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Preliminary Data Analysis

Introduction

The 2005 Hurricane Season, primarily Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, and Wilma, produced catastrophic damage of unprecedented magnitude to the Continental U.S. In support of the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers worked with local, state, and federal partners to bring relief to the Gulf Coast. Within a month after Katrina’s landfall, nearly 2,400 Corps employees were actively engaged in recovery efforts. In Mississippi alone, a total of 100 million pounds of ice and 38 million liters of water were distributed. The final amount of debris to be removed is estimated at 24 million cubic yards. Approximately 50,000 New Orleans residents were still eligible for blue roofs at the start of 2006.

Background

The USACE – Internal RAP Workshop is one in a series of workshops offered jointly by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Since 1999, the series has included several partnering workshops, an annual Senior Leaders’ Seminar (SLS), and several Regional Readiness Workshops, including exercises and computer based training (CBT) at the USACE Readiness Support Center (RSC). The USACE – Internal RAP Workshop precedes the interagency 2005 Hurricane Critique/2006 Preparedness Workshop in order to specifically address USACE – internal issues prior to interagency dialogue.
In the progression of this workshop series, the Independent Assistance and Assessment Team (IAAT) collected and analyzed over 1000 issues collected from various sources. The sample of responders included Commanders, Headquarters personnel, ESF #3 Cadre, Team Leaders, Assistant Team Leaders, Action Officers, Mission Managers, Subject Matter Experts, additional functional and mission PRT members, and others. After Action analyses were prepared to support the After Action Review Process.  These data sources contributed to the development of the issues and topics for the AAR address at the USACE – Internal RAP Workshop.
Workshop Goals & Objectives

The USACE – Internal RAP Workshop has specific goals and objectives. Goals may be described as the ultimate status or position ascribed to. The objectives are the observable actions, changes or behavior. Once a goal is identified, objectives are created, intervention strategies are devised, and implementation plans are assigned to a specific entity. The overall goal for the meeting is to establish action plan interventions for the following longer term goals. Action plan interventions are solutions to problems or opportunities that identify the goals, create performance objectives, and devise tactics or strategies to bring about specific outcomes.

USACE – Internal RAP Workshop Goal: To establish an action plan to assure USACE Readiness for Hurricane Season 06, and affirm a lifecycle Remedial Action Program for future domestic contingency planning and operations.    

Objectives

· Review past operations and identify key lessons learned.

· Identify remedial actions and timelines with accountable offices/staff.

· Integrate short, mid, and long term outcomes, expectations, and actions.

· Specify changes to doctrine, plans, SOPs and other guides.

· Crosswalk RXXI and the RAP TF action plans and timelines.

· Identify objectives for the USACE/FEMA Critique.

RAP AAR Process

The RAP AAR process consists of five steps:

1. Data Gathering

2. Data Analysis

3. Preliminary Instrument Creation

4. Final Instruments Creation

5. Action Plan Collection

Data Gathering

During and following the 2005 Hurricane Season, data were collected from Senior Leader Conferences, IAAT interviews, emails, questionnaires (AAR Form and PRT Survey), ECA database, hotwashes/AARs, and other sources. 

Data Analysis

Raw data were entered into matrices listing each issue and supporting background information, when provided (Please see Appendices A, B, & C). The issues were then validated through researcher methods, and data triangulation; coded and categorized topically; and divided into USACE-internal and interagency groups. Following, each group was categorized into pre-existing topics, based on workshop breakout groups of Senior Leaders, Information and Planning, Logistics/Ice/Water, and Debris/Power/Housing/Roofing. The final categorizations of issues were then summarized, rank ordered based on frequency of issues, and provided, with supporting background information in the tables (see Table 1, 2, 3, & 4) that supplement each grouping. 

Preliminary Instrument Creation

The final list of issues guided the preliminary instrument creation of matrices, provided in Appendices D, E, F, & G, for use in USACE-internal action plan development. 

