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ATHOS 1 Response Management Roundtable Discussion

Baltimore, MD

January 11, 2005

1300 – 1700

AGENDA:

· Presentations by Federal Players

· USCG

· EPA Region II & III

· NOAA / NMFS

· DOI / USFWS

· US Army COE

· Presentations by State Players

· Pennsylvania

· New Jersey

· Delaware

· Issues / Discussion Topics

HANDOUTS:

· Agenda 

· Response Management Roundtable Panel Discussions

· Statement of Purpose and Code of Conduct

· RRT III ATHOS 1 Oil Spill Debrief

MEETING NOTES:

Mr. Ott welcomed all participants.  He summarized the goals of this panel discussion is to address all relevant and interested stakeholders in the ATHOS 1 oil spill and response cleanup and to determine the effectiveness of the RRT III support to the FOSC as well as our communications and response coordination with the UC and with Region II.  Secondly, we need to capture and deal with the issues identified today at the workgroup meetings tomorrow for resolution / solutions.  

Presentation – Brief of the Incident – Dave Ormes for Becky Jones MSO Philadelphia 

Mr. Ormes provided a summary of the incident information, and the incident statistics for the area.  The ATHOS 1 was holed at dock.  The discharged oil flowed rapidly and coated both shorelines.  The oil was a heavy crude and slightly buoyant and was sticky and formed tar balls.  There were multiple impact issues, including the vessel traffic, the closing of the Salem Nuclear Power plant, etc.  Shutting down the nuclear power plant did not impact the seaboard, however, many of the commercial vessels were held in check during the incident and were stacked up for going up and down the river resulting in significant commerce impacts. 

Some of the greatest issues faced during this incident included: 

· Decon of vessels in port and traveling the river

· Economic impact from loss of commerce due to the river being closed

· Submerged oil – the oil accumulated on the bottom in several areas and as it weathered traveled mid-water.  Approximately 100 snare samplers were placed along the river and bay to assess submerged oil impacts.  The use of the snare samples allowed operations to predict the impacts from submerged and mid-water oil to water intakes.  The snares were just a monitoring device that could be used to identify if a big slug of oil or tar balls had passed thru the area.  Much of the monitoring was conducted in creeks and in shellfish bed so that the states could predict the impacts to their resources.  

· Recovery issues relative to the submerged oil – teams went out on boats looking for pooled oil and used weighted sorbent drops to located pooled oil o the bottom.  The ACOE provided charts with locations of deeper parts of the river and these areas were tested for presence of submerged oil.  

· Vessel submerged oil recovery system (VSORS) were used for the response – A VSORS is a pipe with sorbents attached.

· Also used snare samplers to determine if there was oil coming down river to protect the intakes.

· Used 120,000 feet of protective booming was deployed.  

· Just signed the long-term plan for the recovery effort that is designed to take into consideration the weather.  This plan will require that a full scale SCAT be activated in spring and will assign resources after the new SCAT results are in.

· Engaged in gross decon (Hotsy wash and sorbents) of pier faces – 37 piers have already been cleaned and 8 more underway in efforts to remove sheening and remove the gross oil contamination to keep it from transferring to other vessels.  Recreational boats are also being deconned.  

EPA Regions II and III – Marcos Aquino (Region III); Greg DiAngelis (Region II) and Kevin Boyd (Region III)

This was a significant spill that involves 2 federal regions and 3 states.  Carl Pelegrino of EPA Region II was contacted by the EPA Duty Officer on the day of the spill.  Carl has good relationship with MSO Philadelphia.  He contacted the MSO and offered assistance and came down on Saturday to see what the needs were and to help out.  The initial needs were actually in SCAT, primarily for trained SCAT personnel on the Pennsylvania side of the river (Region III), but not the New Jersey side (Region II).  New Jersey has a lot of trained SCAT personnel.  The immediate need was to conduct the initial SCAT.  

Carl got the Region II OSCs activated and staged up in Philadelphia; however, the Region II folks felt awkward because they were out of the region.  As of this point, there was no one notified from Region III.  The EPA Duty officer then contacted Marcos Aquinos (Region III) and he arrived on scene.  After an initial consultation, it was determined that the Region II OSCs had a lot of field experiences in SCAT and they would conduct the shoreline assessment while Marcos would serve as an agency rep at the Command Post.  

