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GENERAL COMMENTS 
PWSRCAC has reviewed the December 11, 2009 Application for Amendment to the Prince 
William Sound Tanker Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan (ODPCP) and the 
December 17, 2009 addition to that amendment.  The amendment represents a significant 
change to a number of areas in the Core Plan and SERVS Technical Manual (TM) relating to the 
809 scenario and the underlying assumptions.  PWSRCAC has developed detailed comments on 
these changes, but many of our concerns relate back to three key issues: 

1. The amendment describes a reduced response capacity compared to the current, approved 
plan. 

2. Recovery calculations in the amendment seem to reflect a backward calculation from the 
minimum requirements rather than a realistic estimation of the planholders’ full response 
capacity. 

3. Insufficient resources allocated to safety. 

Reduced Response Capacity 

The planholders have made substantial changes to assumptions and calculations relating to 
recovery rates, storage capacity, response times, and assignment of equipment, personnel, and 
vessels.   The impact of these changes in some cases is a delay in the response time for certain 
resources and task forces when compared to earlier versions of the plan, and a reduction of the 
number of personnel and vessels assigned to implement and support the response.  These 
assumptions and calculations are not adequately explained or justified in the proposed 
amendment.  The overall impact of delayed response times, particularly for on-water recovery 
and nearshore response, is to reduce the overall effectiveness by losing valuable time early in 
the response to recover oil on water before it has the opportunity to spread.  Encounter rates for 
mechanical recovery systems decrease significantly over time, and reduced encounter rates lead 
to reduced recovery efficiencies.  The proposed amendment describes a response system that 
appears, overall, to be less effective than the system described in the current plan.   

Recovery Estimates Tailored to Comply with Minimum Standards 

In reviewing a number of the changes to the 809 scenario, PWSRCAC noted that total fluid 
recovery amounts for the open water task forces (OWTF) operating over the first 72 hours show 
that each system recovers precisely enough oil to fill the available primary storage, without 
actually requiring offloading of the primary storage to secondary storage.  Response times for 
several major equipment components have been slowed down compared to the current plan, 
and details about vessel crew requirements and other response needs have been removed.  
While the scenario still demonstrates that the planholders can comply with the minimum 
response planning standard (RPS), the fact that the scenario meets these numbers with almost 
no margin seems to suggest that rather than develop the scenario to show the full response 
capacity available in Prince William Sound (PWS), the scenario was instead developed to show 
how the system could be applied to achieve minimum compliance.   
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After reviewing the February 2, 2010 Notice of Non-Readiness letter from APSC to ADEC, 1  it 
seems clear through the proposed mitigation measures that the planholders do, in fact, have the 
capacity to significantly enhance their on-water recovery effectiveness and to recover larger 
volumes than are estimated in the amendment.  The letter outlines a number of actions that the 
planholders can take to improve total recovery, including quicker deployment of boom to 
enhance encounter rate and therefore recovery, and speeding up the mobilization and 
deployment times for five nearshore task forces (NSTF).  While the amendment indicates that 
NSTF deployment has slowed down compared to the current plan, the non-readiness letter 
states that the planholders can in fact mobilize and deploy NSTF faster than the current plan 
states.  The letter states that “a modified deployment plan is to deploy NSTF-2 as soon as the 
vessels arrive on-scene.”  Does this mean that they would otherwise be delaying NSTF-2 for 
some reason?  If NSTFs can be deployed quicker to address a non-readiness issue, then the plan 
should require that they be deployed quicker.    

