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S E N A T O R  L E S I L  M C G U I R E

Welcoming the Arctic Council Task Force fo r  Arctic M arine  Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response to 
the state fo r  its M arch 2012 meeting and urging the task force to use its time in the state to inform  
and inspire the work o fth e  task force.

The Arctic Council consists of eight Arctic Nations: Canada, Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Russia, 
Sweden, and the United States as well as six international organizations representing Arctic Indigenous 
Peoples. The Arctic Council was established in 1996 as a high level intergovernmental forum to provide a 
means for promoting cooperation, coordination and interaction among the Arctic States, with the 
involvement of the Arctic Indigenous communities and other Arctic inhabitants on common Arctic 
issues, in particular issues of sustainable development and environmental protection in the Arctic.

On May 12 of 2011, the Arctic Council signed the Nuuk declaration which established an agreement on 
cooperation in aeronautical and maritime search and rescue in the arctic. In the Nuuk declaration, the 
Ministers of the Arctic Council member states decided to "establish a Task Force, reporting to the senior 
Arctic Officials, to develop an international instrument on Arctic marine oil pollution preparedness and 
response, and called for the Emergency Prevention, Preparedness and Response (EPPR) and other 
relevant working groups to develop recommendations and/or best practices in the prevention of marine 
oil pollution.

The purpose of Senate Joint Resolution (SJR ) 17 is to welcome the Arctic Council Task Force for Arctic 
Marine Pollution Preparedness and Response to Alaska. The task force will be in Alaska in March of 2012 
to exchange information and experiences regarding marine pollution preparedness and response. The 
task force is currently developing a framework for international cooperation between the eight arctic 
states to combat oil spill pollution.

As the only arctic state in the nation, Alaska has an important role to play in protecting the arctic. As 
host for the March task force meeting, it is important that the State welcome the international 
delegates to Alaska and highlight the issues that are important to Alaskans. The timely passage of SJR 17 
will accomplish both of these objectives and I encourage your support.

February 7, 2012

o
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Task Force on Oil Spill Preparedness and Response
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ARCTIC COUNCIL

‘T h e  A r c t i c  C o u n c i l
is a high-level intergovernmental forum
to promote cooperation, coordination and interaction
among the Arctic States.” Read more>>

Environment & climate Biodiversity Oceans ▼ Arctic peoples ▼ Resources About us Search..

Task Force on Oil Spill Preparedness and Response
Category: Task Forces Published on 29 December 2011 Written By Linnea NordstrPm

M3

In the Nuuk Declaration dated 12 May 2011, the Ministers of the Arctic Council member states decided “to establish a 
Task Force, reporting to the Senior Arctic Officials, to develop an international instrument on Arctic marine oil pollution 
preparedness and response, and called for the Emergency Prevention, Preparedness and Response (EPPR) and 
other relevant working groups to develop recommendations and/or best practices in the prevention of marine oil 
pollution; the preliminary or final results of both to be presented jointly at the next Ministerial meeting in 2013”.

In the Senior Arctic Officials’ Report to Ministers in May 2011 in Nuuk, Greenland, the Senior Arctic Officials 
stated the following:

“The Arctic is likely to see increased shipping and efforts to exploit the natural resources of the region in the coming 
decades. This, in turn, increases the potential for harm to both human life and the Arctic environment.
' "otic Council working groups have developed various oil-related and emergency response-related products, but there 

no marine oil pollution response instrument specific to the Arctic. The International Convention on Oil Pollution 
Preparedness, Response and Co-operation (OPRC) is a framework for international cooperation in combating 
incidents or threats of marine oil pollution, to which all eight Arctic States are parties. Article 10 of the OPRC 
promotes the development of bilateral and multilateral agreements for oil pollution preparedness and response, such 
as on a regional basis.”

The Senior Arctic Officials recommended that the Ministers “mandate a task force to develop an international 
instrument on Arctic marine oil pollution preparedness and response” and further recommended that “the EPPR 
working group in close collaboration with other relevant working groups develop recommendations and/or best 
practices in the prevention of marine oil pollution. The preliminary or final results of both should be presented at the 
next Ministerial meeting in 2013”.

The Task Force is co-chaired by Norway, Russia and the United States. The first two meetings of the Task Force 
were held in Oslo in October 2011, and in St.Petersburg in December 2011.

Task Force Events

15.02.2012 - 17.02.2012
TFII Meeting

Please log in to see Task 
Force documents.
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P r e s s i n g  I s s u e s  i n  t h e  A r c t i c

S e p t e m b e r  7, 2 0 1 1  

A n c h o ra g e ,  A laska

J u l i a  L .  G o u r l e y  

U . S .  S e n i o r  A r c t i c  O f f i c i a l  

O f f i c e  o f  O c e a n  a n d  P o l a r  A f f a i r s  

U . S .  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  S t a t e

T R B 1  TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH BOARD
OF THE NATIONAL ACADEMIES

MARINE BOARD



Key International Issues 
in the Arctic

• Search and Rescue Capability

• Oil Spill Prevention, Preparedness and 
Response

• Regulation of Arctic Shipping

• Managing the Environmental and Societal 
Impacts of Increased Arctic Shipping

UNCLASSIFIED 2



o 
Arctic Marine 

Shipping Assessment (AMSA)
*  U . S .  c o - l e d  w i t h  C a n a d a  a n d  F i n l a n d  

d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  t h e  A M S A  i n  t h e  A r c t i c  C o u n c i l  

f r o m  2 0 0 4  -  2 0 0 9

* A M S A  r e m a i n s  t h e  s e m i n a l  w o r k  o n  t h e  f u t u r e  o f  

A r c t i c  s h i p p i n g

■ C o n t a i n s  a  n u m b e r  o f  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  i n  t h r e e  

c a t e g o r i e s :

*  E n h a n c i n g  A r c t i c  M a r i n e  S a f e t y

*  P r o t e c t i n g  A r c t i c  P e o p l e  a n d  t h e  E n v i r o n m e n t

*  B u i l d i n g  t h e  A r c t i c  M a r i n e  I n f r a s t r u c t u r e  

■ T h e  A r c t i c  C o u n c i l ,  t h r o u g h  i t s  w o r k i n g  g r o u p s ,  i s  

f o l l o w i n g  u p  o n  a  n u m b e r  o f  t h e  

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s

UNCLASSIFIED 3



Arctic Search & Rescue 
(SAR) Agreement

* Arctic states recently concluded a binding agreement on 
maritime and aeronautical SAR (first ever among the 
Arctic states)
* Expecting all Arctic states to soon notify the Canadian 
depositary that they are ready to implement domestically 
(only U.S. and Russia have so far)
* What the Agreement Does:

• Defines Areas of Arctic In Which Each Party Has 
Responsibility for SAR Response
• Parties Committed to Provide Mutual Assistance In 
Response To Incidents

* Main means of implementation will be exercises -  both 
tabletop and actual
9 Canada holding the first tabletop exercise in Whitehorse 
in October
9 First Effort To Maximize Effect of Limited SAR Capacity in 
Remote Arctic Region

UNCLASSIFIED



A r c t i c  C o u n c i l :  

O i l  S p i l l  T a s k  F o r c e

•  A r c t i c  C o u n c i l  e s t a b l i s h e d  O i l  S p i l l  T a s k  

F o r c e  i n  M a y  2 0 1 1

*  T a s k  F o r c e  c h a r g e d  w i t h  d e v e l o p i n g  

i n s t r u m e n t  f o r  a r c t i c  o i l  s p i l l  p r e p a r e d n e s s  

a n d  r e s p o n s e

*  T a s k  F o r c e  c h a i r e d  b y  U . S . / R u s s i a / N o r w a y

*  A M B  D a v e  B a l t o n :  c o - c h a i r

*  U . S .  D e l e g a t i o n  l e d  b y  U S C G  A d m i r a l

•  F i r s t  M e e t i n g :  1 7 - 1 8  O c t o b e r  i n  O s l o

*  U . S .  i n t e r a g e n c y  c o o r d i n a t i n g  p r o p o s a l

*  P o s s i b l e  U . S .  l e a d  o n  d r a f t i n g  e f f o r t  f o r  

f i n a l  i n s t r u m e n t

UNCLASSIFIED 5
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o
The Polar Code

•  B a s e d  o n  M S C  a n d  M E P C ' s  2 0 0 2  n o n - b i n d i n g  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  

s h i p s  o p e r a t i n g  i n  i c e - c o v e r e d  w a t e r s  ( M S C / C i r c . 1 0 5 6 -  

M E P C / C i r . 3 9 9 )

•  8 6 th  S e s s i o n  o f  M S C  ( 2 0 0 9 )  a p p r o v e d  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  

m a n d a t o r y  P o l a r  C o d e

•  S h i p  D e s i g n  &  E q u i p m e n t  ( D E )  s u b - c o m m i t t e e  h a s  l e a d  f o r  

d e v e l o p m e n t  e f f o r t

•  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e  G r o u p  w o r k i n g  o n  d r a f t  f o r  D E

9 C u r r e n t  s t r u c t u r e  i n c l u d e s  b o t h  m a n d a t o r y  p r o v i s i o n s  

a n d  n o n - b i n d i n g  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  

9 A p p l i c a b l e  t o  A r c t i c  &  A n t a r c t i c  

9 B a s e d  o n  f u n c t i o n a l  r e q u i r e m e n t s  ( s h i p  d e s i g n  &  

o p e r a t i o n a l )  u n i q u e  t o  p o l a r  a r e a s  

9 L i k e l y  l i m i t e d  S O L A S / M A R P O L  r e g u l a t e d  v e s s e l s  i n  f i r s t  

i n s t a n c e

•  A g g r e s s i v e  t i m e l i n e  f o r  d e v e l o p m e n t
UNCLASSIFIED 6



o
N o r t h e r n  C a n a d a  V e s s e l  

T r a f f i c  S e r v i c e s  ( N O R D R E G )  Z o n e

*  E f f e c t i v e  J u l y  1 ,  2 0 1 0 ,  a l l  s h i p s  i n  C a n a d a ' s  

c l a i m e d  A r c t i c  w a t e r s  m u s t  r e g i s t e r / r e p o r t

*  C a n a d a  c l a i m s  a u t h o r i t y  t o  d e n y  e n t r y  t o  

E E Z ,  s t r a i t s ,  t e r r i t o r i a l  s e a

*  U S  s u p p o r t s  s a f e t y / e n v i r o n m e n t a l  

p r o t e c t i o n  o b j e c t i v e s ,  B U T

*  C o n c e r n e d  t h a t  N O R D R E G s  a r e  i n c o n s i s t e n t  

w i t h  i m p o r t a n t  l a w  o f t h e  s e a  p r i n c i p l e s  

r e l a t e d  t o  n a v i g a t i o n  r i g h t s  a n d  f r e e d o m s

*  U S  a n d  o t h e r s  u r g i n g  C a n a d a  t o  s u b m i t  

N O R D R E G s  t o  I M O  t o  p r o v i d e  s o l i d  l e g a l  

f o u n d a t i o n  a n d  b r o a d  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  

a c c e p t a n c e

(NOROREG) Zone

UNCLASSIFIED 7



CMTS: Arctic IAT
o

t  i

C M T S
S [ • \*

U.S. Committee on the Marine transportation System

     ..

•  C o m m i t t e e  o n  M a r i n e  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  f o r m e d  A r c t i c  

I n t e r a g e n c y  A c t i o n  T e a m  ( I A T )  i n  J a n u a r y  2 0 1 0 .

•  C M T S  A r c t i c  I A T  i s  d e v e l o p i n g  a  U . S .  A r c t i c  M a r i t i m e  

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  S y s t e m :  O v e r v i e w  &  P o l i c y  

R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  r e p o r t .  A l l  C M T S  a g e n c i e s  a r e  

p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h i s  e f f o r t .

•  T h e  r e p o r t  w i l l :

•  i d e n t i f y  g a p s  i n  t h e  U . S .  A r c t i c  M T S  a n d  r i s k s  

a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  v a r i o u s  a l t e r n a t i v e  a c t i o n s  &  

m i t i g a t i o n  p l a n s

•  p r o v i d e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  f o r  s a f e ,  s e c u r e  &  

e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y  s o u n d  u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  U . S .  A r c t i c  

f o r  m a r i t i m e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n

•  b u i l d  u p o n  t h e  A r c t i c  C o u n c i l ' s  A r c t i c  M a r i n e  

S h i p p i n g  A s s e s s m e n t  2 0 0 9  R e p o r t

UNCLASSIFIED 8



E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I s s u e s :  

B a c k  C a r b o n

*  A M S A  r e c o m m e n d e d :  A r c t i c  s t a t e s  " d e c i d e  t o  

s u p p o r t  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  i m p r o v e d  p r a c t i c e s  a n d  

i n n o v a t i v e  t e c h n o l o g i e s  f o r  s h i p s  i n  p o r t  a n d  a t  s e a  t o  

h e l p  r e d u c e  c u r r e n t  a n d  f u t u r e  e m i s s i o n s  o f  

g r e e n h o u s e  g a s e s  ( G H G s ) ,  N i t r o g e n  O x i d e s  ( N O x ) ,  

S u l f u r  O x i d e s  ( S O x )  a n d  P a r t i c u l a t e  M a t t e r  ( P M ) ,  

t a k i n g  i n t o  a c c o u n t  t h e  r e l e v a n t  I M O  r e g u l a t i o n s . "

*  B l a c k  C a r b o n  ( B C ) ,  a  c o m p o n e n t  o f  P M ,  h a s  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  n e g a t i v e  e f f e c t s  i n  t h e  A r c t i c  a n d  i s  o f  

p r i m e  i m p o r t a n c e  t o  m o s t  m e m b e r s  o f  t h e  A r c t i c  

C o u n c i l

*  A l t h o u g h  s c i e n t i f i c  u n c e r t a i n t y  r e m a i n s  a b o u t  B C ' s  

w a r m i n g  e f f e c t s ,  t h e r e  i s  f a r  l e s s  u n c e r t a i n t y  a b o u t  i t s  

n e g a t i v e  e f f e c t s  o n  a l b e d o  ( i . e .  s u r f a c e  r e f l e c t i v i t y )

UNCLASSIFIED
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E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I s s u e s :  

B a c k  C a r b o n

A C  T a s k  F o r c e  o n  S h o r t - l i v e d  C l i m a t e  F o r c e r s  

( S L C F s )  r e c o m m e n d e d  t h a t  t h e  A r c t i c  s t a t e s  t a k e  

a c t i o n  d o m e s t i c a l l y  t o  m i t i g a t e  B C  e m i s s i o n s  a s  

s o o n  a s  p r a c t i c a b l e

N o r w a y  r e c e n t l y  p r o p o s e d  a c t i o n  o n  B C  a t  t h e  I M O  

M a r i n e  E n v i r o n m e n t  P r o t e c t i o n  C o m m i t t e e  

( M E P C ) ,  b u t  a  n u m b e r  o f  c o u n t r i e s  o p p o s e d  t h e  

p r o p o s a l ,  i n c l u d i n g  R u s s i a  ( w h i c h  a l s o  g e n e r a l l y  

o p p o s e s  a c t i o n  i n  t h e  A r c t i c  C o u n c i l  o n  B C )

T h e  g e n e r a l  p o l i c y  v i e w  i s  t h a t  i f  t h e  A r c t i c  s t a t e s  

c a n  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e d u c e  B C  e m i s s i o n s  -  w h i c h  i s  

r e l a t i v e l y  e a s y  a n d  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  -  w e  m a y  b e  a b l e  

t o  s l o w  c r y o s p h e r i c  m e l t i n g  a n d  t h a w i n g ,  b u y i n g  

p r e c i o u s  t i m e  w h i l e  t h e  g l o b a l  d e b a t e  o n  c a r b o n  

d i o x i d e  c o n t i n u e s

UNCLASSIFIED 10



o
Environmental Issues: 

Invasive Species & Ballast Water

• L i t t l e  i s  k n o w n  a b o u t  w h e t h e r  a n d  

h o w  i n v a s i v e  s p e c i e s  m a y  e n t e r  t h e  

A r c t i c  m a r i n e  e n v i r o n m e n t  a n d  w h a t  

e f f e c t s  t h e y  m a y  h a v e  

i n c r e a s e d  s h i p p i n g  c o u l d  l e a d  t o  t h e  

i n t r o d u c t i o n  o f  i n v a s i v e  s p e c i e s  

t h r o u g h  b a l l a s t  w a t e r ,  a s  h a s  h a p p e n e d  

i n  o t h e r  o c e a n s

• T h i s  i s  a n  a r e a  t h e  A r c t i c  C o u n c i l  m a y  

w a n t  f o c u s  o n ,  b e y o n d  t h e  A M S A  

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  A r c t i c  s t a t e s  

r a t i f y  t h e  I M O  B a l l a s t  W a t e r  

C o n v e n t i o n

UNCLASSIFIED 11



I m p a c t s  o n  I n d i g e n o u s  P e o p l e s

• I n c r e a s e d  s h i p p i n g  i n  t h e  A r c t i c  w i l l  

i n e v i t a b l y  a f f e c t  t h e  l i v e l i h o o d s  o f  

A r c t i c  i n d i g e n o u s  p e o p l e s  

• T h e  A M S A  r e c o m m e n d s :

*  A r c t i c  s t a t e s  c o n d u c t  s u r v e y s  o l  

i n d i g e n o u s  m a r i t i m e  u s e s ;

*  e n g a g e  w i t h  A r c t i c  

c o m m u n i t i e s ;

*  t h e  A r c t i c  C o u n c i l  u n d e r t a k i n g  

s o m e  o f  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  n o w

iiatii. Oiii
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o
Questions

Julia Gourley

Senior Arctic Official

Office of Oceans & Polar Affairs
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The A leu tian  Islands is a region o f Alaska that supports rich  and diverse m arine 
resources, inc lud ing  some o f the nations m ost p roductive com m ercial fisheries. A  m ajor 
m arine shipping route, know n  as the Great C ircle route, w h ich  is used by in te rna tiona l 
com m ercia l sh ipp ing vessels, intersects the region. Dom estic sh ipping occurs w ith in  
the region to support the local com m unities and econom ic in frastructure. Past vessel 
accidents in  the A leu tian  Islands that have resulted in  loss o f  cargo, o il spills and loss o f 
life  established the need to  in itia te  a m ulti-phased study to assess the risks posed from  
m aritim e  transporta tion  in  the Bering Sea and the A leu tian  Archipelago. This report 
is a sum m ary o f  Phase A  o f the A leu tian  Islands R isk Assessment and includes the 
recom m endations o f the A dv iso ry  Panel assembled fo r the project.

This repo rt documents the process, analysis, and outcomes o f Phase A  o f the A leu tian  
Islands R isk Assessment. Phase A  began in  M ay 2009 w ith  the establishment o f an 
organizational structure made up o f fou r groups: a Management Team, an A dv iso ry  
Panel, a R isk Analysis Team, and a Technical Peer Review Panel. O ver a two-year period, 

the A dv iso ry  Panel m et in  person or by web-conference fourteen times. The m a jo r w o rk  
conducted and discussed under Phase A  included:

• The developm ent o f a risk  report analyzing the like lihood  o f spills based on 
vessel tra ffic  th rough  the A leutians,

• The creation o f  a risk  m a trix  to analyze the po tentia l consequences o f  vessel - 
source spills, and

• A  qualitative assessment and p rio r itiza tio n  o f r isk  reduction  options.

The R isk Analysis Team developed the fo llow ing  six studies:

• Sem i-quantita tive vessel tra ffic  study,

• M arine  sp ill frequency and size study,

• Baseline sp ill study,

• Consequence analysis study,

• A ccident scenario and causality study, and

• Evaluation and p rio ritiza tio n  o f r is k  reduction  options study.

Accom panying reports were developed fo r each study and are sum m arized in  th is 
synthesis report. Each study and report b u ilt upon each o ther and was reviewed by  the 

Project Team. A ll  reports were developed w ith  opportun ities  fo r pub lic  in p u t and review.

