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My name is Riki Ott. I am o fisherwomen from Prince Wllham Sound 1 Alaska. 
I o•,·tn a salmon drift gillnet permit end have fished Prince 'Nilliam Sound for 
four years. I have also longlined for halibut commercially and for sablefish 
as part of a klller whale research project tn the southwest d1str1ct of 
Prince W1111am Sound -- the part hardest hit by the £XXON VALDEZ o11 spill 
on Good Fr1day. 

I heve e six-pee!< captain's 1 icense and heYe operated my vessel es a charter 
boat in the southwest district and all over Prince William Sound. But my 
concern for end love of the sound goes much deeper than commercial inter­
ests: I have kayaked in many of its fjords; sport fished in many or its beys 
end coves; camped on many of its beaches; picked berries, hiked ana hunted 
in many of its h111s. 

As a resident of Cordova and concerned fisherwoman. I am currently serving 
on the board of directors of the Cordova District Fishermen United (CDFU), 
the United Fishermen of Alaska (UFA), the Copper R1ver Fishermen's Cooper­
at\ve, ond the Pr1nce W11liam Sound conservation Alliance. 
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My training ts in marine btology and fisheries: I have 8 masters 1n oil pollu­
t1on (Un1versfty of South Carolina, 1980) and a doctorate in sedtment pollu­
tion (University of Weshington, 1966). Because of my background, the boord 
of CDFU gave me the Alyesko cose, which 1 hove been working on for one end 
one he 1 f years. 

Fishermen in the Prince 1r/illiam Sound area have a long history of active in­
volvement in protecting their fishing grounds from adverse environmental 
Impacts of the on industry. As early as 1971, a CDFU delegation test Hied on 
fishermens· concerns with the proposed tonker route and Valdez tanker ter­
mim~l before the Congressional House Subcomm1ttee on Fisheries and Wild­
life Conservation for the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee. In 1977, 
Keith Specking geve a paper at the CordoY8 Fisheries Institute in wh1ch he 
spoke of 8 hypothetical oil spill -- of 200,000 barrels after a grounding on 
Bligh Reef! (See attachments). 

In February 1989, CDFU end UFA sent me to washmgton o.c., then on to Texas 
to the 1nternet lonal 011 Sp111 Conference, to shore our concerns about the 
tanker terminal, Alyeska, and the marine transportation of oil with Con­
gressmen. scientists, ond oilmen. Stoff of this committee, Don Beard ond 
Jeff Petrich, were very receptiYe to the fishing industry's message: given 
the high frequency of tankers into Port Valdez, the increasing age end size 
of that tanker fleet, and the inability to Quickly contain and cleanup an oil 
spill in open weter of Alaska, we felt that we were playing e game of Rus­
sian Roulette. We knew MThe B1g One· was only e matter of t1me. 

On Mcrch 23, 1989, os keynote speoker, I delivered those Sl!lme mess~ges to 
the Valdez community . .. 

. On March 24, 1989, with the grounding of the .EXXON VALDEZ end resulting 
release of 10.5 milllon gallons of crude oil into Prince WilHam Sound, the 
seven oil companies v1ho own Al!::Jeska broke a contract with the U.S. govern­
ment and the people of the state of Alaska. Simply put, Alyeske was unpre­
pared to deel wtth an oi 1 sp11l of th1 s magn1tude, as they promised they 
would be, and they failed to react Quickly during the critical early hours of 
the spill to minimize environmental demage .. as they ere mendeted to do. 

The oil spill has served to highlight e history of broken promises by the 
'seven sisters· at Alyeska. While the on companies· breach of the oil spi 11 
contingency plan is largely responsible for the eco-disaster in Prince 
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W11liom Sound, th1s fl~grant display of irresponsibillty and Jack of commH­
ment to the people of Alaska and the natlon is only the tip of the iceberg. 

To understand the full scope of the breech of contract, one must first 
review what went wrong with the 011 sp11l contingency plan, then look to the 
Alyeska far.ility to uncover the rest of the iceberg . 

.Aiyeslco ood tbe Oil SP.ill Contingency P18n. 

In the 1987 Generol Provisions for Alyeskft Oil Spill Contingency Plon it 
clearly states that: 

"the objective of the ... plan is to minimize damage to environment end 
assure the safety of the public and employees in the event of an ol\ spill 
from company facilities ... " (pp. t-t) 

(Residents of Tatitlek were physically ill from hydrocarbon rumes during 
the first three days whlle the s11ck rema1ned in the vicinity of Bligh Reef: 
these people should have been evacuated immediately. Fishermen deployed to 
work at conta1ning the slick during the first three days also reported being 
dizzy end neuseeted: they should heve been forewarned about the safety 
hazards and prov\ded with respirators. The beach cleanup crew is largely 
unaware of the safety hazards of working wt th crude oi 1: they are impro­
perly clothed and have reported unsanitary conditions, headaches, rashes and 
nausea. See attachments.) 

"It is the policy of the (seven) owner companies, represented by the1r 
agent, Alyeska· ... to take every reasonable action to prevent oil sp111s 
end, if they occur, to minimize environmental damage ... " (pp. 1-1); and 

"The containment and cleanup of oil spills ... will be given priority to 
prevent and/or minimize the amount of oil reaching sensitive areas ... ·· 
(pp. 1-2). 

(Due to delays ond tndec1s1ons that paralyzed 1n1tia1 response efforts, crtt­
ical hours of calm weather were lost in 1nactivity: containment end recov­
ery equipment did not arrive on scene until 13 hours after the spill. These 
personal observations haYe also been reported by the NeJ·J·' Yor~· Times: 
Malcolm et. al. 4/16/89; and the fJia/1 StrBBt • ./ollrnol: Wells 4/3/89.) 
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''Alyeska will mainta1n full responsibiltty and control in the event of an 
oil spill unless a government agency specifically notifies Alyeska they 
have assumed ... control .. :· ( 1-1) 

And the 1987 Oil Spi 11 Contingency Plan for Prince William Sound notes: 
Mthe Terminal Superintendent has full responsibility for all field ect1ons 
in connection with any oil sp; 11 in Prince William Sound attributed to 
mar1ne vessels in trade with ... Alyeske ..... (pp. 2-3). 

(Alyeska relinquished responsibillty and control of the spill to Exxon.) 