Lack of Safety Planning 

PWSRCAC has participated in numerous drills and exercises with the planholders, and safety is 
always a primary concern and focus.  However, it does not appear that the proposed plan 
amendment reflects a corresponding commitment to safety.  As noted in these comments, the 
amendment assigns a single on-site safety specialist (OSS) to each operations group.  In some 
cases, this single OSS, who is not provided with a dedicated vessel, is responsible for multiple 
task forces that could be operating miles apart.  Additionally, there is only a single OSS 
assigned to nearshore response which would require a 24-hour shift.  Changes to personnel 
staffing for initial responders has created a situation where initial response personnel might 
work in excess of 24 hours before having a real opportunity to rest.  Each of these examples 
points to a lack of consideration for safety planning which does not reflect the practices 
observed in drills and exercises.  Safety is a shared responsibility of all responders; however, a 
responder cannot simultaneously look out for his/her own personal safety and also have an eye 
on the big picture.  OSS provide an additional and vital level of safety management that is 
essential during a spill response given the complexity of the activities.  The ODPCP should 
include additional safety personnel and dedicated vessels to be more reflective of how the 
planholders typically operate. 
 

CORE PLAN COMMENTS AND REQUESTS  
FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Part 1   

Section 1.6 Response Scenarios and Strategies 

There appear to be a number of inconsistencies, errors, or inadequately supported assumptions 
in the proposed amendments to Section 1.6.  These comments and information requests are 
organized by theme, as many of the issues identified relate to multiple sections within Part 1. 

                                                        
1
 APSC Government letter #20397. 
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Recovery rate calculations and assumptions are unclear. 

Comments 

The oil recovery capacity table in Figure 1-6 and Table 1-13 have been replaced with a direct 
output from the Anvil Process Engineering Study (1993) (“Anvil model”).  Table 1-14 has been 
revised to show updated estimates of personnel and fishing vessels required to carry out the 
tactics required and to achieve the recovery rates.  Changes to recovery calculations are poorly 
explained and extremely difficult to comprehend based on the information in the amendment. 

Table 1-13 lacks recovery rates and does not adequately explain the logic behind total recovery 
and storage numbers.  The table does not include the nameplate and derated capacities for 
skimmers; while this information is located in other parts of the plan, it is cumbersome to 
compile it in order to make sense of the figures in Table 1-13. This is a consistent problem 
throughout Table 1-13 – total recovery amounts are presented but operational assumptions 
underlying them are unclear. Changes to barge capacities and recovery rates for both the NSTFs 
and open water task forces (OWTFs) make it even more challenging to understand Table 1-13. 

The amendment does not explain how Table 1-13 addresses encounter rates, particularly during 
Days 2 and 3 when the slick would have spread and skimmer recovery efficiencies would be 
reduced.  The attached report by Censum Northwest (2008) shows how changes in encounter 
rates can impact the effectiveness of a recovery system substantially.  The amendment should 
provide similar calculations for changes to encounter rates over the first 72 hours. 

The amendment notes that barge capacities have changed, but does not adequately describe the 
reason for these changes or the implications of these changes to the total recovery capacity.  It 
appears that barge capacities have been reduced by approximately 51,000 bbls.  Rather than add 
storage capacity, the amendment seems to show that recovery rates have been decreased 
slightly so as not to outpace available storage.   

The amendment also removes boom and support vessels from recovery system components 
listed in Table 1-14 on the basis that these do not factor into the ability to recover.  This 
statement contradicts the regulatory requirement at 18 AAC 75.425(3)(1)(F)(vi) that the response 
scenario describe the actions “taken to recover the contained or controlled oil.”  Containing and 
controlling the slick are an inherent component of recovery; the planholders cannot assume that 
they are recovering oil if it has not been properly contained and controlled.  Therefore, the 
equipment, personnel, and vessels required to contain and control the slick in order to facilitate 
its recovery should be included in Table 1-14. 

Table 1-9 shows that NSTFs 2 through 4 are not on-scene and operational until hour 36.  Under 
the current plan, they are on-scene and operational six hours earlier.  The reason for this six-
hour delay is unclear.  The February 2, 2010 non-readiness letter describes several measures that 
the planholders put in place to increase RPS recovery by shortening mobilization times for 
various response assets including NSTF-2 and multiple response barges.  If it is possible to 
shorten the response times for these assets to accommodate the shortfall in fishing vessels, why 
can’t the planholders meet these more aggressive mobilization times under all circumstances? 
The letter states that “a modified deployment plan is to deploy NSTF-2 as soon as the vessels 
arrive on-scene.”  Does this mean that NSTF-2 would otherwise be delayed for some reason?  If 
NSTF-2 can be deployed quicker to address a non-readiness issue, then the plan should require 
that NSTFs be deployed quicker.    

