Oil Spill Early Action Task Force

APPENDIX 7 – Meeting Summaries and Agendas


MEETING #1
AGENDA

Oil Spill Early Action Task Force Agenda

Date: November 19th, 2004

Time: 9:00-5:00

Location: Attorney General Training Room, Bank California Building
900 4th Ave, Seattle, WA 

I. Welcome





Tim Thompson
9:00-9:15

II. Introductions




All


9:15-9:25

III.U.S. Coast Guard and Department


CAPT Chip Boothe   9:25 – 9:45
of Ecology remarks




Dale Jensen


* Purpose of task force, review of 
        Charter, and timeline, focus on first 





        12 hours.




IV. Review and discuss Ground Rules 

Tim Thompson 
9:45-10:15

V. Break








10:15-10:30

VI. Overview of Dalco Passage


David Byers 

10:30 - Noon
        oil spill





(Ecology)

VII. Lessons learned to date



CAPT Chip Booth
1:00-1:45








Dale Jensen

VIII. Task Force Member questions &

All


1:45-2:15     

         comment period                            





IX. Break








2:15-2:30

X.  Brainstorm issues




All


2:30-3:30
    on which the Task Force wants to focus                                



 
     




XI. Summary of meeting, homework                   
Tim Thompson          3:30-4:00
      assignments, focus of next Task
      Force meeting






XII. Public Comment Period






4:00-4:30

XIII. Media Availability (if needed)





4:30-5:00

MEETING #1

SUMMARY

November 19, 2004

Seattle, WA
Tim Thompson opened the meeting and asked the Task Force members to introduce themselves.  He reviewed the mission of the Task Force and read from the opening paragraph of the Charter which states, “The Task Force will evaluate actions to be taken during the early stages of oil spills when meteorological conditions are adverse.  The Task Force will prepare a report with recommendations to improve early notification procedures, response policies, response technology, including recommended changes to the Northwest Area Contingency Plan (NWACP).  Action on the recommendations will improve the preparedness of the Northwest Area to respond during the first 12 hours of a spill, particularly during night, fog, and other adverse conditions.”

A letter from the Governor was read by Dale Jensen and both he and Captain Chip Boothe emphasized the need to improve the process and plan for early response to oil spills.

Proposed ground rules and media protocol were distributed to the group and briefly discussed.  Two questions were raised.  One concerned achieving consensus of opinion and the other was regarding “who the Task Force report was going to.”

Tim clarified that the group goal should be to do their best to achieve consensus but in the event of obvious disagreement, he would go to a voting procedure and then note the dissent.  It was clarified that the report would go to the Northwest Area Committee, the Governor of the State of Washington and Admiral Jeffery Garnett.

The Task Force received an overview of the Dalco Passage Oil Spill and a timeline from David Byers from the Department of Ecology.  Many questions were asked and several informational requests were made by the Task Force Members.  The information requests were summarized, typed and distributed to the Task Force.  Those requests for information were tasked to the Coast Guard and Department of Ecology.

Dale Jensen and Captain Chip Boothe briefed the Task Force on the “lessons learned” from the Dalco Passage spill and other recent oil spills.  It should be noted several Task Force members and the facilitator emphasized that the work of the Task Force would learn more about the Dalco Oil Spill, but the focus should be on improving the Coast Guard/State of Washington response to all potential oil spills.

A typed version of the Lessons Learned presentation was distributed to the Task Force members and the public.  Several questions and comments were made:

· Should we develop a better “decision matrix to evaluate the spills so that someone making a decision at 2-6am in the morning has something to react to?

· What level of the DOE/Coast Guard organization gets involved in the decision making in the early morning or any time?

· What “trajectory” questions were asked?

· Can we better define the decision “triggers” in order to better respond?

· Much discussion and comment around the need for better decision making.

· GRPS may be expensive but won’t it help?

· Is there a written plan or budget being submitted by the Coast Guard or DOE?

· Do you think something was lost in translation when the tugboat operator reported to the National Response Center?

· Quality and verification of source; what’s the process of interrogating the local force structure.

The group conducted a brainstorming session which focused on the priorities of the Task Force.  Enclosed is a summary of the brainstorming session which includes a proposed “grouping” of the ideas.

The Task Force discussed getting a briefing on the Independent Review conducted by Genwest and asking a panel (Vashon residents, tugboat operators, etc.) involved in the Dalco Spill to present their views to the Task Force.  It was agreed to have a “local, on the ground” panel address the Task Force in meeting 3 or 4.  It was noted that Jim Anderson (NWIFC) would be a good person to hear from regarding a tribal perspective.  Jim English will identify some potential Vashon residents to participate.

