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Executive Summary 

We, the contractors for this project, consider this report to be extremely important 

and timely for the preparation and successful mitigation of a vessel fire in Port Valdez, 

and are very proud to present our findings.  

This report addresses the following 10 items, which constitute the contractual 

scope of work 

1) Identify and document criteria to be used for assessing the capabilities of the fire 

fighting assets cited in this scope of work.   

The criteria used to assess the firefighting capabilities consists of a combination 

of firefighting standards issued by the National Fire Protection Association 

(NFPA), industry regulations such as those set forth by the American Bureau of 

Shipping (ABS), the International Maritime Organization (IMO), the Standards of 

Training, Certification and Watch Keeping for Seafarers (STCW95) and various 

United States Coast Guard regulations as well as company policies and best 

industry practices. 

2) Assess the fire fighting capability of the existing assets including human 

resources onboard the Trans Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS) tankers with respect 

to their capability to fight an onboard fire.  

The firefighting systems and equipment on all Trans Alaska Pipeline System 

tankers meet or exceed the requirements set forth by American Bureau of 

Shipping, International Maritime Organization and United States Coast Guard for 

such systems and equipment. In accordance with the United States Coast Guard, 

the International Maritime Organization, the International Convention on 
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Standards of Training, Certification and Watch keeping for seafarers (STCW), 

and company policies and regulations, the entire crew on all the vessels is trained 

to the industry standard in marine firefighting. 

3) Assess the fire fighting capability of existing tug fleet with respect to its 

capability to fight a fire on board a Trans Alaska Pipeline System trade tanker.  

The tug crews meet the same training standards as those of the tanker crews. 

What is needed is training in coordinated response with all responders. Although 

not required by regulation coordinated response training is recommended. 

4) Assess the extent to which the tug fleet is adequately staffed, equipped for 

fighting tanker fires, and the extent to which its personnel are properly trained to 

address a tanker fire.  

The tugs are adequately staffed and equipped, in accordance with existing 

regulations and standards, to fulfill their role as a response vessel in the event of a 

fire aboard a tanker. As previously mentioned, tug crews are well trained but we 

recommend that they exercise their capability in a coordinated response with 

other responders. 

5) Assess the extent to which the fire fighting systems on board the tugs are in 

operating order and properly maintained.  

The tugs operated by Crowley are some of the best equipped and maintained 

vessels in the country. Crowley’s policies for maintaining its fleet appear to meet 

or exceed all regulations, standards and best industry practices. 

6) Assess the extent to which all organizations needed to address a tanker fire are 

capable, as necessary, of operating together during an incident.  
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We met with all the major response entities and evaluated their response 

capabilities. Although individually each entity has taken exceptional steps to meet 

the needs of an emergency response to a tanker, not enough effort has been done 

to meet the recommended needs of training and exercising a coordinated 

response.  

7) Assess SERVS’ capability to respond to a Trans Alaska Pipeline System trade 

tanker fire.  

The Master Services Agreement between Crowley and SERVS allows for the tugs 

to return to Crowley control, as necessary, to facilitate a response to a tanker 

emergency. Although not always necessary, this clause may help place the 

response asset into the appropriate control to provide the best response. 

8) Identify gaps between actual capabilities and good operational practice, internal 

procedures, current regulations, industry standards, current codes, and proposed 

codes and regulations.  

All entities have done an outstanding job of meeting all regulatory requirements, 

current and proposed, as well as industry standards and company policies. The 

gaps mainly have to do with staffing and training.  

9) Develop recommendations for filling identified gaps.  

A list of recommendations has been provided within this document and a brief list 

in included below.  

A) The Valdez area lacks fire personnel in the numbers necessary to 

properly mitigate a large marine incident. 
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B) Coordinated training and exercises are essential to successful 

mitigation of a marine incident and far too little has occurred or is planned 

for the entities that will be involved in a response to a tank vessel fire in 

Port Valdez. 

10) Identify and describe possible worst-case scenarios from real incidents pertaining 

to tank vessel fires that have happened elsewhere.  

Three case histories have been provided which show a cross section of response 

capabilities and outcomes ranging from very poor to extremely successful.   

In the spirit of providing the most comprehensive report possible, additional 

information has been added where deemed necessary.  

.Port Valdez is a unique area with regard to vessel management and emergency 

response. Much has been done to prepare for a marine incident, especially in the area of 

oil spill response. Fortunately, other marine incidents have not been over looked, and 

many of the response assets available for oil spill response are either available for other 

response needs or may be made available through a Memorandum of Understanding 

(MOU) or some other documentation yet to be created.  

With infrastructure in place and emergency resources available, a written plan is 

recommended for coordinating response of available resources; this includes continued 

response personnel training. Nothing is more important to a successful response then pre-

planning for the incident. A complete plan that involves all stakeholders is crucial, as 

they all must work cooperatively towards an acceptable response plan. Steps towards this 

goal were taken at the 2008 Marine Firefighting Symposium during the panel discussion 

that brought many of these key representatives together in one room to discuss this very 
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topic. It is now time to take the next step and begin working together to develop a 

workable plan for marine response which includes, but is not limited to, identification of 

resources, workable agreements between stakeholders, identification of responsibilities 

and authorities, and training and exercises. This is a chance for Valdez to once again take 

the lead in the marine industry. Such a plan as mentioned above will enhance, not 

replace, the area firefighting contingency plan. 
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Assessment Criteria 

For the purposes of this project, we were tasked with identifying the capabilities 

of a coordinated response to a tank vessel fire at the Valdez Marine Terminal or in transit 

within the boundaries of Port Valdez. We compared current capabilities of all responders 

both public and private. We researched regulatory requirements set by the United States 

Coast Guard (USCG), American Bureau of Shipping (ABS), International Maritime 

Organization (IMO) and the International Convention on Standards of Training, 

Certification and Watch keeping for seafarers (STCW). We compared current marine 

firefighting training with nationally excepted training standards published by the National 

Fire Protection Association (NFPA). We researched the company policies of Alyeska and 

Crowley as they pertain to maintenance, planning and response. We have referenced the 

Valdez Marine Terminal Port Information Manual, the Valdez Marine Terminal Berth 

Operating Manual and the Master Service Agreement between Crowley and SERVS. 

Specific regulations and company policies have been identified, where appropriate, 

throughout the text of this report.  

We have researched response and outcomes of past incidents in an effort to reach 

reasonable conclusions as to the preparedness of the resources in the area of Port Valdez. 

Our experience in this field assisted us in reaching our conclusions and building the 

necessary recommendations.  

Valdez Fire Department Capabilities 

Demographics 

The City of Valdez encompasses 264 square miles including Prince William 

Sound from Rocky Point to Port Valdez. The Valdez Fire Department (VFD) provides 
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fire protection to this area using a combination of paid and volunteer personnel. There are 

currently 28 Alaska State Firefighter 1 certified firefighters in the department and several 

more are in training.  

Response Capabilities of VFD 

A real world initial shore side response by the VFD to a tanker fire at the Valdez 

Marine Terminal (VMT) would likely include three engines, E-2, E-12 and E-14, along 

with one emergency medical service (EMS) unit. These teams are made up of a 

combination of paid and volunteer firefighters for a total of 15 firefighters. This number 

is dependent on volunteer availability. The VFD provides on duty staffing of two to three 

line personnel. The VFD response time from initial notification to arrival at the VMT is 

approximately 20 minutes. Additional VFD personnel may be available by calling back 

off duty personnel, but some of those personnel will be needed to staff reserve apparatus 

and provide emergency response to the City of Valdez.  

It is also possible to request additional manpower through the State of Alaska 

drawing from other departments in the region. Additional manpower can be flown to the 

scene within two to three hours depending on weather conditions and availability. 

Additional firefighting equipment can take a minimum of six hours to arrive. This would 

be considered a best-case scenario. The State of Alaska currently has no state 

mobilization plan, but the Alaska State Fire Marshall’s office has confirmed that they 

would assist with identifying available manpower and equipment resources within the 

State and would also assist, to the extent possible, with logistical issues related to the 

response. The State Fire Marshal also agrees that under ideal circumstances, it could be 

possible to have additional manpower arrive in Port Valdez within three hours.  
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Initial Response Apparatus Specifications: 

E-2 

 

1000 gallons per minute (GPM) pump   

3500 gallon water tank 500 gallons foam concentrate 

 

E-12  

 

1750 GPM pump 750 gallon water tank  250 gallons foam concentrate 

 

E-14 (no picture available) 

1750 GPM pump 750 gallon water tank  250 gallons foam concentrate 
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EMS Unit 

 

Medical response only. No firefighting capabilities 

The VFD can provide a total initial response pumping capacity of 4,500 gallons 

per minute and 1,000 gallons of 3% Aqueous Film Forming Foam (AFFF) concentrate. 

This leaves two engines and two tankers in reserve. The VFD also has a cache of 2000 

gallons of AFFF concentrate stored in totes that can easily be brought to the scene. 

 The VFD’s initial response is adequate with regard to pumping capacity and 

foam quantities; however, staffing will limit what can be accomplished. Another piece of 

equipment missing which is recommended for a shore side response to a vessel fire is a 

ladder truck which could provide a secondary means of egress from the vessel and an 

elevated platform for water and foam delivery. Although the scope of this study is with 

regard to a tanker fire, it should be noted that this equipment would also be of great 

importance to a cruise vessel in the Port of Valdez. 

