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Project to assess potential enhancements to Prince William Sound  
Environmental protection 

 
 

Project Genesis 
  
1. Alyeska’s Ship Escort Response Vessel System (SERVS) was established in 

1989 to enhance oil spill prevention and response associated with tankers 
calling at the Valdez Marine Terminal. 

2. Prevention capabilities have increased significantly with the addition of large 
tractor tugs, crew training, drills and assessments, Coast Guard VTS 
improvements, enhanced tanker crew training and certification, weather/ice 
operating parameters and most tankers being double hull. Response 
capabilities have also increased dramatically and continue to evolve. Thus the 
present situation is materially improved and different from the condition when 
the system was first installed. 

3. Actual experience involving planning, training, drills and responding to small 
spills have consistently shown that there are more elements associated with 
before the fact prevention that can be controlled compared to after the fact 
response, with weather the most significant element. 

4. Many entities believe the best expected short term recovery rates for  spilled 
crude oil may be less than 20% in some circumstances, based on historic 
incident response. When the reality of working in sometimes dynamic 
conditions in the Prince William Sound (especially given varying weather and 
environmental conditions), recovery rates could at times be further 
compromised. 

5. With regard to environmental security, therefore, the interests of the citizens 
and users of Alaska’s Prince William Sound are best met by oil spill 
prevention:  While spill response can be supportive, prevention is the primary 
key to long term environmental protection. Various stakeholders like citizen 
groups (RCAC); Oil tanker company personnel (ATC, SeaRiver Maritime, 
Polar and Tesoro); and ADEC are generally aligned on this point. 

6. These related factors suggest that refocusing a greater amount of effective 
attention and resources towards oil spill prevention vs. response may yield 
better overall environmental protection and a more effective system. 

 
Goals 
 
1. Jointly develop an agreed process and implementation plan (Ground Rules) 

to improve the overall environmental protection plans for PWS. Including 
review of both the prevention and response sides of the equation. Assess 
potential areas to viably and efficiently reallocate capital and/or resources 
from response to prevention in a cost neutral manner.  

2. Define major risks in implementing changes and develop recommendations 
and actions to mitigate or effectively manage these risks. 
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3. Recommend a modified Response Planning Standard based on modern ship 
failure analysis performed by American Bureau of Shipping and based on 
current system capability. 

4. Develop recommended changes to the PWS Tanker Contingency Plans to 
affect the project recommendations. 

5. Assess supportive changes to current laws and regulations.  
6. Project recommendations with respect to specific scope changes in the 

combined prevention and response system are to be evaluated and accepted 
as a complete and comprehensive package. 

7. Develop an agreed communication strategy to track team progress and 
communicate final recommendations. 

 
 
Process 
 
1. Jointly assess actual and perceived effectiveness of the historical and existing 

PWS oil spill prevention and response system, considering Planning, 
Prevention and Response segments of the overall process. 

2. Recognize and document continuous improvement  changes in TAPS 
transportation system, prevention, response, oversight and regulatory 
systems. 

3. Consider strategic planning and tactical application components of 
equipment, personnel, plans and processes, including effectiveness 
assessments and effective application of lessons learned. 

4. Comply with legal requirements and/or jointly work to modify existing legal 
parameters to enable enhanced protection. 

5. Define potential or perceived individual community impacts and/or concerns 
and define key strategies to address these impacts. 

 
 
Team Composition 
 
Steering Team 
 
1. ADEC Representative (Chair) Larry Hartig 
2. RCAC Representative Stan Stephens 
3. Mariner Principals (Stu McRobbie, George McShea; Tim Plummer and Anil 

Mathur) 
4. USCG Representative (Valdez COTP) 
5. Alyeska Representative (Greg Jones) 
 
Working Team 
 
1. ADEC Rep (Lead) 
2. RCAC Rep 
3. RPG Mariner Leads 
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4. USCG Rep 
 
Funding 
 
Each participating entity pays its own way. Added expenses incurred by the team 
will be split as follows: 
 
1. 1/3 Mariner Principals 
2. 1/3 RCAC 
3. 1/3 ADEC 
 
Time Line  
 
1. Develop descriptive white paper: 3Q 2007 
2. Obtain TAPS Owner concurrence 3Q 2007 
3. Initial Project Team meeting, with Steering Committee participation (phone or 

in-person: 4Q07 
4. Initial study findings and recommendations: 3Q08 
5. Stake-holder reviews and concurrence:  3-4Q08 
6. State Legislature and Governor reviews, as necessary: 1Q09  
7. Implementation of accepted modifications 2009->.  
 
 
 


