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EXERCISE
REPORT

Joint U.S. / Canada Response Exercise

November 3-4, 2009

Portsmouth, NH
An international exercise for responding to a simulated oil spill in the Gulf of Maine. This exercise is sponsored by the United States Coast Guard and the Canadian Coast Guard as part of the biennial joint exercises conducted under the Joint Maritime Pollution Contingency Plan.
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1.0   Executive Summary
The United States Coast Guard (USCG), First District, in conjunction with the Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) Maritime Regions hosted CANUSLANT 2009, the required biennial Atlantic Geographic Annex response exercise.

This Table Top Exercise (TTX) occurred on November 3rd and 4th 2009, and was followed by the bi-annual Joint Response Team Meeting.  All events occurred at the Sheraton by the Bay, Portsmouth, New Hampshire, USA.  A Design Team consisting of select Canadian and U.S. representatives met several times previously to develop objectives for the TTX and ensure that the exercise design supported these objectives. Based on Participant Feedback Forms, this exercise met most of its objectives and was beneficial to all attendees.  A summary of Participant Forms is included below.

2.0   Background

The United States and Canada recognized the need for an international marine pollution contingency plan for their adjacent contiguous waters more than 30 years ago.  The first such plan was the Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan for the Great Lakes, promulgated in 1974 under the Canada-United States Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement of 1972.  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. The CANUSLANT exercise series tests the Atlantic Geographic Annex on a biennial basis.
Recommendations arising from CANUSLANT2009 will be included in the Atlantic Geographic Annex to the Joint Contingency Plan.  This updated annex is tentatively scheduled for co-signing by Canadian and Coast Guard dignitaries in June of 2011.

Across our shared maritime border, a standing Joint Response Team (JRT) coordinates contingency planning and exercises.  The JRT consists of representatives of specified agencies in Canada and the U.S. and is co-chaired by the CCG Director of Maritime Services and the USCG First District Chief of Incident Management, and is convened during a response at the request of the CCG On-Scene Commander 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; and convening to provide advice and support.

3.0  Exercise Purpose
Under the Atlantic Geographic Annex, 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:

· Ensure overall preparedness;

· Ensure and enhance the knowledge and skill of potential participants; and

· Ensure that people and resources can be effectively deployed to an environmental response incident.
The purpose of CANUSLANT2009 was to facilitate productive discussion and reach agreements on topics such as Mutual Aid, Commercial Resources, Health and Safety, and Environmental-Fisheries and Wildlife issues, and as a building blocks to SONS 2010.
4.0 Exercise Objectives

Objectives of CANUSLANT 2009 were to educate participants and promote agreements between Canada and the United States.   The intent of this exercise was to:
· Test ability of Atlantic Geographic Annex (AGA) to support Mutual Aid and cross-jurisdictional support with government resources absent immediate threat to the boundary.  

· Focus on industry resource movements and needed support under AGA/CANUSLANT based on involvement from potential Responsible Parties (RPs).

· Discuss applicability and use of Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan, AGA, and other processes in non-contiguous waters (outside Gulf of Maine/Bay of Fundy).

· Assess need for trans-boundary support in salvage and lightering due to limited resources that may prompt more cross-border resource movements.  Build additional understanding of emergency provisions, processes, and limitations, especially related to salvage and coastal trading acts. Test provisions of AGA relating to these laws and exemptions.

· Test provisions of health and safety provisions in the AGA and discuss equivalency and recognition of training issues during cross-border support.

· Test formative fisheries closure/opening plan component of AGA within CANUSLANT scenario.

· Test new draft wildlife response component of AGA within CANUSLANT scenario, including injury assessment aspects.  Due to offshore nature of scenario, discuss and assess broader capabilities of plan.

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.  

