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Project Background 

MassDEP has initiated a three-year program to test GRPs at a variety of locations 
statewide.  This long-term testing program will benefit ongoing and future GRP 
development throughout the state by documenting lessons learned for various oil 
spill response tactics under a range of conditions. The testing will also provide 
practical training opportunities for local responders and spill response organizations, 
and will improve the level of preparedness to respond to coastal oil spills statewide. 

The overall purpose of the testing program is to evaluate the tactics and strategies 
and not to test or challenge the spill responders (local or professional).  However, 
the testing process often yields important information about areas where additional 
training or standardization is needed to improve overall response capabilities. 

For additional information on the MassDEP 3-Year GRP testing program, visit the 
project website at http://grp.nukaresearch.com/testing.htm  

Testing Overview 

The fourth GRP site tested as part of the 3-Year MassDEP program was CI-05 
(Wellfleet Harbor). A half day of testing was conducted on May 26, 2010 to 
evaluate the draft tactics and strategies in GRP-CI-05.   

Representatives from the MassDEP, Nuka Research (the contractor) and the town of 
Wellfleet met earlier in the preceding months to select the site and develop a 
testing plan (Appendix A).  It was decided that the testing exercise would be run as 
a drill, simulating an actual oil spill. Members of the Barnstable Incident 
Management Team and representatives from the towns of Wellfleet, Eastham, 
Truro, the National Park Service, the Department of Natural Resources, and Nuka 
Research met a few days prior to the deployment test to establish objectives, 
assign positions, and develop a schedule. 

http://grp.nukaresearch.com/testing.htm�
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The testing day began at 8:00 a.m., when participants gathered at the Wellfleet 
Harbor parking lot/boat ramp for Operations and Safety Briefings.  Testing 
concluded at approximately 12:00 p.m.  The Incident Action Plan (Appendix B) 
included a rough schedule, as well as a list of testing objectives and other logistical 
and operational information. 

GRP Site 

Wellfleet Harbor GRP site (CI-05) opens into Cape Cod Bay on the inside of the 
peninsula, as part of the lower Cape.  

The focus of the GRP for Wellfleet Harbor is preventing a spill in Cape Cod Bay from 
migrating into the inner harbor and up Duck Creek and impacting sensitive 
aquaculture areas and other wildlife. Boom will be deployed to protect the entrance 
of Duck Creek and recover as much oil as possible from the adjacent shoreline.  
Figure 1 shows a map of GRP-CI-05.  The tactic tested is identified on the GRP map 
as DV-01alt.  Appendix C contains a copy of the full GRP for this site. 

Goals and Objectives 

The goal of this test was to conduct a field test of boom deployment as shown in 
the GRP for Wellfleet Harbor (CI-05, See Figure 1 and Appendix C).  The following 
testing objectives were established:  

• Simulate actual incident – Fire Chiefs take lead in assigning personnel, 
implementing tactics. 

• Develop tactical and operational plans to assign personnel and 
resources for GRP deployment. 

• Deploy equipment from Truro and Wellfleet response trailers.  

• Provide opportunity for responders from BCIMT, Wellfleet, Eastham, 
Truro, USCG, MassDEP, and other agencies to work together in Task 
Force setting. 

• Deploy DV-01alt using Wellfleet & Truro equipment. 

• Deploy straight leg instead of cascaded boom array in order to avoid 
closing off the harbor. 

• Evaluate GRP tactic as shown and identify any changes or 
modifications necessary to achieve goal of divert & collect. 

• Document all activities. 

• Conduct post-deployment “hot wash” to identify lessons learned. 
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Figure 1.  Map of CI-05 (GRP for Wellfleet Harbor). 
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• Identify any training or planning gaps brought out by the boom 
deployment. 

• Evaluate staging area and general logistics for deploying boom at this 
location. 

The objectives were included in the Incident Action Plan (IAP) as well as a 214 (pay 
sheet), to determine what the actual cost of such an incident would be.  Evaluation 
forms were developed to measure evaluators’ assessment of whether the objectives 
were met. 

