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NOTICE: The policies set out in this guidance are not final Agency
action, but are intended solely as guidance. The guidance provided in
this document is not to be construed as a rule under Clean Water Act
section 311. Nor can the guidance set forth in this document be relied
upon to create any rights enforceable by any party in litigation with the
United States. EPA retains the right to amend this guidance or take
actions not in accordance with this guidance at any time; however,
persons submitting applications for discharging oil for research permits
should follow the approach suggested in this guidance. Applicants are
subject to this guidance for the date stated on each page. In the event that
EPA makes substantial changes to this guidance, we will work closely
with the applicant to ensure that the approval process is not delayed past
the six month lead time.
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SECTION 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA or the Agency) has prepared these revised
guidelines on discharging oil into U.S. waters to assist research efforts on the prevention,
preparedness and response to oil pollution that cannot be conducted in a laboratory, test tank, or other
facility (see Section 1.3 below). The revised guidelines update the 1971 guidelines developed for the
same purpose.

1.2 Summary of Revised Guidelines

Under these guidelines, the applicant for an oil discharge permit should:
e Provide data on the methods used to assess the environmental effects of the proposed test;

e Provide information and demonstrate (if possible) that the proposed test site has been
selected to minimize adverse environmental impacts;

e Assess the potential impacts of the proposed test on the aesthetic, recreational, and
economic uses of the proposed test site; and address potential impacts to public health.

e Describe how expected environmental effects will be controlled;
e Provide an opportunity for public participation in the permitting process; and

e Provide detailed description of proposed test site; include geology, hydrology, water
quality, ecology, climatic and any other environmental factors that could affect the
petroleum discharge and the site.

EPA recognizes that bench- and meso-scale testing has prompted interest in field testing (using
intentional discharges of oil) on a larger scale than was contemplated when the original guidelines
were issued in 1971. The Agency has, therefore, removed the 1,000-gallon upper limit on the size of
the permitted oil discharge in the original guidelines. The Agency is aware, however, that the
discharge of greater volumes of oil will require correspondingly greater efforts to protect the public
health and environment. EPA will therefore closely examine the justifications for large-volume
discharge applications (greater than 1,000 gallons) to determine whether the proposed discharge size
is justified.
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1.3 Alternatives to Field Testing

Intentional spills present an additional risk of environmental harm that should be avoided
whenever possible. The Agency therefore encourages the use of alternatives to intentional-discharge
testing methods. In addition to computer modeling of spills the following could be used:

Test Tanks. Researchers may gain valuable data by using tanks built for the purpose of
larger-scale oil spill response testing. Existing test tanks includes the U.S. Minerals Management
Service’s Oil and Hazardous Materials Simulated Environmental Test Tank (OHMSETT), in
Leonardo, New Jersey, and the Texas General Land Office’s Coastal Oil Spill Simulation System
(COSS) in Corpus Christi, Texas, and the U.S. Coast Guard facility in Mobile, Alabama.

Spills of Opportunity. EPA also encourages the use of accidental spills (also known as “spills
of opportunity”) for field testing. An average of more than 65 accidental oil spills greater than 40,000
gallons occur each year', some of which may be suitable for use in field tests of new spill response
technologies. The Agency suggests that potential applicants for 40 CFR 110.5 permits work with the
appropriate Regional Response Team (RRT) to explore the possibility of conducting research on
accidental spills instead of intentional spills. See Appendix A for a list of EPA RRT Co-Chair
contacts (each RRT is co-chaired by EPA and the U.S. Coast Guard). Planning for research on
accidental spills will involve coordination with RRT spill response procedures and spill research
policies. Federal lands may also present opportunities for oil spill research. Researchers may be able
to work with state and local governments to identify areas known as “Set Asides” as discussed in the
Oil Pollution Act. Any addition of oil, of any kind and/or mixed with chemical or biological
countermeasures, would have to be permitted by the EPA Administrator.

Natural Oil Seeps. For example, Coal Oil Point in Santa Barbara, California.

The Agency encourages researchers who believe that neither of the options listed above can
be used for their projects to propose the smallest size discharge feasible in their applications. All
applications will be carefully reviewed to determine whether the choice of an intentional discharge
over alternative testing methods is justified.

