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Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Provides Lessons for
Future Response Preparations and Ol
Spill Prevention

Shortly after midnight on March 24, 1989, the oil tanker Exxon Valdez
ran aground on Bligh Reef in Prince William Sound, Alaska, spilling
more than 10 million gallons of Alaska’s North Slope crude oil. We
believe the problems arising from the response to this largest oil spill in
U.S. history provide lessons for the nation to apply to large oil spills in
coastal waters throughout the country. The inability of industry and
government to effectively respond to such a large spill demonstrates the
need for improvements in the nation’s spill prevention and response
capabilities and the need for adequate funding to support these efforts.
We believe these demonstrated needs highlight three areas warranting
Congressional consideration.

» First, the response to the Exxon Valdez oil spill was clearly inadequate.
Major problems were encountered because no one had realistically pre-
pared to deal with a spill of this magnitude in Prince William Sound.
Further, we may be similarly unprepared elsewhere in the nation. One
important reason for this state of national unpreparedness is that there
is no single designated leader or authority to ensure that preparations
are adequate. We believe the federal government should perform this
leadership role.

» Second, even with a substantially greater commitment of resources to
improve response capabilities, the nation’ ability to deal with a spill of
the Exxon Valdez magnitude is limited at best. Thus, the nation’s prior-
ity for dealing with such spills should be to prevent them from occurring
in the first place. The experience at Valdez and elsewhere has shown
that much needs to be done to improve our prevention measures.

e Third, the nation’s reaction to the Exxon Valdez and other recent spills
seems to indicate a strong desire to reduce the risks associated with oil
spills. While the many recommendations surfacing as a result of the
recent incidents provide good options for changing the nation’s level of
protection, a leadership role is needed to determine the bei t course of
action for improving prevention and response capabilities. Further, it
will be necessary to consider various options to significantly increase
funding if the nation’s levels of protection are, in fact, to be raised.

Background The Clean Water Act requires the President to develop a national contin-
° gency plan to provide efficient, coordinated, and effective action for
minimizing damage from oil spills and hazardous substance discharges.1

‘The Comgrehensive Environme{]t |-Response, Compensation, and éiabili%Artof 15180 requires a
| ntlngaency plan to include a section f rﬂ% ﬁons_e 0 hazar ases Into the

national ¢ ou?]s %?n ere]
environment that may present an imminent and substantial danger to the public health and welfare.
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The Clean Water Act addresses the requirements for; uch discharges
into or upon the navigable waters of the United State; and the adjoining
shorelines. The first national contingency plan was adopted in 1968, and
the current plan appears as 40 C.F.R. part 300. The national plan pro-
vides for the following national response system organization:

A national response team responsible for oil spill and hazardous sub-
stance release response planning and coordination. As presently consti-
tuted, this team is composed of representatives from 14 federal
agencies.

A national response center, which serves as a focal point for reporting
spills. The center maintains a listing of available containment and
cleanup equipment.

Regional response teams, which provide planning and preparedness
activities before, and coordination and advice during, response actions
related to oil discharges and hazardous substance releases. There cur-
rently are 13 such teams.

Regional contingency plans that are developed by the regional teams to
provide coordination of a timely, effective response. To the greatest
extent possible, these plans are to be coordinated with state and local
federal plans for the same potential spill areas.

Federal local contingency plans that are developed by predesignated
federal officials called on-scene coordinators in consultation with the
regional team, to identify (1) probable locations of discharges or
releases, (2) available resources, (3) disposal methods and facilities con-
sistent with local and state plans, and (4) a local structure for respond-
ing to discharges or releases.

Together these mechanisms constitute the national response system. As
can be seen from the description of its components, the system's success
depends on the combined efforts of all agencies and organizations work-
ing together at the national, regional, state, and local levels.

The Coast Guard is to p rovide on-scene coordinators for the coastal zone
and the Environmental Protection Agency is to provide coordinators for
the inland zone. The boundaries between coastal and inland zones are
determined by agreement of the two agencies and the boundaries are
designated in the regional plans. The Coast Guard’s on-scene coordina-
tors are responsible fo- ensuring proper pollution response and enforce-
ment. They are requ;red to use appropriate legislative and regulatory
authorities, the na' .onal contingency plan, regional and local contin-
gency plans, and ictions relevant to the unique circumstances of the
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incident to ensure that the response is carried out expeditiously and
aggressively.

Except under certain conditions, the owner or operator of a vessel that
discharges oil in violation of the Clean Water Act is liable for removal
costs up to a statutorily established ceiling. The on-scene coordinator
monitors the removal operation to ensure it is being done properly.
When appropriate, the on-scene coordinator should guide the discharger
on the preferred course of action. However, whenever a polluter is
unknown or not acting responsibly, or when its removal effort is insuffi-
cient, the coordinator may assume total or partial control of response
activities. This is done by “federalizing” the spill, activating a fund pro-
vided under the act to cover expenses, and taking whatever actions are
necessary to ensure proper ~eanup.

The general consensus is that the initial response to the Exxon Valdez
spill was inadequate to control and recover the spilled oil. Problems
identified ranged from a shortage of equipment and skilled personnel to
inadequate communications and organizational structures. We believe a
number of conclusions can be reached from this experience related to
the inadequacy of response preparations, the lack of a clear leadership
role or authority for ensuring adequate preparations, the limited capa-
bilities of response equipment under certain conditions, and the funding
and procurement restrictions the federal government may face in
responding to a major spill.

The government and industry clearly were not prepared from a plan-
ning, resource, or readiness perspective to deal with a spill of the Exxon
Valdez magnitude. While federal, state, and industry contingency plans
existed for dealing with an oil spill in Prince William Sound, the primary
plan for direct spill cleanup was prepared by the pipeline terminal oper-
ator— Alyeska Pipeline Service Company (Alyeska). Alyeska officials
said that under their plan, the company had equipment and personnel
assembled only for what it considered would be the "most likely” spill—
an estimated 42,000 to 84,000 gallons. This figure was less than 1 per-
cent of the more than 10 million gallons that spilled from the Exxon
Valdez. Alyeska’s plan included a scenario for how it would respond to a
spill of about 8.4 million gallons. Its officials told us that this planned
response was based on how Alyeska would use its existing equipment
and personnel supplemented by outside resources. They also said this
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response would be inadequate to prevent limited environmental dam-
ages if such a very large spill were to occur. The 8.4-million-gallon sce-
nario also indicated that using dispersants on the oil and burning it
would be important in responding to a spill of this size and that long-
term beach cleanup would be expected.

Along with having a response plan that was inadequate for a spill of the
Exxon Valdez magnitude, field exercises had not been conducted,
according to Alyeska and Coast Guard officials, to test the ability of
resources and personnel to realistically respond to a major spill in Prince
William Sound. According to an Alyeska official, Alyeska originally had
a dedicated team of contractor personnel ready to respond to a spill. But
in 1981 the team was disbanded, and responsibility for responding to
spills was assigned to Alyeska personnel as an additional duty. In addi-
tion, at the time of the Exxon Valdez incident, Alyeska’s response barge
was undergoing repairs and was not loaded with needed equipment.
Given this preparation, it is not surprising that major problems have
been identified -with the initial response to the Exxon Valdez spill.

The Exxon Valdez and other recent spills have heightened concern about
whether the nation is adequately prepared for major oil spills elsewhere.
For example, in the Delaware Bay area, we found that preparations are
based on what is considered a likely or typical spill—generally up to
250,000 gallons. In a recent 307,000-gallon spill in that area, the
response contractors could not initially obtain enough equipment or per-
sonnel to effectively contain the spill, and the Coast Guard had no avail-
able alternatives. Ultimately, the Delaware National Guard was called to
assist in the cleanup. Furthermore, coordination, communication, and
organization problems were apparent during the response.

On a broader scale, the American Petroleum Institute acknowledged in a
June 1989 report that the oil industry lacks the equipment and person-
nel to deal with a spill of 9 million gallons or more anywhere in the
coastal United States. Because of the President's concern about the
nation’s ability to respond to major spills, the Coast Guard initiated a
nationwide study of contingency plans.

As this country moves forward in planning for higher levels of response
capability, two questions emerge. First, what size spill should the nation
be prepared to respond to? And, second, what criteria should be used to
judge the adequacy of the response? These questions are important
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because the nation seems to lack the ability to prevent major spills from
causing environmental damage.

ee%ggr&)rggéi]th rl(}y Improving this country’s ability to respond to major oil spills will also

allfie require strengthening the federal leadership role in ensuring that prepa-
rations are adequate. That Alyeska had a spill response plan for Prince
William Sound—albeit an inadequate one for the size of spill that
occurred—appears atypical of the national situation. According to the
Coast Guard, Alaska required Alyeska to have a plan for tankers tran-
siting the area, but other states often leave such planning to be done by
industry on a voluntary basis.

From the federal perspective, the Coast Guard believes it lacks author-
ity to require private shippers or terminal operators, like Exxon or Aly-
eska, to have contingency plans for dealing with oil spills for vessels in
transit. Furthermore, if the shipper or terminal operator has such a
plan, the Coast Guard believes it cannot dictate the size of spill that the
plan should address, ensure that the resources called for in the plan are
in place, or ensure that the plans are tested for their effectiveness. Once
a coastal oil spill occurs, however, the Coast Guard asserts that it has
authority to (1) monitor the response or (2) assume partial or total con-
trol of the response by “federalizing” it. Thus, while the Coast Guard
has played a major role in ensuring the effectiveness of a response, it
believes it does not have the necessary authority to ensure that response
preparations are adequate. Coast Guard officials believe this lack of
authority is the most significant limiting factor in the contingency plan-
ning process.

According to the Coast Guard, state involvement in ensuring adequate
preparations varies; therefore, we believe the federal government
should be the leader for ensuring that adequate plans and resources are
in place to respond to major spills and that such resources are properly
tested to ensure a smooth response. This responsibility could be dele-
gated to states that demonstrate an ability to effectively carry out this
role.

Hngrovem n'[Sh Nﬁ@?&d m Responses to the Exxon Valdez and other recent spills also indicate a
e5ponse 1ecnno

ol neecl t0 iinProve technical capabilities for containing and recovering oil
in varying environments. For example, according to Coast Guard offi-

cials, during the Exxon Valdez spill response, skimmers frequently
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broke down or were ineffective in dealing with oil that had become thick
from weathering. At other times, high winds and seas prevented any
recovery. Furthermore, the response techniques of dispersing or burning
the oil, which Alyeska considered important in responding to a major
spill, are controversial because of their potential environmental impact.
Additionally, the effectiveness of these two techniques is highly depen-
dent on the timeliness of their use and on weather and water conditions.
A lesson learned in the recent Delaware River spill was that existing
equipment normally used to contain and cleanup spills such as booms
and skimmers could not effectively recover the type of oil that had been
spilled. The only effective technique was to physically pick up the oil
and place it in containers.

A consensus appears to be developing that considerable research and
development is needed to improve spill response technology. In its June
1989 report, the American Petroleum Institute stated, “A realistic
appraisal of U.S. and, in fact, worldwide response to major spills will
recognize that no effective containment of such a spill has been accom-
plished.” In addition, the cover letter to a May 1989 Department of
Transportation and Environmental Protection Agency report to the
President stated, "Oil spill cleanup procedures and technologies are
primitive.” Coast Guard officials told us that with current technology
the best that can typically be expected after a major spill is to recover
10 to 15 percent of the oil.

Notably, however, while concern exists that response technology has
not changed much since the 1970s, federal funding for research and
development has been cut back in recent years. For example, an offic.dl
of the Environmental Protection Agency stated that in fiscal year 1988
the agency suspended research and development in prevention and
cleanup of oil spills in favor of higher priority topics. Also, in fiscal year
1988 the Coast Guard’s budget for research, development, testing, and
evaluation in its Marine Environmental Protection Program, of which oil
spill response is only a part, was $1.6 million—$7.2 million less than
had been expended in 1983.

An important question emerging from the Exxon Valdez spill is whether
the federal government would have the funds and flexibility to effec-
tively respond to a spill of this magnitude. Had the Coast Guard been
dissatisfied with industry’s efforts and assumed responsibility for car-
rying out the response, it would have had to rely on the Clean Water Act
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"311(k)" fund to pay for the costs. Although this fund is authorized at
$35 million, it had only $6.7 million available when the spill occurred—
enough to finance less than one week of response operations. In addi-
tion, the Coast Guard said it could also face problems in getting reim-
bursed tor all of its costs because of the low liability limits established in
federal legislation enacted in the 1970s for those causing spills. Further-
more, Coast Guard officials pointed out that because the government’s
procedures for contracting and procurement are much more cumber-
some than private industry’s, Exxon was able to obtain needed
resources from around the world more quickly and efficiently than the
government could have.

A greater commitment to response alone, even if substantial, will proba-
bly not fully protect the environment because the nation’s ability to deal
with major spills, from the perspective of both preparation and technol-
ogy, is limited at best. According to an expert in oil spill recovery who
assisted us in our evaluation, even if all the equipment available in
August 1989 to combat any future spills in Prince William Sound had
been available at the time of the Exxon Valdez spill, and even if condi-
tions for deploying all of the equipment were ideal, only 35-45 percent
of the oil could have been recovered. Therefore, we believe priority
should be given to preventing spills in the first place. However, the
experience at Valdez and elsewhere shows that the nation’s prevention
measures need to be improved, partly because past decisions on what
should be done were based on the availability of funds and partly
because of the inconsistencies in the use of these measures in different
locales.