A request was made to have a meeting on Vashon Island and after discussion, a majority of the Task Force decided that meeting on Vashon was not feasible at this time.  While the Task Force acknowledged the need to hear from Vashon residents, it was noted that public meetings have already been held on the Island.  The focus of the Task Force is broader than just the Dalco Spill and the time-frame of the Task Force is too tight to change the meeting location.  However, everyone agreed that we needed to reach out to Vashon residents/general public and make them aware of the upcoming Task Force meetings.

It was agreed that we would focus on five issues at our next meeting:

1) Genwest Independent Review

2) Attempt to have John Devens address the group

3) Prioritize our brainstorming ideas

4) Provide the information requests

5) Further discuss the ideas of a panel discussion for the 3rd and 4th meeting

The Task Force opened up the meeting for public comment and media inquiries.

The Task Force’s next meeting will be November 29, 2004 at the Tacoma Sheraton starting at 9:00 a.m.

More detailed notes are available upon request.

MEETING #2

AGENDA

Oil Spill Early Action Task Force

November 29, 2004

9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

Location:  Tacoma Sheraton

1320 Broadway, Tacoma, WA 98402

9:00 a.m.
Welcome





Tim Thompson

9:10 a.m.
Overview of November 19th meeting and

Tim Thompson




Agenda for today’s meeting

9:20 a.m.
Review of Information Requests and report

Tim Thompson




on materials


10:00 a.m.
Teleconference with John Devens, Executive
John Devens




Director of Prince William Sound Regional




Citizens Advisory Committee

· 20 minute presentation

· 40 minute Q & A

11:00 a.m.
Break

11:10 a.m.
Genwest Presentation on Independent Review
John Murphy




of Dalco Oil Spill and Q & A

12:10 p.m.

Lunch

1:00 p.m.
Brief review of Agenda for day


All

1:15 p.m.
Review of Brainstorming ideas and prioritize
All




the recommendations.  General discussion.

3:00 p.m.
Break

3:15 p.m.
Summary of Meeting, homework assignments
Tim Thompson




Agenda for November 30 meeting and next steps

4:00 p.m.
Public Comment Period

4:45 p.m.
Media Availability, if needed

MEETING #2

SUMMARY

November 29, 2004
Tacoma Sheraton

Tim Thompson opened the meeting and asked the Task Force members to introduce themselves.  He reviewed the agenda for the day.  Tim addressed the fact they he received multiple emails regarding informational requests. He stated that he would go through those in detail during the designated time.  Tim encouraged comments in writing regarding the brainstorming memo so that he could reply to them over email. He shared Jon Neels email regarding the legislative hearing.  He also read and handed out a copy of John English’s report on speaking with the Vashon resident who tried to report the spill.  Tim reviewed the ground rules again and reminded the Task Force and audience that question and comments are only to be asked by Task Force members until the public comment period.  A suggestion was given by a Task Force member to have some designated public comment time at the beginning of the meeting because some comments could be useful during the day.  Tim noted the suggestion and said he would make that adjustment for the next meeting.

The Task Force then reviewed the information requests and a brief report was given on materials handed out for the requests.  All information requests were satisfied either by a handout or a brief discussion with the exception of the request for a history on fines.  This document was still a work in progress and would be produced shortly.  

Tim asked that Coast Guard and Department of Ecology to be available and patient regarding questions or clarification needed on the handouts through out this process.

The Task Force was given an overview of the RCAC in Alaska by John Devens.  Over the phone, John spoke about how and why the organization started, how the RCAC is funded, and the process that happens when a spill occurs now.  

Below are several questions that were asked by the Task Force members and John Devens response:

· Is the Joint Information Center totally separate from unified command? The RCAC works with the joint information center.  We have both agreed to share information with one another.  There have been some times when someone doesn’t like the others response so we hired a consultant to come in and help us.
· Does the RCAC use a liaison as well? The RCAC does use a liaison throughout the process.
· How is the RCAC different then the process in Washington? John was clear to state that the citizen council was very different then what Washington State has.  John stated that be believed that there needed to be an organization that put the citizens as the top priority.  Washington state has industry, agencies and regulators as part of the group where the RCAC is just citizens.  What our citizen council may put as top priority may be different then what the federal government may put as top priority.
· Does the industry support the creation of the RCAC organization? We make it a rule 
· Advice on getting expert recommendation on state of the art response?

