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Page 38 May 29, 1969
SENATOR PICKETT:

Mr. President, I move for acceptance of the Committees favor-

able report and passage of the bill,
THE'CHAIR:

Question is on passage of‘this bill. Will you remark,
SENATOR PICKETT:

Mr. President, we do have a statute on the books providing
for damages in death action. These damages are the benefits occur-
ing from the same or subject to the payment of the funsral bill
and the other things already in the statute. It was felt that the
claims against the estate also should be permitted to be levied
if they are legltimate against these proceeds.

From time to time perhaps you have seen a person who is ine-
volved in a fatal accident who otherwise judgement prove perhaps
incurred some very lagitimate claims, whether it be funeral or
hogspital bills, etc., and the creditors are then able to proceed
against the benefits of the claim. It should be and therefore, we
asktoo have this bill enacted into law.

THE CHAIR:
Any further remarks. If not, as many who are in favor of the

bill signify by saying aye, opposed. The bill is passed.

THE CLERK:
Calendar No. 1189, File No. 1436, Favorable report of the
Joint Standing Committee on Water Resources and Flood Control, 6n

St stitutesSenate Bill No, 1159, An Act concerning the 0Oil

Pollution of Connecticut Rivers,




Page 39 May 29, 1969
SENATOR STANLEY:

Mr. President, I move for acceptance of the Joint Committees

favorable report and passage of the bill,
THE CHAIR:

Question is on passage of this bill. Will you remark.

SENATOR STANLEY:

~ Mr. President, I think that this is perhaps one of the most
important bills that we have brought out of the Water Resources
Committee, It dedls with the problem that is ravishing the coast
of this country and in fact, many of the countries throughout the
world, O0il pollution and pollution of the coastal waters., But I
think to explain it, although the Committee worked very hard to
strengthen it and make it an effective and meaningful bill, T
think 1t would be appropriate to defer to the author of the bill
the Honorable Senator from the 2lst,
THE CHAIR:

Senator Gunther from the 2l1st District.

SENATOR GUNTHER:

Mr. President, this bill will require the Water Resources
Commission to license all terminals for loading and discharging
petroleum or chemical liquids and adopt reseonable regulations for
their control, It will also require periodic inspection of hoses,
gaskets,tanks and equipment for these terminals, It will require
for suitable equipment for removable of oll, petroleum or chemi=-
cal which spills, be available and in operating position. It will

also require the reporting of any spillage and if the pollutor
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Page 40 May 29, 1969
fails to report his splllage there will be & fine for not report-
inge |

The pollutor will also be liable for all costs and expenses
incurred in containing and removing this spillage. It'also enabled
the Water Resources Commission to enter into agreements with the
federal government, regional, state and municipal government and
all matters related to oil, petroleum or chemical produce pollu=
tion or contamination in the waters of the state, off shore and
coastal waters of Connecticut.

This bill will actually correct the defects 1n our present
clean water act and its badly needed.vOther New England states
such as Mass, New Hampshire and Maine all of bills that control
the handling of petroleum products, This particular bill is
patterned after Mass law. I think that we are all aware of the
incident that occurred just in the past few months. There were
two in Bridgeport harbor'and there were two in eastern Long Is-
land sound and there is a continuing condition that exists in
Stamford.

0il pollution is actually one of the worat types of pollution
that we have to contend with and it has an immediate and sustained
effect on our waters, Its a good bill and should be a part of our
Clean Water Acte
THE CHAIR:

Will you remark further on this bill, Senator Hammer from

the 12the.
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Page 41 May 29, 1969
SENATOR HAMMER:

Mr., President, I rise to support this bill, As a senator from
many shore communities, I have an interest in this and my people
have an interest in this. We have had a little bit of trouble
along our shoreline and we have watched what 1s happening, in
other areas écross the world and we are very very happy to have
this bill and I thank the author of it and the Committee for
bringing it oute.