The Environmental Response Team (ERT) was also contacted as a special team.  Region II was bringing ERT resources down to do the initial assessments.  One of our goals was to support the COTP in his response to the spill (in whatever function that was).  If there was a need for EPA, then EPA tried to fill that position with regional folks or ERT personnel.  EPA did bring in some additional personnel to oversee diving and placed personnel in the Public Affairs office.  The PIO had asked EPA to support some of the public information activities  and coordinate their ability to support and staff their needs.  

EPA also supported Cdr. Susan Klein in the Liaison position.  We were able to pull in people to support different positions.  Four of the OSCs served on the Environmental Unit and looked at end points and conducted open discussions on what the end points should be.  It was a good team effort.    

Outcomes for EPA:  EPA is there to support and serve the needs of the COTP - if we are needed we will assist.  We may be working with Gary Ott in the Spring for the renewed SCAT for the spring operations and may participate as part of the Special Interest Teams (SITS) and Sign-off Teams (SOFT).

NOAA – Ed Levine and Gary Ott – SSCs - 

The incident happened at night on the day after Thanksgiving.  NOAA was contacted at 1 a.m. and the first things the USCG wanted were trajectories, weather forecasts, etc.   Ed Levine (SSC) arrived at the CP at 6 a.m. He reviewed the resources at risk and conducted overflights and developed some of the first overflight maps for the response.  NOAA then brought in Genwest personnel to serve on the Situation Unit and had them begin posting information onto ResponseLink.  Next, Genwest began cataloging the SCAT data and developed up-to-date SCAT maps for Operations.  Key to this response was the previous training and exercises the RRT members had conducted prior to this spill and the SCAT classes.  The previously trained personnel allowed the response to get running quickly and having people in the field.  Over 200 miles of shorelines underwent SCAT.  

NOAA also brought NDRA folks and looked for immediate and long-term restoration needs. We also participated with USFWS in the ESA Section 7 review – Trust resources included the shortnose sturgeon and bald eagles.  Ed served as the Environmental Team unit leader.  The NOAA Navigation response team was brought in to help locate the obstruction that caused the initial damage to the ATHOS 1 – this team serves as the updaters for the NOAA charts.  

The Salem Nuclear Power Plant was a big issue in this response.   This was the first time that a nuclear plant actually took action to conduct a non-emergency shut down due to the response to prevent impacts to their cooling water system.  There were 2 other nuclear power plants in the area but they did not shut down.  There were also drinking water intakes.  The EPA ERT came down with fluormetry equipment to assess for impacts to drinking water intakes.  However, this oil wasn’t dissolved in the water column, but moved in tarball form.  The ERT spent several days monitoring the freshwater intakes for the water supply.  NOAA also worked with Health &Safety personnel on providing accurate and up-to-date weather forecasts – we put them in direct communications with the National Weather Service personnel and established a method for the NWS to contact on scene personnel to give us a heads up of oncoming storms. 

NOAA also addressed the climatological data for the area for winter operations and for long-term planning and dealt with river ice report.  We also pulled together a science team at the CP from industry, government, and contractors to work towards a common goal for the issues identified as part of the response. 

The Science Team had lots of things going on during the spill and this team allowed all parties to work together in a unified fashion to analyze information and make decisions for this incident. The Science team was a component of the Environmental Unit and mostly comprised of state responders.  It was a great success for this incident. It allowed the members to focus on the issues without the “agenda’s” of agency requirements.  

NOAA also served as the liaison to the RRT.  Gary Ott was in the RRT.  There are a lot of interactions between the RRT and the response personnel.  The response organization has a responsibility to keep the RRT involved and updated.  There are a lot of places of contact and relationships.  For example, there was a request to use of SWAs for decontamination of the oiled commercial vessel.  It was acknowledged that the use of the product would allow some quantity of the product to enter the water column.  We spent lots of time initiating this process and there was good discussion between the UC and the RRT on this topic.  There should be good interface between the response organization and the RRT.  

USDOI / USFWS - Mike Chezik – USDOI and the Chris Guy, Pete McGowan and Susan Lingenfelser from USFWS

Most of the DOI involvement was from the USFWS.  The National Park Services was also involved later in the incident do to impacted park lands.  Did the DOI / USFWS support the FOSC as the RRT?  Most interaction was direct support of the FOSC by the RRT through daily conference calls.  As the RRT, we were asked to make decisions on the use of shoreline cleaning agents as a potential decon tool, to evaluate in-situ burning for oiled Marshes (quickly dispensed), and on the issue of the disposal of contact water.  In every case, the RRT acted very quickly and dispatched a decision rapidly.  In that context, the RRT did support the FOSC.  

