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Executive Summary: Conclusions and Recommendations

The Canadian / U.S. Joint Response Team for the Atlantic Region hosted a Transboundary Incident Management and Communications Workshop in May 2007.  The goal was to examine procedures and assumptions in the Atlantic Geographic Annex to the Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan and to recommend appropriate changes. This workshop was the latest in a series of joint Canadian / U.S. exercises and workshops and served as a prelude to the bi-annual CANUSLANT exercise in September 2007.

The workshop format used a series of educational sessions followed by facilitated breakout sessions designed to focus emergency response professionals on the challenges of incident management and communications during a major international marine pollution event.  

The key consensus points and recommendations of the five breakout groups are as follows.  Greater detail can be found in the attached appendices of this report.

Incident Management: 

A vast majority of the participants preferred a joint US-Canadian command post model for incidents posing imminent impacts to both countries (Level V incident) followed by a transition to geographically independent national commands with liaisons once an incident stabilizes.  

Advantages

1. Better communication between countries

2. More efficient use of shared or similar response assets and expertise

3. Coordinated public outreach (single voice)

4. More efficient coordination with the responsible party/spiller

Challenges

1. Potential for political unease for the non-resident country

2. Demand for larger and more complex logistical efforts

3. Difficulties in meshing different national incident command systems

4. Complexities in international travel and equipment transport

Key Recommendations

1. Develop a decision tool for establishing the appropriate command structure

2. Outreach to governmental and political officials prior to an incident

3. Identify adequate incident command posts in the transboundary region

4. Enhance liaison support through training and familiarization of systems

Communications:

Participants recognized that communications, including the maintenance of an adequate “common operating picture,” in the transboundary region is difficult due to the area’s remote location and weak digital infrastructure.  Regardless of the management structure adopted for the incident, intra-command post, inter-command post and extra-command post communications links will  provide significant challenges.
Key Recommendations

1. Standardize communication plans between countries, including frequency assignments, points of contact, communication protocols and national/region capabilities.

2. Improve understanding of local cellular capabilities and deficiencies

3. Develop a plan for adequate broadband, digital (internet) capacity

4. Ensure emergency responder priority on land-line and cellular networks, 

      (e.g. Government Emergency Telephone Service and Wireless Priority Service.)

5. Investigate real-time emergency information management tools to enhance voice and video conferencing, improve data transfer and share the “common operating picture.”

Full details on the issues addressed by each breakout group are captured in the issue report forms contained in Appendix D. 

1.0
Introduction and Background
The CANUSLANT Transboundary Incident Management and Communications Workshop was the latest in a series of biennial exercises, events, and workshops conducted jointly by Canada and the United States since 1974, to exercise and improve the Canada/United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP) and its Atlantic Geographic Annex.

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

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

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

As a result of the increase in the scope of the JCP, the number of agencies involved, and lessons learned since the original JCP was approved, the JCP has been revised on an as required basis.  The latest revision was finalized in 2003.  The Atlantic Geographic Annex (AGA) to the plan has been updated regularly to reflect changes in organizations at the regional levels with the latest revision in 2004.  
Across our shared border and as defined in the JCP and AGA, a Joint Response Team (JRT) coordinates contingency planning and exercises.  The JRT consists of representatives of specified agencies in Canada and the U.S.  The JRT is co-chaired by the Canadian Coast Guard Maritimes Director of Marine Programs and the USCG First District Chief of Response, and is convened at the request of the CCG On-Scene Commander (OSC) or the USCG On-Scene Coordinator (OSC) or for routine annual meetings.  The general functions of the JRT include:

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

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

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

4. Responding to cross-border environmental emergencies after being convened at the request of member agencies.

Workshop Topic Selection
The need for a Transboundary Incident Management and Communications Workshop was identified during early design team discussions as part of the initial planning for the CANUSLANT 2007 command post and equipment exercise scheduled for September 2007.  In revisiting the Atlantic Geographic Annex (AGA) of the Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan design team members highlighted the need to revisit recommended Command Post Options outlined for a major response where OSCs on both sides of the border have pollution impacting or will immediately have pollution impacting their respective areas of responsibility. 
The United States has seen an expanded use of the National Incident Management System’s Incident Command System (ICS) among international Oil Spill Response Organizations (OSROs) and its use is now mandated during all Federal government led responses. Concurrently, the advent of the Response Management System (RMS) in Canada, as well as the increased successful adoption of Unified and/or Area Command response structures within the United States, has forged varied entities into joint response organizations. RMS was recently upgraded to version 3 and the United States’ National Response Plan (NRP) was issued in 2006 and has since undergone several significant changes benefiting multi-agency coordination. Additionally, changing government leadership in both countries left some question as to the extent of future political involvement in command and control activities and the philosophies of different response participants. These factors led to the determination that it would be appropriate to reconsider the options outlined in the AGA. As a result, the workshop sought to update and redefine the recommended incident management organization for a Level 5 contingency outlined in the AGA to provide the most current fundamental basis for joint response options, also known as the ‘Pattern of Response’, for a spill posing imminent impacts to both countries.
Summary of Results

Facilitated breakout sessions were established by Canadian and United States Coast Guard representatives after equitably distributing workshop attendees with similar backgrounds from both nations to consider the topics of command and control, communications, role/location of a responsible party, RMS/ICS integration abilities and command post options.
Summary of key themes from Command and Control breakouts:
· A majority of the workshop participants felt in a level V incident a single command post would be most effective initially.
· Explore senior level support of this workshop recommendation and address potential political concerns.

· Although Joint Command in the Atlantic Annex is an option, it is not currently included in other geographic annexes.
Strengths of single command

· Easier to co-ordinate objectives.

· Single command needed for source control and on water removal.

· Enables JIC and JES to be together.

· Facilitates RP’s response.

· Provides economies of scale.
· Consolidates expertise.
· Projects a united front/systems approach.
Strengths of dual command

· Familiar and quicker to deploy.

