
To: All former members of the SAB Panel on ballast water treatment technology 
 
 
Dear Colleagues, 
 
Recently, while working on a manuscript, we examined the test reports on ballast water 
treatment systems that the 2010-11 SAB review relied on. We were surprised to find 
that the test data do not support the SAB Report's main conclusion regarding what 
standards shipboard treatment systems can or cannot meet. We are writing to all of you 
first to get your feedback; and if you agree that the conclusion is incorrect, to ask you to 
join in writing to the EPA to correct it. 
 
In brief, the problem is this: the SAB Report concluded, on the basis of test data for nine 
treatment systems that the Panel judged to be reliable, that five types of shipboard 
treatment had demonstrated the ability to meet IMO D-2 standards, but that none of the 
treatment types had demonstrated the ability to meet standards of 10x, 100x or 1000x 
IMO D-2. The introductory chapter of the SAB report defines 10x, 100x and 1000x IMO 
D-2 as standards with concentration limits 10, 100 or 1000 times smaller than the limits 
in IMO D-2 for either the ≥50 µm organism group or the 10-50 µm organism group. 
However, when we examined the test data that the Panel based its assessment on, 
using the methods described in the SAB report, we found that, in fact, three of the nine 
ballast water treatment systems (Ecochlor, BalPure and PeraClean) had yielded 
concentrations of organisms in the 10-50 µm group that were nearly 100 times lower 
than the IMO D-2 limit in every trial. One of these systems (Ecochlor) also yielded 
concentrations of organisms in the ≥50 µm group that were at least 30 times lower than 
the IMO D-2 limit in every trial, and the BalPure and PeraClean systems also met the 
10x IMO D-2 limit for the ≥50 µm group. Thus, our conclusion that no type of ballast 
water treatment had demonstrated an ability to meet 10x IMO D-2 is incorrect. 
 
It might be argued that even though the test results for some treatment systems were 
consistently well below the 10x IMO D-2 limits, nevertheless these results do not 
provide sufficient confidence that the average concentrations in the discharges were 
below the 10x IMO D-2 limit. However, first, the assessment method used by the Panel 
and described in Chapter 4 of the SAB Report was based on whether the sample 
concentrations met the standard, not on whether the sample concentrations provide a 
minimum level of confidence that the average concentration for the entire discharge met 
the standard. And second, the spread in the organism counts and the volumes analyzed 
in the relevant tests is such that any level of confidence supporting the finding that five 
treatment types met the IMO D-2 standard would also support a finding that at least a 
few of the treatment types met the 10x IMO D-2 standard. In other words, even if one 
were to assess the test results in terms of some required minimum confidence level 
(though no level was stated in the SAB Report), there is no confidence level one could 
pick that is consistent with the report's conclusion that five treatment types met the IMO 
D-2 standard but none met 10x IMO D-2. (This statistical analysis, which was reviewed 
by Loveday Conquest, is provided along with the relevant source documents at 
www.bioinvasions.org/sab.) 



 
It is true that in the last draft of the report provided to the Panel members (Draft 4, 
5/24/2011)—the draft with which members were instructed to indicate concurrence or 
non-concurrence within 72 hours, without any Panel discussion—more stringent 
definitions of 10x, 100x and 1000x IMO D-2 had been inserted into Chapter 4. If these 
more stringent definitions are applied—which require treatment systems to meet the 
10x, 100x or 1000x IMO D-2 limits for both the ≥50 µm and the 10-50 µm organism 
groups, and also meet additional standards for bacterial reductions—then the Ecochlor 
and PeraClean systems no longer meet 10x IMO D-2, but the BalPure system still does. 
We don't know precisely how the Panel would have resolved the problem of two 
conflicting definitions of the relevant standards appearing in the Report, one definition 
that the Panel had an opportunity to review in every draft, and a second definition 
inserted in the final concurrence draft, which the Panel had only a limited opportunity to 
review. We are sure, however, that the Panel at a minimum would have reported that 
some shipboard treatment systems produced test results that consistently exceeded the 
IMO D-2 limits by at least 10 times to nearly 100 times for one or more organism 
classes. 
 
We have attached a file with supporting information including the relevant test data and 
the conclusions and definitions from the Draft and Final Reports. We urge you to 
carefully consider these. We also posted the source documents (pdfs of the full test 
reports and SAB report drafts) at www.bioinvasions.org/sab, so you can check whether 
we've reported the data and wording correctly and in context. 
 
Although we want to hear from you first, we believe that we have a responsibility to 
inform the EPA of this error and to correct it. We feel this is especially important 
because the Coast Guard and EPA cited our conclusion in support of the discharge 
standards they adopted and are putting into effect. Our sense is that the best way of 
making this correction is with a letter from former Panel members (as many as are 
willing to sign) to the EPA, stating that our conclusion that no shipboard treatment 
approach had demonstrated the ability to meet a 10x IMO D-2 standard for the ≥50 µm 
or 10-50 µm organism classes was wrong; and that some treatment approaches had 
demonstrated the ability to meet at least 10x to nearly 100x IMO D-2 for one or more 
organism groups. 
 
Please look over the materials and let us know if you wish to join us in writing the EPA 
to correct this error.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Andy Cohen & Fred Dobbs 
 
 