Although preventing spills will require up-front costs, these expendi-
tures could well be less in the long run and more effective than the cost
of containing oil spills and mitigating their environmental impact. For
example, federal agency costs associated with the Exxon Valdez spill
could be about $120 million by the end of Fiscal year 1989. Exxon has
recently stated that it has reserved $880 million for spill-related costs
through mid-September 1989. It is important to note, however, that
these costs do not include future industry and government cleanup costs
or long-term restoration costs, which could be significant. Nor do these
costs reflect the environmental impact on the wildlife, shores, and liveli-
hoods of the people in the area.
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Methods for preventing oil spills include monitoring and directing ship
movements and using harbor pilot or tug escort assistance. Although
these methods were used in Prince William Sound, their use had been
limited.

The Coast Guard administers a Vessel Traffic Service System in Prince
William Sound and in four other areas of the nation’s waterways to
guard against vessel groundings or collisions. Although, according to the
Coast Guard, this system is often considered analogous to the nation’s
air traffic control system, there are important differences. First, the
Coast Guard advises ships of their position relative to other ships and
navigational hazards, but generally it does not direct their specific
movements, since the vessel’s crew are considered in a better position to
know what maneuvers are appropriate given existing weather and
water conditions. Second, the current radar-based system is not as effec-
tive in identifying precise vessel locations as are other technologies,
such as a. navigation-based system. And third, while participation
in the Prince William Sound system is mandatory, participation in the
system at two other locations is voluntary, meaning that the ships do
not have to notify the Coast Guard of their movements.

When the Exxon Valdez ran aground, according to the Coast Guard,
theie was no radar monitoring of the ship when it left the shipping lanes
because it had reportedly passed the limits of reliable radar coverage for
the Vessel Traffic Service System. At the time of the incident, the sys-
tem covered less than half of the vessel’s transit from Valdez through
Prince William Sound. Although consideration was given to providing
system coverage throughout the sound when the Alaska pipeline was
being built, this consideration was rejected in part as too costly. The
number of the vessel traffic systems in other parts of the country have
also been cut back for budgetary reasons.

Tugs and harbor pilots can help lower the risks of accidents by assisting
vessels and by providing them with more knowledge of local water con-
ditions and hazards. According to the Coast Guard, at the time of the
incident the use of tugs was limited to escorting tankers through the
Valdez Narrows. Further, although Alaska initially required tankers to
have a harbor pilot on board throughout I'rince William Sound, the
requirement was later scaled back because of the danger involved in
having harbor pilots transfer between vessels in the frequently high
seas at the sound’s entrance.
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Our reviews at other locations show differences in the use of harbor
pilots and tug escorts, largely due to federal and state requirements in
local areas. For example, in Delaware and Pennsylvania, although har-
bor pilots remain on board vessels from the time they enter the Dela-
ware Bay until they are docked, the states have different licensing
requirements. Further, the Coast Guard requires vessels transporting
liquified petroleum gas in the bay to have tug escorts but does not
require oil tankers to use tug escorts.

Limitations in other prevention mechanisms have come to light since the
Exxon Valdez spill. At the National Transportation Safety Board hear-
ings, allegations of improper conduct and inadequate training of certain
members of the Exxon Valdez crew have raised questions about the
effectiveness of Coast Guard licensing and of industry training proce-
dures. Similarly, because allegations have arisen that equipment inade-
quacies contributed to recent spills elsewhere, questions have been
raised about whether improvements are needed in ship design, such as
the need for double bottom construction or additional maneuvering
mechanisms. Also, the aging of the tanker fleet and the impact that
crossing high seas has on vessels has heightened the concern over the
need for frequent, thorough inspections.

While cutbacks or limitations on prevention measures in Prince William
Sound largely reflected funding or safety concerns, prevention measures
prior to the spill seemed acceptable to the Coast Guard and others
because nothing major had gone wrong in the 12 years since the pipeline
began operations. For example, according to the Coast Guard, since the
pipeline opened in 1977, about 8,700 oil tankers have safely transited
the sound with only minor or manageable spills occurring. Now, since
the Exxon Valdez spill, concerns have been raised that prevention sys-
tems should be expar,o_J with some degree of redundancy built into
them. This accident may have been prevented if the tug had continued
to escort the vessel, or the harbor pilot had stayed on board, or the ves-
sel-tracking system had been capable of monitoring the ship beyond the
site of the accident.

reacl\on t0 the AX>:m Valdez and other recent spills seems to be

that the nation must lower the risks of transporting oil by tankers by
improving its prevention of and response to spills. Since the Exxon
Valdez spill, the government and industry have done much to improve
their prevention and response capabilities in Prince William Sound. The
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spill has also stimulated numerous assessments of the lessons lean ted
with nationwide implications. The multitude of option .that are surfac-
ing for preventing and responding more effectively to oil spills are a pos-
itive sign of the nation’s desire to act boldly and quickly. However, as
the nation decides on the best course of action, it will be important to
avoid a scattershot approach that leaves it little better than it was
before.

The Exxon Valdez spill has generated many recommendations for
improving prevention and response in Prince William Sound as well as
throughout the nation. For example, under direction from the state of
Alaska, Alyeska has taken several steps to ensure that equipment and
personnel can respond quickly to spills. Alaska has also required escort
vessels and harbor pilots to stay with tankers past the site of the
grounding. The Coast Guard has told us they have made several proce-
dural changes to strengthen the Vessel Traffic Service System’s ability
to monitor ship traffic.

From a national perspective, the Department of Transportation and the
Environmental Protection Agency’s joint report to the President identi-
fied many nationwide efforts needed in prevention, contingency plan-
ning, readiness of response resources, roles and responsibilities of
parties involved in a response, and research and development. Similarly,
the American Petroleum Institute report included specific recommenda-
tions for improvements in prevention, response, and research and devel-
opment. In addition, the Coast Guard recently completed a
comprehensive evaluation of alternatives for preventing oil spills.

Many other activities are still under way that will add to possible
nationwide actions. The Coast Guard has a number of navigation initia-
tives underway such as a study of the Vessel Traffic Service System,
including the number of new locations needed, the need to expand the
scope of coverage at existing locations, and opportunities for using new
technologies. Other recommendations on prevention are likely to stem
from reports from National Transportation Safety Board and Coast
Guard investigations of the causes of the Exxon Valdez accident.

On the response side, the Coast Guard’s nationwide study of spill

response plans and readiness, coupled with the President’s report, are
being used by the Coast Guard to recommend a new national policy on
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preparedness for oil spills. Also, the state of Alaska has created a com-
mission to investigate the Valdez incident that will, among other things,
recommend changes by government and industry that may be needed in
both prevention and response.

Finally, in addition to the various industry and government studies and
actions, many hearings have been held by different committees of the
Congress on various issues related to the Exxon Valdez spill and oil
spills in general. Legislation has been introduced regarding contingency
planning, oil pollution and liability compensation, mariner licensing
requirements, as well as other issues.

Although the many recommendations are positive signs, unless the
approach to improving the nation’s level of protection is unified, these
actions may not be as effective as intended, or may conflict with one
another.

Tot jend, we believe it would be appropriate to establish a single
entity or leader for recommending the specific actions that are likely to
achieve a higher level of protection. This entity would sort through rec-
ommendations of current and forthcoming studies; establish priorities;
and recommend to the Congress, the Administration, states, and others,
the levels of prevention and response the nation should strive for and
the steps necessary to achieve them.

There are alternatives for designating this single entity or leadership
role. For example, a federal agency, such as the Coast Guard, could fill
this role. Another approach could be to establish a task force or commis-
sion comprised of representatives from organizations that play key roles
in spill prevention and response. These could include industry, federal
agencies, states, and other groups. Each approach has advantages and
disadvantages. For example, a commission approach may be less timely
than using a federal agency. On the other hand, the recommendations of
a federal agency working alone could be influenced by its own priorities
among its various missions. If a federal agency is selected as the single
entity, we believe it would be important to develop a mechanism for par-
ticipation by other key organizations.

As a strategy is developed for improving oil spill prevention and

response capabilities, it may be advantageous to consider at the same
time the risks associated with the water transportation of other types of
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hazardous cargo. Over the past 2G years, there has been an average of
80 accidents a year involving the approximately 900 tankers that trans-
port other types of hazardous cargo, such as liquified petroleum gas. An
average of six of these each year resulted in the release of hazardous
cargo into the water. While the number of accidents involving hazardous
cargo tankers is small compared to the number of accidents involving oil
tankers, the accident rate is proportionally about the same giTen the
total number of tankers involved. We believe, therefore, that as an
action plan is dev eloped for increasing levels of prevention and response
for oil spills, planners should also consider what should be done about
transporting other hazardous cargos.

Clearly, achieving greater protection will require greater funding. We
believe consideration should be given to establishing a fund, or modify-
ing existing funds, to finance the improvements in the levels of both pre-
vention and response, including any needed research and development.
Several funding sources can be considered. Options that have already
surfaced since the Exxon Valdez spill would include direct industry
funding, user fees (a per-barrel tax on oil), direct appropriations, or a
combination of these three.
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STATE OF ALASKA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

IN THE MATTER OF
ALYESKA PIPELINE SERVICE COMPANY

i
OIL SPILL CONTINGENCY PLAN %
)

Respondent

EMERGENCY ORDER
Pursuant to AS 46.03.820, which authorizes the Depart—
ment of Environmental Conservation to issue orders to prevent and
abate pollution of the environment on an emergency basis, and
based upon an investigation conducted by the Department of
Environmental Conservation, | find and order as follows:
FINDINGS

1. Alyeska Pipeline Service Company (™&lyeska™) has 1in
place, pursuant to AS 46.04,030, an oil spill contingency plan
("plan”” which prescribes Alyeska®s response to an oil spill from
Alyeska®s Marine Terminal or a tanker calling on the terminal.

2. On March 24, 1989, the T/V Exxon Valdez ran aground on
Bligh Island after taking on approximately 53,094,510 gallons
(1,264,155 barrels) of crude oil from Alyeska®s Marine Terminal.

3. The T/V Exxon Valdez discharged approximately 10,000,000
gallons (240,000 barrels) of crude oil following the grounding.

4. Alyeska 1is responsible under the plan for immediate
implementation of the plan and is obligated under the plan to,

inter alia,:



a. initiate reconnaissance actions to determine the exact
location and extent of the spill;

b. initiate control actions to minimize the spread of oil
and to prevent oil from reaching sensitive areas;

C. initiate cleanup actions for recovery of oil in conjunc—
tion with containment action as required.

5. Specifically, the plan provides for an oil spill
response for a scenario of a 200,000 barrel spill in Prince
William Sound. Under that scenario, Alyeska is obligated to,
inter alia,:

a. move containment booms, skimmers, response equipment,
support equipment and personnel (including private contractors)
to the site within 1 to 5 hours;

b. deploy the closest empty or light loaded tanker to the
spill site;

c. boom off the leaking vessel to contain the spilled oil:

d. undertake exclusion actions to preventspilled oil from
contaminating designated sensitive areas; and

e. immediately begin recovery of oil,

6. Alyeska did not fully boom off the the Exxon Valdez
until more than 72 hours following the grounding and long after
the vast majority of the oil had been discharged from the vessel.

7. The time period Alyeska took to deploy the plan®s
designated equipment far exceeded the operational schedule set
out 1in une plan and Alyeska undertook no effective containment or

cleanup or the oil.



8. Alyeska undertook no exclusion actions to prevent
spilled oil from approaching communities or sensitive areas.

9. As of April 4, 1989, only approximately 9000 barrels had

been recovered. Also, the area of the spill®s impact exceeded
1640 square miles. This spill fouls hundreds of miles of shore-
line. It severely impacts water quality, fisheries resources,

waterfowl and marine mammals.

10. Alyeska 1is under a mandatory and continuing legal
obligation to contain and cleanup the existing Valdez spill.
Alyeska®™s 1inadequate response to the spill under the plan to date
demonstrates its inability to respond as required under the plan

to any new oil spills.

11. Continued operation of Alyeska®s Marine Terminal and
tanker traffic at the current crude oil flow rate creates a
substantial potential risk of an additional oil spill at
Alyeska®s Marine Terminal or in Prince William Sound.

12. If an oil spill occurs, it will result in or is likely
to result in irreversible or irreparable damage to the natural
resources or environment and will result in or is likely to
result in an imminent or present danger to the health or welfare
of the people of the state.

13. Alyeska has demonstrated an inability to respond as
required under 1its plan. Therefore, it is necessary to add
supplemental procedures to the plan. A Notice of Modification of
Alyeska®s oil spill contingency plan has been ordered by the
Department of Environmental Conservation. It would be prejudi —

cial to the interests of the people of the State of Alaska to



delay action on the Notice of Modification until an opportunity
for a hearing can be provided because of the substantial threat
of a catastrophic oil spill for which there 1is not an adequate
response capability in place. Therefore, an Emergency Order
under AS 46.03.820 1is appropriate.