Final Instruments Creation

Applicable portions of the data analysis will provide suggested discussion points for the AAR proponents during the workshop breakout sessions. Group whitepaper issues and background information will be provided, based on the summaries of the data analysis, during breakout sessions at the USACE – Internal RAP Workshop for use in the final instrument creation at the workshop. 

Action Plan Collection

During the USACE – Internal RAP Workshop, breakout groups will define problems as suggested from the 2005 Hurricane Season. Proponents will develop Remedial Action Plans supplemented with timelines, as well as develop appropriate PDTs, and identify SOP requirements.      

Summary of Results from Data Collection

In addition to reporting issues observed during the 2005 Hurricane Season, respondents also provided recommendations for improvements as well as examples of successes demonstrated throughout the response. There were successes reported in the continual staffing of fully functional teams and the rapid flow of personnel support. Other successes discussed include USACE’s rapid response, use of CMT, Just-in-Time training provided by the RSC, and the alert roster report used for contacting and locating personnel. 

Please refer to Appendices A, B, and C for the complete transcripts of issues, recommendations, and successes.  

Of the 1,000+ issues reported, there were many that overlapped as a result of broader problems at the organizational level. The following is a thematic list of common/predominant USACE-internal issues:

· Deployment

· Tools & Technology

· Accountability

· Funding

· Communication

· Processes/Procedures

· Contracting

· Chain of Command

The following sections present summaries of the issues relevant to each breakout group (Senior Leaders, Information & Planning, Logistics/Ice/Water, and Debris/Power/Housing/Roofing).
Senior Leaders

The most prevalent issue that the 2005 Hurricane Season presented to Senior Leaders for corrective action is deployment. Respondents stated that Corps leadership must have an awareness of the processes of deployment. Funding issues were identified as a primary reason for deployment delays. Personnel accountability was also an issue recognized with high frequency. There was an absence of designated reporting locations and a need for alert rosters to be updated constantly in order to identify changing locations and new deployments and redeployments. Respondents also stated a need for higher qualification standards for leadership positions, as well as demonstrated technical knowledge, skills, mission experience, and abilities. Further, it was suggested that the USACE management cell TL be an SME in order to coordinate with FEMA, and the number of personnel qualified as ATLs should be increased. 
Respondents also provided input relating to the Chain of Command. There was confusion between guidance in the field and guidance at HQ. Corps employees need to understand the role of each component and the established Chain of Command. A designated Safe Haven location near pre-determined satellite office sites outside of the projected path of the hurricane was suggested to maintain Command and control and personnel accountability. There was a lack of demonstrated knowledge by volunteers of the roles of local, state, FEMA, and other agencies; the need for training in this area was evident. In addition, there were issues related to the lack of letter contracts and contractor employee safety and health training, as well as issues regarding LNOs, politically based influences, and communication. The creation of a PDT for Safety Specialists was also suggested. Table 1 illustrates the issues related to Senior Leaders and the background information supporting each issue. Issues are listed in order of frequency (i.e., the issues reported most frequently are identified first in the table).  
Table 1. Senior Leader Issues (in order of most to least frequently stated issue)

	Senior Leadership
	Background

	S USACE 1. 

Deployment: Deployment process for response activities is less than optimal

	· Leadership needs to be aware of the processes. 

· There were delays in processing MIPRs.

· There should be coordination with G3 when using USACE Officers.

· Establish CCIR/PIR/EEFI.

· CRU is not the manager of USACE IMAs.

	S USACE 2. 

Personnel Accountability: Accountability of USACE personnel including calling-in procedures and the absence of designated reporting locations
	· Need recognition for effective performance. 

· Need higher standards for qualification of leadership positions.

· Due to the fluid nature of missions, the alert roster .must be updated constantly to identify changing locations and new deployments and redeployments.

	S USACE 3.  

Leadership: Inadequate goals/specific standards for FEMA missions
	· USACE management cell TL should be an SME in order to coordinate with FEMA.