5.0  Exercise Format

Education: The opening session informed participants on various aspects of a Spill of National Significance (SONS) as well as the scheduled SONS Full Scale Exercise planned on 24-25 March 2010 in Portland, Maine within the contiguous waters of the Joint Contingency Plan (JCP).  Oil projections and plume modeling was presented.  Additional discussion occurred relative to resource restraints and the Atlantic Geographic Annex-Joint Response Team’s Roles and Responsibilities.   Representatives from both Canada and U.S., Federal, State and Provincial authorities presented their respective workgroup topics to the entire audience, which were then directed into their specific workgroups.
Breakout Groups/Table Top Exercise: Four breakout groups were established by the design team that allowed participants to focus in on pre-identified questions for each grouping.

Breakout groups were: 
1) Mutual Aid 
2) Salvage/Lightering/other Commercial Resources 
3) People, Health and Safety 
4) Environmental, Fisheries and Wildlife
Note that these were facilitated discussion groups, not organizational structures in an incident command.  Breakout groups later reported out the following day in a plenary session. Further information on breakout group purpose, topics, desired results, and suggested discussion considerations are on the following pages.

Discussion Topics: 

The design team prepared key questions and issues for each breakout group to help facilitate discussion.  The list of discussion topics were distributed to registrants in advance, and were also provided to facilitators. 
Scenario independence: The breakout groups were instructed to consider the SONS scenario in their discussions but not be constrained if other situations warranted discussion. While various scenarios may arise to promote discussion, the intent was to draw out issues relative to a cross-border incident for any possible situation that may occur in areas subject to the CANUSLANT plan.  It was urged that participants think about a range of possible outcomes if discussion was limited by the scenarios considered.  

Breakout Group Desired Outcomes:  At 10am on Day #2, each breakout group had fifteen minutes of presentation, followed by a period of Q & A at a plenary session to present their results. Each group presented the following information on the top three to five issues discussed:

· Issue 

· Key discussion points

· Points of Consensus

· Challenges to Resolution

· Recommended Future Actions 

Each Workgroup was assigned at least one facilitator to ensure cohesiveness and plenary due-outs given time restraints.  A copy of these plenary presentations is in the appendices of this exercise review.
6.0 Exercise Scenario for CANUSLANT 09’ Tabletop Exercise

The winter of 2009/2010 has been extremely cold and stormy throughout the northeastern United States and southeastern Canada.  Severe storms have belted the area with heavy snows, frigid temperatures and multiple ice storms all winter.  The toll on people and infrastructure has been building for months. The first three weeks in March have seen no let up in the weather’s assault on the area and inventories of home heating oil, vehicle fuels and jet fuel are in short supply, including gasoline and diesel fuel for emergency services (fire, police, medical, hwy. depts., etc). Port activity and commercial shipping traffic has been very limited.

SCENARIO:
Weather forecasts for late Sunday, March 21st into Monday, March 22nd indicate that the storms will subside for a few days.   Thus, a window of opportunity is anticipated which will allow much needed crude oil to a crude receiving facility in Portland.

A tank vessel, with a partial cargo of 430,000 barrels of Mayan crude oil has been slowly sailing up the east coast of the US in anticipation of being able to deliver the needed crude oil to the Northeast coast. The plan is to have it enter Casco Bay early on Monday, March 22nd and is planning on being the first vessel at the dock when this weather window of opportunity opens up.

Fifteen nautical miles east of Portland Head Light, a large fully loaded car carrier ship, navigating at normal operating speed suddenly appears out of the snow storm striking the oil tanker broadside near the bulkhead between crude oil tanks (COT’s) 3 and 4 port.  The tanker captain’s immediate actions are to sound the alarm, conduct crew accountability and injury assessment, conduct damage assessment and begin his notification process.  Due to the speed and force of the impact, the car carrier ship remains embedded in the port side.
Crude oil is on the water surface immediately surrounding the tanker and floating off to the southwest.   Compartment 3P has been breached, releasing its cargo of 69,000 barrels of a heavy crude oil.
Trajectories from the NOAA Scientific Support Coordinator indicate that there will be substantial shoreline impacts from Portland through New Hampshire by hour 48, and to Cape Ann on the Massachusetts North Shore by hour 72.
7.0 Issues for Breakout Group Discussions

WORKGROUP QUESTIONS:

	Group
	Questions

	General Questions for All Groups
	· What are the cross-boundary issues for this topic in this scenario? 

