June 1999 CANUSLANT / PREP Maine Exercise Report and Evaluation

Exercise Evaluation Report Contents (major categories)

The following report contains in order:

· General Exercise Background.

· Primary Evaluation Objectives.

· Summary of Exercise Control and Coordination Issues.

· Results of Hot Wash-up Exercise Debrief.

· USCG’s On-Scene Command and Control (OSC2) computer system evaluation.

· Concept of Evaluation.

· Evaluation Procedures.

· Evaluation Results by Exercise Design Objectives.  Note: Beginning on page 39, these results are provided herein according to the criteria under which they were recorded.  The corresponding Canadian NEP and U.S. PREP objectives are provided directly below each criteria.  Specific issues identified by the exercise sponsor and designers have been noted under their corresponding criteria.  The comments from the Evaluation staff, observation forms, and lessons learned are provided for each criteria to which they apply.  The comments were gleaned from the aforementioned sources and they do not reflect the opinions of the Exercise Director, the Exercise Sponsor or the authors of this report.  They are provided for discussion and feedback to be employed jointly and by each participating agency.  

The Joint Preparedness Team will use this exercise report in planning and prioritizing areas of emphasis for improvement.
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General / Exercise Background

Ref:
(a) 
CANUSLANT '99 Exercise Directive

(b) 
Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JMPCP)

(c) 
Atlantic Operational Supplement to the JMPCP (AOS)

(d) 
Maine and New Hampshire Area Contingency Plan (ACP)

(e) CANUSLANT Communications SOP (to become Annex A to reference (c))

(f) 
Canadian National Exercise Program (NEP)

(g) 
United States National Preparedness for Response Exercise Program (PREP)

The CANUSLANT / PREP Maine ’99 Oil Spill Incident Command Post Exercise was held in Eastport, Maine on June 1-3, 1999.  The exercise tested the ability of U.S., Canadian and State agencies and organizations, local Tribal Nations, and Industry to form a single response organization to mitigate a major transborder oil pollution incident threatening and/or impacting the Canadian - United States maritime boundary (as described section 104.1 of reference (b)).  Kent Lines Ltd. volunteered to participate as the ‘Responsible Party’ for the exercise.  The “incident command post” portion of the exercise play commenced day 2 of the scenario after a tabletop exercise was previously held on April 14th to identify the actions of day 1.  The Joint Exercise Design Team that developed the exercise consisted of representatives from the Canadian Coast Guard, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Environment Canada, U.S. Coast Guard (First District, Marine Safety Office Portland, Integrated Support Command Boston, Atlantic Strike Team, National Strike Force Coordination Center), State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Kent Line, Quoddy Spill Prevention Group, Passamaquoddy Tribe, Environmental Protection Agency, members of the Joint Preparedness Team (JPT), and members of the Joint Environmental Emergency Response Team (JEERT). 

Exercise Objectives

The main objectives of the exercise were to:

· Provide an opportunity to assess the draft Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JMPCP), its Atlantic Operational Supplement, the Maine/New Hampshire Area Contingency Plan (ACP), and supplementary plans;

· Provide an opportunity for the various U.S. and Canadian response organizations to work together;

· Provide an opportunity to test the various components of the response management systems (U.S. NIIMS ICS and Canadian RMS);

· Provide an opportunity to test communications between various departments/agencies and operational assets;

· Provide an opportunity for a Canadian Maritime Coastal Defense Vessel to conduct pollution response training, to include tactical communications with a USCG Buoy Tender.

· Validate the ability of Washington County Technical College (WCTC), Eastport, Maine to serve as a viable joint Incident Command Post.

· Provide second exercise test of the USCG OSC2 response management software/computer system.

Incident Command Post

The WCTC in Eastport was the site for the Joint Command Post and provided excellent facilities. 

Timeline of Exercise Events

Event
Date
Time
Participants
Location

MATES Training
April 12-13

MSO, players
Portland, ME

Tabletop Exercise
April 14

Unified Cmd players
Portland, ME

Command Post Setup
May 30-June 1

MSO, NSFCC
WCTC, Eastport

Controllers/Eval Trng
June 1
1230 - 1430
Controllers/Evaluators
Lobster & Fish House

OSC2 Refresher
June 1
1230 - 1330
OSC2 Operators
WCTC, Eastport

OSC2 Demonstration
June 1
1330 - 1400
Anyone interested
WCTC, Eastport

Player’s Brief
June 1
1500 - 1800
All participants
Lobster & Fish House

Eval & Control Mtg
June 2
0700 - 0800
Controllers/Evaluators
WCTC, Eastport

Exercise Check-in
June 2
0730 - 0800
All participants
WCTC, Eastport

Exercise Play
June 2
0800 - 1800
All participants
WCTC, Eastport

No Host Reception
June 2
1830 - 2100
Anyone interested
Lobster & Fish House

Exercise Play (cont.)
June 3
0800 - 1200
All participants
WCTC, Eastport

Exercise Debrief
June 3
1400 - 1800
All participants
WCTC, Eastport

Evaluation Team Mtg.
June 7-10

Evaluation Team 
D1 Boston

Scenario and Exercise Play

On April 14th a tabletop exercise was held to outline first day actions in response to the spill.  The scenario began at 0630 on June 1st when the tanker IRVING ESKIMO ran aground on Morton Ledge, Maine at 44( 47.2’N, 066( 59.1’W.  The captain reported that no persons were injured, and no fires, and that there had been damage to a cargo tank(s) and loss of product.  An oil slick moved north as a total of 4,000 bbls. of light #6 bunker oil and 4000 bbls. of diesel oil was lost.  Although the incident occurred in U.S. waters, it threatened to impact Canadian waters and, as a result, a Joint US/Canadian response was organized.  The Unified Command consisted of Captain Richard Goddard (Kent Line Ltd./ RP), Commander Roy Nash (USCG FOSC), Mike Grebler (CCG FMO), representatives from the Passamaquoddy Tribal Council, and David Sait (State of Maine Department of Environmental Protection, SOSC).  The Atlantic Operational Supplement (AOS) was activated.  Finance, logistics, operations, and planning groups were established based on the U.S. NIIMS ICS response management organization model.  Environmental organizations from the U.S. and Canada agreed to work together in the JEERT and provide input and advice to the lead agencies and planning group.  The JPT was activated.

The objectives established on Day 1 by the Unified Command included:

· Safety;

· Stabilize the ship;

· Contain free oil;

· Identify and protect sensitive areas;

· Begin mitigation; and

· Establish a claims process.

During the Day 1 tabletop exercise play, a variety of issues were raised for discussion, including:

· The responsible party mobilizing appropriate resources for on-water burning and/or dispersant application.  A request for approval was to be made on Day 2.

· A discussion of joint environmental priorities between the U.S. and Canadian agencies began on Day 1 to continue on Days 2 and 3.  Several issues/activities were discussed, including overflights, water column monitoring, wildlife, fisheries and aquaculture, cultural resources, First Nation issues, shoreline assessment surveys, shoreline protection and treatment priorities, health monitoring, oil fate and effects, etc.

· Moving the damaged vessel from Morton Ledge to Saint John, N.B. for repair.

· Cross-border issues relating to moving response equipment and people.

· Establishing a damage assessment process.

· Criteria for closing/reopening fishery and benchmarking against precedence of past actions.

· Management and disposal of wastes.

· Demobilization and decontamination criteria and procedures.

· Establishing a joint information group, developing briefs, providing pre-exercise information to local media, using the USCG web page, and setting up a Canadian Web page for this exercise.

Players Brief

Prior to the ICP exercise play, a Players Brief was held on June 1st for all participants.

Time
Discussion

1500
Review of Exercise Ground Rules by NSFCC

1530
Situation Brief by Unified Command and Section Chiefs

1615
Introduction to OSC2  by Lieutenant Steve Wischmann

1630
Break out by ICS Sections to organize within each section

1800
Adjourn

Participants

The Unified Command organization consisted of numerous federal, state and local agencies, tribal representatives and response organizations from both the U.S. and Canada.  The JPT and JEERT held meetings during the drill.  In addition, Rear Admiral Richard Larrabee, USCG First District Commander, and Mr. John Adams, Commissioner of the Canadian Coast Guard attended on Thursday.  Operational assets included communications vans, CCGS TUBOR (pollution response vessel), HMCS GOOSE BAY (MCDV), USCGC ABBIE BURGESS (WLM), three small boats from USCG Group Southwest Harbor, the USCG Atlantic Strike Team’s mobile command post, and response equipment from the Quoddy Spill Prevention Group.

The USCG’s OSC2 system was used during the exercise to help track and display situation and resources and aid in documenting the response.  It included a Logging & Messaging application used by all sections.  

Exercise Debrief/hot washup

Following exercise play, a debrief was conducted at 1400 on June 3rd to identify successes and shortfalls of the exercise.

Time
Discussion

1400
Players debrief by Section (facilitated by Controllers & Evaluators)

1600
Presentations by Sections of success factors and areas for improvement

1730
Closing Remarks

1800
End of Debrief
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Primary Evaluation Objectives

The exercise evaluation objectives were based on the combination of Canada's National Exercise Program (NEP) and the United States National Preparedness for Response Exercise Program (PREP).  From these objectives the following general evaluation objectives were developed:

a. To evaluate the ability of references (a) through (g) (see page 4) to prepare joint Canadian and United States Coast Guard operating forces at the Headquarters, Regional, and Port levels to effectively direct, coordinate, and mitigate a transboundary marine spill response operation.

b. To evaluate the ability of various United States and Canadian response organizations to work together.

c. To evaluate the interoperability of the components of the United States Incident Command System (ICS) with the Canadian Response Management System (RMS) in a combined marine spill response organization.

d. To evaluate the ability of various governmental departments and agencies to communicate with one another as the scenario dictates and as needed by the ICS/RMS.

e. To evaluate the effectiveness of a Canadian Maritime Coastal Defense Vessel as a pollution response vessel, including tactical communications with USCG vessels.

f. To evaluate Eastport, Maine as an Incident Command Post location.

g. To provide a second exercise test of the USCG’s OSC2 response management software and computer system.
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Exercise Control and Coordination Issues.
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Exercise Control and Coordination Issues
General.  There was not a smooth transition of data from the Table Top Exercise (TTX) of day 1 on April 14th to day 2 on June 3, the first day of Command Post Exercise (CPX) play in Eastport.  There was no continuity.  Very little information was available in Eastport from the TableTop exercise that simulated Day 1 of the spill.  The players spent more than half the first day tracking down information that should have been readily available from NSFCC.

The TTX and the CPX were just too far apart.  This time lag lead to several problems.  In the organizations there were some key people that were unable to attend both the TTX and CPX.  There were also some changed assignments (i.e., from Operations Section Leader to Logistics Section Leader) as a result of reshuffling of people to accommodate changes.

In the intervening time between the TTX and CANUSLANT those people that did attend MATES training and the TTX forgot a lot of what they had done and where they were heading operationally during the TTX.  The overriding theme from exercise players was that response management is a fluid operation and not a project that is easily stopped and started again.  There was a breakdown on control’s part regarding the carryover of the IAP from the TTX to the ICP exercise.

While having a TTX prior to the exercise was useful for helping the CPX start at day 2, the lack of information from the TTX resulted in significant problems for later exercise play.  The TTX should focus on the command-level decisions of the response, and the Exercise Design Team should fill in the details (resources, IAP, etc.) in preparation for the CPX.  Recommendation: conduct the TTX closer to the CPX.  It should be a true TTX, allowing only a limited number of participants. Hold the TTX the Monday prior to an exercise. Limit the attendees to just the key decision makers and conduct the exercise as a true table top (i.e. present the major issues, provide the players with a set amount of time to make their decisions, capture their inputs, and move on to the next issue).  Sufficient information can be gathered to produce a good ICS201 (Incident Briefing) form that can be distributed electronically or via disk to the players.  Have exercise control then produce the 201, have it reviewed Tuesday and provide it to the Unified Command for approval and to present as part of their operational brief during player training.

In terms of aquaculture issues relating to the impacts due to closures, the drill did not drive claims to the degree that would realistically be presented for a spill in this area.

MATES and PREP have divergent goals and do not readily support one another.  The desired outcomes from each program are different.  This difference forces the players to make a choice given the limited time available to them on which outcome to focus their activities.  MATES is a training program.  The TTX that culminates the MATES Training is designed as a "performance measurement" -- testing the players’ proficiency in completing certain forms, organizing meetings, and functioning within an ICS environment.  The focus is on "how" the Spill Management Team is going to get someplace.  A PREP TTX, on the other hand, is designed as an "operational" measurement--i.e. what resources were ordered, what protection strategies were put in place, etc.  The focus is on "where" the Spill Management Team is in their response operations rather than "how" they are going to get there.