Training of VFD Responders  

The National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) has recently published the 

standard for Marine Firefighting for Land Based Firefighters (NFPA 1005). There is no 

mandated requirement for any public fire personnel to meet this standard. The VFD has a 

desire to provide marine training to its personnel and sees value in meeting the 
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requirements of NFPA 1005, however, limited funding makes it difficult to provide this 

training. The VFD has an obligation to maintain an on-duty response capability, which 

would require this training to be provided on a hire back basis. Even with funding 

limitations, the VFD has managed to train a number of its members in marine response. 

Much of this training has come from the marine firefighting symposiums sponsored by 

the Prince William Sound Regional Citizens Advisory Council (PWSRCAC). 

Additionally, a limited number of personnel have attended marine firefighting training at 

Texas A & M University. Even though some training has been provided, VFD personnel 

agree that additional marine firefighting training is desired and meeting the requirements 

of NFPA 1005 would be advantageous. 

The VFD believes it should have specialized marine fire training for all its career 

firefighters. Ideally, this training should be offered to all firefighters with Firefighter 1 

certification. The VFD Chief believes that continued marine firefighting symposiums are 

beneficial as is training with the tug crews, which has not been conducted in some time. 

The VFD believes, and we recommend, that this joint training be conducted on a regular 

basis. Ongoing training does occur with the Alyeska Fire Brigade. The VFD would like 

to continue to foster the positive relationship they have made with industry to facilitate 

familiarization visits and drills with the tankers while in Port. It should be noted, to the 

credit of the VFD, that they have initiated such activity with passenger vessels calling on 

the Port. 

The VFD feels that its greatest need will be manpower. In addition to local 

resources, the State of Alaska, through the Alaska State Fire Marshall’s office, offers 

assistance with locating and transporting identified resources as requested by local fire 
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departments. This is a valuable resource, but one that requires time to deliver. A best-case 

scenario for additional manpower to arrive would be two to three hours if they could be 

flown in. These additional firefighters would need to be trained in marine firefighting.  

Additionally, extra equipment would require additional time to be driven to the scene of 

the fire.  

This type of training becomes difficult for the VFD to accomplish due to budget 

constraints as personnel must be called back on overtime so normal fire department 

operations and response are not affected. Regardless of the difficulty of providing this 

training, it is our recommendation that this training occur. We also suggest that the VFD 

acquire copies of Fire Control Plans of vessels that regularly call at the Valdez Marine 

Terminal (VMT). These plans should be used for training purposes as well as pre-fire 

planning. 

Alyeska Fire Brigade Capabilities 

Demographics 

The Alyeska Fire Brigade consists of two tiers of trained personnel. There are 

approximately 50 brigade members trained in either advanced exterior firefighting or 

advanced interior firefighting. These members are considered volunteers as they hold 

other positions within the company and do not work full time as firefighters, nor are they 

compensated for their participation. There are also 16 full-time firefighters contracted 

through Doyon Security working 12-hour shifts with a minimum staffing level of three 

firefighters on the day shift and five firefighters on the night shift. All of the full-time 

firefighters and currently ten of the fire brigade members meet the State of Alaska 

Firefighter 1 requirements.  
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Volunteer Firefighters 

Approximately nine fire brigade members are also volunteers for the VFD.  

Alyeska management supports this relationship by allowing these members, when 

possible, to be released from work to respond as a VFD volunteer to emergencies outside 

the VMT. It is important to note that anytime an off-duty fire brigade member responds 

to an incident at the VMT, as a VFD volunteer, he\she would be considered a member of 

the Alyeska Fire Brigade once he/she entered the VMT. They would ultimately be 

responding as a fire brigade member and not a volunteer for the VFD.  

This is important because as a brigade member, these firefighters would act under 

the policies and direction of Alyeska, and Alyeska has a policy of restricting members of 

the Alyeska Fire Brigade, including full-time contracted firefighters, from entering an 

interior Immediately Dangerous to Life and Health (IDLH) atmosphere unless people are 

known to be inside. This means that in the event of an incident at the VMT or on a vessel 

berthed at the VMT, a significant number of VFD volunteers would not be available to 

function as volunteer firefighters under the policies and direction of the VFD. This will 

have a tremendous affect on the number of firefighters that could be counted on to 

perform fire attack on a fire below deck on a vessel. The number of firefighters available 

to board and fight a fire below deck will vary depending on the response and availability 

of the VFD volunteers minus the VFD volunteers who are Alyeska employees. This 

number could be as few as two or potentially as many as 20 firefighters. 

In a report submitted to the PWSRCAC by “Loss Control Associates” on August 

23, 2006 titled “Final Report Alyeska Terminal Visit”, it was reported that the number of 

Alyeska Fire Brigade members was rising and that member retention was also increasing. 
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However, this is no longer the case. Member numbers have substantially decreased from 

a peak brigade membership of approximately 90 members to the current membership of 

around 50 trained personnel.  

Response Capabilities of Alyeska Fire Brigade 

The Alyeska Fire Brigade has two “class A” fire apparatus with a rated pumping 

capacity of 2,000 GPM each. They also have two industrial fire apparatus, each with a 

3,500 GPM pumping capacity and a pre-plumbed 2,000 GPM foam monitor. These 

apparatus each carry 1,000 gallons of foam concentrate. Also available on-site is a 

28,000-gallon mobile cache of AFFF foam concentrate. This foam can be provided to the 

incident for use by the VFD on board the vessel or by the Alyeska Fire Brigade in a 

defensive mode from shore side. This foam supply alone would be considered adequate 

for mitigating a fire aboard a tanker, however, other supplies are also available in the 

area. 

Each active berth is equipped with a fixed foam firefighting system consisting of 

two remotely operated elevated monitors each capable of discharging 1,000 GPM of 

firefighting foam to the main deck of the vessel. In addition, there are two monitors at 

berth level which are capable of discharging 500 GPM each of firefighting foam. Foam 

concentrate is supplied to this system by an on-berth, 2,600-gallon storage tank.  

It should be noted that the shoreside hydrants at the berths have a static pressure 

of 250 pounds per square inch (PSI) (significantly higher than the municipal hydrants 

encountered by the VFD) and require a custom pressure-reducing valve (i.e., the Gleason 

Valve) if used to supply a conventional fire apparatus. Alyeska’s industrial fire apparatus 
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can use these hydrants without pressure reduction. The Alyeska Fire Brigade has three of 

these pressure-reducing valves, shown below, available for use by the VFD. 

 

 

Pressure Reducing Valve  (Gleason Valve) 

Training of Alyeska Fire Brigade Responders  

 In addition to having some brigade members trained and certified by the State of 

Alaska as Firefighter 1 many brigade members have had some marine firefighting 

training through attending some or all of the marine firefighting symposiums sponsored 

by the PWSRCAC and/or attending marine firefighting training at Texas A&M 

University.   

Tankers calling on the Port of Valdez 

Current State of the Tankers of the Port of Valdez 

 Polar Tankers, Alaska Tanker Company, Seabulk Tankers and Sea River 

Maritime, all maintain their firefighting equipment in excellent condition. In most areas, 

these company’s vessels exceed United States Coast Guard (USCG) regulations, 

American Bureau of Shipping (ABS) and International Maritime Organization (IMO) 

regulations. These vessels are regularly inspected by the USCG and must meet the 

requirements of their Certificate of Inspection, which includes all applicable regulations 
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by all regulatory bodies.  

ATC, Polar, and Seabulk have done an excellent job over the years at constantly 

improving their fire plans.  These plans exceed any requirement of the IMO or USCG for 

marine firefighting and are models for marine firefighting curricula.  These plans are also 

examples used by the United States Maritime Administration (MARAD). It has been our 

experience that the captains of the vessels operated by the aforementioned companies 

take fire prevention very seriously when planning their drills with the ship’s crew. Over 

the years these companies have shown their expertise during drills with the fire 

departments of Long Beach, Los Angeles, Port Angeles, Seattle, and Valdez. All the fire 

departments we have talked with come away very impressed with the ability of these 

ships and crews. These companies have also shown their commitment to training shore 

side firefighters on how to assist with ship fires. This is due, in part, to the excellent 

leadership from all levels. 

Crew Size 

 Vessels calling on the VMT are staffed as required by the USCG Certificate of 

Inspection. A typical tanker crew consists of the following staff and chain of command: 

Liscensed Crew 

Master-----------------------------Over all in charge of the vessel (At all times) 

1st Officer-----------------------Also known as the Chief Mate, second in command 

2nd Officer-------------------------Also known as second mate, third in command 

3rd Officer-------------------------Also known as third mate, forth in command 

Chief Engineer-------------------In charge of engine room operations 

1st Assistant Engineer 
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2nd Assistant Engineer 

3rd Assistant Engineer 

Unlicensed Crew 

6 - Able bodied seamen 

2 – utility workers to work on deck or engine room 

1 - steward 

1 or 2 - mess persons 

Approximately 18-20 people make up the typical crew; however, some ships carry an 

extra mate and an extra engineer.  

Fire Teams  

 The following teams are predetermined and team members are assigned by their 

crew function on the ship. 

Command team: The master is in charge of the command team and the third 

officer normally assists. Note that on some ships, the third and second officers swap 

duties. The command team normally runs the operation from the bridge, both at sea and 

alongside a berth. The master directs the other teams in a course of action to mitigate the 

situation. The master’s representative on the bridge assists him with communications, 

navigation and as a scribe. 

