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CANUSLANT EXERCISE REPORT: JUNE 25-27, 2002



St. Andrews, New Brunswick, Canada


Executive Summary

The Canadian / U.S. Joint Response Team for the Atlantic Region hosted an oil spill response exercise in June 2002 to exercise the Atlantic Operational Supplement of the Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan. CANUSLANT 2002, the latest in a series of triennial exercises conducted jointly by the Canadian and United States Coast Guards, was held June 24-28, 2002, in St. Andrews, New Brunswick. 

The format for CANUSLANT 2002 was different from previous CANUSLANT exercises. The exercise consisted of a tabletop exercise, followed by a series of facilitated breakout sessions focusing on a series of issues identified as priorities by the Canadian / U.S. Joint Response Team for the Atlantic Region.  The tabletop exercise, approximately four hours in duration, provided a core group of representatives from Canadian and U.S. organizations the opportunity to publicly walk through the initial hours of a response to a spill in the transboundary area. The tabletop did not generate any new issues for discussion beyond those slated for discussion in the breakout groups.  For this reason, this exercise report focuses on the results of the breakout group issue discussions rather than the tabletop portion of the exercise.  Breakout groups consisted of the following issue groups: Joint Response Team, On-Scene Commander/Coordinator, Joint Environmental Section, Joint Information, and Community. Each breakout group was provided a series of background papers on issues selected for discussion during CANUSLANT 2002.

The five breakout groups reviewed a total of 20 issues during the exercise.  The recommendations are summarized in appendix A.  The recommendations were labeled by the exercise evaluation team as relating to plan updates (e.g., research, finding existing information), plan creation (e.g., developing new agreements between appropriate agencies), training, outreach, policy, law, or other issues.  Most comments related to plan creation, followed by policy changes, outreach, and plan updates, other issues, law, and training.

Full details on the issues addressed by each breakout group are captured in the issue report forms contained in Appendix A.  The priority for addressing these issues, if related groups are not handling them independently, will be set by the Joint Response Team.

The format for CANUSLANT 2002 was a success, based on an evaluation form completed by each attendee.  86% of attendees felt the exercise format was effective in accomplishing the exercise objectives.  More detailed results of the participant evaluation are contained in Appendix C.

1.0
Introduction
CANUSLANT 2002 was the latest in a series of biennial exercises conducted jointly by Canada and the United States since 1974, to exercise the revised Canada/United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP) and its Atlantic Operational Supplement.

The Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP) for Spills of Oil and other Noxious Substances was developed by a Joint US/Canada Working Group on Great Lakes Pollution.  This was the result of a recommendation by the International Joint Commission (IJC) in their Special Report on Potential Oil Pollution, April 1970.

The original plan was incorporated into the Canada/U.S. revised Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement which was signed by the Prime Minister of Canada and the President of the United States on April 15, 1972.

Following the introduction of an international contingency plan for the Great Lakes, it was agreed that there was a need to establish joint contingency plans for all waters of mutual interest, where the use of combined resources would improve the response posture and capability of each nation.  This has resulted in the adoption of four geographically oriented appendices covering the Atlantic Coast, Pacific Coast, Beaufort Sea, and the Dixon Entrance.

As a result of the increase in the scope of the JCP, the number of agencies involved, and lessons learned since the original JCP was approved, the JCP has been revised on an as required basis.  The latest revision was finalized in 1986, and revision is under review by the U.S. and Canadian Coast Guards.  The Atlantic Operational Supplement to the plan has been updated regularly to reflect changes in organizations at the regional levels with the latest revision in February 2000.  To reflect proposed changes incorporated in the draft Joint Plan and to incorporate lessons learned from CANUSLANT 2002 and previous exercises, a new Atlantic Geographic Annex will be drafted (replacing the Operational Supplement) and evaluated by the Coast Guards and the Joint Response Team prior to adoption.  
2.0
Exercise Purpose

Across our shared border, a Joint Response Team (JRT) coordinates contingency planning and exercises.  The JRT consists of representatives of specified agencies in Canada and the U.S.  The 

JRT is co-chaired by the Canadian Coast Guard Maritimes Director of Marine Programs and the USCG First District Chief of Marine Safety, and is convened at the request of the CCG On-Scene Commander (OSC) or the USCG On-Scene Coordinator (OSC).  The general functions of the JRT include:

1. Giving advice and counsel to facilitate coordinated planning, preparedness and response to a harmful substance incident;

2. Preparing JRT debriefing reports and recommendations concerning amendments to the JCP or its Geographic Annexes;

3. Providing advisory support to the CCG OSC and the USCG OSC; and,

4. Convened at the request of member agencies during cross-border environmental emergencies.

3.0
Exercise Aim

CANUSLANT 2002 was designed to improve cross-border response capabilities, promote education, and address recurring issues from past CANUSLANT exercises.