' This information was obtained from the Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) for the
years 1989-1991.
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For Further Information

For further information on these guidelines, please contact:

William “Nick” Nichols

Regulation and Policy Development Division
Office of Emergency Management (5104A)
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Ariel Rios Building

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20460

Phone: (202) 564-1970
Fax: (202) 564-2625
E-mail: nichols.nick@epa.gov
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SECTION 2
BACKGROUND

2.1 Statutory Authority

Section 311 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, also known as the Clean Water Act
(CWA), 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq., establishes a regulatory strategy for preventing and responding to oil
spills, including a general prohibition of the discharge of oil to navigable waters and in other cases.
CWA section 311(b)(3)(B), however, provides an exception to the prohibition of spills by permitting
the discharge of oil “...in quantities and at times and locations or under such circumstances and
conditions as the President may, by regulation, determine not to be harmful.”

2.2 Development of Guidelines

The CWA section 311(b)(3)(B) provision permitting the discharge of oil in certain cases was
enacted pursuant to amendments to the CWA on April 3, 1970. This statutory authority is now
delegated to EPA by the President in Executive Order 12777 (56 FR 54757 section 8(a) October 22,
1991).

Using this statutory authority, EPA issued an oil discharge permit regulation on September
11, 1970 (35 FR 14306).> As currently codified (40 CFR 110.5), the regulation provides that, “the
Administrator may permit the discharge of oil...in connection with research, demonstration projects,
or studies relating to the prevention, control, or abatement of oil pollution.”

On April 17, 1971, EPA published guidelines entitled, “Discharges of Oil for Research,
Development, and Demonstration Purposes” (36 FR 7736) to implement the 40 CFR 110.5 and to
assist applicants for oil discharge permits.

2.3 Basis for Revised Guidelines

EPA is issuing this revised version of the 1971 guidelines to help ensure that the environment
is protected from threats posed by field research involving intentional oil discharges. Although the
Agency recognized these threats when the original guidelines were issued in 1971, scientific
advances since that time have led to a better understanding of environmental problems. At the same
time, regulations based on these advances, and on the Agency’s experience in regulation generally,
have evolved to better protect human health and the environment. The guidelines need to be updated
to reflect these scientific and regulatory advances.

Scientific Advances. Developments in environmental science have increased our knowledge
of the human health and ecological threats posed by the hazardous constituents of oil and the
products of physical, chemical, and biological action on oil.

* Minor changes were made to the regulation on November 25, 1971 (36 FR 22369), November 11,
1976 (41 FR 49810), April 2, 1987 (52 FR 10712), and February 28, 1996 (61 FR 7419).
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Similarly, significant improvements have been made to the technologies used to clean up oil
spills and to protect spill response workers. Research has also led to a better understanding of the
environmental conditions and oil spill characteristics that determine the effectiveness of field tests of
oil spill response methods. Computer models have been developed to help predict the behavior of
dispersion plumes that result from such testing. In addition, bench- and meso-scale research on oil
spill response technologies has led to a greater interest in full-scale, open-water discharges of oil to
determine whether conclusions drawn from smaller-scale research will hold true for full-size,
accidental spills.

Regulatory Advances. Gains in science and technology have been reflected in the
establishment or amendment of several Federal environmental statutes since the guidelines were first
issued. Statutes that affect discharges of oil include, for example, the Clean Water Act (as amended
by the Oil Pollution Act (OPA)), the Clean Air Act (CAA), the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the
Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act, and the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). To be consistent with these more recent statutes and regulations, elements of the revised
guidelines include, for example, provisions for public participation in the permitting process and
provisions for the assessment of the potential impacts of an intentional spill on aesthetic, recreational,
and economic resources.
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SECTION 3
REVISED GUIDELINES

3.1 General Conditions

The discharge of oil for research and development purposes must be approved by the EPA
Administrator or the Administrator’s designee. Approvals shall be granted in the form of an oil
discharge permit.

An applicant for an oil discharge permit should provide EPA with information that the
proposed discharge and testing will:

(1) Be in the public interest;
(2) Result in the acquisition of new scientific information unobtainable by alternate methods; and
(3) Result in improved state of preparedness for responding to oil discharges.

The applicant must assume all liability for any personal injury, property losses, or
environmental damages resulting directly or indirectly from any testing, and for all costs, including
costs or damages resulting from cancellation by the Administrator or failure by the Administrator to
cancel such tests. All applicants except Federal and State government entities should submit proof of
financial responsibility for the testing.