On the use of Surface washing agents (SWAs), ultimately the RRT approved the use of 3 of the products for decon operations – however, the UC determined that they would note be effective for the desired purpose and so SWA’s were not used.  The RRT satisfied our obligations to the FOSC for information on the products.  Additionally, there were 2 RRTs offering opinions on the use of SWAs.  There were differences of opinions between EPA regions.  In the end, neither SWAs nor ISB were pursued.  

It is very important that SHPOs get involved during the response, especially if any excavation is involved in the operations.  

Clay Stern’s involvement in Region II was significant and he headed that ESA Section 7 reviews.  Thankfully, there were very little wildlife impacts relative to the amount of oil spilled.

USACOE – Ed Levine for Micky Mulvanna 

For the ATHOS 1 incident there were two issues relative to notification for the ACOE.  The main ACOE contact was not officially notified by the RRT of the incident for several days.  Because the local ACOE was involved with identifying the cause of the vessel damage, the NRC felt that ACOE was notified.  That is not effective.  The Corps also have an internal notification issue to resolve.

The State Responses

Maryland – Alan Williams – MDE

MDE was activated following their initial notification.  Alan Williams went out to the C&D canal to determine if there was oiling that would impact MD waters.  He determined that there were no impacts requiring MDE response following an overflight.  MDE continues to monitor the incident.

Pennsylvania – Charlie High – PADEP

Pennsylvania was very pleased with the cooperation among agencies and the way the response worked for this incident.  Part of that is attributed to the PREP exercise a year before.  It gave our personnel a chance to enter the response in an educated manner.  

PA DEP was notified of the incident at 1 a.m.  By 4 p.m., the USCG had stood up and PADEP was to be involved.  The Information briefs from the RRT went very well.  

Information flow during the response with regard to the RRT.  Charlie had 2 lines of communications: via the RRT and the state on scene personnel at the UC.  Charlie was able to be prepared and had a greater understanding of the needs and requirements of the UC for the daily conference calls.  

The Unified Command had a PIMA representative and also had several personnel participating on the SCAT teams and in the science team within the Environmental Unit.  The potential use of SWAs was good for Charlie because it put him in contact with state personnel that he normally doesn’t talk with regularly (trustees).  

Our response was not perfect.  We had some issues that came up, including waste disposal issues like how to get rid of the oiled debris on the shoreline?  We did have issues with 2 of our landfills.  There was some concern expressed that Pennsylvania was taking more of the waste than New Jersey; however, that was a decision of the waste disposal contractors and they focused on where it would be most efficient to dispose of the waste, not specifics on equitability of disposal quantities between the states.

Initially, we thought that PA drinking intakes would not be affected so we did not notify Philadelphia water dept. immediately.  That came back to bite us.  The Philadelphia Water dept. learned about the incident from their customers asking if the water was safe to drink.  Lesson Learned - It probably would have been better to take into account of the public and tides/winds relative to drinking water.  No oil was detected by the facility and they did not change their operations, however they did add powdered activated carbon as a precautionary measure.  

New Jersey – Curt Ruther from DNDREC 

Curt worked the first 3 weeks of the spill with NJ DEP.  He noticed that in the NJ they had to address impacts to areas ranging from very urban to more rural; this required a significant difference in booming and protective strategies based on the river habitats. 

Additionally, in New Jersey, constituent relations and political relations are much more aggressive than is typically seen in Region III.  In New Jersey, the local politicians required daily updates.  As a result of this incident, there will be double hull and limits of liability in NJ.  The NJ DEP had to conduct community outreach activities with EPA and the USCG to discuss double-hulled tankers, deepening the channel, and impacts on hunting, etc. in public forums.  There were three or four public meetings in all. NJ also had to send an EPA-liaison to the Pennsville, NJ area to go door to door to discuss oil wash-up on private properties.  

Delaware – Ben Anderson DNREC

The PREP Drill from a year ago was very helpful in that it allowed our people to transition rapidly from normal duties to responders.  As an agency, we were better prepared in this incident.  The following are the list of issues identified by DNREC relative to this response:

· Timing of meetings/conference calls: It was a week and a half before DNREC personnel could get into the RRT conference calls because of his involvement in the spill.  This RRT h as to figure out how to merge the RRT and the UC and be a little more flexible.  