· Smaller footprints for remote areas.

· Fewer boundary crossing issues.
· Politically expedient.
· Accommodates Local, Provincial/State entities.
Weaknesses of single command

· Larger logistical footprint.

· Harder to justify politically.

· Meshing response systems.

· CBP/CBSA - more potential issues.

· Loss of local representation – “voice”.
· Weaknesses of dual command.
· Competition for available resources.

· Potential for poor communications of all types.

· Potential for disjointed response.

· Duplication of effort / perceived costs.

· Lack of RPs support.

· Difficulty in projecting coordinated public message.
Addressing the deficiencies:

· Update the plans

· Test the plans

· Share information in plans

· Engage IT and communications 

· Outreach to government officials, public and industry. 

· Revisit sites for larger ICPs.

· Generate generic Joint Command priorities/limitations/objectives/assignments and key decisions list.

· Improvement of communication tools between command posts.

· Enhanced liaison support between command posts
Recommended priority actions for Command & Control topic:

· Develop a matrix to determine appropriate command structure.

· Initial preference for a joint command for large and small Level V incident.

· Suggest potential triggers for migrating to dual command option with strong liaisons and comms.

· Update AGA (CANUSLANT) with matrix and command structure preference.

· Eliminate current Level V Option 3 (shared RP finance/logistics).

· Review Area Command concept for applicability.

· Submit plan updates to higher headquarters (CANUS meeting) for broader CANUS consideration.

· Joint Command in an incident should select and centralize on single incident management system (ICS or RMS).
Summary of key themes from Communications breakouts:
Deliverable

· A final report out on communication challenges and shortfalls in the transboundary area

· Identification of next actions to be taken for improvement in communications

· End product : To revise the plan
Significant Current Gaps
· Inadequate Communications Plan to fulfill today’s needs

· No identified communications leader for plans or protocol 

· Lack of ability to project a common situational status (( Common Operational Picture (COP))
· No Catalogue to assess communications infrastructure shortfalls and resources
· Telephone ( land/cell/satellite)

· Internet ( Servers/security/hardware )

· Radio ( frequency mixes/security/dead spots )

Inadequate Comms Plan
· Initiate workgroup to assess shortfalls

· Get a plan written

· Implement key corrections

· Exercise the plan

· Update the Annex
No Communications Leader
· Develop job aid for requirements 

· Select candidate for each side of the border

· Utilise leader for all communications needs and share 
· Immediately establish the role in responses
Lack of ability to project a common situational status  
· Identify critical shared information

· Determine the tools required to transfer and display information

· Train and develop job aids

· Evaluate and exercise

· Update plans and protocols

· Reach out for opportunities to use
Communications Infrastructure Shortfalls
Telephone ( land/cell/satellite)
· Pre-wiring of pre-designated command posts and activation plans

· Promote use of priority service cards 

· Assess capacity and develop addition cell repeaters

· Pursue agreements for cross border cell provider services.

· Inventory satellite phones
Communications Infrastructure Shortfalls
Internet ( Servers/security/hardware )
· Pre-wiring of pre-designated command posts and activation plans

· Pre-arrange technical response specialists

· Develop protocols for access
Communications Infrastructure Shortfalls
Radio ( frequency mixes/security/dead spots )
· Identify dead spots and develop plans to address

· Establish joint frequency assignments and pre-program where possible

· Explore security requirements

· Standardise radio protocols
Addressing the Deficiencies
· Update the plans

· Test the plans

· Share information in plans

· Engage IT and communications specialists
· Outreach to government officials, public and industry. 

· Revisit sites for larger ICPs.

· Generate generic Joint Command priorities/limitations/objectives/assignments and key decisions list.

· Improve communication tools for sharing information between command posts.

· Enhance liaison support between command posts
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Appendix B: Agenda
Transboundary Incident Management & Communications Workshop

May 15-16, 2007

Holiday Inn by the Bay
Portland, Maine

May 15, 2007

	0800-0830
	Welcome to Maine and the CANUSLANT

Transboundary Incident Management & Communications Workshop
Purpose of Workshop
	Barbara Parker, Maine DEP
CAPT Mark Landry, USCG D1

Mr. Joe LeClair, CCG Maritimes
CAPT Steve Garrity, USCG SNNE

Mr. Joe LeClair, CCG Maritimes

	AM
	Command Structure Background 
and Case Studies 
	Main conference room



	AM
	Concurrent breakout room availability for communications specialists

	0830-0850
	Current Atlantic Geographic Annex:

Command options, origins, and issues.
	Mr. Scott Lundgren, USCG D1

	0850-0935
	U.S. National Incident Management System (NIMS) Incident Command System (ICS)
	LCDR Matt McCann 

	0935-1020
	Canadian Response Management System
	Mr. Richard Ward 

	1020-1040
	Break
	

	1040-1100
	Environmental input into response structures, SSC, REET, JEERT, and JES
	Mr. Stephen Lehmann, NOAA

Mr. Roger Percy, EC

	1100-1130
	CANUSLAK 2006
	CAPT Scott Ferguson, 
USCG Sector Buffalo

	1130-1145
	Identify workgroup process, products, and workgroup assignments
	CDR Wyman Briggs, USCG D1

Mr. Ryan Green, CCG St. John, NB

	1145-1315
	Lunch 

	


	PM
	Facilitated Workgroups


	1315-1445
	Facilitated Breakout Sessions based on assigned groupings:

PURPOSE:  Based on the assumption that two command and control options are to be evaluated in light of different situations, each session will use a T Diagram to capture strengths and weaknesses (Pros/Cons) of each option.

DESIRED OUTCOME:  A determination of which option is best used in which situation(s) and where that option falls short. 



	1445-1500 
	Break


	1500-1515


	Common session--Each group report out on results of facilitated sessions.  

