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July 1, 2016 

Ron Doyel 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
P.O. Box 1709 
213 Meals Avenue #17 
Valdez, AK 99686 

RE: Comments on the 2016 Applications for Renewal of the Prince William 
Sound Tanker Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan (Core 
Plan), Alyeska’s Ship Escort Response Vessel System (SERVS) Technical 
Manual (SV-140),  and individual Vessel Response Plans for Alaska 
Tanker Company, BP Oil Shipping Company, Polar Tankers, Inc., 
SeaRiver Maritime, Inc., and Tesoro Maritime Company 

Dear Mr. Doyel: 

The Prince William Sound Regional Citizens’ Advisory Council (PWSRCAC) is an 
independent non-profit corporation whose mission is to promote 
environmentally safe operation of the Valdez Marine Terminal and associated 
tankers. Our work is guided by the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 and our contract 
with Alyeska Pipeline Service Company. PWSRCAC's 18 member organizations 
are communities in the region affected by the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill, as 
well as commercial fishing, aquaculture, Native, recreation, tourism, and 
environmental groups. 

PWSRCAC provides the enclosed comments and requests for additional 
information (RFAI) on the 2016 Applications for Renewal of the Prince William 
Sound Tanker Oil Spill Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan (Core Plan 
or Tanker C-plan), Alyeska/SERVS Technical Manual, and individual Vessel 
Response Plans for Alaska Tanker, BP Oil Shipping, Polar Tankers, SeaRiver 
Maritime, and Tesoro Maritime. We appreciate some of the recent or proposed 
changes made by the plan holders such as the acquisition of new skimming 
technology, fitting the micro- and mini-barges with internal pumps, and adding 
a discussion of vessel routing options in inclement weather. 

At the same time, we are concerned that there have not been more 
improvements to the plan based on drills and exercises since 2012, that 
technological developments related to towing technology have not been 
incorporated into the escort system, and that long-standing issues such as 
ensuring that planning is in place to meet regulatory requirements to protect 
sensitive areas remain. Our enclosed comments and requests are provided in 
the spirit of achieving the highest possible level of protection for our members 
and the places they care about in and around Prince William Sound. As we have 
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stated in the past, the response system in Prince William Sound is recognized as a 
world-class system and serves as a model for strong oil spill prevention and response 
worldwide. Continuous improvement in prevention, preparedness, and response 
throughout Prince William Sound and the downstream region is what we hope to 
achieve through this renewal process.  
 
Thank you for giving these comments and requests your consideration. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me at 907-834-5000 with any questions or to discuss our concerns 
and suggestions.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Donna Schantz 
Executive Director 
 
Cc:  Fred LeJeune, Plan Administrator, Polar Tankers 
 Monty Morgan, Polar Tankers 
 Karen Hayes, Alaska Tanker 
 Mark Devries, BP Exploration  
 Angelina Fuschetto, SeaRiver Maritime 
 Eric Haugstad, Tesoro Marine 
 Scott Hicks, Alyeska Pipeline Service Company 
 Andres Morales, Alyeska/SERVS 
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Introduction	
	
The	Prince	William	Sound	Regional	Citizens’	Advisory	Council	(PWSRCAC)	has	reviewed	the	
proposed	2016	Prince	William	Sound	Tanker	Oil	Discharge	Prevention	and	Contingency	Plan	
(Tanker	C-plan)	and	associated	SERVS	Technical	Manual,	SV-140.	We	have	considered	these	
documents	in	light	of	the	proposed	changes,	our	previous	issues	of	concern,	and	our	
experience	with	exercises	and	drills	of	the	Prince	William	Sound	response	system.	This	
document	presents	our	comments	and	requests	for	additional	information	(RFAI).	Comments	
and	RFAIs	are	denoted	in	bold	and	numbered	sequentially	throughout	the	document.	
	
PWSRCAC	appreciates	that	many	of	our	past	comments	since	1990	have	been	conveyed	to	the	
planholder	and	have	resulted	in	meaningful	improvements	to	the	plan.	With	these	comments,	
we	highlight	some	items	related	to	proposed	plan	revisions.	We	also	highlight	some	long-
standing	concerns	that	have	not	been	adequately	addressed.	
		
We	focused	our	comments	on	the	highest	priority	items	rather	than	identifying	the	dozens	of	
changes	that	we	believe	would	increase	the	clarity	and	usability	of	the	plan.	For	example,	
many	changes	were	made	to	SERVS	Technical	Manual	Appendix	B	[ICS	Roles	and	Response	
Action	Checklists],	but	it	is	not	clear	that	immediate	response	actions	and	job	titles	align	with	
those	in	the	Tanker	C-plan	and	there	appear	to	be	some	inconsistencies.	The	redlined	version	
of	the	plan	for	review	did	not	contain	all	of	the	contents	from	the	current	plan	(i.e.,	Table	1-13	
[Prince	William	Sound	Tanker	546	Scenario	Oil	Recovery	Capacity]	was	removed).	There	are	
some	references	to	outdated	documents,	such	as	in	Section	2.1.3	[Security	Programs],	which	
references	a	redacted	section	of	the	Valdez	Marine	Terminal	C-Plan.	Section	3.12	
[Bibliography]	does	not	reference	the	most	recent	version	of	some	documents,	including	the	
Prince	William	Sound	Subarea	Plan.	Some	web	links	are	broken.	Out-of-region	ports	are	
referred	to	sometimes	by	the	port	or	city	(i.e.,	Seward)	and	sometimes	by	a	geographic	area	
(i.e.,	Resurrection	Bay),	which	could	cause	confusion.	Some	equipment	specifications	have	
been	removed	from	Appendix	A	of	the	SERVS	Technical	Manual	and	some	figures	were	
difficult	to	read	(i.e.,	Figure	1-10	[546	Scenario	Equipment	and	Personnel	Resource	
Mobilization	Chart]).		We	hope	that	the	plan	holders	and	ADEC	will	attend	to	these	types	of	
clarifying	edits.	