"Cleanup operations ... will be conducted by Alyeska as Agent for the 
Owner Componi es ... in such o manner os to not require ossumpt ion of 
control of such cleanup operations by federal or state officials ..... (pp. 
1-3) . 

(Because of the inabiHty of the oil industry to handle the spill end 
associated agency coordination, federal officials were forced to assume a 
more active 1eaaersh1P role tn cleanup ooerat1ons after the second week.) 

"Regularly scheduled training programs will be conducted to ensure that 
all personnel assigned to the Oil Spill Tasl< Force are thoroughly familiar 
with their duties and the operation of on spill contingency equipment. .... 
{pp. 1-2). 

(DEC documents critiquing Alyeska crew and equipment performance during 
once per year practice drills show that crew did not know how to handle the 
gear; equ1pment broke and malfunctioned; etc. Wall Street .. lat~rnol: McCoy&. 
Wells 4/7/89.) 

In the A 1 yeska Oi 1 Sp1 11 Contingency Plan for Pri nee Wi 11 i am Sound it further 
states under the scenario for a 200 1000 barrel sp111 in which the "weather 
conditions ... (are) conducive to oil containment and cleanup" that: 

:'Alyeska beti.eves it is highly unlikely a spill of this megmtude would 
occur ... because the majority of tankers calling on Port Valdez are of 
Amerlcen registry and all of these are p11oted by licensed masters or 
pllots ... M (pp. 3-54). 

(Clting Yiolent winds, freQuent storms, and a rocky, broken coastline, fish­
ermen knew thot o mojor spill during the life of the pipeline wos highly 
likely: Alyeska, citing computer projections, predicted a major spill may 
occur once eYery 241 years [ AtJc!Jarage Times 5/3/89 HunU As for the 
licensed pilots. everyone knows that story.) 

MPr1vete commercial vessels from ... Valdez ... would oe employed to 
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assist in booming and logtsticol support .. ... (pp. 3-54). 
(Fishermen from both Valdez and Cordova were ready to go as early as 8:00 
c.m. on March 24 but were detoined by the oil industry for~ literclly, doys.) 

The 1987 contingency plan 1s fraught with many other examples where 
actual spHl response or preparation d1ver~ed from the plan. It is also inter­
esting to note that A\yeska's contingency plan estimates that 50~ of the oil 
following a 200,000 barrel spill will be recovered at see and another 15~ 
recovered from shores, with a mere 5~ remaining in the environment (3-56). 
Follow1ng the 125,000 barrel spill from the tenker GLACIER EJAV, an 
estimated 12-18:f: of the total oil was recovered with 30-40~ remoining in 
the environment (see ottochments). (The remo1nder of the oil evoporoted, 
dispersed naturally, or stranded on beaches as tar balls.) 

A Look: to the Immediate Future: 
Waste Management PT ans 

Given the problems with the contingency plan, the fishing industry tends to 
review rather critically other pions proposed by Alyeska or its owner 
companies. On Mey 1, 1989, Exxon ga11e the Coast Guard its "Waste Manage­
ment Disposal Seeping Plan" for handling the thousands of tons of oily waste 
generated by the spill. According to Exxon, "the plan is dependent upon 
making extensive use of existing treatment end disposal facilities at the 
Alyesl<a Valdez Terminal." 

The tone of the document is set on the first pege: ··use of the Alyeska 
facilities will also require cooperation from the regulotory agencies to 
rep1dly tssue letters of non-objection, waivers, or permit modifications as 
required.N Who do these people think they are? The regula tory agencies are 
supposed to set the rules and reQuire cooperation from the Industry -- not 
vice versa! 

The waste management plan lS not only not based in realitlj, it is illegal for 
several t·easons. 

1) The presentt)tion refers to the ballast water treatment plant es 1t 
was conceived in 1975.: not es it currently exists. Several of the key 
components in the plan, Including the heat -treating system used to 
break oil-weter emulsions, do not exist at the terminal. 
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2) The present facility is only cepoble of treating all in ballast water: it 
cannot handle debris and. other contem1nants. As stated in the plan: 
"another option is to barge the wastewater to some other secondary 
wastewater treatment f aci 11 ty meant to handle organic comP-ounds ... 

3) The present racllity cannot hancJle emulsions. Degreasing agents or 
demulsiflers added to the emulsions would be carried into the ballast 
water treatment system with the wastewater. EPA could not serious­
ly constder using the Alyeska faci11t1es as a v1able option for waste 
d1sposa1 because the ballast water treatment plant would be 
operatlng in continual .. upset conditions·· due to surges in flow rate 
ond heterogeneity of wostestreams. 

4) The plan proposes to use the sludge plts, long inactive, in a manner 
ruled by EPA to be illegal: sludge-- once removed, always removed. 

5) There 1s absolutely no way to ma1nta1n the level of control proposed 
in the waste management plan. "Water samples w111 be taken and 
tested for oil and grease ... from each vacuum truck . . . .. Come on! 

6) "Wastewater treatment experts from Exxon and Alyeska will insure 
that the handling of the sp1 11 associated waters ... will meet the 
appropriate permit requirements;" and will be disposed of "in a safe 1 

environmentally sound manner." We have heard this all before as has 
the DEC and the EPA. surely no one expects miracles of the otl indust­
ry after 12 years of a pitifully poor performance. Th1s sounds suspt­
c1ously like ~nether one of these "Trust Me" deols. Just say no! 

The fishing industry rejects the waste management plan that Exxon has sub­
mitted~ both in concept and practice. The Alyeska terminal is quite clearly 
incapable of ha~.dling eny more oily waste in lts present condltion and .the 
operators are quite clearly incapable of operating in an envkonmentally 
conscientious manner as demonstrated most recently oy their staunch 
refusal of the new NPDES perm1t and the state's 401 CertH1caUon. 

To the extent thot it is possible to process oily wostes ot Alyesk~ or other 
facilities in Alaska in compliance wlth state end federal air and water 
qualit~ standards, we request that all dispos6l practices be strictly moni­
tored for permit campi iance with tratned experts, contracted through DEC 
and/or EPA, and paid for by Exxon: monitoring bij "wastewater treatment 
experts from Exxon and Alyeska· 1s simply not acceptable. If a second waste 
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management plan is written and accepted, we reQuest thot all remaining 
ony wastes associated with the EXXON VALDEZ oil spill that cannot be 
properly treated in Alesko be transported Outside to reflneries which are 
copoble of h~ndling the material. 

