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EXERCISE
REPORT

Joint U.S. / Canada Response Exercise

June 13-16, 2005

Bar Harbor, Maine
An international exercise for responding to a simulated “Places of Refuge” situation and oil spill in the Gulf of Maine / Bay of Fundy.  This exercise was sponsored by the United States Coast Guard and the Canadian Coast Guard as part of the biennial joint exercises conducted under the Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan.
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Executive Summary

The CANUSLANT 2005 Joint U. S. /Canada Response Exercise was conducted in Bar Harbor, Maine from June 13th to June 16th.  The focus of the exercise was Places of Refuge.  The exercise had four dimensions with an educational component, breakout group discussion, a tabletop exercise, and an equipment deployment demonstration.  All four components were integrated, with each component helping to promote learning to set the stage for the next.  The educational component provided background and insight on why Places of Refuge is an important issue and on protocols developed in other regions that have applicability in establishing a baseline for creating a similar joint Places of Refuge annex for the Atlantic Geographic Annex.  The presentations, case studies, and panel discussion successfully enabled the breakout groups to identify major issues that could prove detrimental in a real-world Place of Refuge event. 

The ensuing tabletop exercise gave players a notional scenario involving a damaged tanker seeking entrance to Bar Harbor, Maine.  To simulate reality, U.S. players were gathered in one room, Canadians in another, and vessel interests in a third.  Scenario play raised shipboard operational issues, environmental concerns, the need for pilotage input, and the need as well for bi-national cooperation and joint decision-making between the governmental officials in the U.S. and Canada.  The sole focus of the tabletop was to prevent a catastrophic pollution incident from occurring.  The pre-incident nature of the scenario limited the role of OSRO and RO’s, except prompting some thought about the pre-staging of response equipment.  

Pertinent discussion points that will help advance future bi-national Joint Response Team and Area Committee action about Places of Refuge were: the need for a jointly accepted protocol with one country taking the lead and establishing a single point of contact for vessel operators; the need to pre-establish a list of areas of special vulnerability, such as Bar Harbor and Cobscook Bay on the U.S. side and Passamaquoddy Bay in Canada; the seasonal availability of certain Places of Refuge; the need for comprehensive pre-event assessments in the U.S. and Canada; and a great deal more, as highlighted in this report. 

Other encouraging developments during the exercise were for: the lead country to seriously search for a Place of Refuge and not immediately and automatically to direct the troubled vessel farther off the coast; the willingness of both countries to explore the best environmental and operational solution; general agreement that the protocols developed in other areas do provide a good starting place for additional discussion. 

An outstanding on-water and static display of pollution response equipment followed the table-top exercise.  

The collective input of players and observes indicate that the 2005 CANUSLANT exercise was among the best ever.  Even though it did not involve a field response to a pollution event, the focus on pre-incident planning was worthwhile and helped move the issue of Places of Refuge in a positive direction. 

Thank you to everyone who contributed their time and talent to make this exercise so successful. 

1.0   Introduction

CANUSLANT 2005 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.

A Joint US/Canada Working Group on Great Lakes Pollution developed the Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP) for Spills of Oil and other Noxious Substances. 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. In September 1983, four geographic annexes were added to the Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan, covering the Atlantic Coast, Pacific Coast, Dixon Entrance, and Beaufort Sea.

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 a required basis, with the latest revision in 2003. The Atlantic Operational Supplement (AGA) to the plan has been updated regularly to reflect changes in organizations at the regional levels with the latest revision in October 2004. To reflect proposed changes incorporated in the Joint Plan and to incorporate lessons learned from CANUSLANT 2002 and the previous exercises, a new Atlantic Geographic Annex has been drafted (replacing the Operational Supplement) and evaluated by the Coast Guards and the Joint Response Team prior to adoption.

2.
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 CCG Director of Maritime Services 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:

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

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

· Providing advisory support to the CCG OSC and the USCG OSC.

· Convened at the request of member agencies.

3.      Exercise Objectives

CANUSLANT 2005 is to educate participants on Places of Refuge and promote agreement between Canada and the United States on “Places of Refuge”.   The intent of this exercise is to:

· Identify a joint cross-border Place of Refuge decision making process;

· Identify resources and capability for response;

· Identify required criteria for the assessment process;

· Identify “Obstacles to Success”, and;

· Enhance awareness of issues related to Place of Refuge.

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

4.  Exercise Format

There were four components to CANUSLANT 2005:

Education: The opening session informed participants on various aspects of Places of Refuge through presentations, case studies, and a panel discussion.

Breakout Groups: Seven breakout groups allowed participants to focus in on pre-identified questions related to places of refuge to identify the top issues related to the breakout grouping, and develop recommendations for resolution.  Breakout groupings were: 1) Command and Control; 2) Environmental; 3) Legal; 4) Public Communication; 5) Community / Public Safety; 6) Salvage, and 7) Response.  Note that these groups were facilitated discussion groups, not organizational structures in an incident command.  Breakout groups reported out in plenary session. Further information on Breakout group purpose, topics, desired outcomes, and suggested discussion considerations are on the following page.

Tabletop Exercise: This component was a limited tabletop exercise to allow for separate U.S., Canadian, and Ship-owner response systems to initially communicate and address a place of refuge scenario. Separate rooms were established for U.S. representatives, Canadian representatives, and Ship-owner representatives.  In these rooms, the U.S. Coast Guard, Transport Canada, Canadian Coast Guard, and OSG Ship Management, Inc. led other exercise participants in a short scenario-based exercise to seek resolution to a ship in distress in a location that drove cross-border discussions on appropriate places of refuge.  The decision makers from each country convened for the final hour of the exercise to reach a conclusion together. The objective of this portion of the exercise was limited to communications and refuge decision-making, rather than establishment of an incident management system and action plans.
Equipment Deployment: An equipment deployment demonstration with U.S. Coast Guard, Canadian Coast Guard, State, and Industry equipment was conducted in conjunction with the exercise on Thursday, following the luncheon.  An on water boat tour to view the deployment was provided.