· Leaders should have the appropriate technical knowledge, skills, mission experience, and abilities.

· Increase the personnel qualified as ATLs.

· Decisions regarding personnel made based on politics rather than skills, knowledge, ability, and experience.

	S USACE 4.  

Contracting: Lack of letter contracts and contractor employee safety and health training.
	· Less than adequate numbers of letter contracts were issued.

· Need safety and health training for contractors.

	S USACE 5. 

Chain of Command: No established/followed chain of command on and off the field

	· There was confusion between guidance in the field and guidance at HQ. 

· Corps employees need to understand the role of each component and the established chain of command.

· Suggestion for a designated Safe Haven location near pre-determined satellite office sites outside of the projected path of the hurricane to maintain command and control and personnel accountability.

· Provide a broader understanding of local, state, FEMA, and other Federal agency roles.

	S USACE 6. 

Liaison Officers: Allowing the assigned Parish LNO go home for a 4 day turn-around can cause a disruption in the continuity of operations in tracking the issues associated with any of the Parishes.
	· Need to develop a list of qualified LNOs.

· Suggest staggering the 4-day rule for LNOs.



	S USACE 7.  
Roles and Responsibilities: Lack of knowledge on the roles and responsibilities of local, state, FEMA, and other agencies.
	· Training should be provided on the roles and responsibilities of local, state, FEMA, and other agencies. 



	S USACE 8. 

Communication: Personal, emotional, informal remarks made in email can possibly be made public.
	· Senior leaders and emergency personnel should receive training on the strategic use of email.

	S USACE 9.  
PDT Organization: Lack of PDT for Safety Specialists
	· There is a need for the creation of a PDT for Safety Specialists.




Information/Planning

Telecommunication and Information Management/Technology (IM/IT) issues were the most frequently cited by responders in the topical group of Information and Planning. Responders involved with GIS related activities such as carrying out reporting functions; and those using the funding system for deploying team members identified most of the problems associated with IT. Most of the issues concerning IT were related to the unavailability of wireless networks and access to computers/printers at the victim district, notebooks with outdated software and technology, and slow network bandwidths. Team members reported that the absence of a centralized storage server, accessible by everybody involved in emergency operations, created problems with personnel having to email reports to several people at multiple levels therefore personnel resorted to carrying files, GIS modeling information, and graphs and maps on USB drives. Satellite phones were said to have formed a critical part of the telecommunication network, especially during failure of landlines and cell phones due to power outages, but the limited availability of theses shared resources was described as an issue.

On the human side of personnel deployment, tracking, and coordination were reported as the major issues since there weren’t any established standards to be followed by personnel in a disaster of such magnitude. Funding requirements and the systems (MIPR, CEFMS, P2) to manage funding were said to have affected timely deployment of responders. Medical requirements were not strictly enforced with responders arriving on site without proper medical clearance as mentioned in the USACE document. Another issue mentioned was that the absence of an In-processing center to coordinate personnel arriving, departing, and redeploying to/from missions was using excessive time to track them down. Table 2 illustrates the Information and Planning issues in order of frequency of response. 

Table 2. Information & Planning Issues (in order of most to least frequently stated issue)
	Information / Planning
	Background

	IP USACE 1. 

Deployment:

PRT members were not deployed in a timely fashion and several personnel deployed did not meet medical requirements
	· Pre-deployment package (instructions and equipment) was lacking *
· Personnel are being deployed without proper medical clearance as indicated in the CORPS deployment guide.
· Personnel are not going to areas of potential contamination, instead they are being moved around to different jobs. Their slack is being carried by others. *

· Medical screening for volunteers is not done contingent on their approval for deployment. **
· Teams are deployed too late.
· Responders cannot get to the affected area in time.
· Team was behind 2-3 days each time.
· Entire team not being deployed but just elements.

	IP USACE 2.  

