Notes:  NTHMP Mitigation and Education Subcommittee Meeting
November 17-18, 2009

Present: John Schelling (WA), Tamara Biasco (DHS/FEMA), Christa von Hillebrandt (PR), Jen Rhoades (NWS), Jeff Lorens (NWS), Althea Turner (OR), Erv Petty (AK), Kevin Richards (HI), Charles Williams (AL), Jim Goltz (CA) – via phone, Mike Mahoney (FEMA) – via phone
Tuesday, Nov 17:
· Welcome / Logistics

· Baseline Survey (AI# 16, et al) for Tsunami-threatened communities (Jim Goltz)
· Ref: “Tsunami Planning and Hazard Mitigation Survey” (Word file)
· Jim Goltz presented the background for development of survey
· The survey is planned to be conducted electronically – not paper

· Intended for EMs (e.g. for CA: counties, larger cities, special districts, etc.)

· It is important for the survey to be complete so that the MES can establish a baseline for where all communities are with their tsunami mitigation activities
· Survey intentionally long so it can address several MES actions to develop baselines on Tsunami mitigation and outreach activities.  Sections of the survey and comments supplies during the MES Workshop are:
· Section 1: Demographics

· 1.7  Percentages focus on extremes

· Section 2: Response Plans

· Item 2.1  Suggestion: Add to the list of questions: “Yes we have a plan but it has not been completed”

· 2.6  Suggestion: Revise order to Warning, Advisory, Watch to be in order of TWC alert priority.
· 2.9  Suggestion: Revise to “inundation/evacuation”. Add a “don’t know” response.
· Q: Is it worth asking for the source of the maps? Action (Jen):  Ask Sue McLean for MMS.  Answer from MMS was ‘yes.”
· General comment: add Pacific Tsunami Warning Center (when WCATWC mentioned) as communities included in survey are served by PTWC.

· Add new question: “Do you know which Tsunami Warning Center you are served by?” (Which TWC do you receive your products from?)

· 2.11: Check to ensure all circuits and methodologies are included (check WCATWC Communications Manual) 
· Section 3: Signaling Devices (e.g. sirens)

· 3.4:  Use percentage of “population” (vs. “coastline”)
· 3.9:  Just ask how often devices are tested; add “bi-monthly”, “tested, but not on a scheduled basis” to list of responses
· 3.11: Move to under item 3.9
· 3.12: Community-subsidized – may be confusing – add simply  “NOAA Weather Radios” to list (non-subsidized); add “SMS text messaging”; add other types of radios (e.g. marine band radio) to list of possible responses. – Action (MES-EC) provide additional suggestions to Jim G

· Add to question 3:12 “What other methods are used to alert persons in your jurisdiction?

· Section 4: Tsunami Hazard and Evacuation Signage

· 4.1: Change “signs” to “signage”

· 4.8: Add “local/state/federal regulation”; add “opposition by organized group(s)” to list of possible responses.
· 4.10:  Revise question to read: “How do you decide where to put up signs.  And, add “evacuation maps” as a possible response.
· 4.11: Add due to “regulation” (local/state/federal); add “other frequent/higher risk hazard(s)” to list of possible responses
· Section 5: Exercises and Training

· 5.1: Revise to question to read “Does your organization or jurisdiction conduct exercises to test your tsunami plan?
· 5.2: revise to add “check all that apply” to end of question
· 5.6: Change “has” to “have” in question. 
· New Question: “Did the exercise identify any shortfalls/deficiencies in your plan? If so, what action did you take to address them?”
· Suggested responses to this question:

· Update or revise plan

· Revise and implement a new training plan

· Resources

· Equipment

· Nothing

· Action MES-EC:  Send additional comments/suggestions for this question to Jim G.