Primary Fire Team: The first officer normally leads the primary fire team, and 

his/her team will include three to four unlicensed personnel, normally consisting of Able 

Bodied Seamen (AB’s) and a utility. The primary team is normally the attack team. The 

first officer gives the master information as to the extent of the fire, location, size and 

other information. He is the master’s eyes for the size-up. 
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Back-up or Secondary Fire Team: The second officer normally leads the back-

up or secondary fire team, and this team will consist of the same number of crew as the 

primary team. The secondary team or back-up team either backs up the primary team, 

conducts boundary cooling, or performs rescue operations. Roles for the primary and 

back-up teams can switch depending on the master’s decision. 

Medical and Logistical Support Team: The steward usually leads the medical 

and logistics support team. Members of this team include mess or utilities people.  The 

medical/logistical support team brings medical equipment to a safe staging area 

accessible as needed by personnel at the scene. They also bring spare or extra firefighting 

equipment from emergency gear lockers to a staging area. 

Fire Team/crew Training 

In accordance with the USCG, the IMO, the STCW, and company policies and 

regulations, the entire crew on the vessels is trained in marine firefighting. The master, 

chief engineer, and all the officers are required to attend an advanced tactics and strategy 

marine firefighting school. This training is normally conducted every five years to 

coincide with the USCG’s 5-year license renewal period. 

The entire crew is trained on live fire exercises, donning self-contained breathing 

apparatus (SCBA) and fire prevention. Additionally, the crew holds weekly fire and boat 

drills in accordance with USCG regulations. These drills are conducted not only to 

exercise the crew in various scenarios but also to exercise the fire and foam equipment 

that is required by USCG regulations.  
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Vessel Firefighting Capabilities 

Foam System: The normal foam system on a tanker consists of a fire pump with 

a foam-proportioning pump which produces, by eduction (a way to mix water, foam 

concentrate and air), a 3% solution of AFFF concentrate in water for the foam lines 

running to the deck, pump room, and engine room. This solution can also be crossed over 

into the fire water line running to the same locations. The typical system has a tank 

capacity of 1500 gallons of concentrate. The coverage areas of the deck monitors are 

arranged to overlap every area of the main deck. When two deck monitors are in 

operation, the foam supply should last about 15-18 minutes depending on the actual flow 

rate of water-foam produced at the monitors. It is generally agreed that a foam attack is a 

one-shot attempt. The area must be sufficiently cool to apply the foam first. A proper 

blanket of foam must be applied and maintained. Shoreside fire response and waterside 

tug response must be coordinated to mitigate the chance of washing off the foam blanket 

by competing water streams. The foam system is often supplied to the engine room bilges 

as well as the pump room to blanket a fuel fire in those spaces. 

Fixed Gas Suppression Systems: These systems, normally consisting of 

compressed carbon dioxide (CO2) gas, are located in the emergency diesel generator 

room, paint lockers, and battery or engine rooms. Additional systems are located in areas 

such as exhaust vents in galleys. These systems are usually manually discharged 

releasing the firefighting gas into the space selected. When operated properly, the CO2 

gas floods the space and displaces the oxygen to a point that will not sustain combustion.  

Ventilation: There are several options when ventilation is needed on ships with 

regard to fire control. The engine room has large fans for supply and exhaust. Some of 
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these fans are reversible. The hotel or house ventilation is a separate system. Some 

ventilation systems are automatic as in the emergency diesel generator room. There is a 

requirement in ventilation ducting for dampers to close in the event heat is detected at 

specified temperatures. This closure of dampers is facilitated with the use of fusible links. 

This is an example of the many USCG and ABS regulations and practices that go into the 

design and operation of firefighting systems on vessels. The Trans Alaska Pipeline 

System (TAPS) trade tankers historically keep these fixed firefighting systems in very 

good condition. The USCG marine safety inspectors routinely inspect these systems. 

Regulations 

Tanker crews must comply with the regulations of the International Convention 

on Standards of Training, Certification and Watch keeping for seafarers (STCW). The 

1995 amendments to the STCW (STCW95) added requirements for additional and more 

comprehensive training along with assessments of professional demonstrations of a 

mariner’ practical skills. In 1997 the United States adopted the amendments to STCW 

1995. Tanker crews must meet STCW 95 requirements including Regulation II/1 or II/2, 

Certificate of Competency/with endorsements. Basic Life Support (BST) Reg. VI/1 

Section A & B, must also be meet.  Additionally, vessel officers must meet STCW 95 

Reg. VI/3 Section. A, Advanced Marine Firefighting (Tactics and Strategy). 

The IMO has a convention referred to as Safety Of Life At Sea (SOLAS). All 

tankers must meet SOLAS requirements for their classes. SOLAS Chapter II-2, Fire 

Protection, Detection, and Extinction. Part C Prevention and Suppression. On the 

operational side, crews must meet Part E Reg. 14, Readiness and Maintenance, Reg. 16, 

Instructions and Onboard Training and Drills, and Reg. 18, Operations. 
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Tankers adhere to the International Fire Safety Systems Codes (FSS) promulgated 

by the IMO. These regulations deal with:  

Testing of equipment 

International Shore Connections 

Personnel 

Fire extinguishers 

Fixed gas fire extinguishing 

Fixed foam systems 

Fixed pressure water spraying and water mist systems 

Automatic sprinkler, detection and alarm systems 

Fixed fire detection and alarm systems 

Sample extraction smoke detection systems 

Low-level lighting systems 

Fixed fire pumps 

Means of escape 

Deck foam systems 

Inert gas systems 
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Tug Fleet Capabilities 

 

Prevention and Response Tugs-PRT (Alert Class) - 3 vessels 

   

 

SKUM® Monitors 6600 gpm, 5300 gpm @ the nozzle. 

2 fire pumps @ 6600 gpm each, 2 water/foam monitors. 

Each carries 8600 gal AFFF foam concentrate 

ABS FiFi (firefighting) Class A1 FFV (firefighting vessel) 
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These three boats total a 19,800 gpm flow. Tanks are rated for 10,000 gallons of foam. 

Each carries 8,600 gallons of foam concentrate.  

These vessels are classified ABS A1 Towing Service, A1 Firefighting (FiFi) Class 1 

vessels. They are reinforced for ice with a loaded draft of 21 ft. 

 

Enhanced Tractor Tug-ETT – 2 vessels 

 

SKUM monitors 6600 gpm, 5300 gpm @ the nozzle. 

2 fire pumps 6600 gpm each, 2 water/foam monitors 

Each carries 10,000 gallons of foam. 

ABS FFV Class A1 

Complete vessel spray system 
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These two boats total a 13,200 gpm flow rate. They are rated the same as the PRT tugs 

with the ABS. These boats are USCG inspected vessels. 

Conventional Tug, Invader Class, “Stalwart” 

 

This stand-by firefighting vessel has a monitor capable of 3000 gpm @ 150 psi 

and at a 60 ft. elevation on the mast. With the mast not extended, it is rated 4200 gpm @ 

225 psi. It carries 5000 gallons of AFFF 3% foam concentrate. Tank capacity is 6500 

gallons. It is the only tug of the three classes with a monitor mast extension. At the full 

extension of 60 ft. and a flow rate of 3000 gpm, about 56 minutes of uninterrupted foam 

delivery is available. With no extension and a flow rate of 4200 gpm, 39 minutes of foam 

is available. Fire monitor height from the upper most continuous watertight deck is 60’-

09” or 70’ above the waterline. 
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The total available water flow from all six boats is 36,000 gpm. 

Total foam capacity of all firefighting tugs is up to 55,000 gallons of AFFF concentrate.  

Comparing other firefighting vessels: 

Long Beach FD  “Liberty”  10,000 gpm 

Long Beach FD  “Challenger”   10,000 gpm 

Los Angeles FD  “Fireboat 2”  38,000 gpm  

The Los Angeles fireboat is currently the world’s largest, most powerful fireboat. It is 35 

feet shorter than the PRT’s and about 48 feet shorter than the ETT’s with less 

horsepower. 

Tug Staffing and Training 

Crowley boats contain a crew of six to seven persons who are STCW certified. 

The tug officers are given the same Advanced Marine Firefighting training as the officers 

of the tankers as required by their USCG license. The crewmembers are Basic Safety 

Training (BST) certified, which is the same training that the ships unlicensed 

crewmembers have. This training includes Basic Marine Firefighting. 

Additionally, Crowley has an internal safety program. This program encompasses 

all the sections of BST training. Each year the company focuses on a different section. 

The focus this year is on firefighting. With this in-house training, all crews obtain Basic 

Marine Firefighting at least once every five years. 

Tug Firefighting System Readiness 

Crowley Maritime maintains a very proactive maintenance program for its boats, 

which includes the tugs in Valdez. Additionally, the engines on the boats are still under 
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warranty. Crowley also has a proactive preventive maintenance program in place, which 

is evident when looking at the minimum down time affecting the Valdez tugs. 

With regard to maintenance and stand-by status, the following language is found 

in the Valdez Marine Terminal Port Information Manual, Section 4, Safety, 4.8:   

Firefighting Readiness - All vessel firefighting emergency equipment must be kept in a 

state of readiness and on stand-by while the vessel is at the VMT.” This means that all 

vessel firefighting emergency equipment will be operational and available to respond 

while a tanker is at the VMT. 

SERVS’ Capabilities 

SERVS’ has a capability to manage and respond to an oil spill incident. That 

same capability may be beneficial at a marine fire incident as well. First, SERVS has the 

Valdez Emergency Operation Center (VEOC), which in any large incident would be 

extremely helpful in managing the incident because it has all the necessary technology 

and space needed for incident management. In addition, SERVS personnel are well 

trained in the Incident Command System (ICS), and would be invaluable in a large 

incident involving a vessel fire. This resource would be made available upon request for a 

vessel fire emergency. 