Additional Breakout Group Background:

The seven facilitated breakout groups allowed participants to have focused discussion on one facet of “Places of Refuge.”  Facilitated group discussion helped identify the top issues for that breakout area and aided the development of recommendations for resolution.  Breakout groupings were: 1) Command and Control; 2) Environmental; 3) Legal; 4) Public Communication; 5) Community / Public Safety; 6) Salvage and 7) Response.  Group assignments were made considering area of jurisdiction, specialty, or interest. In some cases participants were not assigned to their strongest affinity group due to room constraints, but were encouraged to stay within their assigned groups.  Because of the singular focus of this CANUSLANT on Places of Refuge, it was expected that there would be some overlap between groups (an example would be legal issues at the community level).  Groups could choose to spend time on these areas of overlap if it is a priority area for the group.

Discussion Topics: 

The design team received prepared key questions and issues for each breakout group to help begin group discussions.  The list of discussion topics were distributed to registrants in advance in the information packet.

Scenario independence: The breakout groups were not scenario-dependent.  While various scenarios may have arisen in the groups to promote discussion, the intent was to draw out issues for any possible place of refuge situation that may occur in areas subject to the CANUSLANT plan.  If scenario-based discussions were used as a key driver within a breakout group, participants were urged to think about a range of possible scenario drivers to ensure that discussion isn’t limited by scenarios considered, such as:

· Broad cargo possibilities: persistent to volatile, cargos other than oil.

· Broad situation possibilities: a ship within one country requesting a place of refuge in the other. Either country may be ship’s source, destination, or simply subject to innocent passage. Consider seasonal impacts on decisions concerning selecting a Place of Refuge.

· Broad solution possibilities: hold position; continue voyage, move offshore, intentional scuttling, or place of refuge.

Breakout Desired Outcomes: Each breakout group received ten minutes of presentation, followed by five minutes of Q & A at the plenary session to present their results. Each group presented the following information for the top three to five issues discussed by the group:

· Issue 

· Key discussion points

· Points of Consensus

· Challenges to Resolution

· Recommended Future Actions 

The group facilitator received an information collection form and PowerPoint template to facilitate presentation of this information, and help collect data for this exercise report.

5.
 Education Component

An educational component was an important piece of CANUSLANT 2005, and served to provide background and insight on why Places of Refuge is an important issue and on protocols developed in other regions that have applicability in establishing a baseline for creating a similar joint Places of Refuge annex for the Atlantic Geographic Annex.  The presentations, case studies, and panel discussion successfully enabled the breakout groups to identify major issues that could prove detrimental in a real-world Place of Refuge event. 
The following individuals and topical presentations were provided on Monday afternoon and Tuesday morning to establish a common knowledge framework and inspire discussion and critical thinking on the issue in the following breakout groups and tabletop exercise.  Most presentations are available on the JRT website at http://www.uscg.mil/d1/staff/m/jrt/ (browse to CANUSLANT 2005).

Presentations
	Topic
	Presenter
	Affiliation

	Whales and of the Gulf of Maine & Bay of Fundy 
	Dr. Sean Todd
	Professor of Marine Biology and Oceanography, College of the Atlantic

	Places of Refuge – T/V PRESTIGE and other case studies
	Joe Cox
	President, American Chamber of Shipping

	Additional U.S. and Canadian Case Studies
	CDR Roger Laferriere

Mihai Balaban
	USCG Atlantic Strike Team 
Transport Canada, Atlantic Region

	Ship Safety Presentation 
	Richard Cobanli
	Transport Canada

	Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task 

Force Places of Refuge Project
	Jean Cameron
	Executive Coordinator,

Pacific States/ British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force


Panel Discussion:

Shipper and National Authority Viewpoints on Places of Refuge

	Jack Robinson
	Vice President for U.S. Operations, OSG Ship Management, Inc.

	Richard Fairbanks
	President, Titan Maritime representing Marine Response Alliance

	John Bass
	 P&I Club Representative from Thompson, Bull, Furey, Bass, and MacColl, LLC in Portland Maine

	William Scott
	 Regional Director Transport Canada, Marine Safety

	Elpida Agathocleous
	 Legal Services Unit of Transport Canada, Ottawa

	CAPT Fred Kenney
	U.S. Coast Guard, Legal Officer and Staff Judge Advocate for the First Coast Guard District, in Boston, Massachusetts

	Rob Turner
	Transport Canada, Manager of Navigation Safety and Radiocommunications in the Marine Safety Directorate of Transport Canada in Ottawa, and is the lead rep on Places of Refuge

	LCDR Paul Albertson
	U. S. Coast Guard, currently serving at Coast Guard headquarters as Chief, Port & Environmental Management Division in the Marine Safety Office of Response, and is the lead on Places of Refuge.

	Scott Lundgren, Moderator
	U.S. Coast Guard, First District


6.
 Issues & Results for Breakout Group Discussion
This section provides the breakout groups established in CANUSLANT 2005, identifies the facilitator or facilitation team, summarizes the issues provided to the breakout group for discussion, and captures the outputs from each group.  This information is the critical result of the exercise and help define the way ahead for the Joint Response Team and Atlantic Geographic Annex planning.  The results from each group are generally in the following format:

· Topic

· Key Discussion Points

· Challenges

· Recommendations
6.1.   Command and Control Issues
Facilitator:
Lee Foresman, USCG NSFCC


Issues to be discussed:

· Weighing tradeoffs across a border

· Influence of ships origin or destination

· Changes from ‘typical’ cross-border response

· Locus of decision-making: operational, JRT, political involvement

Command & Control Breakout Group Summaries

6.1.1. Need For Timely Decision Making / Vertical Communication:
· Need For Timely Decision Making

· Success Linked To Vertical Communication Up Chain-Of-Command
Key Discussion Points:

· Situation Dependent

· Prior Planning Can Assist / Builds Vertical Trust

· Accurate Information To Right People At Right Time

Challenges:

· Consensus For Pre Planning May Be Impossible

· Impossible To Define All Situations 
Recommendations:

· Internal And External Planning Updates / Alignments

· JRT & Member Organizations Task Owners

6.1.2. Identify Appropriate Strategy:

· Need To Identify Appropriate Strategy / Alternatives

Key Discussion Points:

· Need For Standard Risk Assessment

· Need For Standard Consequence Assessment

Challenges:

