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The Stakeholder Workgroup Review of Planning and Response Capabilities for a Marine 
Oil Spill on the U.S./Canadian Transboundary Areas of the Pacific Coast Project Report 

FORWARD 
 
Eighty-eight (88) trustees and stakeholders who live and work along the two Pacific Coast marine borders 
between /ŀƴŀŘŀ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǘƘǊŜŜ ȅŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ άǿƘƻΩǎ ǿƘƻέ 
ŀƴŘ άǿƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘέ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ  ǘƻ ƻƛƭ ǎǇƛƭƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ Ǉƭŀƴƴing and preparedness for those transboundary areas.  
The work of these individuals ς either as members of the Project Workgroup or chartered subcommittees, invited 
reviewers or others who submitted comments on drafts of this Project Report ς was supported by the Pacific 
States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force.  Member agencies of the Oil Spill Task Force are the spill prevention, 
preparedness and response authorities in the States of Alaska, Washington, Oregon, California and Hawaii, and in 
the Province of British Columbia.  The Task Force was created in 1989 as a result of a transboundary oil spill from 
the T/B Nestucca and provides a forum for multi-jurisdictional collaboration and coordination (see 
www.oilspilltaskforce.org).  
 
Most of the recommendations in this Project Report are directed at state, provincial, or U.S. and Canadian federal 
agencies, many of which must already balance mission overload with limited, even reduced funding.  This is a 
formula for priority setting and we feel that improving oil spill response capacities in these transboundary areas is 
worth prioritizing for action.  Not only are there irreplaceable natural resources at stake, but there is also a 
potential for significant economic impacts in both areas.  However, no one agency or constituency should bear all 
the responsibility for improving oil spill response in these transboundary areas.  Local governments, Tribal and 
First Nations, environmental NGOs, oil spill response organizations and industry must all share the load.   
 
A February 17, 2011 letter from Vice Admiral Manson K. Brown, Commander of the U.S. Coast Guard Pacific Area, 
notes that, άǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘƭŜǎǎ ƘƻǳǊǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǊƪƎǊƻǳǇ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŀǊŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
solid, well thought-ƻǳǘ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΦέ  IŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǎ ǘƻ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ǘƘƛǎ 
tǊƻƧŜŎǘ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /!b¦{5L· ŀƴŘ /!b¦{t!/ Wƻƛƴǘ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ¢ŜŀƳǎ άŦƻǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ŎȅŎƭŜǎΦέ  ±!5a .Ǌƻǿƴ Ŏƻƴcludes, άL ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 
the transboundary areas.  Strengthening of existing international partnerships will enhance preparedness to 
ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƛǘƛƳŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΦέ  
 
On behalf of the many stakeholders involved in this Project, we thank VADM Brown for his acknowledgement and 
commitment to follow through on the Recommendations in this Report.  On behalf of the Pacific States/British 
Columbia Oil Spill Task Force, we thank all the dedicated stakeholders who worked with us on this Project.  
 
 
David Byers, Project Workgroup Chair and Command Subcommittee Chair 

Response Section Manager, Washington Department of Ecology  
Graham Knox, Planning Subcommittee Chair 

Manager, Environmental Emergencies, British Columbia Ministry of Environment  
Kevin Gardner, Operations Subcommittee Chair 

President & General Manager, Western Canada Marine Response Corporation  
Bob Mattson, Logistics Subcommittee Chair 

Statewide Logistics Manager, Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation  
David R. Owings, Finance Subcommittee Chair 

General Manager, SE Alaska Petroleum Resource Organization (SEAPRO) 
Jean R. Cameron, Project Manager 

Executive Coordinator, Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force 

http://www.oilspilltaskforce.org/
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The Stakeholder Workgroup Review of Planning and Response Capabilities for a 
Marine Oil Spill on the U.S./Canadian Transboundary Areas of the Pacific Coast Project 

Report 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
The Need for this Project 
When a significant spill occurs, many people have a stake in a successful response and cleanup, including the 
federal, state, or provincial responding agencies, the Responsible Party and their Incident Management Team, 
natural resource trustees, response organizations, wildlife experts, the media and the public.  When a significant 
spill occurs in a transboundary area, the number of these stakeholders is at least doubled; consequently, the 
potential for miscommunication and conflict ς as well as public scrutiny ς also escalates.  Thus, the need for 
proper prior planning in order to improve coordination during a transboundary response is critical.  This report 
identifies a number of response topics which could benefit from advanced and coordinated planning between the 
U.S. and Canadian government agencies at all levels, trustees and key stakeholders.   
 
Risk is calculated as a function of probability multiplied by potential impact.  On the borders of British Columbia 
with Alaska (referred to as the CANUSDIX area) and British Columbia with Washington (referred to as the 
CANUSPAC area) the probabilities of an oil spill have been ameliorated by a number of regulatory requirements as 
well as safety initiatives by the oil handling and shipping industries.  On the other hand, predicted increases in 
vessel traffic in both areas may increase the probability of an incident resulting in an oil spill.  The potential 
impacts to local economies and the environment would be very significant.  
 
The Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force was created in 1989 as a result of two major oil spill events: 
the Nestucca fuel barge spill in December, 1988 and the Exxon Valdez spill of March, 1989.  The Nestucca spill was 
a transboundary event that began on December 23rd, 1988 when the tow cable between a tug and the full tank 
barge Nestucca broke off Grays Harbor, Washington; 231,000 gallons (875,000 liters) of intermediate fuel oil 
eventually spilled into the northerly offshore coastal current.  In the U.S., oiling impacted beaches from northern 
Oregon to Dungeness Spit in the Strait of Juan de Fuca and tens of thousands of oiled sea birds died.  Shoreline 
impacts in British Columbia eventually extended over 300 miles; estimates of birds impacted in Canada ranged 
from 3,100 to 56,000 birds.  The final cleanup costs incurred by Canadian government agencies were estimated to 
be $4.6 million.  
 
As demonstrated by the Nestucca incident, spills to marine waters do not respect interstate or international 
boundaries.  Transboundary pollution incidents will impact resources that are shared by the U.S. and Canada, the 
States and the Province of British Colombia.  Water, fish, birds and other natural resources also do not recognize 
international boundaries and environmental impacts will likely be experienced by both nations regardless of 
where the pollution originated.   
 
In addition to the fact that there are two Transboundary areas within ǘƘŜ hƛƭ {Ǉƛƭƭ ¢ŀǎƪ CƻǊŎŜΩǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ό/!b¦{5L· 
and CANUSPAC), a comprehensive review of the elements of a transboundary response ς where efficient 
coordination is essential ς ƛǎ ǎŜŜƴ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ¢ŀǎƪ CƻǊŎŜ aŜƳōŜǊǎ ŀǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ aƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ άǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ {ǘŀǘŜ 
ŀƴŘ tǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ ŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘΣ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜ ŦƻǊΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ ƻƛƭ ǎǇƛƭƭǎΦέ   
 
Project and Report Organization 
The Task Force Members agreed in their 2007-2008 Annual Work Plan to initiate a review of the status of 
preparedness and response for a U.S./Canadian transboundary spill on both border areas within their region of 
concern: the Alaska/British Columbia border and the British Columbia/Washington border.  The Task Force 
Coordinating Committee was tasked with developing a Scope of Work for the project. 
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The Oil Spill Task Force invited key stakeholders and trustees from Alaska, British Columbia and Washington to 
meet in June of 2008 to review that Scope of Work, be briefed on key background issues and draft a Project Work 
Plan.   As part of that Work Plan, they adopted the following Project Goal:  To review and document existing 
U.S./Canadian transboundary oil spill response plans and capabilities for the British Columbia/Alaska and British 
Columbia/Washington borders, acknowledging existing authorities and response management systems; and to 
recommend improvements as needed for both joint response and planning efforts, as well as for planning and 
capacity building within each jurisdiction.  
 
More information on how the Project was organized and the 88 stakeholders and trustees who participated on 
the Project Workgroup and Subcommittees can be found in the Introduction, which also describes the spill risks in 
the two transboundary areas in more detail.   
 
The main body of this report presents topic papers on issues related to COMMAND, PLANNING, OPERATIONS, 
LOGISTICS and FINANCE (see the topic list below)Φ  9ŀŎƘ ǘƻǇƛŎ ǇŀǇŜǊ ōŜƎƛƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ά{ǳƳƳŀǊȅ hōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜƴ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ά5ƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴέ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ  ! ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǎǘŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘakeholders who developed, 
edited and finalized the topic papers and recommendations is found at the end of each section.  The APPENDICES 
for the Project Report include: I) the Final Recommendations; II) the Project Work Plan; III) the Project 
Workgroup; IV) Background Information on the CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC areas; V) a Glossary; and VI) Reference 
documents 
 
In addition to the list of Final Recommendations in Appendix I, ǘƘŜ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ²ƻǊƪƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ŏŀƴ 
also be found at the end of each topic paper so that the reader may see the relationship of each recommendation 
to the Summary Observations and Discussion in each paper.   
 
Transboundary Planning and Preparedness Topics Addressed in this Report 
Command Topics 

¶ Initial Notifications and Activation of the Joint Contingency Plan 

¶ Coordination of Canadian/U.S. Response Structures and Command Posts 

¶ Transboundary coordination during a decision to take over Spill Management from a Responsible Party  

¶ Transboundary Coordination for an Orphan Spill 

¶ Integrating State, Provincial, Local Government, Landowner, and Tribal Interests into U.S. and Canadian 
Command Posts 

¶ Media Coordination between Command Posts  

¶ Access and Coordination for Investigations and Law Enforcement  

¶ Security Coordination during a Transboundary Spill 

¶ Natural Resource Damage Assessments 
 
Planning Topics 

¶ Membership of the CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX Joint Response Teams 

¶ JCP/Annex-mandated Transboundary Exercise Programs  

¶ Geographic Response Plans and Strategies for Transboundary areas 

¶ Response capabilities in Transboundary Areas (Equipment, Personnel, and Plans)  

¶ Wildlife Response Capabilities in Transboundary Areas 

¶ Waste Management for Transboundary Areas 

¶ Dispersant and In-Situ Burn Decision-Making 

¶ Role of First Nations and Federally-recognized Tribes in Transboundary Oil Spill Planning and Response  

¶ Places of Refuge Decision-making in a Transboundary Response 

¶ Closures of Fisheries during Transboundary Spill Response  
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¶ Volunteer Management Plans for Transboundary Areas 
Operations 

¶ Mutual Aid Plans, Agreements and Arrangements 

¶ Equipment cross-training during Transboundary field exercises 

¶ Equipment Compatibility 

¶ Utilization of Fishermen for oil recovery 

¶ Transboundary Traffic Control (vessels, aircraft, vehicles) during response  

¶ Responder Immunity and Worker Liability Issues 

¶ Standards for response personnel safety training and PPE  

¶ Coordination of Operations Documentation  
 
Logistics 

¶ Procedures for Moving People and Equipment across Borders for Emergency Situations 

¶ Response Software 

¶ Remote location Issues   

¶ Vessel to Vessel to Aircraft Communications 

¶ Pre-identification of Command Center locations 
 
Finance 

¶ Response Funding Regimes  

¶ Limits of Liability and COFR Requirements 

¶ Claims, Cost Recovery, Financial Reciprocity, & Finance Section Coordination 
 
Key Observations in this Report 
In addition to the U.S. and Canadian federal agencies mandated to respond to a marine oil spill on the 
U.S./Canadian border, many other response agencies, trustees and stakeholders will be involved in a response.  
The Deepwater Horizon oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico in 2010 continues to provide many lessons for oil spill 
planners, one of which is the importance of involving local, tribal and state (provincial in Canada) governments in 
federal spill planning, preparedness and response.  This is especially applicable for the local and tribal 
governments on both sides of the border, since much more could be done to include them in spill planning.  It is 
also particularly crucial that the Province of British Columbia be allowed to participate in Canadian federal 
planning and response efforts.  Implementation of many of the Recommendations from this Project Report will 
provide opportunities to broaden the base of stakeholders involved in improving transboundary planning and 
response.   
 
As this report will show, a number of challenges from the Nestucca spill event remain to this day, including: 

¶ The need for international coordination of the Port-of-Refuge decisions in Transboundary areas; 

¶ Coordination of media relations; 

¶ Wildlife rehabilitation and volunteer management capacities (volunteer involvement became a main 
media focus during the Nestucca response); 

¶ Waste disposal ς ά¢ƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊΚέ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΤ and 

¶ Significant logistical challenges exist relating to response on remote shorelines, especially in winter; 
 
Other significant issues identified by this Project include: 

¶ Although spill response organizations in both transboundary areas have been working together for years 
ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ Ǌƻōǳǎǘ Ƴǳǘǳŀƭ ŀƛŘ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ¦Φ{Φ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƴŜŜŘ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀƴ ά!ǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴέ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ǉǳŀƭƛŦȅ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜǊ ƛƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǿƘŜƴ 
operating in Canada;   
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¶ ¢ƘŜ /!b¦{5L· ŀƴŘ /!b¦{t!/ Wƻƛƴǘ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ¢ŜŀƳǎ Ŏŀƴ ƭŜŀǊƴ ŦǊƻƳ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ  - as well as 
those of the CANUSLANT JRT - and promote consistency on both British Columbia borders in the process; 
and  

¶ Considering their potential liability as well as their potential role as the Responsible Party if a spill occurs, 
the shipping and oil industries operating in the transboundary areas should demand a stronger role in 
transboundary response planning and exercises, since industry will be critical to implementation the 
Recommendations in this Report. 

  
Conduct an Implementation Status Review in 2016 
At their final meeting in 2011, the Transboundary Project Workgroup recommended that the Pacific States/British 
Columbia Oil Spill Task Force to lead a review in 5 years to determine the implementation status of each of their 
recommendations.  
 
Recommendations in this Project Report are directed to the following organizations or constituencies: 

¶ The U.S. and Canadian Coast Guards 

¶ The CANUSDIX and the CANUSPAC Joint Response Teams 

¶ Transboundary Exercise Planners 

¶ Transport Canada 

¶ Industry 

¶ U.S. and Canadian Response Organizations 

¶ The NW Area Planning Committee and the Region 10 Regional Response Team 

¶ The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation  

¶ The British Columbia Ministry of Environment 

¶ The Washington Department of Ecology 

¶ Canadian and U.S. Trustee Agencies 

¶ Federally-recognized Tribes and First Nations 

¶ The Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force 

¶ The SE Subarea Contingency Plan Logistics Group 
 
Many persons - representing many organizations and interests - have made a significant investment in this review 
of planning and preparedness along the two Pacific Coast borders of the U.S. and Canada.  Many of these same 
persons will now be involved in implementing the recommendations in this Project Report in order to improve oil 
spill response on those borders. The Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force is deeply grateful for their 
ongoing commitment.  
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The Stakeholder Workgroup Review of Planning and Response Capabilities for a 
Marine Oil Spill on the U.S./Canadian Transboundary Areas of the Pacific Coast Project 

Report 
INTRODUCTION 

 
I. BACKGROUND 
Oil Spills in the Pacific Coast Transboundary Areas 
There is a long history of bilateral efforts to address oil spills that cross between the marine waters of Washington 
State, British Columbia and Alaska reflecting changes in risk exposure over the years.  Prior to the 1968 discovery 
ƻŦ ƻƛƭ ƛƴ !ƭŀǎƪŀΩǎ bƻǊǘƘ {ƭƻǇŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǇƛǇe the oil to the port of Valdez, refineries in Washington and 
British Columbia received crude oil from Alberta oil fields by pipeline.  Then as now, refined products were 
distributed by pipeline, barge and tanker through the shared waterways.  There did not appear to be a sense of 
one country putting the other at disproportionate risk of a spill at that time. 
 
Things changed in 1971 when ARCO (now BP) built the Cherry Point refinery near the Canadian border in Blaine.  
It was designed to receive crude oil from the Alberta pipeline as well as by tanker in anticipation of the 
construction of the trans-Alaska pipeline that was completed in 1977.  Canadians expressed concern about the 
ǇǊƻȄƛƳƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘŀƴƪŜǊǎ ǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǊŜŦƛƴŜǊȅ ǎƻ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōƻǊder.  On June 4th 1972 this concern 
was realized when a flange on the Liberian flagged tanker World Bond - which was carrying 247,000 barrels 
(10,374 million gallons or 39,269,862 liters) of middle east crude ς failed, spilling over 13,000 gallons (49,210 
liters) of oil (Bellingham Herald 6/5/1972) during the height of a particularly large herring spawn (Bellingham 
Herald 6/8/1972).     
 
Once the oil reached Canadian shores BC Premier W.A.C. Bennett telegraphed Washington Governor Evans to 
convene a meeting to discuss ways of controlling oil spills (Bellingham Herald 6/13/ 1972).  The Washington State 
Congressional delegation sent a letter to Secretary of State William Rogers calling for a US/Canadian cleanup 
conference with international consequences.  Canada also made a formal request to the U.S. for full and prompt 
compensation, plus payment for all cleanup costs associated with the spill (Bellingham Herald 9 June 1972). 
 
While representatives of British Columbia and Washington State did meet, no ongoing effort was created as a 
result of that spill.  However, it did serve to initiate action at the Federal level which led to the creation of the 
Cooperative Vessel Traffic Service (CVTS) and the passage of the Port and Waterways Safety Act (Bellingham 
Herald 6/29/1972). 
 
Spill risks in the British Columbia/Alaska border area are exemplified by the sinking of the Lee Wang Zin on 
December 25th, 1979.  The vessel was carrying iron ore loaded in Prince Rupert and was headed for Japan.  It 
capsized in British Columbia waters during high winds with the loss of 30 crew members and spilled 200,000 
gallons (757,820 liters) of bunker fuel.  Bad weather and the remoteness of the location prevented any offshore 
cleanup.  Over 350 miles of shoreline were impacted and oil was even identified months later as far north as 
Prince of Wales Island in Alaska.  By the end of April, 1980 585 bbl of oil had been removed; cleanup cost 
estimates range from $3,570/bbl to $8,970/bbl.  
 
The Nestucca spill was a transboundary event that began on December 23rd, 1988 when the tow cable between a 
tug and the full tank barge Nestucca broke off Grays Harbor, Washington.  When the tug attempted to recapture 
ǘƘŜ ōŀǊƎŜΣ ƛǘ ǊŀƳƳŜŘ ƛǘΣ ǇǳƴŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ŀ ƘƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǊƎŜΩǎ ǎǘŀǊōƻŀǊŘ ǎƛŘŜΤ номΣллл gallons (875,000 liters) of 
intermediate fuel oil eventually spilled into the northerly offshore coastal current. 
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The barge was towed further offshore to protect Grays HarōƻǊΩǎ ƻȅǎǘŜǊ ōŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜΤ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎ 
port-of-refuge decision made by the U.S. Coast Guard and the Washington Department of Ecology.  A temporary 
patch was placed on the damaged barge, which was then towed into the mouth of the Columbia River and 
inspected by Coast Guard and Ecology personnel.  In the course of these operations, the leaking barge was towed 
for 24 hours at a distance of 40 km from the point of collision to the edge of the Continental shelf ς leaking all the 
while.  This directly contributed to the spread of the oil and the eventual inability to track it.  The oil was affected 
by both the coastal current and the Davidson current. 
 
In the U.S., light to heavy oiling impacted beaches from northern Oregon to Dungeness Spit in the Strait of Juan de 
Fuca and tens of thousands of oiled sea birds died.  The offshore oil appeared to disappear based upon over flight 
observations, so the U.S. agencies concluded that natural dispersion has occurred.  In reality, the oil had broken 
into patties and was floating in the northerly current just below the surface, headed for Canada.  Canada was then 
caught by surprise, since the initial reports from the U.S. had indicated that oil would not impact Canada.  By 
December 31st tar balls were showing up on Vancouver Island and by January 3rd large quantities of oil were 
washing ashore.  Shoreline impacts eventually extended over 300 miles from Carmanah Point to Moore Island on 
the British Columbia central coast; several First Nation communities - as well as the Pacific Rim National Park -
were impacted.  Estimates of birds impacted in Canada ranged from 3,100 to 56,000 birds; one sea otter was 
known to have died.  A total of 450 tons of waste was removed manually.  The final cleanup costs incurred by 
Canadian government agencies were estimated to be $4.6 million.  
 
After the spill, the Premier of British Columbia contacted the Governor of Washington and recommended a 
mechanism to inform and support a more coordinated response.  The Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task 
Force was the eventual product of that recommendation, as well as the Exxon Valdez spill of March, 1989.  The 
member agencies of the Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force are the state and provincial oil spill 
prevention, preparedness, and response authorities in Alaska, British Columbia, Washington, Oregon, California, 
and Hawaii.   
 
In July of 1991 a collision between the bulk carrier Tuo Hi and fish processor Tenyo Maru off Swiftsure Bank 
resulted in the sinking of the Tenyo Maru with 600,000 gallons (2,271,247 liters) of various oils on board.  Oil from 
that spill extended from the west side of Vancouver Island to Oregon. 
 
The Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan 
The Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP) for the Great Lakes was promulgated in 
1974 under the Canada-United States Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement of 1972.  In September of 1983, it 
was agreed that the JCP would be expanded to include four geographical annexes: one for the Atlantic 
(CANUSLANT); two for the Pacific (CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC); and one for the Beaufort Sea area (CANUSNORTH).  
The responsible Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) Regional Directors and the United States Coast Guard (USCG) District 
Commanders were tasked to develop detailed bilateral Annex supplements to the Joint Marine Pollution 
Contingency Plan for their respective transboundary regions.  
 
The Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ άJoint Response Teamǎέ 
in Section 304.  For the U.S. Coast Guard, the District Commanders (District 17 and District 13) serve as Co-Chairs 
of the CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC Joint Response Teams respectively.  The Sector Commanders for Juneau and 
Puget Sound would serve as the Federal On-Scene Coordinators (FOSC) for the response.  For the Canadian Coast 
Guard (CCG), the Regional Director serves as the Joint Response Team Co-Chair and the Regional Superintendent 
serves as the On-Scene Commander (OSC). 
 
The U.S. FOSC and the CCG OSC activate the Joint Response Team (JRT) as needed to facilitate the movement of 
response personnel and equipment across the borders or to activate other agencies as needed; the JRT liaisons 



9 

 

from other agencies are not pre-designated since they will be a function of incident-specific needs.  ¢ƘŜ Ww¢Ωǎ ǊƻƭŜ 
also focuses on preparedness and advice and it can make recommendations for changes to the annexes as 
necessary.  
 
Spill Risks and Risk Management in the Pacific Coast Transboundary Areas (CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC) 
The entire study area is characterized by deep narrow glacially carver straits with significant fresh water and 
nutrient contributions from numerous rivers forming a highly productive estuarine habitat.  The large tidal ranges 
found in this temperate region are squeezed through the narrow channels and islands that create fast currents in 
excess of 3 knots.  The combination of hundreds of miles of shoreline, fast currents and notoriously stormy winters 
pose significant challenges to spill response efforts. 
 
While the species assemblages are similar in the CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC Regions, there is a greater abundance of 
fish and wildlife in the northern region than the southern. Therefore, an oil spill in the north is likely to have a higher 
natural resource impact.  However, the far denser human populations to the south will likely result in higher 
personal property damages.  In addition, there are numerous species listed under the U.S. Endangered Species Act 
as well as under the Canadian Species at Risk Act (SARA).  Species such as the Southern Resident population of Killer 
Whales are listed separately as endangered on both sides of the border.  Other species such as halibut and salmon 
are jointly managed by the International Pacific Halibut Commission and the Pacific Salmon Commission 
respectively.   
 
Both regions are home to numerous indigenous Tribes and First Nations whose cultural and economic livelihoods 
are still closely tied to the marine environment making for difficulty in trying to enumerate the full impacts of an oil 
spill. 
 
CANUSDIX 
The CANUSDIX Annex to the Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan covers the area known 
as the Dixon Entrance, a strait about 80 kilometers (50 miles) long and wide in the Pacific Ocean at the boundary 
between the U.S. state of Alaska and the Canadian province of British Columbia. For more information on the 
CANUSDIX Area (geography, weather, tides, demographics, economy, historic and cultural features and the 
environment) please refer to Appendix IV. 
 
CANUSDIX Spill Risks 
Approximately 100 to 150 million gallons (378 to 566 million liters) of oil product enter Southeast Alaska at Dixon 
Entrance annually via barge.  There are between 400 and 500 large cruise ship sailings into Southeast Alaska 
during the summer tourist season; each of these vessels carries up to 700,000 gallons (2,649,788 liters) of fuel oil 
on board.  Approximately 12 log ships enter Southeast Alaska annually with fuel capacities of up to 500,000 
gallons (1,892,706 liters) of fuel oil; these freight vessels may be using heavy oil as fuel rather than the lighter 
diesel oil.   Two freight barge lines have sailings twice/week and carry a variety of hazardous materials including 
explosives, lube oil, propane and up to 10 ISO tanks of 5,000 gallon (18,927 liter) capacity with aviation gasoline, 
diesel and gasoline.   
 
In British Columbia, tankers using the Dixon Entrance to access the Port of Kitimat are currently bringing in 
condensate that is transported overland to the oil sands operations in Alberta.  There are proposals to construct 
pipelines to carry the condensate to Alberta and bring crude oil back to Kitimat for export by tanker, which would 
increase the tanker traffic.  There are also proposals to construct an LNG/LPG terminal and expand bulk cargo 
capabilities, since Kitimat is the deepest and closest inland port on CanadaΩs Northwest Transportation and Trade 
Corridor.  With minor modifications by the Canadian National Railways Kitimat could grow to serve substantial 
North American import and export markets, including the U.S. Midwest.  
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The Port of Prince Rupert is the northwestern most port in North America linked to the continentΩs rail network.  
Located on the Great Circle Route between eastern Asia and western North America, the port is the first inbound 
and last outbound port of call for cargo ships on that Route.  In addition, passenger ferries operating from Prince 
Rupert include both U.S. Ferries and Alaska Marine Highway ferries. The Prince Rupert Ferry Terminal is co-
located with the rail terminal and offers connections to inland British Columbia and to the rest of the continent as 
well.  
 
The Port of Prince Rupert handled 12,173,672 tonnes of cargo in 2009, up 15 per cent over 2008 volumes.  The 
Container Terminal had a 45.9 per cent increase over 2008. On the bulk cargo side of the business, grain volumes 
jumped 35.1 per cent in 2009.  The Port of Prince Rupert also experienced increased cargo volumes for logs (79.6 
per cent) and wax (30.8 per cent).  Coal volumes were down 14.2% in 2009 compared to 2008. In the cruise 
business, passenger traffic was also down 46.8 per cent, although Prince Rupert had 31 cruise vessel visits in 2009.  
In the first quarter of 2010, container traffic was up 87.3% and total tonnage increased 72.8% compared to the 
first three months of 2009. Long-term development plans call for growth in the bulk, auto, and general cargo 
terminals.  The town of Stewart at the head of the Portland Canal is also promoting bulk cargo development for its 
port, which could further increase the vessel traffic along the U.S./Canadian border. 
 
In recent years significant increases in vessel traffic have occurred to serve new port development in Prince 
Rupert and Kitimat.  Shipping giants such as COSCO now serve Prince Rupert and plans exist to export Alberta oils 
and import LNG are on the drawing board for Kitimat.  Kitimat was explored as an oil terminal for Alaskan North 
Slope crude but was deemed too risky at the time.  Spill risks in this area are amplified by the remote nature of 
the area and weather-dependent logistics.  The aids to navigation in these areas - as well as the nautical charts - 
have not kept up with the needs of existing vessel traffic, much less expanding traffic.   This fact was noted in the 
9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ LƳǇŀŎǘ {ǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ 9ƴōǊƛŘƎŜΩǎ bƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ DŀǘŜǿŀȅ tǊoject.  These 
current developments have lead to broad public concerns in Canada and a major vessel traffic study is under way 
known as TERMPOL. 
 
In March of 2010, the Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force submitted a FOIA request to the U.S. 
Coast Guard for the following data: 

¶ Marine casualties by type (grounding, allision, collision, loss of main propulsion or steering, or any event 
ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǾŜǎǎŜƭΩǎ ǎŜŀǿƻǊǘƘƛƴŜǎǎ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘύΤ ŀƴŘ 

¶ By vessel type (tank barge, tank vessel, and nontank vessel greater than 300 GT);  

¶ For the following CANUSDIX area: 
o SE Alaska inland waters between Dixon Entrance and Ketchikan 
o SE Alaska waters offshore between Dixon Entrance and Ketchikan 
o U.S. boundary waters in the Portland Canal 

¶ For the ten year period from 1999 to 2009.  
Once received, that data was reviewed and compiled for the Task Force by a data analyst at the Washington 
Department of Ecology.  

 
tƭŜŀǎŜ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άŎŀǎǳŀƭǘȅέ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ŀ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ŜǾŜƴǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƻƛƭ ǎǇƛƭƭΣ ōǳǘ Řƛd not 
necessarily do so.  The applicability of reportable marine casualties in USCG regulations is as follows: Any casualty 
or accident involving any vessel other than a public vessel that--- 

¶ Occurs upon the navigable waters of the U.S, its territories or possessions; 

¶ Involves a U.S. vessel wherever such casualty or accident occurs; or 

¶ With respect to a foreign tank vessel {this would include barges} operating in waters subject to the 
jurisdiction of U.S., including the EEZ, involves significant harm to environment or material damage 
affecting the seaworthiness of efficiency of vessel 
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For casualty data in Canadian waters we cooperated with the Living Oceans Society, who had received casualty 
data from the Canadian Transportation Safety Board (TSB) for all British Columbia waters covering January 1999 
to July of 2009.  At our request, they sorted for data specific to the two transboundary areas.1 
 
Below are USCG maps of the CANUSDIX area followed by the USCG and the Canadian TSB data summaries: 
 
 
 

 
The Dixon Entrance Area 

 
 

USCG DATA ACTIVITY TYPE NUMBER OF INCIDENTS 

Allison 9 

Capsize 2 

Collision 4 

Flooding 2 

Grounding 34 

Loss of Electrical Power 11 

Sinking 12 

TOTAL 74 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
1
 The Living Oceans Society is not responsible for the accuracy of the Canadian TSB dataset and checks of the data revealed 

possible discrepancies between the mapped coordinates and the location descriptions. 
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CN TSB DATA ACTIVITY TYPE NUMBER OF INCIDENTS 

Flooding 7 

Capsize 3 

Collision 1 

Near Collision 2 

Grounding 28 

Near grounding 6 

Striking 9 

Sinking 1 

Fire/explosion 3 

Engine trouble or failure 8 

General machinery failure 4 

Other 15 

TOTAL 87 

 
It is obvious that the Canadian data is both more comprehensive and less targeted to vessel type than was our 
data request to the U.S. Coast Guard.  Nevertheless, the two data sets taken together represent a general picture 
of the casualties in CANUSDIX area.   
 
CANUSDIX Risk management measures 
Risks associated with vessel traffic in the CANUSDIX area are managed by Vessel Traffic Services for the CANUSDIX 
area and pilotge requirements for the area ports.  There is one Vessel Traffic Service in the CANUSDIX region - 
located in Prince Rupert, B.C. - which covers the area from the U.S. border on the north to the northern end of 
¢ƻŦƛƴƻ ¢ǊŀŦŦƛŎΩǎ !ǊŜŀ ƻŦ hǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ±¢{ ƎƻŜǎ ǳǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ !-B Line at the north end of Dixon Entrance and 
follows the international line on the coast which goes up Pearse Canal until in intersects with Portland Canal then 
bisects Portland Canal until a point just north of Hyder, AK where the border goes inland, so Stewart is in the VTS 
AOR.   The A-B line runs from Pt. Cornwallis on Dall Island to near Wales Island at the entrance to Portland Inlet.   
 
The Southeast Alaska Pilotage Area covers the waters from Dixon Entrance to Yakutat Bay and is a compulsory 
pilotage area.  Comprehensive marine pilotage in Southeast Alaska is provided by Southeast Alaska Pilots' 
Association. Pilots are licensed by the State of Alaska and the United States Coast Guard to provide compulsory 
marine pilotage to all vessels entering the waters of Southeast Alaska except those vessels indentified in Alaska 
Statute 08.62.180. See http://www.seapa.com/.  On the Canadian side, the BC Coast Pilots are responsible for the 
entire coastline, including the northern ports.  See http://www.bccoastpilots.com.  
 
CANUSPAC 
According to the CANUSPAC Annex to the Canada/U.S. Joint Contingency Plan, it applies to the internal and 
navigable waters of both the U.S. and British Columbia, as well as to the waters off the Pacific Coast from the 
Canada/U.S. border in Boundary Bay, through the Strait of Georgia, Boundary Pass, Haro Strait, Strait of Juan de 
Fuca, and then to position: 48-29-39.11N, 124-42-34.69 W to  position: 48-29-38.11 N, 125-00.00 W, and to 
position: 48-04-00 N, 126-10-35 W.  For more information on the CANUSDIX Area (geography, weather, tides, 
demographics, economy, historic and cultural features and the environment) please refer to Appendix IV. 
 
CANUSPAC Risks 
Spill risks along the CANUSPAC border are primarily associated with vessels (both tank vessels that carry oil as 
cargo and large commercial vessels that may carry hundreds of thousands of gallons of oil as fuel), refineries, and 
bulk storage facilities. There are eight major ports in the Puget Sound area.   
 

http://www.seapa.com/
http://www.bccoastpilots.com/
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!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ŎƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ ±ŜǎǎŜƭ 9ƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ¢Ǌŀƴǎƛǘǎ ό±9!¢ύ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ Ŧƻr 2010 
(http://www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/1108001.pdf) there were a total of 2,137 cargo and passenger vessels entries 
bound for Washington ports, including 1,663 through the Strait of Juan de Fuca, 407 through the Strait of Georgia 
ŀƴŘ IŀǊƻ {ǘǊŀƛǘ ŀƴŘ ст ǘƻ DǊŀȅΩǎ IŀǊōƻǊκ!ōŜǊŘŜŜƴΦ  Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ нΣлпл ŎŀǊƎƻ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǎǎŜƴƎŜǊ ǾŜǎǎŜƭ 
entries through the Strait of Juan de Fuca bound for Canadian ports.  The number of entries for commercial 
fishing vessels bound for Washington ports in Puget Sound or transiting Washington waters en-route to Canada in 
2010 was 73.  The total number of entries for factory fishing vessels or fish processors bound for Washington 
ports in Puget Sound or transiting Washington waters en-route to Canada was 92.  When considering these 
numbers, please note that these are entries only, so the actual number of transits on these waters would be at 
least twice as much.   
 
There were also 163,966 transits by Washington State Ferries, 106 by ferries in the Alaska Marine Highway System 
and 1,770 transits by the Black Ball ferries that run between Port Angeles and Victoria.  
 
There are also five refineries in the CANUSPAC area to which crude oil may be transported, or from which refined 
products would be carried.  In addition, tankers carry crude oil from the pipeline terminus in Vancouver.  2010 
VEAT data for tank ships shows 548 entries through the Strait of Juan de Fuca bound for Washington ports and 
another 20 entries through the Strait of Georgia and Haro Strait headed to Washington ports.  There were 252 
tank ship entries through the Strait of Juan de Fuca bound for Canadian ports, for a total of 820 entries.  For tank 
barges, the VEAT tracks transits rather than entries; there were 3,223 tank barge transits in Puget Sound in 2010.  
VEAT data does not document whether tank ships and barges in transit are carrying cargo or are in ballast. 
 

The tanker traffic moving from the Port of Vancouver has increased over the past few years and is projected to 
continue to grow in both numbers of transits as well as tanker size.  According to a Vancouver Sun artcle by Don 
Whiteley, published in December 2009 (http://www.vancouversun.com/story_print.html?id=2291515&sponsor), 
Kinder Morgan Canada, which operates a crude oil pipeline from Alberta to Burnaby, recently expanded the line 
to carry 300,000 barrels (12.6 million gallons or 47,696,188 liters) a day of oil and has another expansion planned 
that would take that pipeline up to 700,000 barrels (29.4 million gallons or 111,291,106 liters) a day.  Some of that 
ƻƛƭ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀƴ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ .ǳǊƴŀōȅΩǎ /ƘŜǾǊƻƴ ǊŜŦƛƴŜǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƻƛƭ ǊŜŦƛƴŜǊƛŜǎ ƛƴ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴ {ǘŀǘŜ and about 
another 20҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƛǇŜƭƛƴŜΩǎ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ is used to ship refined products, but most of the expanded capacity is 
intended for shipment overseas by tanker.   
 
As of October 2009, Whiteley explained, crude oil shipments from the Port of Vancouver had increased by 94 per 
cent ς from 1.7 million tonnes in 2008 to 3.3 million tonnes in 2009.   Kinder Morgan officials stated that they 
expected to load 80 oil tankers in 2009, compared with 55 in 2008.  In addition, Port Metro Vancouver has been 
developing plans designed tƻ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŦƭŜŜǘ ƻŦ ǎƘƛǇǎ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƻƴ ƻƛƭ ŀǘ .ǳǊƴŀōȅΩǎ ²ŜǎǘǊƛŘƎŜ ¢Ŝrminal to 
take on maximum loads, then to allow larger tankers to serve the port.  Aframax tankers τ the largest to 
currently berth at Westridge τ can carry about 700,000 barrels of oil.  But restrictions dictated by the Second 
Narrows waterway means they can never take a full load and can draw only 12.5 meters of water.  ά¢ƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭ ƛǎ ǘƻ 
be able to have an Aframax, fuƭƭȅ ƭƻŀŘŜŘΣ ŀǘ мр ƳŜǘŜǊǎΣέ ²ƘƛǘŜƭȅ ǉǳƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ Port Metro VancouǾŜǊΩǎ harbormaster 
as saying.  Their next goal is to determine if Suezmax-sized tankers, which can carry one million barrels (42 million 
gallons or 158,987,294 liters), can safely get to and from the Westridge loading dock.  Although the Aframax and 
the smaller Panamax-sized tankers are adequate for the California trade, where most ships from Vancouver are 
currently sailing, larger tankers would be needed for the Asian markets.   
 
According to an article by Mitchell Anderson published in The Tyee in June of 2010, China is becoming heavily 
invested in the Alberta oil sands, just as the U.S. market may be shying away from Alberta crude due to its heavy 
carbon load and high environmental impacts. (Global Forces Making Vancouver a Major Oil Port)  Mitchell wrote: 
ά²ƘƛƭŜ ƳǳŎƘ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ǊƛƎƘǘƭȅ ōŜŜƴ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ 9ƴōǊƛŘƎŜ bƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ DŀǘŜǿŀȅ ǇƛǇŜƭƛƴŜ ǘƻ YƛǘƛƳŀǘΣ 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/1108001.pdf
http://www.vancouversun.com/story_print.html?id=2291515&sponsor
http://thetyee.ca/Opinion/2010/06/17/VancouverOilPort/
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local First Nations have made it clear they will seek to block the project.  A long and likely litigious battle began 
this month when Enbridge applied for regulatory approval.  Which brings us to back to Burrard Inlet ς the only 
current oil sands access to the ocean.  While it is true that small oil tankers have moved surplus oil out of Second 
Narrows for decades, it has never been done on this scale ς or using ships that exceed the dimensions of what the 
Port Metro Vancouver (PMV) previously considered safeΧΦTankers exiting the Kinder Morgan Westridge Terminal 
in Burnaby must thread the narrow spans of the CN Railway bridge in Second Narrows, only at the highest tides, 
and only during daylight hours. The navigable channel here is only 121 metres across and as little as 12 metres 
deep at zero tide.  The PMV Operations Manual from 2007 states that tankers with a draft up to 12.5 metres can 
only transit through Second Narrows at a hiƎƘ ǘƛŘŜ ƻŦ мп ŦŜŜǘΦΧThe Second Narrows navigation restrictions date 
back to the 1970s, but are now being rolled back.  In May of last year, PMV announced to the shipping industry 
changes allowing for tankers to transit Second Narrows with a draft of 13.5 metresΦέ 
 
There are also risks associated with vessel traffic and anchorage areas near the San Juan and Southern Gulf 
Islands.  In November of 2009 the bulk carrier Hebei Lion dragged anchor in high winds overnight and was blown 
onto a rocky reef near Mayne Island in the Strait of Georgia.  Fortunately, it was towed off the following day and 
no oil was spilled, but the risk was high.  Dale Jensen, manager of the Washington Department of 9ŎƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ {Ǉƛƭƭ 
Prevention, Preparedness and Response Program, was quoted in their news release as saying ά5ŀƳŀƎŜ ǘƻ ŦǳŜƭ 
tanks on a cargo ship that size could have oiled the islands on ōƻǘƘ ǎƛŘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊΧA major spill also could 
have forced a closure to vessel traffic.έ  ¢Ƙŀǘ ƴŜǿǎ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǉǳƻǘŜŘ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴ State Senator Kevin Ranker, 
who represents the 40th District, including his San Juan Island home, as saying ά¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ ƻƴŎŜ ŀƎŀƛƴ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘǎ 
the importance of having a strong spill prevention and response system in place, not only for Puget Sound but 
also for large transboundary spills that can have potentially devastating effects on our environment and 
ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦέ 
 
Staff at the Washington Department of Ecology have stated that a much smaller spill than the Deepwater Horizon 
oil spill could still have a disastrous effect along the CANUSPAC border due to the heavier crude oil transported, 
strong tidal currents and large tidal ranges, cold water and the high vulnerability of natural resources ς all factors 
that make responding to an oil spill very difficult.  In addition, given the natural resource based and trade 
dependent economies around the region, the scope of disruption from a major environmental disaster would be 
huge.  
 
CANUSPAC Risk management measures 
Fortunately, there are a number of policies and programs in place along the CANUSPAC border which help 
ameliorate the spill risks.  One of these is the Cooperative Vessel Traffic Service between Canada and the U.S., 
which not only provides management of maritime traffic in the Strait of Juan de Fuca, Puget Sound, and the Strait 
of Georgia, but also requires comparable protection.  Section 711 of the 2010 U.S. Coast Guard Authorization Act 
directs the Coast Guard and State Department to engage their Canadian counterparts to review the comparability 
of marine safety standards in this joint area of operations with a particular focus on tug escorts for oil tankers, 
emergency towing and spill response. 
 
Another risk reduction factor for the area is that vessels entering U.S. and Canadian waters are required to take 
on a marine pilot.  Under Canadian law every foreign ship over 350 gross registered tons is required to utilize the 
services of a marine pilot when they enter the waters of British Columbia.  The Pilot is responsible to ensure the 
vessel is safely navigated through the various passageways along the coast so there is no damage to the ship, its 
crew, or the marine environment.  In British Columbia there are two groups of marine pilots that supply this 
service: the BC Coast Pilots and the Fraser River Pilots.  The Fraser River Pilots are responsible for the area 
beginning at the mouth of the Fraser River and inland, while the BC Coast Pilots are responsible for the entire 
coastline stretching from the southern Canadian border to Alaska. (http://www.bccoastpilots.com).  
 

http://www.bccoastpilots.com/
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Vessels bound for Washington ports pick up a Puget Sound pilot.  The area covered by Puget Sound Pilots includes 
all waters east of Port Angeles and south of the Canadian border.  These waterways are home to more than a 
dozen major ports, including container ports in Seattle and Tacoma, general cargo ports in Everett, Bellingham, 
Port Angeles and Olympia, and oil refinery berths near Anacortes, Ferndale and Cherry Point.  There are 194 docks 
in the Puget Sound district. According to their website (http://www.pspilots.org), their duties άare carried out 24 
hours a day, in all weather conditions, 365 days a year.  Over the last 20 years, members of Puget Sound Pilots 
have compiled an extraordinary safety record, completing more than 165,000 piloting assignments without a 
major incident.έ  aŀǊƛƴŜ Ǉƛƭƻǘǎ ŀƭǎƻ provide assistance for vessels transiting in/out of Grays Harbor.  For more 
information on marine pilots and their spill prevention role, please reference the 1997 Pacific States/British 
Columbia Oil Spill Task Force report Marine Pilots and Vessel Safety on the West Coast. 
 
