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Spill Response Countermeasures Workgroup

Rehoboth Beach, DE
May 23, 2007
1310 - 2000
CHAIRPERSON:  Kevin Boyd, EPA

AGENDA:

· Introduction and Welcome
· Product Pre-authorization Guidelines for CIAgent – on website

· Pre-authorization Testing for surface Washing Agents

· USFW consultation – done

· NOAA consultation – underway

· Selection Guide Update – Region II / III / IV

· Review Old Documents

· Ideas?

· PRESENTATION - Dispersant Training by Ed Levine (NOAA) 
MEETING NOTES:

Introduction and welcome by Kevin Boyd (boyd.kevin@epa.gov).  Mr. Boyd briefly summarized the status of the Spill Response Countermeasures Workgroup projects:
· This workgroup has finalized our CIAgent pre-authorization document and it has been sent out to state and federal signatory agents for approval.  The pre-authorization is on a county-by-county basis and is limited to the use of 500 gallons of CIAgent on an incident.  For counties that are restricted from the pre-authorization, an area authorization/ consultation with USFWS for Endangered Species Act (ESA) and NOAA for Essential Fish Habitat (EHF) reviews will have to be requested on a case-by-case basis.
· This workgroup has finalized a pre-authorization document for the testing of Surface Washing Agents (SWA) within the region.  This document has been forwarded to the USFWS for an ESA and they have provided their comments on this document; it is now going forward to NOAA for an EHF review.  The pre-authorization is for the testing of 20 gallons of SWA for effectiveness prior to operational use.

· Selection Guide – Region II / III / IV at the NRT have joined forces to update this document.  
· Dispersant Exercise – Ed Levine will be discussing/reviewing a dispersant exercise as discussed below:
EXERCISE – Dispersants – Ed Levine (NOAA SSC)
On April 18th, Linda Baines conducted a notification exercise of the RRT members for dispersants during business hours. She contacted the following member agencies: Virginia, Delaware, Maryland, and New Jersey, DOC/NOAA, USDOI, DOE ACE, Navy, EPA and USCG Sectors.  Ms. Baines was able to reach almost everyone and updated some telephone contact information.  
The  members provided her with a summary on their agency information needs relative to the potential dispersant application that would be needed by their agency decision-makers in order to allow their agency able to make an informed decision on a dispersant application.   The scenario for this exercise included the following:
A 10,000 gallon spill of dispersible oil was discharged within 3 miles of the shoreline.  To combat it, the COTP / FOSC requested the use of dispersants to keep it from impacting the shorebird and other resources of concern within the potentially impacted areas.  The Region III MOU states that anywhere 3 nautical miles or more offshore, dispersants can be used without consultation.  As this slick is inside that 3 nautical mile zone, the FOSC was requesting the trial use of dispersants on the slick from the incident-specific RRT.

The goal of this exercise was to determine:  

· Do the phone numbers work?  

· Who is the alternate contact?  

· What information did each agency need to make a decision?

· What are the areas in which an application would never be allowed?

The membership was asked to also determine the following:  Once your agency was notified of this request, who do you have to reach out to for input on your agency’s decision?  Do you have an alternate contact?  What information will they need?  Does the current dispersant checklist contain all of the information that is needed by your agency to make a decision on the use of dispersants?   How long until a decision can be made – 2 hours, 24 hours, etc. 
The Following is the summary of each member agency / state’s interaction and findings following this exercise.