Furthermore, SERVS plays a vital role in managing tasks assigned to the tugs. In 

the event of a vessel fire emergency, SERVS would cooperate fully to see that available 

tugs assist as requested by other entities coordinating or commanding the emergency. Our 

investigation yielded no documentation that would compel SERVS to cooperate in this 

manner but it is possible that that documentation does exist but was not provided to us for 

review.  
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 SERVS may temporarily return operational control of the requested tugs to 

permit Crowley to contract their services either directly or through the Marine Response 

Alliance (MRA). This is supported by contractual language found within the “Liberty 

Clause” of the “Master Services Agreement” between SERVS and Crowley. We admit to 

questioning the ease and speed at which this could be done but since working on this 

project we are confident that this would occur almost immediately. Evidence of this 

comes in the form of past actions. Two local incidents demonstrate this cooperation. 

First, there was a fire aboard the Kenai berthed at the VMT. As the stand-by firefighting 

vessel “Stalwart” was responding to the incident, other tugs that were monitoring their 

radios self-dispatched and were on scene at the same time as the stand-by vessel. The 

second incident involved a grounded vessel in Cook Inlet in which Tesoro, on behalf of 

the Seabulk Pride, requested tugs to assist in freeing the vessel. While arrangements were 

being made to re-task a tug, a tug and crew were already en-route to the grounded vessel. 

By the time the tug left its normal response area, it was officially re-tasked to assist the 

grounded vessel.  

Pending Federal Regulations 

In order to better understand these regulations it is important to understand their 

history. The best way to provide that history is to examine language taken directly from 

the Federal Register for 33 CFR Part 155.  

Requirements for salvage and marine firefighting resources in vessel 

response plans have been in place since February 5, 1993 (58 CFR 7376). The 

existing requirements are general. The Coast Guard did not originally develop 

specific requirements because salvage and marine firefighting response resource 
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requirements were viewed as unique to each vessel. The Coast Guard’s intent was 

to rely on the planholders to prudently identify contractor resources to meet their 

needs. The Coast Guard anticipated that the significant benefits of a quick and 

effective salvage and marine firefighting response would be sufficient incentive 

for industry to develop salvage and marine firefighting capabilities similar to the 

development of oil spill removal organizations. The existing requirements in 33 

CFR 155.1050(k)(3) are general. They require that the planholder identify 

resources capable of being deployed to the port nearest to the area in which the 

vessel operates within 24 hours of notification. 

Early in 1997, it became apparent that the anticipated salvage and marine 

firefighting capability development was not occurring. Instead, there was 

disagreement among planholders, salvage and marine firefighting contractors, 

maritime associations, public agencies, and other stakeholders as to what 

constitutes adequate salvage and marine firefighting resources. There was also 

concern over whether these resources could respond to the port nearest to the 

vessel’s operating area within 24 hours, even though industry had been given 

several years to develop these resources. 

A public workshop was held on August 5, 1997 to address issues related to 

salvage and marine firefighting response capabilities, including the 24-hour 

response time requirement which was scheduled to become effective on February 

18, 1998. The participants uniformly identified the following three issues that they 

felt the Coast Guard needed to address: 
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(1)Defining the salvage and marine firefighting capability that is necessary in the       

plans; 

(2)Establishing how quickly these resources must be on-scene; and  

(3)Determining what constitutes adequate salvage and marine firefighting 

resources.  

On February 12, 1998, a notice of suspension was published suspending 

the 24-hour requirement scheduled to become effective on February 18, 1998, 

until February 12, 2001 (63 FR 7069). On January 17, 2001, a second notice of 

suspension was published, extending the suspension of the 24-hour requirement 

until February 12, 2004 (66 FR 3876).  

 

Continued suspensions of these regulations have taken us to present time. The 

latest deadline for implementation of the regulations is February 12, 2009.  

Even though these regulations have not been mandatory due to continued 

suspensions, Polar Tankers, ATC, and SeaRiver have contracts with the Marine Response 

Alliance (MRA) to provide salvage and marine firefighting response to their vessels that 

call at Port Valdez.  

Along with the 24-hour requirement mentioned earlier, there are additional 

requirements that must be within specified time periods. For the purpose of this report, 

the discussion will focus on requirements specific to marine firefighting. The table below 

illustrates those requirements and the specified times in which they must be met. 
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The following are descriptions are taken directly from the Federal Register: 

Remote assessment and consultation – Contacting the salvage and/or marine 

firefighting resource providers by phone or other communications to discuss and 

assess the situation. 

On-site fire assessment – A marine firefighting professional is on scene, at a safe 

distance from the vessel or on the vessel, that can determine the steps needed to 

control and extinguish a marine fire, taking into consideration a vessel’s stability 

and structural integrity. 

External firefighting teams – Trained firefighting personnel, aside from the 

crew, with the capability of boarding and combating a fire on a vessel. 

External vessel firefighting systems – Firefighting resources (personnel and 

equipment) that are capable of combating a fire from other than onboard the 

vessel. These resources include, but are not limited to, fire tugs, portable pumps, 

airplanes, helicopters, or shore side fire trucks. 

 

How are these regulations likely to affect operations in Port Valdez? For most 

involved, there is likely to be no noticeable change. The regulations are directed at the 

vessel owner/operator. Since all TAPS vessels have been proactive and currently have a 
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contractor, MRA, in place for salvage and marine firefighting, there should only be minor 

changes necessary to fully comply with the regulations. It is hard to say what those minor 

changes might be because the regulations are still being worked on, but we expect that 

the contractor, MRA, will be required to provide documentation showing that they meet 

the training and response requirements that ultimately end up as part of the regulations. 

There may also be some equipment requirements that need to be addressed but that will 

be the responsibility of the response contractor to work out. 

As mentioned above, there are additional time stop requirements that must be 

addressed. It is our opinion that some of those time stops are likely to only be met by the 

inclusion of public responders into the plan. The one and two hour time stops for 

“Remote assessment and consultation” and “On-site fire assessment” could be met by a 

contracted responder.  The four hour time stops, “External firefighting teams” and 

“External vessel firefighting systems,” pose a logistical problem for any contracted 

responder. These time stops are more likely and more easily met by the inclusion of the 

public fire service. That being said, it needs to be pointed out that the public fire service 

is not obligated to participate as part of the response plan. In fact, it is possible that in 

some areas, it could be illegal for the public fire service to enter into an agreement that 

offers publicly-owned resources to a private venture. These are issues that must be 

addressed in order to finalize a response plan that meets the requirements of the 

regulations. 

Port Valdez is way ahead of most areas of the country in meeting what is 

expected to be the requirements of the federal regulation on salvage and marine 

firefighting because of the relationships already in place. A response plan exists and a 
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response contractor, MRA, has been identified. The area is also rich in response 

resources. All 11 tugs, including six with firefighting capabilities, are owned by Crowley, 

a member of MRA and under contract with SERVS. This relationship will assist in 

providing for a positive response outcome. Per the “Liberty Clause” of the “Master 

Services Agreement” between Crowley and SERVS, these tugs can be made available, as 

needed, for a fire aboard a tanker.  

Interoperability of all Responders 

Interoperability is a goal of all responders, and it is an issue that will always 

require effort, as there will be shortcomings no matter how prepared. This issue has been 

addressed to a great extent in the Port Valdez area.  

The VFD and the Alyeska Fire Brigade have the capability to communicate with 

one another on the fire ground using portable radios. This is an accurate statement based 

upon what we have witnessed at previous exercises. Communication is always a difficult 

issue when more than one entity is included in the response. A vessel fire within Port 

Valdez would require response from many entities, both from private and public sectors. 

This type of response exacerbates communication issues but it is obvious that all initial 

responders have addressed this issue. As mentioned above, communications are vital 

during a response, and communications should be evaluated for possible improvements.  

As for the interoperability of firefighting equipment, there is little that isn’t 

compatible from one agency to the other. In many cases, the incompatibilities are known 

there is a plan for addressing these known incompatibilities One example of this was 

highlighted at the 2005 Marine Firefighting Symposium in Valdez. During this multi-

agency exercise, firefighting tugs were used to provide a water supply to the exercise. 
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The incident commander was able to communicate with the tug crew and request that 

they provide water to the pumping apparatus operated by the VFD. Water was pumped 

from Prince William Sound by the tug to a VFD fire engine, which relayed pumped water 

to the deck of the tanker. Water was supplied to fire crews from multiple agencies using 

equipment from Crowley, VFD and Alyeska Fire Brigade.  

Identified Response Gaps 

Port Valdez is rich in emergency response assets. The amount of foam in the area 

and the ability to deliver the foam far exceeds what NFPA recommends as best practice 

and something most ports wished they had.  

The Valdez area lacks fire personnel in the numbers necessary to properly 

mitigate a large marine incident. These firefighters will come from the VFD and the 

Alyeska Fire Brigade. As previously mentioned, it would be difficult for these two 

entities to provide enough personnel to safely fight a fire onboard a tank vessel. The 

number of firefighters needed will vary depending on the incident and tactics used but the 

numbers available between the two agencies will not meet the minimum necessary for 

any larger incident.  Additional personnel could be brought to the scene through 

assistance from the state fire marshal’s office, but this would require time. In addition to 

personnel, training is a concern because a firefighter without proper training in shipboard 

emergencies will be limited in what he/she could safely accomplish.  

Although training does occur it is far too infrequent and doesn’t involve all 

response entities. There are numerous emergency response assets operated by various 

entities. It would be beneficial for these resources to prepare for a response together. 