Comments	and	Requests	for	Additional	Information	

1.		Vessels,	Equipment,	and	Personnel	
The	proposed	plan	application	includes	several	changes	to	the	quantity	of	different	resources.	
Some	of	these	changes	stem	from	the	proposal	to	incorporate	Crucial	100-30	disc	skimmers	
into	one	of	the	open-water	task	forces	(OWTF)	into	a	newly	configured	PWS-OW-1	[Crucial	
Skimmer	Task	Force].	However,	it	is	not	clear	what	reductions	in	equipment	or	vessels	are	
related	to	the	modification	of	this	system,	or	if	these	changes	are	warranted	anyways.	This	
section	describes	PWSRCAC’s	concerns	and	questions	related	generally	to	vessels,	equipment,	
and	personnel	resources.	Items	specific	to	Sensitive	Area	Protection,	the	fishing	vessel	
program,	escort	vessels,	operations	in	darkness,	and	some	issues	related	to	personnel	and	
crewing	are	discussed	elsewhere	in	this	document.		
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COMMENT	1.1:	Table	1-6	[546	Scenario	Strategy	–	Day	1]	of	the	Tanker	C-plan	lists	resources	
for	Day	1	of	the	546	Scenario.	This	includes	the	arrival	of	personnel	to	sustain	24-hour	
operations.	Section	4.1.1.1	[Equipment	and	Personnel	For	One	Task	Force	(Minimum	per	24-
hour	period)]	of	the	SERVS	Technical	Manual	indicates	that	four	personnel	at	a	time	will	be	
used	on	the	barge	with	the	Crucial	Skimmers	(now	PWS-OW-1),	for	eight	total	over	24	hours.	
It	is	PWSRCAC’s	observation	from	the	Crucial	Skimmer	exercise	with	Barge	450-6	on	
December	1,	2014	and	the	open	water	readiness	exercise	with	Barge	450-6	on	July	10,	2015	
that	it	takes	at	least	five	people	on	the	barge:	four	to	handle	the	equipment	and	one	to	
coordinate	the	overall	activities	and	communications.	This	is	especially	important	in	darkness	
or	foul	weather.	We	recommend	that	a	fifth	person	be	added	to	PWS-OW-1,	and	that	this	be	
considered	for	the	other	barges	as	well.	
	
COMMENT	1.2:	Table	1-9	[546	Scenario	Strategy	–	Day	2]	of	the	Tanker	C-plan	lists	strategies	
for	Day	2	of	the	546	Scenario.	The	plan	was	amended	to	state	that	four	of	five	open	water	task	
forces	(OWTF)	have	gated	U-boom	to	enhance	containment	by	Day	2	where	previously	only	
two	task	forces	did.	It	is	not	clear	how	effective	the	use	of	gated	U-boom	with	the	
CurrentBuster	8s	(now	included	in	PWS-OW-1)	will	be.	Gated	U-boom	will	typically	need	to	be	
towed	much	more	slowly,	thus	potentially	negating	the	speed	afforded	by	the	use	of	the	
CurrentBuster	8.	The	use	of	these	tactics	together	should	be	tested	and	proven,	and	
consideration	given	to	the	impact	on	encounter	rate	and	calculated	oil	recovery	as	the	oil	is	
lighter	and	can	spread	faster.			
	
COMMENT	1.3:	During	the	December	1,	2014	foul	weather	deployment	using	the	Crucial	
skimmer	and	Barge	450-6,	PWSRCAC	observed	that	it	was	difficult	for	crew	to	move	safely	on	
and	off	the	barge	with	the	CurrentBuster	8’s	due	to	the	space	these	devices	take	up	alongside	
the	vessel.	Boarding	from	the	stern	was	complicated	because	of	the	location	of	equipment	and	
concerns	about	vessels	and	rigging	colliding	in	rough	seas.	We	suggest	the	safe	transfer	of	
crew	on	and	off	this	new	barge	set-up	be	addressed,	practiced,	and	documented,	including	in	
sea	states	up	to	the	response	limits.		We	likewise	encourage	safe	practices	be	established,	
documented,	and	practiced	for	the	other	barges	as	well.	
	
COMMENT	1.4:	Section	4.1	(the	new	PWS-OW-1	Crucial	Skimmer	Task	Force)	of	the	SERVS	
Technical	Manual	states	that	two	seiners	will	be	used	to	help	tow	the	CurrentBuster	8’s	
alongside	the	barge.	In	PWSRCAC’s	experience,	this	is	an	intensive	and	fatiguing	operation,	
even	when	additional	captains	are	used.	We	recommend	plan	holders	address	the	need	to	
rotate	these	vessels	out	for	safety.			
	
RFAI	1.1:	Table	5-1	[546	Scenario	Oil	Recovery	Capability]	of	the	Tanker	C-plan	summarizes	
recovery	for	the	scenarios	in	Part	1.	However,	the	calculations	and	assumptions	should	be	
transparent	as	it	is	otherwise	difficult	to	verify	the	results.		The	table	is	also	inconsistent	with	
OWTF	numbering	and	barge	assignments	when	compared	to	SERVS	Technical	Manual	Table	
12.4-1	[SERVS	Major	Equipment],	making	it	unclear	which	barges	are	associated	with	which	
task	forces.	OWTF	4A	appears	to	have	been	removed	from	the	Tanker	C-plan	scenario	but	
remains	in	the	SERVS	Technical	Manual.	(Other	text	and	tables	in	the	Technical	Manual	should	
be	checked	for	consistency	once	this	issue	is	resolved.)	It	would	also	enhance	clarity	to	
identify	the	tactic	or	tactics	that	an	OWTF	may	perform	as	an	addition	to	Table	12.4-1	[SERVS	
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Major	Equipment]	in	the	SERVS	Technical	Manual.	Please	provide	the	calculations	used	for	oil	
recovery	and	ensure	that	OWTF	and	other	resources	are	referenced	consistently.		
	
RFAI	1.2:	SERVS	Technical	Manual	Section	3.3.2.8	[General	PPE	Information	–	Fishing	
Vessels]	discusses	personal	protective	equipment	(PPE)	(PWS-S-3).	The	plan	was	changed	to	
indicate	that	PPE	for	fishing	vessels	deploying	early	in	a	response	will	be	delivered	via	
designated	safety	vessels	instead	of	being	on	board	Escort	Response	Vessels.	We	support	this	
change	as	Escort	Response	Vessels	will	likely	be	focused	on	other	tasks	in	the	early	hours	of	a	
response.		We	suggest	that	PPE	be	given	to	fishing	vessels	when	the	vessels	leave	the	harbor	
as	it	is	not	clear	that	designated	safety	vessels	are	allocated	in	the	plan	to	provide	PPE.		
Likewise,	dedicated	safety	vessels	would	also	be	valuable	to	the	medic	and	on-site	safety	
personnel	specified	on	page	1-57	[Table	1-13	Personnel	Requirements	Days	1	Through	3]	of	
the	Tanker	C-plan.	This	is	common	practice	in	exercises.	However,	no	vessels	are	specified	for	
this	purpose	either.	Please	clarify	what	vessels	will	be	used	to	transport	PPE	and	site	safety	
and	medical	personnel.		
	
RFAI	1.3:	SERVS	Technical	Manual	Section	4.3	[PWS-OW-3	Lightering	Task	Force]	describes	
the	lightering	task	force.	Table	4.3.1.1	[Task	Force	Equipment	and	Personnel	(Minimum	for	
24-hour	period)]	shows	the	number	of	salvage/lightering	pumps	reduced	from	four	to	two.	
Please	provide	information	justifying	this	reduction,	which	otherwise	appears	to	diminish	the	
ability	to	lighter	oil	from	a	stricken	tanker.	
	
RFAI	1.4:	In	Table	12.5-3	[Barges	and	Storage	Containers]	(and	other	sections)	of	the	SERVS	
Technical	Manual,	the	Barge	450-1	has	been	removed.	Please	explain	how	this	reduction	in	
containment,	skimming,	and	storage	capacity	will	be	mitigated	by	the	new	Crucial	skimmers	
or	other	changes,	including	how	the	geographic	area	will	be	covered	adequately	for	both	
containment	and	secondary	storage	offload.	
	
