS

—————— CHANNEL
DATA PLOTTED EVERY 30 SECONDS =

984 FT X 164 FT X 50 FT 11 INCHES
COAL COLLIER

1201 FT X 168 FT X 49 FT NORFOLK HARBOR SIMULATION STUDY TRACK PLOT
RUN 133, MEETING AREA 2, CLEAR VISABILITY
SCALE INFEET 5000 OUTBOUND KALINA MEETING TWO INBOUND KALINAS
Lo FLOOD TIDE, 25 KNOTS WIND FROM NORTH
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Appendix D: Final Pilot Questionnaires



NORFOLK HARBOR PED PILOT FINAL EVALUATION REALISM RATINGS AND COMMENTS

SECTION A = REALISM OF “REALISM"” Rating

Pilot/Captain: [Falites W@;\_}

| 1=Unrealistic 5=Average 10=Excellent

SIMULATION | Scale
MSC Kalina Class Ship Model Realism (Circle Choice) Increasing RealismO00
1 MSC Kalina 49’ Draft ka0 o T B R LR Qa 9 | 10
2. Bulk Zhong Xing Hai 50’ 11" Draft 1 2 314 |5 6 8 | 9 |10
Comments

Berey Sips dEEM T A:cqurTE:‘L\/ ESppsse~oT Waar
e MigHT S W i';zeiAL__ \kbfzz_'DHLGLJb:Tﬁous_
We HAJE RO HAD THE GSVERT S S
BpeRieess er, got T ACTOPATE SWMitA=Z—
ESSponNse) .

Containership seems to act like a real vessel would under most circumstances.




Environmental Conditions Realism (Circle Choice) Increasing RealismIOO

3. Flood 1l2]3lals|e|7 @ 9 |10
" Ebb 1l2(3|a|ls|e|7]|(® 9]1w0
5. - Wind e ol ek L b @ 10
6. Visibility 123 |4a|s|e6]7|8]|o @

Comments: JodSASS (T IS O FHIaXT o OSTEpMiNGS \Nidic
EANIEOVIASVTAC Coldimiow S aeEaTt M6 THe Shhip
THE MoSST ... BOT SucH Aze THE GipeoMSTAceES
1= Vet e THE SIMURATOR- DRODITED AN
AccOPATE [2SPRESENTATION

Database Channel Realism | (Circle Choice) Increasing RealismOOM
7 Thimble Shoal Channel a8 e b s o B e el s 5 @) 9 iE10
8. Norfolk Harbor Area 1 2 3 4 5 6 @ 8§19 |10
9. Newport News Area 161 fe) Bie B el Bl e (00 pler il ey @ 10

Comments: 11— = CEFEN DEFRCOUT T [EEEREATE THE
NOAVCED ofF TUE WAY SHIPS BEHANE '™ deptArs
CoRTIoRS OF SHFFERET GUiNOELS. THE ST
Dees AR ApEpoATE OB oF RepR=SerTido WeRT

We ofsepieE. THE Nopfo—- HAR SR STz AUCE
@=Aac| MAY HAUE [BENEBALED cepTAN \NCOUSISTENTIES
N THE DATA BARE WimAus, Bop THeBE SeEM To
Have GoTEA BEESALNED.



Section B = Safety of
Maneuver in Real- Overall “SAFETY” Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average 10=Very Safe
Word Conditions

Overall Safety of for this Transit in the tested |

Canditions (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety[IEIL]
: MSC Kaline 49 Draft e b3l 4 s el 7 815 40
2 Bulk Zhong Xing Hai 50’ 11" Draft | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 @ 718|910

Based upon your simulator runs, do you feel the channel improvements function as intended and do
you think you will be able to perform the same maneuvers in real life once the improvements are

constructed? oo ept T oo PO MET HAUE THE RENSERT ©F
S ERCERERICES TR PRAW ON, T BEUSUE THE
SIMOLATER- PONS  \NBIdATE THE CHANRIEL VAT=EEAEITS
WU Foreriond AS  wiTeENoen, . S THe MasOoXxe RS o
THE SiMouAT = INCICATE THAT THESE SITOATIONS
IN Reat— YfFeE N 8= \fEP:f Cb-ﬁg_x_ewéudél SoT
OOELIT TS e ABE T BE SEXxeEED S/\:Q-—‘—f

Also any other additional comments.

Tue INTERACTIe) BETUEEAD MeeTide St MebELS oI e
BEROORED Fea o EED APPUcATIows O pososi AND
BEuANcE oN WERSASED HopseponeS 2 - BT o
WHIc Wi s CpeATE AN M O OAFRETARLE | DITOATICN
O THE BRCCE . T 1D UNUTRA T HAave S exppe™
(N A UES. HowsuER, ened ORoER THeESE
Codosﬂ@*-’%, MeeTTOoesS \NaRe SQF&\/ st o == 5>




NORFOLK HARBOR PED PILOT FINAL EVALUATION REALISM RATINGS AND COMMENTS

o/ /1% LeTh HOPE

SECTION A = REALISM OF “REALISM” Rating

1=Unrealistic 5=Average 10=Excellent

SIMULATION Scale

MSC Kalina Class Ship Model Realism (Circle Choice) Increasing RealismO00

1. MSC Kalina 49’ Draft

2. | BulkZhongXingHai50'11"Draft | 1 | 2 |3 |4 |5 |6 |7 [(8) 9 |10

Comments

V\fi’, 5( N\U\C’&(’W{ The !’4&‘ NG~ N )8 -J'lm alS ay\;( -f/ﬂc
IOV\ \< CorriCv™ OQ 3-4 runs- Bulk s L"}P% arc
icsg S 20V G “Uk 5a‘w\v\0\‘¥or (\CS[)ar»olC&l.

. |
(ot

Th i
resfo,\l Va S

\\I hand 15 ke o BOO( WSSC{ W/

O W~

P\Gur O C./”Y’m“ &

Containership seems to act like a real vessel would under most circumstances.




Environmental Conditions Realism . (Circle Choice) Increasing RealismO00

3. Flood 123_4557810.

S RS DL L

& Visibility 1123 |4|5]6 9

Comments: Oﬂ Som( —,’ho‘\\g 'H‘( \[LSSC-{ f‘f5f,70w‘:{(,([ cd‘%’[ﬂch / |
—%D WIWF Wéu]a\ e 6-;&;}@0%@ QOM He L«,-l‘/J, " +-8 ch{fﬂmwf\

| ke g Accurte - Hene&
Ovell , Jowtser, Fhe Sl was iy becum

Database Channel Rea e Choice easing RealismO00

| 74 e Thimble Shoal chanﬁél | 1 | 2 3 4 . 5 6 @ 9- .1'0
8. Norfolk Harbor Area | 1 2 | 3 | 4 [ 5 6 7| 8 @ 10

! Newport News Area gl gl il o s @ 10

commenss: T Chunrls ot Nocfolk Hacbo— and /\/c’vu/%f*o
News  wire Vi ralistic, Oa Hhese WSI%@ W’Oj [;{C
inttwckion with otk grssels. On i Irals i /‘7*"*)[7
v A | | o N | #m L
6% )S Vi LW! Muf%p/c"_ N("ij‘lj' Seha 105 .%p ;; M@ G’C .
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Section B = Safety of

Maneuver in Real- Overall “SAFETY” Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average 10=Very Safe
Word Conditions

Overall Safety of for this Transit in the tested "
‘ conditions?

| {
. MSC Kaline 49’ Draft 1 f2 sl 4@ ] 7 e s o

Bulk Zhong Xing Hai50’ 11" Draft | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 Cs) 7 18| 9|10

(Circle Choice) Increasing Safety(100

2.

Based upon your simulator runs, do you feel the channel improvements function as intended and do
you think you will be able to perform the same maneuvers in real life once the improvements are

conSt‘r\l}‘c:jﬂ :,\/1/\ HL 'uml C,mecl Uiﬂ' “ bf‘ J ‘}UmL[
Hhe intdaction b%{tn 7 Kokmc» Class S*\np drow i
| 5L e e Mftw‘—vj
leol ‘Ffﬂ U/‘Lumﬁ.f“v\la‘t ard Gncernd

U ~ ,d’u\ \1! .L
\liflir{f\\ HANPW@MiC/S aﬂA e [ gM\,loLJ«J

N\Jr 0\\' S(PffO\S I (,urrcw\'jl gftl Cnm—(-v Jr%\a‘u Mff}'j OJ"’S
Also any other additional comments. 'a H\ i d ﬁ(’ 4‘ CMWF \(
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NORFOLK HARBOR PED PILOT FINAL EVALUATION REALISM RATINGS AND COMMENTS

\O / 24 / | 2 Pilot/Captain: D AUID \\/ﬁ e

SECTION A = REALISM OF “REALISM” Rating
SIMULATION Scale

1=Unrealistic 5=Average 10=Excellent

MSC Kalina Class Ship Model Realism (Circle Choice) Increasing RealismO0]
4 MSC Kaline 49’ Draft 1o 3 e ey o 9 | 10
9. Bulk Zhong Xing Hai50’11"Draft | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 |5 |6 | 7 [/ y 9 | 10
Comments
Burree sauaT APPEARED To BE

EXAGERATED

Containership seems to act like a real vessel would under most circumstances.




Environmental Conditions Realism 1 Increasing RealismO00

3. Flood - 1ol Se2lngiilind ol S RGeS 6L A7) 6 8 10
4 Ebb 1123 |4|5]|6|7]8 @ 10
s, Wind vilo |3 lals el s 10
6. Visibility 1123 |4|5|6|7|38 (9/\ 10
Comments:
Database Channel Rea e Choice easing Rea 100
7 1 Thiiﬂble Shoal Channel il 1) | 3 | 4 75 6 ( 77 ' 8 -9' 10
8. Norfolk Harbor Area 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9/ 10
9. Newport News Area il 2 3 4 | 5 6 7 8 l' !-J 10
N

Comments:



Section B = Safety of
Maneuver in Real- Overall “SAFETY” Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average @ 10=Very Safe
Word Conditions

‘“-O-verall Safety of for this Transitr in the fested |

L | (Circle Choice) Increasing Safetyl00
£ MSC Kaline 49’ Draft e ls 12 its lel 7 T il i
5 Bulk Zhong Xing Hai50' 11" Draft | 1 [ 2 [ 3 |4 [ s |6 |7 |8 [(o)] 10

Based upon your simulator runs, do you feel the channel improvements function as intended and do
you think you will be able to perform the same maneuvers in real life once the improvements are
constructed?

\/ ES S IMPROVEMEN TS EOnCTION:. A S
| VTENDPED |

\_/Eé < AME  MANEVIERS CAN RE

[PER FOLMED

Also any other additional comments.




NORFOLK HARBOR PED PILOT FINAL EVALUATION REALISM RATINGS AND COMMENTS

mozq . l % Pilot/Captain: le\ \ SVY‘C\ "

SECTIONA=REALISMOF |  “REALISM” Rating

1=Unrealistic 5=Average 10=Excellent
SIMULATION ‘ Scale

MSC Kalina Class Ship Model Realism (Circle Choice) Increasing RealismO0O0O
. MSC Kaline 49’ Draft e e R 9 | 10
2. Bulk Zhong Xing Hai 50’ 11" Draft 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 @ 9 ’ 10
Comments

BGH/\ Ve6gels See med g hve Qecurale SM@ inkad on.
[San K ()ﬂW Was minima| wWhich J Hatn f&(;s @('a»{fzk
In e jiden Chonnels becavse @Q fre a0 Of S @

Containership seems to act like a real vessel would under most circumstances.




Environmental Conditions Realism (Circle Choice) Increasing RealismO00

3. Flood 1234@678910
5

" Ebb 1]2]3]|4 6|7 (89|10

- Wind i o (87|89 |10

& Visibility 1 & 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 | 10
Comments:

Database Channel Realism (Circle Choice) Increasing RealismO0O0
Tﬁimble Sﬁoa! - Chanﬁel
8. Norfolk Harbor Area 1 2 3 4 | 5 6 @ . 8|19 |10
9. Newport News Area il 2 3 4 15 6 @ 8910

Comments:



Section B = Safety of
Maneuver in Real- Overall “SAFETY” Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average | 10=Very Safe

Word Conditions

Ovérail Safey of for ths Transit nthe tested

conditions? (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety[l[O
7 MSC Kaline 49’ Draft 1 afEe et el g R G
Y
2. | BulkZhongXingHaiso'11"Draft | 1 | 2 [ 3| a|s |6 | 7] s @ 10

Based upon your simulator runs, do you feel the channel improvements function as intended and do

you think you will be able to perform the same maneuvers in real life once the improvaents are
constructed? 4not 56 0(&,0

MSC Kaline Pwﬂarm@{ gell n the [300angl 460 Thanre S
AS l"n‘fv\d(f’ﬁ{.

The bulk Cavviey mv\ry({e(/ el 1n fhe Chaae| rlm[)m(’wmﬁg

Also any other additional comments.




SECTION A = REALISM OF “REALISM” Rating
SIMULATION Scale

{ 1=Unrealistic

5=Average

10=Excellent

MSC Kalina Class Ship Model Realism (Circle Choice) Increasing RealismO00
.| wsckalined¥omt |l r 24l s el B 10
2. | BulkZhongXingHai50'11”Draft | 1 | 2 |3 |4 |5 |6 | 7 |(B) 9 |@

Comments SHps 20+ RAYOW%E. A0

Pefe fFotnn e LU AD

MA’&-ES AT L(‘T 1S A CTTHE . oo

SwvaicAac TO '\Vh QOO Tet— ¢ D g p taotden SRS 1 —

M ero—  CoAds. Tue secep THAT THE iy,




NORFOLK HARBOR PED PILOT FINAL EVALUATION REALISM RATINGS AND COMMENTS

Containership seems to act like a real vessel would under most circumstances.
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Environmental Conditions Realism (Circle Choice) Increasing RealismO00O

6. Visibility 123 |a|5|6|7]|8]|09]0

Comments:

Database Channel Realism (Circle Choice) Increasing RealismOOO

Norfolk Harbor Area

Comments:



Section B = Safety of
Maneuver in Real- Overall “SAFETY” Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average | 10=Very Safe

Word Conditions

ii
; Overall Safety of for this Transit in the tested
} conditions?

I
|
! (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety000

T MSC Kaline 49 Draft 122 a5 el vE (B0

2. | BulkZhongXingHai50'11"Draft | 1 | 2 | 3 |4 [ 5|6 | 7| 8 |(9]10




Based upon your simulator runs, do you feel the channel improvements function as intended and do
you think you will be able to perform the same maneuvers in real life once the improvements are
constructed?