The target populations for MATES and a PREP TTX are different, though neither target population is well defined.  As a training program, the target population for MATES should be those people who have had little to no practical experience utilizing ICS.  This was certainly the case in Portland.  Though available to the exercise participants the "training" portion of MATES was attended by primarily Coast Guard personnel and some local industry representatives.  The target audience for a PREP TTX should be the key decision makers in a response management system - the Unified Command along with their organization's key operations and planning people.  These are typically people that have had extensive response experience (though admittedly not necessarily NIIMS ICS).  These personnel should be encouraged to make the time needed to attend the complete MATES Training.

Exercise participants cannot be forced to attend MATES training, nor can seats be limited to only those organizations participating in the upcoming exercise.  Having SMT's attend the TTX but not the training negatively impacts the training of those people who did attend the training.  Trainees were put into supporting roles during the TTX rather than roles where they could exercise what they learned during the training.  

All of these items relate to the obvious disconnect between the TTX in Portland and the exercise in Eastport.  One recommendation: MATES Training shouldn't be used to support a PREP TTX, nor should a PREP TTX be used to support a MATES Training Evolution.

The lack of a good operational brief to the players that did not attend the TTX in April negatively impacted the start of exercise play in Eastport.  Many people noticed the disconnect between the TTX operations and the beginnings of exercise play at Eastport.  A majority of the operational information provided at the player's brief was contained in the IAP included in the player's manual.  The caveat is that because of the problems noted above about mixing MATES and PREP TTXs, the information was incomplete.  The players had the chance to update the information between the TTX and the exercise (only the Canadians opted to do so) so some of the information had changed.  However, none of the information was passed in the "operational brief."  The operational brief did not adequately convey the information needed to continue what had been started during the TTX.

One recommendation: develop an "operational briefing" package to lay out what critical information must be passed and provide the package to the players to use and guide them in the development of their initial operational brief.  To do this, exercise control must have sufficient resources at the TTX in order to gather the critical information.

Frequency:  Some suggestions were made to increase the frequency of CANUSLANT exercises and separate CANUSLANT from PREP exercises.  Recommend continuing CANUSLANT on a three-year cycle with a TTX conducted in between, as specified in reference (b).  This would maintain the partnership and good communications between the U.S. and Canadian agencies while minimizing the excessive workload of conducting a major exercise every other year.  For each PREP exercise, the Area, MSO and D1 should evaluate whether it should be combined with CANUSLANT or conducted separately.  Both have their advantages. Combining the exercises has the advantage of minimizing the overhead of conducting two separate oil spill exercises yet still involving all parties. Separating PREP from CANUSLANT has the advantage of allowing the Area to test their response in other areas of the AOR.  A possibility is to conduct U.S.-led CANUSLANT exercises as a PREP, and not when CANUSLANT is Canadian-led, allowing the Maine and New Hampshire Area Committee to conduct a PREP in another part of their Area.

Exercise Design and Control: In designing the exercise, use the JMPCP and the AOS more frequently as a reference, as procedures identified in the plan were not always reflected in the exercise evaluation (i.e. JEERT). Some felt that in the future, designers should limit the number of “add-ons” (i.e. PREP, OSC2, State of Maine exercise, etc.), as these tend to confuse an already large exercise.  Many of these activities were only relevant to a portion of the participants.

The information that the Wildlife Branch received was completely scripted.  There was no ability to provide feedback information that would change the inputs to the drill.  The species composition was unrealistic and there was no opportunity to modify.  The exercise did not provide sufficient feedback to players in the JEERT with regards to the impact or effectiveness of decisions they had made.  Uncoordinated spill overflight information injected from exercise control led to unrealistic tactics developed in operations.


Incident Command: The U.S. and Canada use somewhat different response organization systems.  The system is fundamental in setting the stage for the players and hence should be clarified in the AOS.


Joint Preparedness Team (JPT): Section VI.C.1.a of the AOS should be expanded to better describe the role and membership of the JPT.  The plan identifies that the JPT provides support to the FOSC/OSC/FMO with members coming from the U.S. RRT and Canadian REET.  For the past number of exercises the JPT role has caused a great deal of confusion as they often want to deal with operational issues better handled by FOSC/OSC/FMO and their staff.  This exercise was no exception as the JPT wanted to talk about operational topics, such as dispersant use, which in the Canadian system is dealt with by REET as an operational issue.  The goal in the last six or seven CANUSLANT exercises has been to have the JPT deal with policy, political, and senior management issues. We have tried many times to have senior management convene in the JPT and have the scientific, technical people move in with the JEERT.  Unfortunately, to date, this has not happened.  Possibly a discussion at the next JPT meeting or the demands and pressures of a real spill could sort out this issue.  


Joint Environmental Emergency Response Team (JEERT). Section VI.C.1.b and Annex N to reference (b) identifies that the JEERT provides advice and support to the U.S. FOSC, Canadian OSC/FMO, and the JPT.  It is comprised of various agencies from both countries that have expertise and information appropriate for providing consolidated and comprehensive environmental information and advice. The REET (Canadian members of the JEERT) routinely met and attempted to accomplish the above noted goal.  Unfortunately, the joint team including both U.S. and Canadian agencies, did not work well since U.S. representatives were either in the planning section or on the JPT.  The Canadian and U.S. JPT co-chairs met frequently, however, seem to generate joint impact from the JPT level.

There are two major problems with the design of the JEERT.  The first relates to the differences in response structure in Canada and the U.S.  As mentioned above, the U.S. uses a UCS wherein the USCG automatically becomes the FOSC and the various scientific and technical agencies provide their input through the RRT, SSC or the Planning section.  In Canada, when there is a known pollutor, the CCG, as the FMO, monitors the pollutor’s actions.  Scientific and technical information is consolidated by REET and provided to the RP through the FMO.  Where there is no RP and CCG assumes the role of OSC, REET would assume the role of the Planning Section.   The second problem relates to the idea that the Canadian REET member agencies should work in the Planning Section.  REET agencies are responsible for a wide range of provincial and federal legislation and have two roles during a spill including providing technical and scientific advice and ensuring the RP takes all reasonable measures to minimize damage and satisfy legislative requirements.  Hence it would be inappropriate for them to work for the RP, or their agents, when these entities and not the Canadian government provide the OSC. 

After seven CANUSLANT exercises where we have attempted to evolve the JEERT concept we still have not accomplished our goal.  Further discussion is obviously required on how the RRT, SSC, REET, and Planning Section will work and communicate during a CANUSLANT response to “jointly” develop and consolidate scientific and technical environmental information for use by the FOSC/OSC/FMO and Operations Section.  The biggest issue in making the JEERT work is that it is not recognized in the UCS/ICS format even though it is recognized in the AOS.  Clearing this hurdle will be a major problem as a lot of players are still trying to make sense of the ICS, let alone any unique features.


General Communications points: Communications seemed to work well technically with some minor complaints about not enough phone/modem lines, which could be resolved in an actual response when funding is easier to come by.  The objectives as outlined in the report were met.  There were problems identified in the report concerning communications of a procedural nature.  Each country had procedures in place for their own organization, but jointly there did not appear to be any procedures as far as approvals for dissemination of information was concerned.  (e.g. #B(12), page 55, Press Releases - "Release approval from Unified Command took an unacceptable length of time, approximately 3 hours.")  The communications desk in the command post was intended to be the "one stop shopping" place for FAX traffic, walk-up internet e-mail service, and the first line of defense for incoming phone calls.  There was never a case where the e-mail was too busy, and only one FAX failed to be delivered, probably due to trouble on the receiving end.  Some participants came to the Comms desk while others FAXed from the CCG comms van.  In a real event, these services should be consolidated as much as possible for efficiency and to reduce the chance of misrouting.

The concept of a central communications unit worked well.  There was, however, a tendency for Canadian players to utilize the comms van for their communications requirements.  Representation from both countries in the comms unit was helpful especially in identifying and routing communications.  Surges in fax demands created some backups, but comms service caught up in off-peak times.  A faster, more adequate photocopier would have been more efficient.  Redundancy and technical support should be considered.

There were some calls and faxes to be directed to people who were identified by name only, vice by position/section, thus making routing difficult.  Also, it was not clear where calls for environmental information were to be directed (Planning or JEERT).  Understanding is that OSC2 can list all players (responders) who checked in.  Access to this information, or a copy of the information people gave when they checked into the command post, by communications personnel could have helped in directing messages.  Comms never took the time to get a copy of the sign-in sheets, hoping that OSC2 would eventually provide the information.  Comms personnel should obtain or be provided a current organization chart, or have electronic access and be notified when it is updated.  Initially, until this information is available, comms should obtain a copy of the sign-in sheet.

The noise level at times was quite high and made conversation over the telephone difficult.  Although this probably presented a problem in all sections, it would be worth considering having an area where verbal/telephone communications could take place without a lot of background noise.  Sound dampening material is a good investment—carpeting, tapestries, paneling, etc.

Once the exercise began, the communications section received no information or feedback on the events of the exercise.  There were no Logistical Section briefings and personnel had no idea what was happening with regard to the response.  Had there been plans to move operational units or bring in additional units, the communications section would have been unaware of this and no planning would have been done.

The CCG Comms van worked well.  It was posted in close proximity to the ICP.  Canadian players used the fax of the van quite extensively.  The mobile communications evaluation was initiated from the comms van.  An evaluation of the results of the tests should be made and changes to the plan made accordingly.
OSC2 was projected to be the tool to: (a) Communicate between sections (b) Log events per section (c) Provide exercise status (d) Provide exercise updates (e) Provide documentation.  As far as communicating between sections, the system appeared to be a tool that could do this fairly well. Information could be read from any OSC2 station by any section.  The sender could confirm that the appropriate section read the message.  It did lack formatting capability and external (outside of OSC2 sections) email was not possible, thus limiting forwarding of messages received from outside agencies to the Comms Unit.

As for the other functions of OSC2, the loss of documentation from the tabletop exercise may have contributed to the problems experienced at the beginning of the exercise.  As well, additional training for possible users of the system (planning/operations/logistics/finance/legal/safety personnel) would have been helpful. It was noted that the safety officers (as well as other U/C staff) were not aware that they had an account on the system and could have relayed the site safety plan this way.

One suggestion with regard to the backlog of information into OSC2 is to utilize the OSC2 operators from other sections that are not initially as busy, i.e. finance, communications/logistics.  

Comms for JEERT may have been improved if they had additional modem lines due to the proprietary nature of their information, the systems provided by Comms, OSC2, & Internet mail did not meet their needs.

A system such as OSC2, having to be a communications-operational-documentation tool, will definitely have some growing pains.  It is obvious that a tool is needed to track information of this magnitude in such a short period of time and OSC2 is a good beginning.  

Exercise Debrief / Hotwash Results
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Exercise Debrief / Hotwash Results

At ENDEX, evaluators served as facilitators for the exercise debriefs within the sections to which they were assigned.  They were provided with guides to assist them in obtaining the group's top five positive comments from the exercise, top five things that need improvement, and recommendations.  The facilitator's guide seemed to assist evaluators by walking them through the process.  It is included at the end of this report.  The debrief in each of the sections was allotted two hours on the final day of the exercise.  Once the separate debriefs were completed, another two hours was provided during which a representative from each group briefed the entire organization. The following is the resultant “hot wash up” perspectives.

Joint Preparedness Team (JPT)

Top Comments
· JEERT role and connection with the Planning section needs to be clarified, defined and better exercised.

· U.S. OSROs (MSRC) need an indemnity clause for transboundary response.

· Need clearer policy on dispersant use for cleaning the shoreline.

Lessons Learned

· Reached a better understanding of JPT, JEERT, RRT role.

· Use of Canadian New Brunswick declaration of emergency facilitated transboundary response, especially with the use of OSRO; but is only a short-term solution for emergency phase liability/immunity issues.

· Use of CANUSLANT as opportunity for JPT meeting was beneficial.

Recommendations

· Include an indemnity clause for Transboundary response in CA by U.S.OSRO in the Atlantic Operational Supplement (AOS).

· Establish clearer policy on dispersant use for shoreline cleaning.

Unified Command (UC)
Top Comments

· A rapid assembly and cohesiveness was noted in all sections, followed by quick inter-section cooperation, professionalism, and adaptability.

· Seamless US/Canadian response relationship.

· Sections needed minimum direction/conflict resolution allowed the Unified Commander to focus on larger issues.

· Focus was on collaborative leadership.

· Resource, Logistics information from the April 14th Tabletop exercise was lost.

Lessons Learned 

· Transboundary immunity standards for OSROs still need to be resolved.

· JMPCP and Ops Supplement need to be finalized.

· U.S.OSHA does not recognize Canadian response training standards.

· This exercise played out a limited variety of complexities.

Recommendations

· A Joint public affairs plan is needed

· Blend more political and economic key business drivers into the exercise.

