UNCLASSIFIED


USNORTHCOM White Paper

Defense Support of Civil Authorities 

- An Argument for Pre-Scripted Request for Assistance for Military Engineers -

Introduction

Purpose

This paper establishes the requirement for the Department of Defense / USNORTHCOM to collaborate with the Department of Homeland Security to move beyond a concept of “opportunistic military support”.  It defines a concept to create pre-scripted engineer missions in support of Defense Support of Civil Authorities (DSCA, formerly MACA) operations that creates a win-win situation for both agencies.  Execution of these missions is intended for response to major catastrophic disasters where the civilian sector is not capable to respond due to time constraints, limited life support in the effected area, or exhausted civilian capability.  The establishment of pre-scripted requests for assistance (PSRFA) remains within the Secretary of Defense’s policy for the DHS to call on DOD as a last resort, in order to preserve the force to fight the War on Terror.  Pre-scripted RFAs will however establish a baseline requirement for units to use for planning, which supports the Mission Assurance Objective of DOD’s Strategy for Homeland Defense and Civil Support.  A by-product of the military pre-scripting process requires the DHS (FEMA) and State Emergency planners to advance their planning to the point of better understanding the thresholds at which State and Federal civil resources are exhausted. 

Background  

a.  The Nation’s disaster response capability continues to evolve.  Led by the DHS, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the federal agencies that comprise the Emergency Support Functions (ESF) in the National Response Plan (NRP) have taken the initiative to improve their capabilities, leverage new technologies and identify new threats.  As a result, FEMA and the ESFs are less dependent on the Department of Defense (DOD) for support – until a last-resort scenario is reached.  The tactics, techniques and procedures (TTP) drawn from Hurricanes Hugo and Andrew are outdated when compared to the response to the World Trade Center attack or the most recent hurricanes in Florida.  Large-scale DOD support, beyond the National Guard under Title 32 or State Activation, will be limited to only the most catastrophic events.  Under these major catastrophic scenarios damage and destruction will be severe.  First responders, local authorities and even state capabilities will quickly be overwhelmed.  The event will grow to national significance quickly.  In these scenarios quick and effective response is critical to mitigate lose of life, property damage, and on a long-term bases to speed economic recovery.  This situation often puts the military at a tremendous disadvantage to respond in a timely and organized manner – and subsequently often brings great criticism of the DSCA system.      

b.  The priority for DOD to support only as a last resort, “as opportunity allows” in order to preserve the force to fight the War on Terror works against the urgency of need during a major catastrophic disaster.  The result is military units are not prepared, and not postured appropriately, and thus set up to be unduly blamed for mission failure.  The objective of Mission Assurance is not attained. 

c.  This concept is more pronounced with engineer related missions.  The US Army Corps of Engineers is responsible for executing Emergency Support Function 3 as part of their Civil Works Program.   Over the years FEMA and ESF-3 have established a number of pre-scripted missions for the employment of Planning Response Teams (PRTs) as well as Advanced Contracting Initiative (ACI) contracts to speed their response capability.  In the case of Florida hurricanes during the fall of 2004, 72% of all Mission Assignments released by FEMA went to ESF-3.  In dollar value ESF-3 executed $800M out of a total of $1.1B.  Had one of the hurricanes taken a different course, hit at a higher intensity or had a fifth hurricane hit, ESF-3 would have reached their limit and would have sought help from any available resource to include DOD.  Had this happened it is very arguable that the system of “opportunistic availability” of military resource would have found military engineers ill-prepared (if available at all) to respond because the types of missions we would have been expected to execute have changed and are not commonly executed by military engineers.   

Scope.  

Defense Support of Civil Authorities (DCSA, formerly MACA) within certain catastrophic scenarios will require extensive military engineering capabilities in addition to what FEMA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under ESF 3 brings to the disaster response and recovery effort.  In order to insure mission assurance military engineers (AD, NG, and possibly Reserve) need to be able to integrate and augment with the efforts of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  This is achieved through pre-scripted RFAs that allow military engineer units to account for these missions in their training development process.    

Facts Bearing on the Problem

a.  In order to identify specific catastrophic events to plan towards the USNORTHCOM J42 referred to research the White House Homeland Security Council (HSC) had already accomplished to identify fifteen catastrophic scenarios; both man-made and natural disasters.  The economic, political and social impacts of these events will demand an immediate national response.  Of the fifteen scenarios, two natural disasters and a terrorist event are of the magnitude to require the full engineering preparedness, response, and especially recovery efforts the Federal government can muster.  The specific scenarios are as follows:   

