
NTHMP Warning Coordination Subcommittee – Agenda and Meeting Notes 

Date:  May 23, 2019, 3:00pm EDT 

Attendees:  
Mike Angove, Tsunami Program Lead, NWS HQ, Silver Spring, MD 
James Gridley, Director, National Tsunami Warning Center, Palmer, AK 
Chip McCreery, Director, Pacific Tsunami Warning Center, Honolulu, HI 
Armel Castellan, Environment Canada 
Kim McMahon, NWS Eastern Region, Bohemia, NY 
Christa von Hillebrandt-Andrade, Caribbean Tsunami Warning Program, Mayaguez, PR 
Becki Heim, NWS Alaska Region, Anchorage, AK 
Rick Wilson, California Geological Survey, Sacramento, CA 
Liz Vanacore, Puerto Rico Seismic Network, Mayaguez, PR 
Yvette LaDuke, California Office of Emergency Services, Valencia, CA 
Maximilian Dixon, Washington Emergency Management, Camp Murray, WA 
Brad Baker, Santa Rosa County, Milton, FL 
Brian Howell, Joint Typhoon Warning Center, Honolulu, HI 
 
1. Discussion:  Is there a need for overview on tsunami alerts, structure, and testing procedures?  

a. Should we do this?  If so, what method to conduct (such as webinar)? 

b. How to address different products and services from NTWC and PTWC? 

c. Who to engage?   

d. Who to present? 

e. When? 

Angove lead, Gridley/McCreery support 

Comments: 

• Chip: question on need for VTEC code in test messages.  (Rocky replied later:  yes, for domestic 
test messages, a VTEC is required per NWS Directives.  A “.T/” to indicate “test” as well as using 
a 9000-series ETN is required per SCN 18-94. 

• Becki:  

o VTEC code in test messages is coded as a “test” 

o Original purpose of monthly comms tests was to: 

 1) Fully test end to end the NWS tsunami dissemination system with the target 
customer being WFOs and deep core partners who would then respond to 
NTWC to acknowledge receipt of the test message 

 2) Indirect purpose - Friendly reminder to WFO staff to review their tsunami 
procedures and think through what they would do in the case that this would 
have been a live event. 



• James - Discussion on path forward to test again - shared with NWS COO John Murphy during 
his visit this week: 

o Proposed solution to get from our current “testing hold” to continue testing monthly 

 1) “Heads up email” two weeks in advance of a monthly comms test to be 
distributed to Tsunami SPT contacts, NWS HQ Tsunami Program, and NWS NOC. 

 2)  Heads up email sent to NWS regions in advance of monthly test may be 
shared by the regions with their respective WFOs.  WFOs may decide to share 
this with respective external stakeholders such as local media. 

 3) NWS Headquarters to prepare both a printed resource and a recorded 
webinar with the target audience being third party vendors. The content would 
be clearly defining how to decode and interpret all tsunami products, headers, 
formats, etc. 

 4) “Canned” statement for each WFO to have prepared for the media, with any 
follow-up questions to be sent to NOAA Comms 

Action:  To be briefed at the Summer meeting. 

2. Discussion:  Tsunami Advisory.  Per the backgrounder attached to these notes, there is a 
consideration (not final decision) to eliminate the Advisory level product for all NWS hazards.  We 
need to discuss scheduling conversations about the potential for eliminating the Tsunami Advisory 
and replacing it with something else, incorporating it into another product, or justifying keeping 
it.  (See background at the bottom of this document.) 

Angove lead 

Public confused by term advisory...can the term be eliminated?   

• BC - local studies in BC have proven folks are actually more confused by the terms watch vs 
warning than advisory vs warning. 

• Eli Jacks, the lead for the NWS Hazards Simplification Process, held a webinar for tsunami 
stakeholders on March 4 on which many people participated.  No other briefings are planned 
since this webinar was already completed. More information about the overall HazSimp rocess 
is on the web, here:  https://www.weather.gov/hazardsimplification/ 

Comments:  

• CvH: what was the study that led to the proposal to eliminate advisory, were tsunami advisories 
specifically considered, or just general?  Rocky:  general.  See HazSimp website. 

• BH: traces back to contracted studies to evaluate. 

• Angove: I will address w/ HAZSIMP 

• CVH:  It would be good to have on hand the justification that was used to introduce tsunami 
advisories a few years ago.  Rocky:  yes, it would.  If you have a written record of that 
justification, please send it to me for inclusion in the record. 

• Althea: note gap in resources (state efforts, protocols) potentially involved in changing NWS 
product names (Liz, Yvette concurred)  Context (added by Rocky) – NTHMP partners have 



invested a lot of time and money into developing materials such as maps, brochures, posters, 
signs, kiosks, etc., that are used for public outreach and education and describe Tsunami 
Advisory along with other alerts.  Changing anything to the current alert product suite would 
require massive investment to redo printed and published materials, websites, and to conduct 
massive outreach.  Since 2008, NWS has invested $13.6M in tsunami preparedness (mostly 
outreach and education) through grants to states & territories.   

• Rocky will schedule conference calls to discuss this further, with ultimate objective to develop 
one consensus-based recommendation for Tsunami representatives to bring to an internal NWS 
HazSimp meeting scheduled to be held in Silver Spring, Maryland, in mid-September.  We need 
to speak with one voice.  NTHMP partners have a role in providing “ground truth” to the NWS, 
but ultimately any decisions about changes to NWS products rests with the NWS exclusively.    