· Complete the assessment of ICP at Eastport.

· Go back to biennial CANUSLANT or increase the number of tabletop exercises.

· CANUSLANT/PREP exercises should be kept separate.

· Saint John Port Authority not included in the exercise.

Joint Emergency Environmental Response Team (JEERT)
Top Comments

· JEERT had difficulty working under the ICS organization and relationship.

· Comms needed to be lateral, vertical.

· JEERT experienced isolation problems (physical & electronic).

· JEERT needs feedback on environmental objectives.

· An environmentally knowledgeable person is needed in the JIC.

Lessons Learned

· Need more community involvement on U.S. side.

· Need better documentation, especially for legal and situation updates.

· Need a common mapping technology.

· Environmental Unit maps need to feed situation updates.

· Need periodic time outs for full team updates/briefs.

Recommendations

· Create an ICS org link or position/unit for joint environmental team.

· Establish an international workshop focused on JEERT priorities.

· Continue work to establish correct amount of internal Comms gear for sections.

· Emphasize better posting of Organization Charts with roles, duties and responsibilities clearly documented. 

· Need protocol between agencies for the closure and opening of fisheries.

· A procedure is needed where Tri-State, the U.S.-based animal clean-up organization, can cross the border, set up equipment, and train people quickly.

· Use a set time zone, i.e. Zulu time, in all messages.

Logistics
Top Comments

· Community plans and CAPP are valuable resources.

· Good electronic and communications support.

· Excellent integration between countries, agencies and industry.

· OSC2 role was ambiguous and distracting to training environment.

Lessons Learned

· Cannot rely solely upon OSC2 for data needs

· Sections need more incident briefings to keep people informed

Recommendations

· Provide more player training in OSC2 system prior to the next exercise.

Joint Information Center (JIC)
Top Comments

· Great teamwork and focus in JIC.

· Advance JIC training was instrumental for a successful exercise

· Excellent problem resolution and network.

· Very positive endorsement of the OSC2 system and the data it satisfied.

Lessons Learned

· Information release process needs to be improved.

· Need more JIC trained personnel assets in JIC.

· Need all ICS organizational agencies represented in JIC.

· Need clear release authority.

· UC needs to become more aware of the media’s effect on response management.

· 1 ½ day exercise too short to solve issues identified during the exercise.

· JIC should be represented in the tabletop portion.

· JIC should be located near the UC.

· JIC model proposed by USCG and used during the exercise is good.  It is task oriented, making it flexible and able to expand and contract according to need.

· JIC should have the most experienced and/or qualified people fill the various positions, particularly that of Information officer.

· JIC should have more equipment available for use.

· JIC training prior to the exercise was excellent.

· Copies of press releases were not distributed to all sections.

Recommendations

· Provide more JIC / PA training.

Finance

Top Comments

· OSC2 log system had ample information and offered opportunity to validate issues across sections.

· Excellent cooperation between agencies for costing estimates.

· Claims process, limit of liability, ceiling management went well due to subject matter expertise on scene.

· Continued improvement from past CANUSLANT exercises with respect to technology, equipment and use of ICS/RMS.

· ICS facilitators in the sections greatly enhanced learning.

Lessons Learned

· Not enough knowledge of OSC2 program capabilities.

· Exercise should begin with the status of tabletop Logistics/Finance information.

· More emphasis needed on providing expeditious resource use info to Finance.

· RP and State of Maine representatives need increased manpower in Finance.

· ICP security and personnel check-in need increased controls.

· Organizational gaps (lack of documentation unit, process and follow-up, and no published polreps or sitreps.

· CCG finance reps felt isolated from USCG finance reps

· USCG costs were unavailable 

· Responsible party was not represented

· No ‘total’ costs available

· Facility much better than one used in ’96 (St. Andrews Biological Station)

Recommendations

· Investigate NRDA process/funding for Canada.

· Increase ICP security and personnel check-in procedures

Planning

Top Comments
· Good integration between interagency members.

· Good buy-in, commitment.

· ICS org worked well.

· GIS abilities provided by State of Maine.

· Boat School worked well as an ICP.

Lessons Learned

· Drill induced false expectations of OSC2 and IAP production.

· The "big picture" needs to be better communicated to all sections.

· Resource check-in and assignment process needs to be better controlled.

· Environment Canada input equivalent to SSC in Planning needs to be clarified.

· Aquaculture density in area not adequately exercised.

· Much benefit received from ‘networking.’

· OSC2 use and training requires improvement.  Slowed things down.

· Lost of information/material from day 1 to day 2.

· Communications – more direction from UC is required. 

· An SRO should be in the logistics section

· Exercising of RMS system is required.

Recommendations

· Separate operational divisions by international boundaries.

· Conduct AM control brief on night ops that were completed.

· Relocate wildlife section into environmental unit within the Planning section

· Relocate JEERT to facilitate interaction with Planning.

· Seek compatibility in GIS (State and OSC2)

· Identify multi-lingual staff person to handle local tribal language issues

Operations

Top Comments

· Excellent interagency relationships and interaction.

· Highly skilled personnel assets.

· Good visual aids.

· Good local knowledge available.

Lessons Learned

· Transition problems from tabletop to ICP exercise.

· Too much emphasis on OSC2 driving ops.

· Wildlife ops too scripted, with no flexibility.

· Need to establish a consistent responder immunity policy.

· ICP facilities need to allow for sections to expand with increased manpower

Recommendations

· Provide more training in ICS, JEERT, OSC2.

· Provide more script options.

· Provide better follow-on from tabletop information and work done on resources.

· Keep CANUSLANT and PREP separate.

· Use contracted SMT instead of CG’s OSC2.

· Exercise field command post needs.
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On-Scene Command and Control (OSC2) Prototype


Issue: 
CANUSLANT 99 included a test of the On-Scene Command and Control Prototype System (OSC2), under development by the U.S. Coast Guard to manage resource and situation information in an Incident Command System-based response.  More details on OSC2 are available at http://www.uscg.mil/hq/g‑m/mor/articles/osc2.htm .  The unfamiliarity of the system to the evaluators as well as some drill resource control weaknesses resulted in feedback gathered for and included in this report that projects an unbalanced evaluation of the merits and weaknesses of the system.  Consequently, this section was assembled from lessons learned, comments, and trip reports submitted to the First Coast Guard District by those involved in the system design and operation.  

General:  The main purpose of utilizing OSC2 is to aid the Situation and Resources Unit in tracking situation and resource information, and to produce accurate comprehensive IAPs with less time and effort and more accuracy than when using paper-based system.  Significant benefits are realized after the incident because information is continuously archived, allowing much better reconstruction of events and decisions.  Typically by the third day of an event, the true strength of the system is realized.  The tool is only useful if a sound ICS response management system protocol is being utilized by the responders, as it was designed around ICS process flows.  

Development Team Goals:  The OSC2 Development Team had two major goals for the CANUSLANT 99 Exercise: Testing a new Portable Network configuration, and testing the ICS 201 form newly added to the system.  Both goals are directly related to the OSC2 hardware/software.

· The Portable Network - Previous PREP drill tests of OSC2 identified the need for a separate server (previously one of the laptops acted as the server) to increase the speed and utility of the OSC2 suite of laptops and peripherals.  This new network configuration with a dedicated server, referred to as the Portable Network, was tested during CANUSLANT.
Results: The portable network performed very well, exceeding design team expectations.  The network supported faster services for 10 laptops, the logging and messaging functions, the intranet established for information sharing throughout the Incident Command Post, and a shared dial-up connection for Internet services throughout the network.  
Recommendation: The desk top portable network as tested is the recommended OSC2 network configuration for future drills/incidents that expand on the laptop network suite of 5 laptops, two printers, and one LCD projector.

· ICS Form 201 addition and other minor form adjustments - The ICS 201 form is a versatile and valuable tool for the initial response phase of a spill event.  This form was added to OSC2 prior to the CANUSLANT drill, and its utility was demonstrated a Site Acceptance Test prior to the drill.  The form allows for all of the initial planning steps to be conducted within its various fields, all of which inform the other appropriate forms in the system, populating the related fields, as appropriate, allowing transition to the larger suite of forms without any data loss.  For small or relatively short-lived events, a responder could manage the whole response using the 201.
Results: Because of the manner that CANUSLANT exercise play unfolded, the ICS 201 form was not used in any meaningful way.  The OSC2 system had been loaded with the information from the TTX and the subsequent changes during exercise play, and the SMT had already transitioned past the 201 form.
Recommendation: The ICS 201 form is an appropriate form to utilize early in an incident before a transition into the planning cycle and full compliment of ICS forms.  Recommend utilizing the ICS 201 form/OSC2's ICS 201 form for the first chaotic day(s) of an incident and avoid transitioning too early into the planning cycle.  More time is allowed for paper or computer tools to catch up with rapid initial resource deployments, and less attention is required on the full IAP when people are in reaction mode to the evolving emergency.
OSC2-Specific Comments and Recommendations:  Feedback regarding the CANUSLANT exercise was shared among those involved in OSC2 development.  Several comments were echoed multiple times in this informal evaluation.  The following summarizes these comments, all of which relate to OSC2's relation to the ICS/UC, rather than the function of the hardware and software.

· Relation of OSC2 function to ICS function: The ability of OSC2 to support situation and resource tracking is only as robust as the ICS process that orders, checks in, dispatches, and verifies resources.  Although the information entry and ICS procedures (i.e. resource check-in before assignments are allowed) required by OSC2 were sometimes described as a “bottleneck”, time is also required to perform these functions properly using paper management tools (forms/T-Cards).  Once resources are entered and assigned, there are significant benefits to having these resources electronically accessible in the database (record keeping, information transfer to other forms, etc.).  By day 3 of the drill (2nd day in Eastport), OSC2 was successfully tracking over 300 resources assigned to 18 divisions/groups, and tasked with 18 ICS 204 forms.  This was described by the Atlantic Strike Team XO (with 15 incidents/exercise experience under the belt supporting such functions) as the most comprehensive, thorough, and as-accurate-as-possible IAP she ever personally produced (via paper or any computerized system), and saw no way to produce that accurate and complete of an IAP by hand / T-cards in a similar timeframe.  Exercise Truth was not (and often has not been) rigorously maintained during a drill, which prevents differentiation between accurate and sloppy resource tracking. 
Recommendation: Because accurate resource tracking (OSC2 or otherwise) depends on the ability of ICS members to follow protocols on resource ordering, check-in, dispatching, and verification, ICS training and practice must continue. Additional aids to support proper ICS transactions/OSC2 functions may also assist, such as: position titles and bullet listed position functions on laptop backs, large ICS transaction flowchart, in-baskets on desks labeled with what should be placed there for OSC2 team processing, etc.  Situation and resource tracking has been a weakness in non-OSC2 drills as well, supporting this recommendation.  Better maintenance of Exercise Truth by Control would allow for imposition of reasonable time constraints (ETAs) on resource ordering and arrival, and would allow verification of IAP accuracy.  More refinement of exercise resource control process is needed to enhance the training and adaptation of OSC2.
· OSC2 Liaison: OSC2 is based on ICS procedures and transactions, and therefore good ICS discipline will facilitate use of this tool.  Especially while we are still climbing the ICS learning curve, it is important to have a person act as the liaison to the OSC2 team to facilitate and encourage information flow.  The OSC2 operators from the National Strike Force are frequently occupied with data entry and information retrieval, and were well served by the Deputy Planning Section Chief as a primary liaison between the team of operators and the rest of the ICS.   
Recommendation: In future exercises, retain the Deputy Planning Section Chief as the liaison to the OSC2 team, and provide task list or other supporting job aid. This person must help to facilitate information flow, including to and from the OSC2 system.  Radio communications (similar to those held by Deputy Section Chiefs in this exercise) would allow for better coordination of system functions with remote users (JIC, UC).
· Outreach/expectation management: Some comments during and after CANUSLANT reflected a misunderstanding of OSC2 and its intended purpose, despite a demonstration Tuesday, a presentation at the Player's Brief Tuesday night, and a section in the JMPCP Operational Supplement.  Better information will keep expectations in line with system functions and improve system performance as a result of better information flow. 
Recommendation: In addition to general OSC2 briefings and OSC2 training, key players need to understand the system and its purpose to facilitate its use.  These include the Unified Command and the Section Chiefs, in particular the Planning Section Chief.  Outreach and education should focus on particular positions and provide understanding how OSC2 supports their duties and what the expectations are for proper information capture (i.e. reiterate ICS protocols).
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Concept of Evaluation

CANUSLANT '99 was evaluated using elements drawn from Canada's National Exercise Program (NEP), the United States' National Preparedness for Response Exercise Program (PREP), and the Incident Command System (ICS).  