Delays in response times translate into reduced recovery rates because potential encounter rates 
diminish over time as oil spreads and becomes more difficult to control.  There are also 
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apparent delays in the on-scene and operating times for other assets.  For example, the Valdez 
Star (OW-2) requires 10 hours before it starts operating under the current plan.  The amendment 
extends this another hour to 11 hours.  Additionally, Barge 450-8 has been delayed for another 
hour in the amendment.  In considering the transit and mobilization times for the barges in 
Table 1-13 and Figure 1-6, the average response time in the amendment is 8.1 hours.  Compared 
to 7.7 hours in the current plan, this shows a delay of more than a half hour on average.  It is 
unclear why the planholders are no longer able to meet the timetable described in the current 
plan.  PWSRCAC recommends addressing why response times have gotten slower. 

The recovery rates for the OWTFs operating over the first three days show that each system 
recovers precisely enough oil to fill the available primary storage without actually requiring 
offloading primary storage to secondary storage (although technically, it appears that OWTF-2 
and OWTF-4A each recover one barrel more than the total capacity of the primary storage 
barge).  This begs the question as to whether the plan is artificially underestimating recovery 
capacity because of a lack of sufficient primary storage to recover at full capacity.    

Requests for Additional Information 

• Revise Table 1-13 to include the following pertinent information and assumptions: 

o Recovery rates for all systems listed, 

o Assumptions about encounter rates for each operational period (12-hrs), and 

o Total amounts of personnel, equipment, and vessels required to adequately contain and 
control the oil in order to achieve recovery rates. 

• Provide explicit calculations and supporting narrative to explain the recovery amounts 
shown in Table 1-13.  

• Clarify whether reduced primary storage availability was the imperative for reducing 
overall recovery capacity, and explain the coincidence that total recovery precisely matches 
available primary storage without creating the need for offloading primary storage barges 
until after hour 72.   

• Explain the reason for the six hour delay in NSTF-2 through 4 on-scene operational times 
and the one hour delays for the Valdez Star and Barge 450-8.  Explain why the NSTF 
deployment times identified in the amendment are six hours or more slower than those 
described in the February 2, 2010 non-readiness letter.   

• Explain the reason why the average barge response time has slowed down from 7.7 hours to 
8.1 hours. 

NSTF minibarge recovery and shuttle turnaround calculations are missing. 

Comments 

NSTF-1, which begins operations on Day 2, consists of six minibarge-based recovery systems, 
each with one DESMI Terminator skimmer.  There have been a few changes to the NSTF 
recovery rates in Table 1-13.  While the previous plan showed the recovery rate for the DESMI 
Terminator at 343 bbl/hour, an edit to Appendix A, page 18 in the proposed amendment 
indicates the recovery rate is much higher at 786 bbl/hour.  This change is not explained or 
addressed in the proposed amendment.   
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The time required to offload and turn around minibarges is not adequately described. 
Assumption 8 on page 1-9 states that calculated recovery capacities for the NSTFs are based 
upon the number of trips that can occur during the 12-hour operational time.  The number of 
trips is not provided and is very difficult to derive from the information provided. The derated 
recovery for each NSTF-1 skimming system is 157 bbl/hr.  Each minibarge has a 237-bbl storage 
capacity, which means that if each recovery system were operating at full capacity, each 
minibarge would require offloading after an hour and a half of operations.  The assumptions 
state that each minibarge can be offloaded in 30 minutes, that the connect/disconnect timeframe 
for each minibarge is one hour, that Barge 500-2 offloads ten minibarges simultaneously, and 
that two minibarges can be connected to the Barge 500-2 per hour.  So, how many trips can occur 
during a 12-hour period?  Is down time factored in?  Do the number of trips per 12-hour period 
decrease over time, as the encounter rates are decreased and it takes longer to fill each 
minibarge? 

