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To: Members, Interagency Coordinating Committee on Oil Pollution Research (ICCOPR) 
  
Subj: MINUTES FOR FY 2017 FIRST QUARTER ICCOPR MEETING  
 
1. General: The Interagency Committee held its FY 2017 first quarter meeting at U.S. Coast 
Guard Headquarters in Washington, D.C. on December 14, 2016.  Ms. Kirsten Trego called the 
meeting to order on December 14, 2016 at 9:10 a.m. and it continued until 3:45 p.m. The agenda 
can be found in Enclosure (7). Representatives of ICCOPR agencies in attendance or on the 
phone were: 

CAPT Joseph Loring, Chair, U.S. Coast Guard – Headquarters (USCG) 
Dr. Robyn Conmy, Vice Chair, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Ms. Kirsten Trego, ICCOPR Executive Director, USCG  
CDR James Weaver, USCG 
Mr. Shannon Jenkins, USCG 
Mr. Kurt Hansen, USCG 
LCDR Stacey Crecy, USCG 
Mr. Scott Lundgren, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
Mr. Steve Lehmann, NOAA 
Ms. Robin Garcia, NOAA 
Dr. Marie DeLorenzo, NOAA 
Ms. Erica Folio, Department of Energy (DOE) 
Mr. Timothy Steffek, Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement (BSEE) 
Mr. Bill Vocke, BSEE 
Dr. Walter Johnson, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) 
Mr. Brian Zelenke, BOEM  
Dr. Jeff Ji, BOEM 
Dr. Barry Forsythe, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
Mr. Dan Eldredge, U.S. Navy  
Ms. Vanessa Principe, EPA 
Dr. Greg Wilson, EPA 
Ms. Stacey Burger, CSRA 
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Guests:  
Ms. Sierra Fletcher, NUKA Research and Planning Group 
Mr. Tim Robertson, NUKA Research and Planning Group 
Ms. Kelly Oskvig, National Academy of Sciences 
Mr. Scott McKee, U.S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources  
Ms. Stephanie Teich-McGoldrick, U.S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources  
Ms. Brie Van Cleve, U.S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources  
Ms. Nicole Marie Teutschel, Senior Advisor to Senator Cantwell  
Ms. Amy McElroy, Senator Murkowski's USCG Fellow  
Ms. Michelle Rosenberg, Senator Cantwell's USCG Fellow 
LCDR Paul Miller, USCG Senate Liaison Officer 
CDR Brian McSorley, Program Reviewer, USCG Office of Budget & Programs (CG-821) 
 
2. Opening Remarks:  The following opening remarks were made:   
a. CAPT Joseph Loring (USCG) 

• CAPT Loring welcomed all participants to the FY2017 first quarter meeting.  
• CAPT Loring noted that there were several Congressional staff members in attendance.  

USCG and other ICCOPR member federal agencies have been interacting with 
Congressional staff as it relates to oil spill research and development (R&D).  Therefore 
an invite was extended to Congressional staff to attend. CAPT Loring stated that time 
will be allotted to the agenda to allow for interaction between the Congressional staff and 
ICCOPR members. He encouraged all ICCOPR members to take advantage of this 
chance for interaction. 

 
3. General Updates: General updates were provided on the following two topics: 
a. ICCOPR Annual Report: 

• Ms. KirstenTrego (USCG) noted that she has been looking for opportunities to present 
the Research and Technology Plan to promote the work of ICCOPR members, and 
coordinating with academia on the R&D initiatives.  She presented at the Industry 
Technical Advisory Committee in October, which included a mix of industry, 
government and academic stakeholders. 

• Ms. Trego will have a poster presentation at the February 2017 Gulf of Mexico Oil Spill 
and Ecosystem Science Conference (GoMOSES) in New Orleans.    
o Mr. Lundgren (NOAA) noted that NOAA OR&R is chairing the GoMOSES 

Conference committee and emphasizing a research to application theme in a keynote 
and opening panel.  This is an important forum working to connect communities. 

b. 2017 International Oil Spill Conference (IOSC): 
• CDR James Weaver (USCG) stated that the next IOSC is scheduled to take place May 

15-18, 2017 at the Long Beach Convention Center (http://iosc.org/).  
• Program development by the IOSC Program Committee is well underway and all session 

chairs are working with session presenters to get their papers ready for presentation.  
• The Executive Committee has opted for a landside technical demonstration focused on 

emerging technologies for oil spill response. This will be a demonstration highlighting 
where oil spill response technologies were in 1989, the current state, and where headed in 
the future.   Planning for the demonstration is led by BSEE. Requests for proposals 
(RFPs) should be released this month soliciting participation.   

http://iosc.org/
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• Online registration for the conference will open in January.   
 

