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Spill Response Countermeasures Workgroup

Baltimore, MD

January 12, 2005

0800 - 0945

AGENDA:

· ARTES Evaluation of CIAgent update

· Distribution of the Region III Regional Response Team Guidelines for In-situ Burning of Wetlands

· 2005 Work plan

· ATHOS 1 Oil Spill Panel Discussion:

· Kevin Boyd, Marcos Aquino, Ed Levine, Gary Ott

· The RRT’s role and support to the FOSC:

· Use of Surface Washing Agents

· Contact Water Decanting Process

· National Product Schedule

· FOSC’s Pre-authorization to Test products on the NPS

HANDOUTS:

· Spill Response Countermeasures Workgroup Agenda

· Region III Regional Response Team Annual Report – January 1 to December 31, 2004

· Region III Regional Response Team Guidelines for IN-situ Burning of Oil Impacted Herbaceous wetlands – Final draft for submission to the Executive Committee for adoption

· Chronology of RRT Correspondence involving the M/V ATHOS I Incident in the Delaware River Spill Response Countermeasures Workgroup Discussion topics

ACTION ITEMS:

· Please provide Linda Ziegler with ideas for future efforts for this workgroup in 2005 and beyond.  This will need to be incorporated into the Annual Plan.

· EPA Oil Program needs to provide additional guidance to vendors – guidance needs to be developed - possibly training also - that clearly lays out their roles and responsibilities as well as their requirements and limitations for advertising, sales, etc.  It is the Oil Program Office’s duty to make sure that vendors are properly educated in the NCP process and are not mis-representing themselves.
· The Product Schedule needs to be more user-friendly.  It would be very helpful if the individual product information from Part B of the Selection Guide tables were posted and were put in a retrievable format to allow the user to choose which products they are interested in reviewing / evaluating and allow the data to be viewed in columnar format for side-by-side comparison.  

If you recall, a detailed questionnaire was developed for the vendors / manufacturers to complete that provides information over and above the requirements for listing on the Product Schedule.  This questionnaire helped determine the potential use / effectiveness of the products for actual field applications.  We also had an expert team evaluate the information and based on their experience with the products / similar products - the expert team was able to come to conclusions to knowledgeably summarize the information provided by the vendors.  This process needs to be repeated with the products that are on the list, but not incorporated into the Selection Guide.   Recommended that the Oil Program use the expert team to evaluate the new products and any future products so that there is consistency in the data reporting within the database to be posted on your website.  

· Additionally, if the Oil Program is going to gather the necessary information to complete the process above, it was recommended that the Oil Program office update the Selection Guide at the same time - at a minimum, the tables within Part B of the SG should be updated to include the new products. 

· The regions have put in a lot of effort in developing the Selection Guide.  At present, the EPA Oil Program website (www.epa.gov/oilspill) does not even have a discussion of this document nor any link to the Selection Guide which is posted on the NOAA OR&R website.  It was recommended that there should be a discussion and link to the Selection Guide on the OR&R webpage.
· Streamline the process for testing products (making sure the product under consideration will work on the product) versus operational use of a product.

· Selection Guide forms should be used to summarize the decisions made regarding the products, the proposed purpose for use of the product, and expected outcomes from the product’s use to help all parties make better decisions.

· Define the scale of use for the product.

· Identify specific testing protocols and develop pre-authorization procedures for limited effectiveness testing that would be conducted prior to pre-approval for operation use by the RRT.

· The RRT should support these efforts by providing the staffing necessary to conduct and document the product testing.

· Refine the guidance document and the checklist.  Consider whether the standards that were put in the RCP need to be that detailed.
ATHOS 1 LESSONS LEARNED:

MEETING NOTES:

Ms. Linda Ziegler welcomed all participants and asked everyone to introduce themselves.  

Presentation – Alternative Response Tool Evaluation System Evaluation of CIAgent update – Lt JoAnne Hanson

Ms. Hanson was unable to attend.  Debbie Scholz provided a brief summary on the status of the Alternative Response Tool Team (ARRT) in their evaluation of the CIAgent product.  Because of the recent events in the region, the ARRT were not able to schedule a conference call to finalize the review of the product.  The ARRT members will finalize this evaluation on or near February 1st.