Training and exercising equipment and personnel is essential to a successful, coordinated 
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marine response. For example, tug crews receive training in marine response and the 

VFD gets training in shipboard firefighting, however, these two entities rarely practice 

working together to mitigate a marine emergency. The last time joint training occurred 

was at the 2005 Marine Firefighting Symposium sponsored by the PWSRCAC. This is 

not adequate training and exercising as things change and new equipment and techniques 

becomes available. This is one example and clearly illustrates the gap that applies to all 

entities involved in marine response in the Port Valdez area. 

Worst Case Scenarios and Case Histories 

One must look hard for a comparable to tanker operations in Port Valdez worst 

case history. With the advent of double bottom tankers, inert gas, higher standards for 

both ships and terminals, and vapor recovery, vessel fires and especially fires aboard 

tankers are exceedingly rare. However, with any such disaster one must look at the 

attempts to mitigate the incident and the lessons learned. Following are reviews of a few 

incidents that illustrate some of the challenges facing responders.  

In 1979 a fire occurred on a tanker at a terminal in Ireland. Following is a review 

of that incident taken directly from Frank Rushbrook’s book “Fire Aboard” third edition. 

The Betelgeuse fire – January 8th 1979 
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Owned and operated by the French Oil Company, Total, the French 

Government holding a majority stake, the Betelgeuse, a crude oil tanker of 61,766 

grt was built in by Chantlers de I’Alantique, St. Nazaire in 1968. Carrying 75,000 

metric tonnes of Arabian Heavy crude and 40,000 tonnes of Light Arabian crude 

the tanker left Ras Tanura, Saudi Arabia, on 24 November, 1978 bound for 

Leixores, in Portugal. Arriving at Bantry Bay on 4 January 1979,she tied up 

portside to the north berth at the offshore jetty at 2000 hrs on Saturday 6th 

January. This jetty had no surface connection with the shore, which was some 396 

metres away. 

In the early hours of January 8th the vessel suddenly, and without 

warning, broke in two by way of No. 4 permanent ballast tanks. It was estimated 

that 15,000 tons of crude oil was released, and a catastrophic fire almost 

immediately engulfed both the ship and the jetty. Sadly, the 43 persons on the 

tanker, including the wife of a crew member and two visitors to the ship, along 

with 7 Gulf Oil employees on the jetty, all died in the fire. A measure of the 

suddenness and the overwhelming nature of the fire can be gauged by the fact that 

no one piece of firefighting equipment, either on the vessel or the jetty, was 

operated.  

History of the vessel 

From the time of building in 1968 the Betelgeuse was classified by Bureau 

Veritas. The first hull survey was carried out at St. Nazarine in November 1972. 

The second  Special Survey at Singapore in May/June 1977. She also underwent 

an Annual Hull Survey at Leixoes in June 1978. But it was the Special Survey 
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carried out in dry dock at Sembawang Shipyard. Singapore, which holds the key 

to the eventual tragedy which was to happen some six months later! Serious 

corrosion of steelwork was observed and recorded as follows:  “General 

corrosion was found in all the cargo and deep tanks. However corrosion was in 

advanced state in both fore deep tanks, No 1 port cargo tank, No 2 port and 

starboard cargo tanks, No 4 port and starboard ballast tanks, No 4 port and 

starboard cargo tanks, No 5 port and starboard cargo tanks and No 6 port and 

starboard cargo tanks and necessary repairs were carried out by plate or section 

renewals as the case may be.” Certainly, repairs were carried out before the 

tanker left the Singapore  but the fact that she broke in two so soon after must call 

into question the standard of repairs because examination after the fire revealed 

advanced deterioration of much of the steel work.  

Layout of Terminal 

          An 8  inch fire main, fed by three 1,000 g.p.m. diesel pumps developing 250 

lbs per sq inch, was laid from the pump house at Ascon Jetty underwater to feed 

a 6 inch ring main on the centre platform and two six inch legs leading to 

Dolphins 1 and 22.  On the centre platform itself, the main followed a square and 

was suspended under the top deck of the platform. There were four hydrants on 

the centre platform and three on each of the eastern and western catwalks, each 

having four 2 ½- inch deliveries. At the extreme end of Dolphins 1 and 22, there 

were six-point pump-in manifolds into which the firefighting tugs could charge 

the fire main in a like manner to the main pumping station at Ascon Jetty. 

Also fitted here was a 100-gallon foam tank fitted with in- built  in-line 
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inductors whereby the main could be supplied with foam.  Hose and FB10 

branches were supplied at both stations. The lower deck of the central platform 

was protected by means of a 1,500 gallon pre-mix foam system having 24 

distribution heads. The system was designed to be automatic and had a fusible 

link drop-weight system connected to a battery of four 50- lb CO2 cylinders 

which, when pierced, would discharge the foam so as to cover the lower deck of 

the platform to a depth of 1 ½ - 2 inches. 

The upper deck, which housed all the operating compartments, including 

the main control room, was protected by four foam monitors. Two of these were 

mounted on top of the Chicksan towers at the north-eastern and southwestern 

corners of the platform at a height of 55 feet above the deck level. These two 

 monitors were designed to deliver finished foam at a rate of 5,000 gpm. The 

other two monitors were mounted on steel towers some10 feet high and delivered 

1,840 gallons of finished foam per minute. The four monitors were served by three 

1,200-gallon tanks of concentrate. 

The three tanks could be coupled together so that the entire output of 

3,600 gallons of foam could be supplied to any single monitor, or any other 

desirable combination. The output from all the foam monitors was designed to be 

remotely operated, direct from the control room by means of a nitrogen- powered 

  pressurized system. But both  slewing and elevation had to be carried out 

manually by a mechanical process at the base of each tower. 

A water curtain system was provided at each of the two berthing faces 

designed to provide a cooling curtain between the jetty and visiting tankers. 
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Additionally, there was a drenching system to protect the Chicksan tower steel 

structures and also to provide protection for the access stairways to the two 

Chicksan operating rooms and the major monitors on top of the tower units. 

There were adequate supplys of self-contained breathing apparatus, 

including 10 minute escape sets, aluminum fire proximity suits, first- aid kits, 

stretchers, fire hose, foam branches, and portable extinguishers, which were well 

up to international standards. The report concluded that all the Gulf Oil 

Personnel were well trained both in firefighting and fire prevention techniques.  

The Fire 

The fire spread with tremendous speed and the prevailing wind carried the 

burning oil in an easterly direction which carried it along the port side of the 

tanker and beneath the jetty in the direction of the dolphin 22. 

A dispatcher was alone on duty in the control room on the night of the fire. 

He stated, “I was sitting on my high chair at the radio desk looking towards the 

jetty and I heard what I call creaking noise. I thought at the start that it must have 

come from the Chicksan arms but then all of the sudden I realized that we were in 

danger because this creaking was followed immediately by a noisy cracking noise 

and immediately I could see the bow of the ship go up in the air and at the same 

time a small fire appeared at the water edge alongside the ship. In a very short 

time this fire got out of all proportions ” 

The fact that not a single piece of fire equipment, either on the ship or 

on the jetty, was brought to bear on the fire is proof that this fire was 

catastrophic within a very short time of the breaking of the tanker. 
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It is estimated that about 15,000 tones of crude oil were involved in the 

first stage of the fire.  Then there is the fact that all the Gulf Oil victims who were 

on the jetty at the time, along with a few members of the ships crew who managed 

to get off the tanker, ran  eastwards and downwind towards dolphin 22.  Eleven 

bodies were recovered from on or beneath this dolphin, and all had suffered 

severe explosive forces and burning injuries. 

An attempt had been made to escape from Dolphin 22 by means of an 

inflatable raft, which was found floating off the end of the jetty but, perhaps 

because of the effect of an explosion nobody had boarded this craft.  Yet even 

after the fire was extinguished, most of the walkway running from the level of the 

central platform to Dolphin 1 was quite untouched by fire. 

The report severely criticizes the operating company for not having 

firefighting tugs in close proximity to the jetty and whilst it must be said that this 

is valid,  the author is convinced that the physical scale and speed of development 

of this incident that not even a flotilla of fire tugs could have managed to control 

the fire in time to have saved any of the victims.   

The Gulf Oil “Policy and Procedure Manual” provided that “Two tugs 

were to be on 24 hour stand-by duty when a tanker of the size of the Betelgeuse 

was berthed at the jetty, and to be available immediately in the event of an 

emergency.” On the night of the fire, only one tug was manned and on duty. It 

was moored to a buoy east of Whiddy Point East, a distance of 2.8 miles and out 

of sight with the tankers hidden behind the point. 

Even if two stand-by tugs had been moored nearby and manned by the 
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best trained crews, this fire could not have been controlled in less than 30-40 

minutes. Realistically, and only if everything went pretty well according to plan it 

would have taken hours rather than minutes. Certainly  it would have been 

possible for a rescue craft to approach the bow of the tanker and remove any 

persons standing there because this was upwind and even after the fire was out, 

this area was virtually unaffected forward of the manifold area. But not a single 

member of the crew managed to get along the deck to this safe haven. 

It is clear that two explosions occurred; the first was relatively small and 

affected the area of the permanent ballast tanks which must have taken place at 

an early stage of the fire . The second was a massive explosion, which took place 

simultaneously in No. 6 center tank and in all three of the No. five tanks. 

Gulf Oil’s responsibility 

The dispatcher on duty at Gulf control was absent from the control room when the 

disaster commenced. 

The stand-by tug was not moored where it should have been. 

Gulf Oil failed to provide suitable escape craft for evacuation in an emergency. 

Gulf Oil had been wrong in dismantling disembarkation facilities from Dolphin 1 

and the automatic pressurization of the fire mains.  

