IAAT for Tropical Storm Ernesto Response
First Impressions Report

October 20, 2006
The Independent Assistance and Assessment Team (IAAT) for Tropical Storm Ernesto began their interviews on September 4, 2006 at the FEMA National Response Coordination Center.  The methodology included discussions of issues and best practices with selected personnel at the FEMA and USACE Headquarters, FEMA Regional Offices, ESF #3 Team Leaders, USACE Division offices (SAD, NAD, and LRD), and District Planning and Response Teams.  Approximately 80 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, NAD, 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 Database.   It is divided below by focus areas pre-determined by the IAAT in coordination with HQUSACE.
1.  Temporary Housing.    Firm decisions have not yet been made regarding the future (or transitional) role of USACE in the Temporary Housing mission.    For T.S. Ernesto, impression was that FEMA Region IV was caught off guard when FEMA National unexpectedly pushed the Region for USACE mission assignment for management of the new IA-TAC.  Eventually, FEMA Region IV asked for a dramatic reduction to the MA as things became clearer as to actual requirements.   
· Conclusion:  Bottom line is it appears FEMA’s basic intent has not changed with 
regard to utilization of IA-TAC contract for housing, but condition-specific variances can be expected.   Based on follow-on meetings held with FEMA HQ and USACE CEM personnel since T.S. Ernesto, this continues to be an evolving mission for USACE.  Although they plan to use their IA-TAC contractors for many of the housing tasks, they want USACE to be their Engineer to provide construction and engineering expertise to FEMA and the contractors.  A meeting is scheduled for October 17, 2006 to talk through the issues, detail requirements, and execute an MOU to codify what USACE support will be in the future.  
2.  Ice – National.  FEMA gave high marks to USACE on this mission.  USACE responders noted significant improvement in coordination efforts from last year, an example being FEMA’s acceptance of USACE advice on ordering ice, resulting in no ice having to be purchased for T.S. Ernesto and therefore no excess.   The IAAT also notes the following:
     a.  Based on pre-2006 Hurricane Season discussions with FEMA, it was anticipated that FEMA-stored ice would not be the Corps responsibility, yet USACE received mission to inspect it for T.S. Ernesto.  Bottom line is that USACE will continue to be prepared to do what is required to support the ice mission, to include potential for inspection of ice, for which specifications must be clearly known. 
a. The ACI contractor’s webpage that includes GPS tracking was viewed as a helpful tool.

b. National Ice Teams used their SOP, though it is recognized that additional work is still 
needed. 
3. Water - National.   As with the Ice Mission, FEMA applauded Corps efforts in executing 
the Water Mission.   Issues with ACI contractor’s failure to meet some contract specifications were successfully addressed, and USACE will continue to hold the ACI contractor accountable for delivering the product in accordance with specifications and ensure adequacy of contractor’s quality assurance mechanisms to include required contractor representation at the FOSA.  In one example, 50 truckloads of water were delivered and rejected but Contractor ultimately corrected the problem.  It will be important for team to be trained on Contract requirements to fully enforce. 
4.  Commodities.  The Commodities Team was prepared and equipped to provide the accountability for both Ice and Water and was considered an asset at the Federal Operational Staging Area (FOSA).  Successes and issues of significant note follow.
      a.  Commodities Team was on site before ice and water started to arrive.  This is considered            a significant success as this is the first time in recent years this has happened.  
b. Commodities team QA’s are still being managed by the LM PRT leadership rather than