4. Presentation 1 – National Academy of Sciences (NAS) Gulf Research Program (GRP) 
Update1: Ms. Kelly Oskvig (NAS GRP) provided a program overview presentation (encl. 1).   
• It was asked if GRP works with the Transportation Research Board (TRB) within NAS. 

o Ms. Oskvig stated that GRP does not work with TRB; however, both groups within 
NAS do coordinate. For example, TRB recently released a report on Oil Spill 
Offshore Safety but GRP did not contribute. However, GRP has reviewed the report 
to see where it fits into the areas of safety culture. 

• One of the Congressional staff members asked who is eligible for GRP grants. 
o Ms. Oskvig replied that any U.S. company with a Federal Tax ID is eligible. Federal 

government is not allowed.  A national lab could be eligible if it is run through a 
university. A government-owned, contract operator entity is allowed. Cost sharing is 
not required for the grants. 

• It was asked if the focus is limited to the Gulf of Mexico or if GRP is open to broadening 
topics to include cold weather in its research.   
o Ms. Oskvig replied that the focus is open and is not limited to the Gulf of Mexico. 

• It was noted that all publications are peer reviewed. 
• It was asked what the GRP planning cycle is. How do agencies work with GRP to define 

the research gaps? 
o Ms. Oskvig stated that NAS is flexible and does not have a set planning cycle for new 

research. Research topics are developed based on community outreach, discussions 
with the Ocean Energy Safety Institute (OESI), different industry representatives, 
mined data reports, etc. NAS would like more interaction with government agencies 
and input into what NAS is doing.   

• GRP reviewed the ICCPOR Research and Technology (R&T) Plan and believes there is 
synergy that can be built upon between ICCOPR and GRP. Some of the GRP priorities 
were based on the ICCOPR R&T Plan. Topics listed within the presentation are examples 
and they are broad grant types. GRP would accept any proposals to cover a known gap. 

• It was asked how to stay updated projects regarding an understanding of economic risk.  
Is there a website available? What is expected with projects up to three years in length? 
o Ms. Oskvig noted that the projects are related to fundamental science concepts or 

science that will build towards new technology. The output will be a report format, 
and it will include work that will need to be built upon. The details of the grants are 
on the GRP website. 

• It was asked if there are any elements to socialize project results with government or 
industry in an effort to convert the research and results into practice. 
o Ms. Oskvig replied that part of the merit review includes review and input from the 

end user; this is built into each project and it is assumed that results will be integrated 
into a useable idea. 
 

5. Presentation 2 – Ecotoxicity Assessment of Oil Spill Dispersants and Surface Washing 
Agents in Estuarine Organisms: Dr. Marie DeLorenzo (NOAA) provided a presentation on 
the results of this study (encl. 2).   

                                                 
1 Information provided in slide presentations are not captured here, but can be reviewed in enclosures. 
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• Mr. Lundgren noted that NOAA often provides briefings on research that is done based 
on agreement with other agencies as NOAA has no appropriated oil spill research 
funding; however, this is an example of a project that was competitively selected and 
funded within NOAA.   

• It was asked if there might be benefit in looking at other endpoints beyond acute toxicity.   
o Some of the other endpoints may be valuable consider. Dr. DeLorenzo noted that 

NOAA is definitely including a number of lethal responses, and some of the larval 
results are also helping with other endpoints. During the study, a number of additional 
endpoints were looked at. There are graduate students looking at reproduction results 
and other sub-lethal responses. This information will be shared when it is available. 

