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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report provides a summary of discussion, issues, and recommendations from the 2005 Senior Leaders’ Seminar (SLS), held 15-16 June 2005 in Washington, DC.  This sixth annual SLS was hosted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in cooperation with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), part of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS).  It consisted of a one and one-half day seminar/facilitated table-top exercise predicated upon the use of the National Response Plan (NRP) and the National Incident Management System (NIMS) as well as the FEMA Hurricane Concept of Operations (CONOP) and USACE support to the NRP.  The seminar was designed to walk through the scenario-based operations, testing both ESF #3 Remedial Action Program results and proposed integrated operations concepts.  
Scenario

Forecasters from the National Hurricane Center (NHC) began monitoring two tropical disturbances off of the southern coast of Africa.  The disturbances became named Category 1 hurricanes on 1 August.  On 6 August, the two storms split: Hurricane Cameron shifted to a north-northwest track, passing through the Caribbean and heading towards the southern United States coastline, while Hurricane Dani passed south of Cuba and moved into the Gulf of Mexico.  Hurricane Cameron made landfall in Miami-Dade County the evening of 7 August as a category 4 with 142 mph winds, 18 foot storm surge, and a width of 250 miles at landfall.  The storm continued on westerly track, across Southern Florida into Gulf of Mexico, making landfall near New Orleans, Louisiana a few days later.  Meanwhile, Hurricane Dani, a category 3 storm, made landfall in Baldwin County, Alabama the morning of 8 August with 115 mph winds and 11 foot storm surge.  The storm moved east-northeast, impacting the Florida panhandle and dropping 10-12 inches of rain along the Southern U.S. Coast.
Participants

Participants included senior leaders from USACE Headquarters Divisions and Districts, FEMA Headquarters and Regions, Department of Homeland Security (DHS), 249th Engineering Battalion, U.S. Department of Transportation, State of Florida Division of Emergency Management, State of Alabama Emergency Management Agency, Miami-Dade County Office Management Agency, Mobile County Emergency Management Agency, The Infrastructure Security Partnership, Federal Highway Administration, Department of Labor/Occupational Safety and Health Administration, Lipsey Mountain Spring Water, IAP Worldwide Services, American Red Cross, and EMERCOM of Russia.
Outcomes

The primary outcome of the SLS was the development of a unified operational plan for the 2005 Hurricane Season, as agreed upon by the states, regions, and Divisions.  Discussion focused on where doctrine needs to be clarified.  The seminar helped to advance the degree of mutual understanding of the impacts of such a scenario as a means for developing non-traditional alternatives and solutions for the range of challenges that could confront the nation in such an event.  Bringing together federal, state, and local agencies periodically to review the special demands of disaster response and recovery efforts is a unique way to build understanding, trust, and relationships that are essential in the fast-paced operating environment of major disasters.  The seminar required each organization to conceptualize operations under which the priorities, capabilities, and needs of all partners and customers in a disaster operation are synchronized over the operational continuum.

I.
INTRODUCTION

This after action report provides a summary of the discussions, activities, and outcomes of the 2005 Senior Leaders’ Seminar (SLS) held 15-16 June 2005 in Washington, DC; the sixth annual SLS hosted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in cooperation with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  Included in this report is background and development information on the SLS, participants, objectives, game proceedings, scenario, briefings, and an issues summary. 
Background

Over the past six years, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Federal Emergency Management Agency, now under the Emergency Preparedness and Response (EP&R) Directorate of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), have worked collaboratively to review and discuss substantive interagency policy and procedural issues that have arisen from real world incidents.  A Remedial Action Plan (RAP) was maintained that provided a specific plan of action for correcting identified operational deficiencies in past disaster responses.  As a result of the RAP, the parties agreed to hold a Senior Leaders’ Seminar annually to provide senior leaders from key organizations a forum to discuss operational and policy issues in the context of a disaster scenario.  That initiative expanded to include a regional exercise series focusing on activities at the USACE Division and FEMA Regional levels with the involvement of state and local government players.  To date, sessions have been conducted in every USACE Division area of responsibility together with FEMA, federal, state, and local government counterparts; some events have also included contractors, volunteer agencies and organizations, and the private sector.  These sessions addressed issues that arose during a variety of disaster scenarios, explored solutions, and tackled emerging response complexities in a cohesive and innovative manner, all issues identified were fed into the interagency RAP.  Over the past six years, USACE and FEMA have conducted more than 14 regional exercises and strategic partnering workshops. 
Seminar Purpose and Scope
The 2005 SLS represented an important step in the evolution of this seminar series.  This year’s seminar was predicated upon the use of the National Response Plan (NRP) and the National Incident Management System (NIMS) as well as the FEMA Hurricane Concept of Operations (CONOP) and USACE support to the NRP.  The SLS provided a walk through of hurricane operations, testing both ESF #3 Remedial Action Program results and proposed integrated operations concepts, resulting in the development of a unified operational plan for the 2005 Hurricane Season, as agreed upon by the states, regions and Divisions.  
The SLS brought together federal, state, and local government organizations for candid, solution-focused discussion about intergovernmental prevention, preparedness, response and recovery for simultaneous natural disasters.  The scenario was intended to provide a means for review the changes in federal, state, and local doctrine, policy, and procedures resulting from the Remedial Action Plan and impacts to the 2005 CONOP.  While the scope of this workshop focused on response, it also covered the purposed sequence for requisition and tracking of commodities, materials, and personnel resources surrounding any event from the federal, state, and local perspectives.  Participants were asked to address topics such as contingency plans, agency authorities, and interagency coordination to successfully meet both the short- and long-term needs resulting from a hurricane.  

Participants

Representatives from local, state, and federal governments as well as regional and non-governmental organizations participated. (A full list of participants is located in Appendix C: List of Participants). Participating organizations included:
Federal Agencies

· Department of Homeland Security

· Department of Defense
· Department of the Interior

· Department of Labor

· Federal Emergency Management Agency (Headquarters and Regional Directors)

· Federal Highway Administration

· The Infrastructure Security Partnership (TISP)

· U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Headquarters and Divisions)

· U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT)

· USNORTHCOM

· 249th Engineering Battalion, Prime Power

State, Local, Regional and International Agencies

· American Red Cross
· Alabama Emergency Management Agency
· EMERCOM of Russia
· Florida Division of Emergency Management
· IAP Worldwide Services
· Lipsey Mountain Spring Water
· Miami-Dade County Office Management Agency
· Mobile County Emergency Management Agency
Objectives

The following objectives were created for this seminar:

· Review the Concept of Operations for the 2005 Hurricane Season with private sector, volunteer, local, state, federal, and national partners using a challenging hurricane scenario as the basis for review;
· Include new concepts and provisions of the National Response Plan and National Incident Management System in the review as they pertain to hurricane operations;

· Include federal, state, and local doctrine, policy, and procedures resulting from the Remedial Action Plan in the review and discuss how they impact the 2005 Hurricane CONOP; and

· Reach agreement between USACE and FEMA on the CONOP to be used for the 2005 Hurricane Season.

II.
GAME PROCEEDINGS

The exercise methodology incorporated the best aspects of a traditional scenario-based exercise with facilitated dialogue.  Pre-selected members from each agency were given scripted roles order to set parameters and assumptions for the scenario.  Players acted in their real-life roles while they considered the scenario, listened to special topic briefings, offered observations, and made strategic and tactical decisions.  This allowed for discussion to focus on situations within a moving time line and for participants to contribute to the discussion from the perspective of their roles in a response.  The facilitator ensured that the scenario moved along at an appropriate pace and ensured that all participants had an opportunity to contribute.  

During the course of the exercise, participants were asked to address topics such as regional contingency plans, commodity and material staging plans/locations, requisition policies and procedures, and key decisions affecting the supply chain for the response and recovery operations.  Also addressed were interagency responsibilities, authorities, and coordination to successfully meet both the short- and long-term needs resulting from the multi-hurricane disaster event.  The facilitator led participants through the exercise with the assistance of the exercise support team.  

