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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  John Devens, Executive Director, PWSRCAC 
 
FROM: John French, Board Member, PWSRCAC 
 
DATE:  March 24, 2008 
 
RE:  Alaska Regional Response Team (ARRT) and Science & Technology 

Committee (STC) Procedures Leading to Draft In Situ Burning (ISB) 
Guidelines  

 
 
The following is submitted in support of my concern that the STC has created a lack of 
openness and transparency in revising ISB guidelines to be included in the Unified Plan. 
 
Shortly after the oil was spilled from T/V Exxon Valdez, the 1990 Alaska Oil Spill 
Commission Report concluded “success bred complacency; complacency bred neglect; 
neglect increased the risk until the right combination of errors led to disaster.” Congress 
came to much the same conclusion in its “Findings under the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 
(OPA-90), Sec. 5002. 1 In an effort to establish a mechanism “which fosters the long-
term partnership of industry, government, and local communities in overseeing the 
compliance with environmental concerns” in the operation of crude oil terminals and 
associated tankers,2 OPA-90 established Regional Citizens’ Advisory Councils in Prince 
William Sound and Cook Inlet. 3 
 
As a member of the Board of Directors and Chair of the Oil Spill Prevention and 
Response Committee of Prince William Sound Regional Citizens’ Advisory Council 
(PWSRCAC), I take these responsibilities very seriously.  I believe that to be effective, 

                                                
1 OPA-90, Sec. 5002: “(B) many people believe that complacency on the part of the industry and 
government personnel responsible for monitoring the operation of the Valdez terminal and vessel traffic in 
Prince William Sound was one of the contributing factors to the EXXON VALDEZ oil spill; (C) one way to 
combat complacency is to involve local citizens in the process of preparing, adopting, and revising oil spill 
contingency plans;... (G) the present system of regulation and oversight of crude oil terminals in the 
United States has degenerated into a process of continual mistrust and confrontation; (H) only when local 
citizens are involved in the process will the trust develop that is necessary to change the present system 
from confrontation to consensus...” 
2 OPA-90 sec 5002 a.2.D 
3 The duties of these Councils under OPA-90 sec 5002 d.6 are to: (A) provide advice and 
recommendations on policies, permits, and site-specific regulations relating to the operation and 
maintenance of terminal facilities and crude oil tankers which affect or may affect the environment in the 
vicinity of the terminal facilities; (B) monitor the environmental impacts of the operation of the terminal 
facilities and crude oil tankers; C) monitor those aspects of terminal facilities’ and tankers’ operations and 
maintenance which affect or may affect the environment in the vicinity of the terminal facilities; (D) review 
the adequacy of oil spill prevention and contingency plans for crude oil tankers, operating in Prince 
William Sound or in Cook Inlet;... (F)(iv) recommend modifications to the oil spill prevention and 
contingency plans for terminal facilities and for crude oil tankers to enhance the ability to prevent and 
respond to an oil spill. 
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the clarity, openness, and transparency of the decision-making process must be evident 
to the public and all stakeholder entities.   
 
It is my understanding that these ISB Guidelines are intended to facilitate decision-
making by the State (SOSC) and Federal (FOSC) on-scene coordinators in responding 
to incidents.  As such, it is vital that these guidelines undergo complete and inclusive 
public and stakeholder review before being adopted into the Alaska Federal/State 
Preparedness Plan for Response to Oil and Hazardous Substance 
Discharges/Releases (Unified Plan).  
 
I represented PWSRCAC at the February 1, 2008 ARRT meeting in Juneau, and both 
Joe Banta and I were the PWSRCAC representatives at the February 27, 2008 STC 
meeting in Anchorage.  The STC meeting was mandated by the ARRT in Juneau, and 
was supposed to provide a forum for further review and consultation regarding the 
proposed new ISB Guidelines. It was expected that the STC meeting would seek the 
advice of the entire STC and exchange views with a variety of stakeholders in an effort 
to reach a broad general agreement on remaining points of contention in the draft 
guidelines. 
 
I concur with your email of March 12, 2008 to ARRT members that PWSRCAC 
expresses concern about the portrayal of this meeting by the ARRT Co-Chairs in their 
memo dated March 10, 2008. I believe the nature and outcome of the February 27 STC 
meeting creates a misleading impression of the review process for the draft ISB 
Guidelines.  I am also very concerned about the extensive use of closed deliberations, 
limited stakeholder consultation, and lack of transparency in this process. 
 