NOAA
Linda Baines contacted Ed Levine at 2 p.m.  Mr. Levine in turn attempted to contact the NMFS points of contact for the dispersant application decision.  However, he kept getting voicemails for his NMFS contacts.  After more than 25 minutes of attempting to contact individuals from NMFS, he was able to talk with a person at NOAA fisheries.  Once a connection was made with the agency, the chain of events went very quickly.  NOAA’s initial reaction was that this should follow emergency consultation procedures under Section 7.  In this potential application zone, no pre-authorization was required inside of 3 miles offshore.  The first question asked was whether there were any mammals or sea turtles present?  Any sea grasses, etc. present?  (Fish, shellfish, etc. were anticipated in the area.)
The request was taken very seriously.  To date, there is no 24-hour contact number for the consultation of NOAA Fisheries.  Fisheries had an in-house briefing on dispersants and so were able to move things along up the decision chain.  Information was requested about the checklist so that other major questions could be answered.  The NMFS contacts briefed their regional administrator on making a decision, which was a three step chain in NMFS, a 3 hour process.
Major NFMS concerns relative to the dispersant application included the presence / absence of marine mammals and sea turtles in the potential application area.  
STATES

Delaware 
Ben Anderson had no trouble making a decision with his contact person.  He could not make a decision to use dispersants in Delaware waters without going through a process to evaluate the trade-offs.   Mr. Anderson stated that we as an RRT need to ensure that we use dispersants properly or we’ll never be able to use them again.  There would be no decision-making problems if all necessary information was provided.  Delaware representatives believed that they could conclude within 24 hours if given all the information needed for a decision. 
However, there was one item of note: there is a shark pupping area at the mouth of the Delaware Bay that goes out to the 3 mile limit. This information is not currently provided or addressed in the Sector Delaware ACP and should be added the ESI.  This one piece of missing information may indicate that we need to have each agency review the ESI data to make sure that we address any known data gaps and capture any new information.

Virginia 
Virginia DEM was notified using their 24 hour number.  Even though the information on the potential dispersant application was relayed to the state agency, it was unlikely that any rapid decision-making could have been accomplished by the state decision-makers on this issue.  Each situation would have to be evaluated separately, thus the decision-making would take time.  

Maryland 

Alan Williams would be Maryland’s decision-maker for the dispersant application request.  He was able to get Maryland personnel together quickly during business hours to analyze the data and provide their agency’s response to the request for dispersant use.   He would be able to get a decision back to the RRT with 2 to 4 hours, under the best conditions.  After hours, the call will come through one number and they will have to contact the right people, likely slowing down the decision-making process.
Gary Shigenaka (NOAA) wanted to know how we could put dispersants in the water column at concentrations of PPM when concentrations of PPB are the triggers for fishery closures.  The reasoning is this: the dispersants added to a slick in the water column become transient as they move throughout the water column as they are affected by wind and currents.  If there is oil in the shoreline, we have a problem for a much longer period.  Fishery biologists who had identified problems with oil and fish larvae still recommended dispersing the oil instead of allowing the oil to come ashore.  Burning the oil is another option, but we run into air quality issues.  

EPA 

Linda Marzulli took the call at the EPA offices in Philadelphia.  She would have contacted Walt Graham and the request would have gone up the chain to make an evaluation of the process and formulate a decision.  However, it may be that EPA does not even have jurisdiction in this instance.  The problems for EPA would be if the resolution affected inland areas.  They would have OSCs on scene to assist in the UC.  

USACOE 

Micky Mulvanna was contacted by Linda Baines.  She appreciated that the ACOE were brought into the loop for the initial decision-making, but ACOE would not be part of the decision-making.  Instead, the ACOE would be on hand to provide resources as needed for the response.  As requested following the ATHOS incident, ACOE would still like to be brought in early on in an incident so they could organize and offer their resources for the response.  As part of this exercise, Ms. Mulvanna communicated with the ACOE decision-makers on the dispersant use request and notified them of the status.  

USCG SECTORS
Sector Delaware Bay 

The point of this exercise was to reach out to the state partners.  Jerry Conrad reported that the COTP heard the message relative to the dispersant use request and said he would not make a decision without the state’s concurrence on the issue.  This proves that we have a great working relationship with the states.