Each table will have forms for comments by community type.


	1515-1600 


	Multiple Facilitated Breakout Sessions based on interest in each option:

PURPOSE:  Based on results of previous sessions grouped into deficiencies by Option, participants will address those deficiencies to develop approaches to improving the option of most interest to them, even to the extent of developing a modified option.

DESIRED OUTCOME:  A list of approaches/steps to be taken to improve command and control option(s) most effective for Canadian/US response to border incidents.



	1600-1630


	Common session—Each group report out on results of facilitated sessions.  (5 min each group)   

	Spokesperson selected by group

	
	
	

	Evening
	Coast Guards to digest/synthesize, and produce comment sheet on the proposed options.  A rep from each breakout group welcome to attend as well.


May 16, 2007

	0800-0820
	Presentation of synthesized command options, distribution of papers for comment
	CDR Wyman Briggs, USCG D1

Mr. Ryan Green, CCG St. John

	AM
	Communication Tools Background 


	

	0830-0900
	Making contingency communications work
	Mr. Matthew Carty, USCG D1

	0900-0930
	Trunk Mobile Radio (Canada)

	Mr. Scott Hawkes, Transport & Public Works Field Communications, N.S.

Mr. Terry Canning, Emergency Communications Coordinator, N.S.

	0930-1000
	800MHz (Maine)
	Chief Fred LaMontagne, 
Portland Fire Department

	1000-1030
	Break
	

	1030-1100
	SMART system with Environment Canada EMap
	Mr, George Long, 
Environment Canada

	1100-1130
	WebEOC (Emergency Operations Center)
	Mr. Jim Hall, FEMA Region 1

	1130-1145
	Identify workgroup process, products, and workgroup assignments
	CDR Wyman Briggs, USCG D1

Ryan Green, CCG St. John, NB

	1145-1300
	Lunch
	

	PM
	Facilitated Workgroups

	5-6 breakout groups as originally assigned

	1300-1430
	PURPOSE:  To identify the top 3 communication systems and technologies available today based on a set of predetermined criteria (Criteria Matrix).

DESIRED OUTCOME:  A completed Criteria Matrix that identifies the top three supporting technologies as well as the areas/scenarios/criteria where other technologies fall short.  If time, the groups are encouraged to identify potential actions to address areas of shortfall.  

	1430-1445
	Break

	1445-1545


	Common session--Each group report out on results of facilitated sessions.  (10 min each)   
	Spokesperson selected by group

	1545-1615
	Closing and next steps
	CAPT Mark Landry, USCG D1

Joe LeClair, CCG Maritimes


Appendix C: Breakout Session Scenarios, Facilitation Processes, Facilitators and Participant Assignments
Command and Control Facilitated Session Information
Objectives: 

Based on the assumption that two command and control options are to be evaluated in light of different situations, each group will use a T-Diagram to capture the strengths and weaknesses of each option in each scenario.  If there is time, the group may be able to combine the strengths of each option to identify a third alternative that will minimize the weaknesses and provide the best response in that situation.
Deliverable:  
A final report out on which option works best in each scenario and where the weaknesses are in each case.  If a third option is developed, an explanation of the possible advantages and disadvantages will be provided.
Command options analyzed for strengths and weakness:

Two command post options were analyzed for strengths and weaknesses in context of two provided scenarios.  The command options were Option One (Joint Command Post) and Two (Exchange of Liaisons), as described in Section V of the Atlantic Geographic Annex, and as shown in this diagram:
[image: image1.emf]Level I Incident:

No chance of cross border impact.  No 

notification required. No justification for joint 

response.

Level II Incident:

Low probability of cross border impact.  Non-

origin OSC notified and communications 

schedule maintained as needed.

Origin OSC

Origin OSC

Non-origin OSC Liaison

Non-origin OSC Liaison

Level III Incident:

High possibility of delayed cross border impact. 

Non-origin liaison provided.

Level IV Incident:

High possibility of delayed cross border impact 

with cross border resource requests. Non-origin 

OSC provides liaison and resources.

Origin OSC

Origin OSC

Non-origin 

OSC Liaison

Non-origin 

OSC Liaison

Non-origin

resources

Non-origin

resources

Level V Option One:

Joint Incident Command Post. 

Non-origin OSC may establish 

liaison facility for domestic issues.

CCG OSC USCG OSC

RP

Other reps:

State/Prov.

Tribal/Aborig.

Level V Option Three:

Two ICPs & RP Fin/Logs center

Lead R.P. rep in origin country.

CCG OSC

USCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

USCG OSC

CCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

R.P. Fin & Logs Ctr

CCG L.O.

USCG L.O.

Level V Option Two:

Two ICPs, exchange of Liaisons.

Lead R.P. rep in origin country.

CCG OSC

USCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

USCG OSC

CCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

Level V Incident: 

Actual or imminent harmful substance impacts on both sides of border.  The 

following three organization options are available to meet incident management needs. 

Level I Incident:

No chance of cross border impact.  No 

notification required. No justification for joint 

response.

Level II Incident:

Low probability of cross border impact.  Non-

origin OSC notified and communications 

schedule maintained as needed.

Origin OSC

Origin OSC

Non-origin OSC Liaison

Non-origin OSC Liaison

Level III Incident:

High possibility of delayed cross border impact. 

Non-origin liaison provided.

Origin OSC

Origin OSC

Non-origin OSC Liaison

Non-origin OSC Liaison

Origin OSC

Origin OSC

Non-origin OSC Liaison

Non-origin OSC Liaison

Level III Incident:

High possibility of delayed cross border impact. 

Non-origin liaison provided.

Level IV Incident:

High possibility of delayed cross border impact 

with cross border resource requests. Non-origin 

OSC provides liaison and resources.