Based on discussion and the analysis o f  R isk Reduction O ptions (RRO), the A dv iso ry  

Panel developed recom m endations that characterize a ll RRO s considered in to  three 
categories:

• RRO recom m ended fo r im m ediate im p lem entation

m
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• RRO recom m ended fo r Phase B 
Study, and

• RRO considered bu t set aside.

Two key princ ip les were applied to the 
RRO analyses: (1) prevention measures 
take p r io r ity  over response measures, and 

(2) a ll measures should be realistic and 
practical, and should support the basis fo r 
the A dv iso ry  Panele’s recom mendations.

The recom m endations o f  r isk  reduction 
measures present a consensus o f  the 
A dv iso ry  Panel. The RRO’s found  to be 
suffic ien tly  effective and practical fo r 
im m ediate  im p lem enta tion  include:

Develop an enhanced vessel 
m o n ito r in g  and reporting  program ,

Enhance tow ing  capabilities on U.S.

Coast Guard cutters and increase cutter presence in  the A leutians,

Stage add itiona l Emergency Tow ing Systems (ETS) in  the A leutians,

In itia te  the process to establish In te rna tiona l M a ritim e  O rganization (IM O ) 
P articu la rly  Sensitive Sea Areas,

Strengthen the A leutians Subarea C ontingency Plan, and 

Increase salvage and sp ill response capability  in  the A leutians.

In  some cases, the recom m endations fo r im m ediate im p lem enta tion  have elements that 
require fu rth e r study. The fo u r R isk Reduction O ptions tha t require add itiona l w o rk  o r 

study as Phase B o f  the A leu tian  Islands R isk Assessment p r io r  to  fu ll im p lem enta tion  
are:

• Increase rescue tug capability  in  the A leutians,

• Increase salvage and sp ill response capability  in  the A leutians,

• D eterm ine the boundaries o f  the IM O  P articu la rly  Sensitive Sea Areas, and 
develop recom m endations fo r associated protective measures, and

• Strengthen the A leutians Subarea C ontingency Plan.

A ll  o f  the risk  reduction  op tion  recom m endations considered are described in  th is 
report, w ith  add itiona l background and detailed descriptions in  A ppend ix A  o f th is 
report.

The A dv iso ry  Panel’s recom m endations are presented in  th is  repo rt to  the decision 

makers in  the U.S. Coast Guard, State o f  Alaska, and local governments. The decision as 
to w h ich  measures w il l  be adopted u ltim a te ly  rests w ith  the decision makers.

The M anagement Team has deemed Phase A  o f the R isk Assessment complete and w il l  
in itia te  Phase B in  late 2011.
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1 .  P r o j e c t  B a c k g r o u n d

1.1 Need for the Study

The A leu tian  Islands is a region tha t supports rich  
and diverse m arine resources, inc lud ing  some o f  the 

nations m ost productive  com m ercia l fisheries. W h ile  
the A leu tian  region is rem ote and sparsely populated, it  
is intersected by a m a jo r m arine shipping route u tilized  
by in te rna tiona l com m ercia l sh ipping vessels carry ing  
various cargoes fro m  the west coast o f N o rth  Am erica to 
Asia along the N o rth  Pacific Great C ircle route (Figure

^)' Figure 1. North Pacific Great Circle route.
W hile  a m a jo rity  o f  the vessel tra ffic  along the Great

C ircle Route passes th rough  the region w ith o u t m aking  any p o rt calls, accidents 
invo lv ing  these vessels have the potentia l to s ign ifican tly  and adversely im pact coastal 
and m arine ecosystems, economies, and hum an activities in  the A leu tian  region. The 
frequency o f storms, h igh  w inds, and severe sea conditions in  th is  region increase the 

po tentia l fo r accidents to  occur. L im ited  in frastructure , coupled w ith  these challenging 
operating conditions, often l im it  the po tentia l to  m itigate o r respond to incidents in  th is 
remote region.

Vessel accidents have caused past o il spills in  the A leu tian  Islands, inc lud ing  the 2004 

M /V  Selendang A yu inc iden t (Figure 2). This incident, w h ich  invo lved loss o f  life  o f 
the ships’ crew and resulted in  a significant fuel o il spill, spurred a cou rt settlement that 
established fu n d in g  fo r a comprehensive risk  assessment (U n ited  States o f  Am erica  v.

IM C  Shipping Co. PTE.).

In  response to the d irective fo r an
A leu tian  Islands R isk Assessment,
the N ational Fish &  W ild life
Foundation (N FW F), US Coast
Guard (USCG) and State o f A laska

D epartm ent o f  E nv ironm enta l
C onservation (A D EC ) in itia ted
a m ulti-phase study assessing the
risks fro m  m aritim e  transporta tion
in  the Bering Sea and the A leu tian

Archipelago (Figure 3).

Figure 2. M/V Selendang Ayu. Photo credit: Magone 
Marine

SAN FRANCISCO”
LOS ANGELES
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Figure 3. Study area fo r  the multi-phase study assessing the risks from  maritime transportation in the Bering Sea and the Aleutian 
Archipelago.

1.2 Previous Work and Related Studies

In  support o f  a safety im provem ent activity, a fo rm a l Ports and Waterways Safety 

Assessment (PAWSA) fo r the A leu tian  Islands was conducted in  Anchorage, Alaska on 
July 24-25, 2006 and sponsored by the U.S. Coast Guard and the Alaska D epartm ent 
o f E nvironm enta l Conservation. Twenty partic ipants representing waterway users, 
regu la tory authorities, and stakeholders attended the workshop. A  W aterway Risk 
M odel, inco rpo ra ting  24 ris k  factors associated w ith  bo th  the causes and the effects 

o f waterway casualties, was used th roughou t the w orkshop to guide discussions 
and num erica l assessments. Based on extensive discussions d u ring  the workshop, 
concentrations o f  risks were noted by the partic ipants in  three locations: U n im ak  
Pass, D u tch  H arbo r and N o rth  o f A ku n  Island. The PAWSA partic ipants judged that 

add itiona l r is k  reduction  actions were needed w ith  respect to 14 o r the 24 ris k  factors in  
the W aterway Risk Models. (PAWSA W orkshop Report fo r  A leu tian  Islands, July 2006).

In  2007, the State o f  A laska and the US Coast Guard determ ined tha t the A leu tian  
Islands R isk Assessment m ust fo llo w  a well-designed process to ensure a m eaningfu l 
outcome. Consequently, they asked the Transporta tion Research Board (TRB), pa rt 
o f the N a tiona l Academies, to  examine the available data and develop a fram ew ork 
fo r the m ost appropriate and scien tifica lly  rigorous approach possible to complete the 
comprehensive risk  assessment in  a series o f discrete phases.

To conduct th is study, the TRB empanelled the C om m ittee fo r R isk o f  Vessel Accidents 
and Spills in  the A leu tian  Islands: A  Study to Design a Comprehensive Assessment.
The com m ittee inc luded ind iv idua ls w ith  expertise in  risk  assessment methods and 

practices; r isk  assessment data and analyses; r isk  analyses, w ith  emphasis on evaluation 
and prevention o f  ship accidents; com m ercia l shipping, w ith  emphasis on N o rth  Pacific 

operations; navigation safety and voyage p lanning; US Coast Guard missions and
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operations related to waterway management and accident response; 
environm enta l p ro tection ; and regula tory approaches to  ship safety 
and accident prevention.

The com m ittee m et three times. D u rin g  a m u ltiday  meeting 
(O ctober 29-N ovem ber 2, 2007) in  Alaska w ith  a site v is it to  D utch 
Harbor, the com m ittee heard fro m  stakeholders and reviewed 
available data pe rtinen t to its charge. Stakeholders discussed specific 
hazards presented by A leu tian  shipping operations and a range o f 

possible m itig a tio n  measures they believed should be considered fo r 
im plem entation.

A t its second meeting, held in  W ashington D.C. on January 7-8,
2008, the com m ittee reviewed presentations on  related m a ritim e  risk  
assessments conducted in  Puget Sound, San Francisco, and Europe 
as w e ll as sp ill response and environm enta l im pact.

The efforts o f  th is com m ittee cu lm inated w ith  the com ple tion  o f   . . . .
r  Figure 4. R isk o f  Vessel Accidents and

th e ir report titled : Risk o f  Vessel Accidents and Spills in  the A leu tian  sp ills  in the Aleutian Islands.
Islands (TRB, 2008). This repo rt included recom m endations fo r a
m ethodo logy and approach fo r the A leu tian  Islands R isk Assessment (F igure 4).

1.3 Phase A Methodology

The TRB recom m ended a two-phase approach to the A leu tian  Islands Risk Assessment: 
a P re lim ina ry  Risk Assessment (Phase A ) fo llow ed by a Focused Risk Assessment 

(Phase B). Phase A  involved the establishment o f a management structure, made up o f 
fo u r groups: a M anagement Team, an A dv iso ry  Panel, a R isk Analysis Team, and a Peer 
Review Panel. The m ajor w o rk  under Phase A  included the developm ent o f  a r isk  report 
analyzing the like lih o o d  o f spills based on vessel tra ffic  th rough  the A leutians, then 
creating a risk  m a trix  to  analyze the po tentia l consequences o f  vessel-source spills, and 
fin a lly  conducting  a qualitative assessment and p rio r itiza tio n  o f r isk  reduction options.
Phase A  was complete in  2011.

Phase B w il l  fu r th e r evaluate and also im p lem ent the risk  reduction  options 

recom m ended d u ring  Phase A  and w ill report on the im p lem entation process and 
find ings.

The P re lim ina ry  R isk Assessment (Phase A ) was conducted th rough  a series o f  technical 
studies, w h ich  were refined as the pro ject progressed (Section 3 o f th is report describes 
each Study). Six studies, each w ith  accompanying reports, were conducted:

• Sem i-quantitative vessel tra ffic  study

• M arine  sp ill frequency and size study

• Baseline sp ill study

• Consequence analysis

• Accident Scenario and Causality Study

• Evaluation and P rio ritiza tio n  o f  Risk Reduction O ptions

P h a s e  A  S u m m a r y  R e p o r t
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“The Panel is focused on recommendations that can be 
implemented with little or no red tape.”

G a ry  Fo lley, M an a g e m e n t Team  m e m b e r - 
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2 .  A l e u t i a n  I s l a n d s  R is k  A s s e s s m e n t  

O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  S t r u c t u r e

The TRB m ethodo logy fo r Phase A  recommended a management structure consisting 
o f  fo u r groups: a M anagement Team, an A dv iso ry  Panel, a R isk Analysis Team, and a 
Peer Review Panel. A  fifth  group, the Facilita tion Team was also form ed to coordinate 
the activities o f the other fo u r groups.

2.1 Management Team

The Management Team was com prised o f  those agencies responsible fo r a llocating 

the funds fo r the risk  assessment, as w ell as fo r ensuring the w o rk  is carried ou t in  an 
effective and useful way. The Management Team members were the US Coast Guard, 
the State o f  A laska D epartm ent o f  Environm enta l Conservation, and the N ational Fish 
and W ild life  Foundation, w h ich  was responsible fo r a llocation o f the pro ject fund ing. 
The Management Team’s firs t p r io r ity  was to establish an A dv iso ry  Panel consisting 

o f  stakeholders and recognized experts w ith  knowledge and expertise on a ll issues 
pe rtinen t to  m aritim e  transporta tion  risks in  the A leu tian  Islands region.

2.2 Advisory Panel
The A dv iso ry  Panel provided a 
structured stakeho lder/partic ipa tory 

approach in tended to b u ild  trust, 
c la rify  pro ject values and goals, and 
incorporate  local know ledge in to  
the ris k  assessment. The A dv iso ry  
Panel operates as an independent 

en tity  fro m  the M anagement Team 
and managed the ir affairs using a 
charter and fo llow ed an established 

set o f  protocols. (C harte r and 
Protocols on line  at h ttp ://w w w . 
aleutiansriskassessment.com/ 
docum ents.htm ).

The A dv iso ry  Panel consisted o f  Figure 5. The Management Team and Advisory Panel in Dutch Harbor.

stakeholders and authorities w ith

local knowledge and expertise on issues pertinen t to the assessment, such as local 
in frastructu re , relevant industries, waterways and the ir navigation, weather, and 
habitats. The A dv iso ry  Panel included members and alternates representing the
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fo llow ing  interests: fisheries, local governm ent, m ariners, environm enta l organizations, 
local non-governm enta l organizations, resource managers, and subsistence users. 
A dv iso ry  Panel members were selected to represent stakeholder interests, ra ther than 
specific organizations. For example, the A dv iso ry  Panel representative fo r fisheries 
was in tended to represent fisheries interests at a broad and inclusive level ra ther than 
a specific fishery. A dv iso ry  Panel members were encouraged to reach ou t to other 
organizations and ind iv idua ls  w ith in  the ir stakeholder interest group.

Table 1 lists the A dv iso ry  Panel membership.

Table 1. Advisory Panel make-up.

P a n e l M e m b e r O r g a n iz a t io n A re a  o f  E x p e r t is e

Tom  G em m ell M arin e  C onservation  A lliance Fishing

Brent Paine* U n ited  C atcher Boats Association Fishing

S hirley M a rq u a rd t M ayo r o f  Unalaska (current) Local g o v ern m en t

D av id  Arzt Alaska M arin e  Pilots M ariner, Pilot

P eter G aray* Alaska M arin e  Pilots M ariner, Pilot

Bob U m b d en s to c k Resolve M arin e  G roup M ariner, Salvor

M ik e  R uiz* A m erican  M arin e  C orpora tion M ariner, Salvor

E ugene M akarin A m erican  President Lines, Ltd. M ariner, Containerships

Sim on Lisiecki BP S hipp ing  (retired) M ariner, In n o ce n t Passage

M a y a k M is h ra * Fleet M a n a g e m e n t L im ited M ariner, In n o ce n t Passage

Louis A u d e tte K Sea Transporta tion M arin e r in Local Trade, O il Barges/Tankers

M ik e  Baker* A leu t Enterprise, LLC M arin e r in Local Trade, O il Barges/Tankers

M arc Sm ith H udson M arin e  M a n a g e m e n t M arine r, Tram pers

Ed Page M arin e  Exchange o f  Alaska M ariner, G eneral

Tom  R ueter* Alaska M a rit im e  Agencies M ariner, G eneral

W h it Sheard Oceana N G O  - E nvironm ental

Layla H ughes* W W F N G O  -  E nvironm ental

Karol K o leh m ain en A leutian s W est Coastal Resource Service Area N G O -L o c a l

Frank K elty * A leutian s W est Coastal Resource Service Area N G O  -  Local

Je ff W illiam s Alaska M a r it im e  Natural W ild life  Refuge Resource M an a g er

C a th erin e  B erg* US Fish and  W ild life  Service Resource M an a g er

Reid B rew er U niversity o f  Alaska Subsistence User

D av id  G reg o ry * O unalashka C orpora tion Subsistence User

*  Ind icates a lte rn a te

2.3 Risk Analysis Team

The R isk Analysis Team fo r the Phase A  P re lim ina ry  R isk Assessment perfo rm ed the 
ris k  analysis technical studies under the d irec tion  o f the M anagement Team. The Risk 
Analysis Team was com prised o f experienced m arine tra ffic  experts, sp ill m odeling 
and ris k  assessment scientists from  Environm enta l Resources Management (ERM )
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and D et Norske Veritas (D N V ), selected th rough  a com petitive b id  process. The Risk 
Analysis Team authored a ll o f  the Technical Studies sum m arized in  Section 3 o f th is 
report.

2.4 Technical Peer Review Panel

The Management Team, in  consultation w ith  the N ational Academ y o f Science, TRB, 
established the Technical Peer Review Panel. Collectively, Technical Peer Review Panel 
members have expertise in  a ll aspects o f m arine  risk  assessment. Its role was to perfo rm  
peer review  o f  the approaches, methodologies, models, and a lgorithm s used by the Risk 

Analysis Team to ensure that assumptions were based on the best available data, that 
uncertainties had been p rope rly  described, that analyses had the appropriate level o f 
r ig o r fo r the level o f assessment, that the w o rk  was o f consistently h igh  quality, and that 
find ings were p rope rly  justified.

The A leu tian  Islands R isk Assessment (A IR A ) Technical Peer Review Panel consists o f 
the seven members listed in  Table 2.

Table 2. Peer Review Panel make-up.

Panel Member Affiliation

Dr. CJ B eegle-K rause P resident, Env ironm ental Research fo r Decision, Inc.

Dr. Paul S. Fischbeck Director, C en ter fo r th e  S tudy & Im p ro v e m e n t o f  R egulation , D e p a rtm e n t o f  Social &  
D ecision Sciences -  C arn eg ie  M e llo n  U n iversity

Dr. John D. Lee Professor, D e p a rtm e n t o f Industria l an d  Systems Engineering, C o llege o f  E ngineering, 
U niversity o f  W isconsin

Dr. T hom as M . Leschine D irector, U niversity o f  W ash in g ton  School o f  M a rin e  Affairs

R. Keith M iche l C ha irm an  o f  th e  Board, H erb ert E ng ineering  C orpora tion

Dr. AN M osleh Professor o f  M echan ical E ngineering, U n iversity o f  M ary lan d

Dr. Beverly H u ey  (TRB Staff) S en ior Program  Officer, T ranspo rta tio n  Research Board o f  th e  N ation a l A cadem ies

2.5 Facilitation Team

The Facilita tion  Team supported the Management Team and had the key role o f 

assembling, fac ilita ting , and docum enting A dv iso ry  Panel activities and pro ject process. 
The Facilita tion  Team developed and m ainta ined a website th roughou t the life  o f  the 
project, sum m ariz ing the process and tim e line  and serving as a central repository 

fo r pro ject reports and related documents (www.aleutiansriskassessment.com). The 
website was used along w ith  e-m ail lists and pub lic  notices to com m unicate the pro ject 
status, m eeting announcements, and opportun ities fo r pub lic  comm ents o r input.
The Facilita tion  Team also created private, password-protected websites fo r use by the 
Management Team and A dv iso ry  Panel in  sharing and rev iew ing d ra ft documents and 
in te rim  w o rk  products.

The Facilita tion  Team was com prised o f pro ject management, fac ilita tion , and risk  
assessment professionals fro m  N uka Research and P lanning Group, LLC  and Pearson 
Consulting, LLC.
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Emergencies such as the Golden Seas event again illustrate 
the crucial need for better response mechanisms, such as 

larger tugs in the Aleutian Island area.”

W h it  Sheard, A d v is o ry  P anel m e m b e r/N G O  E n v iro n m e n ta l 

(Source: T o w lin e .c o m , D e ce m b e r 7, 2010)



3 .  T e c h n ic a l  S t u d ie s

3.1 Overview
Phase A  (P re lim ina ry  Assessment) o f the A leu tian  Islands Risk Assessment was 

conceived to include eight separate tasks. The R isk Assessment Team was responsible 
fo r conducting  and repo rting  on  these tasks, resulting in  a set o f  six Technical Study 

reports (http://www.aleutiansriskassessm ent.com /docum ents.htm ). This section 
summarizes the key find ings fro m  the six technical reports completed fo r Phase A:

Sem i-quantitative Traffic  Study Report (D N V  and ERM , 2010a)

M arine  Spill Frequency and Size Report (D N V  and ERM , 2010b)

Baseline Spill S tudy Report (D N V  and ERM , 2010c)

Consequence Analysis Report (D N V  and ERM , 2011a)

A ccident Scenario and Causality Study Report (D N V  and ERM , 201 lb )

R isk Reduction O ptions Evaluation Report (D N V  and ERM , 201 lc )

Phase A  started w ith  an analysis o f  the vessel tra ffic  patterns in  the A leutians fo r bo th
the present (2008/2009) and in  the fu tu re  year o f  2034 (D N V  and ERM , 2010a). Next,
the Risk Analysis Team used m odeling to p red ic t the m ost like ly  accidents, spills, and
sp ill sizes (D N V  and ERM , 2010b),

and then applied these pred ictions
to develop six general sp ill scenarios
(D N V  and ERM , 2010). The next
step was to analyze the po tentia l
consequences o f various sp ill scenarios, , A jf  i
w h ich  led the R isk Analysis Team 

to focus on 16 accident scenarios 
resu lting in  h igh  sp ill risk, and the 

anticipated impacts o f these scenarios 
on environm enta l and socio-econom ic 
resources (D N V  and ERM , 2011a).