RFAI	1.5:	In	the	description	of	the	500-2	Nearshore	Barge	(Figure	A.1-6	[Nearshore	Barge,	
Barge	500-2]	in	the	SERVS	Technical	Manual),	the	10	DOP	250	pumps	have	been	removed.	
PWSRCAC	assumes	that	removal	of	the	pumps	is	due	to	offloading	pumps	being	installed	
internally	on	the	micro-	and	mini-barges.		PWSRCAC	requests	that	these	internal	pumps	and	
their	specifications	be	documented	in	the	equipment	descriptions	in	Appendix	A.		We	also	
request	information	about	how	the	Portable	Bag	temporary	storage	devices	(Figure	A.1-17	
[Portable	Bag,	Sea	Slug],	A.1-18	[Portable	Bag,	Unitor	Oil	Bag])	or	other	out-of-region	
temporary	storage	would	be	offloaded	by	the	Barge	500-2	without	the	DOP	250	pumps.	It	may	
also	be	necessary	to	offload	other	types	of	primary	storage	devices	brought	in	from	outside	
the	region	during	a	response,	or	to	have	back-up	in	case	there	is	a	problem	with	the	internal	
pumps	on	a	micro-	or	mini-barge.	Removing	all	of	the	pumps	does	not	seem	prudent.	
	
RFAI	1.6:	Figure	A.1-13	[Lightering	Barge,	Barge-450-7]	of	the	SERVS	Technical	Manual	
describes	the	Barge	450-7	and	mentions	that	it	will	also	be	used	to	support	nearshore	
recovery	operations.	However,	limited	information	is	given	to	show	the	resources	required	
for	the	Barge	450-7	to	provide	this	support.	The	Technical	Manual	does	not	include	PPE,	crew	
to	manage	offloading	primary	storage,	parts,	waste	bags,	etc.	ADEC	also	identified	this	issue	in	
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the	February	2014	Nearshore	and	Sensitive	Area	Protection	Exercise.1	Similar	to	the	issue	in	
RFAI	1.5,	it	is	also	not	clear	how	offloading	Portable	Bag	storage	devices	(or	other	devices	
without	internal	pumps)	will	be	conducted	from	the	Barge	450-7.	Please	provide	additional	
information	regarding	equipping	the	Barge	450-7	to	support	nearshore	operations.	

2.	Sensitive	Area	Protection	
Sensitive	Area	Protection	remains	a	key	concern	of	PWSRCAC.	Regulations	at	18	AAC	
75.445(d)(4)	require	that	plan	holders	demonstrate	they	have	sufficient	resources	to	protect	
environmentally	sensitive	areas	(or	areas	of	public	concern)	that	are	likely	to	be	impacted	if	a	
spill	occurs.		Many,	but	not	all,	areas	of	potential	concern	have	been	identified	in	Geographic	
Response	Strategies	(GRS).	Currently,	there	are	just	two	task	forces	dedicated	to	sensitive	
area	protection.	Progress	has	been	made	on	sensitive	area	protection	during	previous	plan	
review	cycles,	but	we	maintain	that	plan	holders	do	not	demonstrate	they	can	meet	the	
regulatory	requirement	cited	above.		
	
In	2012,	PWSRCAC	summarized	the	vessels	and	boom	that	would	be	needed	to	complete	the	
GRS	in	the	proximity	of	the	546	Scenario	trajectory	as	shown	in	the	Tanker	C-plan.	In	our	
2012	comments,	we	tallied	the	vessels	and	boom	needed	in	the	GRS	sites	potentially	impacted	
in	the	first	72	hours	of	the	plan	scenario	and	came	up	with	approximately	87	vessels	and	
53,000	feet	of	boom.		While	these	numbers	will	vary	depending	on	spill	trajectory	in	a	real	
spill,	the	extent	to	which	vessels	can	be	used	for	multiple	GRS	still	indicate	an	order	of	
magnitude	greater	than	the	resources	currently	allocated	to	sensitive	area	protection.		While	
some	vessels	may	cover	more	than	one	GRS,	it	is	unclear	that	eight	vessels	and	two	strike	
teams	for	sensitive	area	protection	during	the	first	72	hours	is	adequate.	Bringing	additional	
resources	at	Day	5	does	nothing	to	prevent	the	oiling	of	these	sensitive	areas.		The	purpose	of	
deploying	boom	–	and	therefore	the	vessels	and	personnel	required	to	position	the	boom	–	is	
to	prevent	the	oiling	of	shoreline	areas.		It	is	critical	that	this	be	completed	before	oil	reaches	
these	sensitive	areas.	
	
The	546	Scenario	does	not	assign	sufficient	vessels	or	equipment	to	accomplish	sensitive	area	
protection.		The	timeline	suggests	that	only	a	few	of	the	many	sensitive	areas	that	would	be	
impacted	by	a	Response	Planning	Standard	(RPS)	spill	would	actually	be	protected	during	the	
initial	days	of	the	spill	when	sensitive	area	protection	is	most	critical	(ahead	of	shoreline	
oiling).	The	numbers	of	vessels	currently	dedicated	to	sensitive	areas	protection	are	
inadequate.	2			
	
COMMENT	2.1:	Sensitive	area	tactics	should	be	developed	and	resourced	with	the	same	
attention	and	dedication	of	resources	as	nearshore	response,	including	a	minimum	identified	
amount	of	equipment,	strike	team	and	task	force	leaders,	and	minimum	numbers	of	fishing	
vessels	assigned	to	support	a	task	force.		The	plan	should	also	describe	the	process	for	
																																																								
1	ADEC,	2014	Nearshore	Task	Force	and	Sensitive	Area	Protection	Exercise	Report,	February	26-28,	2014.		
2	We	appreciate	that	ADEC	included	a	commitment	in	its	2012	Findings	Document	that	Sensitive	Area	Protection	
would	be	tested.	The	2014	Nearshore	and	Sensitive	Area	Protection	Exercise	was	a	positive	step	towards	doing	
this	effort,	but	while	it	exercised	the	two	established	Sensitive	Area	Protection	Task	Forces,	the	exercise	did	not	
test	whether	all	appropriate	GRS	could	be	deployed.		
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resupplying	sensitive	area	task	forces	as	they	complete	tasking	at	one	site	and	move	to	the	
next	one.	
	
In	addition	to	the	need	for	additional	resources	for	Sensitive	Area	Protection,	PWSRCAC	seeks	
clarification	regarding	the	following:		
	
RFAI	2.1:	It	is	not	clear	why	the	Main	Bay	Hatchery	(Scenario;	page	1-32	of	the	Tanker	C-
plan)	is	protected	before	the	Wally	Noerenberg	Hatchery.		Protection	strategies	for	the	latter	
are	not	deployed	until	day	3	(page	1-49)	when	the	trajectory	indicates	that	the	Wally	
Noerenberg	Hatchery	will	already	be	oiled.	Please	clarify	which	hatchery	should	be	protected	
first.			
	