Requests for Additional Information 

• Explain and provide documentation to support the increase in the recovery rate for the 
DESMI Terminator and other skimmers. 

• Show the calculations that reveal how many trips each minibarge is presumed to be making 
during a 12-hour operational time, including time spent recovering, in transit, offloading, 
connecting/disconnecting, and other down time such as crew rotation. 

• Clarify the assumptions regarding reductions in overall recovery rates for NSTF as 
encounter rates change. 

Personnel assignments appear unsafe and unrealistic. 
Comments 

In Table 1-6 and elsewhere in the amendment, personnel assignments have been changed to 
reflect the fact that relief crews will be needed not at hour 18 of the spill as in the current plan, 
but rather 18 hours after the initial crews begin work.  This means that crew that spend the first 
several hours of the spill transiting, compiling gear, or otherwise preparing for their shifts 
potentially may not be relieved until 20 or 22 or even 24 hours after being activated.  If initial 
responders are at the end of their regular work days when called out to a shift, their actual work 
time could potentially be 12 hours at their regular job, plus 2 hours transit time, plus another 18 
hour shift on the spill, for an excess of 32 hours. 

The amendment is somewhat ambiguous as to what constitutes the “beginning” of work.  For 
example, on-water and nearshore personnel might get underway several hours before they 
begin actively recovering oil.  Would the underway time count toward the 18 hours?  
PWSRCAC feels that underway time should be counted because during that time the 
responders are likely to be adjusting gear, making plans, and otherwise preparing.  Transit time 
should not count as down time or rest, particularly during the initial hours of a major response 
when preparations for response are in progress.  Initial responders are already under 
considerable stress and are typically working in heavy PPE, some using respirators, and all are 
working under hazardous conditions.  The proposed amendment appears to put these 
individuals at heightened risk rather than requiring the planholders to activate and mobilize 
relief crews quicker.  Additionally, the amendment does not indicate whether labor unions to 
which some responders belong would allow for such extended work shifts. 
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The amendment no longer includes an Incident Management Team (IMT) organization chart as 
was included as Table 1-4 in the current, approved plan.  It is now virtually impossible to 
determine how many IMT members would be assigned.  This is an important detail as the IMT 
chart that was formerly included in Table 1-4 showed only 64 IMT members and did not 
include the assignment of Deputies. Deputies are frequently assigned during exercises and 
serve an important role.  Attached to these comments are the IMT roster and organization chart 
from a 2009 Conoco-Phillips drill that demonstrates this point.  PWSRCAC recommends an IMT 
organization chart be included with the amendment and reflect realistic staffing assignments for 
an IMT. 

Table 1-14 shows that only one tankerman is assigned to Barge 450-7 for NSTF-1.  If the tug and 
barge have to get underway, or if they cannot secure a tanker of opportunity and the barge has 
to go to 24 hour operations, this minimum staffing would be insufficient.   

Additionally, Table 1-14 does not address personnel or vessels required to support non-
mechanical task forces.  Personnel assigned to these task forces, particularly the task force 
leaders, must have the appropriate technical expertise.  It is unclear from where these personnel 
would come. 

The amendment shows only a single Shoreline Cleanup Assessment Team (SCAT) assigned for 
the first 72 hours of the spill.  This seems highly unrealistic given the size of the release. 

Finally, some of the organization charts in Figure 1-8, especially for later in the response, show a 
single group supervisor (i.e., nearshore) supervising as many as 13 NSTFs.  That vastly exceeds 
the typical span of control for Incident Command Systems (ICS).  Additional groups and group 
supervisors should be assigned once there are more than seven task forces operating.   

Requests for Additional Information 

• Clarify how the “beginning” of the initial response shift is defined, and describe any 
additional staffing guidelines to address potential fatigue of initial responders who may 
have already worked for 10 or 12 hours prior to beginning their response duties.  Explain 
whether labor unions have reviewed and approved of this practice. 

• Include an IMT organization chart that shows full IMT staffing, including Deputies for all 
positions where Deputies are traditionally assigned during drills and exercises. 