In light of the current and proposed increases in tanker traffic noted above, on 9/15/10 the Pacific Pilotage 
Authority issued Interim Operating Rules for Loaded Crude Oil Tankers in Excess of 40,000 DWT 
(http://www.cosbc.ca/index.php?option=com_docman&task=doc_view&gid=124&tmpl=component&format=raw
&Itemid=53) for Boundary Pass and Haro Strait.  The regulations apply to loaded tankers underway between three 
miles north of East Point and the Victoria Pilot station.  They require two Pilots on the bridge at all times, plus two 
ǎƘƛǇΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǘǿƻ ǎŜŀƳŜƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǘǿƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǎŜŀƳŜƴ ƻƴ ǎǘŀƴŘōȅΦ  ¢ƘŜ tƛƭƻǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƛǇΩǎ ƳŀǎǘŜǊ and the tug 
master must agree on a passage plan covering such items as course, speed, positioning of an escort tug and 
communications frequencies and protocol.  The Interim Rules dictate passages according to tides as well as tanker 
speeds.  Tankers must have an escort tug capable of applying steering and braking forces to the ship at speeds of 
six knots or more; it must be tethered to the tanker at speciŦƛŜŘ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ άƛƴ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŀƴŎŜέ ŀǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ locations, 
such as Race Rocks.  The rules further specify that tugs shall have a minimum bollard pull of between 50 and 65 
metric tons, with special arrangements being necessary for tankers with length plus width exceeding 295 metres.  
 
The Area To Be Avoided (ATBA) off the Washington Coast partially overlaps the Olympic Coast National Marine 
Sanctuary (OCNMS); it was established to reduce the risk of a marine casualty and resulting pollution and damage 
to the OCNMS.  The ATBA was designated by the International Maritime Organization and applies to all ships and 
barges carrying cargoes of oil or hazardous materials, as well as to all ships 1600 gross tons or larger.  Overall 
compliance with the transit restrictions for this area was estimated to be 98.9% according to the 2009 VEAT 
report.  
 
The emergency response tug stationed at Neah Bay is an important safety net to prevent disabled ships and 
barges from grounding in the western Strait of Juan de Fuca or off the outer coasts of both Washington and 
British Columbia.  Funding for the Neah Bay tug was successfully transitioned this past year from Washington 
State management to private maritime industry financed and managed operations in order to maintain standby 
towing capability at Neah Bay.  In addition, the U.S. Coast Guard and Department of Ecology can separately 
contract for the services of the tug to respond to an emerging maritime casualty, or as a precautionary measure. 
Since 1999, the tug has deployed to stand by or directly assist 46 vessels that were either completely disabled or 
had reduced maneuvering ability.  On eleven of these responses the tug had to take the disabled vessels in tow to 
prevent them from drifting onto the rocks and spilling oil.  The actions taken in those 11 cases helped prevent a 
combined spill potential of nearly 5 million gallons (19 million liters) of oil. 
(http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/spills/response_tug/tugresponsemainpage.htm) 
 
Tug escorts are required for laden tank vessels east of Dungeness Spit by both Washington state law (1975) and 
Federal law (Oil Pollution Act of 1990).  U.S. federal law requires that laden single hull oil tankers of 5000 gross 
tons (GT) or more must be escorted by at least two tugs in all U.S. navigable waters east of Port Angeles (including 
U.S. waters within the transboundary waters of the Straits of Juan de Fuca, Puget Sound, Haro Strait, Boundary 
Pass, and the Strait of Georgia.   State law requires that laden oil, LNG and LPG tankers of 40,000 DWT or more 
meet certain operational and structural performance criteria or be escorted by at least one tug in all state waters 

http://www.pspilots.org/
http://www.oilspilltaskforce.org/docs/project_reports/FinalPilotage.pdf
http://www.cosbc.ca/index.php?option=com_docman&task=doc_view&gid=124&tmpl=component&format=raw&Itemid=53
http://www.cosbc.ca/index.php?option=com_docman&task=doc_view&gid=124&tmpl=component&format=raw&Itemid=53
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/spills/response_tug/tugresponsemainpage.htm
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east of Port Angeles;  these requirements do not apply to laden tank barges.  In Canadian waters, tug escort rules 
are voluntary operating rules published as a Notice to Industry enforced by the Pacific Pilotage Authority; they 
require that laden Crude Oil tankers of 40,000 DWT or more be escorted by one or more tugs (based on tanker 
size) in waters of Boundary Pass, Haro Strait and the Strait of Juan de Fuca between three miles north of East 
point (the east end of Boundary Pass) and the Victoria Pilot station near Race Rocks.   

 
Other safety measures in the CANUSPAC area include: 
U.S. Requirements: 

¶ Tankers greater than 125,000 deadweight tons (DWT) may not proceed to a U.S. port or place east of Port Angeles; 
and  

¶ Minimum Navigation Watch:  Two licensed deck watch officers, one of which may be a pilot; helmsman and 
[ƻƻƪƻǳǘΦ  tƛƭƻǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜŘ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƛǇΩǎ ŎǊŜǿ ƛŦ ǾŜǎǎŜƭ ƛǎ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ƛƴ 
United States coastwise trade.  Pilotage requirements imposed by state for vessels operating under registry 
(foreign trade).  

 
Canadian requirements (Voluntary operating rules published as a Notice to Industry enforced by the Pacific 
Pilotage Authority): 

¶ No tanker size limitation noted; and 

¶ Minimum Navigation Watch:  Two pilots, two licensed deck watch officers, two seaman (presumably for helmsman 
and lookout).  

Washington State requirements: 

¶ Tankers greater than 125,000 DWT may not proceed to a U.S. port or place east of Port Angeles; and 

¶ Minimum Navigation Watch:  As required under U.S. safe manning standards, with the exception that each tanker 
of 5000 GT or more registered for foreign trade must be under the direction and control of a WA state pilot in U.S. 
waters east of Port Angeles. 

 
The Pacific States/British Columbia studied the double hull conversion status for tankers and tank barges calling 
on West Coast ports in 2009 and determined that 97% of the tank vessels calling on Puget Sound ports were 
double-hulled.  The data for British Columbia included both Kitimat and Vancouver; the British Columbia rate was 
89%.  Sixty-seven (67) percent of the tank barges operating in the Puget Sound area are double-hulled; no data 
was available for barges operating in the Vancouver area.  Please note that, while double hulls are a strong spill 
prevention tool, they cannot prevent incidents such as groundings, which may be averted with assistance from an 
escort tug.   
 
As we did for the CANUSDIX area, the Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force submitted a FOIA request 
to the U.S. Coast Guard for the following data: 

¶ Marine casualties by type (grounding, allision, collision, loss of main propulsion or steering, or any event 
ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǾŜǎǎŜƭΩǎ ǎŜŀǿƻǊǘƘƛƴŜǎǎ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘύΤ ŀƴŘ 

¶ By vessel type (tank barge, tank vessel, and nontank vessel greater than 300 GT);  

¶ For the following CANUSPAC areas: 
o For Sector Seattle: 

Á Offshore Washington State 
Á The Straits of Juan de Fuca 
Á Puget Sound waters north of Admiralty Inlet 

o For Sector Portland, only the Washington coast between the Columbia River entrance and the 
ōƻǊŘŜǊ ƻŦ {ŜŎǘƻǊ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩs AOR on the Coast 

¶ For the ten year period from 1999 to 2009.  
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Once received, that data was reviewed and compiled for the Task Force by a data analyst at the Washington 
Department of Ecology.  

 
tƭŜŀǎŜ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άŎŀǎǳŀƭǘȅέ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ŀ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ŜǾŜƴǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ could have resulted in an oil spill, but did not 
necessarily do so.  The applicability of reportable marine casualties in USCG regulations is as follows: Any casualty 
or accident involving any vessel other than a public vessel that--- 

¶ Occurs upon the navigable waters of the U.S, its territories or possessions; 

¶ Involves a U.S. vessel wherever such casualty or accident occurs; or 

¶ With respect to a foreign tank vessel {this would include barges} operating in waters subject to the 
jurisdiction of U.S., including the EEZ, involves significant harm to environment or material damage 
affecting the seaworthiness of efficiency of vessel 

 
For casualty data in Canadian waters we cooperated with the Living Oceans Society, who had received casualty 
data from the Canadian Transportation Safety Board (TSB) for all British Columbia waters covering January 1999 
to July of 2009.  At our request, they sorted for data specific to the two transboundary areas.2 
 
Below are USCG maps of the CANUSPAC areas reviewed, following by the USCG and the Canadian TSB data 
summaries: 

 
 
 

 
The Straits of Juan de Fuca and Puget Sound  Area off the Washington Coast (Northern currents 

may carry oil spilled off the Washington Coast onto 
.ǊƛǘƛǎƘ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀΩǎ ǎƘƻǊŜƭƛƴŜǎύ 

 
 
 
 

                                                
2
 The Living Oceans Society is not responsible for the accuracy of the Canadian TSB dataset and checks of the data revealed 

possible discrepancies between the mapped coordinates and the location descriptions. 
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USCG DATA ACTIVITY TYPE NUMBER OF INCIDENTS 

Allison 38 

Capsize 3 

Collision 24 

Equipment Failure 1 

Fire 3 

Grounding 70 

Loss of Electrical Power 51 

Sinking 12 

Structural Failure 2 

TOTAL 204 

 
 

Canadian TSB Data for the South British Columbia coast near the CANUSPAC Border: 

CN TSB DATA ACTIVITY TYPE NUMBER OF INCIDENTS 

Flooding 1 

Capsize 1 

Collision 1 

Near Collision 1 

Grounding 1 

Sinking 1 

Other 2 

TOTAL 8 

 
 

Canadian TSB Data for the Puget Sound area: 

CN TSB DATA ACTIVITY TYPE NUMBER OF INCIDENTS 

Flooding 66 

Capsize 36 

Collision 34 

Near Collision 205 

Striking 151 

Near Striking 3 

Grounding 174 

Near Grounding 20 

Sinking 39 

Structural Damage 15 

Fire/Explosion 91 

Engine Failure 74 

Engine problems/trouble 36 

Broke mooring + Broke mooring & adrift 13 

Broke tow + Broke tow and adrift 11 

Towline struck by other vessel 2 

Fuel blockage or loss of fuel 5 

General machinery failure 95 

Propeller or Rudder problems 21 

άhǘƘŜǊέ ŀƴŘ άhǘƘŜǊ aǎŎέ 150 

Total 1241 



19 

 

It is obvious that the Canadian data is both more comprehensive and less targeted to vessel type than was our 
data request to the U.S. Coast Guard.  Nevertheless, the two data sets taken together represent a general picture 
of the casualties in the two Transboundary areas.   
 
II. THE U.S./CANADIAN TRANSBOUNDARY SPILL PLANNING AND RESPONSE PROJECT 
As demonstrated by the Nestucca incident, spills to marine waters do not respect interstate or international 
boundaries.  Transboundary pollution incidents will impact resources that are shared by the U.S. and Canada, the 
States, and the Province of British Colombia.  Water, fish, birds and other natural resources also do not recognize 
international boundaries and impacts on either side of the international border will likely be experienced by both 
nations regardless of where the pollution originated.  Both the 1988 Nestucca spill and the 1991 Tenyo Maru 
fishing vessel spill affected shorelines in Washington as well as British Columbia. 
 
When a significant spill occurs, many people have a stake in a successful response and cleanup, including the 
federal, state, or provincial responding agencies, the Responsible Party and their Incident Management Team, 
natural resource trustees, response organizations, wildlife experts, the media and the public.  When a significant 
spill occurs in a transboundary area, the number of these stakeholders is at least doubled; consequently, the 
potential for miscommunication and conflict ς as well as public scrutiny ς also escalates.   
 
Besides the fact that there are two Transboundary areas within our area of interest, a comprehensive review of 
the elements of a transboundary response ς where efficient coordination is essential ς is seen by the Task Force 
aŜƳōŜǊǎ ŀǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ aƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ άǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ {ǘŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ tǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ ŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾent, prepare for, and 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ ƻƛƭ ǎǇƛƭƭǎΦέ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǳǊ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻǳǊ 
transboundary legacy in the Nestucca spill as well as our continued efforts over the past twenty years to facilitate 
cooperative planning and response beyond state or national borders.  For example, the Task Force was a strong 
supporter of amendments to the Jones Act that allow use of foreign-flagged Oil Spill Response Vessels on an 
emergency basis.  
 
The Task Force Members agreed in their 2007-2008 Annual Work Plan to initiate a review of the status of 
preparedness and response for a U.S./Canadian transboundary spill on both border areas within their region of 
concern: the Alaska/British Columbia border and the British Columbia/Washington border.  That Work Plan called 
for the Task Force to convene a stakeholder workgroup to review U.S./Canadian transboundary spill response 
issues and capabilities and to develop recommendations for improvements.  The Task Force Coordinating 
Committee was tasked with developing a Scope of Work for the project. 
 
The Oil Spill Task Force invited key stakeholders from Alaska, British Columbia, and Washington to meet in Lacey, 
Washington on June 11-12, 2008 to review that Scope of Work, get briefed on key background issues, and draft a 
Project Work Plan.   Issues reviewed at the meeting included: 

¶ The Canada/U.S. Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP), the CANUSDIX Annex to that plan which 
covers the Dixon Entrance border area between British Columbia and Alaska, and the CANUSPAC Annex 
which covers the British Columbia/Washington border area (the Canada/U.S. Joint Marine Pollution 
Contingency Plan and the CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX Annexes to the JCP can now be accessed on USCG 
Homeport: (http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do); point and click on the Environmental 
block in the left hand column, then point and click on outreach programs in the left hand column, then 
click on Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP) and finally on the desired 
Annex in the supporting documents block to the right);   

¶ Existing response systems and key agencies in both countries;  

¶ Existing mutual aid agreements, both government and private sector; and 

¶ The CANUSDIX Annex guidelines for wildlife and resource agency decision-making.  
 

http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do


20 

 

Summary notes of this June 2008 meeting are available at: 
http://www.oilspilltaskforce.org/docs/June_2008_Workgroup_meeting_notes.pdf.  
 
The Project Workgroup discussed how to organize the project, who to involve, topics to be addressed, and a 
project timeline. These aspects of the Stakeholder Workgroup Review of Planning and Response Capabilities for a 
Marine Oil Spill on the U.S./Canadian transboundary areas of the Pacific Coast Project were drafted into a Project 
Workplan, which the Project Workgroup reviewed and revised through a series of emails following the meeting. 
The final Project Work Plan was adopted on October 2, 2008.  This Work Plan is Appendix II of this report; key 
aspects include the following: 
 
Project Goal 
To review and document existing U.S./Canadian transboundary oil spill response plans and capabilities for the 
British Columbia/Alaska and British Columbia/Washington borders, acknowledging existing authorities and 
response management systems; and to recommend improvements as needed for both joint response and planning 
efforts, as well as for planning and capacity building within each jurisdiction.  
 
Project Organization  

¶ Five Subcommittees were tasked to review assigned topics and develop reports: Command, Planning, 
Operations, Logistics, and Finance. Each Subcommittee was chaired by a Workgroup member, and Dave 
Byers of the Washington Department of Ecology serves as the Chair for the Project Workgroup as a whole. 

¶ Workgroup members agreed to serve on one or more Subcommittees.  Subject experts were also 
recruited to serve on the Subcommittees as well.  The Project Workgroup would provide oversight and 
guidance for the project, including review of subcommittee work products.  

¶ Subcommittees would convene by conference call and work by email in order to minimize travel needs. 
The Project Workgroup would also function largely by phone and conference call, although they agreed to 
meet in person two additional times. 

¶ The Subcommittee reports were to be compiled into a First Draft Project Report for review/comment; a 
second draft would be developed by the Subcommittees based on those comments.  After Workgroup 
review and revisions, a public comment draft would be widely circulated.  

¶ The Project Workgroup and subcommittees would operate by consensus; failing consensus, a majority 
vote and a minority report would be allowed. 

¶ The Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force Executive Coordinator will staff the Project 
Workgroup and the Subcommittees, as well as compile and edit the draft reports.  

 
Project Deliverable  
A final report documenting the status of current transboundary oil spill response planning, with recommendations 
for improvements as appropriate, will be provided to the federal, state, and provincial agencies and organizations 
responsible for marine oil spill planning and response for the CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC annex areas, as well as to 
key stakeholders in these areas and to the Members of the Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force.  
 
Development and Organization of the Project Report 
As noted above, the Project Work Plan chartered five subcommittees, each chaired by a Workgroup member. 
Subcommittee members included persons serving on the Project Workgroup as well as persons recruited for their 
ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜΦ  [ƛǎǘǎ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ {ǳōŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ final pages of each 
{ǳōŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΦ 
 
Each Subcommittee convened by conference call in October, 2008 and reviewed the list of topics assigned by the 
Project Workgroup.  In some cases they added more topics and in a few cases they referred some topics to other 

http://www.oilspilltaskforce.org/docs/June_2008_Workgroup_meeting_notes.pdf
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{ǳōŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜǎΦ ±ŀǊƛƻǳǎ {ǳōŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŜŜǊŜŘ ŀǎ άƭŜŀŘǎέ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ǘƻǇƛŎΤ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ōȅ ŜƳŀƛƭ ǿƛǘƘ 
other subcommittee members who volunteered by topic, they developed draft topic reports.  
 
Each Subcommittee convened by conference call again in December, 2008 to review and comment on the draft 
reports.  Each topic lead and his/her team then made revisions based on this feedback, and submitted the final 
draft to the Oil Spill Task Force Executive Director by late February.  Some of the Subcommittees or topic groups 
had additional conference calls as needed during this period.  
 
The Project Work Plan provided a format for the topic reports, to include:  

¶ Summary Observations (brief statements of fact that  may include identified problems or conflicts); 

¶ Discussion (a fuller discussion of the facts and issues); 

¶ Recommendations (as needed; these should be as specific and as feasible as possible); and 

¶ Sources (documents referenced and persons contacted).  
 
With so many persons involved in drafting so many topic reports, however, some variation exists as a function of 
tone, style, or approach.  Nevertheless, different authors also bring different experiences and perspectives to bear 
and this report - as well as this project as a whole - have both benefited from that breadth of experience.  It is also 
worth noting that ς in spite of extensive editing ς some redundancy of information exists among the topic papers 
and the report sections where it is needed for context, since each section and each paper must retain its own 
integrity. 
 
Draft topic reports were edited and compiled into a First Draft report by the Oil Spill Task Force Executive 
Coordinator during March and April of 2009.  The Project Subcommittee Chairs also reviewed and commented on 
the drafts during that time. U.S. and Canadian federal agencies were afforded an opportunity for review and 
comment during May and June.  Revisions in the First Draft report, as well as the Project Timeline, were made in 
July based on their feedback.  This Project Report then went through additional iterations of review and comment 
during 2009 and 2010 by the Project Workgroup, Subcommittee members, and reviewers invited to provide 
feedback and comment.  Our goal for this extensive review process was to ensure that the information and 
analyses are correct.  Following that process, U.S. and Canadian federal agency members of the CANUSPAC and 
CANUSDIX Joint Response Teams were invited to suggest recommendations for further action based on the final 
second drafts; none were submitted.  The recommendations suggested by the authors of the original topic papers 
were then reviewed and amended by the Project Workgroup for inclusion into this Public Comment Draft.  The 
Project Workgroup will adopt a final report reflecting public comments and their final consensus 
recommendations in 2011.  
 
Stakeholders Involved 
Members of the U.S./Canadian Transboundary Spill Planning and Response Project Workgroup are listed in 
Appendix III of this report.  Twenty-four stakeholders are serving on the Project Workgroup.  They represent  the 
¦Φ{Φ CƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜ ό!ƭŀǎƪŀ ŀƴŘ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴύΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ LƴǘŜǊƛƻǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ 
Environmental Policy and Compliance for the Alaska region, the Olympic Coast National Marine Sanctuary, the 
Makah Tribe Office of Marine Affairs, the British Columbia Chamber of Shipping, the Washington State Maritime 
Cooperative (WSMC), the Marine Spill Response Corporation (MSRC) for the Pacific/NW Region, the Western 
Canada Marine Response Corporation, the Bureau of Indian Affairs for the Alaska Region, the Pacific Region of the 
!ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ²ŀǘŜǊǿŀȅǎ hǇŜǊŀǘƻǊǎΣ hΩ.ǊƛŜƴΩǎ hƛƭ tƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ {9 !ƭŀǎƪŀ tŜǘǊƻƭŜǳƳ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ hǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ 
ό{9!twhύΣ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ /ƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳental Services, ECM Maritime Services LLC, the Georgia 
Strait Alliance, BP Crises Management and Emergency Response, the Council of Marine Carriers in British 
/ƻƭǳƳōƛŀΣ ǘƘŜ aŀǊƛƴŜ 9ȄŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ tǳƎŜǘ {ƻǳƴŘΣ tŜƻǇƭŜ ŦƻǊ tǳƎŜǘ {ƻǳƴŘΣ bh!!Ωǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŀnd 
Restoration and the Task Force member agencies in Alaska, British Columbia and Washington.   
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{ǳōŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ {ǳōŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΦ  Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ 
Workgroup members, forty-three subject matter experts are also working on these Subcommittees; they  
ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ bh!!Ωǎ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ wŜǎǘƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ 5ƛǾƛǎƛƻƴΣ ²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ /ŀƴŀŘŀ aŀǊƛƴŜ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ /ƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ {9!twhΣ 
the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Makah Office of Marine Affairs,  the 13th U.S. Coast Guard 
District, the Canadian Wildlife Service,  the Canada Border Services Agency Pacific Region, U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection, attorneys from Vancouver, British Columbia and Seattle, Washington who represent various 
protection and indemnity (P&I) clubs, and the Task Force member agencies in Alaska, British Columbia and 
Washington.   
 
Representatives of seventeen tribes in the border areas of Washington and Alaska, as well as five First Nations 
and Treaty governments in British Columbia have been invited to review and comment on the draft reports. 
Representatives of EPA Region 10, U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters, the Seattle Audubon Society and the Pacific 
Merchant Shipping Association have also been contacted for review and comment.  
 
Representatives from the Canadian Coast Guard, the U.S. Coast Guard, Environment Canada and Transport 
Canada (who declined to participate as official members of the Project Workgroup since the final 
recommendations are likely to affect their agencies) have been afforded opportunities to review and comment on 
the iterative drafts of this report.  
 
The Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force member agencies are both impressed and grateful that so 
many persons representing such a wide range of agencies, organizations, governments and interest groups have 
been involved in drafting, reviewing and commenting on this report.  This level of commitment adds integrity to 
both this process and this product.  It also underscores the value of the recommendations submitted with this 
Project Report; the Task Force will urge its member agencies ς as well as other organizations to which these 
recommendations are directed ς to give these recommendations serious consideration for action.  
 
Project Authorization 
The Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force and members of the Stakeholder Workgroup whom we are 
supporting in this review process take full responsibility for this report and its contents.   Although the U.S. and 
Canadian Co-Chairs of the CANUSDIX and the CANUSPAC Joint Response Teams, as well as other JRT members, 
have been consulted during development of this report, this report was neither solicited nor authorized by these 
Joint Response Teams.   
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SECTION 1 
REPORTS FROM THE COMMAND SUBCOMMITTEE 

 
 
TOPIC            PAGE 
Initial Notifications and Activation of the Joint Contingency Plan    24   
Recommendations (27) 
 
Coordination of Canadian/U.S. Response Structures and Command Posts   28   
Recommendations (43-45) 
 
Transboundary coordination during a decision to take over  
Spill Management from a Responsible Party       47   
Recommendation (49) 
 
Transboundary Coordination for an Orphan Spill      50   
 
Integrating State, Provincial, Local Government, Landowner, and  
Tribal Interests into U.S. and Canadian Command Posts     53   
Recommendations (54-55) 
 
Media Coordination between Command Posts      56   
Recommendations (57-58) 
 
Access and Coordination for Investigations and Law Enforcement    59   
Recommendation (62) 
 
Security Coordination during a Transboundary Spill      63 
Recommendation (64) 
 
Natural Resource Damage Assessments       65   
Recommendations (66-67) 
 
Command Subcommittee Members        68   
 
SECTION ATTACHMENT:  
Excerpts from the 2007 CANUSLANT Workshop Appendix D     69   
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TOPIC: INITIAL NOTIFICATIONS AND ACTIVATION OF THE JOINT CONTINGENCY PLAN 
 

SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ Spill notification requirements are established at both the U.S. and Canadian federal levels as well as for 
Alaska, Washington and the Province of British Columbia. In accordance with the U.S. National Oil and 
Hazardous Substance Pollution Contingency Plan, the Federal OSCs are responsible for ensuring that trustees 
for natural resources are promptly notified of discharges or releases as well as for notifying Federally-
recognized tribes that are affected or potentially-affected by a discharge or release.   

¶ The Washington Department of Ecology notifies both local governments and Indian tribes when spills are 
likely to impact their areas.  The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation also provides local 
government and tribal notification when spills have the potential of impacting their areas.  The Province of 
British Columbia will notify appropriate local governments and First Nations based on the location and 
specifics of the incident. 

¶ The CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines and the CANUSDIX Guidelines for Resource Agency Input to Places 
of Refuge, Dispersant Use, and In-Situ Burning Decision-Making include information on, and procedures for, 
notifications of appropriate British Columbia- and Alaska-based Federal, Provincial, and State of Alaska agency 
representatives when the CANUSDIX Annex is invoked.   

¶ Section 401 of the Canada ς U.S. Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP) provides for notification 
scenarios triggereŘ ōȅ ŀƴ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ ƛƴ άŎƻƴǘƛƎǳƻǳǎ ǿŀǘŜǊǎΦέ 

¶ Notification scenarios described in the CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC Annexes are more specific than the JCP, and 
also differ from each other somewhat. 

¶ Insofar as these Notification/Activation sections, as well as the definƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ άŎƻƴǘƛƎǳƻǳǎ ǿŀǘŜǊǎΣέ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ 
policy or procedure, they are not likely to need to be maintained.  However, the contact names and phone 
numbers in the annexes do require maintenance.  

¶ A review of the after-action reports for recent CANUSDIX exercises and the lessons-learned reports from 
recent CANUSPAC exercises does not indicate that notifications/activation issues were consistenly drilled.  

 
DISCUSSION: 
SPILL NOTIFICATIONS 
United States (NW Area Contingency Plan and Federal Law) 
All spills of oil or hazardous substances into navigable water as defined by the Clean Water Act and all spills of a 
reportable quantity of hazardous substances must be immediately reported by the spiller to the National 
Response Center (NRC).  The NRC will contact the appropriate local U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) or U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) office.  Notifying state offices does not relieve the spiller from federal 
ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ƴƻǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ bw/ ƴƻǊ ǾƛŎŜ ǾŜǊǎŀΦ  ¢ƘŜ bw/Ωǎ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƛǎ м-800-424-8802. 
 
Washington (NW Area Contingency Plan and Washington Law) 
All spills of oil into Washington State waters must be immediately reported to the Washington State Emergency 
Management Division (WEMD).  The ²9a5Ωǎ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƛǎ м-800-258-5990.  For spills of hazardous substances of 
any amount, the spiller is also required to notify the nearest Washington State Department of Ecology regional 
office. 
 
Alaska (Alaska Regional Response Team Unified Plan, Federal and Alaska Law) 
Any release of oil to water or a hazardous substance must be reported as soon as the spiller has knowledge of the 
discharge.  The notification is made to both the National Response Center (1-800-424-8802) and the nearest Area 
Response Team during working hours or to the 24-hour reporting number during non-working hours (1-800-478-
9300).   Area response teams are located in Anchorage, Fairbanks and Juneau.  In addition, the Unified Plan 
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ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜǎ ƴƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ άtǊƛƳŀǊȅ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ !ƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΣέ {ǘŀǘŜ 
and Federal Natural Resource Trustees, and Federally-recognized tribes.  
 
British Columbia  
Provincial law requires a person who had possession, charge or control of a substance immediately before it is 
spill to immediately report the spill to the Provincial Emergency Program by telephoning 1-800-663-3456 or 1-
800-OILS-911.  A report to the Canadian Coast Guard must also be made to 1-800-889-8852.  For inland spills, 
Transport Canada must be notified at 606-666-6012 or 604-666-5300.Transport Canada has to be notified for any 
ship source spill (pollution or threat of pollution) in waters under Canadian Jurisdiction and not only for Inland 
Spills. 
 
West Coast States Pollution Reporting 
The Pacific States/U.S. Oil Spill Task Force and Pacific Oil Spill Prevention Education Team together maintain a 
number for reporting oil spills in British Columbia, Washington, Oregon, and California; this system is an easy to 
remember number provided primarily for recreational boaters and other non-regulated sectors.  By dialing 1-800-
OILS-911, the caller is linked to the appropriate state or provincial emergency dispatch service based on the 
source location of the call.   
 
Other Reporting Systems 
The CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines includes information on, and procedures for, notifications of 
appropriate British Columbia- and Alaska-based Federal, Provincial, and State of Alaska wildlife resource agency 
representatives when the CANUSDIX Annex is invoked.  Likewise, the CANUSDIX Guidelines for Resource Agency 
Input to Places of Refuge, Dispersant Use, and In-Situ Burning Decision-Making includes information on, and 
procedures for, notification of appropriate British Columbia- and Alaska-based Federal, Provincial, and State of 
Alaska resource agency representatives when the CANUSDIX Annex is invoked and requests are made to resource 
agency representatives for input to places of refuge, in-situ burning, and/or dispersant use decision-making. 
 
In Washington State, the Department of Ecology notifies local governments by contacting the county emergency 
management agency for spills of oil and hazardous substances to surface waters exceeding 25 gallons (95 liters).  
State law does not mandate this notification.  Counties are responsible for notifying the appropriate individual 
jurisdictions within their borders.  Although the USCG has the formal responsibility for notifying Indian tribes 
under the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, Ecology regularly notifies Indian 
tribes when spills occur within their reservation or when spills impact tribal usual and accustomed treaty areas. 
 
In Alaska, in accordance with the National Oil and Hazardous Substance Pollution Contingency Plan, the Federal 
OSCs are responsible for ensuring that trustees for natural resources are promptly notified of discharges or 
releases.  In addition, Federal On-Scene Coordinators (OSCs) are responsible on behalf of the U.S. Government for 
notifying Federally-recognized tribes that are affected or potentially-affected by a discharge or release, including 
those that occur on the Alaska side of the CANUSDIX transboundary area.  The State of Alaska has no formal 
mandated requirements to notify local governments or Alaska Native Corporations, but the Alaska Department of 
Environmental Conservation does provide local government and tribal notification when spills have the potential 
of impacting their areas.  In addition, Alaska routinely sends situation reports to local and tribal entities as the 
response situation develops. 
 
The Province of British Columbia will notify appropriate local governments and First Nations based on the location 
and specifics of the incident.  The Ministry of Environment will also ensure that other provincial agencies are 
notified as required.  A one-window reporting structure is being implemented between the province and 
Environment Canada that will funnel all federal notifications (those required to be made to Environment Canada 
ƻƴƭȅύ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎŜΩǎ tǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ 9ƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ tǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ м-800 number.  The Ministry of Environment will 
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also notify the federal department of Indian and Northern Affairs if there is the potential for First Nations to be 
impacted. 
 
JOINT CONTINGENCY PLAN AND ANNEX ACTIVATION and NOTIFICATION  
Section 401 of the Canada ς United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP) provides for two 
notification scenarios:  

o плмΦмΥ ά9ŀŎƘ ǇŀǊǘȅ ǿƛƭƭ ǇǊƻƳǇǘƭȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀƴȅ ƘŀǊƳŦǳƭ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ŎƻƴǘƛƎǳƻǳǎ 
ǿŀǘŜǊǎΣέ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŀƴƴŜȄΤ ŀƴŘ 

o 401.2: If an incident only affects the waters of one party, the OSC will inform the other party about 
the response.  

Activation of the JCP is triggered by this notification, and is defined in the CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX Annexes as 
follows: 

o CANUSPAC, Section VII, Notification Procedures: The CCG Assistant Commissioner or the USCG District 
Commander or their designated representatives may invoke the plan in the event of a release, and /or 
threat of, a harmful substance. 

o CANUSDIX, Section 701, Activation of the Plan: The CCG Assistant Commissioner or the District 
Commander 17th Coast Guard District, or their designated representative, may activate by agreement 
the JCP and the CANUSDIX Annex. The JCP and CANUSDIX Annex shall be activated only by formal 
initiation. This will normally be done by telephone followed by activation message or letter sent via 
email or fax.  

 
!ŎǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘǊƛƎƎŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ŀƴ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ ƛƴ άŎƻƴǘƛƎǳƻǳǎ ǿŀǘŜǊǎΦέ  This term is generally defined in Section 104 of the 
JCP for each Annex area.  The relevant contiguous waters are more specifically defined in the CANUSPAC Annex 
(Section II, Area of Coverage) and in the CANUSDIX Annex (Section 200, Area of Coverage). 
 
Notification scenarios described in the CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC Annexes are more specific than the JCP, and 
also differ from each other somewhat, as follows: 

¶ The activation of the CANUSPAC Annex will occur when: 
o ¢ƘŜ ƘŀǊƳŦǳƭ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀǘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƻƴŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ό/ŀƴŀŘŀ ƻǊ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎύ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ 

responsibility and threatens the area of responsibility of the other nation. (i.e., likely impacts to 
adjacent waters) 

o ¢ƘŜ ƘŀǊƳŦǳƭ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀǘŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƻƴŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ό/ŀƴŀŘŀ ƻǊ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎύ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ 
responsibility and where a significant threat exists of the pollutant spreading into the area of 
responsibility of the other nation. (i.e., potential impacts to adjacent waters) 
For notification ofa  Canadian Representative by the United States: 
Contact CCG Environmental Response at the 24 hour MCTS centre in Vancouver: Ph. # (604) 666-6012, 
Fax # (604) 666-8453 
For notification of the United States Representative by Canada: 
Contact USCG Thirteenth District Planning Division at the 24 hour Coordination Center in Seattle: Ph. # 
(206) 220-7001, Fax # (206) 220-7009  
 

¶ The activation of the CANUSDIX Annex will occur when: 
o A pollution incident originates within the area of responsibility of one Party and is accompanied by a 

threat of the pollutant spreading into the area of responsibility of the other Party, or where the 
spreading has already occurred. (i.e., existing or likely impacts to adjacent waters) 

o A pollution incident occurs where no pollutants have spread or threaten to spread into both areas of 
responsibility, but the magnitude of the incident, or other factors, makes a joint response desirable. 
(i.e., mutual aid) 
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o A pollution incident originates outside the areas of responsibility of both Parties and results in a threat 
to the spread of the pollutant into the area of responsibility of both parties. (i.e., potential impacts 
from outside of adjacent waters) 
For notification of a Canadian Representative by the United States: 
Contact CCG Environmental Response at the 24 hour MCTS numbers: Ph. # (250)627-3074, Fax# (250) 
624-2465 
For notification of a United States Representative by Canada: 
Contact USCG Seventeenth District Command Center: Ph. # (907) 463-2000, Fax # (907) 463-2023 

 
LƴǎƻŦŀǊ ŀǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ bƻǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴκ!ŎǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ άŎƻƴǘƛƎǳƻǳǎ ǿŀǘŜǊǎΣέ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ 
policy or procedure, they are not likely to need to be maintained.  However, the contact names and phone 
numbers in the CANUSPAC Annex (Section VII) and in the CANUSDIX Annex (Section 700) do require maintenance.  
 
EXERCISES OR LESSONS LEARNED  
Although notifications are part of Area Exercises which take place every three years in both Alaska and 
Washington through the USCG NPREP program, a review of the after-action reports for the CANUSDIX exercises of 
2002, 2003, 2004, and 2007 does not indicate that notifications/activation issues were drilled for these 
transboundary exercises.  Similarly, a review of the lessons-learned reports from the CANUSPAC exercises of 2000, 
2006, 2007, and 2008 does not indicate that notifications/activation issues were drilled.  Activation of the JCP 
Annex is probably assumed in the drill scenario.   
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
1. Insofar as the CANUSDIX activation scenarios are more comprehensive (e.g, consideration of other factors and 

pollution origins beyond both areas of concern), the CANUSPAC Joint Response Team (JRT) should consider 
these as a model for revisions to Section VII.  

 
2. Both the CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC JRTs should consider drilling the notification procedures for each of the 

various scenarios provided for in their annex as well as notifications to other agencies and organizations 
involved in any drill, documenting all lessons learned and recommending improvements to the annexes as 
warranted. 

 
3. Updated contact information for spill notifications should be maintained regularly in both the CANUSDIX and 

CANUSPAC annexes. 
 

SOURCES:  

¶ The Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP); available at 
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do ό/ƭƛŎƪ ƻƴ ά9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƻƴ άLƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎέ ǳƴŘŜǊ άhǳǘǊŜŀŎƘέύ 

¶ The CANUSPAC Annex to the JCP, available at http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do  

¶ The CANUSDIX Annex to the JCP, available at http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do  

¶ Northwest Area Contingency Plan ς http://www.rrt10nwac.com/NWACP/Default.aspx  

¶ Washington State Law, RCW 90.56.280 Duty to notify coast guard and division of emergency management of 
discharge. 

¶ Alaska State Law, AS 46.03.775 and 18 AAC 75.300-.307, Oil and other hazardous substances pollution control, 
Discharge or release notification; reporting requirements. 

¶ British Columbia Law, Environmental Management Act, Spill Reporting Regulations, 
http://www.qp.gov.bc.ca/statreg/reg/E/EnvMgmt/263_90.htm 

 
 

http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do
http://www.rrt10nwac.com/NWACP/Default.aspx
http://www.qp.gov.bc.ca/statreg/reg/E/EnvMgmt/263_90.htm
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TOPIC: COORDINATION OF CANADIAN/U.S. RESPONSE STRUCTURES AND COMMAND POSTS  
 
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ According to the Canada-¦ƴƛǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎ Wƻƛƴǘ aŀǊƛƴŜ tƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ /ƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴŎȅ tƭŀƴΣ άǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǊƳŦǳƭ 
ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ tŀǊǘȅΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ 
ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦέ  ¢ƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ Coast Guard uses the Response Management System and the U.S. Coast Guard uses 
the Incident Command System (NIMS ICS).   

¶ NIMS ICS is required by the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP).  NIMS 
ICS provides for an emergency response management structure that includes Command, Operations, 
Planning, Logistics, and Finance functions.   

¶ In the U.S., a Unified Command is composed of the Federal (U.S. Coast Guard or EPA) On-Scene Coordinator 
όh{/ύΣ ǘƘŜ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ h{/Σ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜd tribal government(s), if any, and the Responsible Party (RP).  Every 
attempt is made to achieve consensus among the Unified Command members, but if there is a disagreement, 
the Federal On-Scene Coordinator (FOSC) has the final say.  This does not relieve the Responsible Party (RP) 
from their obligation to respond and to pay for the response; it simply lets the FOSC dictate final terms and 
directions within the response.  

¶ The USCG is responsible for responding to oil spills that affect navigable waters of the United States. 
Numerous other federal and state agencies in the U.S. also have responsibilities during an oil spill response.   

¶ ¢ƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ !ƭŀǎƪŀΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ managing the response 
to oil spills on land, on non-navigable and navigable internal waters, and on marine waters within three miles 
of the shoreline. 

¶ The Washington State Department of Ecology has the responsibility to manage cleanup of coastal and inland 
spills of oil and hazardous substances within 3 miles of shoreline and to the Canada/U.S. international 
boundary of the Strait of Juan de Fuca.   

¶ Any spill in the CANUSDIX area is likely to involve the Southeast Alaska Petroleum Resource Organization 
(SEAPRO) as an oil spill response organization.  SEAPRO uses the NIMS ICS system is also familiar with the RMS 
system based on participation in CANUSDIX drills.  The USCG District 17 also has Basic Ordering Agreements 
with several commercial cleanup companies in Southeast Alaska that can be activated depending on the 

scenario; all are familiar with ICS. In the CANUSPAC area there are several spill response organizations 
including the Marine Spill Response Corporation (MSRC) and the National Response Corporation (NRC). 

¶ Most Canadian organizations subscribe to ICS at some level; it forms the basis for the British Columbia 
Emergency Response Management System (BCERMS) and the Canadian Federal Emergency Response 
Management System (FERMS) which integratŜǎ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎƛŜs.  There 
is also a CSA (Canadian Standards Association) standard (CAN/CSA-Z731-03 (R2009)) on emergency response 
planning that mandates ICS for Canadian Industry.  Since about 1992, the BC Guideline for Industrial 
Emergency Planning has recommended the use of ICS.  

¶ The Response Management System (RMS) is used by the Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) in all 
monitoring/response operations to incidents and exercises.  RMS establishes two possible authorities for the 
CCG: Federal Monitoring Officer or On-Scene Commander.  

¶ The policy of the Canadian government is to place the expectation for pollution preparedness and response 
ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊΦ  ¢ƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘ ǿƛƭƭ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŀ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ 
incident to ensure that the response is immediate and effective; to this end, the CCG will designate a Federal 
Monitoring Officer. 

¶ If the polluter is unknown, unwilling or unable to take on the duties of the On-scene Commander, or has 
reached his limits of liability and declines to continue the management of the response, the Canadian Coast 
Guard will assume the management of the pollution incident as the On-Scene Commander (OSC). 

¶ The RMS organizational structure is based upon a network of subordinate sections, also known as the 
Response Management Team (RMT) under the On-Scene Commander (OSC), or the Incident Monitoring Team 
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(IMT) under the Federal Monitoring Officer (FMO).  The Incident Monitoring Team under the FMO includes 
both Advisory Staff and Monitoring Staff.  The Response Management Team consists of an Advisory Staff to 
the OSC and a Response Staff. 

¶ It is probable that the Canadian Coast Guard would only assume the On-Scene Commander role during a 
transboundary spill. 

¶ ¢ƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ tƭŀƴ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜǎ ŀnd responsibilities of the Canadian 
Coast Guard and various government and industry agencies and outlines the operational framework through 
which a response would be conducted.  ¢ƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ tƭŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻǾŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ 
liaison relaǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎΣ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ¢ŜŀƳ {ȅǎǘŜƳΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩs Response Management 
Structure and how the CCG would respond as a resource agency when other agencies are designated as lead 
agencies.   

¶ In British Columbia, the Ministry of Environment will have a presence at all spills impacting Provincial lands, 
and will be the lead agency when it is a land-source spill from Provincial lands.  The Province of British 
Columbia uses ICS and the British Columbia Emergency Response Management System (site support level) for 
all emergencies affecting the province.   

¶ Environment Canada (EC) is the lead for oil spills originating from the land under their jurisdiction (i.e. First 
Nations, Federal Parks, etc).  For marine spills, Environment Canada is recognized by the Canadian Coast 
Guard as the federal authority for environmental advice during a pollution incident, working through the 
Regional Environmental Emergency Team (REET) which it co-chairs with the Province.   

