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The Independent Assistance and Assessment Team (IAAT) for Hurricane Dean began their interviews on 21 August, 2007 at Headquarter, US Army Corps of Engineers (HQUSACE).  The methodology included discussions of issues and best practices with selected personnel at the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and USACE Headquarters, FEMA Regional Offices, ESF #3 Team Leaders, USACE Division offices (SAD, SWD, and LRD), and District Planning and Response Teams.  Approximately 50 personnel from all levels of the response were interviewed and an initial analysis was conducted to identify trends and repetitive issues.

This report provides the results of the IAAT analysis and considers review comments received from SAD, SWD, and LRD.  In addition to interviews conducted at all levels, the analysis considers input received through emails and entries to the ENGLink Evaluation and Corrective Action (ECA) Database.   It is divided below by focus areas pre-determined by the IAAT in coordination with HQUSACE.
1.
General Impressions/Themes:


a.
The hurricane provided a very good training opportunity for many of the teams and individuals.  Unlike an exercise, all required actions had to be taken in real time.  There were no exercise artificialities.


b.
Conference calls were a very valuable tool in coordinating actions and keeping people at all levels informed.  The one detractor was that some teams and individuals were not brought into the calls early enough.


c.
Mission team members felt that more hands on training that teaches how to execute a mission rather than teaches about a mission would better prepare them - particularly for their first deployment.


d.
As missions and doctrine evolve there is a lag in getting out the latest information.  In some cases the latest mission guides and contracts are not posted on ENGLink.  While some people have the latest information, it is not uniform throughout the response community.


e.
FEMA issued mission assignments early and this allowed USACE to get resources in place in a timely manner.

f.
There was a general lack of written guidance/direction from the UOC as compared to previous years.

g.
USACE is losing experienced personnel (so is FEMA).  This puts additional pressure on systems to recruit and train replacement personnel.  New and innovative approaches like the shadowing program need to be part of our business processes.
2.  Ice – National.  FEMA gave high marks to USACE on this mission.  FEMA appreciated the level of expertise and the forward thinking on issues and missions. FEMA continued to accept USACE advice on ordering ice based on our mission models.   The IAAT also noted the following:
a.
There are still challenges in mission coordination.  The National Team, NRCC and Commodities Team all need to be in the loop and working from the same information.  This did not always happen.  When the commodities team is not fully utilized, there is confusion over who is tracking ice.  The National Team needs to be on conference calls from the beginning.

b.
There was a general feeling that USACE should spend the funds for GPS, satellite tracking systems and bar coding of commodities.
3.  Water - National.  Unlike the Ice Mission, there was never an expectation that USACE would procure water.  The National Team gained some limited training experience.

a.
FEMA uses a different standard for liters of water per truck than the Corps uses.  This needs to be corrected.

b.
 Need better coordination between the national team and the Commodities Team.

4.  Commodities.  The Commodities Team was prepared and equipped to provide the accountability for both Ice and Water at the Federal Operational Staging Area (FOSA).  However, they were not needed and were released the same day that they reported.  Issues of note are:

a.
The mission guide is not clear on which positions on the Commodities Team deploy at pre-dec.  


b.
The number of QA’s pre-assigned to the Commodities Team may be inadequate in large scale events.
5.  Emergency Power.   The Emergency Power Mission was successful in getting the appropriate human resources, both Government and contractor, in place prior to landfall.  However, some issues were identified that will require further discussion and remedial action: 
a. The role and responsibilities for managing the emergency power mission are not clear.  The mission was handled three different ways in the two pre-dec and emergency declaration mission assignments.  LRP/LRP drafted a FRAGO during the 2006 hurricane season to clarify these roles and responsibilities.  The draft FRAGO was sent to HQUSACE, but not published.  There needs to a standard business practice to ensure that duplication of effort is minimized.  The FRAGO was identified in the TS Ernesto IAAT report as an issue.

CONCLUSION – This is a priority issue that needs to be included in the RAP process and referred to the Readiness and Reporting PDT...
b. There were no pre-established staging areas in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.  This creates a problem when deploying a large number of responders with no location to fall in on.