· On Scene Assessment Critical

· Big Logistics Tail

· Labor / Time Intensive

· Is JCP Invoked And Atlantic Geographic Annex Used

· What Is Right Mechanism For Documentation

· ID JRT Role As Consultants For Non CANUSLANT Incidents

Recommendations:

· Standardize Risk/Consequence Assessment

· Pacific Plan Current Benchmark

· JRT / OSC’s Process Owners

6.1.3. Information Flow to All Stakeholders:

· Information Management Key Success Factor To Port Of Refuge Incident
Key Discussion Points:

· Consistent Message On Both Sides Of The Border

· Need To Obtain Vertical Support For Message Quickly

· Tailor To Local Needs

Challenges:

· Speaking With One Voice

· Maintaining Consistency / Staying On Message

· Pressure To Change Message

Recommendations:

· Joint Information Process

· Baseline Information Guidance For All

· Obtain Political Buy-in

6.2.  Environmental

Facilitation Team:
LT Ben Wetherill, USCG


Sinc Dewis, Environment Canada

Issues to be discussed:

· Identifying Risks

· Remediation / Restoration

· Legal / Legislation / Liability for Government

· Trade Offs – Values
Environmental Breakout Group Summaries

6.2.1. Places of Refuge for Large Vessels

Summary:

· Ships greater than a certain tonnage (100,000 - 300,000 DWT) are limited to only a few PORs given their draft requirement.  Such areas, including lightering areas, should be identified and inventoried.

Key Discussion Points:

· Large vessels vs. small vessels

· Lightering

· Pre-Designation or not

Challenges:

· Identify these areas

· Conduct inventories

· Resources at risk

· Environmental, cultural, economic

· Mitigation, response & recovery capacity

· Ability to protect, capacity to recover (ecologically, economically, etc.)

Recommendations:

· Working group

6.2.2. Areas of Special Vulnerability

Summary:

· Identification of areas that represent particular sensitivity.  These areas, by virtue or their economic or environmental or other sensitivity, represent such importance that special consideration should be given (and, perhaps, special authorities) to threatening potential impacts by using them as PORs.

Key Discussion Points:

· Qualification requirements

· Endangered species, biological, socio-economic, tourism

Challenges:

· Agree on “special sensitive areas” qualifications.

· Science vs. Politics

· Canadian versus US laws

Recommendations:

· Define “Areas of Special Vulnerability”.

· Develop semi-quantitative or stakeholder driver selection criteria in order to dull political influence. 

· Exam relevant Canadian & US laws for conflict and overlap
6.2.3. Develop a decision engine to make qualitative decisions
Summary:

· For an issue as controversial and locally relevant as this, it would be helpful to have an agreed upon decision engine to rely on, such as a risk assessment matrix, decision-tree or checklist.

Key Discussion Points:

· Elements of risk

· Resource at risk

· Probability of impact (case based)

· Vulnerability (resource type, seasonality, etc.)

· Recovery Potential

· Mitigation/Protection capacity 

· Risk “ranking”  (weighting, consequence of loss)

· Likely stakeholder based

· Data availability

Challenges:

· Development of decision engine

· Elements of the engine

· Weighting of elements

Recommendations:

· Targeted working group

6.2.4. Liability:

· Govn’t agencies face liability issues in as much as decisions are made outside of a pre-agreed mechanism.  As long as the recommendations are based on sound technical information and made in accordance with an approved plan, the exposure of the individual environmental agencies is limited.
External Influences:

· Ext. influences (stakeholders, media, NGOs, etc) must be included, but when:
· Development of the decision engine?

· During the decision process?

· Following the decision?

6.3.  Legal

Facilitation Team:
Ken MacInnis, SOPF


CAPT. Fred Kenney, USCG D1

Issues to be discussed:

· Legal Authority – Applicable guidelines/IMO?

· Liability issues / civil & criminal

· Liability of directing a ship

Legal Breakout Group Summaries
The Top Three:

· Various liabilities and their impact on the decision making process

· Jurisdictional issues in Canada

· International Law

· Absolute right to place of refuge? 

Vs. 

·  Absolute right to bar entry?

6.3.1.  Liability and the decision making process
Issue:

· Could differences in liabilities between U.S / CN law affect decision on granting / denying place of refuge?
Government Liability:

· Both US / CN officials well insulated (civil & criminal) 
· Canada offers better protection

· Differences between op and policy decisions (Canada)
· Key factors in reducing risk to decision makers

· Sound policy to support decision makers

· Robust documentation of process (U.S. / CN support teams)

· Reasonableness vs. Proportionality

Local governments (state, provincial, municipal):
· Likely not liable in U.S. or CN
Private ports and facilities:
· As decision to admit likely made federally, seems to be little exposure in U.S. or CN, but:

· ATHOS I case showed potential for delay while surety negotiated

· CN marine act: qualified right of refusal by ports, potential conflict re: federal override
Salvors / private responders:

· OSRO / RO protection well defined in U.S. & CN, but transborder ops may raise an issue

· Salvors more exposed – especially if not acting under Govn’t direction  

· Neither CN nor U.S.  a party to 1976 convention limiting salvor liability

· U.S. Jones Act / CN coasting trade act still an issue 

Cargo owners:

· Likely not liable in northeast U.S., potential in other states

· Potential statutory (CEPA) liability in CN 

Classification Societies:

· Current view is class well insulated, should be no bar to information gathering, advice throughout process 
Shipowners / Masters:
· Civil liability well defined in both U.S. / CN

· Criminal liability an issue in U.S.

· U.S. decision makers need to manage criminal investigation to avoid interference with response

Recommendations:

· US NRT MOU on coordination of criminal investigations should be finalized

· US / CN transboundary places of refuge guidance should contain liability comparisons for background

· CN override of port refusal to accept ship should be resolved

· Transborder OSRO / RO liability protection should be clarified
· Jones act / CN coasting trade act issues should be resolved
6.3.2.  Jurisdiction
Issue:

· While U.S. decision making structure well defined, CN transport/policy, coast guard / operational structure still requires further coordination

· Should not affect transboundary ops – USCG will still call CCG.

Recommendations:

· Canada should consider clarifying transport / CCG roles & responsibilities re: non-pollution events, places of refuge 

· JRT/JCP should be modified accordingly

6.3.3.  International Law
Issue:

· Absent humanitarian considerations:

· Does an absolute right to place of refuge exist?