· Does the RCAC have a burrow representative on the board?

· Do agencies have access to your database when collecting information?

· Have you compared and contrasted your checklists with other area committees?

· What extent do you use volunteers?

· Are fishing boats funded when on standby?

· In regards to initial response who makes the call if it is safe to go out or not?

· What steps have been taken to assure that decisions are not overlapping in the initial response time?

· Is there an anti-complacency council?

· Who funds, staffs and manages the emergency center?

· How do you get local knowledge into the unified command center?

· What is the strategy for storing equipment and do you pre boom?

The Task Force received a presentation from John Murphy from Genwest on his independent review of the Dalco Spill.  It was made clear that the presentation was not John’s final report on the spill and that he had not yet submitted his final report.  John covered lessons learned from the spill and some evaluations on how to possibly fix the issue.  

The Task Force reviewed the Brainstorming memo on the recommendations that were discussed at the first meeting.  Tim asked the Task Force to review the document so that as a group they could refine and clarify the recommendations.  Tim asked for any additional recommendations that weren’t on the memo.  There were some additions and refinement made to the memo.  

The Task Force split into two groups and using the brainstorming memo prioritized the recommendations using a number scale.  After a period of time the groups came together and a nominated spokesperson reported on what the group thought was a priority.

It was agreed that we would focus on the following issues at the next meeting:

1. RCAC - if and how it applies to the Puget Sound

2. Overview of GRP’s

3. Overview of Existing process for Harbor Safety Committees and Area Committee Process

4. Overview of Private/Public Equipment/Resources available

More detailed notes are available upon request.

MEETING #3

AGENDA

Oil Spill Early Action Task Force Agenda

Date: November 30th, 2004

Time: 9:00-5:00

Location: Attorney General Training Room, Bank California Building  900 4th Ave, Seattle, WA 

9:00 
Welcome and review of agenda


Tim Thompson 

9:10
Public Comment

9:30
Review of outstanding Information requests:

Tim Thompson

· Fine History of spills, penalties, other costs

· Infrared Technology discussion

· Compare and contrast spill issues when there is a responsible party vs. no responsible party.

· Posting of  timeline

· Posting of John Murphy’s power point

· Checklist from John Devens

10:00 
Presentation on Existing GRP’s 


DOE/Mike Moore

10:45 
Break

11:00
Overview of Existing process for Harbor Safety
DOE/Mike Moore

Committees and Area Committee Process

11:40
 Overview of Private/Public Equipment/Resources 
DOE/Richard Wright

  available

12:15
Lunch

1:00
Overview of priorities for Task Force – General
ALL

discussion

1:30
Breakout session to develop more specifics on 
ALL


recommendations. Groups of 3

2:30
Break

2:45
Report on Breakout session and general discussion
ALL

3:45
Discussion on the merits of establishing a RCAC
ALL

for Puget Sound

4:30
Public Comment


4:50
Media Availability, if needed

MEETING #3

SUMMARY

November 30, 2004

Seattle, WA

Tim Thompson opened the meeting.  He notes a couple of changes on the agenda regarding to order.  There was a question raised about looking more into went wrong during the Dalco Spill.  The members were reminded that they were not there to be an investigative panel but any information they felt they still needed to look at would be provided to them.  Tim opened the meeting for public comment.  

The Task Force members reviewed the outstanding and current information requests discussed at the last meeting.  During the discussion relating to state of the art technology a group was formed to meet during lunch.  At that point they were to capture on paper what they wanted to know about technology.  All other information requests were satisfied by a handout and/or a brief discussion.

The Task force was given an overview on existing GRP’s. The entire package of GRP’s can be found on the RRT 10 website.  A few questions were raised during the presentation:

· Are GRP’s for the sole reason to know everything that’s out there?

· If groups are constantly updating these then there seems to be a lot of recent work done that Ecology or the Coast Guard might not know about yet?

· Is there a specific reason or decision process to determine why certain areas don’t have a GRP?

· Are Harbor areas done for economic reasons?

· Does the logistic information identify where the boom is coming from?

· How many drills on the coast have you and do you have?

The Task Force was given a presentation on private/public equipment and resources.  Discussions were raised during this time pertaining to time constraints between agencies and contractors, the three critical steps when responding to a spill, and what a possible worst case scenario may look like.  

The Task Force received another presentation on the existing process for Harbor Safety Committee and area plans.  The presentation was clear and concise with no questions or comments from the Task Force Members.