6.  Deployment of First Responders and Verbal Mission Assignments.  There were no problems reported with deployment by first responders.  Deployment procedures were followed and Carlson issued tickets.  There were no comments on problems with the verbal mission assignment process.

a.
There are still supervisors who to not support ATL and PRT deployments.  It was recommended that HQUSACE put out a memo from the Chief or UTF on the importance to supporting disaster operations with the best and brightest.  This type of memo was issued at the beginning of the hurricane season for a number of years, but the practice was discontinued recently.
7.  Homeland Security Intelligence Network (HSIN).   System was used as required.  However, there still are many challenges with access, compatibility with USACE systems, and how USACE is incorporated into HSIN.  Based on the comments received, it seems as if little progress has been made since HSIN was identified as an issue in the TS Ernesto IAAT report last year.  This is a priority system that HS/FEMA will use to develop a Common Operating Picture and right now USACE is not prepared to fully participate in this system.
8.  SOP Usage:  It appeared that SOPs were utilized and useful.  Some adjustments/additions were found to be needed as a result of the Hurricane Dean experience, e.g., Temporary Emergency Power and Commodities SOPs.
9.  L-hour Sequence and DHS/FEMA CONOP.  
     a.  While it is generally recognized that the L-hour sequence is a “guide” (essentially a planning and execution checklist for actions that must be taken), it is not clear who the central DHS/FEMA decision-maker is for initiating the sequence and how it is or will be communicated to all entities and levels of response to ensure synchronization.   
     b.  The delays and confusion in initiating the L-hour sequence in this event seems to be tied to a desire to synchronize actions with the State.  If FEMA is too aggressive with the L-hour sequence it can appear to be to far out in front of the State and not in synch with State requests for assistance.  . 
10.  NRCC Operations.  FEMA was complimentary of the quality and expertise of the USACE personnel assigned to the NRCC.  The same comments were received for USACE personnel assigned to the RRCC’s.  USACE had the right people at the right places.  

a.
USACE should pre-identify ESF #3 Team Leader and Assistant Team Leaders who will be assigned to the NRCC.  At least one TL or ATL should have a Logistics/Commodities background.  This expertise is valuable in coordinating National Ice, Water and Power missions.

b.
National Ice, Water and Power Team members should spend part of their training at the NRCC where they can secure access badges and learn to work with FEMA logistics and commodity tracking systems.


c.
A work area within the NRCC needs to be identified and equipped for PRT members and SME who will work in the NRCC.  Equipment needs to be set up with USACE e-mail contacts, distribution lists etc.  It took a couple of days for PRT’s to get up and running at the NRCC.  It was not an issue in this event, but will be in future events – particularly no notice events.

d.
USACE needs to work with the NRCC Planning staff on use of the GIS PRT.   There is no permanent desk for USACE in the ESF #5 cell.  (USACE has been occupying such a desk for years.)   

e.
As FEMA Regions remodel and upgrade the RRCC’s, the same issues with admin, logistics and work space support will arise as at the NRCC.  Personnel pre-identified for the RRCC’s should train at those RRCC’s.


f.
Despite the commitment of the staff present in the NRCC, the lack of experience may create a problem if there is a significant event.
11.  Operational Orders/FRAGOs.   There was an almost-unanimous expression of acceptance of the OPORD/FRAGO process as the USACE business process.  

a.
No OPORD for the 2007 hurricane season has been issues.  It is difficult for Division and District EM staffs to update new Commanders with last years OPORD which is not completely current.

b.
No FRAGO was issued for Hurricane Dean.  Again reference is made to last years OPORD.


c.
If using OPORDs and FRAGOs is the business process then it should be followed.

d.
The UOC SOP needs to be updated to include specific roles and responsibilities of augmentees who support the UOC when activated.  This should include personnel working in the “Civil Annex”.
12.
Information and Planning (Reporting Procedures and Modeling).   

a.
There is currently no consistent format or reporting process for conference calls overall (Division calls, Commander’s calls, and UOC calls).  Implementation of a consistent process would make reporting on calls routine and ensure brevity.   It was 
also recommended the ESF-3 Team Leader conference calls be reinstated to allow ESF#3 and Permanent Cadre to keep informed on current event situations.  

b.
There is still room for improvement is the various reporting mechanisms and tools.  There is little consistency on knowledge of what information goes where and where to find the information you need.  The EMs and EOC are the only ones who use ENGLink to read SITREPs.  There needs to be another way to get SITREP info to Commanders.

c.
The responsiveness of the ENGLink helpdesk staff was a noted positive.


d.
Recommend that items a. and b. be included in RAP process and referred to the Readiness and Reporting PDT.
13.
Accountability of Personnel.  Accounting for personnel is a priority for both USACE Commanders and FEMA FCO’s.  As missions change and evolve the processes for keeping track and reporting personnel has not.  ENGLink does not seem to provide timely information.  

a.
Responsibilities and processes for tracking and accounting for personnel need to be clearly defined and tasked.  Personnel need to be tracked from deployment until they return to home station.

b.
Recommend that this become a RAP issue and referred to the Readiness and Reporting PDT.

14.  Division Commander - ESF #3 TL Relationship.  No problems were noted.
15.
Role of the ULA.  There seems to be a lot of confusion over the role of the ULA.  This seems to apply not only to disaster operations, but also to day-to-day operations.  

a.
The ULA needs an SOP detailing its reporting procedures.
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