\{'E/-D' Lo Ee el THAT  THE. (W PreD e e R e TESTRED
Lo At Oy 7o TS vy ’*—7 TR ATl o e

Also any other additional comments.
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1=Unrealistic 5=Average | 10=Excellent

SIMULATION Scale

SECTION A = REALISM OF “REALISM” Rating

MSC Kalina Class Ship Model Realism (Circle Choice) Increasing RealismO00
1 MSC Kaline 49’ Draft e e )
2. Bulk Zhong Xing Hai 50’ 11” Draft 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 /9)//710
N

Comments




NORFOLK HARBOR PED PILOT FINAL EVALUATION REALISM RATINGS AND COMMENTS

Containership seems to act like a real vessel would under most circumstances.

YES




Environmental Conditions Realism (Circle Choice) Increasing RealismO00
3. Flood 2 3 IE (581 i 55 N 10
o
4, Ebb 2 | 3| 4 6 (@ 8 | 9|10
5. | Wind 2 4 B8 é\/ 10
6. Visibility 2 3] 4 6|7 | 8|/ 9/]10
et
Comments:

Database Channel Realism

(Circle Choice)

Increasing RealismO0O0

7 Thimble Shoal Channel i 6| 7|89/ 10

8. Norfolk Harbor Area 2 3 4 6 7 8 //99 10

gl Newport News Area giila g 6| 7] 8 {fa)l 10
L

Comments:




Section B = Safety of
Maneuver in Real- Overall “SAFETY” Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average 10=Very Safe

Word Conditions

Overall Safety of for this Transit in the tested |
o SRR AR : (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety(100

conditions?
] MSC Kaline 49’ Draft 1 2 3 4 5 6 74 8 9 @
2. Bulk Zhong Xing Hai 50’ 11” Draft 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 | 10

S Stowd SP'E‘LEBS



Based upon your simulator runs, do you feel the channel improvements function as intended and do
you think you will be able to perform the same maneuvers in real life once the improvements are
constructed?

yr:/,,% THO THE Mdrrrafl SEA Roome
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Also any other additional comments.
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Appendix E: Pilot Comment Sheets



Appendix E

Pilot Comment Sheets



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: K, HOP _ ' Run No.: ._

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/ 50.9 ft
Contamer MSC Oscar Norfolk: A Draft of 14 9 m / 49 ft

Wind Direction / Speed (kt) Z_ 5 ‘A;lrg N l:

1 Were you abIe to successfully make the transrt from / to the pilot statron, anchorage or termlnal and mamtam
the desired dnft angle that prowded safe margms from shoal areas (If not why?}

PES

2. What was the average drift angle and m]mmum speed necessary to offset the currents, swe]l/seas and wind
when approachmg the terminal?

3. Were you ab[e to successfully complete the berthing / unberi:hrng evolutlons? If not what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a Ilmltmg factor? Current'r’ Wind?

sl b P e

4, Dld the Shlp model react as expected with given enwronmental CO[’IdItIOI"IS (wind, wave, current)'r’ If no, what was
dlfferent?

Pilot Evaluation Form

p.lof2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“S” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage co nditions
~ Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty>——
Overall Difficulty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7251) 8 9 10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2. Not Acceptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
S:AVElRs conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe ) S .
Very Sa times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety (Circle E:Qoice) Increasing Safety—)—})—a

Overall Safety 1| 2 gay s | sB| 78] 9|

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Qﬂ{gy\ \QUU\/S Ut’ﬁ %@Vi 1—0 <l - DL’CfC0L§-L___

Pilot Evaluation Form p.20of2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: U’AM\S@ N ' 2 Date:! S oy Zol%

Swell: Dir. From/Helght
= |
j;'is.n;;-g {

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Were you able to successfully make the transit from /to the pllot station, anchorage or ternal and maintain
the desired drift angle that provuded safe margms from shoal areas (If not, why?)

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

Were you able to successfully complete the berthmg / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolutlon? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4, Dld the ship model react as expected W|th given enwronmental conditions (wind, wave, current)'-’ If no, what was
different?

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

)ug—Adequa’cy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

ﬁgRate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

@Iease list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experien@e of tug
master, etc.)

N /A

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty : (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1 2(3]a|ls |67 N8| 9|10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2 Notaceeptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
24AVEIIRE conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe . _y 5
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale - 1=Unsafe 5£Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Incréasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1 2 3" N 4 5 6 7 8 9 | 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

ON NSRS oF Ty 512, WE UsSE A TEReERSDTVQ
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Cparaitet Kaling Noefolk A~ Deaft 14.9 /49 5
Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft
Contamer MSC OScar Norfolk A Draft of 14 9m / 49 ft

Wind Direction / Speed (kt):

PRI B

;‘wi'as.u;i'

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or termmal and maintain
the desired drift angle that prowded safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

2 Were you ab[e to successfully complete the berthing / un- berthlng evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

Pilot Evaluation Form



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty : (Ci_rcl'e Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>—>—
Overall Difficulty 123 |a|[s]6j79s8|9]|w

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe : Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.
¢ ounding, essive dri e intain track line, i
2. Not Acceptable Don’t expect grou _d:ng but exc i d.rlft angle to mamt‘ai t line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.
3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
B«AVELIRe conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe : o o
y times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle g}oice) Increasing Safety—=——
Overall Safety 1|2 |(3)]als]e|7]s]09]w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

THIMBLE - p To G lecwny mr b Shorg
ol Lo ux fh° o pld Skady— oM
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: <E'TH H'OPE' | 'o.: | Date: /O//5//8

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49
Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

E@ied

Wind Direction / Speed (kt):

\
t) |
|

E Dr.From/Heightj'y

Swell: Dir. From/Height
vf.::i'-:é'.m';-._' f F R e e

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

=

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal,tain
the desired drift ang

le that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessry
when approaching the terminal?

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

ct as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was

4. Did the ship model rea
different?

our transit plan

(R =

Pilot Evaluation Form



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy——>—>

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

K Pe

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit '1_0=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——>
Overall Difficulty 1] 2]3|a|(B) 6|7 |8]9]|10
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1.Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2. NotAcceptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe . o "
ey times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5"” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———>
Overall Safety 123 |a|(5) 6] 7|89 |

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

nomme aé)\ JF S'W‘zv» e 5,MU \ichp - N/{

Mort ﬂﬁumeC SW@JF for NE W
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I
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: '(YAMUEE\} - |RunNo:  4— Date: vo /\S /2ig

Please Circle Candfwmy questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_NorfoheA— Draft 14.9 m /49 ft

Model: C‘Bﬁtkfhﬁfgﬁﬁng"ﬁai?}araf? 15.5m/50.9 ft Ukoaded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

CiBallast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): o ‘lﬂ AT

e Max flood
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): h
axeb \

2

Swell: Dir. From/Height Seas: | Dir. From/Height

( ———
Visibilit\(r’"”o’é?fdear\

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

f;ansit To / From: NS CEBT

1.

Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

N O Suula - LopcE B o aAarsIine crWAST
PeoALS BERUSSS /0 ADSHRAESS

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum sf)eed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?
[ uec‘w#ky
3. Were you able to succéssfuliy complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?
No , piarns e
4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?
ke
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

YES{ 'ﬂ'?«?( LA A AR

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1" as

Tug Adequacy

{Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

N/ A

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty : (Circle Choice) ' |_ncreasihg Difficulty—=>—>—
Overall Difficulty 1 |23lcabs|e6] 78|91
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.
Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
2:Notfcceptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.
3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1|2 (3(a))s|e6]|7]8]09]1w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to

daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form

p-20of2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: - (JA A BSAD RunNo.: _S Date: 10 AS 2y

Please Circle Candm ons. Answer only guestions that are app[tcabfe to the exerc:se,

ém alina_Norfolk A-Draft 14.9 m /49 ft | |
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai= Dt 5aded

Contamer MSC Oscar Norfolk A Draft of 14 9m/49 ft

i ; _ L [1Ballast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt) 5W 28 kroTsS |

; Max flood

Current Dwectlon/ Speed (kt): Cm

Swell: Dir. From/Height Seas: | Dir. From/Height
\ﬁsibilit\(m

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

'60071 Yee ! s T\—'-\LMYS\E (=T

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

ZC)L—BB-UA\/

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

NES

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

\fgg

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

YES

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

IO

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2

3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Ny

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty———
Overall Difficulty 1 2|3 Pa|s]|e|7]8]9]w
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.
Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
2:NotAcceplabie tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.
3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

{Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2

3 4 5

6

(7 he | 9|

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

VSING  MepcT PonDeR THAN  Cot ki) RZA—QTTQE—; BoT (S
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Norfolk

Pilot Run Evaluation \eeel (

October and November 2018
L0 Bcuho KEANIA-

=

Pilot: O—Z“‘“S@\) | Ru‘rbN.: (2 Date: v = /15 /20 :8

Wind Direction / Speed (kt)

Swell: Dir. From/Helght

B g

a‘ "[ 11417 1

R

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or termnal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that prov:ded safe margms from shoal areas (If not, why'r‘)

2. What was the average dnft angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swel[/seas and wmd
when approaching the terminal?

Were you able to successfully complete the berthlng / un- berthlng evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current'-’ Wmd’-’

Did the ship model react as expected w1th given enwronmenta] condltlons (wmd wave, current)'-’ [f no, what was
different?

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2 3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

W/

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty

(Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——

Overall Difficulty

2 43 | 4 @‘j\s

7 8 9 10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended

Acceptable periods in

real-world conditions.

5. Average

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2 3 4 5

7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form

p.20f2




Norfolk 7 -
Pilot Run Evaluation \/\é&, g,e,@ (Eﬂ/ )

October and November 2018

b

Pilot: L<E]’\’[JV }‘k’ PE ~ | Run No.: (O Date: ](,7/)5//8

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m /49 ft

Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/ 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

. : . - : ElBallast
Vﬁ_nd Direction f Speed (kt): ;~§:;d) 25 ){;&—3 ,

c e . (Max flo
Curzerfc Direction/ Speed (kt): RAT oI

. . > ¢ . . .

Swell: Dir. From/Height Q—LT[ Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day~Clear)
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: N /)(

_Tufansit To / From: T M|O\C B vo\/ 5'(0 = j S

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit ffom / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
_the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)
2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?
3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?
4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?
\ ;
No 'wml Sef wasnt Gao 7%
{
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

Wo

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circie Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 @ 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difﬁculty—)—%—)
Overall Difficulty 1|23 |as))e|7]8|9]w

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe - | Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.
Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
2. Not Acceptable T s
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.
3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
- Aveiage conditions '

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

d f : o a e
10. Very Safe times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-warld conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety—>——
Overall Safety 1|23 |a|(s)e|7]8]9]1w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

iiTE ' | - Mt {LH(L 1%(@ oN
OUT Bouny |- S 2 liatlc lne on
Cushine  a- Suction / oy FchL . Tk g,UCTLf o
’[LOO }i, )Q.fxb)ﬂ/r Ol/\ J"\QV’O'( 0Ver J/Ltw\ Qn%r'(‘_c}pﬁf\({éﬂ* /Og/cﬁ

U
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Norfolk

Pilot Run Evaluation \/\Q,QS,(,Q %’ 3

October and November 2018

Pilot: KE.'J'\_PV H_OPE— | Run No.: é Date: /0/15_/18

| Container Kaling, Norfolk A- Draft 14.9 m /49 f
Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft
Contamer MSC Oscar Norfo]k A— Draft of 14 9 m/ 49 ft

Zb /c

Wind Direction / Speed (kt)

on;

Beabhadulial v by s

Swell: Dir. rom/Helght ——
Visiblty: | D | | | *_"_‘"“’“*..“ T

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: N "

R I e R T R

____I______Ji [ Sy N S A S L R GRS e

Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or termmal and maintain
the de5|red drift angle that prowded safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, sweliseas, and wind
when approaching the termmal?

Were you able to successfully complete the berthmg / un- berthmg evolutions? If not what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

T PSR S AR R ro g SR

4, D!d the Shlp model react as expected with given en\nronmental condltlons (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
dlfferent?

Pilot Evaluation Form p-1of2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) /chreasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 @) 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult | 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty ' (Circle Choice) ' Increasing -Difficulfy-—-)~—>——)
Overall Difficulty 1 [2]3la]s]|ef7)|8|o]w

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2:Notfcceptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
S«Aveloge conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Saf e i
veryaate times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

OU/[_ BODWD ) Mﬁ+ Wi- ?5 /57[5« /865 /’W'%("‘&C-{'\d/\

i/jc"j\l/\/(? N \/éss‘@_\ £ f_jj J’I/HAIC /n.’ooufp( Was o~ ' nLHQ
‘Floﬁﬂf o~ s MCC-J’)Zﬂ Sf'l’b-mﬂx-{o/\-
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Norfolk

Pilot Run Evaluation \[@Qg(,é@ {

October and November 2018

Pilot: \?M‘&ﬂ\) | Run No.: Date: 1o NS /2°|8

“ontainer Kalina_INorfolk A= Draft 14. 9 m/ 49“&'5
Bulk Zhong Xing Har="Draft 155 m7 509 ft Foaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk Draft of 149 m/49 ft

1. Wereyou able to successfully make the transit from / to the p:]ot station, anchorage or termlnal and maintain
the deswed drift angle that prowded safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approachlng the terminal?

Were you able to successfuliy complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

Pilot Evaluation Form



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= [nadequaté

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———>

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2

3 4 5

6

7 8 5 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

/A

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1 2 </§\, 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to mainatain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
N
Overall Safety 1 2 3 4 5 6 [(7Z 8 9 | 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation \r&% o

October and November 2018

Container Kalina, Norfolk A-Draft 14.9 m / 49
Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5m/ 50.9 ft
Contalner MSC Oscar Norfolk A Draft of 14 9 149 m / 49 ft

1. Were you able to successfully make the tran5|t from / to the pliot station, anchorage or terminal, ad maintain
the deswed drift angle t that provided safe margins from shoal areas (!f not, why'r’)

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approachmg the terminal?

3. Wereyou able to successfully complete the berthlng/ un- berth:ng evolutions? If not, what v were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4, Dld the ship model react as expected with given enwronmental conditlons (wmd wave, current)? lf no, what was
different?