¶ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ н ƻŦ tǳōƭƛŎ {ŀŦŜǘȅ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ CŜŘŜǊŀƭ 9ƳŜǊƎency Response Plan (December 2009) describes the Federal 
Emergency Response Management System (FERMS) as a comprehensive management system which 
ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜƴŜǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ LƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ 
CommŀƴŘ {ȅǎǘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¢ǊŜŀǎǳǊȅ .ƻŀǊŘ {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊƛŀǘΩǎ LƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ wƛǎƪ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΤ 
Environment Canada and other Canadian agencies are able to operate according to FERMS as well as the RMS 
system used by the Canadian Coast Guard.   

¶ A number of other Canadian agencies or jurisdictions may be involved in a response, including the National 
Energy Board of Canada, Transport Canada Ship Safety, Transport Canada Marine Security, the Canadian 
Wildlife Service, Indian and Northern Affairs Canada and First Nations themselves.  

¶ The Western Canada Marine Response Corporation (WCMRC) is the only Transport Canada-certified Response 
Organization (RO) for the Pacific Coast of Canada.  WCMRC offers standard spill response services (i.e. 
containment, recovery, etc.) as well as response management services (i.e., partial or full ICS Response 
Management Teams as required).   

¶ The Response Management System (RMS) is ICS- based in that it uses a similar organizational model and 
similar terminology.  However, there are some significant differents.  For instance, RMS does not: 

o Subscribe to the concept of Unified Command, although the CCG will work closely with all involved 
stakeholders and First Nations;  

o Fƻƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ άtΣέ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΤ ƻǊ  
o Form a Joint Information Center, although the CCG will work with and support Public Affairs.  

¶ Although there are a number of distinctions between the U.S. and Canadian models for response, the primary 
difference lies in the Command structure.  Under the ICS system, the Responsible Party (RP) will be in a 
Unified Command with the Federal On-Scene Coordinator (OSC), plus affected state and tribal OSCs.  Under 
the RMS system, the RP may be the Incident Commander (IC), with the Canadian Coast Guard serving as a 
CŜŘŜǊŀƭ aƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ hŦŦƛŎŜǊΦ  !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ ŀƴ wtΩǎ L/ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǎŀȅ ƛƴ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ ǿŀǘŜǊǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŜ 
¦{/DΩ{ Ch{/ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǎŀȅ ƛƴ ¦Φ{Φ ǿŀǘŜǊǎΦ  

¶ The Canadian Coast Guard uses two different sets of forms at a spill depending on the situation.  The U.S. 
Coast Guard, Alaska, and Washington will use standard ICS forms.  The Province of British Columbia uses their 
British Columbia Emergency Response Management System (BCERMS), which is ICS-based.  While 
documentation tools may have different names, they are essentially producing the same information.  What 
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may be more of an issue is that the RMS operational period and meeting schedules are not consistent with ICS 
planning periods which are both documented by and generate ICS forms.  

¶ Under the ICS paradigm, the Environmental Unit Leader does not directly advise the command staff as the 
REET chairs do in the RMS system.  

¶ Coordination on decisions such as wildlife rescue and care, use of alternative technologies, or Places of Refuge 
is not specifically addressed in the Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan.  The 
CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines and the CANUSDIX Guidelines for Resource Agency Input to Places of 
Refuge, Dispersant Use, and In-Situ Burning Decision-Making provide information on, and procedures for, 
coordination among British Columbia- and Alaska-based Federal, Provincial, and State of Alaska resource 
agency representatives when the CANUSDIX Annex is invoked.  Another model for transboundary 
coordination of environmental decision-making worth consideration is use of the Joint Environmental Team as 
described in Appendix K of the CANUSLANT Annex.    

¶ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ƛƴ нлмл ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
Canadian Coast Guard review the differences between the Response Management System and Incident 
Command System, assess whether these differences could affect a multi-party response to a major spill and 
address significant differences, if any. 

¶ According to the Canada-UniǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎ Wƻƛƴǘ aŀǊƛƴŜ tƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ /ƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴŎȅ tƭŀƴ όW/tύΣ ŀƴ άƛǎǎǳŜ ƛƴ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜέ 
should first be refered to the CCG On-scene Commander and/or the USCG On-Scene Coordinator.  The JCP 
describes the protocol to refer an issue which cannot be resolved by the two OSCs to the Joint Response Team 
όWw¢ύΦ  άLǎǎǳŜ wŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴέ ŀǎ ŀ ǘƻǇƛŎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ /!b¦{t!/ ƻǊ /!b¦{5L· ŀƴƴŜȄŜǎΦ  

¶ The role of Liaison Officers is addressed in all three documents.  Noting the need for close cooperation 
between the Canadƛŀƴ ŀƴŘ ¦Φ{Φ h{/ǎΣ ǘƘŜ W/t ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛȊŜǎ ŜŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘ άŀ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀŀǘƛǾŜ ŦǊƻƳ 
the other Party to participate as a liaison officer to facilitate the flow of information and support direct 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ h{/ǎΦ ¢ƘŜ !ƴƴŜȄŜǎ ŜƭŀōƻǊŀte by describing the knowledge and experience 
which a Liaison should have.  

¶ Although not addressed in the Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan, both the CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX 
Annexes discuss three types of response actions which would need to be coordinated between the U.S. and 
Canadian OSCs: Coordinated Action, Joint Response Actions, and Separate Response Actions.  

¶ The lead agencies in a transboundary spill derive their authority from their own jurisdictions; this basic fact 
makes it difficult to establish one joint Command Center.  The legal and logistical challenges to operating 
ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƘƻƳŜ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎƛƴƎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǿŀǎ ŀƴ ŜȄǘŜƴŘŜŘ ƻƴŜΦ  hƴ 
the other hand, the use of separate command posts will potentially raise the cost of response by requiring the 
responsible party (RP) to staff two command posts.  An RP would be in the position of having two entities to 
satisfy, one on each side of the border, and differences in the amount of spilled oil on the respective sides of 
the border, its movement, shoreline types and natural resources at risk will almost guarantee that the 
responses will not be identical.   

¶ The Joint Contingency Plan does not address how a transboundary spill response would function if it were 
escalated to the level of a Spill of National Significance in the U.S. or the equivalent status in Canada.  The 
levels of coordination which would be required would be increased considerably.  

 
DISCUSSION: 
Coordination between the Incident Command System and the Response Management System  
According to Sectiƻƴ нло άhǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ƻƴŎŜǇǘǎέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘŀ-United States Joint Marine Pollution 
/ƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴŎȅ tƭŀƴΣ ά¢ƘŜ LƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ /ƻƳƳŀƴŘ {ȅǎǘŜƳ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ {ȅǎǘŜƳ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ 
activities will be utilized as referred to in the GeoƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ !ƴƴŜȄŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƭŀƴΦέ άwŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǊƳŦǳƭ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ 
ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ tŀǊǘȅΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦέ  
 
According to the CANUSPAC Annex, the operational structure for the Canadian Coast Guard will be the Response 
Management System as outlined in Section 4 of the Canadian Coast Guard Marine Spills Contingency Plan ς
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National Chapter.  The operational structure for the U.S. is described in the Northwest Area Contingency Plan, 
Section 2100, άCommandέ (i.e., the Incident Command System).  
 
According to the CANUSDIX Annex, Section 600, Operational Structure, the Canadian Coast Guard will refer to the 
Response Management System as outlined in Section 4 of the Canadian Coast Guard Marine Spills Contingency 
Plan, and the U.S. response will refer to the Alaska Federal/State Preparedness Plan for Response to Oil and 
Hazardous Substance Discharges/Releases (Unified Plan), Annex B.  
 
THE INCIDENT COMMAND SYSTEM IN THE UNITED STATES  
The Incident Command System (ICS) is a system designed for emergency response and management that has 
evolved since the early 1970Ωs.  Originally developed to deal with wildfires in southern California, it has been 
expanded and refined into a more comprehensive response management system.   
 
The United States Coast Guard, all state governments and many tribal governments use the National Incident 
Management System (NIMS) ICS when responding to oil pollution incidents.  As noted on the Federal Emergency 
aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ !ƎŜƴŎȅ όC9a!ύΩǎ bLa{ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΣ άbLa{ ǿƻǊƪǎ ƘŀƴŘ ƛƴ ƘŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ National 
Response Framework (NRF).  The NIMS paradigm provides the template for the management of incidents, while 
the NRF provides the structure and mechanisms for national-level policy for incident management.έ  bLa{ L/{ 
guidance is generated from the NIMS Resource Center.  The National Response Team issues planning guidance 
covering such topics as Volunteer Management, Places of Refuge Decision-Making, or the Joint Information 
Center; this guidance is then applied and customized in local Area Plans.   
 
NIMS ICS is required by The National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP).  NIMS ICS 
provides for an emergency response management structure that includes Command, Operations, Planning, 
Logistics, and Finance functions.  It describes the roles and duties of staff of each of these functional sections, 
establishes regular planning cycles for development of daily Incident Action Plans and provides for regular reports 
and meetings to support planning and operations.  It also establishes the format for required reports.   
 
At a large fire that covers numerous jurisdictions those in command join together to coordinate their actions and 
reach a consensus on response objectives and priorities. As it has evolved then, the purpose of a Unified 
Command (UC) is to develop consensus among the UC members.  UC also establishes response objectives which 
will guide response actions.  Additionally, potential problems are brought before the UC and discussed; in the vast 
majority of cases an agreement on modifying a response to meet the concerns of Federally-recognized tribes and 
stakeholders are met.   
 
In the U.S., the Unified Command is composed of the Federal (U.S. Coast Guard or EPA) On-Scene Coordinator 
(OSC), the affected StateΩǎ h{/, affected tribal government(s) (if any) and the Responsible Party (RP).  The States 
of Alaska and Washington have authority for managing the waters between the shoreline and the three-mile line 
or the original territorial sea line.  Tribal governments in Washington State have a role in management of the 
waters throughout all of their Usual and Accustomed (U&A) fishing grounds and stations.  The number of tribal 
governments represented in the Unified Command depends on the spill location and which tribal governments 
have Usual and Accustomed (U&A) grounds and stations in the area.  Because the U&A of tribal governments can 
overlap, more than one tribal government could have an On-Scene Coordinator representative.    
 

Since the FOSC, the SOSC and the Tribal On-Scene Coordinators have major roles in any potential response, the 
Unified Command system thus avoids having an RP serving several different agencies during a response.  Every 
attempt is made to achieve consensus, but if there is a disagreement, the Federal On-Scene Coordinator (FOSC) 
has the final say.  This does not relieve the Responsible Party (RP) from their obligation to respond and to pay for 
the response; it simply lets the FOSC dictate final terms and directions within the response.  

http://www.fema.gov/pdf/emergency/nrf/nrf-core.pdf
http://www.fema.gov/pdf/emergency/nrf/nrf-core.pdf
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The oil spill response organization established by NIMS ICS also provides for a Command Staff consisting of an 
Information Officer, a Liaison Officer ŀƴŘ ŀ {ŀŦŜǘȅ hŦŦƛŎŜǊΦ  ¢ƘŜ {ŀŦŜǘȅ hŦŦƛŎŜǊΩǎ Ƨƻō ƛǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘ 
measures for ensuring the safety of response personnel.  ¢ƘŜ tǳōƭƛŎ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ hŦŦƛŎŜǊ όtLhύΩǎ Ǌole is to develop 
and release information about the incident to the news media, incident personnel, and other appropriate 
agencies and organizations.  The PIO is expected to work with the Joint Information Center (JIC); see the topic 
paper άMedia Coordinatƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ /ƻƳƳŀƴŘ tƻǎǘǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ  
 
It is the role of the Liaison Officer to coordinate with representatives of state and local governments, Federally-
recognized tribes and key stakeholders; please ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ǇŀǇŜǊ άLƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƴƎ {ǘŀǘŜΣ tǊƻǾƛƴcial, Local 
GovernmentΣ [ŀƴŘƻǿƴŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ¢Ǌƛōŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ƛƴ /ƻƳƳŀƴŘ tƻǎǘǎέ ƭŀǘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ  ¢ƘŜ [ƛŀƛǎƻƴ hŦŦƛŎŜǊ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ 
expected to coordinate with the Natural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA) activities which typically occur 
concurrently with the spiƭƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΤ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ǇŀǇŜǊ άbŀǘǳǊŀƭ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ 5ŀƳŀƎŜ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ  
 
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD (USCG) RESPONSIBILITIES 
The USCG is responsible for responding to oil spills that affect navigable waters of the United States, whether 
marine or inland, e.g. the Yukon River; where the oil spill originates is not an issue.  Their responsibilities include 
salvage, environmental protection, vessel safety, waste management, public and responder safety, and numerous 
other areas of a spill response.  As a federal agency, the USCG has a trust responsibility to affected Indian tribal 
governments.  
 
STATE OF ALASKA RESPONSIBILITIES 
¢ƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ !ƭŀǎƪŀΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ό!59/ύΣ {Ǉƛƭƭ tǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ Ƙŀǎ 
responsibility for managing the response to oil spills on land, on non-navigable and navigable internal waters,  and 
on marine waters within three miles of the shoreline.  ADEC is responsible for the overall management of an 
incident including response activities, waste management, public and responder safety, and protection of 
property and the environment.   ADEC also partners with other state and federal agencies during a response.   
ADEC has also been authorized by the Alaska Legislature to assume responsibility for the spill response if the RP is 
ǳƴŀōƭŜ ƻǊ ǳƴǿƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ   
 
STATE OF WASHINGTON RESPONSIBILITIES 
The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) Spill Prevention, Preparedness and Response Program  
has the responsibility to manage the cleanup of coastal and inland spills of oil and hazardous substances within 3 
miles of shoreline and to the Canada/U.S. international boundary of the Strait of Juan de Fuca.  Ecology is the pre-
designated State On-Scene Coordinator by state law and is responsible to represent all state interests.  The 
Washington State Legislature has also delegated authority to the Department of Ecology to assume responsibility 
ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǇƛƭƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ wt ƛǎ ǳƴŀōƭŜ ƻǊ ǳƴǿƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǊŜǎǇonse objectives.   
 
OTHER U.S. AGENCIES: 
Numerous other agencies in the U.S., both federal and state, have responsibilities during an oil spill response.  
Examples include: 

¶ The U.S. Department of the Interior, including: 
o The Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance (e.g., overall DOI contact and lead U.S. 

resource agency contact for the CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines and CANUSDIX Guidelines 
for Resource Agency Input to Places of Refuge, In-Situ Burning, and Dispersant Use Decision-
Making)  

o The Fish and Wildlife Service (e.g., migratory birds, sea otters, and national wildlife refuges)  
o The Bureau of Indian Affairs (e.g., Native allotments); 

¶ The National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (Scientific support and NRDA); 

¶ The Alaska Department of Natural Resources (Ocean and Coastal Management); 
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¶ The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (fisheries resources and wildlife); 

¶ The !ƭŀǎƪŀ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ 5ƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ !ƛǊΣ 5ƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ²ŀǘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ 5ivision of 
Environmental Health; 

¶ Tribal Departments of Natural Resources, Police, and Historic Preservation; and 

¶ The Washington State Departments of Fish and Wildlife, Natural Resources, Health, Parks, Archaeology 
and Historic Preservation. 

The input of the natural resource trustees to the OSCs is critical to planning the cleanup of an oil pollution 
incident, since one of the primary goals is to protect the environment and help ensure that injuries to natural 
resources are minimized or avoided.   
 
RESPONSE ORGANIZATIONS 
In Southeast Alaska there is one USCG-certified Oil Spill Response Organization (OSRO): the Southeast Alaska 
Petroleum Resource Organization (SEAPRO), based in Ketchikan.  SEAPRO is a cooperative of member companies 
but can be contracted by the USCG for non-member responses.  Any spill in the CANUSDIX area is likely to involve 
SEAPRO as a prime resource, although the USCG District 17 also has Basic Ordering Agreements with several 
commercial cleanup companies in Southeast Alaska that can be activated depending on the scenario.  SEAPRO 
uses the NIMS ICS system, but is familiar with the RMS system through CANUSDIX drills.    
 
In the CANUSPAC area there are several spill response organizations, including the National Response 
Corporation, Environmental Services (NRCES) and the Marine Spill Response Corporation (MSRC), which are the 
primary on-water dedicated spill response organizations for Washington.  Washington also has several other 
capable commercial response companies that provide spill response support, including on-water oil spill 
containment and recovery and oiled beach cleanup.  The USCG can contract with MSRC and the Washington State 
Department of Ecology has existing contracts with MSRC and all other OSROs in Washington State.   NRCES is the 
primary OSRO serving the Washington State Maritime Cooperative, which is the mandated entity that must be 
called out in response to the majority of marine related incidents involving ships over 300 GT. 
 
THE RESPONSE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM IN CANADA 
Most Canadian organizations subscribe to ICS at some level.  It forms the basis for the British Columbia Emergency 
Response Management System (BCERMS) and the Canadian Federal Emergency Response Management System 
(FERMS) that integrates the Government ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΦ  ¢Ƙere is also a CSA (Canadian 
Standards Association) standard (CAN/CSA-Z731-03 (R2009) on emergency response planning that mandates ICS 
ŦƻǊ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ LƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΦ  Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ǘƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ {ȅǎǘŜƳ όwa{ύ ƛǎ L/{-based and 
uses an ICS-type structure.   
 
!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǿŜō ǇŀƎŜΣ ά¢ƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘ 
Response Management System has been designed to aid Environmental Response personnel monitor or respond 
to marine pollution incidents or other natural or manmade disasters.  It has been accepted as the management 
system used by the Canadian Coast Guard in all monitoring/response operations to incidents and exercises.  The 
Response Management System is an organization that provides the necessary coordination to facilitate effective 
and efficient monitoring or response operations to an incident.  It is based upon a structure with clear lines of 
authority and an appropriate span of control, facilitated by common terminology.  The RMS is based upon a 
άmanagement by objectivesέ philosophy where objectives are established based upon the needs of the 
circumstances.  This embedded philosophy allows for the use of this system in virtually any situation requiring a 
response, regardless of severity.έ 
 
The policy of the Canadian government is to place the expectation for pollution preparedness and response 
activities on the polluter.  Therefore, the Canadian Coast Guard endeavors to place the onus of response on the 
polluter, particularly with regard to implementation of the arrangement required with a certified response 
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organization.  TƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘ ǿƛƭƭ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŀ pollution incident to ensure the 
response is immediate and effective. 
 
When a pollution incident occurs, the first response of the Canadian Coast Guard under the RMS system is to 
appoint a Federal Monitoring Officer.  The Federal Monitoring Officer will normally be from the Regional 
Environmental Response Branch or someone appointed by the Regional Superintendent, Rescue, Safety and 
Environmental Response. 
 
The Federal Monitoring Officer will first determine whether the polluter will take on the responsibilities of the On-
scene Commander.  If the polluter is unknown, unwilling or unable to take on the duties of the On-scene 
Commander or has reached his limits of liability and declines to continue the management of the response, the 
Canadian Coast Guard will assume the management of the pollution incident as the On-Scene Commander (OSC). 
If the polluter accepts responsibility for managing the incident, the polluter will identify its On-scene Commander 
to the Canadian Coast Guard.  The Canadian Coast Guard Federal Monitoring Officer will provide advice/guidance 
to the On-scene Commander as necessary.   If the polluter is unwilling or unable to respond to the satisfaction of 
the Federal Monitoring Officer, the Canadian Coast Guard will assume the management of the response as the 
On-scene Commander.  In those circumstances, the Canadian Coast Guard will inform the polluter of its intention 
in writing. 
 
The appointed OSC assumes the overall management of the incident. The steps taken in this stage are: 

¶ Initiation of the first Planning Cycle 

¶ Revision of the initial objectives 

¶ Development of the first formal IAP 

¶ Transition to Project Phase 
 
The RMS organizational structure is based upon a network of subordinate sections, also known as the Response 
Management Team (RMT) under the On-Scene Commander (OSC), or the Incident Monitoring Team (IMT) under 
the Federal Monitoring Officer (FMO).  The RMS under the FMO serves 2 different functions: 1) monitoring of the 
ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎƛƎƴƛƴƎ ǘŀǎƪǎ ǘƻ ǘhe Incident Monitoring Team (IMT) to monitor the conduct 
of those operations; and 2) identifying resources required by the IMT to facilitate their monitoring role.  The FMO 
uses the same RMS process used by the OSC to establish issues and identify and execute mission objectives, 
although the mission objectives in this case refer to the monitoring tasks.  The FMO uses the Planning Cycle to 
develop monitoring Incident Action Plans.  The Operational Period is the timeframe the monitoring IAP is 
implemented for.  
 
The Incident Monitoring Team under the FMO includes both Advisory Staff and Monitoring Staff.  The Advisory 
Staff includes a Communications Officer, a Health and Safety Officer, the Regional Environmental Emergency 
Team (REET), a Legal Officer, and a Liaison Officer.  The Monitoring Staff are organized around Planning, 
Operations, Logistics and Finance functions.  
 
There may be a need during the response for the use of public services and resources ǘƻ ŀǳƎƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊΩǎ 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊΩǎ hƴ-scene Commander.  When such a request is 
ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊΩǎ hƴ-scene Commander, the Federal Monitoring Officer shall make a determination as to 
whether or not it is in the best interest of the public to use public sector services or/and resources to augment the 
ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΦ  When deemed necessary by the Federal Monitoring Officer, the Canadian Coast Guard may 
ŘŜǇƭƻȅ ƛǘǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀǎǎƛǎǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΦ  Additionally, it may be necessary and reasonable 
to deploy equipment to contain the spill in the following circumstances: 

¶ in the initial stages of the incident; 

¶ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΤ ŀƴŘ/or  
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¶ ¦ƴǘƛƭ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǇƭƻȅŜŘΦ 
Once the polluter is able to carry out operations, the Canadian Coast Guard may begin to stand down their 
operations and equipment. 
 
In the event that the CCG assumes management of the response, the FMO becomes the On-Scene Commander 
(OSC).  When this occurs, funding for the continuation of the response would be recovered from the Ship-source 
Oil Pollution Fund (SOPF), which would seek reimbursement from the Polluter.    
 
During a CCG-led response, the RMS structure consists of an Advisory Staff to the OSC and a Response Staff.  The 
members of the Advisory staff are the same as for a FMO (Communications, Health and Safety, Legal, REET, and 
Liaison).  The Response staff sections are Planning, Operations, Logistics, and Finance; through these functions, 
the Response Staff execute and support the mission objectives of the Incident Action Plan, provide all necessary 
resources and account for all response costs.  
 
It is probable that the Canadian Coast Guard would only assume the On-Scene Commander role during a 
transboundary spill.  According to the Joint Marine Pƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ /ƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴŎȅ tƭŀƴ όW/tύΣ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ нлнΦрΣ ά¢ƘŜ hƴ-scene 
Commander, CCG and the On-scene Coordinator, USCG, in accordance with their respective national response 
systems  and this JCP, are tasked with ensuring that a timely and appropriate response is undertaken to a 
ŘƛǎŎƘŀǊƎŜΦέ  ¢ƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ //D ŀǎ h{/ ƛƴ ŀ ǘǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ǎǇƛƭƭ ƛǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎŎƻǊŜd in Section VI of the 
/!b¦{t!/ ŀƴƴŜȄ ŀƴŘ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ слм ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /!b¦{5L· !ƴƴŜȄΤ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŎŀƭ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛƴ ōƻǘƘ ŀƴƴŜȄŜǎ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ άLƴ ŀƭƭ ŎŀǎŜǎ 
where the Canada-¦Φ{Φ W/t ƛǎ ŀŎǘƛǾŀǘŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ //D ǿƛƭƭ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ǘƘŜ h{/ ƛƴ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ ǿŀǘŜǊǎΦέ 
 
THE CANADIAN COAST GUARD RESPONSIBILITIES 
The Canadian Coast GuardΩǎ National Response Plan is developed with the intention of responding to marine spill 
incidents in waters of Canadian interest.  The plan defines the roles and responsibilities of the Canadian Coast 
Guard (when responding to a marine spill incident as the lead agency or when its supports another agency leading 
the response), plus other various government and industry agencies, and outlines the operational framework 
through which a response would be conducted. 
 
The Environmental Response Branch of the Canadian Coast Guard is the custodian of the Canadian Coast Guard 
National Response Plan. The bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ tƭŀƴ ŎƻǾŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ ƭƛŀƛǎƻƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎΣ ǘƘŜ 
bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ¢ŜŀƳ {ȅǎǘŜƳΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ Response Management Structure (see above), and how the 
CCG would respond as a resource agency when other agencies are designated as lead agencies.  The plan is 
divided into the following three sections: 

¶ The National Response Plan, which establishes the Canadian Coast Guard policy for the conduct and the 
procedure for monitoring a polluter-led response or responding to a marine pollution incident  for which is 
lead agency or where it supports another agency leading the response; 

¶ The Regional Response Plan, that corresponds to the Canadian Coast Guard regional geographic areas of 
responsibility and which translates policy direction into operational measures appropriate to the geographic 
area; and 

¶ The Area Response Plan; these are local level plans pursuant to the Regional Contingency Chapter. 
The National Response Team is comprised of Canadian Coast Guard Headquarters and Regional personnel who 
are knowledgeable and trained to monitor, manage or assist in responses to pollution incidents.  Within the 
Environmental Response Branch of the Canadian Coast Guard there is a cadre of personnel from both 
Headquarters and the Regions that make up the bulk of the National Response Team. 
 
THE PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIAΩ{ RESPONSIBILITIES 
Provincial and territorial governments, through their various agencies and departments, have legislative mandates 
and expertise that can contribute to the overall response and are included in Regional Response Plans.  In British 
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Columbia, the Ministry of Environment will have a presence at all spills impacting or threatening Provincial lands 
and will be the lead Provincial agency.  For spills from federal lands, pipeline leaks, or ship-source spills that affect 
the Province, the Ministry will have a lead individual working in a Unified Command and/or in a senior 
management advisory team.  
 
The Province of British Columbia uses ICS and the British Columbia Emergency Response Management System 
(BCERMS) for all emergencies affecting the province.  BCERMS is a comprehensive management system based 
upon the Incident Command System (ICS) that ensures a coordinated and organized response and recovery to all 
emergency incidents and disasters. It provides the framework for a standardized emergency response in British 
Columbia. 
 
The PǊƻǾƛƴŎŜΩǎ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀtion enables the Ministry to take over the response to a spill if it deems that the Responsible 
Party (RP) is not managing an appropriate response.  For significant spills, the Province may choose to enter 
Unified Command with the RP in order to augment their response efforts and ensure that provincial economic, 
social and environmental interests are protected.  The PǊƻǾƛƴŎŜ ŀƭǎƻ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛǎǎǳƛƴƎ ŀ ƭŜƎŀƭ άƻǊŘŜǊέ ǘƻ 
force the RP to comply with the tǊƻǾƛƴŎŜΩǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŜ tǊƻǾƛƴŎŜ does not necessarily have to exercise their 
option to take over the response or portions of it.  This does not relieve the Responsible Party from their 
obligations to respond and pay.  
 
ENVIRONMENT CANADA RESPONSIBILITIES 
Environment Canada (EC) is the lead for oil spills originating from the land under their jurisdiction (i.e. First 
Nations, Federal Parks, etc), except when a spill is from an inter-provincial pipeline; then the National Energy 
Board is the lead federal agency.  It is unlikely, however, that a land spill from these locations will be large enough 
to warrant an international response.  For marine spills, Environment Canada is recognized by the Canadian Coast 
Guard as the federal authority for environmental advice during a pollution incident, working through the Regional 
Environmental Emergency Team (REET), which it co-chairs the with the Province.   
 
The Co-Chairs of the REET sit on the Advisory staff of the OSC and provide consolidated environmental advice 
during the course of response operations.  Such information may include weather forecasts and information on 
the physical operating environment, spill movement and trajectory forecasts, and the REET would need to 
approve the use of spill treating agents and cleanup techniques.   
 
The Co-chairs of the REET will review and provide advice to the OSC on the daily Incident Action Plan.  In addition, 
the co-chairs or their designees also work with the Response Planning Officer to ensure all environmental issues 
are considered during a response. 
  
Environment Canada is currently reviewing how the REET can best interface with ICS and most specifically, with 
the Environmental Unit within the Planning Section.  
 
OTHER CANADIAN AGENCIES 
There may be a number of other Canadian agencies which could be involved in a response, such as: 

¶ The National Energy Board of Canada, which is the lead federal agency for spills from inter-provincial 
pipelines; 

¶ Transport Canada Marine Safety, which is responsible for the salvage of a stranded vessel, investigations, 
and ship safety issues as well as for the Marine Transportation Security Act (ISPS Code in Canada);    

¶ The Canadian Wildlife Service, which participates through Environment Canada; 

¶ Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, which supports First Nations when their lands or territories are 
impacted; and 
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¶ First Nations themselves, which are a recognized level of government in Canada and therefore may 
participate in Unified Command if the incident directly affects reserve lands.  Canadian courts have 
decided that First Nations must be consulted when their lands or territories are affected. 

 

In general, these agencies will either have command and control over their jurisdictional responsibilities, or will 
support another agency with recognized standing in the response organization. Using the examples above for 
instance,  

¶ Transport Canada Marine Safety (TCMS) has final decision-making authority over all aspects of the vessel 
salvage.  Where there is an associated oil spill they will coordinate their efforts with the OSC (either the 
Polluter or the Canadian Coast Guard) and with the Operations Section.    

¶ Transport Canada Marine Security has final decision-making authority over all aspects of marine security 
and will coordinate their response with the OSC (Polluter or CCG).  

¶ The Canada Wildlife Service (CWS) has legislative authority over migratory birds for example, but will 
work as a support to Environment Canada, coordinating through the REET.  

 
RESPONSE ORGANIZATIONS 
The Western Canada Marine Response Corporation (WCMRC) is the only Transport Canada-certified Response 
Organization (RO) for the Pacific Coast of Canada.  As such, it is very likely that WCMRC will be directly involved in 
any major spill ς especially international spills originating in Canada.   
 
WCMRC uses a NIMS-based ICS system and is fully capable of linking with and forming a Joint Command Center 
with their U.S. OSRO counterparts.  They are highly trained and adaptable to most circumstances.  Because 
Canadian law says the Polluter is in charge, WCMRC offers both standard spill response services (i.e. containment, 
recovery, etc.) as well as response management services (i.e., partial or full ICS Response Management Teams as 
required).  
 
The Western Canada Spill Response Corporation is certified by Transport Canada for a spill of up to 10,000 tonnes, 
but they have a mutual aid agreement with the Eastern Canada Response Corp (ECRC) to supplement support.  
If the spill is larger than 10,000 tonnes WCMRC would respond and bring in additional equipment as needed. It 
should be noted, however, that the certified Response Organizations in Canada are not required to provide 
services for a vessel casualty itself (such as salvage, cargo removal, etc.) 
 
BRITISH COLUMBIA INDUSTRY 
Provincial legislation pertaining to industry response planning includes the Environmental Management Act and 
Emergency Program Act and regulations adopted pursuant to these laws.  Under Section 12 of the Environmental 
Management Act the Minister of Environment may order a person having charge of a polluting substance to 
prepare a response (contingency) plan in accordance with the MinisterΩs directions.  Such a plan should be based 
on standards for emergency planning, including: 

¶ BC Guidelines for Industry Emergency Response Plans: 
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/guidelines/bc.htm; 

¶ The international Incident Command System (ICS) as per the standard for site (Command Post) level of the 
B.C. Emergency Response Management System (BCERMS) 

 
RMS/ICS DIFFERENCES 
THE RESPONSE MANAGEMENT PARADIGMS 
The Canadian Response Management System (RMS) is ICS- based in that it uses a similar organization and 
terminology. However, RMS does not: 

http://www.qp.gov.bc.ca/statreg/stat/E/03053_00.htm
http://www.qp.gov.bc.ca/statreg/stat/E/96111_01.htm
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/guidelines/bc.htm
http://www.pep.bc.ca/bcerms/bcerms_overview-manual.pdf
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Á Subscribe to the Unified Command, although the CCG will work closely with all involved stakeholders and 
First Nations; 

Á Cƻƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ άtΣέ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ but does have a similar planning process; or 
Á Form a Joint Information Center, although the CCG will work with and support the Public Affairs process in 

consultation with others.  
 
The comparison ōŜƭƻǿ ƛǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ŦǊƻƳ ¢ŀōƭŜ мп ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǇŜǊ άaŀƧƻǊ aŀǊƛƴŜ ±ŜǎǎŜƭ /ŀǎǳŀƭǘȅ wƛǎƪ ŀƴŘ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ 
tǊŜǇŀǊŜŘƴŜǎǎ ƛƴ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀΣέ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ōȅ 9ƴǾƛǊƻ9ƳŜǊƎ /ƻƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ [ƛǾƛƴƎ hŎŜŀƴǎ {ƻŎƛŜǘȅ ƛƴ Wǳƭȅ нллуΦ Lǘ 
highlights some of the differences between the Response Management System and standard ICS.  
 
 International/Provincial 

Incident Command System (ICS) 
/ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ 
Management System (RMS) 

Organizational/ 
Terminology 

Staff that report to Commander are called 
άŎƻƳƳŀƴŘ ǎǘŀŦŦέ ŀnd referred to as 
άƻŦŦƛŎŜǊǎέ 

The RMS uses several different names such as 
άCommunicationsέ instead of άInformation Officerέ 

 ICS uses sections, branches, units, divisions 
and groups with defined names. 

RMS uses the five functional aspects of ICS: 
command, operations, planning logistics, and finance, 
but does not use the ICS hierarchy or nomenclature 
under those functions. 

Response 
Management 
Integration 

Integration is via Unified Command with 
other jurisdictions and the Responsible 
Party, as well as integrating positions 
within a single industry/government 
Incident Management Team 

ά!ŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ {ǘŀŦŦέ ŀƴŘ άaƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ {ǘŀŦŦέ Řƻ ƴƻǘ 
integrate per se with a RP managed team, but shadow 
and record performance.  Other stakeholders ς 
including jurisdictions and First Nations ς are 
accommodated by the REET. 

 L/{ ǳǎŜǎ άŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴǎέ ǘƻ ŘŜƳŀǊŎŀǘŜ 
operational areas 

wa{ ǳǎŜǎ άȊƻƴŜǎέ 
 

 L/{ ǳǎŜǎ άǎǘǊƛƪŜ ǘŜŀƳǎέ ŀƴŘ άǘŀǎƪ ŦƻǊŎŜǎέ ǘƻ 
define operational working relationships 

RMS does not use strike teams/task forces to manage 
tactical resources 

 ICS uses specific color coding for functions 
that are internationally recognized ς such a 
green vest for Incident Commander or blue 
for planning section personnel 

RMS uses different vest colors than used by those 
agencies/companies that employ ICS 
 

 
While there are a number of distinctions between the U.S. and Canadian models for response, the primary 
difference lies in the Command structure. Under the ICS system, the Responsible Party (RP) will be in a Unified 
Command with the Federal On-Scene Coordinator (OSC), plus affected state and tribal OSCs.   
 
{ŜŎǘƛƻƴ пΦн ƻŦ ǘƘŜ //DΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴŎȅ tƭŀƴ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ά¢ƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘ Ƙŀǎ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ 
sections of the U.S. [NIMS ICS] as the response system to be used in all incidents covered by the [Contingency 
Plan), as well as the Regional Contingency Chapters and Area Contingency Chapters.  However, in keeping with 
the lead/resource agency system, the Coast Guard will not subscribe to the use of the Unifed Command within its 
incident management system.  The Canadian Coast Guard will respond to all incidents within its mandate to which 
a polluter is known, first as the Federal Monitoring Officer, and then, if the polluter is unable or unwilling to 
respond, as the On-ǎŎŜƴŜ /ƻƳƳŀƴŘŜǊΦέ  
 
Therefore, under the RMS system, the Polluter may be the Incident Commander, with the Canadian Coast Guard 
serving as a Federal Monitoring Officer.  In Canada the Incident Commander of the Organization/Agency paying 
for the response has the final say, regardless of whether they are a government agency or private corporation, so 
a Transboundary Response could see the PolluterΩǎ LƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ /ƻƳƳŀƴŘŜǊ having the final say in Canadian waters, 
ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ¦{/DΩ{ Ch{/ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǎŀȅ ƛƴ ¦Φ{Φ ǿŀǘŜǊǎ όƛŦ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǎus could not be achieved in Unified 
Command).  As noted earlier in this paper, it is not clear whether the Canadian Coast Guard would assume the 



39 

 

Federal Monitoring Officer or the On-Scene Commander role during a transboundary spill; language in the Joint 
Contingency Plan and in both the CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC annexes suggests that the CCG would assume the 
OSC role for a transboundary spill.  
 
Lƴ Ƙƛǎ нлмл Cŀƭƭ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ IƻǳǎŜ ƻŦ /ƻƳƳƻƴǎΣ {Ŏƻǘǘ ±ŀǳƎƘŀƴΣ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 
SustainaōƭŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ƴƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ мΣ άhƛƭ {Ǉƛƭƭǎ ŦǊƻƳ {ƘƛǇǎέ ǘƘŀǘ ά¦ǎƛƴƎ ŀ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŦƻǊ 
emergencies contributes to standard response and operational procedures and a reduced potential for 
miscommunication when responding to incidents.  Inconsistent use may be a concern in the event of a major ship-
source spill where resources are shared among regions.  The Canadian Coast Guard, certified response 
organizations and other federal entities in Canada and the United States use response systems that are based on 
ǘƘŜ LƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ /ƻƳƳŀƴŘ {ȅǎǘŜƳΧΦ¢ƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛǎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ {ȅǎǘŜƳΦ 
Concerns have been raised by some stakeholders that the Response Management System could affect 
coordination of a response to a major spill that requires a multi-ǇŀǊǘȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΦέ   
 
¢ƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊΩǎ wŜǇƻǊǘ ƎƻŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ά¢ƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ 
between the Response Management System and Incident Command System, assess whether these differences 
could affect a multi-ǇŀǊǘȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǎǇƛƭƭ ŀƴŘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΣ ƛŦ ŀƴȅΦΦέ  ¢ƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ 
/ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǿŀǎΥ ά!ƎǊŜŜŘΤ ǘƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘ ǿƛƭƭ ŜƴŘŜŀǾƻǳǊ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ 
between the Response Management System and Incident Command System. This will include whether these 
differences could affect a multi-ǇŀǊǘȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǎǇƛƭƭΦέ 
 
!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀ consultant has been hired by the 
Canadian Coast Guard to conduct a review of the differences between the Incident Command System (ICS) and 
their Response Management System (RMS).  The consultant has been in contact with various federal and 
provincial agencies and other stakeholders to gather their input and views on ICS versus RMS and the implications 
for marine spill response.   
 
SPILL MANAGEMENT FORMS/DOCUMENTATION 
The Canadian Coast Guard uses two different sets of forms at a spill depending on the situation.  When a Polluter 
is taking action the CCG uses the Federal Monitoring Officer forms.  If there is no known Polluter, or a Polluter 
refuses to take action, the On-Scene Coordinator forms are utilized.  In the Incident Command System the same 
forms are used for any response situation, expanding as the size of the response organization grows to match the 
magnitude of the response.   
 
The U.S. Coast Guard, Alaska and Washington will use standard ICS forms.  The Province of British Columbia uses 
their U.S. Emergency Response Management System (BCERMS).  U.S. ERMS uses the same forms as NIMS- ICS 
with minor modifications to name jurisdictions correctly ς e.g. State IC to Provincial IC. 
 
While documentation tools may have different names, they are essentially producing the same information, such 
as status, maps, resources, etc.  For instance, RMS does not use ICS forms such as 201, 204, etc.  They do use 
άbŜȄǘ hǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ tŜǊƛƻŘ tƭŀƴǎέ ŀƴŘ άaƛǎǎƛƻƴ {ǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘέ ŦƻǊƳǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ŀƴŀƭƻƎƻǳǎΦ  What may be more of an 
issue is that the RMS operational period and meeting schedules are not consistent with ICS planning periods 
which are both documented by and generate ICS forms.  
 
The 2006 CANUSPAC Exercise report identifies the lack of consistent 204 work assignments on the Canadian side 
of the border as an issue.  
 
The CANUSLANT 2007 after-action report noted there were problems with ordering resources across the border.  
The report stated άwa{ ŀƴŘ L/{ ŦƻǊƳǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŎǊƻǎǎ-ōƻǊŘŜǊ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻǊŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘǎΦέ 
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In a 2008 exercise CANUSPAC noted some issues with the use of forms, especially as it related to work 
assignments and communications issues.   

 
Consistency of information is essential to an effective response. This can be achieved through uniform 
documentation or bridging documents. 

 
U.S./CANADIAN COORDINATION ON ENVIRONMENTAL DECISIONS 
¢ƘŜ ƛƴǇǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ǘǊǳǎǘŜŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ h{/Σ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ //D ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘŜ h{/Ωǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ 
side of the border, is critical to planning a pollution response, since one of the primary goals is to protect the 
environment and help ensure that injuries to natural resources are minimized or avoided.  The method of input 
appears to differ between Canada and the U.S.  
 
As noted previously, the RMS system uses a Regional Environmental Emergency Team (REET), which is co-chaired 
by Environment Canada and the Province of British Columbia as represented by the Ministry of Environment.  The 
REET is made up of all regulatory and advisory bodies from government and industry.  The Chairmen of the REET 
sits on the Advisory staff of the OSC and provides advice and guidance to the OSC.  The Chair of the REET or a 
designee works with the Response Planning Officer to ensure all environmental issues are considered during a 
response.   
 
The Environmental Unit used in the ICS system ς which includes representatives of regulatory personnel and 
natural resource trustees, industry representatives and advisory personnel ς is part of the Planning Section.  The 
unit is responsible for identifying environmental priorities, developing various plans for response activities, SCAT 
teams, obtaining required permits, etc.  Following the ICS protocol to the letter, the Environmental Unit Leader 
(EUL) does not directly advise the command staff as the REET chairs do in the RMS system; instead, the 
Environmental Unit Leader reports to a Planning Section Chief who reports to and receives direction from the UC.  
In many instances, however, the EUL and staff have good access to the Unified Command.  
 
Coordination on environmental decisions such as wildlife rescue and care, use of alternative technologies,  or 
Places of Refuge is not specifically addressed in the Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan, 
ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ рлоΦн ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άNon-mechanical measures not specified in a Geographic Annex may be used 
by agreement between the CCG On-scene Commander and USCG On-scene Coordinator or with concurrence of 
the appropriate ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ tŀǊǘȅΣ ŀǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ tŀǊǘȅΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ response system.έ 
 
In the CANUSPAC annex, Section XI.C, Sensitive Environments Plan, it is noted that the Regional Environmental 
Emergencies Team (REET) will provide all environmental sensitivity information in Canada.  In British Columbia it is 
the Province that has done the coastal resource and oil sensitivity mapping, so Provincial representatives would 
be the primary source for this data.  The NOAA SSC will coordinate environmental sensitivity information, using 
the Area Plan and resource personnel from U.S. Fish and Wildlife, NOAA Fisheries, Washington Fish and Wildlife, 
ŀƴŘ άƻǘƘŜǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦέ  {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ ммло ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /!b¦{5L· !ƴƴŜȄ ƳŀƪŜǎ ŀ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ {9 
Alaska.   
 
The CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines provide information on, and procedures for, coordination among 
British Columbia- and Alaska-based Federal, Provincial, and State of Alaska wildlife resource agency 
representatives when the CANUSDIX Annex is invoked.  Likewise, the CANUSDIX Guidelines for Resource Agency 
Input to Places of Refuge, Dispersant Use, and In-Situ Burning Decision-Making includes information on, and 
procedures for coordination among the appropriate British Columbia- and Alaska-based Federal, Provincial, and 
State of Alaska resource agency representatives when the CANUSDIX Annex is invoked and requests are made to 
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resource agency representatives for input to places of refuge, in-situ burning, and/or dispersant use decision-
making. 
 
Another model worth consideration is the Joint Environmental Team (JET) described in Appendix K of the 
CANUSLANT Annex.   Appendix K sǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άDue to the challenges of coordinating scientific, environmental and 
regulatory functions during an international spill, a separate ICS/RMS section (called the Joint Environmental 
Team) will be formed that will report directly to the Unified Command.  This separate section provides for an 
uninterrupted governmental chain-of-command, a necessary component for many of the Canadian environmental 
regulatory agencies.έ  
 
άDespite the independence of the JES, it will coordinate and collaborate closely with the Operations and Planning 
Sections of the ICS/RMS, acting as a technical resource to both, as well as the Unified Command.  The JES will help 
design strategies within the Planning Section, as well as adjust tactical approaches by the Operations Section in 
order to improve the response outcome.  The JES will be jointly led by the NOAA Scientific Support Coordinator 
and the Chair of the Regional Environmental EƳŜǊƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ¢ŜŀƳ όw99¢ύ ƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŜǎΦέ 
 
άThe JES will consist of 2 primary entities, the U.S. Environmental Unit (including the NOAA Scientific Support 
Team) and the Canadian Atlantic Regional Environmental Emergencies Team (REET).  Coordination and 
information flow between countries within the JES will be the responsibility of the co-chairs.  Either co-chair will 
direct the efforts of the JES as they affect the established International Response Zone (IRZ).  Activities that affect 
individual countries, outside the defined IRZ, will be directed by the co-chair of that country, or as determined by 
the lead federal officƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΦέ  
 
The JES will have four standing units: Fate and Behavior, Habitat Protection, Fish and Wildlife, and Data 
Management.  As needed, joint U.S./Canadian task forces may be formed from within the JES in order to address 
specific command issues such as in-situ burning and dispersant use.  Such task forces will be staffed based on the 
objectives of the task and the skills of the JES personnel available. These task forces may be temporarily assigned, 
by the JES leaders, to other sections or units of the command.  
 
EXISTING MECHANISMS TO RESOLVE DIFFERENCES 
According to Section плр άLǎǎǳŜ wŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘŀ-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan 
όW/tύΣ ŀƴ άƛǎǎǳŜ ƛƴ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜέ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŦƛǊst be referred to the CCG On-scene Commander and/or the USCG On-Scene 
Coordinator.  It is not clear from this statement how that would play out if the CCG is in the Federal Monitoring 
Officer role. Nor is it stated how the USCG OSC would involve the Unified Command in this process. 
 
Section 405 then notes the protocol to refer an issue which cannot be resolved by the two OSCs to the CCG 
Regional Director and the USCG District Commander, i.e., the chairs of the Joint Response Team (JRT).  The role of 
other agency members of the JRT is not addressed.  
 
άLǎǎǳŜ wŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴέ ŀǎ ŀ ǘƻǇƛŎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ /!b¦{t!/ ƻǊ /!b¦{5L· ŀƴƴŜȄŜǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ 
Liaison Officers is addressed in all three documents. Section 401  of the JCP, noting the need for close cooperation 
between the Canadian and U.S. OSCs, authorizes each to request and appƻƛƴǘ άŀ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀtive from the other 
tŀǊǘȅ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ŀǎ ŀ ƭƛŀƛǎƻƴ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊ ǘƻ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ Ŧƭƻǿ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎέ 
between the two OSCs.  
 
{ŜŎǘƛƻƴ слп ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /!b¦{5L· !ƴƴŜȄ ŀƴŘ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ ±LΦ5 ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /!b¦{t!/ !ƴƴŜȄ ŜƭŀōƻǊŀǘŜ ōȅ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ά{ǳŎƘ ŀ 
representative shall be someone with the following knowledge and experience in: Spill Management, Contingency 
Planning, Pollution Response Equipment, the Joint Contingency Plan, and Coast Guard and Industry Response 
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/ŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΦέ Lǘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά[ƛŀƛǎƻƴ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŀƪ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ /ƻŀǎǘ 
Guard On-{ŎŜƴŜ /ƻƳƳŀƴŘŜǊ ƻǊ /ƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƻǊΦέ 
 
It may be worth supplementing the Liaison Officers with additional Situation Unit staff whose purpose would be 
to ensure both command posts have up-to-the minute information on the status of the response as well as the 
response assets being deployed.  Spill response incident management software and web-based tools, e.g. 
WebEOC, could also be a means to provide this situational awareness during the dynamic response.  
 
As a consequence of the independent nature of the management of a cross border spill when two command posts 
are established, the single RP/Polluter would be in the position of having to satisfy multiple agencies on each side 
of the border.  Ideally the RP would have consistent and uniform demands placed on them regarding the 
appropriate level of response needed.  However, differences in the amount of spilled oil on the respective sides of 
the border, its movement, shoreline types and natural resources at risk will almost guarantee that the responses 
will not be identical.  The Liaison Officers placed in the respective command posts would be in the ideal positions 
to provide good inter-command post communication in this regard.  Such communication will help ensure that 
the RP understands and can best meet the expectations of each Coast Guard.  
 
Response Action Levels 
Although not addressed in the Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan, both the CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX 
Annexes discuss three types of response actions which would need to be coordinated between the U.S. and 
Canadian OSCs. These are described as follows: 

¶ Coordinated actions will involve activities that are enhanced by involvement and input of both parties. 
Examples maybe logistic activities near the border such as: beach cleanup, waste disposal, Shoreline 
Cleanup Assessment Team (SCAT) process, and salvage operations. 

¶ Joint response actions are those that can best be completed by both parties sharing limited resources and 
expertise. Examples of joint operations may include: initial over-flights, wildlife protection, personnel 
support, securing of source, establishment of on-scene communications, open water skimming, and 
public affairs. 

¶ Separate response actions will involve those activities that are required or permitted in one country but 
not the other. Examples may include In-situ burning or shoreline cleaning well away from the border. 

 
Joint or Dual Command Posts  
The lead agencies in a transboundary spill derive their authority from their own jurisdictions (i.e., the Canadian 
Coast Guard has authority in Canada and the U.S. Coast Guard has authority in the U.S.).  This basic fact makes it 
difficult to establish one joint Command Center.  The States of Alaska and Washington are even more constrained 
in its ability to operate in a joint command post in another country; the State On-Scene Coordinators (SOSCs) 
would most likely be prohibited from joining a command post that is established out of country.  In addition, 
support services are established in the home jurisdiction. The legal and logistical challenges to operating outside 
ƻŦ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƘƻƳŜ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭd be especially challenging if the response was an extended one.   
 
On the other hand, the use of separate command posts will potentially raise the cost of response by requiring the 
responsible party (RP) to staff two command posts.  The extra costs associated with two command posts could 
result in the RP reaching their limits of liability sooner than they would with just one command post; however, 
such costs will be minimal compared with other response costs.  Moreover, the RP/Polluter is responsible for 
determining where an Incident Command Post is located.  
 
The question of a single versus dual command posts has been raised at both drills and spills. The CANUSLANT and 
CANUSDIX Joint Response Teams have conducted drills using a single command post while CANUSPAC has an 
agreement that separate command posts will be used. In Appendix D of the report from the 2007 CANUSLANT 
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Workshop, the strengths and weaknesses of one Incident Command Post (ICP) versus dual ICPs was evaluated for 
a number of scenarios. (These strengths and weaknesses, as well as proposed solutions, can be found in the 
Attachment to this Command section.)  
 
It was noted by Scott Lundgren of USCG District One that, although the spring 2007 CANUSLANT Workshop 
favored a ǎƛƴƎƭŜ Ƨƻƛƴǘ ŎƻƳƳŀƴŘΣ άŀ Ŧaƭƭ нллт ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜΧƎŀǾŜ ǳǎ ǇŀǳǎŜΦέ  The CANUSLANT workgroup was 
scheduled to address this issue in November 2008 and a decision-making flowchart regarding the joint/dual 
command decisions was a possible outcome.  [ǳƴŘƎǊŜƴ ŀƭǎƻ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ άǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŎƻƳƳŀƴŘ Ƴŀy be beneficial in 
tactically intensive operations where joint decisions are required with major repercussions on each side (e.g., 
ǎŀƭǾŀƎŜΣ ƭƛƎƘǘŜǊƛƴƎΣ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƻƴ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭκŘƛǎǇŜǊǎŀƴǘǎΣ ŜǘŎΦύΦέ  Another alternative for the management of a 
trans-boundary spill would be the adoption of the principle of Area Command as outlined (typically at the ICS 400 
level) as part of the Incident Command System.  The current Joint Response Team structure appears to have 
similarities with the concept of Area Command and the Area Command άmodelέ may provide mechanisms to 
coordinate management of a transboundary spill. 
 
A Spill of National Significance 
The recent Deepwater Horizon oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico was declared to be a Spill of National Significance by 
the President of the United States.  A Spill of National Significance (SONS) is defined as, άa spill that, due to its 
severity, size, location, actual or potential impact on the public health and welfare or the environment, or the 
necessary response effort, is so complex that it requires extraordinary coordination of federal, state, local, and 
responsible party resources to contain and clean up the dischargeέ and allows greater federal involvement.   
 
According to the National Response Framework, a Principal Federal Official is designated, as well as a National 
Incident Commander who is supported by the National Response Team.  Multiple Incident Command Posts (ICPs) 
may be established to meet the response needs over a broad geographic area. These ICPs are supported by a 
Unified Area Command (UAC) which coordinates with the Regional Response Team, and one Federal On-Scene 
Coordinator will operate out of this UAC.  It is a very complex organizational structure that has seldom been road-
tested, in spite of triennial Spill of National Significance exercises run by the U.S. Coast Guard.  It is very likely that 
experience gained from this extraordinary spill incident in the Gulf of Mexico will drive changes and revisions, or 
at least clarifications to this policy.  
 
SŜŎǘƛƻƴ о ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ tƭŀƴ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ¢ŜŀƳ {ȅǎǘŜƳ 
ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ //DΩǎ Cah ƻǊ h{/Φ  Lǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ŀƴ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ά{Ǉƛƭƭ ƻŦ bational SignificanceΦέ  In his 2010 Fall Report to the House of 
/ƻƳƳƻƴǎΣ {Ŏƻǘǘ ±ŀǳƎƘŀƴΣ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ƴƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ 
/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ мΣ άhƛƭ {Ǉƛƭƭǎ ŦǊƻƳ {ƘƛǇǎέ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ŀ ǘŀōƭŜ-top exercise In March 2010 designed to 
test its ability to respond to a major oil spill of national significance. This exercise involved headquarters as well as 
ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƭŜǎǎƻƴǎ ƭŜŀǊƴŜŘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ !ƎŜƴŎȅΩǎ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ Ƴƻdel 
and related procedures for responding to a major oil spill. 
 
The Joint Contingency Plan does not address how a transboundary spill response would function if it were 
escalated to the level of a Spill of National Significance.  The levels of coordination which would be required would 
be increased considerably.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
1. The CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX Joint Response Teams (JRTs) should consider establishing a joint working group 

to review all coordination issues related to separate command posts (including review of the work done by 
the CANUSLANT JRT) and should consider adopting consistent policies for both annex areas, since having one 
standard in the region would enhance planning and promote more efficient use of resources. 
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2. Regardless of which Incident Management System is in place, there are a number of roles and responsibilities 
that are consistent on both sides of the border.  The following role linkages should be considered, discussed 
and formalized by the working group recommended above, if deemed appropriate: 

 
Command: 
The two Command Centers and the Incident Commanders or On-Scene Coordinators should coordinate 
their planning processes and schedules as well as their response activities to the extent that it improves 
the response.  Tools for coordinating their response might include regular teleconference meetings using 
standard agenda templates, secure full time communications links (Commander to Commander) and 
response software, plus uniform templates for Incident Action Plans.  A transboundary spill response 
should also utilize multiple liaison officers in order to represent the other command post as well as 
stakeholders, First Nations and Federally-recognized tribes.  
Command Staff: 
Á Health and Safety on each side of the border should be linked but should operate independently. 

Both jurisdictions have different legislation that will need to be addressed. Responders traveling 
in the trans-border areas or who are working in the other Command Center will need to be 
briefed and equipped by those responsible in the specific jurisdiction.  Systems and procedures 
should be in place to accommodate this.  

Á Security on each side of the border should be integrated (also see security paper later in this 
section)  

Á Public Affairs/Communications need to be linked to coordinate key messages but should operate 
independently. While it is important that the two Command Centers are in agreement with 
messages and that they do not contradict each other, it is also important that the Command 
Centers are seen as independent. (also see media coordination paper later in this section)  

 
General Staff: 
Á Operations on each side of the border should be linked but should operate independently.  Each 
hǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ systems. 
They should have Operational Liaison Officers supporting each other and should consult on 
overall tactics to improve response efficiency. 

Á Planning on each side of the border should be linked but should operate independently.  Each 
Planning Section ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΦ  They 
should have Planning Liaison Officers supporting each of the various Planning Section disciplines 
(as needed) (i.e. SCAT, Environmental Unit, Next Operational Period Plan development, response 
etc). 

Á Logistics on each side of the border should be linked and should operate jointly.  While each 
Logistics section will need to support and supply their own response, it is critical that response 
resources are deployed where they are needed, regardless of which side of the border they are 
on. 

Á Finance on each side of the border should be linked. Issues like costing and limits of liability will 
need to be coordinated and discussed. Up-to-date response estimates should be frequently 
shared.  For some aspects of the response (i.e. cost recovery from the RP/Insurer, or funds) each 
Finance Section will need to operate independently. (Also see the Finance Section of this Project 
Report)  

 
3. The CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX Joint Response Teams (JRTs) should consider establishing a Joint Working 

Group on Forms and Documentation Procedures.  This Working Group should survey the British Columbia 
Provincial response agencies, Environment Canada, Transport Canada, Washington and Alaska state response 
agencies, the two U.S. Regional Response Teams, response organizations, and others participating in 
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transboundary exercises to determine whether any conflicts have been noted with the use of RMS and ICS 
forms and what solutions were developed, if any.  As Canada is party to both JRTs, it would be most efficient 
to have one standard for both borders, so this Joint Working Group on Forms and Documentation Procedures 
should develop recommendations for both the CANUSPAC and the CANUSDIX JRTs, if any are needed.    

 
4. In considering the results of their survey, the Joint Working Group on Forms and Documentation Procedures 

should consider establishing a formal process and timetable to be adhered to by both Command Centers 
during a response. This would include: 

¶ A standard meeting schedule (between the USCG/CCG and others in command) with specific 
documentation requirements; 

¶ A process to align information required by the RMS and ICS forms; and 

¶ A process to ensure familiarity with both types of forms for those working in the Incident Command 
Posts. 

 
5. Potential RPs should anticipate the need to have representation in both the U.S. and Canadian command 

posts during a transboundary response, and should be familiar with the differences in their roles on either 
side of the border, i.e., as the Incident Commander ƛƴ /ŀƴŀŘŀ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ wtΩǎ Incident Commander as part of 
a Unified Command in the United States. 

 
6. Recognizing that in a transboundary spill response the ICPs will be staffed and run by the RP and its response 

organization according to their spill response plans, the shipping industry and oil handling facilities near the 
Transboundary borders and the response organizations serving these areas should address issues identified in 
this Project Report, such as: 

¶ Recognizing the differences between the U.S.  and Canadian approaches and capabilities to manage an oil 
spill; and 

¶ Developing an industry-based position and policy on such matters as using the Incident Command System, 
endorsing Unified Command, integration of Incident Management Teams, and identifying locations for 
Incident Command Posts. 

 
SOURCES:  

¶ CANUSLANT 2007 Exercise Report (http://www.uscg.mil/D1/response/jrt/reports.html) 

¶ CANUSDIX Exercise Reports (http://www.akrrt.org/reports.shtml)  

¶ CANUSPAC 2008 Exercise Report (available in PDF format) 

¶ EnviroEmerg Consulting Services Inc., Major Marine Vessel Casualty Risk and Response Preparedness in British 
Columbia. July 2008 Prepared for Living Oceans Society: 
http://www.livingoceans.org/files/PDF/energy/LOS_marine_vessels_report.pdf  

¶ Scott Lundgren of U.S. Coast Guard District One, email 10/24/08 

¶ Canadian Coast Guard National Response Plan -  http://www.ccg-
gcc.gc.ca/eng/ccg/er_National_Response_Plan 

¶ Canadian Coast Guard- RMS Guide Book ς http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/CCG/ER_Response_Mgmt_System 

¶ Northwest Area Contingency Plan ς http://www.rrt10nwac.com/NWACP/Default.aspx  

¶ 2003- Firestorm Report (BC Government), - http://www.2003firestorm.gov.bc.ca/firestormreport/default.htm 

¶ Joint Response Team Operational Reports- Exercises 2006 -2008 ς 
http://www.uscg.mil/d1/response/jrt/reports.html 

¶ C9a!Ω{ bLa{ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΥ http://www.fema.gov/emergency/nrf/ 

¶ The Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP); available at 
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do ό/ƭƛŎƪ ƻƴ ά9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƻƴ άLƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎέ ǳƴŘŜǊ άhǳǘǊŜŀŎƘέύ 

¶ The CANUSPAC Annex to the JCP, available at http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do  

http://www.uscg.mil/D1/response/jrt/reports.html
http://www.akrrt.org/reports.shtml
http://www.livingoceans.org/files/PDF/energy/LOS_marine_vessels_report.pdf
http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/Ccg/er_National_Response_Plan
http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/Ccg/er_National_Response_Plan
http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/CCG/ER_Response_Mgmt_System
http://www.rrt10nwac.com/NWACP/Default.aspx
http://www.2003firestorm.gov.bc.ca/firestormreport/default.htm
http://www.uscg.mil/d1/response/jrt/reports.html
http://www.fema.gov/emergency/nrf/
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do
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¶ The CANUSDIX Annex to the JCP, available at http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do 

¶ ¢ƘŜ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀ tǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ 9ƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ tǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ ǇŀƎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀ 9ƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ 
Management System (BCERMS): http://www.pep.bc.ca/bcerms/bcerms.html 

¶ ¢ƘŜ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ άDǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŦƻǊ LƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ 9ƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ 
tƭŀƴǎέΥhttp://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/guidelines/bc.htm 

¶ Public Safeǘȅ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ CŜŘŜǊŀƭ 9ƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ tƭŀƴ ό5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нллфύΥ 
 http://www.publicsafety.gc.ca/prg/em/ferp-eng.aspx 

¶ ¢ƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩǎ н010 Fall Report to the 
House of Commons: http://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/internet/English/parl_cesd_201012_e_34435.html  

 

 

http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do
http://www.pep.bc.ca/bcerms/bcerms.html
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/guidelines/bc.htm
http://www.publicsafety.gc.ca/prg/em/ferp-eng.aspx
http://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/internet/English/parl_cesd_201012_e_34435.html
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TOPIC: TRANSBOUNDARY COORDINATION DURING A DECISION TO  
TAKE OVER SPILL MANAGEMENT FROM A RESPONSIBLE PARTY 

 
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ Both the United States and Canadian philosophies are similar in that the άResponsible Partyέ όwtύ is held 
responsible for conducting and funding the oil spill response and clean up. 

¶ There are differences in the command structure and the role of the RP under the U.S. and Canadian systems. 
Under NIMS ICS system used in the U.S., the RP is part of a Unified Command (UC). In the Canadian Response 
Management System, the RP is designated as the On-Scene Commander, while the Canadian Coast Guard 
(CCG) assumes the title of Federal Monitoring Officer (FMO); in this paradigm, the RP as OSC manages the 
response and the CCG provides advice/guidance when necessary. 

¶ If the RP is not managing the response to the satisfaction of the USCG FOSC and other UC members, or if the 
RP decides to discontinue managing the response (which may occur if they reach their limit of liability), the 
USCG may take over the management of the response.   

¶ There are no precise or exacting criteria regarding when an RP is or is not properly managing the response; 
the decision to take over the response is left to the judgment of the respective CG official in charge. 

¶ When the USCG takes over responsibility of the response, funding is provided by the Oil Spill Liability Trust 
Fund (OSLTF).  The OSLTF may later pursue the RP for the costs incurred for the response.   

¶ The States of Alaska and Washington also have authority to assume control of all or a portion of the spill 
response, and both states have dedicated cleanup funds from which to finance response actions, similar to 
ǘƘŜ ¦{/DΩǎ h{[¢CΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘƻƴŜ ƛƴ ŎƭƻǎŜ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ¦{/D ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ŀ ǎƳƻƻǘƘ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
response resources.   

¶ The Northwest Area Contingency Plan Responsible Party Policy provides guidance to responsible parties and 
outlines the requirement for a Full and Rapid Response.  This policy states that if a responsible party fails to 
respond in a manner consistent with this guidance, the FOSC or SOSC may assume the lead for a portion of or 
the entire spill. 

¶ The Canadian Coast Guard will monitor the Responsible Party and will regularly ask the RP to address certain 
issues.  Only if the RP refuses to or is unable to comply with these requests would the CCG consider taking 
over. 

¶ Since the RP in a transboundary spill will be the same in both Command Centers, any decision to take over the 
spill response by either the U.S. FOSC/Unified Command or the Canadian Coast Guard Federal Monitoring 
Officer would need to be closely coordinated between the two commands.   

¶ The issue of the assumption of the management of the spill response by the Coast Guard has not been tested 
or drilled during cross border exercises. 

 
DISCUSSION: 
There is no specific reference tƻ ŀ άwŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ tŀǊǘȅέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Wƻƛƴǘ /ƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴŎȅ tƭŀƴ όW/tύ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ /!b¦{t!/ ŀƴŘ 
CANUSDIX annexes, although each document refers to the U.S. and Canadian national response systems, and both 
systems establish by law that the άwŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ tŀǊǘȅέ όwtύ is responsible for conducting and funding the oil spill 
response and clean up.  {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ нлмΦм ƻŦ ǘƘŜ W/t ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άwŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎƘŀǊƎŜǎ ƻŦ ƘŀǊƳŦǳƭ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ 
incidents in Canada and the United States is predicated on the principle of the use, to the greatest extent possible, 
ƻŦ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀǳƎƳŜƴǘŜŘ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅΦέ  ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άtƻƭƭǳǘŜǊέ ŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ /ŀƴŀŘŀ 
ƛǎ ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άwŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ tŀǊǘȅέ ŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ  
 
As noted in the preceding paper, in the U.S., federal, state, local, and tribal governments and the RP will come 
together in the ICS system to manage the response.  While it is true the FOSC has ά51% of the vote,έ the system is 
designed to maximize collaboration and resource sharing, and also to avoid dictatorial practices and conflict that 
could possibly occur during a response.  This system is also designed to eliminate, as much as possible, the taking 
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over of an incident response by the FOSC, or in some instances by the State On-Scene Coordinator (SOSC).  If the 
RP is not managing the response to the satisfaction of the USCG FOSC, or if the RP decides to discontinue 
managing the response (which may occur if they reach their limit of liability), the USCG may take over the 
management of the response.  The SOSC and TOSC(s), as part of the Unified Command, provide input into the 
determination as to whether the RP is conducting a proper response.  When the USCG takes over responsibility of 
the response, funding is provided by the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund (OSLTF).  The OSLTF may later pursue the RP 
for the costs incurred for the response.  Partial assumption by the FOSC or state is also possible.  In any of these 
cases, the RP may continue to function as a member of Unified Command.  It should also be noted that an RP in 
the U.S. would probably make every effort to prevent ŀ άǘŀƪŜ ƻǾŜǊέ since under OPA 90 s/he would be penalized 
at a rate of three times the response costs associated with the Federal Government directed and/or authorized 
response efforts.  This is a significant factor in doing whatever is directed.  
 
In the case of a marine spill in Canada, the Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) will monitor the Polluter and only take 
over the response if the Polluter is not responding adequately.  The CCG will regularly ask the RP to address 
certain issues.  Only if the RP refuses to or is unable to comply with these requests would the CCG consider the 
taking over of an incident.   
 
Both response management systems place the ultimate responsibility on their respective Coast Guard (CG) 
officials to ensure a proper response is conducted by the Polluter/RP.  There are no precise or exacting criteria 
regarding when an RP is or is not properly managing the response; the decision to take over the response is left to 
the judgment of the respective CG official in charge.  The assumption of the management of the response is not 
trivial and would be done only after consultation between the Coast Guard and the Polluter/RP.  Thus both 
systems encourage communication and coordination between the Coast Guard and the Polluter/RP.  This affords 
ample opportunity to provide the RP with guidance, feedback and even direction on how best to manage the 
response and meet the expectations of the respective Coast Guards, as well as the SOSC and TOSC(s) in the case 
of the U.S.  Therefore, should it reach the point when either Coast Guard assumes management of the spill 
response, it will only happen after extensive discussions during which the RP has been afforded the opportunity to 
meet these expectations.  
 
Independent from USCG authority, the States of Alaska and Washington also have authority to assume control of 
all or a portion of the spill response.  Both states have dedicated cleanup funds from which to finance response 
actions, similar to the USCGΩǎ h{[¢CΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘƻƴŜ ƛƴ ŎƭƻǎŜ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ FOSC in order to ensure a 
smooth transition of response resources.  Additionally, Unified Command would still function to ensure that the 
RP was informed and could provide input to response actions.  
 
The Northwest Area Contingency Plan Responsible Party Policy provides some guidance to responsible parties and 
outlines the requirement for a Full and Rapid Response.  This policy states that if a responsible party fails to 
respond in a manner consistent with this guidance, the FOSC or SOSC may assume the lead for a portion of or the 
entire spill. 
 
.ǊƛǘƛǎƘ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀΩǎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ !Ŏǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ ǘƻ ƻǊŘŜǊ 
the responsible party to undertake spill response actions to address their spill or may initiate any necessary 
response actions it deems necessary address the spill and ensure public safety and the environment are 
protected.  The powers of the Ministry to order actions by the spiller or initiate actions on its own are outlined in 
Part 7 of the Environmental Management Act. 
 
There are questions to be answered regarding coordination of these authorities, however.  For instance, what 
ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ Ch{/ ƛǎ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ wtΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ Ǝovernment is not, or vice versa?  Similarly, 
ǿƘŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎ ƛƴ /ŀƴŀŘŀ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ tƻƭƭǳǘŜǊ ƛǎ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ Cah ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ 
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Province is not satisfied?  What happens if the ProviƴŎŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŀ ά[ŜƎŀƭ ƻǊŘŜǊέ which conflicts with a Polluter-led 
response that is acceptable to the CCG-FMO? 
 
A potentially difficult situation could also arise when the Polluter/RP is conducting a proper response on one side 
of the border to the satisfaction of the respective CG, but across the border is not conducting a response 
sufficient to meet the expectations of that CG.  While not a likely scenario, it is possible due the subjective nature 
of determining what constitutes a proper spill response.  Such a situation could have political and media 
implications that have the potential to detract from the proper management and oversight of the spill response. 
 
Since the RP in a transboundary spill will be the same in both Command Centers, any decision to take over the 
spill response by either the U.S. FOSC/Unified Command or the Canadian Coast Guard Federal Monitoring Officer 
would need to be closely coordinated between the two commands.   
 
The issue of assumption of the management of the spill response by either Coast Guard is not something that has 
been tested or drilled during cross border exercises.  On the other hand, while exercising a scenario where an RP 
does not provide an adequate response to either the satisfaction of the U.S or Canadian authorities may be 
possible, it would be difficult to have an RP volunteer to participate in an exercise that is designed for failure. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC transboundary exercises planners should consider including a scenario involving the 
assumption of command from a Responsible Party by either Coast Guard.  
 
SOURCES: 

¶ U.S. 40 CFR Section 300.120(a) 

¶ CAN National Contingency Plan, Chapter 5, Section 5.2 (June 1998) D 

¶ Section 1750, Responsible Party Policy, Northwest Area Contingency Plan, www.rrt10nwac.com  

http://www.rrt10nwac.com/
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TOPIC: TRANSBOUNDARY COORDINATION FOR AN ORPHAN SPILL 
 
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ Each nation, state, and the Province of British Columbia has a legal mandate to respond to and cleanup 
orphan spills that originate in their jurisdictions.  Additionally, there are identified funding mechanisms in 
place to cover these ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΩ ŎƻǎǘǎΦ   

¶ Both the USCG and the Washington Department of Ecology have contracting authority and existing contracts 
with oil spill response organizations (OSROs) and with commercial cleanup companies to expedite cleanup 
actions when the spiller is unknown or unwilling to take appropriate cleanup actions.  The State of Alaska uses 
term contractors for responses to pollution incidents and most OSROs have not applied to become term 
contractors under Alaska State rules.  However, in an emergency the State can hire OSROs and other 
contractors using emergency contracting guidelines. 

¶ Mutual aid agreements between the states of Alaska, Washington, Oregon, California, Hawaii and the 
Province of British Columbia provide mechanisms for both government and private sector mutual aid which 
could be used for a response to an orphan spill.  In addition, the response organizations operating in the 
Transboundary areas also have mutual aid agreements.  

¶ The Joint Contingency Plan and both the CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC Annexes include commitments to make 
timely notifications and coordinate response actions in the event that a spill will impact an adjacent nation.  
However, protocols may need to be clarified to facilitate the rapid movement of on-water responding 
ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ άǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴέ ǘƻ ǇǳǊǎǳŜ ŀƴ ƻǊǇƘŀƴ ǎǇƛƭƭ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊ ƛƴǘƻ ŀƴ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

 
DISCUSSION: 
According to Section 203.2 of the Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution ContingeƴŎȅ tƭŀƴΣ άwŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ 
ƘŀǊƳŦǳƭ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ tŀǊǘȅΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
response system.   Both the CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX Annexes state: In cases where the responsible party cannot 
be located or is unwilling or unable to respond, the U.S. Coast Guard will assume control of the response and use 
federal funds to minimize and mitigate damage.  
 
United States (NW Area Contingency Plan and Federal Law) 
The Oil Pollution Act (OPA) and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) 
charge the USCG with responding to and cleaning up oil spills to navigable waterways.  In the event of a spill 
where a Responsible Party is not identified, does not respond to the spill, or does an inadequate job of 
responding, federal responsibilities may include taking over the response or assuming a co-lead role in Unified 
Command with state, tribal, and local responders. 
 
OPA established the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund to cover response costs when the responsible party is unknown 
or refuses to pay.  The U.S. Coast Guard would normally open the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund in response to an 
orphan spill in Transboundary waters as well.  The USCG has contracting authority and existing Basic Ordering 
Agreement (BOA) contracts with oil spill response organizations (OSROs) and with commercial cleanup companies 
to expedite cleanup actions when the spiller is unknown or unwilling to take appropriate cleanup actions. 
 
Washington (NW Area Contingency Plan and Washington Law) 
Washington State law (RCW 90.56.350) directs Ecology to take all action necessary to respond to a substantial 
threat of a discharge of oil or hazardous substance into waters of the state, including collecting and removing oil 
and hiring contractors.  For orphan spills with substantial cleanup costs, the state has a dedicated clean-up fund, 
the Oil Spill Response Account.  Ecology has a process for approving oil spill response organizations, called Primary 
Response Contractors (PRCs), and Ecology has existing contracts with response organizations, including MSRC and 
other PRCs in the state in order to expedite response actions.  
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Alaska (Spills in State Waters, Unified Plan, Subarea Contingency Plan; Alaska Law)  
Under Alaska state law the Department of Environmental Conservation responds to all reports of pollution 
incidents in State waters (includes internal waters and all waters measured from the baseline from which the 
territorial sea is measured to three miles offshore) and has authority to assume the cleanup of a spill from an 
unknown source.  In the CANUSDIX transboundary area all State waters are also navigable waters of the United 
States and may also be waters within Usual and Accustomed grounds and stations of one or more federally-
recognized Indian governments. As a result, the U.S. Coast Guard, the tribal governments, and the State would 
normally form a Unified Command to respond to an Orphan spill.  If the spill threatened Canadian Waters as well 
the CANUSDIX Annex would most likely be activated.    
 
The State of Alaska has a pollution response fund called the Oil and Hazardous Substance Release Prevention and 
Response Fund (the Fund).  The Fund is available for responding to oil and hazardous substance spills in all State 
waters and would be accessed as needed during an Orphan spill event.  The State of Alaska does not have the 
ability to hire OSROs in most cases.  The State uses term contractors for responses to pollution incidents and most 
OSROs have not applied to become term contractors under Alaska State rules.  However, in an emergency the 
State can hire OSROs and other contractors using emergency contracting guidelines. 
 
Canada (Canadian Law)  
The Canadian Coast Guard is the lead federal agency for response to all ship-source spills of oil or other noxious 
substance into the marine environment in waters under Canadian jurisdiction.  In those cases where the polluter 
is unknown, unwilling or unable to respond, the Canadian Coast Guard will assume the overall management of the 
incident as On-Scene Commander (OSC) and ensure an appropriate response.  The Canadian Ship Source Oil 
Pollution Fund would be used to refund response costs incurred by provincial and federal agencies when the 
responsible party is unknown or refuses to pay.  Other Canadian federal agencies might also be in a lead role, 
depending on the spill source; e.g., Environment Canada for federal lands or the National Energy Board for 
pipelines.  Whether these agencies bring resources other than authority to the table varies, as does their 
familiarity with command systems such as ICS or RMS.  
 
Lǘ ƛǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ рΦн ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴŎȅ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ άLƴ ŀ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƴƻ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ 
identified and the Canadian Coast Guard is responding as On-Scene Commander (OSC), if a polluter comes 
forward at a later time and wishes to take over the role of the OSC, the Canadian Coast Guard should tun over the 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇƛƭƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƭǳǘŜǊΦέ  
 
British Columbia (Ministry of Environment Marine Spill Plan and British Columbia Law) 
British Columbia law directs the Ministry of Environment to act as the lead provincial agency for all spills affecting 
the province and take all actions necessary to respond to and clean-up spills.  When the Responsible Party is 
unknown, the Ministry will provide the same services and functions which are provided to a Responsible Party to 
the lead federal agency for a unified (joint) government-lead response.  
 
Mutual Aid Agreements supplement response resources 
Mutual aid agreements exist between the states of Alaska, Washington, Oregon, California, Hawaii and the 
Province of British Columbia.  The 1993 Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force Mutual Aid Plan 
provides a mechanism for notification and request for assistance (equipment and personnel).   The 1996 Mutual 
Aid Agreement established policies and procedures to temporarily reduce contingency plan response standards in 
order to maximize equipment and resource availability in the event of a major west coast spill.  Such Mutual Aid 
from other states may supplement resources available to respond to an orphan spill. (For more information, 
please reference the Mutual Aid topic paper in the Operations Section of this Report).  
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Coordinated notifications and response actions for orphan spills 
The JCP and both the CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC Annexes include commitments to make timely notifications and 
coordinate response actions in the event that a spill will impact an adjacent nation.  Section 402.3 of the JCP 
ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άthe On-scene Commander (Canada) or Coordinator (U.S.) will take, to the extent possible, necessary 
response actions to prevent the spread of the harmful substance to the waters of the other Party, and coordinate 
ƛǘǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ōƻǘƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΧέ  It is stated in {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ плоΦо ƻŦ ǘƘŜ W/t ǘƘŀǘ άWhere a coordinated 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƛǎ ŀŎǘƛǾŀǘŜŘΧŜŀŎƘ tŀǊǘȅ ǿƛƭƭΣ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǎǘ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜΣ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ŀƴȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ 
movement of response resources as set out in the relevant Geographic AnnexΦέ  It is stated in Section 500 of the 
/!b¦{5L· !ƴƴŜȄ ǘƘŀǘ άWherever possible, both Coast Guards will coordinate response activities to maximize 
clean-up effortΦέ  άWƻƛƴǘ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜέ ƛǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ рлн ŀǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ άǎŜŎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜέ ŀƴŘ άƻǇŜƴ ǿŀǘŜǊ 
skimmingΦέ  Identical language exists under Part V of the CANUSPAC Annex.  
 
With these authorizations in mind, the U.S. and Canadian Coast Guards should clarify protocols facilitating the 
rapid movement of on-ǿŀǘŜǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ άǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀŎǊoss the border into an adjacent 
nation to pursue an orphan spill, since the initial responding nation is most likely to have resources already on-
scene.  If on-scene response resources are allowed to cross the border as needed to maintain an aggressive 
resǇƻƴǎŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ άŜǇƛŎŜƴǘŜǊέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇƛƭƭŜŘ ƻƛƭΣ ƳƻǊŜ ƻƛƭ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ƛǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ŀǎƘƻǊŜ ƻƴ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǎƛŘŜ 
of the border.  
 
SOURCES: 

¶ Canada ς United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP), Annex 3 Canada ς United States Pacific 
ς Geographic Annex (CANUSPAC), August 22, 2003. 

¶ Northwest Area Contingency Plan, 2008, http://www.rrt10nwac.com/NWACP/Default.aspx  

¶ Washington State Law, RCW 90.56.350, Investigation, removal, containment, treatment or dispersal of oil and 
hazardous substances ς Record of expenses. 

¶ Canada-United States Joint Inland Pollution Contingency Plan, EPA 550-B-94-003, 2003 
http://www.epa.gov/OEM/docs/chem/jcpcan.pdf;  

¶ Canada and Internatinal Agreements: http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/CCG/ER_International_Agreements  

¶ Canadian Coast Guard Marine Spills Contingency Plan ς National Contingency Chapter, Section 1 ς 
Introduction, http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/CCG/ER_National_Response_Plan 

¶ Oil Pollution Act, 1990; http://www.epa.gov/emergencies/content/lawsregs/opaover.htm  

¶ National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR 300; 
http://www.epa.gov/OEM/content/lawsregs/ncpover.htm 

¶ Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force 1993 Mutual Aid Plan, revised 2007; 
http://www.oilspilltaskforce.org/agreements.htm 

¶ Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force 1996 Mutual Aid Agreement; 
http://www.oilspilltaskforce.org/agreements.htm 

¶ BC Marine Oil Spill Response Strategy:  http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/strategies/oilstrat.htm 

¶ BC Marine Oil Spill Response Plan: 
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/pdf/marine_oil_response_plan.pdf 

http://www.rrt10nwac.com/NWACP/Default.aspx
http://www.epa.gov/OEM/docs/chem/jcpcan.pdf
http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/CCG/ER_International_Agreements
http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/CCG/ER_National_Response_Plan
http://www.epa.gov/emergencies/content/lawsregs/opaover.htm
http://www.epa.gov/OEM/content/lawsregs/ncpover.htm
http://www.oilspilltaskforce.org/agreements.htm
http://www.oilspilltaskforce.org/agreements.htm
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/strategies/oilstrat.htm
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/pdf/marine_oil_response_plan.pdf
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TOPIC: INTEGRATING STATE, PROVINCIAL, LOCAL GOVERNMENT, LANDOWNER, AND TRIBAL 
INTERESTS INTO U.S. AND CANADIAN COMMAND POSTS 

 
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ One of the response objectives is coordination with all parties who have a legitimate interest in the incident.   

¶ The Liaison Officer position within both the ICS and RMS structures is the focal point for integrating the 
interests of all affected parties into Command.   

¶ Coordination usually occurs with representatives of any federal, state, provincial, tribal, or local governments 
either affected by a spill or which have authorities related to spill response.  

¶ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ н ƻŦ CƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ hŎŜŀƴǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ Environmental Response National Plan identifies key agencies and 
stakeholder groups as well as mechanisms for coordination with these stakeholders.  

¶ The Southeast Alaska Subarea Plan and the NW Area Contingency Plan also identify key stakeholders and 
provide mechanisms for coordination with them.  

¶ The readiness of interested parties varies depending upon the capacity and experience of the parties. 

¶ In the event of a transboundary oil spill, it is important that both Command Centers provide a Liaison Officer 
ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŀƴŘ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ǘƻ ensure cross boundary interests are addressed.  
These positions will be in addition to Liaison Officers who are working within each of the Command Centers to 
ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ƘŜƭǇ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǇǳǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ άǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊέ ƭƛŀƛǎƻn officers to 
the other command post.  

 
DISCUSSION: 
Regardless of the response system (RMS or ICS) one of the response objectives is coordination with all parties 
who have a legitimate interest in the incident.  This occurs through several means, ranging from inclusion within 
the Unified Command to formation of a Stakeholder Committee.  The command staff is tasked with ensuring that 
input is received and considered in order to ensure that response measures appropriately address the interests of 
these parties.  The Liaison Officer position within the ICS and RMS structures is the focal point for integrating the 
interests of all affected parties into Command.   
 
!ǎ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ нллс LƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ IŀƴŘōƻƻƪΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ of the 
Liaison Officer is to be a point of contact for representatives from other agencies or government entities; this 
includes establishing contact information for them and ensuring regular communications, both informing them of 
the daily status of the response as well as seeking their input and advice.  In order to do this, the Liaison Officer is 
expected to monitor incident operations and participate in Planning Section meetings.  The Province of British 
Columbia and other Canadian agencies use the same Liaison Officer role defined under ICS. 
 
In the United States, coordination occurs with representatives of the natural resource trustee agencies and with 
other affected government entities ς including Federally-recognized tribes ς in order to undertake damage 
assessments (please reference the Natural Resource Damage Assessment topic paper in this Command Section; 
also see the topic paper άwƻƭŜ ƻŦ CƛǊǎǘ bŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ CŜŘŜǊŀƭƭȅ-Recognized Tribes in Transboundary Oil Spill Planning 
ŀƴŘ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜέ in the Planning Section of this Report). 
 
In the Canadian Response Management System, the Liaison Officer is part of the advisory staff, whether to the 
On-Scene Commander or to the Federal Monitoring Officer.  In both cases, his/her role is described as: 
άResponsible for coordinating and maintaining relations and communications with outside agencies, community 
leaders and other interest groups.  The Liaison officer is the point of contact within the RMS whenever 
representatives from outside organizations require information regarding the incident.  The Liaison officer will 
also coordinate meetings with these individuals to discuss issues or pass on information related to the incident.έ 
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CƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ hŎŜŀƴǎ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ Environmental Response National Plan ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άthere are various legislation, 
agreements, customs and precedents that establish operational liaisons between the Canadian Coast Guard and 
various agencies in ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘǎέόSection 2).  ¢ƘŜ άǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎέ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ 
include Aboriginal Groups; several Offshore Petroleum Boards; Environment Canada; Fisheries and Oceans; Indian 
Affairs and Northern Development; Local Governments, Agencies, or Boards; National Defense, Natural Resources 
Canada; Provincial and Territorial Governments; Response Organizations; Transport Canada, Marine Safety; and 
Volunteers and Volunteer Organizations.  Various means of coordination with these groups are outlined in this 
Section; the Regional Environmental Emergency Team (REET) is the primary forum for coordination with most 
groups and agencies.  
 
The BC Ministry of Environment has Operational Guidelines on how to establish a Liaison Office.  Their 
Operational Guidelines also cover establishing a Joint Information Centre (JIC) and explore the relationship 
ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜǎ ƻŦ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ hŦŦƛŎŜǊ ŀƴŘ [ƛŀƛǎƻƴ hŦŦƛŎŜǊΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ŏŀƴ άŎǊƻǎǎ ǇŀǘƘǎΦέ  .ƻǘƘ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŀǊŜ 
based on the work done by the U.S. Coast Guard National Strike Team.   
 