Participation 
Staff from the Wellfleet Fire Department, the Truro Fire Department, the Eastham 
Department of Natural Resources, the Wellfleet Harbormaster and Shellfish 
Departments, and Truro Harbormaster was the primary responders for this 
deployment test; they transported, deployed, demobilized, and stored the boom 
and anchors used in the test.  Professional spill responders from the U.S. Coast 
Guard provided assistance and direction to the town responders.  It was 
emphasized throughout the testing that these tests were designed to test the 
strategies and provide experience to the responders.  (See Figure 2).  

Figure 2.  Participants Gather at the Briefing 
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Personnel from Nuka Research and MassDEP acted as facilitators, providing 
direction, answering questions, and keeping the process moving. 

There was a group of observer/evaluators who observed part or all of the day’s 
deployment and were asked to participate in the debrief and fill out evaluation 
forms online.  The observers included representatives of the Eastham Fire 
Department, Wellfleet Fire Department, National Park Service, citizens from the 
town of Wellfleet, and the MassDEP. 

The BCIMT managed site control, and all participants were required to sign in upon 
entering the site (Appendix D).  A list of participants from the May 26, 2010 
Wellfleet Harbor GRP Test is also included in the data forms in Appendix E.  The 
column for observer/responder was left blank if their role was unknown to the data 
recorder.  

Equipment 

The equipment (boom, anchor system, lines, floats) deployed during this test came 
from the MassDEP oil spill response trailers from the Town of Wellfleet and the 
Town of Truro (See Figures 3 and 4).  Vessels were provided by the Wellfleet 
Harbormaster Department, the Eastham DNR, and the Truro Harbormaster 
Department. The BCIMT was set up in the Wellfleet Harbormaster Building on the 
Pier.  

Figure 3.  Wellfleet and Truro Oil Spill Response Trailers 
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Figure 4:  Equipment supplied in the trailer 

 

Photo by David Crary, Jr., National Park Service 

 

Summary of Testing Day 

After meeting at the Wellfleet Harbor parking lot for a review of the day’s objectives 
by Incident Commander Chief Dan Silverman, a group introduction by Elise DeCola, 
a safety briefing by Nick Morgan (USCG) and assignments for the incident by BCIMT 
member and Ret. Chief Roy Jones, the group deployed the boom for an altered 
version of DV-01alt, one leg of a cascaded boom array.  The boom was towed into 
the harbor and since the tide was low, the first leg of boom had to be dragged up 
onto the shore and set (See Figures 5 and 6).  As the tide flooded, the shoreside 
anchor had to be moved and secured. 

The next leg of boom was connected without difficulty but as the boom stretched 
further into the channel the flooding tide made setting the mid-line anchors 
difficult.  The responder vessels took turns setting the next two legs until the 
cascade array was in place.  
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Figure 5.  Towing the first leg of boom 

 

Figure 6.  Setting the Shoreline Anchor 

 



Wellfleet Harbor GRP Deployment Test Report 

July 2010  Page 8 of 20 

Although the weather was not a factor in this deployment test, the current and the 
flooding tide proved challenging in setting the first few anchors and handling the 
boom.  The entire deployment was completed in two hours. 

Documentation 

Since on-site conditions have an impact on deployment, data was compiled on tide 
cycles, wind speed and direction, sea state, precipitation, and any other 
environmental conditions or on-scene factors.  The completed site data collection 
form is included in Appendix E. 

Standard evaluation forms were posted online for the day’s testing, with standard 
evaluation criteria.  To date, four written evaluations have been submitted (see 
Table 1); some participants provided verbal comments during the debrief.  
Photographs were also used as documentation.  Appendix F contains a copy of 
Evaluation Forms. 

Table 1:  Participants’ Evaluation Responses 

Participants General 
Comments/Suggestions 

Staging 
Area 

Anchors Boom Boats ICS Personnel 

David W. Crary, 
Jr. 

*dedicated weather observer 
should be assigned and current 
weather conditions transmitted 
over radio every 30 min. 

