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Work Group Members

Review of Agenda
The meeting was kicked off at 9:30 a.m. with a total of 30 individuals present (see Attachment A).  Representation was good across a wide range of stakeholders and not dominated by any one group.

An emergency evacuation plan was reviewed and the group notified of where the restrooms were located.  A self-introduction was carried out to identify individuals with a name, company and general background of all attendees.

Guy Tetreau reviewed the agenda and requested any input into new topics.  No additional items were added to the already long list of potential work issues.  However, as discussed below, two proposed projects were deleted (to develop recommended procedures for bringing a facility into port with emphasis on security, and developing draft security plans) and a new related initiative (to work towards development of a Port Security Committee for the GOM) was agreed upon.

CDR Dave Scott of Commandant (G-MP) made a presentation that described the reasons for the deadlines that have previously been discussed.  He explained that the Maritime Transportation Security Act allowed the Coast Guard (CG) to publish Security regulations until approximately November 22, 2003(?) without going through the Administrative Procedures Act.  Therefore, the CG intends to have final regulations published before that date for vessels, facilities, ports and the offshore industry.  Of these groups/regulations, all have existing regulations under IMO.  The law says that 6 months after publishing an IFR security plans will be required.  July 2004 is the international deadline for security plans.  The CG intends to meet the July 2004 deadline for plans.  In selecting December 2003 as a date for submitting plans, the CG will have 6 months to review them before the July 2004 deadline.  The April 2003 deadline for publishing regulations was determined to allow the above to occur.  However, the April 2003 deadline is not as firm for the offshore industry as it is for ports, facilities and vessels for which there exists an IMO regulatory framework for the new regulations.  If the GSC acts as a sounding board, draftor/validator of security standards for the offshore industry, it would greatly benefit the CG in getting useful regulations published before November 23, 2003.

Dave Scott also pointed out that the IMO regulations do not apply to offshore fixed structures and non self-propelled units.  IMO regs (SOLAS) only apply to approximately 80-90 self-propelled units that have SOLAS certificates.

Rules of Order:  The following were agreed upon:

1. Everyone has an equal opinion.  Everyone will respect the opinion of others and there will be no attempt to inhibit the free and open discussion of topics.

2. Everyone in the group has a vote on issues.  At a certain point discussion will end and a vote will occur.  A majority will carry the issue.

3. Guy Tetreau will function as facilitator and will be responsible for keeping the group on track and on schedule.

Goal:  It was agreed that the goal of this work-group would be to develop a voluntary security guideline or recommended practice for the oil and gas industry in the Gulf of Mexico (GOM).  This product will include steps that facilities (includes fixed and floating platforms) can take in response to Yellow (MARSEC 1), Orange (MARSEC II) and Red (MARSEC III) security levels.  Additionally, the recommendations will be developed to address both a global national security threat level assignment as well as one that is targeted to the GOM (it was assumed that the recommended measures would be more stringent for a threat that is targeted to the GOM).  The final product must be both reasonable and sustainable.  We will not develop something that is cost prohibitive and will never be used.  Finally, it was agreed that this would be a performance-based minimum standard.  When we reach the point that additional measures are unlikely to be accepted as a voluntary measure and consensus cannot be achieved, we will complete the project.  Any company accepting the voluntary measures will be encouraged to go beyond the minimum guidelines.  Our timeline is 3-4 months.
Individual Work Group Projects:  The following individual work groups were established to complete the projects indicated:

1.  A work group chaired by Bill Hedrick and including Dave Murdock, Mark Witten, Bill Daughdrill and Paul Mogabgab will meet to discuss and formulate recommendations for external review and approval of the document we develop.  Allen Verret (Offshore Operators Committee) and Alan Spackman (International Association of Drilling Contractors) will likely be involved in the review process.

2.  A work group chaired by Tom Kazusky and including LT Kimberly Avsec, LCDR John Cushing, David Milling and Chris Torres will study the transportation systems (including air carriers, OSV’s and passenger vessels) to develop recommended practices to ensure offshore safety during times of increasing threat.  This team should incorporate education (including use of our “Communication Procedures to Report Suspicious Activity or Terrorist Operations in GOM) to maximize the use of these transportation providers as law enforcement’s eyes and ears to detect suspicious activity. 

3.  A work group chaired by LTJG Brett Thompson and including Bill Martin and Guy Tetreau (assisted by Brad Laubach as needed) will work with the Operations Division of Coast Guard Eighth District (the manager of the ships and helicopters) to ensure that all parties are aware of studies that prioritize the importance of offshore facilities on a national level.  This group will work to develop pre-planned patrol routes and communication protocols that will maximize the effective use of limited resources and the effectiveness of the Coast Guard’s response to a potential or actual terrorist attack in the GOM.  They will attempt to quantify the type of response that facilities can expect from the Coast Guard during each of the security levels (MARSEC, I, II and III).  Much of their work may be security sensitive and not available for public dissemination.

4.  A work group chaired by Scott Owen and including Clint Mouser, Kirk Houston, Gerold Flotte, Bill Daughdrill, LTJG Robert Butts, Mark Witten, Tommy Hutto, Brad Laubach, LT Kimberly Avsec, Alan Spackman and Guy Tetreau will meet to develop procedures that can be taken by offshore facilities to ensure their security during elevated security levels.  In the near future (not specified) this team will receive from the American Petroleum Institute (API) a draft recommended practice (RP) for offshore security.  The team will review, adopt or recommend changes to the RP.  Once their work is completed, they will distribute their draft document for industry review using the process developed by Bill Hedrick’s group.  If not included in the RP, this team will attempt to quantify and document the actual importance of these offshore facilities when compared to other national interests.  

Wrap-Up:  Individual work groups are to keep Guy Tetreau apprised of their progress.  He will in turn distribute draft documents to other work group members for discussion at follow-up meetings.  Following the main portion of the meeting, a group of interested individuals remained to further discuss the concept of treating the GOM as a port under the purview of the Eighth District Commander who also has COTP authority.  This would support the creation of a Port Security Committee with one or two seats from the GSC.  CDR Scott indicated that NVIC 9-02 requests a report from OCMI’s by February 2003.  He indicated that it would be very beneficial if that report could outline a comprehensive D8 plan for dealing with the overall security planning issue.  It was agreed that a letter to the Eighth District Commander would be written for the GSC. 
Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 p.m.  The next meeting date was not set and is dependent upon the progress of individual work groups.

Attachments:
(A) Roster

(B) Agenda