· Does absolute right to deny entry exist?
Discussion:

· Two “absolute” rights mutually exclusive, but force current decision makers to operate in an uncertain legal environment

Recommendations:

· US / CN should request IMO revisit places of refuge to develop clear law

· Joint US / CN paper to IMO  
6.4. Public Communication

Facilitation Team:
Glenn Angell, Maine DEP


Jon Stone, Environment Canada

Issues to be discussed:

· Audience Segmenting

· How communicators present outcomes

· Different publics in a POR situation

· Types of messages via which channels

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Communications/Public Information Breakout Group Summaries 
6.4.1. Audience/Message segmentation
Summary:

· Communications prepares and maintains “the environment” for successful operations

· Communications must address diverse issues and corresponding information needs surrounding the issue of Places of Refuge (POR)
Key Discussion Points:

· Communication needs of operations must be identified

· Messages must be tailored yet appropriate for all audiences

· Operational communications must support the overall messaging through direct contact with specialized audiences

Message Matrix (messages need to be defined by group/issue):
	
	Local Public
	Local Govn’t.
	Interest

Groups
	Industry

	NIMBY


	?
	?
	?
	?

	Economic

+/-


	?
	?
	?
	?

	Safety


	?
	?
	?
	?

	Ecological

Issues


	?
	?
	?
	?

	Political

Liability


	?
	?
	?
	?


Challenges:

· Internal linkages between public affairs and unified command

· Identify appropriate spokespeople

· Vicious bad communication cycle

Recommendations:
· Identify your audiences

· Identify their issues

· Unity of messages
6.4.2. Places of refuge issues/messages
Summary:

· “Closest, most appropriate” location-what does it mean?

· There are certain messages that we can ID for POR

· Perceived success will be determined by communications

Key Discussion Points:

· NIMBY and allies
Challenges:
· We are bringing the problem to the place

· POR can be an emotional issue

Recommendations:
· Turn “us/them” into “we”

· Follow an established and agreed upon process i.e. CANUSLANT (stakeholders)
Do / Do Not
	Do:

· Be prepared – have messages ready and approved

· “We’re on it”

· Educate on risks and benefits

· Focus on unified command and process

· Listen

· Empower

· “win-win”


	Do Not:

· Blame
· Sugar coat
· Use terms “greater good”, “you people”; jargon
· Create no win situations
· Ignore community concerns (blog etc.)



6.4.3. Levels of Engagement
Summary:

· Lifecycle of event

· While not communicating is never an option, the methods need to be strategic

· Message(s) need(s) to be clear
Key Discussion Points:

· Key players must be engaged early

· Being passive in communications entails its own risk (lost credibility/control)
Challenges:
· Need agreement on approach with all entities
Recommendations:
· If you are not actively engaging the public/media, you need to ready to do so

· Balance the risks of an active/responsive approach

· Don’t forget the details
6.5.  Community / Public Safety

Facilitation Team:
Shawn Clarke, PSEPC


Joe LeClair, Canadian Coast Guard

Issues to be discussed:

· Local sensitivities in decision making process

· Implications to a community

Community / Public Safety Breakout Group Summaries
6.5.1. Communications / Education

Summary:

· Enhance understanding of POR issues at the community level

Key Discussion Points:

· PRE-EVENT community needs to understand what a POR is and given an opportunity to provide input

· EVENT  there will be special communications requirements for the POR community

· POST-EVENT  there may be impacts requiring continued communcations

Challenges:

· Overcoming negativity / apathy

· Diversity of the sites (population, aboriginal, environment, financial, infrastructure)

· Time constraints 

Recommendations:

· Outreach to key stakeholders and elected officials

· Develop a common education package/template package

· Develop a POR communications plan

6.5.2. Identify Potential POR
Summary:

· An inventory of potential POR does not currently exist.

Key Discussion Points:

· Identifying specific POR is not the goal 

· Identification of criteria for assessment

Challenges:

· Developing the criteria

· Identifying data sources

· Collecting data and analyzing 
Recommendations:
· Establish a working group to evaluate and modify the USCG Pacific Area / Pacific States BC Oil Spill Task Force Area Plan Annex for places of refuge

· Review any existing data sources (e.g. area contingency plans…)

6.5.3. Template of Community Sensitivities
Summary:

· Capture community sensitivities with common template 

Key Discussion Points:

· Uniqueness of each potential POR community 

· Variety of cargoes, vessels and POR requirements 

Challenges:

· Infrastructure, social, economic, cultural, public safety, financial, environmental, area demographics…

Recommendations:

· Establish working group to develop generic template 

· Involve communities (key stakeholders) in the process 

6.6.  Salvage

Facilitation Team:
Lyle Hall, Maine DEP


CDR Roger Laferriere, USCG

     Issues to be discussed:

· Initial Notification

· Salvors Liability

· Customs / Immigration
Salvage Breakout Group Summaries
6.6.1. Communications
Summary:

· Needs to be early, continuous and focused through one point of contact

Key Discussion Points:

· Establish and maintain communications right away

· Communication Chain Is Owner to Class Society, Salvor and Regulatory

Challenges:

· Setup of Salvage Contract

· Dealing with Multiple Government Agencies

Recommendations:

· Get Quick Assessment feedback and coordinate distribution

· Maintain single point of government contact throughout

· Decision for which type of salvage contract should be in one to two hours

· Need to bring your own Communications
6.6.2. Initial Assessment
Summary:

· Initial assessment is vital to determining the appropriate course of action

Key Discussion Points:

· Crew provides a preliminary assessment and forwards initial incident information

· Crew needs to conduct a detailed assessment, later to be confirmed by salvor

Challenges:

· Technical communications (Cell phones, fax…)

· Initial Assessment may take several hours

· Getting accurate and timely information

· Appropriate updates for situation

Recommendations:

· Photos should be taken and sent to decision makers

· Packaged response based on initial assessment
6.6.3. On Scene Assessment
Summary:

· Vital to confirming the request for a place of refuge or other salvage options

Key Discussion Points:

· Confirms situation or condition and provides more technical information to make informed decision

· Boarding Team should consist of Class, Coast Guard or TC, Salvor and Owner rep (6-8)

· Getting on the ship often turns into a big deal

Challenges:

· Site Safety Plan

· Salvor needs to be on scene to complete assessment and establish salvage plan. Government must understand plan will not be available till salvage team is on board

· Having the right platform and assembling the team then transit time for people and gear

· What to do with vessel while team is in transit
Recommendations:

· Do an overflight with Photos

· Team would be comprised of: Class society, Owner rep, enough salvor personnel for at least one watch (6-8). Highly dependant on event.

