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September 18, 2017 

Anna Carey 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Spill Prevention and Response 
P.O. Box 1709 
Valdez, AK 99686 
Email:  anna.carey@alaska.gov 

RE: Comments and Requests for Additional Information on the Proposed 
Amendment to the Prince William Sound Tanker Oil Discharge 
Prevention and Contingency Plan - Plan Nos. 17-CP-4039, 17-CP-5192, 
17-CP-4038, 17-CP-4046, 17-CP-2222

Dear Ms. Carey: 

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 2017 proposed major amendment to the Prince 
William Sound Tanker Oil Discharge Prevention and Contingency Plan (Tanker 
C-plan) and associated Alyeska/SERVS Technical Manual. This is our first
round of comments on this proposed amendment; we anticipate this will be an
on-going process and we look forward to reviewing new and updated
information in a subsequent review.

The proposed amendment represents the most significant change to the Prince 
William Sound response system since the years immediately following the 
Exxon Valdez oil spill. As such, this transition warrants analysis, training, and 
preparation beyond what is represented by the documentation in this plan. We 
appreciate that some of this is underway, and suggest next steps we believe to 
be both critical and in line with regulatory requirements to validate the 
prevention and response system elements that will change as a result of the 
transition. For reference, we enclose the report, Recommendations to Verify 
and Sustain Prevention and Response System Readiness in Prince William Sound 
by Little River Marine Consultants and Nuka Research and Planning Group, 
LLC, dated September 7, 2017. This report describes a minimal level of 
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readiness verification for the system, and that additional recommendations may be 
warranted based on results of the initial demonstration of equipment and crew 
capabilities. PWSRCAC’s position is that it is environmentally unsafe to move oil in 
conditions in which it is unsafe to for SERVS to exercise a tanker save. 
 
The enclosed document also comments on the regulatory mechanism under which the 
transition will occur. While the planholders suggest the applying the notice of non-
readiness approach used primarily for equipment maintenance based 18 AAC 
75.475(c), PWSRCAC believes this process is better suited to a set of Conditions of 
Approval that can serve as a clear and comprehensive implementation plan as has 
been done for major equipment transitions – albeit none as holistic as this one – in the 
past. 
 
Thank you for giving these comments and requests your consideration. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me at 907-834-5070 with any questions or to discuss our concerns 
and suggestions.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Donna Schantz 
Executive Director 
 
Cc:  Monty Morgan, PWS Tanker Plan Administrator & RPG Chairman  
 Cameron Hunt, Andeavor (formerly Tesoro) 
 Eric Haugstad, Andeavor (formerly Tesoro) 
 Karen Hayes, Alaska Tanker 
 Mark Devries, BP Exploration 
 Brett Lowe, Polar Tankers  
 Gregory Ferrone, SeaRiver Maritime 

 Angelina Fuschetto, SeaRiver Maritime 
 Andres Morales, Alyeska/SERVS 
 Scott Hicks, Alyeska Pipeline Service Company 
 Shannon Miller, ADEC 
 Geoff Merrell, ADEC 
 Ron Doyel, ADEC 
 Pete LaPella, ADEC 
 CDR Mike Franklin, USCG 
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Introduction	
	
The	Prince	William	Sound	Regional	Citizens’	Advisory	Council	(PWSRCAC)	has	reviewed	the	
July	11,	2017	proposed	amendment	for	the	Prince	William	Sound	Tanker	Oil	Discharge	
Prevention	and	Contingency	Plan	(Tanker	C-plan)	and	associated	SERVS	Technical	Manual.		
	
The	proposed	amendment	represents	the	most	significant	change	to	the	Prince	William	Sound	
(PWS)	response	system	since	the	years	immediately	following	the	Exxon	Valdez	oil	spill.	As	
such,	this	transition	warrants	analysis,	training,	and	preparation	beyond	what	is	represented	
by	the	documentation	in	this	plan,	just	as	the	plan	itself	does	not	describe	all	aspects	of	
previous	important	–	but	obviously	smaller	–	transitions	in	the	past.		We	appreciate	that	
additional	work	is	underway,	and	information	is	being	shared	among	the	plan	holders,	
Alyeska,	SERVS,	Edison	Chouest	Offshore	(ECO),	Alaska	Department	of	Environmental	
Education	(ADEC),	United	States	Coast	Guard	(USCG)	and	PWSRCAC	to	ensure	that	Prince	
William	Sound’s	oil	spill	prevention	and	response	system	is	enhanced	by	this	change.	
	
PWSRCAC	will	continue	to	share	the	results	of	our	analyses	and	studies	with	all	parties	
involved,	with	the	goal	of	providing	valuable	contributions	to	this	process.		Relevant	reports	
are	as	follows	which	can	be	provided	upon	request:	
	

• A	Review	of	Best	Available	Technology	in	Tanker	Escort	Tugs,	by	Robert	Allan	Ltd.,	dated	
November	6,	2013	

• A	Review	of	B.A.T.	for	a	Sentinel	Tug	Stationed	at	Hinchinbrook	Entrance,	Rev.	2,	by	
Robert	Allan	Ltd.,	dated	May	4,	2016	

• Sentinel	Tug	Requirements	for	Gulf	of	Alaska:	Ship	Drift	Study,	by	Robert	Allan	Ltd.,	
dated	May	4,	2016	

• A	Summary	of	Current	B.A.T.	Requirements	for	Escort	and	Rescue	Towing	Tugs,	by	
Robert	Allan	Ltd.,	dated	October	7,	2016	

• Industry	and	Class	Standards	for	Escort	Tugboats,	by	Little	River	Marine	Consultants,	
dated	January	28,	2017	

• A	Review	of	the	Proposed	New	Escort	and	Support	Tugs	for	Tanker	Operations	in	Prince	
William	Sound,	by	Robert	Allan	Ltd.,	dated	February	2,	2017	

• Development	of	the	Current	Prince	William	Sound	Escort	System:		Regulations,	Analysis,	
and	System	Enhancements,	by	Nuka	Research	and	Planning	Group,	LLC.,	dated	June	8,	
2017	

	
PWSRCAC	also	provides	the	enclosed	report,	Recommendations	to	Verify	and	Sustain	
Prevention	and	Response	System	Readiness	in	Prince	William	Sound	by	Little	River	Marine	
Consultants	and	Nuka	Research	and	Planning	Group,	LLC,	dated	September	7,	2017.	This	
report	is	also	excerpted	as	appropriate	in	the	enclosed	comments.	It	describes	a	minimal	level	
of	readiness	verification	for	the	system.	PWSRCAC	believes	it	is	environmentally	unsafe	to	
move	oil	in	conditions	in	which	it	is	unsafe	for	SERVS	to	exercise	a	tanker	save. 
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Comment	Regarding	Approval	Process	
	
PWSRCAC	recognizes	that	changing	such	a	significant	portion	of	the	prevention	and	response	
system	in	Prince	William	Sound	at	one	time	defies	a	clear	regulatory	precedent.	To	manage	
this	transition,	PWSRCAC	suggests	a	well-documented	process	in	which	ADEC	stipulates	
requirements	for	each	new	asset	to	be	met	prior	to	the	release	of	its	counterpart	in	the	
current	system.		This	process	should	include	the	plan	holders’	demonstration	of	both	
vessel/equipment	and	crew	capabilities,	as	well	as	the	ability	to	meet	the	response	planning	
standard	timeline	for	replacement	crew	arrival	on-scene	in	Prince	William	Sound	according	to	
the	scenarios	described	in	the	plan.		
	
PWSRCAC	notes	in	the	cover	letter	accompanying	the	plan	on	July	11,	2017,	that	plan	holders	
suggest	use	of	18	AAC	75.475(c),	the	notice	of	non-readiness	process,	to	manage	the	
equipment	transition.		This	section	of	regulations	addresses	circumstances	when	a	major	
response	item	becomes	unavailable	due	to	repairs	or	maintenance.		This	section	does	not	
address	prevention	items.		These	regulations	require	that	plan	holders	submit	a	request	to	
ADEC	10	days	in	advance	of	a	scheduled	action.	The	request	should	describe	measures	in	
place	to	ensure	that	response	capability	is	sustained	while	that	asset	is	unavailable.	While	this	
approach	was	applicable	to	the	development	and	testing	of	the	single,	new	prototype	barge,	
we	suggest	that	the	process	of	approving	the	plan	–	when	appropriate	–	with	one	or	more	
Conditions	of	Approval	(under	18	AAC	75.460)	would	better	document	a	clear	path	for	the	
implementation	of	the	transition	rather	than	a	piecemeal	approach.	Conditions	of	Approval	
were	used	to	establish	clear	pathways	for	acceptance	of	the	TransRec	skimmers,	as	well	as	the	
Enhanced	Tractor	Tugs	and	Prevention	Response	Tugs.		These	examples	provide	the	most	
applicable	precedents	to	the	current,	proposed	transition.		
	
Conditions	of	Approval	with	clear	requirements	and	timelines	(or	requirements	to	be	
implemented	prior	to	the	release	of	existing	equipment)	offer	a	predictable	and	transparent	
way	forward	for	the	plan	holders,	PWSRCAC,	and	other	stakeholders	who	care	about	ensuring	
continuous	improvement	of	prevention	and	response	capabilities	in	Prince	William	Sound.		

Requests	for	Additional	Information	
	
This	section	presents	our	requests	for	additional	information	(RFAI)	related	to	changes	in	the	
plan	and	Technical	Manual	contents.	RFAI	are	denoted	in	bold	and	numbered	sequentially	
throughout	the	document.	We	have	organized	our	comments	by	plan	section	for	ease	of	use.	
Cross-references	are	noted	in	italics.	