14. Furthermore, the Governor of the State or Alaska has
declared the Valdez oil spill an emergency under AS 26.23. AS
26.23 020(b) and AS 26.23.020(g) authorize the Governor of the
State of Alaska to issue orders to control 1ingress to and egress
from an emergency site to achieve the purposes enunciated in AS
26.23.010 (1) and (7).

ORDER

Based upon the foregoing findings, 1 order as follows:

1. Alyeska must have 1in place the complete core 1inventory
of all terminal contingency plan equipment for the Marine Termi —
nal described on pages 9-133 and 9-134 of the plan, within 72
hours from receipt of this Notice. Alyeska must identify to DEC
in writing, within 72 hours of this notice, the storage locations
of all core contingency plan equipment. Thereafter, Alyeska may
not use core contingency plan equipment in any operation except
oil spill response and training;

2. Alyeska must designate a round-the-clock oil spill
response crew of a minimum of 12, plus crew supervisors, Jlocated
at the terminal, which crews and supervisors shall be immediately
available and have as their sole responsibility oil spill
response. The terminal response crew 1is in addition to the

manpower required in paragraph 8.e. below. The minimum terminal



crew may be augmented by additional crew at the terminal or at
other locations to enhance oil spill response capability.

Ayeska must identify to DEC in writing, within 72 hours of this
notice, the designated shift supervisors and, within 7 days from
this notice, the shift crews. Alyeska must, thereafter, notify
DEC in writing within twenty-four hours of any crew or supervisor
changes.

3. Alyeska must boom all cankers upon arrival. Alyeska
must inspect boomed areas hourly for spills; Alyeska must inspect
for the presence of oil in all boomed areas prior to the tanker
deberthing;

4. Alyeska must deberth tankers only during daylight (dawn
to twilight) hours until it complies with paragraphs 1 and 2
above;

5. Alyeska must load only one tanker at a time until it
complies with paragraphs 1 and 2 above;

6. Alyeska must ensure that two tugs accompany all outgoing
tankers to Hinchinbrook Entrance southeast of Seal Rocks;

7. Alyeska must ensure that a pilot be aboard an accompany—
ing tug or on all outbound tankers to Hinchinbrook Entrance.

8. Alyeska must acquire and have 1in operation as soon as
possible but no later than May 15, 1989, the best available
equipment and technology and the capability to respond to, and
arrive on-scene within two hours of notification, a 10,000,000
gallon oil spill or a distressed tanker between the- Hinchinbrook
Entrance and Potato Point. Response capability at the scene

shall include but is not limited to:



a. thircy-thousand feet of heavy duty, deep skirted, rough
water, seagoing boom which is capable of withstanding and per —
forming in a 3 meter sea state;

b. immediate deployment and management of the boom so as to
contain spilled oil and prevent it from impacting shoreline;

c. recovery equipment capable of removing oil from the water
at a rate of not less than 10,000 barrels per hour;

d. pumping, transfer, and lightering equipment, and storage
capacity and ancillary storage transfer equipment, adequate to
receive, transfer, and store recovered oil at a rate of not less
than 10,000 barrels per hour without 1impeding the necessary

recovery rate;

e. pumping, transfer, and lightering equipment, and storage
capacity, adequate to remove and store all oil from a distressed
tanker at a rate of not less the 10,000 barrels per hour without
impeding the necessary recovery rate; and

f. sufficient vessels, manpower, equipment and appurtenances
adequate to accomplish all of the above.

9.a. Alyeska®s Valdez Marine Terminal operations center
must maintain direct radio contact with the bridge of each
incoming and outgoing tanker, accompanying tugs, and Alyeskars
oil spill response vessels while an incoming or outgoing tanker
is located at any point between the terminal and Seal Rocks at
the Hinchinbrook Entrance. Alyeska must record all radio trans-
missions and preserve each recording for a period of at least 3C

days, unless Alyeska receives a notice under paragraph 9.b.



below, 1in which case Alyeska shall immediately transmit the
original of Che recording(s) Co DEC"s Valdez Discricc Office,

b. Alyeska must require each tanker, accompanying tugs, and
Alyeska®™s oil spill response vessels to notify Alyeska imme—
diately by radio transmission if an incident occurs or there 1is
any irregularity or indication of a problem which threatens or
may threaten the tanker or its cargo (including ballast water).
Specifically, notice is required if the tanker leaves both of the
U.S. Coast Guard designated Prince William Sound and Valdez Arm
traffic lanes (except when an outbound tanker leaves the lanes at:
their Hinchinbrook Entrance terminus).

C. As soon as Alyeska receives a notice under this para—
graph, it must alert all its oil spill response teams and initi—
ate all actions needed for an immediate response. Alyeska must
also immediately provide oral notice to the Department of
Environmental Conservation Valdez District Office Supervisor.

The two hour time period during which Alyeska must respond to a
tanker oil spill will begin upon its receipt of any notice under
this paragraph.

10. Alyeska must prepare, by no later than June 1, 1989, an
application for approval for a revised oil spill contingency plan
which incorporates the modification terms and conditions in
paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8 and 9 above and which adds supple—
mental and enhanced oil spill response capability.

11. In the event Alyeska 1is unable to comply with the

deadline 1in paragraph 8, it shall notify DEC in writing within 7



day3 of this Order and describe in detail the compelling reason
why the deadline cannot be achieved. Submitting a notice under
this paragraph does not stay the operation of this Order unless
the Order is modified in writing by the Department of Environ—
mental Conservation.

PROCEDURES

Respondent has the right to present evidence or request a
hearing to review this Order at any time within 15 days of
service. The department may schedule a hearing at the earliest
possible time of such a request is made pursuant to AS
46.03.820(b) and (c).

Any request for hearing or submission of evidence should be
made by delivery of the enclosed Notice of Defense to the Depart—
ment of Environmental Conservation, P.0O. Box 0, Juneau, Alaska
99811-1800. Failure to request a hearing or submit evidence
within the time period specified constitutes a waiver of respon-—
dent"s right to review this Order.

The submission of an application or the scheduling of
hearing does not stay the operation of this Order.

PENALTIES

Any person who violates this Order is subject to criminal
prosecution under AS 46.03.790. Additionally, the person 1is
liable in a civil action under AS 46.03"760 for a sum of not less
than $500 nor nrre that $100,000 for the initial violation and
not more than $5,000 each day thereafter that the violation

continues. Penalties beyond the minimum amount are computed on



the basis of liquidated damages t reasonable administrative costs

incurred by the department, and the economic savings realized by

the respondent.

AS 46.03.820(d) authorizes the Attorney General to seek
enforcement of this Order if respondent fails to immediately
comply with 1its provisions.

Additionally, 1if respondent disobeys or resists the terms
this Order, the department may, under the authority of AS
44.62.590, petition the Superior Court for an order directing
respondent to show cause why it should not be held in contempt
court. IT respondent is adjudged in contempt, respondent may,
under the terms of AS 09.50.050, be imprisoned until such time
the terms of the Order are met.

This Order does not constitute a waiver by the Department

Environmental Conservation of the provisions of any other state

of

of

as

of

law or regulation and the Department of Environmental Conserva—

tion reserves all lawful remedies 1in equity, by statute, or the

common law.

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

Jjennis jjWexso,C ommissioner Alaska
Department ot Environmental Conservation



STATE OF ALASKA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

IN THE MATTER OF

~

)
ALYESKA PIPELINE SERVICE COMPANY )

—

OIL SPILL CONTINGENCY PLAN )
Respondent )
MODIFIED

EMERGENCY ORDER
Pursuant to AS 46.03.820, which authorizes the Depart—
ment of Environmental Conservation to issue orders to prevent and
abate pollution of the environment on an emergency basis, and
based wupon an investigation conducted by the Department of
Environmental Conservation, 1 find and order as follows:
FINDINGS

1. Alyeska Pipeline .Service Company ("Alyeska™) has 1in
place, pursuant to AS 46.04.030, an oil spill contingency plan
("plan™) which prescribes Alyeska®s response to an oil spill from
Alyeska®s Marine Terminal or a tanker calling on the terminal.

2. On March 24, 1989, the T/V Exxon Valdez ran aground, on
Bligh 1Island after taking on approximately 53,094,510 gallons
(1,264,155 barrels) of crude oil from Alyeska » Marine Terminal.

3. The T/V Exxon Valdez discharged approximately 10,000,000
gallons (240,000 barrel) of crude oil following the grounding.

4. Alyeska 1is responsible under the plan for 1immediate
implementation of the plan and is obligated under the plan to,

inter alia,:



a. initiate reconnaissance actions to determine the exact
location and extent of the spill?

b. ir-"tiate control actions to minimize the spread of oil
and to prevent oil from reaching sensitive areas;

c. 1initiate cleanup actions for recovery of oil in conjunc—
tion with containment action as require

5. Specifically, the plan provides for an oil spill
response for a scenario of a 200,000 barrel spill in Prince
William Sound. Under that scenario, Alyeska 1is obligated .to,
inter alia,:

a. move containment booms, skimmers, response equipment,
support equipment and personnel (including private contractors)
to the site within 1 to 5 hours?

b. deploy the closest empty or light loaded tanker to the
spill site?

c. boom off the leaking vessel to contain the spilled oil?

d. undertake exclusion actions to prevent spilled oil from
contaminating designated sensitive areas; and

e. immediately begin recovery of oil.

6. Alyeska did not fully boom off the the Exxon Valdez
until more than 72 hours following the grounding and long after
the vast majority of the oil had been discharged from the vessel.

7. The time period Alyeska took to deploy ue plan®s
designated equipment far exceeded the operational sw...;adule set

out in the plan and Alyeska undertook no effective containment or

cleanup or the oil.



8. Alyeska undertook no exclusion actions to prevent
spilled oil from approaching communities or sensitive areas.

9. As of April 4, 1989, only approximately 9000 barrels had
been recovered. Also, the a of the spill ™ impact exceeded
1640 square miles. This spill fouls hundreds of miles of shore—
line. It severely 1impacts water quality, fisheries resources,
waterfowl and marine mammals.

10. Alyeska 1s under a mandatory and continuing legal
obligation to contain and cleanup the existing Valdez spill.
Alyeska®s 1inadequate response to the spill under the plan to date
demonstrates 1its inability to respond as required under the plan
to any new oil spills.

11. Continued operation of Alyeska®s Marine Terminal and
tanker traffic at the current crude oil flow rate creates a
substantial potential risk of an additional oil spill at
Alyeska®s Marine Terminal or in Prince William Sound.

12. If an oil spill occurs, it will result in or is likely
to result in irreversible or irreparable damage to the natural
resources or environment and will result 1in or 1is likely to
result in an imminent or present danger to the health or welfare

of the people of the state.

13. Alyeska has demonstrated an inability to respond as
required under its plan. Therefore, 1t 1is necessary to add
supplemental procedures to the plan. A Notice of Modification of
Alyeskars ail spill contingency plan has been ordered by the

Department of Environmental Conservation. It would be prejudi—

cial to the interests of the people of the State of Alaska to



delay action on the Notice of Modification until an opportunity
for a hearing can be provided because of the substantial threat
of a catastrophic oil spill for which there is not an adequate
response capability 1in place. Therefore, an Emergency Order
under AS 46.03.820 1is appropriate,

14, Furthermore, the-Governor of the State or Alaska has
declared the Valdez oil spill an emergency under AS 26,23. AS
26.23 020(b) and AS 26.23.020(g) authorize the Governor of the
State of Alaska to issue orders to control ingress to and egress
from an emergency site to achieve the purposes enunciated 1in AS
26.23.010 (1) and (7).

15. An Emergency Order was 1issued on April 7, 1989
requiring Alyeska to modify 1its oil spil! contingency plan on an
interim basis (until a wholly revised plan could be put into
place) to provide for a substantially enhanced plan to prevent
and® contain oil spills. It is now necessary and appropriate to
modify the original Emergency Order, as follows, to specifically

provide for the implementation of an Interim Operating Plan for

oil spill response.

ORDER
Based upon the foregoing findings, 1| order as follows:
1. Alyeska must have in place the complete core inventory

of all terminal contingency plan equipment for the Marine Termi—
nal described on pages 9-133 and 9-134 of the plan, within 72
hours from receipt of this Notice. Alyeska must identify to DEC
in writing, within 72 hours of this notice, the storage locations

of all core contingency plan equipment. Thereafter, Alyeska may



not use core contingency plan equipment in any operation except
oil spill response and training;

2. Alyeska must designate a round-the-clock oil spill
response crew of a minimum of 12, plus crew supervisors, located
at the terminal, which crews and supervisors shall be immediately

available and have as their sole responsibility oil spill

response. The terminal vresponsecrew 1is 1in addition to the

manpower required to implement the Interim Operating Plan
referenced 1in paragraph 8. The minimum terminal crew may be
augmented by additional crew at the terminal or at other

locations to enhance oil spill response capability. Alyeska must
identify to DEC 1in writing, within 72 hours of this notice, the
designated shift supervisors and, within 7 days from this notice,
the shift crews. Alyeska must, thereafter, notify DEC in writing
within twenty-four hours of any crew or supervisor changes.

3. Alyeska must boom all tankers upon arrival. Alyeska
must inspect boomed areas hourly for spills; Alyeska must inspect
for the presence of oil in all boomed areas prior to the tanker
deberthing;

4. Alyeska must deberth tankers only during daylight (dawn
to twilight) hours until it complies with paragraphs 1 and 2
above;

5. Alyeska must load only one tanker at a time until it
complies with paragraphs 1 and 2 above;

6. Alyeska must ensure that two tugs accompany all outgoing

tankers to Hinchinbrook Entrance southeast of Seal Rocks?