THE CHAIR:
Will you remark further on the bill, If not, as many who are

in favor signify by saying aye, opposéd.yThe bill is passed.
The President in the Chair,

THE CLERK:
Calendar No., 1195, File No., 1441, Favorable report of the

Joint Standing Committee on Finance on Senate Bill No. 660. An

Act concerning the Guarantee of Bonds of Public Recreational
Facilities Authorities.
SENATOR VERRIKER:
Mr, President, I move for passage of the bill,
THE CHAIR:

Question 1s on passage of the bill, Will you remark.
SENATOR VERRIKER:

Mr. Presidént, this bill provides that the amount of bonds
of authority guaranteed by a municipality otherwise includable
as debt of the municipality for the purpose of determining its
following capacity, maybe deducted from the municipality debt at
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onday, June 2, 1969

are passed.,

Thatt!ts the end of it.

0 - L6th D

bire Spesker, am I to understand that Cal. 1411 on race 1

was Jjust passed Dy the Consent Cal.

I just came into the chember, bw. Dpeaker, I wonder 1f this

P RN

item might not bhe reconsidered taken off the Congent Cal. and

ne for one day.

i

Ta there objection to weconsiderstlon on this one item. I

hat it is a denate bLLL so 1t does not cause a

I vote Toxr reconsideration of Capl. 1411 5. B. No. 29L. w#ile

1369, hen the vote was btaken, 1 was on the prevailing side, o
i, SPEAKDR:

fs thewre objection? Hearing no objectlon, reconglderation
is granted., .Do you now wish to move'to pass thls wetaliningy

2P, HENHBELLY - lst.

Ls there objection? Hesring none, this item having - been

{_Y-







onday |  April 7, 1969

Water Resources and Flood Control
ommittee members present:

Senator W, B. Stanley, 19th District
G. L. Gunthers, 21st District

Representatives W, J. Violetti, 36th District
P, A, LaRosa, 4th District
M. M. Comstock, 7lst District
Clarence Platt, 121st District
A, Pox, 152nd District
A. E. Geannim, 134th District
Sid Axelrod, 65th District
Eloise Grein, 93rd District
Edward L. Ivanicki, 79th District
Frances Mahoney, 19th District

Chairman William B. Stanley presiding.

Good afternoon may I identify myself, I'm Senator Stanley,
Chairman of Water Resources and Flood Control. ,
Representative Paul ILaRosa is the House Chairman. We have
here the register so that anyone speaking before you speak
in order that we may have a double check, not only with
the microphones but with the signatures so when they record
the minutes they may know exactly whose speaking. We
would appreciate every one signing their neame. Also there
is a column that indicates if you are for or against any
of the given bills. We would like you to indicate the
number of the bill. I would like everyone when they come
forward to identify themselves and be as brief as possible
although we will not shut anyone off, but sometime you win
the sympathy of the committee be being brief, and with
this let us open the hearing.

enator Wiljiam B. Stanley - 19th District

Anyone wishing to speak in favor of SB 1464 please come
forward. ‘

epresentative Holdredge - 63rd District

I'm Representative Holdredge of the 63rd District speaking
in favor of "An Act concerning increasing the membership
on the Representative Advisory Board to the Southeastern
Connecticut Water Authority." I just want to go:son record
that I support this bill.

enator William B. Stanley - Thank you Representative Holdredge.

Are there any questions? Anyone wishing to speak in
opposition of Senate Bill 1464? If not we will now listen
to anyone speaking in favor of Senate Bill 1159,

enator C, L. Gunther - 21lst District

Senator G. L. Gunther here speaking here in favor of
SB #1159, "An Act Concerning the 0il Pollution of
ngﬁzgqiéut Waters." PFirst of all I would like to read




Water Resources and Flood Control

you a clipping from the Connecticut Sunday Herald of
March 30, 1969: New 0il Sliek Pollutés.Harbor = cnluii,

 STAMFORD: The city's polluted harbor, already termed the
worst in the state, has a brand new oil slick on the West
Side of the port, and apparently there's not a thing that
can be done about the situation, either at the state or
loocal level.