The applicant also must comply fully with all applicable Federal environmental statutes and
regulations. For Federal agency applicants, such requirements include, but are not limited to, the
interagency cooperation provisions of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the environmental
impact assessment requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Lastly, the
applicant must agree to provide the complete results of any testing to the Administrator of the EPA
and all interested stakeholders.

Permits issued in accordance with 40 CFR section 110.5 shall allow testing on the testing
date(s) stated in the application. Permits also may be used to conduct future testing date(s) provided
that:

(1) Permission to conduct testing after the date stated in the application is requested in writing; and
(2) The environmental conditions of the test site on the actual testing date are not appreciably
different from the site conditions on the testing date stated in the application.
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3.2 Application Conditions

At least six months prior to the proposed discharge of oil for research purposes (the test), the
applicant must submit ten copies of the application to the Regional Administrator of the EPA Region
in which the test is proposed (see Appendix B for Regional Administrator addresses) and ten copies
of the application to the Director, Office of Emergency Management (5104A), U.S. EPA
Headquarters, Ariel Rios Building, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue NW, Washington, DC, 20460. The
six month time period is designed to ensure that any revisions and subsequent resubmissions of the
application deemed necessary by EPA may be made without delaying the start of the test. The
application should contain an adequate level of detail to facilitate review and action on the permit
application. It is expected that some details such as specific personnel assignments may not be
known at the time of the application.

To assist EPA with its review of the application, the written application should include the
following information elements:

A. Identification. The name, address, and telephone number of the applicant and any co-
applicants and individuals to contact for further information.

B. Test Program.

1. A description of the material or technique to be tested and the quantity and a detailed
description of the type of oil to be discharged (i.e., volatile aromatics PAHs,
viscosity, etc.).

2. A description and detailed location of the proposed test site including latitude and
longitude readings for the corners (or limits) of the proposed test site. For test at sea,
the applicant should also include Loran readings for the corners (or limits) of the
proposed test site.

3. The time, date(s), and duration of the overall test, experiment, or demonstration and
any component stages of the test.

4. The procedure(s) to be followed in conducting the test.

A. Criteria for determining that the test has been completed.

B. Identification of the test director and chain of command.

C. Organizations/agencies participating in the test and their role.

D. Measurements to be made and how the test results will be analyzed/evaluated.

E. A Quality Assurance Plan documenting the planned statistical validity of the
measurements.

5. A description of how the environmental effects identified in Section E will be
controlled during the test, including contingency plans for containing and recovering

oil that might escape from the system being tested.

6. A description of how the economic and other non-environmental effects identified in
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C.

Item F will be controlled during the test. Provisions for independent observers,
government, corporate, community, and organizational observers.

Test Justification.*

Technical documentation and data concerning the effectiveness and efficiency of the
material or technique being tested, including a description of previously conducted
research (such as any bench-scale or meso-scale tests), a detailed discussion of the
results of the previous research, and a discussion of how these results determined the
need for and nature and size of the proposed test.

A discussion of the usefulness of the information to be obtained from the proposed
test. Will it help to increase preparedness?

A description and evaluation of alternatives to the proposed discharge, such as the use
of large-scale test tanks or accidental spills. The relative advantages and
disadvantages, environmental impacts, and risks to human health of alternatives
should be discussed to show whether and how well the data sought by the applicant
can be obtained through other means.

*Cite appropriate references in support of your arguments.

D.

Site Justification. An accurate characterization of the proposed test site ecosystem and a

description of how the test site was selected to minimize impacts on resources such as:
fisheries, parks, native flora and fauna, protected habitats, shorelines, beaches, populated
areas, cultural or historic sites and commercial and recreational navigation. (See Appendix C
for a list of Federal agencies responsible for various environmental resources.)
Considerations in making this determination should include, but are not limited to:

1.

Geographic position, depth of water, bottom topography, and distance from coast;
Shoreline or terrestrial environments should be defined as appropriate;

Proximity of the test site to breeding, spawning, nursery, feeding, or passage areas of
living resources in adult or juvenile phases;

Logistical issues such as the feasibility of surveillance and monitoring of the test site;

Dispersal, horizontal transport, and vertical mixing characteristics of the area,
including prevailing current direction and velocity;

Interference with shipping, fishing, recreational activities, fish and shellfish habitats,
areas of special scientific importance, and other legitimate uses of the water body;

Existing water quality and ecology of the test site as determined by available data or
by trend assessment or baseline surveys; and
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7. Proximity of the test site to any significant natural, man-made, or cultural features of
local and/or national importance. Include transportation of personnel and equipments
to and form the site.