1. Scenario	Parameters:	Personnel,	Sensitive	Area	Protection,	and	Other	
Resources	(Part	1)	

1.1	Personnel	numbers	on	open-water	barges	
Table	1-6	provides	an	overview	of	the	first	day’s	response	activities	for	the	546	Scenario.	For	
the	hours	of	1800-0600	(the	second	12-hour	operational	period	after	the	spill	on	p.	1-27),	the	
number	of	“total	barge	crew	members	for	OWTFs,	1,	2,	3,	4,	5”	to	arrive	on-scene	to	sustain	
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24-hour	operations	was	reduced	from	36	to	22.	It	is	not	clear	where	these	numbers	come	
from,	since	replacement	crews	for	four	skimming	barges	would	require	four	additional	crew	
per	Crucial	skimmer	barge	(implementing	PWS-OW-1),	and	the	Valdez	Star	tactic	(PWS-OW-
2)	requires	one	tankerman	at	a	time	on	the	barge	itself.	Furthermore,	the	PWS-OW-1	(in	the	
currently	approved	plan)	requires	the	same	number	of	personnel	actually	on	the	barge	as	
tactic	PWS-OW-6	(proposed	for	removal)1	so	the	need	for	the	change	here	is	unclear.	
	

RFAI	#1:	PWSRCAC	requests	additional	information	to	clarify	the	number	of	personnel	
required	on	barges	for	OWTFs	1,	2,	3,	4,	and	5	during	Day	1	operations.	This	RFAI	also	
applies	to	Table	1-21,	which	provides	the	same	information	for	Response	Strategy	1,	and	
Table	1-34,	which	provides	the	same	information	for	Response	Strategy	2.	

	
Additionally,	PWSRCAC	remains	concerned	that	insufficient	personnel	are	assigned	to	the	
skimming	barges.	This	effect	is	amplified	with	three	more	barges	conducting	the	tactic	PWS-
OW-1	(from	the	2016	approved	plan)	with	Current	Busters	and	Crucial	skimmers.	It	is	
PWSRCAC’s	observations	from	the	December	1,	2014	Crucial	Skimmer	exercise	with	Barge	
450-6	and	the	July	10,	2015	open	water	readiness	exercise	with	Barge	450-6	that	at	least	five	
people	are	needed	on	the	barge	at	a	time	(10	for	24	hour	operations):	four	to	handle	the	
equipment	and	one	to	coordinate	the	overall	activities	and	communications.	PWS-OW-1	calls	
only	for	four	barge	crew	at	a	time	(eight	over	24	hours).		
	
Similarly,	PWSRCAC	is	concerned	that	fishing	vessel	crews	maneuvering	Current	Buster	8’s	in	
close	proximity	to	the	barge	in	PWS-OW-1	will	require	replacement	to	safely	sustain	this	
fatiguing	operation	on	a	24-hour	basis,	even	with	24-hour	crewing.	
	
Observations	from	the	December	1,	2014	Barge	450-6	exercise	also	showed	the	difficulty	of	
transferring	new	crew	members	onto	the	barge.			This	type	of	activity	is	typically	not	
demonstrated	during	shorter	exercises,	but	is	obviously	an	important	consideration.		
PWSRCAC	recommends	that	crew	swapping	be	practiced	as	the	new	Oil	Spill	Response	Barges	
(OSRB)	and	crews	arrive	in	PWS	to	determine	weather	and	sea	state	limitations	and	develop	
alternatives	for	conducting	crew	transfers.	
	
PWSRCAC	supports	ADEC’s	February	1,	2017	Findings	Document	that	ADEC	will	“keep	
monitoring	supporting	pieces	of	the	tactic	including	the	transfer	of	personnel	on	and	off	the	
barge	and	the	number	of	crew	required	for	barge	operations	for	tactic	PWS-OW-1.”	PWSRCAC	
assumes	this	can	best	happen	through	an	on-water	exercise	designed	to	incorporate	crew	
transfers	and	other	issues	associated	with	sustaining	a	response	beyond	initial	deployment.	
	

RFAI	#2:	PWSRCAC	recommends	that	PWS-OW-1	be	demonstrated	through	an	on-
water	field	exercise.	If	warranted	based	on	the	results,	additional	personnel	should	be	
added	to	PWS-OW-1	(for	a	total	of	10	over	a	24-hour	period).	Additionally,	operations	
over	an	initial	18-hour	operational	period	should	be	considered	as	well;	with	four	crew	

																																																								
1	Current	PWS-OW-1	requirements	for	24-hour	period:	2	Basic	Responders,	4	Technical	Skilled	Responders,	and	
2	Tankermen	(8	total).	PWS-OW-6	for	the	TransRec	barge	required:	6	Technical	Skilled	Responders,	2	
Tankermen	(8	total).	Both	also	identify	an	on-site	safety	specialist	associated	with	the	open-water	group.	
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members,	there	is	no	one	to	relieve	skimmer	operators	who	are	expected	to	sustain	
recovery	operations	once	begun.	This	RFAI	also	applies	to	PWS-OW-1.	

1.2	Sensitive	Area	Protection	(SAP)	task	force	addition	
PWSRCAC	appreciates	the	addition	of	a	fourth	Sensitive	Area	Protection	(SAP)	task	force	in	
Table	1-9	(p.	1-36).	This	additional	task	force	represents	progress	towards	providing	
adequate	resources	to	implement	and	maintain	sensitive	area	protection.	In	order	to	realize	
these	benefits,	PWSRCAC	asserts	that	it	will	be	important	to	take	the	next	step	by	establishing	
a	SAP	Group	with	dedicated	management,	relieving	the	Nearshore	Group	Supervisor	(NSGS)	
of	the	responsibility	and	providing	a	more	suitable	span	of	control	for	both	Group	
Supervisors.	As	identified	in	PWSRCAC	comments	in	2012	and	2016	on	this	plan,	without	this	
change,	the	NSGS’s	span	of	control	far	exceeds	that	recommended	in	the	Incident	Command	
System.	
	
Also	critical	to	note	is	that	SAP	and	Nearshore	recovery	do	not	happen	in	the	same	location:	
nearshore	recovery	involves	the	deployment	of	skimmers	in	nearshore	waters	to	collect	oil,	
while	SAP	activities	are	targeted	ahead	of	the	slick	to	deploy	strategies	to	protect	sensitive	
areas	before	the	oil	gets	there.	
	
Table	1-12	(page	1-43)	indicates	that	as	of	Day	3,	there	are	still	only	four	SAP	Task	Forces	
operating	for	the	546	Scenario.	The	new,	proposed	SAP	Task	Force	4	appears	to	be	duplicating	
efforts	of	SAP	Task	Force	3	in	maintaining	SAP	protection	at	Rocky	Bay	with	eight	fishing	
vessels	instead	of	four.	If	proposed	SAP	Task	Force	4	can	be	mobilized	earlier,	this	should	then	
trigger	the	mobilization	of	at	least	one	if	not	more	additional	task	forces	by	Day	3.	Even	with	
SAP	Task	Force	4	deploying	earlier,	PWSRCAC	considers	the	overall	quantity	of	resources	
dedicated	to	the	protection	of	environmentally	sensitive	areas	and	areas	of	public	concern	as	
required	at	18	AAC	75.425(e)(1)(F)(v)	inadequate.		
	
In	2012,	PWSRCAC	summarized	the	vessels	and	boom	that	would	be	needed	to	complete	the	
geographic	response	strategies	(GRS)	in	proximity	of	the	546	Scenario	trajectory	as	shown	in	
the	Tanker	C-plan.	Our	tally	of	the	vessels	and	boom	needed	for	GRS	potentially	impacted	in	
the	first	72	hours	of	scenario	resulted	in	approximately	87	vessels	and	53,000	feet	of	boom.		
Even	allowing	for	some	vessels	to	deploy	or	maintain	multiple	GRS,	and	considering	
variability	in	oil	spill	trajectory,	the	16	vessels	now	allocated	through	Day	3	of	this	major	
scenario	–	and	even	the	six	SAP	Task	Forces	expected	to	be	operational	by	Day	11	(Page	1-59)	
-	are	inadequate.	
	

RFAI	#3:	PWSRCAC	requests	information	regarding	how	SAP	will	be	achieved	without	
developing	and	resourcing	SAP	tactics	with	the	same	attention	and	dedication	of	
resources	as	nearshore	response,	including	a	minimum	identified	amount	of	
equipment,	and	a	dedicated	group	supervisor.			

1.3	Nearshore	Task	Force	deployment	
PWSRCAC	is	unclear	based	on	the	review	document	provided	whether	Figure	1-10	546	
Scenario	Equipment	and	Personnel	Resources	Mobilization	Chart	(p.	1-46)	has	been	updated.	
It	appears	to	be	identical	to	the	previous	version,	including	references	to	Crowley	resources	
such	as	the	Barge	450-7,	and	barges	1,	2,	4,	and	5.		
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RFAI	#4:	PWSRCAC	requests	clarification	as	to	whether	the	correct	version	of	Figure	
1-10	was	provided,	or	if	revisions	have	been	or	need	to	be	made.		

2. Prevention	Training	Programs	(Section	2.1)		
This	section	proposes	removing	and	combining	some	information	regarding	prevention	
training	which	has	the	overall	effect	of	reducing	training	levels	as	identified	in	this	section.	