1.  Earthquake in the New Madrid Seismic Zone (St Louis, Memphis,)

2.    Category 3-5 Hurricane hitting a Major Port City (New Orleans) 

3.  Improvised Nuclear Device in a Major Metropolitan Area (Washington, DC) 

b.  Following the logic that drove the Federal Government to address these scenarios – namely that they are of such a scope and nature that national security may be threatened – it is reasonable to assume that all aspects of national power will be brought to bear on them.  Thus not only should DOD commit to these major catastrophic events, but also they should be prepared to engage almost immediately after the disaster.  According to the Joint Staff’s Focused Logistics Campaign Plan 2004, Military Engineers are essential during the early phase of (major) disaster relief.  Hesitation or reluctance on the military’s part during major catastrophic events is unacceptable – more so “opportunistic availability” will not be a reason for non-support.  In order for military engineers to respond in a timely manner it is imperative to develop pre-scripted RFAs, that are approved by the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Homeland Defense (OASD-HD) for U.S. Northern Command (USNORTHCOM) to conduct deliberate planning.    

c.  A pre-scripted request for assistance is a response-oriented instrument that identifies specific tasks to be performed by the assigned Federal Agency.  It facilitates the rapid response critical to the initial phases of a disaster.  A pre-scripted RFA is negotiated in advance of a disaster and all parties involved recognize the urgency of executing the mission and the need for rapid, unhindered approval.  In this case, the entire DOD chain of command from the Defense Coordinating Officer (DCO) to the Joint Staff needs to accept these mission without hesitation based on the urgency of need.  From an Engineer unit perspective pre-scripted missions define a probably Civil Support mission and allows them to conduct the proper training required to execute the mission.  The largest commitment of resources will be through an education process, a requirement for some services to increase their training standards.  Noteworthy is that pre-scription does not have to engender maintenance of a TPFFD for military forces – although this point should receive greater investigation and discussion.

Discussion

a.  During the 2004 USNORTHCOM Engineer Conference held 26-28 Oct 2004, USNORTHCOM and USACE collaborated with military engineers from all Services and subordinate commands to wargame specific pre-scripted missions that are appropriate for execution by military engineers in the event of one of the catastrophic White House HSC scenarios noted above.  For planning purposes we dovetailed with ongoing planning between the Louisiana and FEMA for a Category 3 hurricane hitting New Orleans.  This was an opportunity for the entire response community within the NPR to focus on planning for a specific event rather than the stove-piped planning that occurred in the past.  As a result, local, state and federal responders overlaid their capabilities in order to identify thresholds and shortfalls.   

b.  From the New Orleans Hurricane planning and the NORTHCOM Engineer Conference we identified seven potential missions areas, four of which are unique enough to require establishing pre-scripted RFAs in order to insure DOD units are capable of accomplishing the missions.  

Mission #1 - Temporary Roofing.  This mission includes the inspection, assessment, and installation of temporary roofing (i.e. blue roofs).  Timely execution of the temporary roofing mission is critical to mitigate further damage and get personnel out of shelters.  This is a near perfect military engineer operation.  Military engineers could be deployed autonomously to maintain unit integrity.  The duration is relatively short.  Allocation of military engineers is based on an overall goal to have no eligible and accessible roof go uncovered longer than two weeks.  Military Engineers from all four Services are capable of accomplishing this mission with no formal train-up, only a few hours OJT.  Materials are furnished by FEMA.  Designated units would be instructed to deploy only with organic engineering equipment needed to support the temporary roofing mission in order to keep their footprint to a minimum.  The two areas that have historically caused disruption in executing this mission are obtaining Rights of Entry from homeowners and the supply of tarps meeting FEMA’s specifications.    

Mission #2 – Setup of Temporary Housing Expedient Group Sites (EGS) – An Expedient Group Site is a rapidly constructed travel trailer park providing basic family living conditions.  Initial power is provided through generators.  Electricity and water is surface laid, septic relies on the use of existing tanks on the trailers.  The site is not built to Building Code standards and provides only an interim housing solution to get people out of shelters and into a family living environment.  A Catastrophic Housing Working Group comprised of state, local and federal representatives select the expedient group site locations focusing on a site that has sufficient slope and requires minimal prep work, such as a large parking lot or fair ground.  Permitting and environmental documentation is handled through ESF 3 working with the local representatives.  The site is disassembled and stored for reuse once it is no longer needed.  In the FEMA hierarchy to provide temporary housing, establishing Expedient Group Site trailer parks is third priority after (1) repair / reoccupy houses (blue roofs and sweep teams) and (2) placing travel trailers on individual sites (homeowner’s property).  This is good mission for military engineers.  The duration is relatively short - 30 to 60 days.  FEMA provides the travel-travelers and materials such as anchors, utility lines and hookups.  Military engineers from all Services are capable of executing this mission.  Engineer units could deploy autonomously.  This would be a discrete mission assignment from FEMA to NORTHCOM in support of ESF-3.  Currently FEMA prefers to have the contractor who constructs the Expedient Group Site provide landlord and caretaker services as well.  Military engineers would not provide these services.  Military engineers would complete construction of the site and either return to home station or move on to the next site depending on the Mission Assignment.  Disassembly of the site is accomplished by a FEMA or USACE contractors when it is no longer needed.  Designated military units would deploy with organic engineering equipment that supports the group site mission, thus keeping their footprint to a minimum.  