Historic Overview 

To fully understBnd why fishermen challenge Exxon's waste management 
d1sposal plan, one must v1ew terminal plans and development from a h1stor-
1ca1 perspective. 

COFU's Original lawsuit 
In the late sixties when the question came up of where to locate the 
southern terminus for the Trans Alaska Pipeline System (TAPS), the ice­
free Port Valdez was an obvious choice. However, fishermen within Prince 
W11t1am Sound were concerned that. if the terminal was located in Port 
Valdez. the water quality wtth1n the port would eventually be degraded 
through standard terminal operations, effluent discharges, and mishaps 
during tanker loadings. In addition~ there was concern ebout the morine 
transport of oil through Prince Wllliam Sound with its attendant problems: 
weather, rocks, the vessel traffic control system, and tanker safety in 
general. The port and sound serve as both fishing grounds and crltical nur­
sery grounds for juvenile salmon, shellfish. and many other marine species. 

In the early se;:entles, the fishermen, represented by CDFU. filed a su1t to 
prevent the TAPS terminus from being locoted in Port Vt~ldez on the grounds 
that: 

1) the special land use permit provided by the U.S. Forest Service to Aly­
eska for the construction of a 802 acre tank farm within the Chugach 
National Forest violated statutes which limtt such permits to erees 
not in excess of 80 ecres; and 

2) the Department of Interior hod not prepared en adequate environmen­
tal tmpect stotement (EIS) and, therefore, issuance of the pipeline 
permit would violate the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 

The ftshermen's suit was ultimately consolidated with the suits of the 
environmentalists and Native groups} who were claiming that the right-of-

, .&. - • - - a._ - -• .. .. • - • - - I • - ~ -- ..... ·-- .i. t .... - ,.,_. -- ---- ...... -· " .... ~ • - .. A .... A ... fl t \1 """'l 111"'11. 1'\ A • k.l'\. 
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width requirements allowable under the 1920 Mtnerals Leastng Act. The 
consolidated suit wes brought before the United States court of Appeels fo~ 
the District of Columbio. 

In early 1973, the judge decided in favor of the fishermen and environmen­
talists: deYelopment of the pipeline was blocked. The decision was upheld by 
the Supreme Court. Pipellne proponents immediately turned to Congress to 
obtain permission to build the line. 

Meanwh11e~ Congress had requested a new EIS from the Department or Inter­
ior as they had found the first unsatisfactory. The second EIS responded to 
the fishermen's concerns: whereas the ballast water from the incoming 
tenkers was originally to be released directly into the port, provisions hed 
been included for a ballast water treatment system. The system was to be 
designed to remove hydrocarbons from ballast water prior to discharge into 
the receiving waters. 

W1th the second EIS, b11l s granting Alyeska an expanded r1ght-of-wey were 
introduced in Congress. In the Senate, Alaska's Senators Stevens and Gravel 
added on omendment foreclosing ell court challenges to pipeline construc­
tion based on environmental concerns: the tie vote (49:49) was broken by 
Vice President Spiro Agnew-- in favor of the bill . The House of Representa­
tives passed a compan1on bill. 

In late 1973 Congress authorized the Department of lnter1or to grant the 
right-of-way to the pipeline owner companies a11ow1ng construction or the 
TAPS and the tanker terminal, Alyesko, thus effectively sidestepping the 
fishemen·s lawsuit. The pipeline outhorizotion bill was supported by the 
Administration. 

However, Congress also acknowledged the fishermen's concerns about water 
quality by stipulating in the TAPS legislation that the ballast water 
tre.:~tment system would be reviewed end upgraded every five years to 
ensure that the Best Available Technology (BAT) was always belng ut111zeo. 
The Department of Interior was specificolly mandated by Congress to corry 
out oversight (Section 23.C.) 

The terminal was to be built on federal lands. Howeyer the State, exercising 
its land selection r1ghts under statehood, selected the federal lands upon 
which the terminal was to be built. After the land trade, the Department of 
lntertor made a untleteral dectsion that, since the terminel was no longer to 
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be on federal land~ the Department was no longer responsibfe for oversee1ng 
the ballast water treatment operations. 

Terminal Desig.!!., Construction & Initial 0Qer8tion 
The original Alyeska design drawing, approved by Congress, included plans 
to increase the physical si2e of the terminal and the two pollution control 
systems, (the ballast water and vapor recovery systems), as the amount of 
oil coming down the pipeline increased. The terminal was to be built in 
three phases corresponding to 011 throughput. 

Oil flow Crude on Bl31last water Incinerators 
(million barrels/dey [mbd})- storage tanks storage tanks 
Phase I approx. 0.6 14 3 3 
Phase II L2-1 .5 22 3 3 
Phase Ill over 2.0 32 5 5 

Alyeska was bui lt to the standards required by the original design, with a 
few changes. There were 1.§ crude oil storage t an ks, four more than planned 
for Phase I throughput, end the ground wes also blasted for the remaining 14 
crude oil tenks in onticip~tion of Phose Ill throughput. HoweYer to cut 
expensesJ the sludge incinerator was not built and mild steel. instead of the 
approved stainless steel, was substituted for the mnes of pipes required 
for the vapor recovery system. 

§.y 1977 the term1nal wes operational. An EPA NPDES permit for the be11ast 
water treatment system had been issued to the seven ind1vidue1 on company 
owners end operattons were be1ng mon1tored by three full time employees 
from the Department of Environment~\ Conservotion (DEC) . 

. . 
In 1979 Dr. lhor Lysyj, under contract to £PA 1 determined that the effl uent 
from the bal1ast water treatment system contained significent amounts of 
the erometlc hydrocarbons benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, xylene (BET X), 
and naphthalene. The ballast water treatment system was not removing 
these types of compounds from the effluent. Lysyj reported that the State's 
water quality standards at the boundaries of the mi><ing zone, into wh ich the 
effluent was discharged, were being periodically exceeded. (In 19B7, the 
EPA estimated thot the ballost woter treotment system ~is ossumed to 
achieve only 70 percent remov61 of toxic compounds" end that "during 
winter, comp\\ance is predicted 84 to 93 percent of the time" (EPA Fact 
Sheet and Technical Evaluation for NPDES permit no.: AK-002324-8, pp. 17 & 
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To enable Alyesl<a to meet the 1980 NPDES permlt onct the State's water 
Quality standards, the mixing zone boundaries were expanded and the stond­
~rd for BETX was set to correspond to the highest levels being discharged by 
Alyeska during the winter months. This was done to accommodate Alyeska's 
effluent discharges so the terminal could operate legally. However. the 
Qermit was reissued with the intent that it was to be rewritten in 2.5 years 
to incoq;!orate methodology to reducs the levels of BETX and naQhthalene in 
the effluent. 5pecif1ca11y. the 1980 NPDES permit requ1red that the 
permittees in1t1ate a waste treatment and d1sposal study to review, 
eva I uate and consider the f eos1 bi 1 i ty of improving the performance of their 
bollost water treatment focllity through modification of existing equipment 
with emphasis on reduction of tote\ aromatic hydrocarbons (Pert Ill. A.l.) 