recruited by and assigned to the Commodities PRT.  IAAT recommends that QAs be recruited by the Commodities Team and the Commodities Mission Manager be responsible to assure adequate taskers are sent to appropriate organizations.  Also, while there is currently not a position that can serve as District liaison to PRT, this was done “ad hoc” for response to T.S. Ernesto and worked well; this should be codified by modification to the SOP and team structure.  
c. TAV information was not provided to the Commodities Team in Florida.  Access to the 
system and providing this information would allow for proper staffing at the receiving locations.   
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. USACE and the ACI contractor were prepared and successful in getting people on the 
ground.  However, while gensets were ordered by ERT-A Log, they were not shipped until 48 hours after request was made, resulting in their arrival at the Mob Center after T.S. Ernesto made landfall.  The USACE-FEMA agreement is that gensets will be at either the Mob Center or state-federal combined generator staging area a minimum of 24 hours before landfall.  FEMA Logistics at HQ, through their Logistics Centers, should resolve this recurring issue. 
     b.  HQUSACE has not yet provided a decision regarding Proponent Division LRD’s proposed FRAGO that would provide for the pre-dec emergency temporary power mission to go directly to LRP to manage.  Differing opinions have been offered as to how this would work, but there is still currently no approved standard approach.   During this event, partial use of the proposed FRAGO intent was used by SAJ sending LRP funds to issue task order to contractor to mobilize the appropriate resources to execute installations as quickly as possible.  

· Conclusion:  A HQUSACE decision is needed as to whether to implement the 
LRD-proposed FRAGO as a standard approach.  This will require further discussion between HQUSACE and the Proponent Division (LRD) and an assessment of pros and cons of the LRD proposal in order to reach a conclusion.   Considerations should include addressing potential for national, rather than regional, activation/issuance of mission assignments in certain situations, i.e., for severe hurricanes (Cat 3 or above) and/or in situations where Regions fail to issue timely MAs, for the purpose of getting things moving faster and potential for power mission representation at NRCC.   (There are currently no prescribed “triggers” for different-sized events.)   This should be a priority RAP action item.

b. At SAD, a determination was made to modify Emergency Power PRT composition that 
did not include a Contracting Specialist.  Team structures are prescribed by HQUSACE and any deviation from that structure must be fully coordinated.  Follow-on discussions have occurred that have brought the issue to resolution, with SAD leadership and SAS Team in concurrence that this will not be a recurring issue.
c. There has been no closure on the need for Rights of Entry for the installation of 
generators on public property; additionally, there has been no resolution reached as to who is responsible for conducting environmental baseline assessments (EBA).  A request for opinion on the ROE question is stalled in OC at HQ.  
       ●   Conclusion:  1)  If no ROE is required, contract verbiage needs to be modified to remove what the contractor construes as leaving the contractor at risk if the ROE is not provided by the government.  If ROE is required, supported district should provide the resources to fill this requirement rather than the PRT or 249th.   2)  With regard to the EBA issue, the 249th doesn’t feel these are their responsibility, and it was stated the ACI contract warrants to the contractor that the Government Real Estate Representative will provide both the EBAs and the ROEs.  This will require a further look at the ACI contract and resolution by HQUSACE. 
d.   Not all team members deployed with sufficient equipment, to include their fly-away 
kits.  This is a continuing issue.  On a positive note, the 249th successfully utilized the recently-acquired Cheetah handheld voice and BEGAN data satellite communications equipment.  
6.   Deployment of First Responders and Verbal Mission Assignments.  Guidance was not fully implemented and there were some delays.  It appears not all Divisions fully understood the policy guidance.  The new system for the Verbal Mission Assignment process was used by some Districts.  However, the only portion used was the confirmatory travel orders process.  The new verbal mission assignment memo was not used between supported to outside supporting Districts/Divisions/HQ for prompt deployments.  
7.   HSIN.   System was used as required.  It is recognized to be a new system that would have  a learning curve and therefore positives and negatives were anticipated and reported.  Some felt that required information wasn’t easy to get to, having to go through layers to get to bottom line.    Also:
      a.  There was some confusion reported as to where UOC posted documents.  Both the ESF#3 cell at NRCC and the UOC posted documents to HSIN.  

      b.  There didn’t appear to be needed continuity between ENGLink and HSIN reporting.  It was found that a USACE Liaison at NORTHCOM regularly pulled selected information from ENGLink Sitreps to provide to DHS/FEMA Leadership as part of interagency reporting.  Though the Sitrep info was as submitted by MSCs in ENGLink, UOC review of portions being forwarded by NORTHCOM Liaison did not appear to be part of this reporting process.  
c.   FEMA Comments: 
       (1)  HSIN was used for situational awareness. 
       (2)  Additional FEMA training will be required.