· Public Education

· 6.1: Revise question to “provide or receive”

· 6.3 and 6.4: Add “school systems” to list of suggested responses.
· 6.6: simplify to “inadequate resources” (2nd possible response
· Section 7: Tsunami Hazard Mitigation

· General recommendation: ensure all “critical facilities” noted are per approved definition or ensure there is a link to the Critical Facilties Defintion.
· 7.3: change question to read, “Has your organization or jurisdiction abandoned, relocated or modified an existing critical facility because it was in a tsunami hazard zone?” 
· Section 8: TsunamiReady

· General: ensure use of “recognized” (not “certified”) for all questions and responses
· 8.8 (1st possible response): simplify to “lack of resources”

· 8.8: Add “Unfamiliar with the program” as a possible response
· General Comment:  Recommend re-organizing survey to put most important questions/sections first (due to survey length)

· Add:  Do you have critical facilities in your area?  (If in a hazard area, do you have critical facilities? Is this factored into plans?

· Do you have critical facilities located in a tsunami hazard zone within your jurisdiction? (yes/no)

· Do your critical facilities have an emergency response plan? (y/n/don’t know)

· If yes, is “tsunami” included in emergency response plan(s) for critical facilities?

· Additional ACTIONS:

· Jim G to make edits as discussed and send to Jen R.; Jen to send on to rest of MES

· Team develop boilerplate letter for distribution to survey participants
· Translate Survey into Spanish
· Develop funding plan for survey; conduct survey (use TR community target list); ensure one designated person to complete survey (per jurisdiction/organization)

· Jim G to remain lead (w/others in supporting role – TBD)

· Inventory of Mitigation Activities (Rhoades)
· What are the specific types of information that need to be in this inventory? (e.g. mitigation vs. non-mitigation activities)  How much detail is needed? (e.g. full list of workshops, dates, locations, purpose, which strategic goal supported, etc.?)
· Mitigation AND Preparedness?  What specifically does “mitigation” and “preparedness” include (ref: PowerPoint: Mitigation_071609)

· Task out to state partners

· Better to include more information than less, so include both “mitigation” and “preparedness”

· PL-109-424 states that NTHMP shall integrate tsunami preparedness and mitigation programs into ongoing hazard warning and risk management activities, emergency response plans and mitigation programs in affected areas. FEMA is the Federal government agency responsible for the promotion and support of mitigation of all natural hazards. FEMA’s Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) program provides funds to States, Territories, Tribes and communities for hazard  mitigation planning and for the implementation of mitigation activities. NTHMP partners also have their own state and local mitigation programs. To maximize resources, an inventory will be prepared by each NTHMP state and federal           partner mitigation activities.

· Suggestion: Change title to “Inventory of Mitigation and Preparedness Activities”
· Suggestion: NTHMP produce an “Annual Report of Accomplishments”

· Concern: There are varying levels of activity/accomplishments between states, territories, etc. (due to different risk levels, etc.)

· Include funding sources? SOPs? Resource Kit/Guide? Contacts? Best Practices?

· Q: How much is this overlapping with Repository? Could be used as a support document.

· Suggestions for expanding “Accomplishments” (spreadsheet) to be a useful inventory of Mitigation and Preparedness Activities and distribute to MES to populate:

· Type of activity (e.g. mitigation, preparedness, response, etc.)

· Indicate types, as needed (include all appropriate)

· Activity

· Purpose(s)
· Link to additional information (if available)

· Who (partner)

· Target audience (multi-check box, select categories as appropriate), e.g. tourism, handicapped

· POC

· When (year)

· Source of information

· Funding source

· Long-term goal:  develop a searchable, Web-based tool
· Examine feasibility of merging w/semi-annual reports

· ACTIONs: 
· Expand current spreadsheet to include new fields; send out for comment (Jen R: by end of Nov).  MES members populate spreadsheet based on guidance provided by Jen (at least back to 2007).

· Post current version on NTHMP (MES) page - Jen.

