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Executive Summary
The States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force was established by a Memorandum of Cooperation
signed by the governors of Alaska, Washington, Oregon and California, and the British Columbia
premier in 1989. The continuing focus of the Task Force is on enhancing the ability of its member
agencies as well as other public and private stakeholders to effectively prevent, prepare for, and
respond to marine oil spills. Pipelines which carry crude oil and refined petroleum products were
identified by the Task Force Members as one topic to be addressed under the oil spill prevention
objective in their 1994-1999 Strategic Plan. Their concern is supported by spill statistics as noted in the
report below.

The f irst step of the project was to develop a report in matrix format, describing regulatory gaps and
redundancies between state and federal authorities governing spill prevention during construction,
operation, and maintenance of both inter- and intra-state petroleum product pipelines in Task Force
jurisdictions. A core workgroup of qualified persons from each Task Force jurisdiction, plus
representatives from the Minerals Management Service (MMS) and the Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS)
were recruited to complete questionnaires to gather this information on three types of pipelines: crude
oil, refined product, and oil field gathering lines. Information from these completed surveys was then
compiled and the information reviewed.

There were only a few areas where spill prevention gaps were identified for crude and refined
product transportation lines, although more were identified for oil field gathering lines. It was clear from
the survey responses that there are far more areas of overlap between the state and federal
agencies. The Pipeline Spill Prevention Workgroup therefore recommended to the Task Force in their
Interim Report in 1998 that the workgroup be continued and expanded to address both spill prevention
and response coordination. This recommendation was adopted, and the expanded Workgroup met by
conference call throughout 1998-1999 to discuss the gaps and overlaps with the intent of developing
recommendations to facilitate interagency coordination.

There was agreement that the matrices – by virtue of their generic nature – did not identify all spill
prevention gaps, since the nature of multiple regulations may vary considerably from state to state.
However, such details could be addressed within each jurisdiction as part of an effort to coordinate
regulatory authorities and address the numerous overlap issues identified. The Workgroup recognized
that participants, as well as the issues, will vary from one state to another, thus it would be
inappropriate for the Task Force to facilitate a coast-wide coordination effort, although many of the
same federal agency representatives may be involved. Instead, each Task Force member agency
should agree to take the lead in facilitating interagency coordination in their own state.

The subcommittee reviewed a draft list of “Elements of Successful Interagency Coordination” which
had been drawn from the experience achieved in a cooperative project involving MMS, OPS, the
California State Fire Marshal’s Office, the California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources,
and the California State Lands Commission’s Marine Facilities Division. These draft “Elements of
Successful Interagency Coordination” were discussed and revised by the Crude Oil Pipeline
Subcommittee, then referred to the other Project Workgroup members for their review and comment.
The Project Workgroup ultimately agreed to recommend them to the Task Force Members for adoption.

The Workgroup thus finds that the need exists for state, local (where applicable), and federal agencies
with authority to regulate crude oil, refined product, and oil field gathering pipeline construction and
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operations to improve coordination of that regulatory authority in order to improve spill prevention and
enhance spill preparedness and response. In order to address that need, the Project Workgroup
recommends that the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, the Washington Department of
Ecology, the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, and the Office of Spill Prevention and
Response in the California Department of Fish and Game assume a leadership role, if they have not
already done so, to facilitate interagency coordination among the key state, local (where applicable),
and federal agencies with authority to regulate crude oil, refined product, and oil field gathering pipeline
construction and operations in their individual states.

With the objective of reducing regulatory burdens while making government pipeline spill prevention
standards more efficient, and improving incentives for industry investments in spill prevention and
exceedance of regulatory standards, the Project Workgroup recommends that the following guidelines
be applied to interagency coordination efforts in each West Coast state:
• Identify and involve representatives from all state and federal agencies appropriate to the scope of

issues. Keep appropriate local agencies informed of issues and progress.
• Identify each agency’s issues and concerns, such as spill prevention or response.
• Clearly identify and prioritize areas of regulatory overlap as well as gaps to be addressed,

including “gray areas” where no lead agencies are identified.
• Establish that all participants have the necessary authority to speak for their agencies, and are

familiar with their agency’s issues and jurisdictional authorities.
• Establish and define a goal of consensus.
• Anticipate varying outcomes for each area of overlap, ranging from agreements to adopt uniform

standards, to agreements to adopt uniform processes which accommodate differing standards.
For example, uniform process may include identifying a lead agency and procedures which guide
coordination efforts.