       (3)  There is a draft HSIN Common Operating Picture Manual that was drafted by “COP” group in NRCC.  It was based on the information flow exercise conducted prior to T.S. Ernesto.  Ernesto allowed an opportunity to take another look at what is required and what needs improvement in the HSIN COP Manual.  As a result of Ernesto, the HSIN COP Manual will be revised. 
       (4)  Some of the things FEMA will be looking at is what is required in terms of support to make it valuable (in terms of what it provides as opposed to what was there previously), workable, and cost-effective.   

8.   SOP Usage:  It appeared that SOPs were utilized and useful.  Some adjustments/additions were found to be needed as a result of the T.S. Ernesto 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 as to where we are in the sequencing and how it is or will be communicated to all entities and levels of response to ensure synchronization.   
     b.  While it is also fully recognized the federal government is leaning forward and preparing for the worst case scenario for any particular storm and the current concept of operations calls for early deployment and pre-positioning of response resources, several of those interviewed expressed a concern about the need for an approach that serves taxpayers without also unnecessarily over-resourcing.   At Regional level, some felt the time sequence was a bit more aggressive than the ability to make good field decisions and others noted that actions should not be driven by timeline, but by state requests for assistance.  DHS/FEMA Timelines appear to be too aggressive, especially in that there seems to be little consideration of potential threat.  Existing DHS/FEMA timelines may be very applicable for a projected Cat 3 or higher landfall proceeding on a highly predictable path, but not fiscally prudent for implementation for an event such as Ernesto.  Requirements such as establishment of a JFO 72 hrs prior to landfall in the most likely impacted state are questionable in that there remains significant variations in the project storm path and cone of Error.  Once a fully functional JFO is established, MA assignment responsibility transfers from the RRCC to the JFO.  Question is will the JFO be able to function effectively during landfall when Post Dec  MAs need to issued, assuming it was established in the impacted state. 
     c.  The timeline will require re-analysis to include consideration of state-by state and regional differences and whether time sequences are realistic.   FEMA acknowledged that there hasn’t been enough dialogue yet with States to come up with Regional plans.  When CONOP and timeline was developed the focus had been primarily on Louisiana and JFO establishment, but validation with other states is needed still to determine state-by-state variances with regard to support requirements.   
     d.  FEMA comments regarding the L-hr timeline included the following:    
 

         (1)  Region IV was pushed by HQ to initiate all PRTs, including debris, while state of FL has own debris contracts in place.  There didn't appear to be sufficient consideration given to state capabilities in this regard; example given was that State of FL has own debris contracts in place.   Moreover, the FL State EOC was not open along the lines of the timeline; it does no good to send people if they are not even activated.  FL looked at the event as a TS and didn't want ERT-A from the beginning; therefore, part of dynamic in RRCC was to hold it back, so as not to proceed contrary to the state's expressed desires.  In addition to disregard of the state’s debris capabilities, there appeared to be no consideration concerning generator responsibilities, either.  State did not want and did not request assistance as they felt total capable of responding to this event.  The Regions know state capabilities and should be able to make appropriate response decisions based on their knowledge of the state and their perception of impacts.
 

        (2)  Among the disconnects on timeline usage was FEMA Region IV having an issue with some OFAs, having to try to "gate keep" excessive movement.  Region wanted to have the OFA reps in quantity asked for, not what the timeline says they need.   
 