· Building Code Implementation (Mike Mahoney (FEMA), via phone):

· Ref: “IBC Tsunami Code Change Proposal” (Word document)

· Mike provided background & current status

· Initial hearing was held in October 2009
· Change submitted for building code; sections:
· Introduction/purpose

· Definitions (what a tsunami hazard inundation map is, inundation zone)

· Use of map to establish zone

· Construction w/i zone

· Ref: MES Actions_111109 (#32  Integrate tsunami building standards into the International Building Code):

· ACTIONS:
· Jen R. to update MES Actions, review w/MMS

· Jen R. to send solicitation for comments to NTHMP-CC by end of Nov (comments regarding proposed change) (Mike: “Can’t add new material; can only modify existing sections”); comments due to Jen R. by Jan 15

· Update implementation date: 2011 (for 2012 Building Code)

· Note: education may be needed upon implementation

· Critical Facilities (definition) –Mike Mahoney
· Reviewed definition; made a few changes as a result of discussion.
· Accepted definition. 
· Note for Baseline Survey: Need to make sure that emergency response plans include definition of critical facilities
· ACTION:
· Post to NTHMP MES Website (Jen)

· Guidelines for Evacuation Maps (Turner)
· Ref: PowerPoint (Althea T.): “Tsunami Evacuation Mapping Guidelines” (See App. A for outline)
· Provides guidelines for effective maps
· Endorsed by MES

· Recommend online color analyzer (i.e. for color blind tests)

· Look and feel of current maps varies between states, countries, etc.

· Should “Advisory” be included as an additional level?

· Future: Based on final (published) guidelines, NTHMP funding could be used if jurisdictions want to re-do their maps

· Add Disclaimer: Maps are for planning purposes only

· ACTION:  Develop draft guidelines and prepare to brief NTHMP-CC by December 2010 (deadlines: reference “Actions” spreadsheet); add additional detail to PowerPoint presentation where needed (Althea T.).

· Note: Need to include guidance for developing evacuation maps for communities that do not have inundation maps.
· Capture actions for mapping guidelines

· Information: “National Tsunami Signage Technical Standard for CDEM Sector” and “Tsunami Evacuation Zones” (Website):  www.civildefence.govt.nz
· National Tsunami Awareness Week (Rhoades)
· Ref: Tsunami Week Presidential Proclamation (Word document)
· List of activities to be sent up w/draft proclamation (Jen R.)

· Participation in LANTEX 10 and PACIFEX10 to be added to list

· Possibility: Utilize “Science on a Sphere” (“in a box” – portable version); could be deployed to recognition ceremony for new TR community (depending on location)

· Letters from Congressional representatives recommending proclamation (need only one Representative and one Senator sponsoring proclamation (states need to help with this effort)

· National Press Release to be prepared by NOAA
· Actions
· Submit TAW Proclamation to NOAA and OMB (Jen)

· Work with State Congressional Reps and Senators and Governors to promote TAW to POTUS (MES-EC State Members

· TsuInfo Alert Program/Newsletter Review
· Ref: PowerPoint presentation (John Schelling) (See App. B for outline)
· ACTIONS:

· All: Review TsuInfo Newsletter and provide John S. comments (by Dec 4)

· Next MES meeting (at NTHMP meeting – Jan 2010): develop final actions list

· Present results of Survey to NTHMP-CC at Annual Meeting (Schelling)

· State/National Media Toolkits

· Action for this year: determine # of media toolkits (2 – WA and OR)
· WA’s is online (w/personal contact info removed)

· OR’s not online yet

· AK and PR toolkits under development. AK trying to have theirs by Mar 1, 2010.  PR has draft prepared (for March 2010); will obtain TWC review.

· Others under development?

· Hawaii working on toolkit (one for each county; one for state). Individual who was working on this is retiring; looking for new person to take over effort.