• Consider standardized forms and shared training to improve awareness of other agencies’
regulations.

• “Test drive” coordination procedures with a scenario involving an actual pipeline in a coordinated
regulatory action.

• After an agreement to uniform standards or coordination processes is finalized, institutionalize it
through a formal process such as a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA).

• Agree to a periodic review and update of the MOA and related procedures, in order to make
adjustments as needed and review the level of effort and budget invested.

• Include a process for information exchange regarding relevant studies, agency and industry
activities, R&D needs, technical assistance efforts, enforcement activities, and grant funds.

The Workgroup recognizes that implementation of these interagency coordination guidelines in each
West Coast state is likely to generate unanticipated outcomes and challenges. With this in mind, they
further recommend that the States/BC Oil Spill Task Force continue to provide support for this effort by
convening periodic conference calls and facilitating electronic and hard copy exchange of written
material, in order to relay “lessons learned” throughout the process. These periodic conference calls
can serve to facilitate information sharing regarding policy initiatives as well.  Finally, the Project
Workgroup wishes to note that its discussions and outreach over the last year identified a relative lack
of research and development (R&D) focus on pipeline spill prevention in the US. With this in mind, the
Workgroup further recommends that the Task Force use its continuing facilitation of these Workgroup
conference calls to develop and communicate pipeline spill prevention research priorities.

I. Background on the States/BC Oil Spill Task Force
The States/British Columbia Oil Spill Task Force was established by a Memorandum of Cooperation
signed by the governors of Alaska, Washington, Oregon and California, and the British Columbia
premier in 1989 following two west coast oil spill incidents:
• The first involved the barge Nestucca, which spilled 231,000 gallons of fuel oil off of Grays Harbor,

Washington and eventually oiled sections of shoreline from Oregon to Olympic National Park in
Washington to as far away as the Canadian Pacific Rim National Park on Vancouver Island.  This



Final Report: Pipeline Spill Prevention Project 7/99 3

incident emphasized how major spills do not respect national boundaries as well as how they
affect our most sensitive and valuable natural resources.

• The second incident was the catastrophic spill by the T/V Exxon Valdez in Alaska's Prince William
Sound in March of 1989.  This incident further highlighted the common concerns shared by west
coast states and British Columbia regarding spill risks from coastal vessel traffic routes, the need
for cooperation and sharing of response resources across shared borders, and a shared
commitment among west coast citizens of both the USA and Canada to protect their unique marine
resources by placing high priority on spill prevention.

The continuing focus of the Task Force is on enhancing the ability of its member agencies as well as
other public and private stakeholders to effectively prevent, prepare for, and respond to marine oil
spills.  These goals are accomplished by sharing information and resources, fostering regulatory
consistency, and coordinating action on issues of common interest.

II. The Pipeline Spill Prevention Project
Pipelines which carry crude oil and refined petroleum products were identified by the Task Force
Members as one topic to be addressed under the oil spill prevention objective in their 1994-1999
Strategic Plan. Their concern is supported by spill statistics which show that, internationally, there
were an average of 117 pipeline oil spills larger than 10,000 gallons each annually from 1978 to 1997.
That figure escalated to 128 pipeline spill incidents worldwide in 1998, resulting in a total of oil product
spilled exceeding 22 million gallons. In the Oil Spill Intelligence Report’s International Oil Spill
Statistics: 1998, Dagmar Etkin, the report’s editor, states that “From the perspective of evaluating spill
prevention efforts and response readiness, the total number of incidents…may be more significant
than the total volume spilled.”  As can be seen in the graph in Attachment 1, the number of pipeline spill
incidents has consistently remained higher than the number of spills from other sources.

In the US since 1989, the year the Task Force was formed, pipeline spills have averaged 75 incidents
annually for an average total of 5,244,000 gallons spilled each year. An analysis by the Oil Spill
Intelligence Report in September of 1997 of oil spills onto land shows that pipeline spills outnumber
spills from all other sources combined. With these considerations in mind, the Task Force Members
approved a project for their 1997-1998 work year focused on conducting a West Coast regulatory
review  in order to build a stronger foundation for a cohesive and eff icient approach to spill prevention in
petroleum pipeline operations.