RFAI	2.2:	It	is	not	clear	why	resources	are	dedicated	to	protecting	the	Armin	F.	Koernig	
Hatchery	when	this	area	is	evidently	not	likely	to	be	oiled	based	on	trajectory	maps.	
Trajectories	may	be	unpredictable,	but	resources	allocated	to	this	hatchery	could	be	better	
used	to	protect	sensitive	areas	that	are	more	likely	to	be	oiled.		Please	clarify	whether	this	is	
the	correct	use	of	these	resources.	

3.	Fishing	Vessel	Program	–	Vessels,	Crew,	and	Training	
SERVS’	Fishing	Vessel	Program	is	a	key	component	of	the	Prince	William	Sound	response	
system	and	is	an	essential	part	of	the	overall	system	and	strategies	used	to	meet	the	RPS.	
PWSRCAC	appreciates	the	efforts	Alyeska/SERVS,	vessel	owners	on	contract,	fishing	vessel	
coordinators,	and	crew	who	participate	in	this	unique	and	valuable	program.			
	
PWSRCAC	notes	Alyeska/SERVS	reference	to	“Vessels	of	Opportunity”	(VOO)	in	SERVS	
Technical	Manual	when	referring	to	vessels	under	supervision	of	the	open	water	and	
nearshore	group	supervisors.		ADEC	indicated	in	a	letter	to	Alyeska	Pipeline	Service	Company	
dated	December	22,	2014	that	as	part	of	Condition	of	Approval	No.	1	on	the	Valdez	Marine	
Terminal	Oil	Discharge	Prevention	and	Contingency	Plan,	Alyeska	was	directed	to	“replace	all	
references	to	VOO	with	the	intended	category	of	vessel,	for	example,	Fishing	Vessel	from	the	
Fishing	Vessel	Program	or	Tanker	of	Opportunity.”3		PWSRCAC	recommends	that	referencing	
the	VOO	in	the	Tanker	C-Plan	also	meet	that	same	condition.			
	
PWSRCAC	also	has	the	following	concerns	on	the	fishing	vessel	program:	
	
COMMENT	3.1:	Vessel	availability.		PWSRCAC	is	aware	that	vessel	availability	is	tracked	and	
reported	by	Alyeska/SERVS	to	ADEC	on	a	quarterly	basis,	and	that	thresholds	are	in	place	to	
identify	when	vessel	counts	decline.		Certain	vessels,	such	as	tenders,	are	unique	and	used	for	
specific	jobs.		As	ADEC	identified	in	its	May	1,	2014	letter	to	the	Prince	William	Sound	Tanker	
C-Plan	holders,	there	were	times	in	2013	and	2014	when	Alyeska/SERVS	vessel	database	
indicated	insufficient	numbers	of	tenders	were	available	as	required	by	the	approved	plan.		
ADEC	noted	that	fishing	vessel	availability	reports	for	the	4th	quarter	in	2013	and	1st	quarter	
of	2014	showed	only	four	tenders	were	available,	even	though	more	than	five	tenders	are	

																																																								
3	Kristin	Ryan,	ADEC,	letter	to	Scott	Hicks,	Alyeska	Pipeline	Service	Company,	December	22,	2014.	
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needed	to	support	the	first	72	hours	of	on-water	response	activities.	4		PWSRCAC	supports	
vessel	availability	continue	to	be	tracked,	and	would	advocate	that	Alyeska/SERVS	specifically	
track	distinct	classes	of	vessels	such	as	tenders	due	to	their	unique	roles	and	expected	tasking	
during	a	response.	
	
COMMENT	3.2:		Reducing	the	number	of	Tier	1	vessels	in	the	Tanker	C-plan	is	counter-
productive.	We	understand	that	this	reduction	is	due	to	the	proposed	changes	to	the	open	
water	task	force	configuration.		This	new	system,	however,	requires	additional	effort	by	vessel	
operators,	as	vessels	need	to	stay	in	specific	positions	and	distances	from	the	barge.		
Maintaining	current	Tier	1	vessel	counts	provides	flexibility	with	this	system.		PWSRCAC	is	
concerned	that	fatigue	and	the	stressful	nature	of	the	new	open	water	configuration	will	have	
an	impact	on	vessel	operators,	and	believes	that	retaining	the	existing	number	of	vessels	
would	allow	for	more	frequent	vessel	swapping,	less	crew	fatigue,	and	a	safer	work	
environment.	
	
COMMENT	3.3:		Fishing	vessel	crew	numbers	should	be	re-evaluated.	Success	of	the	
fishing	vessel	program	relies	not	just	on	adequate	numbers	and	types	of	vessels,	but	also	on	
having	sufficient,	trained	crew.	PWSRCAC	identified	the	need	to	train	more	crew	members	
during	the	2012	plan	review	process,	which	was	supported	during	the	February	26-28,	2014	
Nearshore	Exercise.	During	that	exercise,	some	vessels	deployed	with	untrained	personnel	on	
board	in	order	to	fill	out	crews.	5	As	indicated	previously,	PWRCAC	is	concerned	about	crew	
fatigue	and	work	hour	expectations.			
	
The	National	Response	Team	has	issued	explicit	guidelines	for	spill	response	workers	that	
address	crew	fatigue	and	suggest	that	shift	lengths	longer	than	eight	hours	may	increase	
accident	rates.	OSHA	has	issued	similar	guidance,	and	the	IMO	Standards	of	Training,	
Certification	and	Watchkeeping	for	Seafarers	(STCW)	also	contain	strong	guidance	regarding	
shift	length	and	vessel	crew	fatigue.		The	plan	should	explain	how	issues	of	crew	rotation	and	
fatigue	will	be	managed,	both	within	the	first	72	hours	and	for	the	duration	of	the	response.	
Plan	holders	should	ensure	that	they	have	sufficient	personnel	on	the	roster	to	comply	these	
guidelines	and	requirements.6			
	
COMMENT	3.4:	Fishing	vessel	crew	training	can	be	improved.		Beyond	just	the	number	of	
trained	crew	in	the	fishing	vessel	program,	ADEC	identified	some	valuable	lessons	learned	
which	we	believe	warrant	commitments	by	plan	holders	related	to	fishing	vessel	crew	
training.	The	following	lessons	learned	are	cited	in	ADEC’s	report	from	the	February	26-28,	
2014	Nearshore	Task	Force	and	Sensitive	Area	Protection	Exercise:	7	
	
- Train	fishing	vessel	captains	on	how	to	conduct	nearshore	tactics;	

																																																								
4	John	Kotula,	ADEC,	letter	to	Paul	Caruselle,	SeaRiver	Maritime,	Inc.	May	2,	2014.	
5	ADEC,	2014	Nearshore	Task	Force	and	Sensitive	Area	Protection	Exercise	Report,	February	26-28,	2014.		
6	OSHA	regulations	for	Hazardous	materials	workers	at	29	CRF	1910.	NRT	Guidelines	at	
https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/topics/oilspillresponse/pdfs/NRT-Fatigue-for-Emergency-Workers.pdf	
7	ADEC,	2014	Nearshore	Task	Force	and	Sensitive	Area	Protection	Exercise	Report,	February	26-28,	2014.		
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- Ensure	that	all	fishing	vessel	crew	deployed	for	a	response	have	participated	in	annual	
training;	

- Ensure	that	alternate	captains	are	adequately	trained	to	play	the	role	of	captain	if	needed;	
and	

- Consider	having	“hot	shot”	teams	available	to	help	fishing	vessels	to	deploy	quickly	with	
the	appropriate	equipment.	