• Dr. Conmy noticed that the surface washing ratio was 1:10, and asked if NOAA 
considered other ratios.   
o Dr. DeLorenzo noted that PES (shoreline cleaner) does not bring oil into water, and 

would not have any toxicity.  
o Dr. Conmy asked if NOAA has considered going higher. The manufacturer 

guidelines may not provide guides for ratio for use, and EPA has discovered in 
talking to some who apply the surfacing washing agents that a 2:1 or 4:1 ratio is 
sometimes used. With more product than units of oil, the toxicity thresholds would 
likely be impacted.   
 Dr. DeLorenzo noted that is a good point. The different products have different 

application directions, and during the study a consistent application/ratio was 
used. For future testing, NOAA may try to increase the ratio or try a high-energy 
wash.   

 The washing agents used in this study were low-energy washes.   
• It was noted that Accell had a larger number of hydrocarbons released into the water, and 

EPA found the same when testing 15 different surface washing agents. Canada has a lift 
and disperse and a lift and float policy; the U.S. looks for lift and float, not lift and 
disperse.   
o Mr. Steve Lehman (NOAA) noted that the lift and float does indeed do that (lift and 

float), but it is often hard to pick up, which negates the advantage. A lift and float and 
contain option is needed.   

o Collecting of the lift and float was not evaluated in this study.   
o Mr. Lehman further noted that there is an additional mechanical aspect that needs to 

be looked at, which is one of the design issues with the mesocosm.   
o NOAA did not attempt to capture after the exposure, and assumed it all went into the 

estuary.   
o There is a reason why dispersants are not used in the nearshore, and there may need 

to be a decision to determine if it is worthwhile to use the dispersant if you cannot 
pick it up in the lift and float. If you do a lift and back disperse, there are other issues 
that then arise. Surface washing agents are almost always applied with a high-
pressure wash with tremendous agitation.   

o The other issue is the salinity. There has not been a lot of salinity testing of surface 
washing agents. Some of these agents are also used in freshwater, which needs to be 
noted. 

o In an estuarine environment, it is more likely to use a surface washing agent.   
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o Louisiana Sweet Crude was used in the experiments. For surface washing agent tests, 
EPA has stopped using the light and medium crudes, as they would still be runny, and 
instead has moved up to an intermediate fuel oil (IFO) that sticks to the surface.  The 
IFO simulates oil that starts light and is severely weathered for removal using the 
surface washing agents. 

• It was noted that the NAS presentation was about grant proposals starting up, while this 
second presentation was regarding a research study. How much discussion happens at the 
initial stages of R&D planning with the researchers and/or federal agencies? Are there 
discussions and engagement at the different stages of R&D?   
o Ms. Oskvig replied that the discussions happen organically, as each research project 

is different within NAS.   
o There are often discussions at the start of the planning process, and then discussions 

continue through other forums including the National Response Team (NRT), 
ICCOPR, etc. The discussions are more informal in nature, but there is an opportunity 
to reach beyond federal researchers. 

o There should be better horizontal coordination among several agencies while the 
studies are ongoing. There are more oil spill researchers today than there were a few 
years ago. A lot of coordination is done through peer review channels and 
conferences.  

o In the field of oil spill response, there needs to be coordination with government 
agencies, as the research may be relevant in the near field or far field. This 
coordination ensures that there is an understanding of the tactical application as well. 

• Mr. Zelenke (BOEM) asked if there will be follow-on work to look at biodegradation.   
o Dr. DeLorenzo noted that the study included bioremediation agents, not 

biodegradation. Biodegradation is not planned to be studied at this time.   
o EPA has been considering doing biodegradation experiments in-house. This will 

include a look at what is not known about other products, and what is being 
considered for FY2018 within EPA.  

• It was asked if a severe drop in oxygen levels implies biodegradation.  
o It was noted that the research would need to be reviewed in-depth to be able to 

answer this question. 
 

Action Item:  
• Dr. Conmy and Dr. DeLorenzo will coordinate offline regarding additional studies run on 

washing agents. 
 