COFu·s Second Lawsuit 
In May 1985, fourteen years after the fishermen's initial lawsuit, CDFU 
joined V1rg1n1a oil broker Charles Hamel in filing notice of intent to sue 
A1yeska and the seven otl companies thet own the p1pel1ne over alleged m1s­
menegement of the ballast water plant, resulting in d1scharges of hydrocar­
bons (specifically, sludge) into the poit in violation of state and federal 
environmental permits. 

The suit was never filed as the EPA and DEC took immediate action to 
investigate the allegaUons. Soon after Lysyj (under contract to EPA) and 
DEC began to invest1gate the cla1ms, the EPA 1ssued a cease and desist order 
to Alyeska to stop recycling and d1scharging sludge through the ballast 
water treatment plant. 

Documents from Alyeska's files reve61ed that the plant was producing so 
much sludge, (one estimate was 500 times greeter than Alyeska claimed in 
public or about 70 tons per day), that operators asked for expert help to deal 
with the problem (see attachments). During wastewater treatment, oil is 
separated from water. The water is treated and discharged and the heavier 
compounds In o11 -- the polycycl1c aromat1c hydrocarbons -- s1nk to the 
bottom of wastewater treatment basins and collect es 'sludge.· The 
polycycllc aromatic hydrocarbons ere toxins and create eJ significont health 
hazard to both humans and marine organisms. 

Several months later, after completton of their investigation, EPA end DEC 
issued a joint compliance order (see attachments) requesting that, among 
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I) install a system that samples and monHors discharged effluent for 
suspended solids (sludge); 

2) reinstall sludge removal equipment where it had been dismantled or, 
alternatively, build a system that was equal to or better in sludge 
removal than the initial system; 

3) build facilities for sludge treatment end disposal; ancs 

4) keep floating sludge out of the second stage of the treatment process 
end the impound basins. _ 

Alyeska responded to the sludge problem and the compliance orders in pert 
by designing and building the biological treatment system, however. no 
facilities were built for sludge treatment and disposal. 

Status Quo 

Terminal Ogerations 
To fully understand the scope of the pollution problems at Alyeska, one must 
understand how the terminal was designed to operate (Ftgure l ). 

Oil comes oown the pipeline under pressure and, before 1t fs loeded onto 
tankers, the oil is sent crude oil storage tanks wr1ere the 011 ts allowed to 
"off-ges.· (When the pressure on the oil is released, the oil "flzzes" like 
opening a con of Coke.) The poisonous crude oil gases or vapors collect in the 
tops of the cone-sheped crude oi 1 storage tanks. These vepors (simi 1 er to 
what you smelf 'when you fill your cer up with gesol tne) are drewn by e 
centralized compressor system to incinerators where the hydrocarbons in 
the vapors are destroyed by burning them at high temperatures ( t 400 
degrees F). This process is called the vegor recovery...§.ystem. 

After off-gasing, the on is ready to be loaded onto tankers but before the 
tonkers con lood on, they must debol16sl (Fig~Jre 1 ). Tankers pump their 
contemineted seawater bellest into bellest water holding tanks (or 90 
tanks) which store ballast water until a can be properly treated. This 
system allows tankers to deballast quickly so they can onlood oB. 
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EAST TANK FARM 
(CRUDE OIL STORAGE T ANa<S) 

FIGURE 1. ALYESKA BALLAST WATER TREATMENT FACILITY 
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Ballast water then flows into 1mpounct basins (Ftgure 1) where, 1n tneory, 
bacteria phystcally eat or degrade the hydrocarbons. remov1ng these com­
pounds from the weter. The treated bollast water is dischorged as effluent 
directly into the receiY1ng waters of Port Valdez. Again in theory, the 
effluent now meets the state's water quality standards. 

The Alyeska ballast water treatment faci h ty was designed es a model plant 
but problems arose when actual plant construction and openH1on veered 
away from the or1g1nal design approved by Congress. Today, the plant is the 
exact same size as when it was bu11t 1n 1977 desplte nearly a four fold 
increase in pipellne throughput. 

YaP.or Recovery~ystem 
The vapor recovery system is both overloaded and badly in need of major 
repairs. The mlld steel pipeline is corroding badly throughout its length; 
consequently, the compressor system is unable to function properly. Because 
of improper maintenance. the incinerators have trouble maintaining the high 
temperatures necessary to properly combust t~re crude oil vapors: between 
1980 and 1987, inclusive, all three incinerators were fully operational 6~ 
of the time (Anchoroge Times: Orteg~ 4/7/88). 

To compound the problems with the vapor recovery system~ since early 1987 
large volumes of natural gas 1iQu1ds (NGLs) have been routinely injected into 
the pipeline when it was discovered that addition of NGls sub slant ially 
1ncrease 011 flow by reduc1ng friction. NGLs contain a high proportion of 
"llght ends" (highly volatile hydrocarbons) and therefore cause e much 
greater degree of off-gas1ng thon crude on olone. Additional incinerotors 
are necessary to handle the additional vapors from the NGLs; yet Alyeska 
oJficlels have made no plans to increase the size of the vapor recovery 
system to compensate for the additional vapors from NGLs. · 

To avoid stressing the rapidly weakening vepor recovery system, crude oil is 
loaded directly onto the tankers from the pipeline. The oil off-gases in the 
tanker holds releasing tons of noxtous hydroceroon vapors untreated 1nto the 
eir dally. 

Ballast Water Treatment System 
The ballast water treatment system simply does not work well. The biologi­
cal treatment system, which is the heart of the ballast water treatment 
system, and has been severely critiqued by many scientists/ including Drs. 
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lhor Lysyj ana Don Button, a m1crotHologist at the Institute of Mar1ne 
Science, Fairbanks/ Alaska (see attachments). 