The 16 h igh  risk  sp ill scenarios were 
fu rth e r analyzed to consider the causes 

o f  each inc iden t (D N V  and ERM ,
2011b). Based on these iden tified  
causes, the fina l technical study 
under Phase A  ranked each o f  the 16 Figure 6. Vessel in the Aleutian Islands.

scenarios based on  th e ir like lih o o d  and consequences, and then considered potentia l
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r isk  reduction  options that related back to the causes o f the spills (D N V  and ERM,
201 lc ). The ris k  reduction  options were evaluated based on cost, practicality, ease o f 
im p lem enta tion , and effectiveness fo r m itiga ting  risks associated w ith  the highest- 
rank ing  scenarios. Sem i-qualita tive approaches were used th roughout, w ith  a greater 

emphasis on m ode ling  fo r the sp ill scenarios and a greater reliance on  the A dv iso ry  
Panels professional judgm en t in  rank ing  risks and w e igh ing po ten tia l ris k  reduction 
options.

3.2 Semi-quantitative Traffic Study
The sem i-quantita tive tra ffic  study included three elements: ( 1) sum m arization o f 
vessel tra ffic  patterns in  the study area d u ring  the base year (2008/2009), inc lud ing  the 

types o f  vessels, frequency o f transit, routes, and cargo; (2) p red ic tion  o f anticipated 
changes in  the vessel tra ffic  patterns based on changes in  trade, vessel characteristics, 
and regulations; and (3) forecast o f  changes in  the fleet expected over a 25-year period  
(2009 -  2034). The fina l report, completed in  September 2010, incorporates comments 
fro m  the M anagement Team, A dv iso ry  Panel, and Peer Review Panel (D N V  and ERM , 
2010a).

The repo rt established a baseline o f  vessel tra ffic  in  the study area based on Autom ated 
In fo rm a tio n  System (A IS) data fro m  the M arine  Exchange o f  Alaska (M X A K ). M X A K  
data d id  n o t cover the entire study area, n o r d id  i t  include the small com m ercia l fishing 
vessels and barges tha t do n o t carry AIS  onboard. However, i t  is believed that the areas 
fo r w h ich  there is no A IS  data do n o t represent a s ign ificant p o rtio n  o f  vessel activity. 
W here possible, the authors o f  the report collected data fro m  shore-based facilities 
(ports, harbors, and fe rry  term inals) and the US Coast Guards database o f Vessel 
Response Plans to enhance M X A K  data.

Analysis o f  the AIS data fro m  M X A K  showed that 2,219 vessels transited the study area 
fro m  August 1, 2008 -  July 31, 2009. M any o f  these were deep-draft vessels transiting  

th rough  the area along the N o rth  Pacific Great C ircle Route. O ther vessel tra ffic  was

from  domestic operations, 
inc lud ing  fish ing vessels, tugs 
and barges, and governm ent 

vessels. The A IS  data was used 
to estimate m ain tra ffic  routes 

fo r the study area (Figure 7).

The N o rth  Pacific Great C ircle 
Route is the p rim a ry  route 
fo r vessels trad ing  between 
ports on the Pacific coasts o f 
the U n ited  States and Canada 
and the Pacific ports in  East 
Asia. C om m on com m odities 
trans iting  th is route include 
com m ercia l goods, machinery,

Figure 7. Main traffic routes from  A IS  data.
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w ood, coal, and agricu ltu ra l products. Vessels operating in  the study area are no t 
expected to  change significantly, w ith  the exception o f a continued increase in  the use 
o f  double hu lled  o il tankers, as mandated by the O il Po llu tion  A c t o f  1990 and the 2006 
Am endm ent to the Revised M A R P O L A nnex 1.

The study found that the fo llow ing  factors are likely to im pact vessel tra ffic  patterns in  
the A leu tian  Islands over the next 25 years:

• T ra n s it o f  chem ica l ca rrie rs  &  co n ta in e r ships: Chem ical carriers and 

conta iner ships are expected to trans it the study area more than tw ice as often 
in  the next 25 years due to the antic ipated grow th  in  trade between East Asia 
and N o rth  Am erica. Increased trade fro m  East Asia to N o rth  A m erica  w ill 

be driven  by fo u r m ain categories o f goods: m achinery (inc lud ing  vehicles), 
chemicals, m ixed fre igh t, and base metals. Chemicals and cereal grains are 
expected to represent the increase in  goods traveling fro m  N o rth  A m erica  to 
East Asia.

• Barge d e live ry  o f  diesel fu e l and  hom e hea ting  o il:  Barge ac tiv ity  o f  th is type 
is expected to increase as the popu la tion  o f  the area grows. A n  increase in  
barge tr ip s  de livering  o il to  m in in g  operations is possible, bu t the extent o f  th is 
po ten tia l increase is u n like ly  to be significant. The increase in  barge a c tiv ity  fo r 
th is purpose w il l  be even smaller i f  the D o n lin  Creek m ine proceeds w ith  its 
cu rren t p lan to supply the operation w ith  diesel v ia p ipe line instead o f barge 
shipments.

The study also considered the fo llow ing  factors fo r th e ir po tentia l to  im pact vessel tra ffic  
th rough  the study area, b u t found  these unlikely to im pact vessel tra ffic  patterns in  the 
A leu tian  Islands over the next 25 years:

• Changes in  vessel size: As ships have generally reached th e ir size po ten tia l 

relative to waterway and p o rt depths, i t  is n o t expected that the size o f ships 
trans iting  the study area w il l  increase s ign ifican tly  over the next 25 years.

• Vessel a c tiv ity  associated w ith  fisheries: Conservative management o f  the 

A leutians’ fisheries means that the num ber o f  fish ing vessels is n o t like ly  to 
change significantly, though vessel types m ay be upgraded.

• S h ipp ing  th ro u g h  A rc t ic  reg ions due to  ice m e lt: Though shipping via 
the N o rth e rn  Sea Route and the N orthw est Passage is expected to  increase 
s ign ificandy in  the next 25 years as sea ice melts in  the A rc tic  region, th is is no t 
expected to have a s ign ificant im pact on vessel tra ffic  in  the study area. Instead, 
an increase in  sh ipp ing th rough  the A rc tic  region is expected to represent an 
increase in  the m ovem ent o f com m odities between Russia and Europe (w h ich  

does no t require trans iting  the study area).

• Vessel a c tiv ity  associated w ith  o i l  and  gas developm ents: Based on a 2009 
study com m issioned by Shell E xp lo ra tion  and Production, the repo rt concludes 
that w h ile  vessel ac tiv ity  associated w ith  o il and gas ac tiv ity  may increase fo r 
short periods o f tim e, it  is un like ly  to  result in  long -te rm  changes in  vessel 

types, frequency o f transit, o r cargo.



o
3.3 Marine Spill Frequency and Size Study
The second study com pleted by the R isk Analysis Team estimated the frequency 
o f  m arine  accidents and provided m arine  sp ill scenarios fo r bo th  a baseline year 
(2008/2009) and fu tu re  year (2034). The fina l report, completed in  September 2010, 
incorporates com m ents fro m  the M anagement Team, A dv iso ry  Panel, and Peer Review 
Panel. (D N V  and ERM , 2010b)

The report used the M arine  A ccident R isk C alcu la tion System (M AR CS), w h ich  
provides probabilities about sp ill frequency, size, location, and vessel type. These 
probabilities la id  the g roundw ork fo r the developm ent o f  baseline sp ill scenarios, and 

the R isk Analysis team applied the M AR CS ou tpu t to  develop six example scenarios 
invo lv ing  po ten tia l vessel accidents resu lting in  spills w ith in  the study area.

M ARCS relies on data inputs 
fro m  the fo llo w in g  categories: 
vessel traffic, environm ent, 

on-board operations, and 
external operations (F igure 8). 
The predicted accidents and 

spills derived fro m  M ARCS 
m odeling fo r the baseline year 
were generally s im ila r to actual 
h is to rica l data as collected by 
the US Coast Guard, w ith  the 
exclusion o f the M /V  Selendang 
A yu sp ill in  2004. However, as 
the report notes, use o f  M ARCS 
(o r any other) m ode ling  requires 

numerous assumptions and is 
subject to  uncertainties.

The M AR CS m odel was used to develop vessel trans it plots that d isplay the tra ffic  
in p u t data based on the frequency o f  a ll vessel transits per tra ffic  lane. Figure 9 shows 
tha t d u rin g  the base year (2008/2009) the heaviest am ount o f  tra ffic  (illustra ted  in  red) 
occurred in  U n im ak  Pass, the tra ffic  lane to the Southeast o f  U n im ak  Pass, and the 

tra ffic  lane to the N orthw est from  the Unalaska area. D u rin g  the fu tu re  year (2034) 
the heaviest am ount o f  tra ffic  (illustra ted in  red) is forecasted to occur along the Great 
C ircle Route and the tra ffic  lane to the N orthw est fro m  the Unalaska area.

Table 3 summarizes the predicted accidents fo r the 2008/2009 baseline year and fu ture 
year o f  2034. Overall, the num ber o f accidents was predicted to increase by 11%, from  
8.67 accidents per year in  the baseline year to 9.61 in  the fu ture year. G roundings 
rem ain the p rim a ry  type o f  accident, changing s ligh tly  fro m  96% in  the baseline year to 
91% in  the fu tu re  year. However, there was a s ign ificant change in  the types o f  vessels 

associated w ith  these accidents. F ishing vessels were the m ost com m on vessel type 
associated w ith  predicted accidents in  the baseline year (72%). By 2034, conta iner ships
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Figure 9. Vessel traffic plots.

are predicted to be the m ost com m on vessel type associated w ith  predicted accidents 
(65%). This b u ilt on the p red ic tion  in  the Vessel Traffic Study (D N V  and ERM , 2010a), 

w h ich  estimated that conta iner vessels are expected to transit the area w ith  increasing 
frequency as trade between N o rth  Am erica and East Asia grows.

M ost accidents were predicted to take place in  U n im ak  Pass, A ku tan  Pass, and the 
approach to D u tch  Harbor. For th is  reason, these areas were also the m ost like ly  to 
experience a spill.

Overall, bo th  bunker and cargo spills were predicted to  increase s ligh tly  in  the future, 
largely due to  the increasing transit o f  conta iner ships. However, the increase was 

expected to be lim ite d  by the fact that double-hu lled vessels w il l  become m ore prevalent 
by 2034, reducing the estimated sp ill size and ou tflow  per accident.
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o Table 3. Comparison o f predicted accidents and sp ill r isk  fo r  base yea r and future year.

A c c id e n ts /S p i l l  R isks P r e d ic te d  fo r  B a s e  Y e a r:  
2 0 0 8 / 2 0 0 9

P r e d ic te d  f o r  F u t u r e  Y e a r:  
2 0 3 4

Total p red ic te d  accidents 8.67 9.61

G ro un d ing s  as %  o f  to ta l accidents (b oth  d rift 
and p o w e red  g roundings)

96% 91%

Top vessel ca teg o ry  associated w ith  accidents Fishing vessels (72% ) C o n ta in er ships (65% )

%  o f accidents resu lting  in b u n k er spill 8 8

Total b u n k er spill risk p e r year 1 ,584  bbl (2 4 0  tons) 2 ,9 0 4  bbl (440  tons)

Types o f  vessel m ost likely to  b e  associated  
w ith  b u n k e r spill

C o n ta in er ships (48% ) C o nta in er ships (64% )

Types o f  accidents m o st likely to  b e  associated  
w ith  b u n k e r spill

D rift g ro u n d in g  (42% ) D rift g ro u n d in g  (38% )

Total cargo spill risk p e r year 4 ,04 5  bbl (613  tons) 6 ,00 6  bbl (910  tons)

Types o f  vessel m o st likely to  b e  associated  
w ith  carg o  spill

Tank barges (72% ) Tank barges (39% )

Types o f  accidents m ost likely to  b e  associated  
w ith  cargo  spill

P ow ered  g ro u n d in g  (45% ) D rift g ro u n d in g  (40% )

3.4 Baseline Spill Study
The baseline sp ill study characterizes six example spills resulting from  vessel accidents in  
the A leutians study area. The fina l report, completed in  September 2010, incorporated

O  com m ents fro m  the Management Team, A dv iso ry  Panel, and Peer Review Panel (D N V
and ERM , 2010c).

The six sp ill scenarios were in it ia lly  described in  the Spill Frequency and Size Study 
report (D N V  and ERM , 2010b). The purpose o f m ode ling  po tentia l sp ill scenarios and 

the ir im pacts on shoreline and m arine ecology was to understand and id e n tify  p r io r ity  
hazards.

The sp ill scenarios and impacts were m odeled using the GEMSS® - C hem ical and O il 
Spill Im pact M odu le  (C O SIM ) models. C O SIM  used the results fro m  MARCS, w h ich  

predicted sp ill sizes and frequencies (Section 3.3). As w ith  all models, numerous 
assumptions were used w h ich  added uncerta in ty  to the outputs. Extensive inputs to 

C O SIM  were required, inc lud ing  the in fo rm a tio n  obtained from  the vessel tra ffic  study 
(D N V  and ERM , 2010a) and M ARCS analysis (D N V  and ERM , 2010b), as w ell as data 
on w inds, currents, salinity, temperature, weather, bathym etry, shoreline and sediment 
characteristics, and b io log ica lly  sensitive areas. To test the application o f  C O S IM  to the 
study area, an add itiona l scenario o f  the actual M /V  Selendang Ayu sp ill was completed 
and the results compared w ith  observations and reports fro m  the 2004 spill. The 

com parison was favorable. The sp ill scenarios were all ru n  fo r seven days.

3.5 Consequence Analysis
In  order to  anticipate sp ill consequences, M AR CS data generated du ring  the Spill 
Frequency and Size Study (D N V  and ERM , 2010b) were used to develop 16 scenarios

: :
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believed to  represent the h igh  risk  spills, e ither in  terms o f  th e ir po ten tia l frequency, 
po ten tia l size, o r a com bination  o f  the two. A  Consequence Analysis repo rt presents 
sp ill scenarios tha t were m odeled based on locations and vessel types that were
considered to  pose the highest r is k  o f a sp ill w ith  the greatest possible consequences 

(D N V  and ERM , 201 la ). Scenarios at six locations were developed, a ll o f  w h ich  were 
located along the typ ica l trans it route fo r large vessels (F igure 10). Three locations 
(N o rth  U n im a k  Pass, Sanak Island, and A ttu  Island) were chosen because they represent 
areas where spills were m ost like ly  to occur, due to vessel tra ffic  and conditions.

Figure 10. Scenario location map.

Three o ther locations (A dak Island, A m lia  Island, and U rilia  Bay) were chosen due to 
the ir p ro x im ity  to  environm enta lly  sensitive areas o r areas o f  econom ic im portance 
-  the w orst areas fo r a sp ill in  terms o f po ten tia l environm enta l o r socio-econom ic 

consequences. M u ltip le  scenarios were ru n  fo r  N o rth  U n im ak  Pass, Sanak and A ttu ; one 
scenario each was ru n  fo r Adak, A m lia , and U rilia . Table 4 summarizes all scenarios 
ru n  fo r the six locations (16 scenarios total).

The heavily  traveled N o rth  Pacific Great C ircle Route, w h ich  intersects the A leu tian  
Islands study area, passes near c ritica l environm enta l habitat as w e ll as fisheries 
o f s ign ifican t econom ic im portance. The consequence analysis report describes 
the fo llo w in g  aspects o f  the study area: physical conditions, habitat, fish, seabirds, 

mam mals, invasive species (rats), and socio-econom ic resources inc lud ing  com m ercia l 
and recreational fisheries, subsistence resources, h is to ric  sites, recreation and tourism , 
and coastal development. There are m u ltip le  protected areas, inc lud ing  the Alaska 
M a ritim e  N ationa l W ild life  Refuge, w h ich  covers 19,820 sq. km , or almost a ll o f  the 

A leu tian  Islands area.

The lik e lih o o d  o f environm enta l and socioeconom ic resources being im pacted by 
the 16 sp ill scenarios was analyzed along w ith  the nature and extent o f  the predicted 
impacts. The analysis focused on impacts related to the release o f  hydrocarbons o r other
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chemicals fro m  vessel fuel o r cargo, b u t also inc luded a discussion o f  the po ten tia l fo r 
rat infestations and the associated impacts on seabird populations and plants.

Table 4. Sum m ary o f sp ill scenarios and includes resources most likely impacted.

S c e n a r io L o c a t io n V e s s e l T y p e  &  
In c id e n t

V o lu m e  &  
T y p e  o f  O il

S e a s o n R e s o u rc e s  M o s t  L ik e ly  to  b e  
I m p a c t e d  S ig n i f ic a n t ly

1 N orth
U n im ak Pass

C o nta iner Ship 
Collision

3 ,05 0  bbl 
B unker C

S u m m er Shoreline  
Benthos  
Bird h ab ita t
Fish (inc lud ing  shellfish an d  larvae)

2 N orth
U n im ak Pass

Bulk Carrier 
Collision

18 ,244  bbl 
B u n ke rC

S u m m er Shoreline  
B enthos  
Bird h ab ita t
Fish (inc lu d ing  shellfish an d  larvae)

3 N orth
U n im a k  Pass

C ru de  Oil Tanker 
Collision

42 8 ,0 8 0  bbl 
C rude oil

S u m m er Shoreline  
Benthos  
Bird h ab ita t
Fish (inc lud in g  shellfish an d  larvae)

4 N orth
U n im a k  Pass

P roduct Tanker 
Collision

26 ,7 5 4  bbl 
Diesel

W in te r M arin e  m a m m a l h a b ita t

5 N o rth
U n im a k  Pass

Tank Barge  
Collision

40 ,6 7 7  bbl 
Diesel

S u m m er Fish (in c lud ing  shellfish an d  larvae)

6 Sanak Island C on ta iner Ship  
D rift G ro unding

3 ,05 0  bbl 
B unker C

S u m m er M arin e  m a m m a l h a b ita t

7 Sanak Island Bulk C arrier D rift 
G rounding

18 ,244  bbl 
B unker C

S u m m er M arin e  m a m m a l h a b ita t

8 Sanak Island C rude O ilT a n ker  
D rift G rounding

42 8 ,0 8 0  bbl 
C ru d e Oil

S um m er M arin e  m am m al h ab ita t
Shoreline
Benthos
Fish (inc lu d ing  shellfish an d  larvae)

9 Sanak Island Tank Barge D rift 
G ro unding

40 ,6 7 7  bbl 
Diesel

S u m m er M arin e  m am m al h a b ita t

10 H o ltz  Bay 
A ttu  Island

C o nta iner Ship  
D rift G ro unding

2 5 ,4 20  bbl 
B unker C

W in te r M arin e  m am m al h ab ita t 
N esting birds (early  spring -  late  
su m m er only)

11 H o ltz  Bay 
A ttu  Island

Bulk Carrier D rift 
G rou nd ing

18 ,2 44  bbl 
B unker C

S u m m er M arin e  m a m m a l h a b ita t 
N esting  birds (early  spring  -  late  
su m m er on ly)

12 H o ltz  Bay 
A ttu  Island

C rude O ilTan ker  
D rift G rounding

42 8 ,0 8 0  bbl 
C ru d e Oil

Spring Fish (inc lu d ing  shellfish an d  larvae)

13 H o ltz  Bay 
A ttu  Island

P roduct Tanker 
G roun d ing

54 ,561 bbl 
Diesel

Spring M arin e  m a m m a l h a b ita t 
N esting  birds (early spring -  late  
s u m m er on ly)

14 A d ak  Island Tank Barge 
G ro unding  
(p o w ere d /d riftin g )

40 ,6 7 7  bbl 
Diesel

S u m m er M arin e  m am m al h ab ita t 
N esting birds (early spring  -  late  
s u m m er on ly)

15 A m lia  Island C o nta iner Ship  
D rift G rounding

40 ,6 7 7  bbl 
B unker C

S u m m er M arin e  m am m al h ab ita t 
N esting  birds (early spring -  late  
s u m m er only)

16 Urilia Bay Bulk C arrier D rift 
G rou nd ing

18 ,244  bbl 
B unker C

Spring M arin e  m am m als

* It is unclear whether any VTS would provide coverage as far as Sanak Island.
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Table 5 identifies the resources m ost like ly  to be im pacted by the 16 sp ill scenarios. 
O the r impacts m ay occur, b u t the resources listed in  the table are the ones iden tified  by 
the Risk Analysis Team as being the m ost like ly  to suffer significant impacts.