That's the word from the State Water Resources Commission
as concerns the latest addition to the waterfront's filth
woes, even though the perpetrator of the foul deed is known.

And the City's failure to have a working water pollution
ordinance means that about all Stamford cen do is slap the
offender on the hand and hope the situation won't be
repeated.

Richard Sullivan, of the WRC, said the way the state statutes
are set up it is difficult for his facility to cope with
isolated cases and the lack of a city ordinance with teeth

in 1t negates any action Stamford takes against such violators.

enator Stanley:

Anyonecwishing to comment on the clipping? If not
anyone else wishing to speak in favor of SB 1159.

ohn J, Curry - Director of Water Resources Commission
John J. Curry here speaking in favor of SB #1159.
Curry's Statement

enator Stanley: Thank you Mr. Curry. Any questions?

enator Gunther: Senator Stanley, I would like to submit this state-
ment if I may in favor of Senate Bill #1159.

Gunther's Statement

enator Stanley: Thank you Senator Gunther. Are there any questions?
Is there anyone here wishing to speak in opposition of
Senate Bill 1159? No one. We will now close the hearing
on Senate ] Blll 1159, and now we will listen to anyone
wishing to speak in favor of Senate Bill #1417, "An Act
Concering the Composition of the Water Resources Com-
mission
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

WATER RESOURCES COMMISEION
STATE OFFIC. BUIL.L.G (3] H..R..0rRD, CONN__,I..T 06115

Statement of John J. Curry - Director of Water Resources Commission
to the Legislative Committee on Water Resources - Senate Bill No, 1159

"Matter" as defined in Section 1 apparently only appears in the definition of
"oi1', This would seem to restrict the act when oil is mixed with material which

does not meet the definition of "mattexr'.

The second sentence of Section 2 does not reflect the possibility that it is

sometimes impossible to determine who was responsible for a specific spill,

It would appear that Section 3 should apply to all spillages not only those
which are "willful" or "negligible'. The second sentence under Section 3 would
read better if a period were added after the word "expenses and the following words

added "Such cost and expenses'.

Under (a) Section 4, a person should only be entitled to reimbursement i1f assigned
or directed to remove o0il be some suitable authority. Under (b) Section 4, the one
femoving o1l at the request oI an autﬁorized officer probably shéuld not bhe exempt
from all civil damages such as those which might arise from injury to his employees
or the general public to make sure that claims do not fall back to the state or

nmunicipality requesting.

Some of the provisions of this act duplicate or overlap provisions of federal

statutes now in effect or considered for passing in the present Coungress,

The provisions of the first two sentences of Section 0 ave already provided by

existing state statutes,

3-31-69




fStatement of Senator G. L. Gunther speakling before the kWater Resources Comﬁh
Speaking in favor of SB1159 .
| 22 2]y ' 87

Of the four major New England Coastal States~-Connecticut is the

only one that does hot have an oil pollution law. If there is any question
that Connecticut needs a law I would call your attention to recent reports
of 0il pollution in Waterford, two incidents in Bridgeport Harbor, and just
this past week in the City of Stamford.

In order to point out the futility in this area I would like to

read a section Bf a story from the March 30th Conn, Sunday Hearld: ------ o-~-
This 1s another defect in our Clean Water Act" that must be
eliminated 1f we are going to accomplish meaningful water pollution abate-

ment in our time., If there 1s any question that Connecticut needs SB1159

I call your attention to a report prepared by the Connecticut Research
Commission (prepared by Mr, William Boyd of the Essex Marine Lab) entitled
"Report of Feasilibity Study of an O0il Spill Control Facility for the

Conn, River.," Although this was prepared for controls on the Connecticut
River, much of thils study is applicable to the entire State of Connecticut.
I would call your attention to Page 14 of this report on "existing Control
Facilities"i-mmmoommmmaan It is quite apparent that the industry is not
facing up to the responsibility and SB 1159 is necessary to lnsure that
proper control of oil pollution 1s established in Connecticut,

This bili 1s patterned after the Mass. Law which has been in force
for several years., It includes fines for polluters, reimbursement for
_damage, and sets up controls for limiting damage by oll pollution. I would
k gain refer to the previous mentioned report on O1l Pollution Control,

Page 10 on "Control of Oil Spllls:--=-======- These recommendations are
kincluded inEB 1159.