The process emphasized multiple-sampling through direct observation, minimizing the interruption of the participants, especially during operational activities.  In addition to the criteria collected by the Evaluators, controllers collected information using the NSFCC control data.  Observation/lessons learned forms were also collected from each player during the debrief process.  

The evaluation staff employed a total of 26 evaluators and controllers (see page 51).  Each area evaluated had at least one Evaluator assigned to it.  The larger sections (i.e. operations and planning) had two or more evaluators assigned.  Unless otherwise noted, the evaluation took place entirely at the Washington County Technical College command post site.  

The Exercise Evaluation Report meeting took place 07-10 June at the First Coast Guard District in Boston, MA where First District Staff analyzed the evaluation data.  An initial draft exercise report was then distributed to all exercise JDT members for concurrent clearance and additions.

The areas evaluated included:

1. Command - The organization's understanding of command elements, tasking, authorities, and relationships within a joint command structure.

2. Public Affairs - The organization's ability to coordinate the development and distribution of clear, accurate, and timely information to the public and the media.

3. Site Safety - This evaluation section was not assigned to any particular area but instead reviewed the organization's overall safety practices.

4. Operations - The organization's ability to effectively direct, coordinate, and control a marine spill response operation.  

5. Planning - The organization's ability to effectively assess and manage a marine spill response operation and develop and disseminate an Incident Action Plan.

6. Logistics - The organization's ability to provide messing, berthing, medical, transportation, communications, and work facilities during a marine spill response operation.

7. Finance - The organization's ability to provide financial support, accounting, and tracking and to respond to cross border issues.

8. Vessel Operations - The effectiveness of Canadian Coastal Defense Vessel and a United States Buoy Tender as response and communications platforms during a marine spill response operation.

9. Communications - Ability of the Command Post to communicate through various chains of command and with operational assets.

10. Joint Environmental Emergency Response Team (JEERT) - Ability to identify and resolve environmental situations and threats to sensitive areas and cross-boarder issues.

11. Joint Preparedness Team (JPT) - Ability to effectively fulfill its role as an assist and support mechanism for the FOSC, OSC, and FMO.  

Evaluation Procedures

The evaluation was split into seven main portions.  The Command, Safety, Public Affairs, Operations, Planning, Logistics and Finance evaluation areas employed specifically tailored evaluation criteria.  Other areas employed NSFCC control criteria to gather data.  Players were not "graded" on their individual performance.  The evaluation criteria were designed to indicate the degree to which the plans being tested satisfied the needs of responders.

Each evaluation form was split into three sections.  The first section, "Overall", listed the criteria against which the evaluator compared exercise activities.  The criteria were designed so the evaluator could remain as objective as possible.  The criteria could be applied multiple times as described below.  In addition to providing the criteria for the evaluation the "Overall" section was split into 5 check boxes aligned with the criteria and following a continuum from 1 to 5.  

At the end of the exercise the evaluators checked the box which they felt best represented the performance during the course of the exercise as a whole with regards to that criteria.  A check in the "one" box represents "Needs Improvement" or that the observed performance degraded the operation.  A mark in the "three" box indicates that the performance was "satisfactory" or "as expected."  A check in the five box represents "Superior" or "Excellent", "Exceeded Expectations."  The "two" and "four" boxes had no corresponding criteria.  Evaluators marked one of these boxes if, for instance, according to their observations, performance exceeded the criteria in box three but did not reach the level represented by the criteria in box "five."  A "two" was appropriate where the performance did not fail or impede the operation but at the same time was not at a satisfactory level.  The joint evaluation team decided not to include numerical data in the final report.

The evaluators applied the criteria in the "Overall" section to their specific observations in the "Evaluators Comments" section of the form.  The space at the bottom of the form designated "Evaluators Comments" functioned as an evaluation log.  Each time they made an observation, evaluators noted the Date, Time, assigned a score based on the criteria on the page (1-5) and recorded their observations.  For example, on form 41-Reference Material, the Operations evaluator might write, "03 June / 0900 / 1 / No copy of the JMPCP available for players."  At a later time the same evaluator might write, "03 June / 1400 / 4 / Section chief obtained copies of the ACP and the JMPCP and others are referring to it."  The multi-sampling method enabled the same criteria to be used as often as necessary, at various times during the evolution without creating a confusing paperwork system.

The "Specific Criteria" section of the evaluation forms were described detailed actions that should occur in an evolution of this type.  These criteria were taken from the Canadian NEP program.  They entailed collection detailed data points in order to evaluate the progress of the exercise.  Evaluators completed this section as observed at any time during the exercise.  Information requested by each item was filled in where appropriate (e.g. the time something happened, who did it, etc).  Evaluators were encouraged to remain objective and to note both positive and negative observations either in the space provided or on other areas of the form.
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Evaluation Results

A. Organizational Design Objectives: These objectives deal with the design of the response organization.  They are basic building blocks of an ICS.

General Comments

ICS Facilitator:  The added position of ICS Facilitator was a beneficial addition to the Unified Command Staff.  The ICS Facilitators helped to ensure the flow of information and facilitated any organizational problems.  Recommend incorporation of ICS Facilitator in the standard ICS organization.

Joint Command Post concept:  Although the Canadian Coast Guard has not officially adopted the ICS system, the Joint response organization worked extremely well and the agencies effectively worked together to resolve the incident and any border issues.  The exercise demonstrated the value of a Joint Command Post.

Environmental Unit/JEERT:  There was a disconnect between the Planning Section and the Environmental Unit/JEERT.  The disconnect was primarily due to the JEERT being located in a separate building from Planning and the oversight role the JEERT plays towards the RP (as opposed to working within the Planning Section).  Recommend locating the Environmental Unit adjacent to the Planning Section to facilitate communication.  Also recommend positioning the Environmental Unit as part of the Command Staff in the ICS organization.

Suggested Command Staff Organization:


ICS Training:  Many people within the ICS organization were unfamiliar or untrained in ICS.  This slowed the process because of the need to give more detailed tasking and OJT for those that didn’t know ICS.  Recommend more ICS training as well as specialized training (i.e., Planning Section Chief training, etc.).  This also impact use of OSC2.

Identification:  Name tags were not sufficient in identifying personnel in their ICS position.  Recommend colored vests that separate each section and command staff by color and have stenciling clearly marking the Unified Commanders and section chiefs, and key command staff and unit leaders.

Wildlife Branch:  The Wildlife Branch was disconnected from the Operations Section, as many of its players were also needed in the Environmental Unit.  Recommend relocating Wildlife to Planning or under the Environmental Unit.  However, it is important to differentiate between operational wildlife action (hazing, recovery, cleanup) and planning wildlife action.

Watchstanding:  An up-to-date roster of all personnel assigned to the section should be posted with the specific duties assigned.  Extra personnel could then easily be identified and tasked with log-keeping, telephone watch, etc.

(1) Interdisciplinary Support

NEP objective:
Incident Management

PREP objective:
3.0 Unified Command - Demonstrate the ability of the spill response organization to form a Unified Command.

Issue:  Assess how well all the supporting agencies were able to effectively integrate into the Unified Command System.  Assess the impacts that transborder issues have on the response organization’s strategic and tactical decisions.  Assess to what degree the Unified Command was able to incorporate the Passamaquoddy Indian Nation into the Unified Command System.

Comments:

The high degree of interdisciplinary/ interagency awareness was clearly evident in the Unified Command.   Discussions of responder immunity for workers going back and forth across the U.S. and Canadian border and working in the other's waters were particularly effective.  Integration of the various command post elements by the many organizations from Canadian & U.S. government and industry was superb.  To a great extent, national and organizational affiliations seemed to be put aside in the interest of working together toward the common goal.  Legal counsel was always available in the Unified Command.

Since Command Post personnel did not have or wear vests, it was difficult to tell who was who, much less to gauge interdisciplinary interaction.  Especially in Planning, there appeared to be insufficient communication between agencies.  Agency individuals primarily operated independently rather than interdependently and much duplication of effort was evident.  However, the players frequently noted good interaction and integration in the Hot Wash-up Exercise Debrief.

The JEERT did not create a truly "joint" organization.  The organization and function of the JEERT was altered from what the AOS called for.  The JEERT had problems with communications, both externally and between themselves and the Planning Section.  The lack f communication between U.S. and Canadian counterparts in the JEERT appeared to be a problem that could easily be corrected.  There was limited space set in the ICP for the JEERT.  Individuals must be in immediate contact in order for the organization to be truly joint.  

Initially there was very limited coordination between Canadian and U.S. Safety Officers. Each worked on individual tracks instead of together.  Much of the time the Canadian safety officer was in the CCG’s FMO room and the U.S. safety officer was in the lower level of the Unified Command room. Towards the end of the drill, safety officers worked together on some common concerns such as dispersant use, updates to site safety plan, and cross border training issues.  Safety Officers identified the need for the U.S. government to recognize Canadian spill response training as meeting U.S. HAZWOPER standards outlined in OSHA regulations.  The U.S. Safety Officer drafted a memo bringing this issue to light and calling for further action.  The New Brunswick EMO declared a State of Emergency which at least allowed U.S. companies to work within Canadian waters on a temporary basis.  However, outside of the Unified Command, the responder immunity for U.S. personnel working in Canada as “Senior Response Officers” (SROs) was never resolved or not communicated.  

Within Operations, communications between the ICS organization and RP were very unrealistic with regard to salvage issues.  However, this was not designated as a significant exercise objective, therefore most of the result was artificial and drill induced.

The Wildlife section appeared to resolve regulatory / jurisdictional problems between Canada and the U.S. early in the process.

The mapping systems needed personnel who were focused on keeping all the map information consistent.  There were three different mapping systems used (CCG Map Info, State of Maine Arc View, and CG OSC2 GIS oil map).  The CG elements in Planning were not getting the same mapping info that Maine DEP or Canada was getting.  The operators could have had one meeting every four hours to compare notes.

It appeared that the disconnect between the tabletop exercise and the incident command post exercise created the perception that the Unified Command provided unclear tasking at the beginning of the exercise and did not establish procedures for follow up.

Recommendations:

Safety Officers should work from the Unified Command spaces or the Planning Section to ensure command decisions have addressed safety concerns.

(2) Notification/Activation

NEP objective:
Activation

PREP objective:
1.0 Notifications - Test the notification procedures identified in the Area Contingency Plan and the associated responsible party response plans.

Issue:  None Specified.

Comments:  This was completed satisfactorily on Day 1 of the tabletop.

(3) On Scene Coordination

NEP objective:
Incident Management, Equipment Deployment Readiness, Vessel Casualty Response, Communications, Logistics

PREP objective:
4.0 Incident Command System - Demonstrate the ability of the spill response organization to operate within the framework of the Response Management System identified in their respective plans.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:  The Coast Guard Safety Officer for the ICS was appointed the day of the exercise.  There was little opportunity for preparation.  The RP was not tasked with filling this position.  No safety information was communicated to field units until day 3.

Recommendations:  Safety message should be distributed to field units every morning prior to work beginning.

 (4) Release Authority

NEP objective:
Incident Management, Public Affairs/Media Relations

PREP objective:
4.5 Public Affairs - Demonstrate the ability to form a Joint Information Center and provide the necessary interface between the Unified Command and the media/concerned citizens.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:  All information went through the Unified Command before it was released.  The Information Officer was not delegated release authority as may be done in the ICS.  In addition, release approval from Unified Command took an unacceptable length of time, approximately 3 hours.  From the Unified Command's perspective, they had difficulty getting satisfactory press releases.  The released seemed to be too much in outline form.  The Public Affairs spokesperson did a great job on fielding media questions and directing them to the proper person.

(5) Staff Responsibilities.

NEP objective:
Incident Management

PREP objective:
3.0 Unified Command - Demonstrate the ability of the spill response organization to form a Unified Command.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:

Section Chiefs, Unified Command members and Command Staff Officers were well aware of their responsibilities.  Yet, section ICS job assignments were not clearly established or posted.  The same situation occurred within the JEERT.  Although most individuals knew their areas of responsibility, the JEERT did not establish an internal command structure.

Resource Unit Leader in Planning felt that the OSC2 operators were not part of his organization because they had more knowledge of OSC2 and dictated what could and could not be done.  The Resource Unit Leader needed to have in-depth knowledge of OSC2 and ICS interface.  Likewise, the Documentation Unit Leader was inactive and forced to rely on the OSC2 system.

The process for the indoctrination of newly arriving personnel was not established.

The Salvage Plan presented to the Unified Command was not reviewed and agreed upon by the entire salvage division.  The USCG player submitted recommendations to the CCG player.  The CCG player then made further modifications in conjunction with a Responsible Party player without knowing all the facts and presented the modified document to the Unified Command without further review and agreement by the entire Salvage Division.

Safety issues were seldom part of the decision making process.  Safety personnel were not proactive in providing guidance to the field or in taking part in Unified Command meetings.  Safety personnel and information were not initially entered into OSC2.