B~cteria need both Ume ana warm temperatures to properly degrade 
hydrocarbons: with the present system, they have neither. Because of the 
shortage of ballast water holding tanks, the ballast water must be rushed 
through the impound basins to prevent stow-downs in tanker traffic and o11 
flow. The bacteria are not very active in cold water. Sece.use of the cold 
temperatures and rep\d flow/ the bacteria do not have time to eat the 
hydrocarbons. The result1ng effluent contatns high levels of hydrocarbons. 

The DEC has granted Alyesko ~.-m1:<ing zone which is a volume of water in 
which toxic compounds in effluent mix with surrounding seawater end ere 
diluted so that the state's water Quality standards will be met at the mixing 
zone boundaries. However, the DEC criteria specifically state that there 
shall be NO MIXING ZONE ALLOWED for compounds which accumulate in the 
sediment or are carcinogenic. The effluent from Alyeska contains compounds 
wh1ch ere both known carc1nogens (BETX) and powerful mutagens (com­
pounds which change DNA in ways which can be passed on to offspring) (see 
attachments). The heavier weight hydrocorbons found in sludge are olso 
known to accumulate readily in sediment. 

Terminal Reviews 
The terminal has never been reviewed or upgraded by the Secretary of 
lnter1orl as mandated by congress in the TAPS leg1slatton, 1n 1ts twelve 
years or operation. Not only is the terminal !lQ! operat1ng with the best 
avoil~ble technology (more loter), the technology that it originally utilized 
has not even been properly mointeined. When parts of the env1ronmentol 
pollution contro.l system. broke downl like the sulf1..1r scrubbers end the 
dissolved aeretion flotation cell skimmers~ the pieces were dismantled 
with no ·v.,Titten approval by DEC, as required in the 401 Certificetton (see 
attachments). 

A1yeske is still operating under the 1980 NPDES perm1t end is currently 
resisting, through elevation hearings and threats of adjudicatory heerings, 
the new NPDES permit and 401 certification. Alyeska also reQuested site 
speclfic reductions in the state's water que\i ty standards for hydrocerbons 
in eastern Port Valdez on March 20, 1989. Because of budget cuts, 
opereuons end permlt comphance for both air and water quality standards 
at the entire terminal facility-- the largest of its kind in the United States 
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The entire orgument by "experts" over whether the terminal is or lS not 
polluting is absurd. No one needs en expert to tell them that lhe ballast 
water treatment and vapor recovery systems ere overloaded or whet 
happens when the terminelis el1owed to operete with overlceded pot\uticn 
control systems: the results are obvious. 

Or they would seem obvious to most people. Since inceptton of the terminal, 
Alyeske has largely monitored Hs own operations and env1ronmenta1 pro­
grams, supplying the regulatory agencies with reports, and rt~w data upon 
request. The results from 12 ~ears of study ere inconclusive: thot 1s, one 
cannot determine what effect, if any, effluent discharges or air emissions 
at the terminal have had on the environment end biota. 

In 1988, at the request of CDFU, the scientific work of Woodward-Clyde 
Consultents. the lead consulting firm for Alyesk a, was audited by the DEC 
and the state Attorney General. The results of both audits indicate problems 
with Woodward-Clyde's scientific approach and techniQues. The audits sug­
gest toxic substances in toxic quentities mcy be entering the receiving 
waters of Port Valdez: the auditors recommend specific actions to evaluate 
the extent of the problem (see attachments). 

The few independent scientists who have conducted tests in Port Valdez 
have documented Qortwtde 1 ow 1 evel accumulet1on of hydrocarbons 1 n sedl­
ment as a result of both standard operating procedures at Alyeska and 
presence of ~ mixing zone (EPA Fact Sheet and Technical Evaluation for 
NPDES Permit AK-002324-8, 7/31 /87; DEC review of Alyesko Finol Report 
7/88; NOAA National Status and Trends Study 1987). 

But hydrocarbons ere extremely mobile compounds ; that is therd ere readily 
teken up by organisms and passed throughout the foodweb . The types of 
compounds that Alyeska is discharging can cause long-term environmental 
demage by reduc1ng the reproductive potential of fish and other aqueuc 
organisms. 

Scientists have documented the following pathway for flatfish: l) hydro­
carbons settle out of the water column end collect 1n the sediment; 2) 
"bugs" (small invertebrates) pick up the hydrocarbons from the sediment 
while feeding; 3) flatfish pick up the hydrocarbons from the bugs while 

... • I o • • t . 3 _ . • · ' - __ _ 
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po1sons are sent for detoxHication); 5) the resulting break-down products 
or metabo11tes are themselves tox1c; and 6) these metabolites cause cancer 
in the flatfish. A similar pathway of uptake and occumulot1on of hydrocar­
bons has been demonstrated for chinook salmon (Appendix A). 

Best Availoble Technology 1n Other Areas 
When operations at the Alyeska terminal are compared to similar operations 
at other facitlt1es which handle 011 and chemicals, tnc1uding facilities part­
ly owned by the Alyeska owner compan1es, 1t becomes reaeltly apparent that 
the oil industry as o whole is operating under a global set of double stand­
anls. Furthermore, compared to other facilities, the Alyeska terminal is in 
many ways substandard (Appendix 6). 

The fishing industry believes thet the oH industry ts capable of dotng a 
much better job of managing their terminal, cleaning up after their oil spill, 
and d1sposing or l13ill oily wastes -- from both the spill and standard opera­
ttons -- than they have so far demonstrated. Us1ng publtc waterways as 
receiving waters and to transport oil is a PRIVlLEDGE; not e right. The oil 
industry hos broken their contract ~1th the people of the nation ond they 
have violated our trust. It is tlme to change their methods of operation (Ap­
pendices C and D). 

Conclusions 

The en vi ronmentel track record ot A I yesko and disorganized response dur1 ng 
the on spill crisis reflect poorly on the oil industry os e whole. The seven 
sisters own and .operate TAPS and the North Slope fields. If Alyeska is en 
example of how these oil companies operate in "an environmentally sound 
manner, N what ere the companies doing in more remote wllderness areas 
with even less supervision than they have at Alyeska? Can we really trust 
what the oi 1 companies te 11 us? 