Table 5. Description ofRROs as recorded at the workshop (Risk Team summary).

R R O D e s c r ip t io n  o f  R R O  as R e c o r d e d  a t  t h e  W o r k s h o p

E n h a n c e  V esse l M o n ito r in g  P ro g ra m

S atellite  track in g  plus AIS Increase area coverage, increase n u m b e r o f  vessels covered, 
im p le m e n t an a la rm  system; in tegra tion  o f  all m onitors

L on g -rang e  ID an d  track in g  (LRIT) E nhance ab ility  to  id en tify  an d  m o n ito r vessel m ovem e n ts  and  
co m m u n ica te  w ith  vessels e n g ag ed  in q u e stio n ab le  situ ation  and  
provide a larm  n o tifica tio n  to  USCG and  S ta te  and  response vessels

E s ta b lis h  V es se l T ra c k in g  S ys tem  (V T S ) in  U n im a k  a n d  A k u ta n  Passes

M a n n e d  V T S /D irec t C o m m u n ic a tio n  w ith  
Vessels

M eets  IM O  procedu res and  standards; n e w  e q u ip m e n t, personnel, 
in te g ra tio n  o f systems

Traffic S ep ara tion  S ch em e in U n im a k  Pass V oluntary ; m ark lanes on  nau tica l ch a rt to  contro l tra ffic  d irectio n

S peed Restrictions D ro p p ed  because lo w  benefits , h igh u n in te n d e d  consequences, 
d ifficu lt to  im p le m e n t

In c re a s e  R escue  T u g  C a p a b il ity

D ed ica ted  rescue tug(s) O pen  sea capab ility , alw ays availab le

N o n -d ed ica ted  rescue tu g O pen  sea capab ility , s im ilar cap ab ility  to  ded ica te d  tu g  b u t w ith  cost- 
sharing, va riab le  availab ility

Seasonal, d ed ica te d  tu g O pen  sea capab ility , s im ilar capab ility  to  ded ica te d  tu g  b u t only  
ava ilab le  seasonally (O c t 1 th ru  M ay  30)

Tugs o f  o p p o rtu n ity  prog ram Tug regardless o f  size b u t availab le  to  respond; im p le m e n t a p rogram

In c re a s e  E m e rg e n c y  T o w in g  S ys tem  (ETS) C a p a b ilit ie s

Expand sho re-based  ETS There is an ETS system  in D utch  H arbor; e x p an d in g  system  in D utch  
H arbor to  o th e r locations (e.g., ad d  o n e  in A d ak  and  o n e  in location to  
b e  d e te rm in ed ); p ro v id e  g rea te r coverage

R equire e m erg en c y  to w in g  
arran g em en ts  on  d e e p  d ra ft vessels

For vessels not in in n o ce n t passage

E n h a n c e d  USCG C a p a b ilit ie s

Enhance to w in g  capab ilities  o n  cutters See tu g  o f o p p o rtu n ity

Increase n u m b e r o f cutters S elf-exp lan ato ry

increase inspections N o t ev a lu a te d  because th e re  is no  practical w ay  to  red uce risk fu rth e r  
fro m  th e  cu rren t inspection  p rogram

S plit C ap ta in  o f  th e  Port (COTP) zones C urren tly  3 zones - ch a n g e  o r ad d  Unalaska as COTP c ity  to  
th eo re tica lly  reduce response tim e ; RRO is ve ry  h igh  u p  in causal 
chain an d  w ith in  ins titu tio na l o rg a n iza tio n /m a n a g e m e n t, w h ich  is 
d ifficu lt to  eva lu ate

E s ta b lis h  R e s tr ic te d  A re as

Id en tify  ce rta in  areas (to  b e  d e fin ed ) th a t should be  av o ided  to  reduce en v iro n m en ta l o r soc ioeconom ic  
con sequences /im pacts

IM O  PSSA/ATB/SA M easure does n o t reduce spill severity once it occurs b u t th e re  is a 
b e n e fit to  redu ce  severity  by p reven tin g  th e  acc iden t from  h ap p en in g

Seasonal R outing N o fo rm al m echanism  fo r im p lem e n ta tio n ; fu rth e r con sidera tion  
deferred

In c re a s e  S p ill R es p o n se  C a p a b il ity

O ce an -ra ted  OSRO/PRAC -  O pen N o response capab ility  excep t an Oil Spill Response O rg an iza tio n  
(OSRO) w ith  o n ly  in land  capab ility; th is O cean m easure assum es 
O p en  O cean
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RRO Description of RRO as Recorded at the Workshop
N ear-shore ra ted  OSRO/PRAC See O cean -ra ted  OSRO/PRAC

Increase S alvage an d  F ire fighting  
C apab ility  via Regulations

N e w  regu lations g o  into  e ffec t in Feb 2011 fo r ta n k  vessels; includes  
tugs, m arine  salvagers availab le, increase cap ab ility  o f  ligh tering; 
ensure th e  regu lations a d e q u a te ly  address an d  are ta ilo red  fo r th e  
A leu tian  Islands. S alvage and  m a rin e  fire fig h tin g  regu lations (su bp art 
1) w o u ld  ap p ly

Local C o m m u n ity  Response A greem ents N o t con sid ered  fu rth e r because p a rt o f th e  existing baseline; no de lta  
in risk redu ctio n  effectiveness

Phase O u t O PA90 A lte rn a tiv e  C om pliance The O PA90 A lte rn a tiv e  C o m p lian ce  sho uld  N O T be phased o u t a t this 
tim e ; th ere fo re , n o t an o p tio n .

| Bolster Area Contingency Plans
Establish requ irem en ts  fo r  vessels in 
in n o ce n t passage

N o t likely to  b e  im p lem e n tab le ; th e re fo re  n o t ev a lu a te d  fu rth e r

Set area standards fo r vessels w ith  VRP 
calling a t  US ports

Use local c o n tin g en c y  p lans to  set standards; is a m ech an ism  th us n o t  
ev a lu a te d  fu rth e r

D eve lo p  m o re  g eo g rap h ic  response  
strategies

Tail en d  o f  causal chain; en ab les  a m in im iz in g  o f  im pacts w ith  p ro m p t 
and p ro p e r response

P otentia l places o f  re fu g e  p lan n ing A lready exists; baseline co n d itio n , n o  n ee d  to  eva lu ate

Storm  an d  severe w e a th e r rules Stay th e  course; p art o f ex isting baseline con ditio n; n o t eva lu ated  
fu rth e r

H ig h -F requ ency  radar surface curren t 
m o n ito rin g

W ay o f  trackin g  oil an d  w h e re  it m ig h t g o /tra jec to ry ; shore-based; 
assum e tran s p o rtab le  units set up  as nee d ed  to  m o n ito r currents  
to  help  und erstand  w h e re  spill m ig h t go; a to o l in th e  to o lb ox; n o t  
en o u g h  in fo rm a tio n /k n o w le d g e  o f  system  to  ev a lu a te  fu rth e r

Require m o re  tra in in g  an d  drills N ew  Vessel Response Plan (VRP) regu lations requ ire  add itio n al 
tra in ing ; p art o f  baseline co n d itio n  and  n o t eva lu ated  fu rth e r at th is  
tim e

Raise Liability Limits and Civil Penalties
Increase liab ility  an d  civil penalties Cost o f  penalties  is re la tive ly  lo w  co m p a red  to  response; b u t need  

lim its w ith in  reason to  o b ta in  insurance; if  raised to o  high insurance  
co m panies w o n 't insure an d  m a y  increase n u m b e r o f uninsured  
vessels; th e  G eneral A ccounting  O ffice re p o rt states th a t OPA requires  
rev iew  o f insurance

Increase S tate  civil pen alties In te n t to  en co urage  b e tte r  o peratio ns o f  vessel and  vessel co m p an y

3.6 Accident Scenario and Causality Study
A n  Accident Scenario and Causality Study report provided add itiona l in fo rm a tion  
and analysis about the 16 scenarios developed in  the Consequence Analysis Report, 
inc lud ing  id e n tify ing  the po tentia l causes o f accidents such as those described in  the 
scenarios (D N V  and ERM , 2011b).

The A ccident Scenario and Causality Study considered the Accident Fault Trees that 

underlie  the M ARCS m ode l estimates o f  accident frequencies. In  MARCS, the accident 
frequencies are calculated as the frequency o f  a c ritica l situation, w h ich  is accident 
dependent, m u ltip lie d  by the p robab ility  that an accident w il l  occur given that the 
critica l s ituation has occurred. Fault trees were developed fo r the D r if t  G round ing  and 
Powered G round ing  accident types, as shown in  Figures 11 and 12.

The causality analysis found  that, in  general, the collisions (Scenarios 1-5) and powered 
ground ing  (Scenario 14) were a ttribu ted  to hum an error, w h ile  the d r if t  groundings
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(Scenarios 6 -1 3  and 1 5 -1 6 )  were 
a ttribu ted  to technical failures.

Furthe r analysis o f the scenarios as 
compared to h is to rica l data from  
15 actual spills showed tha t the 
sp ill volumes used in  the scenarios 

were like ly  over-estimated, w h ich  is 
consistent w ith  the pro jects in ten t to 
examine h igh  risk  scenarios.

3.7 Risk Reduction Options 
Evaluation

Frequency of 
drifting ship

j  • Man 
^ ^ 1 • Crev 

* etcvnf '--------

Influenced by:
• Redundancy 

Maintenance and inspection 
Crew competence

Probability of 
wind and 

waves drifts 
ship to shore

Probability of failure of 
self repair

—  AND ----

Probability of failure of 
tug save

Probability of failure to 
anchor save

Frequency of Drift 
Grounding

F ault Tree

The Risk Reduction O ptions Evaluation

repo rt sum m arized the outcomes o f
tw o workshops he ld  in  the fa ll o f  2010,
du ring  w h ich  the A dv iso ry  Team,
M anagement Team, R isk Analysis Team
and Facilita tion  Team reviewed the

, , , , ,  Figure 11. Fault tree fo r drift grounding accidents.
w orst case scenarios and the ir probable

impacts developed d u rin g  the previous technical studies d u rin g  Phase A  (D N V  and 
ERM , 2011c).

The process used to evaluate risk  reduction options as they related back to sp ill causes 
iden tified  fo r the 16 w orst case scenarios is sum m arized in  Figure 13.

Seventeen poten tia l r isk  reduction  options were considered, each w ith in  the context 
o f  the 16 scenarios. Table 5 lists the Risk Reduction O ptions (RRO) considered as 
recorded at the workshop. A n  add itiona l 13 RRO were considered bu t set aside du ring  
the workshop. These RROs are discussed in  Section 6 o f  th is  report.

F irst, the 

scenarios were 
ranked according 
to  the ir associated 
consequences 
(inc lud ing  the 

area impacted, 
p robab ility  o f 
im pact, and 
sensitiv ity 

o f  affected 

resources). The 
five scenarios 
tha t ranked the 
highest in  terms

Human Performance | 
Error Probability h
Internal Vigilance _
Failure Probability

External Vigilance 
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Probability of Technical 
Failure on Ship

—I AND 1—

External Vigilance 
Failure Probability
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Failure on Ship
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&
Probability of Failure 
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-| AND Frequency of 
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Figure 12. Fault tree fo r  powered grounding accidents.
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Risk Reduction Options Evaluation Process Flowchart

S e m i-q u a n tita t io n  o f  C o n s e q u e n c e s  o f  A c c id e n t Scenarios

  £  _
[ | C o n s e q u e n c e  S co rin g  o f  A c c id e n t S ce n ario s  | |

 ____________
[ j A p p ly in g  F re q u e n c y  w ith  S cenarios  | |

R a n k in g  o f  H ig h e s t  R is k  S c e n a r io s

Id e n t if ic a t io n  o f  P re lim in a ry  List o f  RROs

E x p e rt R e v ie w  a n d  D e fin in g  RRO List fo r  E va lu a tio n

E v a lu a tio n  o f  RROs B ased O n:
/ E ffectiveness /
/ Cost /
/ P rac tica lity /

R a n k in g  o f  R R O s
~ — :-,     —... . ----------------- :------Review of RROs vs Spill Scenarios

o f th e ir po ten tia l consequences were, in  
order: 2 ,16 , 3, 8, and 12 (Table 5). Next, 

the scenarios were ranked according to 
th e ir estimated frequency, o r like lih o o d  o f  
occu rring  anywhere in  the study area. W hen 

frequency and consequence were com bined, 
Scenarios 2, 8, and 16 were identified, 
th rough  th is  sem i-quantita tive process, as 
posing the greatest risk.

Risk reduction  options were evaluated based 
on the three m ain crite ria  o f  effectiveness, 
costs, and practicability . The factors 
considered in  de te rm in ing  whether an RRO 
m igh t be effective at reducing ris k  were:

• RRO m ig h t reduce the frequency o f 
a specific accident type (e.g., a tug m igh t 
prevent a d rift in g  ship fro m  grounding). 

Figure 13. R isk Reduction Options evaluation process. .  RRO m ig h t reduce the frequency

o f several accident types (e.g., options aimed at im p rov ing  crew competence 
should reduce m ost or a ll accident types).

• RRO m ig h t prevent a sp ill from  occu rring  i f  an accident happens (e.g., double­
hu lled  tank barges w ill prevent the sp ill o f  cargo in  some accidents).

• RRO m ig h t reduce the severity o f  the consequence o f a sp ill (e.g., by  ensuring 
that ships are routed away fro m  certa in  areas at certa in times o f the year to 
p rotect m ig ra to ry  species).

The factors considered regarding the cost o f  an RRO were:

• The capital cost o f  the RRO.

• The annual operating cost o f  the RRO.

• W h o  bears the capital and operating cost directly, and w ho u ltim a te ly  pays the
cost after cost recovery. Typical cost bearers are the shipping industry, one or
m ore ports, the State o f A laska and/ o r the federal governm ent.

The factors considered regarding the p rac ticab ility  o f  an RRO were:

• W h ich  party  can im p lem ent the RRO? Some RROs can be im plem ented by 
loca l decision; others require in te rna tiona l agreement. Typical im plem enters are 
s im ila r to  typ ical cost-bearers, nam ely the shipping industry, one o r m ore ports, 
the State o f Alaska, the federal governm ent and/  o r the IM O .

• H ow  long  w il l  i t  take to im p lem ent the RRO (w hat is the lead tim e du ring  
w h ich  the system operates w ith o u t the fu ll risk-reducing  benefit o f  the RRO)?

• H o w  easy is i t  to  im plem ent o r enforce the RRO?

The 9 ris k  reduction  options were evaluated firs t fo r effectiveness fo r a ll 16 scenarios.
The results are sum m arized in  Table 6.

Aleutian Islands
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Table 6. Overview o f r isk  reduction options and extent to which they reduce accident frequency 
and sp ill severity.

R R O  E x t e n t  t o  w h ic h  A c c id e n t  E x t e n t  t o  w h ic h  A c c id e n t  E x t e n t  t o  w h ic h  A c c id e n t
F r e q u e n c y  a n d  S e v e r i ty  a r e  F r e q u e n c y  a n d  S e v e r i t y  a r e  F r e q u e n c y  a n d  S e v e r i t y  a r e  
r e d u c e d  w h e n  t h e  a c c id e n t  r e d u c e d  w h e n  t h e  a c c id e n t  t y p e  r e d u c e d  w h e n  t h e  a c c id e n t  

t y p e  is C o llis io n s  is D r i f t  G r o u n d in g s  t y p e  is P o w e r  G r o u n d in g s

Satellite  trackin g  
+  AIS

Frequency. N o  chan ge  
Severity: M o d e ra te  (responsible  
parties  can id en tify  accident 
locatio n  quickly)

Frequency: S trong (early  
id en tifica tion  o f d r iftin g  ship) 
Severity: M o d e ra te  (responsib le  
parties can id e n tify  ac c id en t location  
quickly)

Frequency. S trong (early  
iden tifica tio n  o f  d r iftin g  ship) 
Severity: M o d e ra te  (responsib le  
parties can id en tify  accident 
location quickly)

M an n e d  
V TS /D irec t 
C om m un ication s  
w ith  Vessels

Frequency: S trong (external 
v ig ilance  ap p lied )
Severity: M o d e ra te  (responsib le  
parties  can id en tify  accident 
location  qu ickly)

Frequency: W eak  (early iden tifica tion  
o f d r iftin g  ship)
Severity: M o d e ra te  (responsib le  
p arties can id en tify  ac c id en t location  
quickly)'

Frequency. S trong  (early  
iden tifica tion  o f  d r iftin g  ship) 
Severity: M o d e ra te  (responsib le  
p arties can id en tify  accident 
location  quickly)

Traffic Separa tion  
S ch em e in 
U n im ak Pass

Frequency: S trong (traffic  
separa ted )
Severity: No chan ge

Frequency: N o  ch ang e  
Severity: No change

Frequency: N o  change  
Severity: N o  ch ange

D ed ica ted  rescue 
tug(s)

Frequency: No ch ang e  
Severity: M o d e ra te  (p ro m p t 
response by tu g )

Frequency: S trong (tug  can take  
contro l o f d r iftin g  ship)
Severity: M o d e ra te  (p ro m p t response  
by tu g )

Frequency: N o  change  
Severity: W eak

N on -d ed ica ted  
rescue tug

Frequency: N o  ch ange  
Severity: N o  ch a n g e  (tu g  is 
assum ed to  b e  absen t in sum m er)

Frequency: S trong (tu g  can take  
con tro l o f d r iftin g  ship)
Severity: M o d e ra te  (p ro m p t response  
by tu g )

Frequency. N o  ch ange  
Severity. W eak

Seasonal, 
d ed ica te d  tu g

Frequency: N o  chan ge  
Severity: No ch ang e (tug  is 
assum ed to  b e  ab sen t in sum m er)

Frequency: N o  change  
Severity: No ch a n g e  (tu g  is assum ed  
to  be absen t in sum m er)

Frequency: N o  change  
Severity. W eak

Tugs o f
o p p o rtu n ity
program

Frequency: N o  ch ang e  
Severity: W eak  (d ue  to  p ro m p t 
response by tu g ; th o u g h  less 
effe c tive  th an  d ed ica te d  tug)

Frequency: W eak  (p artia l coverage) 
Severity: W eak  (d u e  to  p ro m p t  
response by tug; th o u g h  less effective  
th an  d ed ica te d  tu g )

Frequency: N o  change  
Severity. W eak

Expand shore- 
based ETS (one  
exists in D utch  
H arbor a lready)

Frequency: N o  change  
Severity: M o d e ra te  (can take  
con tro l o f ship th a t starts to  d r ift  
d u e  to  collision)

Frequency: M o d e ra te  (can ta k e  
contro l o f ship th a t starts to  d r ift d u e  
to  collision)
Severity: W eak  (can ta k e  con tro l 
o f  ship th a t starts to  d r if t d u e  to  
collis ion)

Frequency: N o  change  
Severity: W eak

Require
e m erg en c y
to w in g
arran g em en ts  on  
d e e p  d ra ft vessels

Frequency: N o  chan ge  
Severity: M o d e ra te  (can take  
contro l o f  ship th a t starts to  d r ift 
d u e  to  collision)