When a call came into Planning from someone speaking the Passamaquoddy language personnel did not attempt to help them.  Staff initially thought it was French and sought a French speaker.  Once the language was identified as Passamaquoddy an individual was located who could respond to the call.  The caller said, "Oil and dead birds on the beach.  The weather is changing.  What is being done to clean it up?"  Planning personnel noted that this would be a good issue for a future exercise and took no further action.

Even on day 3 in the Planning section players seemed to still be self-directed, untasked, or working from previous tasking from the day before.

Admittedly, due to the segregation of the tabletop exercise from the ICP exercise and the unfamiliarity of personnel, it did not actually feel like day 3 of a real event.  In addition, players did note the minimum direction and conflict resolution required, and the collaborative leadership experienced.

(6) Staffing Adequacy.

NEP objective:
Incident Management

PREP objective:
3.0 Unified Command - Demonstrate the ability of the spill response organization to form a Unified Command.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:

The Unified Command room contained too many "unnecessary" people.  It should be noted that this is common in exercises where a goal is to train as many persons as possible.

Several areas felt that they were lacking essential, qualified personnel.  For instance, tribal representatives were spread very thin but were needed in most sections, particularly in the Joint Information Center to speak on the spill's impact on Tribal resources.  Similarly, the Resource Unit Leader lacked knowledge of OSC2 and its interface with ICS.  The Finance section needed more Responsible Party and State of Maine presence.  The lack of Environment Canada representation in the Planning section could have led to problems in coordinating cross boundary issues.  It should be noted that the staffing for this government-led exercise was designed around the exercise objectives and is not indicative of any actual incident response.

Roles of state agencies on the JEERT need to be clarified.  Neither the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service nor the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife were represented in the JEERT.  Although the structure (ICS vs. REET) prevented good communications between wildlife agencies, players managed to stage a coordinated response.  The individuals made it work despite the structure.  In addition, the physical isolation of Canadian and U.S. environmental personnel made coordination more difficult.  On day 3, they were joined in a single location and things ran more smoothly.

Recommendations:  several mentioned a need to integrate JEERT into ICS or vice versa.  Need further clarification of agency membership of JEERT and their respective roles.

(7) Strategy Development

NEP objective
Strategy Development

PREP objective
4.0 Incident Command System - Demonstrate the ability of the spill response organization to operate within the framework of the Response Management System identified in their respective plans.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments

Waste Management was not noted as a strategic issue due to the problems associated with obtaining information from the OSC2 system.

The Logistics team continually discussed procedures/actions for potential upcoming events.

 (8) Technical Specialists

NEP objective:
Incident Management

PREP objective:
3.0 Unified Command - Demonstrate the ability of the spill response organization to form a Unified Command.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:

Special interest groups were not tapped as resources even after they offered their assistance.  In one instance, time was wasted attempting to locate an interpreter for callers speaking either French or Passamaquoddy languages rather than calling the JIC for assistance.  Special interest groups may be utilized and coordinated in the ICS through a multi-agency coordinating system (MACS) or the Joint Information Center (JIC).

 (9) Watchstanding

NEP objective:
Incident Management

PREP objective:
None

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:

The Planning section’s internal organizational assignments were not readily apparent.  In both Operations and Planning many phone calls went unanswered or follow-up was ignored.  This problem was exacerbated as neither section had a specific individual tasked to stand a telephone watch

Too many agency representatives were assigned to the Operations section and individuals with specific responsibilities or tasking were not easily identified.
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B. Operational Response Objectives: These objectives are based on the basic operational functions required during an oil spill response.  

General Comments

Briefings:  Section Chiefs and Deputies should ensure that highlights of briefings are internally communicated back to section personnel to convey general response progress and open issues.  Otherwise, support personnel feel disconnected and risk wasting time and energy.

Guidance to Subordinates: Natural tendency with unfamiliar teammates from various agencies represented is to search for consensus and avoid appearing too directive.  Section Chiefs should display strong leadership, provide clear tasking and expectations, and hold members responsible for completion and follow-up.

JEERT: Early in the incident, each group within the JEERT was most worried about their own concerns.  The JEERT had no apparent team leader or protocol established for decision making.  It shaped up better as people sat down to prepare sitreps and discuss problems as a group.

 (1) Briefings

NEP objective:
Situation Analysis

PREP objective
None specified.

Issue:  none specified.

Comments:

The USCG and CCG Safety Officers fulfilled this role, but had minimal involvement in the evolution as a whole.  Safety Officers were physically isolated from the organization and from each other.  The Safety Officers neither conducted site Safety Briefings nor did they regularly attend Planning Meetings.  Safety Officers did, however, provide daily updates to the Site Safety Plan in time for planning meetings.  JEERT personnel received no safety information.  Canadian vessel GOOSE BAY did not receive the Site Safety Plan, MSDS sheets or a diagram of the exclusion zone.  See (7) below.

Initial briefings to the Unified Command did not adequately convey the overall picture of the exercise or what resources had been deployed or were available.  This was at least in part due to the information development in the Tabletop phase which was not adequately communicated, or carried over to the Incident Command Post exercise phase.  Unified Command meetings need to be more effectively facilitated to avoid tension and wasted discussions.  Unified Command meetings regarding the types of beach cleanup techniques were too lengthy.

Control of the briefings in the operations section became a bit too loose.  The operations section chief did brief the JEERT on the organizational structure.  Planning did not conduct enough internal conferences to let personnel know what was happening with the response.  However, these sections did not have the high degree of personnel skills and the ability to function well with minimal direction. Lack of briefings was a general reflection of a lack of organization in Planning and preoccupation with OSC2.  Planning players were doing their own thing because of lack of coordination and direction
In the JIC, the Information Officer, JIC Supervisor, and Internal Branch Coordinator held goals and objectives meetings and also brainstormed to determine what the media would be interested in.  JIC personnel did not seek out and obtain needed information, instead waiting to be directed.  Responses should be Operations-centered with all sections supporting implementation of the IAP.  Therefore, the JIC should go and get needed information and not wait on Ops to bring it to them.  JIC personnel need familiarity with how to obtain the needed information.

Recommendations:  Safety Officer should be located in the Unified Command spaces to maintain awareness of active and developing situations.  They should participate in all planning meetings.

(2) Decision Making

NEP objective:
Incident Management

PREP objective:
None

Issue:   Assess decisions reached on impacts to aquaculture and if the decision-making parameters incorporate the differences in impact to U.S. and Canadian aquacultural industries.  Assess how well the planning process supports the exchange of necessary information between Planning and the NRDA trustees.

Comments:

In the JEERT, decisions were made but there was no clear protocol for doing so.  Decisions in the JEERT were made unilaterally without consultation with other groups.  The communication did improve slightly on day 3.

(3) Demobilization

NEP objective:
Incident Command, Equipment Deployment Readiness, Logistics

PREP objective:
None

Issue:  None Specified.

Comments:

The Unified Command kept demobilization in mind, identified resources not being used and directed Planning to develop a Demob plan.  JEERT personnel, however, were unsure of the protocol for certifying when a boat was clean of oil for demobilization purposes.

(4) Finance

NEP objective:
General Support

PREP objective:
4.4 Finance - Demonstrate the ability to document the daily expenditures of the response organization and provide cost estimates for continuing operations.

Issue:  None Specified.

Comments:

Hotlines established for Aquaculture and Claims issues.  There is a need to pre-determine local payment options in ACP for local food providers.  The claims process was well defined and claims packages were mailed out promptly.  A project Cost Summary was effectively produced.

The Canadian work order form did a great job in getting resources ordered and tracking costs.  The work order form seemed much better than ICS form 213, general message.

(5) Guidance to Subordinates

NEP objective:
Incident Command

PREP objective:
None

Issue:  None Specified.

Comments:

It was valuable and very important to have provided ICS Facilitators.  Many players had limited familiarity with NIIMS ICS and some of the Canadians had none – so the facilitators were able to help avoid having substantive issues get bogged down due to ICS procedural problems.

Within Planning, individuals made things happen, but there was no evidence of clear, specific, individual tasking.  The section chief did not direct work assignments.  It should be noted that there was good integration and interaction among participants, and players in Planning placed collaborative leadership as a positive point.

The Operations Chief did not address nighttime Operations and the attending safety issues.

The first meeting in Finance focused on introductions, but no guidance was given. Individuals ran under their own parent organizations' standard operating procedures.

The Unified Command started by allowing section chiefs to do what they needed.  When the exercise began to stall, the Incident Commander took more control and gave greater direction.  On the day 3 the Incident Commander established priorities and informed section chiefs of exactly what he wanted done.

Recommendations:  Safety Officers should use local information available for input into the Medical Plan and the Site Safety Plan.

 (6) Incident Action Plan Adequacy

NEP objective:
Situation Analysis, Strategy Development

PREP objective:
4.1 Operation; 4.2 Planning - Demonstrate the ability to coordinate or direct operations related to the implementation of action plans contained in the respective contingency plans or developed by the Unified Command.  Demonstrate the ability to consolidate the various concerns of the members of the Unified Command into joint planning recommendations and specific long-range strategic plans.  Demonstrate the ability to develop short-range tactical plans for the Operations section.

Issues: Assess the integration of the USCG Unified Command System and the CCG Response Management System.  Assess whether or not a process is developed to handle transborder issues.  Assess the effectiveness of the process instituted to reports of impacted wildlife and providing necessary rehabilitative care.

Comments:

The Planning Section had difficulty producing an IAP the first day.  The IAP produced on day 2 contained no tasking assignments. (See OSC2 section of this report)  This was made more difficult by the disconnect between the tabletop exercise and the CPX.  The IAP form printed by OSC2 did not allow for multiple approval signings by U.S. and Canadian Unified Command.  

The Unified Command did seek JPT help in getting responder immunity consistent with U.S. standards for an OSRO coming into Canadian waters.  A copy of the Emergency Measure Act of Canada should be retrieved to research customs and immigration law, so that these issues can be better addressed in the Atlantic Operational Supplement.

The initial IAP from Operations was incomplete, especially ICS-204’s.  This was related to the inability to access information in OSC2 in real time.  In some cases, 204s were prepared by hand as it appeared OSC2 operators could not keep up with inputs.

The AOS does not adequately address the different ways NOAA and Environment Canada expect to work--they work similarly but not exactly the same.  The recommendation has been made to operate under the host country's methodology to create uniformity in an individual response.

Environment Canada and REET were not assigned ICS organization positions prior to the incident although they became key players in protection strategy development.  Tribal parties were not addressed in the ACP.  In addition, the significance of international parks in a spill was unclear.

(7) Incident Action Plan Adherence

NEP objective:
Situation Analysis, Strategy Development

PREP objective:
4.1 Operation; 4.2 Planning - Demonstrate the ability to coordinate or direct operations related to the implementation of action plans contained in the respective contingency plans or developed by the Unified Command.  Demonstrate the ability to consolidate the various concerns of the members of the Unified Command into joint planning recommendations and specific long-range strategic plans.  Demonstrate the ability to develop short-range tactical plans for the Operations section.

Issue:  None Specified.

Comments:

Much time and effort was put into drafting an IAP and updating it. Planning did not refer to the IAP objectives during the 0800 and 0900 Unified Command meetings on Day two.

Although very effective in their role, it appeared that the IAP was not utilized in Finance.  Each group used their own methods and procedures.

HMCS GOOSE BAY did not request a site safety plan, MSDS, or exclusion zone information before approaching the area.  They should have been given better “clues” by players or controllers (Broadcast Notice to Mariners, Safety Zone, operational direction/tasking) about the hazards to prompt them to request such information as is the practice of seamen.

(8) Incident Action Plan Development

NEP objective:
Situation Analysis, Strategy Development

PREP objective:
5.0 Discharge Control - Demonstrate ability of the spill response organization to control/stop discharge at the source.

Comments:

In the JEERT, there was little consultation with regional organizations on both sides of the border.  As day one progressed, more phone calls and faxes were made to concerned parties.  The clear strategy developed by Environment Canada was to protect migratory birds and fisheries via closures.

Unified Command: All players were involved in developing an IAP. Great group interaction and concern for each agency’s goals.

(9) Personnel Performance

NEP objective:
Incident Management

PREP objective:
None

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:

The U.S. Safety Officer was a certified industrial hygienist.  His Canadian counterpart was not a safety professional.  However, neither was aggressive about inserting themselves into the exercise process.  The certification did not appear to raise any issues.

In general, response personnel were very capable and knowledgeable.  The recurring themes were the lack of familiarity with ICS discipline within sections. 

In general, response personnel were reported to be very capable and knowledgeable.  The recurring themes were the lack of ICS process discipline and disconnect or delay in information flow related to OSC2. (See OSC2 evaluation section of this report)

(10) Personal Protective Clothing/Equipment

NEP objective:
Site Safety, Equipment Deployment Readiness

PREP objective:
4.6 Safety Affairs - Demonstrate ability to monitor all field ops; insure compliance with safety standards.