6. Presentation 3 – U.S. Arctic Ocean Oil Spill Response Gap Analysis (BSEE Project #1022): 
Ms. Sierra Fletcher and Mr. Tim Robertson (NUKA Research) jointly presented an overview 
of this BSEE project (encl. 3).   
• One member asked for an explanation of the language used “If…. / Then the hour is….”  

o Ms. Fletcher responded that this is observational data, such as wind and rain data 
from buoys. 

o If one condition is red, then it is a red hour. If all conditions are green, then it is a 
green hour. If the conditions range between green/yellow, then the hour is yellow. 

o This is a planning and R&D tool. The real conditions will be used to make a go/no go 
decision in a real event. 
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• Each factor is an attribute. They are not assigned a weight. The assumption is that each 
factor or attribute has equal weight in the determination of being able to proceed with a 
response.   
o If there is a hard stop for any one factor, then it is a red hour. If almost to the 

threshold on two factors (both yellow), that hour is still yellow, it does not become a 
red hour; however, there are shades of each color.   

o Peer reviewers wanted to see the yellow, as originally this study was only showing 
red and green.   

• Data is from federal data sets and national weather service data. It was asked if satellite 
data was also included.   
o The data used was from 2013.   
o The Arctic Council study (Gap Analysis) will conduct another look at this region as 

that project will look at the entire Arctic Circle. However, the limits for this project 
will be different.  

• It was asked how much data is year round vs. seasonal data. 
o Year round data is what is being looked at, and it is broken into two seasons. 

• If an attribute is green five percent of the time within a week, can you generalize it by 
month?   
o The report includes the tables in larger font with additional detail. 

• It was asked if the ice also relates to shipping. 
o That is out of scope, but yes, it would also relate to shipping. 

• The project helps quantify that response in ice is one of the most critical research areas 
and provides an index of limitation. If drilling begins, does that change the environment? 

• Wind data includes wind speed and wind chill.   
• Data sets spanned five years, with the exception of the buoy data. 
• There are methods of collecting data that can make this technique of research more 

powerful. 
• This study did not include when vessels could transit the area, however, that might be 

worth considering.   
o Would there be more green hours in the summer for being able to deliver a product? 

It may be beneficial to analyze those numbers.   
o There is a lot of information on shipping, but it is unknown if that is open source data. 
 A similar methodology was used in Prince William Sound.  The data is not being 

used for determining transit viability. 
o The Aleutian Islands piece was done as part of the Aleutian Islands Risk Assessment 

(AIRA). There is not a lot of equipment in that area. USCG has gone prevention 
heavy, until there is a need for response capability in the area. This data shows that 
USCG can respond to an oil spill and can help to demonstrate the need for 
maintaining response equipment in Alaska. Response capabilities in the last two years 
have grown, particularly in the Aleutian Islands, and there is a risk of potentially 
losing that equipment. 

• This data can be used to look at limitations on cascading equipment into Alaska.   
o Flight issue is a huge impact to cascading equipment. 
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o NUKA looked at airport closures as part of the Aleutian Islands study. Nuka presents 
the data, and it can be used to show that there is an ability to do open water response 
and identify how often resources and response equipment cannot be brought in.   

• Navy Supervisor of Salvage (SUPSALV) identified a model for how an equipment cache 
can get to a remote location. Mr. Dan Eldredge (U.S. Navy) can follow-up on this. The 
U.S. Navy participated in the Emergency Prevention, Preparedness and Response 
Working Group (EPPR) exercise to test how quickly equipment and personnel can be 
deployed to assist in the Arctic.   
o The military has planned for resource and personnel deployment in the Middle East, 

but the assumption is that the Arctic is an area with more environmental restrictions 
throughout the year. 

o How quickly can equipment and resources be moved? What time of year can you pre-
position equipment? These questions will assist in providing quantifiable data to 
show that even if equipment is available, it may not be possible to use it.   

• Mr. Lundgren noted that the federal government relies on a privatized system for 
response, and asked if this analysis is considered an overlay to have industry examine the 
best response methods for a particular area.   
o This issue relates to geographic response tactics. From a planning perspective, NOAA 

is developing a response options calculator. NOAA had discussions last week 
regarding the thresholds, and will need to do some digging in this report.   

o NOAA is also doing work on environmental conditions and looking at where oil 
might go, but a lot of the parameters are already in the underlying model. In addition, 
there may be some applicability to look at and compare with this data. 

o The Circumpolar Study being done by EPPR may be a better reference. 
o When equipment is moved, the personnel to operate it are also needed. Caution needs 

to be given to the potential delays in getting people and equipment through customs if 
they are coming from outside the U.S.  It can be very hard to pre-stage assets in 
foreign countries.   

o Another concern is that in some locations there may be infrastructure issues, such as 
the lack of a runway big enough for a particular size of plane. 

o CNA developed a study on logistics, including looking at ports, runways, etc. and the 
Department of Defense capacity to go into those areas. 
 There are potential applications to the NOAA study. 