If there was a timely response of the operator from the control room, the 

fire main could have been pressurized and some firefighting efforts made. 

Additionally, a quicker response of the fire tug would have been affected, 

resulting in at least rescuing some of the persons trapped. 

The stand-by tug Bantry Bay was equipped with two pumps, each with a 

4-4 Attachment 



Page 42 

Johnson/Taylor. 07/08 

capacity of 900 gpm @ 200psi. It had four elevated monitors; the topmost was a 

superjet with a capacity of 5,000 gpm. The other three had a capacity of 1,849 

gpm. It carried 5,400 gallons of standard protein foam. The tug was moored too 

far and out of sight of the tanker. The response time for the tug from being alerted 

was about 20 minutes, including slipping its mooring. 

The Tribunal found that a mooring position for the stand-by tug could 

have been established that would have allowed the tug to be on-scene within 4 

four minutes of seeing it. 

Had the tug been closer, it is reasonable and probable that most of the 

lives lost could have been prevented. It is also probable the tug could have 

extinguished the initial fire or at least contained it long enough for another vessel 

to effect rescue and assist in firefighting efforts. There was also a communication 

issue with other tugs operating on different VHF channels. 

In 1971, modifications were made to the offshore jetty access ladders. The only 

dolphin with ladder access to the water was Dolphin 22, the one downwind of the 

fire. 

Until 1970, the fire mains on the island and on the jetty remained 

constantly charged at a pressure of 250 psi. This meant that it was only necessary 

to turn a valve on a hydrant on the jetty to operate any of the firefighting 

equipment. This system was altered in 1970 due, it was said, to problems of 

maintenance. A remote start/stop switch was installed in the control room for the 

electric pumps and the fire pump. The result was that before the water was 

available in the mains, the pumps had to be switched on by the dispatcher in the 

4-4 Attachment 



Page 43 

Johnson/Taylor. 07/08 

control room. Because of his short absence, no water was made available to the 

jetty crew for firefighting. 

We suggest that those preparing emergency procedures should consider the number 

of tasks and the order in which they are to be fulfilled to ensure that operators are not 

overburdened. The following are the tasks that this operator had to accomplish, although 

somewhat late having been absent at the initial break-up of the vessel: 

• Press three buttons on the console to start the fire pumps situated close to the jetty 

• Shut down the emergency block valves 

• Go to the emergency phone to call their version of OCC to initiate “full 

emergency procedures” 

• Call the additional near-by tugs for assistance 

• Radio the fire stand-by tug on channel 14 giving the same information 

• Leave the console to another point to activate sirens on the jetty and on the Gulf 

control building on the island 

• Return to the console and call operations to request assistance from other Gulf Oil 

personnel 

• Telephone the operations manager and give him all the above information, again 

this list does not include other things that might need to be accomplished such as 

communicate with the ship, call the Federal on Scene Coordinator (FOSC) oil 

spill response, fire departments off site, vessel owners’ reps, etc. 
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Another example, although not a fire aboard a tanker, illustrates what could happen 

without proper training and coordination of firefighting personnel as well as other 

stakeholders.   

MV Protector Alpha, 1982  

 

The following incident description has been taken directly from the International 

Fire Service Training Association (IFSTA) training manual “Marine Firefighting for 

Land Based Firefighters” and illustrates the importance of training, cooperation and 

coordination as these qualities were missing in this incident and the results were 

disastrous. 

The MV Protector Alpha was a 644-foot by 85-foot diesel-powered bulk 

carrier built in 1970 in West Germany. All drawings and diagrams of the vessel’s 

systems were printed in German, but no one aboard the Protector Alpha could 

read or understand German. The accommodation spaces and the pilothouse were 

contained in a single deckhouse that was located aft of the vessel’s seven cargo 

holds and over the engine room. 

The vessel was equipped with a fixed CO2 fire extinguishing system that 

protected the engine room and each cargo hold. The fire extinguishing system 

consisted of 79 cylinders. By means of a fixed piping system, the CO2 could be 
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routed to any protected space. An initial release of 67 cylinders was preset to 

discharge into the engine room. These cylinders could be released by a control 

handle in the CO2 storage room on the mail deck or by the release of a pilot 

bottle located one deck above the main deck. The vessel was also equipped with 

an independent, diesel-driven emergency fire pump installed in the bow section of 

the vessel so that a fire in the engine room would not result in a total loss of 

firefighting capability aboard the vessel. Because of engine-starting problems of 

an undetermined nature, the master and the chief engineer considered the pump 

inoperative. 

The vessel was moored at a grain elevator in Kalama, Washington, on 

February 14, 1982. During refueling operations, a fuel tank was overfilled. Oil 

sprayed from the fuel tank’s sounding tube, struck the hot exhaust manifold of the 

number one generator, and ignited. Shortly afterward, the engine room filled with 

heavy, black smoke. The service generators shut down, leaving the vessel without 

normal electrical power. The battery-powered emergency lights automatically 

activated in the engine room, but because of the large volume of black smoke, one 

crewmember became disoriented and was unable to locate an exit from the engine 

room. 

A security guard, alerted to the fire by the vessel’s crew, turned in the first 

alarm. The first fire service engine arrived at the grain dock about 2010. Fire 

departments from other nearby communities also responded to the alarm under 

mutual assistance agreements. By 2030, the shoreside firefighters, with the 

assistance of a crew member, had rescued the crew member trapped in the engine 
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room while other firefighters deployed firefighting equipment. The assistant fire 

chief of the Kalama Fire Department was in overall command of the shoreside 

firefighters. 

The assistant fire chief later testified that he was under the impression that 

the crew of the Protector Alpha was fighting the fire and that the Kalama Fire 

Department was there merely to assist them. He said that after much confusion, 

the chief engineer identified himself and showed the assistant fire chief the 

storage room containing the cylinders for CO2 fire extinguishing system that 

protected the engine room. The assistant fire chief later said that when the chief 

engineer showed him the storage room, the CO2 piping in the room was frosted. 

Shortly afterward, the assistant fire chief of the Kalama Fire Department 

returned to the deck where he noticed a few crewmembers “scurrying up ladders” 

and entering the deckhouse in order to get their personal belongings. He 

instructed one firefighter to prohibit anyone from entering the deckhouse and 

ordered that all openings in the deckhouse be closed to cut off the supply of 

oxygen to the fire. After noticing a lot of people aboard “roaming around,” he 

ordered another firefighter to evacuate all nonessential firefighting personnel 

from the ship. In response to this order, the firefighter ordered the entire vessel’s 

crew to abandon the vessel. 

About 2036, the vessel’s master and first officer returned to the dock 

where the crew had assembled. After ordering the first officer to summon the 

bosun and several crew members back aboard, the master reboarded the vessel. 

The first officer stated that an unidentified crewmember informed him that the 
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crew had already discharged the vessel’s CO2 system. After retrieving vessel 

documents from his cabin, the master ordered the chief officer to secure all 

openings into the engine room. The master then went to the pilot bottle that 

controlled the release of the 67 CO2 cylinders preset to discharge into the engine 

room and activated its release mechanism. 

At about 2050, the U.S. Coast Guard Captain of the Port (COTP) for 

Portland, Oregon, arrived on the scene. When he inquired about the person in 

charge, he was directed to the chief of one of the mutual aid fire departments 

rather than the assistant fire chief of the Kalama Fire Department. The COTP 

identified himself and asked to be taken to the scene of the fire. He was introduced 

to the master of the vessel and together with the master and two firefighters went 

below deck to an area just outside the engine room. Other firefighters were 

extending an 11/2-inch fire hose down to the same area. The firefighters briefed 

the COTP about the fire and informed him that they intended to introduce fire-

fighting foam onto the fire from this engine room access. 

The COTP had no breathing apparatus and returned to the open deck with 

the master. When he and the master arrived back on the main deck, they 

discovered that the vessel was no longer tied to the dock. About 2130, an off-duty 

grain dock employee, who had heard about the fire on the vessel, arrived at the 

grain facility and, with the help of another grain dock employee, cast off the 

vessel’s mooring lines without alerting anyone of their intentions. The dock 

employee testified that this action was justified because he believed that the fire 
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imperiled the grain elevator. However, he did not attempt to determine the status 

of the fire or to consult with anyone in a position of authority at the scene. 

Crewmembers aboard a small tug that was standing by at the grain 

facility secured one of the vessel’s bowlines to the tug and towed the vessel into 

the middle of the river. The tug lacked sufficient power to hold the vessel against 

the force of the river current. According the Protector Alpha’s first officer, the 

operator of the tug shouted to the first officer to drop the vessel’s anchor. The fire 

officer, concerned that the vessel might drift aground, complied by dropping the 

starboard anchor. 

At the time, about 20 firefighters, including at least three fire chiefs, were 

aboard the vessel. At 2144, the COTP ordered the Columbia River closed to 

shipping and then discussed the situation with the fire chiefs. The Kalama 

assistant fire chief, who had considered himself in charge of the fire-fighting 

operations while the vessel was docked, believed that he was no longer in charge 

after the vessel was moved into the river. He said that he and his men had no 

shipboard firefighting experience and pointed out the fact that the vessel was now 

located outside his jurisdiction. In accordance with U.S. Coast Guard policy, the 

COTP informed the fire chiefs that he was there merely to advise and that he was 

not assuming the firefighting responsibility. The COTP then contacted U.S. Coast 

Guard personnel ashore and requested that firefighting supplies be brought to the 

grain dock, that the U.S. Coast Guard vessels be dispatched to the scene to ferry 

the supplies to the vessel, and that a fireboat be dispatched from the city of 

Portland, Oregon. 
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The vessel rode at anchor without electrical power to operate the main 

fire pumps. While the firefighters, the COTP, and the vessel’s crewmembers 

waited for the requested vessels and supplies to arrive, they could not actively 

fight the fire. However, two firefighters went into the engine room and upon 

arriving at allocation near the centerline, believed that they were directly over the 

fire because they could feel heat coming straight up at them, even though they 

saw no flames. The firefighters noted that because of the heat, the paint had 

begun to peel on the deck one deck below the main deck outside the engine room. 