Origin OSC

Origin OSC

Non-origin 

OSC Liaison

Non-origin 

OSC Liaison

Non-origin

resources

Non-origin

resources

Level IV Incident:

High possibility of delayed cross border impact 

with cross border resource requests. Non-origin 

OSC provides liaison and resources.

Origin OSC

Origin OSC

Non-origin 

OSC Liaison

Non-origin 

OSC Liaison

Non-origin

resources

Non-origin

resources

Origin OSC

Origin OSC

Non-origin 

OSC Liaison

Non-origin 

OSC Liaison

Non-origin

resources

Non-origin

resources

Level V Option One:

Joint Incident Command Post. 

Non-origin OSC may establish 

liaison facility for domestic issues.

CCG OSC USCG OSC

RP

Other reps:

State/Prov.

Tribal/Aborig.

Level V Option Three:

Two ICPs & RP Fin/Logs center

Lead R.P. rep in origin country.

CCG OSC

USCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

USCG OSC

CCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

R.P. Fin & Logs Ctr

CCG L.O.

USCG L.O.

Level V Option Two:

Two ICPs, exchange of Liaisons.

Lead R.P. rep in origin country.

CCG OSC

USCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

USCG OSC

CCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

Level V Incident: 

Actual or imminent harmful substance impacts on both sides of border.  The 

following three organization options are available to meet incident management needs. 

Level V Option One:

Joint Incident Command Post. 

Non-origin OSC may establish 

liaison facility for domestic issues.

CCG OSC USCG OSC

RP

Other reps:

State/Prov.

Tribal/Aborig.

Level V Option One:

Joint Incident Command Post. 

Non-origin OSC may establish 

liaison facility for domestic issues.

CCG OSC USCG OSC

RP

Other reps:

State/Prov.

Tribal/Aborig.

Level V Option Three:

Two ICPs & RP Fin/Logs center

Lead R.P. rep in origin country.

CCG OSC

USCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

USCG OSC

CCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

R.P. Fin & Logs Ctr

CCG L.O.

USCG L.O.

Level V Option Three:

Two ICPs & RP Fin/Logs center

Lead R.P. rep in origin country.

CCG OSC

USCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

USCG OSC

CCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

R.P. Fin & Logs Ctr

CCG L.O.

USCG L.O.

Level V Option Two:

Two ICPs, exchange of Liaisons.

Lead R.P. rep in origin country.

CCG OSC

USCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

USCG OSC

CCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

Level V Option Two:

Two ICPs, exchange of Liaisons.

Lead R.P. rep in origin country.

CCG OSC

USCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

USCG OSC

CCG L.O.

R.P. Rep

Other reps.

Level V Incident: 

Actual or imminent harmful substance impacts on both sides of border.  The 

following three organization options are available to meet incident management needs. 


Situations provided for command option strengths-weakness analysis:

Situation 1: A laden crude carrier bound for St. John, N.B. has an engine room casualty and ensuing fire during severe weather.  Crew injuries and loss of propulsion combined with the weather renders control attempts unsuccessful. The vessel grounds in the vicinity of the border, with a resulting discharge of 1.5 million gallons of crude, and several more tanks at risk.

Significant salvage, lightering, on-water and shoreline removal, and logistical challenges are expected.  Early interest in dispersant use has been expressed by the RP given mechanical resource availability and effectiveness.  Media and political interest is very high in both countries.
Situation 2: A tank truck carrying 6 oil rolls over on the road and spills 4,000 gallons of 6 fuel oil, the majority of which enters a storm drain discharging to the St. Croix River.

Both spring tides and a passing front quickly spread and ground the oil on both U.S. and Canadian shorelines.
Communications Facilitated Session Information

Objectives: Based on the communications information presented on the second morning of the workshop, breakout groups were tasked with preparing a report out on communication challenges and shortfalls in the transboundary area, as well as identification of next actions to be taken for improvement in communications.
Appendix D: Breakout Session Detailed Output
Day 1: Command and Control Issue

The following sections of this report detail the information captured in the facilitated breakout sessions on the command and control issue.  The outputs generally reflect the facilitation instructions captured in Appendix C: For each scenario, strengths, weaknesses, and preferred command post option were developed.  In a second breakout, solutions addressing the weaknesses were developed.  Additional issues, concerns, or comments are captured in an issues section.

Group 1
Summary Statement for Group 1/Scenario 1: 

One ICP preferred for Scenario.  Eventually might transition to dual command as things die down.

Strengths 
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	Easier to be coordinated
	Increased access to State, Province, Local and Other Stakeholders

	Easier to coordinate salvage and dispersant use (flagged for importance)
	Easy to set up a command post in your own country

	No need for liaison officer
	

	Speeds communication, joint priority setting, and joint decisions (flagged for importance)
	

	Enables JIC and JES to be together as planned for (flagged for importance)
	

	Facilitates interaction with Responsible Party
	

	Easier for Passamaquoddy Tribal representatives to participate in single structure.
	

	Less overall personnel
	

	More available expertise.  One specialist can be spread around with greater ease.
	

	
	

	
	


Weaknesses 
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	May need a larger building
	Harder to keep coordinated response early on.

	Everything logistical becomes more challenging (flagged for importance)
	Harder to do coordinated salvage (flagged for importance).

	Not politically acceptable – creates a perception that country without ICP is not getting attention (flagged for importance)
	Harder to do a joint statement for PR

	Harder for politicos to visit and get photo time “over the border”
	Less communication – makes it harder to maintain cohesiveness.

	Need work visas and safety issues covered.
	Difficult for RP to decide where to go (flagged for importance)

	
	High final overall cost.


Summary Statement for Group 1/Scenario 2: 

Dual command post mostly preferred for Scenario 2.  Still a joint response, and consider one command in early stage.
Strengths
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	Can react quickly and more effectively
	Existing interpersonal relations and work/trust relations are stronger

	Joint priority setting is better
	

	No need for liaison officer
	

	Provides impression we have a unified front
	

	Facilitates partnership
	


Weaknesses
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	Would be overkill for standing up on this level
	Must have a STRONG liaison

	Ability to justify is less – lower pay back
	Vying for resources (one helicopter – who gets it?)