Annual Report 

Please review and provide comments and other ideas to Linda by the end of next week January 21st.  We need to provide a list of items to conduct by this workgroup for 2005.  

ISB Marsh Burn 

The Guidance document is finalized and this workgroup is proposing that the RRT adopt it as a work product for the region to utilize.  Will be available on the RRT web page at:  http://www.uscg.mil/lantarea/rrt/index.htm. 

ATHOS 1 Oil Spill Panel Discussion –Panelists: Ed Levine, Marcos Aquinos, Kevin Boyd, Gary Ott

NCP Product Schedule Issues

During the ATHOS incident, the Unified Command (UC) requested that the Science Unit determine if the use of Surface Washing Agents (SWA) would be of assistance for the impacted vessel cleanup.  After review, the RRT allowed 3 products to be tested.  At the time we did not need to know why only 3 products were consented, but after the fact, the team wanted to recommend that we evaluate these products using the Selection Guide to determine which would provide benefit.  Initially the contractors were looking to get a number of the vessels cleaned quickly to get the births open so that vessel traffic could resume.  They started looking at SWAs as a method of increasing throughput of vessels.  However, SWAs actually increased the process time to clean rather than speed up the clean up – that was counter to the initial reason for use.  At the decon area, equipment was cleaned with SWAs very effectively but it took longer than just using the hotsy wash.

Gary Ott asked the members present to determine if our goal is to effect the maximum cleaning using all available technologies?  Is it a goal of government to improve cleaning during a response?  The consensus by members was yes.

Greg DiAngeles stated that at the time, there was not enough information available for them to determine how one of the regulated products would work for the conditions at hand.  At present, there is no information about how a product would react when used for application on a vertical wall – will it sheet off? Or is it required to be applied and let sit on the surface for an extended period of time? 

Charlie High stated that the request for using the SWAs was a great exercise for outreach by this RRT but seemed to be a lot of energy expended to not even test the approved products.  Are we going to do small scale tests?  Can we get the RRT and UC up front to commit to small scale tests of products and then go thru the trustee evaluation process once we know that the product will provide value for the response.  We would be more effective if we don’t need to bring in the trustees until we are sure the product will work.  

Gary Ott stated that this application for SWA use process had some issues associated with it.  As one of our lessons learned, we find that we did not completely communicate to the RRT that it was never our intention to use a lot of this product.  Somehow in our communications we did not provide the RRT with a complete list of the goals for the product test/evaluation.  In the reverse, the UC and the on scene Science Unit did not feel they were given adequate explanations by the RRT as to why some products were chosen and others were discarded.  During this process, the UC and the RRT did not use the Selection Guide Forms to document the decisions made.  Action Item:  In the future, the Selection Guide forms (worksheet 2 as a minimum) should be used to summarize the decisions made regarding the products, the proposed use of the product (more information on the scale of use), and expected outcomes from the product’s use to help all parties make better decisions.  

Nick Nichols is gathering information from this group as the National Product Schedule (PS) is  undergoing regulatory update.  Currently we are considering the development of efficacy testing of the products for SWAs.  Additional discussion on the Product Schedule suggested that the EPA Oil Program Office make the product schedule more functional – include the ability to conduct a side-by-side evaluation of the products – it was recommended that the Product Schedule use the tables from the Selection Guide.

Action Item:  We need to streamline the process for testing products (making sure the product under consideration will work on the product) versus operational use of a product.  We may need a form or better method for expressing our needs.  The RRT should grant immediate approval for testing of the products – some small quantity that can be utilized prior to field testing or operational use of the product.  The request for product use during the ATHOS 1 incident was a commerce issue – the UC needed to move those tankers out and open up the births.  