2.1 Removed	reference	to	training	on	PWS	Tow	Package		
The	proposed	amendment	removes	a	commitment	that	crew	members	will	annually	review	a	
video	about	deployment	of	the	PWS	tow	package	(p.	2-1).	Section	2.1.7	Emergency	Tow	
Program	retains	the	commitment	that	“Each	tank	vessel	operating	at	the	VMT	uses	the	PWS	
Towing	Package,	defined	in	18	AAC	75.990	(96)”	(p.	2-9).	Especially	with	new	crews	coming	
into	PWS,	PWSRCAC	is	concerned	about	removing	any	part	of	training	on	PWS	tow	package	
deployment	as	crews	could	still	be	required	to	use	the	PWS	tow	package	in	an	emergency	
situation.	While	hands-on	training	such	as	a	walk-through	would	be	far	preferable	(if	not	
actual	deployment,	which	may	be	difficult	because	the	chain	and	wire	can	be	difficult	to	
recover),	viewing	a	video	once	a	year	seems	to	be	a	relatively	simple	yet	important	minimal	
commitment.		
	

RFAI#5:	PWSRCAC	requests	information	regarding	how	escort	crews	will	be	trained	to	
use	the	PWS	tow	package	in	case	it	is	required	during	an	emergency,	and	suggests	that	
some	form	of	hands-on	training,	if	not	actual	deployment,	is	warranted.	

2.2	Combined	and	reduced	training	for	escort	crews	
Changes	to	Table	2-1	Escort	Vessel	Crew	Member	Prevention	Training	(p.2-2)	would	
eliminate	training	for	the	Chief	Engineer	and	Able-body	Seaman	(ABS),	while	also	combining	
the	training	specified	for	the	Chief	Mate	and	2nd	Mate.	With	these	changes,	fewer	personnel	
will	be	trained	to	use	gas	meters.	Given	that	the	tug	crews	are	expected	to	provide	site	
characterization	to	ensure	that	it	is	safe	for	fishing	vessel	crews	–	as	well	as	the	tug	and	barge	
crews	–	this	means	that	personnel	who	are	going	to	otherwise	be	very	busy	managing	an	
initial	response	will	also	have	to	use	the	gas	meter,	while	instead	the	Chief	Engineer	and/or	
ABS	could	continue	to	take	this	responsibility	if	properly	trained.	
	

RFAI	#6:	PWSRCAC	recommends	that	the	table	not	be	revised	as	proposed,	so	that	
training	the	Chief	Engineer	and	ABS	to	use	the	gas	meter	is	retained.		All	crew	members	
should	have	knowledge	about	how	to	use	a	gas	meter	in	the	event	of	a	potentially	
combustible	atmosphere	in	the	vicinity	of	the	slick.		

	
If	accepted,	additional	changes	proposed	to	Table	2-1	table	would	also	mean	that	tug	Masters	
and	Mates	are	only	trained	on	the	Vessel	Escort	Response	Plan	(VERP)	and	Tanker	C-plan	as	
new	employees,	instead	of	reviewing	these	annually.	These	documents	are	lengthy	and	
detailed,	and	subject	to	changes.	Reductions	in	this	training	could	lead	to	crew	members	not	
being	prepared	to	execute	the	actions	as	described,	or	cause	confusion	if	different	crew	
members	are	trained	on	different	versions	of	the	documents.	
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RFAI	#7:	PWSRCAC	recommends	that	language	be	retained	to	specify	that	escort	
crews	will	be	trained	on	the	VERP	and	Tanker	C-plan	annually	to	keep	current	with	the	
content.	

2.3	Removal	of	commitment	to	promote	Masters	familiar	with	the	specific	vessels	
The	deletion	of	paragraph	1	on	page	2-2	removes	the	current	commitment	that	Masters	for	
the	escort	tugs	will	be	promoted	from	those	who	have	served	as	Chief	Mates	on	the	same	type	
of	vessel.	This	language	has	not	been	replaced	with	any	equivalent	clarification	regarding	
what	qualifies	as	sufficient	training	or	evaluation	of	the	individual	in	docking/undocking,	
escort,	or	tanker	towing	maneuvers	on	the	specific	vessels	for	which	they	will	be	responsible.		
If	training	or	experience	on	other	vessels	will	be	used	to	indicate	readiness	to	serve	as	Master	
on	a	PWS	escort	tug,	information	should	be	provided	regarding	how	it	will	be	determined	that	
this	vessel	is	sufficiently	similar	(e.g.,	an	escort	with	a	skeg)	and	that	the	experience	is	directly	
applicable.		
	

RFAI	#8:	PWSRCAC	requests	that	information	be	provided	to	clarify	what	experience	
or	other	training	will	be	used	to	qualify	Masters	for	PWS	tugs,	and	how	experience	or	
training	will	be	assessed.	PWSRCAC	strongly	recommends	plan	holders	retain	the	
commitment	that	Masters	are	promoted	from	Chief	Mates	familiar	with	the	exact	
vessel	type,	even	if	this	requires	an	exception	when	the	new	vessels	first	come	into	
service.	

2.4	Ambiguity	regarding	frequency	of	preventive	maintenance	
Also	on	Page	2-2,	the	word	“quarterly”	is	proposed	to	be	replaced	with	“in	accordance	with	
the	maintenance	program”	with	reference	to	the	conduct	of	preventive	maintenance.	This	
removes	any	mention	of	the	frequency	with	which	preventive	maintenance	will	be	conducted.			
	

RFAI	#9:	PWSRCAC	recommends	information	regarding	the	frequency	with	which	
preventive	maintenance	for	response	equipment	will	be	conducted	be	retained.	If	
preventative	maintenance	will	be	less	than	quarterly,	please	explain	the	change	and	
how	any	negative	impact	on	response	equipment	condition	will	be	avoided.	

3. Overview	of	Escort	System	(Section	2.1.6)	

3.1	Tug	roles	
Section	2.1.6	Escort	System	(p.	2-6)	indicates	that	an	ASD	3212	(General	Purpose	Tug)	could	
be	used	as	a	secondary	escort	vessel	if	an	ASD	4517	(Escort	Tug)	is	unavailable.	If	this	vessel	
is	going	to	be	used	as	a	secondary	escort,	computer	models	and	on-water	demonstrations	
should	be	completed	to	verify	that	the	vessel	is	capable	of	executing	all	the	facets	of	the	escort	
mission	and	determine	whether	it	is	necessary	to	limit	the	size	tanker	for	which	the	ASD	3212	
can	serve	as	secondary	escort,	as	allowed	currently	for	the	Protector	Class	tugs.		
	
On	a	related	note,	in	the	2017	VERP,	PWSRCAC	notes	that	the	ASD	3212	is	identified	for	the	
role	of	primary	escort	for	smaller	tankers	(<	90,000	DWT).	As	previously	done	for	the	
Protector	Class	tugs,	this	capability	should	be	modeled	and	thoroughly	validated	with	on-
water	demonstrations	if	this	approach	will	be	used.		
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With	five	ASD	4517s	planned	for	the	new	system,	it	is	concerning	that	an	ASD	3212	may	ever	
be	needed	to	play	the	primary	escort	role.	If	five	ASD	4517s	are	out	of	commission	or	
otherwise	unavailable	for	some	reason,	this	unavailability	would	represent	either	poor	
planning	if	the	vessels	are	elsewhere	in	the	system,	or	a	significant	gap	in	prevention	and	
response	capability.	
	

RFAI	#10:	PWSRCAC	requests	information	on	the	modeling,	simulations,	and	field	
demonstrations	that	will	be	conducted	to	ensure	each	tug	is	capable	of	playing	its	
assigned	role(s)	as	discussed	in	Section	6	of	these	comments.	PWSRCAC	requests	
clarification	regarding	whether	the	ASD	3212	vessels	will	only	be	used	as	secondary	
escorts	for	larger	tankers	or	primary	escorts	for	smaller	tankers	(<	90,000	DWT)	when	
an	ASD	4517	is	unavailable.	PWSRCAC	also	requests	clarification	regarding	what	type	
of	situation	may	result	in	there	not	being	any	of	the	five	ASD	4517	tugs	available	for	
primary	escort,	and	whether	laden	tankers	would	be	allowed	to	transit	PWS	if	such	a	
situation	arose.	This	situation	would	also	present	a	significant	gap	in	response	
capability.		PWSRCAC	believes	these	vessels	should	only	be	used	in	roles	for	which	they	
have	been	fully	verified.		

	
Table	2-3	Escort	Vessel	Designation	(p.	2-8)	includes	the	Protector	Class	escort	vessel,	which	
is	a	Crowley	owned	and	crewed	vessel.		
	

RFAI	#11:	PWSRCAC	requests	clarification	regarding	whether	the	Protector	Class	tug	
will	remain	in	the	PWS	system.	

	
Table	2-3	also	identifies	the	proposed	Utility	Tug	for	use	either	as	Secondary	Escort	or	as	the	
Hinchinbrook	Sentinel	Vessel.	This	vessel	may	be	suited	to	the	latter	role	due	to	its	tow	
winches	and	horsepower.	However,	other	aspects	of	its	design	(length,	freeboard	and	
fendering,	and	bow	winch)	may	make	it	difficult	for	the	vessel	to	make	contact	with	a	tanker’s	
stern	as	needed	to	pass	a	towline	without	risking	damage	to	the	tankers’	transom	and/or	
upsetting	the	steering	gear	flat.	 
	