7. Alyeska muse ensure chat there is a pilot aboard all
cargo laden tankers to a designated pilot embarkation station at
Latitude 60= 48*N, Longitude 147= Ol W, south of Bligh Reef.
Alyeska must ensure that a pilot federally licensed for the
waters of Prime William Sound is aboard any cargo laden tanker
between the Valdez Marine Terminal and Seal Rocks. Alyeska must
have 1in operation not Ilater than May 15, 1989, an effective
alcohol testing program for command officers (Captain and Chief

Engineer) of tankers.

8. Alyeska shall secure the equipment, employ the necessary
personnel and otherwise take all actions necessary to perform all
of the terms and conditions of Alyeska*s |Interim Operating Plan
dated May 1, 1989 as submitted to DEC on May 1, 1989, the same
being incorporated herein by reference. To the extent any of the
provisions of the Interim Operating Plan are 1inconsistent with
the® provisions of Alyeska*s existing Oil Spill Contingency Plan,
the provisions of th” Interim Operating Plan shall be
controlling; pro it nothing herein shall serve to alter
those provisions of the existing Oil Spill Contingency Plan which
provisions are not within the scope of the subject matter of the
Interim Operating Plan. The Interim Operating Plan does not
constitute a modification to Alyeska®"s existing Oil Spill
Contigency Plan, which shall remain in effect until a revised
Alyeska p"in is approved by DEC, or this Interim Operating Plan

is otherwise terminated by law or by agreement of DEC and Alyeska.



9.a. Alyeska®"s Valdez Marine Terminal operations center
must maintain direct radio contact with the bridge of each
incoming and outgoing tanker, accompanying tugs, and Alyeska“®s
oil spill response vessels while an incoming or outgoing tanker
is located at any point between the terminal and Seal Rocks at
the Hinchinbrook Entrance. Alyeska must record all radio trans—
missions and preserve each recording for a period of at least 30
days, wunless Alyeska receives a notice under paragraph 9,b,
below, 1in which case Alyeska shall immediately transmit the
original of the recerding(s) to DEC"s Valdez District Office.

b. Alyeska must require each tanker, accompanying tugs, or
Alyeska®s oil spill response vessels to notify Alyeska imme—
diately by radio transmission if an incident occurs or there 1is
any irregularity or indication of a problem which threatens or
may threaten the tanker or .its cargo (including ballast water).
Specifically, notice is required if the tanker leaves both of the
U.S. Coast Guard designated Prince William Sound and Valdez Arm
traffic lanes (except when an outbound tanker leaves the lanes at
their Hinchinbrook Entrance terminus),

C. Alyeska must alert all of its oil spill response teams
and initiate all actions needed for an 1immediate response
whenever the pilot or master or any officer of a vessel or an
accompanying tug or escort vessel reports that a situation exists
which presents a danger to the integrity of the vessel or its
cargo or which may result in an oil discharge. Alyeska must also
immediately provide oral notice to the Department of Environ—

mental Conservation Valdez District Office-Supervisor. Alyeska



must implement the Interim Operating Plan referenced in paragraph
8 upon Alyeska's receipt of notice under this paragraph.
10. Alyesks must prepare and submit to DEC, by no later than
August 1, 1989, an application for approval for a revised oil
spill contingency plan. This application will 1incorporate at a
minimum the terms and conditions 1in paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8
and 9 herein, as modified to reflect any experience gained in
Alyeska®s 1implementation of the Interim Operating Plan which may
offer enhanced capabilities to prevent or respond to oil spills.
Between the date of this Modified Emergency Order and August 1,
1989, Alyeska (or its representatives) will meet with DEC on a
mutually agreeable schedule to review the development of
Alyeska®s proposed, revised oil spii.l contingency plan

application.

PROCEDURES

Respondent has the right to present evidence or request a
hearing to review this Order by 6:00 p.m. May 4, 1989. The
department may schedule a hearing at the earliest possible time
of such a request is made pursuant to AS 46.03.820(b) and (c).

Any request for hearing or submission of evidence should be
made by delivery of the enclosed Notice of Defense to the Depart—
ment of Environmental Conservation, P.0. Box 0, Juneau, Alaska
99811-1800. Failure to request a hearing or submit evidence
within the time period specified constitutes a waiver of respon—

dent®"s right to review this Order.

The submission of an application or the scheduling of

hearing does not stay the operation of this Order.



PENALTIES
Any person who violates this Order 1is subject to criminal

prosecution under AS 46.03.790. Additionally, the person is

liable in a civil action under AS 46.03.760 for a sum of not less
than $500 nor more that $100,000 for the initial violation and
not more than $5,000 each day thereafter that the violation
continues. Penalties beyond the minimum amount are computed on
the basis of liquidated damages, reasonable administrative costs
incurred by the department, and the economic savings realized by

the respondent.

AS 46.03.820(d) authorizes the Attorney General to seek
enforcement of this Order 1if respondent fails to 1immediately
comply with its provisions.

Additionally, if respondent disobeys or resists the terms of
this - Order, the department may, under the authority of AS
44,62.590, petition the Superior Court for an order directing
respondent to show cause why it should not be held in contempt of
court. If respondent 1is adjudged in contempt, respondent may,
under the terms of AS 09.50.050, be imprisoned until such time as

the terms of the Order are met.



This Order does not constitute a waiver by the Department of
Environmental Conservation of the provisions of any other state
law or regulation and the Department of Environmental Conserva-—
tion reserves all lawful remedies 1in equity, by statute, or the

common law.

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Commission:

I am James B. Hermiller, Executive Vice President and
Chief Operating Officer of AJ.yeska Pipeline Service Company. [
have held this position since July 19, 1989 when |1 transferred
from my previous position as Vice President of Refining at
BP Oil. As you may know, Alyeska®"s President, George Nelson,
has announced his retirement which will be effective October 1,

1989. At that time | am to become president of the company.

I appreciate the opportunity to meet with you today.
I know that our Vice President for Operations, Theo Polasek,
has already appeared before you to discuss Alyeska®™s response
to the EXXON VALDEZ grounding and spill. I am pleased to be
here to describe our current spill prevention and response
efforts and the Tanker Spill Prevention and Response Plan that

we have submitted to the State.

There were lessons for everyone in the EXXON VALDEZ
spill. As you know, prior to that spill, the State of Alaska
called upon Alyeska to plan for the "most Ilikely" spill, to
have equipment and materials, and train and drill for the "most
likely” spill. It had been agreed between government and the
private sector that the "most likely"™ spill would be 1,000 to
2,000 barrels and the approved Prince William Sound Contingency

Plan was based and approved on that standard.



We and tne State had been led to believe that
Alyeska®s preparation for the most likely spill was sufficient
because of our uniform success 1in preventing catastrophic
spills. Prior to March 24, 1989, the largest spill at the
Terminal or in Prince William Sound had been the 1700 barrel
spill from the tanker Thompson Pass. Other spills had been
much smaller. Alyeska had been highly successful in responding

to all of these earlier spills.

Unfortunately, as we all know, the Mmost Ilikely"
spill is not what Alyeska or the people of Alaska faced on the
morning of March 24th. The EXXON VALDEZ spill was a
catastrophic event, well over 100 times larger than the "most
likely” spill. It demonstrated that additional effort must be

expended to prevent anything like this ever happening again.

I am proud to say that the Plan we have submitted to
the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation ("ADEC")
reflects a commitment of personnel, equipment, and organization
that is second to none in the world. The Plan®s primary
emphasis 1is prevention. It provides multiple layers of
prevention measures that we believe minimize the possibility of
an event 1in Prince William Sound that might cause a spill. In

addition, however, should a spill occur, the Plan provides for



more skimming capacity, more boom, and more storage capacity
than any similar plan of which Alyeska 1is aware. The Plan
provides that Alyeska will be continuously prepared to respond

to a spill in Prince William Sound.

The Plan also is unique in its involvement of the
local communities around Prince William Sound. The Plan
provides for the establishment of a Citizens Advisory Committee
for Prince William Sound to advise Alyeska with regard to
matters pertaining to the Plan. This will be a continuation of
the Alyeska Citizens® Interim Advisory Committee, which has
been intimately involved in the preparation of the Plan. At
the recommendation of the Citizens®™ Interim Advisory Committee,
the Plan provides for Community Response Centers, which will
supply local residents in designated areas with boom and other

equipment to assist in the protection of their own shorelines.

Finally, the Plan adopts an organizational structure
that fits well with government agencies and local communities
that will be involved in any spill response. At the request of
the local communities, Alyeska has organized 1its spill response
team under the Incident Command System ("ICS"), a recognized
management organizational structure used for responding to
emergencies. This structure has been adopted because the State
of Alaska, the U.S. Coast Guard, and most of the local

emergency response organizations that now exist around Prince



William Sound use ICS, and it is believed chat the similarity

in organization will facilitate interaction with these entities

in the event of a spill.

We estimate that maintaining the level of preparedness

called for in the Plan will cost in excess of $45 to

$50 million annually.

With this general overview in mind, | will now
describe for you our current operations under the Interim
Operating Plan and then describe the new Plan we have submitted
to ADEC 1in more detail so that you can understand the approach

we have taken and the commitment we have made.
1. The Interim Plan.
First, 1 will describe the Interim Plan.

Alyeska 1is currently operating under an Interinm
Operating Plan dated May 1, 1989 which was adopted by Alyeska
in consultation with ADEC. The Interim Plan was adopted
pursuant to a modified Emergency Order and a Modified Notice of
Modification of ADEC"s Approval of Oil Discharge Contingency
Plan, bcth of which are dated May 3, 1989, as amended by
stipulation dated May 12, 1989 (collectively, the "Emergency

Order™). Alyeska agreed with ADEC that steps should be taken



quickly following the EXXON VALDEZ incident to increase the oil
spill response capability for Prince William Sound.
Accordingly, Alyeska and ADEC agreed on an Interim Plan that

has served as the basis for the Plan submitted on August 1,

1989.

The Interim Plan was fully activated on July 12,
1989. The central feature of the Interim Plan is the Ship
Escort/Response Vessel System ("SERVS"™). SERVS 1is a separate
division of Alyeska. Its manager reports to Alyeska®™s Vice

President of Operations, Theo Polasek.

The major focus of SERVS 1is prevention. We require
that two vessels accompany each laden outbound tanker from the
Marine Terminal to Hinchinbrook Entrance. At least one of
these two required vessels 1is an Escort/Response Vessel
(MERV™). These ERVs are unique oceangoing, 1ice-strengthened
tugs; 210 feet long, 7,000 horsepower vessels that can tow or
assist a tanker experiencing power or navigation problems.
They have twin variable pitch propellers and bow thrusters
making them more manageable than standard tugs. The personnel
on the ERVs and escort tugs are additional observers of a
tanker®s journey through the Sound. In addition, each ERV has
on board a spill supervisor to monitor the escorted tanker, to
direct rapid spill response by boo"" and skimmer deployment, and

to summon additional equipment and personnel. For response to



a spill, each ERV carries 4,600 feet of containment boom, two
Vikoma SS 5C oil skimming machines, and a 20-foot workboat.
Each ERV also has the capacity to store 4,000 barrels of

recovered oil.

SERVS and its ERVs will continue under the Plan we
submitted to ADEC on August 1. To understand the new Plan we
have submitted, it is important to focus on the statutory
background and actual regulatory climate within which Alyeska

has operated.

2. Alveska As Oil Spill Response Contractor.

Alaska law requires each tank vessel loading oil at
the Valdez Terminal to have a vessel 0Oil Spill Contingency plan
approved by ADEC. Alyeska 1is required to have an oil spill
contingency plan for oil discharges from its Terminal
facilities, but it is not required by statute to have a

contingency plan for tanker spills in Prince William Sound.

In the past, ADEC has not consistently required
vessels to have contingency plans because Alyeska has
voluntarily maintained a contingency plan for Prince William
Sound, the most recent of which was in effect at the time of
the EXXON VALDEZ accident. In the aftermath of the EXXON

VALDEZ spill, ADEC and others have expressed concern that the



relationship between Alyeska and the vessel owner/operator
should have been spelled out more clearly. While Alyeska
believes that all such relationships were clearly understood by
ADEC and others under the 1987 PWS plan, our new Plan is even

more explicit on this subject.

Under the new Plan, Alyeska offers its services as an
oil spill response contractor to those vessel owners/operators
desiring to retain Alyeska®s services. The vessel
owners/operators may incorporate Alyeska®s Plan, or an
equivalent plan, into the contingency plans that they submit to
ADEC. After Alyeska®"s Plan is approved by ADEC, each vessel
owner/operator would either have to obtain approval from ADEC
for the rest of its contingency plan or be prohibited by State

law from receiving oil at the Valdez Terminal.

The new Plan provides that Alyeska will make the
initial response to a discharge from a contracting vessel 1in
Prince William Sound. Thereafter, the Plan provides for a
smooth transition of management and control of the spill
response to the owner/operator of the discharging vessel. It
the vessel owner/operator does not have the resources to assume
management and control of a major spill response, the new Plan

provides for the vessel owner/operator, 1in consultation with



peaesjiwi*?