· As Salvage team is arriving, a decision is also being made as to where to send ship
6.6.4. Resources
Summary:

· Understanding the situation to know what resources are needed and available is critical

Key Discussion Points:

· Resources are limited in terms of availability and accessibility

· Location of resources may dictate choice for Place of Refuge

· For Gulf of Maine, tugs with shipboard firefighting only available out of Canada

· Jones Act

Challenges:

· Availability and Location

· Nearly all US flagged lightering options are under existing contracts

· Disposal of Cargo

· Crew relief would be resource intensive, especially in the case of a fire

· Weather impacts everything

· Contracts and Insurance

Recommendations:

· Determine all salvage resources for the Gulf of Maine. Detail what you will have and where you will put it.

· Streamline cross border waiver for resources

· Crew is a vital resource leave them onboard to assist salvage operation as necessary
Future Discussions:

· Political Considerations

· Operations

· Security

· Media
· National Salvage Plan

· Salvor Liability

· Criminal Liability

6.7.  Response
      Facilitation Team:


Richard Ward, Canadian Coast Guard


Joe Couch, U.S. Coast Guard Atlantic Area

      Issues to be discussed:

· Response equipment capability

· Respondability Factor

· Equipment expectations

· Place of Refuge request influenced by existing contracts

· Does Place of Refuge request influence response posture

Response Breakout Group Summaries

6.7.1. Response Equipment Capability
Summary:

· Although incident specific, response equipment capability will normally play a small factor in determining a place of refuge.

Key Discussion Points:

· Equipment can be easily mobilized

· Significant amount of resources available for spill response and security

· Incident dependent

Challenges:

· Season of the year, weather

· Marine firefighting

· Type of incident or ship
· Port Security Issues
Recommendations:

· Immediate mobilization and pre-staging of equipment upon selection of POR

· Assess availabilities, jurisdictions and capabilities of marine fire fighting 

· Exercise AGA communications plan

6.7.2. “Respondability” Factors
Summary:

· Although incident specific, “respondability” factors (currents, staging, and access) should be given consideration in determining a place of refuge.

Key Discussion Points:

· How critical is the condition of the ship?

· Once POR has been selected, expectations for normal response activities do not change.

· Availability of port facilities vs. more remote location 

Challenges:

· Logistical support for remote locations

· Physical characteristics of the environment. 

Recommendations:

· Assess non-port areas for use as a POR. 

6.7.3. Place of Refuge influenced by existing response contracts
Summary:

· Contracts may or may not already be in place for cross jurisdictional responses.  Liability issues and commercial obligations may be the determining factor of response activities.

Key Discussion Points:

· Border crossing of contractors

· Response organizations will work on ‘their’ side of border unless requested  and authorized

Challenges:

· NAFTA Issues?

· Border Access - passports

Recommendations:

· JRT examine mutual aid agreement regarding cross-border commercial  equipment and personnel
7. Exercise Scenario for Tabletop Exercise

At approximately 1030 this date an OSG Ship Management operated product tanker, the M/T DELPHINA (Flag: Marshall Islands, Classification Society: ABS, Length: 185.96M, Breadth: 27.43M, Depth: 17.00M, Build Date: 1988, Double Sided, Single Bottom, loaded draft 12 Meters), with a split cargo of diesel oil and regular gasoline en-route to Boston, MA at position 44°-03’N and 67°-31’W is struck aft of midships on the starboard side by a dry bulk carrier en-route to a port in New Brunswick, Canada.  The bulk carrier sustains minor damage to it bulbous bow and is capable of continuing on her voyage.  The M/T DELPHINA however was struck below the waterline on the starboard side in way of No. 3 Starboard Ballast Tank, sustaining an undetermined amount of damage.  The initial damage assessment performed by the crew reveals water in the ballast tank.  Upon further examination oil is detected on the surface of the ballast tank and the ship has taken on a slight starboard list.  Soundings of the cargo tanks reveal a slight loss of cargo in No. 6 Center Cargo Tank.  The vessel has already crossed into US waters, so the Master calls the USCG to report that he is concerned for the structural integrity of the vessel.  Severe weather conditions are expected in the Gulf of Maine within the next 24-36 hours, so the tabletop begins with the master indicating a need for a Place of Refuge to assess the damage and possibly lighter cargo (the exercise on June 16, 2005 commences with this request).

8.  Tabletop Exercise Results
The tabletop exercise allowed separate U.S., Canadian, and Ship-owner response systems to conduct initial communications to address a place of refuge scenario and request.  The decision makers from each country convened for the final hour of the exercise to reach a conclusion together using education and response plan models provided earlier in the week. The participants limited tabletop play to communications and refuge decision-making, ultimately reviewing and ruling out a variety of potential choices based on the review factors listed in model plans, and as the exercise concluded, were in the process of selecting a Place of Refuge on the Nova Scotia coast in the Bay of Fundy that took into consideration the decision factors.
The exercise highlighted the value of a single point of contact for vessel operators; the benefits of having pre-assessed Places of Refuge as well as Areas of Special Vulnerability; the seasonal availability of certain places of refuge.
It was beneficial to work through an exercise where the lead country seriously searched for a place of refuge without immediately and automatically directing the troubled vessel farther off the coast.  Both countries were willing to explore the best environmental and operational solution, and there was general agreement that the protocols developed in other areas do provide a good starting place for additional discussion.
The artificiality of the exercise provided for solutions that did not have an advocate present.  A possible place of refuge site was identified in the tabletop within the Province of Nova Scotia, a non-player in the exercise.  The identification of a possible Nova Scotia site was still at the beginning stage when the exercise ended, underscoring the need for greater bi-national communication and better public information about places of refuge as a key component of future success. 
9.  The Next Step

CANUSLANT 2005 was an extremely successful exercise that has identified numerous recommendations for Places of Refuge decision making between both U.S. and Canada.  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 two years.