The results of this exercise will be used to help update the Atlantic Operational Supplement, improve our future response capabilities, and identify issues that need to be addressed by the Joint Response Team.  

Under the Atlantic Operational Supplement, the Coast Guards of both countries are required to conduct biennial exercises.  A biennial tabletop exercise for management and a deployment of resources exercise are required to:

1. Ensure overall preparedness;

2. Ensure and enhance the knowledge and skill of potential participants; and

3. Ensure that people and resources can be effectively deployed to an environmental response incident.

4.0
Exercise Objectives

The objectives of this exercise were to:

1. Encourage cooperation among response community members;

2. Promote cross border planning;

3. Enhance the training and response capabilities of all exercise participants; and,

4.
Resolve outstanding issues identified in past CANUSLANT exercises.

5.0
Exercise Format

CANUSLANT 2002 was an educational exercise; designed to use a tabletop exercise and breakout groups to address some of the issues identified by the JRT as important and unresolved from previous CANUSLANT exercises.  CANUSLANT 2002 consisted of four separate components.

The opening session included an overview of the Atlantic Operational Supplement to the Joint Contingency Plan to ensure exercise participants were familiar with the plan as well as their roles and responsibilities when CANUSLANT is activated.  

The second part of CANUSLANT 2002 was a facilitated tabletop exercise during which the CCG OSC and the USCG OSC worked with the Responsible Party and other federal, tribal, provincial, state, and local stakeholders to address a simulated scenario.  This portion of the 

exercise was focused on helping exercise participants understand agency roles and responsibilities as well as helping to manage expectations concerning response actions and capabilities.

The third part of the exercise saw exercise participants divided into five breakout groups to discuss pre-identified issues.  These groups were:

· Community Issues

· Public Information Issues

· Joint Environmental Section Issues 

· On-Scene Commander/Coordinator Issues

· Joint Response Team Issues

The fourth and final part of the CANUSLANT 2002 exercise was the Plenary Session.  During the Plenary, each breakout group made a presentation on their discussion, accomplishments, and recommendations for future action.  Following each presentation, the audience asked questions of the breakout groups.  The recommendations from the group are outlined in the next section.

6.0
Issue Group Discussion and Recommendations

As stated above, the exercise participants were divided into five issue groups.  The following is a discussion summary and recommendations for each issue discussed in the breakout groups.

6.1 Community Issues Group

Issue 1 - Community Outreach
Key Discussion Points

· The two countries are comfortable with the present system of separate community groups (no cross-border collaboration).

· Both countries agree that community groups are vital to any effective response.
Points of Consensus

· In the US, notification procedures are in place through the State of Maine and in Canada, through the CAPP (Community Action Partnership Program).  Both countries are comfortable with the current process.

· Both countries have liaison groups that interface with community groups; i.e. State in the U.S. and CCG in Canada.

Challenges to Resolution

· General programs for training of community groups are available in both countries; however, there is always room for further improvement in this area.

Recommendations for Future Actions

· For Canada: to decide where CAPP representatives would fit into the response structure, e.g. planning, similar to US system.

· CCG to develop a system for engaging community action groups during spills.

Issue 2 - Lack of effective communications between government and community members.
Key Discussion Points

· Existing financial restraints place limiting hindrances on Canadian Department’s ability to effectively provide and maintaining adequate community communications programs.

· Delay in initial notifications to community members during pollution events creates potential public safety oversights and unnecessary socio-economic losses.

· Community interests including contacts not adequately identified nor reflected in the Joint Plan (JP).

Recommendations for Future Actions

Recognizing that local community members and stakeholders best know the region’s strength and can best assist at quickly mustering local resources in an emergency.

· Key community organizations and/or contact person(s) need be identified and listed in the JP to ensure a timely notification and a safe mobilization of community personnel and equipment resources where appropriate.

· Key community contact person(s) needs to develop and maintain local notification sequence (fan out) to ensure all community stakeholders are notified of pollution incidents.

