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EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING

Edison, NJ
January 24, 2007
1330 - 1345
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE CO-CHAIRS – Eric Mosher, EPA and Capt. Mark Landry, USCG D1 – Region II;  Dennis Carney, EPA & Capt. James Rendon, USCG D5 – Region III
AGENDA:

· Region II / III Table Top Exercise

· State Concerns

· Cross-boundary Issues

· Workgroup Meeting Reports

· Proposed May 2007 RRT III Training Worksheet

HANDOUTS:

· Executive Committee (EC) Agenda, January 24, 2007
MEETING NOTES:

Region II / III Table Top Exercise - Kevin Boyd, EPA 

The Region II/III Table Top (TTX) will be conducted later today.  Mr. Boyd (EPA Region III) summarized the prospective exercise scenario as well as the goal and objectives of the training including the identification of information and procedural gaps for future training efforts within and between the two regions.  Mr. Boyd also discussed the cross-boundary issues that were identified between Regions II and III following the ATHOS incident and why this incident is a driver for this exercise and future inter-regional incidents.
The biggest delay often is the result of communication lag between the incident-specific RRT and the RRT members and keeping everyone is informed.  Biggest issue is to make sure that everyone is in the loop.  
Mike Chezik (DOI) said that he was not sure what the conflict was between the two regions during the ATHOS?  The most significant problem encountered during the ATHOS incident was that the field teams had to wait for decisions from 2 separate regions.  Although this was not wrong, the process was more convoluted than it needed to be.  One of the solutions would be to have a joint RRT conference call between regions and provide a unified answer to any decision-making required by the incident-specific RRTs.  Field personnel also need to be clear on the actual time frame needed for the RRT response.  
Dennis Carney (EPA, Region III) also stated that during the ATHOS requests were made for the incident-specific RRT to make decisions for issues that the region had already developed guidance documents; however, these documents were not being followed during the event.  Mr. Carney stressed that the response needs to use the tools that we already have and document their decision-making.  At times the incident-specific RRT will have additional questions for the Unified Command to further clarify a request.  The incident-specific RRT does not want to be a burden, but they don’t want to make a decision in a hasty or uninformed manner.  Don’t want to add to the frustration that is part of the response.
State Concerns - Region II - Odor Issues in NY/NJ 
Another issue that continues to crop up is the coordination between states for a cross-boundary response.  During an odor event in NY/NJ the two state responding agencies never coordinated for the response.  The odor complaints raised huge press coverage.  NYC handled it one way and did not consult for similar cross-boundary/cross-state issues.  The T/V Palermo Senator radiation issue was another event where communication between state responding agencies was lacking.  We need to focus effort on increasing coordination between responding agencies; we need to have a plan that would have the RRT agencies coordinating information, sharing information, using similar sources, etc.  
Two issues being brought up:  Pre-planned issues and RRT facilitation for communications.  Each RRT needs to work on these issues within their regions and between regions.  This is especially pertinent for New York City.  New York City responds without coordinating with the RRT.  Region II RRT wants to help and “force” their way into the Command Center and work from there.  Want to get with NYC and provide coordination of the external pieces to help fill any gaps that may exist, including communications.
During the Palermo Senator, the USCG provided a single voice to push the cooperation requirement on all agencies.  We have a need to educate other groups as to the role of the RRT.  

Cross-Boundary Issues

Steve Jarvela (EPA, Region III) stated that the concept of a joint RRT implies that there are 2 bodies involved.  The NCP focuses on the incident with an incident-specific RRT.  The NCP does not address cross-boundaries.  We should be focusing on the need for an incident-specific RRT that addresses that incident that is comprised of the potentially / affected agencies from both regions when the event affects both regions.  The group should be chaired by the agency with the FOSC.  