	
RFAI	3.1:		PWSRCAC	requests	that	the	plan	holders	add	information	to	SERVS	Technical	
Manual	showing	the	number	of	fishing	vessels	and	crew	in	the	program,	including	information	
about	the	different	types	of	vessels	needed,	and	take	into	account	the	total	number	needed	in	
order	to	prevent	shortages	throughout	the	year.	In	our	October	12,	2012	comments	on	the	
Tanker	C-Plan	renewal,	we	recommended	a	minimum	number	of	trained	vessels	remain	
under	contract	in	SERVS	fishing	vessel	program	to	provide	a	buffer	against	vessels	that	are	
unavailable	at	the	time	of	a	spill.			
	
RFAI	3.2:		PWSRCAC	requests	that	information	be	provided	to	show	how	fishing	vessel	crew	
training	will	be	enhanced	based	on	the	lessons	learned	from	the	2014	Nearshore	Exercise,	as	
well	as	on	other	past	exercises.	

4.	Escort	Vessel	Capability	
There	are	likely	to	be	significant	changes	in	the	escort	and	response	vessels	in	Prince	William	
Sound	in	the	near	future	with	the	pending	change	in	contractors	providing	these	services.	We	
hope	that	ADEC	will	consider	the	following	when	reviewing	future	plan	amendments,	and	
look	forward	to	learning	about	the	capabilities	of	the	future	tugs	even	as	we	focus	today	on	
the	current	fleet.	
	
PWSRCAC	remains	concerned	about	the	ability	of	the	current	response	vessels	to	rescue	a	
drifting	tanker	at	Hinchinbrook	Entrance	under	conditions	that	may	represent	bad	weather	
but	not	closure	conditions.	As	noted	in	the	past,	we	have	commissioned	several	technical	
analyses	to	this	point	and	shared	these	with	ADEC	and	the	plan	holders.	In	2011,	DNV	GL	
recommended	an	analysis	of	towing	forces	and	stability	of	the	Prevention	and	Response	Tugs	
(PRT)	and	Enhanced	Tractor	Tugs	(ETT)	because,	while	they	are	capable	of	exerting	
significant	bollard	pull	ahead	and	astern	of	a	drifting	ship,	this	is	not	an	accurate	indication	of	
the	ability	to	make	a	save	in	high	winds	and	seas.	8	A	subsequent	study	by	Robert	Allan	Ltd.	in	
2012	identified	updates	to	the	tow	winch	technology	used	on	the	PRTs	and	ETTs	to	bring	the	
benefits	of	advances	in	the	technology	elsewhere	to	Prince	William	Sound.	Upgrading	the	
technology	will	also	help	to	improve	the	utility	and	reliability	of	the	High	Modulus	
Polyethylene	(HMPE)	fiber	towlines	already	in	use.	As	part	of	the	upgrade	to	meet	
international	standards,	it	will	be	important	to	align	the	specific	winch	type	and	size	with	the	
vessels	on	which	they	will	be	used.9	Both	of	these	studies	have	been	provided	previously,	and	
we	would	be	glad	to	supply	the	studies	to	reviewers	upon	request.	
	

																																																								
8	DET	NORSKE	VERITAS,	Classification	Society	Tug	Review	for	PWSRCAC,	October	24,	2011.	
9	Robert	Allan	Ltd.,	Escort	Winch,	Towline,	and	Tether	System	Analysis,	August	24,	2012.	
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Currently,	PWSRCAC	is	finalizing	follow-up	analyses	conducted	by	Robert	Allan	Ltd.	These	
studies	explore	the	best	available	tug	in	the	current	fleet	for	the	Sentinel	Tug	role	and	
upgrades	in	a	range	of	capacities	-	based	on	existing	technology	elsewhere	–	that	would	
increase	the	ability	of	the	tug	to	save	a	drifting	tanker	in	high	winds	and	sea	states.	These	
analyses	also	consider	the	likely	vessel	drift	rates	and	direction	in	the	Hinchinbrook	Entrance	
area,	and	propose	a	reconsideration	of	the	distance	a	tanker	must	be	into	the	Gulf	of	Alaska	
before	the	Hinchinbrook	Entrance	tug	is	released	from	standby.	We	will	be	glad	to	share	these	
studies	when	complete,	and	expect	these	studies	to	provide	information	to	be	considered	for	
escort	vessel	capabilities	in	the	future	fleet.	
	
PWSRCAC	understands	that	ADEC	has	not	considered	individual	vessels	or	components	(such	
as	winches)	of	the	escort	system	in	favor	of	considering	whether	the	system	overall	
represents	Best	Available	Technology	(BAT).	However,	we	maintain	that	any	system	is	only	as	
good	as	the	sum	of	its	parts,	and	the	components	that	may	represent	weak	links	in	an	
otherwise	robust	system	should	be	carefully	considered.		The	Tanker	C-plan’s	discussion	of	
BAT	(Table	4-6)	that	addresses	the	escort	system	has	not	been	updated	with	new	information	
since	the	C-plan	was	approved	in	2007,	nearly	a	decade	ago.	Even	an	excellent	accident	
prevention	system	such	as	SERVS’	tug	escort	system	can	be	improved	through	periodic	
equipment	updates	and	incorporation	of	BAT	and	the	latest	safety	standards.		
	
COMMENT	4.1:	We	hope	that	the	plan	holders	and	ADEC	will	take	advantage	of	the	upcoming	
change	in	escort	vessels	to	ensure	that	all	vessels	and	their	equipment	meet	international	
standards.	PWSRCAC	recommends	that	ADEC	require	the	plan	holders	to	incorporate	a	
schedule	to	adopt	BAT	for	towline	equipment	and	assign	escort	vessels	capable	of	fulfilling	
their	roles	in	high	winds	and	seas	in	Prince	William	Sound.	Escort	vessels	in	Prince	William	
Sound	should	be	capable	of	effective	operations	based	on	the	best	possible	understanding	of	
metocean	conditions	in	the	area	and	vessel	characteristics.	

5.	Debris	Management		
Oily	debris	can	accumulate	onshore	or	within	on-water	containment,	potentially	impacting	
recovery	operations.	Debris	may	particularly	affect	the	CurrentBuster	8’s	due	to	their	size.	
While	waste	management	is	discussed	in	the	SERVS	Technical	Manual	(Section	11),	this	
section	focuses	on	management	of	the	waste	after	it	is	collected	and	does	not	provide	
guidance	for	field	operators	on	how	to	handle	debris	encountered	during	skimming	
operations.		
	