· Who are the responsible agencies for topic under scenario?

· What is the authority?  

· What are the applicable emergency exemptions?

· What is the process, what are the tools?

· Are these addressed in the plan?

· What are resolutions to any gaps?

· Are there important cross-border issues that need to be highlighted in the SONS exercise?

	Mutual Aid Processes
	Desired End State:

· A process exists to access specialized resources in the contiguous waters in a timely manner.

· The process for contracting and funding exist and is documented in the plan.

· Workgroup Objectives:

· Confirm the suitability of the Joint Contingency Plan for mutual aid.

· Describe procedures for mutual aid.

· Identify areas where government can facilitate RP response efforts that involve the border 

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS:

· The plan and past exercises have generally focused on Joint Response.  What are the pros and cons of using the Joint Contingency Plan assistance provision for mutual aid?

· Are contracts or funding authorizations (PRFAs) the preferred mechanism?

· How would the mechanism work if the other nation had the major spill?

· What issues does the RP face in moving contracted pollution response equipment across the border? 

· Does process exist for reduction in resource capability if an RO is responding across the border?

· Does the plan adequately describe process?

	Specialized Resources:
Salvage and Lightering 
Specialized Resources:

Salvage and Lightering

(cont.)
	Desired End State:

· Listed key specialized or time sensitive resources that may benefit a cross-border or a mutual aid response in the contiguous waters.

· A process exists to access specialized resources in the contiguous waters in a timely manner.

· Use of specialized resources meets the end users needs and complies with domestic requirements.

Workgroup Objectives:

· Identify categories of limited and specialized salvage, lightering, and response resources that could benefit a cross border or mutual aid response.

· Review limitations under laws/regulations and exemptions allowed for emergencies.

· Identify procedures to expedite beneficial cross-border use of salvage, lightering, and spill removal resources.
Questions:

· What resources would benefit from cross-border movement as opposed to delivery from distant domestic sources?

· How many resources might need to cross border to address situation?  

· Availability of heavy lift and other specialized resources?

· What are the limitation and exemptions allowed under laws for salvage and lightering?

· Is the process clear and expeditious for emergencies?

To what extent is CANUSLANT and government role needed to expedite RP/contracted response?

	People / Safety and Health Requirements
	Desired End State:

· The health and safety training of operational staff used in a cross-border/mutual-aid spill satisfies domestic requirements.

· The health and safety training of operational staff used in a cross-border/mutual-aid spill addresses all hazards.

Workgroup Objectives:

· Discuss U.S. and Canadian health and safety training and requirements.

· Determine comparability of training standards.

· Evaluate ability to have reciprocal recognition of training.

Questions:

· Is there a recognized training standard on both sides?

· What legislative and regulatory standards apply, how do these apply for cross-border workers?

· Are the training standards equivalent, and do applicable (state, federal) departments recognize these equivalencies?

· Can we have a similar BOSRC/HAZWOPER equivalency recognition as in NW?  Who needs to provide?

· What are maritime/offshore safety and health requirement differences?

Does the plan address cross-border health and safety issues adequately?

	Environment / Commercial Fisheries and Wildlife

Environment / Commercial Fisheries and Wildlife
(cont)
	Desired End State:

· Fisheries are opened and closed based upon mutually agreed protocols.

· Common protocols exist for wildlife for capture, triage, and rehabilitation at an efficient rehab center.

· Endangered species approaches are coordinated.

· Ephemeral data collection is coordinated and shared.

Workgroup Objectives:

· Review fisheries and wildlife plans.

· Consider gaps in plans and emerging plans for fisheries and wildlife.

Discussion questions

· Common protocols for capture, triage, and rehabilitation

· Coordinated endangered species approach

· Coordinated and efficient rehabilitation center

· Coordinated and shared ephemeral data collection

· Would the processes produce the same decisions in similar timeframes?

· What would the wildlife impacts be for this scenario?

· How would each country assess damages to wildlife in the scenario?

· What compensation or restoration processes apply?

· Are damages reported collectively for incident, or divided and reported by country?