· Conclusion:  It must be recognized at all response levels that predictive modeling is 
based on risks under a best assessment at a given period of time and an understanding that storms are relatively unpredicable and dependent on a number of factors that can affect development, course, and ultimately, impact.   Given last season's Katrina scenario, a decision was made at the National level to be prepared for a worst case scenario (not necessarily probable).  Still, there is a Regional reluctance to "pull the trigger" on mission assignments and the "old" mindset of waiting for state requests before positioning potentially-needed resources seems to still prevail.  In the case of T.S. Ernesto, the impacts were fortunately not what the identified potential could have been -- but, should the worse or  worst case have occurred, this conservative approach may very well resulted in a failure by the Federal government by not having resources at the ready to protect lives and property.  This is a continued concern that must be addressed.  There should be an effort to weigh the consequences of having responders on site vs. in an alert status ready for immediate response.  Factors impacting these consequences include the anticipated severity of impact, the states response capabilities, and projected threat.  All storms do not need to be addressed in a worst case sense.  One model did briefly project the potential of Ernesto building to a cat 3 event and impacting the Gulf coast which some felt justified the response.  There was little effort to pull back the level of response, even after the projected storm intensity and impacts were reduced. FEMA expended approximately $40 million in response to Ernesto based on “ a decision made at the National level to be prepared for a worst case scenario (not necessarily probable)”In prior seasons, it is doubtful that FEMA would have even activated for Ernesto but only establish an alert status. 
10.   Improvements from the Remedial Action Program.  There were stated improvements attributed to the RAP Program and the workshops conducted with FEMA and other participants.  
      a.  Improvements made since last season in the emergency power mission execution were largely attributed to LRD’s ability (as lead proponent for Power mission) to conduct training and exercise this year (to include contractor, SME, FEMA, and 249th participation) as well as dedicated SOP development sessions, all of which contributed to an improved preparedness posture.  It was noted that a planned follow-on meeting between USACE, FEMA, 249th, USACE Contractor, State of Florida and their contractor still occurred, and will enhance our posture to respond to this state’s needs when required.
     b.   Creating a Commodities Team allowed USACE to have personnel in the right place to coordinate with OFA and FEMA counterparts prior to the arrival of commodities to be accounted for.
     c.   At all levels of FEMA, there was a pronounced expression of appreciation expressed for the Corps’ successful Remedial Action Program efforts.  It was also recognized in FEMA interviews that more follow up is needed on a regular basis with FEMA.  FEMA acknowledged their shortfalls in active RAP partnership.
11.  PL 84-99.   Impression was that HQUSACE was not always made aware of issues of concern within our USACE authority.  For instance, there was a delay in reporting to HQUSACE a pre-existing condition of an inoperable floodgate that was damaged.  Some contributing factors follow.

      a.  There is no established set of PL 84-99 EEI’s for upward reporting. 

      b.  There is a progressive loss of expertise on PL 84-99.  As personnel retire and change jobs, we are losing valuable talent and a wealth of area expertise in all districts.  
12.   Operational Orders/FRAGOs.   There was an almost-unanimous expression of acceptance and approval of the OPORD/FRAGO process.   The only problem was in having the FRAGOs going to both Divisions and Districts.  It appeared the process would work better if they went from HQUSACE to MSCs, identifying Supported and Supporting Divisions, and then have MSCs issue FRAGOs to Districts.
13.   Information and Planning (Reporting Procedures and Modeling).   
       a.   There is currently no consistent format or reporting process for conference calls              overall (Division calls, Commander 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. USACE modeling was extremely valuable and utilized.   DHS/FEMA Leadership was 
reportedly “very impressed”.  It was one of the first and unique times that leadership started looking in depth at how we are structured in terms of support by ESFs and what they have to offer to decision making process.  Vice Admiral Johnson’s interest in Corps models for ice/water/power was specifically noted.   
c. The responsiveness of the ENGLink helpdesk staff was a noted positive.  
d. There was confusion in the field and the feeling that HQUSACE data calls were ad-
hoc.  An example of what contributed to this was:  CECW-HS requested that detailed information on flood control and projects be added to the daily SITREP.   Only 18 hours later, the UOC sent an email request for review of a GIS product that showed all east coast district boundaries and projects and also requested information on flood control and projects be sent to the UOC.  
14.  Division Commander - ESF #3 TL Relationship.   Overall consensus is that the relationship worked well.  In one case there was a problem wherein the Team Leader did not make connections with the Division Commander nor the Division Commander Forward. 
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