!ƭŀǎƪŀΩǎ ¦ƴƛŦƛŜŘ tƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ b² !ǊŜŀ /ƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴŎȅ tƭŀƴ both acknowledge the role of the Liaison officers and 
provide some ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ  Lƴ tŀǊǘ . ƻŦ !ƭŀǎƪŀΩǎ ¦ƴƛŦƛŜŘ tƭŀƴ όwŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ hǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴύΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΥ άUnified 
Liaison Officers [are the] point of contact for affected communities, interest groupsΧΦΦέ  The Liaison hŦŦƛŎŜǊΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ 
ς as described in the NW Area Contingency Plan (Section 2240) ς ƳƛǊǊƻǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ 
LƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ IŀƴŘōƻƻƪΦ  ¢ƘŜ tƭŀƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘŜΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŀǘ άΧ given the importance of the Liaison 
Officer duties, and to ensure public confidence and trust, it is the policy of the RRT/Northwest Area Committee for 
the Liaison Officer position to be filled by a qualified representative of a federal, state, tribal, or local agency, if 
available. If no such agency representative is initially available, qualified, or willing to be the Liaison Officer, a 
responsible-ǇŀǊǘȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƳŀȅΣ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛŦƛŜŘ /ƻƳƳŀƴŘΩǎ concurrence, fill that role. Furthermore, a 
transition to a responsible party designated Liaison Officer may occur with the concurrence of the Unified 
Command. The RRT/Northwest Area Committee also encourage responsible parties to designate an Assistant 
Liaison Officer, who will participate in all the meetings attended by and briefings made by the Liaison Officer.έ 
 
The readiness of interested parties varies depending upon the capacity and experience of the parties.  Some of 
the agencies or parties are very experienced, while others may have minimal experience in responding to oil spills 
and/or the management structure.  Exposure to the response organization structure and function through 
exercises helps to raise awareness of the expectations required during a response and prepare representatives in 
the event of an event.   
 
In the event of a transboundary oil spill, it is also important that both Command Centers provide a Liaison Officer 
ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŀƴŘ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ŎǊƻǎǎ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘΦ  
This is provided for in Section 404 of the Joint Contingency Plan, Section 604 of the CANUSDIX annex, and Section 
VI.D of the CANUSPAC annex.  However, these liaison officers will be in addition to the Liaison Officers who are 
working within each of the Command Centers to address state/provincial/tribal/aboriginal/local 
government/landowner and other stakeholder interests, but they can help represent the input from the 
άǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊέ ƭƛŀƛǎƻƴ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƳƳŀƴŘ ǇƻǎǘΦ 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
1. The CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX JRTs - as well as potential RPs and their ROs - should consider exercising the 

integration of state/provincial/tribal/aboriginal/local government/landowner and other stakeholder interests 
into Command Centers during their drills. 
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2. The use of liaison officers to represent stakeholder interests in both command posts should be specified in 
both the CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC annexes in order to indicate that additional liaison officers are needed 
beyond those representing the two Command Centers.   

 
SOURCES:  

¶ Canadian Coast Guard Response Management System Version 3.0 (http://www.ccg-
gcc.gc.ca/eng/CCG/ER_Response_Mgmt_System)  

¶ Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Environmental Response National Resposne Plan, Section 2  (http://www.ccg-
gcc.gc.ca/eng/Ccg/er_National_Response_Plan) 

¶ Don Rodden, Canadian Coast Guard 

¶ Graham Knox, Ministry of Environment 

¶ United States Coast Guard Field Operations Guide 2000, ICS-OS-420-1  

¶ Washington State of Ecology Website ς When spills happen 

¶ CANADA-UNITED STATES JOINT MARINE POLLUTION CONTINGENCY PLAN (JCP) 

¶ U.S. Department of the Interior Natural Resource Damage and Restoration http://restoration.doi.gov/ 

¶ Canada-U.S. Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan, CANUSDIX Annex: Guidelines for Resource Agency 
Input to Places of Refuge, Dispersant Use, and In-Situ Burning Decision-Making Revised Draft ς November 
16, 2004 

¶ Ministry of Environment, Marine Oil Spill Response Plan and Operational Guideline on the Liaison Officer, and 
Operational Guideline on Liaison Office 

http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/CCG/ER_Response_Mgmt_System
http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/CCG/ER_Response_Mgmt_System
http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/Ccg/er_National_Response_Plan
http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/Ccg/er_National_Response_Plan
http://restoration.doi.gov/
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TOPIC: MEDIA COORDINATION BETWEEN COMMAND POSTS 
 
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ The number of large oil spills to transboundary marine waters has been steadily declining in the region, 
although the risk remains; as a result, there have been fewer opportunities and less immediate need for 
public information experts on both sides of the U.S./Canadian border to work together.  It is therefore unlikely 
that many public information experts on either side of the border have been faced with the need to 
coordinate regarding how public information for a transboundary spill.  

¶ Under the U.S. Incident Command System, an integral part of Unified Command is the Public Information 
Officer who oversees the formation and operation of a Joint Information Center (JIC).  The Unified Command 
must approve JIC news releases.  

¶ In Canada, the Province and Responsible Party work together and coordinate with a Communications Officer 
from the Canadian Coast Guard and Environment Canada. 

¶ Annex D of the Canadian /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ tƭŀƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ aŜŘƛŀ 9ƴǉǳƛǊȅ DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎΦ  
 
DISCUSSION: 
Major oil spills to marine waters do not respect interstate or international boundaries.  In the past 20 years a few 
incidents, including the 1988 Nestucca fuel barge spill and the 1991 Tenyo Maru fishing vessel spill, have 
simultaneously affected coastlines in Washington and British Columbia.  Predictably, these large oil spills and 
related cleanup responses have spurred public outrage as well as focused attention from local, national and 
international media.  However, since the number of large oil spills to marine waters has been steadily declining in 
the region ς especially in the past decade ς there have been fewer opportunities and less immediate need for 
public information experts on both sides of the U.S./Canadian border to work together to understand one 
ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ and coordinate public information and involvement activities. 
 
In the Summer 2010 Issue of Spill Alert (produced by UK Spill and edited by Roger Mabbott), an article titled 
ά5ŜŜǇǿŀǘŜǊ IƻǊƛȊƻƴΤ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƳŜŘƛŀ ǎǇƛƭƭέ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 5ŜŜǇǿŀǘŜǊ IƻǊƛȊƻƴ ǎǇƛƭƭ ƳŜŀƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΣ 
including: 

¶ Oil spills exposed to media can influence everyone; 

¶ The media can manipulate the spill outcome through pressure on politics; 

¶ The internet empowers minorities to change politics;  

¶ Technical solutions can be overwhelmed by political expediency; and 

¶ The political pressure for instant solutions is contradicted by environmental concerns.  
 
Unfortunately, although the number of large spills has declined, the risk of a major oil spill has not diminished. 
Every year, about 18 billion U.S. gallons (68 billion liters) of oil and petroleum products are transported just 
through Washington State alone.   A large oil spill, especially along the outer coast or in international waters, 
would benefit from joint messaging and outreach activities as well as coordinated political leadership.  In any spill 
event, coordinating key public information and messages is likely to be challenging, particularly in the first critical 
hours of a spill response; that challenge is even greater when multiple authorities are involved.  
 
When a significant oil spill incident occurs on the U.S. side of the border, Incident Commanders representing 
federal and state agencies (plus local and tribal OSCs as appropriate) as well as the Responsible Party join forces 
to form a Unified Command.  An integral part of Unified Command is the Information Officer ς most often a 
representative from a government agency ς who oversees the formation and operation of a Joint Information 
Center (JIC).  Information to the media and public is disseminated jointly through the JIC, with prior Unified 
Command approval.  
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Responsible Parties normally utilize professional public information consultants as their representatives to the JIC. 
These consultants usually represent many ship owners and other companies across the country.  Therefore, they 
routinely particiǇŀǘŜ ƻƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǇƛƭƭǎ ǘƘŀƴ CŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ {ǘŀǘŜ LhΩǎ generally do on a regional basis. This 
experience can be of extreme value in large spill events. 

 
For an oil spill in Canada, representatives of the Province of British Columbia, federal agencies such as 
Environment Canada and the Responsible Party will coordinate with a Communications Officer from the Canadian 
Coast Guard.  Annex D of the Canadian Coast Guard National Response Plan outlines the following guidelines:  

¶ For the purposes of a response to a pollution incident, spokespersons may be the Canadian Coast Guard 
Federal Monitoring Officer, On-scene Commander or the Communications Officer(s) appointed to the incident 
command team. 

¶ If there is any doubt as to the scope of the issues or the sensitivity, the Regional Communications Officer 
should be consulted immediately.  While a local issue can be handled in the field, an issue which is regional in 
scope should be dealt with by Regional Headquarters.  If an issue is of national scope it should be referred to 
Headquarters Communications. 

¶ The Regional Communications Group will facilitate the flow of accurate and timely information and provide 
communications advice to the Canadian Coast Guard Federal Monitoring Officer/On-scene Commander.  It 
will be chaired by a Communications Officer, who will implement departmental marine emergency 
communication procedures.  

¶ The Communications officer assigned to the Canadian Coast Guard Command Team is responsible for: 
o Recommending who will act as spokesperson for the department; 
o Making contact with communications representatives from other departments and agencies to 

establish basic operating procedures and to maximize the cooperation between all parties on 
communication matters; 

o Ensuring that, where necessary, qualified spokespersons are available in both official languages and 
other languages as appropriate; 

o Establishing and coordinating a media briefing centre, where appropriate, and assisting media 
representatives; 

o Preparing and arranging for approval of written statements in both official languages for issuance to 
the media and for translation and interpretation in the Arctic; and 

o Establishing a community relations program, if necessary, in support of the Canadian Coast Guard 
Federal Monitoring Officer/On-scene Commander. 

 
Since it has been more than a decade since an oil spill to marine waters has simultaneously affected U.S. and 
Canadian territories and/or interests, it is doubtful whether many public information experts on either side of the 
border have been faced with the need to coordinate regarding how public information will be gathered, 
approved, and disseminated during the response.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
1. Following is a set of recommendations regarding how the CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX Joint Response Teams 

should  consider improving efforts to coordinate, compile, approve and distribute public information during 
an international oil spill of significance:  

¶ Convene an annual meeting involving Public Information Officers on both sides of the border and the NW 
Area Committee Media Communications and Outreach Workgroup to address the regulatory environment 
and philosophical approaches to communication during an oil spill response.   

¶ Follow up after this initial meeting with periodic conference calls to build understanding and forge 
professional relationships with U.S.-Canadian public information counterparts. 
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¶ Develop and adhere to formal command center processes and timetables that both countries would use 
during a spill response. This should include establishing a meeting schedule between the two command 
structures, including Information Officers and other key members of the Joint Information Centers.  

¶ Link public information/communications on both sides of the border to coordinate as many single 
messages as possible. However, the two public information centers should operate independently. 

¶ Establish Public Affairs liaisons in both command centers. 
 
2. Following is a list of issues that should be considered by the Transboundary Public Information Officer team: 

Joint Information Center 

¶ ²Ƙƻ άŎƻƴǘǊƻƭǎέ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΚ   

¶ How will information be coordinated for factual consistency?  

¶ What will the JIC organization look like? 
 
Key messages 

¶ Unified Command goals, objectives and response status   

¶ The process for agreeing on and vetting facts ς including ensuring they are linked to Command Center 
goals and objectives 

¶ Volume estimates, conversion between metric/SAE, natural resource damages, etc. 
 
Public Outreach  

¶ Cultural differences ς What do Canadians expect? Americans? Washingtonians? British Columbians? 
What are the differences between U.S. Indian tribes and Canadian First Nations? 

¶ What are expectations about community participation in decision-making?   

¶ What will local/provincial political figures want? 

¶ How does joint cooperation work in Canada? America?  
 
Disseminating information 

¶ hōǾƛƻǳǎƭȅΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƳǳŎƘ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ǘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƘŜƴ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ƛǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǊƻƻƳΤ ōǳǘ ǿƛǘƘ 
Internet connections, web sites and cell phones, is this less of an issue? 

¶ Do the U.S. Coast Guard, Alaska, and Washington State all have 24-hour PIOs on stand-by?  What 
about Canada/British Columbia? 

 
SOURCES: 

¶ Suzanne Lagoni, December 2008 

¶ Thomas Callahan, Response Manager, Washington State Maritime Cooperative, December 2008 

¶ John Staynor, Island Tug & Barge Co., December 2008 

¶ Canadian Coast Guard Marine Spills Contingency Plan-National Chapter, Annex D, Media Enquiry Quidelines; 
http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/CCG/ER_National_Response_Plan  

¶ Northwest Area Contingency Plan: http://www.rrt10nwac.com/NWACP/Default.aspx  

¶ Joint Information Center Manual, USCG Public Information Assist Team: 
http://www.rrt10nwac.com/Files/NWACP/Chapter_9610.pdf 

¶ The Summer 2010 Issue of Spill Alert (produced by UK Spill and edited by Roger Mabbott): 
http://www.ukspill.org/spillalert/Spill-Alert-Issue-4.pdf  

http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/CCG/ER_National_Response_Plan
http://www.rrt10nwac.com/NWACP/Default.aspx
http://www.rrt10nwac.com/Files/NWACP/Chapter_9610.pdf
http://www.ukspill.org/spillalert/Spill-Alert-Issue-4.pdf
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TOPIC: ACCESS AND COORDINATION FOR INVESTIGATIONS AND LAW ENFORCEMENT 
 
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ Oil discharges and hazardous substance releases may include three types of on-scene activities: (1) response 
activities; (2) law enforcement, criminal investigation, and other investigation and law enforcement 
(collectively referred to as investigative/enforcement) activities; and (3) Natural Resource Damage 
Assessment (NRDA) activities.  While independent of each other, these three activities (particularly during the 
early phases of an incident) may include overlapping elements, so coordination will help ensure that each 
element is accomplished efficiently. 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ Ŏŀǎǳŀƭǘȅ ŀƴŘ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ incident investigations derive from 
numerous statutes and regulations.  

¶ LŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƻƛƭ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǎƘƛǇΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ƳŀƴŘŀǘŜ ǘƻ ƛƴǎǇŜŎǘκƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ 
incident.  Transport Canada has MOUs with Environment Canada and the Transportation Safety Board of 
Canada regarding coordination of investigation responsibilities.  

¶ No sections of either the Alaska Unified Plan or the SE Alaska Subarea Plan focus on federal and state 
authorities for investigation of marine casualties or pollution incidents, or on guidance for coordination of 
investigations between state and federal agencies, or with Canadian authorities in a transboundary spill 
response. 

¶ Incident Investigation is addressed in Section 2260 of the NW Area Plan, and protocols for coordination of 
investigations and enforcement are outlined under a MOU between the U.S. Coast Guard District 13 and the 
State of Washington.  

¶ If a transboundary spill originates in the U.S., Transport Canada would defer to the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG). 
Similarly if a spill originates in Canadian waters, Transport Canada would investigate and USCG Inspectors 
could participate as observers only.  

¶ According ǘƻ ŀ ŘǊŀŦǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΩs involvement in an investigation of a marine oil spill 
would be in a liaison role with the federal investigative agency in order to ensure that the province is aware of 
the status of any investigations, and to ensure that federal agencies are aware of provincial interests.  If 
provincial interests are directly affected by a marine oil spill, Ministry involvement may evolve from liaison to 
active participation with the federal investigating agency. 

¶ Access for investigations has not been addressed in recent CANUSDIX or CANUSPAC transboundary exercises. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
Oil discharges and hazardous substance releases may include three types of on-scene activities: (1) response 
activities; (2) law enforcement, criminal investigation, and other investigation and law enforcement (collectively 
referred to as investigative/enforcement) activities; and (3) Natural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA) 
activities.  Each of these activities is managed (or controlled) by different entities.   
 
Response activities are conducted under the authority of agency On-Scene Coordinators (OSCs); 
investigative/enforcement activities are conducted under the authority of agency investigative/enforcement 
personnel; and NRDA activities are conducted under the authority of Natural Resource Trustees.  Funding for 
these activities is typically provided via different sources; expenditures for these activities are tracked separately.   
 
While independent of each other, these three activities (particularly during the early phases of an incident) may 
include overlapping elements, such as the collection of wildlife carcasses and/or the collection of 
discharge/release source samples.  Coordinating overlapping elements will help ensure that each element is 
accomplished efficiently and in a manner that meets the needs of each activity.   
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The Joint Contingency Plan and Annexes 
Although access for response personnel is addressed, access for incident investigations is not specifically 
addressed in the Canada ς U.S. Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan or in either the CANUSPAC or CANUSDIX 
annexes. 
 
U.S. Coast Guard Policy 
¢ƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ Ŏŀǎǳŀƭǘȅ ŀƴŘ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŘŜǊƛǾŜ ŦǊƻƳ 
numerous statutes and regulations, including:  

14 USC 89; Law Enforcement 
14 USC 93 (e); Commandant, General Powers 
14 USC 141; Cooperation with other agencies 
46 USC 6101; Marine Casualties and reporting 
46 USC 6301; Investigation of Marine Casualties 
46 USC6304; Subpoena Authority 
46 USC 6305; Reports of Investigations 
33 CFR 151.07(d); COTP/OCMI Subpoena Authority 
49 CFR 1.46(uu) (4); Delegations to the Commandant of the Coast Guard ς Marine Casualties 
46 CFR 4.03-30; Investigating Officer 
46 CFR 4.07-1; Commandant or District Commander to order investigation 
46 CFR 4.07-5; Powers of Investigating Officers 
46 CFR 4.07-10; Report of Investigation 

 
Incident investigations are generally conducted apart from the pollution response, with investigators working 
through liaisons to coordinate/communicate with Unified Command. 
 
Normally, any U.S. investigation of a spill that had its source in Canada would defer to the Canadian authorities.  If 
they requested assistance, the U.S. Coast Guard would work through U.S. Department of State channels. 
 
Transport Canada Policy 
LŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƻƛƭ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǎƘƛǇΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ Ƴandate to inspect/investigate the 
incident.  Transport Canada has authority for pollution prevention and Investigations under Canada Shipping Act 
2001, as found in: 

¶ Part 9 Sections 186 ς 193; and 

¶ Part 11 Sections 211,212 & 219. 
 
A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between Transport Canada and Environment Canada establishes 
¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀŘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ŦƻǊ άǎƘƛǇ ǎƻǳǊŎŜέ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ ƻƛƭ ǎǇƛƭƭǎΦ  9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀ 
provides investigative support to Transport Canada where required.  If Transport Canada does not investigate for 
any reason, then Environment Canada can do so on their own under their applicable authorities. 
 
Transport Canada also has a MOU with the Transportation Safety Board of Canada (TSB), whose mandate is to 
investigate and find cause and contributing factors to an incident.  The TSB does not investigate for contravention 
of regulations, so they do not take Enforcement actions. 
 
If a spill takes place in the U.S., Transport Canada would defer to the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG).  Similarly if a spill 
originates in Canadian waters, Transport Canada would investigate and USCG Inspectors could participate as 
observers only.  There do not appear to be any U.S./Canada agreements in place to formalize protocols for these 
types of investigations. 
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A question has been raised regarding the legal concerns of a Responsible Party (RP) operating in two countries, 
specifically, whether they could be held in custody or jailed in one country versus the other due to spill 
regulations.  This U.S./Canadian Transboundary Spill Project Report was not intended to include a comparative 
ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ŀƴ wtΩǎ ƭŜƎŀƭ ŜȄǇƻǎǳǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ ¦Φ{ΦΣ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴΣ ǎǘŀǘŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ ƭŀǿǎΦ  The intent to defer to the 
authorities in the country of origin, as expressed above, addresses the coordination issue of concern here. 
 
Alaska 
In both the Alaska Unified Plan and the Southeast Alaska Subarea Contingency Plan, investigations are referenced 
in A. Response; Part 3, Operation Checklists; D. Containment and Cleanup Checklist; Subpart D, Evidence Collection.  
No sections of either plan focus on federal and state authorities for investigation of marine casualties or pollution 
incidents, or on guidance for coordination of investigations between state and federal agencies, or with Canadian 
authorities in a transboundary spill response. 
 
Washington 
άLƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ LƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ άƛǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ ннсл ƻŦ ǘƘŜ b² !ǊŜŀ tƭŀƴ ŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΥ Investigators from federal 
and state agencies will not normally be a part of the Unified Command.  While personnel may report to individuals 
that are part of the UC, the investigators should be separate so as not to introduce polarizing forces into the 
Unified Command system.  
 
The Memorandum of Agreement signed by Washington Governor Christine Gregoire and U.S. Coast Guard Rear 
Admiral Richard Houck, Commander of the 13th District, in June of 2007, addresses coordination of Investigations 
and Enforcement in Part VIII.  Part VIII acknowledges that the Coast Guard has authority under federal law and the 
State has auǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƭŀǿ άΧǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ƻƛƭ ǎǇƛƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ǇƻǎƛƴƎ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƻƛƭ ǎǇƛƭƭΣ 
ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ ŎŀǳǎŜ ŦƻǊ ǊŜƳŜŘƛŀƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ōƻǘƘ ŎƛǾƛƭ ŀƴŘ ŎǊƛƳƛƴŀƭ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜƳŜƴǘΦέ  It further notes that 
investigation data and analysis suppoǊǘǎ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ άŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǎǇƛƭƭ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΦέ  Thus the 
parties agreed to maintain protocols on coordination of marine casualty and pollution investigations, including 
άǘƛƳŜƭȅ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴέΤ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƛƴ tǊƻǘƻŎƻƭ 5 pursuant to this MOA. 
 
British Columbia  
According to a draft policy, the Ministry of EnviromentΩǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ ƻƛƭ ǎǇƛƭƭ ǿƻǳƭŘ 
be in a liaison role with the federal investigative agency in order to ensure that the province is aware of the status 
of any investigations and to ensure that federal agencies are aware of provincial interests.  If provincial interests 
are directly affected by a marine oil spill, Ministry involvement may evolve from liaison to active participation with 
the federal investigating agency. 
 
The Ministry will assess the need for deployment of investigators and will ensure an investigative team is 
deployed when needed to the Incident Command Post to liaise with the Provincial Incident Commander.  Regular 
contact must take place between the Provincial Incident Commander or the Provincial Deputy Incident 
Commander and the Investigative Team Commander to ensure a coordinated response and identify any potential 
conflicts between the response and the investigation. 
 
The Investigation Team Commander is responsible for liaison with other investigative agencies to establish lead 
and supportive roles.  It is important for the investigation team to liaise with other investigative agencies such as 
Transport Canada, Transportation and Safety Board, Environment Canada and the Department of Fisheries and 
Oceans.  This will ensure a coordinated response to these incidents rather than duplication of effort. 
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Exercises or Lessons Learned  
Although cross-border access for response personnel has been addressed, access for investigations was not 
addressed in the 2000, 2006, 2007, and 2008 Lessons-Learned from the CANUSPAC exercises.  Moreover, this 
issue was not addressed in the 2002, 2003, 2004, or 2007 After-Action Reports of CANUSDIX exercises.   
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The U.S. Coast Guard and Transport Canada should consider whether the coordination of U.S. and Canadian 
authorities to investigate oil spill incidents should be addressed in the Joint Contingency Plan and whether specific 
investigation protocols are needed in the transboundary geographic annexes. 
 
SOURCES: 

¶ CDR David S. Fish, Chief, Oil and Hazardous Substances Division, USCG Commandant (CG-533); email January 
7, 2009 

¶ CDR Rick Rodriguez, Office of Contingency Plan Policy and Exercises, Coast Guard District Seventeen (dxc); 
email February 9, 2009 

¶  CAPT Khushru Irani, Senior Marine Inspector, Transport Canada Marine Safety; email3/2/2009 

¶ Lance Sundquist, British Columbia Ministry of Environment; email 12/24/2008 

¶ USCG MOA with the State of Washington and related protocols: 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/spills/ecyuscg/main.html  

¶ Alaska Unified Plan and SE AK Subarea Plan are available at: http://www.akrrt.org/plans.shtml  

¶ NW Area Contingency Plan: http://www.rrt10nwac.com/NWACP/Default.aspx 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/spills/ecyuscg/main.html
http://www.akrrt.org/plans.shtml
http://www.rrt10nwac.com/NWACP/Default.aspx
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TOPIC: SECURITY COORDINATION DURING A TRANSBOUNDARY SPILL 
 

SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ Coordination of maritime security concerns during a transboundary spill response is not addressed in the Joint 
Contingency Plan, the CANUSPAC or the CANUSDIX Annexes, the NW Area Plan, or the SE Alaska Subarea Plan. 

¶ U.S. Maritime Security law pre-designates U. S. Coast Guard Sector Commanders as Federal Maritime Security 
Coordinators (FMSC) for their sectors; the FMSCs would set the priorities of the incident and change the 
MARSEC level as necessary. 

¶ Under the U.S. Transportation Worker Identification Credential (TWIC) requirements, any responder entering 
the property of a regulated marine facility must have a TWIC card. 

¶ The Transportation Security and Emergency Preparedness Branch of Transport Canada regulates marine 
security issues in Canada and would coordinate with the Canadian Coast Guard during an oil spill response.   

¶ There are no specific legal requirements presently in place in Canada with respect to security matters as they 
relate to the response to transportation emergencies involving dangerous goods.  

¶ Coordination of spill responses with maritime security concerns was not addressed in recent CANUSPAC or 
CANUSDIX exercises.  

 
DISCUSSION: 
The Joint Contingency Plan, Annexes, and Area Plans 
Coordination of maritime security concerns and ƻŦ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΩ authorities during a transboundary spills response is 
not addressed in the Joint Contingency Plan, the CANUSPAC or the CANUSDIX Annexes, the NW Area Plan, or the 
SE Alaska Subarea Plan. 
 
U.S. Policy 
U.S. Maritime Security policy, or MARSEC, is delineated in 33 CFR, Chapter One, Part One.  U. S. Coast Guard 
Sector Commanders are by federal law pre-designated as Federal Maritime Security Coordinators (FMSC) in 
addition to serving as Captains of the Port (COTP).  The FMSC has the authority to develop the area maritime 
security plan and coordinate actions under the National Transportation Security Act.  The COTP has the authority 
to coordinate and direct Federal removal efforts at the scene of an oil or hazardous substance discharge as 
prescribed in the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (National Contingency Plan), 
published in 40 CFR Part 300.  In an event that is both a security event and a spill response, the Sector 
Commander will set the priorities of the incident and change the MARSEC level as deemed necessary.  
 
Security restrictions may place certain constraints on a response if the response is on the property of a regulated 
marine facility.  For example, with the new Transportation Worker Identification Credential (TWIC) requirements, 
any responder would have to have a TWIC to enter a facility that falls under those federal requirements.    
 
Canadian Policy 
Marine Security issues in Canada are under Transport Canada, specifically the Transportation Security and 
Emergency Preparedness Branch.  They would coordinate with the Canadian Coast Guard during an oil spill 
response.  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ Cross-Border Emergency Response Guide όǇŀƎŜ тύΥ ά¢here are no 
specific legal requirements presently in place in Canada with respect to security matters as they relate to the 
response to transportation emergencies involving dangerous goods.  However, the Transportation of Dangerous 
Goods Act is presently being reviewed and proposals have been made to expand the authorities found in the Act 
to require that certain security measures be put in place by those who handle, offer for transport, transport or 
import dangerous goods.  These measures could cover a wide range of topicsΧέ  While this Guide generally 
applies to hazardous materials and not specifically to petroleum products, the security emphasis in both cases is 
on the transport of goods, rather than on coordination of security concerns during an emergency response.  

http://www.access.gpo.gov/nara/cfr/waisidx_06/40cfr300_06.html


64 

 

Exercises or Lessons Learned  
Coordination of spill responses with maritime security concerns was not addressed in the 2000, 2006, 2007, and 
2008 Lessons-Learned from the CANUSPAC exercises; nor was it addressed in the 2002, 2003, 2004, or 2007 After-
Action Reports of CANUSDIX exercises.   
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX Joint Response Teams should consider reviewing the lessons learned from the 
cooperative efforts between the U.S. and Canda for the 2010 Olympics, in order to determine whether any 
lessons are transferable to the oil spill response plans for the CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX border areas.  
 
SOURCES:  

¶ CDR David S. Fish, Chief, Oil and Hazardous Substances Division, USCG Commandant (CG-533); email January 
7, 2009 

¶ CDR Rick Rodriguez, Office of Contingency Plan Policy and Exercises, Coast Guard District Seventeen (dxc); 
email February 9, 2009 

¶ Cross-Border Emergency Response Guide, 3rd Edition; Transport Canada, 2007 
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TOPIC: NATURAL RESOURCE DAMAGE ASSESSMENTS 
 

SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS:  

¶ U.S. natural resource trustees are granted authority to pursue Natural Resource Damage Assessment and 
Restoration (NRDAR) under the Oil Pollution Act and the National Contingency Plan.  

¶ NRDA activities are performed parallel to ς but independent from ς response activities, coordinated through 
the NRDAR liaisons as needed.  

¶ The CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX annexes to the Canada-U.S. Joint Marine Contingency Plan (2001) do not 
discuss NRDA and a joint transboundary NRDA effort is not envisioned.  Nevertheless, U.S. Trustee agencies 
would work closely with Environment Canada and the British Columbia Ministry of Environment as the co-
chairs of the Regional Environmental Emergency Team (REET). 

¶ Cooperative Natural Resource Damage Assessment and Restoration (NRDAR) amongst Trustees and 
Responsible Parties (RPs) are becoming commonplace in the U.S. and many RPs will be interested in 
cooperating and conducting early natural resource injury assessment during a spill response. 

¶ Interactions of parties likely to be involved in a transboundary oil spill NRDA are more effective when they 
occur prior to a spill.  The West Coast Joint Assessment Team (JAT), which includes contiguous U.S. west coast 
co-trustees and industry representatives, serves as a model for such interactions.  

 
DISCUSSION: 
U.S. natural resource trustees are granted their authority to pursue Natural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA) 
and Restoration (NRDAR) under the Oil Pollution Act and the National Contingency Plan.  
 
NRDA activities are performed independently but parallel to response activities.  However, coordination of the 
NRDA process with response activities during all phases of the response is essential, especially during the 
ephemeral data collection phase, and should be established in the early stages of setting up a response 
organization.  Close coordination between the NRDA team and the response decision-making structure is needed 
to improve efficiencies, avoid redundant activities, avoid additional resource damage from response activities, 
share information and ensure the safety of NRDA personnel.  A NRDA Liaison provides a linkage between NRDA 
activities conducted by natural resource trustees and the response activities conducted by Unified Command.   In 
addition to NRDA team interactions with the Command systems through the NRDAR liaison identified in the U.S. 
/ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ нллс LƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ IŀƴŘōƻƻƪΣ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ όƭƛŀƛǎƻƴǎύ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ necessary 
throughout the response structure.  In the U.S., Federal/State/Tribal NRDA pre-assessment guidelines exist for 
natural resource trustees.  
 
Cooperative Natural Resource Damage Assessment and Restoration (NRDAR) among Trustees and Responsible 
Parties (RPs) are becoming commonplace and many RPs will be interested in cooperating and conducting early 
natural resource injury assessment during a spill response.   The West Coast Joint Assessment Team (JAT), which 
includes contiguous U.S. west coast co-trustees and industry representatives, has published guidance in 2006 to 
conduct cooperative NRDAs as well as recommendations for correlating NRDA into the ICS structure, primarily 
through a liaison(s) to IC and other pertinent ICS Units.   
 
The CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX annexes to the Canada-U.S. Joint Marine Contingency Plan (2001) do not discuss 
NRDA.  There would not be a joint NRDA across the international border because regulations do not provide for 
this.  Nevertheless, U.S. Trustees will need to work closely with Environment Canada and the British Columbia 
Ministry of Environment, since they advise the Canadian Coast Guard on environmental matters as co-chairs of 
the Regional Environmental Emergency Team (REET).   Although the Provincial Environmental Management Act 
(Section 80) gives the British Columbia Ministry of the Environment the authority to take actions and recover costs 
associated with the recovery and rehabilitation of wildlife - and to restore wildlife habitat - /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ƭŀǿ 
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does not currently provide for natural resource damage assessment authorities similar to those in the U.S.   The 
lack of consistency between the U.S. and CANADA with regard to Natural Resource Damage Assessments may be 
a significant political issue; public out-cry in Canada may result when U.S. citizens see compensation occuring for 
natural resource damages whereas Canadians do not.   
 
Interactions of parties likely to be involved in a transboundary oil spill NRDA are more effective when they have 
already occurred prior to a spill.  Dialogue in NRDA planning groups that include Canada and the U.S. would not be 
so constrained outside the context of specific cases and could serve to complement future case discussions by 
addressing overarching NRDA issues that might otherwise not be broached, and by helping to develop relations 
outside of emergency situations.  The West Coast JAT provides a good model for coordination that includes both 
trustee agencies and industry.  
 
U.S. Trustees for conducting NRDARs in a transboundary spill might include: 
               CANUSPAC  

¶ Washington Department of Ecology and other appropriate state agencies 

¶ U.S. Department of the Interior 

¶ U.S. Department of Commerce ς National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

¶ Hoh Indian Tribe 

¶ Jamestown Skalallam Indian Tribe 

¶ Lower Elwah Klallam Indian Tribe 

¶ Lummi Indian Tribe 

¶ Makah Indian Tribe Ozette Indian Tribe 

¶ Ozette Indian Tribe 

¶ Quilleute Indian Tribe 

¶ Quinalt Indian Tribe 

¶ Swinomish Indian Tribe 

¶ Tulalip Indian Reservation 
 

CANUSDIX 

¶ U.S. Department of the Interior  

¶ U.S. Department of Agriculture 

¶ U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

¶ Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation  

¶ Alaska Department of Fish and Game  

¶ Alaska Department of Natural Resources  

¶ Metlakatla Indian Community 
 

Canadian agencies likely to be involved in resource damage assessments during a transboundary spill might 
include: 

¶ Environment Canada  

¶ The Environmental Emergencies Program of the British Columbia Ministry of Environment  

¶ Potentially affected First Nations 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
1. The CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC JRTs should consider promoting consistency in how the NRDA ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ 

relationships to the response management structures are outlined in all spill response guidance by: 

¶ Promoting integration of the NRDA process early in the response; and 



67 

 

¶ Identifying and clarifying the need for a relationship between the NRDA Liaison and Unified 
Command, the Environmental Unit Leader, the Planning Section Chief, the Logistics Section Chief, and 
the Wildlife Branch under Operations in an ICS structure as well as to the REET as appropriate. 

 
2. NOAA, U.S. Fish and Wildlife, Environment Canada, and other state, provincial, and federal trustee agencies in 

the transboundary areas should consider developing a U.S./Canadian Natural Resource Damage Assessment 
and Restoration (NRDAR) planning group, or expand existing groups to include Canadian government and 
industry counterparts (including Environment Canada and the British Columbia Ministry of Environment) in 
order to be better prepared for an incident that could impact natural resources in the transboundary areas. 
This group should consider: 

¶ establishing and maintaining a network of potential players in the U.S. and Canada, as well as industry 
representatives, to ensure that natural resource damage assessment coordination during and after 
spills occurs as efficiently and quickly as possible (see the list of potential government agencies as 
listed in the paper above);  

¶ developing working relationships with representatives who would form or assist the NRDA teams; 

¶ developing a mechanism for information exchange across the border; 

¶ discussing resources and associated services as risk and the types of injury that may occur in a 
transboundary marine spill; 

¶ developing sampling needs and preliminary sampling strategies and discussing appropriate sampling 
protocols, especially for ephemeral data that needs to be addressed early in a spill incident; 

¶ discussing what types of expertise or technical specialists may be required; 

¶ promoting a streamlined assessment process that focuses on restoration endpoints;  

¶ engaging in identifying and addressing technical challenges regarding various aspects of natural 
resource damage assessment; 

¶ identifying and addressing cross-border issues for information sharing and regulation/policy 
challenges; 

¶ promoting the use of best available science in the conduct of natural resource damage assessments; 

¶ sharing information among the membership, including regulatory changes, technical advancements, 
research, and case studies;  

¶ providing relevant guidance on conducting natural resource damage assessment across the 
Canada/U.S. Border; and   

¶ Meeting with potential Incident /ƻƳƳŀƴŘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŎƭŀǊƛŦȅ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ άŎƭƻǎŜ ŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΦέ 
 
3. CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX exercise planners should consider including NRDA components in future 

Transboundary exercise scenarios.  
 
SOURCES: 

¶ Canada ς United States Marine Spill Pollution Contingency Plan CANUSDIX Annex ς Operational Appendix: 
Wildlife Response Guidelines, Revised 2006.  Available online at: http://www.akrrt.org/CANUS_DixonEntrance 

¶ The CANUSPAC Annex to the JCP, available at http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do  

¶ Provincial Environmental Management Act [SBC 2003] CHAPTER 53, Section 80 
http://www.qp.gov.bc.ca/statreg/stat/E/03053_07.htm#section80 

¶ West Coast JAT Guidance to conduct cooperative NRDAs: 
http://www.darrp.noaa.gov/partner/cap/pdf/2007%2004%20JAT%20Recommendations%20Final.pdf 

¶ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜnt Damage Fund program: http://www.ec.gc.ca/edf-
fde/default.asp?lang=En&n=C5BAD261-1 

 

 

http://www.akrrt.org/CANUS_DixonEntrance
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do
http://www.qp.gov.bc.ca/statreg/stat/E/03053_07.htm#section80
http://www.darrp.noaa.gov/partner/cap/pdf/2007%2004%20JAT%20Recommendations%20Final.pdf
http://www.ec.gc.ca/edf-fde/default.asp?lang=En&n=C5BAD261-1
http://www.ec.gc.ca/edf-fde/default.asp?lang=En&n=C5BAD261-1
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COMMAND SECTION ATTACHMENT: 2007 CANUSLANT WORKSHOP APPENDIX D 
 

In Appendix D of the report from the 2007 CANUSLANT Workshop, the strengths and weaknesses of one Incident 
Command Post versus dual ICPs was evaluated for a number of scenarios.  Listed below are a few of the 
comments summarized in that report: 
 

Strengths of One ICP 

¶ Less duplication of effort 

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

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

¶ Visibility and immediacy of big picture 

¶ Common perspective 

¶ Negotiating jurisdictional issues 

¶ Can react quickly and more effectively 

¶ Joint priority setting is better 

¶ No need for liaison officer 

¶ Provides impression we have a unified front 

¶ Facilitates partnership 

¶ Easier to coordinate salvage and dispersant use 

¶ Speeds communication, joint priority setting, and joint decisions 

¶ Enables JIC and JES to be together 

¶ Facilitates interaction with Responsible Party; RP has common operational area 

¶ One voice with RPs 

¶ More available expertise; less overall personnel; one specialist can be spread around with greater ease. 

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

¶ One set of objectives 

¶ Everyone is in the loop/instant interaction 
 
Weaknesses of One ICP 

¶ Cost recovery mechanisms (financial systems) 

¶ Telecommunication contracts 

¶ Logistics ς need larger command post; feeding, sleeping, logistics 

¶ Cost ς international travel more expensive 

¶ Requires state department involvement 

¶ Everything logistical becomes more challenging 

¶ Not politically acceptable ς creates a perception that country without ICP is not getting attention 

¶ IŀǊŘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎƻǎ ǘƻ Ǿƛǎƛǘ ŀƴŘ ƎŜǘ ǇƘƻǘƻ ǘƛƳŜ άƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊέ 

¶ Political territoriality (loss of voice, location bias) 

¶ Number of participants varies (more of an issue for Canada within U.S.-based ICP) 

¶ Loss of non-federal representation 

¶ Meshing two response systems (ICS/RMS) 

¶ Funding 

¶ Legal issues 

¶ Common training/common approach 
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Strengths of Dual ICPs 

¶ Integration of first nations 

¶ Smaller command facilities 

¶ More community involvement 

¶ Minimal border issues 

¶ Supports jurisdictional issues 

¶ Favors response (longer term removal actions ς few remaining steps to prevent damage) 

¶ Work within their political framework 

¶ Logistically more reasonable for large response 

¶ Response quicker to own command post for situation/media 

¶ Allows for agency to better meet different goals  

¶ Better management of personnel and resources 

¶ Closer to constituents 

¶ Increased access to State, Province, Local and Other Stakeholders 

¶ Easy to set up a command post in your own country; quicker standup 

¶ Existing interpersonal relations and work/trust relations are stronger 

¶ Visibility and immediacy of home turf 

¶ Familiarity with own system 

¶ .ŀƭŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ άŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅέ  
 

Weaknesses of Dual ICPs 

¶ Without a good communications program, opportunity for wasting resources, poor strategies, and 
incomplete message to public, media, chain of command 

¶ Communication between two command posts may be difficult: busy phone lines, not being able to locate 
peoplŜΣ ƴƻǘ ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǎǎΣ ƴƻǘ ŀǿŀǊŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ŀǿŀȅ ƻŦ ǘŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ 

¶ In a large event the marketing as part of our spill response to the public may be poor because of a mixed 
message and perhaps incompatible cleanup operations 

¶ More costly to set up two ICPs and twice as many people required 

¶ Different operational periods and objectives 

¶ Misunderstanding of tactical and strategic issues 

¶ No face-to-face communications (Always develops more trust) 

¶ Someone would have to handle joint financial issues 

¶ Poor information flow between countries 

¶ ²ƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƻƴŜ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΧ ƭƻǎǎ ƻŦ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ 

¶ Difference in approach to competing objectives 

¶ Duplication of effort, equipment, resources 

¶ Harder to keep coordinated response early on 

¶ Harder to do coordinated salvage 

¶ Difficult for RP to decide where to go  

¶ High final overall cost 

¶ Must have a STRONG liaison 

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

¶ Could start individually but come together 
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The 2007 CANUSLANT Workshop Report also captures suggesteŘ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ŀōƻǾŜΤ ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ 
sampling (more are available at the weblink listed below): 
 

Not politically acceptable 

¶ Before ς Awareness sessions for politicians 

¶ During ς First Class joint information stressing benefits of one ICP 

¶ Amend AGA ς Promoting use of one ICP while retaining flexibility 

¶ Welcome politicians from other country to ICP 

¶ Have major operations center in country without ICP 
 
Need large-scale logistics for ICP 

¶ Pre-designate best large locations for ICP 

¶ Pre-identify resources available 

¶ Develop plans to mitigate shortfalls 

¶ Develop a joint ACP, or highlight existing relevant plans 

¶ Pre-plan ICP setup 
 
Harder to coordinate major decisions like dispersant, salvage, etc. 

¶ Flawless communication 

¶ Have liaison team be senior decision makers 

¶ Maintain joint salvage team and environmental teams 
 
Difficult for RP to decide where to go 

¶ Flawless communication 

¶ Split RP reps and put them in each ICP 

¶ Have joint team located somewhere else 
 
 
The CANUSLANT 2007 Workshop Report is available at: http://www.uscg.mil/D1/response/jrt/reports.asp  
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TOPIC: MEMBERSHIP OF THE CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX JOINT RESPONSE TEAMS 
 
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ Section 304 of the Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP) provides for a Joint 
Response Team (JRT) for each geographic area. 