Pilot Evaluation Form



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———>

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

NI

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale ' 1=N0t Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pltotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Chonce) Increasmg Diffi cutty—)—)—:o
Overall Difficulty 1 2|3 |a|s)e6|7|8]|9]u
N
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale ~ 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.
Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
2. Not Acceptable T s
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.
3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
FAEkIES conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. f
VERY Saie times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety—>——
Overall Safety 123 |a[s{e|7]|8]9]w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance nawgatlon safety

OUTRBound | — STEERING 114°T H e 30# T
on Sbpsde A Cnnd - near shoal b\ferCW n{ffm% S wilr<

ClCCuﬁ\Jr(’f KML PA, mMey 6" 7’7} bj c’\(vlﬂw Ncc,qL,y Ber Aﬁm},
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Norfolk

A r e g o
Pilot Run Evaluation \ f_‘_g&(/C 3

October and November 2018

Pilot: )<Dﬂ—k H’UV_’C | Run No.: ’—7‘ Date: /U//_g_//é) |

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft

Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft D oaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft
e - . ClBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): 8 )/576_‘/'3
Gurfent Direction/ Speed (kt): M:i gsgi
Swell: Dir. From/Height _;-J\,! ( Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: Day—@:’ga
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: NA
Transit To / From: BUQ# N \

1,

Were you able to successfully maké the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Ves

What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

NA

Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

NI

Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was

different?
Ves

Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

y@. Closer Cewl&r mﬁ CL%m.-’lc,.!

Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

>/C’5 C/OS o 7l1-’ §/'ma} imf;&.yi(/r"—
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity il 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult | 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 123 |(a))s|e|7[8]|09 |0

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.
't e groundi cessive drift le to maintai line, i
2. Not Acceptable Don’t expect g ding, but ex i\ e d.rl ang alnt.a!n track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.
3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
A conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power atall

10. Vry St times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions
Safety Rating Scale ~ 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1|2 ]/3) a5 |67 |8]09]10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

DUTBound> 2 Chsir b Comttcling G4 Jeks -int odkions wirt
(?nkv CL T ey meb Gk % hwd i oo Conbrol: Vet
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Norfolk

Pilot Run Evaluation Q\
October and November 2018

Date: ]0/[5//8

Contdingr Kalina Notfollc A~ Draft 14.57m., 40T
Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.0 ft
Contamer MSC Oscar Norfo]k A-— Draft of 14 9m/49 ft

Model:

Swell: Dir. From/Height M @ Dir. From/Helght

t 1

M—.th.___.-_

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls.

1. Were you able to successfully make the tr the transit from / to the pilot statlon anchorageor termmal and mamtaln

the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?}
T T L TR o A

2 What was the average drlft angle and minimum speed necessary to of‘Fset the currents, swell/seas and wind
when approaching the terminal?

St adara o b b D S

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthlng / un- berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

e e Y S s Lt

4 D|d the sh[p model react as expected with given en\nronmental condltlons (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
dlﬂ’erent'-J

bl

S
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1" as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———>

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difﬁcuity_ Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult | 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty=>——
Overall Difficulty 123 |a|[GJe|7]|8|9]w

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe ] 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2:NetAccepuanle tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
SHAVELFRe conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe . . ..
v times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety 1 2 @ 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

”\}f%d@ﬁl - 350 -:Lb"]“ ?(g s = nie MCC')[:I e .D
It ® 2 Y04 o 36 M Skeg 0 m}@ il
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Norfolk
| | K™
Pilot Run Evaluation AN /\7
October and November 2018 .\\

Pilot: \TAMLSQ;\} Run No.:% Date: |© AS/_@

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only guestions that are applicable to the exercise.

(/C'J‘altainer Kalina_ Norfolk A—Draft 14.9m /49 ft 7
Model: u ong Xing = m 91t [JEGaded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

[IBallast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt):

Current Direction/ Speed (kt):

Swell: Dir. From/Height Seas: | Dir. From/Height

Visibility: Day ﬂ?;)N

Assist Tugs mﬂ’ﬁﬂ?:/

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

e

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

Z-5°

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

e

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

A LTe s SHﬂP ~TS 61&1(5 T2 e =)

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

=S

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

ol €5

Pilot Evaluation Form p.1of2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

af

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult S5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 12|l a|s]|e|7]8] 09w

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

% NotAcseptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
A AVEISEE conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe : - i
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1|2 |3 |4|5|6 78|09 |10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form p.-20of2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation \J\
October and November 2018

Pilot: I<Efﬂ—“ }-—\-OPB/ Run No.: Cj

Date: /O/ngjgl

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A- Draft 14.9 m /49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft %aded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

: [IBallast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): M Zg-
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): < %
Swell: Dir. From/Height — } M&){/’ Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day - Ie;r
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: [\JP?

Transit To / From: B\" 0\[ 5“_—- )

1. Were you able to successfully male the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

\/&5

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

N

Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

NI

Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was

different?
Ves

Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

\/65

Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

No

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice)ﬂ_‘ Increasing Difficulty———
Overall Difficulty 1 2 3 [(5) 5 6 7 8 9 10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

4 MptAcceptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
S:AVELIES conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe ; o -
Y times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 123 ]a]|s]|e|(D]s]| o]

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

\/ﬁﬂ\/ Hle wind rtsddion at Skt o Sialahion S
b bhild- M aed 2| ot J04 keolS . cmbibble dis
Mok | nboum{ 4 a2k - Cﬁ”n(;ﬂ-]ﬁlf(f 6{’1\574»@[& ok W’@[Z'W\'
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation *‘E‘
October and November 2018

Pilot: \j_/hul P Sord Run No.ﬁT Date: 1O/} S /;8

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

( Containet Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 29,

Model: | ButkZhongXingHai—Draft 15.5 m / 50.9-f-— Sioaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft
[ Ballast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): AN 26
e G

Current Direction/ Speed (kt): i obE

) My
Swell: Dir. From/Height 1 .M /,\) Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility;,/@r

7
Assist ﬁugs Bollard-Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)
\/g
2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?
07
3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?
YES
4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?
A SareeE LE55  SHIP TS Swep AN e
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
NES
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

oo

Pilot Evaluation Form p.1of2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2 3 4 5

6 7

8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

ST

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult | 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——

Overall Difficulty 1|23 )a|s|e]7]8]9]w
N\~
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don'’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

2+ANelacE conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———>

Overall Safety

1

2 3 4 5

5(7\)8910

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental lirvits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form

p-20of2




Norfolk

October and November 2018

Pilot Run Evaluation A\

Pilot: KEiﬂ—\ }_\_006 Run No.: /O Date: /O//b//g

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Containgr Kalina_Norfolk A- Draft 14.9 m /49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft E’fﬁaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

[CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): M ?/g— }(,]LS p
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): ﬁzog .
Swell: Dir. From/Height ] M(J—Uf__ Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day —£lea r
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: NAS

Transit To / From: (—Hf\fr’\\p ¢ Buo\/ l o 5 m kouaﬂ(

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

\/ >

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

\/(,& MW{[/)L ) dcjﬂ’t h(ﬁﬂw#ﬁu— ﬁ"ft@!fﬂ( S%C’w/

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

| \/CS Wl'(\gk }/\mk —Ao C(/?rm-!’ Qi {M(P&Cf—

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

No wx'acl

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

]\)o o close

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

Nes Close- b Cederline
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)
N X

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1|23 |a|s][e|7]8]s (10)

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

4 Notaeseptabie tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
S4RVERAEE conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe ; o i
=y times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (C_ercie Choice) Increasing Safety———>
Overall Safety 1 ﬁ) 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

INBoUND — f a +  20° of ‘90* deff “293% o -Vla’\”]tr\

l’\m}fj 051' 208° T, The wird  Shov A vt been 10715
)
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Norfolk \\’b
Pilot Run Evaluation Q’B’

October and November 2018

Pilot: J?l MSoN)

RunNo.: [ Date: w:/l&s [‘?‘M%

ContainexIatn .‘o otk A=Draft 149 m / 49 ft
Model: (| Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/50.9 ft O TN D
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

Wind Direction / Speed (kt)

o | T

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

1 Were you able to successfully make the tranSIt from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintam
the desired drift angle that prowded safe margins from shoal areas (If not, Why?}

What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

Were you able to successfully complete the berthmg / un- berth:ng evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

Did the shlp model react as expected with given enwronmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

Pilot Evaluation Form



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation

Octoberand N

ovember 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating

for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2 3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

P (A

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Di'fﬁcul_t 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit -10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty : : (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty>——
Overall Difficulty 1 (2 M3 |a|5]|6|7]|8]09 1w
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.
: ing, bu i i let intai line, and imt
2. Not Acceptable Don'’t expect grounding, but excessive d'nft angle to malnt-a{n track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.
3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

it

2 3 4 5

6

7 SQ\\lo

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form

p-20f2




Norfolk \]\

Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

s LB T HoPE [ runtos | vate: j0//6 /)8

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.
e

ContaineyKalind_Norfolk A- Draft 14.9 m /49 ft

Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft BL/oaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

CBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): (‘j ]’D L’«'}S
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): <%§2§§B\)
Swell: Dir. From/Height , mc_l% Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibiliiy: Day —Clear V7f‘ M \ ]
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: I\ﬂ*

Transit To / From: Bu oy \ i g ’TI/‘:‘“L’ l’( C/’wmu!

1.

Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Nes

What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

Nes

Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

\/(;5

Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

No PYQW Mc@i@ ovtboond b -%014 o~ Sheer.

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

\/(’,5 I Wau[(ﬂ val’ ()\JHMJCQZ oA ] wiosHe

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adeguacy Rating 1= Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>—— e
Overall Difficulty 123 |alfs)|e6]7]8]9 |l

To utod X ol

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

#Natacceptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
FWAYEIEE conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe ; i o
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Saféty 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1 2 (/3'\ )| 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
dayhght transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

I‘\MW - mot CJO%W o Contrline — Aot ¢ ek offer
setbosd 21 Nk outboud® 2 shd- stbd abke-

Svcc,c;tzv\ mctl‘wﬂ) \)r‘r r\o’k Oltcw&(
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Norfolk

Pilot Run Evaluation \J * X \\’5

October and November 2018

Pilot: \']‘/Jg’”» L Seord | Run No.: Y Date: 1 & fue [’Z_Qe%

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

M/Qﬁ@*tifﬁmm:ﬂer k A-Draft 1490049 ft 2 leawins
Mod

_[BulcZhong Xing Hai — Draft$5.5-m /-50.9ff L NTY)) BGaded
Contaimer MSE-Oscar—NorfolkkA—="Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft
[IBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): S te kT
p— =
Current Direction/ Speed (kt@;
Swell: Dir. From/Height Seas: | Dir. From/Height 3 /i
Visibility: | Day - Clear { = =
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: CBEBT e b /2, T =

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Faeod o b TS

Ly J g iy
L e B

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offsét the currents, swel]/seas and wind

when approaching the terminal? EN“ED Q\:&F\)’U’E\ "‘@/‘f‘{lﬁi

Net siuc ugr;ﬂuﬂr\/

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that

prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

CEomsiey CrthREL . Hdos e e Mestu e B
Bore Nespees vhD o ot cepPvES. Doonospeas

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

N

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

e

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

\{‘:TS L MEET T 1eBuD rMepe C@?@“&_\/
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2

3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

o i

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1|23 |4a|5]|6]|7]|8 [ o
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

g, Cis
Average conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

r(Qr&:le Choice)
|

Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1 2

N3 | 4 | s

6

7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation ‘Q\
October and November 2018

Pilot: [<€\ﬂ‘\§ H_o Ptf Run No.: {Z- Date: ID/N’/IQ

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/ 50.9 ft

Contain@@orfolk A—Draft 14.9 m /49 ft @/
Loaded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

[l Ballast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): 5{25 ‘("(5
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): C%%CD
Swell: Dir. From/Height [ MC{-M Seas: | Dir. From/Height 3
Visibility: | Day —Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: f\fﬂ(

Transit To / From:

1.

Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Ve

What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

L

Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

Vs i it e Rl

Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

NO I ’H“OU}VT(‘ MVJ ww{(/( J/qut %,’(‘j[ndr /mpf»ql,

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
‘ Wside - picked me o
NO —too C/oS'C 7Lu v S0~ ﬂ’ i
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

\/ €4 C/ OM.r— J’Q Cen J-fr" ( pris

Pilot Evaluation Form p.1of2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———>

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

/2y

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult S5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) f{cheasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1| 2|3]a|B)|e|7]8] 9]0

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2eNatpecE ptple tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
JRVerAge conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe ; (i »
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1| 2|3 |(@)]|5|6|7|8]9]uw

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot oni\?,/ environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

INBound — Skl ho el indumchon o b prss) e
Inhouk Sitmed o \WYD whi Mcﬁ-lﬂj vessel, Plézcai me Close—
‘LD Cﬁtgl’u U‘Q’ CJ/WM/IL ‘
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Norfolk

Pilot Run Evaluation \\jb
October and November 2018

PiIot:{jZ/VK SO Run No.: %@) Date: »c;/tw [2(:4%

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

| Container Kalina_Norfolk A—Draft 14.9 nﬁ@‘ft\\ _ _
Model: | BulkZhene Xing Hai — Draft 15.5m /50.9ft—— SRTHNS oaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

[l Ballast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): =5 7S TS
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): m
Swell: Dir. From/i-zleaigbt Seas: | Dir. From/Height 3 /l M1
Visibility: | Day CIE?:/\
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

es

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

e as LEEE\’(A\I DUST O CULND

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

e

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

S

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

+ES

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

NG

Pilot Evaluation Form p-lof2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

N A

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 121G als|s] 780910

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

% Nokhctoptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
e G conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe ; ;o e
Y times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 123 (4|5|6(7)8|9]w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form p.20of2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation O
October and November 2018 ~

Pilot: )464,- M,\ \‘\\Of)k Run No.: ?i;jm Date: )O/Hg /H.’:}

]
Please Circle Conditions. &gb{er only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container §aling/Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m /49 ft

Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft oaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft
| N‘% O NS CIBallast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): S 2,5 }’d <
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): Masfaad

o ebb

= — .
Swell: Dir. From/Height , f"\t‘\"-’f— Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day —@
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: /\j/\

Transit To / From: INBaountS RBuoy L é

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)
2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?
: O 7
5. S eend
3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?
4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?
Ves Vi - s/ '
& 5t outhod "2 e & shup-ade
v
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

AJO

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ) 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1[2]3fa|s|)7]8]09]|w
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2 Nathceeptale tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
3-AVEIace conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe : _y e
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1 2 3 4 5 @ 7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

N@(Nnﬂ\ Md’ OUHQOUP‘A :ﬂf MULI’I MirC 54,/7 /AM(;{//}U/\ ,
OUH%Wb\ ) - 1155 MJFM*{AWM\ 51LCC/‘j 282 - §"'V‘7/5

éj(mi&\ V\JY '
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Norfolk

Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: \'—J;_\M | Sony

Run No.: | =

Date:l¢co /{'\p /‘6

Please Circle Conditions. Answ@wﬁians that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina Norfolk A—Draft 14.9.m /49 ft

-l
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m /50.9 ft

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

‘Dlﬁed

[OBallast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt}):

Current Direction/ Speed (kt).(_<

e

Swell: Dir. From/Height

Seas:

Dir. From/Height ]

1=

[rtr —
Visibiliy: | Day - Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulis:

Transit To / From:

< BR8T 10O

L .‘Tg'
l

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain

the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

NeS

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

B4 ceevAy Doe o Wi

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

=

4, Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was

different?

