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PRESENTATION:  
ADM Thad Allen, USCG, Retired
MEETING NOTES

RDML William D. Lee, CGD5 introduced our speaker, ADM Thad Allen, USCG, Retired. 
Admiral Allen was grateful for being asked to provide the opportunity to meet with all National Response Team (NRT) and Regional Response Teams (RRTs) as requested. His presentation today is designed to provide some senior leadership concepts and implications for the future relative to the response initiative from the Macondo 252 Deepwater Horizon (DWH) response. In general, he discussed five pertinent topics with the membership and provided the opportunity for a question and answer session at the end of his presentation. In terms of the DWH response the following were the major topics addressed:
1. Social and Political Nullification Response – media issues; cannot have a political campaign occurring during a national event. 
The initial response was activated by CAPT Ed Stanton; he knew immediately that we needed to expand to an area command structure and RADM Mary Landry was activated to head Area Command. 
The US government had conducted a Spill of National Significance (SONS) drill one month prior to the DWH blowout; however this exercise was not a “Top Officials” exercise and the Cabinet and Secretary Agency personnel did not participate and sent in stand-in’s for all key officials; therefore, the Agency Secretary’s did not understand their role in the DWH response and their need for information quickly outweighed their true involvement in the response.
When the rig sank (it was also Earth Day, April 22, 2010), ADM Allen went in to Presidential Office and mentioned that the response needed to convene a conference call of the NRT. The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) secretary interpreted that she should chair that call under Homeland Security Presidential Directive 5 (HSPD-5) authority; essentially nullifying the NRT’s regulated role for the DWH response. From the very first day, this aberration with the NRT calls with chairs became a status brief for the principals and debilitated the NRT’s ability to problem solve across the incident as intended. Once initiated, there was no way to change the impact to the NRT daily calls; this served as a daily report-out not a functional assignment/use of the NRT. 
Lesson Learned:  If we don’t self-organize within the National Oil and Hazardous Substance Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP)/RRT structure those in political leadership roles will move to fill the gap and our response will not be as effective. 
2. Local political leaders did not (or did not want to) understand the distinction between Stafford Act and NCP. 
Governors said that they did not sign their Area Contingency Plans (ACPs); get each of your political decision-makers to sign your ACPs to ensure that they do not have the ability to claim deniability and to increase the problems faced by the response. Make sure that you get signatures after every election to ensure the plausible deniability is removed from newly elected officials.
3. Use of Dispersants:
ADM Allen stated that he did not think that there was an order he would change relative to dispersant use based on what he now knows. All decision-making was done in accordance with doctrine and protocols – dispersant products used in accordance with EPA guidance on schedule of use. “The public and political tolerance for the responsible party is inversely proportionate to the size the spill.” Items not anticipated in the regulatory language of Oil Pollution Act of 1990 and area planning included:

· Total volume of dispersants used were considered conceptually but never really evaluated in previous planning efforts.
· Subsea dispersant application science – ExxonMobil suggested the use of dispersants through subsea injection from their previous experience with subsea dispersant applications. Jane Lubchenco (Director of NOAA) stated that an application in this manner would create a fine “mist” in the water column. The process was operational without a lot of background information from ocean observing and natural hydrocarbons impacts in deepwater (new science needed). Made decisions based on what was known at the time. 

In the future, we need to establish a process to address concerns on the use of dispersants from political questions and the impacts from media and public outrage. The use of dispersants for volatile organic compound (VOC) suppression and potential exposure limits in the area of the response at sea needs to be addressed up front. We also need better science on dispersants, public health issues, etc. and we need to look at current policies and rule making. Next week NOAA is hosting a dispersant conference in Mobile, Alabama to identify research needs for dispersants. No one is confident that we have the complete answer. The worst time for research and development (R&D) is during an incident. 
4. States variations and why the National Incident Command (NIC) is needed:
In Louisiana, the response had to deal with governor and parish presidents; Mississippi and Texas were represented at the Unified Command with one voice (the Governors); Florida initially was represented by the Governor’s office until a few County Commissioners got involved; Alabama’s involvement in the Unified Command was variable throughout the incident response. As a Federal On-Scene Coordinator (FOSC), you will have to deal with each state and their political organization. During DWH when several hurricanes threatened, the FOSC could not move the Incident Command Post out of Louisiana even with the threat of extreme weather. Political needs must be evaluated when decision-making.
5. Relationship with the Responsible Party (RP):
The NCP doctrine is valid and needs to acknowledge the needs of the RP. BP was not prepared as a company to deal with the political and media ramifications of the spill for the first 6 weeks. As is the case for most exploration and extraction (E&E) companies, they have no real “customers” that they have to deal with, so they were completely at a loss at the public and media attention because they don’t do “retail”; they do wholesale and don’t have direct interaction with the public. Some of the RP / Unified Command issues addressed for DWH:
· Media relations – their access was limited by safety and security needs only.
· Video feeds – when applicable, you must make live video feeds available to the public immediately.
· The 24-hour news cycle and social media made the DWH response front page news for months. As a response organization, we need to watch media and social media discussions and have the Joint Information Center (JIC) working to address misinformation issues as well as inaccuracies. 
· The JIC also needs to coordinate with Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs), e.g., Red Cross, United Way, etc. and other faith-based organizations at the initiation of a significant event to coordinate responding volunteers (SUVs – spontaneous unaffiliated volunteers) in order to give the volunteers a path to go to (i.e., NGO) rather than having them just show up on scene. This is a very difficult issue to address and stay on top of.
· ADM Allen was repeatedly questioned if he trusted BP?  His answer was always that it was not a trust issue – the FOSCs have the responsibility for oversight of the response and to make sure that the RP does what they are required to do. The issue is “Unity of Effort.” Can’t have a successful response without the Unity of Effort. Bottom line:  It is not important if we trust BP (or any RP), it is absolutely mandatory that BP trust the National Incident Commander. 
· Another question asked repeatedly was “Why is BP in charge?” The Federal government is not in business of oil E&E; we are in charge of response oversight and that is our role. 
· The US Government was not effective in stating that they were in charge to the public. Mr. Csulak asked if there is something different Admiral Allen could recommend to communicate the message that the Government is in fact in charge of the response. ADM Allen responded that the best way is to inoculate yourselves in advance – get the Parish president’s signature on your Area Contingency Plans. This implies informed consent. Additionally, networking and buy-in by the locals is a requirement for an effective response. 
· Alternative Response Technologies – Many ideas came forward for solutions for the response (capping the well, picking up oil, etc.). We as a nation need to write up a response doctrine to establish a science team to review proposals as they come in. Bottom line the NIC has the regulatory authority. 
· The Science Team Concept you recommended – do you use that concept only for big response events?  Admiral Allen responded that it would have been nice to have them in place and that there needs to be a direct connection between Incident Command Post science teams and the NIC. 
· Span of Control Issues – In hindsight, ADM Allen would have shifted the response efforts to cap the well to Houston and have offshore cleanup response be run from Houma, Louisiana. Additionally Area Command should have been in Houston at the RP headquarters, but once the Area Command was established in Louisiana, it could not be relocated due to politic reasons. Co-locating Area Command with the RP would have allowed the Area Command to observe and direct the RP first hand (not removed from the RP HQ operations). This strategy would also have allowed offshore recovery, use of dispersants, and in situ (controlled burning) operations to be directed out of Houston. Need to have strategic overview of the response. In a perfect world, we would have restricted Houma’s area of operations to 20 to 30 miles offshore and have Houston run the response near the area of the well capping operations. We did move to a coordinated Air Operations function by moving coordination of all Air Operations to the Tyndall Air Force Base in Florida in order to take control of the airspace and have a single common operation. 