Throughout the exercise, an Interagency Issues Team listened for themes in discussion and issues that needed to be addressed post-exercise, pre-hurricane season start.  The issues captured during the exercise were reviewed on the second day of the workshop in a “hotwash” format.  Participants discussed decisions reached, actions agreed upon by leadership, and any new issues that surfaced during the sessions.  The key issues were then further discussed after the exercise in a brief “Senior Leaders’ Huddle,” and agreement on actions, leads and suspense times was reached.
The desired outcome of the game portion of the exercise was to allow participants to establish clear expectations for the USACE and FEMA 2005 Hurricane Season natural disaster response and recovery operations to promote a cohesive and well-coordinated response and recovery process.  It was designed to establish a common understanding of the strategy for addressing a disaster of this type and to develop formal and informal agreements for coordinated action between federal, state, and local agencies.  
Format of the Game

The facilitated/scripted exercise play of the 2005 Senior Leaders’ Seminar used a scenario to create a realistic decision-making environment for participants to act in their potential disaster operations roles.  This was a no-fault exercise that focused on the identification and analysis of issues of common concern in relation to the Concept of Operations for the 2005 Hurricane Season.  Topical areas discussed included: 

· Commodities distribution and planning;
· Responder and resource deployment;
· Debris management and disposal;
· Temporary emergency power needs and critical facilities planning;
· Long term infrastructure restoration needs of a multi-region, multi-state impact area; 

· Strategy for dealing with the full range of requirements for the displaced population who lost their homes and businesses during the hurricanes; and

· Public Information organizations and strategies related to a catastrophic event that may help address public confidence issues. 

The SLS walked through the scenario-based operations, testing both the ESF #3 Remedial Action Plan results and proposed integrated operations concepts.  An objective facilitator led participants through the activities surrounding the scenario.  Briefings were given at the beginning of each scenario phase, or game period, to advance game play.  Each briefing updated participants on damage information and response or recovery activities occurring during that game period.  A visual presentation accompanied each briefing, and participants received a Situation Pamphlet outlining realistic projected outcomes in text and graphics that describing events in each game period.    

After each presentation, the facilitator solicited scripted discussion on key activities and decisions that individuals or organizations would have performed in the specific scenario time period.  Throughout the game, the facilitator pressed organizations to discuss their biggest challenges and make commitments on how those challenges could be addressed, pre-hurricane season.  

Scenario

The scenario for the 2005 Senior Leaders’ Seminar was designed to examine the objectives listed above by considering the stresses that would be incurred during landfall of multiple hurricanes in a multi-state area – what is the overall ability of the federal, state and local agencies and organizations to respond?
The scenario focused on disaster response from a near simultaneous strike of two hurricanes, Hurricane Cameron Category 4 and Hurricane Dani Category 3.  The National Hurricane Center (NHC) had been monitoring the two storms that formed off the southern coast of Africa.  In early August the two storms split, Hurricane Cameron shifted to a north-northwest track, passing through the Caribbean and heading towards the southern United States coastline, while Hurricane Dani passed south of Cuba and moved into the Gulf of Mexico.  
Due to the enormous amount of devastation predicted as a result of two hurricanes making landfall three times, response resources would quickly be exhausted.  The players were encouraged to consider their secondary and tertiary backup plans for execution.       

Participants acted in their real-time roles by offering observations and making strategic and tactical decisions related to the game period at hand. Throughout the game, the facilitator probed pertinent agency representatives about their actions, needs, and concerns given the scenario before them.  Each level of local, state, and federal organizations was queried using a “bottoms-up” approach that emphasized the fact that Federal response activities support State and local requirements for assistance and subsequent requests.  This scenario illuminated the traditional local-to-state, and state-to-federal requests for assistance.  
The scenario was divided into three Game Periods.
· Game Period 1: At 2130 hours on 7 August, Hurricane Cameron, a Category 4 storm, made landfall in Miami-Dade County. The storm continued on a westerly track, across southern Florida, crossing into the Gulf of Mexico—after being downgraded to a Category 2.  Hurricane Dani made landfall in Mobile, Alabama on 9 August as a Category 3 storm.  After landfall in Mobile, the storm moved east-northeast, impacting the Florida panhandle and dropping 10 to 12 inches of rain along the southern US coast.

· Game Period 2: Initial response activities are still underway from the destruction caused by Hurricane Cameron in Florida and Hurricane Dani in Alabama and the Florida Panhandle.  Hurricane Cameron made landfall on the outskirts of New Orleans, Louisiana, as a Category 3 Hurricane after regaining strength while crossing the Gulf and then continued on an easterly path across the southern states dropping locally heavy rain.  
· Game Period 3:  Debris removal, power restoration and other services are moving at a very slow pace because limited number of resources (human and material), the high number of residents trying to return to the impacted areas, and the severity of the damage caused by multiple landfalls.  
Briefings

A number of Special Topic Briefings were presented to provide a baseline understanding of concepts of operation, plans, authorities, and policies. The briefings are listed below. (Full briefings are located online at: https://128.121.40.72/USACE/SLS05.nsf/mainpage?OpenForm and then selecting the link on the left sidebar that says “Post-Seminar Materials”.)
· Remedial Action Plan Overview Briefing
· USACE Operations Plan Briefing

· FEMA CONOP Briefing

· Distribution Point Planning Briefing
· FEMA Operations Matrix Tool Briefing
· Aerial Rapid Needs Assessment Briefing

· Debris Management Briefing

· Incident Action Planning Briefing

· FEMA: FIRST, FAR and ERT-N Briefing

· EGS Excerpt Briefing
III.
ISSUES SUMMARY

Issues raised during the 2005 Senior Leaders’ Seminar were captured by the Interagency Issues Team in relation to discussions of each game period, including the scripted play.  The matrix format for capturing issues used here is the preferred method for inclusion in the USACE-internal and intergovernmental Remedial Action Program (RAP) format.  This matrix was designed to list the issues, their long- and short-term resolution, and the lead point of contact; however, the agenda did not allow time to identify steps towards resolution for all issues.  It is recommended that these issues be further discussed during the corrective action process and reviewed by the USACE-internal RAP lead and interagency RAP lead to identify a lead and schedule for resolution of each issue.  

	Issue
	Action 
	Lead and

Schedule

	Intergovernmental Guidance and Model Results:  There is no strategy for disseminating USACE intergovernmental guidance and ESF #3 model results.   


	Develop a communications strategy for providing intergovernmental access to ESF #3 guidance and models.  

· Develop USACE and FEMA internet access to ESF #3 material. 

· Publicize website purpose and availability to coastal states and through NEMA/IAEM. 

· Continue to participate in RISC and FEMA preparedness workshops.


	USACE – Bill Irwin  

1 August 2005

	Public Affairs: Intergovernmental Public Affairs professionals have not met to prepare for Joint Information Center operations under the National Response Plan.


	Convene Public Affairs/Joint Information Center (JIC) personnel in a meeting and/or tabletop exercise (TTX).

· Include state and local Public Information Officers (PIOs).  

· Ensure everyone has realistic expectations of response and recovery capabilities.


	FEMA – Public Affairs

USACE – Public Affairs

1 August 2005

	Right of Entry:  Right of Entry (ROE) procedures for temporary roofing missions have not been addressed in FEMA doctrine. 


	FEMA OPLAN and CONOP will incorporate procedures for obtaining ROE.

· FEMA plans will address the interagency plan of action for collecting ROE forms to support temporary roofing operations.

· USACE will finalize ROE forms and procedures.
	FEMA Response – Bill Lokey

1 August 2005

USACE – Mickey Fountain

1 August 2005



	Plastic Sheeting / Tarps:  At the SLS it was reported that there might be inadequate stocks of reinforced plastic sheeting to support temporary roofing missions.  Also, it was reported that self-help tarps needed to be procured.
	FEMA will inventory plastic sheeting stocks to determine the numbers of rolls of reinforced plastic sheeting are available.  