\es

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

eSS

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

O

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.
Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———>
Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

W /A

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty>——
Overall Difficulty 1|2 |@)s|5|6|7]8]9]|10
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety———>

Overall Safety

1

2

3 4 5

6 7

8‘\

)

9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk C[}‘r
Pilot Run Evaluation \\:75 7
October and November 2018 ~

Pilot: //\ E\T\—\

_lopg Run No.: /@ Date: ]o//b/ /8

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

COmaine@orfolk A-—Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft B{oaded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

IN B UND CBallast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): M }5 }C’B

Current Direction/ Speed (kt): M:ifgd

Swell: Dir. From/Height / MC*‘{W Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day —-@r

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: NP(

Transit To / From: IN 60 dalDd l 7 5

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)
2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?
i) 0
18 leny
3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?
4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?
s
/
7
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

No

Pilot Evaluation Form p. 1 of2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tu
g

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1|23 {a|fs) 6|7 ]8]|9]w

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

% ot cckptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
2« ANElaEe conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe . . .
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 12 (3|4 |5 |®By7]8]09]w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

H\f&)\}f\m 8 I [5 !4— c T SJ(CCVW' 2(?86 +0 Ml ¢ OM(t 29(°
o ok o~ St sile ot dqa_md‘ - framla\fj ot biv §-/'(ff”7
}67/0 mnla;j 28(; T, Muk less shi p /\mlw,km ,
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation \E?T
October and November 2018

Pilot: }/

\E,]TH l"}‘olﬂe‘ Run No.: }?

Date: /O//é)//b/

Please Circle Conditfons.//_ﬂ._gswer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container(Kalina_Norfolk A~ Draft 14.9 m /49 ft

Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m /50.9 ft

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

@{oaded

INBOURD

[CIBallast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt):

N 25 Jds

Max flood
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): /’P’ﬁ
Max ebb
Swell: Dir. From/Height I MUH.— Seas: | Dir. From/Height

Visibility: | Day —@

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: } N@G U’\JB i J Zu 5

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Ve

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

-

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that

prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

\/ (5

Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was

different?

Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

Yes

Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

No

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

NS

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty———
Overall Difficulty 1|23 |4a|/5) 6|7 |8]|o9]10
=

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

ZNataccepable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
hNERe conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe , i g
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1 [ 23 |a|/5\|s|7]8]9]w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight tran5|ts etc.),or any additional recommendatmns to enhance navigatjon safety

INBogab> } — Qucl (VM| A H\c JoJr ddmoj( a{{c&mwjm[v{w
Mf,\f aujr]gou; _ mjf JO(D ks . 200 - of Centt
ihlrfrﬂﬂc\ﬁdn btﬁ%ﬂ((ﬂ \/ﬁ%b‘j W 7004)\‘
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation \i\
October and November 2018

A

Pilot: JAMSeA Run No.: {F— Date: 1 fue /5&)
Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questrons that are applicable to the exercise.
[ Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m /49 ft S FeokD ,
Model: <—Btdk‘Z’hon‘X‘fnTHEI‘—Bl'a‘ft“1'5‘5‘T‘f1‘i‘5“0“9'f'—_g D oaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft
[IBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): N 25 L
e d
Current Direction/ Speed (kt)./%%:;g‘g'g\‘
Swell: Dir. From_[Height Seas: | Dir. From/Height Nﬁ i
: S i
\.Iisii:lih"tﬁL Day — Clear \
- — .
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: eBBT = s

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

3= q,‘f" Lgeu.;tkj [.-Eiz_u,)m_ob

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that

prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

e

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

Y

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

NeS

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

0
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———>

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

N /A
Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions
Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1|2 3| 4|5 |6 |7 |8] 9]0

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

%+ Mot Aeecptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
FAUEIAEE conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe . . .
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1| 2]3]a]|s]|el7)s]| 9]0

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form p.20f2



Norfolk

Pilot Run Evaluation ~ e
October and November 2018 =
Pilot: ‘\7_\:\4\5(_;\) | Run No.: \ 8 Date: 1= /ue /‘(6
\

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

ContainerKalina_Norfolk A- Draft 14.9 m YT SN
Model: Buéh@ng&ﬁ-ﬂg-wl{ai—f]araft’l Sam / 50.9 ft [DEGaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

[CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): N 2% s
Current Direction/ Speed (kt)o(—MNfg—:%%
Swell: Dir. From/Height I Seas: | Dir. From/Height

Visibility: | Day —Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

]
Transit To / From: “ETS ol e EYT

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

‘{ES

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

el LSRN FRoM WIIND

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

e

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

\665

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

&
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———>

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

N /A

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 112|345 |6 @] 8]9]|1w

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale

1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe

Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1| 2|3 |a|s|6[@)e]09]w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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{2 What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind

Norfolk

Pilot Run Evaluation @@
October and November 2018 Q—}/

Pilot: d \*\0 L

[ Container Kalina Nogfolk A Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Bulk'Zhong Xing Hai DDraft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft
Contamer MSC Osca:r Norfolk A Draft of 14 9 m / 49 ft

L. Were you able to successfully make the transut from /to the pilot station, anchorage or termmal and maintain
the de5|red drlft angle that prowded safe margins from shoal areas {If not, why?)

when approaching the terminal?

3. Were you able to successfu[ly complete the berthmg/ un-berthing evolut:ons? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

Pilot Evaluation Form



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

NA

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult | 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty . (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1] 2]3]a|ls]|e|7d8®|09]1w0

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety - 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2:Notpceeptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
! Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
S=AVEiaEe conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe : L o
bl times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale ~ 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 12| 4|56 7]8]9]w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

OUTRoadd + ‘ - GLI[ /(’CV\M\\ — /)eufr: a+ 5/&( C&( w/ Ebb C,:J/‘/é—jr
D/WW\;JWC @@Cujf' 010 bouw Cucsﬂwiz 01"4/( ﬂar« SUCJQUA,

S%mf{foﬂ 200 \Q\\SM 450r7[, A /mL /ﬂ No(c/ﬁ ,?«?k‘g,
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation (b
October and November 2018

Were you able to successfully make the transst frm /to the pilot station , anchorage or termmal and maintain
the esnred drift angle that pr\nded safe margins from shoal are (If not, why?)

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthlng / un-berthing evolutlons‘-’ If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4, D:d the Shlp model react as expected with given envnronmental condltions (wind, wave, current)'-’ If no, what was
different?

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,”“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficufty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult S5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most _Difﬁcult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty _ ; (Circle Choice) Increasing Diffi culty—~>—>->
Overall Difficulty 123 |a|(s))e|7]|8]9]w

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2 Nataceeptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
8- AVEIFRC conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe . - o
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale  1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) _ Increasing Safety—>——
Overall Safety 1| 23a|G)e| 78] 9]0

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any add:t:onal recommendations to enhance navigation safety

OWBO\J‘\J‘D + Z l(fEWV‘ A(“‘l’\u (”/nl'(p( CUJ | O~ C
Sudmf\’ W\J Jo mchV s O 7/ EL dfﬁm’}’f C .
G0 Ik

Pilot Evaluation Form p.20f2




Norfolk

Pilot Run Evaluation [
October and November 2018
Pilot;\"j';d,MijchJ Run No.: \c[ Date: -,o/u_p /@

Please Circle Conditions. /Aaswefmfy'quembns-thet—awpﬁcable to the exercise.

tafmer Kalina_Norfolk A—Draft-H4-9-m/ 49 ft
Model: | BulkZhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft %ded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

C1Ballast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): SC_,LTH
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): o
] % “K' . . |
Swell: Dir. From/Height Seas: | Dir. From/Height & nJ

Visibility: | Day —Clear {MIL,G_

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: B era i el e ol

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

VES

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

3 [ TETP SO T ODLE - " : A e
% e ™= FERarouowa SHp R

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that

prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

NES

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

YES

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

Y&

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

NS
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———>

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

N/A

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1|2 |3]|4a|s5|6|7)ps]| 9|1
=

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

4 Noyhccepoble tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
4 ANELIEG conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe ) . o
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety—>——
Overall Safety 12 ]3|a|s | )7]8]9]w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

SAFE , BoT MopeE T DNCEMSPTABRE Doe o (2SSTRCiE))
NSt StLrW
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018 Q

il )<C\<H/\ %‘0< | Run No.: JC{ | Date: /O//é)//g

Piease Circle Conditions. Answer onfy quest:ons that are epp.fﬂ:abfe to the exercise.

Contmne@m}ﬁorfolk A-Draft 14.9 m/ 49 ft _
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/ 50.9 ft Bfoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

e | . ; 7 ; ~ [iBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): SO )alj

e N Ay
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): Max flood
Swell: Dir. From/Height ’ V M 7L S : i i

: Dir. g 2 Crcvr™ Seas: | Dir. From/Height

Visibility: | Day—Clear VZ/ M{-/ :
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulis:

Transit To / From: O %U Uv’d( e { 77’\--1\1/%(9 / &

1

Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

\es

What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

)

.

Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

ez

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

B.

Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

Al

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy—§—>—-+

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, Jocation, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

N

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circie Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1|23 |fa)s|e|7]8]s]w

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.
: rounding, but excessi rift angle to maintain ine, and maxi
5 Mot hicanthla Don't expect g ing essn’le d i g main ai track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.
3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
SHAVEHIES conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe : L -
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1 2 3 4 5 @) 7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

OUTBOU“/\B‘Q’\ - WMMKO(/ More 12spynsivel W bulleer- S/';fg/
S s [y certetoe o erkl e
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

viot LG HoPE / SAwuson) [Rnwes 70 0w 10/ 19

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m /49 ft

Model: Bul@?@ Draft 15.5 m/50.9 ft Foaded
Container Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

[ Ballast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): }\} 25 )4{—5
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): r’
Swell: Dir. From/Height | Mé};ﬁ‘/‘ Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day -@
Assist Tugs Bollard‘h-l;:Hs: /\J P(

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Ves

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

o

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

Ves

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

Yes

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

Yes

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

No

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate !

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy——>—>

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

N&

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—»>——
Overall Difficulty 1|23 ](a)s|6]|7]8]9]w

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

4 Notasceptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
FONEIARE conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe . Lo s
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety—>——
Overall Safety 1 |23 |a|s]|6|[G) 8] 9]|w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

OUTRouND - LPT 6 -CBBT Wert X L~ Course cmjes a-d
5% lo— Shwt Aw 2fS -
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: {]ﬁﬂﬁo}\_} | Run No.: 21 Date: (6/17F /.lg
Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.
Container Kaline_Norfotk A=Draft-14-9.m / 49 fi E]/
Model: |Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/50.9 fi>> SOTH o) Loaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft
C1Ballast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): N =35 xS
x flood
Directi Speed (kt): /
Current Direction/ Speed (kt) N
Swell: Dir. From/Height Seas: | Dir. From/Height
VISIbIht\( Day — Clear )
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:
Transit To / From: Dle= I qo b WS

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

‘\/&

5

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

L_EQJ%ZL

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that

prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

\/‘E_—,_S

Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

YES

Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

YEDS

Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

NS
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2 3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

W /A

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1 (@) 3| als|e| 7|89 |10
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended

Acceptable periods in

real-world conditions.

5.A e Sk
il conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

1=Unsafe

Safety Rating Scale

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2 3 4 &

6

7 | 8 (9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: Cl,\ Ve Run No.: &/ < Date: C) ~AE :
| Sivan 9 [0S - (K
Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicab[e to the exercise. .

\Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m /49 1t
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft CLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

| ClBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): S Z(

qurent Direction/ Speed (kt): (/I\h::: zgsd

Swell: Dir. From/Height M W\%r g Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day—Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: Téé m ‘3("1‘1"'»’*\ Aﬂb\ 7

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Yes

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

B

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

s

]
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

Ue5

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

O

Pilot Evaluation Form p-lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation

October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty———
Overall Difficulty 1 |(2)|3]a]s]6|7]8]09]w
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe

Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

conditions

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety 1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot:"’_\\jﬁ\\/’(D \/\/AEE Run No.: (05 Date: /0/23//8

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 fi

Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

ClBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): D) 2 S KT
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): C“%:: ]:tc;tc:
Swell: Dir. From/Height D | pA Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day— Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)
/ e
2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?
e
3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?
4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
\/ Eo
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

Pilot Evaluation Form p-10f2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2 2 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Difficulty———

Overall Difficulty 1 [2]3]af(s)s|7]8]9]w
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe

Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasingp\Safety—)——)—)

Overall Safety

1

2 3 4 5

6

(7)] 8 | 9

10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation \J\
October and November 2018

P”OtDﬂ'\/fD \/\[}qQE Run No.: (ﬂ@ Date: IO/ZB/!E&

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft

Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

OBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): 6 25 kb
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): %
Swell: Dir. From/Height 6 / M) Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day —Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1.

Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

\/ES

What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

B

Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

\/ES

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

Nie

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty>——
Overall Difficulty 1 [2]s]a|s|(e)7 |89 |0

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2Nt Recepiable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
PrAverage conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe ; .. i
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Inch_a‘sing Safety—>——
Overall Safety 1 [2]3]a]s|e)7|8]09]w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form p.20f2



Norfolk < P
Pilot Run Evaluation W) ¢
October and November 2018

| Pilot: Cl/\ \‘LSW\C\ " Run No.: (ﬂé Date: m 5&’(8

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

—— [

( Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m /49 ft
Model: ulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m7-50. ULoaded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

CIBallast

: ; ‘s

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): gf 25
Max flood
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): (WMiaxebb>
ax ek
Swell: Dir. From/Height d Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Mty g

Visibility: | Day — Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: Tg(/ W\ffﬂ-kr\ Cnda ?