The next CANUSLANT exercise will be a Canada led exercise conducted in 2007.
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Appendix 1 - Participant Evaluation and Comment Forms Summary



Very
Waste of


Useful
Time

	Overall Usefulness of Exercise
	10
	9
	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	
	27%
	40%
	30%
	3%
	
	
	
	
	
	









         Strongly      
                  Strongly








          Agree              
                  Disagree

	Ability to Meet Exercise Objectives
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The exercise helped improve cooperation between members of the U.S. and Canadian response communities.
	61%
	31%
	3%
	3%
	

	The exercise helped address outstanding and relevant issues for bi-national cross border response.
	47%
	42%
	8%
	
	

	This exercise has enhanced our joint cross border planning and preparedness efforts.
	64%
	31%
	6%
	
	







       


  Strongly
      
           Strongly








        
  Agree   
           
           Disagree

	CANUSLANT Format and Content
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	Overall Sequence: 
The sequence of events was a beneficial exercise format 
(education, breakouts, tabletop, equipment deployment)
	69%
	28%
	3%
	
	

	The outcomes from this exercise will help to drive corrective actions for the following year.
	49%
	38%
	12%
	
	

	Education component (presentations and panel)
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The education component informed participants about Places of Refuge issues.
	75%
	19%
	6%
	
	

	The education sessions were at the right level for participants.
	56%
	39%
	6%
	
	

	The proper amount of time was spent on education.
	61%
	20%
	19%
	
	

	The education component was a beneficial part of CANUSLANT 2005
	81%
	14%
	6%
	
	







       


  Strongly
      
           Strongly








        
  Agree   
           
           Disagree

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Breakout Group component
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The breakout group component allowed participants to communicate on a facet of the Places of Refuge issue.
	47%
	47%
	6%
	
	

	Breakout Group facilitators were beneficial to the sessions.
	63%
	31%
	6%
	
	

	The proper amount of time was spent on Breakout sessions. 
	44%
	50%
	3%
	3%
	

	The Breakout Group component was a beneficial part of CANUSLANT 2005
	63%
	31%
	6%
	
	


                                                                                                                                     Strongly   
                            Strongly

                                                                                                                                       Agree       
                            Disagree
	Tabletop Exercise component
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The Tabletop session helped participants to respond to future Places of Refuge situations.
	48%
	36%
	12%
	3%
	

	The Tabletop involved the appropriate level of detail.
	38%
	38%
	18%
	6%
	

	The proper amount of time was spent on the Tabletop.
	38%
	35%
	18%
	9%
	

	The Tabletop Exercise was a beneficial part of CANUSLANT 2005
	62%
	29%
	9%
	
	

	Equipment Demonstration/Deployment
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The simultaneous equipment deployment was a beneficial part of CANUSLANT 2005.  
[Note: 64% of respondents left this question blank]
	38%
	46%
	15%
	
	


                                                                                                                                     Strongly   
                            Strongly

                                                                                                                                       Agree       
                            Disagree

	Exercise Support & Materials
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The Participants Handbook provided a good overview of the exercise agenda, objectives, and format.
	67%
	31%
	3%
	
	

	It was helpful to receive the Issue Papers for the breakout groups in advance of the exercise.
	57%
	37%
	3%
	3%
	

	Registration was timely and efficient.
	86%
	14%
	
	
	

	Exercise staff was professional.
	100%
	
	
	
	

	Exercise staff was well organized and helpful.
	92%
	8%
	
	
	

	The site for the exercise was adequate.
	66%
	23%
	11%
	
	


Exercise Objectives Comments

· There was some excellent discussion in the environmental group.  There will be some need for additional working groups.

· With the new 2005 matrix being developed for issue prioritization will the remaining unresolved issues from the 2002 matrix be carried over to 2005?

· Suggest having charts, tide tables and coast pilot of the area available.
· Jones Act implementation

· Objectives focused on a specific issue and gave all a chance for input.
· Exercise accomplished much in minimum time with respect to outlying steps both countries would consider and take during a spill.
· Need more local political input.
· Panel discussion had interesting speakers; however, a panel format is poor at best for conveying info.
· Issues still remain however much progress has been made.  Can not afford to loose the momentum.
· I believe the key to success of CANUSLANT 05 was the decision to focus on a current relevant issue and combine the four elements of education, focus group, exercise and development.
· Provide one more (essential) opportunity to meet face to face with others would be involved in a response situation.
· Always find the exercise interesting and well organized, educational.  Dedication of the presenters, facilitators and attendees is always impressive.
· Would have preferred to see a longer exercise position; while the breakout groups were effective I thought insufficient time was given for testing in exercise play.
Exercise Format Comments

· The discussion was very productive.
· More time needed.
· Format Change worked well to bring out different points and perspective therefore helping overall understanding by all parties.
· Breakout group:  Keeping the slide show to 15 min was important for brevity in presentation; much vital material was lost in the cropping needed to condense material for the presentation.  Two to 3 hours of breakout time would have allowed for more substantive issues.
· TTX may have been enhanced by greater US Customs involvement if the Delphina went to Searsport creating a scenario for Canadian assistance in lightering.

· The exercise could provide an opportunity to test POR draft doc at TC.  Risk assessment was mentioned several times during 3 days but not demonstrated during TTX.  Future should include session on risk assessment techniques as appropriate for selection of POR.

· Superb panel on June 13.  Surprised at poor level of participation by audience; however, with the panel in particular, but with other presenters as well.  Some presenters either needed more time (for good reasons) others needed to cut back and focus, possibly prompting more discussion.
· As an EPA OSC which is normally responsible for inland responses the educational components (shipping safety, clubs, etc) were very interesting.  Rarely are we called to assist the COTP and this educational process will help me understand some of the complexities of a POR situation and / or marine spill.

· Set up at past CANUSLANT seemed more conducive to TTX (Eastport).
· I see many new faces; perhaps every 3rd or 4th exercise a true 2-2.5 day, real life exercise should be held.  My early days I found the realism, stress in house plan activation very helpful.  The TTX went right up to the minister level. There found many flaw in the system.  Knowing who does what on both sides of the line is most helpful.