	
	Creates a perception one ICP is doing more than the other.


Suggested Solutions for Group 1

Not politically acceptable:

· Before – Awareness sessions for politicians

· During – First Class joint information stressing benefits of one ICP

· Amend AGA – Promoting use of one ICP while retaining flexibility

· Welcome politicians from other country to ICP

· Have major operation s center in country without ICP

Need large-scale logistics for ICP

· Predesignate best large locations for ICP

· Pre identify resources available

· Develop plans to mitigate shortfalls

· Develop a joint ACP, or highlight existing relevant plans

· Pre-plan ICP setup

Harder to coordinate major decisions like dispersant, salvage, etc.
· Flawless communication

· Have liaison team be senior decision makers
· Maintain joint salvage team and environmental teams

Difficult for RP to decide where to go

· Flawless communication

· Split RP reps and put them in each ICP

· Have joint team located somewhere else

Additional Issues Group 1

· It is critical for the JIC to be closely coordinated, regardless of scenario

· Customs and Immigration personnel must be remembered and included up front

· The more complicated the scenario, the more important to be in one ICP

· For drill – the more dynamic the situation, the more this can be explored (e.g., drifting tank ship)

· Multi-year strategy around getting out plan to the public

· In one ICP – easy to co-locate, harder to fully integrate (ICS vs. RMS)

· Easiest to integrate environment, JIC, and command

· Harder to integrate planning & logistics

· Regardless of 2 vs. 1 ICP, JES will always operate as single unit.  Constant communication.
Group 2
Summary Statement for Group 2/Scenario 1: 

One ICP preferred for Scenario due to greater strengths.  

Strengths 
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	Visibility and immediacy of big picture
	Visibility and immediacy of home turf

	Common perspective
	Familiarity with own system

	Developing strategy
	Balance of perceived “authority” given uniform vs. civilian

	Conserving/coordinating resources
	

	Negotiating jurisdictional issues
	

	One voice with RPs
	

	Favors prevention (actions preventing further impacts: salvage, lightering, source control, on-water removal)
	


Weaknesses 
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	Political territoriality
	Communication

	Consumed by “big brother”
· Loss of voice

· Location bias

· Number of participants varies (more of an issue for Canada within US-based ICP)
	

	Loss of non federal representation
	Division of resources

	Meshing two response systems (ICS/RMS)
	Dilution of authority

	
	Reliance on liaisons


Summary Statement for Group 2/Scenario 2: 

Dual command post adequate, but lack of major weaknesses of single command post favors initial joint response and transition to two ICPs as warranted.
Strengths
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	Unified operational approach
	Supports jurisdictional issues

	Locate ICP in situ
	RP is on one side of the border or the other – direct access

	RP has common operational area
	Favors response (longer term removal actions – few remaining steps to prevent damage).


Weaknesses
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	No weaknesses initially forthcoming
	Media messaging

	Meshing two response systems
	


Suggested Solutions for Group 2
Politics
· Staff this element/legal counterpart
· Keep politicians from all jurisdictions involved
· Keep informed and hope for buy-in
· Establish a liaison center / political liaisons in non ICP country
Loss of voice/representation
· Optimize access
Meshing response systems
· Adopt single system (ICS)
· Mesh elements of the response systems (e.g., the OSC/UC level for objectives)
Communication
· Exercise capabilities
· Hardware
· Develop new systems
· Good communications plans / synchronization of plan/comms cycles
Additional Issues Group 2
· Area Command concept may be applicable to boundary response.
Group 3
Summary Statement for Group 3/Scenario 1: 

Strengths 
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	Unity
	Familiar

	One set of objectives (flagged for importance)
	More agency control (perceived)

	Same “situation”
	Work within their political framework

	Overall efficiency in response
	Logistically more reasonable for large response

	Engage political will early on
	If loss power…. then other…. Redundancy would allow response to continue

	Everyone is in the loop/instant interaction (flagged for importance)
	Response quicker to own command post for situation/media (flagged for importance)

	Coordination of resources
	Allows for agency to better meet different goals (flagged for importance)

	Avoid having different goals (flagged for importance)
	


Weaknesses 
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	Politics (flagged for importance)
	Poor information flow between countries (flagged for importance)

	Funding
	Without one set of objectives… loss of efficiency

	Legal issues
	Difference in approach to competing objectives

	Consensus
	How do you manage the response… manage different processes and disputes

	Each participant needs to be competent and their roles known and understood (flagged for importance)
	Duplication of effort, equipment, resources

	Common training/common approach
	


Summary Statement for Group 3/Scenario 2: 

Strengths
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	US – Regardless of source impacting zone of responding easily moves between organization
	If on the beach we can take care of our own


Weaknesses
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	CBP would not see the urgency to expedite labor
	Someone would have to handle joint financial issues

	
	Different objectives may compromise the effort on other side

	
	Could start individually but come together


Suggested Solutions for Group 3

Solutions to issues of concern:
· Marketing/Public Communications Plan to elected officials at all levels (mayors, county, community)
· WD the levels of marketing (all levels, POCs).  Recommend Joint Response Team implement now.

· Identify what the political issues are (flagged for importance).  Recommend Joint Response Team implement now.

· Develop scripts for each rep for each level to standardize message. Recommend Joint Response Team implement now.

· Educate on what has taken place. Recommend Joint Response Team implement now.

· Communicate the need (quantify the potential). Recommend Joint Response Team implement now.

· Identify supporters and recruit their help. Recommend Joint Response Team implement now.

· Explore outreach options… internet. Recommend implementation by 1 August.

· September opportunity to start the buy-in process. Recommend implementation by 1 August.