1. Were you able to successfully make the fransit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

) )
onH K4S
3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

U\e%

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

Yes

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

VO

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.
Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———
Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—=——
Overall Difficulty 1 (2) 3 415 6 | 7 8 | 9 |10
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

5. Average

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2

3 4 5

6

7|8 |(9)] 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk : \\'
Pilot Run Evaluation ~
October and November 2018

PHOt:’DA\/J D \Ajﬂ RE Run No-: (7, Date: |0/23 /18

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/ 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 fi

CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): /\l 2 5 s 5
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): %—?gﬁb
Swell: Dir. From/Height Al [ Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day—Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

e

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

ZoHoe

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

JES

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

\// e

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

e

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———>

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2 3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

S5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 123 ]a|sfe)7]8]9]w
R

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale

1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe

Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing /gefety—é—ae

Overall Safety 1

2 3 4 5

6

(7)] 8] 9|

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental linrits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Pilot Run Evaluation AN

<

October and November 2018

Pilot: C ]/-‘ \SWV\

Run No.:éz j)l/

Date: /& Zz/g

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

@ainer Kalina_Norfolk A=Draff 49 m 7/ 491
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m /7 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft
f7 ; ' Ballast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt):

N2

C

Current Direction/ Speed (kt):

Max flood
Max ebb

Swell: Dir. From/Height

\/

[ b

Seas:

Dir. From/Height

Visibility: | Day — Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: TS s m i L‘ A e )

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Yes

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum s

when approaching the terminal?

peed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind

o1 s

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (

different?

wind, wave, current)? If no, what was

U

A7

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

L

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

VO

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2

3

4

5

6

7 8 9

10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty———
Overall Difficulty 1 (2)]3|als|e]|7[8]09 |10
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power atall
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety—=——

Overall Safety

1

2

3

4

5

6

ADE)

10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to

daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk \
3

Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

o | Ny \n mpe Runos (O | bater o /23 /1

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

CBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): /\I 75 T
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): : %g%%
Swell: Dir. From/Height ] ) % Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day—Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

VS

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

2 snin

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

e

/
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

JES

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Nor

folk

Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2

3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

S5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty———
Overall Difficulty 123 ]afs]e6]|7]8|9]w
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale - 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

5. Average conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2

3 4 5

6

(7)) 8] 9|1

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form




Norfolk \\/Zi“

Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

N ; .
Pilot: C h ';g}’Y\CM/\ Run No.: 6 @ Date: /C,),.’Z“S,_ | S

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

(| Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: ‘BUWW OLoaded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

: CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): w (ZR
d
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): (%}:{ﬁg\
)
Swell: Dir. From/Height \—}U/ l VY\'Lf Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day— Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Yeg

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

n b KA

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

b{\es

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

Ues

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

akjl O

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2

3 | a

5

6

7 8 9

10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1 [@)3|a]ls]{e|7]8]9|w
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale . 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.
2. Not Acceptable Don't expect grounding, but excessi\./e d-rift angle to maint‘afn track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.
3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety—>——

Overall Safety

1

2

3|4

5

6

ADNE)

10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to

daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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. Norfolk ¥
Pilot Run Evaluation A
October and November 2018

Pilot: { ')A \C Run No.: Date: £y 7

CI/\\SimV\ 09 “105 -
Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise. ;
 Container Kalina Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft

Model: ( Bulk Zhon Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft [Loaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A = Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

CiBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): A 2§
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): e ;0;::9
Swell: Dir. From/Height ) mtv () Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day—Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Y&

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

1207 s

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

Hes

\
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

s

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

jvO

Pilot Evaluation Form p.1of2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate S=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1" as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage co nditions
Run Difficulty (Ci;\cle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1 (3]s [afs |67 ]85 w0

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe _ 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2:NotAcceptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
> Avsrage conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe : o : o
2 times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety—>——
Overall Safety 1 23 ]als]e|7]8|()]|w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form p.20f2



Norfolk \}\

Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot':/]quD \/\/AQC Run No.: (Q(’f Date: |o/23//8

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): A) 25 kT
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): %::—zggb
Swell: Dir. From/Height Al | m Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day — Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

e

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

Co “q DG it i Rirs NEEDED

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

/es

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

-7/{’{5

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

NE

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reser

ve Capacity 1

2 3 4 ]

6

7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Difficulty—»——

Overall Difficulty

2 3 4 5

6

7] 8 | 9 | 10

—

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe

Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Overall Safety

1

2 3 4 5

6

!ncgg\.s\ing Safety—»>——

7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk 3
Pilot Run Evaluation \\\
October and November 2018

Pilot:D@u:D \/\//—\ RE unho: 7O e y0/23 /18

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft

Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft
CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): 6 ]O F1
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): 4%
Swell: Dir. From/Height W s, < Seas: | Dir. From/Height

Visibility: | Day —Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)
\/ £
2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?
b T~ | by
1~ b DEG b e
3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?
VES
4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?
—
|
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
iE=
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

e

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.
Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———
Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

S5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) lncreis_i\Qg Difficulty———
Overall Difficulty 1|2 |3]a|sfs]7]8]09]

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=

Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

5. Average conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Incrg@ng Safety—>——

Overall Safety

1

2

3 4 5

(5 )

7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk L
Pilot Run Evaluation N
October and November 2018

Pilot: Ch\“gym ” Run No.: 7‘0 Date; /0,23A ’g

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.
Sy =

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m /49 I i
Model: ulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5m /3500 &t OLoaded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

CIBallast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): Q | D

g . | Max flood -
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): W

Swell: Dir. From/Height (S md Seas: | Dir. From/Height
i I Y g
Visibility: | Day — Clear

O§NW\

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Ues

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

pl e

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

MLGS

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

U\(@

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———>

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1 2 3 4

5 6 / 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Cirgle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1 (/3 ]a|s |67 ]8]9|w
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe

Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1 2 3 4

5 10

6| 7|8/

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk \
Pilot Run Evaluation U
October and November 2018

Pilot: C[/\ )\ﬁim N Run No.: 9., Date: /0,23,%)?

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft)
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m750°9 OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

[IBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): S 75
(Max fl
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): w
Swell: Dir. From/Height { N g@%‘ Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day— Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: M(’@ ,’—,',—\f AN 9\

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Yes

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

S g

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

s

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

C/[w

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

VO

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

master, etc.)

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.
Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———
Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty

(Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——

Overall Difficulty

(2)| 3|45

6

& 8 9 10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
S:Bveloce conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) Increasing Safety—>——

Overall Safety

1

2 3 4 5

6

7 3/’\9) 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk Q“’f

Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

P”"“DA Vi \/\//Q.QE

Run No.: ’;/

Date: (0/22 /1=

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft ULoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft
CIBallast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt):

= 285 kT

Current Direction/ Speed (kt):

Max ebb

Swell: Dir. From/Height

Seas:

Dir. From/Height

| Visibility: | Day —Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

\/ES

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessar

when approaching the terminal?

y to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind

A pr6

e e

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that

prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (

different?

wind, wave, current)? If no, what was

VES

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

JE

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

KO

Pilot Evaluation Form

p.1of2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2 3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Difficulty—=>——

Overall Difficulty

234@

6

7 8 9 10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

5. Average

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2 3 4

5

6

y8910

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk \
Pilot Run Evaluation Q \
October and November 2018

Pilot: CL\‘ Sra l/\ Run No.: 31 Z, Date: [0 f?,)ﬁ/g

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/ 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

[1Ballast
_ =
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): g 2 C
saris .| Max flagd
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): VD 'ebb)
Swell: Dir. From/Height | Wit Seas: | Dir. From/Height

Visibility: | Day —Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Yes

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

O G a R

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

C’(@“)

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

e

6.  Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

VO

Pilot Evaluation Form p.1of2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———
Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 ¥ 8 9 10
8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)
Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions
Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Ci{cle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1 (J]3]als|e]7]s8]o]u0

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2:Not Acceptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
3. Average conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe . L i
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety—>—>—_->\
Overall Safety 12 |3]a]s]e|7]8[3)]w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form p.20of2




Norfolk J
Pilot Run Evaluation A ’

s

October and November 2018

Pilot: DQ\/(D \/\,/F{QE

Run No.: q 2

Date: )O/Z?z-/f%

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft CLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 149 m /49 ft
. _ CBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): < 2 < [
AT .| Max flood
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): (@

Swell: Dir. From/Height

>

|~

Seas:

Dir. From/Height

Visibility: | Day — Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

T2

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessar

when approaching the terminal?

y to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind

Zedl pEe

e p Dk

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions

different?

(wind, wave, current)? If no, what was

Ves

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

\/@:5

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

AlO

Pilot Evaluation Form

p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1=Inadequate

S=Average

10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2

3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) ﬂ‘_lqrgeasing Difficulty>——
Overall Difficulty 1 ]2]3]lals]se|7]|8]|9]10
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety - 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

5. Average

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power atall
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasingfggfetya—)%
Overall Safety 123 |a]s5|6f7)8]9 |

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk \J\

Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: O}’\\‘SVY‘O\V’\ Run No.: ?‘3 Date: /0,237((

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

[JBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): LZ;S__\
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): %:igg—%d—)
Swell: Dir. From/Height { M ,1—), M Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day—Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: M(’(’J-,{H aveen ]

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Ues

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

e GS

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

16

L

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

4

v

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

9 Lke\.... \) wovld owe O\‘Kefj 1‘nbomo{ i1y 7@% Clores o fhe
' Slavboedk Sidde oF hax Clenng)

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation

October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.
Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———>
Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

S5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Difficulty>——

Overall Difficulty

2

3

4

(9

6

7 8 9 10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

anreasing Safety———

Overall Safety

il

2

3

4

(5)

6

7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, envirshmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form




Norfolk ‘Q“}

Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot:DA\j D .\/\/AQE Run No.: ?3 Date: )0 /23 //éj

Please Circle Conditions. Answer anly questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft

Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

: | : 2y i CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): /\l 2 S KT
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): Ma: ggz
Swell: Dir. From/Height Vo Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day - Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)
3 ;
Vs
2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?
A e e
3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?
VES
4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?
\JES
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
, o
Ml
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

s

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1" as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2 3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Difficulty—»——

Overall Difficulty 1

2 3 4 5

©)

7 8 9 10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.
Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
2/Nothcceptanle tug pow:r negded for ixtended period in real—gwcr}d conditions.
3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increaéing Safety—»——

Overall Safety

1

2

3

4

5

)

7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form

p.20f2




Norfolk ’_
Pilot Run Evaluation N O
October and November 2018

Pilot: /[Df*\\) D \/\/AQE Run No.: r‘% L! Date: fo/zg/fg

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are dppﬁcab!'e to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/ 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

: : 7 CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): Al ey KT

Current Direction/ Speed (kt): /ﬁi&gﬁii

Swell: Dir. From/Height ( % /\J Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day— Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

VES

2. What Was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

Ll e bt aels

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

b

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

LS

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

5 / LD

i
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

X6

Pilot Evaluation Form p.-lof2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2

3 4 5 6

) 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 123 |af(s )6 |7 |89
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended

Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

5. Average conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) 1ncreasin/g,,§§fety——>—>—)
Overall Safety 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental lifits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk .
Pilot Run Evaluation \3\
October and November 2018

Pilot: C ‘/\ 8 ity 21 Run No.: 7 LT Date:/O, 2 T /g

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A= Draft 14.9 m /49 T
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xifg Hai = Dra S m /50 OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

[CIBallast
e

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): /U 7 q

flood

Di i d :

Current Direction/ Speed (kt) m
Swell: Dir. From/Height { v n/ Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day—Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: ﬂ/\ {,{,L\ Avea ?/
in

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

C{e%

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

5 9 i

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

oS

5. Dih you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

b(@

(=)

Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

MO

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity ik 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty ((‘;i(n\:te Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1 (@3 lals|e6|7]8]9]uw

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

ZeNat Accebtable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
2+ AVELaEe conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10: Veryoats times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety—:»—)ﬂ-{:
Overall Safety 123 |af[s]e]|7]8]|(d]1

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form p.20f2



Norfolk Ao
Pilot Run Evaluation Q
October and November 2018
—

PilOt:/DAUiD \/\/HQE Run No.: {;/5 | Date: |0/ 2 3//% -

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only guestions that are app!icdb{e to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A- Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 149 m /49 ft

R : : 1 CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): /\\ A 3/ KT’

Current Direction/ Speed (kt): %ﬁg;’}’@

Swell: Dir. From/Height N ] =1 Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day - Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To /' From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Jes

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

2 pEG
3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

i) MEA AL A E2 e Jic
FROM  =Sehp  INTERACTI oA
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

s
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

x O
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2 3 4 5 6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty

(Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—»——

Overall Difficulty

2 3 4 5 6

G 8|9 |10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale

1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe

Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) _Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2 (3] 4a|G s

7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk Q\
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

- )
Pilot: O’\ |9 I N

Run No..—q (

Date:/'()/zg ) ('g'

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.
e e TRE e

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong XimgHai : 094 OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft
[JBallast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt):

Current Direction/ Speed (kt):

ax flood
Max ebb

Swell: Dir. From/Height

{ W\Jﬂ/ /l/)

Seas:

Dir. From/Height

Visibility: | Day—Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: M e ,L\ nf /‘\'l@&\ Gl

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Ues

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

L{oxqo Dl S.me,\cier Sef Hhan ol Stimvlafon s

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that

prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (

different?

wind, wave, current)? If no, what was

Ues

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

o

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

llos. Too Close k @H«k 0Pound pulker. Sheuld et heen
Closer lo Sharkoad Side O&F Channe |
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.
Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———
Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
=
Overall Difficulty 1 |2 ]3f4){s|6]7|8]9 1w
p—
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended

Acceptable periodsin

real-world conditions.