In coordination with USACE SMEs, FEMA will determine how the non-reinforced plastic sheeting will be used.

USACE will provide FEMA with recommendations for numbers and types of self-help tarps to procure for this hurricane season.  FEMA will procure.

	FEMA Logistics – Ron Cooper

1 July 2005

FEMA Logistics – Ron Cooper 

USACE – Mickey Fountain

1 July 2005

FEMA Logistics – Ron Cooper 

USACE – Mickey Fountain

1 July 2005 (specifications)

1 Aug 2005 (procured and in warehouses)



	FEMA CONOP:  The FEMA Hurricane CONOP has not been disseminated and communicated to Federal, state and local partners.
	FEMA will update and disseminate CONOP widely and rapidly to federal, state and local partners.  

Response and Recovery “summits” will also be used as a forum to communicate FEMA CONOP.


	FEMA Response

1 August 2005

	Total Asset Visibility (TAV):  Agreement has not been established between FEMA and USACE regarding the implementation of TAV initiative for this hurricane season.


	Cooperatively develop and finalize TAV guidance for this hurricane season, to include guidance on data entry and the issuance of mission assignment/ taskers.

Establish MOU documenting responsibilities for satellite tracking devices. 


	FEMA Logistics – Mary Anne Veitch

USACE – Allen Morse

1 August 2005

FEMA Logistics – Mary Anne Veitch

USACE – Allen Morse

1 July 2005

	Incident Action Planning (IAP):  IAP process and procedures need to be established for this hurricane season.


	The IAP process will “drive” the joint federal-state operations. IAP and other planning doctrine need to be established and taught this hurricane season.  


	FEMA Response

1 August 2005

	FEMA Housing Working Group:  Work of the housing working group that was established during the 2004 hurricane season is not complete.
	Reconvene the housing working group to establish policies, procedures, and guidance for this hurricane season.  This would include developing guidance for county-level Housing Task Forces.

	FEMA Recovery – Ted Litty

1 August 2005

	Pre-positioning of Resources:  It is not clear how far federal resources can be moved forward prior to a disaster declaration being issued (or whether resources can be released to state/local jurisdictions prior to a declaration). 


	Position paper is needed that articulates policies regarding pre-positioned resources.
	FEMA Response

1 August 2005

	Regional Exercises:  There are few regional exercises involving federal, state and local governments. 


	Work with DHS Office of State and Local Preparedness for Domestic Preparedness (ODP) to support regional exercises.

Look at the Region 1 model for exercises where all Emergency Support Functions (ESFs) are called together for one week-long session to review the CONOP.


	FEMA Response

1 January 2006

	Logistics Strategy: FEMA and USACE have not exercised new logistic strategies. 
	Conduct a logistics tabletop with FEMA and USACE at a minimum to review the entire logistics strategy. Include other federal, state and local partners.


	FEMA Logistics 

1 January 2006

	Communication links to ERT-A and Liaisons:  ERT-A and other advance liaisons are deployed, however it is unclear how their findings are reported back and fed into the IAP process.  
	FEMA/USACE–standardized set of data & reporting schedule and contact list need to be distributed.

Communication links need to be clearly made to situation unit plans.


	

	Multi-State/Region Disasters:  Multi-state/region events may result in a “backup” region or Division already being committed to responding to another event.


	Pre-planning is required to determine back-ups for multi-state/region events which will de-conflict current “backups”.
	

	ERT-N relationship with State:  It is unclear how the ERT-N integrates with state planning and what they offer the state.
	Need clarification on how the ERT-N integrates with State planning.
What authority and resources does the ERT-N bring to the state?  This needs to be clearly articulated to all states.


	

	ERT-N Team Rostering:  Rostering is stripping region backup capabilities and effecting FEMAs overall capability to respond.  ERT-N staffing is not evenly distributed among Regions–this affects backup region capabilities.
	Need to evaluate roster and make operational changes to ensure the rosters do not impact FEMA’s overall response capabilities. 
Spread staff taskings equally through Regions and HQ.  Ensure there is a dialogue with Regional Directors before making any final decisions.  Alternative:  Re-look backup region plan and delete turn key and provide staff.


	

	Response Personnel:  Response personnel adjudication given the magnitude of a multi-state response leads to the potential over-commitment of USACE resources (contractors, USACE personnel and commodities).


	
	

	Federal Liaisons:  There is no prescribed method for the inclusion of Federal Liaisons in the organizational chain of command structure.

	
	

	Hurricane Specific IIMG:  The Catastrophic Disaster Response Group (CDRG) was replaced by Interagency Incident Management Group (IIMG), which does not have a forum that works on big issues pre- and post- hurricane impact


	IIMG is designated to focus on terrorism long term/ strategic issues.  Need an IIMG designated for hurricane response–issues will fall thru the cracks with an IIMG that has only a cursory understanding of the complexities of a hurricane response. 

	

	Transportation of Commodities:  The lack of lead time for transport and delivery of commodities as well as the degraded transportation infrastructure conditions leads to insufficient delivery of commodities.  

Specific issues include:
· 72 hours not enough lead time

· No road signs, bad conditions, transportation logistics, alone, is an issue

· Transportation is most difficult factor/logistical challenge

· Very difficult to get within region/need to go outside region

· Commodities flowing against traffic


	The capabilities and demands made on transportation of commodities needs to be evaluated; need to understand the ability to get product (commodities) and then distribute. 

Some possible solutions include:

· Stocking commodities in a government provided warehouse;
· Pre-position commodities; and
· Transport via airplane from non-impacted areas.
We MUST address the entire transportation issue  

as well as staffing to support commodities.  This issue will stop operations due to the nationwide shortfall of “surge transportation”.  We can get the commodities, but fall way short in our ability to move them.

	

	Emergency Group Sites:  There is no published policy on the intended use of EGS during the 2005 Hurricane Season. 

	The policy on EGS needs to be written (if not already) and distributed to all relevant responding agencies.
	

	Clarification on the 72-hour Rule:  The 72-hour rule for debris is not understood.  If FEMA is recommending local/county contracts for debris to be let pre-event, competitively bidding contracts – then FEMA either needs to provide clear guidance to local entities on what contracts need to include for eligibility or provide review of those contracts prior to award; otherwise, post-event, FEMA will conduct a review of those contracts and often determine the contract is not eligible for reimbursement (e.g.., price is too high, or a clause is missing from the contract, etc.) 

	This 72-hour policy needs to be clarified in writing as the current misconception makes it difficult when planning/conducting contract initiatives with local officials.
	

	Total Asset Visibility:  Total Asset Visibility (TAV) does not currently include all assets that need to be tracked.  The tracking of “non-national” assets and OFA assets has not been discussed.  


	Need to have a comprehensive plan to track assets and provide TAV.  Develop a national comprehensive system that addresses how we will track assets this year utilizing a web-based process available at all operational elements.

	

	Resource Shortages:  With already over-extended resources addressing “priority” disasters, would there ever be consideration of suspending Stafford Act response to lesser disaster incidents?

	Must consider what circumstances would cause the suspension.  If Stafford Act must always apply, how do we execute with fewer resources?  
	

	Florida Base Camp Housing:  Florida has a good model for base camp and long-term housing.
	Review the Florida base camp and long-term housing plans and conduct necessary arrangements to encourage national adoption.  

	

	Plastic Stockpiles:  The plastic in FEMA’s stockpiles is non-reinforced; therefore, it is not per USACE specifications.

	This plastic needs to be replaced NOW!  It is dangerous to install and does not hold up.  Installing it is a waste of time and resources.
	

	Safety of Responders:  It is not known who is providing for and managing the overall safety and health concerns of the responders, contractor employees, and the public.  Is there a safety and health professional at every state and Federal response organizational level to provide event coordination with the overall event safety and health officer?  None of the above is clear or part of any planning documents or process.

	A planning meeting with local, State, and Federal safety and health managers is needed to determine the process and procedures to ensure the safety and health of all responders.