Access doors and other openings to the engine room were closed and dogged. 

Engine room doors became too hot to touch. Puffs of smoke were seen escaping 

through the closed doors at imperfect seals, which was evidence of pressure 

building behind them. 

About 0120, the assistant fire chief of Kalama believed that the fire was 

“far beyond” the capability of local firefighters to control and ordered his 

firefighters to abandon the vessel. After retrieving their equipment, the Kalama 

firefighters disembarked onto an awaiting tug. The COTP, who believed that he 

was now in charge of the firefighting operations by default, asked the other two 

fire chiefs (chief and assistant chief of the Cowlitz County Fire District No. 2) to 

remain aboard the vessel to advise him on firefighting matters. Both agreed to 

stay. 

Shortly thereafter, the COTP went to the CO2 cylinder storage room with 

the vessel’s master and discharged the remaining 12 charged CO2 cylinders into 

the engine room. At 0245, the U.S. Coast Guard vessel Bluebell arrived on scene 
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and transported firefighting supplies that had been assembled on the grain dock 

to the vessel. A city of Portland fireboat arrived on the scene about 0250. A 3-

inch fire hose was led from the fireboat to the Protector Alpha and charged. The 

3-inch fire hose was reduced to an 11/2-inch hose and was used by the two fire 

chiefs to extinguish small fires that began to break out in the passageways of the 

deckhouse. 

About 0350, two Seattle (Washington) Fire Department marine fire 

experts who had been flown to the area by U.S. Coast Guard aircraft arrived 

aboard the vessel. After conferring with the COTP and other firefighters, they 

surveyed the superstructure. They found bulkheads buckling from the heat and 

noted that the stack area was especially hot. Believing it was important to cool 

the superstructure before the fire escaped the confines of the engine room and 

knowing there were not sufficient fire hose available to cool the superstructure 

with water, they recommended that the doors to the accommodation passageways 

be opened to cool the passageways. Shortly afterward, the fire experts 

recommended that the doors be closed again. However, by that time some of the 

doors had warped by heat and would not close. 

The COTP, in consultation with the various supervisory firefighting 

personnel, decided to have a hole cut in a steel engine room door located in the 

front of the deckhouse on the main deck to apply firefighting foam to the engine 

room. The master testified that he expressed concern to the COTP that cutting a 

hole in the door could be dangerous and that an explosion might result. The 

COTP testified that he did not recall the master expressing any concern about 
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cutting a hole in the door. In any event, the master’s permission to cut a hole was 

not sought. At 0512 while two U.S. Coast Guard personnel using an oxyacetylene 

torch were cutting the hole, an explosion in the engine room caused the steel door 

to blow open violently. The door struck and injured the two U.S. Coast Guard 

personnel who were cutting the hole and also struck and injured the first officer 

who was walking past the door at the time. One of the two U.S. Coast Guard 

personnel died the next day as a result of these injuries. Fire erupted immediately 

thereafter and rapidly engulfed the aft deckhouse. 

After the injured persons were removed to shoreside medical facilities and 

all firefighting was abandoned, the anchor chain was cut and the vessel was 

towed and intentionally grounded outside the navigable channel. The fire 

continued to burn until it was extinguished on the evening of February 17, 1982, 

by professional salvors who were retained by the vessel’s owners. 

Problems encountered during this fire included the following: 

• Lack of a multijurisdictional contingency plan. 

• Failure of the crew to take effective firefighting actions. 

• Inability of the crew to activate fire suppression systems because operating 

instructions were written in German and could not be read by the crew. 

• Failure to establish an incident command organization. 

• Lack of shipboard firefighting training for land-based firefighters. 

It was this incident that precipitated the creation of the Maritime Fire and Safety 

Association (MFSA). MFSA is a private/public partnership designed to prepare and equip 

local public fire agencies to properly and effectively mitigate future maritime incidents 
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along the lower Columbia River. Regional response organizations such as MFSA and 

private/public partnerships will provide the best planning and response capabilities. 

Carnival Cruise ship “Ecstasy” Fire 

 

 The following information comes directly from the National Transportation and 

Safety Board (NTSB) report of the incident and illustrates the role of firefighting vessels 

as a tool to assist the overall response and that it takes onboard firefighting to extinguish 

the fire. 

 On the afternoon of July 20, 1998, the Liberian passenger ship Ecstasy had 

departed the Port of Miami, Florida, en route to Key West, Florida, with 2,565 

passengers and 916 crewmembers on board when a fire started in the main 

laundry shortly after 1700. The fire migrated through the ventilation system to the 

aft mooring deck where mooring lines ignited, creating intense heat and large 

amounts of smoke. As the Ecstasy was attempting to reach an anchorage north of 

the Miami sea buoy, the vessel lost propulsion power and steering and began to 

drift. The master then radioed the U.S. Coast Guard for assistance. A total of six 

tugboats responded to help fight the fire and to tow the Ecstasy. The fire was 

brought under control by onboard firefighters and was officially declared 
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extinguished about 2109. Fourteen crewmembers and eight passengers suffered 

minor injuries. One passenger who required medical treatment as a result of a 

pre-existing condition was categorized as a serious injury victim because of the 

length of her hospital stay. Carnival Corporation, Inc., the owner of the Ecstasy, 

estimated that losses from the fire and associated damages exceeded $17 million.  

 The NTSB determined that the probable cause of fire aboard the Ecstasy was 

the unauthorized welding by crewmembers in the main laundry that ignited a 

large accumulation of lint in the ventilation system and the failure of Carnival 

Cruise Lines to maintain the laundry exhaust ducts in a fire-safe condition. 

Contributing to the extensive fire damage on the ship was the lack of an automatic 

fire suppression system on the aft mooring deck and the lack of an automatic 

means of mitigating the spread of smoke and fire through the ventilation ducts.  

The major safety issues discussed in this NTSB report are as follows: 

• Adequacy of management safety oversight;  

• Adequacy of the fire protection systems;  

• Adequacy of passenger and crew safety; and  

• Adequacy of engineering system design.  

Fire and Rescue Response  

 Bridge logs indicate that the “Alpha Team” announcement, which alerted the 

quick response team to respond and other fire teams to prepare to marshal, was 

made at 1725. The quick response team narrowed the location of the main fire 

and smoke source to the aft mooring area on deck No. 4. At 1730, upon receiving 

reports of a large amount of smoke, the bridge ordered all fire teams to assemble. 
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According to the safety officer, by 1740, the fire teams had assembled at the 

marshalling area on deck No. 3, had donned their gear, and had prepared for 

firefighting. He and the staff captain then led the teams aft toward the stern of the 

vessel.  

 The fire teams inspected several decks in the aft part of the ship for sources of 

heat and smoke but initially were unable to enter the mooring deck area because 

of the intense heat from the fire. Shipboard firefighters then attempted to cool the 

perimeters of the aft mooring deck by spraying water on the overhead of deck No. 

3, the bulkhead forward of the aft mooring deck (deck No. 4), and the surface of 

deck No. 5. Some firefighters began boundary cooling by spraying water on the 

ship’s exterior shell plating.  

 In the meantime, the tug Coastal Key West was tied up at Fisher Island 

(Miami Harbor) when it’s master overheard a radio call from the Biscayne Pilots 

Association to Coastal Tug and Barge, Inc., of Miami (Coastal Tug) advising of a 

fire on the Ecstasy. The Coastal Tug dispatcher radioed the Coastal Key West to 

assist. The tug got underway about 1800 and arrived on scene at 1827.  

 The Coastal Key West began directing a stream of water from a high-

pressure fire monitor at the fire on the Ecstasy’s stern. The Coastal Tug 

dispatcher dispatched three other tugs, the Coastal Florida, the Coastal Biscayne, 

and the Coastal Miami, from the Port of Miami. They arrived within a half hour 

of the Coastal Key West. While the Coastal Florida and Coastal Biscayne joined 

the Coastal Key West in fighting the fire on the stern of the Ecstasy with their fire 

monitors, the Coastal Miami went to the Ecstasy’s bow to prepare for towing the 
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ship. The Coastal Miami’s master also handled the radio communications 

between the Ecstasy and the tugs on scene. A short time later, the tug Dorothy 

Moran joined the other tugs in the firefighting efforts at the stern of the Ecstasy.  

 At 1835, a Coast Guard vessel carrying two representatives from the Marine  

Safety Office (MSO) Miami arrived alongside the Ecstasy. The Ecstasy master 

said that when the Coast Guard representatives came aboard, he gave them a 

status report on the fire and the conditions on the cruise ship. The Coast Guard 

representatives then proceeded aft to meet the Ecstasy’s safety officer. The safety 

officer said that he told the MSO officials that the fire was limited to the aft 

mooring deck on deck No. 4, but the fire teams had not been able to enter the area 

because of the intense heat and dense smoke.  

 At 1913, the tug Coastal Miami placed a towline on the Ecstasy’s bow to keep 

the ship heading into the wind so that smoke moved away from the stern. The 

Ecstasy and Coastal Miami drifted north due to the effects of the Gulf Stream. 