ADEC and subject to ADEC"s approval, to designate in 1its
contingency plan a financially responsible party to assume

management and control of the spill response.

The roles of Alyeska and the owner/operator of the
discharging vessel are carefully defined to make the most
efficient use of resources for a spill response. Alyeska“s
chief responsibility is operation and maintenance of the
Trans-Alaska Pipeline and the Valdez Terminal. Yet, as
operator of the Terminal, Alyeska 1is in a position efficiently
to maintain efficiently the personnel and equipment for an
immediate response to a tanker discharge in Prince William
Sound. IfT the spill is of a magnitude to require a prolonged
response, however, the vessel owner/operator, or its designee,
will be iIn a better position than Alyeska to call upon the

worldwide resources that may be needed.

3. Prevention.
As 1 mentioned before, and emphasize again here,
the first line of defense under the Plan is prevention. A

significant aspect of spill prevention under the new Plan
is the continuation of the ERV system that | have
described. Alyeska believes that this will reduce the

risk of a tanker straying into hazardous waters or



colliding with other vessels. The escorting tugs and ERVs
will be equipped to take a tanker in tow and with a bow
fender system to provide pushing assistance. In addition,
each tanker calling at the Terminal will be fitted with an
emergency towing wire to allow for an emergency tow, and
an Emergency Towing Contingency Plan will be established
under the new Plan. All of this should help to prevent
spills from occurring as a result of a tanker becoming

disabled due to a power loss or major gear failure.

Spill prevention under the Plan also includes a
program by which personnel of vessels calling at the
Terminal will be subject to alcohol screening at the
Terminal. Vessel owners/operators will also conduct
drug-testing of crew members as required by regulations of

federal agencies.

Each vessel calling at the Terminal is required
by law to participate in the United States Coast Guard
(USCG) Vessel Traffic Service (VTS) at Valdez. The
VTS System allows the U.S. Coast Guard to monitor each
vessel as it transits Prince William Sound. Alyeska
agrees with 1local Prince William Sound communities that
the Coast Guard should institute a mandatory vessel
traffic control system in the Sound. As an added

precaution, Alyeska will maintain radio contact with each



laden vessel until it leaves Prince William Sound.
Pilotage coverage has also been tailored to the specific

needs of Prince William Sound.

Finally/ Alyeska has commissioned a risk
assessment study to identify the manner 1in which spills
are likely to occur and to evaluate the effectiveness of
prevention and response measures. This study, which 1is
scheduled for completion by the end of the year,, may

suggest additional preventive measures.

4. Preparation.

The second line of defense under the Plan 1is
preparation. Alyeska shall maintain a team of
seventy-eight persons on duty twenty-four hours per day to
respond to a tanker spill in Prince William Sound. In
addition, Alyeska has acquired substantial quantities of
spill response equipment. This includes more than 30,000
feet of boom, skimming equipment with nameplate capacity
of 10,000 barrels per hour, storage equipment with
nameplate capacity of more than 450,000 barrels, and pumps

for lightering with nameplate capacity of more than 10,000

barrels per hour.
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Nameplate capacity is a figure provided by the
manufacturer to reflect the optimal capability of its
equipment. The operational capabilities of the equipment
are lower and will depend upon the circumstances in which
it Is used. Nameplate capacity 1is useful to describe the
quantities of equipment on hand but should not be taken as
a representation of the equipment®s ability in an actual

spill situation.

Alyeska has stockpiled spill response equipment
at Cordova, Whittier and the Valdez Terminal for efficient
deployment. Alyeska has also undertaken to supply, 1in
advance, the Tfive fish hatcheries in Prince William Sound
with boom for their protection in the event of a spill.

In addition, designated Community Response Centers will be
equipped with boom to assist in shoreline protection.
These Centers will use local emergency response
organizations (such as fire departments) to assist if a
spill occurs. The Citizens Advisory Committee that I
referred to earlier will continue to provide Alyeska with

input on the Plan.

Training drills will be an important part of

Alyeska®™s preparation. One of the purposes of these

drills will be to test the coordination and joint

11



participation with Alyeska of the Coast Guard, ADEC, local
communities, and vessel owner/operators. In addition to
their value as a learning experience, these drills will
assist Alyeska 1in evaluating its prevention and response

measures.

5. Response.

The Plan provides an organization, equipment and
trained personnel to carry out an initial response to a
tanker spill in Prince William Sound. The Plan®s spill
response section presents a three-part approach: (a) an
on-water response, (b) near-shore response, and

(c) on-shore response.

(a) On-water Response.

If a tanker spill should occur, at least one
ERV will be at the scene immediately because it will be
escorting the tanker. A trained oil spill response

supervisor will be aboard the ERV to take immediate

command of the spill response. The ERV will Dbe equipped
with two types of containment boom - vrapid deployment
boom and ocean boom - providing alternative equipment to

be used by the ERV supervisor depending upon sea

conditions. The ERV will begin to deploy its boom to

12



attempt to contain the spill, using a work boat carried on
the ERV to assist in deployment. The ERV®"s two Vikoma sea
skimmers will be available to begin skimming operations if

feasible.

Contemporaneously, the ERV Supervisor would
notify the duty officer at the Terminal. The duty officer
would mobilize additional response vessels. The available
vessels would include two additional ERVs, a Weir Boom
Response Vessel ("WRV"™), a Dynamic Skimming Vessel
(HDSVH), and a lightering vessel, all of which are to be

loaded and ready to respond upon notification ofa spill.

The techniques available to combat a spill
are dispersants, insitu burning, and mechanical
recovery. Which of these techniques will be the most
effective will depend upon the circumstances of the
spill. In some instances a combination of these response

techniques will be used.

The DSV, WRV, and skimming equipment on the
ERVs will be available for mechanical recovery. The ERVs
will also be equipped with dispersants, and sizeable
quantities of dispersants will be stockpiled for prompt

use in Prince William Sound. A burning plan will also be



Dispersants and burning both require
government approval. Moreover, both techniques are
generally effective only during a relatively narrow time
window. Accordingly, when Alyeska decides that
dispersants or in situ burning should be used, government
decisions must be made promptly. Although Alyeska will do
what it can to improve approval procedures, this is an
important element of Alyeska®s spill response strategy

that is largely beyond Alyeska®s control.
(b) Near-Shore Response.

If a spill cannot be completely contained,
it is important to limit the environmental effects of the
spill through protection of sensitive shoreline areas.
The near-shore response begins with identification of
areas that are likely to be impacted. This is to be done
under the Plan through surveillance and use of computer
trajectory models. Environmentally sensitive areas will
be identified within the area of likely impact through
prior planning and guidelines set forth in the Plan. The
Plan presents a strategy for deflecting the spill from

these sensitive areas through booming and skimming.
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Local Community Response Centers will assist
in the near-shore response. The towns and villages around
Prince William Sound are already organized to respond to
emergencies such as fires or natural disasters. Alyeska
will build upon these local response organizations to
train and equip local volunteers to participate in the
near-shore response under Alyeska®s supervision and
control. The Community Response organizations are among

the first to be notified in the event of a spill.

<¢) Qn-shQre Resp.pn.se.

The new Plan contains a detailed strategy
for on-shore cleanup. The objective of this response
strategy is to minimize the overall ecological impacts of
a spill. Although everyone hopes that on-shore cleanup
will never be necessary, considerable benefits can be
achieved through prior planning for that eventuality.
Equipment suitable for on-shore clean-up, such as
containment boom, skimmers, and vacuum systems, will be
maintained, and the Plan contains a strategy for use of

that equipment to mitigate the effects of a spill.



6. Spill Variables.

In any response effort there are many variables
beyond the control of the response organization, such as
weather, visibility, sea conditions, location of spill,
type of oil spilled, rate of discharge, status of
discharging vessel, status of remaining cargo and safety
considerations. Because of these variables, it is not
possible to guarantee response performance 1in accordance

with the estimates or strategies contained 1in the new Plan.

The new Plan provides, however, that in the event
of an oil spill, Alyeska will act in accordance with the
Plan to remove or disperse as much spilled oil as
conditions allow. Alyeska anticipates that 1in many
circumstances smaller spills (less than 1,000 barrels) can
be substantially controlled and recovered. There will be
few circumstances in which a catastrophic spill (over
100,000 barrels) can be substantially contained, but this

Plan is designed to make it possible to contain and

recover - by mechanical means, burning, and/or use of
chemical dispersants - a significant portion of a
catastrophic spill in those circumstances. In addition,

the near-shore strategy for protecting environmentally

sensitive areas and planning for onshore cleanup are
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integral features of the Plan that will be particularly

important in the event of a major spill.

7. Organization and Call-Out.

As |1 have mentioned, the Incident Command System,
or ICS, has been adapted for use under the new Plan.
Under the ICS approach, command will be passed upward as
an ever expanding force 1is brought on the scene, as

necessary, to respond to an oil spill.

When a spill occurs from a contracting vessel 1in
Prince William Sound, the first Alyeska commander will be
the ERV Supervisor aboard the ERV accompanying the
tanker. There will be fourteen spill response personnel
aboard the escort vessels - six aboard the escort tug and
eight aboard the ERV, and this team will be immediately

available to the ERV Supervisor at the scene.

As soon as a spill occurs, the two remaining ERVs
(each with 8 personnel and 1 supervisor), the WRV
(8 personnel and 1 supervisor), the DSV (9 personnel), the
lightering vessel (9 personnel), and the remaining ship
assist tugs (18 personnel) will all be available for
response. Presently, these personnel work twenty-four

hour shifts, one week on and one week off, and stay with
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their vessels. The Plan also provides for six support
staff ~nd a duty officer to be on duty at all times at the
Terminal. Thus, a team of seventy-eight individuals will
be at the disposal of the ERV Supervisor almost
immediately after the ERV Supervisor learns of a spill. 1In
addition, 4 off-shift supervisors and 18 off-shift support
staff will be available for call-out to reinforce the

response effort.

Upon notification of a spill, the Oil Spill
Superintendent will proceed to the Terminal and assume
command of the spill response. In a response to a major
spill, a senior Alyeska official will assume the role of
Incident Commander, having overall command of the spill,
and another management level person, the Operations
Section Chief, will be responsible for supporting the

response operation from the Valdez Terminal.

The Oil Spill Superintendent will supervise
directly the on-water, near-shore, and onshore responses.
Alyeska has retained the services of Dave Neilson to serve
as Oil Spill Superintendent. Mr. Neilson 1is an
experienced manager of oil spill response operations. The
objective is to have on scene a person with the training
and experience to make the tough subjective decisions that

must be made 1in any oil spill response. That individual

13



will then direct the resources available to him in

accordance with the Plan.

8. state and Federal Agencies.

The federal government has assumed a direct role
in oil spill responses through the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (HNCPH).
Pursuant to the NCP, direct supervision of contingency
planning for Prince William Sound is vested with the
Regional Response Team ("RRT") for the State of Alaska.
The RRT 1is comprised of the U.S. Coast Guard, the
Environmental Protection Agency, Department of
Agriculture, Department of Defense, Department of
Commerce, Department of Energy, Department of Health and
Human Services, Department of Interior, Department of
Justice, Department of Labor, Department of State, the
Federal Energy Management Agency, and ADEC. The RRT 1is
specifically imbued with authority and responsibility for
advance planning for use of dispersants and burning during
a spill response. The NCP also establishes the role of
the On Scene Coordinator (MOSCH), which in the event of a

marine incident is the Commandant of the U.S. Coast Guard.

The U.S. Coast Guard 1is responsible for tanker

safety under federal law. Although Alyeska may assist
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tankers as specified in the Plan, ultimate control of
vessel operations 1in the Sound lies with the U.S. Coast

Guard, not with Alyeska.

The State of Alaska has assumed responsibility
for local contingency planning through ADEC. As a member
of the RRT, ADEC also participates in decisions concerning

use of dispersants and in situ burning.

ggnclusiQn.

It is my understanding that among the
responsibilities with which you have been charged is to
offer recommendations to the Alaska legislature based upon
your 1investigations, research and collective analysis of
all such input. In that context | observe that the new
Plan that Alyeska has submitted to ADEC and that we have
already implemented to a significant degree represents

decisive action to prevent future spills.

As we move forward in our planning and
preparation we are mindful that the United States Congress
also is considering legislation that could impact the way
the state and Alyeska approach the future. S.686, the
bill the United States Senate passed August 4 has a number

of provisions relating to oil spill response capabilities,
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including review of contingency plans, conducting of
drills and inspections of equipment. The House of
Representatives has also been quite active and several
important proposals have been reported by critical
standing committees. One, H.R. 3027, includes provisions
regarding authority to direct spill responses and
authority to review response plans, training and
equipment. Much important work 1is being done by different

governmental bodies.

Alyeska is prepared to work with these agencies
to help prevent oil spills and to respond to oil spills as
effectively as 1is feasible under the circumstances. We do
hope that these various efforts will be coordinated so
that the challenge before us can be addressed effectively

and efficiently.

0758A
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Notice to Masters

The new oil Spill Prevention Plan for Prince william Sound
requires all laden or part laden tankers trading to the Valdez
Marine Terminal to be escorted by two tugs when on passage
between the Terminal and the entrance to Cape Hinchinbrook. <At

least one or these escorting tugs will be an Escort Response
vessel (ERV).