8. Proximity to populated areas including residential, commercial, and industrial.
Include impact of test personnel and equipment on the test site, housing,
transportation of personnel and equipment to site, noise, and activity.

E. Assessment of Environmental Effects. An assessment of the environmental effects that may
result from the test, including a description of the methods and approaches used to determine
the potential environmental and public health impact or damage caused by the test. As part of
the assessment the applicant may utilize National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) methods and models available for assessing environmental effects should modeling
be done.

1. All available data concerning the spill response method, products of reaction between
the oil and any spill mitigation product, meteorological conditions at the test site, and
the composition and toxicity of resulting products should be collected. These data
should be modeled to predict the environmental impacts of the test and identify
potential health effects and significant public health exposure.

2. Bioassays of indigenous organisms should be conducted to determine the toxicity of
the dispersion plume (aquatic or aerial) and resulting reaction products if the existing
data are not sufficient to model the potential impacts.’ If modeling or a bioassay test
is not conducted, then a detailed justification for exemption should be provided.

F. Assessment of Non-Environmental Effects. An assessment of the potential impact on
aesthetic, recreational, economic, and other uses of area around the test site based on the
appropriate characteristics of the oil or its reaction products. Conservative rates of
dilution, dispersion, and biochemical degradation of the oil or its reaction products should
be used in the assessment. The following factors should be examined when conducting
this assessment:

1. Nature and extent of present and potential recreational and commercial use of areas
that may effect, or be affected by, the proposed discharge;

2. Presence in the oil or its reaction products of toxic chemical constituents released in
volumes that may affect humans directly;

3. Presence in the oil or its products of chemical constituents that may be
bioaccumulated or persistent and that may have an adverse effect on humans directly
or through food chain interactions; and

3 EPA’s Office of Wetlands, Oceans and Watersheds has developed a predictive model and
can aid in the development of test methodology.
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4. Presence in the oil or its products of any constituents that might significantly affect
living marine resources of recreational or commercial value.

G. Regulatory Compliance.

1. Signed letters of approval from the EPA Regional Administrator and Regional
Response Team for the Region(s) affected by the test. Documentation attesting to the
concurrence on the test program of all relevant state and local agencies and to the
possession of any permits required by these agencies. Tests involving oil discharges
more than three miles from the coastline may be subject to Ocean Dumping Act
permit requirements (40 CFR part 220); discharges less than three miles from the
coast may be subject to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit requirements (40 CFR part 122) under the CWA. Many states have been
delegated NPDES authority by EPA; even in such cases, however, EPA Headquarters
may need to concur in a NPDES program decision.

2. A description of the applicant’s efforts to inform the U.S. Coast Guard, National
Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Forest Service, and other federal agencies including
state and local natural resource and environmental protection agencies, of the
proposed test to enable the interagency coordination required by Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act (see 50 CFR part 402).

3. A statement of the information about the discharge to be reported to the National
Response Center (as required by 40 CFR 110.6) when the discharge of oil occurs.
Air permits may also be required. Notification of public health officials should be
documented and provided as part of the application.

H. Public Participation.

Documented evidence of public participation in the permitting process also should be
attached to the application. To facilitate public participation in the permit approval process, a
notice describing the proposal, the time and place of any public hearings on the proposal, and
any other procedures to enable public participation in the permit decision should be published
in a local newspaper near the site of the proposed test. Any public hearing will be conducted
at a location agreed upon by the applicant and EPA, and may be attended by EPA for
oversight purposes. Public participation should include efforts to seek the opinions of local
environmental and other organizations that may have an interest in the test.

Documented evidence of these efforts (such as letters of approval or disapproval from local
environmental groups) should be attached to the application. The establishment of these
public participation procedures is consistent with other Agency permit programs, such as
those developed for the Ocean Dumping and NPDES programs.
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1. Safety Plan.

EPA recommends that the applicant design a safety/emergency response plan, especially
when the test plan involves In Situ Burning of oil. The Safety Plan should include the
following:

Identification of safety officer;

Worker health and safety measures;

Public safety measures;

Site security measures;
Predictions/Monitoring plan and equipment;
Notifications to stakeholders and public;

List of the means to deal with unexpected events such as weather changes, fire,
explosion, container failure, equipment failure, etc.;

Incident command structure;
e Emergency resources; and
e MSDS for all test oils and any chemical countermeasures.