: e £
PHAVGEE conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2 3 4 5

6

/?8910

11. Please list any “gualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk 7 \
Pilot Run Evaluation \}
October and November 2018

Pilot: p&\l_GW\Gw\ Run No.:?{ Date:/a_ 23’(5/

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

[CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): \g { ¢/
i ¥
I
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): %%’:QEEED
- - ‘/- \ H .
Swell: Dir. From/Height a% I ‘h* 5 Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day—Clear . 1 pn
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

(J\QS

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

Th s

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

Ues

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

Y €S

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

VO
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty ((':chle Choice) Increasing Difficulty———
Overall Difficulty 1 |[(Z|3]a]|ls|e]l7]8]9 10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2Nt Acceprable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
S+EWRIEe conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe . o b :
0. ugry times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety—>—>_:>
Overall Safety 1203 ]a]s|s6|7]|8|(Y]w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form p.20of2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation \E/}
October and November 2018

Plax L)»Q = \/\/AQZ Run No.: 7-@ Date: /‘O/g 3// =

Please Circle Conditions. Answer anly questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft

Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/ 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

o : Faen CBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): 6 D KT
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): ﬁ;‘;ﬁq’]
Swell: Dir. From/Height s '/,2 M Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day —Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

L.

Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

ES

What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

3. Were you able to successfully coMplete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?
4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
VES
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

A[D

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate S=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 1 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Chaice) I{}creasing Difficulty—=>——
Overall Difficulty 12 [3]a)e]|7]8]9] 1w

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe , 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2sNopAcceptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average 2
conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe . o .
Y times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 12 3|a]|s]el/7)8]s9 |0

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form p.20f2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: 1_’ AVID ‘ ARE Run No.: % 5 Date: }o/'fzgf//é?:

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/ 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): /\J g 2 5 }QT—
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): ﬁ%:i%ﬁp
Swell: Dir. From/Height NE \ A\ Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day— Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

JES

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

L e

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

JES

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

B S

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

AlD
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2

3 4 5

6

7 3 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty

(Circle Choice)

lncrea/:;_@g Difficulty—»>——

Overall Difficulty

2

3 4 5

(s

7 8 g 10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended

Acceptable periods in

real-world conditions.

5. Average conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

1=Unsafe

Safety Rating Scale

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing /_fS\af\ety—:f-—>—>

Overall Safety

1

2

3 4 5

6

Q/' 8 9 10

=1

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: Ch‘ g e Run No.: % !'_) Date: | Q/Z f—///fj

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

"Container Kalina_Norfolk A~ Draft 14.9 m /4970
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft [5.5 m /509 OLoaded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

CIBallast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): Sl/(/ a E“
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): ( max zgg (i)
Swell: Dir. From/Height W |vn ’[), Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day—Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

(/\eg

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

1 Thible TS G %n WHR TG TES G210 Craneq 35hnd 76dn 5 ¢ S 75

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

T Hank e leatag NIt argl CTQ (s xtessive

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

4e

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

No

Pilot Evaluation Form p.-lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5" as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———»

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2

3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Difficulty>——

Overall Difficulty

2

@45

6

7 8 9 10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=

Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

i L
5. Average conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2

3 4 5

6

7 18] 9 |10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

NS T T A T

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_ Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

[CI1Ballast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): /\1 E 2 5 v
g s ' . \Maxflood >

Current Direction/ Speed (kt): LT ORE
Swell: Dir. From/Height Seas: | Dir. From/Height

Visibility:

Day — Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

—

< / £

>

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

STARTING ~ T1-B° / L e

3. Were you able to successfully corﬁplete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

\/{S

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

JE

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

\/EﬁS

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

AlD
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty———

Overall Difficulty 123 |afs) 6|7 ]8]o]u
S
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

ZiNarAcceptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
> AVRIREE conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe . - s
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasin;&gfety—:-a—-)
Overall Safety 12 ]3a|s|s6|7)8]9o]w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form p.2of2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: ()[/_) {"5 AN Run No.: gé Date: /() ,2 Y -[?

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

(| Container Kalina_Norfolk A- Draft 14.9 m /49 ft)
Model: [ Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

[iBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): 5 W 75
Cu_r'ren%; Direction/ Speed (kt): (NMa* ::blc))d
Swell: Dir. From/Height \“"//[ W o > Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day —Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Yes

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

) BkE

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

Ues

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

s

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

V0

Pilot Evaluation Form p.1of2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (%cle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1 (2|3 ]a]s]s6]7]8]9]w

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale

1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe

Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety—-)-@
Overall Safety 1 |2{ala]ls|e]z]s ( 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Filot: waxo \AJarE Run No: 2 7 | Date: 10/24/18

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only guestions that are app_[;.‘cable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft > CLoaded

| Containier MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

. L | Hiiat | .DBallast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): /91\25’ kKT
Currept l.)irection'/' Sﬁeed (k{): _ W
Swell: Dir. From/Height Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day — Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

¢ /

FS

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

\__

o

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

\ng/ SQUATED oo ~rUvEH AT Low sSSPt

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

-7/65

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

N O

PilotE

valuation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) /_L\F?c\reasmg Difficulty—>——>
Overall Difficulty 123 ]afss|7 8|91

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2;Norceceptanle tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
S RUSIARe conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very S o o
ysae times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1 2 13lals]6f7]8] 9]0

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental [iivrits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form p.20f2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: Q/-\\f D \/J[QQE Run No.: 88 Daté: [0/2,_}//8

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

L B : : : [iBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): N 25 T

Current irection/ speed (kt): ‘ﬁ_fﬁ__’zb‘lﬁ@

Swell: Dir. From/Height Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day —Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

VES

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

S nel e

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

wer

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

/ L5

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

NG

Pilot Evaluation Form p-lof2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2

3 4 5

6

7

8

9

10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1|23 ]afs)e|[7]8]09]w
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.
Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
2. Not Acceptable e S
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.
3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

lncreasingﬁ&Qfety—e—>—>

Overall Safety

1

2

3 4 5

6

(7 ) e

9

10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: Tm “:%\%w‘__ Run No.: “Q\ Date: 1| | /S-d{l il

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

—+ Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft %oaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

[ Ballast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): W AE 2_'5’\9;-5
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): Jﬁ%ﬁd
Swell: Dir. From/Height | Coot Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day€ Clear )
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: i—-’/A

Transit To / From: C AL He~—Ry To G ARATy ESLATD

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

T, TRAD T WA NADE ﬂmﬂ-&ﬁmuq VTTHE. DZast ANGLE.L wuAS A=

CROEd AL TR Am e Ape. Herey BB ieAsE. Doce s To 2730 as e

Ploce @O O )~ Bovn()

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

AR AGE . TRAET Aveie. ruAn B

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

l*—*‘{/\

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

THE SHP HADED VE@yg MUANCH THE. SAME A WHAT o AAVE

£ X (€Er~E D — THE.  MOUENMEATS OF ACTAL SiHES oF TUS SIZE_

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

Y(&S

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

o, Qo B AR ERPCcrE N LutTu Tue. ke A

C o\ o—re g  CorD oS
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1 2 3 4 5 (6; 7 8 9 | 10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2aNaLAccoptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
S4Averdge conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Saf ; . .
ery sate times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1|23 |als|6|/7)8]|s 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form p.20of2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: g M/,{lfé&ﬁﬁ?i[,L AL{@(\/‘ Run No.: /ZO Date: ///{/20 /g

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only guestions that are'appﬁcabfe to"the exercise.

o RSO

(Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m /49 ft )

Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

e . : : : - e S5 CIBallast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): 5 L) 25 Ky
AR . | Max flood o s 4 ,
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): ((Maxebb=, VAnIEy SPEEDS [ |+o 2.2
b 7 L2

Swell: Dir. From/Helght Sk [rrefer \Seas ir. From/Height
Visibility: @\7 ﬁ@p
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: /{//4
Transit To / From: S BoY ( fl' Z +a Vil
i

Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Y@S, DESPErE THE nELS 70 STEEL  7-§ deqreer off churted Co0lld)

BY Vsrlb onE Y WAECHTIN, THE VEKEL HIN Sulfrceait SAE 440
2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?
3 s KA Qa (ees  Jee woy . AlIVFed . SEEED DULING  TRAISZT votS
| 7.7 kty _cver Groond)
3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutidns? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?
N
4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?
\/ =
(=S,
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
Vs
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

[T owWE WAY  TrANVTFT p T Fhe diows T Whs made L/S!\u/ o
EATE/NE Clhriiel /2(7 SHAVTNE NEAR THE CEATEL.
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2

3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty {Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1 2]3]afs|e)]7]8]9]w

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

5. Average conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) |

asing Safety—>——

Overall Safety

1

2

3 | 4] s

J

7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environtrental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: "\ . Bty Run No.: Date: | /
L ke ot Sl (//5' X
Please Circle Conditions. Answer only_q;;estions that are applicable to the exercise. : :

—+Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft |
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft P oaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): wgE 20
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): ﬁ:;f%
Swell: Dir. From/Height | v Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: Day '
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: M(A‘

Transit To / From: \/1 i To C EBT’

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)
VYES . ThHe DeIFT ATCLE = Cea€y TS AN A0 hMocrfolle
ItAcest. SEEAME g BEXCESIVE. | otyel (ose. 1T Luas ADPCoPRATE. TUWE
Arece Auowed Toe oty WAy qemsT DUe TO |heREARED REAM
2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

G7 Oe e SEiss

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

A

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

\/e,.s. SERLAL-  TIPMES T SEEemed RecvetiAoa TO TR

INTO THe. o) £de— ATER- Cacter CUEe wAT reedy
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals? = PVLAR PR T e

YES

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

| R 5 oSN s YT S LOA- N Al
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2

3 4 5

6

.

8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty———
Overall Difficulty 12 |3|a|sys) 78|90
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.
Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
2:NatAcceprable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.
3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety—>——
Overall Safety 1|23 |a]|s /78|91

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: /_‘_/’ “’%f(’{’/'/tf‘rfﬂlz 4146&\/ Run No.: /22 Date: ///(/267{5)

Please Circle Condi_ti S.

licable to the exercise.'

{ Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft 3

Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft
[ Ballast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): ] l&) /?5”/(753
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): cﬁ%
Swell: Dir. From/Height / wop fopuies, vl ((Seas: )Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day~ Clear o
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: /1//4
Transit To / From: I,/_I G % G2 ? E S

1.

Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

VES. VSEd CEATERLLIME of Clipsic

What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

Z-H gfe?re\é’f /égtc/cly

Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

N /-

Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

VES, oML ACTEN AS df  contd Lyfe T T REAL TInl

Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

VES

Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

VO — owne chy TeAMTe AUMIEY 5L of CrtRi7M

TR
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation

Octoberand N

ovember 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating

for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.
Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———
Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty

(Circle Choice) /( ln%reasing Difficulty—>——

Overall Difficulty 1] 2|3 |alfs/[e|7]8]|9 ]
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Condition;//
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

5. Average

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) ﬁﬁmreasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2 |3 ]af's)

6

) 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, en

Yiegnmental limits, restricted to

daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pil

—

ot: "JALQ& o s Runibla.: 4 2% bater 1| !S—“X

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft

Model: ~—Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft _Qﬁ)aded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft
CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): 8 20O
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): C%EE
Swell: Dir. From/Height N /1 I~ Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day, Clea) :
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: CRA~f1 TS5tA~o CL.PC:J% Mot eREE

1.

Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Ves TWE SEP WADLED (Ee( CURLL  ATO HAD A
~Ce LARLE Oener AvclEe

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?
10 (&}
[ 2
3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?
I /A
4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?
V&S Ceacr®0 URey LELL D ce-O\T1O-S
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
YG,S
6. Would you madify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

— S

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation

October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2

3

4

5

6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

S5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty———
Overall Difficulty | 2 3 4 | 5 6 7 ) 8 9 | 10
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2

3

4

)

6

7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: /"f M///f:ﬁé[‘/f?f_fl/l/ A_l@ﬁj/ Run No.: /?/ﬁf Date: ///SW/?,@‘(J/
i, : :

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Contain /49 ft
Model:  {Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft
ClBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): /_& Qj'_kﬁ
d N
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): (%Iﬂz_izggg)
Swell: Dir. From/Height / A o /l/ Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day—Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: /1//4

Transit To / From: V8 gD HRET

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

YES

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

Vs

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

vl

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

VES. Mapl MeTEN s oWE otk T4 REAL Trola

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

/e S

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

V0

Pilot Evaluation Form p-lof2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2 3 4 5

6

7

8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty

(Circle Choice) ' Ancreasing Difficulty—>——

Overall Difficulty 1]2]3]als/|s]|7]8]s]10
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

. Average T
? g conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” asunsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2 3 4 3

6

7

8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form

p.2of2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: £ Az EUTS Tl ey

Run No.: /2(

Date: ///6 /Z@;’g'

Please Circle Conditions. Answ

er only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina_Norfolk A Draft 14.9 m /49 ft

Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

WEnd Direction / Speed (kt): @a':":‘;T\ 5 if K‘/‘S

Sty . |'Maxfload

qurent Direction/ Speed (kt): Max ebb

Swell: Dir. From/Height

/ m Frae S

Seas:

Dir. From/Height

Visibility:

Day — Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

WELTTNG oA 2 97 Boos)

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Vés

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

G SALY 7 ] Ay /ec/”fmcj +le as seffl<d /1w @j 2’30/’@?/&&1{

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

s

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

VE s

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

YE S

6. Would you maodify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

i Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Ad equacy—>—>~§>

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2 3 4 5

6

7

8

9

10

master, etc.)