¶ Sectioƴ олпΦм ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ Ww¢ ǿƛƭƭ Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘ ƻŦ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ƛƴ /ŀƴŀŘŀ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
¦ƴƛǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ Ww¢ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ Ŏƻ-chaired by Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) Director of Marine 
Programs and the appropriate U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) District Chief of Marine Safety. 

¶ Section 304.4 provides for the co-chairpersons of the JRT to jointly select the members of the JRT from each 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘŜŀƳǎ άōŜŀǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƳƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎƛǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ŜŀŎƘ ǘŜŀƳΦέ 

¶ Both the CANUSPAC and the CANUSDIX Annexes to the JCP provide contact information for their respective 
JRT members. 

¶ Different agencies are listed as members in the CANUSDIX and the CANUSPAC Annexes.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
The Canada-U.S. Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP) specifies that for the Pacific geographic area, the 
Canadian Coast Guard will be represented by their Pacific Region and the U.S. Coast Guard will be represented by 
the Thirteenth District.  The JCP further specifies that, for the Dixon Entrance geographic area, the Canadian Coast 
Guard will be represented by their Pacific Region and the U.S. Coast Guard will be represented by the 
Seventeenth District.  Thus, the Pacific Region of the Canadian Coast Guard is represented on both JRTs and can 
serve as a catalyst for consistency between the two annexes as necessary.  
 
Different agencies are listed as members in the CANUSDIX and the CANUSPAC Annexes, as follows: 

¶ Appendix I of the CANUSDIX Annex lists the following Canadian JRT Members: 
o The Canadian Coast Guard, Pacific Region; Director of Marine Programs (JRT Co-Chair) 
o The British Columbia Ministry of Environment; Director, Environmental Management Branch  
o Environment Canada; Manager Enforcement Division, Pacific & Yukon Region 
o Transport Canada, Marine Safety; Regional Director 
o Canada Customs & Revenue Agency; Customs Superintendent, Pacific Hwy District 
o Citizenship and Immigration Canada; Senior Immigration Examination Officer 
o Department of National Defense; Port Operations and Emergency Services Branch 
o Indian and Northern Affairs Canada 

 

¶ Appendix I of the CANUSDIX Annex lists the following United States JRT Members: 
o U.S. Coast Guard, 17th District; Planning & Exercise Division (JRT Co-Chair) 
o U.S. Coast Guard, Sector Juneau; Commander 
o U.S. Immigration & Naturalization Service 
o U.S. Department of the Interior, Anchorage, Alaska 
o U.S. Customs and Border Protection Service, Area Port Director 
o Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 

 

¶ Appendix I of the CANUSPAC Annex lists the following Canadian JRT Members: 
o The Canadian Coast Guard, Pacific Region; Regional Director of Maritime Services (JRT Co-Chair) 
o  The British Columbia Ministry of Environment; Director, Environmental Management Branch 
o Environment Canada; Manager Enforcement Division, Pacific & Yukon Region 
o Transport Canada, Marine Safety; Regional Director 
o Canada Border Services Agency, Superintendent, Immigrations; Customs Operations Victoria and 

Surrey, British Columbia 
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¶ Appendix I of the CANUSPAC Annex lists the following United States JRT Members: 
o U.S. Coast Guard, 13th District; Chief, Planning Division (JRT Co-Chair) 
o U.S. Department of the Interior, Regional Environmental Officer 
o U.S. Customs and Border Protection Service, Area Port Director 
o U.S. Department of Commerce, NOAA Response & Restoration 
o U.S. Department of Energy, Emergency Preparedness Specialist 
o Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region 10, National Preparedness Division; Technical 

Hazards Program Specialist 
o U.S. Department of Labor (OSHA); Assistant Regional Administrator 
o U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; Manager, EPA Emergency Response Program 
o Washington Department of Ecology; Spills Program Manager 
o General Services Administration; Deputy Regional ER Coordinator 
o Department of Defense, U.S. Army Engineers, North Pacific Division 

 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. The CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX Joint Response Teams (JRTs) should examine inconsistencies between their 

memberships in order to determine whether any changes are needed.  
 
2. Names, titles, and contact information for JRT members should be reviewed and updated annually.  

 
 
SOURCES:  

¶ The Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP); available at 
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do  (click Environmental, then Outreach, then International 
Programs)  

¶ The CANUSPAC Annex to the JCP, available at http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do  

¶ The CANUSDIX Annex to the JCP, available at http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do 
 

http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do
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TOPIC: JCP/ANNEX-MANDATED TRANSBOUNDARY EXERCISE PROGRAMS 
 
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ The Canada ς U.S. Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP) provides for joint transboundary exercises in 
Section 302, which provides specific guidance as follows:  

o The exercisŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ άōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦέ   
o Exercise plans should be developed and documented cooperatively.   
o Exercises may include a call-out exercise, table-top exercise, equipment deployment exercise, area 

exercise, or other relevant activities.  
o Wƻƛƴǘ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƴƧǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŀŎƘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜ 

program. 
o Exercise goals can to be met through actual joint pollution responses.   

¶ At a minimum, exercise plans will include a table-top exercise for each Geographic Annex area at least 
biennially.   

¶ The JCP states that the U.S. and Canada will alternate hosting these exercises. 

¶ The JCP calls on the USCG and the CCG to document Lessons Learned, which are to be taken into account with 
a view to amend the JCP and the Geographic Annexes as required.  

¶ ¢ƘŜ /!b¦{t!/ !ƴƴŜȄ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /!b¦{5L· !ƴƴŜȄ ōƻǘƘ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άthe scope and frequency of exercises will be 
in accordance with the JCP.έ  

 
DISCUSSION: 
The Canada ς U.S. Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP) provides for joint transboundary exercises in 
{ŜŎǘƛƻƴ олнΦ  !ǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŜǊŎƛŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ άbased on the current risk analysis and resource availability.έ  Lǘ 
ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά9xercise plans will be developed and documented cooperatively.  Exercises may include an 
alerting or call-out exercise, table-top exercise, equipment deployment exercise, area exercise or other relevant 
aŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΦέ  Section 302 of the JCP does set a minimum, i.e. a table-top exercise for each Geographic Annex area at 
least biennially.  It requires that the U.S. and Canada alternate hosting these exercises.  
 
The JCP notes that joint exercises may be conducted in conjunction with each ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ required national exercise 
program, thus allowing the U.S. NPREP exercises or Transport Canada certified Response Organization exercises to 
meet this goal.  The JCP also allows the exercise goals to be met through actual joint pollution responses.   
 
The JCP further notes that the Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) On-scene Commander and U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) 
On-scene Coordinator ς and the responsible exercise coordinators within each agency ς will document Lessons 
Learned, ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǘƻ ōŜ άshared with all affected agencies, the authority responsible for the Geographic Annexes 
and the Manager, Environmental Response Division, CCG and the Chief, Office of Response, USCG.έ  ¢ƘŜ W/t 
recommends that needed amendments to either the JCP or the Geographic Annexes be considered based on the 
Lessons Learned.  
 
{ŜŎǘƛƻƴ · ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /!b¦{t!/ !ƴƴŜȄ ŀƴŘ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ ммлл ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /!b¦{5L· !ƴƴŜȄ ōƻǘƘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ άthe scope and 
frequency of exercises will be in accordance with the JCP.έ  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. A standard transboundary exercise template should be used for both CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC, and should 

address all exercise issues identified in this Project Report (see Appendix I, Transboundary Exercise Planners). 
 
2. The CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX JRTs should consider including participation by representatives of Federally-

recognized tribes and First Nations, representatives from shipping and oil handling industries, representatives 
of JRT member agencies, and other stakeholders likely to be involved at the Incident Command Post level in 
their respective transboundary exercises, as well as in transboundary exercise planning.   

 
3. ά[Ŝǎǎƻƴǎ [ŜŀǊƴŜŘέ ŦǊƻƳ CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX exercises should be in a consistent format for both Annex 

areas and should include analyses of performance vis-à-vis plans, mutual aid agreements, and the stated goals 
of all exercise participants.  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ά[Ŝǎǎƻƴǎ [ŜŀǊƴŜŘέ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻƴ 
the Internet.  

 
SOURCES: 

¶ The Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (JCP); available at 
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do  (click Environmental, then Outreach, then International 
Programs)  

¶ The CANUSPAC Annex to the JCP, available at http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do  

¶ The CANUSDIX Annex to the JCP, available at http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do 

http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do
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TOPIC: STATUS OF GEOGRAPHIC RESPONSE PLANS AND STRATEGIES FOR TRANSBOUNDARY AREAS 
 
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ Geographic Response Plans (GRPs) ς called Geographic Response Strategies (GRSs) in Alaska ς are site-specific 
response plans for oil spills to water.  GRPs include response strategies tailored to a specific beach, shore, or 
waterway and are intended to minimize impact on sensitive areas threatened by a spill.  Each GRP has two 
priorities: 1) to identify sensitive natural, cultural, or significant economic resources; and 2) to describe and 
prioritize response strategies.  GRSs have similar priorities; however, they do not prioritize response 
strategies. 

¶ GRS/GRP development appears to follow a similar process in each transboundary jurisdiction.  GRP/GRSs are 
developed through workshops involving key stakeholders, who identify biological, natural and cultural 
resources that require protection, develop operational strategies and pinpoint access and logistical support. 

¶ There are some geographic areas that lack GRS/GRPs and the level of verification varies by jurisdiction. 

¶ Currently, all coastal and some selected inland water areas in Washington are covered by GRPs, including in 
the transboundary areas.  GRPs in Washington are primarily tested through ǘƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ŎƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ 
contingency plan requirements for drills.  GRPs may also be exercised through NPREP exercises.   

¶ The GRPs ŀǊŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ŎƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎŜŘ ōȅ ƭƛƴƪǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
NW Area Committee website. 

¶ The British Columbia Ministry of Environment is working with the Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation, the Western Canada Marine Response Corporation and the CANUSDIX Joint Response Team to 
develop GRPs for Kitimat and the Stewart-Hyder area of the Portland Canal.  

¶ Southeast Alaska has one GRS in the CANUSDIX transboundary area (Lincoln Channel). 

¶ The GRS for the transboundary area has not been tested during area exercises, although the State of Alaska 
Department of Environmental Conservation has applied for funding to do so.  DEC is also seeking funding from 
the Alaska legislature to develop additional GRSs statewide.   

¶ The SE Alaska GRSs are on the ADEC website and in the Southeast Alaska Subarea Contingency Plan on the 
Alaska Regional Response Team website.  

 
DISCUSSION: 
Geographic Response Plans (GRPs)/Geographic Response Strategies (GRSs) are site-specific response plans for oil 
spills to water.  They include response strategies tailored to a specific beach, shore, or waterway and are intended 
to minimize impact on sensitive areas threatened by a spill.  Each GRP has two priorities: 1) to identify sensitive 
natural, cultural or significant economic resources; and 2) to describe and prioritize response strategies.  GRSs 
have similar priorities; however, they do not prioritize response strategies. 
 
GRS/GRP development appears to follow a similar process in each transboundary jurisdiction.  GRP/GRSs are 
developed through workshops involving federal, state/provincial, and local oil spill emergency response experts, 
response contractors, representatives from tribes, industry, ports and environmental organizations, and maritime 
pilots.  Workshop participants identify biological, natural and cultural resources that require protection.  Response 
strategies are then developed based on the sensitive resources identified, hydrology and climatic considerations.  
Individual response strategies identify the amount and types of equipment necessary for implementation and 
pinpoint access and logistical support.  Also identified are site access and staging areas, tribal and local response 
community contacts and the range of local conditions (e.g. physical features, hydrology, currents and tides, winds 
and climate) that may affect response strategies.  The response strategies are then applied to likely spill scenarios 
(risk) for oil movement and prioritized taking into account factors such as feasibility, wind and tidal conditions.  
Following the workshops, the data is processed and reproduced in the form of draft strategy maps and matrices 
which are sent out for review and consideration of strategy viability.  
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Field verification is conducted in some cases and changes proposed by the participants are included in a semi-final 
draft, which is offered for final review to all interested parties, including the participants of the field verification 
exercises. 
 
There are some geographic areas that lack GRS/GRPs, and the level of verification varies by jurisdiction.  They are 
most valuable when response personnel are trained on their use and have verified their effectiveness.  
 
WASHINGTON 
Currently, all coastal and some selected inland water areas in Washington are covered by GRPs, including in the 
transboundary areas of Georgia Strait, the Strait of Juan de Fuca, the San Juan Islands and the port areas of Puget 
Sound. Funding for testing comes from industry, the state, and the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG).  GRPs are primarily 
tested through state contingency plan drill requirements and NPREP exercises.  The strategies are reviewed at the 
time of the exercise and updates are made as needed.  ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 9ŎƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ 
website and can also be accessed by links for the NW Area Committee website. 
 
The GRPs developed in Washington use risk, sensitive areas, biological sensitivity, archeological and operational 
criteria.  Stakeholders working on GRP development for the State of Washington have included federal, tribal and 
state agencies, environmental groups, communities, response organizations (e.g., MSRC, NRC), and local 
governments.  ESI and ShoreZone methodologies were used for the coastal geomorphology classification system 
during the development of the GRPs.  
 
The Geographic Response Plans (GRPs) have been posted for review by industries as well as local, state, tribal, and 
federal agencies to use as a guide for protecting natural and cultural resources during the initial response to oil 
spills in a geographical area.  As with any response plan tied to geographical information, these GRPs are living 
documents, subject to change based upon changes in local conditions and available resources. 
 
BRITISH COLUMBIA  
In British Columbia there is a high reliance on the use of its Coastal Resource Inventory and Oil Sensitivity mapping 
system in lieu of GRPs.  However, the Province is currently exploring funding opportunities to allow for the 
development and implementation of GRPs.  The BC Ministry of Environment is working is working with the Alaska 
Department of Environmental Conservation, the Western Canada Marine Response Corporation and the 
CANUSDIX Joint Response Team on pilot GRPs for Kitimat and the Stewart-Hyder area of Portland Canal.   They 
plan to use the CANUSDIX tabletop exercise as a testing method, with a deployment exercise for validation.   
 
The GRPs developed will use methodologies identifying risk factors, operational restrictions and sensitive areas 
such as those with biological and archeological priorities for protection.  The process of organizing stakeholders 
for participation of the GRP development is just beginning for British Columbia, however they plan to involve 
Washington and Alaska stakeholders along the border zones.  The Pilot GRPs will eventually be made available 
online.   
 
ALASKA 
Lƴ !ƭŀǎƪŀΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άDŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅέ ƛs useŘ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ άDŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ tƭŀƴέ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ to 
clarify that they are not prescriptive in nature, but rather, are recommendations.  Southeast Alaska has one GRS in 
the CANUSDIX transboundary area (Lincoln Channel).  Throughout the SE Alaska area, detailed GRSs were 
developed for 60 sites and 9 sites have been tested thus far.  Identification and the sensitive area criteria matrix 
process have been completed for 189 total sites in Southeast Alaska.  The GRSs for Southeast Alaska use risk 
factors as well as biological and human resource sensitivities as criteria.  Archeological and cultural priorities are 
considered as highly sensitive and are only included as criteria at the judgment of the trustee agencies; as a 
protective measure they are not overtly included in a GRS.   
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Stakeholders involved in GRS development have included the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
(ADEC), EPA, the U.S. Coast Guard, the U.S. Department of the Interior, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. 
National Park Service, Southeast Alaska Petroleum Resource Organization (SEAPRO), the Alaska Dept of Fish and 
Game, the Alaska Department of Natural Resources, the U.S. Dept of Commerce (both NOAA and NMFS), the U.S. 
Forest Service and the Central Council of the Tlingit and Haida Indian Tribes.  The process also involved outreach 
to various Southeast communities and Federally-recognized tribes, vessel pilot organizations, and maritime 
shippers.  The coastal geomorphology classification system used in the Southeast area involves both the 
ShoreZone and ESI mapping protocols.  Both systems are currently incomplete; the ESI maps for Southeast Alaska 
are not spatially referenced.  
 
The GRSs developed by the working group can be found on the ADEC website and in the Southeast Alaska Subarea 
Contingency Plan on the Alaska Regional Response Team website.  The GRS for the transboundary area has not 
been tested during area exercises.  The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation has received funding 
from the Alaska Legislature to field test existing GRSs and to develop additional GRSs statewide.  The original 
Southeast Alaska GRS project was funded through an environmental crime settlement grant.   
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. The CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX JRTs should consider encouraging existing work groups on both sides of the 

border to develop GRSs/GRPs where needed for their respective transboundary area, with a particular priority 
on the Portland Canal area between British Columbia and Alaska.  

 
2. The CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC JRTs should consider including field testing of GRS/GRPs in their respective 

transboundary area during their transboundary exercises. 
 

SOURCES: 

¶ Washington State site maintained by the Department of Ecology: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/progr                                         
ams/spills/preparedness/GRP/introduction.htm 

¶ Region 10 Regional Response Team and NW Area Committee: http://www.rrt10nwac.com/GRP/Default.aspx 

¶ British Columbia Area Plans: http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/index.htm 

¶ SE Alaska Subarea Contingency Plan: http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/plans/scp_se.htm 

¶ Alaska DEC site with GRSs for SE Alaska: http://www.d ec.state.ak.us/spar/perp/grs/se/home.htm 
 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/progr%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20ams/spills/preparedness/GRP/introduction.htm
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/progr%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20ams/spills/preparedness/GRP/introduction.htm
http://www.rrt10nwac.com/GRP/Default.aspx
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/index.htm
http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/plans/scp_se.htm
http://www.dec.state.ak.us/spar/perp/grs/se/home.htm
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TOPIC: RESPONSE CAPABILITIES IN TRANSBOUNDARY AREAS  
(EQUIPMENT, PERSONNEL AND PLANS) 

 
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ Washington has access to a number of response contractors with equipment and fulltime oil spill response 
personnel, including Global Diving, National Response Corporation Environmental Services (NRCES), the 
Marine Spill Response Corporation (MSRC), and NWFF Environmental. 

¶ The Washington Department of Ecology has distributed small caches of equipment to local governments and 
tribes around the state.  

¶ The U.S. Coast Guard also has access to a large amount of spill response equipment and personnel in 
Washington.  

¶ Response equipment resident in Washington is identified in the Western Response Resource List (WRRL). 

¶ The Northwest Area Contingency Plan (NWACP) provides guidance for spill preparedness and response 
activities throughout Washington, Oregon and Idaho, including the areas in Washington State that could be 
affected following an oil spill in the CANUSPAC transboundary spill area.  

¶ There are no tugs dedicated for transporting storage barges in Washington ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ά/ǳǊǊŜƴǘ .ǳǎǘŜǊέ 
available in the Washington area.   

¶ The Southeast Alaska Petroleum Resource Organization (SEAPRO) maintains a significant amount of 
equipment which exceeds the WCD3 for inland near-shore and offshore requirements. 

¶ The USCG also has equipment in the southeast Alaska area, but with fewer response resources available in the 
Hyder area.    

¶ Currently there is no single source of equipment information in Alaska like the WRRL, although SEAPRO lists 
its equipment on WRRL. 

¶ The closest equipment for any response in Dixon Entrance is Ketchikan, a 5-10 hour run depending on the 
equipment and weather conditions.  Almost no equipment is present in the Portland Canal.   

¶ SEAPRO has fulltime oil spill response personnel and over 200 on-call responders.  As a spill cooperative, 
{9!twh ŀƭǎƻ Ƙŀǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ άaŜƳōŜǊ /ƻƳǇŀƴȅέ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭΦ   

¶ The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation would provide staff for the Incident Management 
Team at the Incident Command Post.   

¶ The USCG in the CANUSDIX area has approximately seventeen personnel trained in spill response.   

¶ The Spill Tactics for Alaska Responders (STAR) manual provides a statewide tactics guide for the spill response 
community. 

¶ The Alaska Federal/State Preparedness Plan for Responding to Oil and Hazardous Substances Discharges and 
Releases Unified Plan (Unified Plan) provides overall guidance for spill preparedness and response activities 
throughout Alaska.  The Unified Plan includes 10 Subarea Contingency Plans (SCPs); of these, the Southeast 
Alaska SCP includes the area in Alaska that could be affected following an oil spill in the CANUSDIX 
transboundary spill area. 

¶ The Western Canada Marine Response Corporation (WCMRC) is the Transport Canada-certified response 
organization for the West Coast of Canada.  Their equipment amount and locations exceed the 10,000 ton 
capacity required by Transport Canada.  All WCRMC equipment is tracked using an Asset Management System 
(AMS) software program and an additional inventory is also kept on the WRRL site.  

¶ The Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) has a significant amount of equipment; they have an 8000-ton response 
capacity in the CANUSPAC region, including a large hover-craft. 

¶ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 5ŜŦŜƴǎŜ ό5b5ύ Ƙŀǎ ƻƴŜ ά/ǳǊǊŜƴǘ .ǳǎǘŜǊέ ƛƴ ±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀΦ   

¶ Environment Canada (EC) has a Dash-8 aircraft dedicated to oil spill surveillance and also has access to 
RADARSAT data.  
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¶ WCRMC utilizes contractors, fisherman, and advisors along with full and part time response personnel, 
resulting in a total number of people within all these groups of approximately 700.   

¶ The British Columbia Ministry of Environment has eighteen environmental emergency response officers that 
cover both coastal and inland environmental response.  The Ministry also has approximately sixty Technical 
Specialists that provide subject matter expertise and support.  The Ministry can also access other provincial 
resources through the Provincial Emergency Program.  

¶ The CCG has personnel in the south region on a fulltime basis and CCG vessels move along the entire British 
Columbia coast.  Environment Canada also has personnel to support an oil spill response.   

¶ The Canadian Coast Guard has committed to developing a national plan that defines training requirements for 
all of the environmental response positions and functions that would be required to respond to a major 
pollution incident.  

¶ WCMRC has an Oil Spill Response Plan that is approved by Transport Canada on a 3-year basis.  WCRMC also 
maintains web based Area Response Plans.  The Province maintains a detailed BC Marine Oil Spill Response 
Plan.   

¶ With regard to response plans covering the two Transboundary areas, tank vessels operating in Washington 
and Alaska waters must have both state and USCG approved oil spill contingency plans; the USCG is also 
developing contingency plan regulations for nontank vessels.  Nontank vessels in Washington and Alaska must 
have state-approved contingency plans. Both tank and nontank vessels operating in Canadian waters are 
subject to Transport Canada requirements for a Shipboard Oil Pollution Emergency Plan and a contract with 
the Western Canada Marine Response Corporation for response coverage. Facilities in Washington and Alaska 
are also subject to both state and federal oil spill contingency plan requirements. Facilities in British Columbia 
may be required to submit an oil spill contingency plan to the Ministry of Environment.  

¶ In his 2010 Fall Report to ǘƘŜ IƻǳǎŜ ƻŦ /ƻƳƳƻƴǎΣ {Ŏƻǘǘ ±ŀǳƎƘŀƴΣ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ 
and Sustainable Development, provided a review of both plans and risk assessments done by the Canadian 
Coast Guard, Environment Canada and Transport Canada. His report also contains a number of 
recommendations for updates to those plans and risk assessments.  

¶ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ тмм ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ !Ŏǘ ƻŦ нлмм Ŏŀƭƭǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦{/D ǘƻ άnegotiate with the 
Government of Canada to update the comparability analysis which serves as the basis for the Cooperative 
Vessel Traffic Service agreement between the United States and Canada for the management of maritime 
ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ƛƴ tǳƎŜǘ {ƻǳƴŘΣ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊŀƛǘ ƻŦ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΣ IŀǊƻ {ǘǊŀƛǘΣ wƻǎŀǊƛƻ {ǘǊŀƛǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊŀƛǘ ƻŦ Wǳŀƴ ŘŜ CǳŎŀΦέ ¢ƘŜ !Ŏǘ 
states that the updated analysis shall consider requirements for laden tank vessels to be escorted by tug 
boats; vessel emergency response towing capability at the entrance to the Strait of Juan de Fuca; and spill 
response capability throughout the shared waters, including oil spill response planning requirements for 
vessels bound for one nation transiting through the waters of the other nation. 

 
DISCUSSION: 
STATE OF WASHINGTON  
Equipment   
Washington has access to a number of approved spill response contractors with response equipment, including 
Global Diving, National Response Corporation Environmental Services (NRCES), the Marine Spill Response 
Corporation (MSRC), and NWFF Environmental.  The Marine Spill Response Corporation (MSRC) is the largest non-
profit Oil Spill Response Organization (OSRO) in North America.  MSRC maintains United States Coast Guard 
(USCG) classified OSRO designations MM (Maximum Most Probable Discharge), WCD1 (or W1 for Worst Case 
Discharge Tier 1), WCD2 (or W2, for Worst Case Discharge Tier 2), and WCD3 (or W3 for Worst Case Discharge Tier 
3).  It is also a Washington State Department of Ecology (WA DOE) Approved Primary Response Contractor.   All 
MSRC equipment resident in Washington and Oregon is identified in the Western Response Resource List (WRRL).   
 
Washington has three dedicated equipment caches available for oiled wildlife. MSRC/Clean Rivers and the 
National Response Corporation each maintain a mobile wildlife rehabilitation unit capable of treating 
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approximately 100 birds.  Additionally, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife maintains a mobile field 
wildlife stabilization unit.   
 
Since 1999, the Washington State Department of Ecology has maintained an emergency response tug at Neah Bay 
to assist vessels in distress.  In June of 2010, the Washington State Legislature mandated that industry maintain 
this capability and financial support of this response capability transitioned to industry.  The emergency response 
tug is a dedicated resource that is capable of providing emergency towing services off the western coast of 
Washington, Oregon and British Columbia. 
 
To support alternative response technologies, there is approximately 15,000 gallons (57,000 liters) of dispersant 
(COREXIT® 9500) and 500 feet of fire boom, both located in Port Angeles. 
 

The State of Washington DOE has distributed small caches of equipment to local governments around the state; 
these are maintained on the WRRL site.  In addition, the Lummi Nation and Makah Tribe have obtained spill 
response equipment through EPA and WA DOE grants and has identified these resources on the WRRL.  The USCG 
has a large amount of equipment that is also listed on the WRRL site.  A significant amount of equipment is also 
available through local plan holders and regulated communities, e.g. petroleum oil refineries located in the Puget 
Sound area.   
 
The Islands' Oil Spill Association (IOSA) is a community-based non-profit Oil Spill Response Organization and a 
Washington-State approved PRC serving planholders operating in the San Juan Islands.  IOSA's mission is to 
provide prompt, effective, local spill response and prevention, which includes spill assessment, oil containment, 
exclusion and removal, oiled wildlife care and search and rescue (see http://iosaonline.org/).  
 
The US Navy has oil spill response resources in locations throughout Puget Sound which includes boom, 
workboats, oil skimmers, protective equipment and trained personnel.  Response resources are located 
throughout Puget Sound and are summarized on the WRRL. 
 
There are no dedicated tugs for transporting storage barges; tugs are available by Letter of Intent (LOI) or on an 
άŀǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜέ ōŀǎƛǎΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘǊŀŎǘƻǊ-trucks for hauling trailers.   
 
¢ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ά/ǳǊǊŜƴǘ .ǳǎǘŜǊǎέ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ the Washington area.   
 
Personnel 
Washington has access to a number of contractors and fulltime oil spill response personnel.  Such contractors 
include Global Diving, the National Response Corporation Environmental Services (NRCES), MSRC, and NWFF 
Environmental.  The total number of response personnel within these groups would be 400 ς 500 people.   
 
The Washington State Department of Ecology can support an Incident Command Post, as can contractors such as 
DŜƴǿŜǎǘΣ ǘƘŜ hΩ.ǊƛŜƴǎ Group and Gallagher Marine Systems.  The USCG has approximately 25 personnel trained 
within the border area.  At least one tribal government (the Lummi Nation) has focused on training personnel on 
oil spill response and has approximately 25 personnel with the 24-hour OSHA Hazard Materials Technician and 
related training.  There is also a significant amount of trained personnel within the regulated communities (e.g., 
petroleum oil refinery staff). 
 
Plans 
The Northwest Area Contingency Plan (NWACP) provides overall guidance for spill preparedness and response 
activities throughout Washington, Oregon, and Idaho and thus includes the areas in Washington State that could 
be affected following an oil spill in the CANUSPAC transboundary spill area.  

http://iosaonline.org/
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The NWACP includes emergency notification lists, first responder guidelines, an initial assessment checklist, an 
Introduction and sections specific to Command, Operations, Planning, Logistics, and Finance Administration. 
There are also sections for Hazardous Substances and Marine Firefighting. Section 9000 covers topics relevant to a 
Transboundary response including the Joint Information Center, Washington State Disposal Guidance, Shoreline 
Countermeasures Manual and Matrices, Communications, Health and Safety, Monitoring of Applied Response 
Technologies, Spill Response BMPs, Places of Refuge, and a Wildlife Plan.  
 
The NW Area Contingency Plan was developed through joint collaboration between the members of the NW Area 
Committee and the Region 10 Regional Response Team.  
 
Washington State law also requires that certain vessels and facilities have oil spill contingency plans approved by 
the Department of Ecology.   This applies to all tank vessels and non-tank vessels 300 gross tons or greater, 
including cargo vessels, fishing vessels and passenger vessels operating in state waters.  There is an exception for 
public vessels and spill response vessels that are exclusively dedicated to spill response activities (WAC 173-182-
015).  Contingency plans are required for onshore and offshore facilities which transfer oil in bulk to or from a 
tank vessel or pipeline, used for producing, storing, handling, transferring, processing, or transporting oil.  
Onshore facility is further defined as any facility that because of its location could reasonably be expected to 
cause substantial harm to the environment by discharging oil into or on navigable waters or the adjoining 
shorelines Facilities also include railroad car, motor vehicle, portable device or other rolling stock used to transfer 
oil to a non-recreational vessel. These contingency plans must meet regulatory requirements governing response 
capability. (See RCW 90.56.010 (11) and WAC Chapter 173)   
 
The U.S. Coast Guard also requires approved contingency plans for tank vessels that carry bulk oil as cargo or oil 
cargo residue if they are U.S. flagged, operating in U.S. waters, or transfer oil in a place subject to U.S. jurisdiction. 
Exceptions are specified in 33 CFR 155.1015.  In addition, the U.S. Coast Guard requires oil spill contingency plans 
ŦǊƻƳ ŀƭƭ aŀǊƛƴŜ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ wŜƭŀǘŜŘ όa¢wύ CŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŎŀǳǎŜ άǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ƘŀǊƳΣέ 
defined as any fixed MTR facility capable of transporting 250 bbl or more of oil to or from a vessel. (See 33 CFR 
154.101.5).  The USCG is currently developing contingency plan regulations for nontank Vessels over 400 gross 
tons or greater. 
 
The U.S. Coast Guard approves Oil Spill Response Organizations (OSROs) to meet the response requirements in 
the federal (and state) approved contingency plans.  
 
STATE OF ALASKA  
Equipment 
Southeast Alaska has only one OSRO/PRAC Contractor: the Southeast Alaska Petroleum Resource Organization 
(SEAPRO), which maintains a significant amount of equipment.  The details can be found on their web site or the 
Western Response Resource List (WRRL) site.  They exceed the WCD3 for inland near-shore and offshore 
requirements. 
 
The State of Alaska has equipment caches in numerous areas around the state including SE Alaska (Hyder) that 
would be available in the event of a spill.  The equipment in the various containers is listed at 
http://www.dec.state.ak.us/spar/perp/lra/conex_map.htm.  Click on the location for the list of equipment in the 
container.   
 
The USCG also has equipment in the southeast Alaska area, but has fewer response resources available in the 
Hyder area.  There are some gaps in equipment resources for the transboundary area. The closest equipment for 

http://www.dec.state.ak.us/spar/perp/lra/conex_map.htm


84 

 

any situation in Dixon Entrance is Ketchikan, a 5-10 hour run depending on the equipment and weather 
conditions.  Almost no equipment is present in the Portland Canal.   
 
The State of Alaska, USCG and SEAPRO have websites that are updated, however nothing is consolidated.  
Currently there is no single source of information that contains a method for updating equipment. They would 
also like to develop a list of U.S. and Canadian equipment similar to the WRRL  
 
The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation has acquired funding to pre-position a vessel Emergency 
Towing System in Southeast Alaska.  The system will be deployable by air or vessel and will be used to assist 
disabled vessels and bring them under tow to avoid grounding and potential pollution events.  For general 
information on Alaska Emergency Towing Systems, see:  http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/aiets/home.htm 
 
Personnel   
SEAPRO has four fulltime oil spill response personnel and approximately 215 on-call responders.  Responders are 
HAZWOPER-certified personnel present in 23 communities in Southeast Alaska.  These responders volunteer for 
training such as HAZWOPER, wildlife deterrent, and NPREP deployments; they become paid employees during a 
response situation.  SEAPRO also Ƙŀǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ άaŜƳōŜǊ /ƻƳǇŀƴȅέ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƪƛƭƭ ǎŜǘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ LƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ 
Management Teams, lightering, and salvage.   
 
The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation would provide staff for the Incident Management Team at 
the Incident Command Post.  The USCG Sector Juneau has personnel trained in spill response.  
 
The Spill Tactics for Alaska Responders (STAR) manual provides a statewide tactics guide for the spill response 
community, including federal, state, local, industry and spill cooperatives throughout Alaska, and may also serve 
as a means for meeting state contingency planning requirements. See:  
http://www.dec.state.ak.us/SPAR/perp/star/index.htm      
 
Plans 
The Alaska Federal/State Preparedness Plan for Responding to Oil and Hazardous Substances Discharges and 
Releases Unified Plan3 (Unified Plan) provides overall guidance for spill preparedness and response activities 
throughout Alaska.  The Unified Plan includes 10 Subarea Contingency Plans (SCPs).  The Southeast Alaska SCP4 
includes the area in Alaska that could be affected following an oil spill in the CANUSDIX transboundary spill area.  
 
The Southeast Alaska SCP provides region-specific guidance for responding to spills in the Southeast subarea.     
The Unified Plan was developed through joint collaboration between the USCG, the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, and members of the Alaska RRT, which is 
comprised of Federal agencies, and the State of Alaska. 
 
In addition to the USCG contingency plan requirements for vessels and facilities, the State of Alaska also requires 
oil spill contingency plans for tank vessels, oil barges, or any other vessel transporting liquid bulk oil cargo as well 
as nontank vessels greater than 400 gross tons  (18 AAC 75.400).  State-approved Oil Discharge Prevention and 
Contingency plans are also required for oil terminal facilities, exploration or production facilities, pipelines and 
railroad tank cars. (18 AAC 75.400, AS 46.04.030, AS 46.04.050, AS 46.04.055) 
 

                                                
3 United States. Alaska Regional Response Team. Alaska Federal/State Preparedness Plan for Responding  
to Oil and Hazardous Substances Discharges and Releases Unified Plan, 1999. http://www.akrrt.org/UnifiedPlan/ 
4
 United States. Alaska Regional Response Team. Southeast Sub-Area Contingency Plan, 2006 

http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/plans/scp_se.htm  
 

http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/aiets/home.htm
http://www.dec.state.ak.us/SPAR/perp/star/index.htm
http://www.akrrt.org/UnifiedPlan/
http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/plans/scp_se.htm
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PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA  
Equipment 
The Western Canada Marine Response Corporation (WCMRC) is the Transport Canada-certified Response 
Organization for the West Coast of Canada.  Their equipment amount and locations exceed the 10,000 ton 
capacity required by Transport Canada.   
 
All WCMRC equipment is tracked using the Asset Management System (AMS) software program.  This software 
produces Preventive Maintenance (PM) work orders, which allows them to maintain equipment as per 
ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǎΩ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎΤ ƛǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴǾŜƴǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘΦ  !ƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƪŜǇǘ ƻƴ 
the WRRL site.  All inventories are updated annually.   
 
The British Columbia Ministry of Environment (BC MOE) has minimal amounts of equipment, which is neither 
inventoried nor included on any tracking system.   
 
The Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) has a significant amount of equipment and maintains equipment depots 
throughout British Columbia. They have an 8000-ton response capacity in the southern region of British Columbia, 
including a large hovercraft.  They do not have any common inventory system in place and they do not currently 
have a logistic position to support such an initiative.  
 
Lƴ Ƙƛǎ нлмл Cŀƭƭ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ IƻǳǎŜ ƻŦ /ƻƳƳƻƴǎΣ {Ŏƻǘǘ ±ŀǳƎƘŀƴΣ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 
{ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ƴƻǘŜŘ ƛƴ /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ мΣ άhƛƭ {Ǉƛƭƭǎ ŦǊƻƳ {ƘƛǇǎέ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘ Ƙŀǎ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ 
that the age and condition of its oil spill response equipment is putting its preparedness and response capability 
at risk.  For example, some equipment may no longer be fully functional and may not incorporate newer and 
ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŎƭŜŀƴǳǇ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΧ CǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ Ϸр million was provided to the Coast Guard as part of 
/ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ Ϸр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ ƻǿƴ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ƛǎ 
earmarked for the replacement of 30 existing pollution response barges for use in all regions. Delivery of these 
vessels is expected to be completed by 31 March нлммΦέ 
 
/ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 5ŜŦŜƴǎŜ ό5b5ύ Ƙŀǎ ƻƴŜ ά/ǳǊǊŜƴǘ .ǳǎǘŜǊέ ƛƴ ±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŀΦ  Environment Canada (EC) 
has a Dash-8 aircraft dedicated to oil spill surveillance; EC also uses RADARSAT technology for spotting oil slicks.  
Transport Canada has a Dash-8 aircraft dedicated to oil spill surveillance on the Pacific Coast; TC also uses 
RADARSAT technology for spotting slicks.   
 
¢ƘŜ ./ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ CƻǊŜǎǘΩǎ CƛǊŜ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŀƛǊŎǊŀŦǘ ŀƴŘ dedicated to aerial surveillance; these are 
available for oil spill response, subject to competing demands during a fire season.  Fire Protection has also ICS 
ǘŜŀƳ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ Ǌǳƴ ŀƴέ!ƛǊ hǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέ .ǊŀƴŎƘΦ   
 
Personnel 
WCMRC utilizes contractors, fisherman, and advisors along with full and part-time response personnel.  The total 
number of people within all these groups is approximately 700.  These personnel are typically trained by WCMRC 
on an ongoing basis.  WCMRC fosters healthy/respectful relationships with all their response personnel, which 
encourages sustainability.  WCMRC continues to monitor response personnel availability; this is done both 
informally throughout the year and formally at year end.   
 
The British Columbia MOE has nine full-time and 6 part-time environmental emergency response officers that 
cover both coastal and inland environmental response.  The Ministry maintains Incident Management Teams 
comprised of approximately 60 staff that are assigned to roles on a number of sub-groups covering incident 
management, shoreline cleanup and assessment techniques, waste management, environmental sensitivity and 
impact assessment, and oiled wildlife.  Additionally the ministry has approximately 60 identified Technical 
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Specialists that provide subject matter or local expertise and support to a spill response (legal, archaeology, parks, 
contaminated sites, etc.).  The ministry can also access other staff and equipment resources from across the 
provincial government as required (examples:  forest service mobile field camps, communications equipment and 
operators, etc.).  
 
The CCG Environmental Response Branch is made up of a dedicated team of professionals who work to ensure the 
Coast Guard is prepared to fulfill its mandate of άProtecting the Marine Environmentέ.  The άERέ Branch maintains 
three Response Centers located at the Coast Guard Bases in Victoria, Prince Rupert and Sea Island in Richmond. 
The branch maintains an Environmental Response Duty Officer 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. These Duty Officers 
are the first line of response to marine pollution incidents which occur within the Region.  Their role is to ensure 
all reports of marine pollution are investigated and that an appropriate response is undertaken.    
 
The Canadian Coast Guard has committed to developing competency profiles for all of the environmental 
response positions and functions required to respond to a major pollution incident, a national training plan that 
defines training requirements and a process for monitoring implementation of this plan. Their target date for 
completing these actions is March of 2012.  
 
Environment Canada has Incident Command Post personnel and regional environmental emergency staff who 
provide scientific expertise to support an oil spill response.  Environment Canada can also provide assistance on 
oil spill fate and effects and spill modeling through their Environmental Technology Center in Ottawa and can 
access additional EC environmental emergency staff from other regions of the country as required. 
 
Plans  
WCMRC has an Oil Spill Response Plan that is approved by Transport Canada on a 3-year basis; the plan is 
reviewed and updated annually.  WCMRC maintains web-based Area Response Plans, but these plans are in need 
of review and update.  WCMRC also has mutual aid agreements with Alaska Clean Seas, SEAPRO and MSRC.   
 
The Province maintains a detailed British Columbia Marine Oil Spill Response Plan.  Ministry of Environment 
response plans are supported by 28 Operational Guidelines that address both organizational and technical 
delivery of their spill response plans for oil and hazardous materials.  The Ministry keeps an up-to-date 
notification and tracking database for all response personnel including Response Officers, Technical Specialists, 
Incident Management Team members, and supporting personnel.  This includes tracking training, exercises and 
response experiences. 
 
Transport Canada (TC) requires tank vessels greater than 150 gross tones and all other vessels that carry oil as fuel 
or cargo greater than 400 gross tons to have a Shipboard Oil Pollution Emergency Plan (SOPEP).  Transport Canada 
also requires that these vessels have a contract with a Response Organization (RO) certified by TC; for both the 
CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC borders, the TC-approved RO is the Western Canada Marine Response Corporation. 
With regard to oil-handling facilities in British Columbia, the Ministry of Environment may require a contingency 
plan (SBC 41, Part 2, 10 (2)(b)&(c)).   
 
The CCG has a Pacific Region Marine Spill Contingency Plan.   In the Canadian Commissioner of the Environment 
and Sustainable DevelopmentΩǎ нлмл wŜǇƻǊǘ, it was noted that emergency management plans for the Canadian 
/ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘ όмффуύ ŀƴŘ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀ όмфффύ ŀǊŜ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ŘŀǘŜΧThe Canadian Coast GuardΩǎ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ 
management plan (called the Marine Spills Contingency Plan) dates back to 1998. Since the release of this plan, 
significant legislative and administrative changes have occurred that are not reflected in the plan. For example, in 
December 2003, several sections of the Canada Shipping Act, 2001, including some policy and all regulatory 
responsibilities for pollution prevention, were transferred from Fisheries and Oceans Canada to Transport Canada. 
Other changes include revisions to the Canada Shipping Act in 2001 and the enactment of the Emergency 
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Management Act in нллтΧ ¢ƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ Ǉƭŀƴ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǇŜ ŀƴŘ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ 
to ensure a response to marine pollution incidents. However, it does not contain an up-to-date response model 
ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘΦέ  
 
Environment Canada has a National Response Plan, written in 1999 (see: http://www.ec.gc.ca/ee-
ue/default.asp?lang=en&n=22F58D1B.  Environment Canada is also cited in the Canada-United States Joint 
Marine Pollution Contingency Plan as well as the CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX annexes. aǊΦ ±ŀǳƎƘƴΩǎ wŜǇƻǊǘ ƴƻǘŜǎ 
ǘƘŀǘ ά¢ƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ Ǉƭŀƴ ǿŀǎ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜŘ ƛƴ 1999 and has not been updated since. 
¢ƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŦƻǊ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ 9ƳŜǊƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ¢ŜŀƳǎ ǾŀǊȅ ōȅ 
region in their format and content, and in the date they were laǎǘ ǳǇŘŀǘŜŘΦέ 
 
aǊΦ ±ŀǳƎƘƴΩǎ wŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ά¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜŘ ŀ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŦƻǊ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ 
ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ aŀǊƛƴŜ hƛƭ {Ǉƛƭƭ tǊŜǇŀǊŜŘƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ wŜƎƛƳŜ ƛƴ WǳƴŜ 2010.  We found that 
¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ Ǉƭŀƴ ƻutlines roles and responsibilities of all parties in the event of a marine incident, 
including Transport Canada, the Canadian Coast Guard, Environment Canada, private sector certified response 
organizations, ships, and oil-ƘŀƴŘƭƛƴƎ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇƭŀƴΩǎ Ǉurpose is to establish the national preparedness 
ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ aŀǊƛƴŜ hƛƭ {Ǉƛƭƭ tǊŜǇŀǊŜŘƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ wŜƎƛƳŜΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ 
information on the state and expected levels of the preparedness relative to risks, or on mechanisms to ensure an 
ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŦǳƭŦƛƭƭ ƛǘǎ ƻǿƴ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘƴŜǎǎ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅΦέ 
 
/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ±ŀǳƎƘŀƴ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άThe Canadian Coast Guard and Environment Canada should update 
their national emergency management plans and review and update their regional emergency management plans 
ŀǎ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ά¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΣ ǘƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΣ ŀƴŘ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ 
processes for reviewing their national and regional plans on a regular basis and updating them as required (for 
example, due to changes in risks, legislation, roles and responsibilities, and/or lessons learned from significant 
ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƻǊ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜǎύέΤ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜŎommendations.  
 