RFAI	#12:	PWSRCAC	requests	that	modeling	and	demonstrations	be	implemented	
with	the	Utility	Tug	to	ensure	the	Utility	Tug’s	suitability	for	the	role(s)	it	is	expected	to	
play	in	PWS.	This	also	applies	to	each	tug	in	each	role	it	will	play,	as	discussed	further	
in	Section	6	of	these	comments.	

4. Dispersants	(Section	3.7)	
	
Table	3-10	Dispersant	Toxicity	Information	(p.	3-26)	indicates	a	change	in	the	type	of	
dispersant	that	may	be	used	in	Prince	William	Sound	from	Corexit	9500	to	Corexit	EC9500A.	
While	the	table	shows	the	toxicity	of	the	dispersant	itself,	it	omits	the	analysis	of	the	
dispersant	combined	with	oil	which	is	generally	more	toxic	than	the	dispersant	alone.	This	
information	should	be	added	to	inform	any	net	environmental	benefit	analysis	that	may	be	
conducted	if	dispersants	are	considered	for	use	in	PWS.	
	
The	dosage	of	dispersant	that	would	be	used	in	PWS	is	not	stated	within	the	plan.	The	EPA’s	
Schedule	J	for	Corexit	EC9500A	and	the	SERVS	Technical	Manual	indicate	a	dosing	
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concentration	between	1:10-1:50,	which	is	a	broad	range.	The	determination	of	an	accurate	
dosage	should	be	based	on	both	environmental	conditions	and	characteristics	of	the	spilled	oil	
to	be	as	effective	as	possible,	without	introducing	unnecessary	dispersants	into	the	
environment.	Information	on	how	the	concentration	level	will	be	determined	should	be	
included	in	this	plan	given	the	broad	potential	range.		

	
Another	important	factor	to	consider	for	dispersants	during	a	spill	is	the	assumed	
effectiveness	rate.	There	is	no	mention	an	assumed	effectiveness	rate	in	the	plan	or	in	the	
Technical	Manual.	Without	this	information,	it	is	hard	to	determine	how	much	oil	is	assumed	
to	disperse.	PWSRCAC	recommends	the	use	of	the	Prudhoe	Bay	effectiveness	rate	(45.3%)	
instead	of	the	average	(50%),	as	the	latter	is	based	on	Louisiana	Crude,	not	Alaska	North	Slope	
(ANS)	crude	oil.2	
	

RFAI	#13:	PWSRCAC	recommends	the	following	information	be	added	to	or	amended	
in	Table	3-10:	(1)	toxicity	of	the	dispersed	oil	in	addition	to	the	dispersant	itself;	(2)	
factors	that	should	be	considered	when	determining	dosage	and	how	they	should	be	
applied;	(3)	change	the	assumed	effectiveness	rate	to	45.3%	which	is	suitable	for	ANS	
crude	and	(4)	develop	protocols	for	environmental	monitoring.	

5. Response	Training	Program	(Section	3.9)	
	
Similar	to	changes	seen	in	the	Valdez	Marine	Terminal	Amendment	2017-1,	plan	holders	
propose	removing	specificity	from	Section	3.9	(p.	3-27-3-30).	Removal	of	this	specificity	raises	
concerns	regarding	the	level	of	detail	provided	for	the	training	program	for	responders.		

5.1	Lack	of	specificity	regarding	training	management	
The	commitment	to	“manage	oil	spill	response	training	consistent	with	APSC’s	management	
system”	has	been	removed.	No	language	has	been	provided	to	replace	this	commitment,	
leaving	the	plan	unclear	regarding	how	training	will	be	managed	and	by	whom.	PWSRCAC	
does	not	support	the	removal	of	this	language.	Managing	response	training	is	critical	to	
ensuring	response	preparedness.	Response	preparedness	includes	a	system	for	ensuring	that	
individuals	receive	the	training	necessary	for	their	job	roles	as	described	in	the	plan,	as	well	
as	ensuring	compliance	with	ADEC	recordkeeping	requirements	at	18	AAC	75.020(e).	
	
Figure	3-1	(p.	3-31)	provides	an	overview	of	the	“APSC/SERVS	Oil	Spill	Response	Training	
Management	Program.”	As	reference	to	APSC/SERVS’	own	program	has	been	removed	
elsewhere	in	the	section,	it	is	not	clear	if	the	figure	requires	updating	or	if	that	program	will	
continue.	
	

RFAI	#14:	PWSRCAC	requests	that	the	plan	holders	identify	who	will	do	the	tracking,	
which	system	will	be	used	to	track	training	requirements,	and	how	the	necessary	
recordkeeping	will	be	ensured,	and	suggests	that	the	APSC/SERVS	system	continue	to	
be	used.		

																																																								
2	https://www.epa.gov/emergency-response/corexitr-ec9500a 	
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5.2	Location	of	response	training	
In	Table	3-11	Types	of	Training	(p.	3-32),	the	specification	that	equipment-specific	training	
will	occur	“at	APSC/SERVS”	has	been	removed	without	replacement.	While	training	and	
experience	with	the	same	kinds	of	equipment	gained	elsewhere	is	beneficial,	training	for	a	
PWS-specific	response	should	be	conducted	with	the	combination	of	assets	that	would	be	
used	in	that	response.	
	

RFAI	#15:	PWSRCAC	requests	that	plan	holders	specify	that	training	will	be	conducted	
in	PWS.	Any	training	that	will	be	conducted	elsewhere	should	be	identified,	including	
how	identical	equipment	configurations	will	be	used	and	PWS	conditions	mimicked.		

5.3	Lack	of	specificity	regarding	on-the-job	training	(OJT)	
Also	in	Table	3-11	Types	of	Training,	language	is	removed	that	specifies	on-the-job	training	
(OJT)	will	be	conducted	under	a	specific	curriculum,	and	that	training	objectives	“are	
accomplished	during	the	OJT	period	ensuring	a	consistent	OJT	program.	When	personnel	
participate	in	spill	response	(structured	OJT),	the	information	is	captured	and	recorded	in	
APSC’s	learning	management	system.”	Removal	of	this	information	appears	to	conflict	with	18	
AAC	75.425(e)(3)(I).	Without	this	language	–	and	with	other	details	already	removed	–	there	
remains	only	a	generic	definition	of	OJT	as	“a	training	held	in	the	normal	course	of	a	person’s	
job	in	which	specific	objectives	are	in	place.”	There	is	no	indication	of	those	objectives	nor	
how	the	training	will	document	if	any	objectives	will	be	met	(or	not),	and	how	the	appropriate	
and	effective	use	of	OJT	will	be	ensured.	As	currently	written,	any	classroom,	equipment	or	
OJT	training,	regardless	of	quality,	will	satisfy	the	requirements	of	Table	3-11.	
	

RFAI	#16:	PWSRCAC	requests	additional	information	regarding	the	nature,	type,	and	
use	of	OJT	as	part	of	the	training	program.	

5.4	Job	roles	removed		
In	language	that	has	been	proposed	for	removal	throughout	Section	3.9.1	(3-29),	the	current	
PWS	Tanker	C-plan	states:	

	
Central	to	the	program	is	the	concept	of	job	role.	A	job	role	is	a	task	or	group	of	
similar	 tasks	 performed	 as	 part	 of	 a	 job	 or	 position.	 One	 position	may	 have	
multiple	job	roles	assigned	to	it;	a	job	role	does	not	equate	to	a	single	person	or	
position.	
	

The	use	of	“job	roles”	not	only	defines	the	nature	and	type	of	training	needed	to	fill	a	specific	
position,	but	also	provides	a	means	of	determining	when	personnel	are	qualified	to	fill	a	
different	position	requiring	similar	job	skills	which	is	important	for	flexibility	in	filling	
response	roles.	The	proposed	language	removes	the	commitment	that,	“Personnel	assigned	a	
job	role	shall	complete,	as	a	minimum,	the	training	required	by	that	job	role.”	PWSRCAC	
objects	to	the	removal	of	this	commitment.		

	
However,	the	term	“job	role”	still	remains	in	Figure	3-1	(p.	3-31)	(input	box	and	“Note”).	This	
is	inconsistent	with	its	removal	elsewhere.	
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RFAI	#17:	PWSRCAC	recommends	maintaining	the	description	of	Job	Roles	within	the	
training	section.	 

6. Escort	System	Best	Available	Technology	(Part	4)	
	
Best	Available	Technology	(BAT)	is	assessed	according	to	eight	criteria	at	18	AAC	75.445(k).	
For	the	escort	system,	regulations	require	contingency	plans	for	tankers	to	describe	the	use	of	
BAT	for	escort	vessels,	tow	lines,	and	the	“operation	of	a	tank	vessel	under	escort	in	a	manner	
that	permits	an	escort	vessel	to	be	available	immediately	to	provide	the	intended	assistance,”	
among	other	items	required	at	(18	AAC	75.425(e)(4)(A)(iii).	The	“technology”	element	of	BAT	
is	defined	as,	“equipment,	supplies,	other	resources	and	related	practices,”	per	18	AAC	
75.990(130).	
	
ADEC	has	consistently	applied	the	BAT	regulations	to	the	escort	system	as	a	whole	rather	than	
based	on	individual	vessels.	In	ADEC’s	2007	Findings,	ADEC	states,	“These	separate	but	
coordinated	escort	roles…illustrate	clearly	that	an	escort	is	a	system-based	effort,	requiring	
multiple	components	of	the	system	to	work	together	for	safe	and	successful	tanker	transits	in	
Prince	William	Sound.	Success	does	not	rest	solely	on	the	merits	or	performance	of	individual	
vessels.”	Within	the	current	system	–	as	well	as	the	proposed,	new	system	-	different	types	of	
vessels	play	different	roles	within	that	system.		
	