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Chaice) /ﬁﬁ‘easing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1 |2l 3 a{ s 6|7 |8 ]| 9|10
{ !
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditiﬁns/
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe

Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

conditions

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) ﬂ/ \[ncreasing Safety—>——

Overall Safety

1

2 | 3] a|[s)

6

7

8

9

10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, envirénmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

ey

Pilot: ’ﬂc_a(—i Qotraty Run No.: ,Lgf Date: | (/Ca ({ Y

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

~+Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft A oaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

CiBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): % R a,(
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): ‘%—:Sgg)
Swell: Dir. From/Height \ A Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: Day@
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: e ol H—PLv—R_-q ] 4 b e S g S~ e S S

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from'/ to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

YES

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

dES s Mmak e "THE,_..TRA\"*"B]T*CB (Ol

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different? -

VeSS

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

YEIS . B0 U Alcnuy qHe.  SHP TD Cest AL (TIE. 20
A 0O TUe  @ie ug Buori Gae il g ivenigmie s e p

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

SRV s Rt I PR R b0 DL e e e oh e St o il 0 e S
CE~TRBAZ TR AUOLO Rav= T EFecd OoFE RO <woF

Pilot Evaluation Form Pl BED




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2 3 4 5

6

7 | A) 9 | w0

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, exp‘é'rience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Chaice) Increasing Difficulty—=——

Overall Difficulty 123 ]als|6]|7]A) 9|10
|
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

5. Average

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2 3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Fe=

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: /f {/(,//‘{IGH‘TBT.‘:/‘[/{/ /46@\/ Run No.: /Z@ Date: ///@ /2@ {“OD

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

(| Container Kalina_Norfolk A- Draft 14.9 m /49 ft )
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5m /509 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

[C1Ballast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): \S_‘ Qg/ K{K
Max flogd
(@
Swell: Dir. From/Height / e § Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day - Clear

Current Direction/ Speed (kt):

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

. AY

Transit To / From: 0] OT'BC?U A ib CB B~ /'['"5 /M@L:TEW@ Af%'f~ 2 )

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, énchorage or terminal, and méintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

V€5

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

T AN T7 Wi §-)10 deqrees to. fesll MY STAE o
LA A M e O

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

s

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

VES | ACTHOUGH Mo FaTéATTa) ks KLy PAssE)

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

M S

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

O




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

} Tug Adequacy Rating 1=Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Hicreasing Difficulty—>——

Overall Difficulty 123 |a|ff]s|7]8]9 ]
\/
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2sNotAcceptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
2. Rvelage conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

. Ver o -
10. Very Safe times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) f']increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1|23 |a|ls/]|e]|7]8]a]1w0

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
QOctober and November 2018

Pilot: j?c_e;g < Yost T RunNo.: |7 (o Date: 1f /(0 /15/

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

—rContainer Kalina_ Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft Poaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

[IBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): % as
' Max flood

C t Directi Speed (kt): .

urrent Direction/ Speed (kt) (Mmﬁbj
Swell: Dir. From/Height Seas: | Dir. From/Height

s \ g

Visibility: | Day(Clear) '
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: CACE. PECY = WIEEN—4S AR A T

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)
= o Sk
NES D TRALGT LOAS SO0 T ATA (e RSO -37S5
o v o ce v £
2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

“4® 0 Nlcas

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

yes

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

YES RBEO LBye shaiig e Pkl i B S
TNEF B (CODNM T B)anL Foe AT e e

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

=~

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate
7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.
Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequag——)—)—-)
Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 /8 ) 9 10
8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Difficulty—=——

Overall Difficulty

2 3 4

5 6 7 8 9

10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

. Average i
? a8 conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety—>——
Overall Safety 1[2]3]a]s]se]|7]/8)9 1w

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, Testricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

1 - ‘/ ;i . - 4 ~— 3 K . M) E . / ¢
.P!ease Circle Conditions. Answeranly questions that are appficab!e to the exercise.
L)

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 149 m /49 ft ~
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/50.9 ft CLoaded
Contamer MSC Oscar Norfo]k A Draft of 14 9m / 49 ft

ol e CiBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): /[/ Q(D M‘B

Current Directionf Speed (kt): (%g;—_gggd—)

Swell: Dir. From/Height I M /\/ Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day - Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

7 N\
Transit To / From: T/ Bde\&B } TS5 -Chor / JMEETTM H’I’{-iﬁr“f 2z )

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and/maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

YES

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

7O G Er AN TO Y SEJE OF CHANELT A5 TH e, o100
N~ [ = ior, it ks Sebflad  —tun At 2-g cv/eq/[@

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

= Mk

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

ves

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

Y& §

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

VO




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy

(Circie Choice)

Increasing Adequacy——>—

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2 3 4 5

6

7

8

9

10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficuity Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Maost Difficult

S. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty

(Circle Choice)

Incre/yiﬁgr Difficulty >——

Overall Difficulty 1|12 (|3]al|ls{e|7]8] 9]0
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) /ﬂ‘ncreasing Safety—>——

Overall Safety

1

2 |3 ] al[p)

6

7

8

9

10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, envirdnmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: \j A = '__S; —— RunNo.: \"¢- Date: (| l (s I I

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

—FContainer Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft |
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/ 50.9 ft A oaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

CiBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): X S .ol
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): ﬂ‘%ﬂ%gb
Swell: Dir. From/Height L Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day - (lear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: CLRY ~ AMMEEBNee bt e A D

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

yE?_.S‘ A LE To ST A< D0 pEf ciovtecirs PROADE
G0l (Zoom BRI SHRAC . LoAaTER

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

d oy Skes

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

ve s

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

oo pw  wO0AC

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

~— O

Pilot Evaluation Form p-lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1" as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy—r——

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 /8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty———>
Overall Difficulty il 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2. NotAcceptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
3 AVEISES conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe . - e
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safetz:—a—)»
Overall Safety 1[2]3]a]s]|e|7]/e]s ]|

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form p.20of2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot:ﬁ%g E SOI+-=—‘;‘-Q Run No.: [2,3/ Date: l}/é, // 5/
Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise. :

“Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft AT oaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m./ 49 ft

CBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): gk 8
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): N2 f[ood
ax e
Swell: Dir. From/Height Nl Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day ~(Cleay
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: CLQ:(%T— = e eMr—C. AT A i

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

YES, ARLe o e p 2SO OFE c i, aefliirb . AL SR
FoT SATE NMEE(I~< A Goad SN0 ReswOrSE

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

2°% O ks

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

N

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

T

VYE =S ZEO A C R e D (e AvCE (e SHoAL

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

P O

Pilot Evaluation Form p. lof2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity H i 2 3 4 5 6 7 ﬂ%) 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, exﬁé?i?.nce of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficufty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2<NotAcceptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
«Avelage conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

. Very Saf ) .. ”
10. Very Sate times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1 2 3 1 5 6 7 /é) 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

pict: £, (VAT GHTSTT LL- ,44/_/&/ R N 25 ous: 1 6/ 2018

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questtons that are applicable to the exercise.

@ontamer Kalina_Norfolk A~ Draft 14.9m /49 ft /"
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft O Loaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

CIBallast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt) N th k’iﬁj
; Max fi
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): ¢ ﬁ;}ﬁ :

Swell: Dir. From/Height ] i (\./ Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: Day-Ciear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

- N
i - 'k L ) . / L% < /
TransitTo/From: | FUROUAD T8 Yo COKT  (Mibriwd kA 2)
1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and mdintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

YﬁgS HAQC,” ees \QGA&J&T UJW\%_ Mo ERT Cotuli T

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthiﬁg/ un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

I

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

Vs

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

\(ES

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

LO




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

: Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadegquate 5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy—-—>—»

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) I;;treasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 102 |3]|a|f)e|7]s]9 w0

/

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale i=Unsafe 5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2-NoLAccoptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended

. Av L
S ANRIagE conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Maost Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) / /Iﬁcreasing Safety———
Overall Safety 123 |alldf|e|7]s8] 9]0

daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

eiot: £ WAzGLTSTRL e nto: 6 o fy [ G fogps

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

%ta_inﬁe_ré Kalina_Norfolk A—D /49 ft
Model: {Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5m/509ft OLoaded
| Container MSC Oscar—Norfolk A~ Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

Wir;;:l Dfrectio.n / ':.Ep.eed (kt): [\/ B 2 §l¢+§ |

Cu?rent Direction/ Speed (kt): k%%’:'z‘g\;@
: /
Swell: Dir. From/Height / M Wj Seas: | Dir. From/Height

Visibility: | Day—Clear

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

\
Transit To / From: (;f?/gl—t?;GUM\B CELT = FERS / PHEETTA ;4;»1;@4 7 )

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and faintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

VES

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

g'? erc//(,QQ() ot fras7 Fle 2-3 ({6%&3 74J L@/(/Q

37 Were you able to'successfuﬂy complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

W/

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

VES

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

VO




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1=Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circie Choice) Increasing Adequacy—-—>—

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Chaice) Az\creasing Difficulty—>——

Overall Difficulty tl23|als][e]7]8]09 10
A A
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale i=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

~-MotAcceptable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
I-Average conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe ; L i
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) ﬂcreasing Safety—>——
Overall Safety 1 2 3 4 / 5 / 6 7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, envirshmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

. P .-..——-—“ . . .
Pilot: JA‘—G\B -AC’E—H-&U-‘._ Run No.: \ZO\ Date: | [ I(G(I \6/
Please Circle Cbndr‘tions. Answer only guestions that are applicable to the exercise. :

—T1Container Kalina Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft —HiTaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

CBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): ~ Z2<
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): %‘Ed‘)
Swell: Dir. From/Height M~ L Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day- ear)
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: < ATE Vje_.ruzé? S NN E S N A LSS AT

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

%
2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

SO

L[o—(oo O~ ﬁM-{ TO 0N AegAne— 25T Fj_uo.h._ VILOTLE g0 MBS VE
OIER_ = cdanem e D M

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

VES

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

y@.&%

.6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

=D

Pilot Evaluation Form p.-lof2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy (Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 @ 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2:NorAcceptible tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
2: AVEIoRS conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe . .. .
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———
Overall Safety 1|2 |3|lals]e| 7G]0

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form p-20of2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: [~ (U4TEWTSTTLL- AUM}/ R e f}@ Rtes ///6/’2,@ (&

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Model:

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded

CiBallast

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): < /O /{(’5

.c_u;rrent Direction/ Speed (kt): q Ma:: Eggd

Swell: Dir. From/Height / A g Seas: | Dir. From/Height

Visibility:

Day —Clgar /{f()(‘.)"'

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: f\///4

I4

B!
Transit To / From: OUTBCLN;A CRBT — / TS { e/l JW Z )

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

VES

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

Oy o C@u@i& of C:SS&YM

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

Y

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

Ves

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

Vs

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

{MD




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation

October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

{

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy

(Circie Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5

6

7 8 9

10

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficuity Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

S5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9.

Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty

(Circle Choice)

Incr

t;aa\ing Difficulty—>——

Overall Difficulty

1 2 3 4 5

6)

7 8 9 10

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.
Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
2«NokAcceptable tug pow:r neided for ixtended period in rea I-gworld conditions.
3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) ﬁﬂcreasing Safety———
Overall Safety 123 ]a|5]e|7]8]o 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, envirofimental limits, restricted to

daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: ~ | . Run No.: Date:
ot Jorram Bacog o ey [ i 5
Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise. : e

-1 Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 149 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/ 50.9 ft [Eoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): =y 1O
Curfent Direction/ Speed (kt): W
Swell: Dir. From/Height Ivina S Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day— Clear ol
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: CACE . W (A = E e q)v—s AL 2

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

'Yrﬂ__&k Oz &= Ao le. WWAS, S ALC DR 5D (e U oD

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

28 s ke

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

AV N

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

B A ALLED Wy SELE 1D G T ’-—{US" AW g dielg TR e @i U e A
MET  FRLCsST s BirrD, FECT THE. 2N ALU A0 2pe AR S D, Lude

RELE. TD €AY THRE. SWirc=— Bua was Cgerz T2 =F coD g0
AHAN T Ll H-ALF dee o

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

YES. ol D (HACE. MATAIcE b BED! @ua T OF CR e
DO A= Y AUl D | e TESLA- G pi~— AT T E&A—Nk__
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
QOctober and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reser

ve Capacity

1

2 3 4 5

6

a. 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice} ~Increasing Difficulty———
Overall Difficulty 1 l213[als]s6]|7 ¢ o]0
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don'’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

3« AVCTags conditions
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
10. Very Safe . i .
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions
Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2 3 4 5

6

(2 8|9 |10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

% Aoce s DiFrecerT e A=FEST Rost

S S44ve—

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: T e _ Run No.: ] Date: . e
ot A caR Qo Hrao— o El H/("'/lb/
Please Circle Canditions._ Answer anly questions that are applicable to the exercise. :

——Eontainer Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft HEToaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): 5. Zig—

F.erent Direction/ Speed (kt):

Swell: Dir. From/Height = \ wa Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: Day

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: CLOsT —= e onr AT E A e

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Yé’ﬁ‘ A-‘-E;L,EJ O A e R A T NG et AL e T

e 20 SATROANAT,  SATESY 200 pacs T of ol TEY

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

D VO kas

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

e

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

YE._B

6. Would you madify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

i
i
|
i

Tug Adequacy Rating

1=Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

{Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy—}—%—}

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2 3 4 5

6

7

8

9

10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

S.

Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty {Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 123 ]als]|e|7|(8) 9w
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe

Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptahle periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2 3 4 5

6

7

@

9

10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: f[(/j{»fégn‘?jcp_ ﬁ—uf/i\/ RunNo.: /73 i Date: ///é, /ze, [é\,‘

Please Cir.c%tions. Answer only questioné that are applicable to the exercise.

(| Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49

Model: | BUlKZhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m7 50,0 ft [TLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft
CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): N 2 5 K’f‘r
 Max flood :
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): ‘-—————Jmax T
Swell: Dir. From/Height / Y Seas: | Dir. From/Height
/‘f‘&\\ / S
Visibility: | Day-\Clear )
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: /l//4

Transit To / From: T Boo | /9/4'-55;71/ & ZMV% 7

1.

Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

YES

What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

kil apeyuezg

Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

Wil

Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

G

Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

5

Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

o

Pilot Evaluation Form p-lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice) ( easing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

234%5”—"'6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minirqum

lard pull, experience of tug

(

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) / | cﬁeasing Difficulty—=——
Overall Difficulty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
-
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended

Acceptable periodsin

real-world conditions.

5. Average

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) / /\{ncreasing Safety—>——

Overall Safety

1

2 |3 |af5s]| s

7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, en\ir

mental limits, restricted to

daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

5

Pilot: /’ 60/14,4[/_/[3”‘¢ILV [%MW/ Run No.;,// & Z Date: /f/é /2’6’ /?
P.’ease Cf!wwmw{mawe to the exerc:se o

\Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m/49 ft )
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draff 15.5 m /50.9 It OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

: - OIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): S KZ/S“" KJ’
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): i M:ggg)d
Swell: Dir. From/Height / e j Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: Day@a;:) ;
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: /[//4«

Transit To / From: Mcﬂ)}k{@ %f)ﬁ,&/é‘ M Z

1.

Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

VES

What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

3) r/&@ c/;/u—@o

Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

'W//4

Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

Ve

Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

YES

Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

O

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2



Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy-—>——

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2 3 4

5

6

7 8 5 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

1=Not Difficult

Difficulty Rating Scale

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) /lpgreasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1l2]3|afs)]e|7]8]9]w
-y
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

5. Average

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1" as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

.Increasing Safety—>——

Overall Safety

1

2| 3| a/

y

6

7 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form

p.20f2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: ™7
\),Az‘,@\.i

5361—'}‘\;%@\— Run No.: (Sz_ Date: | | ((p {\ ¢

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

e}

Viodel:

- Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m /49 ft
Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/ 50.9 ft OLoaded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9m /49 fi

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): % 2K e
Cg_;'rent Direction/ Speed (kt):/ %
Swell: Dir. From/Height o Raaa Seas: | Dir. From/Height

Visibility:

ay -Clesy

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

CR]BT 90 CACE. e+ S meensS  Acei 2

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot sta{ion, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

YQ——S. ORAFT Arate. ~AD SATE. A0 ARLE TO Mg~
=<0 BT

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

,_(LC

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

'\/’é;i.