*standards should be in place and 
communicated re: PFD use based 
on ambient air and water temps, 
use by boat operations, dock and 
shore workers 

*suggest that trailer be equipped 
with a dehumidifier 

*overall, a very good drill during a 
very good weather window 

*deployment was effective and 
followed briefing guidelines.  On-
site observations showed boom 
drift, anchor effectiveness, buoy 
obstructions and challenges, and 
(public) boat traffic congestion. 

Ideal 
staging 
area for 
boom for 
this tactic.  
Excellent 
training 
site; 
should be 
repeated at 
different 
shore 
location 
near the 
pier on an 
annual 
basis.  
State of MA 
should 
provide 
training 
dollars for 
premium 
time costs 
so actual 
first 
responders 
(fire, EMS, 
town 
employees) 
get hands-
on training. 

Rebar 
should be 
capped 
when/if 
used. 

Cleaning 
and 
loading of 
boom 
post-
exercise 
was not 
organized, 
was not 
led by an 
identified 
leader, 
and 
basically 
was not 
cleaned 
well. 

Sufficient, 
given the 
wind, tide 
and 
amount 
of boom 
deployed 
per 
‘stick’. 

The inclusion of 
the BCIMT and 
use of (IAP) 
enhanced the 
exercise.  
Emphasis on 
ICS/IAP is the 
only way to 
manage a spill 
in Wellfleet 
whether on 
town, state, or 
federal 
waters/property. 
This is a moot 
question (see 
eval) as ICS is 
mandated – if 
further 
understanding is 
needed, then 
ICS training 
should/must be 
given to 
agencies and 
organization 
who are not up 
to speed. 

Yes 
[responders 
had sufficient 
equipment, 
training and 
knowledge to 
deploy the 
boom].  Again 
I stress annual 
training with a 
funding source 
to defray 
premium time 
costs for first 
responders. 
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Michael Flanagan  Ideal 
staging 
area for 
boom for 
this tactic. 
The 
launching 
facilities in 
Wellfleet 
are ideal 
for 
deploying 
and 
retrieving 
the boom. 

Equipment 
was 
sufficient. 

Making the 
splice 
when 
joining 
sections of 
boom is a 
critical 
time. 
Having the 
anchor 
vessel 
secured to 
the fixed 
facilitated 
making the 
connection. 

Adequate. Yes, BCIMT and 
IAP enhanced 
the exercise.   

Responders 
were able to 
effectively 
deploy tactic 
in my opinion. 

Daniel Silverman *design of the exercise was good, 
but the value of the exercise to 
local responders was less than it 
could have been, because funding 
was not provided to cover 
overtime and backfill costs. As a 
result, the local fire departments 
who would be the first responders 
to an actual spill were not able to 
benefit from the training 
opportunity. This deficiency needs 
to be pointed out to the DEP in the 
strongest terms possible. The 
money being collected is used to 
buy equipment and pay vendors to 
design and facilitate training, but 
no funds are being made available 
to local jurisdictions for staff 
expenses to receive the training. 
Small departments and towns 
can’t afford the extra overtime and 
backfill costs, and the DEP must 
recognize this and make funds 
available from the surcharge fund. 
The suggestion that the regional 
homeland security council be 
looked at as a funding source is 
well-intentioned, but there are 
other areas of emergency 
preparedness that need that 
funding that don’t have another 
alternative revenue source. There 
is already a revenue source that is 
directly related to this oil spill 
response program, and it should 
be used. Without a commitment by 
the DEP to fund the necessary 
training, those who are likely to 
need to use the trailers and their 
equipment will not be as prepared 
as they should be. 

Ideal 
staging 
area for 
boom for 
this tactic. 
Easily 
accessed 
boat ramp. 
Ample 
space on 
pier area 
for support 
operations. 
Might be 
more of a 
challenge 
in mid-
summer, 
when pier 
and harbor 
traffic is 
heavier. 

Sufficient. Sufficient. Minimally 
enough 
vessels. 
More 
vessels 
with 
greater 
HP might 
have 
been able 
to work in 
relay 
fashion to 
deploy 
the boom 
faster. 