· JP and Community contact notification lists require inclusion into existing exercise cycle to ensure a reliable and up to date data set is maintained.  

· A commitment to the establishment of a joint US/CDN 1- 800 numbers to allow for continuous community access to information during pollution events. This should be reflected in the JP.

Issue 3 - Existing compensation packages for losses to the fishing, aquaculture and tourism industries are neither fair nor equitable and appear to be subject to geographical location, geographical economies and seasonal adjustments (lack of baseline).   

Key Discussion Points

· How are indirect losses compensated?

· What fisheries and aquaculture industries are covered under existing compensation packages?

· Who ultimately determines the financial amount of compensation for each impacted socio-economic loss?

· How are direct losses compensated for and what is the process?

· Are tourism losses included in potential compensation packages?

Recommendations for Future Actions

Recognizing the distinct trans-border differences in the existing compensation systems makes informed recommendations difficult at best. Therefore, we recommend further analysis of this issue by competent persons. 

· Compensation protocols for access to available compensation funds should be identified in the Joint Plan.

· Ensure tourism compensation is captured under existing Canadian Statuary Law. 

· Develop a proactive training program to ensure all socio-economic stakeholders are aware of appropriate and reasonable methods to minimize potential economic loss during pollution events including “emergency harvest” concepts.

Issue 4 - What are the community stakeholders’ expectations of higher levels of government?
Key Discussion Points

· Timely response to pollution incidents and clear line of information to community members. 

· Community stakeholders expect to be included in the decision making process where decisions are made which would directly impact their livelihoods (i.e. opening and/or closing of a fisheries). 

· The US should identify, recognize and integrate community and/or tribal based programs.

Recommendations for Future Actions

· Ensure community stakeholders have input into the decision-making processes, particularly during major socio-economic decisions.

· The development of proactive information and education programs to ensure all community stakeholders are familiar with the decision making process.

6.2
Public Information Issues Group

Issue 1 - Joint Information Centre

Key Discussion Points

· There is no comprehensive media plan on the Canadian side or a comparable JIC model.

· Two command posts – two JICs? If there is only one, how do we decide where it goes?

· Should the RP be involved in the JIC? This is standard in the U.S. model.

· In Canada, who pays for the establishment and operation of the JIC? The costs may not be recoverable as part of the cleanup.

· Who decides if a JIC will be established? Should it be automatic if the CANUSLANT plan is invoked?

· There is a need on the Canadian side to ensure the provision of public information simultaneously in both English and French.

Points of Consensus

· The U.S. JIC model is excellent. The principles can be applied for the most part in Canada.

· The JIC model should be implemented as soon as the CANUSLANT plan is invoked, making it an integral part of the Response Plan.

Challenges to Resolution

· Not all Canadian players were present in the issues group (Transport Canada and the Royal Canadian Mounted Police) and need to be brought into the plan / JIC model.

· Delegation of authority to OSC to approve and issue media information.

Recommendations for Future Actions

· Canadian JIC model should be developed.  LEADS: Canadian Coast Guard and Communication Canada – Nova Scotia / DEADLINE: December 1, 2002.
· Any JIC/Media Centre should be co-located with the Operations Centre.
· Potential facilities should be identified in advance to act as a JIC/Media Centre.

Issue 2 - Communications management issues

Key Discussion Points

· Releasing authority for information and media products – different organizations have different requirements.

· Translation – Canadian law requires that official information be released in English and French. New Brunswick has a similar requirement. What is implication for U.S. agencies?

· Messages – fundamental themes always the same: safety, environment, economics, and cooperation.

· Media access – liability/OSH issues, legitimate need to gather imagery both need to be considered. Should images be gathered “in-house” by trained staff, contracted freelancers, and escorted media, possibly using pools? 

· Internet – some use of Internet already done (e.g. www.incidentnews.com). How do we coordinate better to reach public without media filter? Can we prepare structure and background information in advance? Who should lead? Should we respond to inquiries on the Internet given the potential for large numbers from around the world? Should the site be always active with general and background information or only 

activated during a response? Web site should have updates, breaking news, community information, beach warnings, etc.

Points of Consensus

· The OSC must be the final releasing authority for public information about the response – this should be clearly stated in the plan.

· Guidance is needed on liability issues when media are escorted to operational sites; this issue is broader than just media access. There are some capabilities already possessed by some partners in CANUSLANT – an inventory is required to identify gaps and ways to fill them. There is also a need to gather stock footage.