Ed Levine (NOAA) suggested that we develop a “fact sheet” that documents the roles and responsibilities of the various RRT member agencies as a quick reference guide for new members and the public.  At present, there is no document that defines the roles and responsibilities of the RRT – a “how to” guidance booklet for members.  This issue may have bearing on all of the RRTs and may need to be brought up to the NRT/RRT co-chairs at the Meeting in March.  RRT II developed a guide several years ago that could be revised and reworked.  This guide doesn’t address cross-boundary issues but it would be a fairly easily document to update.  We can also address the DOD role and involvement in a response and the methods for accessing their resources and capabilities.  
Capt. Landry (USCG, D1) stated that the USCG has a specific response strategy for addressing cross-boundary (areas) responses.  In general, the key to the strategy is that early awareness and communication / cooperation between COTPs is hugely important.  Cdr. Bob McKinna (USCG) stated that during a previous barge aground, incident, the spill scenario could have been very big, although no release occurred.  A significant component to this response was in getting awareness of the situation to all RRT members (including DOD member agencies) for this incident, the Navy SUPSALV role was very significant.  In summary, cast the net as far as you can. 
Eric Mosher (EPA, Region II) expressed his concern that we stay true to the requirements of the NCP.  We don’t want to change the requirements of the member agencies and the response management system.  As a member of the RRT, you are there to speak for your issues.  You are making the decision independent of the jurisdiction.  We want to combine the discussion between regions when an incident affects more than one region.  The RRT’s need to bring the information to one spot and combine the discussion to try and reach consensus.   IT may be that there consensus can not be reached between regions, and we state that.  Each member agency’s voice will be heard, but we need to conduct this decision-making together and make sure that we are sharing all pertinent information.
The NCP is pretty clear in terms of what we are looking for from the RRT member agencies.  We need some awareness sessions on the NCP and other documents to remind everyone as to their complete role and responsibilities.  
1. Awareness that we already have – some of it has been forgotten and as an RRT we need to take some of the decision-making and guidance documents out and review / update/ remove them from our response “toolbox.”
2. Come to the table and follow your roles from the NCP and defend your stand.

ACTION ITEMS:
· Awareness of what we already have – review existing guidance documents
· Cross-boundary issues – review and further clarify some of the problems between regions, including communications and decision-making
· RRT OPS Plan – review for clarity
· Share the tools between the regions

There will be a change in the EPA/USCG border in Region II in 2007.  
Federal Agency Issues 
· Strike Teams – A question was raised if EPA will still be able to access to the USCG Strike Teams with the new Deployable Operations Group (DOG) concept which is under construction.  The USCG responded that EPA will always be able access the Strike team via the OSC.  All agencies are accessible and their strike teams are available from DHS / FEMA (disaster specific).  

· Ed Levine stated that NOAA was currently having talks with the National Pollution Fund to provide a constant stream of funding so that NOAA resources don’t have to be tasked to respond.  It is something that NOAA is working on with the USCG.

Workgroup Meeting Reports

· Wildlife Response Workgroup - Mike Chezik (DOI) showed a video on migration of shorebirds in the Delaware Bay and conducted a mini exercise afterwards.  Based on the conditions of the exercise, there seemed to be a preponderance to use dispersants and in-situ burning if we were to have a catastrophic release in the Delaware Bay during peak migration.  

Additionally, Region III conducted an Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) for the Delaware Bay.  Based on the ERA and the mini-exercise today, Region III may need to review the dispersant and in-situ burn pre-authorization documents for the Delaware Bay.  There may be more seasonal opportunities to use dispersants in the bay than we originally realized.  The RRT may want to review these documents and see if we can broaden these tools.  

Is the right way to review and revise these documents?  Would we have the state RRT representatives go back to their wildlife personnel or have the RRT broker a meeting to get everyone together?  The best way is to bring all state trustees together like during the ERA and found several other opportunities where dispersant use would be beneficial.  If there are additional situations that we think dispersant use would beneficial for the response, the RRT should craft a request and send it to the biologists to review.  

Any effort on these existing pre-authorization documents should not affect the existing zones or decision-making, instead we should developing a companion decisional document that identifies / reviews the “show stoppers” for use of the response technology (e.g., dispersants or ISB) and what the tradeoffs are for the area.  When looking at nearshore applications of dispersants, it was recommended that we develop a decisional document rather than affect changes to the existing pre-approval documents.  

The RRTs need to identify the specific triggers for dispersant use and how we can get some specific pre-approval for dispersant use.  Let’s focus our efforts on places where we might use them.  Another suggestion was that it may also be better if the decisional documents are developed by the Area Committees with review and approval by the RRT.  

The meeting was adjourned at 1345.