Sector Hampton Roads 

Sector Hampton Roads would ensure that all channels of communication were open between the incident-specific RRT before making the request; did not want to blind-side anyone. 
USDOI 

Mike Chezik was contacted by Linda Baines.  After initial notification, Mr. Chezik made the necessary notifications within the agency in a timely fashion.  The USFWS and National Parks Service points of contact are accessible 24/7 in case of emergencies.  Mr. Chezik went through the dispersant checklist with them and the only issue discovered was that the emergency evaluation and decision-making process would most likely be extended during after hours or on the weekend or holiday weekends.  If the problem occurred during regular business hours, we could get a solution within 4 hours.  The USFWS must contact the Endangered Species Group, Migratory Birds, and other people during off hours, which would significantly delay the turnaround for a decision.  If it happened at or near a wildlife refuge, it may be advised to actually apply certain countermeasures to keep it off the habitat.

Primary concerns of DOI agencies:

· Impacts to federally listed species (threatened or endangered)
· Migratory birds, primarily seabirds

· Habitat 

In making a comparison between the Area Committee evaluation checklist and other checklists in the region, there were few differences.  Each checklist has a variety of questions that the evaluators need to fill out in order to provide necessary information.  At the last meeting, Ed Levine (NOAA) checked out the USCG District 1 dispersant checklist, which included two forms.  The first form is for the scientists to gather information to make informed decisions and the second form is for the Unified Command to take forward to the FOSC.
It appears that all agencies will take a minimum of several hours to make a decision.  Based on the dispersant application requirements, will that be enough time for an actual dispersant use application request?  

MSRC – Don Toenshaw

MSRC has developed their in-house dispersant application equipment capability, which went on-line January 1, 2007.  It includes two available vessels, one in Virginia Beach and one in Delaware, which could be mobilized within 2 hours.  It is only a matter of time, distance, and speed to get on-scene.  They also have two planes on standby (Mississippi and Arizona), but it would take up to 8-10 hours to get on location in Region III from Mississippi.  Each plane brings its own dispersants.  It would take approximately 8-12 hours from wheels up to a first-strike aerial capability. 
Assuming the initial dispersant application went well, how long it would take this countermeasure to go operational?  MSRC has 90,000 gallons of dispersant available and could get the inventory in place within 8-12 hours.
As a rule of thumb, the MSRC C-130 dispersant aircraft costs $100,000 to make one pass of dispersants plus the additional costs of adding in flight time, gasoline, etc, which makes dispersant applications an expensive capability; however, relative to an average cleanup operation, the cost to apply dispersants would be minimal.  MSRC can move their inventory quickly from Linden, NJ and then shift their dispersants inventory in from the Gulf and other areas.  We will immediately put a second airline crew in the air via commercial airlines so that we have no FAA down-time requirements for flight.  
MSRC has been working on an updated Dispersant Mission Planner (with API, NOAA, and the USCG), which has added information on the various aircraft in service to allow operations to gather good data on their dispersant capabilities, runway qualifications and put a new model in place that will include loading, taxiing times, etc., and other components of a dispersant application.  This dispersant mission planner will be available on the NOAA website within the next month and is a tool that we will be using for estimating and applying dispersants.  This will also be the element used to calculate the USCG dispersant requirements under regulations which will also be coming out soon.  This is strictly an operational tool.  It is not going to tell you where the dispersed oil will be going.  The question about the time constraints has been answered, but there is no resolution about the effectiveness of the dispersant on the oil.  

Remember to activate the dispersant components ASAP to meet time restrictions and limitations.  As soon as we get to a point where we want to use the dispersant, we must work through the full decision-making process (up to 24 hours), as we need the complete operational piece set in motion at the same time.  

This was a good exercise for NOAA and other agencies to identify and smooth any gaps and other problems that may occur in the real-time mode.  The new dispersant job aid at NOAA has been revised and will now be posted to the NOAA website (http://response.restoration.noaa.gov).  The paper copies will now be available to order.  
In the national Capitol Region, they use Blackberries for notification.  Many of the devices, if they go down, won’t let you send out the page.  Washington DC is going to re-evaluate this problem and they want to make sure that all agencies have the email address for every individual in some other format, not just on their blackberry unit-to-unit communication devices.  

Meeting was adjourned at 2000. 