The	first	criteria	for	BAT	is	whether,	“it	is	the	best	in	use	in	other	similar	situations	and	is	
available	for	use	by	the	applicant.”	[18	AAC	75.445(k)(3)(A)]	The	plan	has	compared	the	
SERVS	system	to	systems	in	Scotland,	Canada,	and	Norway	for	years.	In	Section	4.6.3	(p.	4-22),	
the	proposed	amendment	states	that	the	“former”	(today’s	current)	system	will	also	be	
compared.	PWSRCAC	agrees	that	it	is	valuable	to	compare	today’s	system	to	the	new,	
proposed	system,	and	considers	this	a	bare	minimum	for	establishing	whether	the	new	
system	will	be	BAT.	However,	while	some	limited	vessel	specifics	for	today’s	escort	system	are	
retained	in	Table	4-6	Vessel	Capabilities	(p.	4-23),	the	proposed	amendment	does	not	include	
any	changes	to	Table	4-9	Best	Available	Technology	Evaluation:		Operation	of	a	Tank	Vessel	
Under	Escort	(p.	4-29).	Additionally,	no	information	has	been	updated	for	the	other	systems	
studied.	
	
The	only	items	compared	are	in	Table	4-6,	which	shows	that	none	of	the	new	vessels	achieves	
the	same	bollard	pull	in	closure	conditions	as	the	current	Prevention	Response	Tug	(PRT),	
though	other	capablities	of	the	new	tugs	(ASD	4517	and	ASD	3212)	rate	higher	in	this	
category	than	their	current	counterparts.	Regardless,	it	is	evident	from	ADEC’s	previous	and	
consistent	interpretation	of	the	regulations	as	requiring	a	system	approach	that	simply	adding	
limited	vessel	particulars	to	Table	4-6	does	not	constitute	a	system	comparison.	
	

RFAI#18:	PWSRCAC	requests	that	the	plan	holders	provide	information	to	verify	that	
there	have	been	no	changes	to	the	systems	used	for	BAT	comparison	purposes	since	
the	newest	vessel	identified	in	those	comparisons	was	constructed	in	2006,	and	many	
date	to	the	1990s.	If	this	is	the	case,	we	suggest	that	a	review	be	conducted	to	identify	
more	suitable	systems	for	comparison	purposes.	
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PWSRCAC	is	enthusiastic	about	the	potential	benefits	of	the	new	vessel	fleet,	and	requests	that	
its	prevention	benefits	be	assessed	in	comparison	to	the	information	already	known	about	the	
current	fleet.	The	enclosed	report	provides	context	and	discussion	regarding	our	
recommendations.	Tables	1	and	2,	excerpted	from	that	report,	provide	a	summary	of	
modeling,	simulations,	tank	tests,	and	on-water	demonstrations	that	apply	a	streamlined	
version	of	the	approach	used	during	the	last	major	vessel	change	in	the	system.	
	

RFAI#19:	PWSRCAC	requests	that	a	robust	BAT	comparison	be	conducted	of	the	
proposed	system	relative	to	the	current	system.	While	a	comparison	with	systems	in	
other	parts	of	the	world	is	inherently	somewhat	theoretical,	the	system	in	place	today	
in	Prince	William	Sound	will	be	removed	and	replaced	with	the	new	system	so	a	robust	
comparison	is	both	warranted	and	feasible,	given	the	information	that	already	exists	
about	today’s	system.	This	will	require	a	combination	of	different	modeling	methods	
along	with	field	demonstrations	described	in	Tables	1	and	2,	below.	This	suggested	
approach	will	result	in	an	“apples	to	apples”	comparison	between	the	current	and	
proposed	systems.		We	consider	the	above	to	represent	a	minimal	acceptable	approach	
when	it	comes	to	on-water	demonstrations:	on-water	exercises	have	been	done	in	the	
past	in	worse	conditions	than	those	recommended	(2004),	and	if	conditions	are	not	
considered	safe	enough	to	conduct	a	controlled	tanker	save	exercise,	we	strongly	
question	whether	they	are	safe	enough	for	laden	tanker	transit	and	the	potential	
unexpected	tanker	save.	

	
Table	1.	Recommendations	for	minimum	tug	modeling	and	analyses	
 Key Action Purpose 
1 Computer hydrodynamic modeling and full mission 

bridge simulations of tanker control under both 
45-knot winds and 15-foot seas as well as worst-
case conditions based on the established worst-
case trajectories established for Hinchinbrook 
Entrance.  
 
Should be conducted for any vessels serving escort 
roles at Hinchinbrook Entrance. (Escort Tug, 
General Purpose Tug, Ross Chouest) 

Provide performance data on the capabilities of 
vessels to carry out the intended service through 
Hinchinbrook Entrance in both closure conditions (45-
knot winds or 15-foot seas) and established worst-
case wave period, wind direction, current speed, and 
direction using current TAPS tanker profiles. 
 
Establish the theoretical operating limitations for the 
tug to prevent a grounding until tanker is taken under 
tow. 

2 Scale model testing of free running speed trials 
starting with calm water, then up to at least 20-foot 
sea state. Vessel should be in loaded condition 
(power vs. speed) at 10-16 knots. Use both bare 
hull and self-propelled model in ship model basin or 
towing tank. 
 
(Escort Tug, General Purpose Tug, Ross Chouest) 

Determine response and escort speeds vs. sea state. 
 
Determine speed loss vs. power, acceleration, motion 
amplitude at critical working locations on board the 
tug, sea keeping, and deck wetness. 
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 Key Action Purpose 
3 Computer hydrodynamic modeling and full mission 

bridge simulations of indirect steering and 
braking maneuvers in: 

• Simulated calm water conditions 
• Worst-case conditions 
• Winds at intervals between calm and worst-

case, including different directions (ahead, 
astern abeam, on forward and aft quarters) 
 

Vary vessel speeds: 6, 8, 10, and 12 knots. 
(Escort Tug, General Purpose Tug, Ross Chouest) 

Establish approximate tow line forces, heel angle, 
deck wetness, and deck edge immersion parameters 
for safety of vessels and crews in addition to tanker 
advance and transfer distances.  
 
Identify any applicable limitations on safe operations 
in different conditions for the three vessels. 
 

4 Self-propelled model testing of indirect steering 
and braking maneuvers in simulated varying sea 
states up to at least 10 feet and speeds of 6, 8, 10 
knots. 
 
(Escort Tug, General Purpose Tug, Ross Chouest) 

Establish approximate tow line forces, heel angle, 
deck wetness, and deck edge immersion parameters 
for safety of vessels and crews.  
 
This is a step towards validating the results of 
computer modeling. 

5 Develop tug maneuvers (using rapid steering 
assist when warranted) based on model results. 
 
(Escort Tug, General Purpose Tug, Ross Chouest, 
according to how they would be used) 

Determine best possible procedures for new vessels 
in all operating areas, including which roles each is 
suited for and any limitations (e.g., whether for small 
tankers only). 
 
Procedures may be the same as current procedures, 
but this needs to be demonstrated or any necessary 
changes identified. 

	
	
Table	2.	Recommendations	for	minimum	field	demonstrations	to	validate	model	results	
and	demonstrate	tug	capability	
 Key Action Purpose 
1 Seakeeping exercises without a tanker in both 45-knot winds and 

15-foot seas. 
 
(Escort Tug, General Purpose Tug, Ross Chouest) 

Validate seakeeping analysis and 
model results regarding heel 
angle, deck wetness, and deck 
edge immersion parameters for 
safety of vessels and crews. 

2 Conduct full scale demonstrations of indirect steering and braking 
maneuvers in up to at least 90th percentile conditions based on Seal 
Rocks buoy3 and speeds at 6, 8, and 10 knots. 
 
(Escort Tug, General Purpose Tug) 

Validate maneuvers developed 
based on model results. 
Document and collect data. 

																																																								
3	90th	percentile	conditions	are	22-knot	winds	and	12-foot	seas.	
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 Key Action Purpose 
3 Conduct full scale exercises of the escort vessel(s) approaching, 

making up to, and towing a disabled laden tanker at 6 knots for a 
period of 30 minutes executing a 90 degree turn during the exercise, 
from both bow and stern in the Gulf of Alaska.  This area is different 
from areas within the Sound due to the southerly fetch of the wind, 
length of time taken in the tug reaching the tanker, and attitude of the 
tanker in the seas by the time the tug arrives. 
 
Demonstrate in calm conditions and up to at least 90th percentile 
wind/waves based on Seal Rocks buoy. 
 
(Escort Tug, General Purpose Tug, Ross Chouest) 

Validate maneuvers developed 
based on model results. 
Document and collect data.  
 
 

4 Test assist/oppose the turn maneuvers with loaded tanker using 
tugs in anticipated escort roles at 6, 8, and 10 knots. 
 
Demonstrate in calm conditions and up to at least 90th percentile 
wind/waves based on Seal Rocks buoy. 
 
(Escort Tug, General Purpose Tug, Ross Chouest) 

Establish turning radius, course 
stability (ahead/astern), and 
indirect performance in varying 
sea state conditions.  

5 Where TETHERED escort would be used, demonstrate indirect 
braking and steering maneuvers on a loaded tanker from a tethered 
position to: 

• Oppose the turn 
• Assist the turn 

 
Use Escort Tugs and General Purpose Tugs in anticipated escort 
roles at 6, 8, and 10 knots. 
 
Demonstrate in calm conditions and up to at least 90th percentile 
wind/waves based on Seal Rocks buoy.  