· WA: Plans to add earthquake and volcanic info

· Goal: Increase by 2/year (states, territories)

· Goal: Develop National media toolkit

· Team to define requirements for National Media Toolkit (Jen R, Jeff L, Althea T, Ted Buehner, Kevin R)
· ACTIONs: 
· National Media Kit Development (Jen)

· Jeff L to check with Ted B re: continued availability for national team participation (initial call – March 2010?).
· Continue to develop State Media Tool Kits (MES-EC).

Wednesday, November 18
· Update on TsunamiReady Improvement Plan (Chris Maier, NWSH – via phone)
· Ref: “Proposed New TR Guidelines_MES_EC_13Nov09.xls”

· Background

· Need to finalize point values

· Discuss Grandfathering clause (as proposed by John S.)

· Discuss “Overview and Definitions”

· TR and SR to move forward on separate paths

· Communities will need to know differences

· Potential confusion due to new TR guidelines (still draft)

· Specific definition for “local government”

· John S. – focusing on potential TR communities with the necessary resources needed to obtain and maintain elevated TR guidelines a good way to go.

· Kevin R. – there is a benefit to including military installations. In many areas, military installations are in effect small communities and leaders for surrounding communities. There’s no reason larger installations (w/necessary resources) should not be considered for TR, assuming they meet the new guidelines.
· Should “local government” include a new subcategory: military installations?  Consensus: Yes – this should be added. They could be a valuable asset.
· What about military installations abroad? They are also “U.S. property/territory”.  Base commanders have considerable local authority, and if they want to participate, they could. 

· How about Universities?
· Consider on a case-by-case basis.

· What about states, territories, and commonwealths?

· Historically, we’ve avoided specific “state” recognition. When a state, etc., had all its counties/parishes recognized as SR (coastal counties for TR), the state was unofficially deemed “SR and/or TR” and a big public relations promotional campaign usually takes place.  The main reason for this approach is due to the issue that once one county loses its TR recognition the entire state would lose any official recognition.
· MES EC accepted TR ‘community’ and Supporter definitions.

· Moved new TR guidelines to spreadsheet (formerly in Word document)

· John raised differences in capabilities/resources for varying size communities

· One new population category added

· Master Community Rating Table: Changed lower threshold from 2500 to 5000; adjusted other population category thresholds
· Jen requested clarification be added (restated): Rating table is for the “community seeking TR recognition”, not the total population in the inundation zone.

· ACTION: Jen and Chris will coordinate/discuss how to develop guideline documents based on community population.
· Chris will create five unique sets of recognition guidelines (in spreadsheets) based on the population categories.

· Chris will address the military installation issue in the definitions.

· Chris will modify specific guidelines wording revisions recommended in these notes.

· Action:  States, Commonwealths and Territories will need to provide population information for their identified TR community list.
· Christa: Recommend that the population categories be representative of the spread of communities at risk (e.g. Are there many communities that are in communities much larger than the >50,000 or Will most of the communities be in the “<5000” category?)

· First guideline under “Preparedness” – II.A.1.:  John S. -- Number and rigor of exercises required may be an issue for some communities.  Better to use exercises to validate local plans
· Allow more flexibility (re: conduct of exercises) to satisfy this guideline.

· Chris suggested: “Conduct an exercise every three years that exercises your Tsunami Emergency Response Plan” (all agreed).
· “Mitigation” -- I.A.2.: Local plan should be approved at state level. Instead of “either plan” it should say “local plan”.
· “Mitigation” -- I.A.1 – “Where inundation modeling and mapping are not available - define your community’s tsunami impact zone based on NOAA Tsunami Warning Center guidance”.  Change to: “Where inundation modeling and mapping are not available - define your community’s tsunami impact zone based on best available guidance.”
· “Response” -- III.B.10 (also mentioned in III.B.1) – change “NOAA’s Tsunami Warning Centers and your local National Weather Service Forecast Office” to “NOAA’s Tsunami Warning Centers and/or other official recognized sources.”
· Extra Credit Tables:

· What is the incentive for communities to achieve higher levels (premier, elite, etc.)?  Competition between communities may be a factor.