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

~ e Dbt

FE?—C:%A%LV SCow Fom. MEE T e

Ol UESSEY




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

S=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circie Choice)

Increasing Adequacyq—a.—-)

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2 3 4

5

6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficufty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficuit

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty {Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1 |2]3|als|e6]|7|@]9]10
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

5. Average conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2 3 4

5

6

7| 8 |(9] 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to

daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: /7. (WALENTSTTLL ,;44»{51&\/ RunNo.: /¥ 3—’ Date: ///6 //240 [d)
P!easg Circf%[gwmwm%q the exercise, ; :

[ Container Kalina_Norfolk A-Draft 149 m/49ft | |
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Dra Sm/5091H OLoaded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

[CIBallast
o
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): A/ ?i) K ’IL&
i {Maxflood )
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): M abh .
Swell: Dir. From/Height } fn ﬂ/ Seas: | Dir. From/Height
f(z?\
Visibility: | Day -—@[ear)
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: N(a“/‘\f

Transit To / From: ovC BQ ) fuﬁ 7)45 STA/ WA Z

1

Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

Ve

What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

3 a'(‘é.’cru,bs

Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

AN

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?
NEd
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

e

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1" as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice) .Lgéng Adequacy———>

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2 | 3 | oGt 6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, mi

rrbollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) ﬂ,}m(easing Difficulty———
Overall Difficulty 1]2]3|afsfe]7]8]9]w
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions\‘/ £
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.

5. Average

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) ﬂncreasing Safety—=>——

Overall Safety

1

2 | 3 4(5\6

/

7 8 g 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, envitorimental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: % :’;Sc,();’_? jO\WPW Run No.: \33 Date: ("(/(D ((g/

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

'\_Qontainér Kalina Norfolk A—Draft 14.9m /49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft_

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): l\f_—_-h__nz:&f

éu;'rent Direction/ Speed (kt): &2;}%&/)

Swell: Dir. From/Height - | Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: Day@

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

TransitTo[From: |~ ACP g iy P mEBeonee Acesn 2

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

‘FP’& 2APS SrEEnD LW (Y e RiT T AASLEIS TEOR (L AV
LiTTie. w0 o Vv ACIAACA T— B/w’ vessecS O B At

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

2P idles<

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

p%%ﬁ%i,b \,L)G(/\»Llﬁmk ARV E wADE. (e AT ALy
(o T L AT ERACTI S —

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

‘Y-'@_S.

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

Lotk HAvE_ ke s SP2e D poeadr— 4Awaun~H T




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1=Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circie Choice)

Increasing Adequacy——>—

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2

3 4 5

6

7

8

9

10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty>——
Overall Difficulty 1 l21lafats]lslz @) 9 | 10
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2

3 4 5

6

7

8

()

10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

ot FAWE6HTSTFIL AvEsy nto: /74 Jowe 11/ o

Please Circle ;@U@Wmmﬂmf@ﬂ%ﬁhﬁ%ﬂﬁw the exercise.

(Container Kalina Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m/ 49 fi |
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m 750.9 ft OLoaded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): A/ ?g’ L(,ﬁ
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): ( l\[\;:z: 2006
Swell: Dir. From/Height } e M Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: Day—@g/ar/\ :
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: [\/ //4

Transit To / From: G‘UTDO\)V\JQ /D,ﬁ%wxﬁv ,%4,5‘4 2k

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

VE2

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

72 o{jﬂefﬂm

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

Wil

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

Vs

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

VEs

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

W,

Pilot Evaluation Form p.1of2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice) /)Qareasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2 | 3| s |[5

6

7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, mini

master, etc.)

Wollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) ﬁ reasing Difficulty———
Overall Difficulty 123 |af[s][e]|7]8]|9]10
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended

Acceptable periods in

real-world conditions.

5. Average

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average. _

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) // ]Il}mreasing Safety—>——

Overall Safety

1

2|3 |afs)

6

£ 8 9 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, eanental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

= G 4 Run No.: {7 ¢ Date:
NAcc Qovreo— e |5‘_‘ — “/(p/{f
Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

—t+Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m /49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/50.9 ft /E!’éaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m /49 ft

Pilot:

e e . b CiBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): o »or N

'Cufrent Direction/ Speed (kt): M:: zzgd

Swell: Dir. From/Height i — M Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: Day@

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From:

CTAFE e+, P MEBEN—a  acoa Lo
1. Were you able to successfully make the trarisit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

\/‘E-% VRZ ., SATE- TRASNT LoivH | —o  Exesmssive bewca

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

= PRV = =8

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

T

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

¥es

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

—_




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1=Inadequate 5=Average 10=Most Adequate
| 7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.
Tug Adequacy (Circie Choice) Increasing Adequacy———
Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ] 10
8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)
Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions
Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Maost Difficult
S. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty {Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty\—-»-)—>
Overall Difficulty 1 |l2talalsis |7 (8" V9 | 10
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2

3 4 5

6

74

8

O

10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: f Ctjﬁl-iﬁf‘ﬁfhz ClL—- (41.(6/’&\/ Run No.: /? & Date: // /6/2{7/(?

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

( Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m /49 ft '
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m /50.9 ft O Loaded

Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

- S C1Ballast
V.Vl.nd Direction / Speed (kt): (jw /\/i Qg—k H
i W . Ma
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): Max ebb
Swell: Dir. From/H}Ight\ //m jt/ Seas: | Dir. From/Height
V;snbl!:ty | Day+Clear /
——— 77
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: A//!*Z/L

Transit To / From: D AN PASsEL - JW 2

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)
Yes
2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?
L 57[ def/(,Q‘Q)&
3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?
A
4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?
Nt
ES
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
=S
6, Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

M

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation

October and N

ovember 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating

for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy—>——

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

zsaci;T

6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimurmbollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficult

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty - (Circle Choice) Algcreasi'ng leﬁcu!ty.,_}__)_)
Overall Difficulty 1 2|3 |af{s]|6]|7]8]9]w
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe S5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended

Acceptable periodsin

real-world conditions.

5. 2
Auetage conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe S=Average Safety 10=Most Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

234/5*

6

7 8 g 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: ~——

e vl Run No.: Date:
O Aca N © Hh—_Te— B35 ”/GJ{IY
Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

Container Kalina Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m /49 ft
Model: —{Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m / 50.9 ft [Loaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): =
'.C.l.;_‘?rrent Direction/ Speed (kt): CMEED
axe
Swell: Dir. From/Height — | ) Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day —Clear
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

TransitTo / From:

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)
VEST e e. 7o 0 | EuEt TS Sk YO AACLBCS TeC -
Py B A

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

z° ovE=

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

\E<

5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

‘Y(E-'—‘E:. SHPe WA ~SwE n Loe oo

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

inadequate,“5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity

1

2 3 4 5

6

7

8

9

10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale

1=Not Difficuit

5=Difficulty of an Average Transit

10=Most Difficult

9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions

Run Difficulty {Circle Choice) Increasing Difficulty—>——
Overall Difficulty 1 |23 ]a|s5]6|7[Bo9 ]
Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions
Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe
1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
5. Average

conditions

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safetyl

(Circle Choice)

Increasing Safety———

Overall Safety

1

2 3 4 5

6

7

8

9

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to

daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Pilot: 7~ Q/ﬁihff_[‘rm[,b /4’(15/’&\/ Run No.: /576 Date: /'(/é' /Zéf/?

Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise. :

[Container Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m /49 ft )

Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft
A l @ e CIBallast
Wind Direction / Speed (kt): r—— S /O [(:%S
i P (| Max flood
Current Direction/ Speed (kt): ok abE
Swell: Dir. From/Height / M S Seas: | Dir. From/Height
VESIblllty" Dayjlea-r (\:D G",‘- !
Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls: /l-//fd'

Transit To / From: T/ B SANN /0,4/5 5 A W i

1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)
Ao
e S
2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?
3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?
s %
4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?
e
6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

s

Pilot Evaluation Form p.lof2




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation

October and N

ovember 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating

for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating

1= Inadequate

S5=Average

10=Most Adequate

inadequate,“5"” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as

Tug Adequacy

(Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy——-—»

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1

2 3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

master, etc.)

Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difﬁculty'of an Average Transit 10=Most leflCUlt :
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty (Circle Choice) creasing leﬁculty——:'—ar—-:a S
Overall Difficulty 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10

T

Overall Safety of Run

for Tested Conditic}rrK

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

2. Not Acceptable

Don’t expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum
tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.

3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended

Acceptable periods in

real-world conditions.

5. Aver i
rage conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world

10. Very Safe

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all
times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale

1=Unsafe

S5=Average Safety

10=Most Safe

10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.

Run Safety

(Circle Choice) f\lncreasing Safety—>——

Overall Safety

1

2 | 3 4/5\

6

7 8 S 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, et?(mental limits, restricted to

daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance na

igation safety

Pilot Evaluation Form
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Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

'-'T--"

Pilot: —— - Run No.: Date: | / ,
JACR A0 ch-3ow— un Ro.: 12, ate !-l/(.c/rY
Please Circle Conditions. Answer only questions that are applicable to the exercise.

—tContainer Kalina_Norfolk A— Draft 14.9 m / 49 ft
Model: | Bulk Zhong Xing Hai — Draft 15.5 m/ 50.9 ft OLoaded
Container MSC Oscar_Norfolk A — Draft of 14.9 m / 49 ft

Wind Direction / Speed (kt): = T D)

tsu;'rent Direction/ Speed (kt): CE_%EE

Swell: Dir. From/Height Seas: | Dir. From/Height
Visibility: | Day—Clear *\'-/:DQ;_,

Assist Tugs Bollard Pulls:

Transit To / From: CRET " e enbEr A e s 2
1. Were you able to successfully make the transit from / to the pilot station, anchorage or terminal, and maintain
the desired drift angle that provided safe margins from shoal areas (If not, why?)

L MMl AL PRAFET A+QLE e NED To pabi—aar—
i » {
PO o = YHE A e L ZIOERIS Aol SATE MEENA

2. What was the average drift angle and minimum speed necessary to offset the currents, swell/seas, and wind
when approaching the terminal?

RV 10k

3. Were you able to successfully complete the berthing / un-berthing evolutions? If not, what were the factors that
prevented a safe evolution? Also, were the waves a limiting factor? Current? Wind?

4. Did the ship model react as expected with given environmental conditions (wind, wave, current)? If no, what was
different?

VeSS
5. Did you maintain and acceptable distance from the shoals?

6. Would you modify your transit plan if you repeated this run? If so, what would be the differences?

-




Norfolk
Pilot Run Evaluation
October and November 2018

Tug Adequacy Rating for Tested Conditions

Tug Adequacy Rating 1= Inadequate S5=Average 10=Most Adequate

7. Rate the adequacy of the number of assist tugs, configurations, and reserve power for this run. Use “1” as
inadequate,”5” as indicating average and 10 as excellent, most adequate.

Tug Adequacy {Circle Choice) Increasing Adequacy———

Tug Configuration and Reserve Capacity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

8. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above rating (type of tug, location, minimum bollard pull, experience of tug
master, etc.)

Overall Difficulty of Maneuver for Tested Conditions

Difficulty Rating Scale 1=Not Difficult 5=Difficulty of an Average Transit 10=Most Difficult
9. Rate the level of difficulty of this exercise transit if this was real-world pilotage conditions
Run Difficulty {Circle Chaice) Increasing Difﬁcutty—>—>—>
Overall Difficulty 1123 ]als5|s6|@)s8]09]1w0

Overall Safety of Run for Tested Conditions

Explanation of Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Very Safe

1. Unsafe Expect tug or ship to regularly ground in real-world conditions.

Don't expect grounding, but excessive drift angle to maintain track line, and maximum

2:NokAccepsable tug power needed for extended period in real-world conditions.
3. Marginally Expect to maintain track line with safe drift angle, but full tug power needed for extended
Acceptable periods in real-world conditions.
Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle and safe reserve tug power in real-world
Ichvatage conditions

Expect to maintain track line, safe drift angle, and 30% or more reserve tug power at all

10. Very Safe : L o
¥ times to handle unexpected events or emergencies in real-world conditions

Safety Rating Scale 1=Unsafe 5=Average Safety 10=Maost Safe
10. Rate the safety of this run. Use “1” as unsafe and “5” as indicating average.
Run Safety (Circle Choice) Increasing Safety—>—>-_—3
Overall Safety 1 {2 lala]ls|slz2]s @ 10

11. Please list any “qualifiers” to the above safety rating (senior pilot only, environmental limits, restricted to
daylight transits, etc.),or any additional recommendations to enhance navigation safety
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Unit Conversion Table

Multiply By To Obtain
degrees (angle) 0.01745329 radians

feet 0.3048 meters
horsepower (550 foot-pounds force per second) 745.6999 watts

knots 0.5144444 meters per second
miles (U.S. statute) 1,609.347 meters

square feet 0.09290304 square meters
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

AOC

CADD

CBBT

CENAO

CH

ERDC

GRR

in.

LPCT

m

M&N

MITAGS

NED

NHEC

NHER

NIT

NOAA

PED

Atlantic Ocean Channel

computer aided design and drafting

Chesapeake Bay Bridge Tunnel

US Army Engineer District, Norfolk

Cape Henry

U.S. Army Engineer Research and Development Center
foot/feet

General Reevaluation Report

inch/inches

Lamberts Point Coal Terminalx

meter/meters

Moffet & Nichol

Maritime Institute of Technical and Graduate Studies
National Economic Development Plan

Norfolk Harbor Entrance Channel

Norfolk Harbor Entrance Reach

Norfolk Internationl Terminals

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Preconstruction Engineering Design
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RPM rotations per minute

SCHISM  Semi-implicit Cross-scale Hydroscience Integrated System Model

sec second/seconds

SHS Ship Handling Simulators
TSC Thimble Shoal Channel
ULCV ultra-large container vessel

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
VIG Virginia International Gateway
VIMS Virginia Institute of Marine Science

VPA Virginia Port Authority
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