· The Internet is a powerful communications tool and must be part of the public information response. A “design team” should look at possible models, domain names, current capabilities, infrastructure and any other issues related to exploiting the power of the Internet to communicate during a response.

Challenges to Resolution

· Releasing authority – there may be resistance within some organizations to a delegation of releasing authority to the OSC – that’s why it must be stated clearly in the plan.

· Liability – this is a legal issue that must be addressed through the appropriate legal experts.

Recommendations for Future Actions

· Further work on expanding the public information annex of the supplement will include the issue of releasing authority being held by the OSC. In the interim, this authority will be assumed.

· New Brunswick’s capacity to provide translation services, including simultaneous translation if required, will be exploited. This should be incorporated into the plan.

· Legal advice should be sought at the JRT level to advise on liability issues regarding media and visitors to operational sites.

· A group led by Communications N.B. will prepare an inventory of image gathering capability among the agencies to identify gaps, as well recommendations on how those gaps may be filled during a response.  DEADLINE: December 1, 2002

· A “design team” led by the USCG will further discuss the Internet issues raised during the exercise and develop a proposal to address this need.  DEADLINE: March 31, 2003
Issue 3 - Immediate Response
Key Discussion Points

· There must be an immediate communications response to an incident to deal with media and affected communities. We must assume media will be on scene asking questions as the first responders arrive, possibly with more information than spokespersons.

· How is the communications flow established and how do we identify the various Canadian and U.S. communications contacts to ensure messaging is consistent?

· How do we manage the “lag time” between the incident and the first release of official information and how do we release information?

· There is no plan for managing public information (PI) on the Canadian side.

Points of Consensus

· Operations staff, in particular the OSC, must have an understanding and appreciation of PI issues – they can quickly impact on operations.

· The OSC is the primary spokesperson for the response and should have intensive media relations training.

· There needs to be a maintained list of PI/communications contacts from all organizations so that contacts can be established and messages and plans for a JIC can be discussed.

· The Canadian side needs a plan, similar to the U.S. JIC model.

Challenges to Resolution

· Ensuring that PI/communications staff is “in the loop” on all decisions taken and actions initiated by the OSC and that the OSC is capable of acting as primary spokesperson.

· People in public information/communications positions change and many only meet during CANUSLANT exercises.

· How can the U.S JIC model be adapted to Canadian needs? What are training implications?

Recommendations for Future Actions

· A contact list, by organization and position, will be developed and maintained so that regular contact may be encouraged and emergency contact is possible.

· OSCs need more training as spokespersons and awareness of the importance of effective PI activities during a major incident.  LEAD: Canadian Coast Guard / DEADLINE: October 1, 2002

6.3 Joint Environmental Section Issues Group

Issue 1 - Acceptance of the JEERT model identified in Annex N of the Atlantic Operational Supplement; or development and acceptance of an alternative model.
Key Discussion Points

· Coordination of scientific expertise and information given the number of organizations.

· Communicate and consolidate information and establish priorities.

· U.S somewhat more flexible while Canada (REET) more structured.

Challenges to Resolution

· Each country responsible for its own resources first.
· Are the correct scientific disciplines/people involved?

· How many command centers.
Recommendations for Future Actions

· Need to create a directory of experts.
· Exchange scientific liaison that can facilitate information exchange.

· An annual meeting to address natural resource response issues.
Issue 2 - Protection priorities and decision-making to close and reopen controlled fisheries and aquaculture.

Key Discussion Points

· Need for coordination and consistency between the two countries

· Actual impacts vs. market confidence.

· Identify various interested agencies and organizations including Indian tribes.

· Notification, consultation, and coordination.

· Limited ability to protect aquaculture and fixed fisheries.

Challenges to Resolution

· Quantitative levels for closing and reopening.
· Need to include other interested groups in discussion.

· Insurance regimes different in U.S. and Canada.
Recommendations for Future Actions

· A statement in the Annex dealing with notification, coordination, and decision-making with First Nations and other effected groups.
· Develop protocols for closing and reopening of aquaculture by subcommittee of JES.

· Develop protocols for closing and reopening of commercial fisheries by subcommittee of JES.

Issue 3 - Develop an appropriate response for oiled wildlife and marine mammals.

Key Discussion Points

· Processes in Canada and US are similar in hazing, handling, and removing animals.
· NRDA and claims procedures.