· Category names – ideas? (current names just placeholders)

· Suggestion:  Silver/Gold/Platinum

· Recognition of higher category – new sign? Add to sign (e.g.) “Gold Level”?

· TR point system review (overall) – one last go-through
· Suggestion: Establish working group to finalize point values?  How to do this – telcon or in-person workshop?  Need to separate spreadsheet into smaller (population-based) spreadsheets prior to starting. How large should the working group be? Keep it at EC-level. Consensus: Working group is preferred. Dedicated workshop (TR-funded), or combined with national meeting? If w/national meeting, extra day needed.  TBD.
· Should a “road show” be initiated to present new guidelines to WCMs? MEC-EC favors this idea (selling a complex change better done in-person than via e-mail, phone calls, etc.).  A series  webinar/go-to-meetings with coastal WCMs could work as well.  TBD.
· Grandfathering proposal, as put forth by John S. (ref: PowerPoint from Chris M., “Draft Implementation Plan for new TR Guidelines_NTHMP”):

· Any TsunamiReady community that was recognized prior to the adoption of the new TsunamiReady guidelines is permitted the option of using the new standards to obtain TsunamiReady status OR seeking one (1) three-year renewal under the previous standards. 

· If after the three-year cycle has passed and the community has made substantial progress as determined by the local WCM and State Emergency Management Agency in attempting to meet the new standards but cannot fully comply, the community may be authorized one (1) additional year in which to bring the program into conformity with the current adopted guidelines.
· As new TR guidelines are implemented, how to keep / continue to encourage communities that can’t meet the new guidelines and therefore transition to TR Supporter status?  “TR Supporters” are still “TR Sites”. Need to be ready to work with communities to keep them in the program, whether full-TR or TR Supporter.
· Actions (see Action Item List)

· Funding of Bricks and Mortar Structures; Develop Briefing as Justification to Not Fund (Mike Mahoney, FEMA participating via phone)
· Mike M. – NOAA (not FEMA) has the lead to fund tsunami mitigation projects (e.g. vertical evacuation). But what does that specifically include? It’s not clear (in the PL).
· John S. – Don’t have the resources at this time, but if sufficient [NTHMP] funding is identified, can consider projects later.

· Guidelines based on joint NOAA-FEMA publication  (guidelines are voluntary)

· How to sustain long term projects with sufficient funding once started?

· What is the project selection process? What design / scope / scale are appropriate? Expertise does not exist within NTHMP to properly evaluate project proposals (lack of appropriate expertise).
· Could a process or interagency agreement be developed/utilized to partner with other organization(s), e.g. FEMA, to evaluate projects?

· Need to address legal/liability issues, too. Consider legal review.
· Consider trying to address other hazard aspects (e.g. coastal flooding) – might then be able to work through FEMA.

· Is additional clarification needed for upcoming re-authorization of PL 109-424? Clarification could be in the “report” which accompanies the act (doesn’t need to be within the act itself).

· Until we have all the issues clarified / resolved, projects should not be pursued through NTHMP.

· Action: Task to NTHMP Coordinating Committee to resolve how the approach to address this issue.  Prepare a briefing for the CC on the issues (unassigned).  To be discussed again at MES Meeting in January.
· Upcoming Re-Authorization of PL 109-424

· What in the current PL needs to be changed to ensure it continues to meet NTHMP needs? In particular, Sec. 5 (NTHMP).

· Sec. 5. c.2.: Change “certification” to “recognition”

· Are changes needed to budget allocations/percentages? Need to think in terms of budgetary needs for 2013 and beyond. Substitute specific amounts for percentages? 
· Note: Spectrum funding ends in 2012.

· ACTION (Jen): Add this to NTHMP-CC and MES agenda for the January meeting.

· Develop Plan to Address FY10 MES Actions (incl. FY10 NTHMP Funding Request) - Rhoades
· ACTION (Jen): Schedule 1-2 GoTo Meetings before the Jan ’10 Coordinating Committee Meeting to cover TR guidelines.  Also add a ½-day meeting week of NTHMP meeting.
· ACTION (John, Christa): Assist w/development of boilerplate for survey.