First Phase of the Pipeline Spill Prevention Project - Spill Prevention Regulatory Survey
The f irst step of the project was to develop a report in matrix format, describing gaps and redundancies
between state and federal authorities governing spill prevention during construction, operation, and
maintenance of both inter- and intra-state petroleum product pipelines in Task Force jurisdictions. A
core workgroup of qualified persons from each Task Force jurisdiction, plus representatives from the
Minerals Management Service (MMS) of the US Department of the Interior and the Office of Pipeline
Safety (OPS) of the US Department of Transportation were recruited to complete questionnaires to
gather this information on three types of pipelines: crude oil, refined product, and oil field gathering
lines. Information from these completed surveys was then compiled (please reference Attachment II)
and the information reviewed.

There were only a few areas where spill prevention gaps were identified for crude and refined
product transportation lines, and there are consistent for both types of pipeline. These included
periodic integrity/pressure testing and research focused on pipeline spill prevention. The spill
prevention regulatory gaps identified for oil field gathering lines appear to include operator certification,
operational and leak detection standards, use of internal inspection devices, annual or periodic leak
testing requirements, and technical assistance programs in Alaska for fields where MMS is not
involved. Alcohol/drug testing standards and enforcement standards, annual or period leak testing
requirements, security standards or protection from third party damage, and standards focused on
human error or lessons-learned programs appeared to be identified by the survey results as gaps for
oil field gathering lines in California, but comments from the Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources clarify these apparent gaps (see Attachment II, Part C)
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It was clear from the survey responses that there are numerous areas of overlap between the state
and federal agencies. The Pipeline Spill Prevention Workgroup discussed the issue of state/federal
interface with regard to regulatory redundancy and noted that OPS regulation has traditionally been
focused on pipeline safety issues, which they have delegated only to state agencies with similar
pipeline safety mandates. On the West Coast the California State Fire Marshal (CSFM) is certified by
the Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS) to regulate intrastate and interstate pipelines in California, and the
Washington Utility and Transportation Commission has OPS delegation for intrastate pipelines in
Washington.

The other West Coast agencies with spill prevention authorities governing pipelines derive those
authorities from their environmental statutes focused on oil spill prevention, preparedness, and
response. With new authorities granted to OPS under the 1992 Pipeline Safety Act to protect
environmentally sensitive areas, however, the distinction between state and federal authorities for
safety versus environmental mandates has become less clear. For instance, the Office of Pipeline
Safety recently adopted API pipeline inspection standards which some state authorities such as the
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, had already adopted. In any event, spills of
petroleum products can create both environmental as well as health and safety hazards; this potential
convergence of safety and environmental outcomes has been underscored by the tragic pipeline leak
and subsequent fire which occurred in Bellingham, Washington in June of 1999. In that incident, a
gasoline pipeline ruptured, spilling product which caused a fire and explosion which killed three people,
including two young boys, injured eight others, burned one home, and polluted a salmon stream.

The need for improved interface among pipeline regulators applies to the need for coordination
between both state and federal agencies, as well as with local governments, which may seek control
over pipelines, from siting and construction through the operations phase, by permit conditions. The
significance of this burden on pipeline operators of overlapping, differing, or uncoordinated regulatory
requirements, especially where new permits are required, is that it can provide a disincentive to
proactive replacement of aging pipelines.

The Pipeline Spill Prevention Workgroup therefore recommended to the Task Force Members in their
Interim Report in 1998 that the workgroup be continued and expanded to include representation from
the OPS Western Regional Office (which is responsible for inspections) in addition to the current
representative from OPS headquarters in Washington, DC (which is responsible for administrative rule-
making).

Second Phase of the Pipeline Spill Prevention Project - Development of Interagency Coordination
Guidelines
The Task Force Members approved an extended project description in their 1998-1999 Annual
Workplan as follows:

Task #2: Build a stronger foundation for a cohesive, efficient, and proactive approach
to spill prevention in petroleum pipeline operations.
Lead Responsibility: Tom Chapple,  Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation

Process and Timeline:
Step 1: Continue the project w orkgroup and expand as appropriate to review   the survey
findings and develop recommendations to improve the coordination and eff icacy of existing
state, federal, and local pipeline spill prevention and response programs.
Target Date: Fall 1998 through Spring 1999

Step 2: The project w orkgroup  should make appropriate recommendations to each
member jurisdiction regarding strategies to streamline government processes and improve
pipeline spill prevention and response.
Target Date: Summer 1999
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Note that the Task Force approved expanding the scope of the project to include discussions of
pipeline spill response coordination in addition to spill prevention issues.