Frequency: S trong (can take  con tro l 
o f d r iftin g  ship; ap p ro p ria te  to w  
package)
Severity: W eak (can ta ke  contro l 
o f ship th a t starts to  d r ift d u e  to  
collis ion)

Frequency. N o  change  
Severity: W eak

Enhance to w in g  
cap on cutters

Frequency: No change  
Severity: W eak (can ta k e  contro l 
o f ship th a t starts to  d r ift due to  
collis ion)

Frequency: W eak  (enh an ced  
ava ilab ility  o f  to w -e q u ip p e d  vessels) 
Severity: W eak  (can take  con tro l 
o f ship th a t starts to  d r if t d u e  to  
collision)

Frequency: N o  change  
Severity. W eak

Increase n u m b e r  
o f cutters

Frequency: N o  chan ge  
Severity: W eak (can ta k e  con tro l 
o f  ship th a t starts to  d r ift d u e  to  
collis ion)

Frequency: W eak  (en han ced  
availab ility  o f  to w -e q u ip p e d  vessels) 
Severity: W eak (can ta k e  contro l 
o f ship th a t starts to  d r ift d u e  to  
collis ion)

Frequency. N o  change  
Severity. W eak

IM O  PSSA and  
associated  
m easures (e.g., 
ATBA)

Frequency: No ch ang e  
Severity: M o d e ra te  (rou te  vessels 
aw a y  fro m  sensitive areas)

Frequency: M o d e ra te  (ro u te  vessels 
aw a y  from  shore)
Severity: M o d e ra te  (rou te  vessels 
aw ay from  sensitive areas)

Frequency: M o d e ra te  (route  
vessels aw ay fro m  shore) 
Severity. M o d e ra te  (route  vessels 
aw ay from  sensitive areas)
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R R O E x t e n t  t o  w h ic h  A c c id e n t  
F r e q u e n c y  a n d  S e v e r i t y  a r e  
re d u c e d  w h e n  t h e  a c c id e n t  

t y p e  is C o llis io n s

E x t e n t  t o  w h ic h  A c c id e n t  
F r e q u e n c y  a n d  S e v e r i t y  a r e  

r e d u c e d  w h e n  t h e  a c c id e n t  t y p e  
is D r i f t  G r o u n d in g s

E x t e n t  t o  w h ic h  A c c id e n t  
F r e q u e n c y  a n d  S e v e r i ty  a r e  
r e d u c e d  w h e n  t h e  a c c id e n t  
t y p e  is P o w e r  G r o u n d in g s

O cean ra ted  
OSRO/PRAC -  
O p en  O cean

Frequency: N o  ch ange  
Severity: W eak  (o p en -o cean  
response capability)

Frequency. N o  ch ange  
Severity: No ch a n g e

Frequency: No change  
Severity: N o  change

N ear shore ra ted  
OSRO/PRAC

Frequency. N o  change  
Severity: M o d e ra te  (near-shore  
response capab ility )

Frequency. N o  change  
Severity: M o d e ra te  (near-shore  
response capability )

Frequency: N o  chan ge  
Severity: M o d e ra te  (near-shore  
response capability )

Increase salvage  
an d  fire fig h tin g  
cap th ro u g h  regs

Frequency. N o  ch ange  
Severity: S trong (s ta te -o f-th e -a rt 
response capability)

Frequency: W eak
Severity. S trong (s ta te -o f-th e -a rt
response capability)

Frequency: N o  change  
Severity: S trong (s ta te -o f-th e -a rt  
response cap ab ility )

D ev e lo p  m o re  
geo g rap h ic  
response  
strategies

Frequency: N o  ch ange  
Severity. W eak  (som e e n h an ce m e n t 
o f  response capability)

Frequency. N o  ch ange  
Severity. W eak  (som e e n h an ce m e n t 
o f response cap ab ility )

Frequency: No change  
Severity: W eak  (som e  
e n h a n c e m e n t o f  response  
capab ility )

Increase State  civil 
penalties

Frequency: W eak  (p o te n tia l fo r 
extra  v ig ilance  a m o n g  crew /vessel 
ow ners)
Severity: N o  change

Frequency. W eak  (p o te n tia l fo r extra  
v ig ilan ce  a m o n g  crew /vessel ow ners) 
Severity: N o  ch a n g e

Frequency: W eak  (p o te n tia l fo r 
extra v ig ilance a m o n g  c re w /  
vessel ow ners)
Severity: N o  change

The nine ris k  reduction  options targeting Scenarios 2, 8 and 16 were evaluated du ring  
the second o f the tw o fa ll 2010 workshops. Table 7 shows the risk  reduction options that 
ranked highest in  one o r m ore categories.

Table 7. R isk  reduction options that ranked highest in one or more categories.

R isk  R e d u c t io n  O p t io n s M o s t  E f fe c tiv e L e a s t C o s t M o s t  P ra c t ic a l M o s t  C o s t E f fe c t iv e C h e a p e s t  &  E a s ie s t I

S atellite  Tracking & AIS (1a) X X X

Increased state  civil 
pen alties  (9b) X X X

Traffic separa tion  schem e  
in U n im a k  Pass (2b) X

Tugs o f o p p o rtu n ity  
p rog ram  (3d) X

Expand shore-based  ETS X

None o f  the risk  reduction  measures under consideration ranked highest across all 
categories. Taking in to  consideration the best professional judgm ent shared at the 
w orkshop, the fo llow ing  risk  reduction measures were iden tified  as being the m ost 

effective at reducing risk  fo r the fo llow ing  worst-case scenarios:

• Scenarios 1-5 (co llis ions): Frequency was reduced by  the m anned Vessel Traffic 
System (V T S )/d irec t com m unications w ith  vessels and the tra ffic  separation 
scheme in  U n im ak  Pass. Severity was reduced m ost by increasing salvage and 
fire figh ting  capabilities th rough  regulations.

• Scenarios 6 -1 3 ,15 , and 16 (d r if t  g round ings): Frequency was reduced by 
satellite track ing  and AIS; dedicated rescue tugs; non-dedicated rescue tug; 
seasonal, dedicated tug; and requ iring  emergency tow ing  arrangements on
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deep d ra ft vessels. Again, severity was reduced m ost by increasing salvage and 
fire figh ting  capabilities th rough  regulations.

• Scenario 14 (pow ered g ro u n d in g ): Frequency was reduced by satellite tracking  
and AIS and the m anned V TS /d irec t com m unications w ith  vessels. Again, 
severity was reduced m ost by increasing salvage and fire figh ting  capabilities 

th rough  regulations.

Risks fro m  the highest rank ing  scenarios, 2 and 16, were m ost effectively m itiga ted  by: 
enhancing the vessel m o n ito r in g  program , establishing VTS  in  U n im ak  and A ku tan  
Pass, increasing rescue tug  capability, and increasing sp ill response capability.

Based on the analysis o f  Risk Reduction O ptions (RRO) completed d u ring  the 2010 
workshop, the A dv iso ry  Panel has developed recom m endations that characterize all 
RROs considered in to  three broad categories:

• RRO Recommended fo r Im m ediate Im p lem enta tion

• RRO Recommended fo r Phase B Study

• RRO Considered bu t set aside

In  fo rm u la ting  these recom mendations, the A dv iso ry  Panel focused on tw o key 
princip les:

• P revention measures take p r io r ity  over response measures.

• A ll  measures should be realistic and practical.

Sections 4, 5, and 6 o f  th is repo rt present the RRO recom m endations fro m  the A dv iso ryo Panel.
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What we do know is we now have the tools 
and the training that we’ve never had before to 
increase the chance of a successful response to a 
distressed vessel. And we’ve also raised the safety 

bar far our guys on those tugs to respond.”

M a y o r  S h ir le y  M a rq u a rd t 

(A IR A  A d v is o ry  Panel m e e tin g  and  ETS Exercise)

C o rd o va  T im es , S ep tem ber 17, 2009

A l e u t i a n  I s l a n d s



4 .  R is k  R e d u c t i o n  O p t i o n s  R e c o m m e n d e d  f o r  

I m m e d i a t e  o r  F u t u r e  I m p l e m e n t a t i o n

The recom m endations o f  r is k  reduction  measures represent a consensus o f  the A dv iso ry  
Panel and are presented to the decision makers in  the U.S. Coast Guard, State o f Alaska, 
and local governments. The decision as to w h ich  measures w il l  be adopted u ltim a te ly  
rests w ith  the decision makers.

Several o f  the R isk Reduction O ptions (RRO) considered were found to be suffic iently 

effective and practicable to w arran t im m ediate im plem entation. These RROs include:

• Develop an Enhanced Vessel M o n ito r in g  and R eporting Program

• Enhance tow ing  capabilities on U. S. Coast Guard cutters and increase cutter 
presence in  the A leutians

• Stage add itiona l Emergency Tow ing Systems in  the A leutians

• In itia te  the process to establish IM O  P articu la rly  Sensitive Sea Areas

• Strengthen the A leutians Subarea C ontingency Plan

• Increase Salvage and Spill Response Capability in  the Aleutians

Several o f  the R isk Reduction O ptions (RRO) considered were found  to show prom ise
b u t to  require add itiona l w o rk  o r study p r io r  to  fu ll im plem entation. In  some cases, the 
recom m endations include im m ediate im p lem enta tion  o f  some elements, w ith  fu rth e r 
study required fo r others. These RROs include:

• Increase Rescue Tug C apability  in  the A leutians

• Increase Salvage and Spill Response C apability  in  the A leutians

• D eterm ine the boundaries o f the P articu la rly  Sensitive Sea Area (PSSA) and 
develop recom m endations fo r associated protective measures

• Strengthen the A leutians Subarea 
C ontingency Plan

The recommendations are presented here as they 
were developed by the A dvisory Panel. A dd itiona l 
background on each RRO is included in  Appendix A.

4.1 Enhanced Vessel Monitoring and
Reporting Program

The A leu tian  Islands Risk Assessment A dv iso ry  
Panel recom m ended tha t a robust vessel m o n ito rin g  
program  be established fo r the A leutians Subarea.

P h a s e  A  S u m m a r y  R e p o r t



The Panel envisioned a p rogram  whereby any vessel operating in  the area w ou ld  be 
m on ito red  by an automated system w ith  alarms in  place to  report any anomalies in  
the behavior o f  the vessel, given a set o f  assumptions fo r each vessel type. The system 

operator w ou ld  review  anomalies flagged by the software, and i f  appropriate the 
situation w ou ld  be reported to US Coast Guard fo r consideration.

Enhanced vessel m o n ito r in g  and repo rting  w ou ld  have three p rim a ry  objectives:

• Detect anomalous vessel ac tiv ity  (i.e. id e n tify  vessels that are ad rift) so a tim e ly  
and effective response can be undertaken

• Im m edia te ly  locate vessels tha t m ay be able to  render assistance such as, tugs,

• Validate vessels compliance w ith  Reduced 
R isk Vessel R outing  measures, safety fairways and 
Areas To Be Avoided (ATBA)

The A dv iso ry  Panel anticipated that an enhanced 
vessel m o n ito r in g  program  w ou ld  d irec tly  

reduce the risk  o f d r if t  groundings by  increasing 
situationa l awareness fo r vessel operators and the 
appropriate agents and agencies. This program  

w ou ld  also in d ire c tly  reduce the risks o f collisions 
and power ground ing  by gathering data on vessel 

movem ents that can be analyzed in  fu tu re  risk  
assessments.

The A dv iso ry  Panel determ ined tha t th is risk  
reduction  op tion  is practical, technolog ica lly 
feasible, readily available, and should be 
im plem ented w ith o u t fu rth e r delay. Id en tify ing  

the appropriate fund ing  sources fo r add itiona l b u ild  ou t o f  the A IS  receivers in  the 
A leu tian  Island region is a p rio rity .

Im p lem enta tion  options included the add ition  o f  A IS  receivers at key locations, to 
expand coverage o f  the region. Two AIS receivers are scheduled to be added du ring  
2011, at locations in  N iko lsk i (low  elevation) and A tka  Island. Several other locations 

were iden tified  by the A dv iso ry  Panel as c ritica l to  expanding A IS  coverage: U n im ak 
Island at Scotch Cap; Shemya, A dak m ounta in top  (abandoned W h ite  A lice  site); A ku tan  
m ounta in top ; and N iko lsk i m ounta in top  (abandoned W h ite  A lice  site).

O ther vessel track ing  technologies were also iden tified  as having the po tentia l to 

supplem ent available in fo rm a tio n  and enhance vessel m o n ito r in g  and reporting. The 
Long Range Iden tifica tion  and Tracking (LR IT ) System, w h ich  operates o ff  secure 
satellite netw orks rather than over non-secure V H F  rad io  (as does A IS), m ay have some 
lim ite d  applicability, a lthough LR IT  data is more d ifficu lt to  access and more lim ite d  in  
deta il w ith  pos ition  reports sent every six hours. V o lun ta ry  vessel m o n ito r in g  systems, 

where vessels are equipped w ith  satellite transponders outside o f A IS  coverage areas, 
may also provide add itiona l vessel m o n ito r in g  capability. The A dv iso ry  Panel also noted

fish processing vessels, etc.
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that m aritim e  insurance clauses covering vessels transiting  U n im a k  Pass specify that 
the vessels ca rry  navigational equipm ent that m ay also be u tilized  to enhance vessel 
m on ito ring .

4.2 Enhance Towing Capabilities on US Coast Guard Cutters and 
Increase Cutter Presence in the Aleutians

The A leu tian  Islands Risk Assessment A dv iso ry  Panel recom mended increased US 

Coast Guard (USCG) pa tro l coverage and emergency tow ing  capability  in  the A leu tian  
Island region. USCG vessels often reach the scene o f  a disabled vessel ahead o f rescue 

tugs, and are the firs t line  o f  defense against a g round ing  or o il spill. They recom mended 
that the USCG take tw o key actions:

• Replace the Acushnet (decom m issioned in  2011) w ith  a vessel that has tow ing  

capability  and m axim ize cutter pa tro l tim e  in  the Bering Sea/Aleutian Island 
region. Consider a vessel s im ila r in  capability  to an ATF 166 Powhatan class tug 
w ith  a 75- ton bo lla rd  pu ll.

• Evaluate the cu rren t tow ing  packages onboard a ll cutters operating in  Alaska 
and upgrade to  best available Emergency Tow ing System technology such as 
ligh tw e igh t floa ting  lines. (Available at http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/aiets/ 
hom e.htm )

The A dv iso ry  Panel determ ined that increasing the USCG presence in  the region is 

practical, technologically feasible, read ily available, and should be im plem ented w ith o u t 
fu rth e r delay. They concluded tha t m a in ta in ing  and im prov ing  US Coast Guard tow ing 
capabilities in  the Bering Sea is im perative fo r m itiga ting  the risks o f d r if t  groundings.

4.3 Stage Additional Emergency Towing Systems in the Aleutians
N ot every vessel trans iting  in  o r th rough  the A leu tian  Island region is required 
by regulations to have onboard emergency tow ing  equipm ent o r deploym ent 
procedures and tra in ing  fo r crew. Recognizing these deficiencies, the A leu tian  Islands 
Risk Assessment A dv iso ry  Panel 

recom mended tha t the US Coast Guard,
State o f Alaska, local governments, and 
the m aritim e  in dus try  procure and stage 
one o r more add itiona l Emergency 

Tow ing Systems (ETS) at suitable 
locations in  the A leutians. The ETS is 
a relative ly inexpensive risk  reduction 
op tion  and the existing systems have 
proven, th rough  deploym ent, to be 
a successful measure fo r  preventing 
d r if t  groundings. The Panel and Team 
also recom mended tha t tra in in g  and 
exercises w ith  the ETS be continued on 
at least an annual basis.
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This ris k  reduction  measure w ou ld  reduce the risks o f  d r if t  groundings. The A dv iso ry  
Panel determ ined tha t th is risk reduction  op tion  is practical, technolog ica lly feasible, 
read ily  available, and should be im plem ented w ith o u t fu rth e r delay.

o

4.4 Increase Rescue Tug Capability in the Aleutians
Increased rescue tug capability  was iden tified  as an obvious op tion  to reduce the 

num ber o f d r if t  g roundings in  the A leu tian  Islands, based on several recent incidents 
in  the region. The A leu tian  Islands 
Risk Assessment A dv iso ry  Panel 

recom mended tha t add itiona l rescue 
tug capability  be developed fo r the 
A leutians. Furthe r analysis is necessary 
to determ ine:

• W ha t m anagem ent/funding 
m odel w ou ld  m ost like ly  be 
successful in  establishing 
and m a in ta in ing  a rescue tug 

capability?

• W hat capability  is required o f 

the rescue tug?

• W here should the rescue tug(s) 
be stationed?

A  rescue tug can reduce risks o f d r if t  
groundings by preventing the ship 
fro m  d r ift in g  in to  shoal waters. The 
A dv iso ry  Panel recom mended tha t 
the m a ritim e  industry, US Coast 

Guard, the State o f Alaska, and local 
governments w o rk  together to fin d  a 
way to develop and deploy rescue tug 
capability  in  the A leutians.

Five options were considered fo r 
increasing rescue tug capability:

1. D ed ica ted  Tug(s): A  vessel w ith  open water capability, stationed at a fixed p o in t 
u n til i t  is sum m oned fo r use (100% available fo r rescue).

2. N on -D ed ica ted  Tug(s): A  vessel w ith  open water and s im ila r capabilities to  the 
dedicated tug that can be engaged in  o ther activities in  add ition  to emergency 
response. The vessel m ay be financ ia lly  supported by other activities w ith  
expected variable availability.

3. Seasonal D ed ica ted  Tug(s): A  vessel w ith  open water capability, stationed at a 
fixed p o in t b u t on ly  available seasonally (O ctober 1-June 1).
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4. Tug/Vessel o f  O p p o r tu n ity  P rog ram : A  tug  o r vessel trans iting  o r located in  
the study area, regardless o f size, that’s available to assist du ring  an emergency.

5. C o m b in a tio n  o f  the fo u r above o r stepped approaches.

Each o f  these options should be considered in  fu rth e r studies recom mended fo r Phase 

B o f  the project. This recom m endation complements the recom m endation to Increase 
Salvage and Response C apability  in  the A leutians, and the Panel recognized tha t there 
may be one so lu tion  to bo th  recommendations.

They suggested that Phase B studies should include at a m in im u m :

M a n a g e m en t/F und ing  S tudy -  This study w il l  consider management and fund ing  
schemes to operate a rescue tug program  fo r the A leutians.

Tug C a p a b ility  S tudy -  This study w ill determ ine the desirable and suitable
capabilities o f a rescue tug fo r the A leutians. The study should define the range 
o f tug specifications (size, bo lla rd  pu ll, horsepower, p ropuls ion) suitable fo r 
the weather cond itions and vessels trans iting  the Great C ircle Route (D N V  and 

ERM , 2010a). I t  should illustrate the options fo r suitable tugs by posing three 
alternatives o f  vessel specification tha t w ou ld  meet a range o f  rescue capabilities. 
C apita l and operating costs estimates should be provided fo r each o f  these 
options. The study should also describe the cu rren t capabilities (year-round 
and seasonal) that exist in  the study area.

Tug L o ca tio n  S tudy -  This study w il l  consider the site options fo r rescue tug(s), 
inc lud ing  vessel trans it routes, response tim e, and alternative rescue resources.