	

	Timing of Declaration:  Timing of declarations and the transfer of commodities from federal to state to the locals is an unclear process. Need to evaluate and make decisions on:
· How soon commodities can be pushed to staging areas in anticipation of declarations/pre-landfall?
· If certain commodities should be pre-stocked Federal assets in States or counties?
· How quickly the release of commodities should occur immediately following landfall?

	
	

	NRP and NIMS:  There is not wide spread understanding of the content and requirements of the NRP and NIMS.
	Need to provide NRP and NIMS training and education to ensure understanding of roles and responsibilities as well as the concepts.

	


IV.
CONCLUSION and OUTCOMES
The 2005 SLS was successful in bringing together key players in preparation for the 2005 Hurricane Season.  These players became familiar with how the local, state and federal agencies and regional organizations will operate and how the various response and coordination plans in the region will interact, per the Concept of Operations for the 2005 Hurricane Season.  

This exercise set the stage for the identification of numerous significant issues that need corrective actions taken prior to the beginning of hurricane season.  These issues were documented in the Issues Summary section of this after action report, and will be discussed in future exercises and corrective action planning sessions (USACE-internal and intergovernmental RAP sessions).  The SLS helped to advance the degree of mutual understanding of the impacts of a multi-state/region response to hurricanes.  The 2004 Hurricane Season challenged responders, and this exercise will help pave the way for transition to the 2005 CONOP.  This exercise encouraged the development of non-traditional alternatives and solutions to address the challenges that could confront the nation in the upcoming hurricane season.  Bringing together federal, state, and local agencies periodically to review the special demands of disaster response and recovery efforts is a unique way to build understanding, trust, and relationships that are essential in the fast-paced operating environment of major disasters.  The seminar required each organization to conceptualize operations under which the priorities, capabilities, and needs of all partners and customers in a disaster operation are synchronized over the operational continuum.

The seminar provided continued education of emergency management personnel and elected officials on requirements for intergovernmental coordination between emergency management and other appropriate organizations.  The seminar facilitated the building and strengthening of partnerships among seminar participants; participants agreed the seminar set the stage for future cooperative efforts and seminars.  
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Appendix B:  Evaluation Form Summary

2005 Senior Leaders’ Seminar

Evaluation Form Summary
Please use this form to document observations and comments associated with the Senior Leaders' Seminar. Comments provided will be used to improve the development and delivery of future seminars.

Please rate the statements using the following scale: 

5            Strongly Agree with Statement

4 Agree with Statement

3
Neither Agree Nor Disagree with Statement

2   
Disagree with Statement

1
Strongly Disagree with Statement

	ABILITY TO MEET SEMINAR OBJECTIVES
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The seminar allowed participants to review the Concept of Operations for the 2005 Hurricane Season with private sector, volunteer, local, state, regional Federal and national partners using a challenging hurricane scenario as the basis for review.
	11
	20
	10
	0
	0

	The seminar allowed participants to include new concepts and provisions of the National Response Plan and of the National Incident Management System in the review as they pertain to hurricane operations.
	8
	19
	11
	3
	0

	The seminar succeeded in including changes in Federal, state and local doctrine, policy and procedures resulting from the Remedial Action Plan in the review and discussion on how they impact on the 2005 Hurricane CONOP.
	4
	23
	9
	2
	1

	The seminar succeeded facilitating agreement between USACE and FEMA on the CONOP to be used for the 2005 Hurricane.
	8
	19
	4
	5
	1

	Additional Comments on Seminar Objectives:
· Did not really address NFP and its derivative family of plans: NRCC, RRCC, JFO, ERT, HSOC and IIMG+PFO. - -

· Minimal RAMP presence, documentation, integration, overall solid!

· Little to no consideration of private sector, NGD and volunteer capabilities.  

· I think there are still a lot of loose ends.

· Not sure that Remedial Action Plan was fully discussed.

· Needed to spend more time on review of CONOPs – Institute discipline that does not allow concept that are not developed to be introduced or in exercise play.
· We must remember although we have Federal and state support, all emergency/disasters are local, therefore keep the locals involved.

· Discussed needed changes – established concept but did not really define and set needed agreed changes for 2005.
· I feel that concepts were briefed without prior review or buy in from the appropriate people. A lot of time was spent discussing pros and cons and basic concept.

· One month into hurricane season is not the time to review a CONP that has not been properly vetted and staff coordinates at the headquarters level and briefed thoroughly to the implemental regions.
· Necessary changes to the CONP were made in cooperation with USACE and FEMA. Flexibility on the part of both agencies helped in reaching a coordinated goal regarding Total Asset Visibility.

· Don’t work policy issues during seminar – make sure they are worked and agreed to prior to seminar.

· Perhaps the use of some break-out groups would be useful.

· Little actual change from previous meetings. Many agreed on changes not in place yet.

· I think readiness is an important consideration for CORPS and FEMA. A disaster year like last years put us in a vulnerable position. 


	SCRIPT
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The script was realistic.
	12
	24
	5
	1
	0

	The script provided the right context through which participants could discuss issues and processes.
	15
	19
	4
	3
	0

	The script contained a sufficient level of detail. 
	11
	22
	4
	3
	0

	Additional Comments on Scenario:

· Not of any further issue. Overall Solid!

· Area of impact of FL hurricane is very urban area and some urban conditions were not considered.

· I would like to have seen more of a discussion of housing and sheltering issues. 
· Too focused on USACE missions, did not consider concurrent options.

· DHS/FEMA needs to focus attention on the New Orleans Hurricane Scenario. This should describe the full scope of the problem and move the agency quicker to resolution and be pro-active. 

	SEMINAR WEBSITE
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	I utilized the SLS website to review documents and help prepare for the seminar. 
	10
	12
	4
	4
	4

	The website was a useful registration tool.
	15
	13
	7
	0
	1

	The documents posted on the website are something I am likely to utilize after the seminar. 
	13
	15
	5
	0
	3

	Additional Comments on Website:

· Not aware of site before SLS. Will visit as necessary.

· Plan to access in future.
· Very useful.
· The community planning tools will be very valuable in working with my communities.

· Great website adds topic brief and additional background info for review prior to attendance.
· Most documents were never on website. 

· The website is something I know I should use and will attempt to organize my time/activities to do so.


	MATERIALS
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The Situation Pamphlet was a useful product and contained sufficient level of detail to enable meaningful participation.
	22
	17
	1
	0
	0

	The IAPs were useful products and contained sufficient level of detail to enable meaningful participation.
	3
	18
	14
	2
	0

	The Matrix was a useful product and contained sufficient level of detail to enable meaningful participation.
	5
	17
	14
	3
	0

	Additional Comments on Materials:

· Need to better define IAP + OMT. The discussion potentially blended the two and created some confusion need to also define relationships between TAV and OMT. 

· I don’t think matrix portion gave an overview of what, how, etc.

· SLS pamphlet is an excellent resource tool.
· Not enough detail on matrix and it is not available for review afterwards.

· Did not really see much of the matrix in action it appears to be an excellent tool. It would have been great if each participating group (table) could have had a laptop with the matrix to input data.

· Briefly on the IAP and Matrix tools were a bit unclear and who the users will be.

· Need to know whether Corps will have access to website.

· The “pull-down” objectives for NRCC/RRCC and JFO well enable IAP development and use quicker.

	SEMINAR PROCESS
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The table-top seminar process enabled participants to identify and address relevant issues.
	14
	23
	2
	0
	0

	The pace enabled players to discuss issues sufficiently.
	9
	21
	5
	2
	1

	The use of a facilitator enhanced the seminar process.

	22
	12
	2
	1
	0

	The caucus sessions were a useful aspect of the exercise and were a helpful way to divide the issues. 
	5
	16
	9
	0
	1

	The scenario briefings provided sufficient level of detail to enable meaningful discussion.
	11
	20
	6
	1
	0

	The special topic briefings provided sufficient level of detail to enable meaningful discussion.
	10
	26
	3
	0
	0

	The second day's hot wash was helpful.
	9
	23
	1
	0
	0

	Additional Comments on Seminar Process:
· Issues have been identified, but not necessary fixed/resolved.