· Volunteers – this RRT still doesn’t know how to handle volunteers during the incident.  Maybe we need to develop a checklist on volunteer uses and pros and cons.  We need to develop a list of approved tasks and required level of training pre-framed for any incident.

· Resources and equipment – limitations and supplies; we tapped out all response equipment east of the Mississippi.  We need to evaluate whether or not we have enough stockpile for the Delaware River and Bay.  We need to rethink resource allocation and set aside additional resources.  COTP’s from other areas did not want to release their stored boom just in case an incident occurred at the same time.  The USCG asked Ed Levine (NOAA SSC) for guidance on long-term planning.  In the past, the largest number of workers in Region III occurred during the Presidente Rivera incident with nearly 500 people on the response; during this incident, we had more than1,500 personnel in the field.  

· Information transfer for ResponseLink –we did not get the POLREPs in the ResponseLink system.  We need to ensure that the POLREPs are a regular feature of the ResponseLink.  Genwest was fabulous but the built-in links were not always functioning within the system.

· GPS information – Genwest did great job with information management, but a lot of it is not digital an only in paper format.  The States need to get their information updated so it is accessible in electronic format for the response.

· Other Agency Participation – Delaware Basin Commission information is a good resource for the area and this RRT does not normally don’t tap into them.  This RRT needs to get all intake personnel to talk to each other up and down river and make decisions as a group; the RRT needs to set this up for them.  We can also address waste disposal issues in this manner. 

Issues / Discussion Topics from the ATHOS 1 Panel Discussion

Communications –

· Notifications and communications – notification was not always conducted in a timely manner and the information was not always passed on within an organization.

· Photo Documentation – the issues associated with taking photos, archiving them, and making sure that the information for each photo is capture and recorded. 

· JIC / Media – this will be discussed tomorrow at the Information Management Workgroup.  

· ResponseLink – (internal notification) Want feedback from responders to see how this system worked; we have addressed missing attachments.  Also need POLREPs in included in the system.  There was a request to have the information accessible in topic format with photos, maps, and POLREPs – then it would make it easier to find information rather than trying to locate it in chronological order.

· Notification of the RRT list of the Incident –will discuss this further tomorrow – but we need to make sure that all RRT members are notified that an incident has occurred, rather than just a select few.

· Public website – (external notification) – public notification and update; we are sensitive to what information can be distributed to the public.  NOAA provides a public website to USCG and EPA; CG used the PIERSystem as their public website contractors for this incident and this resulted in dueling websites.  The JIC made the public website the one-stop shop for media for the incident information.  RRT members expressed concern that the PIERSystem site was very bland and did not give out much information.  Balancing the information and display requirements for a public website requires significant effort.  During the Bouchard spill in Massachusetts, we had an alternative site and NOAA funneled their information thru this website rather than have dueling websites.  Also the public meetings were very beneficial to the response and getting the public educated as to the reasons for certain decisions made.  
Agency / Intra-agency Issues – 

Kevin Boyd (EPA OSC Region III) did not think that the RRT actually supported the FOSC when requests for ideas and information was needed.  The UC needed support and at times there was no follow-up when information / options were requested.  The RRT did not provide the reasoning for their decision-making relative to the information requested.

We also missed an opportunity to test products during this incident in addition to the use of new equipment.  When SWAs were brought up, it was because there were numbers of ships that were oiled that need to be cleaned; the UC was looking for other options beyond hotsy’s to clean these vessels.  If we had conducted an on-land tail-gate test of the oil and the SWAs, would this have been viewed as ignoring the RRT’s approval for the use of the product. Can we establish some ground rules so that effectiveness testing of the products being considered for use can take place without having to get RRT approval – then, if the small scale test proves a product to be beneficial to the incident conditions, contact the RRT with the findings and request operation use of the products, making sure that we define the scale for use be requested.

Kevin also expressed concern that the RRT conference calls were occurring too often.  The calls were portrayed as happening to support the FOSC in his efforts, but in reality these conference calls were little more than an information sharing session that did not really benefit the FOSC.