RFAI	5.1:	Please	provide	information	about	how	debris	will	be	collected	and	managed	to	
minimize	impact	on	skimming	operations	and	environmental	impact,	especially	in	light	of	the	
new	open	water	system.	
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6.	Personnel	Numbers,	Deputy	Section	Chiefs,	and	Span	of	Control	
As	the	C-plan	is	currently	written,	it	is	not	possible	to	identify	the	minimum	number	of	
personnel	required	to	support	Incident	Management	Team	(IMT)	and	response	operations	in	
the	first	72	hours.	It	is	critical	that	this	number	be	plainly	identified	and	justified	to	ensure	
that	personnel	availability	does	not	hinder	the	plan	holders’	ability	to	meet	the	RPS	as	
required	by	18	AAC	7.445(c)	and	18	AAC	75.438.	
	
We	appreciate	that	Deputy	Section	Chiefs	are	commonly	used	in	drills	and	exercises	in	Prince	
William	Sound.	However,	PWSRCAC	commented	in	2012	that	the	plan	did	not	account	for	the	
assignment	of	Deputies	and	we	note	that	this	remains	the	case	in	the	currently	proposed	plan.	
The	IMT	relies	in	practice	on	the	use	of	Deputies	to	support	Command	and	General	Staff	
positions.		These	positions	are	useful,	necessary,	and	part	of	the	usual	protocol,	and	should	be	
reflected	in	the	organization	charts	in	the	C-plan.		
	
RFAI	6.1:		PWSRCAC	recommends	that	plan	holders	verify	that	the	C-plan	accounts	for	an	
adequate	number	of	personnel	(available	at	the	appropriate	times)	in	the	roles	necessary	to	
meet	the	RPS.	In	doing	so,	they	should	ensure	that	the	C-plan	documentation	reflects	past	drill	
best	practices,	which	specifically	include	the	extensive	use	of	Deputy	Section	Chiefs,	and	
adheres	to	Incident	Command	System	(ICS)	best	practices	regarding	span	of	control.		Please	
provide	information	on	the	minimum	number	of	personnel	required	to	support	IMT	and	
response	operations	in	the	first	72	hours.	
	
RFAI	6.2:	ADEC	noted	issues	related	to	crewing	during	the	February	2014	Nearshore	and	
Sensitive	Area	Protection	Exercise.	10		These	issues	include	the	potential	need	for	additional	
crew	on	the	Barge	450-7	when	being	used	to	offload	mini-barges,	and	the	possible	need	for	
group	supervisors	to	manage	the	barge	and	associated	task	force	activity	when	it	is	operating	
away	from	the	Barge	500-2.	Please	provide	information	to	explain	how	these	needs	were	
addressed,	or	whether	they	were	considered	and	rejected,	and	on	what	basis.	(This	relates	to	
the	concern	about	the	new	task	force	configuration	in	COMMENT	1.1.)	
	
COMMENT	6.1:	PWSRCAC	is	also	concerned	about	crew	fatigue	and	suggests	that	Sections	
4.1.1	[Tactic	Description]	and	4.1.3	[Operational	Considerations]	of	the	SERVS	Technical	
Manual	specify	that	relief	crews	will	be	on	board	within	18	hours	of	the	incident	as	has	been	
tested	in	the	past.	Depending	on	when	a	spill	occurs,	it	is	possible	that	people	will	be	
transitioning	to	the	response	from	other	work	or	activities.	Working	18	hours	on	top	of	a	
regular	work	day	will	be	extremely	fatiguing.		
	
COMMENT	6.2:		We	are	concerned	that	expectations	for	the	Nearshore	Group	Supervisor	are	
unrealistic.	In	the	Incident	Comment	System,	the	preferred	span	of	control	per	supervisor	
ranges	from	three	to	seven	direct	reports	with	the	general	rule	being	one	supervisor	to	five	
subordinates	(ICS-200).	Currently,	this	position	has	responsibility	for	nine	task	forces	by	Hour	
72,	as	well	as	the	nearshore	support	barges	and	vessels	conducting	resupply	and	waste	
management.	As	this	span	of	control	exceeds	best	practices,	we	request	that	staffing	align	with	

																																																								
10	ADEC,	2014	Nearshore	Task	Force	and	Sensitive	Area	Protection	Exercise	Report,	February	26-28,	2014.		
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established	ICS	guidelines.	We	believe	the	best	way	to	do	this	will	be	to	establish	a	fully-
resourced	Sensitive	Area	Protection	group	with	a	dedicated	group	supervisor,	which	will	
reduce	the	responsibility	of	the	Nearshore	Group	Supervisor.			

7.	Operations	in	Darkness	
Conducting	on-water	recovery	operations	in	darkness	is	not	common	industry	practice,	but	in	
Alaska	it	is	a	seasonal	reality.		PWSRCAC	understands	that	the	aggressive	nature	of	a	spill	
response	that	will	meet	the	RPS	requires	that	recovery	operations	be	conducted	in	darkness.	
In	both	the	2007	and	2012	findings	documents	at	the	conclusion	of	the	Tanker	Plan	review,	
ADEC	committed	to	exercising	the	plan	holders’	ability	to	conduct	nearshore	and	open-water	
recovery	operations	in	darkness.	Exercises	held	during	the	2007	plan	period	were	
inconclusive	at	best.11	In	the	February	2014	Nearshore	and	Sensitive	Area	Protection	
Exercise,	fishing	vessel	deployment	was	not	fully	practiced	at	night.12	PWSRCAC	is	also	
concerned	that	when	drills	in	darkness	have	occurred,	the	same	small	subset	of	vessels	is	used	
instead	of	ensuring	that	all	crew	are	trained	–	and	vessels	equipped	–	to	operate	in	darkness.	
	
PWSRCAC	appreciates	the	inclusion	of	FLIR	and	X-Band	Radar	processors	to	the	Best	
Available	Technology	tables	in	Section	4.3	[Best	Available	Technology	Evaluation:		Trajectory	
Analyses	and	Forecasts]	of	the	proposed	plan.	However,	the	plan	does	not	stipulate	which	
vessels	have	this	technology.		PWSRCAC	recommends	this	information	be	added	to	the	
equipment	specifications	in	Appendix	A	of	the	SERVS	Technical	Manual	along	with	a	
commitment	to	expand	use	of	the	technology	to	other	vessels.		
	
COMMENT	7.1:	PWSRCAC	suggests	that	plan	holders	demonstrate	the	ability	to	safely	
implement	a	set	of	tactics	in	darkness.	This	should	include	considering	whether	additional	
personnel	are	needed	to	stand	watch	during	night-time	operations.	Once	developed,	all	
vessels	that	may	be	called	upon	to	implement	such	a	tactic	should	have	the	opportunity	to	
practice	it.		The	goal	should	be	to	ensure	that	all	responders	are	capable	of	implementing	their	
assigned	tasks	safely	and	effectively	in	the	dark.	
	
RFAI	7.1:	The	SERVS	Technical	Manual	and/or	Tanker	C-plan	(perhaps	in	Table	1-6	[546	
Scenario	–	Day	1	Strategies])	should	identify	which	vessels	currently	have	FLIR	and	X-Band	
Radar	processors,	and	describe	their	use	to	direct	on-water	recovery	at	night.	