To ensure that the maximum benefit 1is obtained from e these
escorting tugs, the following vrules have been developed.by
Alyeska and the Owners of.tankers trading to Valdes. These rules
are..to he followed unlesq the safety of the tankar Is an issue.
Final authority relating to the navigation of the tankers®™ must
rase with the Master hut the Fullest Cooperation is expected from
Masters in implementing these Rules.

1. The maximum speed for tankers through Prince William
Sound will be LQ knots, wunless lower speeds mmare
mandated or are requested by the escorting tugar

2. Glacial ice maybe encountered between Rocky Point and
Sligh Reef and tankers will reduce speed in this area.
Masters should be prepared to further reduce speed, to
the lowest speed consistent with safe navigation.
Masters of the escort tugs and pilots will cooperate
fully with thoco maneuvers.

3. Tankers navigating in the Prince William Sound will
remain in the Vessel Traffic Lanes. Ho tanker will us*
other routes such as Montague Passage nor deviate-out
of the lanes.

4. Tanker Masters will maintain regular radio contact with
the escorting tugs throughout the passage. Masters
shall inform the Escorting tugs of all major course or
spaed changes. IT two ERV"s are escorting the tanker,
then one will identify his ship as the Senior Escort at
the start of the passage. If the tanker is escorted by
a tug and an ERV then the ERV 1is automatically the
Senior Escort.

5. It is required that the escorting tugs remain within
one half mile of the loaded tanker throughout the
passage unless, through this requirement, the safety of
any of the vessels 1is compromised.

39-10



On board each ERV thsr® is & Vessel Supervisor.. His
rol* i1a co monitor all escorted tankers for oil. spills

or leakage. if th® Vessel Supervisor believes, that
there 1is an oil spill or risk of anoil spill he must
notify the authorities of anoil spill alert.

Therefore, 1if the Vessel Supervisor informs the Master
that there 1is an oil apill or risk ofan oil spill, the

Master must stop his ship as soon as it 1is safe to do
SO.

The above rules will continue to apply until the Master
of the Senior Escort informs the Master of the tanker
that he 1is clear of Prince William Sound and that his
ocean passage has commenced.

It ia recognized by Alyeska and the Owners of tankers trading to
Valdez that the above rules will slow down shipping. This fact
is accepted by Alyeska, the vassal owners, charterers, and

Masters will not be oonoured 1in any way for following theoe
instructions.

v. 1. @ Willians
Vice President,
Environmental Planning & control

89-10
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Comments Before

Alaska House Resources Committee
on

Oil Spill Contingency Planning



Mister Chairman and members of the committee, | am Robert Weatherford,

Business Analysis Manager for Exxon Shipping Company. Among other
activities, my organization's responsibilities currently include
COORDINATING CONTINGENCY PLANNING FOR EXXON SHIPPING. I APPRECIATE THIS

OPPORTUNITY TO APPEAR TODAY AND COMMENT ON WHAT OIL SPILL CONTINGENCY
PLANS SHOULD BE INTENDED TO ACCOMPLISH AND WHAT THEY CANNOT ACCOMPLISH.

IT IS OUR VIEW THAT OIL SPILL CONTINGENCY PLANS CAN PROVIDE A FRAMEWORK
WHICH WHEN COMBINED WITH EFFECTIVE IMPLEMENTATION CAN MITIGATE THE EFFECTS
OF AN OIL SPILL. OIL SPILL CONTINGENCY PLANS CAN DEFINE THE
RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE INDIVIDUALS INVOLVED IN AN OIL SPILL RESPONSE AND
ASSOCIATED TRAINING NEEDS. THE PLANS CAN DEFINE WHAT PEOPLE AND EQUIPMENT
CAN BE MOBILIZED AND DEPLOYED, AND THEY CAN DEFINE IN ADVANCE WHAT
ENVIRONMENTALLY OR ECONOMICALLY SENSITIVE AREAS SHOULD BE PROTECTED |IF
THREATENED. THE PLANS CAN IDENTIFY WHAT OTHER RESOURCES, INCLUDING THOSE
FROM OTHER LOCATIONS, CAN BE MOBILIZED. In TOTAL, OIL SPILL CONTINGENCY
PLANS ARE CRITICAL TO ADEQUATE PREPARATION. OIL SPILL CONTINGENCY PLANS
CAN ALSO PROVIDE ESSENTIAL INFORMATION THAT IS USED DURING THE EXECUTION
PHASE OF A RESPONSE. FOR EXAMPLE, INFORMATION ON AVAILABLE RESOURCES CAN
BE USED IN CONJUNCTION WITH ON-SITE ASSESSMENTS OF NEED TO DECIDE WHAT AND
WHERE EQUIPMENT AND MANPOWER SHOULD BE MOBILIZED AND DEPLOYED.

While contingency plans are an essential part of both preparation and
EXECUTION, THERE ARE SOME THINGS THEY CAN NOT DO ALONE. THEY CAN NOT
GUARANTEE AN EFFECTIVE RESPONSE. THAT DEPENDS, IN PART, ON THE

APPROPRIATE PARTIES DISCHARGING THEIR RESPONSIBILITIES IN A COORDINATED,
EFFECTIVELY LED EFFORT. WITH THE LIMITATIONS OF TODAY®S TECHNOLOGY, NO



CONTINGENCY PLAN CAN PREVENT LARGE OIL SPILLS FROM HAVING A SIGNIFICANT

IMPACT. When large spills have LITTLE impact, IT has been because of the
LOCATION AND OTHER FACTORS BEYOND HUMAN CONTROL. THE KEY CONTINUES TO BE
IN PREVENTING THE SPILL |IN THE FIRST PLACE. IN ADDITION, CONTINGENCY

PLANS CANNOT DEFINE THE SPECIFIC ACTIONS THAT WILL NEED TO BE UNDERTAKEN
DURING A RESPONSE DUE TO THE INFINITE COMBINATIONS OF CONDITIONS THAT MAY

EXIST.

The IMPORTANCE OF CONTINGENCY PLANNING HAS OBVIOUSLY BEEN RECOGNIZED FOR A
NUMBER OF YEARS AND EXXON HAS HAD EXTENSIVE ON-GOING EFFORTS TO DEVELOP
CONTINGENCY PLANS AND TO PARTICIPATE IN RELATED ACTIVITIES TO RESPOND TO
oil spills. These efforts are continuing. IN the area of significant
CONCERN TO THIS COMMITTEE, WE ARE WORKING CLOSELY WITH ALYESKA TO DEVELOP
A REVISED AND EXPANDED CONTINGENCY PLAN FOR PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND.

Assuming a reasonable, workable plan is agreed upon by Alyeska and the
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, we plan to incorporate
most, if not all, of the Alyeska Plan into our plan, We will plan to

SUPPLEMENT ALYESKA®S SIGNIFICANT CAPABILITY WITH OUR OWN. WITH THESE
COMBINED CAPABILITIES, AND WITH THE GUIDANCE AND COOPERATION OFAADEC,l AM
CONFIDENT THAT WE wiLL HAVE A WELL THOUGHT OUT CONTINGENCY PLAN THAT
SHOULD PROVIDE THE BASIS FOR THE BEST POSSIBLE RESPONSE IN THE EVENT OF A

SPILL.
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INTRODUCTION
Name, etc.

OPENING REMARKS

Been asked to explain the INCIDENT COMMAND SYSTEM (ICS)
(DISPLAY HANDBOOK - FIELD GUIDE)

To do this, | will depart somewhat from pure technical information
specific to the ICS organization structure.

There is more to managing a major event than the organization
structure chosen for on-scene management. It is important to touch
on relevant aspects of the total approach to the use of ICS.

I will leave copies of my notes.

Hope 1is leave you with an understanding of WHY the Incident Command
System was developed as well as WHAT it is.

Your interest (as | sense it) is in MANAGEMENT OF MAJOR EMERGENCY
EVENTS so I will explain how it is done by the Wildland Suppression
Agencies-that is my frame of reference.

i -

WHAT IS 1CS?

ICS is actually a component of a larger .program-of-a-larger system
developed for interagency management of large forest fires
occurring in an urban setting.

The complete system is called "NATIONAL INTERAGENCY INCIDENT
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM™.

Other components of NIIMS are:

Training

Qualifications and Certification
Publications Management
Supporting Technology

The ICS component of NIIMS is simply the ORGANIZATION DESIGN AND
ROLE DEFINITIONS that personnel work under when managing a complex

event.

It can be applied to any event or activity. It does NOT have
to be an emergency.

Mexico Earthquake

Mt. Saint Helens Volcanic Eruption

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill-Seward/Homer/Kodiak
Hazardous Materials Eire-New York City

1



National Park Service wuse 1in all Search & Rescue
Operations.
Queen Elizabeth visit - California

ICS is applicable for:

Single Jurisdiction/Single Agency Resoponse
Single Jurisdiction/Multi-Agency Response
Multi-Jurisdiction/Multi-Agency Resoponse

ICS Accommodates a "Unified Command Structure"

Simply stated it means that all agencies who have a
jurisdictional responsibility at a multi-jurisdictional event
contribute to the process of:

-Determining overall 1incident objectives

-Selection of strategies

-Participation in joint planning for tactical activities
-Integrated operations are conducted

-Making maximum use of resources

WHY WAS 1CS DEVELOPED?

For many years wildland suppression agencies applied a management
structure called the "Large Fire Organization”™ when fighting major

forest fires.

As fTires become more prevalent in the urban setting of Southern
California, other parties became more and more involved. Structure
fireman, law enforcement agencies, local county governments, etc.
where on-scene because of their responsibilities and obligations.

Homes were being burned = Structure fireman.

People were Dbeing evacuated = Police/Red Cross

Fires were crossing county lines = multiple Gov"t interests
Peoples lives were disrupted = Politicians

A host of people with different disciplines, interests and
motivations were coming together at the scene to do their best 1in

resolving the problem, BUT:
People were not talking the same technical language.

Individuals were being asked to do tasks that they weren"t
trained to do.

Fire engines couldn"t even talk to each other because of
uncommon radio freguencies. No one could talk with the police
except with CB radios.



Military involvement added another "mind set"™ operational
mode.

Multi-jurisdictional "turf battles™ were 1interfering with
efficient operations even though lives were at risk.

People were causing emergencies within the emergency! People
were being hurt, even killed because of conflicting direction,
disjointed activities were resulting from "too many bosses".

DOES THIS HAVE A FAMILIAR SOUND?
These problems are not unique to managing a large fire.

ANY MAJOR EVENT THAT TRANSCENDS DIFFERING INTERESTS FACES THE
SAME DILEMMA.

EMERGENCY RESPONSES ONLY DIFFER BECAUSE IT HAS TO BE DONE
RAPIDLY.

IT COMES DOWN TO THE FUNDAMENTAL QUESTION: HOW DO YOU ORGANIZE TO
MITIGATE CONFLICTING INTERESTS WHILE TAKING FULL ADVANTAGE OF THE

RESOURCES AVAILABLE?

»

ALASKA SITUATION - A LIViING EXAMPLE OF 1C> APPLICATIONS

Given the mixed ownership and protection requirements it has
been prudent for the State, the Federal agencies (BLM & USFS)
and many of the Volunteer and Municipal Fire Departments to
share the wildland protection job.

Impractical to do unless we all worked under a common
management structure in the field.

Before we can share personnel and equipment we had to
adopt commonly acceptable training and experience
standards. (We can ill-afford to place untrained-
unqualified personnel in jeopardy)

Common terminology was necessary.
WE HAVE ADOPTED ICS AS THE "COMMON~GROUND™ ORGANIZATION

Aside from the more cost-effective posture brought by
interagency protection, spin-off benefits are important to
note.

The ability to receive assistance from the federal sector
is highly 1important. We certainly don®"t own enough
resources during severe fire seasons.



Because we adhere to ICS standards we have the countering
ability to offer our personnel to assist in suppression
actions else where in the nation.

An average of $ 4 million/year in wages have been
paid to village firefighting crews over the past 10
years.

WHAT DOES THE ICS MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE LOOK LIKE?

I would prefer to allow the ICS manual speak to the details
and show how it 1is designed by functions.

HANDOUT # 2-3

MOBILIZATION AND SUPPORT

It is equally 1important that an ICS organization receives
adequate support when on assignment.

The best teams are doomed to failure without supplies, proper
manpower, etc.

To provide that support the fire community has developed the
National Interagency Mobilization Guide.

Provides for consistency in the movement of personnel,
equipment, aircraft, etc.

Provides direction and administrative procedures that
all organizations can follow.

It contains the formal agreements Dbetween federal
agencies that sets the stage for "TOTAL MOBILITY" of the

Nations suppression resources.

DISPATCHING

None of this can work without a network of offices to do the
coordination. Fire has developed a network of offices through
out the nation.

THE DISPATCHING FUNCTION MAKES IT ALL COME TOGETHER
HANDOUT # 4

An example of the network is demonstrated for how we (fire
community) supported the oil spill.

COMMUNICATIONS



Communications 1is a vital link 1in any event. Without the
ability to coordinate on-going activities, planned actions and
alternatives as the situation changes confusion will result.

While managing a major fire event one of the fundamental
requirements under ICS is the development and distribution of
DAILY SHIFT PLANS for both day and night activities. These
documents communicate to the workforce what the planned course
of action 1is to be for their workday.