Validate maneuvers developed 
based on model results. 
Document and collect data. 
 
 

6 Where UNTETHERED escort is used only, demonstrate indirect 
braking and steering maneuvers from a close escort position (1/4-
nautical mile) to: 

• Oppose the turn 
• Assist the turn 

 
Use Escort Tugs and General Purpose Tugs in anticipated escort 
roles at 6, 8, and 10 knots. 
 
Demonstrate in calm conditions and up to 90th percentile wind/waves 
based on Seal Rocks buoy. 

Validate maneuvers developed 
based on model results. 
Document and collect data. 
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7. Oil	Recovery	Assumptions	and	Calculations	(Table	5-1)	
	
Table	5-1	546	Scenario	Oil	Recovery	Capability	(p.	5-4)	sets	out	the	calculations	and	
assumptions	for	compliance	with	the	300,000	bbl./	72-hr.	response	planning	standard	(RPS)	
with	the	new	OSRBs	and	Crucial	skimmers.	PWSRCAC	has	concerns	with	the	figures	used	for	
entrained	water	and	retained	water,	and	there	appear	to	be	some	computational	errors	in	the	
table.	

7.1	Entrained	Water	Assumptions	
Entrained	water	refers	to	the	water	that	is	present	in	an	oil	emulsion	that	will	be	recovered	by	
the	skimming	system.	For	the	Crucial	100	skimming	system,	the	proposed	plan	revisions	
assume	the	entrained	water	recovery	rate	will	be	54	bbl./hr.	We	calculate	that	this	equates	to	
an	emulsion	that	has	7.9%	entrained	water	and	92.1%	oil.		
	
There	is	substantial	evidence	to	show	that	this	number	is	at	the	very	lowest	end	of	the	range	
of	what	might	actually	be	encountered	in	PWS	with	a	spill	of	ANS	crude	oil.	
	
Note	3	in	Table	5-1	(p.	5-4)	cites	"Spill	related	properties	of	2012	NS	Crude	Oil"	by	SL	Ross4	as	
justification	for	the	entrained	water	recovery	rate.	There	is	a	more	recent	study	by	the	same	
author	from	2015.	5	Both	studies	indicate	that	ANS	crude	weathered	for	two	days	and	tested	
at	0ºC	would	“very	likely”	have	38%	and	29%	entrained	water,	respectively	(page	25	in	both	
reports).	In	reality,	the	percentage	of	water	in	the	emulsion	would	increase	over	time	based	
on	the	circumstances	at	the	time	of	the	spill	(specific	oil,	temperature,	and	sea	state).	When	oil	
weathering	models	such	as	ADIOS	II	and	the	Response	Options	Calculator	(ROC)	are	applied	
using	the	same	oil	properties	as	the	oils	tested	in	the	2012	and	2015	reports,	the	results	
indicate	a	rapid	increase	and	much	higher	water	content	than	shown	in	the	2012	and	2015	
reports.		
	
In	ADEC’s	2017	Findings	Document	on	the	plan	renewal	submitted	in	2016,	ADEC	indicated	
that	they	accepted	the	March	2013	SL	Ross	analysis	because	it	was	reviewed	by	the	Oil	
Properties	Workgroup,	although	ADEC	acknowledges	the	more	recent	2015	SL	Ross	analysis.	
PWSRCAC	understands	that	the	intent	of	continuing	to	analyze	the	properties	of	the	crude	oil	
being	moved	through	Prince	William	Sound	is	to	incorporate	accurate	information	into	
planning	assumptions.		
	

RFAI	#20:	The	entrained	water	recovery	rate	in	Table	5-1	appears	to	be	unrealistically	
low.		PWSRCAC	requests	that	information	be	provided	to	further	support	the	
assumptions	used,	or	that	it	be	changed	to	a	rate	that	is	the	average	of	the	test	results	
from	2013	and	2015	studies	which	equals	33.5%	water.	This	equates	to	a	210	bbl./hr.	
loading	rate.	PWSRCAC	also	requests	information	regarding	the	process	necessary	to	
incorporate	the	most	recent	oil	properties	analyses	into	planning	assumptions,	

																																																								
4	SL	Ross	(2013).	Spill	Related	Properties	of	2012	ANS	Crude.	Prince	William	Sound	Shipper’s	Association.	
5	SL	Ross	(2015).	Spill	Related	Properties	of	ANS	Crude	in	2015.	Prince	William	Sound	Shipper’s	Association.		
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whether	that	means	reinstating	the	Oil	Properties	Workgroup	periodically	or	some	
other	approach.	

7.2	Retained	Water	Assumptions	
Retained	water	relates	to	the	amount	of	free	water	that	is	retained	after	decanting,	assuming	
that	ADEC	issues	a	decanting	permit.	Based	on	our	calculations,	for	OSRB4	Table	5-1	
represents	that	the	percentage	of	freewater	decanted	is	91.3%	and	the	amount	of	water	
retained	is	8.7%.	The	associated	note	(Note	9	on	p.	5-5)	states	"Calculated	Retained	Free	
Water	=	20%	of	the	capacity	of	the	designated	Free	Water	Decant	Tanks	on	each	barge	based	
on	the	load	and	decant	plan."	No	load	and	decant	plan	for	the	OSRB4	was	submitted	with	the	
plan.		
	
The	retained	water	rate	should	be	20%	of	the	recovered	water,	which	we	calculate	would	
equate	to	6,151	bbl.	in	the	case	of	the	OSRB4.	
	

RFAI	#21:	Use	of	an	alternate	retained	water	rate	for	OSRB4	appears	to	be	justified	
based	on	documentation	that	was	not	provided.	PWSRCAC	requests	copies	of	the	Load	
and	Decant	Plans	for	all	OSRBs.		

	
RFAI	#22:	We	request	that	the	retained	water	rate	for	OSRB4	be	increased	to	an	
amount	equal	to	20%	of	the	recovered	free-water.	
	

Note	that	the	changes	suggested	above	would	lead	to	95,646	bbl.	of	storage	required	in	OSRB4,	
which	is	still	less	than	the	capacity	available.	

7.3	Other	Issues	
	
Under	Note	4	(p.	5-4)	there	is	a	line	of	text	"to	70%	([ORR*ORE]-ORR	=	WRR]"	that	appears	to	
be	left	over	from	the	previous	version	of	the	plan.		
	

RFAI	#23:	Please	provide	information	clarify	if	this	should	be	removed.	
	
Note	5	(p.	5-4)	states	"Calculated	Recovered	Oil	=	Total	Hours	of	Skimming	Operations	*	
Skimmer	Count	*	Oil	Recovery	Rate."	For	OSRB4,	this	would	be	57.0	*	2	*	629	=	71,706,	yet	the	
table	contains	the	number	71,761,	a	difference	of	55	bbl.	
	

RFAI	#24:	Please	provide	information	to	clarify	the	correct	calculations	in	Note	5.	

8. SERVS	Technical	Manual	

8.1	PWS-OW-6	removed	(TransRec	Task	Force)	–	Section	4.0.1	Open	Water	Tactics	
The	amendment	removes	PWS-OW-6	TransRec	Task	Force.	It	is	PWSRCAC’s	understanding	
that	the	Mineral	Creek	will	retain	two	TransRec	skimmers	as	back-up.	If	this	is	the	case,	it	
would	be	prudent	to	document	their	use	in	the	SERVS	Technical	Manual.	
	

RFAI	#25:		PWSRCAC	requests	that	information	regarding	the	use	and	necessary	
support	resources	for	any	TransRec	skimmers	maintained	in	PWS	inventory	be	
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included	in	the	SERVS	Technical	Manual,	either	by	reinstating	PWS-OW-6	or	in	some	
other	way.	

8.2	PWS-OW-1	(Crucial	Skimmer	Barge)	–	Section	4.1	
A	note	to	Table	4.1.1	Equipment	and	Personnel	for	One	Task	Force	(minimum	per	24-hour	
period)	(p.	4.1-3)	states	that	the	barges	will	be	outfitted	for	72	hours.	More	detail	is	needed.	
For	example,	does	this	require	a	crew	swap	(PWSRCAC	referenced	earlier	concerns	about	
crew	changes	around	the	Current	Buster	8’s;	see	RFAI	#2).	Does	this	72-hours	include	
sufficient	gas	meter	“chips”	to	sustain	site	characterization	monitoring	for	the	tug	and	barge	
crews?	
	

RFAI	#26:		PWSRCAC	requests	information	regarding	how	long	the	gas	meters	on	
board	the	tugs	will	be	able	to	be	used	without	additional	resources,	and	consideration	
of	whether	these	devices	are	also	needed	on	the	barges	(with	appropriate	training	of	
barge	personnel).	

	
The	proposed	language	in	Tactic	Description	in	4.1.1	(p.	4.1-2)	states	that	the	barge	can	be	in	
static	mode,	with	booms	used	to	direct	oil	as	needed	towards	the	skimmers	at	the	stern	of	the	
barge.	This	tactic	has	never	been	demonstrated	and	should	be	–	whether	static	or	advancing	
backwards	–	and	the	type	and	length	of	boom	specified.	(Currently	the	only	containment	
equipment	mentioned	in	Table	4.1-1	are	the	two	Current	Buster	8’s).	
	

RFAI	#27:		PWSRCAC	requests	information	regarding	the	location,	length,	and	type	of	
boom	that	will	be	used	when	the	Two	Skimmer	Containment	Tactic	is	modified	to	
advance	backwards,	and	strongly	recommends	ADEC	require	the	plan	holders	to	
demonstrate	deployment	of	this	tactic.	