4.5 Increase Salvage and Spill Response Capability in the Aleutians
The A dv iso ry  Panel recognized the need to increase salvage and sp ill response capability 
in  the A leutians. They recom mended that the US Coast Guard im m edia te ly  publish 
the N on tank  Vessel Response Plan (N TV R P ) ru le  (D ocket No. USCG-2008-1070) tha t 
has been under developm ent since Congress passed the Coast Guard and M aritim e  
T ransporta tion A c t o f  2004. This ru le w ou ld  require vessel response plans fo r non tank 
vessels ca lling in  US ports. This nontank vessel ru le, in  com bination  w ith  the tank 
vessel ru le  already in  place, w ou ld  place 
the burden o f  p rov id ing  suffic ient salvage, 
fire figh ting , and response capabilities on all 
vessels passing th rough  the A leutians tha t call 

on US ports. (Note that vessels engaged in  
innocen t passage -  fore ign flagged-vessels no t 
ca lling  on US ports  o r transferring  or ligh te ring  

o il in  US waters -  are exempted from  VRP 
requirem ents). The requirem ent to com ply 
w ith  these rules w ou ld  provide the necessary 

incentives fo r vessel owners/operators to  fund  
increased salvage and sp ill response capabilities 
in  the A leutians.
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D ete rm in ing  exactly w hat salvage and sp ill response 
capabilities w ou ld  be necessary and appropriate fo r 

the extreme operating environm ent in  the A leutians 
requires fu rth e r study d u rin g  Phase B o f  th is project. 
C urrently, there are no sign ifican t on-w ater o il spill 
response resources in  the A leu tian  Subarea. Federal 
law  requires bo th  tank and non tank vessels calling in  
US ports, to  have contracts w ith  an o il sp ill removal 
organization to provide substantial salvage and 
response resources in  the nearshore, offshore, and 
open ocean operating areas. Yet, the A dv iso ry  Panel 
recognized that the ocean environm ent in  the A leu tian  
Islands, no rthe rn  G u lf o f  Alaska, and Bering Sea 
present tremendous challenges to o il sp ill response, 
and m ay render existing sp ill cleanup technologies 

insuffic ient m ost o f  the tim e. The Panel recom mended tha t investing in  an extensive 
regulatory driven  capab ility  that w il l  n o t be effective is im pruden t. However, increasing 
response capabilities in  the nearshore area, w h ich  can reasonably be expected to be 
effective to remove o il and protect sensitive areas should be pursued.

The A dv iso ry  Panel recom m ended conducting a gap analysis tha t considers tw o 
components:

C a p a b ility  Gap A na lys is  -  Id e n tify  any gap in  the existing capabilities in  the 
Subarea Plan and the capabilities required fo r salvage (inc lud ing  emergency 
tow ing) and o il sp ill response fo r the largest vessels trans iting  the subarea in  
innocen t passage.

Response Gap A na lys is  -  Id e n tify  the percentage o f tim e  that an o il sp ill response 
system w ou ld  be precluded fro m  operations due to  environm enta l conditions, 
such as w ind , sea state, v is ib ility , currents, o r ice. A  response gap analysis 
should be conducted fo r bo th  nearshore and open ocean operating areas.

The results o f  these analyses should be used to determ ine the appropriate prevention 
and response resources necessary fo r the A leu tian  Subarea.

This recom m endation w il l  reduce the risks o f impacts fro m  all vessel casualty types by 

increasing the capability  to respond to fu tu re  incidents. Based on these analyses, to be 
completed in  Phase B, a recom m endation can be developed regarding the m ost effective 
response resources fo r the extreme operating conditions found  in  the A leutians.

4.6 Establish IMO Particularly Sensitive Sea Areas and Associated 
Protective Measures

The A leu tian  Islands and surrounding  waters clearly meet the c rite ria  established by the 
In te rna tiona l M a ritim e  O rganization ( IM O ) fo r designation as a P articu la rly  Sensitive 

Sea Area (PSSA), in  that the A leutians are ecologically sensitive and vulnerable to 
impacts from  in te rnationa l shipping. Therefore, the A leu tian  Islands R isk Assessment 
A dv iso ry  Panel recom m ended that the US G overnm ent pe titio n  the IM O  M arine  and
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E nvironm enta l P rotection C om m ittee to designate the A leu tian  Island region, o r a 
p o rtio n  there in, as a PSSA. A  collaborative e ffo rt should be undertaken to delineate 
the boundaries o f  the PSSA and the associated protective measures concurrent w ith  
th is in te rna tiona l e ffo rt to establish the PSSA designation. A t a m in im u m  the fo llow ing  
protective measures should be considered:

• areas to be avoided (A TBA )

• ship rou ting

• ship reporting

• recom m ended tracks fo r vessels in  innocent passage, and

• a tra ffic  separation scheme in  U n im ak  Pass.

The e ffo rt to  determ ine the boundaries o f  the PSSA and establish the associated 

protective measures should begin w ith  the US Coast Guard, State o f Alaska, and 
members o f the A dv iso ry  Panel w o rk ing  w ith  the IM O  Subcommittee on Safety o f 
N avigation d u rin g  Phase B o f  th is  project.

This r is k  reduction  measure w ou ld  reduce the risks o f  d r if t  groundings, power 
groundings, and collisions; and could lessen the impacts o f any spills tha t do occur.

4.7 Strengthen Aleutians Subarea Contingency Plan
The A leu tian  Islands Risk Assessment A dv iso ry  Panel recom m ended tha t the A leutians 
Subarea C om m ittee strengthen the A leutians Subarea C ontingency Plan fo r O il and 

Hazardous Substance Releases (Subarea Plan) to ensure tha t i t  is adequate to remove a 
w orst case discharge and to m itigate or prevent a substantial threat o f  such a discharge 
fro m  vessels trans iting  the A leu tian  Islands, pa rticu la rly  vessels in  innocent passage.
The Panel and Team fu rth e r recom mended tha t the US Coast Guard ensure that vessels 
trans iting  the A leutians Subarea that are required to have an approved Vessel Response 
Plan have suffic ient resources to im plem ent the pro tection  measures specified in  the 
Subarea Plan.

Specific recom m endations include:

1. Revise the Subarea Plan to emphasize 

prevention measures and systems. The 
cu rren t version o f the plan is focused 

on response and does n o t contain 
enough p lann ing  fo r measures to 

prevent the threat o f  a discharge.

2. The gap analysis recom mended in  the 
Increase Salvage and Spill Response 
C apability  in  the A leutians section 
above w il l  provide the in fo rm a tion  
necessary to  determ ine the appropriate 

salvage and response resources that 
should be available in  the A leu tian
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Subarea fo r use under bo th  the Subarea Plan and Vessel Response Plans. These 
resources should be listed in  the Subarea Plan.

3. Develop add itiona l Geographic Response Strategies fo r h igh  p r io r ity  sites. 
Geographic Response Strategies (GRS) are site-specific plans to protect h igh  
p r io r ity  sites and have the po tentia l to m itigate  damages after a vessel casualty 
tha t results in  a spill. W h ile  some GRS are listed in  the cu rren t subarea 
plan, add itiona l GRS should be developed th roughou t the A leutians. The

Subarea Plan should specify

Soundings in fathoms

the m in im u m  am ount o f 

response equipm ent necessary 
to im p lem ent GRS like ly  to  be 
deployed d u ring  a worse case 
discharge.

4. C onduct add itiona l p lann ing  
fo r Potential Places o f  Refuge 
(PPOR). PPOR planning  
identifies po tentia l places where 
a vessel m ay be moved to either 
prevent a casualty o r m in im ize  

damage after a casualty. W h ile  
some PPOR p lanning  has been 
done and is listed w ith in  the 
cu rren t Subarea plan, add itiona l 

PPOR p lann ing  (such as pre-positioned m oo ring  buoys) should be developed. 

Once the Subarea Plan has been m od ified  to incorporate these 

recom m endations, the US Coast Guard should ensure that vessels tha t are 
requ ired to have Vessel Response Plans to  m a in ta in  suffic ient capability  to 
im p lem ent the pro tection  measures described in  the Subarea Plan.

A lthough  tasked to p lan and respond to a worst case discharge, the A leu tian  Subarea 

C om m ittee is n o t funded or staffed adequately to  do so, plus the equipm ent caches 
owned by the federal and state responders are inadequate to respond to a w orst case 

discharge. The A dv iso ry  Panel recom mended tha t fund ing  fo r these measures should 
come fro m  the O il Spill L ia b ility  Trust Fund to support p lanning  and preventive 
measures associated w ith  strengthening the A leutians Subarea Plan.

These recom m endations are congruent w ith  existing law  and w il l  reduce the risks 
fro m  a ll vessel casualty types by increasing prevention and response capabilities in  
the A leutians Subarea. The gap analysis should be conducted as pa rt o f  Phase B o f 
th is project. The o ther recom m endations require no fu rth e r study and should be 
im plem ented w ith o u t fu rth e r delay. The Subarea C om m ittee should address these 
recom m endations and subm it budget requests to pursue im plem entation.

5.
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5 .  R is k  R e d u c t i o n  O p t i o n s  C o n s id e r e d  b u t  N o t  

R e c o m m e n d e d  f o r  I m p l e m e n t a t i o n

D u rin g  the September and O ctober 2010, and M arch 2011 A leu tian  Islands Risk 
Assessment meetings, the A dv iso ry  Panel discussed and evaluated twenty-seven risk  
reduction  options. O f these risk  reduction  options, th irteen  were recom mended fo r 
im m ediate o r fu tu re  im plem entations (Section 4), and fourteen were considered and set 

aside. Table 8 summarizes the rationale fo r setting aside these RROs at th is po in t.

Table 8. Consensus Decision and Discussion fo r RRO considered but not recommended fo r  
implementation.

R R O D is c u s s io n  &  C o n s e n s u s  D e c is io n

S p e e d  R e s tric tio n s T h e  A dvisory Panel d e te rm in e d  th a t th is  risk re d u ctio n  o p tio n  w o u ld  b e  d ifficu lt to  
im p le m e n t an d  enforce considering th e  a m o u n t and  various ty p es  o f vessels trans iting  
th ro u g h  th e  region. T h e  Panel co n c lu d ed  th e re  w as a lo w  b e n e fit and w o u ld  result in  a 
h ig h -u n in te n d e d  con sequence if  pursued .

S e a s o n a l R o u tin g T h e  A dvisory Panel con c lu ded  th a t th e re  is no  fo rm al m echanism  fo r im p lem e n tin g  
seasonal ro u tin g  th ro u g h o u t th e  study area an d  fu rth e r consid era tion  w as deferred .

In c re a s e  C o a s t G u a rd  
V esse l In s p e c tio n s

T h e  Coast G uard  currently  has a vessel inspection  prog ram  th a t has b een  im p le m e n te d  
in Alaska and  th e  U n ited  States. The A dvisory Panel d ec id ed  n o t to  eva lu ate  th is  risk 
red uctio n  o p tio n  because th e re  is no practical w a y  to  reduce risk fu rth e r based on th e  
cu rre n t inspection  prog ram .

S p lit  W e s te rn  A la s k a  
C a p ta in -o f - th e -P o r t  
(CO TP) Z o n e

C urren tly  th ree  COTP zon es exist in Alaska. T h e  th re e  zones are: S outheast Alaska, 
W estern Alaska and Prince W illiam  Sound. The C apta in  o f th e  P ort and  th e ir  
representatives enforce, w ith in  th e ir  respective  areas, p o rt safety an d  security  and  
m arin e  en v iro n m en ta l p ro tec tio n  regu lations. The W estern  COTP zon e is th e  largest o f  
th e  th ree  and  includes C o ok In le t, Kodiak, A leu tian  Islands, Bristol Bay, th e  N o rth w es t 
A rctic an d  N o rth  S lope. T h ere  are  th ree  M a r in e  Safety D e ta c h m e n t offices w ith in  
th e  W estern  Alaska COTP zo n e  w hich  are  located  in Kenai, K odiak and  U n alaska.The  
A dvisory Panel discussed th e  need  to  c reate  an a d d itio n a l COTP w ith in  th e  W estern  
Alaska zon e , thus reducing th e  area o f  respons ib ility  fo r  o n e  C apta in . It w as suggested  
to  ch a n g e  a n d /o r  add  U nalaska as a COTP c ity  w ith  th e  in te n t o f decreasing or 
re duc ing  th e  response tim es  curren tly  s tip u la ted  in th e  fed era l M arin e  F irefighting , 
S alvage and  Em ergency L ig h tering  rules. The A dvisory Panel co n clu ded  th a t this  
risk red uctio n  o p tio n  w as very  h ig h  on  th e  causal cha in  w ith in  th e  institu tional 
o rg a n iza tio n /m a n a g e m e n t (USCG) an d  w o u ld  b e  d iffic u lt to  im p le m e n t o r evaluate .

S ta te  o f  A la s k a  Local 
R es p o n se  A g re e m e n ts

T h e  C o m m u n ity  Spill Response Program  ad m in is te red  by th e  ADEC Prevention  
a n d  E m ergency Response P rogram  b eg an in th e  early  1990s. T h e  state recognized  
th e  im p o rta n c e  o f  local in vo lvem en t and  has w o rk e d  w ith  co m m un ities  to  p rovide  
c o o rd in ated  an d  effective  responses, an d  to  ex p an d  th e  n e tw o rk  o f  resources availab le  
to  p ro tec t h u m an  hea lth  an d  th e  en v iro n m e n t fro m  th e  risks associated w ith  oil and  
hazardous substance spills. The A dvisory Panel d id  n o t consider th is  risk redu ctio n  
o p tio n  p rim arily  because it is an ex isting pro gram . They  en cou rag e  local co m m u n ities  
w ith o u t C o m m u n ity  Response A g reem en ts  to  co n tac t th e  ADEC an d  w o rk  tow ards  
estab lish ing  ag reem en ts  w ith  th e  goal o f  ex p an d in g  local capab ilities an d  increasing  
response coord ination .
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P h a s e  o u t  O P A  9 0  
A lte r n a te  C o m p lia n c e

This risk red uctio n  o p tio n  w as ad d e d  during  th e  S e p te m b e r m ee tin g  based on  
p ub lic  input. O il spill p reven tion  program s, c o n tin g en c y  p lan n in g  and  preparedness  
have u n d e rg o n e  s ign ificant en h an ce m e n ts  an d  changes since th e  passage o f  th e  
O il Pollution A ct o f  1 9 90  (OPA 90). D u e  to  th ese changes, th e  Alaska Petro leum  
D istributors an d  Transporters, an a d -h o c  g roup  o f non -p ers is ten t A laska fuel barge  
operato rs  have w o rked  w ith  th e  state  and  federal re g u la to ry  agencies to  im p le m e n t  
p reven tio n  m easures an d  ach ieve a level o f spill p reven tion  an d  response ag reea b le  
to  all parties. This a g re e m e n t is re ferred to  as an "a lternate  co m p lian ce  ag reem en t"  
an d  w as o rig inally  es tab lished  in 1 9 98  a fte r a series o f  w orkshops. T h e  ag re e m e n t  
w as m o d ified  in 2002 . A n  A laska no n -p ers is ten t ta n k  b arg e  o p e ra to r m ay  vo lu n tarily  
e le c t to  subscribe to  th e  a lte rn a te  co m plian ce a g re e m e n t as o p po sed  to  m eetin g  
fu ll co m p lian ce  w ith  OPA 90 in Alaska. T h e  A dvisory Panel con c lu ded  th a t th e  
a lte rn a te  com p liance ag re e m e n t should  no t b e  e lim in a ted  d u e  to  th e  u n in te n d e d  
con sequences p laced on  com m ercia l operators . E lim inating  th is o p tio n  w o u ld  result in 
a decrease o f  o pera to rs  an d  a s ign ificant increase in th e  cost o f  fu e l d is trib u te d  in rural 
Alaska because o f  th e  cost o f fu ll co m p lian ce  w ith  OPA 90.

E s tab lish  
R e q u ire m e n ts  fo r  
Vesse ls  in  In n o c e n t  
P assage

T h e  A dvisory Panel was keen on  th e  co n cep t o f  es tablishing req u irem en ts  fo r  vessels 
tran s itin g  th ro u g h  th e  A leu tian  Island region on  in n o ce n t passage b u t a fte r  num erous  
discussions co n c lu d ed  th a t  because o f th e  in te rnationa l m aritim e  rules go vern in g  th e  
r ig h t o f  in n o ce n t passage it w o u ld  b e  d ifficu lt to  p ro m u lg a te  rules accep tab le  to  th e  
IM O .

S e t A re a  S ta n d a rd s  
fo r  V essels  w ith  V essel 
R es p o n se  P lans  c a llin g  
a t  US P o rts

T h e  A dvisory Panel re co m m en d e d  th a t ra ther th a n  a tte m p tin g  to  set area standards  
fo r  vessels requ ired  to  have a federal vessel response p lan , e x a m in e  th e  use o f  local o r 
area co n tin g en c y  p lan as a m eans o f  establishing standards.

In c re a s e  T ra in in g  a n d  
D rills

Train ing  and drills are requ ired  u n d e r OPA90 an d  state law  an d  w ill be ex p a n d e d  and  
req u ired  un der th e  sa lvage an d  fire fig h tin g  rules. Part o f th e  baseline fo r ev ery  n ew  
re q u ire m e n t o r reg u la tio n  is a tra in in g  re q u irem en t an d  c o m p o n e n t fo r com pliance . 
Th ere fo re , th e  A dvisory Panel d id  n o t consider ex am in in g  th is  risk redu ctio n  m easure  
fu rther.

S to rm  a n d  S ev e re  
W e a th e r  ru le s

Since th e  m id -19 90s  th e  C ity  o f  Unalaska, Alaska M arin e  Pilots, U.S. Coast G uard  and  
local m a ritim e  in du stry  have n eg o tia ted  an d  es tab lished  storm  an d  w e a th e r rules fo r 
th e  Port o f  D utch  H arbor.These  rules are rev iew ed  an n u a lly  an d  ad ju sted  accord ing ly  
based o n  incidents o r observations . The A dvisory Panel co n c lu d ed  th a t th e  existing  
process is w ork in g  w ell an d  no  fu rth e r eva lu ation  o f  th is risk red uctio n  o p tio n  was 
necessary.

H ig h -F re q u e n c y  
(H F ) R a d a r S u rfa c e  
M o n ito r in g  C u rre n ts

This risk red uctio n  o p tio n  was ad d ed  du ring  th e  S e p te m b e r m e e tin g  a t th e  
re co m m en d a tio n  o f an A dvisory Panel m em b er. O cean  researchers use th is te ch n o lo g y  
to  m easure surface cu rre n t ve loc ity fie lds near th e  coastline. A  HF radar system  can  
m easure surface currents averaged  o ver 15 m in u tes  as fa r offsh ore as 50  m iles. The  
A dvisory Panel con c lu ded  th a t HF radar is n o t a risk redu ctio n  m easure b u t a to o l th a t 
cou ld  be  used d u rin g  or a fte r  a spill to  track and  m ap  oil tran s p o rted  by nearshore  
currents. HF ra d ar is ce rta in ly  a to o l in th e  oil spill response k it b u t n o t considered by 
th e  Panel to  b e  a risk reductio n  op tio n .

In c re a s e  F e d e ra l 
L ia b ility  a n d  C iv il 
P e n a ltie s

T h e  A dvisory Panel con c lu ded  th a t th e  cost o f p en alties  is re la tive ly  low  co m p a red  to  
th e  cost o f  response. T h e  liab ility  lim its need  to  b e  reason able  in o rd er fo r operators  
to  o b ta in  insurance. If lim its are to o  high th en  insurance co m pan ies  w o n 't insure and  
th is  m ay increase th e  n u m b e r o f  un insured  vessels. T h e  G o v e rn m e n t A ccounting  
O ffice  G AO  re p o rt states th a t OPA requires rev iew  o f  th e  insurance lim its ev ery  th ree  
years b u t has n o t been  d o n e  since 1990. Essentially, th e  federa l g o v e rn m e n t needs to  
co m p ly  w ith  OPA 90  b y  rev iew in g  insurance lim its ev ery  th re e  years an d  im p lem e n tin g  
th e  necessary ad justm ents .
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M a n n e d  V essel 
T ra c k in g  S ys tem

D u e to  th e  vo lu m e  o f  tra ffic  passing th ro u g h  U n im ak an d  A kutan  Pass th e re  w as in itia l 
in terest from  som e o f th e  A leu tian  Island Risk Assessm ent A dvisory Panel m em bers  to  
con sid er establishing a m an n e d  Vessel Tracking Service (VTS). Based on sub sequent 
discussions, th e  A dvisory Panel recom m end s reserving th is risk redu ctio n  o p tio n  fro m  
fu rth e r consid era tion  fo r th e  fo llo w in g  reasons:

U n d er cu rren t federa l law, th e  USCG is th e  o n ly  e n t ity  au th o rized  to  establish  
a VTS. The VTS w o u ld  need  to  m e e t IM O  procedures and  standards.
An in -d e p th  s tud y  w o u ld  be  requ ired  to  d e te rm in e  w h e th e r th e  USCG VTS 
is th e  best cho ice o ver an ex p a n d e d  an d  u p g rad e d  A u to m a tic  Id en tifica tion  
System  (AIS) o r a Vessel Traffic M o n ito rin g  System  (VTM S).