The Pipeline Spill Prevention Project Workgroup was expanded to include representation from the OPS
Western Regional Office and the Environmental Protection Agency. Please reference Attachment III for
a list of workgroup members. Those Workgroup members involved in regulation of crude oil pipelines
began meeting by conference call to discuss the gaps and overlaps identified in the crude oil pipeline
spill prevention survey, with the intent of developing specific coordination recommendations for each
Task Force Member state with crude oil pipelines: Alaska, Washington, and California.

This Crude Oil Pipeline subcommittee met by conference call in October, November, and January. The
October call focused on discussion of the spill prevention regulatory gaps which had been identified
for crude oil pipelines. The first “gap” in spill prevention regulations which the group discussed was
that of  “periodic integrity/pressure testing requirement,” which shows in the Crude Oil Pipeline matrix
as not addressed by either OPS or a state regulation in either Alaska or Washington. Jim Taylor of the
Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS) explained that hydrostatic pressure testing only identifies the weakest
point in the line, and that OPS prefers the use of internal inspection devices, or “smart pigs.” Nancy
Wolfe noted that the California State Fire Marshal’s office (CSFM) agrees, considering that a sufficient
quantity of water for hydrostatic testing can be difficult to find, and post-test, requires disposal as
contaminated water. CSFM allows use of smart pigs as an alternative to hydrostatic pressure testing,
which is required in California statute. By virtue of design, some older pipelines cannot use smart pigs,
however. OPS requires that all new lines be constructed to be “pigable,” (CFR 195.120), and is drafting
a regulation on internal inspections.

Jim Taylor further explained that OPS adopted a regulation requiring that leak detection systems comply
with an American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) standard, if installed, but not requiring their
installation, since OPS has found it hard to come up with a leak detection standard which would work
for all pipeline operators. The large operators have leak detection systems as part of their Supervisory
Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) systems.  Smaller operators, for whom such a system would be
an economic burden, use different approaches, including visual observations, which are required by
OPS rule to be done at least every two weeks. When asked how OPS deals with natural hazard
issues, Jim further explained that OPS has stayed away from siting issues, considering land use to be
a local issue.

There was agreement that the matrix – by virtue of its general level – does not identify all spill
prevention gaps, since the nature of multiple regulations may vary considerably from state to state.
However, such details could be addressed within each jurisdiction as part of an effort to coordinate
regulatory authorities. After this initial discussion regarding the identified regulatory gaps, the group
realized that their goal should be to develop a “road map”, or set of generic procedures that could be
implemented in each West Coast jurisdiction in order to facilitate state/federal agency coordination with
regard to pipeline spill prevention and response regulatory gaps and overlaps.  They recognized that
participants, as well as the issues, will vary from one state to another, thus it would be inappropriate
for the Task Force to facilitate a coast-wide coordination effort, although many of the same federal
agency representatives may be involved. Instead, each Task Force member agency should agree to
take the lead in facilitating interagency coordination in their own state.

Nancy Wolfe noted that California has solved the state/federal coordination issue, since OPS delegates
to the State Fire Marshal’s office and MMS and the Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources
(DOGGR) have developed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) on oil field gathering lines. Oregon has
no OPS delegated program. In Washington, OPS has delegated safety regulation to the Utilities
Transportation Commission, but spill prevention/ environmental protection issues remain the authority of
the Washington Department of Ecology. The Joint Pipeline Office in Alaska provides a coordination
mechanism for OPS, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation (ADEC).
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Key state and federal agencies will need to be identified and included, but there was consensus that
the initial focus should be on state/federal regulatory coordination, and other stakeholders could be
added in later phases. It was recommended that the coordination effort invite initial input from the
regulated industry on areas of overlap which they consider to provide disincentives to investment in
spill prevention. It was also suggested that the States/BC Oil Spill Task Force should facilitate
communication among the coordination workgroups in order to share “lessons learned.”

The subcommittee reviewed a draft list of “Elements of Successful Interagency Coordination” which
had been drawn from a paper on a cooperative project involving MMS, OPS, the California State Fire
Marshal’s Office, the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) and DOGGR.  This was provided to
the subcommittee for review and comment. Jim Grant of MMS explained that Chevron Pipeline had
come to MMS and pointed out the varying regulations and conflicting standards for inspections and
maintenance as a result of overlapping federal, state, and local government authorities. With MMS
taking the lead, the concerned agencies took initiative to coordinate, with the goal of reducing the
regulatory burden on operators. They eventually developed a performance-based inspection program.
They agreed on a list of “red flags” which would trigger coordination efforts, as well as ways for the
agencies to cooperate. A formal MOA was adopted this January (1999). One aspect of the agreement
calls for coordination among the agencies before any unilateral decisions are made. Standardized data
forms have also been developed. Local governments were kept informed of the coordination effort, but
were not formally “at the table.” Jim Grant noted that MMS and OPS discovered through this process
that each agency had some authorities which the other did not have, so coordination had a synergistic
effect with regard to both information and regulation. When asked how much time and effort was
invested in the coordination project, Jim responded that the team met every two weeks for one and a
half years. Industry representatives had been invited to brief the team during early meetings.