3.3 Test Administration Procedures and Requirements

The amount of oil discharged should be no greater than the minimum quantity necessary for
test purposes. Although EPA encourages applicants to propose discharge quantities of 1,000 gallons
or less for one test or series of tests at the same site in one 24-hour period, the Agency is aware that
the research needs of applicants may require larger volumes. Because of the potential harm to the
environment that is posed by large-volume spills (those greater that 1,000 gallons), EPA will
carefully scrutinize the discharge size justifications for large-volume spills.

The applicant should furnish and pay for all materials, equipment, and transportation
necessary for execution of the test program and for restoration or mitigation of any continuing
environmental damage. The Administrator may at any time order cancellation or postponement of a
test because of adverse weather or other conditions that would pose safety or pollution problems.
Results of any test program should be provided to EPA by the applicant within a reasonable period
following completion of the test and data analyses.

EPA representative(s) may accompany the test personnel on any vessels or in any aircraft or
vehicle used by the applicant in connection with the test program. The need for attendance by a
representative from EPA at the test shall be determined by the Administrator.

Press releases made by the party conducting the test program shall omit names and
photographs of any EPA or other Federal government representatives present. Review by EPA of
technical background data and test results will be for purposes of determining the need for such tests
and in no way implies Federal government approval or endorsement of test procedures, test
equipment, or materials used, or test results.
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3.4 Penalties

Failure to comply with an EPA issued permit to discharge oil for research purposes may
subject the party responsible to the penalties and liabilities provided for in the CWA as amended by
OPA.

3.5. Peer Review

The research proposal described in the permit application shall be subjected to rigorous,
substantial peer review by relevant technical authorities from academia, business, and other
institutions to be determined by EPA with consultation from other government agencies. (EPA
may conduct additional scientific evaluation of the proposal by having it reviewed by the
Agency’s Science Advisory Board.)
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APPENDIX A
EPA REGIONAL RESPONSE TEAM (RRT) CO-CHAIR CONTACTS

RRT 1 (CT, MA, ME, NH, RI, VT)
Art Johnson

U.S. EPA Region I

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100
Boston, MA 02109-3912

Phone: (617) 918- 1251

Fax: (617) 918-1269

E-mail: johnson.arthur@epa.gov

RRT 2 (NJ, NY)

Eric Mosher

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
2890 Woodbridge Avenue
(211MS211)

Edison, NJ 08837-3679

Phone: (732) 321-6656

Fax: (732) 321-4425

E-mail: mosher.eric@epa.gov

RRT 3 (DC, DE, MD, PA, VA, WV)
Dennis Carney

Removal Branch (3HS00)

Hazardous Waste Management Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1650 Arch Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2039

Phone: (215) 814-3241

Fax: (215) 814-3254

E-mail: carney.dennis@epa.gov

RRT 4 (AL, FL, GA, KY, MS, NC, SC, TN)
Shane Hitchcock

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

61 Forsyth Street SW

(9T25)

Atlanta, GA 30303

Phone: (404) 562-8718

Fax: (404) 562-8699

E-mail: hitchcock.shane@epa.gov

RRT 8 (CO, MT, ND, SD, UT, WY)
David Ostrander

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(8EPR-SA)

1595 Wynkoop Street

Denver, CO 80202-1129

Phone: (303) 312-6827

Fax: (303) 312-6962

E-mail: ostrander.david@epa.gov

RRT 9 (AZ, CA, NV)

Daniel Meer

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(Mail Code SFD-9)

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Phone: (415) 972-3132

Fax: (415) 947-3518

E-mail: meer.daniel@epa.gov

RRT 10 (ID, OR, WA)

Chris Field

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Mail Stop (ECL 116)

1200 6th Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Phone: (206) 553-1674

Fax: (206) 553-0175

E-mail: field.chris@epa.gov

Alaska RRT

Chris Field

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Mail Stop (ECL 116)

1200 6th Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Phone: (206) 553-1674

Fax: (206) 553-0175

E-mail: field.chris@epa.gov
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RRT 5 (IL, IN, MI, MN, OH, WI)
Jason El-Zein

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
9311 Groh Road

(SE-GI)

Grosse Ile, MI 48138-1697

Phone: (312) 886-6039

Fax: (312) 353-9176

E-mail: el-zein.jason@epa.gov

RRT 6 (AR, LA, NM, OK, TX)