R egulatory  changes w o u ld  b e  n e e d e d  to  establish th e  contro l zo n e  and  
to  m an d a te  w h o  m ust partic ip ate , possibly invo lv ing  sub m itta l to  th e  
In te rnationa l M a rit im e  O rg an iza tion  fo r review , app rova l and  ad o p tio n .
Th e  cost to  purchase VTS e q u ip m e n t an d  increase th e  n u m b e r o f  personnel 
to  im p le m e n t a VTS in D utch  H arb o r w o u ld  b e  sub stantially  h ig h er th a n  th e  
USCG's o th e r tw e lv e  VTSs.
Establishing an d  m a in ta in in g  radar an d  co m m unicatio ns  e q u ip m e n t in 
a re m o te  and  hostile  e n v iro n m e n t w ill n o t be  easy or inexpensive. All 
m o u n ta in to p  access is by h e lico p ter only.

Th ere  is little  techn ica l su p p o rt in D utch  H arbo r fo r such an en terp rise  an d  it 
w o u ld  have to  be d ev e lo p ed .
Th ere  is currently  no  p ub lic  n o tice  by th e  USCG to  establish a fo rm al, m an n e d  
VTS fo r U n im ak  Pass.

E v a lu a te  a n d  
D e te rm in e  W h e th e r  
to  In c re a s e  S ta te  C iv il 
P e n a ltie s

Th e  o rig inal in te n t o f th e  state civil p en a lty  schem e an d  law  focused on  th e  oil ind ustry  
and n o t th e  en tire  m a rit im e  ind ustry  trans itin g  th ro u g h  Alaska w aters . Alaska's civil 
pen alties  ap p ro ach  is based u p on  th e  fo llo w in g  prem ise  and  intent:

Ail oil d ischarges w ill cause e n v iro n m en ta l an d  natura l resource harm  

For th a t  p o rtio n  o f th e  d a m a g e  w h ich  is read ily  id en tifia b le  an d  q u an tifiab le , 
existing legal rem edies p rovide an  ad e q u a te  m ean s o f  recovery  
A substantial p o rtio n  o f th e  d a m a g e  caused b y  oil p o llu tio n  c a n n o t be 
d e te rm in e d  w ith  c e rta in ty

T h e  public  sho uld  b e  co m p e n sated  fo r th ose  d am ag es w h ich  are n o t readily  
id en tifia b le  an d  q u a n tifiab le
T h e  schem e is in te n d e d  to  p re -d e te rm in e  th e  loss from  oil p o llu tio n  w hich  is 
n o t readily  id en tifia b le  a n d /o r  q u a n tifiab le , th ro u g h  th e  use o f  civil pen alties  
based on  o b jec tive  criteria o f th e  characteristics o f th e  oil an d  th e  sensitivity  
o f th e  receiving  en v iro n m e n t

Provide a m ean in g fu l in cen tive  to  safe o pera tio ns  b y  se ttin g  o u t th e  
con sequences o f  th e  un law fu l ac t in ad vance in an e ffo rt to  p reven t th e  
discharge o f oil b efo re  it occurs

It is in te n d ed  to  bo th  com p ensate  th e  pub lic  fo r  dam ag es  an d  to  p rov ide  an  
incen tive  fo r safe operations.

D urin g  th e  M arch  2011 m ee tin g , th e  A dvisory Panel reached  th e  conclusion th a t 
increasing state  civil p en alties  w as n o t a risk red uctio n  o p tio n  an d  agreed  to  set this 
o p tio n  aside as a re co m m en d a tio n .
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“There is no silver lining once oil hits the water. 
Loss of human life, damage to resources, and oil 

spill cleanup costs all underscore the importance of 
preventing spills in the first place.”

E d  Page, A d v is o ry  P anel m e m b e r/G e n e ra l-M a r in e r

(M a rc h  2011 A P  m e e tin g )
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A A C Alaska A dm in is tra tive  Code

ACP Area C ontingency Plan

A D E C Alaska D epartm ent o f  E nvironm enta l Conservation

A IR A A leu tian  Islands R isk Assessment

AIS Autom ated In fo rm a tio n  System

A M N W R A rc tic  M a ritim e  N ationa l W ild life  Refuge

A M S A A rc tic  M arine  Shipping Assessment

APL Am erican President Lines

ARR T Alaska Regional Response Team

A TB A Area to be avoided

AV TE C Alaska’s Ins titu te  o f Technology

AW CRSA A leutians West Coastal Resources Service Area

C /C Cargo carrie r

CFR Code o f Federal Regulations

C M P Coastal Management Plan

C O SIM C hem ical o il sp ill im pact m odel

CO TP Captain o f  the Port

D N V D et Norske Veritas

D W T Deadweight ton

ERM E nvironm enta l Resources M anagement

ETS Emergency Tow ing System

F E M A Federal Emergency Management Agency

FM Frequency m odu la tion

GRS Geographic response strategy

H F H ig h  frequency

IM O In te rna tiona l M a ritim e  O rganization

L A Louisiana

LLC L im ite d  L ia b ility  Com pany
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LR IT Long-range iden tifica tion  and track ing  system

M ARCS M arine  accident risk  calculation system

M A R P O L In te rna tiona l C onvention fo r the Prevention o f P o llu tion  fro m  Ships

M K D M in ia tu re  keyboard display

M /V M oto rized  vessel

M X A K M arine  Exchange o f Alaska

NCP N ationa l C ontingency Plan

N FW F N ationa l Fish and W ild life  Foundation

N G O N on-governm enta l organization

N T V N o n -ta n k  vessel

N TV R P N o n -ta n k  vessel response plan

ODPCP O il Discharge Prevention and C ontingency Plan

OPA O il P o llu tion  A ct

OSRO O il sp ill rem oval organization

PPOR Potential places o f refuge

PRAC P rim a ry  response action contractor

PSSA P articu la rly  Sensitive Sea Area

PWS Prince W illia m  Sound

RRO Risk reduction  op tion

SCP Subarea C ontingency Plan

SEAL Sea, air, and land special forces

SOPEP Shipboard O il P o llu tion  Emergency Plan

TRB Transporta tion Research Board

U K U n ited  K ingdom

US U n ited  States

USCG U n ited  States Coast Guard

u s s U n ited  States Ship

V H F V ery h igh  frequency

VM S Vessel m o n ito r in g  system

VRP Vessel response plan

VTS Vessel Traffic System

W W F W orld  W ild life  Fund
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8 .  A p p e n d i c e s

Appendix A. Background on Risk Reduction Options

This section provides background in fo rm a tion  about the RROs discussed in  Sections 4, 
5, and 6 o f  th is report.

A. 1 Enhanced Vessel Monitoring and Reporting
The RRO fo r enhanced vessel m on ito r in g  and repo rting  was recom m ended fo r 
im m ediate im plem entation, as sum m arized in  Section 4.1.

Robust vessel m o n ito r in g  and repo rting  is a h igh  national p r io r ity  fo r the U.S. Coast 

Guard and D epartm ent o f  H om eland Security. Vessel track ing  is a v ita l com ponent o f 
the U.S. Coast Guards na tiona l p lan to increase m aritim e  dom ain awareness, and the 
developm ent o f  N ationa l A u tom atic  Iden tifica tion  System (N A IS ) is a key in itia tive  
to enable the Coast Guard to  identify, track, and com m unicate w ith  m arine vessels 
using the A utom atic  Iden tifica tion  System (A IS). The genesis o f  the N AIS  m ission need 

comes fro m  the M a ritim e  Transporta tion Security Act, w h ich  directs the Coast Guard 
to im p lem ent a system to  collect, integrate, and analyze in fo rm a tio n  concerning vessels 
operating on or bound  fo r waters subject to the ju r isd ic tio n  o f the U n ited  States. The 
Coast Guards latest pro jection  fo r b u ild in g  N A IS  in  Alaska is 2018. O ther Coast Guard 

in itia tives proposed and subsequently e lim inated fo r Alaska is Rescue 21, an advanced 
com m and, contro l, and d irec tion  find ing  com m unica tion  system.

Automatic Identification System (AIS)
O n December 31, 2004 the In te rna tiona l M a ritim e  O rganization ( IM O ) required that 
a ll ships above 300 gross tons engaged on In te rna tiona l voyages and cargo ships o f 500 
gross tonnage and upwards no t engaged on in te rna tiona l voyages and a ll passenger 
ships irrespective o f size to be equipped w ith  A utom atic  Iden tifica tion  System (A IS) 
equipm ent. This technology is ak in  to a ircraft transponders and com prised o f a V H F / 
FM  based transponder tha t transm its the vessels GPS acquired pos ition  to other 
vessels and to terrestria l receiving stations where they exist. The regulation requires 
a ship’s name, position, course, speed, destination and o ther data, based on the nature 
o f the cargo and the voyage, be transm itted  continuously in  real tim e. This allows all 

vessels w ith in  the range o f the transponder to see the progress and course o f  other AIS 
equipped vessels to  aid co llis ion  avoidance. The in fo rm a tion  can be displayed onboard 
on  a m in im u m  keyboard display (M K D ) o r a vessel’s navigation plotter. Each AIS 
equipped vessel in  the area is displayed as a character on the screen along w ith  the other 

in fo rm a tio n  noted above. C u rren tly  the M arine  Exchange o f Alaska has a contract to 
p rovide U.S. Coast Guard A IS  capability in  Alaska.
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The A IS  shore receiver ne tw ork  operated by the M arine  Exchange o f Alaska receives 
vessel data transm itted by nearby vessels (up to 200 m iles away) and disseminates it  
to authorized users. The US Coast Guard and State o f  Alaska have access to the AIS 

in fo rm a tio n  th rough  contract w ith  the M arine  Exchange as does the m aritim e  industry.

The M arine  Exchange o f  Alaska has insta lled and operates m ost A IS  receivers in  Alaska.
The M arine  Exchange cu rren tly  has six A IS  receivers along the A leu tian  chain fro m
U n im a k  Island to Adak.

• A dak -  tw o receivers

• Unalaska -  tw o receivers

• A ku ta n  -  tw o receivers

It is u n like ly  that the entire study area can be covered by AIS in  the near future, bu t 
add itiona l sites are needed to increase the curren t coverage. The fo llow ing  locations are 
considered critica l to  the success o f the system and could be in  operation w ith in  a year i f  
fun d in g  is secured:

• N iko lsk i lo w  elevation -  scheduled fo r 2011,

• A tka  Island -  scheduled fo r 2011,

• U n im a k  Island at Scotch Cap,

• Shemya,

• A dak m ounta in top  (an abandoned W h ite  A lice  site),

• A ttu  Island,

• A ku tan  m ounta in top  and

• N iko lsk i m ounta in top  (also an abandoned W h ite  A lice  site).

Long Range Identification and Tracking System (LRIT)
In  a d d ition  to IM O  requ iring  the tracking  o f  vessels v ia AIS, in  2007 IM O  im plem ented 
the Long Range Iden tifica tion  and Tracking System in itia tive  in tended to provide 
p o rt and coastal states in fo rm a tio n  on vessels operating in  o r near the ir coasts in  
lig h t o f  em erging security concerns. U n like  A IS  w h ich  broadcasts across unsecured 
channels substantial amounts o f in fo rm a tio n  on a vessel several times a m inu te  via 
V H F  com m unications, LR IT  is a satellite based system tha t s im p ly sends a vessel’s serial 
num ber and loca tion  4 times a day over a secure netw ork. The in fo rm a tion  m ay be 
acquired by  authorized coastal and flag states fo r a fee. As a 20 kn o t vessel w ou ld  cover 
120 nautica l m iles between position  reports (6 hours p o llin g  in te rva l), LR IT  does no t 
provide the g ranu la rity  o f  data needed to address safety and environm enta l concerns. 
LR IT  in fo rm a tio n  is n o t available to the general pub lic  and w ou ld  be inappropriate fo r a 
search and rescue vessel track ing  option.

Voluntary Vessel Monitoring
In  a d d ition  to LRIT, m any vessels are tracked by o ther satellite systems to aid safety and 
efficiency as per company p o licy  (Alaska M arine  H ighw ay System, Alaska M arine  Lines, 
N o rth la n d  Services, etc.) o r to  satisfy fish ing regulations, i.e. V M S  (Vessel M o n ito r in g  

System). The types o f satellite transponders and the ir po llin g /re p o rtin g  rates va ry  from

:
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every 30 m inutes to a few times a day. In  most cases vessels autom atically send reports 
every three hours w ith  the operating cost o f  such systems averaging $ l-$ 3  dollars a 
day w ith  the equipm ent rang ing from  $500 to $2,500. In  add ition  to A IS, the M arine  

Exchange o f Alaska also installs and disseminates satellite transponders and its vessel 
track ing  system receives and processes satellite pos ition  reports along w ith  AIS reports. 
Thus vessels, such as the A laska M arine  H ighw ay System ferries, operating outside 
the range o f  A IS  receiving sites are s till tracked when also equipped w ith  a satellite 
transponder.

Maritime Insurance Clause associated with Vessel Tracking in the Bering Sea
In  add ition  to  in te rna tiona l and federal vessel m o n ito r in g  and tracking  requirements, 

insurers fo r m aritim e  commerce w orldw ide, such as Lloyds o f London, have specific 
requirements fo r vessels passing th rough  U n im ak  Pass. The Bering Sea Transit Clause 
(b) o f  the ir standards reads:

“ N o tw iths tand ing  anyth ing contained in  th is insurance to the contrary, i t  is hereby 
agreed that w hen on th rough  voyage to o r from  the Far East, the insured vessel may 
navigate the Bering Sea provided that:

The vessel has onboard the appropriate H ydrographic Charts corrected up to 
date E n try  is made th rough  the U n im ak  Pass and exit west o f  B u ld ir Island or 
vice versa and The vessel is equipped and p roperly  fitted  w ith  m arine radar, 

a satellite navigator, a sonic depth sounding apparatus, rad io  d irec tion  finde r 
and gyro compass, all fu l ly  operational and m anned by qua lified  personnel. 
(A lte rna tive ly  the vessel m ay enter o r leave th rough  the A m ch itka , A m ukta  or 
A ttu  passes, b u t o n ly  when equipped and p roperly  fitted  w ith  m arine  radar, a 

satellite navigator, sonic depth sounding apparatus, rad io  d irec tion  finder, gyro 
compass and a weather facsim ile recorder, a ll fu lly  operational and m anned by 
qua lified  personnel).

Insurance hereunder perm its  the insured vessel to use the B ering Sea, entering 
th rough  U n im ak  Pass and leaving west o f  B u ld ir Island o r vice versa, on th rough 
voyages to  the Far East, prov ided the vessel is equipped w ith  the m arine radar and 
GPS and also sonic depth sounding apparatus and G M DSS/radio d irec tion  finder.”

A.2 Increase USCG Presence in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
The RRO for increased USCG presence and towing capability was recommended for 
immediate implementation, as summarized in Section 4.2.
USCG vessels have rendered assistance by arresting the d r if t  o r p rov id ing  emergency 

tow ing  to numerous fish ing vessels and freighters in  the ?Bering Sea and Pacific Ocean. 
USCG vessels often reach the scene o f a disabled vessel ahead o f  rescue tugs, and are the 
firs t line  o f  defense against a g round ing  o r o il spill. USCG vessels operating in  Alaska 
waters include buoy tenders, pa tro l boats, m ed ium  and h igh  endurance cutters, and ice 
breakers.

There are o n ly  tw o USCG cutters home ported  in  Alaska, the A lex H aley and the 

M unro , bo th  stationed in  Kodiak. These cutters p r im a rily  pe rfo rm  law  enforcem ent and



search and rescue in  the Bering Sea/Aleutians region. The recendy decomm issioned 
cutter Acushnet was home ported in  Ketchikan, b u t is n o t scheduled to be replaced. 
USCG cutters fro m  other Pacific hom eports also pa tro l A laska waters.

Each USCG cutter has tow ing capability, equipm ent and a tra ined crew. The cutters 
carry a hawser, messenger line, and lin e -th ro w in g  gun. The crews tra in  fo r tow ing  at 
least tw ice per year and when on patro l respond to vessels in  distress, inc lud ing  tow ing  
situations. Refresher tra in ing  is conducted w ith  the US N avy every tw o years.

The im p o rtan t presence and tow ing  capab ility  o f  Coast Guard vessels has proven to 
be valuable d u ring  incidents by arresting the d r if t  o f  a vessel u n til larger com m ercia l 
assets can reach the scene. In  2004, the A lex H aley perform ed a 41-hou r to w  o f a 

593-foot, 46,000-ton b u lk  fre ighter; and w h ile  in  service the USS Edenton towed the 
58,000-ton battleship USS W isconsin. D u rin g  the Selendang A yu inc iden t the A lex 
H aley attempted a to w  b u t the messenger line  parted. Later the tug Sidney Foss arrived 
on-scene and the A lex  Haley was stood dow n w h ile  the Sidney Foss (3,000 horsepower) 
prepared a tow ; the Sidney Foss’ tow line  eventually parted. The A lex  Haley rem ained 

on scene to p rovide assistance (h ttp ://w w w .n tsb .gov/pub lic tn /2006 /M A B 0601.h tm ). 
(M arine  A ccident Brief, 12/8/2004).

O n February 8, 2011 the USCG cutter M orgenthau (home ported in  C a lifo rn ia  bu t on 
tem porary  assignment in  Alaska) attempted to establish a tow  w ith  the 58-foo t fishing 

vessel F /V  Terriga il near Unalaska Island, bu t establishing the tow  failed because the tow  
line  became tangled in  the M orgenthau’s propeller. This inc iden t points to the need to 
evaluate the tow ing  systems onboard the cutters operating in  the region to  ensure that 
the best available technology is u tilized . The new  Emergency Tow ing Systems (h ttp :// 
dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/aiets/home.htm  ) (AD EC , 2008) u tilize  ligh tw e igh t floa ting  
lines that are less like ly  to become entangled in  propellers.

M a in ta in ing  and im p rov ing  US Coast Guard tow ing  capabilities in  the Bering Sea is 
im perative fo r m itiga ting  the risks o f d r if t  groundings.

A.3 Stage Additional Emergency Towing Systems in Alaska
The RRO for additional emergency towing systems was recommended for immediate 
implementation, as summarized in Section 4.3.
A  proposed m itig a tio n  measure to reduce risk  is to  enhance the shore-based Emergency 
Tow ing System pro ject in it ia lly  im plem ented by the C ity  o f  Unalaska and Alaska 
D epartm ent o f  E nvironm enta l Conservation. Fo llow ing the near g round ing  o f the 
M /V  Salica Frigo on M arch 9, 2007, the M ayor o f  Unalaska convened a Disabled 

Vessel W orkgroup to  address the poss ib ility  o f  fu tu re  groundings and to discuss local 
emergency response solutions. This in it ia l m eeting led to the fo rm a tion  o f  the ETS 
w orkgroup, whose goal was to develop emergency tow ing  capabilities fo r disabled 

vessels in  the A leu tian  Subarea using loca lly  available tugboats in  con junction  w ith  
ETS equipm ent stationed in  Unalaska (A D EC , 2008). Based on the A leu tian  Subarea 
vessel tra ffic , the ETS w orkgroup im plem ented tw o ETS in  order to serve a w ide r range 
o f  vessels. The C ity  o f  Unalaska purchased a system suitable fo r vessels up to 50,000
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D W T  and the A D E C  purchased a system capable o f tow ing  vessels greater than 50,000 
D W T ; bo th  systems are stored in  Unalaska. The ETS consists o f  a ligh tw e igh t tow line, 
a messenger line  to assist in  deploying the tow line, a line-launcher, a ligh ted  buoy, and 
chaffing gear. These components may be configured to deploy to a disabled ship from  

the stern o f a tugboat o r a irdropped to the ship’s deck v ia  helicopter.