	
If	the	oil	spreads	out,	it	may	be	advantageous	for	the	OWTF	to	take	advantage	of	the	ability	of	
the	Current	Buster	8’s	to	be	broken	away	from	the	barge	and	maneuvered	as	stand-alone	
response	gear.		This	could	be	particularly	useful	later	in	the	spill,	or	if	conditions	cause	the	
slick	to	break	up	quickly.	
	

RFAI	#28:	PWSRCAC	requests	information	regarding	whether	plan	holders	have	
considered	taking	advantage	of	the	ability	of	the	Current	Buster	8’s	to	be	broken	away	
from	the	barge	and	maneuvered	as	stand-alone	response	gear.	If	this	modification	
warrants	further	effort,	PWSRCAC	suggests	that	the	transition	and	operations	be	
tested,	and	any	additional	resource	needs	identified	in	the	PWS-OW-1	description.	

8.3	PWS-OW-2	(Valdez	Star)	–	Section	4.2	
	
In	Table	4.2-1	Task	Force	Equipment	and	Personnel	(minimum	24-hour	period)	(p.	4.2-2),	the	
plan	holders	propose	to	replace	a	“Line	Boat	or	Suitable	Vessel”	with	a	“Work	Boat/Suitable	
Vessel.”	Table	12.5-4	Work	Boats	(p.	12.5-3)	identifies	only	six	workboats	ranging	from	17-32	
feet.	No	support	vessels	are	identified.	The	replacement	of	a	specific	type	of	44-foot	boat	
(“Line	Boat”)	with	what	could	possibly	be	a	17-foot	Work	Boat	to	maneuver	the	Allison	Creek	
barge	definitely	warrants	demonstration	prior	to	acceptance	of	this	change.			
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In	addition	to	the	barge	Allison	Creek’s	duties,	Line	Boats	were	used	to	help	with	tanker	
dockings.		It	is	PWSRCAC’s	understanding	that	tankers	regularly	calling	on	the	Valdez	Marine	
Terminal	primarily	make	use	of	synthetic	lines	to	tie	up	to	berths,	and	not	the	heavier	steel	
cables	the	Lines	Boats	need	to	help	maneuver.	However,	given	the	arrival	of	several	foreign-
flagged	vessels	recently	which	did	use	steel	cables,	more	consideration	should	be	given	to	the	
need	for	Line	Boats	in	the	system.		
	

RFAI	#29:	PWSRCAC	recommends	that	the	proposed	use	of	a	Work	Boat	for	PWS-OW-
2	warrants	review	and	demonstration.	While	some	Work	Boats	may	be	suitable	for	this	
purpose,	the	exact	vessel	specifications	needed	should	be	determined	and	documented,	
and	the	availability	of	the	appropriate	resources	ensured.	The	ability	of	a	Work	Boat	to	
help	maneuver	the	Allison	Creek	should	be	demonstrated	with	a	laden	barge	and	in	sea	
states	up	to	realistic	maximum	response	operating	limits	for	the	open-water	system.	

8.4	Contractor	Personnel	Numbers	–	Table	12.3-6	
	
Table	12.3-6	Key	Contractors,	Vendors	and	Service	Providers	(p.	12.3-4)	indicates	a	change	
from	40	Crowley	Maritime	Services	personnel	available	within	18	hours	(from	Valdez,	Seattle,	
and	nationwide)	to	a	commitment	of	only	22	personnel	within	that	same	timeframe	(coming	
from	Valdez	and	Louisiana).	This	reduction	of	almost	50%	requires	justification.	Travel	from	
the	eastern	U.S.	can	easily	take	most	of	18	hours,	even	assuming	no	delays.	
	

RFAI	#30:	PWSRCAC	requests	information	to	justify	the	significant	reduction	in	Vessel	
Operations	personnel	who	will	be	able	to	reach	Valdez	(or	work	location)	in	18	hours.	
Twelve	actual	vessel	operators	are	required	for	24-hour	open-water	operations	alone,	
not	including	other	tug	activities	such	as	attending	to	the	stricken	tanker	or	supporting	
lightering,	or	other	tug/barge	operations.	Information	is	also	requested	regarding	how	
personnel	will	be	transferred	to	the	Emergency	Operations	Center	and	spill	site	once	in	
Alaska	and	what	resources	will	be	needed	(whether	based	in	PWS	or	elsewhere).		

8.4	Fishing	Vessel	Availability	(Table	12.7-1)	
	
Table	12.7-1	Availability	Status	Tracking	(p.	12.7-3)	shows	a	reduction	in	the	number	of	Tier	1	
fishing	vessels	available	by	Hour	6.	PWSRCAC	assumes	the	reduction	is	based	on	the	
elimination	of	the	gated	U-boom	configuration	used	with	the	current	TransRec	barges.		
However,	with	the	addition	of	a	SAP	Task	Force	requiring	four	fishing	vessels	by	Hour	6,	it	is	
not	clear	how	overall	number	of	vessels	available	by	that	time	can	be	reduced	by	six.	
PWSRCAC	remains	concerned	about	the	need	for	additional	Tier	1	fishing	vessels	to	tow	
Current	Busters	due	to	fatigue	(even	though	they	are	crewed	for	24-hour	operations),	or	to	
sustain	recovery	levels	if	a	vessel	requires	repairs.		
	

RFAI	#31:	PWSRCAC	requests	information	to	clarify	the	reduction	in	Tier	1	fishing	
vessels	available	by	Hour	6	from	48	to	42,	and	suggests	that	plan	holders	allow	
sufficient	Tier	1	resources	to	allow	Tier	1	vessels	to	swap	out	of	an	OWTF	if	needed	
with	minimal	disruption	to	skimming	operations.	
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8.5	Vessel	Changes	(Appendix	A)	
	
Proposed	Figure	A.1-2	shows	the	ASD	4517	(p.	A.1-2).	As	discussed	in	Section	6	regarding	
BAT,	while	this	is	a	newly	constructed	vessel,	its	role	in	a	BAT	system	for	PWS	needs	to	be	
further	evaluated.	In	this	section	of	the	SERVS	Technical	Manual,	additional	detail	is	
warranted	including:	
	

- Which	vessels	exactly	have	FLIR	and/or	X-band	radar?	It	is	stated	that	all	new	tugs	will	
have	one	or	the	other	technology.		Specific	technologies	that	are	integrated	into	the	
bridge	should	be	specified.	In	order	to	achieve	the	intended	benefit	of	the	Crucial	
skimmers,	it	will	be	extremely	important	to	be	able	to	locate	the	oil.	It	is	our	
understanding	that	these	two	technologies	are	most	effective	used	together.	Additional	
information	about	the	FLIR/X-band	technologies	should	be	provided,	including	which	
vessels	they	are	on	and	why	a	vessel	may	have	only	one	but	not	both	of	these	
technologies	on	board.	
	

- What	type	of	skimmer	does	the	vessel	have?	It	is	stated	that	the	vessel	is	outfitted	with	
skimming	equipment,	but	the	type	should	be	specified	as	it	was	previously.	

	
RFAI	#32:	PWSRCAC	requests	information	about	which	of	the	ASD	4517	vessels	will	
have	FLIR	and	X-band	radar	technologies,	as	well	as	the	type	of	skimmer	with	which	
the	vessel	will	be	equipped.	

	
Proposed	Figure	A.1-4	shows	the	ASD	3212	(p.	A.1-4).	This	vessel	is	referred	to	as	an	“Escort	
Vessel,”	as	is	the	ASD	4517.	This	broad	use	of	“Escort	Vessel”	terminology	has	the	potential	to	
create	confusion,	as	it	does	not	accurately	define	the	specific	intended	roles.		This	is	especially	
confusing	since	the	plan	holders	also	assert	that	the	Utility	Tug,	Ross	Chouest,	could	serve	in	an	
escort	role	when,	to	PWSRCAC’s	knowledge,	it	is	not	classed	as	an	escort	vessel	by	ABS	or	any	
other	classification	society.	PWSRCAC	recommends	that	descriptions	of	the	escort	system	in	
the	Technical	Manual	and	in	the	Tanker	Plan	be	clear,	and	that	consistent	terminology	be	used	
for	each	escort	role	(primary,	secondary,	Hinchinbrook	Sentinel,	etc.)	with	clear	indication	of	
what	vessels	can	serve	in	each	role.	
	

RFAI	#33:	PWSRCAC	requests	the	broad	use	of	“Escort	Vessel”	be	replaced	with	more	
specific	terminology	for	each	escort	role	(primary,	secondary,	Hinchinbrook	Sentinel,	
etc.),	including	clarifying	edits	to	clearly	define	what	vessels	can	serve	in	each	role.			
	

Figure	A.1-9	presents	the	new	Oil	Spill	Response	Barge	(OSRB)	(p.	A.1-9).	Elsewhere	in	the	
document,	it	is	referenced	that	the	barges	are	equipped	for	72	hours	of	operations.	Further	
information	about	what	that	equipment/resourcing	entails	should	be	added	to	this	section.	In	
order	to	better	assess	the	number	of	additional	personnel	required	for	actual	response	
operations,	the	standard	crew	numbers	should	be	identified	here	as	well.	Berthing	should	be	
added	as	shown	for	the	tugs,	as	should	a	rescue	boat	if	one	exists.	
	