• Assign additional tankermen to Barge 450-7 if the barge is intended to work past 12 hours. 

• Observe ICS span-of-control rules of thumb in xcenario organization charts in Figure 1-8. 

• Update Table 1-14 with the following resources: 

o Personnel and vessels required to support non-mechanical response task forces, and 

o Realistic estimate of the numbers of personnel assigned to SCAT during the first 72 
hours and vessels assigned to transport or support them. 
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Inadequate on-site safety personnel and resources. 

Comments 

Table 1-14 shows that a single on-site safety specialist (OSS) is assigned to each group – one for 
open water and one for nearshore.  These individuals, who appear to be working 24-hour shifts, 
could be responsible for overseeing as many as seven task forces that may be spread out over 
miles of operations.  NSTFs typically cover a five-mile area, which means that there could be as 
many as 10 miles between two task forces.  The OSS does not have a dedicated vessel that 
would allow him/her to travel, so presumably the OSS would be stationed with a single task 
force and therefore unable to observe others.  Once the fishing vessels have begun recovery 
operations, the on-water OSS vessel is typically relied upon for monitoring hazardous vapors.  
Without a dedicated safety vessel for each task force, it is unclear how monitoring would be 
conducted.  Not only is this practice unsafe, it also does not reflect the way in which drills are 
typically conducted.  Most on-water drills have a vessel or vessels assigned solely for safety 
personnel.  Some of the tactics in the SERVS TM even refer to using safety vessels to set boom 
lights.  The same should be required for spill response.  Each task force should have an OSS and 
dedicated vessels should be assigned to safety.   

Requests for Additional Information 

• Assign individual OSS to each OWTF (two per 24 hours) and allocate vessels in Table 1-14 
for task forces where no safety vessel is currently assigned. 

Lack of vessels to support all response functions. 

Comments 

Table 1-14 identifies vessels that are assigned to most task forces, but does not include any 
vessels or vessel operators that would be assigned to logistics or operational support roles such 
as waste collection, transportation of SCAT and other teams, transporting relief crews, 
monitoring vessels for non-mechanical response task forces, and safety vessels (as discussed 
above).  Realistically, these vessels would be required to mount a full operation even if they are 
not assigned to a task force.  They should be accounted for in Table 1-14 to ensure there are 
sufficient vessels and personnel available.  It would also be useful if Table 1-14 indicated the 
types of vessels assigned to each function to ensure that sufficient types of vessels are available 
to perform all tasks required for the functions to which they have been assigned. 

Requests for Additional Information 

• Update Table 1-14 to account for all vessels and crew required for essential support 
functions such as waste collection, transportation of SCAT and other teams, transporting 
relief crews, monitoring vessels for non-mechanical response task forces, and safety vessels 
(as discussed above). 

• Provide additional information about vessel assignments to indicate whether specific types 
of vessels are assigned to specific functions.   
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Anvil model is dated and is not presented in full to support planning assumptions. 

Comments 

Many of the most significant changes in this proposed amendment come from direct ouputs 
from the Anvil model.  The Anvil model is cited as the justification for several modifications 
that result in changing the response capacity described in the 809 scenario.  The Anvil model is 
cited as the reason for changing barge capacities and for changing skimmer recovery capacities, 
yet no supporting calculations or documentation are provided.  For example, the December 11, 
2009 letter from BP states that the barge capacity information in PWS-LP-5 was corrected “based 
on deadweight surveys, and Anvil model results.”  It is not clear what results are being 
referenced.  Skimmer efficiencies have been changed in several places.  Essentially, this plan 
shows that the total response capacity has changed since the last plan submission, and the 
reason for many of these changes is cited back to the Anvil model.  These changes appear 
somewhat arbitrary, and it is not possible to fully evaluate and understand this amendment 
without additional access to the Anvil model and calculations that were used to derive the new 
information.  It is unclear whether the planholders have re-run the Anvil model with different 
inputs.  The amendment lacks transparency in how these significant changes are calculated and 
justified. 