Issue:  None Specified.

Comments:

Response personnel wore appropriate clothing for the product they were told was spilled.  However, Safety Officer follow-up was necessary to determine if there would be a possibility that they would require additional equipment as work progressed.

(11) Press Conferences

NEP objective:
Public Affairs/Media Relations

PREP objective:
4.5 Public Affairs - Demonstrate the ability to form a Joint Information Center and provide the necessary interface between the Unified Command and the media/concerned citizens.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:

Press conferences were noisy and confused.  They were held inside the JIC while the JIC was trying to conduct business.  Though the moderator did his best to maintain decorum, briefings were allowed to go on too long. Principals need to have a better understanding the potential questions and be ready to refer the questions to appropriate staff.
No dedicated press briefing areas were designated outside of the JIC work area.  This was at least partially a result of the physical limitations of the pre-selected spaces.  There were more appropriate spaces available to conduct the briefings.  No access control/security was enforced.  No sign-in was evident.

Recommendations: include site security and check-in procedures in the AOS and in ACP.  

 (12) Press Releases

NEP objective:
Public Affairs/Media Relations

PREP objective:
4.5 Public Affairs - Demonstrate the ability to form a Joint Information Center and provide the necessary interface between the Unified Command and the media/concerned citizens.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:

The Public Information Officer was not given release authority, which may be done in ICS.  In addition, release approval from Unified Command took an unacceptable length of time, approximately 3 hours.  From the Unified Command's perspective, they had difficulty getting satisfactory press releases.  The released seemed to be too much in outline form.

(13) Public Affairs Integration

NEP objective:
Public Affairs/Media Relations

PREP objective:
4.5 Public Affairs - Demonstrate the ability to form a Joint Information Center and provide the necessary interface between the Unified Command and the media/concerned citizens.

Issue:   Assess how the Joint Information Center balances the international considerations of the exercise scenario.

Comments:

The JIC had problems determining how to effectively gather needed information from the Command Post/Unified Command in order to proactively manage the flow of info to the public and the press.  It became very important for the JIC to have accurate, timely wildlife impact information to share with public.  The JIC effectively broadcast the information and safety procedures they did have.  Claims procedures were published in the second news release and a wildlife number was established. Wildlife Branch (Tri-State) set up a tour of the wildlife rehabilitation center to be coordinated with press by JIC.  The JIC also effectively handled language issues that came into them.

(14) Safe Work Practices

NEP objective:
Site Safety
PREP objective:
4.6 Safety Affairs - Demonstrate ability to monitor all field ops; insure compliance with safety standards.

Issues:   Assess whether or not the Site Safety Plan meets U.S. and Canadian Occupational Safety and Health requirements.  Does the safety plan provide guidance to vessels on the unique operational parameters of the region?  Does the safety plan provide for monitoring the effect of alternative response technologies (in-situ burning, dispersant usage) on response personnel?

Comments:

Safety Officers never established if all field units had seen and read the site safety plan.  There were no Safety Briefs given to command post personnel and the Safety Officers were not available or accessible to the general staff.   Safety Officer could have been located in or near the Command Staff office space, have been required to participate in all planning meetings and to assure that safety briefings were given to field personnel.

While most field operations were simulated, safety briefs should still have been given as though this had been a real incident.  There was some frustration getting field site safety supervisors established in the field.  A monitoring protocol was needed especially after downgrade of respirator requirements.

(15) Safety Zones

NEP objective:
Incident Management

PREP objective:
4.1 Operations - Demonstrate the ability to coordinate or direct operations related to the implementation of action plans contained in the respective contingency plans or developed by the Unified Command.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:  Need for the vessel movement control of the fishing fleet transiting the area was not addressed in tactics planning meetings or in the ACP.

(16) Security

NEP objective:
Incident Management, Logistics

PREP objective:
4.1 Operations - Demonstrate the ability to coordinate or direct operations related to the implementation of action plans contained in the respective contingency plans or developed by the Unified Command.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:

There was no security / access control procedures evident in any section throughout.  The main ICP check-in and ICS assignment process was also not controlled completely.  However, it was understood that this was not a pre-established objective/issue of the exercise.

Planning section chief discussed the need for security about sensitive SHPO information being released but took no affirmative action.

Recommendations: include site security and check-in procedures in the AOS and in ACP.  Issue a "meal ticket" at check-in (deny food to those without a ticket) to encourage proper check-in.)

 (17) Situation Assessment

NEP objective:
Situation Analysis

PREP objective:
4.1 Operation - Demonstrate the ability to coordinate or direct operations related to the implementation of action plans contained in the respective contingency plans or developed by the Unified Command.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:

OSC2 was perceived to create a bottleneck in assessment by forcing response personnel to wait for information reports.  Thus, players appeared to always be in a catch up mode.  Information available to the Situation Unit within the Planning section was never up-to-date or complete due to the perceived delay created by the OSC2 system.

REET was not made aware of the initial booming implementation.

 (18) Situation Maintenance

NEP objective:
Situation Analysis

PREP objective:
4.1 Operation - Demonstrate the ability to coordinate or direct operations related to the implementation of action plans contained in the respective contingency plans or developed by the Unified Command.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:

Exercise situation status was inhibited by the players constantly waiting for the OSC2 system to produce information.  Critical information and updates for REET were delayed.  Critical information may have been updated on the computer system but it was not passed to anyone.  Because of the dependency on OSC2, there was no clear process established to provide continuous updates on response efforts to the staff.

Wildlife reports generated within Operations were timely and thorough.  These reports were generated by the Wildlife Branch (staffed by Maine Dept. of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, USFWS, Tri-State and IBRRC) in Operations, but were not input into the OSC2 system.  

The sensitive area designators on the assignment list in the OSC2 system did not match designations on the booming strategy map shown on the ME DEP mapping system.  The roles of the computer systems were not well defined.  Even ICS form 212, Resources at Risk, showed completed booming strategies but failed to list the assigned assets.

The REET produced concise, informative situation reports within the JEERT.  However, the JEERT had difficulty obtaining updates on the current position of the spill.  That affected their ability to prepare responses to it.  It was recommended that maps and written updates be automatically provided to the JEERT on an hourly basis.  Updates could be in the form of webpages, faxes, etc.

 (19) Protective Actions

NEP objective:
Strategy Development

PREP objective:
9.0 Protection - Demonstrate the ability of the spill response organization to protect the environmentally and economically sensitive areas identified in the Area Contingency Plan and the respective Industry Response Plans.

Issue:   Assess the processes used by the response organization to integrate separate U.S. and Canadian Environmentally Sensitive Area priorities.

Comments:

The Operations section noted that the Area Contingency Plan (ACP) did not have detailed pre-planned protection strategies (i.e., with minimum sketch of booming strategy with boom lengths, boats, etc.).  Although there was no evident pre-plan, operations did discuss sensitive area protection and strategy development.

See previous comments about the JEERT and Planning Section interface.

 (20) Waste Disposal

NEP objective:
Waste Disposal

PREP objective:
10.0 Disposal - Demonstrate the ability of the spill response organization to dispose of recovered product.

Issue:   Assess how the response organization manages waste disposal and the effect transborder issues have on the decisions reached.

Comments: Planning did not refer to ACP for waste disposal plans, but relied heavily on ME DEP for local knowledge.  However, waste management was not noted as a strategic issue due to the problems associated with obtaining information from the OSC2 system.

Recommendation:  Capture/preserve local knowledge from ME DEP by inserting it into the ACP.  Continue to solicit help from ME DEP to keep said information current.
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C. Response Support Objectives: Any emergency response will require support.  These support functions will be common to all responses regardless of the operation being supported. The efficiency and sustainability of the operation will be supported by these functions.

General Comments

OSC2:  The OSC2 system worked well but was initially hindered by drill artificiality.  Much of the first day was spent trying to catch up to the TTX.  By the second day of the CPX, OSC2 was fully loaded and a valuable tool.  In addition to the benefits of OSC2 in providing situation and resources information to the response organization during a response, OSC2 will also serve to provide the FOSC with detailed documentation of the response for reference in the years following an incident.  Recommend the following regarding OSC2: (see OSC2 section on page 21)

· Complete the testing and release OSC2
· Provide more training for use of the system

· Enable local units to use OSC2 more frequently by providing more laptops or adding OSC2 to SWS III.  If OSC2 is incorporated into SWS III, ensure portability of the system.

Communications:  Communications Unit worked extremely well and provided a one-stop-shop for all comms traffic.  In addition, all incoming calls were received by the Comms Unit, who then routed the call to the appropriate section.  This significantly helped to avoid each section having to deal with time-consuming misdirected calls.  Recommend establishing similar Comms Units for subsequent response organizations.

Internal Communications:  Key members of the Command Staff and General Staff were outfitted with small, inter-office radios to aid in the flow of key information through the ICS organization.  These were extremely useful. The only problem occurred for individuals using radios without headsets or lapel mikes, who had trouble hearing the radios.  Recommend use of this internal ICS radio system in future responses.  Recommend approximately twelve radios with lapel mikes.

Documentation:  Each section must ensure that adequate activity logs are maintained manually in addition to information tracked through OSC2.  Documentation Unit must collect and file copies of all forms, reports, faxes and other written materials for incident files.  The simplest and most rigorous way to do this is to put the fax and copier behind tables at the documentation unit, and players needing copies go to the doc unit, doc unit makes copies and keeps one for documentation.

Organization Charts: Complete, accurate organization charts must be posted, verified and updated as needed by each section.  Personnel updating boards must report updated info to appropriate ICS element to keep all concerned up to date.  Similarly:  Status Boards:  Situation Unit Leader must coordinate closely with OSC2 operators and insist on regular, timely updates of all status board information.

(1) Administrative Services

NEP objective:
Logistics

PREP objective:
13.4 Operational/Administrative Spaces

Demonstrate the ability to provide suitable operational or administrative spaces for personnel involved with the management of the response.

Issue:  none specified.

Comments:

The room in which the JEERT was located was inadequate with respect to the size; however, it should be noted that the ICP location was pre-selected.    Incident Command Post spaces and options were excellent.

(2) Communications Coordination

NEP objective:
Communications

PREP objective:
11. Communications- INTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS - Demonstrate the ability to establish an internal communications system.  This encompasses communications both within the administrative elements and the field units.

Issue:  None Specified.

Comments:

The internal phone, fax and e-mail capabilities established by the Comms Unit were generally very well regarded. 

There were inconsistencies regarding telephone availability within Operations.  The telecommunications layout showed three phones located in Operations.  Many, however, commented that only one phone was available.  Those who commented were mistaken.  The layout showed four phones in Operations, but only three were installed.  Of the three, only one was at the main table while two were positioned in the corner of the partitions.  These two were rarely answered, leading to frustration at the main comms desk attempting to forward calls to Operations.  The fact that the phones were there and working for incoming & outgoing calls was verified more than once during the drill.

Some calls apparently went in to the WCTC main number, and the receptionist was unprepared to find the right person.  Non-incident personnel at any numbers likely to be called (i.e. hotel front desk, WCTC receptionist) should be given an ICP number to refer callers to.

Recommendations:  Operations needs one or probably two phone operators, as recommended by reference (e).  These people would take incoming calls and mate the calling party with the person they are trying to reach.  If that person is not available, the phone operator can take a message. 

Comms plan (new annex A to the AOS) should re-emphasize the availability of the "comms help desk" to resolve communications needs/answer questions, and the need to have phone operators/answerers provided in Operations and Planning by Operations and Planning.

(3) Communications Record

NEP objective:
Communications

PREP objective:
11.0 Communications - INTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS - Demonstrate the ability to establish an internal communications system.  This encompasses communications both within the administrative elements and the field units.

Issue:  None Specified.

Comments:

The operations section did not consistently document communications.  In all sections information relating to the progress of the oil was received but not transcribed into visual representations until late in the evolution.

The internal section chief headset radios worked great!  The range exceeded what was expected and the clarity was high.  Considering the setup in Eastport with the JIC in another building and UC, JEERT, and NRDA in another building, the radios substantially cut down on the runners needed to pass info or track people down.  From a logistical standpoint they were wonderful. With a little more work, the use of these little radios could really enhance the efficiency of a command post as long as we approach it professionally and give them to the people that do the ground work (i.e., the deputies, runners, special groups).
Recommendations:  Phone operators for Operations, recommended in (2) above, can assist in documenting both incoming and outgoing phone calls.  This was an issue with the 1996 exercise as well.  The problem may be that the comms committee/unit did not have a clear mandate to provide personnel for other units to effect communications.  Phone operators for all sections, but primarily Ops and Planning must be arranged for. In the future, it is recommended that the need for these resources be identified farther up-front by the communications committee. 

