Debris Environmental Breakout Group Summary                                                                               9 March 2006
Breakout Group Participants: Tim Gouger, Shane Hitchcock, Todd Jordan, David Eppler, Kevin Mould, Phyllis Luke, David
Chawaga, Lauri Snyder, David Riehn, Nancy Jones, Jim Woodey, Bronson Brown, Kerry Kennedy
PRIORITIES:   1)  Immediate  2) Short-term (by 1 Jun 06);  3) Mid-term (within 3-6 mos.); 4) Long-term (more than 6 mos.)

	Issue/Issue Statement


	Background (Key Discussion Points/Solutions Discussed)   
	Recommended Course of Action (including milestone schedule) and Recommended Action Lead(s) 
	Status of Ongoing Resolutions and/or any Obstacles
	Priority:  (See above)

	There are different levels of regulatory compliance by federal vs. local agencies/contractors.

	Local contractors are not performing asbestos inspections, abatement, nor complying with segregation, transportation, and disposal requirements.  This resulted in the perception that the local agencies/contractors were better, cheaper, and faster and the federal response was beaurocratic..  
	COA
Uniform enforcement compliance.
1. State Agency reviews, once again, Parish Plans for compliance.  Work with Parishes for compliant practices.  
Start Date: February 28, 06.
2. EPA, OSHA, and State provides training to parishes who are performing demolition concerning applicable regulations.  
Start Date: February 28, 06

3. Notification and implementation of EPA Telephone Assistance for compliance.
Start Date:  Undetermined.  
Recommended Action Lead – State Agency, EPA, OSHA
	In the process of being coordinated.  
Obstacles are differing priorities from each agency.
	Immediate

	There is a need for timely interpretation of state and federal regulations and regulatory flexibility.
	It took months to interpret asbestos regulations for application to the catastrophic event.  Though some flexibility was provided, it took months to establish.  
	COA
Refine the process for obtaining regulatory flexibility regarding the EPA catastrophic guidance for asbestos NESHAP and other regulatory applications.
1. Identify representatives from federal, state agencies for participation in an interagency Task Force (e.g. FEMA, USACE, EPA, OSHA, ATSDR, State of FL, MS, AL, LA, TX).
Start Date: As soon as FEMA provides concurrence and funding.
2. Convene Task Force to proactively address flexible implementation of regulations during catastrophic conditions (e.g. asbestos NESHAP)
Start Date:  Spring 2006
Recommended Action Lead – FEMA, USACE, EPA in coordination with other government agencies, OSHA, and state agency
	Lack of defined process/ documentation for obtaining regulatory flexibility.
Willingness and .availability of representatives from federal, state agencies to participate in PDT.
Sufficient funding to support iniative.

	Immediate

	Lack of a timely, clear and concise activation process of the Worker Safety and Heath Support Annex as well as lack of understanding for agency roles, responsibilities, and functions for health and safety.  

	Delay in the activation of the annex after the requests by USACE, OSHA, and EPA. Much confusion about the role of OSHA, FEMA in worker safety. 
	COA

Need to develop a clear and concise process for activation of the Worker Safety and Heath Support Annex.  More coordination is needed to clarify roles
1. Identify representatives from FEMA, OSHA, USACE, EPA, others  for participation in TF.
Start Date: As soon as FEMA provides concurrence and funding.

2. Convene TF to proactively address implementation of Health and Safety Annex during catastrophic conditions 
Start Date:  Spring 2006

Recommended Action Lead – OSHA/FEMA
	No concise process for the activation process.
Willingness and .availability of representatives from federal, state agencies to participate in PDT
Sufficient funding to support iniative.


	Short Term

	Lack of consistent implementation of NIMS compliance throughout all agencies; impeding coordination and communication.
	All agencies are not using the prescriptive nomenclature, concepts, and strategies specified in NIMS.
	COA
Accelerate NIMS compliance.  There must be a clear expectation for implementation of NIMS requirements.
1. Identify representatives from FEMA, US EPA, USACE, OSHA, and others  for participation in TF.
Start Date: As soon as FEMA provides concurrence and funding.
2. Convene TF to proactively address NIMs requirements under NRP implementation
Start Date:  Spring 2006

Recommended Action Lead - FEMA
	Obstacles - 

Communication of expectations  Transformation of agency cultures
Willingness and .availability of representatives from federal, state agencies to participate in PDT.