Rather than re-running the dated Anvil model, PWSRCAC recommends that the planholders 
replace Anvil with a more up-to-date methodology for calculating recovery rates.  PWSRCAC 
recommends that ADEC require that the planholders utilize a methodology that more 
accurately addresses the factors that impact recovery rates, such as the attached 2008 Recovery 
Rate Analysis performed for PWSRCAC by Censum Northwest.  The Censum Recovery Rate 
Analysis considers several factors that are ignored in the Anvil model, including the 
relationship between boom amounts and oil encounter rates, the impact of spreading on 
encounter rates over time, and the potential for other factors to effect encounter rates and 
therefore impact recovery efficiencies.  Anvil does not account for diminished recovery rates 
that would realistically occur over time as the encounter rate is reduced due to spreading of the 
oil.  If the planholders intend to recalculate their recovery rates and capacities, they should 
apply more recent, relevant models than the Anvil study. 

As the Censum report illustrates, the recovery assumptions in the Anvil model are not 
necessarily accurate.  In order to more adequately meet the approval criteria at 18 AAC 
75.445(g)(3), the scenario must consider encounter rates and must factor in the amount of boom, 
vessels, and other equipment required to contain and control the spill at a sufficient thickness so 
that it can be recovered.  Recovery estimates must address encounter rates.  It is apparent from 
the February 2, 2010 non-readiness letter to ADEC that the planholders are aware that 
encounter rates play a critical role in recovery efficiency because the second full paragraph on 
page 2 of the referenced letter describes how deploying containment boom earlier in the 
response will concentrate the oil and lead to “enhanced recovery.”  The scenario should include 
transparent accounting of how the planholders estimate boom requirements to achieve the 
encounter rates necessary to achieve the recovery estimates over the first 72 hours. 

Requests for Additional Information 

• Use a more up-to-date model than the dated Anvil study to support recovery estimates.  
The attached Censum report provides one example.   

o Describe assumptions about encounter rates. 
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o Identify equipment required to contain and control the spill adequately enough to 
support encounter rates. 

o Provide transparent calculations about recovery for all systems during the first 72 hours. 

Tanker of opportunity assumptions may be unrealistic. 

Comments 

The amendment presumes that a tanker of opportunity will be available at hour 24 with another 
tanker of opportunity available at hour 48.  Both tankers would have to be empty in order to fill 
this function.  The planholders need to demonstrate that it is realistic to assume that two empty 
tankers can be mobilized to PWS by hour 48.  PWSRCAC has analyzed data on past visits of 
tankers and there have been several times where there is a gap of four to five days during which 
there are no tankers in the Sound.  What is the basis for the 24-hour assumption?  

Requests for Additional Information 

• Demonstrate that an empty tanker-of-opportunity can be on-scene by hour 24 with another 
tanker available by hour 48. 

Lack of detail regarding equipment, personnel, and vessel assignments for Sensitive Areas 
Protection. 

Comments 

In Table 1-6 and elsewhere in the amendment, the 809 scenario notes that Tier 1 fishing vessels 
retrieve equipment for sensitive area protection from response centers and other areas as 
directed by the IMT.  Figure 1-6 shows that Hatchery Protection Teams are on-scene by Hour 6, 
but Table 1-14 does not reflect any personnel or vessel assignments for Hatchery Protection 
concurrent with other recovery operations.  The first NSTF is not operational until 24 hours into 
the spill.   

The amendment should identify the source of the personnel and vessels assigned to Hatchery 
Sensitive Area Protection and on-scene at hour 6 as required under 18 AAC 75.445(d)(4).  The 
spill site is immediately adjacent to critical herring spawning habitat, yet the scenario does not 
show any sensitive area protection activity in the initial hours.  Crews, vessels, and equipment 
should be dedicated to sensitive area protection and operational in advance of the oil impacting 
nearby sensitive resources as required by 18 AAC 75.445(d)(4). 

Requests for Additional Information 

• Update Table 1-14 to show the personnel and vessels assigned to Sensitive Areas protection 
during the first 24 hours of the response. 

Scenario Trajectory should be reconsidered. 