In 1971, Alaskans end the Department of Interior were promised "the best 
equipment, materials end expertise which will be made twalloble as p~rt cf 
the oll spill contingenct-; plan~ will make operations et Port Valdez end in 
Prince William Sound the safest in the world." (l.R. Beynon, B.P. Technical 
Deve\opment O\vis1on, representing Alyeska Pipeline Services, testimony to 
u.s. Department of Interior~ 1971.) 
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But there has been no real commttment on the part of the 011 1nctustry to 
provide the Best Available Technology (BAT). Instead in our time of need, 
Alaske~ fishermen identified the BAT and found it avollable tn Houston, 
London, Shetlond, Norwey and Russie. While we do appreciate the help and 
efforts from people all over the world, why wasn't the BAT available on site 
as promised? 

The attitude of the oi1 industry does not appear to have changed one iota 
since the EXXON VALDEZ sp111. Look at the attitude of Amoco towards 
dr1111ng the Beaufort Sea. on AprH 3. 1989, 10 days after the EXXON VALDEZ 
d1saster, Amoco filed en Hppeal with Secretary Mosbacher protesting the 
state of Alaska's euthority to review its oil spill contingency plan While 
Alaskan fishermen fought to save their livelihoods, Amoco was 1n 
Washington D.C. saying they ''should be allowed to proceed unfettered by the 
state because of the national security interest in finding new domestic oH 
reserves. N (Anchorage Polly Ne.H·'s 41 18/89). 

The federal government and agenc1es, much t11<e the Alaska government and 
agencies, have been too often willing to accept the Ntrust meN line of the on 
industry. The fishing 1ndustry felt all olong thot th1s would only leod to 
complacency and disaster. 

The fishing industry as a whole 1s not against the oil industry. We only 
reguest now, os we hove 811 along,__[g,§gons1ble dev~1ogment of 
resources. Th1s includes a firm commHment from 1ndustries that ha11e the 
potential to tmpact the water QUaHty and environment to minimtze this 
impact. It includes a firm commitment from the resource agencies that 
permit compliance will be strictly enforced by thorough monitoring of 
operations .. And 1t includes e firm commitment from Congress that 

· compliance with its stipulations and promioes will be monitored and 
enforced. 

Surely these requests are not unreasonable. 

Recommendations 

• t. The federo1 resource agencies should review all federal oil spl\1 contingen­
cy plans and that the plans should specifically include the following: 
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1) evidence from peer review that the recommended eQu1pment (booms. 
skimmers, etc.) is REALLV the Best Available Technology (BAT); 

2) provisions thot the BAT is stockpiled ot the sites designoted in the new 
contingency plans (i.e.J Alyeske, CIROJ hatcheries~ etc.); 

3) provisions that the BAT is also stockpiled on site at boat harbors (l.e., 
Cordova, Seward, Kodiak, Homer~ KetchikanJ Sitka, etc.) in sufficient 
quont1t1es to enable the rapid deployment of men and equipment to 
protect cr1tica1 hab1tat areas wh1ch should be pre-des1gnated in the 
appropriate contingency plan; 

4) provisions for all industry-sponsored annual sessions to train hatchery 
personnel and fishermen in boom deployment fjnd other containment/re­
cover~ techniques; 

5) provtsfons that the ability to 1mplement the plan rapidly be maintained 
at all times; and 

6) ;eview provisions to ciarify that the contingency plan applies to ANV 
oil spill in Prince William Sound attributed to All marine vessels in 
trade with the Alyeska terminal. 

• II. The federal agencies should review the dispersant and burn po11cies from 
the perspective that these methods do not remove the oil but d1sperse 1t 
into other compartments. speci fi ca11y: 

1) determine the short- and long-term toxicities of these methods on sea 
life, wild life. human life, and the environment; 

2) determine the effectiveness of these methods et dispersing Prudhoe 
Bay crude oil, unweathered and weathered~ in subarcUc marine en vi­
ronments; 

3) include the option of burning u.s. flagship tankers to mitigate environ­
mental damages from large oil spills. 

• Ill. The House Interior committee which has jurisdiction over the TAPS 1 eg-
1slation should reQuire cutting beck pipe11ne throughput until Alyesko is 
able to physically comply with all regulatory air and water quality stand-
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1) the Alyeska owner companies be in immediate compliance with a\1 terms 
and conditions of the stote and federal water and oir quality standards; 

2) federal agencies take all necessary enforcement steps to ensure permit 
compHence regardless of any appeals taken under pending NPOES or other 
permits; 

3) federal agencies take an steps to expedite review and appeal processes 
regard1ng perm1ts for the Alyeska terminal; 

4) order 8 review of the entlre Alyeska terminol, including the ballast 
water treatment system, by the Department of 1 nteri or or, an 1 ndepen­
dent consulting firm, as per the Congressional stipulations in the TAPS 
legislation; and 

S) authorize en air QUa11ty expert to review the A1yeska terminal to prevent 
s1gnificant deter1orat1on of existing air quo11 ty (PSO review). 

These engineering ond PSO reviews ore necessary both to upgrode the 
environmental pollution control systems (which has never been accom­
plished in 12 years of operation) and to determine what the facility 
needs in terms of number of crude o11 storage tanks to ensure that there 
is adequate storage capacity for oil at the terminal should there be an 
emergency or weather related delay in tanker traffic requ1ring thet 
pipeline throughput be slowed or stopped. Currently, because of the 
inodequHte number of crude oil storoge tanks, the on companies ore 
forced to bring tankers into the port in hazardous conditions despite the 
-danger to the. environment and the public. 

In edc!ition, the House Interior Committee should: 

6) request that, since the Alyeska terminal 1s not operating under the ori­
g1na1 stipulations and was not designed to treat heterogeneous 
wastestreams, all oily waste from the EXXON VALDEZ oil spill which 
cannot be properly treated to meet existing air end water quality 
st8nelards be sent to refineries in the Lower 48 for disposal; end 

7} review, clarify, and update the TAPS liability fund from the perspective 
that it should be incorgorated into~ not e11minated from the Superfund 
·--~-'-"''-~ '" i .A~~\ 
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• IV. The federal government should take immediate measures to set up, and 
have Alyeska fund, Technical Advisory Groups (TAGs) (Appendices B and D) 
at oil industry facilities that handle or process Prudhoe Bay crude oil, 
including Alyesl<a, the North Slope, Cook Inlet, etc., and that these TAGs 
are specifically: 

1) modeled after Su11um Voe, U.K., Santa Barbara County, CA, or similar 
programs; 

2) composed of representatives from local communities, the fisheries, and 
the hatcheries, if appropriate, because it was demonstrated in the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill that the local people are the most responsive 1n an 
emergency; took the most constructive actions~ were the most 
knowledgeable about the local area, and were the most concerned about 
their welfare, environment, end resources; 

3) mandated to oversee, mon1tor, and rev1ew operattons, 1nclud1ng on sp111 
contingency plans, as primary goals; 

4) empowered to contract independent consulting firms to achieve primary 
goals; end 

S) empowered to enforce permit compliance through stiff penalties. 