The draft “Elements of Successful Interagency Coordination” were discussed and revised by the
Crude Oil Pipeline Subcommittee, then referred to the other Project Workgroup members for their
review and comment. The Project Workgroup ultimately agreed to recommend them to the Task Force
Members for adoption as explained below.

III. Pipeline Spill Prevention Project Concluding Recommendations
The Pipeline Spill Prevention and Response Project Workgroup finds that the need exists for state, local
(where applicable), and federal agencies with authority to regulate crude oil, refined product, and oil
field gathering pipeline construction and operations to coordinate that regulatory authority in order to
improve spill prevention and enhance spill preparedness and response.

In order to address that need, the Project Workgroup recommends that the Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation, the Washington Department of Ecology, the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality, and the Office of Spill Prevention and Response in the California Department of
Fish and Game assume a leadership role, if they have not already done so, to facilitate interagency
coordination among the key state, local (where applicable), and federal agencies with authority to
regulate crude oil, refined product, and oil field gathering pipeline construction and operations in their
individual states.

The Project Workgroup reiterates that the recommended goal is to improve agency coordination without
compromising any participating agency’s authority. There was consensus among Project Workgroup
members that, while the issue of federal preemption will arise and needs to be addressed rather than
avoided, it should be not be addressed in the context of challenging authorities so much as assuring
that all authorities are applied in a coordinated fashion to the common goal of preventing spills from
pipelines.

With the objective of reducing regulatory burdens while making government pipeline spill prevention
standards more efficient, and improving incentives for industry investments in spill prevention and
exceedance of regulatory standards, the Project Workgroup recommends that the following guidelines
be applied to interagency coordination efforts in each West Coast state:
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 Identify and involve representatives from all state and federal agencies appropriate to the scope of
issues. Keep appropriate local agencies informed of issues and progress.

 Identify each agency’s issues and concerns, such as spill prevention or response.

 Clearly identify and prioritize areas of regulatory overlap as well as gaps to be addressed,
including “gray areas” where no lead agencies are identified.

 Establish that all participants have the necessary authority to speak for their agencies, and are
familiar with their agency’s issues and jurisdictional authorities.

 Establish and define a goal of consensus.

 Anticipate varying outcomes for each area of overlap, ranging from agreements to adopt uniform
standards, to agreements to adopt uniform processes which accommodate differing standards.
For example, uniform process may include identifying a lead agency and procedures which guide
coordination efforts.

 Consider standardized forms and shared training to improve awareness of other agencies’
regulations.

 “Test drive” coordination procedures with a scenario involving an actual pipeline in a coordinated
regulatory action.

 After an agreement to uniform standards or coordination processes is finalized, institutionalize it
through a formal process such as a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA).

 Agree to a periodic review and update of the MOA and related procedures, in order to make
adjustments as needed and review the level of effort and budget invested.

 Include a process for information exchange regarding relevant studies, agency and industry
activities, R&D needs, technical assistance efforts, enforcement activities, and grant funds.

The logic of these guidelines may seem obvious on the face of it, but they are based upon the
experience gained by the agency participants throughout the coordination process which involved
MMS and CSLC in coordinating regulation of offshore oil field gathering lines California. Moreover, they
are enhanced by the review and discussion of the Pipeline Spill Prevention Project Workgroup.
Nevertheless, the Workgroup recognizes that implementation of these interagency coordination
guidelines in each West Coast state is likely to generate unanticipated outcomes and challenges. With
this in mind, they recommend that the States/BC Oil Spill Task Force continue to provide support by
convening periodic conference calls and facilitating electronic and hard copy exchange of written
material, in order to relay “lessons learned” throughout the process.

The Project Workgroup has also found that the Project conference calls over the last year  provided a
valuable opportunity to share information regarding state or federal policy initiatives, and recommend
that these periodic conference calls maintain this venue of coordination as well.