Since 2007, the pro ject continues to expand and annual exercises/training have been 
he ld  in  Unalaska. A n  ETS m anual was updated in  2008 and the A D E C  has purchased 

and stored a 10-inch (> 50,000 D W T ) ETS at the USCG A ir  Station Kodiak. In  2010, 
A D E C  received add itiona l funds, w h ich  w il l  a llow  them  to purchase tw o m ore 10-inch 
ETS packages. Tentative plans are to stage one system at USCG A ir  Station Sitka and 
the o ther at US N avy Supervisor o f  Salvage warehouse at Fort Richardson, Alaska fo r 
deploym ent to a po tentia l vessel in  distress.

A.4 Increase Rescue Tug Capability in the Aleutians
The RRO for enhanced rescue tug capability was recommended for addition study as 
part of Phase B of the Aleutian Islands Risk Assessment, as summarized in Section 
4.4.

In  2004, there were fo u r resident tugs in  the study area, all located at D u tch  H arbor 

(N uka Research &  P lanning G roup and Cape In ternationa l, Inc, 2006). These fo u r tugs 
had lim ite d  horsepower and sea-keeping a b ility  to  po ten tia lly  respond as a rescue/assist 
tug fo r a ship in  distress. A dd itiona lly , there are about 200 voyages th rough  the region 
each year by  tugs in  trade and these transient tugs range fro m  1,200 to 7,000 horsepower 

(N uka Research &  P lanning G roup and Cape In ternationa l, Inc., 2006). Tugs in  trade 
typ ica lly  have a barge in  tow, w h ich  hampers the ir a b ility  to respond to calls fo r 
emergency assistance. There has no t been a study conducted that specifically examines 
tug capabilities and operational/response expectations based on weather conditions 
typ ica lly  experienced in  the Bering Sea and G u lf o f  Alaska. Recognizing this lim ita tio n , 

add itiona l in fo rm a tio n  is needed to determ ine w hat type o f program  cou ld  or should be 
im plem ented fo r the A leu tian  Island region.

Securing fun d in g  fo r a Rescue Tug is expected to be the greatest challenge. Some 
associated issues that should be considered are:

R equiring fun d in g  by shippers th rough vessel response plan regulations o r alternative 
compliance to those regulations. The Neah Bay rescue tug in  the State o f  W ashington 

is pa id  fo r by  the W ashington State M a ritim e  Cooperative (W ashington State M a ritim e  
Cooperative, 1995) and was driven  by contingency plan regulations.

The M erchant M arine  A c t o f  1920, Section 27, referred to as the Jones Act, deals w ith  
cabotage (coastal sh ipping), and requires tha t a ll shipments (inc lud ing  salvage) between 
US ports be carried in  US flagged ships, b u ilt in , owned by and crewed by US citizens. 
Therefore, vessels being considered fo r use m ust be com plian t w ith  th is act. This may 
reduce the num ber o f  available vessels fo r consideration.

Salvage Laws. M a ritim e  law  distinguishes between contract salvage and true salvage. A  
vessel contractua lly  obligated to  respond cannot expect a salvage award other than as



specified under the paym ent terms agreed in  advance (contract salvage). T raditionally, 
a vessel tha t vo lu n ta rily  responds and succeeds in  rem oving another vessel from  
“ m aritim e  p e r il”  (true  salvage) can expect rem uneration fo r those services. Depending 
on the risk  involved, the successful vo lunteer may realize an award equal to  a s ignificant 
percentage o f the residual value o f the rescued vessel, its bunker, and its cargo. This was 
g iven as one o f the reasons the captain o f  the M /V  Selendang A yu delayed a llow ing 
rescue operations u n til i t  was too late.

In  the USA, OPA 90 requires that every vessel’s response plan include provisions 
to activate the services o f  a tug i f  needed o r so directed by the Federal On-Scene 
C oord ina to r (USCG). The U K  system includes a sta tu tory requirem ent that the casualty 
vessel accept and pay fo r services fro m  a dedicated tug kept in  pos ition  by public 
fun d in g  and called out by  the governm ent overseer. W herever trans iting  vessels pay 
an annual o r per tr ip  fee to keep a dedicated tug on standby contract, that tug cannot 
respond on com m ercia l terms o ther than those incorporated in  the agreement.

A.5 Increase Salvage and Spill Response Capabilities in the Aleutians
The RRO for increased salvage and spill response capabilities was recommended for 
additional study as part of Phase B of the Aleutian Islands Risk Assessment, with 
immediate implementation of the final rule for non-tank vessel contingency plans, as 
summarized in Section 4.5.
The am ount and type o f  salvage and o il sp ill response equipm ent required in  the region 
is under the ju r is d ic tio n  o f  two agencies, the USCG and AD EC . In  State waters, w h ich  
extend three m iles fro m  shore, A D E C  requires tank  vessels, tank barges, and non tank 
vessels to have an approved o il discharge prevention and contingency plan (Cplan) 
tha t meets state p lann ing  standards fo r discharge rem oval (18 A A C  75.400). In  State 
and Federal waters ta n k  vessels (includes barges) and non tank vessels m ust have an 
approved vessel response plan (VRP) (33 CFR Part 155). Vessels in  innocent passage 

do n o t require a vessel response plan, b u t w il l  like ly  have a Shipboard O il Po llu tion  
Emergency Plan (SOPEP). The Area C ontingency Plan covers sp ill response fo r vessels 
in  innocen t passage.

I t  is n o t know n  how  m any vessels are requ ired to ca rry  these plans, bu t w ith  the 
exception o f the vessels carry ing  on ly  SOPEP plans, each vessel m ust have access 

to equipm ent and personnel necessary to  execute the C plan and /o r VRP fo r the ir 
vessel. In  general terms th is means contracting  w ith  a State P rim ary  Response action 
C ontracto r (PRAC) o r a Federal O il Spill Removal O rganization (OSRO) to meet the o il 
sp ill p lann ing  standards fo r the vessel (USCG, 2008). OSROs are approved fo r specific 
operating environm ents: R iver/Canal, In land, Offshore, Nearshore, and Great Lakes 

based on th e ir response capability. P lanning standards d iffe r between vessels and state/ 
federal regulations, bu t generally the p lanho lder m ust be able to  stop the discharge, 
ligh te r unsp illed o il fro m  damaged tanks, observe and m o n ito r the o il slick, conta in and 

sk im  the o il fro m  the water, and prevent o il fro m  reaching w ild life  and sensitive areas. 
The biggest response p lann ing  standards that apply to vessels trad ing  in  the A leutians



are fo r  o il tankers ca rry ing  persistent o il (1 tr ip  per m on th  w ith  a m axim um  o f  26.8 

m ill io n  gallons cargo) b u t the p lanning  standards fo r tank  barges (5 trips  per m onth  
w ith  a m axim um  o f 6.3 m ill io n  gallons cargo) and large conta iner ships (160 trips  per 
m on th  w ith  a m ax im um  o f  2.2 m illio n  gallons o f fuel) are also substantial (D N V  and 
ERM , 2010a).

The actual o il sp ill response capability  in  the A leutians is a small frac tion  o f the spill 
response capab ility  in  o ther areas w ith  s im ila r vessel traffic. For example, there is not 
a single dedicated sp ill response vessel in  the entire subarea no r is there an OSRO 
that is classified to respond in  the Open Ocean, Offshore, o r Nearshore operating 

environm ents. Outside o f  ports and harbors, there is no resident o il sp ill response 
capability  in  the A leu tians to  respond to  the 185 transits per m on th  reported from  

the Vessel Traffic Study. The reasons fo r th is apparent inequ ity  in  response capability  
are n o t clear bu t m ostly  seem to be due to exceptions being granted to the regula tory 
requirements th rough  the alternative p lann ing  c rite ria  process.

Recently the USCG im plem ented new Salvage and M arine  F ire figh ting  requirements 

fo r tank vessels that are required to carry VRP (33 CFR Part 155.4030). S im ila r 
requirements w il l  be extended to nontank vessels when the non tank Vessel Response 
Plan ru le  is published. These regulations establish specific p lann ing  requirements fo r 
vessels operating w ith in  f i f ty  m iles o f the nearest COTP city. Vessels operating in  the 
A leutians w ou ld  n o t have to meet the tim efram es published in  these requirements 
because the entire A leu tian  subarea is m ore than fif ty  m iles fro m  Anchorage, Alaska, 
w h ich  is the C O TP fo r th is  area.

A no the r consideration is the response gap in  the A leutians. A  response gap is the 
percentage o f  tim e  that the environm enta l conditions (w ind , sea state, v is ib ility , 
currents, etc.) exceed the lim ita t io n  o f the response system. N o response gap analysis 
has been conducted fo r the A leutians bu t experience has shown that there are 
substantial periods o f  tim e  when a m arine sp ill response w ou ld  no t be possible no 
m atter w hat the o il sp ill response capability.

A.6 Establish IMO Particularly Sensitive Areas and Associated Protection
Measures

The RRO for establishment of IMO particularly sensitive areas was recommended 
for additional study as part of Phase B of the Aleutian Islands Risk Assessment, as 
summarized in Section 4.6.
A  PSSA is an area that is afforded special p ro tection  th rough  action by  the In te rnationa l 

M a ritim e  O rganization ( IM O ) because o f its significance fo r recognized ecological, 
socio-economic, o r scientific attributes where such attributes m aybe  vulnerable to 
damage by in te rna tiona l sh ipp ing activities. A lthough  a separate and d is tinc t process 
fro m  PSSA’s is a Ports Access Route S tu d y ', w h ich  the Coast Guard uses to designate 
fairways and tra ffic  separation schemes to provide safe access routes fo r vessels 
proceeding to and fro m  ports. In  1985, the Coast Guard conducted a Ports Access Route

1 Ports an d  W aterw ay Safety Act, 33 U.S.C. 1223



Study fo r U n im ak  Pass and on December 2,1986, a safety fa irw ay was established.2 A  
PSSA includes one o r m ore associated protective measure appropriate to the pa rticu la r 
circumstances o f  the area. These protective measures can include Areas to Be Avoided: 
an area w ith in  defined lim its  in  w h ich  either navigation is pa rticu la rly  hazardous or i t  
is exceptionally im p o rta n t to  avoid casualties and w h ich  should be avoided by a ll ships, 

or by certa in classes o f  ships. O ther po ten tia l protective measures are ship rou ting  
systems, ship repo rting  systems, o r vessel tra ffic  schemes.

A n  application fo r PSSA designation should conta in  a proposal fo r an associated 
protective measure or measures aimed at preventing, reducing o r e lim ina ting  the 
threat o r iden tified  vulnerab ility . IM O  guidelines provide advice to IM O  M em ber 
Governm ents in  the fo rm u la tion  and submission o f applications fo r the designation o f 

PSSAs to ensure that in  the process, all interests - those o f  the coastal State, flag State, 
and the environm enta l and shipping com m unities - are tho rough ly  considered on 
the basis o f  relevant scientific, technical, economic, and environm enta l in fo rm a tion  
regarding the area at r isk  o f  damage fro m  in te rna tiona l sh ipping activities. The 
guidelines update reso lu tion A.927 (22) Guidelines fo r  the Designation o f  Special 
Areas unde r M A R P O L 73/78 and Guidelines fo r the Iden tifica tion  and D esignation o f  
P articu la rly  Sensitive Sea Areas.

Two PSSAs have been established in  the U n ited  States— the N orthw estern Hawaiian 
Islands M arine  N ational M onum ent and the F lo rida  Keys. The IM O  has adopted certain 
areas to be avoided (A TBA ) and m andatory Ship R eporting  System fo r the N orthe rn  
H awaiian Islands PSSA. Likewise, the F lo rida  Keys’ PSSA includes Areas to be Avoided 
and established three non-anchoring  areas w ith in  the 3,000 square nautical m ile  zone.

Areas w ith in  the A leu tian  Island region have been iden tified  by the Federal governm ent 
(M arine  P rotection Areas, Alaska M a ritim e  Refuge and Stellar Sea L ion  C ritica l 
H abita t), State o f  Alaska (M ost E nv ironm enta lly  Sensitive Areas), A leutians West 
Coastal Resource Service Area and East A leu tian  Borough as having designations 
fo r special significance inc lud ing  subsistence use, areas suitable fo r study and 

understanding h is to ry  and pre-history, im p o rtan t habitat areas, areas suitable fo r 
com m ercia l fish ing and seafood processing facilities, and natura l hazards.

In  considering how  and where to establish a PSSA in  the A leu tian  Island region, the 

un in tended consequences and potentia l impacts to vessel rou ting  w il l  need to be 
considered. N on-governm ent organizations o r state governments th rough  the US Coast 
Guard, the US Representative to the IM O  w ho makes the fina l decision, can in itia te  a 
PSSA. The application and approval process fo r ob ta in ing  a PSSA designation can take 
up to  a year o r more.

A.7 Strengthen the Area Contingency Plan
The N ationa l O il and Hazardous Substances P o llu tion  C ontingency Plan (N ationa l 
C ontingency Plan o r N CP) (40 CFR Part 300), w h ich  is pa rt o f  the Clean W ater 
A ct, establishes the organizational structure and procedures fo r preparing fo r and

2 Federal Register, 1985. Ports Access Study, U nim ak  Pass, Alaska. Federal Register 50(52): 10.877. U.S 
D ep artm en t o f  T ransportation . U.S. Coast G uard, C G D  83-068



RISK ASSESSMENT

responding to discharges o f  o il and releases o f  hazardous substances, pollu tants, and 
contam inants. U nder the NCP, there are three levels o f  contingency p lanning: the NCP 
w h ich  establishes the na tiona l response organization; Regional C ontingency Plans 
(RCP) w h ich  establish regional response organization; and Area C ontingency Plans 
w h ich  establish response organizations and set contingency p lanning  standards fo r 
defined Areas w ith in  each Region (40 CFR Part 300 Sec. 210). Area Com m ittees (AC) 
are responsible fo r developm ent o f  Area C ontingency Plans (ACP) (40 CFR Part 300 
Sec. 205).

A laska is somewhat un ique in  that the State is bo th  a Region and an Area. The 

A laska Federal/State Preparedness Plan fo r Response to  O il &  Hazardous Substance 
Discharges/Releases (U n ified  Plan) serves as the Regional C ontingency Plan fo r the 
A laska Region. The U n ifie d  Plan, supplemented by 10 Subarea Plans, also serves as the 
ACP fo r the Alaska Area. In  Alaska the Alaska Regional Response Team (ARRT) is 

responsible fo r the developm ent o f  the U n ified  Plan. Federal regulations d irect that the 
Area C ontingency Plans m ust address bo th  sp ill p revention and response such that they 
“shall be adequate to remove a worst case discharge under Sec. 300.324, and to m itigate 
or prevent a substantial threat o f  such a discharge, fro m  a vessel, offshore facility, o r 

onshore fa c ility  operating in  o r near the area.”  (40 CFR Part 300 Sec. 210(c)). Currently, 
the A leutians Subarea Plan has very  lit tle  p lann ing  fo r prevention o f spills and there is 
ve ry  lit t le  capability  to im p lem ent the measures necessary to respond to  a discharge in  
the subarea.

Federal regulations require tha t ACPs describe in  deta il the responsibilities fo r 
preventing o r m itig a tin g  the threat o f a discharge and cleaning up a discharge fo r 
owners and operators o f  vessels and facilities as w ell as federal, state and local agencies. 
The ACPs are also required to describe how  contingency plans prepared by owners 

and operators o f  vessels and facilities operating in  the Area m ust integrate in to  the sp ill 
p revention and response p lann ing  system established in  the ACP (40 CFR Part 300 Sec. 
210(c)(3)).

Owners and operators o f  tank  vessels ca rry ing  o il as cargo and non tank  vessels over 400 
gross tons ca rry ing  fuel o il fo r propu ls ion  are required to develop a US Coast Guard- 
approved Vessel Response Plan (VRP) fo r th e ir operations in  US waters (33 CFR Part 

155). The VRP m ust include a geographic-specific appendix fo r each Captain o f  the 
Port (C O TP) zone th rough  w h ich  the vessel w il l  transit. VRPs are required by federal 
regulation to be consistent w ith  the ACPs in  effect six m onths p r io r  to the submission 
date fo r the VRP (33 CFR Part 155 Sec. 1030(h)). The evaluation c rite ria  fo r VRP 
state that response resources iden tified  in  the plan m ust meet lim ita tio n s  stated in  the 
applicable ACP (33 CFR Part 155 Sec. 1050(a)(2)).

Foreign-flagged vessels engaged in  innocent passage are exempted from  the VRP 
requirements (33 CFR Part 155 Sec. 1015); however, the ACP regulations require that 
the Area C ontingency Plan id e n tify  sufficient equipm ent, resources, and p lann ing  to 
respond to sp ill risks fro m  any operations in  the Area (40 CFR Part 300 Sec. 210). Since 
vessels engaged in  innocen t passage may be operating w ith o u t a VRP, the ACP becomes 
the default response p lan fo r spills from  vessels no t subject to  US o il sp ill p lann ing

55

Phase  A  S u m m a ry  R e p o rt



regulations. C urrently, the ACP does n o t conta in  suffic ient resources to respond to  a 
w orst case discharge fro m  a vessel in  innocent passage. Phase A  o f the A leu tian  Islands 
Risk Assessment iden tified  vessels engaged in  innocent passage as a s ign ificant o il sp ill 

r is k  fo r the region; therefore, i t  is im p o rtan t that the ACP include adequate p lann ing  
and resources to manage a sp ill fro m  an innocent passage vessel.

The A leu tian  Islands are p a rt o f the A leutians Subarea and pa rt o f  the Western Alaska 
Captain o f the Port Zone. Therefore, vessels operating in  the A leu tian  Islands that 
are required under federal regulation to develop VRPs m ust ensure that the VRPs are 
consistent w ith  the U n ified  Plan and Subarea Plan fo r the A leutians, as w e ll as w ith  
any operating measures p u t in  place by the Captain o f  the Port o f  Western Alaska.
(Note that vessels engaged in  innocent passage -  fore ign flagged-vessels no t calling 
on U.S. ports o r transferring  or ligh te ring  o il in  U.S. waters -  are exempted fro m  
VRP requirem ents). ODPCPs prepared by vessel owners and operators under State 
statutes and regulations m ust also be consistent w ith  the U n ified  Plan and Subarea 
Plans. C u rren tly  there is no evaluation o f the a b ility  o f  the VRP ho lder to meet the 
requirem ents established in  the ACP d u rin g  the USCG VRP review process.

Operators o f  tank vessels and non tank vessels that operate or transfer o il in  state 
waters are required by the State o f  A laska to  prepare O il D ischarge Prevention and 
C ontingency Plans (O DPCP) or equivalent plans fo r non tank vessels (AS 46.04.030.). 
These plans are subm itted to the Alaska D epartm ent o f  Environm enta l C onservation 

(A D E C ) fo r review  and approval under relevant state regulations (18 A A C  75.425,445 

and 455). A laska Statutes require that ODPCPs are consistent w ith  the state regional 
and master plans, w h ich  include the U n ified  Plan and applicable Subarea C ontingency 
Plans (AS 46.04.200 and AS 46.04.210). State p lann ing  requirements do no t apply to 
vessels operating outside State waters, w h ich  extend three m iles fro m  shore, so these 

regulations do no t apply to m ost vessels on the N o rth e rn  Great C ircle route passing 
th rough  the A leutians.
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