Greg DiAngeles (EPA Region II) stated that we need to seriously consider establishing formal agreements between Region II and III when an incident requires the level of interaction between regions as was seen for this incident.  We need to spell out the conditions for which region takes the lead for a response and why.  Debbie Scholz remarked that there currently is not written agreement between the regions on response coordination.  Dennis Carney stated that that we would respond as specified in the NCP relative to inter-regional control.  This will be a topic to be addressed at the Executive Committee Meeting tomorrow.  Eric Mosher (EPA Region II) also wants to work on this item.

Dennis also raised the issue on the need to determine the requirements for POLREP distribution and look into how the NCP requires information distribution and how the RRT is required to distribute the information.   The topic of POLREPs will be discussed in further detail at the Information Management workgroup meeting tomorrow.

Kevin Boyd next brought up the request for ISB on oiled marshes in the affected areas.  The RRT was requested to provide their opinions, and the UC never heard back from them.  Timing is a big issue for ISB.  Again, this is an RRT agenda issue. Maybe we can resolve the need for follow-up on RRT items by posting an agenda with old and new business prior to each conference call.  In that manner, if an issue is not addressed in the agenda, it could be added to ensure that closure on an item is met by both the UC and RRT.

Incident Management Issues - 

The majority of the Issues associated with Incident Management will be discussed in the various workgroups, as assigned on the agenda.

· Unified Command – from the USCG perspective, the incident ran very smoothly, however the ACP was not helpful as it is out of date.

· RP Interaction – This RP was very active in the response and was very helpful and making sure that all requirements and needs were met.  Great professionalism from everyone and the RP was very reasonable about requests.  When issues came up and the RP was balking on an item, the science team were able to come in and explain to the RP the reasoning behind the request and in most cases, the RP agreed to requests.

The RP also modified their PREP drill planning software to use it for the response – that was very effective

· Environmental Team – worked well together.  The Delaware County Estuary program also provide assistance and can provide additional assistance with some of the NRDA restoration project identification for the area.

· Safety – Kevin Boyd recounted issues relative to SCAT teams and their safety when being transported to their sites via water.  Had one incident where a boat capsized and people were in the water – No casualties resulted but a new list of requirements were drafted and enforced after that incident.  PDFs versus mustang suits – while working in winter conditions federal personnel on boats had to have mustang suits, should this include contractors.  The RP had an exceptional safety team and they offered an incentives and awards program for dealing with safety issues.  There were also issues with the safety of the boats being used to transport personnel on water.  Recommendation:  USCG to oversee vessel inspection for vessel seaworthiness and required equipment prior to be put into service for a response.

· Special Issues / Topics – included:

· National Product Schedule Chemicals – to be discussed further during the spill response countermeasures workgroup meeting

· Contact Water Decanting - to be discussed further during the spill response countermeasures workgroup meeting

· Submerged Oil Tracking 
· Wildlife Response - to be discussed further during the wildlife workgroup meeting

· Section 7 Reviews for ESA - to be discussed further during the wildlife workgroup meeting

· SHPO Involvement - to be discussed further during the NRDA workgroup meeting – Region III is way ahead of the curve on SHPO involvement due to the amount of time we have focused on these issues in past RRT meetings.

· Seafood Safety – We will not discuss this topic further at this meeting – instead this topic will the focus of discussion at a future RRT meeting.

· Cold Weather / Ice issues -  No additional issues were identified

· Utilities / Intakes – the intake locations information was available to the UC – however as responders we need to understand that there are “cultural” differences between the nuclear personnel and spill response personnel and how they each address an incident and their individual organizational needs – we need to be cognizant of these variations and work together to address incident needs.

· Commerce – an economics teams was convened to consider the impacts from the incident.  Ed Levine reported that a number of vessels refused to leave port following the “quick Clean” procedures of the contractors because they considered the gross cleanup unsatisfactory.  In order to clean the vessels, we had to delay arrival and docking times of inbound vessels.  At one point, the Sunoco refinery at Marcus Hook was within 3 hours of having to shut down because of delivery scheduling issues associated with the cleanup.

· Volunteers – Kevin Boyd is hoping to get a copy of the RRT IV plan for volunteer use.  The documents he has seen to date have essentially been informational pamphlets.  There are federal appropriations issues associated with the use of volunteers that need to be addressed.  Catherine Pomerantz suggested that we develop a list of “skilled” volunteer positions – but we would still have to have some method for certifying the competency of the volunteers.  Additionally, there is the issues of on-site coordination of volunteers.  How do we best utilize people that show up on scene?

The Meeting was adjourned at 1700.   