• The recommendation was made for sea studies. When testing equipment, it was 
recommended to keep track of additional data elements that can help to enhance the data 
for reports such as this one. 
o USCG does a demonstration each year; it would it be helpful to use this to integrate 

into the demonstration. 
o It was recommended that a protocol for the collection of information be developed, 

which could be used during the demonstration.   
 The data points have to be simple.   
 The current tendency (for Oil Spill Removal Organizations [OSROs]) is to not 

collect data.   
o USCG is proposing monitoring and documenting environmental conditions when 

deploying equipment for tests to determine if the actual data can be used to validate 
the model. 
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o NOAA proposed that operators document data factors during a spill to see how this 
can improve the research and improve the system response. There is not a current 
ability to ground truth this type of data. 

o The protocol would help measure the environmental conditions at the scene, and then 
develop consensus regarding whether the tactic was deployable if there is oil present.   
 It was suggested that having the results point to a particular OSRO or company 

should be avoided, and that results should instead be general to address a piece of 
equipment, environmental conditions, and if the equipment worked (marginally or 
not at all). 

• The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Science and Technology (S&T) 
Directorate hired RAND Corporation to do an Arctic Capability Assessment Report.  It is 
DHS S&T focused, but the USCG intent is to try to drive in some of the response issues 
and limits.   
o It is not known what this report will look like or how the information will be shaped, 

or what the exact parameters of the report are. 
 

7. Congressional Staff Remarks: 
• Senator Cantwell is interested in oil and gas development, particularly since the 2010 

Deepwater Horizon incident. She continues to work on these issues and plans to 
introduce related legislation in 2017.   

• Congressional staff attendees stated that they are open to speaking with ICCOPR 
members about goals, challenges, and opportunities. They asked that ICCOPR members 
consider their door open if any comments or thoughts arise. 
o Ms. Vanessa Principe (EPA) noted that EPA is currently working on revisions to the 

National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), which 
guides the use of dispersants. One roadblock has been the lack of availability of oil 
for research and for use as reference oil for the establishment of toxicity and efficacy 
thresholds as part of the NCP Product Schedule. EPA had some oils that were washed 
away by Superstorm Sandy, and has since been trying to purchase replacement oil for 
research without success. This issue is delaying EPA’s efforts in testing the oil and 
moving regulatory requirements forward. If there is any way that Senator Cantwell 
can assist in this process it would be appreciated.   

• Dr. Conmy asked if the contact information for the Congressional staff will be shared 
with ICCOPR, so that members can reach out with questions. She further noted that if 
there is a way for ICCOPR members to see what Senator Cantwell is working on with 
respect to oil spills, that would also be helpful. 

• Dr. Greg Wilson (EPA) thanked USCG on behalf of EPA for incorporating the 
Congressional staff into this ICCOPR meeting. 

 
8. Member R&D Updates2:  
a. BSEE 

• Mr. Tim Steffek (BSEE) presented on several ongoing BSEE projects (encl. 4). 
• The Ohmsett is in a recompete year.  The current contractor was sold to a new company. 

                                                 
2 Note:  Information provided in slide presentations are not captured here, but can be reviewed in enclosures. 
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• It was asked if for the Ohmsett water project, were Ohmsett water samples taken and 
used for testing.   
o Ohmsett water samples were taken and used to do a baffled flask test using Ohmsett 

water versus synthetic ocean.  
• The full report has much more information and details. Project reports are available on 

the BSEE website. 
• For the WPI burning study, it was asked if actual ice was used for the testing.   

o Actual manmade ice was used. It is not known if Worcester Polytechnic Institute 
(WPI) used Cold Regions Research and Engineering Laboratory (CRREL) or made 
its own ice, but it was manmade.  

o There has been a change in leadership and CRREL will be open to selling ice again. 
• Part of the intent of the combustor research is to determine whether the burning device 

can be used on a vessel or be used during a response in ice. The flow rates are not 
enormous, but it burn cleanly and can be scaled to increase the burn rates. The next phase 
of the project is to identify how to implement it for response. 