· Could have used a little more time in Breakout Groups to formulate more than 3 main issues (4-5) and also more time for presentations.
· Exercise portion was poorly organized; participants were not adequately briefed on their roles.  This part started very flat and it was difficult to determine who in the room were participants and who were observers.

Exercise Support Comments

· The exercise site was very good and the lunches were very good

· Even the weather was realistic - always changing

· Issue papers tended to lock workgroups in.  The WG and facilitators staffed with expertise are able to generate their own issues.  The site is not air conditioned for hot days.
· A bit crowded at times even with no shows; beautiful scenery and great staff great atmosphere.
· Very well organized.
· Monday weather created difficulty for many people, really hot and humid.  Staff and lunches were very helpful and happy.
· Recorders and documented summary to follow exercise will give participants a record for reference in moving ahead.
· Thanks for keeping it to essentials rather than producing too much (and perhaps poorly organized material).
· All participants should have received all the issue papers to least get an idea at the full range of issues.
· The hotel next to the facility was great.  Good choice of location.  Some days are long.  Also cutting break time is not a good idea since part of the exercise is to touch base with new and past participants.

· Need to ensure adequate access to communications (Internet and cell phone).
Participant's Top Cross-Border Issues:

· Decision engine

· Jones act

· Customs issues, esp. response gear 

· Understanding the concerns

· Putting together detailed tools to help decide place of refuge

· Comms

· Further Discussions and breakout working groups

· Maintain personnel relationships thru meetings and exercises

· Conduct a future CANUSLANT exercise with a "virtual" UC initially then on day 2/3 bring the UC to a central location to respond to an incident

· Joint live on water exercise

· Improve on mutual assistance agreements to facilitate staff and equipment flowing as quickly and safety as possible in both directions.  Waivers etc..

· Transboundary movement of equipment (Jones Act issues)

· Improve funding mechanisms for joint response or requests for assistance

· Exercise

· Communcations, interagency and public

· Developing a "decision engine" to aid in a decision of a place of refuge in the case of a spill event

· More emphasis on custom issues and possible conflicts

· resolve or develop a process w/ the US CBP  to expedite the transit of equip, staff and resources across the border

· Knowing your counterpart

· ID super sensitive areas from socio-economic areas 

· Timely activation of JRP

· Current analysis for Halifax harbor

· Better definition of lead agency and better definition of roles and responsibilities

Participant Secondary Priorities

· Legal issue

· Mutual aid between nations

· Restrictive / protective legislation

· Working through them

· Put together "canned" info packet for __ that describes CANUSLANT, ICS and the initial response stages so they can be released to the public while everyone is getting up to speed on the particular spill

· Coordination

· Registry of contacts

· Exercise the Jones act wavier process

· Continued and frequent communications
· Weigh environment concerns jointly established, rating systems that are in synch across border.  Freedom of info is paramount.
· Jurisdiction issue ref Canada Marine Act + CSA (e.g.  override authority between port and TC)

· Form MOU with TC & CCG to allow forum to address VRP reciprocity 

· Travel to each other

· Liability

· Further improvement of process and documentation of process and procedures that may need to happen in a real event

· Exercise the UC for POR

· Legal cross border issues -CBP

· Improved contacts with media, community, economy, tourism

· Timely and frequent communications between OSC and JRT

· Develop a compensation tool or process

· Designate possible PORs

· Testing of joint rather than separate responses; this aspect was artificial

Participant Tertiary Priorities:

· Communications

· Continue to exercise

· IMO issues beyond human life and safety

· Documenting for posterity

· Improvement of the cross border legal complications involving worker and equipment utilization

· Exercise the JRT plan, I didn't see anyone open up and use the plan.  Does it need updating?

· Regular updates on changes or progress about cross-border responses

· Possibility of 1 modeling system - 1 decision making process

· Operationalize the IMO guidelines and develop a Canadian Plan

· Clarify roles, authorities and responsibility of TC and CCG

· Community buy-in to the POR issue

· Consider expanding the POR concept to include security and WMD type incidents. (Lemon drop) in NY/NJ.  How would this work in with CANUSLANT

· Meeting the players

· When should there be political involvement in the decision making?  How in terms of process

· Liability; when is the annex de-activated - what criteria; cross borders movement of resources

· Complete the matrix or decision tree to select where a vessel should go

· ID and organize regional experts who should be contacted in the event of a POR request

Participant Suggestions for Future Exercise Topics:

· We discussed issues beyond places of refuge and pollution. We should select another issue such as security or disaster response to look at.

· Evaluate the BC annex

· Beyond my education level at this time

· Continue work on POR and education of the public

· The common theme amongst the breakout groups was the development of a risk mgmt decision aid.  Hopefully the JRT will charter a workgroup for the development of this tool.  I will be happy to participate if needed.

· Need more local politics - the NIMBY attitude was not as strongly prevalent as it is likely to really be in an actual case

· What cross border Govn’t resources are available?  Does the response community know the resources?  What if any role would Maine Div at response services be asked to play in a Canadian incident

· LNG terminals, traffic jams. Realistic models of ship traffic expansion in the future impacts on this region

· Salvage and lightering issues, clarification of liabilities, how to address a security event and invoking the Joint Plan?  How does the security event impact the joint plan

· Cross border movement involve CBP and Canadian equiv.

· Port of refuge - CANUSLANT initialization at various times of the year (winter, peak summer, foul weather, terrorist activities and worst case scenario.
· I wonder how Steve G could suggest saving US wildlife is more important that Canadian

· Further use of modeling tools and simulate "decision engine"; development of matrix discussed as recommendations

· Comms and organization in a spill that covers a large geographic area.  This way be a medium sixed off-shore spill that impacts long stretches of coastline

· WMD / Security

· Acronyms ID; pre-exercise online info or in participant handbook

· Dispersants in US/Canada waters

· Exercise actual steps to close a spill response; how to open a fishery; how do people get paid for claims; how clean is clean; if gear did cross the border - can we get it back

Overall adequacy of exercise

· The owner was assaulted by info requests from both governments.  Having the lead Govn’t, i.e., the area in which the incident occurs; deal with the owner on behalf of both governments is move efficient, unified and effective.  The two governments should work together in a unified fashion.  Modern tech allows the two governments to form a virtual joint UC.