· Solid! NRCC did not “caucus”.

· Facilitator was very effective, asked pertinent, relevant, follow-up questions and useful clarifications.

· The table top concept was great but recommend you consider doing away with the round tables and use classroom style tables. Setup is a horse-shoe style by Federal, state, and local.

· Little mention of other groups such as Red Cross, USCG, etc.

· Provide topic briefs in advance on website.

· Perhaps a second facilitator to give Bob some relief would have been useful.
· Process chain from request to completion should have been better covered.

	GENERAL TOPICS
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	The issues team was well-organized.
	12
	20
	4
	0
	0

	The issues team provided an effective summary of the major issues discussed at the seminar.
	13
	20
	3
	0
	0

	Seminar staff were professional, well-organized, and helpful. 
	20
	18
	0
	0
	0

	Registration staff were professional, well-organized, and helpful. 
	23
	15
	0
	0
	0

	Registration was a timely and efficient process.
	23
	14
	0
	0
	0

	Additional Comments on General Topics:
· Enormous challenge to synchronize diverse groups in time phased mission driven application of resources. Anything that can standardize procedures and simplify structure will greatly help.
· Excellent dialog for deeper understanding of missions and how they flow into the different organizations. 
· Need to discuss housing and sheltering too.

· Allowing frank and open of policy differences between HQ and regions was welcomed and very useful.
	
	
	
	
	


I would recommend/attend seminars like this one in the future.
38 Yes
0 No

I would be willing to participate in a planning group for a similar exercise.
34 Yes
2 No 

The facilities were:
20    Excellent


20    Good


0      Fair

0      Poor
The amenities (e.g., phones, services, food) were:
22    Excellent

18    Good


1      Fair

0      Poor
What was the most effective aspect of SLS? Why?

· Face to Face meeting/relationship building.

· Networking. Hearing what worked and what did not work last year.

· Exposure to all partners’ ideas, goals, objectives, expectations, and parochialism in a “unified command environment.” Good dialog, issues identification and discussion, and good opportunity do crosswalk the same.

· #2 Discussions of key issues, RE: mission assignment of water, ice, tarps, power. #1 Addition of city/county representatives was excellent. 

· All aspects were good and were done by staff and facilitator.

· Having key players available and sharing their experience.

· The networking and the sharing of information. Better understanding of Federal support functions.

· Brought key players together to discuss systems procedures and policies – not always in the context of the meeting.

· Ability to discuss issues with states, locals, HQ and regional staff.

· Discussion of tough issues.

· Indispensable to forming relationships of folks that will later work together during emergencies.

· Timely introduction of special topics to enhance the discussion of an issue or concern.

· Our company’s ability to respond was improved by the education this seminar afforded. Improved communications will result for our additional acquaintances with CORPS/FEMA people. Thank you for allowing us to participate.

· Getting to know different players and identifying issues.

· Relationship building.

· The personal interface with potential future people I will be working with.

· Meeting and reacquainting ourselves with our supporting regions and USACE Divisions. 

· Networking and discussing the concepts was very valuable.

· Communication – opportunity to meet with Federal/state counterparts so we will be knowledgeable of their capabilities.  

· Relationship building.

What aspects should be added to or omitted from the next seminar?
· On the outset identify issues that were identified this year:

· Establish a common operating picture.

· Pre-identify state distribution sites.

· More pre-deployment time (greater than 72 hours)

· Give overview of last year’s success; let international visitors give briefing of other systems.

· Thank you for permitting me to attend. It will benefit me as an NRCC without and Planning Section Chief and as member of the Planning Tiger Team.

· Inclusion of relevant non-governmental agencies.

· Ran a little too long.

· Suggest that discussion on detailed process such as log issue be limited or worked separately. 

· Invite DCOs next time.

· Staffing and management is not included in the CONOPs or NIMS but is a critical issue considering the number of employees assigned to the level of events un the exercise – need to address people issues that relate to the work force management  during the response and recovery.

· Less formal facilitation – more allowance to problems and procedures.
· Small suggestion: During simulated VTCs have participating tables turn on a small lamp (Mike lamps go on and off as speakers use them.

· Include more participation of DOD and other support agencies from all regions.
· I believe you can reduce the scenario and put more emphasis on the Concept of Operations for the upcoming response season.

· Plans in place prior to SLS. Conducting this or preliminary sessions in conjunctions with the annual National Hurricane Conference.

· Start with a complete Readiness Report of all team ACIs, Commodities, Equipment, and capabilities of each Federal agency and state.

· Catastrophic housing and sheltering issues should be included.

· Final policy decision that are still draft at this similar, Final DHS/FEMA ICS structure with stable organizational sub units. Response operations III and II Approved and available for staff training.

· Need to work beforehand to make sure the right people are there, for example, Public Affairs people from other agencies. Design the agenda so that there is networking time built in. 

Appendix C: List of Participants

	First Name
	Last Name
	Office
	Email
	Phone

	Kelley
	Aasen
	USACE, South Pacific Division
	kelley.j.aasen@usace.army.mil
	(415) 977-8325

	Ronnie
	Adair
	Mobile County Emergency Management Agency
	radair@mcema.net
	(251) 460-8000

	Suzanne
	Adams
	Florida Division of Emergency Management
	suzanne.adams@dca.state.fl.us
	(850) 413-9934

	Amy
	Aiken
	Miami- Dade, Office of Emergency Management
	 
	 

	Gary
	Anderson
	HQUSACE
	gary.l.anderson@hq02.usace.army.mil
	(202) 761-5455

	Clarke
	Ansel
	Homeland Security Institute
	clarke.ansel@hsi.dhs.gov
	(703) 416-3482

	Patricia
	Arcuri
	DHS/FEMA, Region III
	patricia.arcuri@DHS.gov
	(215) 931-5604

	Karen
	Armes
	DHS/FEMA, Region IX
	Karen.Armes@dhs.gov
	(510) 627-7100

	Joan (Missy)
	Arnold
	USACE, Vicksburg District
	Missy.K.Arnold@mvk02.usace.army.mil
	(601) 631-7902

	Alexey
	Avdeev
	EMERCOM of Russia
	avdeev@mchs.gov.ru
	70954499924

	Larry
	Bailey
	DHS/FEMA
	larry.bailey@dhs.gov
	(312) 408-5500

	Stan
	Ballard
	HQUSACE
	carl.s.ballard@hq02.usace.army.mil
	(202) 439-6796

	Donald
	Basham
	HQUSACE
	donald.l.basham@usace.army.mil
	(202) 761-8826

	Bruce
	Baughman
	Alabama Emergency Management Agency
	bruceb@ema.alabama.gov
	(205) 280-2201

	Robert
	Baum
	USACE, EOC/ TechFlow
	rbaum@techflow.com
	(858) 481-1125

	Michael
	Beaird
	USACE, Northwestern Division
	Michael.L.Beaird@usace.army.mil
	(503) 808-3909

	Danny
	Bement
	DHS/FEMA, Region V
	dan.bement@dhs.gov
	(312) 408-5523

	Gerilee
	Bennett
	DHS/FEMA
	gerilee.bennett@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-4173

	Bruce
	Berwick
	USACE, Great Lakes & Ohio River Division
	bruce.a.berwick@lrdor.usace.army.mil
	(513) 684-3002

	Erica
	Betts
	FEMA/EPA
	sebetts@bellsouth.net
	(770) 428- 2757

	Sharon
	Blades
	DHS/FEMA
	sharon.bates@dhs.gov
	(202) 646- 3031

	Shauna
	Blanchard-Mbangah
	DHS/FEMA
	shauna.blanchardmbangah@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3546