8.	Realistic	Maximum	Response	Operating	Limits	
PWSRCAC	has	indicated	in	previous	comments	during	plan	renewals	in	2007	and	2012	
concerns	that	the	response	operating	limits	provided	by	the	plan	holders	as	required	by	18	

																																																								
11	On	February	27,	2008,	the	450-3	TransRec	Barge	Open	Water	Exercise	was	held.	In	this	drill,	observers	noted	
that	participating	fishing	vessels	had	limited	visibility.	An	unannounced	night	drill	was	then	held	on	December	
10,	2009	at	Sheep	Bay.	Following	this	drill,	ADEC	issued	a	letter	to	the	Alaska	Tanker	Company	on	December	15,	
2009	requiring	plan	holders	to	conduct	open	water	operations	in	darkness	during	normally	scheduled	training	
and	make	several	minor	equipment	changes	to	increase	visibility	(adding	markers	or	reflective	tape).	However,	
during	the	next	two	drills	held	in	2010	(October	10	Nearshore	Drill)	and	2011	(April	18	Unannounced	Drill),	
operations	were	stopped	due	to	darkness,	indicating	that	appropriate	procedures	and	sufficient	training	were	
not	in	place.	
12	ADEC,	2014	Nearshore	Task	Force	and	Sensitive	Area	Protection	Exercise	Report,	February	26-28,	2014.		
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AAC	75.425(e)(3)(D)	and	18	AAC	75.445(f)	are	overly	optimistic.	We	reiterate	our	
recommendation	that	plan	holders	and	ADEC	quantify	the	operating	limits	described	in	the	
Tanker	C-Plan	and	SERVS	Technical	Manual	by	conducting	field	tests	in	varying	
environmental	conditions	near	the	NOAA	buoys.	The	buoy	instrumentation	could	capture	the	
environmental	conditions	while	a	panel	of	observers	could	rate	the	effectiveness	of	the	
response	tactic	and	note	the	cause	and	nature	of	any	disruption	or	challenge	to	an	effective	
response.		
	
The	issue	of	RMROL	was	raised	at	a	2015	meeting	of	fishing	vessel	owners	(FVO)	indicating	
the	importance	of	reconsidering	the	limits.		PWSRCAC	strongly	advocates	that	RMROL	limits	
be	addressed	as	well.				
	

The	 tanker	 c-plan	 states	 that	 vessels	 supporting	 open	 water	 response	 equipment	
may	 be	 expected	 to	 work	 in	 up	 to	 40	 knot	 winds	 and	 10	 foot	 seas,	 and	 once	
approaching	 those	 benchmarks	 (considered	 RMROL),	 adjustments	would	 likely	 be	
needed	 for	 tactics,	 transit	 routes,	 geographic	 locations	 for	 work,	 etc.	 FVO’s	
suggested	 that	 these	 assumptions	 are	 optimistic,	 and	 that	most	 vessel	 limitations	
(and	 likely	 crew)	 would	 be	 reached	 well	 below	 10	 foot	 sea	 states.	 FVO’s	 noted	
conditions	such	as	these	would	likely	be	considered	unsafe	for	transit,	risky	to	work	
in,	and	questioned	how	efficient	boom	and	skimmers	could	be.	Out-of-region	ports	
specifically	mentioned	the	journey	to	PWS,	and	how	many	times	even	though	the	sea	
states	 in	 PWS	 proper	 are	 relatively	 calm,	 the	 Gulf	 of	 Alaska	 crossing	 would	 be	
impassible.	FVO’s	also	suggested	that	these	RMROL	conditions	were	not	necessarily	
reflective	 of	 the	 environmental	 realities	 of	 Prince	 William	 Sound	 proper.	 They	
described	how	much	of	Prince	William	Sound	does	not	experience	big,	open,	ocean-
type	 swells,	 and	 that	 sea	 states	 are	 generally	 shorter	 and	 choppier.	 FVO’s	 also	
discussed	SERVS	general	reluctance	to	work	in	anything	above	a	two	to	three	foot	
sea	state,	and	questioned	how	fishermen	would	be	expected	to	respond	in	rougher	
sea	states	when	they	are	not	allowed	to	practice	in	anything	close	to	those	planning	
assumption	benchmarks.	FVO’s	desire	a	safe	situation,	and	do	not	want	to	damage	
themselves	or	gear,	but	felt	that	practice	sessions	should	reflect	reality,	meaning	if	it	
is	 not	 safe	 to	 practice,	 it	may	 not	 be	 safe	 in	 real	 life	when	 stress	 levels	 are	 likely	
much	higher.	 FVO’s	 feel	 planning	 standards	and	benchmarks	 should	better	 reflect	
reality	 and	 that	 responding	 in	 10	 foot	 seas	 seemed	 unrealistic	 in	 their	 opinion.	
PWSRCAC	 staff	mentioned	 that	when	 conditions	 are	 challenging,	whether	RMROL	
benchmarks	have	technically	been	met	or	not,	there	is	still	a	commitment	to	respond	
and	 operate	 to	 the	 best	 capacity	 possible.	 	–	 Excerpt	 from	 PWSRCAC’s	 2015	
Fishing	Vessel	Owner	Meeting	Report		

	
While	some	discussion	of	different	types	of	sea	state	and	marginal	weather	vessel	routing	
have	been	added	to	the	Tanker	C-plan	(Section	3.4	[Realistic	Maximum	Response	Operating	
Limitations]),	this	information	and	the	buoy	data	shown	for	Hinchinbrook	Entrance	do	not	
address	the	concerns	described	above.	PWSRCAC	agrees	that	vessel	captains	have	the	
ultimate	authority	to	determine	when	conditions	are	unsafe	for	their	vessels	or	crew,	and	
suggests	that	a	process	of	establishing	limits	collaboratively,	as	suggested,	would	clarify	
expectations.	
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COMMENT	8.1:	PWSRCAC	reiterates	its	requests	from	2007	and	2012	that	ADEC	engage	a	
steering	committee	and/or	workgroup	as	it	committed	to	do	during	the	2007	C-plan	approval	
to	explore	RMROL	as	specified	in	the	plan.	This	effort	could	include	input	from	fishing	vessel	
owners	who	have	articulated	concerns	on	RMROL	as	described	above.	PWSRCAC	suggests	that	
these	potential	revisions	to	response	limits	be	considered	through	actual	deployments	in	
environmental	conditions	that	stress	the	response	system.	
	
Part	of	the	intent	of	identifying	response	limits	is	to	identify	measures	in	place	at	times	when	
conditions	exceed	response	limits,	which	are	also	required	by	the	regulations	cited	above.	The	
plan	holders	list	such	measures	in	Table	3-9	[RMROL	Prevention	or	Response	Measures].	
However,	during	the	2013	Polar	Tankers	Exercise,	even	when	conditions	did	not	exceed	the	
limits	given	for	mechanical	recovery	(based	on	drill	observations	and	the	Central	Prince	
William	Sound	and	Hinchinbrook	Entrance	buoys),	mechanical	recovery	operations	were	
never	“implemented.”	The	applicable	measures	listed	in	Table	3-9	[RMROL	Prevention	or	
Response	Measures]13	did	not	appear	to	provide	the	mitigating	effect	for	which	they	were	
intended.	14	
	
COMMENT	8.2:	Based	on	the	outcome	of	the	2013	Polar	Tankers	Exercise,	PWSRCAC	suggests	
that	the	plan	holders	either	reconsider	response	limits	or	reconsider	the	measures	to	be	taken	
when	conditions	exceed	those	limits,	if	not	reconsider	both.		
	