· X-boundary and Customs procedures.
Challenges to Resolution

· Maintaining evidence.
· Disposal of carcasses.

· Systems similar except that the US is more prescriptive with regard to cleaning.

· Insurance regimes are different.

· Who pays, especially at mystery spills?
Recommendations for Future Actions

· Develop a joint wildlife supplement for the Annex.
· Make sure wildlife individuals are in touch.

· Create permitting and X-border transporting procedures (USF&WS and CWS).

· Joint procedure for hazing and exchange of quantitative data.

· Prioritizing sensitive marine mammal areas
Issue 4 - Joint decision-making on oiled shorelines, including SCAT, priorities and termination of treatment.
Key Discussion Points

· Reviewed SCAT process for both countries.
· Collecting consistent and repeatable data in the joint area.

· Remobilization and recoverability of oil.

· Net environmental benefit.

· Third party claims.

· Ecological Risk Assessment approach discussed.

Challenges to Resolution

· SCAT may be done differently in Canada/US.
· Tolerance for oil.

· How clean is clean.

Recommendations for Future Actions

· Develop SCAT procedures for the joint area.

· Procedure for information exchange during spills.

· Develop qualitative treatment endpoints for the joint area.

· US need to pre-segment their side of the shared area.

· Review existing Canadian shoreline matrix as a guide.

· Communication with the area users in developing the matrix.

· Incorporate State and Tribal historical and cultural values in decision-making.

6.4
On-Scene Commanders / On-Scene Coordinators Issue Group

Issue 1 - Joint Coordination Centre
Key Discussion Points

· Two OSCs agree that a Joint Coordination Centre would be appropriate.

· Political and legal restrictions in border crossing for US, Canada prohibit full participation (it has been determined that the USCG can cross border).

This is broken down into long term issues and short-term issues.

Long Term Issues

· To facilitate full participation in the Joint Coordination Centre.

· It is recommended that the JRT work with the State of Maine and the Province of New Brunswick to ensure that the state/provincial representatives are able too fully participate in the Joint Command Centre.

· Pre-determined sites for JCC, such as Campobello, etc.

JCC Participants:

· Canada - OSC, Provincial Rep, REET.

· US - OSC, State of Maine, and other participants would be support staff, such as NOAA, SSC, legal, liaison officers, information officers, administrative assistants (scribe).

· RP who would have response operation rep from both sides of the border.

· The JCC should be capable of supporting 30 people including communications and logistical support, 24 hours per day, 7 days per week.

Short Term Issues (If a spill occurs tomorrow)

· Both OSCs agree that a minimized Joint Coordination Group meet face to face at least daily to discuss cross-border issues.

· Participants would be US OSC, Canadian OSC, State of Maine liaison, Province of NB liaison, RP.

· Changes to the operational annex may be examined for possible levels of coordination.

Challenges to Resolution

· Policy or legislative hurdles are Maine and New Brunswick political restrictions to cross-border response.

Recommendations for Future Actions

· JRT to work towards political policy change in Maine and New Brunswick.

· CAN/US planners identify suitable JCC/JCG facilities.

· Review the CAN/US LANT Geographic Annex for cross-border coordination center.

Issue 2 – Failure of Responsible Party to respond.
Key Discussion Points

· Discussion of what would happen if Canadian Coast Guard responds to mystery spill or RP does not respond.

· Discussion of what would happen if US Coast Guard responds to mystery spill or RP does not respond.

· Discussion of what would USCG do if RP is reached limit of liability or is deemed ineffective.

· Discussion of what would CCG do if RP is reached limit of liability or is deemed ineffective.

Points of Consensus

· USCG has financial and contractual ability to respond with or without RP; CCG does not.

· CCG is not able to contract ROs but should be able to.

Recommendations for Future Actions

CCG Action Items

· Canadian CG needs to establish a revolving fund for all spill response in Canada.

· Determine who is in command of an RO in this situation.

· Can the US fund removal actions in Canada to protect US waters? 

· How does the CCG keep the RO working if RP walks away? (Contracting issue)

· A CCG mechanism must be developed/refined to have the ability to deem the RP ineffective.

USCG Action Items

· US Coast Guard MLCLANT contracting office needs to identify the ability to contract with the Canadian Response Organizations.

Issue 3 - ICS / RMS Interface
Key Discussion Points

· Basic elements/structure of ICS/RMS.