Craig Carroll

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1445 Ross Avenue at Fountain Place, Suite 1200
(6SF)

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Phone: (214) 665-2220

Fax: (214) 665-2278

E-mail: carroll.craig@epa.gov

RRT 7 (1A, KS, MO, NE)

Scott Hayes

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
901 North Fifth Street

(SUPRERSB)

Kansas City, KS 66101

Phone: (913) 551-7670

Fax: (913) 551-7948

E-mail: hayes.scott@epa.gov

Caribbean RRT (PR, VI)

Eric Mosher

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
2890 Woodbridge Avenue
(211MS211)

Edison, NJ 08837-3679

Phone: (732) 321-6656

Fax: (732) 321-4425

E-mail: mosher.eric@epa.gov

Oceania RRT (HI, Guam, other Pacific Islands)
Daniel Meer

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

(Mail Code SFD-9)

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Phone: (415) 972-3132

Fax: (415) 947-3520

E-mail: meer.daniel@epa.gov
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APPENDIX B
EPA REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR ADDRESSES

Region 1 (CT, MA, ME, NH, RI, VT)
Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100
Boston, MA 02109-3912

Region 2 (NJ, NY, PR, VI)

Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Broadway

New York, NY 10007-1866

Region 3 (DC, DE, MD, PA, VA, WV)
Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1650 Arch Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Region 4 (AL, FL, GA, KY, MS, NC, SC, TN)
Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Sam Nunn Atlanta Federal Center

61 Forsyth Street SW

Atlanta, GA 30303-8960

Region 5 (IL, IN, MI, MN, OH, W)
Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, IL 60604-3507
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Region 6 (AR, LA, NM, OK, TX)
Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Fountain Place 12th Floor, Suite 1200
1445 Ross Avenue

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Region 7 (1A, KS, MO, NE)
Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
901 North 5th Street

Kansas City, KS 66101

Region 8 (CO, MT, ND, SD, UT, WY)
Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1595 Wynkoop Street

Denver, CO 80202-1129

Region 9 (AZ, CA, HI, NV)

Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Region 10 (AK, ID, OR, WA)
Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900

Seattle, WA 98101
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APPENDIX C

FEDERAL AGENCIES RESPONSIBLE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

Source: Guidance for Facility and Vessel Response Plans: Fish and Wildlife and Sensitive
Environments, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Federal Register, March 29, 1994

(59 FR 14714)

Area

Responsible Federal Agency

Wetlands, as defined in 40 CFR Part 230.3

EPA*; USACE; DOI/FWS, BLM, NPS; USDA/FS

Critical habitat for Designated or Proposed
Endangered/Threatened Species

DOI/FWS, BLM, NPS; NOAA/NMFS; USDA/FS

Habitat Used by Designated or Proposed
Endangered/Threatened Species or Marine
Mammals

DOI/FWS, BLM, NPS; NOAA/NMFS; USDA/FS

National Marine Sanctuaries NOAA/NOS

National Parks DOI/NPS

Federal Wilderness Areas DOI/FWS, BLM, NPS; USDA/FS
National Estuary Program Areas EPA*

Near Coastal Waters Program Areas EPA*

Clean Lakes Program Critical Area EPA*

National Monuments

DOI/NPS; USDA/FS

National Recreational Areas

DOI/NPS; USDA/FS

National Preserves

DOI/NPS

National Wildlife Refuges

DOI/FWS

Coastal Barrier Resource System (units,
undeveloped, partially developed)

DOI/FWS, NPS

National River Reach Designated as
Recreational

EPA*; DOI/BLM

Federal or State Designated Wild and Scenic
Rivers

DOI/BLM, NPS; USDA/FS

National Conservation Areas

DOI/BLM; USDA/FS

Hatcheries DOI/FWS; NOAA/NMFS
Waterfowl Management Areas DOI/FWS

Cultural Resources DOI/NPS, BLM; USDA/FS
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern DOI/BLM

National Forest System USDA/FS

*Where EPA is designated as the responsible agency, please contact the appropriate EPA
regional office (see Appendix B for EPA Regional Administrator addresses).
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Acronyms:
BLM — Bureau of Land Management

DOI — Department of the Interior

EPA — U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

FS — U.S. Forest Service

FWS — U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

NMEFS — National Marine Fisheries Service

NOAA — National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NOS — National Ocean Service

NPS — National Park Service

USACE — U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

USDA — U.S. Department of Agriculture
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