Standardize use of the Canadian two-part message/note pad form; suggest same idea to USCG COMDT (G-MOR-3), who is revising ICS forms.

 (4) Communications Voice

NEP objective:
Communications

PREP objective:
11.0 Communications 

EXTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS - Demonstrate ability to establish comms with external advisory and support elements. 

Issue:   Assess the effectiveness of tactical communications between the Unified Command and field units.  Detail the technical obstacles encountered and the methods used to overcome those obstacles.

Comments:

For VHF comms, on-water resources were able to determine the limitations of VHF communications created by area topography by using mobile Comms Units located at the Command Post.  For instance, CCGS TUBOR lost radio communication when it was behind West Quoddy Head.  CCG communications personnel recommend using a third comms van/unit to allow more flexibility given the topography of the area.  It was reported that a communications check between the Canadian and U.S. Comms Units with the on scene units was not completed on day 2 of the exercise as per the comms plan.  This is inaccurate--communication checks via VHF and other radio circuits were performed twice on day 2 and once on day 3 by the CAMSLANT transportable multi-mission commcenter (TMMiC).  All radio capable assets involved with CANUSLANT, plus Station Southwest Harbor and CAMSLANT, were contacted successfully.  (USCGC ABBIE BURGESS was not contacted initially on VHF as they were in port and not standing a radio watch, but were successfully contacted by cellular phone.) 

Doctrine needs to be flexible and resource conservative for a spill that can happen essentially anywhere.  USCG personnel opined that having a third comms unit is resource prohibitive.  Instead, we need to (1) put command posts as close to the operational area as possible, (2) ensure the communications unit (portable radios, PICP capabilities or TMMiC van alike) has capabilities appropriate to this kind of response, and (3) know that regardless, some units will occasionally be unreachable via radio comms.

Recommendations: D1 should interface with CAMSLANT about improving their ability to provide telephone service to a remote command post.  CAMSLANT's TMMiC had excellent radio communications capability with operational assets.  They also have (but rarely use) a phone switch that is just as capable as the one NSFCC provided for CANUSLANT '99.  If CAMSLANT's TMMiC crew can become fluent in the operation of their phone switch, they will have a highly capable C-130 transportable resource for all-in-one communications support to a remote command post.  Such a resource will make incident response far more cost-effective and portable.  

Use of a third comms unit:  CCG had the option of moving its comms van to a different location to be utilized as a relay station.  Not doing this led to two things: 1) mobile communications being handled via two separate mobile units located at the command post (the TIMMIC and the Canadian Comms Van), which was inefficient, and 2) not exploiting the capability of using the Canadian Comms van to relay traffic between the on water units and the command post from a central, unobstructed location.  Having CCG van at the ICP led to its use for faxing.  Faxing done from the Canadian Comms van could have been done from the comms unit in the ICP.

Communications plan had a comms check schedule that was too fast-paced.  For future comms exercises, finalize the communications plan sooner and ensure all parties are made aware of any changes.

(5) Communications Plan Support

NEP objective:
Communications

PREP objective:
11.0 Communications 

EXTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS - Demonstrate ability to establish comms with external advisory and support elements. 

Comments:

USCGC ABBIE BURGESS did not receive a copy of the comms plan, and full comms checks with ABBIE were not completed until the following day.   The Comms committee was late in publishing the final comms plan, and needs to be ready sooner for future exercises.  

Recommendations:  

The Comms Committee and Comms Cell advertised that they were providing capability to communicate externally.  The means available were phone, FAX, internet e-mail and various radio bands.  The "how" and "who" of external comms are/were more a matter of SOP than the communications plan.

As in the exercise, insure that all units know who to talk to and how, even if they don't have a complete and formal comms plan in hand.

Integrate JEERT into Planning, institutionalize ICS, ensure clear tasking (whoever is producing something should know who will get it)

 (6) Communications Support.

NEP objective:
Communications

PREP objective:
11.0 Communications 

INTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS - Demonstrate the ability to establish an internal communications system.  This encompasses communications both within the administrative elements and the field units.

Issue:  None Specified.

Comments:

The installed communication system, phone, e-mail, and fax functioned very well in the remote location.  

The Planning section phone was connected to an outside, published number, which allowed excessive citizen inquiry calls into the planning section. (Perhaps the calls into planning were forwarded there by the JIC or the comms desk.  If a phone system lets the "forwarder" speak to the section that a call is being forwarded to, that should be a requirement to do so for citizen calls.  If it does not, the station forwarding should check with the station receiving to insure that they are forwarding to the right place.  Figuring out how the role players came to be talking to the planning section (NSFCC records?) will show what part(s) of the plan(s)/doctrine caused the problem(s) in Eastport, but a good general rule to teach everyone is to make sure that whoever you are forwarding calls to or giving the number out to is the right and permissible person/unit to do this to—some personnel shouldn’t be accessible to the public, and others should). 

There were not enough phones, fax machines, duplication machines available in Planning and Operations.  The phones that were available were often monopolized by individual agencies.  See comments under (2), above.  See documentation unit doctrine in general comments above.

The Communications cell in the command post had a dedicated FAX that was largely underutilized.  The command post also had many available phone lines and could probably have designated one for proprietary CCG e-mail.  Response participants need to become more comfortable with sharing resources like these, which will prevent the need to dedicate technician support to install dedicated phone/network lines to several locations at a response site. With the Canadian comms van being located at the command post along with the TIMMIC, it is agreed that this capability (dedicated fax and e-mails lines) is probably not necessary.  However, as an asset that would likely be located in a remote area, away from the CP, the necessity/desirability of having dedicated fax and email lines is recognized, particularly in the case of a real response, where the lack of dedicated lines coupled with a sharp increase in traffic would quickly overwhelm the van’s capacity.  

The JEERT needed more comms capabilities for the number of personnel present.


Recommendations: Plan to ask for more phone lines in an actual event; knowing that they will be limited early on, and plan to share.  Responders must be made aware that the phones are first and foremost for the good of the response.

 (7) Computer / Automated Data Processing (ADP) Support

NEP objective:
Communications

PREP objectives:
11.0 Communications 

INTERNAL COMMUNICATIONS - Demonstrate the ability to establish an internal communications system.  This encompasses communications both within the administrative elements and the field units.
16.0 Documentation - Demonstrate the ability of the spill response organization to document all operational and support aspects of the response and provide detailed records of decisions and actions taken.

Issues:  Assess the capabilities of OSC2 as a means of providing comprehensive documentation of the response effort.  Assess how well OSC2 and CCG IMMS integrate and mutually support the Unified Command’s information needs.  Assess the documentation process established by the Unified Command and how well it ensures that all information flow is captured for documentation purposes.  (See page 19).

Comments:

The Canadian Inventory Maintenance Management System (IMMS) is a computer inventory system for response equipment that ensures it is already at the ready, regarding life expectancy, maintenance costs, depreciation and data for establishing charge-out rates.  Integration with OSC2 does not appear necessary.

Lack of ICS discipline combined with use of OSC2 slowed the development of an IAP.  IAP development could not move forward without specific information required by the OSC2 system.  Thus some players in Planning perceived OSC2 to be somewhat inflexible and disconnected from the planning section.  Some players allowed the computer to drive the response rather than operational necessities.  There was great difficulty getting data into OSC2.  No visual displays equivalent to T-cards were utilized as a back up to the computer system.  Some players could not take a quick look to see the resource picture.  There was no integration between OSC2, ME DEP, and Environment Canada's computer system and no delineation of purposes and tasking between them.  Players had difficulty determining the roles filled by each system.  In general, personnel working on computers in the Planning section did not communicate very well with each other or the section chief.  OSC2 and safety personnel did not work well together.  Safety personnel were not entered into the system initially.

The Environment Canada computer system employed by the JEERT was very useful.  However, the JEERT had problems linking to e-mail and the Internet because their computers were self-contained and were not tied into the exercise system.

The Unified Command did not initially make use of the computer equipment available to them.  The computers were employed more effectively as the exercise progressed.

The Mapping Systems needed personnel who were focused on keeping all the map info in sync.  Perhaps they should have had one meeting every four hours to compare notes.  The Strike Team did not get the same info that Maine DEP or Canada was getting.

(8) Documentation

NEP objective:
Incident Management

PREP objective:
16.0 Documentation - Demonstrate the ability of the spill response organization to document all operational and support aspects of the response and provide detailed records of decisions and actions taken

Issues:  Assess the capabilities of OSC2 as a means of providing comprehensive documentation of the response effort.  Assess how well OSC2 and CCG IMMS integrate and mutually support the Unified Command’s information needs.  Assess the documentation process established by the Unified Command and how well it ensures that all information flow is captured for documentation purposes.  (See page 19).

Comments:

The Canadian Inventory Maintenance Management System (IMMS) is a computer inventory system for response equipment that ensures it is already at the ready, regarding life expectancy, maintenance costs, depreciation and data for establishing charge-out rates.  Integration with OSC2 does not appear necessary.

It was perceived that OSC2 system seemed overburdened by required inputs.  This created a bottleneck and consequently slowed operations while players awaited their information to be inserted.  There was no paper or back up system for OSC2 in place to track activities and decisions.  

Paper records of the Site Safety Plan and updates to it were not tracked or entered into OSC2.  There was no documentation of the Safety Officer having checked in on the first day of the exercise.  Safety documentation was not maintained in such a way that it could be viewed as legally representative.  The Site Safety Plan was not logged in as it was developed and it was not distributed to appropriate parties on a timely basis.  The USCG Safety Officer did, however, provide his contact information to the JIC in order to assist with public health inquiries.

The Unified Command kept a marginal log of occurrences and few logs were observed in the Command Post sections.  The Unified Command lacked charts, schedules, and other incident related materials that could have been posted in their space.  Nowhere was there posted an overall ICS organization chart showing personnel assignments.

There was a lack of information flow between the Command Post and the JEERT.  The Environment Canada / REET system could have played a greater role within the JEERT.

The IAP and ICS 204's from the TTX in April were incomplete, requiring players play catch up on day 2.  This was a control issue that should have been resolved prior to the start of the ICP exercise.  Division assignment lists ICS-203/ICS-204 were not being done or not accurate.  However, a backlog of entries into OSC2 made this issue worse.

In the Finance Section, individual organizations (USCG, CCG, and RP) tracked their own items without making use of a combined or comprehensive section log.  There appeared to be an over reliance on computers to document activities with no backup systems in place. This could delay or hinder accurate cost recovery and litigation, especially in the event of computer or power failure.

Better use of ICS 214’s for documentation purposes was needed.

Recommendations:

Documentation unit should take over the photocopier and fax machines to help ensure that they get a copy of everything that comes in and out of the command post.  See general comments.

The USCG should strongly consider adopting the CCG work order form, making changes to it as needed. This form should then be tracked through the incident using some type of routing slip/stamp and eventually end up in Documentation for logging and filing.

(9) Facility Work Space

NEP objective:
Logistics
PREP objective:
13.4 Operational/Administrative Spaces - Demonstrate the ability to provide suitable operational or administrative spaces for personnel involved with the management of the response.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:

WCTC was a great incident command post with adequate resources such as phones, rooms, parking, jacks, feeding areas, access to water and a helo staging area.

The Joint Information Center did not have sufficient space to accommodate the whole group for Press Briefs.  The JEERT needed a larger room with more comms capabilities for the number of personnel present.

(10) Organization Charts

NEP objective:
Incident Management

PREP objective:
16.0 Documentation - Demonstrate the ability of the spill response organization to document all operational and support aspects of the response and provide detailed records of decisions and actions taken.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:

The ICS org chart should be posted in the Information Center by the Situation Status Unit and in the IAP.  There was no ICS organization chart in the Unified Command.  Control of resources deployment or resource location was not managed in line with ICS discipline objectives.

OSC2 system evaluation objectives created delay in creation of section org charts, since Planning was more concerned with inputting the entire response organization into the OSC2 system.  Shift changes were not addressed.

(11) Status Boards

NEP objective:
Incident Management

PREP objective:
16.0 Documentation - Demonstrate the ability of the spill response organization to document all operational and support aspects of the response and provide detailed records of decisions and actions taken.

Issue:  None Specified.

Comments:

Charts were not updated at JEERT until the afternoon of Day 2.  Players were unaware of the latest oil movement or boom location, which resulted in unnecessary discussions.  The JEERT did not get regular updates from Planning.  See B.18 above.

Too many working level status charts or sketches can detract from the ICS org’s primary Situation Status and were not updated routinely enough to be effective for long term use.  They did not always display relevant data.

Status boards were not used in Finance.

Recommendations:  Situation status boards should be posted in one location for all to see at a glance and one person should be designated to control what gets posted and ensure quality control.