Points of Consensus

· Importance not high for this group.

· USCG FOSC stated that sticking with one system is best (i.e. ICS).

· Environmental information enters response organization at different points.

Challenges to Resolution

· Ottawa’s insistence to use RMS by the Canadian Coast Guard.

Recommendations for Future Actions

· Close working relationships with OSC/coordinator ensure that vital environmental data and info flow quickly upward within USCG response structure.

Issue 4  - Waste Disposal
Key Discussion Points

· Disposal criteria in New Brunswick.

· Disposal criteria in Maine.

· Disposal amounts.

· Cross-border disposal.

· Decanting.

· Burning.

· Criteria to determine where oily waste should go.

Points of Consensus

· General consensus between State and Provincial representatives that oily waste can be moved back and forth between the two countries.

· The State of Maine has pre-identified and available sites, licensing requirements are in place.

· Both countries agree that it is possible to decant in a marine environment with the appropriate approvals and limitations.

· Both countries agree that on site burning of oily debris is possible with limitations.

· Criteria to determine where oily debris should go would generally be determined by the RP based on cost and through qualified disposal sub-contractors in Canada and the US.

Challenges to Resolution

· The Province of New Brunswick has no designated pre-disposal site and limited industry disposal capability.

· US have criteria in place (45 days for temporary storage of oily waste, licensing required).

· The Province of New Brunswick does not have a plan in place to date for the temporary storage of oily waste.

Recommendations for Future Actions

· The Province of New Brunswick to develop a pre-determined plan for waste disposal.

· The Province of New Brunswick could work with the State of Maine for the development of this disposal plan.

· Border crossing should be built into disposal plans for both the US and Canada.

· Both countries agree decanting is acceptable, but need to pre-identify PPM limits for both countries in the joint plan.

· The Province of New Brunswick needs to address how to manage requirement for environmental assessment when bringing oily waste from the US into Canada.

· The Province of New Brunswick needs to develop a criteria short-term storage (45 days) of oily waste. The State of Maine and other provinces have models that can be reviewed.

· Recommendation for an in-situ burning workshop between Canada and the US.

Issue 5 - Salvage / Jones Act

Key Discussion Points

· There are no current procedures for salvage in the CANUSLANT Geographic Annex.

· Annex should spell out the differences between the Canada and US systems.

· This issue covers lightering, salvage and skimming.

Points of Consensus

· CANUSLANT does not adequately detail procedures at either Section IX or ANNEX F.

· Canada and US concur elaboration is needed.

Recommendations for Future Actions

· Design Team encouraged to form a working committee to capture results of USCG Marine Administration and Customs Service discussion and incorporate in CANUSLANT with the objective of putting the necessary detail into the Joint Response Plan. 

· Further research and documentation in plan of existing treaties regarding salvage.

· More documentation regarding the application of the Snowe Amendment.

· JCP annex should delineate exact procedures for implementing waivers.

6.5
Joint Response Team Issues Group

Issue 1 - Potential for use of Compact and Emergency Authorities in spill response.
Key Discussion Points

· Compact is a State to Province Mutual Assistance agreement not a federal/federal agreement, however US Senate gave its assent to the Compact.

· Is Compact a beneficial tool for Oil Spill response?

· Compact facilitates the use for volunteers to respond cross border for example ground search and rescue teams.

Points of Consensus

· Compact is relevant for license recognition for specialized workers [EMS, Physicians, electricians, etc.] and for mutual aid needs among signatory states and provinces.

· There may be benefits in a Compact but it should not be looked at as a panacea for all issues.

Challenges to Resolution

· Compact primarily resolves state and provincial issues rather than the federal issues that are of primary interest for transboundary response.

Recommendations for Future Actions

· Joint Plan should briefly address the existence of the Compact as a potentially useful tool, but it must also be noted that it is a State/Provincial agreement not a Federal/Federal agreement.  See CANUSPAC for similar Compact.

Issue 2 - Customs and Immigration
Key Discussion Points

· Post 9/11 practices and policy changes.

· Concern regarding individuals slipping across the border under the cover of an RO or OSRO.

· Well-established Mutual Aid Agreements between Fire Departments in Calais, ME/St. Stephen's. Departments regularly respond to each other’s alarms.

· Taxation/duty on spill response consumables [i.e. sorbent boom] transported across the border during emergencies.

· Use of volunteers for transboundary response must be authorized at the District level on the US side.