Would there be any capture/ rehabilitation effort in offshore/ border zone?


Appendix I  WORKGROUP SUMMARIES

Note that these are actual presentations by each workgroup and have not been altered or formatted.
MUTUAL AID WORKGROUP
 ISSUE #1:

 No documented process to secure specialized aerial support

 Key Discussion Points:

· Canada has specialized capability which can be made available to the USCG for   Aerial Reconnaissance.

· No mechanism is currently in place to pay for or to use aerial resources. (Moncton or Ottawa based Aircraft).

· Can it be requested as part of the JCP or the International Convention for Oil Pollution Prevention Response and Cooperation (OPRC)?

· Are there any processes under current Trade Agreements?

 Points of Consensus:

· Transport Canada Aircraft Sensors are capable to help protect the Marine Environment.

· USCG has identified a gap in the oil detection mission capability

Challenges to Resolution:

· Develop funding mechanisms.

· Prescripted Statement of Work (SOW).

· Exercise capability to confirm interoperability.

Recommended Future Actions:

·  TC to provide USCG with procurement information including cost recovery guidelines.

· Exercise capability possibly during SONS exercise.

· USCG to detail information distribution network for post mission data (command centre contacts) and SOWs.

ISSUE #2

Validate and Confirm Applicability of Recently Signed NATO Mutual Aid Agreement.

· MOU on the facilitation of vital civil cross border transport.

Key Discussion Points:
Need to educate ourselves on the MOU to determine its applicability.

· The implications are unclear w.r.t Mutual Aid.

· Is there a funding mechanism in the MOU?

Challenges to Resolution:

· To determine who the Subject Matter Expert (SME) is to research the MOU.

Recommended Future Actions:

· Interested parties to confirm applicability within own Nation, State or Province.

ISSUE#3

No repository for prescripted SOWs for cross border resources such as:

· Aerial Support

· National Strike Force Resources

Key Discussion Points:

There currently is not a list of prescripted SOWs for specialized resources.

Points of Consensus:

· The creation of this list would save time which translates to quicker response time and eliminates ambiguity of specialized / limited resources

Challenges to Resolution:

· Workload associated with keeping costing and SOW information current.

Recommended Future Actions:

· Create a list of specialized capabilities.

· Determine what synergies can be gained by utilizing each others resources

ISSUE#4

How can States and Provinces utilize the  Emergency Management Assistance Compact (EMAC) and International Emergency Management Group (IEMG) agreements during  Environmental Response Emergencies

Key Discussion Points

· The process is in place but is not yet mature in the International Emergency Management Group (IEMG).  

Points of Consensus

· EMAC and IEMG agreements provide mechanisms for State / Provincial mutual aid.

· We anticipate a better understanding once it is briefed at the JRT on Thursday

Challenges to Resolution:

· Involvement of Provincial agencies in Federally led incidents.

Recommended Future Actions:

· Education and training on EMAC and IEMG agreements.

ISSUE#5

Need for Risk Based Priority Setting Process to redirect CCG ship resources.

Key Discussion Points:

· CCG fleet has reduced in size over the life of the JCP.

· CCG and USCG fleet are currently tasked to their maximum operating capacity with normal operational demands.

· No guarantees that either CG can provide big ship support for mutual aid.

Points of Consensus:

 No process documented in CCG for risk based priority setting for reallocation of ship time for international events.

· USCG command structure would look at this on a case by case basis.

· The failure to recognize and resolve the impact of a pollution incident that could have cross border economic, environmental and political impacts.

Challenges to Resolution:

· Realization that a major pollution incident in contiguous waters may affect waters under Canadian jurisdiction, specifically in the Maritimes Region. 

Recommended Future Actions:

· CCG should review and improve its fleet procedures for mutual aid.