Some Ecstasy fire teams entered the aft mooring deck from the starboard side 

weather door and began cooling the area and extinguishing flames. Another fire 

team entered the mooring deck from the port weather door. Shortly thereafter, the 

fire teams notified the master that the fire had been extinguished. The Ecstasy fire 

teams continued to survey the aft decks in MVZs (main vertical zone) 1 and 2 for 

any residual signs of fire.  

 About 1950, four members of the Miami Beach Fire Department (Miami 

Beach FD), including a medical doctor, arrived aboard the Ecstasy and assisted 

onboard medical personnel in tending to the ship’s firefighters and passengers. 
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Shortly thereafter, Miami-Dade Fire Rescue Department (Miami-Dade FD) 

personnel and Carnival’s director of firefighting training boarded the Ecstasy. 

After meeting with the master and Coast Guard personnel on the bridge, a 

command post was set up at the deck No. 3 marshalling area. At 1955, the crew 

was released from their emergency stations. 

 The crew firefighters led a team of Miami-Dade FD and Coast Guard 

personnel through the affected areas, including the aft mooring deck. After 

completing its assessment, at 2109, the team declared the fire under control. At 

2130, the Coast Guard COTP, the Miami-Dade FD, and the Port of Miami 

granted permission to the Ecstasy to enter port. The cruise ship, under tow by six 

tugs, proceeded en route to the Port of Miami. At 0118, July 21, the Ecstasy 

arrived at Pier 8. Once the vessel was secured at its berth and the gangway was 

rigged, passengers began to disembark about 0220. 

Although dramatic in appearance this is a great example of what happens when many 

things go right. Starting with the vessel’s construction, which played a role in containing 

the fire, and finishing with the crew’s training, which allowed for a rapid direct attack on 

the fire, this incident went well.  

Recommendations and Conclusion  

Recommendations 

State Response 

Although the State of Alaska currently has no state mobilization plan or policy for 

fire resources, the State does have an undocumented commitment to provide assistance 

with identifying, locating and delivering additional firefighting resources as requested by 
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local fire departments. According to Kelly Nicolello, Assistant State Fire Marshal Deputy 

Director, an official state mobilization plan has been proposed and is being worked on 

with hopes of having it in place in the near future. Once the plan is in place, it must be 

tested. We are confident that the state fire marshal’s office can deliver on its current 

commitment to provide assistance but recommend that an official plan be finalized as 

soon as possible. 

Tug Response 

It must be understood that a tug or fireboat has an important job in assisting with a 

vessel fire; however, firefighting vessels are only a tool for the onboard firefighting 

efforts. In a petroleum fire on deck, the success of firefighting efforts depends on how 

quickly a blanket of foam can be put on the fire. If this is delayed, then cooling must be 

done before foam is applied. A major fire could last for days. 

The best outcome in the event of a fire aboard a tanker is with the quick 

extinguishment of the fire. This can only be accomplished by the actions of the vessel 

crew. If the crew is unsuccessful at making a quick extinguishment of the fire, then it 

most likely becomes a prolonged event and a delayed response of additional firefighting 

vessels has little or no effect on the outcome of the incident.  

It is our opinion that the current practice of having a stand-by firefighting vessel 

at the VMT while a tanker is alongside is prudent but there is little advantage to having 

additional firefighting vessels on stand-by for the sole purpose of fighting a fire. 

Additional firefighting vessels may be needed but the current time it would take for them 

to respond is reasonable given the missions they will undertake at the incident.  
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Stand-by Firefighting Vessel 

Although no regulatory requirement exists to provide a stand-by firefighting 

vessel at the VMT or within Port Valdez, the following language is found in the Valdez 

Marine Terminal Berth Operating Manual, Section 8, Emergency Procedures, 8.1.4 : 

“A standby tug with firefighting capability is available whenever a tank vessel is 

alongside.”  

The following additional language was found in the Valdez Marine Terminal 

Port Information Manual, Section 3, Emergency Procedures, 3.8 Vessel Fire at Berth, 

Bullet 10: Alyeska will notify stand-by tugs for firefighting assistance for the vessel. 

Summary Statement – The compliment of tugs at the VMT ordinarily includes a tug 

equipped with a fire monitor rated at 3,500 gpm of water at 150 psi at an elevation of 70 

feet above the tug’s waterline and a tug with foam capability. 

Additionally, Part 1 Section 2.2.6 of the “Valdez Marine Terminal Oil Discharge 

Prevention and Contingency Plan” (CP35-2) states that “The Terminal Plan requires a 

firefighting tug be in the Port Valdez whenever there is a tanker at the terminal” without 

additional comment regarding the capabilities of this tug.   

We recommend additional written procedures for the stand-by fire tug. This 

procedure should indicate acceptable stand-by locations, the notification process for 

contacting the stand-by vessel, including who would notify the vessel and what radio 

frequency would be used to make contact. It would also be prudent to include notification 

to the stand-by firefighting vessel prior to the start of cargo operations. Radio checks or 

contact should be made between the stand-by firefighting tug and the tank vessel at the 

time the vessel is all fast (secured) at the berth.  
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Additionally, unscheduled drills should be held to check response time from 

notification of an incident to the arrival of the stand-by firefighting vessel.  

A comprehensive training program for all tug crews on how to better assist and 

communicate with the shoreside response and the ship’s crew is recommended. The tug 

crews should practice various duties such as hooking up a water supply to the vessel, 

rescue of personnel off a dolphin or the ship, and hull cooling by frame number, etc.  

We also recommend that multi-agency training similar to the training described in 

the previous paragraph be made available to ships’ crews. Most crewmembers are not 

familiar with working with tugs for firefighting assistance or with local fire departments. 

Most likely, only those that have participated in the PWSRCAC symposium have a 

limited exposure. When laden tankers are in transit, it is important that the master and the 

pilot have some training with respect to using the escorting tugs for firefighting purposes. 

It must be stated that while one of the main purposes of the escorting tugs is to “make a 

save” if the ship looses power or steering, it must also be emphasized that they are there 

to protect the vessel and crew. As long as escorting is required, it should be considered a 

part of their duty and the tug crews should be trained to provide this important task.  

Valdez Marine Terminal 

While touring the VMT, cargo transfer operations were observed at berth 5. 

Firefighting precautionary procedures were consistent with emergency procedures 

described in section 8 of the VMT Berth Operation Manual. However, we recommend 

that the VMT investigate the possibility of charging the fire main to the berth during 

cargo operations.  
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A plan for evacuating the ship and berth of all personnel in the event the gangway 

cannot be used should be developed and exercised.  

It is recommended that VMT exercise their notification procedures for the stand-

by tug.  

Although we have met with all the concerned tank vessel parties individually, we 

recommend a sit-down, closed door, facilitated meeting of representatives of interested 

parties for the purpose of educating one another as to  what each entity would and could 

do in the event of a vessel fire. 

 We strongly urge Alyeska and the VFD to work together to reach an agreement 

that would allow Alyeska employees who are also VFD volunteers to work under the 

direction of the VFD fire chief during a vessel fire at the VMT. One of the largest 

resource gaps we have identified during this project is the lack of trained fire personnel. 

The VFD currently has approximately nine volunteers who are Alyeska employees. If a 

vessel fire occurs at the VMT, then those nine firefighters revert to Alyeska Fire Brigade 

members, further limiting the number of firefighters who could board the vessel to fight 

the fire.  

 We also recommend that Alyeska consider incentives for fire brigade members. It 

is important to recruit and retain qualified and motivated brigade members.  

Closing 

 In closing, we believe that the state of readiness for the Port of Valdez is very 

good. There is always room for improvement, but in comparison to other ports, Valdez 

maintains positive relationships, an arsenal of response equipment and supplies, and 

officials who support the marine firefighting efforts.  This reduces the risk of catastrophe 
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for the community and industry as a whole.  The single, most important recommendation 

we can offer is additional training and coordinated exercises for all responders both 

public and private. 

 We hope to have the opportunity to provide further information and consulting 

that will assist in the efforts to bring marine firefighting readiness to its highest level. 

Recommendation Summary 

1. Encourage and support the development of a state mobilization plan for 

firefighting resources. 

2. All stakeholders should work together to develop written agreements that provide 

operational procedures for the dedicated stand-by firefighting vessel while a 

tanker is at the VMT. 

3. Create written documentation to support SERVS’ cooperation in providing 

additional firefighting tug response to marine incidents as requested by the IC. 

4. All stakeholders should work together to develop additional written procedures 

(tactical and training) for the stand-by firefighting vessel. 

5. Hold unscheduled drills to check response time from notification of an incident to 

the arrival of the stand-by firefighting vessel. 

6. Create a comprehensive training program for all tug crews on how to better assist 

and communicate with the vessel and crew and the shoreside responders. 

7. Provide training opportunities to tanker crews to work cooperatively with tugs 

and shoreside responders to mitigate a vessel fire scenario.  

8. The VMT should investigate the possibility of charging the fire main to the berth 

during cargo operations and test monitor extension and agent delivery. 
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9. The VMT should regularly exercise their notification procedures for the stand-by 

firefighting vessel. 

10. To assist with addressing the issue of a shortage of trained firefighters, Alyeska 

and the VFD should work together to see what options are available that may 

allow Alyeska employees who are also VFD Volunteers to work under the 

direction of the VFD. 

11. Alyeska should consider incentives for fire brigade members in an attempt to 
retain members. 
 

12. We strongly recommend that all stakeholders be brought together to a sit down 

meeting for the sole purpose of addressing these recommendations and 

developing acceptable responses.  
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