Other requirements include:

Communications
Transportation
Medical

Safety

KEY ASPECTS FOR MANAGING MAJOR EVENTS

There are some areas that 1 think should receive attention by the
State to improve our preparedness for disasters events.

1.

AUTHORITIES
Fire protection agencies are able to mobilize resources at the
local, national, and international level because authorities
are in-place to provide for reimbursement.

TO MY KNOWLEDGE THERE ARE NO ESTABLISHED AUTHORITIES FOR USING
FIRE SUPPRESSION RESOURCES IN NON-FIRE EVENTS EXCEPT:

BY GOVERNOR DECLARATION OF A DISASTER

BY PRESIDENTIAL DECLARATION OF A NATIONAL DISASTER

FISCAL MANAGEMENT
Funding (reimbursable agreements) , accounting, procurement and
property control procedures should be established that are

easily implemented during the initial crisis period. What we
do when life and property are at risk should be legal.

INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

During major events, you can be assured that it will cross
jurisdictional boundaries, Jlegal mandates, jJointly shared
responsibilities and obligations.

Priorities must be established by someone -or- a composite of
individuals. (We call this Unified Command)

Consider this in light of experiencing a major earthquake
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2 weeks 1into the oil spill!

To cope with priorities in the fire game we have organized
what we call "MULTI-AGENCY COORDINATING GROUPS™ (MAC Group)

When activity levels reach the point where not enough
resources are available -or- when new fires pose a
greater threat for harm these MAC Groups are activated
to make decisions on priorities.

Local state level
National level

SUMMARY

Managing large fires routinely for many years has developed a
certain "way of thinking™ in the fire manager. Much of how the
experienced fire manager responds comes fairly easy by the time he
is at the Class 11 level. He has had to "think"™ Command,

Logistics, Planning, Operations over and over again.

I don"t mean that as a statement intended to support the use
of Fire Overhead Teams on non-fire events, but rather to make
the point that efficient response only comes with PRACTICE.

The ICS system has been with us for many years. It has been fine
tuned over and over again. We as a national fire community are
still fixing aspects of the system. It makes little sense to me

that a different set of organizational parameters 1is needed.

It"s my feeling that the fire community can offer some advice on
emergency management. We®"ve been at it for a long time. The last
few years have certainly provided us with enough practice.

OQutside the federal sector, the Division of Forestry is the only
state agency with thorough qualifications in the Incident Command

System.

How much involvement we may be asked to provide 1is undetermined.
Major involvement would probably require a special obligation.

Emergency preparedness now rests with the Division of Emergency
Services, Department of Military and Veterans Affairs.

Thank You for your attention.

Questions?
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INCIDENT COMMAND

MULTI AGENCY COORD. GRP.
AUTHORITIES

REPRESENTATIVES INCIDENT COMMANDER
COMMAND STAFF
. . oversees all activities INFORMATION
provides authority to merge
=LIAISON
agency actions
=SAFETY
PLANNING LOGISTICS OPERATIONS FINANCE

strategic and tactical plans financial records and actions

on-scene logistical needs

technical and managerial direction to

all on-scene actions, specialized.

positions filled with QUALIFIED personnel



MANAGEMENT

MULTI-AGENCY COORDINATING GROUP

MAC
the combination of facilities, equipment,
personnel, procedures, and
communications Integrated Into a common

system with responsibility for

coordination of assisting agency

resources and support to agency

emergency operations.

STRATEGY

OPTIONS

UNIFIED COMMAND

o method for all agencies or Individuals
who have Jurisdictional responsibility,
and In some cases, those who have
functional responsibility at the Incident,
to contribute to:

determining overall objectives

=selectlon of strategy

TACTICS
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TESTIMONY FOR HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE
January 17, 1990

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. With me 1is Larry
Dietrick, Director of the Department ™ Division of Environmental
Quality. Larry > staff is responsible for oil spill contingency
planning and for oversight of responses to spills when they

occur.

The Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) responds to
about 400 of the 3,000 oil spills reported each year. Under
Alaska law, more than 400 oil handling facilities, barges, or
tank vessels must have approved oil spill contingency plans.

When a spill occurs, the Department staff oversees the adequacy
of the spill response. In the case of the T/V Exxfill Valdez
spill, DEC personnel went on-scene immediately, boarding the
tanker at about 3:00 a.m. with the U.S. Coast Guard. The DEC
spill response team mobilized immediately and set up operations
in the state court building in Valdez. They initiated
surveillance of the spill, monitoring of the response and
interaction with the responsible parties, Coast Guard, Ffishermen,
and other agencies. DEC personnel demanded repeatedly that
Alyeska Pipeline Service Company implement the oil spill
contingency plan, Alyeska claimed repeatedly that they were on
the way; this was not true. Before the and of the first day, DEC
requested the Regional Response Team to re-evaluate the
capability of the responsible parties to conduct the necessary
containment and recovery work.

On the second day, Exxon took over the response from Alyeska.
This was done without consulting the state. Exxon also failed to
follow the oil spill contingency plan for Prince William Sound,
and valuable opportunities were lost. The Department and other
state agencies then began an unprecedented effort to push the
spill response to an effective level. With the cooperation and
active assistance from local residents of Prince William Sound
and from other state agencies, we simply began taking matters
into our own hands, carrying out portions of the contingency plan
that Exxon and Alyeska had abandoned. The Division of Emergency
Services (DES) provided communications, air transportation, and
other support. The Department of Fish and Game and the Cordova
District Fishermen United joined us 1in our temporary spill
response office in the court building. The Department of Natural
Resources supplied field staff and offered equipment, other
departments - Administration, Labor, Transportation and Public
Facilities, Health and Social Services, Community and Regional
Affairs, Public Safety, and others - provided help or advice.

We made contact with local officials in Valdez, Cordova,

Tatitlek, and Chenega. During the first week, we began expanding



those contacts to othsr communities that would be threatened by
the spill.

This was a very intense, highly technical response effort. It
evolved as the oil went ashore in Prince William Sound, moved
into the Gulf of Alaska, and hit the Kanai Peninsula, Kodiak, and
the Alaska Peninsula. At that time the emphasis shifted to
Bhoreline assessment and cleanup. Following Exxon®s pullout in
August and September, the emphasis changed again. Between mid-
September and the end of 1989, the Department concentrated on
updating information about shoreline condition, locating oily
debris, reviewing available cleanup technology, and gathering
scientific data.

Numerous firsts were achieved since the spill response began on
March 24:

* By the time Exxon was able to deploy its response
effort, the state had already put in place most of the
infrastructure for responding to the spill, including
communications, oil tracking systems, computer data handling,
technical and scientific assessments of the oil, air operations,
and sampling and laboratory support.

* Emergency orders were issued requiring tug escorts for
tankers in and out of Prince William Sound, daylight tanker
operations, and increased spill response capability.

* The Department initiated air surveillance of the oil
and set up a computer mapping and tracking system that became the
standard reference.

* DEC wrote agreements with local communities to
compensate them for spill response activities.

* Field staff identified the need for aircraft spotting
to position skimmers, set up a barge in Prince William Sound as a
helipad and refueling depot, and deployed boom by helicopter.

* The Departments of Environmental Conservation and Fish
and Game worked together with federal agencies to initiate a
fish, vessel, and processor inspection program to guarantee that
no contaminated fish reached market.

* DEC worked with local fishermen on a spill response
strike team to protect three hatcheries and Eshamy Bay by
deploying boom to exclude oil from these sensitive areas.

* In "The Battle of Sawmill Bay"™, DEC with the help cf
local fishermen and other volunteers deployed a ferry borrowed
from the Alaska Marine Highway and protected the hatchery using a
"mosquito fleet" of skiffs and fishing vessels.

* DEC staff, contractors, and local fishermen pioneered



th« use of vacuum truck* mounted on barges as an alternative to
Exxon skimmers that were unavailable, clogged, or out of service.

* DEC staff put together a computer system to record
information about condition and movement of the oil, its location
on the shore, and other information. This system is the first
one of its kind developed anywhere in the world.

Since mid-December the effort has moved to a new phase:
evaluation of the data already gathered in field work,
consolidation of information on maps, and preparations for spring
and summer 1990.

Spill Response-Preparations

Based upon our experience with the Exxon Valdez and other major
spills, we have several observations about strengthening spill

contingency planning and other response preparations. Many of

these are already being implemented; others will be brought on

line at the appropriate time.

Incident Command System

We believe the Incident Command System (ICS) can provide the
organizational framework for the state®"s overall spill response
effort. ICS methods were developed to provide an efficient,
multi-disciplinary command structure as a civilian alternative to
military command. The system worked well this summer in
communities such as Seward, and the Department® staff were
involved directly in those operations. The Incident Command
System can be adapted specifically for use in responding to oil
and hazardous substance releases, Planning for its use can be
accomplished prior to major spill events, and it can be designed
to be useful in spills smaller than the Exxon Valdez.

Involvement of Local Communities

The T/V Exxon Valdez spill demonstrated the importance of a role
for local officials and other residents 1in spill response. Plans
for spill response should include local governments and other
local resources. Residents of areas affected by a spill often
have local knowledge and specialized skills that may not be
available from other sources. Spill response preparation can be
strengthened by laying out ahead of time the role of local
authorities, the nature of the working relationships among
agencies, and the kind of assistance likely to be needed.

Planning for Solid Waste Disposal and Other Needs

Arrangements for needs associated with response activities
should be detailed in the industrial facility"s approved oil
spill contingency plan and pre-approvals should be initiated.
For example, methodB for solid waste collection or disposal,
including oily solid waste, should be identified in the
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contingency plan. Application* for these facilities should be
made as part of the contingency planning process, and approvals
should be secured ahead of time* This would help prevent
conflict between local governments and the responsible party.

Communications. Logistics._and other Support

Under the incident Command System, there 1is an important role for
logistics. Preparations for oil spill response should take
account of that function and make adequate plans for
communications and other logistical services. For example, the
Division of Emergency Services and the Department of
Administration provided valuable assistance by establishing

communications links in Prince William Sound. In preparing for
spill response, the State should utilize the existing expertise
and resources of state agencies. Delivery of this support can be

strengthened by laying out ahead of time the nature of the
working relationships and the establishing mutual expectations.

Statewide and Regional Response Preparations

The legislature enacted several pieces of legislation last
session that authorize improved spill response preparedness. At
tomorrow"s committee session, we will report to you cn the
implementation of those measures.

Oil SpillL Contingency Planning Required-Qi. Industry

The Department issued emergency orders to Alyeska in April and
May requiring immediate actions to increase spill response
capability and longer term revisions to the Alyeska oil spill
contingency plan for the oil terminal and tankers. Response
capacity has been substantially Increased. Alyeska has also
submitted a new oil spill contingency plan. We have required the
company to plan for a likely spill event of no leas than 250,000
barrels. The plan is under review, discussions with the company
are underway, and public hearings are planned for February.

Cook Inlet is another area that has considerable risk of oil

spills and was the site of a major spill from the tanker Glacier
Bay 1in 1987. The Department has initiated a full review of the
situation in Cook Inlet, including evaluation of all contingency

plans. Working with local governments, fishermen, and the oil
and gas industry we are identifying specific steps to strengthen
spill response capability. We have established a task force with

Kenai Borough officials and other local residents,

Cook Inlet needs an integrated regional spill response capacity.
This should be a comprehensive, region wide spill response
capability that pulls together the efforts of shippers,
producers, and facility operators.



pl]l Spill Contingency Plan Reviews

As a starting point in improving the facility contingency plans
required of industry, we are negotiating a contract to assist
with the review of vessel and facility contingency plans. This
effort includes:

* Recommendations for possible revisions to the
contingency plan regulations;

* Development of guidelines for facility and vessel
inspections;

* Development of Guidelines for spill drillB and
evaluation of drill performance;

* Reviewing all contingency plans against the new
criteria.

Individual vessel and facility contingency plans are the primary
line of defense in a spill. Rigorous plan review is essential,
coupled with drills to test actual performance and formal
inspections to make sure that the equipment and resources are
available and operation. Containment and cleanup resources
absolutely must be ready and immediately available, Availability
in the lower 48 is not sufficient.

Contingency plan reviews can be more effective if the prevention
side of the equation 1is strengthened. Currently contingency
plans focus on response capability and not on preventive aspects
such as vessel integrity, navigation aids or vessel monitoring.

The Legislature has taken important steps to strengthen the oil
spill program, increasing the funding for the Oil and Hazardous
Substances Release Response Fund and authorizing the use of the
fund for response preparations. The Governor®s FY 91 budget
request includes money for oil spill contingency plan review on a
continuing basis. State law requires all contingency plans to be
reviewed and updated every three years. Along with the
Legislature®s previous actions, the Governor"s request would
enable the department to field a full oil spill contingency plan

program.
Conclusion

The Exxon Valdez spill teaches many important lessons. Along
with prevention measures, spill preparedness and contingency
planning are essential elements of protecting Alaskans. We look
forward to working with you to ensure that Alaska 1is ready for
future challenges.