SALVAGE. LIGHTERING, COMMERCIAL RESOURCES WORKGROUP

Identified categories of limited and specialized salvage, lightering and response resources:

· Salvage: Heavy Lift Ships, Heavy Lift Crane Barges, Ocean Going Tugs, Salvage Divers, Professional Salvors

· Oil Spill Response: Boom, On Water Recovery, Communications, Shore-side Storage, Barges, Pumps, Dispersing, In situ Burning, Wildlife Rehab, Decon, Surveillance Tracking, Shore Cleanup,Remote Logistical Support (housing, food, comms,etc)

· Lightering: Barges, Contractors, Offshore Tugs, Oil Heating
Issue 1: Items that could benefit cross border response and are easily available

US to Canada

· Wildlife rehab capabilities: Tri-State Bird and IBRCC (no similar resource in Canada and contracts in place)

· Salvage Managers such as DonJon Marine (no similar resource in Canada and contracts in place) (might include divers)

· Dispersant cashes (no similar resource in Canada and contracts could be developed though no pre-approval) (also monitoring)

· Shoreline treating agents pre-approved for use in Canada 

· Offshore Response Vessels (NRC/MSRC) could be deployed to support Canadian response

· USCG Strike team personnel and resources

· Non-dedicated OSRO response equipment (inter-tidal boom)

· Consumables (PPE, Sorbent)
Issue 2: Items that could benefit cross border response and are easily available

Canada to US

· Aerial surveillance: DASH 8s (no similar resource in US and request could be processed through NASP in Ottawa)

· Harbor Buster – effective in up to 5 knot current (no similar resource in US, readily available through CCG)

· 4 Tank ships on routine route between Halifax and NE US could be used for lightering

· Ocean-going tugs from St John, St Johns and Halifax

· Canadian Coast Guard Vessels that could support towing available in Halifax and St Johns

· Satellite imagery (unclassified) can be provided w/in 24 hours.

Issue 3: Items that could benefit cross border response but not easily available

Canada to US

· Ocean/Current Buster, Barges and other equipment owned by ECRC and Alert all containerized and ready to transport but not available w/o approval from Minister of Transport

· Heavy lift ships: occasionally work out of Halifax or St John supporting oil industry – but booked months in advance and expensive to make available

Issue 4: Items that could benefit cross border response but not easily available

US to Canada

· Dedicated OSRO equipment not available w/o OSRO reduction letter from COTPs.

· Non-client support from NRC and MSRC would cause delays (BOA with USCG could expedite)

· Responder immunity

· Dispersant aircraft

Issue 5:Recommended Future Actions

· Flow chart decision process for mobilization of Canadian equipment (ECRC,PTMSC and ALERT) to support spill in US waters.  Eventually exercise this process.

· Better share lists of scarce resources available in each country

· Address host of legal/customs issues – such as Jones Act/Canadian Coasting Trade Act, taxation, liability concerns

· Explore impacts of new salvage and dispersents requirements due to become effective in Feb 2011.

· Explore availability of offshore equipment: tugs and ocean-going crane barges

· Explore how to access TIER III international equip caches (e.g. CCA and OSR)

· Interagency communications plan needs more enhancement

· Explore ways to expedite cross border shipment of consumables, electronics and other equipment

· Explore requirements for double hull/bottom recovery barges

· Reference new TC Cross-Border Emergency Response Guide in AGA

HEALTH AND SAFETY WORKGROUP  

1.  Is there recognized training standards on both sides?

2. What legislative and regulatory standards apply? How do these apply for cross-border workers?

3  Are the training standards equivalent and do applicable (state, federal)  departments recognize these equivalencies?

4. Can we have a similar BOSRC/HAZWOPER equivalency recognition as in the NW? Who needs to provide?

5. What are maritime/offshore safety and health requirement differences?
ISSUES EXPANDED
 ISSUE #1 Is there recognized training standards on both sides?

· Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response (HAZWOPER) is recognized in Appendix J of the AGA by both the US and Canada as a relevant training standard for oil spill removal operations.

· Some organizations both US and Canadian use an equivalent National Fire Protection Agency (NFPA) standard that is recognized as an acceptable training standard.
· What legislative and regulatory standards apply? How do these apply for cross-border workers?

Canada: Has standards under general duty clause (Part II of Canadian Labour Code) reqd. by Canadian Office of Health and Safety. Marine Oil Spill Shoreline Worker guide is used by Canadian Coast Guard to comply with the general duty clause.
ISSUE #2 Are the training standards equivalent and do applicable (state, federal) departments recognize these equivalencies?