· Look for opportunities to leverage.  Community colleges, industry. Recommend implementation by 1 August.

· Can industry’s preference assist? Recommend implementation by 1 August.

· Professional marketing service. Recommend implementation by 1 August.

· Benchmark.  Who’s done it well, and how have they done it?

Additional Issues Group 3

· Regardless of what we come up with will we be able to implement due to political constraints?
· During next incident, we won’t implement the guideline/guidance

· How do we choose a unified approach in order to respond best w/o politics?

· In the past, we have been unable to engage “political input”

· Clear the border efficiently

· We won’t recognize the differences and they’ll matter more than they should

· New generation of folk need to have an understanding. We must overcome

· Move in an hour

· We don’t understand the political issues

· Engage political representatives with proposal/straw man
· Can we isolate the politics and keep it out of response

· Benchmark – U.K. MERCOM (back or fire)

· Who do we need to engage?  Level?

· Marketing plan advertised/supported by current signatories: S.R. Level, CANUS Level, Community Level

· Standardize the accepted plan
Group 4
Summary Statement for Group 4 (addressed both scenarios in +/-): 

Strengths 
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	LOGISTICS (efficiency, comms):
	Better control of resource

	Joint logistics (RP would insist on unified logistics)
	May be advisable if spill/incident on Grand Mahan in initial instance

	Less duplication of effort
	Possibly good for two areas affected

	Quicker understanding of what everyone is doing and why
	Familiar language & lingo

	Easy mobilization of personnel
	Remain in your own country (not a strong plus)

	Ease of communications within responders in CANUS area
	Better management of personnel and resources

	Easy access to people
	Probably more politically acceptable in each country (maybe)

	Better communications between agencies
	Closer to constituents

	Communications are easy and quick
	Less border crossings

	Easy communications
	Closer to organic resources

	Complicated discussions easily resolved
	Good for smaller incidents that do not require a joint CP.  Perhaps shoreline protection scenario.

	Planning Cycle / Team:
	

	All the players with RMS/ICS structure working together to face problems as a team: fosters team energy
	

	Easier to work through planning P and develop joint IAP
	

	Wider talent 
	

	Easier to ensure JIC functioning properly and UC send out same message/unified message to media, public, and chain of command
	

	Get to know everyone.  Better since you are actually with them
	

	Communication and coordination between countries: 
	

	REET/SSC
	


Weaknesses 
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	Challenges of OSC vs. Unified Command 
	Communications difficulties

	Telecommunication contracts
	Opportunity for of joint cross border operations, inconsistent IAPs, and lack of mutual support for operations.

	Loss of nationalistic ownership
	Potential staffing level disparities

	Feeding, sleeping, logistics
	Difficult communications

	May require passport and other personal documentation
	Different operational periods and objectives

	May not have easy access to our own agency personnel
	Communications problems

	Logistics – need larger command post
	Misunderstanding of tactical and strategic issues

	Cost – international travel more expensive
	No face-to-face communications (Always develops more trust)

	Requires state department involvement
	Time constraint with resource management at border crossing

	RMS/ICS process in one CC operation
	More costly to set up two ICPs and twice as many people required

	Can overwhelm ICP infrastructure
	Without a good comms program, opportunity for wasting resources, poor strategies, and incomplete message to public, media, chain of command

	Difficult to organize all departments/agencies concerned and make prompt decisions
	In a large event the marketing as part of our spill response to the public may be poor because of a mixed message and perhaps incompatible cleanup operations

	One lodging, food overwhelming resources in remote location
	Communication between two command posts may be difficult: busy phone lines, not being able to locate people, not aware of what’s said to press, not aware right away of tactical decisions

	Congestion at single location
	


Suggested Solutions for Group 4

Logistics
· Predesignate command post in area that supports lodging

· Predesignate personnel

· Predesignate equipment list and share between countries

Legal issues

· Ask counsel to provide legal opinion on prohibition to joint command post

· Does it disallow us to use RP ICP?

Politics
· Set up meetings with government reps to ensure they understand plan if legal says OK to having single ICP, then why can’t it be done?
· Look at other plans, make consistent, look at Treaty

Communications
· Explore virtual systems – videoconferencing, etc.
· Interoperable communications

· Broadband

· Strong cell

· Security IT

· Give them better food someplace else

Additional Issues Group 4

· Good logistics are needed to drive a good response
· Need best/brightest in JIC to feed the beast

· Consider these two situations:

· RP takes responsibility

· RP doesn’t take responsibility

· Action plans / SOGs

· Legal barriers to one ICP?

· Either system could work

· Overcome barriers: develop handbook, decision matrix

· Cost: economies of scale

· Partner: go to Canadian Coast Guard staff up with U.S.

· Drawing of Area Command-style organization also listed
Group 5
Overall Summary Statement for Group 5: 

Joint Response is Best Response

Strengths 
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	Unity: coordination & communication between people
	Quicker stand-up

	Logistics: prioritization of assets and cost savings (reduced duplication)
	Primary roles/responsibilities

	Integration of responsible party
	Integration of first nations

	Fewer staff resources
	Smaller command facilities

	Community confidence
	Minimal border issues

	
	More community involvement


Weaknesses 
	One ICP
	Dual ICP

	Logistics (larger center)
	Logistics: competing/conflicting interests 

	Communications equipment
	Disjointed/conflicted objectives/response

	Cost recovery mechanisms (financial systems)
	Hampered public messaging

	Disposal
	Increased staffing requirements

	Regulatory/policy challenges
	Duplication of effort and inefficiency

	Consistent training
	Chain of command issues

	Border
	

	Legal
	

	Community involvement
	


Suggested Solutions for Group 5
Logistics (ICP) challenges
· Survey available ICPs
· Incorporate into ACP

· Test sites

· Long-term build-out?

Communications
· Test equipment
· Access to systems issues?