The Task Force members received a report after lunch from the small group who discussed remote sensing during the break.  The work group came to the conclusion that as a recommendation they could have someone else look at state of the art technology as a priority but that the Task Force Members could not review the technology by December 6th.  The work group went in to great detail about the technology they wanted looked at, questions they had and timeframes.  

The task force broke in to two groups.  During these groups they were to assume two things:

1. Assume that a bad decision was made at Dalco – focus on overall 12 hour response in dark and bad weather.

2. Assume that some of your recommendation will fit into two categories:
1.Things that can be directed or implemented now. Example: we are allocating this amount of time for this to get done.  We want this changed and now
2. Things that can be recommended to be addressed, studied and or reported on beyond/after the task force is over.

With those assumptions in mind the task force was to take the recommendations to date and do three tasks:

1. Categorize the recommendations

2. Consolidate the recommendations

3. Prioritize the recommendations.

After about 2 hours, the breakout groups reported back to the groups on their work and detailed recommendations were made. 

The Task Force had a discussion on the merits of establishing an RCAC for the Puget Sound.  Tim asked the members of the Task Force to share their opinions about the RCAC and to keep an open mind when hearing others stance.  Everyone on the Task Force shared their position on the RCAC and any questions they may have had.  Tim asked for the Task Force members to reflect and gather their thoughts on what they had heard and be ready to come back to the next meeting to make a decision on the RCAC. 

Tim asked for any public comment.  One individual in the audience shared their opinion on the task at hand and her opinion on an RCAC.  No other public comments were heard.  

More detailed notes are available upon request.

MEETING #4

AGENDA

Oil Spill Early Action Task Force

December 6th, 2004

9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

Location:  Tacoma Sheraton

1320 Broadway, Tacoma, WA 98402

9:00
Welcome 






Tim Thompson

9:05
Public Comment

9:30
Presentation regarding RCAC




Tim Thompson

10:00
Conference Call regarding remote sensing


Dr. Carl Brown

10:30
Presentation of other recommendations


Tim Thompson

11:00
Breakout groups to further refine recommendations

All

12:15
Lunch

12:45
Report from groups 







1:15
Further refinement and discussion of recommendations
All

3:30
Next Steps






Tim Thompson 

4:15
Public Comment

5:00
Media Availability

MEETING #4

SUMMARY

December 6th
Tacoma Sheraton

Tim Thompson opened the meeting by welcoming everyone.  He reminded everyone that today’s task was to really focus on the recommendations and adding substance to them and hopefully by the end of the day agreeing on some final recommendations.  Tim asked for any public comment and there was none.  

The Task Force had a conference call with Dr. Carl Brown.  Dr. Brown spoke about some of the different remote sensing technologies and the cost to buy and implement those.  Dr. Brow spoke about infrared cameras, laser sensors, microwave sensors with radars, and radar satellites.  The Task Force members asked Dr. Brown questions such as:

· What are the issues/liabilities when you have an operating environment with a narrow waterway vs. an expansive waterway?

· What would you recommend for a small discharge and spill?

· Do you have trained people?

· Do you need an aircraft with these systems and trained techs? 

· How do you train people with such a small amount of spills?

After the conference call with Dr. Brown the Task Force looked at the remote sensing recommendation.  Tim stated that the Task Force obviously doesn’t have the time to land on one remote sensing technology that would best benefit the Puget Sound so he suggested that the Task Force look at what they could recommend now to get the remote sensing piece satisfied.  The Task Force members also took the assessment, expert position, program to recruit volunteers and the training recommendation to see if they could combine any of the recommendations or if they were all stand alones. 

Tim reminded them that they had a short amount of time to capture their thoughts so to look at themselves as editors, improve the work product and make sure the recommendation meets their standards.  

The Task Force members then broke into two groups and discussed the recommendations.  They were to note any disagreement so that it could be discussed as a whole group.   

So during their break out groups they looked at the following recommendations:

· RCAC recommendation

· Expert Position recommendation

· Remote Sensing

After a while the groups reported back to the entire groups on their changes, edits, suggestions and also noted their disagreements about certain issues.  

Tim told the group that he was going to take a first cut at making all the changes that were talked about in the meeting.  He was then going to send them out to the Task Force members so they could review the recommendations.  Comments from the Task Force Members are due on Thursday by 5:00.  Tim discussed the issues that would be taken up at Fridays meeting. 

Tim discussed the importance of having another meeting to review the rough draft before it was submitted.  He wanted the Task Force members review the draft to make sure that everything was captured correctly.