ALYESKA PIPELINE SERVICE COMPANY

Remarks of Mike Williams,
Vice President of Environmental
Planning and Control,
Alyeska Pipeline Service Company
before
House Resources Committee
January 17, 1990

Alaska State Legislature

My name is Mike Williams. I am Alyeska Pipeline Service
Company®"s vice president for Environmental Planning and Control,
and I wish to take this opportunity to thank the members of the
Resources Committee Tfor 1inviting representatives of Alyeska to
testify today. The Oil Spill Commission report makes numerous
suggestions that must be esgluated by you in terms of practicality,
cost effectiveness and coordination with federal and private roles.
During this process you must decide what level of protection from
oil spills is desired on a statewide basis and how this protection
can be achieved on a cost effective basis. We at Alyeska Pipeline
Service Company offer our assistance by explaining prevention and
response systems activated this summer. I will also explain our

utilization of the Incident Command System 1in the new Prince

William Sound plan.

My testimony today will be brief. James B. Hermiller,
President of Alyeska, provided more detailed information to the
Alaska Oil Spill Commission. A copy of that written testimony Iis

submitted for your consideration.



Beginning in May, and continuing throughout the summer
of 1989, Alyeska developed a Ship Escort and Response Vessel System
(SERVS) to attempt to prevent, or mitigate the effect of, oil
tanker accidents in the waters of Prince William Sound. The system
requires that at Jleast two vessels- one of which must be an
escort/response vessel (ERV)- accompany each outbound, laden tanker
to Hinchinbrook Entrance. The tugs and ERVs are equipped to tow
a crippled tanker. The ERVs have capability to undertake rapid
response to any spillage ofoil. The system proved its

effectiveness when the Atigun Pass lost power and was taken under

tow.
t i
Although tankers operate independently of Alyeska, we
have used compliance with the escort system as a basis for

implementing traffic rules for Prince William Sound. These rules,
which are attached, require a 10-knot speed limit, require tankers
to stay in designated traffic lanes and reduce their speed to the
lowest level consistent with safe navigation when necessary, for

example, when ice 1is present.

Initial response to atanker spill in Prince William
Sound will be in three phases: on water, near shore, and on shore

response.



Rapid on-water response will be initiated by a trained
oil spill supervisor on the escort/response vessel accompanying a
tanker. Boom and skimmers on that vessel will be deployed by the
escort/response vessel®s crew and a Dynamic Skimming Vessel, with
120,000 barrels storage capacity, would be summoned from its
anchorage in mid Prince William Sound. Further assistance will
come from personnel and equipment stationed in Valdez, including
other escort/response vessels, a lightening vessel, tank barges,
and two Trans Rec skimmers manufactured 1in Norway. Over 150
people, at an annual cost of over $50,000,000, are dedicated to
this prevention and response system. However, it must Dbe
understood that no amount of equipment and personnel can guarantee
recovery of all oil that ﬁight be spilled on the water, avoiding
contamination of beaches. " We agree with the Oil Spill Commission

that prevention of spills must receive first priority.

In addition to the escort/response system, Alyeska has
assisted in the formation of an iiterim citizens advisory
committee, whose members are citizens and public officials from the
communities in Prince William Sound, Ilower Kenai Peninsula and
Kodiak. This committee has acted as a consultative body 1in the
formation of Alyeska®s oil spill contingency plan, and will assist
in the establishment of priorities for protection of sensitive
areas and oversee the creation and maintenance of depots of spill

response equipment and material. A long term contract to fund a



permanent Regional Citizen Advisory Committee 1is expected to be

signed this month.

One of the first recommendations Alyeska accepted from
the communities was that Alyeska utilize an Incident Command System
(ICS) to organize its response in a way that would efficiently
coordinate our efforts with those at hatcheries and in local
communities utilizing materials and equipment provided by Alyeska,
stored throughout the Sound. Today 1in Anchorage, Alyeska has a
team of Alaska and California firefighters 1instructing some 30
Alyeska employees, plus DEC, Coast Guard officials, and members of
the Regional Citizens Advisory Committee, 1in the organization,
structure and operation of the incident command system. Next week
in Valdez, Alyeska has scteduled the first major table top drill
of the ICS. The Coast Guard, tanker representatives, DEC, and the
communities have agreed to participate. | would be happy to report

to you at a later date what we learn from that drill.

Alyeska 1is completing a Tanker Spill Prevention and
Contingency Plan for Prince William Sound. The foundation of the
plan, the ship escort and response vessel system, was Tfully
activated by mid-July. The initial version of the plan was
submitted to the DEC on August 1, 1989. Since then, Alyeska has
received and responded to comments on the plan from DEC, federal
agencies, and citizens groups, and has focused on completing a risk

assessment, which allows us to evaluate the propriety of our



prevention and response efforts and develop new ones where
necessary. By the end of this month, Alyeska will submit the final

version of the plan to DEC for public review and approval.

Alaska law requires each tanker serving the Valdez trade
to have an oil spill contingency plan on file with and approved by
the Department of Environmental Conservation. Alyeska®s Tanker
Spill Prevention and Response plan for Prince William Sound
describes Alyeska®s initial response to a spill in those waters as
a cont-actor for participating vessels. The plan describes the
criteria and process for handover of response from Alyeska to a
spiller, 1in the event it is necessary for a spiller to assume long—

term participation in the control of cleanup operations.

During the Exxon Valdez spill, Alyeska provided immediate
response - until Exxon assumed control - as it was required to
do under the terms of both state and federal 1law, and as was
contemplated under the terms of the oil spill contingency plan then
in effect. In fact, in 1988, Alyeska, the Coast Guard and
Department of Environmental Conservation personnel had practiced
such a transfer of responsibility in a drill of a simulated oil
spill which involved Arco Shipping Company. Under Alyeska®"s new
tanker plan, tanker owners must explicitly designate Alyeska as a
response contractor if those owners wish to have Alyeska serve as

their initial responder to an oil spill.



I would 1Ilkii to mention briefly that AlyesKa 1is also
engaged with the Department of Natural Resources in a thorough
review of 1its prevention efforts and contingency plan for oil
spills from the Trans Alaska Pipeline System, 1including pump
stations and related facilities. The Department of Natural
Resources and the federal Bureau of Land Management share the
responsibility for oversight and approval of Alyeska®"s contingency
planning for the pipeline. The Department of Environmental

Conservation is also participating in this review.

Alyeska wishes to cooperate with your committee and the
members of the Legislature in an examination of the O0Oil Spill
Commission report. We urge, in the process of consideration of any
new legislation related tovoil spills, that the Legislature include

comprehensive analysis of federal and state laws which we believe

to be essential to effective, fair and responsible legislation.

Alyeska®s goal is to determine and meet public
expectations for prevention efforts and response capability 1in
Prince William Sound. We feel compelled to remind you that even
as Alyeska achieves that goal, you still must resolve difficult
issues such as the appropriate role for state government 1in Prince
William Sound spill response and the appropriate blend of federal,
state and private efforts in the rest of Alaska. During the next

year, enactment and implementation of comprehensive federal



legislation will establish macjor new components of a national

prevention and response systen.

For the most part, we at Alyeska believe that existing
law provides an adequate framework for the management of oil
spills. Implicit in any set of laws and regulations governing
spills is preparedness, and we believe that Alyeska®s program of
drills based on simulated spills 1is one of the principal ways in
which affected state, federal and Ilocal governments can develop

and maintain response capability.

We urge that DEC and DNR be given the funds necessary to
work with the Environmenﬁ$l Protection Agency to insure that the
results of research in the technology of spill response is expanded
and made more widely available. For example, both state and
federal laws provide that only those dispersants, coagulants, or
other <chemicals which have been approved by EPA may be used.
Alyeska and spillers are not legally permitted to utilize

substances without such approval.

There may be a number of substances which have been shown
to be effective in either dispersing or coagulating spilled oil,
but for Jlack of EPA approval, cannot be used in any future oil
spill. We beiieve that it 1is very important that research
continue, that it be accelerated, and that the approval process

used by EPA be improved so that the needed technology will bDe



available. We believe the State of Alaska 1is well positioned to

encourage the improvement of the approval process.

In conclusion, we again wish to emphasize our 1interest
and desire to cooperate with the Legislature in formulating any
measures which are deemed necessary to make the State of Alaska an

ef;-Ttive partner 1in the management of oil spill response.



NOTES FOR PRESENTATION TO ALASKA LEGISLATURE CONCERNING SPxLL
RESPONSE AND CONTINGENCY PLANNING

SPILL RESPONSE - WITH REGARD TO SPILL RESPONSE THE COAST GUARD
REMAINS THE LEAD FEDERAL AGENCY FOR RESPONSE TO OIL AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIAL SPILLS IN THE COASTAL ZONE...THE COAST GUARD CAPTAIN OF
THE PORT IN THE DESIGNATED AREAS REMAINS THE PRE-DESIGNATED
FEDERAL ON SCENE COORDINATOR FOR THESE TYPE INCIDENTS. THE COAST
GUARD ON SCENE COORDINATOR®"S DUTIES IN AN OIL SPILL CAN TAKE TWO
DIVERGENT PATHS...IF CLEANUP IS NECESSARY AND FEASIBLE AND IF THE
POLLUTER IS IDENTIFIED AND IF THE POLLUTER IS TAKING ACTION AND
CONDUCTING PROPER REMOVAL THE COAST GUARD ON SCENE COORDINATOR
WILL MONITOR REMOVAL UNTIL CLEANUP IS COMPLETE...THE CASE 1S
CLOSED AND THE APPROPRIATE VIOLATION REPORTS ARE SUBMITTED. |IF
THE POLLUTER 1S UNIDENTIFIED OR IF THE POLLUTER IS IDENTIFIED,
BUT NOT TAKING APPROPRIATE ACTION THE COAST GUARD ON SCENE
COORDINATOR CAN ASSUME CONTROL OR ™"FEDERALIZE™ A SPILL. IN THIS
CASE IT SIMPLY MEA*!S THAT THE COAST GUARD IS PAYING THE BILLS FOR
THE CLEANUP AND DOING ALL OF THE CONTRACTING WORK AND MONITORING
THE EFFORTS OF THE FEDERAL CONTRACTORS. IN THIS REGARD, WITH
REGARD TO CONTROL OVER THE ACTIVITIES OF THE CONTRACTOR, THE
FEDERAL ON SCENE COORDINATOR OR HIS REPRESENTATIVES IN THE FIELD
HAVE THE SAY ON WHO DOES WHAT AND HOW THEY DO IT AND WHEN THEY DO
IT. IN THE PREVIOUS CASE WHERE THE RESPONSIBLE PARTY IS TAKING
THE ACTION THE COAST GUARD STILL HAS CONTROL THROUGH ITS
MONITORING ACTIONS. IN OTHER WORDS, IF A RESPONSIBLE PARTY"S
CONTRACTOR IS DOING SOMETHING INCORRECTLY OR NOT FAST ENOUGH OR
USING IMFROPER TECHNIQUES, THROUGH THE MONITORING ACTION THE
COAST GUARD WOULD REQUIRE CORRECTION OF THE IMPROPER ACTIONS.
ONCE THE RESPONSIBLE PARTY COMPLETES THE CLEANUP AND THE COAST
GUARD FEDERAL ON SCENE COORDINATOR 1S SATISFIED THAT THE CLEANUP
IS COMPLETE THEN THE REQUIRED VIOLATION REPORTS ARE SUBMITTED AND
THE CASE IS CLOSED. AFTER THE EXXON VALDEZ OIL SPILL THERE WERE
MANY SUGGESTIONS MADE AS TO MAKING CHANGES IN THIS BASIC CONCEPT
FOR CONTROL OF AN OIL SPILL CLEANUP. THERE WERE SUGGESTIONS MADE
THAT THE COAST GUARD SHOULD BE PUT IN CHARGE OF ALL OIL SPILLS
IMMEDIATELY AND THEN THERE WAS THE SUGGESTION THAT THE COAST
GUARD SHOULD TAKE CHARGE OF ALL OIL SPILLS OVER A CERTAIN SIZE
IMMEDIATELY. SOME OF THESE SUGGESTIONS ARE IN THE FORM OF
PROPOSED FEDERAL LEGISLATION AND THE STATUS OF THESE BILLS IS AS

OF YET UNRESOLVED.

OTHER FEDERAL ASSISTANCE TO THE ON SCENE COORDINATOR - WHEN AN
OIL SPILL OCCURS THE COAST GUARD PRE DESIGNATED FEDERAL ON SCENE
COORDINATOR 1S NOT LEFT ALONE TO HANDLE THE SPILL JUST WITH HIS
OWN RESOURCES. HE HAS HELP IN THE FORM OF WHAT WE CALL SPECIAL
TEAMS. THESE TEAMS CONSIST OF THE COAST GUARD NATIONAL STRIKE
FORCE OR STRIKE TEAM. THERE ARE TWO STRIKE TEAMS NOW IN
EXISTENCE - ONE IN MOBILE, ALABAMA AND ONE LOCATED AT HAMILTON
AIR FORCE BASE IN NORTHERN CALIFORNIA NEAR SAN FRANCISCO. THE
STRIKE TEAMS HAVE NUMEROUS PIECES OF POLLUTION ABATEMENT GEAR IN
THEIR INVENTORIES INCLUDING BOOM, SKIMMERS AND PORTABLE PUMPING
EQUIPMENT. COAST GUARD PUMPING EQUIPMENT WAS USED IN THE
OFFLOADING OF THE CARGO FROM THE EXXON VALDEZ AND OTHER BOOM AND