• BSEE should release solicitations for new research in the January/February timeframe. 
 

b. EPA (ORD Oil Research Program) 
• Dr. Conmy presented on several on-going and upcoming projects (encl. 5). 
• Ongoing Projects: 

o Protocols should be pushed out for surface washing agents by the end of the year. 
o Reference oil samples are needed.  
 EPA is working to secure oil samples for use in protocol development and as 

reference oils for regulatory purposes.  
 DHS S&T has access to academics, through which it might be easier to obtain the 

samples. 
 BSEE has tried to purchase oil that was offered in donation, but the companies 

involved realized that would cost them more money to try to charge for the oil. 
o Toxicity studies will be presented at IOSC in May.   
 The next steps are identifying the products to test, including shoreline cleaners.   

o Phase 1 of the Crude Oil Simulant Development has been completed. This project is 
being conducted in coordination with BSEE. The paper is under Agency review.  
Phase 2 has begun. 

• Potential Projects: 
o How to take what has been learned and put it into practice.  For example, ORD would 

like to try to use sensors on the Taylor Energy site.   
 Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) has been doing the 

work under contract to USCG. EPA is taking the work that was done for USCG 
and trying to translate it to response operations. 

o Oil Thickness Estimates using LIDAR (Light Detection and Ranging) with the Naval 
Research Laboratory (NRL) and BSEE: 
 High-resolution LIDAR can provide oil thickness from aboard a vessel.  
 ORD is hoping to do a test at the Ohmsett facility this summer. 
 The remote sensing group at Stennis Space Center is working this topic. The 

group consists of remote sensing/satellite specialists, not oil spill response 
specialists. 
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• Other Activities: 
o Testing was done for the NOAA-BSEE Oil Remote Sensing Assets project, but the 

results are not yet in. 
 

c. NOAA 
• Mr. Scott Lundgren presented on Science Coordination and External Research (encl. 6) 
• Staffing changes:  

o Mr. Lehman has taken over the Scientific Support Coordinator (SSC) duties for Great 
Lakes until LT Mike Doig reports in as the new full time SSC in the Great Lakes.   

o CDR Jesse Stark has all the Pacific Northwest SSC duties as of 1 November.   
o A New Orleans, LA SSC job opportunity is due to be advertised on USAJobs.   

• The USCG Research and Development Center (RDC) stood up IATAP during Deepwater 
Horizon to assess scientific ideas suggested for the response.  They evaluated to ensure 
that the science or technology was ready to be deployed. The projects had to be field 
deployable, and not just R&D projects.   
o Mr. Lehman has been doing some work to include the academic community in spill 

response. This strategy is being written into the Region 6 Regional Contingency Plan 
(RCP) through the SSC.   
 It needs to go further than what is included in the NCP, and include what to think 

about and how to engage the academic community as well as how to provide 
access to a rare event that academia wants to study.   

 Academic research was ongoing during Deepwater Horizon that the government 
did not have access to.   

 There is a large academic presence in New England. This resource needs to be 
considered before an event occurs so that the academic community can be 
involved.   

 If not included in the response, it should be acknowledged that the academic 
community will talk to the media and may not be aligned with the Incident 
Command message or will state that that they do not have access to the incident. 
In addition, the community and may state that it has ideas for solving the problem. 

 There were many academic scientists involved in Deepwater Horizon that did not 
have a clear understanding that their data needed to be handed over, and felt badly 
after the fact. Will they choose to not assist in the future? 

o There are issues related to data accountability and integration of the academic 
community into the command structure. These are just a few of the topics that should 
be discussed prior to an event to determine how academia can be incorporated into a 
response.  

o The involvement of academia also depends on timing of the spill; if a spill occurs at a 
time when classes are in session, the academic community will have less availability 
to assist and be involved in the response. 