Sufficient funding to support iniative.


	Short Term – Long Term

	Insufficient pre-planning for identifying appropriate staging and disposal sites throughout the federal, state, and local levels.  
	Identifying borrow pits with ground water in them for disposal purposes.  In Mississippi, too many disposal facilities were permitted and not needed due to lack of reconciliation of estimated debris quantities.  
	COA
Federal and State review of approved borrow pits as disposal sites for demolition debris for current hurricane response.  
1. Identify proposed and approved borrow pits for disposal.  Evaluate risks for usage.  
Start Date: As soon as FEMA provides concurrence.

Pre-identify appropriate staging and disposal sites throughout the federal, state, and local levels and include them in the state and local emergency response plans.
1. Identify representatives from FEMA, US EPA, USACE, OSHA, State of FL, AL, MS, LA, TX, and others  for participation in TF.
Start Date: As soon as FEMA provides concurrence and funding.

2. Convene TF to proactively address disposal requirements under NRP implementation
Start Date:  Spring 2006

Recommended Action Lead – FEMA, State agency
	Obstacles – 
Time, Commitment, Funding
	Immediate – Long Term

	Lack of contractual incentives for segregating waste streams (i.e. HHW, white goods, E waste, tires, etc.)
	Transporters do not currently have an incentive for segregating waste, which can lead to improper disposal of hazardous materials.
	Restructure contract to allow capability of offering incentives or penalties for contracting performance in relation to segregating waste streams (i.e. HHW, white goods, E waste, tires, etc.)
1. USACE revisit contract language for inclusion of appropriate waste collection incentives
Completion Date: April 18-19, 06 via coordination with Allen Morse
Recommended Action Lead – 

USACE
	Obstacles – 
Commitment to rewrite the contract, additional costs, and safety issues


	Immediate – Long Term

	Insufficient coordination of information resulting in lack of vertical integration
	Management of misinformation through all levels of response.
	COA

Improve vertical integration (Coordination of information) by developing a process for more proactive inter/intra government agency conference calls and exchange of information and data, etc.
1. Identify representatives from FEMA, US EPA, USACE, OSHA and others  for participation in TF.
Start Date: As soon as FEMA provides concurrence and funding.

2. Convene TF to proactively address interagency and vertical communication 
Start Date:  Spring 2006

Recommended Action Lead – All agencies
	Obstacles – Lack of process for fully integrated coordination.
	Short Term

	Challenges with the implementation of reuse, reduction, recycling, and energy recovery
	The local officials and constituencies are not concerned with recycling.  They are concerned with their solvency.  There are inconsistent applications of recycling and reuse for debris.  Short of a regulatory driver or policy, it becomes difficult to recycle and reuse during a catastrophic event.  There is a lack of consistent contractual language and incentives to do recycling.
	COA

Identify outlets for reuse and recycling for different debris streams.  States will develop recycling policies.
1. Identify representatives from FEMA, US EPA, USACE, OSHA, State of FL, AL, MS, LA, TX, and others for participation in TF.
Start Date: As soon as FEMA provides concurrence and funding.

2. Convene TF to proactively identify reuse, recycling, reduction, energy recovery needs to include markets, infrastructure, regulatory requirements, vendors for use under NRP implementation
Start Date:  Spring 2006

Recommended Action Lead – State agencies for policies and USACE for contractual language and incentives
	Obstacles – It costs more money to recycle and reuse.  There is a lack of infrastructure regarding consistent processes.
	Immediate


Summary of Other Discussion Points, including record of recommendations made, including minority points of view: 
· Improve analytical standards and protocols, ROE process of access and demolition, and guidelines for commercial debris within the Response Management Structure
· Insufficient integration of health and safety with operational planning
· Need wider participation in the initial development of contract specifications

· Need alternative contracting mechanisms to facilitate greater flexibility

· Restructure contract to offer incentives for recycling, alternative reduction measures, etc.

· Poor public perception and higher costs due to fragmented task order assignments

· Clearly define in contract eligible/ineligible debris stream

· Insufficient contract enforcement due to increased oversight
· Improve resource allocation
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