· Basics of Oil Spill Response Course (BOSRC) is used by Canadian Coast Guard as a training standard. 

· Under Hazwoper there is an “equivalency” clause that will recognize alternate but equal training. This is currently done on a case by case basis.

ISSUE#3: Can we have a similar BOSRC/HAZWOPER equivalency recognition as in NW? Who needs to provide?

· Equivalency currently has to be proved on site and will not be assumed. Annex J contains no job aid or checklist to list guidance for this for persons not familiar with health and safety regulations/standards of training
ISSUE #4: What are maritime/offshore safety and health requirement differences? 


Offshore standards are governed by Transport Canada (TC), and International Maritime Organization (IMO).


Public vessels are accepted to equivalent standards. Vessels on international voyages are also governed by International Labor Organization (ILO) standards for health and safety.
POINTS OF CONSENSUS:
· Canada accepts US standards, US does not formally accept Canadian standards

· Cross boarder skilled worker entry, union, and licensing issues need to be addressed

· Vessels conducting cross boarder operations need to be approved by USCG and Transport Canada

· Cross boarder workers requirements for Health Care, Workman’s Comp etc. provided by contractors
CHALLENGES TO RESOLUTION

· The ability to change national legislative and regulatory standards is beyond the scope of this workgroup

· OSHA Region 1 has pushed up recommendations to evaluate Canadian programs/standards at HQ levels.

· A health and safety general equivalency chart should be added to Annex J to compare training standards between the US and Canada. This would prevent a “reinventing the wheel” during each incident.

     RECOMMENDED FUTURE ACTIONS:

· US Coast Guard/OSHA recognition of basic standards/establish Canadian equivalents for use in oil spill response  

· Add civilian workers to section to Appendix J

· A listing of minimum training requirement for shoreline workers (without specific program or course names)

· Response Management System and Incident Command System Health and Safety Officers need to be interchangeable. For the purposes of Appendix J, Canadian and US safety personnel should be validated to operate within both management systems. This needs to be added to Appendix J.
ENVIRONMENTAL, FISHERIES & WILDLIFE WORKGROUP

Future Actions: ENVIRONMENT

· Address HPAI and other unforeseen infectious diseases and have high level discussion about testing for HPAI relative to moving birds across border

· Develop mutual guidelines for how (or whether) to prioritize species for rehabilitation/euthanasia

· Need high level “encouragement” for key players and resource trustees to make participation in planning and exercises a priority

· Exercise resource data sharing capabilities at SONS

· Address migratory/seasonal habitat use issues for the Gulf of Maine

· Identify baseline data gaps for NRDA and develop plans to fill them

Future Actions FISHERIES

· Meeting of state/provincial/federal professionals to review action levels & methodologies for contaminants and taint

· Develop guidance (flowchart, matrix) for closures and re-openings

· Develop pre-closure advisory methodologies to give fishermen time to retrieve gear

· Present closure issues to stakeholders (e.g., aquaculture)

· Identify baseline data gaps for NRDA and develop plans to fill them

· List/identify jurisdictions of regulatory agencies

· Investigate options for restricting fisheries without actually closing them

Appendix II.

CANUSLANT09’

PARTICIPANT EVALUATION FORM SUMMARY










  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.
	65%
	31%
	4%
	0%
	0%

	The exercise helped address outstanding and relevant issues for facilitating cross border support during a major oil spill in the Gulf of Maine or Bay of Fundy.
	59%
	31%
	10%
	0%
	0%

	This exercise has enhanced our joint cross border planning and preparedness efforts.
	62%
	38%
	0%
	0%
	0%


  Strongly                                     Strongly










   Agree                                        Disagree
	CANUSLANT Format and Content
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	Breakout Group component
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The breakout group component allowed participants to communicate on a facet of their specific areas of expertise.
	76%
	18%
	3%
	3%
	0%

	Breakout Group facilitators were beneficial to the sessions.
	76%
	18%
	6%
	0%
	0%