Less than optimal Information technology (IT), equipment and support
	Network

· Wireless connectivity absence was largely felt, ***.

· Laptops with wireless card for Internet access.
· IT support from district IM personnel to provide admin rights for computers, 24 X 7 help-desk support was needed

· Administrative access to connect laptops to local printers

· Connectivity for printers (color for printing maps), copiers, and FAX machines, routers, cat45 cables, crimping tools were also needed

· Faulty desktops/laptops with malfunctioning network connectivity
· Slow file transfers accompanied by frequent time out

· P2 systems slowing down due to constant failure of network

· Storage - Availability of a networked server for team members to share and store files rather than using USB drives **

Technology ****

· Availability of software on laptops – CEFMS, form flow, Winsig, and SPS for contracting officers, Street-finder
· Fly-away kit is outdated with Office 97 software suite and hence incompatible with data provided by other agencies

· Computers with CEFMS and electronic signature card capabilities should be made available, because the older laptops need a separate monitor attached to function - electronic card signatures

	IP USACE 4.  

GIS Requirements:

The need for street/area maps of affected region was felt by many responders and a centralized GIS database hosting modeling information was not available
	· GIS database, ftp site, network resources (intranet/internet), etc. not available to PRT members in a central repository

· Unavailability of plotters, computers/laptops, and GIS software

· Maps of local area
· PowerPoint slides of the disaster region on world wide web *
· Map of information flow for GIS activities

· Modeling information not available earlier than 5 days before the disaster, hence both acquisition and movement of commodities was an issue **

· Network bandwidth to handle information flow between central processing center hosting GIS information and districts
· Absence of a Common Operating Picture (COP) for GIS efforts for the entire organization

	IP USACE 3. 
Telecommunication: Failure of landlines and cell phones crippled communication with personnel and HQ USACE
	· Lacking landline, cell, and satellite phone services******

· Power outages, quality of phone service, absence of call routing capability and teleconferencing equipment compounded the problems


	IP USACE 5. 

Funding:

MIPR, CEFMS, P2 systems, and other funding related issues
	· Delays in MIPR ***
· Funding is affected by changing employees from one mission to another

· Volume of CEFMS requirements *

· P2 understanding *

· Delay in funding for labor (not the same across all districts)

· Cannot carry out emergency activities in anticipation of funds

· Alternative arrangement (interim travel voucher) for having travel vouchers completed by personnel who do not have electronic ability
· P2 system was constantly failing and hence slowing down the process

	IP USACE 6. 

Reporting system was confusing with reports, same information in different formats, from different personnel required by upper management

	· Disjointed reporting at district level and division level (commander’s update does not conform with reporting provided by individual districts, divisions should take responsibility in consolidating reports at a division level)

· Unreasonable reporting requirements from HQ took a lot of time

· ENGLink is not being used as the only reporting mechanism; instead reports are being transmitted through emails
· Reporting procedures back to the district, on the personnel that are deployed, is confusing
· Number of conference calls need to be limited
· Tracking hours on timesheet ***** - projected vs. actual, time zone difference, arithmetic errors, absence of documented/authorized overtime requests, lunch time, time worked at home district versus those hours worked at supporting district

· ENGLINK tool to handle EEI’s is not transparent to USACE HQ and reporting has to be done through excel spreadsheets attached to SITREPs

	IP USACE 7. 

There weren’t established standards for coordination & tracking of personnel


	· Coordination of arrival of responders ***

· In-processing *** - Need logistics personnel to update PDS with missing email information, need access to Corps email

· Tracking responders & QAs ** - RO document for each district
· Too many levels in the tasker process - District ( Division ( HQ **
· Experienced RM personnel were not available which led to 3-4 days of work in correcting the mistakes.