• V. The federal resource agencies' budgets should be increased so that these 
ogenc1es can: 

1) be equipped with the steff, money~ end time to pursue all cases 
1nvolv1ng spilled oil, rea11z1ng that fines collected from tenker owners 
could potentia\ly exceed the cost to the federal government of hiring 
additional personnel (and we encourage this at the state leYel as well); 
ami 

2) rev\ew oil spill regulations, including the TAPS fund 
in consultation with the UFA end the eppro­

priate regional fishing organizations, and raise the penalties so that 
these agencies can impose realistic, stiff fines for spflling oil; and 

3) investigate the on spill clean up technologies and methodologies used 
-·~ '~- ~----·- &'-- ---~---•• .. - -~ ,..,. .. ,..,.,..~ ....... ,..,..,..,tao;nMOI"'t !lll.l"'ri r"r'\Ot"hj:ln1-
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cal removal w1th the best evattable technology as the primary on spill 
response for this country. 
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A consortium of on companies, including five of the seven sisters at 
Alyesl<a (BP, Exxon, Amerada Hess, Mobil, and Phillips), own and operate the 
North See on term1nal. Sullum Voe, 1n Shetland. The facility 1s s1m1lar to 
Alyeska in physical 1 ocation (fjord with norrow entrance. weather condi­
t1ons) and throughput ( 1.5 million barrels per day [mbdD. but vastly differ ... 
ent in operation (see ettechments). 

The Alyesl<a facility looks good on paper, but is far inferior to Sullum Voe in 
practice. 01fferences between the two term1nals include, but are not Hmited 
to. the fo11owing (Sullum Voe = SV; Alyeska =A): 

Vessel Tnsffic Control System 
! ) SV: tonkers report in to termin~l when 200 miles from destination 

with speed and course 
A: tankers report in ETA only 

2) SV: radar coverage from open see entrance to destlneuon end \f1ce versa 
3) SV: pilot coverage from open sea entrance to destination and vice 

versa 
4) SV: automat1c provision for pilot transfer by helicoptor during 

bad weather conditions; no transfers during extremely bad weather 
A: Jan. 89 transferred pilots Q.y boat during 50+ kt winds, 12' seas, and 

icing 
conditions 

5) SV: aerial surveillance of tankers for oil spillage end course 
devi~tlons 

5) sv: "no go" areas 
A: tanker 1ane 1n Pr1nce W1111am sound 1s not mandatory 

7) SV: 10 mile rule ( 10 mile distance from coastline beyond open set~ 
entrance mandatory) 

Terminal OQeratlons --Tanker Loading 
8) SV: loed\ng may be shut down for minor violatfons of port regulations 

A: DEC issued more than 150 ·notices of violation" to tanker operators 
~ ........ , .......... ,,,.,... .. n .. ,...l!' ,,..,... ,..; 1 11!01'\ill~ hut nntu nnrl:) {l=!/A.d) f'nll~r.t P.l1 
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9) SV: 
10) SV: 
11) SV: 
12) SV: 

A: 
13) SY: 

A: 
14) SV: 
15) SV: 

A: 

16) SY: 
17) SV: 

A: 

1 B) SV: 

o penalty of $3495 from a 2,500 gal. spill (Anchorage Doily IVBJ+'S 
3/S/89) 
flow shut down capability (in emergencies or bad weather) 
visibility limits for berthing-- firm (never weived) 
wind hmlts for berthing (35 knots [ktsD-- firm (never waived) 
wind limits for loading (50 kts) --firm (the port is frequently 
closed diJE! to weather conditions and the amount of down time is 
publlshed in Lloyd's list weekly) 
during Jan. '69 storm tankers berthed with winds as high as 65 kts 
tractor tugs useel1n comb1ne~tion w1th tw1n screw tugs; !mU:: tugs 
used per tanker (two tugs as back up) 
no tractor tugs 
inert gas regulation (maximum 8~ oxygen levels in empty tankers) 
tankers allowed to load "dead crude" only (oil off-gased first) 
tankers eilowed to load directly from p\peline and vent directly 
1nto atmosphere 
611 spllls, no molter how small, reported 1n public monthly 
rogues gallery-- computer wtth comprer,ens1ve htstory of all 
tankers available at terminal so port authority cen identify 
problem tonkers 
only carries list of U.S. tankers which heve previous history with 
U.S. Coast Guard 
safety checklist for departing end arriYing tankers with marine 
officiers fully qualified to inspect vessels of this size 
closely board every ship 

Oil SQill Contingency Plan 
19) SV: frequent regularly scheduled drills of oil spill response teem 

. 20) SV: annual exercise of oil spill response teem and all equipment; press 
invite·d 

A: has conducted only sporad\c drills & has cancelled ongoing drills 
because poor performance (i\l,:m·· York Timas 4/3/89) 

2l) SY: permanent mooring points for booming envtronmentally 
sensitive erees 

Moni taring Programs 
22) SV: independent, multi-disciplineryJ technical edv1sory group to 

coordinate rigid environmental monitoring program 
(see Appendix D for suggesterl parallel program et Alyesko) 

23) S\1: technical group to ad~Jise on oil spill containment & recovery 
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Norway hos banned the use of chemic81 dispersants to treat oil spills in its 
country; insteea, Norway relies on mechanical clean up and recovery. Five o11 
spill response teams, composed of trained professionals, ere stetloned et 
locations along the coast. The teems are composed of t 25 men each; each 
teem has a complete back up team ( 10 total) with two month shifts. The 
teams are subsidized by the oil industry and maintained by an independent 
contracting firm. 