· ACTION (Jen): Add a line to spreadsheet for implementation plan for survey.

· ACTION (Jen): Add new line to spreadsheet: 4.1.  Bring in a project manager with understanding of national education programs to develop the NTHMP education strategy/strategic plan; implement.

· ACTION (Jen): Recommend to CC combination of #4, #12 and #19 in spreadsheet (education guidelines with education strategy/strategic plan).
· Next meeting plans: Fall 2010. Location TBD (Puerto Rico?).
· Appendix A
Tsunami Evacuation Mapping Guidelines (Outline)
Althea Turner

Presented at National Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Program – Mitigation and Education Subcommittee Meeting

Boulder. Colorado

November 17-18, 2009

· Objective:  To promote a consistent look and feel to tsunami evacuation maps in order to better save lives during a tsunami event.

· Purpose of Evacuation maps

· Before the event

· Education

· Planning

· During the event

· Getting people out of the hazard zone

· After the event

· Response and recovery

· Why do we need consistency?

· Maps are one of the first educational tools

· Allows faster response during an event

· Makes training the public easier

· Builds confidence in the product

· Remember …

· These are evacuation maps. 

· They exist to get people out of harm’s way as quickly as possible. 

· They are not land use planning or detailed response and recovery maps.

· Consistent visual cues

· Planning Issues

· Where to draw the line

· Where to go 

· Graphical Issues

· How to convey information to the widest possible audience

· Basic map components

· Title 

· Source 
· Orientation 
· Scale

· Worst Case Near-field (if applicable)

· Instructions 
· Index 
· Legend 
· Date

· Worst Case Far-field

· Colors

· Readable by the color blind

· Reproducible in black and white

· Title

· Instructions

· Symbols

· Symbols should be of simple design.

· Symbols should, if possible, bear a close relationship to the feature it portrays.

· Confusion should be avoided by using symbols for only one feature.

· Symbols should be easily perceived in terms of size, color of symbol or color of background.

· Symbols should have precise meaning without a need for explanation on the map.

· Wrap-up

· Colors

· Components

· Symbols

· Zones

Appendix B
TsuInfo Alert Program/Newsletter Review (outline)
· NTHMP

· Mitigation and Education Subcommittee

· November 17, 2009

· Background

· The TsuInfo Alert program was authorized in January 1999 as the information delivery component of the NTHMP. 

· Information about tsunami hazards and mitigation at the time was sparse and widely scattered. 

· Many of the at-risk coastal communities are small, have limited resources, and are distant from universities or other significant information centers. 

· The TsuInfo program was established to remedy these problems by collecting the pertinent reports and resources and providing them to tsunami scientists, planners, and emergency managers. 

· Program Review

· 2008 National Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Program (NTHMP) Coordinating Committee meeting, the Committee discussed opportunities to improve the TsuInfo Alert program. 

· The Mitigation and Education Subcommittee (MES) was tasked to review and the TsuInfo program and provide recommendations for improvement.

· Members of the MES volunteered to assist in the review TsuInfo Alert and Washington State Emergency Management was tasked with leading the review effort. 

· In August 2009, the TsuInfo Review Workgroup began reviewing the TsuInfo Alert program, including the newsletter component and subscription/material loaning service.

· In addition to comments and suggestions provided by workgroup members, information and feedback from the end-users of TsuInfo Alert was also identified as vitally important component for a thorough review. 

· To collect this data in a relatively short timeframe, an electronic survey was employed 

· Electronic Survey

· As a first step in conducting data collection, a 21 question Purposive Survey of electronic subscribers to TsuInfo Alert was conducted for 15 days between September 21 and October 5th 2009

· A Purposive Survey is defined as: “a non-probability sample selection method where respondents are selected according to a personal and/or subjective judgment about which members of the population would be the most representative.” 