0il Pollutionlis one of the worse singiilar types of pollution. Its
lmmediate and residual effects on our ecology are severe.‘ Connecticut aannot
fford to ignore this problem and we need SB 1159 to fill a vold that now

xlists.

The need for this legislation 1s also brought out by a situation

:‘




5 1159 , - — - ‘ s =
we have on the Indian River in Milford. We have an oill polluter on this
River that the Water Resources Commission has deffinitely established his
involvement but is unable ﬁo proceed because they have issued an order

for this‘poliuter to clean up his mess by xDec., 1970. Under the existing
law they cannot advance this date. I have previously mentioned this
defficiency in our present "Clean Water Act" and hope this Committee has
considered a Commlttee Bill to allow for an advancement of orders 1if the

for damages which would also encourage the termination of thislsource of
pollution, ,

With the increase in oll pollution incldents, Conmectlcut cannot
afford to be without laws to prevent this situations and establish
responsibility. I ask your favorable action of SB 1159 and would suggest
that the effective date be the date of passage.
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CONTROL OF OIL SPILLS

i

~ Assuming that all preventive measures have falled, and that an oll
spill has occurred, activities related to controlling the spread of the
oil and its damage to the environment can be divided into three categoriles:

1) Isolation or containment of the spill, 2) heaovexy of as much of the

e e e T T U

spilled product as ia feaqible, and 3) Dispersjon of the femaining oil in

S e s S A e ey et s et

such a manner as to do minimum damage.

T ey e W ey AT e e g

The Battelle ‘Memorial Institute report reviewcd ebove devotes nine
pages to various containment methods. Several types of mechanical booms

are described, and there are less extensive references_to bubble curtain
_barriers and to chemical booming. The latter two can be excluded from con-
sideration for the Connecticut River, inasmuch’as they would not be effective
in the two to three knot currents which occur. |

Various configurations of floating mechanical boowms are a§ailab1e,
distinguished from one another largely by differing materials and details

of joints between sections. Most reports of trials of these booms state
that they are not effective in seas greater than 1-1/2 to 2 feet., This
should be of little importance on the Conneciicut River, but questions also
arise as to the effectiveness of mechanical booms in currents above 1-1/2
knots,

Current vélbcities also pose a problem in terms of reaction time.

- Assuming that a mechanical boom could contain a sﬁill,'it would have to

be deployed very promptly following a spill to avoid fouling a long reach

~10--
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~of the river. Once a boom was in piace at the downstream edge of a spill,

the current would become advantageous, in that it would sweep the remainder

of the spill down into the boom. Here limitations arise as to the capacity
of a given boém. ‘ I
In still water, an oil spill contained within a boom will have a

surface elevation above that of the surrounding water., This difference in
elevation, or freeboard, is a function of the relative densities of .the
pétroleum product involved and the surrounding and underlying water. If
the water mass is in_motiop, the shear forces at the oil water interface
wiil tend to plle oil up on the downstream portions of the boom, If
recovery operations can be instituted quickly enough, and carried on at a
rate sufficient to establish an édqilibrium in the oil water freeboard,
little of the spill should escape a properly designed. boom.

(YChief Brocar, who is in chavge of the oil spill control activities
of the New Haven Fire Department, indicated a high degree ofvsatisfaction
with their mechanical boom, This boom is made up of ten foot sectlons
consisting of a cylindrical polyetﬁylene.foam float, from which\ié sus-
.pended a weighted heavy duty polyethylene skigp appfoximately six inches
deep. The New Haven boom is in two 1500 foot sections, stored on opposite
sides of the harbor. These can be deployed very rapi@ly, either individ-

ually or as a unit.