	Michael
	Bolch
	DHS/FEMA
	Michael.bolch@dhs.gov
	(770) 220-5475

	Louis
	Botta
	DHS/FEMA
	louis.botta@dhs.gov
	(215) 514-7849

	David
	Boughton
	DHS/FEMA, Region X
	david.boughton@dhs.gov
	(425) 487-4713

	Patricia
	Bowman
	DHS/FEMA, IT Systems Engineering Div.
	pat.bowman@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-2661

	Lisa
	Boynton
	US EPA
	 
	(202) 564-2487

	Jack
	Brannan
	DHS/FEMA, Region IX
	jack.brannan@dhs.gov
	(510) 627-7028

	Stephen
	Browning
	USACE, South Pacific Division
	stephen.e.browning@usace.army.mil
	(415) 977-8019

	Alan
	Bugg
	USACE, Jacksonville District
	alan.bugg@saj02.usace.army.mil
	(904) 232-1118

	Benjamin
	Butler
	USACE, South Atlantic Division
	dolores.m.broughton@usace.army.mil
	(404) 562-5007

	Bonnie
	Butler
	EMI, Emergency Management Institute
	bonnie.butler@dhs.gov
	(301) 447-1164

	Jeff
	Byard
	Alabama Emergency Management Agency
	jeffb@ema.alabama.gov
	(334) 215-8048

	Mark
	Calambro
	DHS/FEMA
	Mark.Calambro@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3531

	Bernice
	Carr
	FEMA, Operations Center
	bernice.carr@dhs.gov
	(540) 665-6275

	William
	Carwile
	DHS/FEMA
	william.carwile@dhs.gov
	(808) 851-7900

	Paul
	Chauncey, III
	Florida National Guard
	paul.chauncey@fl.ngb.army.mil
	(904) 682-3337

	Richard
	Chavez
	OASD, Homeland Defense
	richard.chavez@osd.mil
	(703) 697-5415

	Frederick
	Clapp
	USACE, Transatlantic Programs Center
	Frederick.Clapp.COL@tac01.usace.army.mil
	(540) 665-4073

	Burton
	Clark
	DHS/FEMA, NRCC
	burt.clark@dhs.gov
	(301) 447-1069

	Sandy
	Coachman
	DHS/FEMA
	Sandy.Coachman@dhs.gov
	(940) 898-5137

	Ron
	Cooper
	DHS/FEMA, Logistics
	ron.cooper@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-2926

	Daniel
	Craig
	DHS/FEMA, Recovery Division
	daniel.craig@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3642

	Robert
	Crear
	USACE, Mississippi Valley Division
	robert.crear@mvd02.usace.army.mil
	(601) 634-5750

	Marla
	Dalton
	The Infrastructure Security Partnership
	mdalton@tisp.org
	(703) 295-6231

	Hugh
	Darville
	HQUSACE
	hugh.darville.maj@hq02.usace.army.mil
	(202) 761-0099

	Marjorie
	DeBrot
	USACE
	marjorie.l.debrot@usace.army.mil
	(202) 439-6989

	José
	De LaTorre
	USACE, South Atlantic Division
	jose.l.delatorre@usace.army.mil
	(404) 562-5150

	Stephen
	DeBlasio
	DHS/FEMA, Region II
	stephen.deblasio@dhs.gov
	(201) 259-5773

	Kent
	Del Castillo
	IEM, Inc.
	kent.delcastillo@ieminc.com
	(225) 526-8837

	Walt
	Dickerson
	Mobile County Emergency Management Agency
	wdickerson@mcema.net
	(251) 460-8000

	Diane
	Donley
	DHS/FEMA, OGC
	diane.donley@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3120

	Jeffrey
	Dorko
	USACE, Southwestern Division
	jeffrey.j.dorko.bg@swd02.usace.army.mil
	(469) 487-7002

	Emmett
	DuBose
	USACE, Southwestern Division
	emmett.dubose.col@swd02.usace.army.mil
	(469) 487-7005

	Diane 
	Dupere
	DHS/FEMA
	 
	 

	Ronald
	Eller
	HQUSACE
	ronald.eller@northcom.mil
	(719) 554-2309

	Robert
	Ells
	249th Engineer Battalion
	robert.j.ells.maj@hq02.usace.army.mil
	(202) 761-0002

	Pat 
	English
	DHS/FEMA
	 
	 

	Jeanne
	Etzel
	Contractor/Logistics/FEMA
	jeanne.etzel@associates.dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3368

	Wayne
	Fairley
	DHS/FEMA, Region VI
	wayne.fairley@dhs.gov
	(940) 898-5145

	Paul
	Fay, Jr
	DHS/FEMA, Region IV
	paul.fay@dhs.gov
	(770) 220-5316

	Robert
	Fenton
	DHS/FEMA, Region IX
	robert.fenton@dhs.gov
	(510) 627-7259

	Daniel
	Ferezan
	Federal Highway Administration
	dferezan@fhwa.dot.gov
	(202) 366-4628

	John
	Ferris
	DOL/OSHA
	ferris.john@dol.gov
	(202) 693- 1973

	Bill
	Filter
	Alabama Emergency Management Agency
	billf@ema.alabama.gov
	(205) 280-2212

	Mickey
	Fountain
	HQUSACE
	mickey.fountain@usace.army.mil
	(912) 677-6030

	William
	Fritz
	USACE
	william.fritz@us.army.mil
	(202) 761-5902

	W. Craig
	Fugate
	Florida Division of Emergency Management
	craig.fugate@dca.state.fl.us
	(850) 413-9969

	David
	Fukutomi
	DHS/FEMA
	david.fukutomi@dhs.gov
	(626) 431-3503

	Mark
	Gallagher
	DHS/FEMA, Region I
	mark.gallagher1@dhs.gov
	(617) 956-7504

	Rudy
	Garcia
	FEMA, Logistics
	rudy.garcia1@dhs.gov
	(202) 431-8997

	David
	Garratt
	DHS/FEMA
	david.garratt@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-4546

	Jackie
	Gladish
	FEMA, Region X
	jackie.gladish@dhs.gov
	(425) 487-4629

	Steven
	Glenn
	DHS/FEMA, Region IV
	steve.glenn@dhs.gov
	(770) 220-5308

	Ron
	Goins
	DHS/FEMA
	Ronald.Goins@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3997

	Bill
	Gosnell
	HQUSACE, RSC
	william.t.gosnell@sam.usace.army.mil
	(251) 694-3609

	Richard
	Gray
	FEMA, Response Operations
	richard.gray@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-2412

	Dan
	Griffiths
	DHS/FEMA, Region VIII
	Dan.Griffiths@dhs.gov
	(303) 235-4990

	William
	Grisoli
	USACE, Northwestern Division
	william.t.grisoli.bg@nwd01.usace.army.mil
	(503) 808-3700

	Charles "Chuck"
	Hagan
	Florida Division of Emergency Management
	charles.hagan@dca.state.fl.us
	(850) 410-1263

	Richard
	Hainje
	DHS/FEMA
	richard.hainje@dhs.gov
	(816) 283-7061

	Michael
	Hall
	DHS/FEMA
	Michael-FCO.hall@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-4068

	Linda
	Hammett-Morgan
	DHS/FEMA
	 
	 

	John
	Harrald
	George Washington University
	jharrald@gwu.edu
	(202) 994-7153

	Don
	Harrington
	DoD
	donald.harrington@associates.dhs.gov
	(202) 646-2591

	Kevin
	Harris
	FEMA, STRATIX
	kevin.harris@stratixcorp.com
	(770) 313-4382

	John
	Hasselmann
	USACE
	john.c.hasselmann@usace.army.mil
	(718) 765-7074

	Steven
	Haustein
	USACE, Galveston District
	wanda.v.hollman@usace.army.mil
	(409) 766-3002

	Edward
	Hecker
	HQUSACE, Office of Homeland Security
	edward.j.hecker@usace.army.mil
	202 71-4601

