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July 11, 2011

Attendees:
Melinda Bailey			NWS SR TPM
Rainer Dombrowsky		State of Maryland
Jim Goltz			State of California
Jeff Lorens			NWS WR TPM
Chip McCreery			PTWC
Dave Nelson			State of Washington
Erv Petty			State of Alaska
Cindi Preller			NWS AR TPM
Jen Rhoades			NTHMP Administrator
Kevin Richards			State of Hawaii
Althea Rizzo			State of Oregon
Paul Whitmore			WCATWC
Mark Willis			NWS ER TPM
Charles Wilson			State of Alabama

Agenda: 
1 - Level of Alert diagram and proposed NWS Western Region diagram. 
Background:  This item came up after the Japan tsunami.  WCMs in NWS Western Region proposed a revised graphic to indicate the time-dependence of the Watch versus the impact-dependence of the Warning/Advisory/Info Stmt.  The graphic which has been used for the last four years shows a linear ordering of Warning, Advisory, Watch, Information Statement.  One idea behind the NWS WR revision is that Tsunami Watches are EAS alerted (at least in some locations) while Tsunami Advisories are not.  The revised graphic helps indicate why.  Others have expressed that the existing graphic is in wide use, is easy to understand, and should continue to be used.  Should we continue to use the existing graphic, or migrate to one similar to that proposed in NWS WR? 
Discussion:  Althea reviewed the two documents and highlighted the differences between the two.  The original document developed by Cindi was recently reformatted for the NTHMP Media Guide.  Jeff provided some of the motivation for developing a new graphic.  Erv mentioned that the new graphic may cause confusion due to the left-to-right orientation.  Dave and Melinda indicated a preference to keep as is.  Mark suggested adding a statement to better explain the Watch in the original graphic which Kevin agreed and further suggested removing numbers from the version in the Media Guide.  Rainer expressed that the new graphic better matched with other NWS alerts and should be used.  Chip and Melinda proposed changing the TIS wording in the original graphic to indicate that on certain occasions an Information Message indicates potential danger.  Jim, Jen, and Cindi expressed the graphic should be kept as is.  Charles indicated the graphic should be as simple as possible.  Paul said the new graphic may lead people to believe that a Watch always precedes a Warning or Advisory which isn’t usually the case.  Althea summarized that a large majority want to keep the graphic as is, though modifications to the Watch and Information Statement descriptions and removal of the numbers from the Media Guide version are reasonable changes.
Actions:  
· Melinda to provide revised short descriptive text for the Information Statement (Aug. 1).  
· Cindi to modify the original graphic with new text for Watch (indicating potential upgrade) and Information Statement (August 31).
· Jen to modify graphic for Media Guide (remove numbers and modify Watch/Info Stmt text as in original - Sept. 30).


2 - Use of term "Tsunami Surge Height" versus "Amplitude". 
Background:  In TWC messages, the term used to describe the tsunami elevation at the shore is Amplitude.  Recent events have indicated that many people don't understand the term.  One proposal is to replace Amplitude with Surge Height or Tsunami Surge Height.  Is this a good idea? 
Discussion:  Kevin stated that Amplitude as a term is confusing and it should be changed to Tsunami Surge Height or just Height.  Jeff agreed and related that all WR WCMs preferred Tsunami Surge Height.  Mark disagreed and stated that when the question was brought up on the east coast they thought the term would get confused with storm surge from tropical or extra-tropical cyclones.  Melinda supported that idea and stated that most people even in the Gulf don’t understand the term Storm Surge.  Cindi further agreed saying Storm Surge is different than a Tsunami, so don’t use Surge.  Other terms were discussed such as runup or inundation, but Althea and Erv pointed out that these terms relate to a different physical parameter than amplitude.  Chip suggested that whatever term is used should be vetted internationally so that the different terms aren’t used to describe the same thing.  Paul asked if there was any consensus internationally; Chip responded not at this point.  Althea suggested an action to collect different terms and talk with customers to see which is the most understandable.
Action:
· Paul to propose several terms (July 31)
· All others will work with their customers to find if there is any of the terms that is best understood (Dec. 31)
· Outcome will be discussed at next NTHMP WCS meeting (Jan., 2012)


3 - Origination of Tsunami Warning/Watch from WFOs during local events. 
Background:  WSO Pago Pago recently received authority to originate Tsunami Warnings if no information is received and contact cannot be made with the PTWC after feeling a strong earthquake.  WFO San Juan, PR has procedures to issue tsunami danger information through a Special Weather Statement if a strong earthquake is felt and WCATWC or PRSN cannot be reached and have not issued information.  WFO Eureka is updating procedures which allow Eureka to originate a local evacuation EAS alert if a strong earthquake is felt and WCATWC cannot be reached and has issued no information.  What is the best way for WFOs to respond in event of a strong local quake? 
Discussion:  Charles stated that WFOs issuing tsunami information during an event could lead to conflicting information being disseminated between the WFOs and TWCs.  Jim mentioned that timely dissemination of information is most important.  Erv stated that for a local event WFOs issuing tsunami information may be acceptable, but it doesn’t make sense for a distant event.  Jeff and Melinda provided background information on why this started after the 2009 Samoa tsunami and how WR and SR approached the problem.  Kevin agreed with the approach, though Althea cautioned about WFOs issuing tsunami products.  Paul agreed with this caution stating that tsunami products have set meanings and criteria.  Althea and Paul summarized that there was WCS consensus to support WFOs issuing tsunami information immediately after feeling a strong earthquake given the following conditions: 1) no contact can be made with a TWC, and 2) Tsunami Alert codes and products are not issued.  
Action: None


4 - Should we initiate an EAS code for Tsunami Advisory? 
Background:  Due to potential danger from Tsunami Advisory level events, several TWC primary customers have indicated the desire to activate EAS for an advisory.  Presently, no EAS Tsunami Advisory code exists.  Should we take steps to initiate a Tsunami Advisory code for localities that want to activate EAS for an Advisory?
Discussion:  Washington, California, Hawaii, Oregon, and Alaska supported the development of an EAS code for Tsunami Advisories.  Rainer stated that creation of a new code is a lot of work and that other NWS Advisories are not EAS alerted.  Jeff furthered this comment and stated that WR WCMs generally were not in favor of a tsunami advisory code.  Paul summarized that there was strong support for the new code from the states, which justified going forth with actions necessary to institute a new code.  Use of the new code would not be mandatory and would be coordinated closely with the Emergency Management and Broadcast communities.
Action:
· Paul will initiate actions necessary with NWS HQ to develop a Tsunami Advisory EAS code (Aug. 31)
· Paul to report on the EAS status at the next NTHMP meeting (Jan., 2012).