Tim then asked for any Public Comments.  There were three people from the public that spoke.

After the public comment Dale and Captain Boothe passed out information on the 5 cent barrel tax.

Tim closed the meeting with saying that the Task Force had done a lot of hard work and that the recommendations produced will help guide someone on what to do in responding to a spill. 

More detailed notes available upon request. 

MEETING #5

AGENDA

Teleconference

December 10, 2004

1:00pm – 3:00pm

TOPIC:  Review and discussion of current form of recommendations 

Note:  No Agenda Created

MEETING #5

SUMMARY

December 10, 2004
Teleconference


Tim Thompson opened the meeting by asking for everyone to state their name so we could know who was participating.  All task force members were present, a couple of people from the public and no media.

Tim reviewed the ground rules quickly and asked that participation in the call be limited to just Task Force members.  The key issue for the call was to discuss recommendation #2.  Tim presented his revised draft of recommendation 2 and then asked if everyone had received Eric Johnson’s email that also corresponded with recommendation 2.  

Eric stated that he drafted his piece because he felt like the RCAC discussion the task force members had been having were talking past each other.  The task force members had an extensive clarifying discussion on Eric’s piece.  

At the end of the discussion Tim called for an informal vote on recommendation #1 and a vote on Eric’s recommendation as written.  There was one objection from a task force member on recommendation #1.  For Eric’s piece there was 4 no, 6 yes, and two people abstained.  The recommendation passed.  

There was a small discussion about the ombudsman recommendation and then the Task Force members took a vote on it.  The vote was tied 6 to 6.  

Tim asked Julie, Eric, David and Kathy to work with him to on clarifying a few things in Eric’s recommendation.  They agreed to meet the following week to work out and clarify a few points.

There were a couple of different questions raised by the task force members about what the draft report was going to look like and what was going to be included.  Tim answered those questions.  

Tim closed the call by reminding the group that there was going to be a meeting on the 17th and that he would like the Task Force members to think about their future role.  
MEETING #6

AGENDA

AGENDA

Early Action Oil Spill Task Force

Friday, December 17, 2004

Tacoma Sheraton

9:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m.

Note:  Some of these recommendations may take less time to discuss; therefore we will adjust the schedule accordingly.

9:00 a.m.
Welcome and Review of Agenda

9:10 

Discussion and Final Vote on Recommendation 4-A

9:30 

Discussion and Final Vote on Recommendation 4-B

9:50 

Discussion and Final Vote on Recommendation 5

10:10

Discussion and Final Vote on Recommendation 6

10:30

Break

10:45

Discussion and Final Vote on Recommendation 7

11:05

Discussion and Final Vote on Recommendation 8

11:25

Discussion and Final Vote on Recommendation 9

11:45

Discussion and Final Vote on Recommendation 10

Noon

Discussion and Final Vote on Recommendation 11

12:20 p.m.
Lunch

1:00 

Discussion and Final Vote on Recommendation 1

1:20 

Discussion and Final Vote on Recommendation 2

1:40 

Discussion and Final Vote on Recommendation 3

2:00 

Break

2:15

Review and discussion of Executive Summary

4:00

Next Steps

· Future Task Force meetings

· Other Issues

4:45

Public Comment Period

Final Remarks – Captain Booth and Dale Jensen

MEETING #6 

SUMMARY

December 17, 2004

9:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m.

Tacoma Sheraton

The Task Force members met for the purpose of voting on the recommendations suggested by the Oil Spill Early Action Task Force.  The Task Force members discussed, edited and voted on each recommendation.  No public testimony was taken.  Nine of the eleven recommendations were passed unanimously.  One recommendation (number 10) had a nine For and three Against vote; the other had a seven For and five Against vote.  Once the voting was completed, it was decided that the recommendations would be renumbered with the unanimous recommendations being first and the recommendation with the closest margin being last (number 11).  

The Task Force agreed to meet again to review the scope of work and final selection of the consultant referenced in Recommendation Number 10. 

The Task Force also agreed to meet with-in six months with the Northwest Area Council to review the progress on the recommendations.  It was suggested that a few of the Task Force members present the recommendations to the Northwest Area Council.  All Task Force members will receive an invitation/notification of the NWAC meeting on January 27 at the Tacoma Sheraton.

To close the meeting, Tim Thompson, Dale Jensen – Dept. of Ecology, and Capt. Chip Booth – US Coast Guard, each addressed the group.  The Task Force members and staff were thanked for their time, patience and hard work on these recommendations.  This was a worthwhile process.