(12) Reference Materials/Plan Support 

NEP objective:
Incident Management

PREP objective:
16.0 Documentation - Demonstrate the ability of the spill response organization to document all operational and support aspects of the response and provide detailed records of decisions and actions taken.

Issue:  None Specified.

Comments:

Both Site Safety Officers used regulations from respective countries to ensure compliance.  

US/Canadian Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan & Atlantic Supplement were not available in some of the sections.  The ACPs were available but not all were the current version.  Some players asked about the feasibility of creating a central website or CD-ROM with the latest (USCG/CCG/EC/EPA/NOAA/FWS/DFO, etc) references to make the information available to all responders.

Recommendations:

Publicize JPT web site and add applicable references.

(13) Resource Requirements

NEP objective:
Incident Management, Equipment Deployment Readiness

PREP objective:
14.0 Equipment Maintenance and Support - Demonstrate the ability to provide effective maintenance and support for all equipment that supports the response.  This includes communications equipment, transportation equipment, administrative equipment, etc.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments:

ICS discipline created a perception that an OSC2 operator refused to provide the list of available resources until Operations told them what they wanted.

Deer Island and Campobello Island do not have any gasoline facilities to support equipment at staging areas.

(14) Resource Management

NEP objective
Incident Management, Equipment Deployment Readiness, Logistics
PREP objective
15.3 Support Equipment - Demonstrate the ability to procure sufficient support equipment to support and sustain an organized response.

Issues:   Assess the effectiveness of any volunteer support processes instituted by the Unified Command.  Do the processes used support differences in U.S. and Canadian policies on the use of volunteers.  (There was an apparent breakdown in resource deployment and staging locations due to continuity disconnect between the Tabletop and the kickoff of the June ICP portion of the exercise.)

Comments

Resource management was extremely poor early in the exercise.  OSC2 operators were not proactive in helping Operations determine asset lists for staging areas.  Not using “T” cards as a back up additionally hampered the assignment of resources to the divisions.  (The RP dropped consideration of using “T” cards since it was not an exercise objective).  By 1300 on day 2, Operations and Planning had a much better idea of what was happening.  These problems could be prevented in the future by wrapping up the Tabletop reports with control truth and starting the exercise with a watch relief brief on the current status.

There was some confusion over the requisition process for a plane needed for hazing migratory birds.

There was a misalignment between the JEERT and the Planning Section.  The Planning Section did not have a representative from Environment Canada (EC).  A position similar to the NOAA SSC should exist in the Planning Section for an EC representative.  Additionally, U.S. environmental response agencies were underrepresented in the JEERT.  That may have been because most of the injects went to Planning and were not communicated to the JEERT.  Some commented that failure of JEERT to function effectively showed that JEERT needs to be an integrated into the Planning section.  Many of the U.S. response staff had little understanding of what JEERT was or what JEERT staff was supposed to do.

The Planning section was physically too far removed from JEERT.  JEERT priorities needed to be integrated into the IAP.

Volunteers and community organizations were trained, then not used in the exercise (SCAT).  Volunteers who were not used quickly lost interest and diverted their efforts and energy to other activities.  This made it difficult to use them for the next evolution. Community organizations on both sides of the border felt severely underutilized and "out of the loop."  The Unified Command needed to designate a Volunteer Coordinator to work with the Liaison Officer or the within the Multi-Agency Coordinating System (MACS).

The FOSC wanted to use U.S. resources even though Canadian resources closer and more readily available and 50% cheaper.  Within the Unified Command, Canadian Immigration gave permission for U.S. workers to deploy into Canada waters by declaring a state of emergency in New Brunswick.

Recommendations:  T-cards racks should be used by Resources to track resources and easily make changes (that everyone can see) when needed, and OSC2 should be used simultaneously, not in place of the T-cards.  Resource unit leader should have the experience and rank to dictate to those in the unit what is needed and what should be done, as opposed to being caught in the middle between the Planning Section Chief and OSC2 operators who have different informational needs and tasking.

(15) Resource Check-In

NEP objective
Incident Management, Equipment Deployment Readiness, Logistics
PREP objective
15.3 Support Equipment - Demonstrate the ability to procure sufficient support equipment to support and sustain an organized response.

Issue:  None specified.

Comments: The check-in sheet did not capture some important resources or pieces of information about them.

Recommendations: include site security and check-in procedures in the AOS and in ACP.
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Controllers and Evaluators

Senior Controllers
Mr. Lee Foresman (NSFCC) / CDR Scot Graham (D1mor)
Senior Evaluators
LT Bill Moorhouse (D1opr) / LCDR Jerry Shatinsky (D1mor)
Unified Command

Controller:
Rick Ward (CCG)


Evaluator:
John Stanley (USCG)
Command Staff

Safety Controller/Evaluator
LT Tina Cutter (USCG)

Legal Controller/Evaluator
CDR Richard Yazbek (USCG)

Liaison Controller/Evaluator
ENS Rebecca Montleon (USCG)
Joint Information Center

Controller
LTJG Keith Donohue (USCG)

Evaluator
PIAT

Operations

Controller:
LT Pat McElligatt (USCG)



Evaluator:
John Andrews (ME Dept. of Environmental Protection)


Controller
MSTCS John Donovan (USCG)

Evaluator
Joseph Czarnecki (Exxon) 

Planning
Controller:
LCDR Jim McBride (USCGR)
Evaluator:
John Dunlap (ME Dept of Environmental Protection)

Controller
Mary Corr, (ME Dept of Environmental Protection)


Evaluator
Sheila Thomas (Federal Emergency Management Agency)

Logistics

Controller:
LTJG Keith Donohue (USCG)

Evaluator:
Mike Pederson (Portsmouth Naval Shipyard)
Finance

Controller/Evaluator
LCDR Kurt Clason (USCG)
Vessel Operations

Controller/Evaluator HMCS Goose Bay:
Seward Benoit (CCG)
Controller/Evaluator USCGC ABBIE BURGESS
John Joe Dec (USCG)
Communications

Controller/Evaluator
Wayne Evans (CCG)
Joint Environmental Emergency Response Team

Controller/Evaluator
Wade Landsberg (DFO Canada)
Joint Planning Team

Controller/Evaluator
Marc-Andre Poisson (CCG)

Resource Control


From CCG 
Alex Wheeler, Carl Allen, John Kinney, Wayne Evans

From USCG
ENS Keith Hanley, MSTC Chris Stubblefield
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HOTWASH FACILITATOR GUIDE 

- This guide assisted controllers and evaluators when conducting the exercise debrief with their assigned groups.  The techniques outlined herein did not have to be exactly followed.  The desired outcome of the debrief sessions were to identify 5 key problems, 5 key positives and recommendations.

Hot Wash Meeting Agenda

1. Introduction / Overview of Agenda

2. Player debrief

a. Start by having players fill out the Marine Environmental Response (MER) Key Business Driver questionnaire.  Retrieve the questionnaires and hand them to the Senior Evaluator after the debrief.

b. Select a recorder to write information on a flip chart or to take notes.

c. Exercise Objectives and How Well Were They Met - Identify each exercise objective and solicit views on how well they were met.  The main objectives of the exercise include:

(1) Test adequacy of the draft Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan and the Atlantic Operational Supplement and supplementary plans, including the ME/NH ACP;

(2) Test the ability of various USA and Canadian response organizations to work together;

(3) Test the various components of the Incident/Unified Command Systems of the USA and Canadian marine spill response organizations;

(4) Test the ability of various departments/agencies to communicate with one another;

(5) Test ability of a Canadian Maritime Coastal Defense Vessel to do pollution response;

(6) Validate the ability of Eastport to serve as a viable Command Post location.

d. Significant Problems Encountered by Players.

(1) Brainstorm problem areas identified through exercise play and solicit views on each.

(a) Have players write out ideas on separate sheets of paper.

(b) Collect the papers and post them up front or transcribe them to a flip chart.

(c) Address each idea in turn, soliciting comment and opinions from the group.

(d) Ask "why"

1. Asking why is a technique used to discover the root cause(s) of a problem. 

2.  By repeatedly asking the question, "Why?", you can peel away layers of "symptoms" and get the heart of an issue.

3. The technique

a. When someone identifies a problem ask why it happened.

b. If the answer doesn't identify a root cause, ask why again.

c. You know you've identified the root cause when asking why doesn't yield any more useful information.

d. Focus on the process and plans rather than personalities involved.

e. If the answer to a "why" requires additional information not readily available, note it and move on.

(2) Multi-vote on problem areas and select top five for presentation to larger group.

(a) Multi-voting is a quick and easy way for a group to determine which items in a list are most important.

(b) The technique:

1. Give each person a number of votes equal to approximately half the number of items on the list (e.g., 10 votes for a 20-item list)

2. Go around the room and allow the members to allocate votes based on what they feel were the most significant items on the list.

3. Discourage block voting where all votes are placed on one item.  Break up the votes.

4. Place marks next to each item for every vote it receives.

5. Reduce the list by removing the items that received the fewest votes.

6. Repeat the process until you have identified 5 primary issues.

(3) Classify problems according to those requiring local resolution (ME, NH, CN) and those requiring resolution by higher authorities (District/Governor/HQ)

e. Significant Successes or Accomplishments Encountered by the Players.

(1) Using the same brainstorming technique described above, identify things that went well or created positive results over the course of exercise play.  Solicit views on each.  

(2) Although not always as effective for positive issues, ask, "Why?", to reach what truly generated the identified benefits.

(3) Using the Multi-voting technique described above, identify five things that went the best or had the most positive impact on the evolution.

f. Ask for final comments or information on any material not already covered then break.

List of Acronyms Used in This Report
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List of Acronyms Used in This Report

AOS
Atlantic Operational Supplement to Joint Maritime Pollution Contingency Plan (JMPCP)

AST
USCG Atlantic Strike Team

CAMSLANT
USCG Communications Area Master Station atLANTic, Chesapeake, VA

CANUSLANT Plan
See AOS

CANUSLANT
Canada-United States ATLANTIC (applied to exercises and plans)

CAPP
Community Action Partnership Program

CCG
Canadian Coast Guard

CCGS 
Canadian Coast Guard Ship

CPX
Command Post eXercise

D1
U.S. First Coast Guard District, Boston, MA

D1(mor)
U.S. First Coast Guard District, Marine Safety Division, Planning and Response Branch

D1(opr)
U.S. First Coast Guard District, Operations Division, Plans and Readiness Branch

DFO
Canadian Department of Fisheries and Oceans

EC
Environment Canada

ENDEX
END of EXercise

EPA
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

FMO
Canadian Federal Monitoring Officer

FOSC
U.S. Federal On-Scene Coordinator

FWS
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

GIS
Geographic Information System

HMCS
Her Majesty’s Canadian Ship

IAP
Incident Action Plan

IC
Incident Commander

ICP
Incident Command Post

ICS 
Incident Command System see NIIMS ICS

ICS 201 
(form) incident situation status summary

ICS 203 
(form) Organization Assignment List

ICS 204 
(form) Division assignment List (“T card”)

ICS 207
(form)  Organization Chart

ICS 213
(form)  General Message

ICS 214 
(form)  Unit Log

ICS 215
(form)  Operational Planning Worksheet

IMMS
CCG Inventory Maintenance Management System

ISC
USCG Integrated Support Command (as in the unit designated ISC Boston)
JEERT
Joint Environmental Emergency Response Team 

JIC 
Joint Information Center

JMPCP
Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan

JPT
Joint Preparedness Team

MACS 
Multi-Agency Coordinating System

MATES
Multi-Agency Teambuilding Enhancement System

ME DEP
Maine Department of Environmental Protection

MSRC
Marine Spill Response Corporation
N.B.
Province of New Brunswick

NEP
Canadian National Exercise Program

NIIMS ICS
National Interagency Incident Management System version of Incident Command System

NOAA
U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

NRDA
U.S. Natural Resource Damage Assessment

NSFCC
USCG National Strike Force Coordination Center, Elizabeth City, NC

OJT
On the Job Training

OSC2 
On-Scene Command and Control prototype computer system
OSHA
U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Administration

OSRO
U.S. Oil Spill Removal Organization

PIAT
USCG Public Information Assist Team, Elizabeth City, NC

PICP
USCG AST's Pollution Incident Command Post
PREP
U.S. National Preparedness for Response Exercise Program

REET
Canadian Regional Environmental Emergency Response Team
RMS
Canadian Response Management System

RP
Responsible Party

SMT
Spill Management Team

SRO
CCG Senior Response Officer

SSC
U.S. Scientific Support Coordinator (NOAA)

TMMiC
Transportable Multi-Mission Commcenter

TTX 
Table Top eXercise

UC
Unified Command

UCS
Unified Command System-see ICS

USCG 
United States Coast Guard

USCGC
United States Coast Guard Cutter

WCTC
Washington County Technical College, Eastport, Maine, a.k.a. The Boat School
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