¢ƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊΩǎ wŜǇƻǊǘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ά{ƻƳŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǳǇŘŀǘƛƴƎΦέ  hŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ǘƻ 
.ǊƛǘƛǎƘ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ Ǌƛǎƪ 
assessments regarding ship-source oil spills. These include a risk assessment study of oil transportation on the 
coast of British Columbia (2002).  The Coast Guard also completed a risk assessment in 2000 as part of an analysis 
of response capacity in Canada and conducted an update on the probability of oil spills from tankers in 2002.  A 
variety of factors were considered in these risk assessments, such as shipping patterns and trends, types and 
amounts of oil shipped and the likelihood of spills. In addition, some of the Coast DǳŀǊŘΩǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ 
Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ǊƛǎƪǎΦέ   ¢ƘŜ wŜǇƻǊǘ ƎƻŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ άBuilding on the risk assessments conducted to date, 
Transport Canada and the Canadian Coast Guard should conduct a risk assessment related to ship-source oil spills 
cƻǾŜǊƛƴƎ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ǘƘǊŜŜ coasts. The risk assessment should be conducted in consultation with Environment 
Canada and the shipping industry. Transport Canada and the Canadian Coast Guard should put in place processes 
so that risks are reviewed on an ongoing basis and the risk assessment is updated as required. The Canadian Coast 
Guard should ensure that the risk assessment considers the three roles that it plays (federal monitoring officer, 
on-scene commander, and resource ŀƎŜƴŎȅύΦέ ¢ƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΣ 9nvironment Canada and Transport 
Canada agreed with the Recommendation. 
 
It is noted that Section 711 of the U.S. Coast Guard Authorization Act of 2011 calls ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ¦{/D ǘƻ άnegotiate with 
the Government of Canada to update the comparability analysis which serves as the basis for the Cooperative 
Vessel Traffic Service agreement between the United States and Canada for the management of maritime traffic 
ƛƴ tǳƎŜǘ {ƻǳƴŘΣ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊŀƛǘ ƻŦ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΣ IŀǊƻ {ǘǊŀƛǘΣ wƻǎŀǊƛƻ {ǘǊŀƛǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊŀƛǘ ƻŦ Wǳŀƴ ŘŜ CǳŎŀΦέ ¢ƘŜ !ct states 
that the updated analysis shall consider:  

http://www.ec.gc.ca/ee-ue/default.asp?lang=en&n=22F58D1B
http://www.ec.gc.ca/ee-ue/default.asp?lang=en&n=22F58D1B
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¶ Requirements for laden tank vessels to be escorted by tug boats; 

¶ Vessel emergency response towing capability at the entrance to the Strait of Juan de Fuca; and  

¶ Spill response capability throughout the shared waters, including oil spill response planning requirements for 
vessels bound for one nation transiting through the waters of the other nation. 

The Act further states that the USCG shall consult with the State of Washington and affected tribal governments 
in conducting this analysis, and no later than 18 months after this Act, shall submit recommendations based on 
this analysis to Congress.  These recommendations shall consider a full range of options for the management of 
maritime traffic, including Federal legislation, promulgation of Federal rules, and the establishment of cooperative 
agreements for shared funding of spill prevention and response systems.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX transboundary exercise scenarios should include calling and assessing the 

availability of larger equipment such as tugs and tractor-trucks on both sides of the border.   
 
2. The CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX Joint Response Teams should clarify what equipment is available and needed 

for aerial surveillance, including CanadŀΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ !ŜǊƛŀƭ {ǳǊǾŜƛƭƭŀƴŎŜ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŀƛǊŎǊŀŦǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǘƻŎƻƭǎ ǘƻ 
activate its use for Transboundary spill responses.  

 
3. The Joint Response Teams should promote cooperative U.S. and Canadian efforts to fund response 

technology initiatives addressing response challenges in the CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX areas, including on-
water response capability in low-visibility conditions and 24/7 operations.  

 
4. Response organizations covering the CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC annex areas should work with the U.S. and 

Canadian Coast Guard - as well as with Transport Canada and appropriate state and provincial agencies - to 
enhance response equipment capabilities in the transboundary operating areas.  

 
5. The Canadian Coast Guard should consider establishing and maintaining an equipment inventory system with 

a link to the WRRL, as well as updating their Pacific Region Marine Spill Contingency Plan.   
 

6. LŦ ǘƘŜ ²ww[ ƛǎ ƳŜǊƎŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ LƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅ όwwLύΣ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘ 
should coordinate with the Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) to address inclusion of CCG resources for 
transboundary areas. 

 
7. The Alaska Department of Environment Conservation, the SE Alaska Petroleum Resource Organization 

(SEAPRO), and the Canadian Coast Guard should use the Western Response Resource List (WRRL) to list 
response equipment available in the CANUSDIX area.   

 
8. The CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC JRTs should establish and maintain websites with links for appropriate 

documents and website links, such as the Canada/U.S. Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan and 
appropriate annex, the SE Alaska SubArea Plan, the NW Area Plan, appropriate transboundary GRPs/GRSs, the 
WRRL, RRI, or other relevant equipment inventories, Regional Response Teams and Area Committees, and 
past exercises summaries.  

 
9. Environment Canada, the British Columbia Ministry of Environment and the Canadian Coast Guard should 

compare and coordinate their contingency plans to ensure compatibility.  
 
10. U.S. and Canadian response teams and exercise planners should use Environmental Sensitivity Index (ESI) 

maps and/or ShoreZone mapping for exercises and drills.  
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11. State, provincial, and federal agencies should consider updating and maintaining baseline ecological and ESI 
biological resource information, including water column data, for the two transboundary areas at least every 
ten years. 

 
12. The U.S. and Canadian Coast Guards should work with their Vessel Traffic Services, the British Columbia 

Chamber of Shipping and the Alaska and Puget Sound Marine Exchanges to periodically assess vessel traffic 
patterns and volumes in the CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX areas and determine whether there have been any 
significant changes in the risk levels for vessel incidents that could lead to oil spills in these areas.  These 
periodic reports should be made available to state, provincial, and other federal agencies as well as to 
members of the JRTs so that the information may be utilized in contingency planning for the transboundary 
areas and to promote better targeting of prevention efforts.  

 
13. When implementing the Congressional mandate in Section 711 of the U.S. Coast Guard Authorization Act of 

2011 regarding a comparability analysis for the CANUSPAC area, specifically the comparison of oil spill 
response planning requirements, the USCG should consider expanding that analysis to include quantification 
of available response equipment on both sides of the transboundary area.  

 
SOURCES: 
¶ The Western Response Resource List (WRRL): http://www.wrrl.us/fmi/iwp/r es/iwp_auth.html.  

¶ Canada Shipping Act: http://laws.justice.gc.ca/en/S-9/index.html  

¶ BCO Resource Management System 

¶ http://www.genwest.com 

¶ http://www.theobriensgroup.com 

¶ http://www.gallaghermarine.com 

¶ http://www.seapro.org/equipment.cfm 

¶ http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/plans/scp_se.htm 

¶ http://www.d ec.state.ak.us/spar/perp/star/docs.htm 

¶ http://www.tc.gc.ca/eng/mediaroom/releases-nat-2004-04-h126e-4791.htm 

¶ http://www.msrc.org/ 

¶ http://www.nrcc.com/ 

¶ U.S. Coast Guard 

¶ WCMRC, also known as BCO: BCO Area Response Plan 

¶ WCMRC, also known as BCO: http://www.burrardclean.com/ 

¶ Province of U.S. Marine Oil Spill Plan 

¶ http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/spills/preparedness/GRP/introduction.htm 

¶ http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/spills/preparedness/preparedness_section.htm 

¶ http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/spills/rules/173-182.html 

¶ http://www.wsmcoop.org/ 

¶ http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/Ccg/er_National_Response_Plan (Environment Canada, Fisheries & Oceans Environmental 
Response National Response Plan) 

¶ http://www.rrt10nwac.com/  

¶ The Spill Tactics for Alaska Responders (STAR) manual: http://www.dec.state.ak.us/SPAR/perp/star/index.htm     

¶ Pacific States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force Facility and Vessel C-Plan Table (2009): 
http://www.oilspilltaskforce.org/docs/2009_Facility_and_Vessel_Cplan_Table_Final.pdf  

¶ ¢ƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ {ǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩǎ нлмл Cŀƭƭ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ IƻǳǎŜ ƻŦ 
Commons: http://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/internet/English/parl_cesd_201012_e_34435.html  

¶ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ tƭŀƴ (1999): http://www.ec.gc.ca/ee-ue/default.asp?lang=en&n=22F58D1B.   

http://www.wrrl.us/fmi/iwp/res/iwp_auth.html
http://laws.justice.gc.ca/en/S-9/index.html
http://bco.burrardclean.com/bco/BCOResource/Application/Webformlogin.aspx
http://www.genwest.com/
http://www.theobriensgroup.com/
http://www.gallaghermarine.com/
http://www.seapro.org/equipment.cfm
http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/plans/scp_se.htm
http://www.dec.state.ak.us/spar/perp/star/docs.htm
http://www.msrc.org/
http://www.nrcc.com/
http://www.uscg.mil/
http://www.salamanderinteractive.net/clients/bco/
http://www.burrardclean.com/
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/pdf/marine_oil_response_plan.pdf
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/spills/preparedness/GRP/introduction.htm
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/spills/preparedness/preparedness_section.htm
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/spills/rules/173-182.html
http://www.wsmcoop.org/
http://www.ccg-gcc.gc.ca/eng/Ccg/er_National_Response_Plan
http://www.rrt10nwac.com/
http://www.dec.state.ak.us/SPAR/perp/star/index.htm
http://www.oilspilltaskforce.org/docs/2009_Facility_and_Vessel_Cplan_Table_Final.pdf
http://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/internet/English/parl_cesd_201012_e_34435.html
http://www.ec.gc.ca/ee-ue/default.asp?lang=en&n=22F58D1B
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TOPIC: WILDLIFE RESPONSE PLANS, PROTOCOLS, AND CAPABILITIES IN TRANSBOUNDARY AREAS 
 
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ The Canada-United States Marine Spill Pollution Contingency Plan, CANUSDIX Annex ς Operational Appendix  
(CANUSIDX Annex) includes Wildlife Response Guidelines (CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines) which 
address U.S. and Canadian Federal, British Columbia Provincial and State of Alaska wildlife resource agency  
response strategies for oiled or potentially-oiled wildlife in the Dixon Entrance transboundary area when the 
CANUSDIX Annex is activated.    

¶ A CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Working Group (composed of U.S. and Canadian Federal, BC Provincial, and 
State of Alaska agencies with management responsibility for wildlife resources with input from partners and 
stakeholders) developed the CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines and continues to meet annually or 
biennially to discuss guideline revisions and other topics of mutual interest.   

¶ The CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines include an inventory of potential bird stabilization and treatment 
facilities in the Ketchikan and Prince Rupert areas.  The inventory was first conducted in September 2002 in 
Ketchikan and September 2003 in the Prince Rupert area.   

¶ The CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines focus on response strategies for migratory and non-migratory 
birds, sea otters.  The guidelines also address decision-making for terrestrial wildlife, pinnipeds and cetaceans. 

¶ The Northwest Area Contingency Plan currently addresses response for oiled birds and sea otters; orca hazing 
and monitoring are also provided for.  

¶ The CANUSPAC annex has no wildlife response guidelines, except by reference to the Canadian Coast Guard 
Marine Spills Contingency Plan ς Pacific Region Area Plan and the Northwest Area Contingency Plan. 

¶ The Northwest Area Contingency Plan and the Canadian Coast Guard Marine Spills Contingency Plan ς Pacific 
Region Area Plan have no specific provisions for organizing or implementing a wildlife response during a 
transboundary spill response.  

¶ The British Columbia Ministry of Environment has drafted operational guidelines on oiled wildlife response 
and is working with the Canadian Wildlife Service and Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) to develop a 
consistent federal/provincial approach. 

¶ .ǊƛǘƛǎƘ /ƻƭǳƳōƛŀΩǎ ǇǊƻǾƛƴcial spill response plans contain sections which address spill-impacted wildlife, as 
does the BC Marine Oil Spill Prevention and Preparedness Strategy.  Provincial authority for dealing with spill-
impacted wildlife is found in the Provincial Wildlife Act and in the Environmental Management Act.  

¶ The Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS) has responsibility for licensing bird responders and rehabilitators under 
the Migratory Bird Regulations, for ensuring their compliance with permits issued, for monitoring their 
effectiveness, and for ensuring that oiled migratory birds are treated humanely.  CWS also has authority to 
take over a wildlife response if that initiated by a polluter is determined to be inadequate.  The Canadian 
Wildlife Service has authority under the Migratory Birds Convention Act and the Canada Wildlife Act. The 
/ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜΩǎ ƛƴǇǳǘ ǘƻ ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƛǎ ƳŜŘƛŀǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ w99¢ όwŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ 
Emergencies Team). 

¶ The Wildlife Response Plan (Section 9970 of the NW Area Contingency Plan) outlines the responsibilities of 
the Wildlife Branch within a Unified Command structure during an oil spill.  The mission of the Wildlife Branch 
is to minimize the adverse impacts of oil spills and oil spill response on wildlife.  The plan describes the 
procedures to be used during a spill and identifies the personnel and equipment necessary to meet wildlife 
protection duties of the responsible party as well as the Federal and State governments. 

¶ The Washington Department of Ecology has adopted administrative contingency plan rules that include a 
planning requirement for wildlife rescue and rehabilitation and reference the NW Area Plan.  

¶ Planholders in Washington have contracted with private response organizations to supply the equipment 
necessary to comply with the wildlife rescue planning requirement.  The Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife also owns a wildlife rescue trailer.   
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¶ Washington administrative rules also establish equipment standards for oiled bird rehabilitation facilities. 

¶ The CANUSLANT Annex to the Canada ς U.S. Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan establishes a Joint 
Environment Section that has four standing units, three of which deal with response issues related to wildlife 
protection.  

¶ Wildlife permits are required for the collection, transport and rehabilitation of wildlife in Canada, as well as 
for the import or export of wildlife.  

 
DISCUSSION: 
CANUSDIX 
The CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines (http://www.akrrt.org/CANUS_DixonEntrance/) were completed and 
signed by appropriate Canadian and U.S. wildlife resource agency officials in April 2003, and were then adopted 
by the U.S. and Canadian Coast Guard in September 2003.  The document provides guidance to wildlife resource 
agency representatives in coordinating or conducting response activities for wildlife that are oiled or potentially 
oiled when the Dixon Entrance Annex is activated.  The CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines were designed to 
facilitate the initiation and conduct of selected wildlife-related response activities to help ensure that those 
activities are conducted in a timely, efficient and coordinated manner.  
 
The CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines focus on migratory birds and sea otters in recognition of 1) their 
susceptibility and vulnerability to oiling; 2) the ability to handle these animals; and 3) because these species move 
across the CANUSDIX transboundary borders.  
 
The CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines are based on the following three wildlife response strategies: 

¶ Primary response strategies, which emphasize controlling the release and spread of spilled oil at the 
source to prevent or reduce contamination of potentially-affected species and their habitat.  These 
strategies include use of mechanical recovery such as booming activities and skimming; use of In-situ 
burning; and use of chemical counter-measures such as dispersants; oiled carcass removal; vessel/aircraft 
disturbance of wildlife minimization; and rat countermeasures.  

¶ Secondary response strategies, which emphasize keeping potentially-affected wildlife away from oiled 
areas through the use of deterrents or other techniques, including the pre-emptive capture of unoiled 
wildlife.  

¶ Tertiary response strategies, which address the capture and treatment of oiled wildlife.  
The guidelines outline the process for implementing each of these response strategies. 
 
Potential facilities in the Dixon Entrance area which could be used for stabilization and/or treatment of oiled birds 
were evaluated in September 2002 for Ketchikan and September 2003 for Prince Rupert.  The resulting list of 
potential facilities and facility owner and contact information is included in the guidelines.  
 
Recommendations on whether activities should be initiated to deter wildlife away from oiled areas, whether to 
conduct pre-emptive capture of unoiled sea otters, and/or whether to capture, stabilize and treat oiled migratory 
birds and/or sea otters will be made jointly by the appropriate Canadian and U.S. wildlife resource agency 
representatives and then will be submitted to the Canadian Coast Guard On-Scene Commander and the U.S. Coast 
Guard FOSC for approval.    
 
Pre-emptive capture of un-oiled sea otters and/or capture of oiled sea otters from the Dixon Entrance area will be 
overseen by the USFWS with oversight by DFO.  This includes sea otters on the Canadian side of Dixon Entrance.   
Oiled bird capture and treatment programs will be overseen/monitored jointly by USFWS and the Environment 
Canada-Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS).  Individuals conducting migratory bird capture and treatment in British 
Columbia and in Alaska will have appropriate training under currently established guidelines and procedures. 
 

http://www.akrrt.org/CANUS_DixonEntrance/
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Decisions regarding terrestrial wildlife will be made on a case-by-case basis by the British Columbia Ministry of 
Environment and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) representatives for the geographic area 
under their respective jurisdictions.  Wildlife protection strategies for terrestrial wildlife in the U.S. portion of the 
Dixon Entrance will follow the guidance provided in Appendix 8 of the Wildlife Protection Guidelines for Alaska 
(Alaska Guidelines).  
 
Decisions regarding pinnipeds and cetaceans will be made on a case-by-case basis by Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
and the U.S. Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service representatives, in coordination with 
ADF&G representatives, for the geographic area under their respective jurisdictions.  Wildlife protection strategies 
for pinnipeds and cetaceans in the Dixon Entrance will follow the guidance provided in Appendix 7 of the Alaska 
Guidelines. 
 
The CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Working Group includes Environment Canada, the Canadian Wildlife Service, 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada, the British Columbia Ministry of Environment, the U.SΦ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ LƴǘŜǊƛƻǊΩǎ 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, the ¦Φ{Φ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ LƴǘŜǊƛƻǊΩǎ CƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜΣ 
and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game.  
 
CANUSPAC 
The CANUSPAC annex does not address the issue of wildlife response directly.  Indirectly, the annex incorporates 
any wildlife response guidance contained in the Canadian Coast Guard Marine Spills Contingency Plan ς Pacific 
Region Area Plan and in the Northwest Area Contingency Plan.   No working group has been organized to discuss 
and explore transboundary issues related to wildlife response. 
 
The Canadian Coast Guard Marine Spills Contingency Plan ς Pacific Region Area Plan has only a very general 
discussion of wildlife rehabilitation guidelines.  It makes no mention of transboundary responses. 
 
A wildlife response plan is available in Section 9970 of the Northwest Area Contingency Plan and is described in 
the Washington State section of this report.  It acknowledges the CANUSPAC annex, but does not provide any 
special guidance on the conduct of transboundary responses for oiled wildlife. 
 
BRITISH COLUMBIA and CANADA 
BC Ministry of Environment Provincial Information on Wildlife 
 Provincial spill response plans (marine oil, inland oil, and hazardous materials) contain sections that address 
actions of the province in respect to impacted wildlife, as follows:  
¶ The Marine Oil Spill Plan:  

http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/pdf/marine_oil_response_plan.pdf ς sections 5.19 ς 
5.21, 6.4 discuss roles related to wildlife; 
¶ The Inland Oil Spill Plan:  

http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/pdf/inland_oil_response_plan.pdf; and 
¶ The Hazardous Material Spill Plan:   

http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/pdf/hazardous_material_response_plan.pdf- sections 
4.7, 6.2 discuss roles related to wildlife.  

 
Provincial legislation regarding spill impacted wildlife is found in the following: 
¶ The Provincial Wildlife Act:  http://www.qp.gov.bc.ca/statreg/stat/U.S.96488_01.htm     

o Section 7 establishes that it is an offence to alter, destroy or damage wildlife habitat or deposit on 
land or water a substance or manufactured product or by-product if wildlife or wildlife habitat is 
harmed; and 

http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/pdf/marine_oil_response_plan.pdf
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/pdf/inland_oil_response_plan.pdf
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/pdf/hazardous_material_response_plan.pdf
http://www.qp.gov.bc.ca/statreg/stat/W/96488_01.htm
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o Section 8 allows the government to recover damages and take a right-of-action against a person 
who destroys or damages wildlife habitat in a wildlife management area.  

¶ The Environmental Management Act:   
o Section 80 outlines the ProvinceΩs powers to undertake actions to address spill impacted wildlife 

and recover costs associated with the recovery and rehabilitation of oiled wildlife and wildlife 
habitat. 

 
The BC Marine Oil Spill Prevention and Preparedness Strategy includes information on the priority of wildlife 
rehabilitation; it is available at: http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/strategies/oilstrat.htm#19.    

 The Ministry of Environment (BC MOE) has drafted operational guidelines on oiled wildlife that include 
information such as:    

¶ Provincial government policy on oiled wildlife response; 

¶ Facilities;  

¶ Integration of wildlife response in incident command; 

¶ Reasonable actions; and 

¶ Response and care of oiled wildlife decision making. 
The Ministry has also identified technical specialists to assist with oiled wildlife management and response, such 
as veterinarians and wildlife specialists.  The Ministry does not possess any significant equipment for oiled wildlife 
treatment but does have access to Ministry boats and other resources that could be activated. 
 
The cŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ƻƛƭŜŘ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ƛƴ ƴƻǘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƳŀƴŘŀǘŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ 
Organization regulations.  Nevertheless, industry, NGOs and provincial and federal wildlife regulators have been 
working jointly to address the gaps in oiled wildlife response for British Columbia.  The group has been reviewing 
ǘƘŜ ./ah9Ωǎ ŘǊŀŦǘ ƻƛled wildlife policy noted above and used it as the basis to draft an Oiled Wildlife Field 
Operations Guide (FOG).  The group is still actively working towards finalization of the FOG, including agreements 
on oiled wildlife decision-making protocols, roles and responsibilities of the various stakeholders and agencies, 
and how the oiled wildlife component fits within the ICS structure.  Participants include BC MOE, the Canadian 
Wildlife Service, the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, the Canadian Coast Guard, Environment Canada, 
¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ aŀǊƛƴŜ !ŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΣ the Western Canada Marine Response Corporation, the 
BC Chamber of Shipping, the Oiled Wildlife Trust of BC (an umbrella organization comprised of six wildlife-related 
NGOs), Focus Wildlife and a number of others. 
 
The Canadian Wildlife Service 
Following is the Abstract from the National Policy on Oiled Birds and Oiled Species at Risk, available at: 
http://www.ec.gc.ca/ee-ue/default.asp?lang=en&n=A4DD63E4#toc1:  
¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜΩǎ ό/²{ύ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ƻƛƭ ǎǇƛƭƭǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ ƛǎ ƭargely set 
by the legislation and practices of other government agencies. For instance, changes in oil spill response protocols 
in Canada resulting from amendments to the Canada Shipping Act in 1995 removed the onus of emergency 
response from the Canadian Coast Guard and placed it with the polluter.  Subsequently Response Organizations 
funded from the bulk oil cargo fee were created to respond to oiling incidents where there is a known polluter. 
 
Some response organizations have organized an oiled wildlife response capability, and the Canadian Wildlife 
Service has the responsibility for licensing of bird responders and rehabilitators under the Migratory Bird 
Regulations, for ensuring their compliance with permits issued, for monitoring their effectiveness, and ensuring 
that oiled migratory birds are treated humanely. 
 

http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/strategies/oilstrat.htm#19
http://www.ec.gc.ca/ee-ue/default.asp?lang=en&n=A4DD63E4#toc1
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The Canadian Coast Guard has the responsibility of monitoring an oil spill response and of taking over the response 
if it is seen not to be appropriate or sufficient.  In a comparable role, the Canadian Wildlife Service has the 
responsibility of taking over a wildlife response if that initiated by a polluter is determined to be inadequate. 
 
The Canadian Wildlife Service is charged with the administration of the Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA), a 
responsibility that requires management and conservation of migratory bird populations.  There will be an 
additional responsibility for the federal government under federal endangered species legislation for all listed 
species at risk under its jurisdiction.  The Canada Wildlife Act, also administered by CWS, broadens responsibility 
providing enabling mechanisms for habitat and all wildlife conservation. 
 
The amendments to the Canada Shipping Act have precipitated this re-writing of the CWS 1990 oiled bird policy, 
ōǳǘ ǇŀǊŀƭƭŜƭƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ǘƻ ƻƛƭŜŘ ǿƛƭŘƭƛŦŜΣ ŀƴŘ 
increases in our knowledge of the effectiveness of different response strategies.  The decision to put resources 
towards prevention and/or rehabilitation must be done for each oiling event and this policy will gives some 
guidance in that regard. 
 
¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΣ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ ²ƛƭŘƭƛŦŜ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜΩǎ ƛƴǇǳǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
response, is mediated through the REET (Regional Environmental Emergencies Team).  This organization serves to 
consolidate environmental advice to the responsible party and to co-ordinate aspects of a government response. 
Because the REET system and the Canada Shipping Act amendments have national scope, it is necessary that the 
Canadian Wildlife Service have a nationally consistent oiled birds and species at risk response policy.  This Policy is 
consistent with the oil spill response regime that presently prevails in Canada and it replaces Canadian Wildlife 
Service Policy on Oiled Birds (April 1990). 
 
The following key points in /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ National Policy on Oiled Birds and Oiled Species at Risk are also noteworthy: 

¶ άΧAs a fundamental principle CWS will concentrate its efforts during an oiling event on preventing further 
damage to wildlife.  As necessary, CWS will ensure humane treatment (either through cleaning and 
rehabilitation or euthanization) of oiled wildlife. (2.1, The Policy) 

¶ CWS has a role in oil spill response in three main areas: 
1. Knowing and providing information on the migratory bird resource and species at risk (under CWS 

jurisdiction) in the area of a spill (this includes damage assessment and restoration planning after the 
event); 

2. Minimizing the damage to birds by deterring un-oiled birds from becoming oiled; and, 
3. Ensuring the humane treatment of captured migratory birds and species at risk by determining the 

appropriate response and treatment strategies which may include euthanization or cleaning and 
rehabilitation. (2.1, The Policy) 

¶ CWS Χwill maintain contingency response plans to describe the roles and responsibilities of the organization 
and staff during oiling events. (3.1, Preparedness) 

¶ CWS will collect and have readily available information on the distribution and abundance of aquatic birds and 
species at risk under its jurisdiction throughout the year for areas likely to be impacted by oil spills. (3.2, 
Preparedness) 

¶ In comparing the seriousness of damageΧ/²{ ǳǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅΩΦ  [Some] birds have long 
generation times and with a clutch of only one egg, have a restricted reproductive potential.  Species at risk 
are those which may already have much reduced populations and a negative population trajectory, or occupy 
limited geographical areas at different times of the year.  These make large proportions of the population 
vulnerable to oil spill events and are thus unlikely to recover naturally following a population reduction. (4, 
Response During and After an Incident) 
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Wildlife permits are required for the collection, transport and rehabilitation of wildlife in Canada, and would be 
issued by the agency with responsibility for the particular wildlife species in question (e.g., the Canadian Wildlife 
Service, the BC Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resources Operations, or the Department of Fisheries and 
Oceans.   
 
Transporting of wildlife into British Columbia also requires permits and fees.  An import permit application must 
include information on: 

¶ The number, age and gender of the wildlife to be imported;  

¶ A description of any bands, tags or tattoos on the wildlife;  

¶ A valid Provincial possession permit number;  

¶ The proposed use of wildlife; and  

¶ A plan that demonstrates that public safety will not be jeopardized.  
 
Wildlife Import permits are Director-only permits and require consultation with the wildlife veterinarian, 
ecosystem specialist and regional manager prior to the application and draft permit being forwarded to the 
Director for consideration; on average this takes 5 ς 10 working days to complete.  In addition, the place in which 
the injured wildlife will be going to in BC must have a valid provincial rehabilitation permit. 
 
Export of wildlife from British Columbia also requires fees and permits.  The Export Permit Application requires 
information on: 

¶ The number, age and gender of the wildlife to be exported 

¶ A description of any bands, tags or tattoos on the wildlife  

¶ A valid Provincial possession permit number  

¶ The purpose of exporting; and 

¶ A public safety plan.  
 
WASHINGTON   
The Wildlife Response Plan (Section 9970 of the NW Area Contingency Plan) ς available at 
http://www.rrt10nwac.com/Files/NWACP/Chapter_9970.pdf ς outlines the responsibilities of the Wildlife Branch 
within a Unified Command structure during an oil spill.  The mission of the Wildlife Branch is to minimize the 
adverse impacts of oil spills and oil spill response on wildlife. 
 
 The plan describes the procedures to be used during a spill and generally identifies the personnel and equipment 
necessary to meet wildlife protection duties of the responsible party and the Federal and State governments.   It 
also contains: 

¶ Statutory, policy, and procedural guidelines for Wildlife Branch operations;  

¶ Activation criteria and factors to consider when developing response actions; and  

¶ Organizational infrastructure for wildlife response operations. 
 
The Wildlife Branch is scaled to the size of the event and may range in size from just the Branch Director position 
to full activation of the organization, including the associated equipment and personnel resources.  The Branch 
coordinates and manages the activities of all personnel assigned to the Branch and working under the authority of 
the Unified Command, including employees of government, commercial and non-profit organizations.  The 
primary focus of the Wildlife Response Plan is oiled birds; however, provisions to address oiled sea otters and to 
haze and monitor killer whales are also included.  Additional marine mammal information is anticipated in the 
future. 
 

http://www.rrt10nwac.com/Files/NWACP/Chapter_9970.pdf
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The Canada-United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (CANUSPAC) and the Canada-United States 
Joint Inland Pollution Contingency Plan (CANUSWEST) are acknowledged within the NW Area Wildlife Response 
Plan. 
 
The Washington Department of Ecology and the Department of Fish and Wildlife 
The Washington State Department of Ecology has adopted administrative rules (Chapter 173-182 WAC) that apply 
to industry contingency plan holders.  The rules describe various oil spill response planning standards that plan 
holders must meet in order to operate in Washington.  Among these standards is a planning requirement for 
wildlife rescue and rehabilitation.  The oiled wildlife planning standard references the NWACP. 
 
Planning standards for wildlife rescue and rehabilitation are available at WAC 173-182-540 
(http://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite+173-182), which ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά¢ƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ǎƘŀƭƭ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ŀǇǇƭƛŎable 
federal, state and NWACP requirements for wildlife rescue and rehabilitation and describe the equipment, 
personnel, resource and strategies for compliance with the requirements.  These resources shall have the 
capability to arrive on scene within twenty-ŦƻǳǊ ƘƻǳǊǎ ƻŦ ǎǇƛƭƭ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎΦέ  Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΣ 
WAC 232-12-275 establishes infrastructure standards for oiled bird rehabilitation facilities. See: 
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=232-12-275 
 
Plan holders in Washington have contracted with three private response organizations (Clean Rivers Cooperative, 
MSCR, and NRCES) to supply the equipment necessary to comply with the 24-hour wildlife rescue planning 
requirement.  The equipment developed by the response organizations is capable of meeting the rehabilitation 
needs of 200 recovered oiled birds.  Planning efforts to respond to larger events are underway.  Most of the oiled 
wildlife response equipment in Washington is privately owned, although the Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife does own a wildlife rescue trailer that can be used to support a response.   
 
Appendix 1 of Permit No. 932-1905/MA-009526 issued to the National Marine Fisheries SerǾƛŎŜΩǎ aŀǊƛƴŜ aŀƳƳŀƭ 
Health and Stranding Response Program (NMFS/MMHSRP) authorizes import/export of live marine mammals (all 
taxa under NMFS jurisdiction included Endangered Species) taken during emergency response.  The authorization 
also includes parts and/or samples for analysis or diagnostic purposes.  Other permit requirements such as 
Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) and a USFWS Wildlife Declaration also apply but 
there is a CITES permit to cover the MMPA/ESA permit and the Wildlife Declaration is a real-time form to 
complete.  If the U.S. is shipping to Canada, DFO would issue the permits based on who receives the animal.  The 
NMFS/MMHSRP is represented in the Operations Section, Wildlife Branch under the ICS structure and either 
Alaska Regional staff or Northwest Regional staff would be present to cover the import/export through the permit 
if so ordered by Incident Command.   
 
OTHER MODELS 
It is worth nothing that the CANUSLANT Annex to the Canada ς U.S. Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan 
establishes a Joint Environment Section (JES) that will be jointly led by the NOAA Scientific Support Coordinator 
and the Chair of the Regional Environmental Emergencies Team (REET).  The JES will have four standing units, 
including a Fate & Behavior Unit that has such responsibilities as tracking physical sciences, weather, trajectory 
analysis, spill mapping, chemical properties and circulation studies.  The Habitat Protection Unit has such 
responsibilities as resources at risk determinations, shoreline and habitat protection, shoreline cleanup 
techniques and shoreline assessment.  The Fish & Wildlife Unit has such responsibilities as mobile organisms, 
fisheries management, wildlife assessment, rescue and rehabilitation.   
 
 
 
 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite+173-182
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=232-12-275
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. The CANUSPAC JRT should charter a workgroup to develop CANUSPAC Wildlife Response Guidelines.  The key 

elements of the CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines should serve as a template to develop similar 
guidelines for the Washington/British Columbia border.  Membership of the workgroup should include 
appropriate trustees and regulatory agencies, key stakeholders, wildlife rescue/rehabilitation professionals, 
Federally-recognized tribes and First Nations, and representatives of key response agenices (e.g., the 
Canadian and U.S. Coast Guards, a Washington State SOSC and their counterpart from British Columbia, and 
likely representatives of potential RPs such as QIs, IMTs, or OSROs).  Once adopted, the guidelines should be 
tested during regular CANUSPAC exercises and updated as needed based on lessons learned from exercises or 
actual incidents. 

 
2. The inventory of wildlife facilities for the Dixon Entrance should be expanded to include Haida Gwaii (the 

Queen Charlotte Islands) during the next revision of the CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines. 
 
3. Transport Canada should amend the Canada Shipping Act to include Response Organization requirements to 

develop the capability to address oiled wildlife during a spill response.  
 
4. CANUSPAC wildlife agencies in Canada and the United States should review the existing permit and other 

requirements for the cross-border transfer of oiled wildlife and determine if additional measures are required 
to facilitate the cross-border rehabilitation and release of oiled wildlife in a transboundary spill. 

 
SOURCES:   

¶ Graham Knox,  British Columbia Ministry of Environment; e-mail 12/2/2008 

¶ Catherine Berg,  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; e-mail 12/8/2008 and 1/15/2009 

¶ Dave Smith, Canadian Wildlife Service; e-mail 2/6/2009; National Policy on Oiled Birds: Its application in the 
Pacific & Yukon Region December 2008 

¶ Appendix 8 of the Wildlife Protection Guidelines for Alaska (Alaska Guidelines).  
http://www.akrrt.org/UnifiedPlan/index.shtml 

¶ HTTP://DEC.ALASKA.GOV/SPAR/PERP/PLANS/UC/ANNEX%20G%20(JAN%2010).PDF 

¶ British Columbia Marine Oil Spill Plan:  
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/pdf/marine_oil_response_plan.pdf 

¶ British Columbia Inland Oil Spill Plan:  
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/pdf/inland_oil_response_plan.pdf 

¶ British Columbia Hazardous Material Spill Plan:   
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/pdf/hazardous_material_response_plan.pdf 

¶ British Columbia Marine Oil Spill Prevention and Preparedness Strategy:  
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/strategies/oilstrat.htm#19  

¶ (Canadian) National Policy on Oiled Birds and Oiled Species at Risk  
http://www.ec.gc.ca/ee-ue/default.asp?lang=en&n=A4DD63E4#toc1 

¶ CANUSDIX Annex ς Operational Appendix: Wildlife Response Guidelines:  
http://www.akrrt.org/CANUS_DixonEntrance/ 

¶ Northwest Area Contingency Plan Section 9970 ς Wildlife Response Plan: 
http:/ /www.rrt10nwac.com/Files/NWACP/Chapter_9970.pdf  

¶ Provincial Wildlife Act:  http://www.qp.gov.bc.ca/statreg/stat/BC 96488_01.htm 

¶ Washington Department of Ecology  regulation  WAC 173-182-540 Planning standards for wildlife rescue and 
rehabilitation: http://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=173-182 

¶ Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife regulation WAC 232-12-275  Equipment standards for oiled bird 
rehabilitation facilities: http://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=232-12-275 

http://www.akrrt.org/UnifiedPlan/index.shtml
http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/plans/uc/Annex%20G%20(Jan%2010).pdf
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/pdf/marine_oil_response_plan.pdf
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/pdf/inland_oil_response_plan.pdf
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/response/pdf/hazardous_material_response_plan.pdf
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/eemp/resources/strategies/oilstrat.htm#19
http://www.ec.gc.ca/ee-ue/default.asp?lang=en&n=A4DD63E4#toc1
http://www.akrrt.org/CANUS_DixonEntrance/
http://www.rrt10nwac.com/Files/NWACP/Chapter_9970.pdf
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=173-182
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=232-12-275
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¶ CANUSLANT Annex, Appendix K, Joint Environmental Team;  
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do  (click Environmental, then Outreach, then International 
Programs, then the Joint Contingency Plan, then the CANUSLANT Annex PDF file)  

¶ Kelly Smith, Permit & Authorization Service Bureau, the British Columbia Ministry of Forests, Lands & Natural 
Resource Operations; email 3/29/11 

http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do
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TOPIC: WASTE MANAGEMENT FOR TRANSBOUNDARY AREAS 
 
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ While it is ultimately the Responsible tŀǊǘȅΩǎ όwtύ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿŀǎǘŜǎΣ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛȊƛƴƎ 
plans for disposal are generally the responsibility of the Province and States.  Currently, there is no existing 
approved state, provincial, national or international policy regarding handling of oily wastes in an emergency 
spill situation along the relevant international border zones.  

¶ The most advanced working template to date was developed by the British Columbia Ministry of Environment 
and the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation to generate an international Incident-specific Oily 
Waste Management Plan.  It was recently tested to support the 2007 CANUSDIX Table Top Exercise (TTX).  It 
has been further updated by regional planning officials in BC MOE and ADEC. 

¶ No equivalent plan has been developed for the BCςWashington border zone, nor has oily waste management 
been included as an integral part of the CANUSPAC exercises, although the BC Ministry of Environment would 
likely use the CANUSDIX template until a final plan was developed for the CANUSPAC border. 

¶ The Washington Department of Ecology requires any vessel/facility operating on state waters to follow the 
waste management guidelines within the Northwest Area Contingency plan. 

¶ It is anticipated that, in the event of a major marine incident on the Alaska/British Columbia border, the 
majority of wastes to be transferred for final disposal away from the affected area would be transported 
either via barge to Washington State or by highway to Southern BC or Northern Alberta.   

¶ Both Alaska and British Columbia have an abundance of State or Provincial owned shoreline/inland properties 
that could be utilized for waste management transfer and treatment activities. 

¶ There are an abundance of dedicated and supplemental waste management resources available on both sides 
of the Washington/British Columbia border. 

¶ BC-based transporters of hazardous wastes who are given temporary emergency exemptions from possessing 
Hazardous Waste Transport Licences (Section 52 of the BC Hazardous Waste Regulation) will likely not be 
allowed to legally cross/operate over the U.S. border, so the transfer of wastes to approved U.S. carriers may 
be necessary. 

¶ There are a number of institutional or technical planning barriers to the transboundary movement of wastes, 
including:  

o Competition with local jurisdictions for waste  handling and disposal resources;  
o A need to coordinate transport plans through the border security agencies;  
o A lack of consultation with local and tribal/First Nation governments; 
o Complications arising out of dual command posts developing waste management plans;  
o Minimal waste management and final disposal resources along the British Columbia/Alaska border; 
o ¢ƘŜ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ƭŜƎŀƭ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ άǿƘŀǘ-ƛŦέ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ǇŀǊty/agency/local 

operational handling of wastes crossing the border; and 
o The lack of international protocols for the handling and disposal of high hazardous wastes from 

marine incidents. 
 
DISCUSSION:  
Marine incidents on international borders will add a layer of extraordinary complication to waste management 
operations on both land and sea.  Recent interagency exercises and proactive planning queries have revealed that 
even moderately sized spill incidents near the U.S.-United States borders are guaranteed to present significant 
tactical complexities.  Agencies must be cognizant of the reality that a poorly-executed waste management plan 
can easily cause the entire response operation to slow if frontline operations have no place to transfer the wastes.  
 
WhilŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ǘƘŜ wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ tŀǊǘȅΩǎ όwtύ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿŀǎǘŜǎΣ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛȊƛƴƎ Ǉƭŀƴǎ 
for disposal are generally the responsibility of the Province and States. Currently, there are no existing approved 
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State, Provincial, National or International policies regarding handling of oily wastes in an emergency spill 
situation along the relevant international border zones.  ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ hǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ 
requires an RO to provide temporary storage for oily wastes  in compliance with Provincial and other government 
regulations. Most of the leading response agencies possess an internal plan on Oily and Hazardous Waste 
Management for marine spill scenarios, but nothing in detail to address the borders or working with international 
agencies.   
 
British Columbia ς Alaska Situation: 
The border zones between BC and Alaska are well known for having vast, remote stretches of shoreline and an 
extremely low population density ς with an estimated 3,000 persons living in sporadic pockets along the North 
Coast of Haidi Gwaii (BC), Stewart (BC), Kincolith (BCύΣ [ŀȄ YǿΩŀƭŀŀƳǎ όBC) and Hyder (AK).  The largest population 
centers (totaling in the tens of thousands) within short air travel distance to the border are Prince Rupert (BC) and 
Ketchikan (AK).  Highway access inland from the Alaska shorelines are non-existent, while there exist multiple 
points of inland access on the British Columbia side (namely at Prince Rupert, Masset, Kincolith and Stewart).   
 
It is anticipated that in the event of a major marine incident, the majority of wastes to be transferred for final 
disposal away from the affected area will be transported either via barge to Washington State or by Highway to 
Southern BC or Northern Alberta.  Both jurisdictions have an abundance of State or Provincial owned 
shoreline/inland property that can be utilized for waste management transfer and treatment activities.  These 
need to be sourced and mapped and disposal plans developed.  
 