 
Action Item:  

• Include time on the agenda at the ICCPOR FY2017 Second Quarter Meeting to discuss 
how to include the academic community in incident responses and in R&D prior to an 
event. 
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d. USCG 
• Mr. Kurt Hansen presented on-going research and upcoming research portfolio 

development (encl. 7).   
• One new project will be a continuation of #7609, focused on the identification of gaps in 

aviation sensors.   
o USCG is considering who should be the sponsors for this project, and is working on 

the scope. USCG RDC will be reaching out to ICCOPR members to see if there is 
interest in collaboration. 

o It was asked what happened to the BSEE project with Woods Hole Oceanographic 
Institute (WHOI) (BSEE project #1000 for unmanned vessel for use under ice). 
 That project did not result in an item available for purchase, but there may be 

lessons learned that can be used with the USCG project. 
 USCG has some ideas related to an unmanned underwater vessel. BSEE has a 

report available which includes lessons learned on what to look for.  
 These were autonomous vehicles which were not tethered to the vessel. 

• Clarification is needed on the role of USCG as a champion with ADAC.   
o The Office of Universities developed a Center of Excellence, and did this to support 

each agency.   
o Each project taken on by ADAC must have a USCG sponsor, but it can include other 

agencies.   
o Each project has a project description written from a research question. 
o ADAC has been invited to talk at the next ICCOPR meeting. 

 
Action Item:  

• Include time on the agenda at the ICCPOR FY2017 Second Quarter Meeting for ADAC 
to present. 

 
e. BOEM 

• The National Studies List has been approved for the next fiscal year. An email requesting 
stakeholder input has been sent out requesting study ideas.   

• If any agency is looking for ways to partner with BOEM, this is the perfect time to work 
with scientists to get proposals in for work as BOEM begins the process for next year’s 
Strategic Development Plan. 

 
f. DOE 

• DOE has a request for information (RFI) out right now that covers a wide range of topics, 
including produced water, offshore water prevention, and other issues.   
o The RFI can be found online on the DOE Oil and Gas Research page 

(http://www.netl.doe.gov/research/oil-and-gas).  It is also on FedConnect.   
o This RFI closed on December 16, 2016. 

• DOE Oil and Gas met with Congressional staff approximately two weeks ago to discuss 
ICCOPR and the R&D programs within DOE. 
 

g. U.S. Navy 
• No updates 
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h. USFWS 
• No updates 

 
i. National Institute of Science and Technology (NIST), United States Maritime Administration 

(MARAD), Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA), U.S. Army 
Corp of Engineers (USACE), National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), United States Arctic Research 
Commission (USARC), and U.S. Fire Administration (USFA) were not in attendance and did 
not provide updates.  

 
9. Intentional Release Permitting Workgroup Discussion:  
a. Discussion: 

• Ms. Trego stated at the last ICCOPR meeting, the membership believed the efforts 
towards determining a need for intentional release had merit, and asked the workgroup to 
determine its scope of work.    

• The Workgroup met on November 29, 2016 and discussed the different perspectives of 
each agency.   

• The Workgroup agreed to move forward with the process, acknowledging there are 
several critical issues that must be resolved in order to conduct an intentional release.  
The group agreed that resolution of some of these issues may be outside the purview of 
ICCOPR.   

• The Workgroup will look at the scientific merit to determine if there is a need to conduct 
an intentional release.  The workgroup discussed various ways to achieve this goal, and 
will develop a Statement of Work (SOW) to codify what will and will not be within 
scope.   

• BSEE is assisting with the development of this SOW.   
• The SOW will be available for review and discussion at the next ICCOPR meeting.   
 

Action Item:  
• Intentional Release Permitting Workgroup will develop the SOW for the next ICCOPR 

meeting. 
 
10. New Business:  
a. Ms. Trego noted that ICCOPR members should start thinking about what to include in the 

Biennial Report.   
• The internal USCG deliverable is due on July 21, 2017.   

o Input will be requested from ICCOPR members at the beginning of March.   
o Ms. Trego has requested an extension to the USCG deliverable, and will extend the 

due date for ICCOPR members if approved. Justification for the extension includes 
the rationale that developing the report before the end of the two year timeframe does 
not allow for full and accurate reporting. 