· Feel good but feel objectives were not exercised as they might be

· Create CANUSLANT reference book; possible CD for participants.  Take back reference would be great

· Firmly believe the JRT needs to meet to discuss issues more frequently

· Thank you- always improve - good level of joint exercise maintain and keep fresh coordination

· I really need to see the CDN team become more exercised and more effective

· Cont joint exercises- some TTX mixed with "hands-on" exercises would be useful

· Results are cumulative; keep building on success

· Yes, seemed like there was considerable cooperation's and willingness to share resources and info

· There is a need to ensure all potential CANUSLANT participants attend (ie. 1'st nations/ tribes, etc.)

Appendix 2. Participating Agencies and Organizations

	Canada

Canadian Coast Guard

Maritimes Region

Newfoundland Region

Quebec Region

National Region

Legal Services

Department of Fisheries and Oceans

     Communications

     Habitat

Environment Canada

Canada Wildlife Service

Legal Services

Transport Canada

     Marine Safety

     Legal Services

Public Safety & Emergency Preparedness   

     Canada

Canada Border Services Agency

Canadian Food Inspection Agency

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada

Department of National Defense

Queens Harbour Master

Ship Source Oil Pollution Fund

Province of New Brunswick

Environment & Local Government

Emergency Measures Organization

Agriculture, Fisheries, and Aquaculture

Public Safety

Province of Newfoundland and Labrador


	United States

U.S. Coast Guard

First Coast Guard District

Marine Safety Office Portland, ME

Marine Safety Field Office Belfast

Group Southwest Harbor, ME

Sector Boston

Sector Long Island Sound

National Strike Force Coordination Center

Atlantic Strike Team

Commandant (G-MOR)

Atlantic Area (Amr)
State of Maine

Attorney General’s Office

Department of Environmental Protection

Department of Marine Resources

Dept. of Inland Fisheries & Wildlife

State of New Hampshire

Department of Emergency Services

National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration

OR&R

Coast Survey

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Environmental Protection Agency

Department of Homeland Security-FEMA

Department of the Interior


Office of Env. Policy & Compliance

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Bureau of Indian Affairs

Park Service




Participating Agencies and Organizations (cont.)

	     Canada

Atlantic Emergency Response Team, Inc.

Irving Oil Limited

Atlantic Towing

Eastern Canada Response Corp.

Point Tupper Marine Services

Saint John Port Authority


	United States

United States Navy

Northeast Region

ABS Marine Casualty Response
Bay Ferries Limited

Chamber of Shipping of America

Marine Response Alliance

Marine Spill Response Corporation

MTI Associates

National Response Corporation

OSG Ship Management Inc.

Penobscot Bay & River Pilots

Petit Manan National Wildlife Refuge

Portland Pipeline Corporation

Shell Trading US Company

Sprague Energy

International Organizations
Roosevelt Campobello International Park

Norway/NOFI

Pacific States/British Colombia Oil Spill Task Force
Colombian Navy/USCG Int’l C&C Course
Comite Maritime International (CMI)


Appendix 3. Exercise Design Team

The following people were members of the CANUSLANT 2005 Exercise Design Team.  This group of individuals worked for the past ten months in preparation for the exercise.  Without their commitment and dedication, this exercise would never have taken place.  The Canadian and U.S. Coast Guards as well as the Joint Response Team thank the CANUSLANT 2005 Exercise Design Team for their hard work and preparation for this important exercise.  The members of the Exercise Design Team include:

Susan Atkinson
NB Environment and Local Government 

Ken Bailey
Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Mike Balaban
Transport Canada – Marine Safety

Michael A. Brazel
FEMA

Gerard Chisholm
Nova Scotia Environment and Labour

Richard Cobanli
Transport Canada – Marine Safety

Denis Daigle
NB Environment and Local Government

LCDR Joseph Gleason
U.S. Coast Guard, First Coast Guard District 

Ryan Green
Canadian Coast Guard, Maritimes Region

David Jennings
Department of Fisheries and Oceans

Steve Lehmann
NOAA

Scott Lundgren
U.S. Coast Guard, First Coast Guard District

Annie MacNeil
Environment Canada

Bill McAlister
St. Croix Estuary Project

Steve McCall
OSG Ship Management, Inc.

LT Matthew McCann
U.S. Coast Guard, MSO Portland

Andy Morton
NB Emergency Measures Organization

Barbara T. Parker
State of Maine, DEP 

Andrew Raddant
Department of Interior

LT John Reardon
U.S. Coast Guard, MSO Portland

Jack E Robinson
OSG Ship Management, Inc.

PO Kevin Silva
U.S. Coast Guard, MSO Portland

Garnet L. Spicer
Canadian Coast Guard, Maritimes Region

Robert Totten
Atlantic Emergency Response Team (ALERT)

Thomas Walker
U.S. Coast Guard, First Coast Guard District

LT Benjamin Wetherill.........................
U.S. Coast Guard, MSO Portland
Appendix 4. Acronyms

AGA


Atlantic Geographic Annex

AOS


Atlantic Operational Supplement

CBP


U.S. Customs and Border Patrol
CCG


Canadian Coast Guard
CEPA


Canadian Environmental Protection Act

CN


Canada

COTP


Captain of the Port
CSA


Canada Shipping Act

DEP


Department of Environmental Protection
DFO


Department of Fisheries and Oceans

ICS


Incident Command System

IJC


International Joint Commission
IMO


International Maritime Organization
JCP


Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan

JRT


Joint Response Team

MLCLANT

U.S. Coast Guard Maintenance & Logistics Command, Atlantic
NAFTA

North American Free Trade Association
NB


New Brunswick

NIMBY

Not In My Back Yard


NMFS

National Marine Fisheries Service
NOAA

National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration
NGO


Non Government Organization
NRDA

Natural Resources Damage Assessment
NRT


National Response Team
NS


Nova Scotia
OSC


On-Scene Commander (Canada)

OSC


On-Scene Coordinator (United States)

OSRO

Oil Spill Response Organization

POR


Places of Refuge

PSEPC

Public Safety Emergency Preparedness Canada
SOPF


Ship Source Oil Pollution Fund
TC


Transport Canada

TTX


Tabletop Exercise

UC


Unified Command

US


United States
USCG

United States Coast Guard

WMD


Weapons of Mass Destruction
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