· Technological solutions to overcome (incident specific)

· Engage IT/Communications experts

· Increased staff & technical expertise

· Promote cell towers

· Portable systems

Competition for resources
· Pre-prioritization of issues
Not considering environment as one system
· Ongoing dialogue
More resources/staff

· Multi-skilled

· Relationships?

Training

· Cross-border initiative (on hold due to regulatory issues)

· Funding issues

· Who needs what? (training matrix)

· Recognize validity of training

Border issues

· Separate by function (specialist, staff, etc.)

· Assess impact for employment issues

· Contractors already cleared?

· Off-shore options?

Funding

· National issue

· Educate on understanding systems

Disposal issues

· Assess capabilities

· Criteria for selection – template

· Provincial/State issue

· Temporary sites

· Work to resolve long-term

· Template for standards

Policy and regulatory changes

· Align/refine policies

Contractor liability issues

· OPA-90 clause – responder immunity

Community involvement

· Outreach to community

· Public information plan

Additional Issues Group 5

· What if RP doesn’t want to be at our ICP – takes response?
· Legal issues: arrest of RP by either government

· Tax for salary work

· Perceived impact

· Politics drives 1 vs. 2 ICPs

· Overcome barriers

· Paying contractor working in other country

· Local constraints

· Let RP decide, then US and Canada decide to join or not

· Waste oil: importation issue?

· FOLLOW UP ON:

· Area Command: CA/US/INT

· Would level V become a SONS?

· Legal issues with single ICP

· CA: Show Stopper for Area

· Explore Unified Command per plan

· Virtual Command Post
Day 2: Communications Issue

The following sections of this report detail the information captured in the facilitated breakout sessions on the communications  issue.  The outputs generally reflect the facilitation instructions captured in Appendix C: Groups brainstormed communications shortfalls, selected the top three, and developed action items to mitigate the shortfall.

Group 1:

	Ranking
	Shortfall
	Action

	1 (CP Comms)
	Command Post Communications Plan
	· Charter a workgroup to accomplish tasks

· Development of Communications Plan (ICS-205)

· Update communications inventory

· Establish staffing for communications unit leader 

	2 (CP Comms)
	Telephony (landline, cellular, satellite)
	· Pre-wire and establish redundancy

· Ensure emergency responders have priority service cards/arrangements: Government Emergency Telephone Service (GETS) and Wireless Priority Service (WPS)

· Develop incident phone books

	3. (CP Comms)
	Internet-based
	· Communications, email, web availability

· Pre-plan for T1 for adequate bandwidth

· Arrange appropriate tool(s): WebEOC, Smartboard, etc.


Group 2:

	Ranking
	Shortfall
	Action

	1
	Communications Plan Standardization
	Write/review updated and comprehensive plan, to include:

· Protocols

· POCs

· Frequency assignments

· List of contingency capabilities, POCs.

· Assigned equipment (e.g., sat phones)

· Agreements 

· Tech assignments

	2
	Cell Phone Dependency given coverage and service areas
	Develop knowledge of providers and coverage areas
Portable cellular systems

Include in plan who to contact for connectivity

Agreements with providers for 1) using competitor’s towers, and 2) priority user lists

	3. 
	Computer access:
· Line capability

· Connectivity

· Internet Access

· Common collaboration/common operational picture tools
	Provide open internet access
Limit non-essential uses

Reduce application restrictions on CG computers

Select single collaboration tool to test

	4.
	Radio traffic volume
	Reduce by applying discipline

	
	VHF Limitations:
· Line of sight/range

· Programming and tech support
	Expand capacity

	
	Experienced comms technicians
Including contingency comms focus

Access
	

	
	Telephone lines (including fax)
	

	
	Radio protocol/etiquette standardization
	

	
	Frequency assignments & agreements
	

	
	Secure vs. non-secure comms; crypto
	

	
	Software, Hardware availability and compatibility (radio, computer)
	

	
	Satellite phone availability
	

	
	Soft, non-redundant infrastructure:

· Power

· Cell networks

· Internet

· Wiring
	

	
	Lack of familiarity with contingency capabilities
	

	
	Lack of discussion forums for technical communications experts
	Tabletop exercise for communications technicians

	
	Inadequate plan, lack of knowledge about plan
	

	
	Availability of qualified operators and maintainers
	

	
	
	


Group 3:

	Ranking
	Shortfall
	Action

	
	Operational Communications
	Developed list of:
· Who to involve/invite

· What to consider


Operational Communications

Who to involve/invite

· The right dedicated CO leads?  JRT?  Nancy Hurlburt, RADM Sullivan.  Good facilitator.  SR Rank to be able to engage other levels – politically.

· Public Safety Canada (PSC)

· Industry Canada

· USCG CAMSLANT

· DFO Real Properties (new building in St. Andrews)
· NS Public Safety Field Communications

· USEPA

· FEMA

· NOAA

· USCG SNNE 

· USCG D1

· NGB Civil Support Teams

· NGB National Guard

· DOD

· FCC

· NTIA 

· Civil Air Patrol

· Identify other interested parties and involve in education/planning

· Engage chief LaMontagne to ‘benchmark’ and pick his brains

Consider event:

· Attend NS Forum (Scott)

What to consider

· Think of “opportunities” to consider future infrastructure, e.g. St. Andrews
· Explore technology phasing in/phasing out
· Consider some “outreach” teleconference
· Formalize the “ownership” of comms w/ chain-of-command (so EA level ownership)
· Consider “mandates” for comms from other agencies (they have authority and responsibility to ensure)
· U.S. Government High Frequency?
· Options for “ham” radio operators
· Link trucks thru aircraft (TMR)
· Shared comms between NS, NB, Maine, etc.
· Develop strong “mission directive” to enable and direct comms efforts. Review our overarching directives.
· Determine communication in phases/stages
· Establish comms unit leader ASAP
· Redundancy
· Comms Unit Leader Job Aid
· Land, Marine, Air
· Multiple Pathways
· Bring comms gurus together to find solutions
· Geographic considerations
· Plain Language
· Controlled and assigned interoperability system
· Leveraging other agency capabilities
· Circuit discipline: avoid info overload
Group 4:

	Ranking
	Shortfall
	Action

	1
	List of people, agencies, frequencies
	Modernize communications plan (MMSI – maritime mobile service identity)

	2
	Visual/Graphic data transfers – GIS Data
	

	3. 
	Dead spots
	Produce list

Inventory Dead spots, so gap can be identified

	
	Look at software compatibility
· Interactive software

· Firewalls

· GIS

· Test how it works
	

	
	Rewrite comms plan
	Include frequencies

Get permission to add frequencies to radios

Inventory radio equipment and capability including partner agencies

	
	Internet – ideally provide high speed
	

	
	Technical issues:
· Internet assessment (BX)

· Dead spots (BX: ID what’s done)

· Cell/Radio (share info)

· PAWSA

· Cell provider territorial problems (N, BX)

· ID Cell capability: when is it saturated (N, BX)

· Standardize data transfer formats (LT, AX)

· Still doing paper – move toward electronic documentation (LT, AX)

· Standardize universal comms (LT, AX)

· Web based outreach

· GMDSS add to plan (BX)

· MMSI DSC (BX)

· Map of tower locations (dead spots)

· Visual and graphic display shortfalls

· No layout, no list of tools available

· Software ID what everyone has – will it work together/compatible?

· Test system

· Mapping

Non-technical issues:

· 205 shortfall… modernize

· develop procedural comms plan – working on it (BX)

· Publish frequencies used by agencies (check with MEMA, EMO) (BX)

· Who will be brought in to solve problem?  CST? Private contractor? Document – determine how to fund and add to plan (AX)

· Go kits (CN, AX)

· Resolve ICS/RMS issue (AX)

· Essential Info needed to share between ICPs, QRC, Status Board (BX).  What is most important issues/leadership?
· Iconography for status board – standard protocols, symbology for situational awareness so both sides understand

· Language bi-lingual (post on US Web) (BX)

· French speaking staff members 

· Get group together to look at ICS/RMS and set up protocol/similarities to work together (AX)

· JIC standup immediately (protocol) (BX)

· Hire production director.   JIC Discussion (PIAT)


	

	
	Radio protocol/etiquette standardization
	

	
	Frequency assignments & agreements
	

	
	Secure vs. non-secure comms; crypto
	

	
	Software, Hardware availability and compatibility (radio, computer)
	

	
	Satellite phone availability
	

	
	Soft, non-redundant infrastructure:

· Power

· Cell networks

· Internet

· Wiring
	

	
	Lack of familiarity with contingency capabilities
	

	
	Lack of discussion forums for technical communications experts
	Tabletop exercise for communications technicians

	
	Inadequate plan, lack of knowledge about plan
	

	
	Availability of qualified operators and maintainers
	

	
	
	


Group 5:

	Ranking
	Shortfall
	Action

	1
	Communications Logistics
	Internet connectivity

Software

Hardware Compatibility
Coverage Areas

Technical Specialist availability

	2
	Situational awareness
	Operations needs/Tactics
Management/Control

Technical specialist availability

	3. 
	Information Management
	Pre-planning

Org comp(?)/structure

	
	Comms Logistics:

· Call IT person

· Engage in planning

· Have on hand during event

· Seek ongoing systematic solutions

· Test
	

	
	Information Management

· Preplanning

· Org composition/structure/chain of command

· Prioritizing information

· Position descriptions/roles
	

	
	Situational Awareness

· Operations needs/tactics (specific)

· Control/management (sound bite)

· For both types:

· Pre-plan (IAP)

· Training

· Exercise

· Engage senior management
	

	
	Technical specialist resource availability:

· Authority?

· Skills?

· Commercial alternate resources?

· Function of situational awareness:

· Who is needed, where are they, alternates?

· Meshes with logistics (accessibility)
	

	
	
	


Appendix E: Evaluation Results
The workshop was well received by attendees.  Evaluation forms provided significant positive and constructive feedback.  Numerical scores were requested for 5 parameters: Presentations, Facilitation, Relevance of presentations to breakout work, Facilitation material, and Facility.  On a five point scale, the four content-related questions received an average score of over four out of five; facility constraints resulted in a 3.8 score on that parameter.

	Presenters
	Facilitators
	Educational material for breakouts
	Facilitation Material
	Facility

	4.1
	4.6
	4.2
	4.1
	3.8


Appendix F: Design Team members and Facilitators
Design Team membership:
Ryan Green – Canadian Coast Guard

Jason Mew – Canadian Coast Guard

Scott Lundgren – USCG First District (drm)

CDR Wyman Briggs – USCG First District (drm)

Tom Walker – USCG First District (drm)

LCDR Mike Sams – USCG Sector Northern New England

Bob Totten – Atlantic Emergency Response Team
David Peterson – New Brunswick Environment

Mary Corr – Maine Department of Environmental Protection

Nicole Munkwitz – Maine Inland Fish & Wildlife

Neil Graham – Norbulk/Vroon

Karl Wilmot – New Brunswick Emergency Management Organization
Annie MacNeil – Environment Canada

Dave McIntyre – US Environmental Protection Agency Region 1

ShahJalal, Kazi – Transport Canada

Steve Lehmann – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Facilitators:

Arn Heggers – USCG Sector Northern New England

Dorothy Winchell - USCG First District (dmc)

LCDR Lil Maizer – USCG Atlantic Area (amp)

CDR Dave Gardner – USCG Atlantic Area (axx)

Lyle Hall – Maine Department of Environmental Services





















































[image: image3.wmf][image: image4.png]


[image: image5.wmf]_988195091.doc
[image: image1.png]






_988195094.doc
[image: image1.png]