Comments 

The 809 scenario uses an unrealistic trajectory analysis that does not account for the potential 
for oil to travel outside PWS.  This assumption contradicts most model outputs, and ignores the 
results of a recent Oil Spill Recovery Institute drift study that shows very clearly that circulation 
patterns would likely carry an oil slick outside of the Sound.  Given that oil spread so widely 
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during the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill (EVOS), it is prudent to plan for spills that do not stay within 
PWS.  

Response capabilities and planning have improved, but spill location, weather conditions, or 
other factors could cause oil to spread outside PWS.  With the shared EVOS experience and the 
demonstrated, lasting impacts of that spill outside PWS, the planholders should be required to 
demonstrate rigorous and detailed planning for response outside PWS.  PWSRCAC 
recommends that the amendment to the 809 scenario be improved by accounting for response 
activities outside PWS, including how priorities will be set and logistics managed, and which 
specific personnel and equipment resources will be provided to protect environmentally 
sensitive areas and areas of public concern outside PWS.  This effort should incorporate 
information from past drills that relates to response efforts outside PWS.  

Requests for Additional Information 

• Update scenario trajectory to align with available circulation models and data. 

• Update Table 1-14 to incorporate additional NSTFs and Sensitive Areas Protection in 
downstream areas within the updated trajectory. 

Part 2 

No comments or requests for additional information on this section of the amendment.   

Part 3  

Requests for Additional Information 

• Please verify that Gail Colby is still the SERVS Incident Commander (page 3-4). 

• Page 3-34 has a deleted sentence about where wildlife training documentation is stored.  
Please indicate where wildlife training documentation is currently stored. 

Appendix B 

Comments 

The checklist for non-mechanical group supervisor (page B-25) includes items to ensure that a 
burn will not impair the safety of dispersant application operations and shoreline protection 
and cleanup.  This list should include recovery operations as well.  In-situ burning should not 
impair on-water recovery operations.  The non-mechanical group supervisor checklist does not 
mention monitoring, although in Figure 1-8 monitoring is shown as one of the active functions.  
Establishment of monitoring functions is a key component of non-mechanical response and 
should be consistently reflected. 

The non-mechanical response group has been moved from the Environmental Branch to the 
Protection and Recovery Branch, but the Environmental Operations Branch Director checklist 
on page B-30 still references non-mechanical response.  This should be corrected to align with 
the reorganization. 
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Requests for Additional Information 

• Add an item to checklist on page B-25 indicating that in-situ burning will not impair on-
water recovery operations. 

• Update checklists to reflect changes in non-mechanical group assignment. 

SERVS TECHNICAL MANUAL COMMENTS AND REQUESTS FOR 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Comments 

Open Water Tactics 

In OW-2, the proposed amendment indicates an additional hour required for the Valdez Star to 
arrive on-scene.  It is unclear whether this change has to do with the requirement that a fishing 
vessel be available on-scene when the Valdez Star starts skimming.  Please clarify the reason for 
the one-hour delay, and include language in this tactic to verify that fishing vessels will be 
included in this tactic and that planning is in place to have fishing vessels on-scene by the time 
the Valdez Star arrives. 

Non-Mechanical Tactics 

Figure 1-8 in the scenario shows that from hour 12 on, there is a Monitoring Strike Team 
assigned to both the In-Situ Burning and the Dispersant Task Forces.  However, none of the 
non-mechanical tactics in the SERVS TM include personnel, equipment, or vessels to support 
these strike teams.  Please add this information to the TM and to the equipment tables in the 
scenario. 

Logistics and Planning Tactics 

In LP-2, a number of communications assets have been removed from Table 1 and not replaced.  
Are these assets being replaced?  

In LP-4, two fishing vessels are identified as needed to support each TransRec barge, but four 
fishing vessels are actually required for some TransRec tactics such as cascading and u-
booming.  Therefore, the table should be changed to show that four support vessels are needed 
for each TransRec barge.  The Valdez Star will need two fishing vessels for cascading.  The table 
in LP-4 should also include safety vessels for all task forces. 