• It was asked if the current report template is the correct format.   
o ICCOPR members discussed if the report should be shorter or in a different format.   
o It was noted that Congressional staff may provide some direction on the Biannual 

Report. 
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o It was recommended to look at what the template currently looks like and if there are 
any tweaks that can be made to improve upon it. 

o Since there are standing research areas in the ICCOPR R&T Plan, it was 
recommended that each member agency link its research areas to the areas outlined in 
the plan.   

o It was noted that it may be beneficial to streamline the report to show research done, 
and link this research to the standing research topics.   

o Inclusion of recent publications (Appendix A) is helpful. 
o Appendix B addresses the projects completed over the last two years; this still needs 

to be included. 
 The information in Appendix B is the most important as it shows what has been 

done over the last two years, what ICCOPR members will be doing, and what the 
applicability of their work is. 

o The upfront part of the report discusses how ICCOPR members coordinate; the 
recommendation was made to pare this down and provide a link to the ICCOPR 
website and individual agency websites.   
 At a recent ICCPOR meeting, members discussed changing the order of the 

report: in the beginning of the report highlight issues and achievements, and list 
agency coordination as an appendix. 

o It was recommended to consider using the report as a tool for implementing change 
and noting that there is a pressing need for test oil.   
 Obstacles facing ICCOPR members should be highlighted in the front of the 

report. 
• It was asked if there is a way to bring in additional support to assist the ICCOPR 

Executive Director.   
o This support could be in the form of an Executive Group, a small workgroup of active 

agencies to provide assistance so the entire lift does not fall on USCG.   
o When called to report to Congress on ICCOPR, USCG will include member agencies.   

• ICCOPR should consider converting research into a Federal On-Scene Coordinator 
(FOSC) Guide.   
o Does the research identify the need for additional research, controls, or other 

feedback?   
 The material can be briefed during FOSC courses to ensure they understand the 

latest in technology and research.   
o This information needs to be communicated, but it also needs to be simple.  

Part of this is the NRT’s job to ensure the information is shared with FOSCs. 
 The NRT is a response organization and ICCOPR is purely a research 

organization. 
o A future meeting should discuss how the NRT and ICCOPR relate.  
o How does the work of ICCOPR lead into what the FOSC does? 
o How should the Preparedness for Response Exercise Program (PREP) 

Compliance, Coordination, and Consistency Committee (PREP4C) and its 
link to industry be included? 

o Is there a link to the NRT Science and Technology (S&T) Committee? 
o It was recommended that NRT representatives attend future ICCOPR meetings.   
 Many NRT S&T agency representatives are also ICCOPR members.   
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 Is there anything to say that the NRT S&T and ICCOPR S&T can’t be merged?  
 NRT and ICCOPR need to be separate entities. If serving similar roles, can the 

roles be combined?  A few models should be developed to propose a blending of 
the NRT S&T and ICCOPR. 

 Should the Regional Response Team (RRT) S&T be engaged in these 
discussions? 

 It was stated that ICCOPR members do not want the NRT process to influence 
ICCOPR. 

 The relative roles of the NRT S&T and ICCOPR was identified as an item for 
discussion at a future ICCOPR meeting. 

 
Action Items:  

• Review the current ICCOPR Biennial Report template and make any recommendations 
for improvements. 

• Consider development of an Executive Group to support the ICCOPR Executive 
Director. 

• Include time on the agenda at the ICCPOR FY2017 Second Quarter Meeting for 
discussion of how the NRT and ICCOPR relate and recommendations to merge or better 
coordinate the work.  

• Establish a small workgroup to develop models to synchronize efforts of the NRT S&T 
and ICCOPR. These models would be presented to the NRT and ICCOPR for 
consideration. 

 
11. Closing:  

• CAPT Loring, Dr. Conmy, and Ms. Trego thanked ICCOPR members for participating in 
the meeting. 

• The next quarterly meeting will take place March 8, 2017; any ICCOPR member agency 
with interest in hosting the meeting should let Ms. Trego know. 

• The next meeting will also be Ms. Lori Medley’s (BSEE) last meeting; Ms. Trego will 
reach out to identify a way to recognize and thank her. 

• Ms. Trego adjourned the meeting at 3:45 pm.    
 

# # # 
 
Enclosures: (1)  National Academy of Sciences (NAS) Gulf Research Program (GRP) Update     
 (2)  Ecotoxicity Assessment of Oil Spill Dispersants and Surface Washing Agents    
   in Estuarine Organisms 
 (3)  U.S. Arctic Ocean Oil Spill Response Gap Analysis (BSEE Project #1022) 
 (4)  BSEE Update 
 (5)     EPA Update 
 (6)     NOAA Update  
 (7)     USCG Update 
 (8)     Meeting invitation and agenda for December 14, 2016 
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