Recovery

There are several approaches to the recovery problem, For small
'spills in confined waters, various adsorbants and absorbants are avail-

able. In the TORREY CANYON accident, many of these compounds were used as

~11-
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fferent farts of the slick approachéd harbors and shorelines on both
jdes of éhe English Channel,

Materials such és sand, brick dust, fly ash and cement were used to
ollect and siﬁk TORREY CANYON crude. Obviously, such a solution is not
cceptabie for the Connecticut River, inasmuch as the sunken sludge would‘
do serious damage to the benthic community.

‘Other materials such as straw, sawdust, bark, certain plastic foams
nd textile wastes may be used to collect small quantities'of oil. The
iiwsoaked material floats, and may be removed from the water for ultimate
ispésal by bu;ning;

If the oill spill éan be confined so that the oll layer achieves a
epth of an inch or more, as might be the case with a promptly deployed
oom, more efficient recovery methods are possible, Various configurations
f skimming machines are commercially available,.and have had years of
uccessful application in refinery. effluent streams. These in essence
oncist of a slottea pipe, which can be rotated to adjust the depth at
hich the material to be skimmed off is accepted into the pipe. The oil
nd wéter mixture is pumped from thé'pipe to settling tanks, or run
hrough standard oil fieldoil/water separators., No marine-adaptation of
hese techniques is commercially available, but one of a kind attempts
have been made at Baltimore and at Houston.

More receﬁtly, considerable work has been done to develop mechanical
kimming devices utilizing auny one of several hydrophobic, pétrophilic
lastic foanm belts., The belt is driven by two rollers, one submerged below

i

1e oil/water interface and the other positioned over a reégiving tank.,

~12-




0il is lifted by the belt from the spill to the upper voller, where it

enéounﬁers a pressvre roller by means of which the oil is diverted to the

~holding tank. The rewest of these recovery devices has just been licensed

for commercilal manufacture, but a prototype was successfhlly(imployed in
the OCEAN EAGLE incident off Porto Rico. |

One great advantage of this type of recovery device is that most of
the oll recovered should be salvageable, requiring only minimal treatmgnt
to make it compietely salable, It should bé noted, however, that the
limit to recovery activities is less a matter of salvage economics than
it is a matter of the amount of oil which must be dispersed when recovery
opevations cease. None of the dispersing agents nor the oil-agent mixes
s completely devoid of toxicity if present in more than minimal céncen—
ratjons. It may, therefore, be necessary to continue recovery operations
11 past the economic limit, in order to bring the amount of unrecovet;d
1 dogn.to an acceptable volume._

-Due to the high traffic density on the Comnecticut River, fhe chances
‘e good that an empty or partly laden vessel would be near a spill.' 0il

a leaking vessel could be transferred rapidly, reducing the recovery

"

uirements.

2
persal '

A large number of dispersing agents are readily available. These

ce from conventional detergents to highly specialized complexing

's.  They exhibit a wide range of toxicity to marine life, and some are

ective only with certein oil products. The Battelle report lists

y-four commercially available emulsifiers, with indications of velative

~13-
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The questionnaire which was sent to major shippefs ingluded the

question "What emergency measures con be Laken oy in the event of a

(SR b SR

e b A B R

spill 1eak or 31m11ar mishap at docks:de durlng un]oading opelationa?"