	The proper amount of time was spent on Breakout sessions. 
	55%
	31%
	11%
	3%
	0%

	The Breakout Group component was a beneficial part of CANUSLANT 2009
	79%
	18%
	0%
	3%
	0%


                                                                                                                                                 Strongly                                              Strongly

                                                                                                                                                 Agree                                                  Disagree

	Exercise Support and Materials
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The Participants Handbook provided a good overview of the exercise agenda, objectives, and format.
	60%
	30%
	10%
	0%
	0%

	Registration was timely and efficient.
	87%
	10%
	3%
	0%
	0%

	Exercise staff was professional.
	87%
	13%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Exercise staff was well organized and helpful.
	83%
	17%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	The site for the exercise was adequate.
	90%
	3%
	7%
	0%
	0%


	Appendix III

EXERCISE COMMENTS

(transcribed from Participant Feedback Forms)

· More Salvage Representatives with hands-on expertise should be invited next time.

· Promote Education and Exercise of the new International Emergency Management Group and incorporate it into the TTX

· Determine whether there are cross-border agreements which already address specific issues such as taxation and licensing.

· Expand Appendix J to specify training requirements as well as to address the civilian workforce issues.
· Establish Procedures/Mechanisms for utilizing each others resources in advance. Ex: Canadian Dash-8 Aircraft with specialized sensors.

· Review dispersant use protocol in near-border cross-border application.

· Get assurances that funding regimes will cover costs outside of own country.

· Involve more Emergency Management personnel at the Provincial and State levels.

· A Quick Reference Guide to summarize the key differences between US and Canada requirements and procedures.

· All agencies, State and Federal need to have representation.

· Better understanding of Federal Mutual Aid agreements by State partners.

· More representatives of Canadian Wildlife Agencies (CWS, NB, DNR).
· Better understanding of Legal/Laws, Treaties if any.

· Clear funding mechanisms for obtaining resources.

· Better understanding of NATO MOU.
*Note: Several agencies that had originally committed to attending CANUSLANT09’ had to cancel due to budgetary restraints.


Appendix IV

Participating Agencies and Organizations

	Canada

Canadian Coast Guard

     Maritimes Region

National Region

Legal Services

Department of Fisheries and Oceans

     Communications

     Habitat

Environment Canada

Canada Wildlife Service

Transport Canada

     Marine Safety

     Legal Services

Canadian Coast Guard Academy

Public Safety & Emergency Preparedness   

     Canada

Canada Border Services Agency

Canadian Food Inspection Agency

Province of New Brunswick

Environment & Local Government

Emergency Measures Organization

Agriculture, Fisheries, and Aquaculture

Public Safety

Province of Nova Scotia

Environment & Labour

Province of Newfoundland and Labrador

Atlantic Emergency Response Team, Inc.

Irving Oil Limited

ALERT 

Atlantic Towing

Eastern Canada Response Corp
	United States

U.S. Coast Guard

First Coast Guard District

Sector Northern New England Portland, ME

Base Support Unit Boston, MA

Atlantic Strike Team

SERT Team

National Pollution Funds

Atlantic Area

State of Maine

Department of Environmental Protection

Department of Marine Resources

Dept. of Inland Fisheries & Wildlife

State of New Hampshire

Department of Emergency Services

Department of Environmental Protection

National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration

Environmental Protection Agency

Department of Homeland Security

Department of the Interior

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

National Park Service

Marine Spill Response Corporation

Shell Oil Corporation


Appendix  V
Exercise Design Team

The following people were members of the CANUSLANT 2009 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 2009 Exercise Design Team for their hard work and preparation for this important exercise.  The members of the Exercise Design Team include:

Participating Design Team Members

Joe LeClair, CCG Maritimes, Dartmouth

Ryan Green, CCG St. John

Ron McKay, CCG PEI

Scott Lundgren, USCG D1
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Ron Catudal, USCG D1
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David Peterson, NB DOE

Gerard Chisholm, EC

Stephen Lehmann, NOAA

Robert Totten, ALERT
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