Mission #3 – Construction and Setup of Temporary Modular, Mobile Home or Travel Trailer Sites – These sites are designed as a long-term version of the Expedient Group Sites.  The major difference is the Expedients Group Sites are meant for short-term use and not built to Building Code standards.  Temporary Modular/Mobile Home Group Sites are built to Building Code standards in order to allow for occupancy of one to two years.  The Temporary Modular/Mobile Home Group Sites are also considered third on FEMA’s hierarchy of temporary housing in disaster response after (1) repair / reoccupy houses (e.g. blue roofs and housing sweeps) and (2) placing travel trailers on individual sites.  A Catastrophic Housing Working Group comprised or FEMA, ESF3 and state and local representative identify potential sites and secure all permits.  An extensive list of criteria is considered based on available sites.  FEMA provides the modular units and/or mobile homes and support material.  This is essentially building a new mobile home park with buried and overhead utilities for longer-term living.  This is also a good mission for military engineer units.  Military engineers from all Service are capable of physical site establishment—from site preparation, installing and anchoring the trailers, setting up the utility lines, and making trailer hookups.  Navy and Air Force units are best qualified to perform this mission because they have experience constructing to Building Code standards.  The ability for Army and Marine Engineers to execute this mission is dependant on the specific unit.  Army and Marine Engineers are generally trained to expeditionary or Theater of Operation (TO) construction standards.  This would be a discrete mission assignment from FEMA to NORTHCOM in support of ESF 3.  Months or even years later a FEMA or USACE contractors would disassemble the site.  

Mission #4 – Supplementing or Augmenting USACE Planning & Response Teams.  USACE has 43 Planning and Response Teams (PRT) designated as either Response (Ice, Water or Emergency Power) or Recovery (Debris, Temporary Roofing, Temporary Housing, or Structural Safety/Emergency Access Assessment).  Military Engineers have the experience and skills that could compliment most PRTs.  

Supplementing PRTs – In reviewing the team composition of all PRTs, military engineers could best supplement PRTs for Temporary Roofing and Temporary Housing.  Past ESF 3 missions indicate these are the teams ESF would most likely request additional support.  Some training is required for military engineers, however most battalion size construction units have sufficient skills to form the core of a team.  Reserve and National Guard units are well suited for many of these missions based on civilian credentials but all military units are capable.  All military engineer teams would need to be supplemented by an ESF 3 person for institutional knowledge and continuity. 

Augmenting PRTs – In reviewing the team composition of all PRTs, Military Engineer’s from all Services could fill most of the individual positions within all of the PRTs.  

c.  Other highly probable missions military engineers could be asked to perform are fixed and float bridging, debris management and establishing base camps for responders and victims.  Since these missions are identical to missions performed in a combat zone we determined a predefined mission was not required.  I have included a brief discussion of there applicability in civil support operations.

Mission #5 – Fixed and Floating Bridges.  In the case of the New Orleans hurricane experts estimate the loss of the two-lane Leesville Bridge south to Port Fouchon, and its offshore oil platforms, would increase U.S. gasoline prices by $1/gal.  In this instance, Army and Marine engineers have capability to span the gap with either fixed or float bridge assets.  Conversely, military bridging could not have effectively replaced the bridge destroyed by Hurricane Ivan on I-10 in Pensacola, FL.       

Mission #6 – Debris Management.  The civilian capability for debris management is tremendous.  During the Florida hurricanes, the State handled the bulk of the debris management mission with pre-disaster contracts.  ESF-3 provided only subject matter experts.  It is unlikely military engineers would be task to clear or remove debris beyond the National Guard under State Activation.  If tasked military engineers could handle the mission but it is not necessary to establish a pre-scripted mission.

Mission #7 – Establishing Base Camps for Responders or Victims.  Tent cities are not a palatable option for FEMA.  The stigma of a refugee camp has made them a political nightmare in past disasters.  Furthermore, construction rates for a tent city are actually grreater than many on the other alternatives like Expedient Groups sites or retrofitting existing structures.  Most experts believe the need for tent cities like those established in South Florida in 1992 after Hurricane Andrew are not the best solution.  Tent cities are considered a form of shelter not temporary housing.  Since they are not erected any quicker that other alternative plus the stigma of a refugee camp they are consider the absolute last resort.  However, in a worst-case scenarios, DOD base camp assets may be required as a portion of the total Federal, State, local and NGO temporary housing response, more appropriately they may be constructed as temporary schools.  At the present time, Army Force Provider and Air Force Harvest Falcon/Harvest Eagle base camp capabilities are totally deployed overseas supporting OEF and OIF.  A pre-scripted base camp mission is not required since there will be considerable discussion and lead-time prior to being tasked.

Recommendations  

a.  Service Engineer Chiefs, Joint Staff J4, and OASD Homeland Defense approve Missions #1, #2 and #3 above for deliberate planning by NORTHCOM J4 and the USACE Director of Homeland Security in order to develop as Pre-Scripted RFAs.  

b. Further review of Mission #4 is required in order to better define specific training requirements.

c. Missions #5, #6 and #7 be approved in principle as possible missions, but no work should be done to make them pre-scripted RFAs. 

d. Doctrinal development for military engineers to act on “prescription”?      
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