Emergency waste management resources are extremely limited along both sides of the border.  Traditional 
border control is very limited in scope and addresses a very minimal amount of inland traffic (for example, there is 
no U.S. border security presence at the Stewart-Hyder crossing).   
 
British Columbia ς Washington Situation: 
The population within the border zone between BC and Washington totals in the millions; as a result, there is an 
abundance of dedicated and supplemental waste management resources available on both sides of the border for 
possible utilization.  Border controls are considered more comprehensive compared to the Alaska border and 
control agencies are tasked to address a very large volume of marine and inland traffic/tonnage.  
 
Canadian certified Response Organizations are only required to have 24 hours of temporary storage of oily 
wastes; it is then up to the Responsible Party to secure a final disposal site/facility.   
 
Operational Situation of Wastes at Borders: 
BC-based transporters of Hazardous Wastes who are given temporary emergency exemptions from possessing 
Hazardous Waste Transport Licenses (Section 52 of the BC Hazardous Waste Regulation) will likely not be allowed 
to legally cross/operate over the U.S. border, so the transfer of wastes to approved U.S. carriers may be 
necessary.  Depending on the waste classification, any drivers bringing waste from Canada must have a relevant 
Hazardous Materials Endorsement (HME) on their license.  Transport companies track their own waste truckloads 
(for billing purposes) via waste manifests and generator numbers issued by the State or Province.  
 
Planning Guides and Templates: U.S. and Alaska Zone 
The British Columbia Ministry of Environment (BC MOE) and the Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation (ADEC) have been working on a template that was tested at the 2007 CANUSDIX TTX.   Design of the 
Plan was borrowed largely from earlier versions designed for the M/V Selendang Ayu (Alaska) and F/V Queen of 
the North (BC) vessel incidents; there was a longer version drafted in 2008 but it was considered too cumbersome 
for practical use.  Some consideration was given to security interests, but a more comprehensive level of input 
from higher levels of the border security agencies is required before a final draft is prepared.  A variation of the 
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plan should eventually be developed to address the U.S.-Alaska border zone along the Dixon Entrance (to 
incorporate the BC vǳŜŜƴ /ƘŀǊƭƻǘǘŜ LǎƭŀƴŘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƻǳǘƘ ŀƴŘ !ƭŀǎƪŀΩǎ 5ŀƭƭ LǎƭŀƴŘ ǘƻ 5ǳƪŜ LǎƭŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ bƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
Entrance).   

 
The Waste Management Document is intended to serve as a template to enable Planning staff at an incident to 
ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ άŦƛƭƭ-in-the-ōƭŀƴƪǎέ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀŘƧǳǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ as needed.  The Plan 
would ultimately be approved by a Unified Command and would be incorporated into an Incident Action Plan 
(IAP).  The Plan in general is comprised of the following: 

¶ Situation Background (Casualty, Command, Current Response Effort information); 

¶ Waste Management Best Practices; 

¶ Transboundary Movement; 

¶ Waste Profiles (Dangerous Goods, Deceased Wildlife, Liquid, Solids, etc); 

¶ Collecting, Staging, Identifying, Repackaging, Transferring wastes (including summary tables); 

¶ Disposal Options (in-situ, ex-situ, etc); 

¶ Contact/Notification information; 

¶ Tracking Logs (inland & marine); and 

¶ Appendices (Site Photos, Maps, Tables, Agency approvals, Safety Plans, Logistics lists, etc).  
 
BC developed a comprehensive internal guideline in 1993 intended to address the various waste management 
issues that arose after the T/V Nestucca incident.  The British Columbia guide and the M/V Selendang Ayu Incident 
Waste Management plan provided a reference for subsequent development of the current BC-Alaska Plan.  
However, various passages and sections in the 1993 guideline need to be updated to reflect the evolution in 
regulations and waste management technologies.  The guide does not address in detail cross-boundary waste 
management issues. 
 
Planning and Operational Templates: BC and Washington Zone 
Currently, there are no joint Marine Transboundary Oily Waste Management Plan templates or Operational 
checklists to address the BC-Washington border zone.  No exercises under CANUSPAC have been conducted 
within Operations or Planning sections that address international marine oily waste management issues.  The 
Washington Department of Ecology requires any vessel/facility operating in state waters to follow the waste 
management guidelines within the Northwest Area Contingency plan.  Example plans and waste tracking forms 
are provided.  The Guideline is available at: http://www.rrt10nwac.com/Files/NWACP/Chapter_9620.pdf  
 
 Washington State regulations allow the spiller to receive credit for product recovered from water within the first 
24 hours, so a concern could be the segregation of those materials collected within the first 24 hours on both 
sides of the border.  Washington has an internal form and guide that would need to be incorporated or 
referenced for spills that would affect Washington state waters (http://www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/ecy05049.pdf).  
The British Columbia Ministry of Environment would likely use the CANUSDIX template until a final plan was 
developed for the CANUSPAC border.  
 
Institutional or Technical Planning Barriers to Transboundary Movement of Wastes 
COMPETITION FOR RESOURCES:  Various local agencies situated along both sides of the border have response 
plans that would likely come into effect during the response, potentially adding to the confusion and increasing 
competition for waste management resources (e.g., bins, liners, PPE, vacuum trucks, etc). 
EMPHASIS ON WASTE MINIMIZATION IS NEEDED:  There is a need to address the importance of minimizing oily 
waste generation during any response, including consideration of such tactics as use of dispersants, in-situ 
burning and shoreline workforce training/supervision. 
 
 

http://www.rrt10nwac.com/Files/NWACP/Chapter_9620.pdf
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/ecy05049.pdf
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VETTING PLANS THROUGH THE BORDER SECURITY AGENCIES  
Security along the U.S.-Washington border is far more comprehensive and stringent than that along the British 
Columbia/Alaska border, leading to a potential for critical delays in moving dedicated emergency waste 
management assets and personnel crossing the border.  Draft plans concerning cross-border movements of oily 
wastes have not been adequately vetted through the Canadian and U.S. Border Customs agencies. 
 
The Canada-U.S. Agreement on the Transboundary Movement of Hazardous Waste went into force in 1986, and 
renews itself every 5 years unless one of the Parties gives written notice of termination. The Agreement is 
intended to ensure that movements of hazardous wastes, hazardous recyclable materials and municipal solid 
waste destined for final disposal ς crossing the Canada-United States boundary ς are conducted so as to reduce 
the risks to human health and the environment. Authority for the Agreement lies with Environment Canada and 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  It is not clear whether this Agreement covers oily wastes.  
 
Please reference the Logistics Section of this Report for information on U.S. and Canadian border patrol and 
customs requirements for the movement of equipment and personnel during emergency response; however, that 
paper does not address movement of oily and hazardous wastes.  
 
LACK OF CONSULTATION WITH LOCAL/FIRST NATION GOVERNMENTS 
To date, there has been only minimal engagement regarding the local First Nations/Tribal role in waste 
management.  Local Municipal or County bylaws along the border may prohibit execution of transboundary waste 
operations via land, or restrict utilization of facilities for waste transfer/disposal.  
 
DIVISION OF U.S. and CANADIAN COMMAND STRUCTURES  
In a major spill, Waste Management Units or Branches will need to rapidly expand to include various salvage, 
disposal, industry, treatment, utilities, legal, transport logistics and other technical experts to assist the agencies 
and Responsible Party.  With separate U.S./Canadian Incident Command Posts (ICPs), Planning and Operational 
Staff responsible for cross-border coordination will be physically divided.  Both ICPs could end up mired in an 
unnecessary duplication of effort in assessment, consultation and execution of plans.   Effective communications 
between the two ICPs will be necessary in order to coordinate cross-border waste management efforts.    
Please note that at the 2007 CANUSDIX TTX in Ketchikan, BC MOE sent a liaison team to the U.S. ICP (working in 
the Environmental Unit of the Planning Section) to work on developing various plans including waste 
management.  The measure greatly reduced ς but did not eliminate ς communication difficulties in assembling 
data and coordinating a comprehensive waste management plan between the ICPs.  
 
MINIMAL WASTE MANAGEMENT FINAL DISPOSAL RESOURCES ALONG THE BC-ALASKA BORDER  
Insofar as coastal site access and inland transport routes are severely limited on the Alaska side of the border, 
most waste streams will likely be trafficked into Northwest BC for staging, treatment and disposal.  As no 
dedicated high hazardous waste disposal facilities exist in Northern British Columbia, most high hazardous wastes 
would end up being sent further east to Alberta for final disposal.  However, due to the large uninhabited 
stretches of Crown-owned land along the Northern BC border, a more flexible range of lower-cost waste disposal 
options (via incineration, bioremediation and land farming) are available to responders. In contrast ς the options 
for disposal along the more populated British Columbia-Washington border are very limited in scope.  

 
[!/Y hC [9D![ htLbLhb{ hb /wL¢L/![ ά²I!¢-LCέ {/9b!wLh{ w9D!w5LbD wtκ!D9b/¸κ[h/![ ht9w!¢Lhb![ 
HANDLING OF WASTES CROSSING THE BORDER  
If the situation arises where wastes have to be moved expediently across the international border, a number of 
critical legal issues could arise that can potentially present liabilities to the agencies.  For example, if an RP based 
in one country runs out of resources and effectively walks away from managing the incident, what becomes of the 
legal responsibility for those left to manage the wastes that are now situated in another country?   
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NO KNOWN INTERNATIONAL PROTOCOLS ARE ESTABLISHED FOR THE HANDLING AND DISPOSAL OF HIGH 
HAZARDOUS WASTES FROM MARINE INCIDENTS 
In an incident involving ferries, container ships, chemical and military vessels, a variety of associated high 
hazardous wastes can present a far greater threat to responders and the public (in the form of cryogenics, exotic 
toxic/flammable/reactive chemicals, ordinates, radioactivity, etc) than spilled fuels or crude oils.  In these 
situations a completely different level of safety, equipment and application of expertise is required.  Currently, 
while there are an abundance of plans and protocols available for various scenarios inland or at port facilities, 
there are no joint plans established to address the above hazards on vessels underway.   Some marine responders 
(with the exception of teams from the USCG, USN, BC MOE, WA DOE and ADEC) do not possess adequate training 
certifications, expertise and equipment to address a hazardous materials incident.   
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. The CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX Joint Response Teams should each charter a Transboundary Marine/Inland 

Waste Management working group to address the various planning issues surrounding emergency waste 
management.  The relevant State/Provincial agencies should co-chair the group and membership should 
include all relevant agency, OSRO and private entities (the latter serving as technical experts) from both 
Canada and the BC First Nations, Federally-recognized Tribes, local governments, border security agencies, 
and private industry should be invited to participate in the development of plans, operational checklists, 
waste collection/disposal options, border protocols, MOUs, etc.  Annual meetings of the group could coincide 
with CANUS Annex activities.  

 
2. The CANUSDIX Waste Management Working Group should continue to refine the BC-Alaska Waste 

Management Plan template. 
 
3. The CANUSPAC Waste Management Working Group should consider adapting the BC-Alaska Waste 

Management Plan template for the U.S.-Washington situation.  The template should be vetted with both 
Canadian and U.S. Customs to ensure feasibility and avoid critical delays of inland and marine waste 
management operations at security checkpoints. First Nations, Federally-recognized Tribes, local 
governments, and private stakeholders along the BC-Washington border should be consulted and existing 
waste management plans incorporated.  

 
4. The Waste Management Plans for both transboundary areas should include the following provisions: 

¶ Mutually-agreeable locations (on both sides of the border) for recycling of oily wastes. 

¶ Joint plans for the selection of mutually-agreeable locations on both sides of the border for in-situ (at or 
near site) oily waste treatment that includes (but is not limited to) environmentally-sound and practical 
oiled woody-debris burning, oiled debris/sediment land-farming, and portable incineration.  Locations 
selected for staging should be available in a GIS format that can be utilized at the operations and planning 
levels. During a response, facilitate consultation with Operations, Logistics and relevant local governments 
on the assessment and selection of proposed locations. 

¶ Identified field equipment units (barges, lined trucks, storage bladders, earth-moving equipment, bins, 
portable incinerators and supporting resources) dedicated to waste management.  

¶ Lists of coastal facilities with temporary holding capacities over 100,000 metric tonnes located near the 
border which can be provided to Operations and Logistics. 

¶ An agreement for deploying on-site monitoring teams (e.g. custody signage and trained supervisors) to 
ensure that oily wastes are segregated into waste streams (including recyclable elements) before 
initiating movement across the border.   

¶ Protocols for acquiring waste management records (including disposal locations) from all agencies and 
command posts involved in the response.  
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¶ After-action reports, lessons learned and any penalties issued from either command post should be made 
readily available for access by either country for waste/disposal documentation. 

¶ Legal analyses based on applicable legislation in both countries (and if need be ς international law 
conventions).  As the legal issues are predominantly international, the lead federal agencies would be 
most suited to retain legal counsel and establish a formal legal working group, if needed.  Additional legal 
opinion would be provided by the State/Provincial agencies. 

¶ Recommendations to facilitate coordination of waste management decisions between both Incident 
Command Posts should be included in the plans.  Waste Management liaisons and specialists should 
interact extensively with the EU and REET to further develop and adjust the joint waste management 
plans as required during a specific incident.   

¶ Border Security agencies should help develop personnel/equipment tracking forms to be included in the 
waste management plans.  

¶ Comprehensive provisions in the Waste Management Plans addressing dipsosal of hazardous wastes from 
vessel cargoes or supplies (possibly as a separate appendix).  

 
5. With regard to the movement of oily wastes across borders, the CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX JRTs should 

ensure participation of the Canadian and U.S. Border security agencies at the ICP level during transboundary 
tabletop exercises.  

 
6. It is recommended that the State and Provincial agencies be responsible for working with the Coast Guards on 

incorporating waste management into the CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC exercises. 
 

SOURCES:  

¶ EnviroEmerg Consulting Services Inc., Major Marine Vessel Casualty Risk and Response Preparedness in British 
Columbia. July 2008 Prepared for Living Oceans Society: 
http://www.livingoceans.org/files/PDF/energy/LOS_marine_vessels_report.pdf  

¶ Alaska Dept of Environmental Conservation & British Columbia Ministry of Environment, M/V Tarheel Draft 
WMP Sept 2007.  Prepared for CANUSDIX 2007  

¶ British Columbia Ministry of Environment, MV WMP Draft W4-1 June 2008 

¶ The Canada-U.S. Agreement on the Transboundary Movement of Hazardous Waste; information available at:  
http://www.ec.gc.ca/gdd-mw/default.asp?lang=en&n=EB0B92CE-1 

http://www.livingoceans.org/files/PDF/energy/LOS_marine_vessels_report.pdf
http://www.ec.gc.ca/gdd-mw/default.asp?lang=en&n=EB0B92CE-1
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TOPIC: DISPERSANT AND IN-SITU BURNING DECISION-MAKING 
 
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ Use of dispersants or other chemicals in a cross-border spill in situations where the countermeasure may 
affect the other country should be a joint decision, subject to the approval and decision requirements of each 
country. 

¶ The U.S. National Contingency Plan authorizes the Federal On-Scene Coordinator (FOSC), with the 
concurrence of the EPA and the state representative to Unified Command and consultation (when 
practicable) with the U.S. Department of Commerce and the U.S. Department of the Interior to authorize the 
use of dispersants and in-situ burning on an incident-specific basis.  If the RRTs and Area Committees establish 
pre-authorization plans, an FOSC may authorize the use of dispersants or in-situ burning in the pre-authorized 
area without obtaining the specific concurrences described above.   

¶ In order to be used in the U.S., a dispersing agent must be listed on the National Contingency Plan Product 
Schedule maintained by the U.S. EPA.  Similarly, Canada has a list of Approved Treating Agents administered 
by Environment Canada. 

¶ No region in Canada currently has pre-approval authorization for the use of dispersants.  Approval for the use 
of dispersants is currently made on an incident-specific basis and must be evaluated by the REET.  
Environment Canada is revising their Dispersant ¦ǎŜ άDǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ.έ   

¶ Canada has several federal laws and regulations that must be considered during a dispersant use decision, 
including ǘƘŜ {ǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀǘ wƛǎƪ !Ŏǘ ό{!w!ύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ CƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ !Ŏǘ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ άDǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 
Use and Acceptability of Oil Spill Dispersantsέ (currently under revision).  There are also provincial and other 
regional laws and regulations that may apply to the use of dispersants. 

¶ There are few distinct laws regulating the practice of in-situ burning in Canada.  As with dispersants, the REET 
must be contacted to provide an approval/disapproval decision on an incident-specific basis for in-situ 
burning use.  The REET will make a decision based upon net-benefit principles and with consideration of the 
safety of both responders and the public.  

¶ The Alaska Regional Response Team (ARRT) has guidelines in place for both dispersant use and in-situ burning 
in Alaska.  No pre-authorizations exist in Alaska for either response option.  

¶ In the CANUSDIX transboundary area, guidelines exist that provide for resource agencies on both sides of the 
border to provide joint, incident-specific recommendations to their respective U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) and 
Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) incident command systems with regard to dispersant use and in-situ burning use. 
¢ƘŜ ¦Φ{Φ wŜƎƛƻƴ мл wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ¢ŜŀƳ όww¢ύΩǎ bƻǊǘƘǿŜǎǘ !ǊŜŀ /ƻƴǘingency Plan includes both a 
dispersant use policy and an in-situ burn use policy.  The dispersant policy states that, if use of dispersants is 
considered within 3 nautical miles of the international border with Canada, the Region 10 RRT will consult 
with the CANUSPAC Joint Response Team.  

¶ The in-situ burn policy, which includes a decision process and application checklist, has no provision for 
consulting with the CANUSPAC Joint Response Team or any Canadian government entity when used near 
Canadian waters.  (This policy is scheduled to be revised in 2011).   It is the policy of the Region 10 RRT to also 
consult with the appropriate tribal governments with off-reservation treaty rights in navigable waters 
threatened by a release or discharge of oil, when practicable.   

¶ There are no CANUSPAC joint decision-making guidelines for U.S. and Canadian resource agencies similar to 
those in the CANUSDIX Annex. 

 
DISCUSSION: 
U.S. and Canadian policies or guidelines for use of dispersants and in-situ burning are based on the premise that a 
rapid decision is essential if these response techniques are to be used effectively on marine spills and recognize 
the need, especially in the case of large offshore spills, to have a broad array of response technologies readily 
available to deploy. 
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Use of dispersants or other chemicals in a cross border spill in situations where the countermeasure may affect 
the other country should be a joint decision, subject to the approval and decision requirements of each country. 
The JRT and any other joint bodies established during an incident should assist in ensuring a consistent decision 
making process is applied to both sides of the border.   
 
As noted previously in this Planning Section, the CANUSLANT Annex to the Canada ς U.S. Joint Marine Pollution 
Contingency Plan establishes a Joint Environment Section (JES that will be jointly led by the NOAA Scientific 
Support Coordinator and the Chair of the Regional Environmental Emergencies Team (REET).  Joint U.S./Canadian 
task forces may be formed as needed from within the JES in order to address specific issues such as in-situ burning 
and dispersant use.  These task forces would be staffed based on the objectives of the task and the skills of the JES 
personnel available. These task forces may be temporarily assigned, by the JES leaders, to other sections or units 
of the command.  This is an organizational model worth consideration. 
 
U.S. Dispersant and In-Situ Burn Use Policies   
In the U.S., the National Contingency Plan (NCP), Section 300.910 (Subpart J) authorizes the Federal On-Scene 
Coordinator (FOSC), with the concurrence of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency representative to the 
Regional Response Team and, as appropriate, the concurrence of the State representative to the RRT with 
jurisdiction over navigable waters threatened by a release or discharge of oil and in consultation with the U.S. 
Department of Commerce and the U.S. Department of the Interior natural resource trustees, when practicable, to 
authorize the use of dispersing and burning agents on an incident-specific basis.  If the RRT representatives from 
EPA and the states with jurisdiction over the waters, DOC and DOI natural resource trustees approve in advance 
the use of dispersants under specified circumstances as described in preauthorization plan, the FOSC may 
authorize the use of dispersants in the preauthorized area during an emergency spill response without obtaining 
the specific concurrences described above.  In order to be used in the U.S., a dispersing agent must be listed on 
the National Contingency Plan product schedule maintained by the U.S. EPA.  
 
Following the Deepwater Horizon oil spill response, the U.S. EPA initiated a review in December of 2010 - in 
cooperation with the Regional Response Teams and Area Committees - of pre-authorization plans for subsea 
dispersant use, for long-term surface applications, and for dispersant monitoring protocols.  
 
In-situ burning (ISB) is regulated under the Clean Air Act and authorization for ISB will come from the FOSC or 
SOSC with jurisdictional authority over the area in which the burn is to be conducted.  Typically, the RRT or Area 
Committees will include ISB in pre-planning efforts and will have formulated guidelines to identify policy on the 
use of in-situ burning as a response tool; the process to be used by the FOSC/SOSC through the Unified Command 
to determine whether in-situ burning is appropriate following an oil discharge; and which entities are to be 
consulted by the FOSC/SOSC to obtain input on a request to conduct an in situ burn.  If the use of burning agents 
to improve the combustibility of the oil is included in the ISB plan, the FOSC must authorize the use of the burning 
agent(s) and follow the same concurrence and consultation requirements as required under the NCP Section 
300.910 (Subpart U) for use of dispersants.  Burning agents are those additives that, through physical or chemical 
means, improve the combustibility of the materials to which they are applied. 
 
Canadian Dispersant Use Policy 
Recently, there has been renewed interest in the potential use of dispersants by the offshore oil and gas Industry 
in Canada for several reasons, including the increased risk of spills due to increases in vessel and offshore activity 
and to the limitations of other response techniques.  Dispersants were a focus of discussion at Regional 
Environmental Emergencies Team (REET) meetings in 2002, 2003 and 2004 and at an Environmental Research 
Studies Fund Workshop in 2004.  Environment Canada is revising its dispersant ǳǎŜ άDǳƛŘŜƭƛƴes.έ  No region in 
Canada currently has pre-approval authorization for the use of dispersants, and there are no agreed-upon criteria 
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for the use of dispersants.  Approval for the use of dispersants is currently made on an incident-specific basis and 
must be evaluated by the REET.  Environment Canada administers a list of άApproved Treating Agents.έ 
Canada has several federal laws and regulations that must be considered during a dispersant use decision.  These 
include the Species at Risk Act (SARA) and the FƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ !Ŏǘ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇǊƻƘƛōƛǘǎ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ άŀ 
ŘŜƭŜǘŜǊƛƻǳǎ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ ǿŀǘŜǊǎ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘŜŘ ōȅ ŦƛǎƘΦέ  ¢ƘŜ CƛǎƘŜǊƛŜǎ !Ŏǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ άDǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 
¦ǎŜ ŀƴŘ !ŎŎŜǇǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ hƛƭ {Ǉƛƭƭ 5ƛǎǇŜǊǎŀƴǘǎΣέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǊŜǾƛǎƛƻƴΦ  There are also provincial and 
other regional laws and regulations that may apply to the use of dispersants. 
 
The Regional Environmental Emergencies Team (REET) is the scientific advisor to lead agencies for environmental 
issues during oil spills.  REETs, typically co-ŎƘŀƛǊŜŘ ōȅ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀ ό9/ύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎŜΩǎ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ 
Environment, provide interface and an avenue for consensus with other affected agencies and First Nations.  In 
the case when the Canadian Coast Guad (CCG) is the On-Scene Commander, the REET would make an 
approval/disapproval recommendation to the CCG; the CCG then has authority to make the final decision.  
Environment Canada has developed guidelines establishing that dispersants may be used with Environment 
Canada/REET permission under certain conditions, when their use poses a clear net environmental benefit. 
 
Canadian In-Situ Burn Use Policy 
Unlike the use of dispersants, there are few distinct laws regulating the practice of in situ burning in Canada.  As 
with dispersants, the REET must be contacted to provide an approval/disapproval decision on an incident-specific 
basis for in-situ burning use.  The REET will make a decision based upon net-benefit principles. In order to make a 
decision, the REET would need information on oil type, weather and sea conditions, as well as species and 
habitats in the (potentially) affected area.  The focus of the approval decision is ultimately safety of both 
responders and the general public.  
 
The BC Ministry of Environment drafted a BC/Canada Decision Guideline on In-Situ Burning in 1995; it was widely 
ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǾŜǘǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ {Ǉƛƭƭ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ƎǊƻǳǇΣ ōǳǘ Ƙŀǎ ƴŜǾŜǊ ōŜŜƴ ŦƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ 
adopted.   
 
Dispersant Use and In-Situ Burning in Alaska 
Decisions in Alaska regarding dispersant use and in-situ burning are made in accordance with the Alaska Regional 
wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ¢ŜŀƳΩǎ ό!ww¢ύ hƛƭ 5ƛǎǇŜǊǎŀƴǘ DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŦƻǊ !ƭŀǎƪŀ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ !ww¢Ωǎ In-Situ Burning Guidelines for Alaska.  
Decision-making for dispersant use and in-situ burning on the Alaska side of the Dixon Entrance transboundary 
area is made on an incident-specific basis, as is the case statewide.  
 
Dispersant Use and In-Situ Burning in the CANUSDIX Transboundary Area 
The Canada-U.S. Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan CANUSDIX Annex includes the CANUSDIX Guidelines for 
Resource Agency Input to Dispersant Use, In-Situ Burning and Places of Refuge Decision-Making.  These guidelines 
provide an agreed-upon process for resource agencies on both sides of the border to provide joint, incident-
specific recommendations to their respective U.S. Coast Guard and Canadian Coast Guard incident command 
systems with regard to dispersant use and in-situ burning decision-making.  The guidelines are used when an 
incident in the Dixon Entrance transboundary area results in activation of the CANUSDIX Annex and when 
Canadian and U.S. resource agency contacts receive a request for input into dispersant use or in-situ burning 
decision-making. 
 
Dispersant Use and In-Situ Burning in the U.S. Northwest 
The U.S. Region 10 Regional Response Team (RRT) Northwest Area Contingency Plan includes both a dispersant 
use policy and an in-situ ōǳǊƴ ǳǎŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǳƴŘŜǊ {ŜŎǘƛƻƴ пслл άwŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ hƛƭ {Ǉƛƭƭǎέ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀǘΥ 
http://www.rrt10nwac.com/Files/NWACP/Chapter_4000.pdf.  The dispersant policy states that, if use of 
dispersants is considered within 3 nautical miles of the international border with Canada, the Region 10 RRT will 

http://www.rrt10nwac.com/Files/NWACP/Chapter_4000.pdf
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consult with the CANUSPAC Joint Response Team.  The in-situ burn policy, which includes a decision process and 
application checklist, has no provision for consulting with the CANUSPAC Joint Response Team or any Canadian 
government entity when used near Canadian waters.  (This policy is scheduled to be revised in 2011).  There are 
no joint decision-making guidelines for U.S. and Canadian resource agencies similar to those in the CANUSDIX 
Annex. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. The U.S. Region 10 RRT should consider incorporating procedures into the Northwest Area Contingency Plan 

In-situ Burn Policy for consulting with the CANUSPAC JRT or Canadian Government if use of in-situ burning 
close to Canadian waters is considered.  

 
2. The CANUSDIX and CANUSPAC JRTs should both develop guidelines focused on achieving joint decision-

making between the U. S. and Canadian Incident Command Posts for the use of either dispersants or in-situ 
burning.  These guidelines should provide for input from representatives of appropriate agencies, Federally-
recognized tribes, First Nations, technical experts, and stakeholders.   

 
3. The CANUSPAC resource agencies should consider developing guidelines for providing joint incident-specific 

recommendations to their respective USCG and CCG incident command systems for dispersant use and in-situ 
burning decision-making.  The CANUSDIX Resource Agency Guidelines should be considered as a template.  

 
4. Federally-recognized tribes and First Nations in the CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX areas should develop guidelines 

for providing joint incident-specific recommendations to their respective USCG and CCG incident command 
posts for dispersant use and in-situ burning decision-making.   

 
5. Both the CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX JRTs should drill these transboundary consultation and decision-making 

procedures for in-situ burning and dispersant use during joint exercises.  Federally-recognized tribes and First 
Nations should be invited to participate in dispersant use and in-situ burning exercises to drill their protocols.   

 
SOURCES: 

¶ Alaska Regional Response Team. Oil Dispersant Guidelines for Alaska. 1989.  
http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/plans/uc/Annex%20F%20(Jan%2010).pdf 

¶ Alaska Regional Response Team. 2008. In-Situ Burning Guidelines for Alaska.  
http://www.dec.state.ak.us/spar/perp/docs/ISB-Rev1(Final-August%202008).pdf 

¶ CANUSDIX Annex:  Guidelines for Resource Agency input to Places of Refuge, Dispersant Use, and In-Situ 
Burning Decision-Making.  http://www.akrrt.org/CANUS_DixonEntrance/   

¶ Region 10 Regional Response Team and Northwest Area Committee.  Northwest Area Contingency Plan.  
2008: http://www.rrt10nwac.com/NWACP/Default.aspx  

¶ CANUSLANT Annex, Appendix K, Joint Environmental Team;  
http://ho meport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do  (click Environmental, then Outreach, then International 
Programs, then the Joint Contingency Plan, then the CANUSLANT Annex PDF file)  

 

http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/plans/uc/Annex%20F%20(Jan%2010).pdf
http://www.dec.state.ak.us/spar/perp/docs/ISB-Rev1(Final-August%202008).pdf
http://www.akrrt.org/CANUS_DixonEntrance/
http://www.rrt10nwac.com/NWACP/Default.aspx
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do
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TOPIC: ROLE OF FIRST NATIONS AND FEDERALLY-RECOGNIZED TRIBES IN  
TRANSBOUNDARY OIL SPILL PLANNING AND RESPONSE 

 
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS: 

¶ Presidential Executive Orders address the United States government-to-government relationship with Indian 
tribes to ensure that Federal agencies and departments consult with tribes as regulations and policies are 
developed on issues that impact tribal communities.  It is also the policy of the States of Alaska and 
Washington to work on a government-to-government basis with Federally-recognized tribes. 

¶ The CANUSDIX Area to the Joint Contingency Plan provides guidance for overall coordination of response 
activities in the Dixon Entrance area, supplementing the existing planning and response regime in Alaska (and 
British Columbia).  The CANUSDIX Annex does not specifically address Federally-recognized tribes or First 
Nations. 

¶ Federally-recognized tribes or the AI-TC have been invited to provide comments on many (but not all) of the 
planning documents relevant to the CANUSDIX transboundary area.  In 2009, Federally-recognized tribes were 
invited to provide comments on revisions to the CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines (CANUSDIX Wildlife 
Guidelines) and the CANUSDIX Guidelines for Resource Agency Input to Places of Refuge, In-Situ Burning, and 
Dispersant Use (CANUSDIX Resource Agency Guidelines).     

¶ Until 2009, when the U.S. Coast Guard sent letters to Federally-recognized tribes, they had not been invited to 
participate in CANUSDIX related activities; their input was obtained during one part of a 2007 CANUSDIX 
exercise via the U.S. Department of the Interior.   

¶ The Alaska Unified Plan (Unified Plan) provides overall guidance for spill preparedness and response activities 
throughout Alaska.  The Unified Plan includes 10 Subarea Contingency Plans (SCPs).  The Southeast Alaska SCP 
includes the area in Alaska that could be affected following an oil spill in the CANUSDIX transboundary spill 
area.  Contact information for Federally-recognized tribes and information regarding the notification of 
Federally-recognized tribes are included in these documents.    

¶ Federal On-Scene Coordinators (FOSCs) are responsible on behalf of the U.S. Government for notifying 
Federally-recognized tribes that are affected, or potentially-affected, by an oil spill in Alaska, including on the 
Alaska side of the CANUSDIX transboundary area.  During actual spill responses in Alaska, input from 
Federally-recognized tribes has been sought by, and provided directly to, the Federal OSC.   

¶ !ƭŀǎƪŀΩǎ {ǘŀǘŜ hƴ-Scene Coordinator (SOSC) is tasked with notifying Alaska native organizations, specifically 
the Alaska Inter-Tribal Council (AI-TC) and native Corporations.  The SOSC maintains regular contact with 
Federally-recognized tribes, local native corporations and other native organizations present in Southeast 
Alaska and these organizations are routinely notified of pollution incidents in their area of concern.  During a 
spill event information is provided via email and Sitreps, plus personal contacts will also be made with 
affected native organizations to ensure that their concerns are addressed.  

¶ The Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) would be the lead Canadian federal agency in the event of a ship-source 
transboundary spill.  The CANUSPAC and CANUSDIX Operational Annexes indicate that response activities 
Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ //DΩǎ aŀǊƛƴŜ {Ǉƛƭƭǎ /ƻƴtingency Plan ς tŀŎƛŦƛŎ wŜƎƛƻƴΦ  ¢ƘŜ //DΩǎ aŀǊƛƴŜ {Ǉƛƭƭǎ 
Contingency Plan ς Pacific Region does not identify how potentially impacted First Nations would be notified 
or involved in spill response decision making. 

¶ When the CCG manages an incident, First Nations can provide input via the Regional Environmental 
Emergency Team (REET).  Since the REET only addresses environmental issues and not food safety, public 
ǎŀŦŜǘȅΣ ŜǘŎΦΣ ƛǘ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ŀ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ǾŜƴǳŜ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ CƛǊǎǘ bŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ to a spill. 

¶ The CCG has not included First Nations in spill planning or policy and document development. 

¶ There is no specific policy in British Columbia outlining how potentially impacted First Nations and 
stakeholders should be notified, though rapid notification of First Nations is recognized as an imperative.  The 
British Columbia Ministry of Environment is working with coastal First Nations on the issue of spills and is in 
the process of developing two guidance documents that will further clarify the notification process.   
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¶ If it is determined that a spill has impacted or may impact a First Nation, the information is forwarded to both 
Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) and Public Safety Canada.  Ministry staff will also attempt to 
contact the affected First Nation(s) directly.  

¶ The Ministry of Environment includes First Nations in spill planning whenever possible and First Nations are 
invited to spill planning exercises and notified of emergency management training opportunities as they 
become available.  The Ministry of Environment has not, however, included First Nations in plan or policy 
development. 

¶ Multiple agencies respond to spills in Washington under the guidance of the Northwest Area Contingency 
Plan (NWACP).  The NWACP determines how potentially-impacted tribes are to be notified in the event of a 
spill. The Plan recognizes a Unified Command structure and provides for potentially-impacted tribes to have a 
Tribal On-Scene Coordinator participating in Unified Command. 

¶ Some tribes have participated in planning and the development of Geographic Response Plans (GRPs).  Many 
tribes also have active police departments and a system of emergency response.  Ecology has provided many 
tribes in Washington with oil spill response equipment caches and training which could be used for source 
control or resource protection.  Other tribes have independently developed their spill response capabilities 
(i.e., training and equipment) in coordination with the federal Environmental Protection Agency, spill 
response organizations such as Marine Spill Response Corporation (MSRC) and National Response Corporation 
Environmental Service (NRCES), and local industries. 

¶ Transboundary First Nations and federally recognized tribes were included in the 2007 and 2008 CANUSPAC 
exercises.  

¶ The U.S. Coast Guard Authorization Act of 2010 provides for improved oil spill prevention, preparedness, and 
response coordination with tribal governments and gives the USCG authority to enter into memoranda of 
agreement and associated protocols as needed to establish cooperative arrangements. 

 
DISCUSSION: 
ALASKA 
A number of Presidential Executive Orders (including the November 2000 Executive Order 13175) and a 
November 5, 2009, Presidential Memorandum for the Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies) address the 
United States (U.S.) government-to-government relationship with Indian tribes to ensure that Federal agencies 
and departments consult with tribes as regulations and policies are developed on issues that impact tribal 
communities.  In September 2000, the Governor of Alaska issued Administrative Order 186, declaring that it is the 
commitment and the policy of the State of Alaska to work on a government-to-government basis with Federally-
recognized tribes in Alaska. 
 
Plans 
The Alaska Federal/State Preparedness Plan for Responding to Oil and Hazardous Substances Discharges and 
Releases Unified Plan5 (Unified Plan) provides overall guidance for spill preparedness and response activities 
throughout Alaska.  The Unified Plan includes 10 Subarea Contingency Plans (SCPs).  The Southeast Alaska SCP6 
includes the area in Alaska that could be affected following an oil spill in the CANUSDIX transboundary spill area.   
 
The United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (Joint Contingency Plan) provides the overall 
framework for transboundary planning and response activities.  The CANUSDIX Area, Annex 5 Canada-United 
States Dixon Entrance ς Geographical Annex (CANUSDIX Annex) to the Joint Contingency Plan provides guidance 
for overall coordination of response activities in the Dixon Entrance area, supplementing the existing planning and 

                                                
5 United States. Alaska Regional Response Team. Alaska Federal/State Preparedness Plan for Responding  
to Oil and Hazardous Substances Discharges and Releases Unified Plan, 1999. http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/plans/uc.htm 
6
 United States. Alaska Regional Response Team. Southeast Subarea Contingency Plan, 2005 

http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/plans/scp_se.htm 
 

http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/plans/uc.htm
http://dec.alaska.gov/spar/perp/plans/scp_se.htm
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response regime in Alaska (and British Columbia).  The CANUSDIX Annex does not specifically address Federally-
recognized tribes or First Nations. 
 
Notification 
When the CANUSDIX Annex is activated (by either the CCG Regional Director or the USCG District 17 Commander), 
there are no specific protocols for notifications of Federally-recognized tribes.  However, under the Unified Plan, 
the Federal OSC is responsible on behalf of the U.S. Government for notifying affected, or potentially-affected, 
Federally-recognized tribes.  Contacts for Federally-recognized tribes are included in the Southeast Alaska SCP; a 
more current list of contacts is included on the Alaska Regional Response Team (RRT) web site.7  If necessary, the 
Federal OSC may call upon the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) for assistance in identifying which Federally-
recognized tribe(s) may be affected, or potentially affected, by the incident. 
 
Activation of the CANUSDIX plan would trigger activation of the SCP.  In the SCP the State On-Scene Coordinator 
(SOSC) is tasked with notifying Alaska native organizations. By policy, the SOSC will notify the federally recognized 
tribal governments likely to be impacted by an oil spill. 
 
Spill Response 
The Unified Plan states that representatives of Federally-recognized tribes will be afforded an opportunity to 
provide input into the response process.  During actual spill responses in Alaska, input from Federally-recognized 
tribes has been sought by, and provided directly to, the Federal and State OSCs.  When Federal OSCs have 
requested input from resource agencies on spill response issues/operations affecting Federally-recognized tribes 
the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI), through its Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), has conducted consultation 
with affected, or potentially-affected, Federally-recognized tribes to help ensure that their resource interests are 
taken into account.     
 
The State On-Scene Coordinator maintains contact with all local Alaskan Native groups including Federally-
recognized tribes, who may be impacted by an oil or hazardous material spill in Southeast Alaska.  During an event 
information is provided via email and Sitreps and personal contacts will also be made with affected native 
organizations to ensure their concerns are addressed.  
 
Spill Planning and Policy Development 
The Unified Plan was developed through joint collaboration between the USCG, the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, and members of the Alaska RRT, which is 
comprised of Federal agencies and the State of Alaska.  Guidelines included in the Unified Plan have been 
developed by Alaska RRT working groups or committees, most of which have included representation by the 
Native community.  Revisions to the Unified Plan have included an opportunity for input by Federally-recognized 
tribes.  Federally-recognized tribes in Southeast Alaska have also been afforded the opportunity to provide input 
to the Southeast Alaska SCP both during the initial drafting and during SCP updates. 
 
Development of the CANUSDIX Wildlife Response Guidelines and the CANUSDIX Resource Agency Guidelines did 
not include consultation with Federally-recognized tribes.  However, at the September 2007 meetings of the 
CANUSDIX Wildlife Response and Resource Agency working groups, it was agreed that representatives of 
Federally-recognized tribes and First Nations who have an interest in the working groups should be afforded the 
opportunity to participate in both working groups.   Prior to the September 2009 meetings of the CANUSDIX 
Wildlife Response and Resource Agency working groups in Prince Rupert, British Columbia, representatives of 
appropriate Federally-recognized tribes and First Nations were provided background information on the working 

                                                
7
   United StateǎΦ  !ƭŀǎƪŀ wŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ¢ŜŀƳΦ  !ƭŀǎƪŀΩǎ ннф Federally-Recognized Tribes. 2010.   
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groups as well as information on the September 2009 working group meetings, and proposed revisions to the 
CANUSDIX Wildlife Guidelines and the CANUSDIX Resource Agency Guidelines.  In addition, they were invited to 
attend the working group meetings either in person or via teleconference and were provided with meeting 
summaries and revisions of the CANUSDIX Wildlife Guidelines and the CANUSDIX Resource Agency Guidelines.  
Representatives of the GEM Gitxaala Nation, the DƛǘƎŀΩŀǘ Nation and the bƛǎƎŀΩŀ [ƛǎƛƳǎ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ attended the 
2009 working group meetings. 
 
BRITISH COLUMBIA 
In British Columbia, the inclusion of First Nations is dependent upon the lead agency directing the spill response. 
First Nations are a level of government and not just interested stakeholders.  The BC Marine Oil Spill Response 
Plan recognizes the legitimate role of First Nations to be represented in Unified Command and integrated within 
an Incident Management Team as per ICS protocols.  The plan is supported by an Operational Guideline on 
Unified Command and one other OP on the ICS process. 
 
The Canadian Coast Guard 
The Canadian Coast Guard (CCG) is the lead federal agency for spill response if the spill originates from a vessel or 
ƛǎ ŀƴ άƻǊǇƘŀƴ ǎǇƛƭƭέ ƛƴ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ ǿŀǘŜǊǎΦ  
 
Plans 
The CANUSPAC Operational Annex to the Canada ς United States Joint Marine Pollution Contingency Plan states 
ǘƘŀǘ άǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ƳŀǊƛƴŜ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ a threat of marine pollution shall be consistent with the Canadian Coast 
Guard Marine Spills Contingency Plan ς tŀŎƛŦƛŎ wŜƎƛƻƴΦέ8 ¢ƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ aŀǊƛƴŜ {Ǉƛƭƭ /ƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴŎȅ 
Plan ς Pacific Region does not identify how First Nations are to be included in spill response.  
 
Notification 
¢ƘŜ /ŀƴŀŘƛŀƴ /ƻŀǎǘ DǳŀǊŘΩǎ aŀǊƛƴŜ {Ǉƛƭƭǎ /ƻƴǘƛƴƎŜƴŎȅ tƭŀƴ ς Pacific Region does not identify how potentially 
impacted First Nations would be notified in the event of a spill.  All spills and impacted First Nations are addressed 
on a case-by-case basis.  If there were a transboundary spill the CCG would deal with United States tribes through 
the U.S. Coast Guard.9 

 

Spill Response 
When the CCG manages an incident, First Nations can provide input via the Regional Environmental Emergency 
Team (REET), an advisory group that is co-chaired by Environment Canada and the BC Ministry of Environment.  It 
needs to be noted, however, that the REET only addresses environmental issues and not food safety, public 
safety, etc. and thus REET may not be a comprehensive venǳŜ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ CƛǊǎǘ bŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ 
spill. 
 
Spill Planning and Policy Development 
The CCG has not included First Nations in spill planning or policy and document development. 
 
 
 

                                                
8
 The CANUSDIX Annex to the JCP, available at http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/home.do 

9 Don Rodden. E-mail to Mike Richards. November 5th, 2008 
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