© wedhasopyn - R

Four of the cleven reqpondent stated thar no provisiono for sueh miS“
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haps have been made. lhrce 51mply mentioned pieventive measures such as
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diked tanks, shutoff valves at tanks and dock, stopping pumping opera»
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tions, or drlp pans. Two companlew indicated thdt they maintained
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limited sLorkq of dioperoal chemicals, The two 1emaining companies
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rep]ied ‘that they would Tely on eontainment equipment and dispetsal

N =

‘chemicals szm commercial sources in the ‘avrea or from other companies in
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nearby ports. Fiom the above responses, it is apparent that Lhe shippere

‘\ s e A N

N e bty 0

themuelves have little Oi ‘o eapabillty to dedl with anything more than

very mino* pi]ls.’ N

N ot

- Sunshine Chemical Corpoxation plovldee oilspill control and eleanup

services on a contract basls to-many refiners and terminal operators

"

‘throughout the United States. The company maintains an office in West
Hartford, Connecticut, and a company representative states that con-
tainment equipment and chemical dispersants*are stocked in the arvea,

Whether or not the 1eact101 time of _this organization would be sbort

» R

e

enough to effectivc1y contain a major spill io open to queotion°
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REQUIRNMENTS FOR AN EFFECTIVE OIL SPILL CONTROL SYSTEM

Containment

| A floating boom appears te be the best coutéinment mechanism currently
avallable. The dimenatoﬁs of the boom should be such that spills of as '
much as 20,000 barrels could be captured and containéd. Until the perform-
ance of'booms in the river currents can be more accurately evaluated, it
is difficult to plapoint the optimum dimensions. However, an order of
magnitude estimate would indicate a boom approximately 2000 feet in
length,'&nd 1.5 feet in depth., The 2000 foot length should make it possi~
ble to deploy the boom across the downstream front of most spills, since
the river currvents will tend to form the spill inio an elongated plume
runaing downstream fyom the origin of the spill; .The cylindrical volume
of sucﬁ a boom 1is 2?9106 barrels. This is substantially greater than the
14,000 bavrel average cargo, but the action of the river currents would
make it dwpossible to contaln tﬂe full cylindricel volume,

Rapid'deployment of the boom is essential, This could best be achieved
by flaking the boom down in a storage box mqunted on the stern of a rela-
tively fast steel workboat, which should also be equipped with a small
boat to tend the far end of the net, and high pressure pumping'equipment
for the epplication of dispersant chemicals. This'pumping equipment would

glve the workboat the additional capsbility of cowmbatting waterfront fires,

Recovery

Until such time as more advanced recovery systems become commercially

'
1
i

‘available,~there are two approaches which might be pursuved. The first of

.
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feae is‘;o provide a simple floating pickup head, with an assortment of
dapters so that the head could be attached to the various sized suction
oseg carried on tanﬁets and barges.

The second approach would involve the construction of.a-slotted pipe
ype skiﬂmer. The'slotted plpe should be mounted athwartships between tﬁe
wo hulls of a small catamaren, thereby achleving maximum stability and
rotection from wave action. Pumping equipment, and limited tankage would
ave to be provided on the recovery catamaran. The recoveied oll/water

ixture would be pumped to a barge or tanker, or trvansferred ashore by

arge~transported tank trucks.

ispersal

Stocks of dispersal chemicals should be maintained at convenienﬁ lo~
cations along the river,rﬁrom,which they could be transported to the scene
of a spill by truck or boat. Upon completion of whatever recovery opera-
tions are feasible, the workboat Qould apply the diépersaut chemicai, res-

_cover the boom and swall boat, and return to {ts dock.

Communications and Manpower

The importance of a rapid response In the event ofyag 01l spill neces-
sitates immediate motification of the control crew. For spills occurring
at terminazls, this can easily be accomplished by the use of regular tele-
phone systems., However, in the event of a spill in tranait{ ships' radio
systems must,be‘relied upon. Radio communication from certéin points in
ﬁhe river to the established marine statiéns is not always possible, and

alternative arrangements should be made. These might include the use of the

-16-
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existing State Highway radio system, and/or the State Police radio system.
The initial response by the boom boat would require a minimum crew of
four. This would allow for a boat handler and boom tender for the boate at
each end of the boom. Follow~u§ crews would be required for the recovery
equipment, and for the iransport of dispersant chemica;s and the transfer

of recovered products to shore.