· RM (Resource Management) PRT members should be given training on validating information on CEFMS permissions and entering information in to ENGLink and on Government Orders
· ENGLink recruitment and PRT activation is broken


Logistics/Ice/Water

Throughout the 2005 Hurricane Season, there were numerous issues regarding the processes of ordering commodities, receiving commodities, and documentation. One example of an issue related to ordering was the excess amounts of water ordered for delivery at one time. This resulted in significant standing times for trucks in spite of the contractor’s inability to meet ordering requirements. There were often miscommunications between the contractors and teams as well. While commodities receivers were observed as being professional, consistent, and diligent in their duties as they understood them, teams were inadequately staffed and equipped  as well as often untrained in the processes involved in receiving commodities. Inadequate documentation led to further difficulties verifying deliveries. Additionally, accountability of equipment was a challenge, as well as accountability of personnel. 

Lodging and transportation were inadequate to meet the needs of all individuals. Personnel issues were also experienced in the home districts of volunteers when individuals were re-deployed to other cities, missions, or roles rather than returning home after their initial missions were complete. The slow process of PRT activation and deployment was an overall logistical issue. Table 3 illustrates the issues and background information relating to Logistics, Ice, and Water in order of frequency. 

Table 3. Logistics/Ice/Water Issues (in order of most to least frequently stated issue)

	Logistics/Ice/Water
	Background

	L/I/W USACE 1. 

Deployment:

Timeliness of PRT activation and deployment
	· Logistics teams were slow to deploy to the staging areas.

· HQ ice and water cell needs to be activated when an event happens that impacts two states.

	L/I/W USACE 2. 

Receiving:

Process of receiving commodities
	· Districts were tasked with providing Logistics Specialists to perform commodity receiving functions when those individuals had received little or no training in this area.
· Logistics functional guide available in ENGLink does not provide adequate, specific information on commodity receiving, examples, or guidance.
· Commodity receiving teams were inadequately staffed and equipped. 
· Loads being received without adequate documentation.
· Standard procedures for receiving commodities were not being used in the field.
· Air deliveries of water could not be verified.

· Water deliveries by aircraft arrived in airports that denied access on the tarmac.

	L/I/W USACE 3.  

Personnel Accountability: Incomplete logs for checking in and checking out personnel
	· Consistent and proper procedures for completing check-in and check-out logs were not followed. 

· Point of Contact

	L/I/W USACE 4.  

Equipment Accountability: Tracking, inventory, documentation of supplies and equipment
	· Improve post-evacuation practices to ensure accountability of all abandoned equipment and vehicles.

· Confusion between donated and Corps supplies

	L/I/W USACE 5. 

Lodging and Transportation:

Inadequate provisions of lodging and transportation needs

	· Suggest reserving rooms at D-5 for CMT and CAT rather than the current practice of D-3.

· Pre-evacuation – Identify assets required to transport all personnel and equipment.

· Determine availability of military housing.

· Rent hotel space near reconstituted work sites. 

· Any Corps personnel deployed to an area should be processed and supported by the District EOC responsible for that area.

	L/I/W USACE 6. 

Staffing/Personnel:

PRT members reassigned to QA or other roles
	· Logisticians were reassigned as QAs or to other missions once the ice/water missions were completed rather than returning to their home stations for possible future assignments.

	L/I/W USACE 8. 

Ordering:

Process for ordering; termination of orders; redirecting loads
	· Excess truckloads
· Need written SOP or guidance on the process for ordering ice and water.

· Miscommunication between IAP and SAC

	L/I/W USACE 9.  
Documentation: Missing or incomplete Water Bill of Lading and delivery forms; Inaccurate records of equipment, vehicles, and assets
	· The water delivery contract should be modified to require the contractor to provide sufficient copies of complete bills of lading and water delivery forms at staging and final delivery sites for each load delivered, and anticipate possible multiple-redirection of loads.

· Improve post-evacuation practices to ensure accountability of all abandoned equipment and vehicles.