Action: 

•   Topic for further discussion via conference calls and at NTHMP WCS Meeting in Salt Lake City. 

3. Process for review/refinement of state alerting areas 

Washington and California have both indicated that they have needs for refinement of alerting areas for 
their respective states.  This may mean consideration of additional or revised breakpoints as well as 
“special procedures” areas for inland waterways such as the Puget Sound and San Francisco 
Bay.  Discussion needed on the procedures required to refine a state’s alerting areas. 

Gridley Lead 

Comments: 

• James: Met with Washington at NTWC last week, working out issues for inland waterways and 
border with BC (similar to issues in Alaska).  Walked through possibilities and had great 
discussions. Documented a list of actions to move forward, and will be hosting regular meetings 
to work through actions to move forward. Some challenges, such as working on ways to add 
additional breakpoints. NTWC plans to expand discussions to other states once they determine 
solutions for Washington.  

• James: Also met with Alaska partners last week during a workshop, great discussions on 
challenges and brainstorming paths forward. Will be working on these in the years to come once 
solutions are determined for Washington. 

• Maximilian: Learned a lot about gaps that we didn’t realize existed, great discussions to better 
understand each other. Feel really positive about things moving forward, great example of how 
NWS should operate - on a regular basis meeting with key stakeholders to communicate. Critical 
to continue having regular check in conversations. 

• James: Very eye opening from NTWCs perspective as well, identifying disconnects and 
determining solutions to move forward together.  

• BC: Would echo WA’s comments. Don’t think the topics addressed and discussed could have 
been resolved over the phone, in person meeting was wonderful. 

• Mike: Agreed, different states have unique challenges and very useful to individually have these 
conversations. 



• James: Working on budget for next year to determine ways to meet with states regularly. 
Oregon/Washington we have not forgotten about you, we look forward to future conversations. 
“You all have our undivided attention.” 

4. Tsunami.gov –what are plans for revisions? 

The NWS has identified a number of requirements for revisions to the consolidated NWS Tsunami 
Warning Centers’ website, tsunami.gov.  A visual presentation of these plans should be provided to the 
NTHMP WCS and additional stakeholders. 

Angove Lead, Gridley/McCreery support 

Comments: 

• Mike: Work has slowed down a bit, Christa Rabenold had done so much work, determining how 
best to capture domestic and international alert on the same web platform. Person to write the 
code already has full time work commitments. Still moving forward to try to cover these two 
very different alerting responsibilities. 

• James: Mickey Vanardo’s time is tight, but if there is a high priority need, Mike can let James 
know. We recognize the importance of this. 

5. WCS Annual Work Plan – address continued need, development, adoption, follow-up, etc 

Gridley/McCreery lead 

Comments: 

• Mike: should we continue to develop an annual work plan? 

• Chip: Paul Whitmore used to take the lead in assembling from annual WCS meetings, items 
discussed in a list within the centers/NWS/states, and come up with an action list. I think we 
should do this again to try to track these actions again and put them in a timeline and work 
through them with our regular WCS calls and then again at following in person WCS meeting. A 
way to ensure things don’t fall through the cracks. 

• James: agreed, would be happy to take this up.  Rocky will provide a template that all NTHMP 
subcommittees use. 

• WA: We already have a list developed from in person meeting with NTWC, can expand to 
incorporate needs for all states as a starting point. Looking at the timeline what makes sense to 
put in this year’s work plan or following years work plans. Overall WA in agreement.  Rocky 
suggests this be done at the WCS meeting in the summer. 

6. Schedule of periodic WCS meetings – how often? 

Gridley/McCreery lead 

Comments:  

• James: Quarterly seems about right, having good interaction already with everyone. Any less 
than quarterly could get overwhelming 

• Chip: Also suggest quarterly 



• Would be good to have discussions on exercises again, CARIBE WAVE is going to be held on 
Thursday, March 19.  The scenarios will be Portugal (1755) and Jamaica. 

• WA had communications drill today, thank you NTWC for supporting us state/local/federal, 
repeat again on June 6th 

 

Tsunami Advisory Discussion Background 

It is looking more and more like the NWS Hazards Simplification project team will be recommending to 
the NWS Executive Council a path forward that maintains watches and warnings for all alerted hazards 
but eliminates the advisory level product for these hazards and incorporates that information into 
other existing products. Options include turning those products into warnings, including that 
information in the forecast itself, utilizing special weather statements or other statements, etc. 

There is concern about the implications for tsunami.  We cannot simply turn a tsunami advisory into a 
warning (as is being discussed for small craft advisories), as there is already a tsunami warning. Nor can 
we just drop that product, as there is a very specific purpose that product serves, to warn people of a 
lower end (but high confidence) tsunami event, which has its own set of management actions. There are 
not a lot of options, and we need to consider carefully what they are in order to frame them before an 
internal NWS Hazards Simplification workshop to be held in mid-September, 2019, in Silver Spring, 
Maryland.  

It would also be helpful to understand the history of the tsunami advisory product:  what language was 
used before “advisory?”  How institutionalized is it?  Would offering information about the magnitude of 
the warning within the message and/or through CAP be sufficient, or do we need to retain a separate 
headline?  Is there a case to retain the Tsunami Advisory as an independent outlier? 

 

https://www.weather.gov/hazardsimplification/