I was present at the STC meeting on November 10, 2004 when it was decided to 
discontinue work on the Dispersant Guidelines to take up the ISB Guidelines. It is my 
recollection that the decision at that time was to have a small group, primarily the STC 
Tri-Chairs, prepare an initial draft of the Guidelines which would then come back to the 
whole STC for an open discussion of scientific and technical accuracy.  The meeting 
summary item in the meeting minutes are as follows: 
 

The following members were selected for the ISB Guideline correspondence 
group, which was tasked with producing a preamble for that document and 
determining an appropriate means of issuing the update: C. Myskoski (Chair), M. 
Carr, L. Pearson, J. Whitney, P. Bergman, and possibly representatives of the 
Department of Health and Human Services and the Department of Natural 
Resources (neither agency was present during the meeting; they will be 
contacted about possible participation).  The correspondence group selected to 
meet Thursday, March 31, 2005 at the ADEC office in Anchorage.  The intention 
of this group is to have a preamble available for presentation to the S&T 
Committee during the June 23, 2005 meeting, or sooner if possible.  

 
It is my understanding this was the last meeting of the entire STC prior to the February 
27, 2008 meeting. 
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The draft ISB Guidelines were sent out to the STC members, including PWSRCAC, in 
October 2007.  PWSRCAC had a subject matter specialist, Dr. Merv Fingas, review the 
draft Guidelines. This review was the basis of most of PWSRCAC’s comments 
submitted on November 16, 2007. The ARRT STC Tri-Chairs responded with a letter on 
December 6, 2007 which itemized the Tri-Chairs’ response to PWSRCAC’s comments. 
PWSRCAC expected the full STC would convene to discuss the scientific, technical, 
and procedural validity of all comments received from responding entities prior to the 
draft ISB Guidelines being sent to the ARRT for approval. 
 
PWSRCAC reiterated its position prior to the ARRT meeting on January 31, 2008 
(closed session meeting prior to open meeting on February 1) that PWSRCAC strongly 
encouraged a full and open public process be followed in the approval of these ISB 
Guidelines.    
 
I understand consultation to be a process of exchanging ideas and concerns, and feel 
this has not occurred in the ISB Guideline review process.  Questions and expectations 
should be addressed during the consultation process so that the answers and 
sensibilities are reflected in these Guidelines. This is not an easy task, and it becomes 
even more difficult in the heat of the battle. Anyone who lived in a small community 
impacted by the T/V Exxon Valdez oil spill can attest that when disagreements flared in 
town meetings, logic and science seldom prevailed.  I have 36 years of experience in 
biochemical and aquatic toxicology, and consider my expertise to be a valuable element  
in these consultations. 
  
Prior to addressing the draft ISB Guidelines at the February 27 meeting, several 
speakers expressed specific concerns about these Guidelines. These concerns are not 
reflected in the tally in the STC Tri-Chairs’ memo of March 11, 2008 to the ARRT Co-
Chairs. I expressed concern about inaccuracies in references which understate the 
concentration of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) produced in smoke and soot 
from ISB by as much as 20-fold. I also identified published limitations on the ALOFT FT 
model, the safe distance calculations, and monitoring required to accurately assess the 
affects of ISB on the environment and surrounding communities.  During the tally, I 
indicated that the new Guidelines were better than the old. However, the deficiencies 
identified in those Guidelines would require immediate revision to correct those serious 
errors. 
 
It has been known since Percival Pott’s epidemiological studies in 1774 that combustion 
of fuel produces compounds in smoke and soot that cause cancer in humans. It is 
disconcerting that the STC Tri-Chairs would wish to disregard a serious under-reporting 
of these cancer-causing pyrogenic PAH. Several studies over the past decade have 
also suggested that the light petrogenic PAH may be responsible for cardiac edema, 
spinal deformities, endocrine disruption, and death in some environmentally-important 
species at concentrations lower than one part per billion. These light PAH are the ones 
most seriously under-reported by the references used in the draft ISB Guidelines.  
 
Monitoring is another key issue which is insufficiently developed in the draft ISB 
Guidelines. In the ever-changing Alaskan micro-climates, visual monitoring of the burn 
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plume must be done. Biological monitoring is also essential. ISB is a relatively untested 
response technology for marine oil spills in Alaska.  
 
According to Alaska Incident Management System Guide (AIMS 1.3): “The goal of 
incident response operations is the restoration of normal operations while minimizing 
impacts to people, property and the environment.” Furthermore, the U.S. Coast Guard 
Incident Management Handbook (COMDTPUB P3120.17) defines “Best Response” 
being based on achievement of certain success factors which include: Human Health, 
Natural Environment, Economy, Public Communication, Stakeholders Support, and 
Organization (15-4). Public communications include maintaining a positive public 
perception. Stakeholder support includes minimizing stakeholder impact and keeping 
stakeholders well informed.  
 
I respectfully request that PWSRCAC continue to strongly advocate that the ARRT and 
STC planning process be revised to be open and accessible to all concerned 
stakeholders. I firmly believe that a more deliberate and inclusive planning process will 
result in a better, less divisive response. 
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