There	appear	to	be	some	inconsistencies	on	the	minimum	cloud	ceiling	needed	for	the	
application	of	dispersants	in	light	of	the	Polar	Tankers	Exercise	held	October	7-9,	2013.	
Tanker	C-plan	Section	3.4.3	[Visibility	and	Precipitation]	indicates	that	flight	surveillance	
operations	require	at	least	a	500-foot	cloud	ceiling;	however,	during	the	2013	Polar	Tankers	
Exercise,	the	aerial	dispersant	run,	though	approved,	was	never	“implemented”	because	the	
cloud	ceiling	was	below	1,000	feet.15	Annex	F	of	the	current	Alaska	Federal/State	
Preparedness	Plan	for	Response	to	Oil	&	Hazardous	Substance	Discharges/Releases	(Unified	
Plan)	(approved	January	2016)	also	cites	a	minimum	1,000-foot	cloud	ceiling	for	aerial	
dispersant	application.		
	
RFAI	8.1:	The	RMROL	section	of	the	Tanker	C-plan	should	be	updated	to	reflect	the	current	
Unified	Plan,	and	we	encourage	that	plan	holders	also	seek	confirmation	of	the	limitations	
from	the	perspective	of	the	pilots	who	would	ultimately	make	the	go/no-go	decision	for	any	
particular	mission.	
	

																																																								
13	These	include:	Responding	vessels	traveling	in	groups	via	sheltered	routes,	conducting	shoreline	protection	in	
sheltered	areas	and	using	nearshore	recovery	systems	to	collect	oil,	conducting	skimming	and	containment	in	
lees	behind	islands,	or	working	downwind/current.	
14	Nuka	Research	and	Planning	Group,	LLC.	Polar	Tankers	Exercise	Review:	Report	to	the	Alaska	Department	of	
Environmental	Conservation.	March	19,	2014.		
15	Nuka	Research	and	Planning	Group,	LLC.	Polar	Tankers	Exercise	Review:	Report	to	the	Alaska	Department	of	
Environmental	Conservation.	March	19,	2014.	This	report	also	notes	that	unsigned	Form	214	at	Hour	19	
indicated	that	the	ceiling	needed	to	be	at	least	5,000	feet	to	fly	the	dispersant	run,	indicating	either	that	there	is	
confusion	about	the	ceiling	minimums	needed.		
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9.	Planning	for	a	Downstream	Response	
PWSRCAC	has	expressed	concerns	in	its	comments	on	the	Tanker	C-plan	since	2002	that	plan	
holders	have	not	adequately	accounted	for	the	movement	of	oil	outside	Prince	William	Sound.	
ADEC	addressed	this	concern	in	its	2007	Findings	Document,	where	ADEC	stated	that	the	
regulations	require	“a	responsible	party	to	clean	up	an	oil	discharge	that	threatens	Alaska’s	
waters	irrespective	of	its	origin	or	movement.”	We	agree	that	plan	holders	are	clearly	required	
to	clean	up	a	spill	that	results	in	the	release,	or	spread,	of	oil	outside	Prince	William	Sound.	
However,	we	are	concerned	that	the	ability	to	do	so	effectively	requires	a	level	of	planning	
that	is	not	in	place.	PWSRCAC	seeks	information	about	how	sensitive	area	protection,	
nearshore	recovery,	waste	or	debris	management,	or	other	aspects	of	response	will	be	
conducted	in	and	around	our	member	communities	that	are	“downstream”	from	the	tanker	
route.	These	communities	know	firsthand	the	fact	that	oil	spilled	in	the	Sound	can	move	
quickly	to	impact	communities	and	resources	outside	the	Sound.	
	
ADEC’s	2007	Final	Findings	document	also	stated	that,	“extensive	prior	planning	and	testing	
has	gone	into	ensuring	that	communities	and	sensitive	areas	outside	of	Prince	William	Sound	
are	protected	in	the	event	of	an	oil	spill	originating	in	Prince	William	Sound.”16	ADEC	
committed	that,	“Additional	drills	and	exercises	have	been,	and	will	continue	to	be,	conducted	
in	downstream	communities	to	test	the	plan	holders’	ability	to	respond	to	oil	entering	those	
areas.”17	The	most	recent	exercise	of	which	we	are	aware	that	tested	downstream	planning	
took	place	in	2008	sponsored	by	Tesoro	Alaska.	More	than	eight	years	later,	we	suggest	that	it	
is	time	for	the	plan	holders	to	revisit	and	re-establish	this	capability.	
	
COMMENT	9.1:	PWSRCAC	reiterates	our	appreciation	of	ADEC’s	past	commitment	to	using	
drills	and	exercises	to	verify	plan	holders’	abilities	to	respond	to	a	spill	wherever	it	may	occur.	
We	encourage	ADEC	and	the	plan	holders	to	include	an	objective	related	to	testing	the	plans	
to	address	oil	that	leaves	Prince	William	Sound	in	an	upcoming	exercise.	
		

10.	Winter	Scenario	
The	response	scenarios	provide	critical	information	to	demonstrate	the	plan	holders’	ability	
to	meet	the	state-mandated	RPS.	Regulations	at	18	AAC	75.445(d)(5)	require	that	the	
response	strategies	show	how	the	RPS	can	be	met	“under	environmental	conditions	that	could	
be	expected.”	In	other	areas	of	Alaska,	notably	Cook	Inlet,	we	understand	that	companies	
conducting	winter	operations	are	required	to	include	a	winter	response	scenario.	The	
contingency	plan	covering	the	Valdez	Marine	Terminal	includes	scenarios	occurring	in	winter	
months.		While	the	Prince	William	Sound	plan	holders	show	how	the	response	would	be	
affected	by	RMROL	conditions,	this	alternative	scenario	occurs	during	April’s	relatively	long	
hours	of	daylight	and	more	moderate	environmental	conditions.	With	tankers	operating	year-
round,	we	recommend	a	scenario	that	describes	how	the	response	would	be	conducted	in	
environmental	conditions	that	could	be	expected	in	winter.	This	would	be	particularly	

																																																								
16	ADEC,	“Prince	William	Sound	Tanker	Oil	Discharge	Prevention	and	Contingency	Plan:	Findings	Document,”	
2007,	page	9.	
17	ADEC,	“Prince	William	Sound	Tanker	Oil	Discharge	Prevention	and	Contingency	Plan:	Findings	Document,”	
2007,	page	9.	
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beneficial	to	IMT	or	other	response	personnel	from	outside	Alaska	who	may	be	engaged	in	a	
large,	on-going	response.	
	
COMMENT	10.1:	PWSRCAC	recommends	the	plan	holders	revise	the	“RMROL”	scenario	to	
describe	how	a	response	would	be	implemented	during	winter,	including	any	impact	on	oil	
recovery	estimates.	
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