· Movement of oiled wildlife across border to get to cleaning stations. [CANUSDIX supplement exists for reference].
Points of Consensus

· Response Consumables are exempt from taxation/duty during an emergency.

· Contractor credentialing may be a solution for facilitating contractor border crossings.

Recommendations for Future Actions

· Need for wider distribution of the Joint Plan.

· Responders /contractors must have valid picture ID to expedite border crossing process.

· Place some of the burden on the Contractors to establish a system of documenting and knowing their staff members.

· This issue is a national level problem not simply to be resolved at the local level.

· Add numbers to plan: Canada Customs management Call Center Atlantic Canada at St. Stephens 24/7 – 506-465-2114 [superintendent on call].

· US Customs Communications Center (FL) 800-4-SECTOR [24/7].

· US Customs HQ Situation Room, DC – 202-927-0425 [24/7].

· JRT should investigate existing local agreements for emergency responders prior to the development of new agreements (the Great Lakes have crossing-specific agreements for USCG to deploy CCG equipment in areas where USCG has people and CCG has equipment).

Issue 3 - Government Contracting for Spill Response

Key Discussion Points

· Canadian Response Regime.

· Issue regarding competitive bidding process.

· CCG Emergency Power to sign contract w/$1 million cap, additional amounts must be done through Treasury Board.

· CCG cannot contract with RO due to no 3 bid option.

· ROs = Small staff – lots of equipment [Does not apply to all ROs].

· Must rely on sub-contractor network to deploy, will not deploy without contract

· CCG - Sole sourcing not permitted in excess of $25K.

· Primarily a problem for major spills w/no RP or RP that backs out of cleanup.

· Issue is primarily a Canadian concern, but if actual problem in spill could influence effects on U.S. waters.

Points of Consensus

· CCG and RO need to sit down and agree on contract at a minimum for "large" spills.

· CCG may be able to sit down with ROs to set up pre-standing contracts but must first get authorization from the Treasury Board to begin negotiations.

Recommendations for Future Actions

· Larry Wilson will take the issue to the CCG Management Board shortly - 3-6 month status update desired.

· Environment Canada offered their support to ensure this receives appropriate attention.

Issue 4 - Responder immunity on a Transboundary spill
Key Discussion Points

· Differences exist in US and Canadian legislation regarding Emergency Responder immunity issues.

Recommendations for Future Actions
· CCG must research CSA 2001 regarding responder immunity issues.

Issue 5 - Wildlife Response – Do we treat?
Key Discussion Points

· Clean/rehabilitate or euthanize? This is not the appropriate question; both US and Canada leave the final decision to a veterinary practitioner.

· U.S. and Canada expect the RP to provide a comprehensive wildlife response [hazing, baiting, triage, euthanization, cleaning if warranted].

· Canada and US license wildlife responders and maintain oversight to ensure a humane response.

· Community concern regarding proactive limitation - no localized training in place for "Baiting and Hazing”.

· Issue will nonetheless be influenced by public interest.

· Coherent international oiled bird response plan.

· Timely response capabilities at Community level are not established.

Key difference in response is in mystery spills: 

· Unless an endangered species is involved Canadian Wildlife Service will not hire licensed responders to clean oiled birds in the case of mystery spills. 

· US policy for mystery spills is to hire a wildlife response contractor for all viable wildlife with priority given to threatened or endangered species.

Points of Consensus

· Both US and Canada leave the final decision regarding wildlife response to a veterinary practitioner.

· JCP does not address 1 treatment center in either country, see CANUSDIX for model.

Recommendations for Future Actions

· Need to communicate wildlife response plan to concerned community as early as possible in an event.

· JIC must address issue in a consolidated manner.

· USFWS, NMFS, CWS, DFO and US/Canada Customs should meet to create a mutually agreed upon checklist for documentation for use in a transboundary wildlife emergency situation.

· Need for training of community groups in hazing and baiting of wildlife prior to impact.

7.0 The Next Step

CANUSLANT 2002 was an extremely successful exercise that has identified numerous recommendations for improving our joint cross-border response capabilities.  The recommendations that have been identified in this report will be reviewed and prioritized by the Joint Response Team for the Atlantic Region.  The priorities established by the JRT will help guide cross-border contingency planning and response preparedness for the next three years.

The next CANUSLANT exercise will be a United States led exercise conducted in 2004.  
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