Inclusion of 
BCIMT and use 
of IAP did 
enhance the 
exercise. 

Responders 
were able to 
effectively 
deploy tactic, 
but there 
were not 
enough local 
first 
responders.  
See general 
comments. 
Would feel 
somewhat 
comfortable 
setting a 
similar boom 
array during 
an actual 
incident. 

Gene Tully  Sufficient 
as a 
staging 
area for 
boom for 
this tactic. 

Short a few 
anchors. 

Did not use 
all the 
boom 
available. 

Sufficient Inclusion of 
BCIMT and use 
of IAP did 
enhance the 
exercise. 

Unfortunately 
the exercise 
did not 
include most 
of the 
responders 
who would 
have to deal 
with a real 
event and 
therefore had 
no training. 
Those there 
were able to 
effectively 
deploy tactic. 
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Communications 

For the testing day, marine Channel 3 was assigned for Unified Command, Channel 
5 for Operations and Channel 6 for Safety.  Unified command was located in the 
Wellfleet Harbormaster Building on the town pier.  The room on the second floor 
was used to view the deployment from the building.  Incident briefings with the 
Unified Command were conducted in the room.  Incident Commander Chief 
Silverman split his time between the building where Roy Jones (BCIMT) and Gene 
Tully (BCIMT, Documentation) were located and the beach (shoreline 
anchor/collection point), while Operations Commander (Mike Flanagan, Wellfleet 
HM) and Safety Officer (Nick Morgan, USCG) were on the water. 

Safety 

Throughout the deployment test, facilitators emphasized that safety was the 
highest priority.  An initial safety briefing was given, and participants were also 
encouraged to abide by the safety policies of their agency or organization. All 
participants who were on vessels or docks were required to wear a personal 
flotation device at all times.  Participants were instructed to dress in work clothes 
appropriate for the weather conditions, stay hydrated, and use sunscreen as 
needed. 

The testing cycle was successfully completed with no safety incidents or injuries.   

Observations 

The GRP test yielded specific information about the tactic tested, the staging area, 
and the equipment at the site.  The major observations and lessons learned are 
summarized here by theme/issue, and recommendations for how to address these 
issues are included where appropriate. 

• Equipment was noted to be missing from all three town’s trailers.  Eastham 
had significant gaps in equipment, including all of their anchor floats.  
Wellfleet was also missing anchor floats.  Suggestions were made for 
additional equipment that could supplement the trailers, such as line cutters 
and electrical tape.   

• Current and flooding tide made deploying boom and setting anchors 
challenging.  Because each leg of boom was towed by separate boats the 
connections had to be made on the water (See Figure 7).  Also, the flooding 
tide made it necessary to reposition and adjust the shoreside anchor on the 
first leg (see Figure 8).  It was advantageous to have the staging site in close 
proximity to the shoreline anchor point. 

• The use of a dedicated anchor boat was positive. 
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Figure 7.  Connecting the boom 

 

• With the strong current, the first leg could have been towed up-current, then 
allowed to drift back to shore.  After setting the anchor, the first leg would 
have been straighter. 

• The flooding tide made setting the mid-line anchors challenging.  Some of 
the boats may have been underpowered to tow boom in such a strong 
current.  This resulted in the leg of the array not being as straight as it could 
have been (See Figure 9). 
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Figure 8.  Moving the Shoreline Anchor to accommodate the tide 

 

Figure 9.  Boom Array 
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Recommendations 

Several recommendations came out of this testing day, related both to the GRP 
itself and to the testing process: 

• Tow leg of boom up-current and allow to drift back to anchor at 
shoreline. 

• Make sure vessels involved have adequate power to set boom in 
strong current. 

• Continue to look for opportunities to use field exercises to test and 
work with BCIMT. 