Finally, the Project Workgroup wishes to note that its discussions and outreach over the last year
identified a relative lack of research and development (R&D) focus on pipeline spill prevention in the
US.  It appears that federal agencies are focusing little or no R&D efforts on this area, although it was
stated that the Office of Pipeline Safety is funding development of a “smart pig” capable of detecting
longitudinal cracks and faults, but this was not verified.
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ADEC has put out RFPs on pipeline corrosion and leak detection projects which are designed to help
the agency make Best Available Technology (BAT) decisions. ADEC is required by regulation to require
BAT, so the purpose of these RFPs is to identify what’s out there, what’s proven, and what works
best. However, these projects are funded with Exxon Valdez settlement funds, and were required be
completed this year. We could not confirm any R&D funding targeted at pipeline spill prevention by the
American Petroleum Institute or by any other states.

It is noteworthy that the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) issued a safety report in May of
this year (1999) which found that :
1. Since 1989 the US Department of Transportation has initiated a wide range of research projects to

address the issue of operator fatigue in the transportation environment, with the exception of
pipeline operations (emphasis added); and

2. ….The Research and Special Programs Administration and the US Coast Guard need to make a
more concerted effort to develop and disseminate educational information on fatigue in pipeline
and marine operations, respectively(emphasis added).

The Pipeline Spill Prevention Project workgroup notes that under its Communications Objective in its
1999-2004 Strategic Plan the following task is identified: Develop and communicate recommendations
regarding research priorities. The Workgroup recommends that the Task Force use its continuing
facilitation of the Workgroup’s coordination efforts to develop and communicate pipeline spill prevention
research priorities.
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Attachment 1: Oil Spill Intelligence Report 1998 International Oil spill Stattistics, Figure 7: annual Number
of spills over 10,000 gallons by Source Type is available in hard copy from the Pacific States/BC Oil
Spill Task Force Executive Coordinator at JeanRCameron@oregoncoast.com
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Attachment III

States/BC Oil Spill Task Force
Pipeline Spill Prevention

Project Workgroup
7/99

Alaska: 
Tom Chapple, Project Chairman (8/97-2/99)
Bonnie Friedman, Project Chairman (3/99- Present)
Alaska Dept. of Environmental Conservation (ADEC)
555 Cordova St. 907-271-4113 (p)
Anchorage, AK 99501 907-272-0690 (f)
bfriedma@jpo.doi.gov

Washington:
Joe Subsits
Spill Program
Washington Dept. of Ecology
P. O. Box 47600 360-407-6965 (p)
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 360-407-7288 (f)
Jsub461@ecy.wa.gov

Oregon:
Mike Zollitsch
Spill Program
Oregon Dept. of Environmental Quality
811 SW Sixth Ave. 503-229-6931 (p)
Portland, OR 97204-1390 503-229-6954 (f)
zollitsch.michael.j@deq.state.or.us (email)

California:
Nancy Wolfe
State Fire Marshal’s Office
Pipeline Safety Division
P. O. Box 944246 916-445-8348 (p)
Sacramento, CA 94244-2460 916-445-8526 (f)
Nwolfe@csfm-pipeline-safety.com

Bill Winkler
Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources
801 K St., MS 20-20 916-445-0806 (p)
Sacramento, CA 95814 916-323-0424 (f)

Environmental Protection Agency:
Carl Lautenberger
EPA
411 West Fourth Ave. 907-271-4306 (p)
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Anchorage, AK 99503 907-272-0690 (f)
Clautenb@jpo.doi.gov

Minerals Management Service, US Dept. of Interior:
Jim Grant
Minerals Management Service
Pacific OCS Region
770 Paseo Camarillo 805-389-7559 (p)
Camarillo, CA 93010 805-389-7592 (f)
James.grant@mms.gov

Theresa Bell, MMS Alternate 805-389-7554 (p)
Theresa_bell@mms.gov

Office of Pipeline Safety, US Dept. of Transportation:
Jim Taylor
Office of Pipeline Safety
400 7thSt. SW 202-366-8860 (p)
Washington, DC 20590 202-366-4566 (f)
Jim.Taylor@rspa.dot.gov

Chris Hoidal
Office of Pipeline Safety, Western Region
12600 West Colfax Ave., Ste. A250 303-231-5701 (p)
Lakewood, CO 80215 303-231-5711 (f)
Chris.hoidal@rspa.dot.gov