· Confusion between donated and Corps supplies


Debris, Emergency Power, Housing & Roofing
USACE personnel reported that the contract documents for debris, housing, and roofing missions were poorly written without any penalty for contractors not performing. Contract documents had less than sufficient information to provide guidance on debris and housing missions often referencing wrong versions of the EM385-1-1, safety manual. Personnel also cited that contractors’ incompliance with applicable safety and health regulations and contract specifications endangered other personnel and the general public. Please see Table 4 for the matrix of Debris, Power, Housing, and Roofing issues, listed in order of frequency. 

Table 4. Debris/Power/Housing/Roofing Issues (in order of most to least frequently stated issue)
	Debris / Power / Housing / Roofing
	Background

	D/P/H/R USACE 1. 

Temporary Housing

HAC contracts were not managed well due to lack of experienced personnel and obsolete doctrine
	HAC Contracts

· HAC doctrine discounted concept of large group sites and had not incorporated lessons learned from previous exercises
· Limited personnel (leasing/contracting) to manage contracts

· Lack of prior housing experience on part of HAC and USACE management cell leader personnel

· Site assessments were not coordinated with focus only on large sites

· Strike Teams & HAC were ineffective in coordinating implementation of housing
· Housing team was activated before a mission was assigned – waste of resources in the form of personnel without any work to do
· Use of local resources (state and county contractors) to decrease response time for MAs for Temp Housing

· Lack of in-place contracts to provide the manpower needed for a quick response for haul and install missions

	D/P/H/R USACE 2.  

Temporary Roofing
	· Excessively slippery plastic

· Lack of adequate fall protection

· Discrepancies in final quantity of blue tarp used

· Specific tools missing in SOH training (i.e., the Air Curtain Burner specifications, and the Residential Roofing Standard)

	D/P/H/R USACE 3. 
Debris
Contracts and contractors 
	· Contracts referred to the incorrect sections of (older edition) safety manual
· Lack of presence of experienced debris SMEs in field
·  Insufficient guidance in EM385-1-1 for QAs tasked with qualifying trucks for debris removal
· No specifications in EM385-1-1 for inspection of towers
· Contracts continue to incorporate the wrong version of EM 385-1-1, i.e. 1996.  By incorporating wrong version, contractors were exempt from more restrictive requirements of Nov 2003 revision.
· Debris QA contractors were not knowledgeable of safe operating procedures and endangered the safety of other personnel and public

· Debris hauling vehicles had damaged tail gates

	D/P/H/R USACE 4.  

Emergency Power
	· Delay in identifying sources for generators **

· Lack of knowledge of protocol for acquiring emergency generators for the county


Conclusion 
The analysis provided in this report was formulated from the following sources: Senior Leader Conferences, IAAT interviews, emails, questionnaires (AAR Form and PRT Survey), ECA database, hotwashes/AARs, and other sources. The analysis is provided in an effort to promote a clearer synthesis of the overall issues presented during the 2005 Hurricane Season and, ideally, will be taken into consideration throughout the meetings of the USACE-Internal RAP Workshop.  

Analysis of the data indicated clear themes and common propensities in statements. General, underlying issues have been identified as single or isolated issues.

· Deployment

· Tools & Technology

· Accountability

· Funding

· Communication

· Processes/Procedures

· Contracting

· Chain of Command

An initial researcher observation appropriate to the summary is the fact that the issues were obvious after only a small sampling was  obtained. A statistical saturation of the information was achieved fairly early in the project. This analysis provides a glimpse into the possibilities of the qualitative approach to data analysis. Appendices A, B, and C provide an exhaustive look at the words used by each participant. Appendices D, E, F, and G provide working matrices that offer guidance in the development of Remedial Action Plans and timelines, SOPs, and PDTs. 

This report was prepared by the RAP Data Analysis Task Force:

TEECA-Training USACE RSC

Dr. Steve Diaz 

Bowhead IDD: 

Dr. Denise Weiss

Chandru Hiremath

Katherine Jackson

Support:


Bill Gosnell


Stacey Burger


Pat Kuzmiak

PAGE  
1