• Look into stipends to provide training to personnel who will be first 
responders in the event of a spill 
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Appendices 
 
• Appendix A: Testing Plan 

• Appendix B: Incident Action Plan 

• Appendix C: GRP CI-05 (as tested) 

• Appendix D: ICS Sign in sheet  

• Appendix E: Site Data Collection Form (completed) 

• Appendix F: Evaluation Form (blank) 
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Appendix A 
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Appendix B 
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Appendix C 
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Appendix D 
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Appendix E 
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Test Conditions Data Sheet 

ALL FORMS IN THIS PACKET SHOULD BE COMPLETED IN FULL BY FACILITATOR.  
Use a separate set of forms for each individual tactic tested.  
Data Recorder Name: 
Sanne Schneider 

Data Recorder Organization: 
Nuka Research 

Date: 
May 26, 2010 

GRP Site Name: 
Wellfleet Harbor 
 

GRP # 
CI-05 
 

Tactic # 
DV-01alt 

Test Start Time (begins at 
completion of safety & operation 
briefings): 
0915 
 
 

Test End Time (ends when all 
equipment removed and 
demobilized either back to trailer 
or to new testing site): 
1130 
 

Tide stage at start time: 
Mid-tide, flooding 
 

Tide stage at end time: 
High tide 

Tide height at start time: 
Approx. 4 ft 
 

Tide height at end time: 
Approx. 10.2 ft 

Approximate wave height (ft) 
during test: 
N/A 
 

Approximate wave period during 
test (describe): 
N/A 

Average wind speed (kts) during 
test:5-10 
 

Wind direction during tests: 
SW 

Max wind speed during test: 
10 kts 

Estimated visibility (mi) during 
tests: 10 mi 
 

Estimated current speed at start 
time:5-8 kts 
 

Estimated current speed at end 
time:5 kts 
 

Current direction at start time: 
SW 

Current direction at end time: 
SW 
 

Notes: 
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Deployment Details Data Sheet 

Data Recorder Name: 
Sanne Schneider 
 

Data Recorder Organization: 
Nuka Research 

Date: 
May 26, 2010 

GRP Site Name: 
Wellfleet Harbor 
 

GRP # 
CI-05 
 

Tactic # 
DV-01alt 

Total elapsed time required to 
deploy tactic: 
2 hrs 15 min 
 
 

Number of vessels used to deploy 
(do not count observers): 
Four 

1.  Vessel information (fill out for each vessel involved) 
Vessel name & ownership: 
Wellfleet Harbormaster 
 

Type: 
Alcor 

Length: 
21’ 

Engine type & HP: 
Honda, 200HP 
 

Vessel name & ownership: 
Wellfleet Harbormaster 
 

Type: 
Alcor 

Length: 
20’ 

Engine type & HP: 
Honda, 150HP 
 

Vessel name & ownership: 
Wellfleet Harbormaster 
 

Type: 
Alcor 

Length: 
16’ 

Engine type & HP: 
Honda, 45HP 
 

Vessel name & ownership: 
Eastham DNR 
 

Type: 
Carolina Skiff 

Length: 
19’ 

Engine type & HP: 
40HP 
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Deployment Details Data Sheet 

2.  Response Personnel information 
Number & type of response personnel required per GRP: 
For DV-01alt deployment, 6 personnel (2 vessel operators, 4 
responders) 
 
Total number of personnel 
involved in deployment:13 
 

Number of vessel operators: 
Three 

Number of vessel-based 
responders:Six 
 

Number of shore-based 
responders:Four 
 

List all response personnel by name and organization (do not include 
observers or facilitators): 
Responder name Organization 
Barbara Austin Shellfisherman 
Clint Austin Shellfisherman 
Paul Brazil Truro Fire Department 
Peter Carlow 
 

Eastham Department of Natural 
Resources 

Len Croteau Wellfleet Harbormaster 
Dan Crafton MassDEP 
Brian Davis Truro Fire Department 
Joe Francis Truro Harbormaster 
Julie Hutcheson MassDEP 
Rachel Hutchinson Eastham Department of Natural 

Resources 
Andy Koch Wellfleet Shellfish Department 
Chris Mannila Wellfleet Shellfish Department 
Amie Vos 
 

Eastham Department of Natural 
Resources 
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Appendix F 
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