	Justo
	Hernandez
	DHS/FEMA
	Justo.Hernandez@dhs.gov
	(787) 296-3508

	Mike
	Hirsch
	DHS/FEMA
	michael.hirsch@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-4099

	Kenneth
	Horak
	DHS/FEMA, Region I
	Kenneth.Horak@dhs.gov
	(617) 956-7506

	Kathryn
	Humphrey
	DHS/FEMA
	Kathryn.Humphrey@dhs.gov
	(212) 680-3680

	Charles
	Hutchins
	DHS/FEMA
	charles.hutchins@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3549

	Deborah
	Ingram
	FEMA, Mitigation
	deborah.ingram@dhs.gov
	(202) 646- 2856

	Bill
	Irwin
	HQUSACE
	william.e.irwin@usace.army.mil
	(202) 439-7052

	Jim
	Jeffords
	USACE, Jacksonville District
	jim.w.jeffords@saj02.usace.army.mil
	(904) 232-1123

	Deborah
	Johnson
	USACE, RSC/Mobile District
	deborah.a.johnson@sam.usace.army.mil
	(251) 690-2508

	Gary
	Jones
	DHS/FEMA, Region VI
	gary.jones@dhs.gov
	(940) 898-5104

	Rich
	Kaiser
	USACE
	richard.w.kaiser@mvm02.usace.army.mil
	(901) 544-0812

	Vladimir
	Karnaukhov
	EMERCOM of Russia
	 
	 

	Kerry
	Kennedy
	USACE
	kerry.kennedy@jfcom.mil
	(757) 836-4167

	Harry
	Kieling
	DHS/FEMA, Region X
	harry.kieling@dhs.gov
	(425) 487-4780

	Kent
	Kirby
	IAP Worldwide Services
	kekirby@iapwws.com
	(803) 798-1611

	Daniel
	Kivikas
	Techflow
	dkivikas@techflow.com
	(858) 481-1125

	Leonard
	Kotkiewicz
	HQUSACE
	lenny.kotkiewicz@us.army.mil
	(202) 761-4963

	Thomas "Tk"
	Kuster
	OASD, Homeland Defense
	thomas.kuster@osd.mil
	(703) 693-1978

	Patricia
	Kuzmiak
	USACE, Readiness Support Center
	patricia.a.kuzmiak@usace.army.mil
	(916) 944-2932

	Shelia
	Kyle
	DHS/FEMA
	 
	 

	Leo
	Lachat
	Florida Division of Emergency Management
	leo.lachat@dca.state.fl.us
	(850) 413-9936

	Vicki
	Laird
	DHS/FEMA
	vicki.laird@dhs.gov
	(540) 665-6180

	Carmine
	Leone
	USACE, North Atlantic Division
	Carmine.M.Leone@nad02.usace.army.mil
	(718) 765-7076

	Joseph
	Lietz
	HQ, 50th ASG, FL Army Nat. Guard
	joe.lietz@fl.ngb.army.mil
	(305) 256-6243

	Shira
	Lipsey
	Lipsey Mountain Spring Water
	shira@lipseywater.com
	(779) 449-0001

	Joe
	Lipsey, III
	Lipsey Mountain Spring Water
	contracting@FEMAwaternetwork.com
	(770) 449-0001

	Joe
	Lipsey, Jr.
	Lipsey Mountain Spring Water
	contracting@FEMAwaternetwork.com
	(770) 449-0001

	Ted
	Litty
	DHS/FEMA, Recovery Division
	ted.litty@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-4286

	William
	Lokey
	DHS/FEMA
	william.lokey@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-7085

	Michael
	Lowder
	DHS/FEMA, Response Division
	michael.lowder@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3692

	Mary Anne
	Lyle
	DHS
	maryanne.lyle@dhs.gov
	(202) 646

	Steven
	Maas
	NORAD, USNORTHCOM
	sherri.mccaulley@northcom.mil
	(719) 554-3711

	Peter
	Martinasco
	DHS/FEMA
	Peter.Martinasco@dhs.gov
	(917) 579-8707
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	USACE, Seattle District
	gretchen.l.martinsen@usace.army.mil
	(206) 764-6940
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	Mascelli
	American Red Cross National Headquarters
	BlystadT@usa.redcross.org
	(202) 303-8668
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	Massello
	USNORTHCOM
	james.massello@northcom.mil
	(719) 554-2361

	Edward
	Massimo
	HQUSACE
	edward.c.massimo@usace.army.mil
	(202) 761-1296

	Craig
	Mastapeter
	DHS/FEMA
	craig.mastapeter@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3025

	Matthew
	Matia
	DHS/FEMA, Region II
	matthew.matia1@dhs.gov
	(202) 282-9376

	Phil
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	Alabama Emergency Management Agency
	philm@ema.alabama.gov
	(205) 280-2204

	Bear
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	NORAD, USNORTHCOM 
	bear.mcconnell@northcom.mil
	(719) 554-7070

	Rodney
	Melsek
	DHS/FEMA
	Rodney.Melsek@dhs.gov
	(407) 856-3285

	Liz
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	DHS/FEMA, Region IV
	lizbeth.h.miller@usace.army.mil
	(202) 761-0217

	Mary Lynne
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	DHS/FEMA
	marylynne.miller@dhs.gov
	(770) 220-5216

	Herbert
	Mitchell
	Small Business Administration
	herbert.mitchell@sba.gov
	(202) 205-6734

	Erin
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	Miami- Dade, Office of Emergency Management
	 
	 

	Ted
	Monette
	DHS/FEMA
	Ted.Monette@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-4194

	Gary
	Moore
	DHS/FEMA
	Gary.E.Moore@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3349

	Allen
	Morse
	USACE
	thomas.a.morse@usace.army.mil
	(251) 604-4751

	Jesse
	Munoz
	DHS/FEMA, Region IV
	jesse.munoz1@dhs.gov
	(770) 220-5212

	Curtis
	Musgrave
	DHS/FEMA, Region VII
	curt.musgrave@dhs.gov
	(816) 283-7032

	Ociel
	Nava
	DHS/FEMA
	ociel.nava@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-7060

	Peter
	Navesky
	USACE
	pter.navesky@us.army.mil
	(918) 669-7327

	Paul
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	249th Engineer Battalion
	paul.b.olsen@en249.usace.army.mil
	(703) 313-4836

	Dave
	Parks
	DHS/FEMA
	dave.parks@dhs.gov
	(215) 931-5557

	James
	Patterson
	Alabama Emergency Management Agency
	larryp@ema.alabama.gov
	(205) 280-2248

	Michel
	Pawlowski
	DHS/FEMA
	michel.pawlowski@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3080

	John
	Peabody
	ARMY OCLL
	john.peabody@us.army.mil
	(703) 693-8766

	John
	Pennington
	DHS/FEMA
	john.pennington@dhs.gov
	(425) 487-4604

	Craig
	Peterson
	IAP Worldwide Services
	capeterson@iapwws.com
	(803) 798-1611

	Steven
	Philben
	USACE, Pacific Ocean Division
	steven.e.philben@usace.army.mil
	(808) 438-8366

	Thomas
	Porter
	DHS/FEMA
	thomas.n.porter@lrdor.usace.army.mil
	(513) 684-3087

	David
	Porter
	USACE, Great Lakes & Ohio River Division
	david.porter@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3883

	Joanne
	Portlock
	USACE, Readiness Support Center
	Joanne.Portlock@sam.usace.army.mil
	(251) 690-2495

	Frank
	Randon
	HQUSACE, Office of Homeland Security
	frank.randon@usace.army.mil
	(202) 439-6801

	Bruce
	Redcay
	FEMA
	bruce.redcay@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3043

	Judith
	Reilly
	DHS/FEMA
	judith.reilly@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-7062

	Don
	Riley
	HQUSACE
	Don.T.Riley.MG@hq02.usace.army.mil
	(202) 761-0099

	Tony
	Robinson
	DHS/FEMA
	tony.robinson1@dhs.gov
	(940) 898-5309

	Alexander
	Romanov
	EMERCOM of Russia
	 
	 