Mike Chezik reminded the members that Region V had created a SWA evaluation protocol and suggested that Region III should develop our own SWA protocol.  Keep in mind that for some products, it is one thing to use a product in July, but in December during cold weather the products may not be effective.  We are also very cognizant that we are there to protect the environment.  Is there a small volume that we can consider for a test to verify effectiveness for the spill conditions that we would consider for use prior to gaining full RRT approval for field testing?  What order of magnitude or volume of product would we start worrying about our impact on the environment over and above the damages caused by the incident?  The use of SWAs are used mostly for aesthetics; the hotsy wash removed the gross contamination. 

Kevin Boyd stated that at the time, the UC couldn’t understand the heartburn for the use of small amounts of the product for testing.  Clear identification of the initial scale for a product’s use is very important – The response community needs to better define our needs and requests; testing versus operational use.  

Region I is developing a list of products that they are willing to consider for use – they are developing a customized Region I Selection Guide that only contains the products that they would consider for use.  The overall Selection Guide should be maintained by the EPA Oil Program and kept up to date and current with the NCP Product Schedule.  

Action Item: This Workgroup needs to identify specific testing protocols and develop pre-authorization procedures for limited effectiveness testing that would be conducted prior to pre-approval for operation use by the RRT.  The UC would then provide the RRT with a statement that a limited effectiveness test of a product(s) is being conducted, the reason for use, the existing conditions, etc. and provide a summary of the results from the limited effectiveness test.  This workgroup needs to define test protocols.  If the product is considered effective, the UC could come back with results and go thru the RRT and Trustees for operational use evaluation.  

Our current Dispersant pre-approval test protocol is for the use of 100 gallons of a dispersant product.

Additionally, many of the activities that we do at the response are actually science.  During the incident, additional staffing is needed to conduct effectiveness testing and other research needs needed and to write up the results.  During the ATHOS 1 incident, the response organization just didn’t have the staff to conduct this component of the response.  This workgroup needs to determine if the effectiveness testing of the products / technologies on the NCP Product Schedule is one of the goals at a spill.  If it is, this workgroup and the RRT need to agree to do some small science at a spill and provide the staffing necessary.  Member response appears to be unanimous in their interest for coming up with a limited effectiveness testing pre-approval for evaluating the effectiveness of the products before asking for operational use.  Mike Chezik suggested that we check with the other regions to see what they are doing to address this need.  Action Item: The RRT should support these efforts by providing the staffing necessary to conduct and document the product testing.
Final Goals:

1. Streamline the process for testing products (making sure the product under consideration will work on the product) versus operational use of a product.

2. Selection Guide forms should be used to summarize the decisions made regarding the products, the proposed purpose for use of the product, and expected outcomes from the product’s use to help all parties make better decisions.

3. Define the scale of use for the product.

4. Identify specific testing protocols and develop pre-authorization procedures for limited effectiveness testing that would be conducted prior to pre-approval for operation use by the RRT.

5. The RRT should support these efforts by providing the staffing necessary to conduct and document the product testing.

Contact Water Decanting Process 

During the ATHOS 1 incident, the issues associated with the Contact Water Decanting Process was the need for improved communication.  The UC focused only on one piece of the oil removal from the bottom of the river process – the collection of the sunken oil.  It appeared that the there was a communication or information disconnect between the UC and the RRT relative to the decanting issue. How could we have done better?  This RRT has a protocol in place for the decanting process and it requires RRT approval.  Dennis Carney responded that the RRT understood the decanting issues.  This RRT requires a checklist be completed prior to receiving RRT approval for decanting.  The RRT was waiting for the checklist to be completed and submitted.  Once it was completed, we immediately approved the decanting process.  

This workgroup needs to revisit the decant checklist and simplify it.  It took approximately one hour to fill out the checklist – what is a reasonable amount of time?  As usual, the UC is limited in its capabilities due to staffing levels.  A better, smaller checklist was recommended.  This workgroup needs to refine the checklist.  Action Item: Refine the guidance document and the checklist.  Consider whether the standards that were put in the RCP need to be that detailed. 

Meeting was adjourned at 0915. 