· Results

Survey Participation 

· The total number of responses indicated that:

· 64 started the survey

· Responses varied per question throughout the entire survey (i.e. not all respondents answered every question)

· It appears that roughly 40 of the 64 respondents completed the entire survey 

        Profile of the Survey Respondents

· Nearly half (49%) of the respondents were in the field of emergency management at a state or local level as compared to a small percentage (3%) of respondents involved in emergency management at the federal level.

· Most respondents (62%) were not part of the National Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Program.

· Almost a quarter (21%) of respondents were engaged in the research arena or classified themselves as scientists. Equally as many respondents are government employees at a federal, state, or local level.

· A full 15% of respondents serve as educators and/or administrators in higher education.

· Key Findings.  The majority of survey respondents:

· Are satisfied with TsuInfo Alert and feel that it adds value to their work. 

· Indicated that TsuInfo Alert is a timely, accurate, and useful publication that presents a depth of information on a variety of topics that are of interest to the diverse tsunami hazard mitigation community.

· Prefer to receive both an electronic and paper copy of TsuInfo Alert. 

· Not only read TsuInfo Alert, but distribute both electronic and paper copies of TsuInfo Alert to their colleagues and business associates. 

· TsuInfo is comparatively high ranked to other professional newsletters and material loaning services and is very likely to be recommended by subscribers to their colleagues and business associates. 

· Key Findings (cont.)

· Hear about TsuInfo Alert at meetings where the program is discussed or by word of mouth from a colleague or associate. 

· Would like to see additional information provided on a variety of topics that include, but are not limited to the following: 

· funding, conferences and professional development opportunities, educational curriculum, scientific research papers, in-depth articles, information on events and exercises, and information on National Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Program partners.

· Were aware that TsuInfo Alert also served as the current repository for the National Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Program and provided a material loaning service.

· A significant number of respondents were unaware that this service existed.

· Those that had previously used the material loaning service found that it worked like they had expected.

· National Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Program members and other subscribers are not providing information or updates to be published in TsuInfo Alert and those that are noted the material was not included in an upcoming addition
· Recommendations:

· Provide contact information in TsuInfo Alert for all NTHMP members, including east coast representatives (Each NTHMP Member can provide information to TsuInfo Alert Editor )

· Provide a counter on the TsuInfo Alert website to help identify the number of visits to the site (WA DNR)

· Investigate the feasibility and cost of a Spanish translation of TsuInfo Alert (WA DNR)

· Provide regular reminders via email to NTHMP members, seeking contributions for upcoming editions (WA DNR) 

· Improve the searchable database of materials in the NTHMP library and make it more ‘user friendly’ by providing instructions for conducting a search (WA DNR)

· Develop a calendar to highlight NTHMP and NTHMP member activities (WA DNR and NTHMP Members)
· Investigate the feasibility to include a link to download electronic documents in the NTHMP library (WA DNR and NTHMP Members)

· Broaden the NTHMP library by incorporating new materials from other NTHMP Members (WA DNR and NTHMP Members) 

· Develop a ‘highlight’ section will rotate among NTHMP Members to allow them an opportunity to showcase their programs and activities (WA DNR and NTHMP Members)

· Emergency Management and Science Advisors to the NTHMP will review the mailing distribution list annually for TsuInfo Alert to verify recipients and ensure those no longer with a particular agency are removed from the list. Identify a more prominent location to identify the availability of the material loaning service (NTHMP Members)

· Undertake a review to ensure all materials that are included in the NTHMP library are incorporated into the online catalog (WA DNR)

· Include more graphics and pictures (WA DNR)

· Highlight recent tsunami events in the next issue, when applicable and attempt to include survivor stories (WA DNR)

· Provide NTHMP Subcommittee reports to TsuInfo Alert Editor in order to highlight NTHMP Coordinating Committee and Subcommittee efforts (NTHMP Program Manager)