RFAI	#34:	PWSRCAC	requests	additional	details	about	the	new	OSRB,	including	the	
resources	it	has	for	72	hour	operations,	standard	crew	numbers	and	roles,	berthing,	
and	whether	there	is	a	rescue	boat.	
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Figure	A.1-12	shows	the	newly	configured	Lightering	Barge	(p.	A.1-12).	Further	information	
about	what	that	equipment/resourcing	entails	should	be	added	to	this	section.	
	

RFAI	#35:	PWSRCAC	requests	additional	details	about	the	newly	configured	
Lightering	Barge,	including	berthing	available,	whether	or	not	it	will	have	the	TransRec	
skimmers	(and,	if	so,	specifications	for	their	use),	and	presence	of	a	rescue	boat	(as	
appropriate).	

9. Overview	of	Response	System	Demonstrations	Recommended	
	
As	indicated	in	the	introduction	to	this	document,	PWSRCAC	appreciates	that	the	incoming	
personnel	and	equipment	represent	a	significant	opportunity	and	change	for	the	prevention	
and	response	system,	and	is	interested	in	seeing	the	demonstration	of	as	many	facets	of	the	
system	as	possible.		
	
The	recommended	exercise	objectives	in	Tables	3	and	4	below	can	be	combined	in	one	or	
more	on-water	response	exercises.	(The	purpose	of	all	of	these	items	is	the	same:	to	
demonstrate	the	ability	to	meet	the	Response	Planning	Standard	based	on	tactic	
configurations,	personnel,	and	other	planning	assumptions	as	described	in	the	Tanker	C-Plan.)	
While	practice	exercises	are	recommended,	ultimately	these	elements	should	also	be	
demonstrated	in	conditions	up	to	stated	Realistic	Maximum	Response	Operating	Limits	
(RMROL).	
	

RFAI	#36:	PWSRCAC	requests	that	the	exercise	objectives	identified	in	Tables	3	and	4,	
below,	be	conducted	in	a	combination	of	on-water	and	tabletop	exercises	to	validate	
the	performance	of	the	new	system	elements.	

	
Table	3.	Response	system	elements	to	be	demonstrated	–	Open	water	recovery	systems	
	 Key	Action	 Purpose	
1 Test timing for deployment of open-water response 

barges at hypothetical spill site. Drill should be: 
- Under accepted weather conditions for 

planning purposes (17-knot winds and 6 foot 
seas)  

- Conducted in central or southern Prince 
William Sound 

- Unannounced with no advance notice for 
prep on barges 

Verifying how long it takes to get barges under 
tow and reach spill location is critical to meeting 
RPS. 
 
Unannounced drill. 

2 Demonstrate deployment of all relevant on-water 
recovery tactics based on open-water response 
barges, in all conditions up to RMROL.6  
 

Response equipment must be suitable for the 
RMROL conditions described in the plan. If this 
is not demonstrated in an on-water exercise, 
then acquired data will need to be extrapolated 

																																																								
6	During	initial	testing	of	the	prototype	open-water	barge	there	were	some	challenges	deploying	the	boom	and	
setting	the	skimmers	into	the	pocket	in	other	than	calm	conditions.		
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	 Key	Action	 Purpose	
Document any cases where either on-site 
mobilization or operations are impacted by 
conditions and would necessitate seeking coverage 
in sheltered areas. 

to determine if the RMROL calculations used in 
the plan are sufficient. If barges must transit to 
a protected location to deploy equipment in 
adverse weather conditions, determine effects 
on meeting RPS based on recovery time 
calculations used in plan.	

3 Demonstrate decontamination procedures and 
equipment are in place for open-water recovery 
operations. Demonstrate use of a written plan 
describing set up and use of decontamination 
method for each barge, determine how many people 
are required to set it up and support its use, and 
determine how long it takes crews away from other 
duties. 	
	
Decontamination should be set up prior to beginning 
recovery. 

Verify adequacy of classroom training.  
 
Should be conducted in conjunction with #1 
to ensure personnel numbers are adequate.  

4 Verify skimmer operations, including skimmer disk 
speed rotation; debris removal; efficiency; impact of 
wind/waves, oil conditions, or debris on skimming 
operations; and operator competency. Document 
any limitations to skimmer operation. Operators 
should be asked how they determine when debris 
needs to be removed and demonstrate debris 
removal. 
 
This should take into consideration the different 
tactic configurations in which the barges could be 
used. 

Determine personnel and equipment needed 
for all elements of the response as per the plan. 
 
Conduct up to RMROL conditions; could be 
done in conjunction with #2, above. 

5 Demonstrate open-water recovery operations in 
darkness with each barge. This element of the 
response cannot be taught to crews solely under 
classroom conditions, and includes ensuring all 
barges are adequately equipped. 
 
They should start with the basic elements of the 
response and advance until all functions of the 
response are carried out in darkness. If safety is 
called into question, then measures should be 
developed to ensure safety can be achieved in the 
event of an actual response, and those measures 
incorporated into the Tanker C-Plan.  

Assess personnel capabilities. 
 
In order to be able to successfully carryout all 
response functions in times of darkness, 
multiple drills must be done during different 
seasons. 
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	 Key	Action	 Purpose	
6 Demonstrate oil tracking to keep open-water barges 

in the thickest concentrations of oil. Include: 
- Tug crew operating forward-looking infrared 

(FLIR) system and applying the information 
to adjust barge position 

- Management of task force to maximize 
skimming operations 

In a tabletop exercise, show decision making 
process needed to stay in the thickest oil by 
reacting to screen shots from the FLIR which 
depict oil on the water in various thicknesses. 
Additionally, demonstrate communication with 
the Task Force Leader and Unified Command. 
 (It is not intended that oil would be released.) 

7 Demonstrate ability to conduct atmospheric testing 
prior to (and during) a response. 
 
Atmospheric testing must continue in order to 
ensure that crews remain safe and operations can 
be sustained as planned. 

Verify classroom training adequacy and 
determine crewing needs. Ensure resources 
and personnel are in place to conduct testing 
before response begins. 
 
Could be conducted with #1, above. 

8 Demonstrate ability to offload open-water recovery 
barges safely and that all necessary equipment if 
available.  

Verify classroom training adequacy, equipment, 
and determine crewing needs. Focus is on 
decision-making process, coordination with 
captain of receiving vessel, etc. Does not 
require actual offloading. 

9 Demonstrate ability to decant free water from open-
water barges and Valdez Star, if it remains part of 
planning assumptions. Includes: 

- Verifying that decanting plan is on board 
(both barges and Valdez Star) 

- Identify who is designated to implement 
decanting 

- Assess any impact to other activities on 
recovery platforms (due to tankage issues 
or crew needs) 
 

Verify classroom training adequacy, equipment, 
and determine crewing needs. 

10 Demonstrate deployment of the Valdez Star both 
with and without the secondary storage barge 
alongside. Includes: 

-    Operation of the skimming systems 
-    Maneuvering with engines and thruster  
-    Continual offloading to the secondary barge 

on a real-time basis 
-    Decanting 
-    Debris removal from the hopper.  

Requires deployment of support vessel used to 
maneuver storage barge (when barge used). 

11 Demonstrate deployment of mechanical recovery 
from the Escort Tugs  
includes: 
            - Deployment of containment boom 

     - Operation of the skimming systems 
  

Demonstration of understanding of equipment 
and ability to deploy equipment. 
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	 Key	Action	 Purpose	
12 Demonstrate deployment of the dispersant 

application booms from the Escort Tugs 
Demonstration of understanding of equipment 
and ability to deploy equipment. 

13 Demonstrate overall personnel numbers are 
adequate for the response to continue without 
stoppages due to crew fatigue or shortages during 
rest periods. Will require long-term exercise, and 
should include crew transfers on-and-off barges. 

As noted, personnel numbers are critical to 
deploying the necessary equipment to meet the 
RPS. 

14 Ensure adequate system and training in place to 
locate and transport additional crew to 
deployment on barges, based on the times specified 
in the plan. 
 
As described in the plan, for a major response crews 
will need to be brought in to backfill for the initial 
crews within a specified timeframe.  

Could be a tabletop exercise. 

15 All aspects of recovery based on response barges 
should be conducted in long period waves 
consistent with realistic conditions in the Gulf of 
Alaska.  

Based on Gulf of Alaska Agreement (BP Oil 
Shipping Company and Alyeska Pipeline 
Services Company, 1999). 

	
	
Table	4.	Response	system	elements	to	be	demonstrated	–	Nearshore	Support,	Lightering,	
and	Dispersant	Application	
	 Key	Action	 Purpose	
1 Drill lightering/secondary nearshore support barge to ensure: 

- Crew trained for both lightering from tanker and nearshore support, 
including offloading nearshore storage devices and 
decontamination 

- Personnel numbers as identified in plan are adequate 
- All necessary components are onboard and in working condition for 

both lightering and all necessary aspects of nearshore support 
(including offloading out-of-region nearshore storage devices) 

- Lighting for night operations is adequate 

Demonstrate ability to 
conduct lightering 
operations as required 
at 18 AAC 75.027 
(offloading volume of 
largest tanker cargo 
tank in 24 hours) 

2 Drill Nearshore Support Barge on time to get barge underway and ability 
to maneuver and anchor barge on site. Compare results to calculations 
used in the plan. 

(Critical to RPS.) 
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3 Drill tug dispersant application to demonstrate crew ability to determine 
application rates, track oil, and use the tugs propulsion system to enhance 
mixing action should be significant components of the drill objectives. 

Demonstrate 
compliance with 18 
AAC 75. 425 (G): “If 
dispersant capabilities 
are to be considered for 
use during a response, 
all components of the 
system must be drilled 
to ensure it is a viable 
option.” 
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