The equipment list in Table 1 of LP-5 shows ten tugs, but there are currently eleven total tugs in 
the system.  Please clarify. 

Table 5 in LP-5 shows the recovery rates for skimmers including the DESMI skimmers whose 
recovery rates have changed.  The rationale for these changes should be provided.  Also, Table 5 
does not reflect a redline changing the DESMI Terminator recovery rate, although the redline to 
Appendix A does show that this rate has been changed.  LP-5 indicates that the TransRec and 
GrahamRec skimmers are assigned 22.6% and 50% recovery efficiencies, but this is not 
adequately explained. 

4-9 Attachment A



   

Comments on 2010 PWS Tanker C-plan Amendment   Page 12 

Nearshore Tactics 

Tactic NS-1 does not include an OSS.  There should be at least one position including two 
people to staff it for 24 hours.  Even though nearshore operations are 12 hours a day only, the 
barges are running 24 hours a day and require an OSS.   

Tracking and Surveillance Tactics 

There are only two aircraft identified in the ODPCP for all tracking and surveillance, and one is 
located in Fairbanks.  It seems highly unlikely that these aircraft could provide all of the 
tracking and surveillance plus support wildlife response, non-mechanical response and 
monitoring, personnel transport, overflights, and other incident needs. 18 AAC 75.425(e)(3)(E) 
requires that all aircraft, vessels, and other means used to transfer equipment and personnel be 
identified in the contingency plan. 18 AAC 75.425(e)(3)(F) requires “a complete list of contracted 
or other oil discharge containment, control, cleanup, storage, transfer, lightering, and related 
response equipment.” Aircraft are “related response equipment.” Without the ability to find the 
oil, the other tasks will be ineffective.  

In the ODPCP, the checklist for the Air Operations Branch Directory indicates that he/she 
should check on the availability of government resources.  While this is an appropriate activity 
during a spill response, the presence of this item on the checklists suggests that the planholders 
realize that they do not have sufficient aircraft under contract to support response operations.  It 
is not acceptable to rely on government resources to meet the RPS. 

PWSRCAC recommends the SERVS TM be modified to show how many aircraft are necessary 
for an RPS-sized response, and from where and when these resources will be acquired. 
PWSRCAC proposes a joint state, federal, industry, and PWSRCAC work group to analyze 
aerial support needs and ensure that the planning documents accurately account for aircraft 
required for both transport and surveillance. 

Appendix A 

The SERVS inventory included in Appendix A no longer lists crew requirements for individual 
vessels.  This is a major step backward from the currently-approved plan.  Vessel crew 
requirements are an essential piece of information for staffing the response, and this 
information should be maintained in the SERVS TM for both response vessels and fishing 
vessels.   

Page 6 shows that the commissioning date of the Barge 450-1 has been changed.  Please indicate 
the reason for this change.   

Requests for Additional Information 

• In Tactic OW-2, clarify the reason for the one-hour delay in the arrival of the Valdez Star, and 
include language in this tactic to verify that fishing vessels will be included in this tactic and 
that planning is in place to have two fishing vessels on-scene by the time the Valdez Star 
arrives. 

• Update all non-mechanical tactics to reflect the assignment of personnel, equipment, vessels, 
and aircraft to non-mechanical response monitoring functions. 

• Explain whether the communications assets removed from LP-2 have been replaced. 
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• Update LP-4 to show that four fishing vessels are needed to support each TransRec barge. 

• Update LP-4 to show safety vessel assignments. 

• Explain why skimmer recovery rates have changed in LP-5. 

• Justify the variation in recovery efficiencies for the TransRec and GrahamRec skimmers as 
compared to all other skimmers which are held to the 20% nameplate convention. 

• Update number of tugs listed in LP-5. 

• Include OSS assignments in NS-1. 

• Account for aircraft needs to support tracking and surveillance along with all other response 
needs and identify contracted sources for these aircraft. 

• Include crew and operator requirements for all vessels and major equipment listed in 
Appendix A. 

• Clarify why the commissioned date for Barge 450-1 has changed. 
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