· Vessels of Opportunity (VOOs) – ADM Allen stated that he would not use them again as their participation is controversial right now. As the RP, BP tried to do the right thing by utilizing the out-of-work fishermen, but instead the VOO ended up being more of a problem than a solution to the response. BP tried to organize a response of 7,000+ boats that were not prepared or properly trained; the VOO operators did not have a theater of operations knowledge and often got frustrated and tried to work outside the system. In hind sight, it most likely would have been better to pay fisherman to stay home. Since the precedence has been set for using VOO, the USCG and RRTs need to develop and maintain a pre-certification program, examine liability issues, establish medical surveillance, and develop pre-established protocols for the use of VOOs in the future.
· The DWH spill fostered a lot of Research and Development (R&D) during response efforts. The RRT was particularly effective in determining what is tactically feasible and gave permission to test and experiment during the response for several ideas brought forth from the public. During the DWH response, some 123,000 suggestions were presented, but only 60+ actually were considered feasible for the response. We need to have R&D funding for the future. 
· What is an acceptable level of risk relative to E&E and spill response off our coastlines? There is no clear answer and the public thinks that we should have done better in our response. If oil is spilled in federal or state waters, no matter what we do, we are most likely going to have oil on the beaches. For the DWH response, the President and the White House officials should have stated that very clearly to the media and the public from the beginning. A major lesson learned relative to public expectations and the realities of a response.
ADM Allen authored an opinion editorial on the Value of Public Service for public service day on AOL Government. In this editorial, he discussed budget reductions, reducing government and the value of public service. You can read Admiral Allen’s article at:  http://gov.aol.com/2011/07/13/adm-thad-allen-separating-the-value-of-public-service-from-the/. 
Next ADM Allen was asked to identify three (3) things to bring forward to the future for responses. He identified the following:
1. We cannot succeed without Unity of Effort.
2. When in a response and serving as the NIC, you must completely do away with professional and personal persona. Divest yourself of everything but the NIC roles. Many times you will find yourself standing alone and you will have to be your own counsel. This is also the time when you are most vulnerable to an issue – use these periods as teaching moments for yourself and your people. How you react under these conditions will be viewed by all and this is when you have the maximum impact on your people and demonstrate your leadership for them. Frame yourself in the context of your people. No one can take your integrity away, but you can give it away.
3. Make sure you are clear on what your personal responsibility is for the response and turn it into a positive a teaching moment for your personnel. 
In conclusion, ADM Allen gave high marks for BP on their response efforts at the well head and efforts subsea. However, in area of public interaction, BP did not do so well. But we also need to ask if any other E&E corporation do any better? The answer is “probably not” due to their corporate cultures. Only a few companies could support this level of a response and future incidents involving smaller companies will likely have more significant impacts on the corporation as the levels of liability are likely to change. 
Awards were given to ADM Allen from the Regional Response Team Co-chairs for his service to the U.S.
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PICTURE LEFT:  Dennis Carney (EPA Region III RRT Co-Chair) and CAPT Edward Gibbons (USCG Region III RRT Co-Chair) present a plaque to ADM Thad Allen (USCG, Retired). 
PICTURE RIGHT:  Dennis Carney (EPA Region III RRT Co-Chair), ADM Thad Allen (USCG, Retired), CAPT Edward Gibbons (USCG Region III RRT Co-Chair), and RADM William D. Lee (CGD5).
Following this presentation, RADM Lee addressed the membership:

· As an RRT, we need to define actions on these lessons learned as presented by ADM Allen. How do we go forward to address these lessons learned?
· What is the strategy of the planning going forward?  As an RRT, we need to discuss this in detail.

The presentation and discussion was adjourned at 1015. 