Dow Chemicai/UP.John P-lant .. New Hoven~ CT 
The Dow Chemical/UpJohn plant in New Hoven, CT, uses a biological 
treatment system wHh off ges capture. The plant processes oil as well as 
other chemicals. The off gas capture system is used primarily to remove 
volatile hydrocarbons -- BETX -- from the air. The biological treatment 
system is COVERED, unlike at Alyeske, by an inflatable building. The air is 
recirculated; contaminated air is drawn off through e carbon adsorption 
system. The ultimate a1mi accordtng to company representat1ves at the 
plant~ is to install stripping towers (with off gas capture) to reduce the 
BETX in the effluent to acceptable levels. 

The impound basin for the biological treatment system at the Dow Chemi­
cai/UpJohn facilHy covers a two acre site. Wasteweter flows through the 
impound basin at a rate of 400 gpm (compared to A lyeska's maximum rate of 
20,000 gpm). Sludge collects at the bottom of the bastn end 1s removed 
DAILY. The sludge is then encased in concrete for permanent bur1al. 

Operations at the Dow Chemicol/UpJohn plont bring several importt~nt 
concerns to light. First~ when e biological treatment system is utilized es 
BAT in other areas, the plant simultaneousl y utilizes an off gas capture 
system so that BETX are not merely transferred from the weter into the eir 
but are, in fact, removed and destroyed. Second, stripping towers with off 
gas capture are also considered BAT and could be relatively inexpensively 
end eastly 1nstalled at Alyeska. Th1rd. where 1s the sludge et Alyeske? In 
the Lower 48, sludge is handled with extreme caution to ensure thot these 
compounds ore destroyed (sludge incinerators) or permanently removed 
(burial). The U.S. Navy operates oily wastewater treatment facilities at all 
major shore instollations: their dissolved air flotation cells generate up to 
100,000 gallons per day of sludge (Kerr &. Lysyj -- see attachments). Vet 
Alyeska claims to be doing the impossible: operating an oily wastewater 
... ~ ... ~.-,nt ~llt!'t am t nAt t11'"1j:l~ nnt n.,nP.ni\t~ sludae. 
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Stripping towers with off gas capture have been the subject of several 
recent memorendums between the Cordove District Fishermen United (COFU) 
and Cherlei Hamel end the parent owner compenies (see attachments). The 
CDFU and Hamel suggested stripping towers as a viable technology that 
would enable Alyeska to meet the state's air and water quahty standards. 
A1yeska rejected this technology because of the compllcattons involYed 
with pumping the water in the impound basins up to the level of the 
stripping tower. However~ Alyeska completely overlooked the feet that the 
physical dHferences in height between the dissolVed a1r flotation cells end 
the impound besins would enable the stripping towers to be operated by 
grev1 ty, not pumps. 

It is time to have an independent engineering firm audit the entire terminal 
and offer an opinion~ in additton to Alyeska's, es to what tachnology is 
needed by the terminal to meet the proposed NPOES permit reQuirements. 
Similar problems have been addressed by citizens and commun1t1es 
concerned w1th atr and water Qual1ty 1ssues 1n the Lower 48. 

Santa Bftrbare County 
The Energy Division of the Santa Barbara County Resources Management 
Department operate two monitoring programs with t 00~ cost off set 
provided by the oil companies wh1ch dri 11 in the Santa Barbara ChanneL The 
Environmental Quality Assurance Program is designed to monitor the oil 
companies dur1ng construct1on phases to ensure thet the companies do the 
things they said they would do. The Permit Compliance Program is designed 
to monitor the ot 1 companies during the construction ond operot 1 on phoses 
to ensure the facilities ere meetlng the appropriate standards. In both 
programs, the County contracts and pays expert consul tents to oversee the 
oil companies. The Count~ is then reimbursed by the oil companies each 
month. Three months worth of contract fees are held in bond in case the oil 
industry's payments ere delayed. If the oil industry does not pa~ the County 
for three months end the bond money is utilized, the county is empowered to 
shut down the ot 1 compan1 es. 

In e~ddit1on, the Sento Barbaro County permits ere written with "reopener 
clause$: These clauses list specific conditions which, if not met by the on 
industry, will automatically trigger reopen1ng of the permit instead of 
having to walt for the permit to expire. The importance of including 
reopener clauses in both the EPA NPDES permit end the state's 40 l 
--~ .. ul _ _.~ .... ,,.,,. A.t11oevj:t e:hnulrl nnt ha underestimated. 
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AJu:~endix C 

Contncts for BAT in Lower 46 

Socio-Economic Mit i gat 1 on Programs 
Mike Powers 
Soc1o-Economic Monltoring and M1t;gation Program 
santa 6artJara County 
(805) 566-2546 

Biological Trt Sys.; F1shermen Mltigation Programs 
Bill Douros 
Resources Management Department/Energy Division 
Santa Barbara county 
(805) 568-2040 

Tanker Emissions 
Sam York 
Air Quallty Management District/Petroleum Section 
Los Angles County 
(818) 572-6223 

Duane Bordvi ck 
Tosco Refinery .t:lanager 
Los Angles County 
(refer to vork for number) 

Droft1ng Permits, Rules for Air & Water Emissions 
Niel Moyer 
Director Rules Otvision 
Los Angles County 
(8 t 6) 572-6283 

P.31 
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Alu~endtx D 

Prince Wllliam Sound 
Port Authority 

P.32 

Regulatory Agencies 

~ 
Alyeska Terminal 

Environmental Advisory Group 
. 
• 

Environmental ' Operational 

I 
Monitoring Group Monitoring Group 

J .l I 

Potent1a1 PWS Port Authority Members 
EPA 
DEC (State Trustee for Natural Resources) 
NOAA (Federal Trustee for Natural Resourees) 
Alyeska 
Oil Company Owners CommHtee Representetiv~ 
University of Alaska 
Cordova District Fishermen United 
PWS Conservatton Alliance 
Trustees for Alaska 
City Council (Valdez~ Cordova) 
Alaska Department of Fish&. Game 
National Institute of Health and Safety 

Observers. 
Pollution Control Superintendent Alyeske 
DEC & EPA water end air pollution experts 

Alyeska 

Alyeska Term1nal 
Oi 1 Spill Advisory 

Committee 
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Hatcheries (PWS Aquaculture corporatlon, Valdez Fishertes Development 
Assoctatton 

Regional Response Team Representative 
NHFS Mar1ne Hammel expert 
Fish&. Wlldlife expert 
NOAA Bird expert 
U.S. Department of Forestry or Department of Natural Resources 

representative 