Legal Aspects

A review of the legal framework vithin whlch any control organization

W o

would have to opelate is beyond the scope of this report. However, whezever

T e s

this questlon l° raised in the 1ite1ature 1ev1ewed, a qtrong impre sion is

left that pre ent 1eglulation, both state and federa], needs a complete
o S T e

S PR IREHEPIN

overhdul. There is appaxcntJy, no clear delegation o£ respOHSLbLILty to

N N SRR . et e Bt b i e

any agency which mould allow such an agency to také effective measures in
control]jng & qpil] “The Federal Water PolTution Control Adminisfietion -
Jhas asserted such authority in at least one instance, a spill on the

Anacostia River in January 1968.1 :

Costs

The following estimates are.given only to indicate the order of ﬁagnim
tude of the cost of establishing an oil control systee patterned along the
lines discussed above. The accuracy of the estimates can only be improved

after considerable field testing, which is beyond the scope of this study.

35-40 foot workboat with high pressure-pumping

equipment . $50,000
15-20 foot workboat _ 3,500
2000 foot ccntainment boom ' 15 ,000
Initial stocl of dispersant chemicals 5,000
Total b73 500

-17-

1, The'wasﬁington Post, January 20, 1968



Operating costs are impossible to estimate at this time, However,
routine testing and maintenance of the equipment would éertainly approach
$5,000 per year, Manpower costs are impbssible to estimate until the size

and organizational makeup of the system can be determined.

Financing

Financing such a faecility would require the co-opevation of interested
agencies and commercial organizations., State agencies to which an oil
spill would be of concern include the State Highway Department, the State
Fire Marshal, the Water Resources Commission, and the State Department of
Pﬁblic Health., Shippers, terminal operators, and thelyr Insurance companies
all have an interest to protect. Tﬁe ﬁethod and amount of financial par-
ticipation by each of these entities could only bé worked out by direct

negotiation between them,

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

What can happen, will happen. If this Parkinsonism is accepted,
sooner or later a major oll spill can be expected on the Connecticut
River., The efficacy of existing conftrol measdres has not been demonstrated,
but appears inadequate. .

At the existing state of the art, all control and cleanup measures

depend upon initial contaimment of the o3l spill. Therefore, no ﬁlans

can be laid down until some form of containment device has been tested

.successfully under actual river conditions.
Assuming that such a device exists, an oil spili control plan should

be created with necessary equipment and facilities so thait life and

.
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property along the river can.be protected from the disastrous effects of a
major oil spill, This would necessérily involve the establishment of one
or more depots at wsich containment equipment and dippersant chemicals
would be stored ready for immediate deployment., Capital costs of such a
depot a?e eétimatgd at approximately $73,500, exclusive of dockside facili-
ties. ‘This figure would include 2000 feet of booming egquipment, a steel

workboat in the 35 to 40 foot vange, with gspeed capabilities to 20 knots,

‘one small boat capable of handling one end of the boom, ahd an initial stock
of dispersal materlals. No costs have been estiuwdted for a recovery unit,

inasmuch as these éreinot yet commerclally availlable, but interim solutions
should be attempted,

Rapid notification of the control organization is essential, and

might well be achieved through elther the State Police radio system, or the
State Highway Department radio system, 1In the.event of a spill, the work-

boat, carrying the céntainment boom, the small boaf, and a limited stock of

dispersant would be dispatched to the scené. Its prime objective would be

the.ccntainment within the boom of the greatest possible amount of oil.
While the contalvment operation is in progress, whatever recovery

equipment which might be availablé would be brought to tge scene, along with

the requirad additional dispersal chemicals. Upon completion of recovery

operations, the remalning oll would be dispersed. Application of dispers-—

nt chemicals is usually accomplished with high pressure water sprays, into
hich the proper concentration of dispersant is educted. It should be

oted that the requirement for a high pressure epray on the workboat gives

t the dual capability of a small fire boat.
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