	Mark
	Roupas
	USACE
	mark.roupas@osd.mil
	(703) 697-5043

	Natalie
	Rule
	DHS/FEMA
	natalie.rule@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-4279

	Nick
	Russo
	DHS/FEMA
	James.russo@dhs.gov
	(617) 956-7577

	Carol
	Sanders
	USACE
	carol.a.sanders@usace.army.mil
	(202) 761-4715

	Harry
	Schultz
	IEM, Inc.
	harry.schultz@ieminc.com
	(404) 214-0330

	Raymond
	Scrocco
	USACE, Pacific Ocean Division
	raymond.k.scrocco.col@pod01.usace.army.mil
	(808) 438-1514

	Gregory
	Shaw
	George Washington University, ICDRM
	glshaw@gwu.edu
	(202) 994-6736

	Robert
	Shea
	DHS/I-Staff
	Robert.Shea@dhs.gov
	(202) 282-9651

	Terry
	Siemsen
	USACE, Louisville District
	terry.s.siemsen@lrl02.usace.army.mil
	(502) 315-6925

	David
	Sills
	USACE, Mississippi Valley Division
	david.w.sills@mvd02.usace.army.mil
	(601) 634-5026

	Mohan
	Singh
	USACE, North Atlantic Division
	Mohan.Singh@usace.army.mil
	(718) 765-7055

	David
	Skarosi
	DHS/FEMA
	David.Skarosi@dhs.gov
	(312) 408-5506

	Barry
	Smith
	FEMA, STRATIX
	barry.smith@stratixcorp.com
	(770) 582-4219

	Curt
	Sommerhoff
	Miami- Dade, Office of Emergency Management
	 
	 

	Barbara
	Sotirin
	HQUSACE
	barbara.j.sotirin@hq02.usace.army.mil
	(202) 761-1415

	Jimmy
	Stanford
	USACE, BCPI
	jimmy.l.stanford@usace.army.mil
	(202) 725-5565

	Gary
	Stangeland
	USACE
	gary.stangeland@us.army.mil
	(409) 766-3954

	Bob
	Stephens
	DHS/FEMA
	 
	 

	Steven
	Stockton
	HQUSACE
	Steven.l.stockton@us.army.mil
	(202) 761-0100

	Royce
	Swayne
	USACE, Southwestern Division
	royce.swayne@usace.army.mil
	(469) 487-7018

	Dana
	Thorpe
	DHS/FEMA
	FEMA-LRC-Chief@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3226

	Jim
	Thrash
	The Infrastructure Security Partnership, ACEC
	jim.thrash@parsons.com
	(202) 775-6011

	Robert (Bob)
	Tipton
	U.S. Joint Forces Command
	robert.tipton@jfcom.mil
	(757) 836-5177

	Gloria
	Van Treese
	Florida Dept of Agriculture & Consumer Services
	vantreg@doacs.state.fl.us
	(850) 487-6694

	Roy
	Varner
	IAP Worldwide Services
	rvarner@iapwws.com
	(803) 798-1611

	Mary Ann
	Veitch
	DHS/FEMA
	maryann.veitch@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3852

	Maxim
	Vladimirov
	EMERCOM of Russia
	upss_mchs@mail.ru
	70954493848

	James
	Walke
	DHS/FEMA
	james.walke@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-2751

	Michael
	Walsh
	USACE, South Atlantic Division
	Rita.M.Comer@usace.army.mil
	(404) 562-5006

	Holmes
	Walters
	USACE, RSC/Mobile District
	holmes.w.walters@us.army.mil
	(251) 690-2498

	Nancy
	Ward
	DHS/FEMA
	nancy.ward@dhs.gov
	(510) 627-7250

	Cassandra
	Ward
	RR-OPS-IRS
	cassandra.ward@dhs.gov
	(202) 646- 3703

	Kent
	Weathers
	DHS/FEMA, Region VI
	kent.weathers@dhs.gov
	(940) 898-5135

	Amy
	Weinhouse
	FEMA, OGC
	amy.weinhouse@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3005

	Alexander
	Wells
	DHS/FEMA
	scott.wells@dhs.gov
	(940) 898-5289

	Kevin
	Wilson
	USNORTHCOM
	Kevin.Wilson@northcom.mil
	(719) 554-2311

	Debbie
	Wing
	DHS/FEMA
	deborah.wing@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3572

	Mike
	Womack
	Mississippi Emergency Management Agency
	mwomack@mema.ms.gov
	(601) 960-9021

	Jim
	Woodey
	USACE, CESAJ-SO
	james.w.woodey@usace.army.mil
	(904) 232-3703

	Charlie
	Worthen
	Florida Division of Emergency Management
	Charlie.Worthen@dca.state.fl.us
	(850) 413-9973

	Margaret
	Young
	DHS/FEMA
	 
	 

	Bill
	Zellars
	DHS/FEMA
	bill.zellars@dhs.gov
	(202) 646-3984


Appendix D: Issue Card Summary

	ISSUE

(Provide brief Problem Statement.) 
	Priority: 

  (Check appropriate box or boxes.)

     
	Recommended

Proponent(s) for Action 

(Insert name of agency or agencies.)

	EMAC and other resources 

· Accessibility

· Signage/landmarks?

· Debris

· Already supporting own state
	
	Feds/State/locals

	At what point can resources, equipment and personnel be released
	
	

	At what point can personnel/resources move, considering rapid intensifiers and weakened storms (changing conditions/impact)? 
	
	There is no current mechanism for reimbursement of States for pre positioning

	Joint IAP Process – early joint planning with feds, ERT and locals

· State/USACE use same contractor – need one voice to contractor

· eliminate duplication/competition for ordering

· How does TAV help the feds track “ice”?
	
	Specific TAV process for ice?

	State waits to do joint IAP because they don’t know what the Federal commitment is, Feds reluctant to issue pre-landfall declaration
	
	

	ERT-A and other advance liaisons are deployed.  How does their intelligence feedback to the IAP?  Communication links are unclear/ should be to situation unit plans
	
	FEMA/USACE – standardized set of data & reporting schedule and contact list

	Multi-state/region events may result in “backup” already being committed to response in another event.


	
	

	ERT-N relationship with State

· Clarification as to how integrates w/ State planning

· What they bring to table
	
	

	ERT-N is it an “oversight” team or is it a high level/strategic disaster response planning team?
	
	

	ERT-N team rostering is stripping region backup capabilities and effecting FEMA’s overall capability to respond.


	
	Rethink roster and make operational changes

	ISSUE

(Provide brief Problem Statement.) 
	Priority: 

  (Check appropriate box or boxes.)

     
	Recommended

Proponent(s) for Action 

(Insert name of agency or agencies.)

	ERT-N staffing not evenly distributed among Regions; would affect backup region capability
	Immediate

Plan
	Spread staff taskings equally through Regions and HQ.  Dialogue with Regional Directors before making any final decisions.  Alternative:  Re-look backup region plan and delete turn key and provide staff

	USACE – 7-9 ERT-As, etc.

USACE is going to run out of people quickly.  What is USACE human resources going to do?
	
	

	Response adjudication given magnitude and multiple state response 

· Potential over-commitment of USACE resources

· Contractors

· Resources
	
	

	Depending on what regions ERT teams mobilized, region may not be able to complete normal functions

· Need to go down reservist list

· Have a VTC
	
	

	Housing of Federal responders – state and Federal concern
	
	

	How do Fed Liaisons fit into organizational structure?  (logistics, operations, and how to the fit in chain of command, unified CMD)
	
	

	CDRG was replaced by IIMG – do not have a forum that works on big issues pre and post impact

Basically well recognized issue – transfer NRP back into FEMA

CDRG was replaced with IIMG; we would ask if they want to bring the IIMG up?
	
	

	IIMG is designated to focus on terrorism long term/ strategic issues.  Need an IIMG designated now for hurricane response – issue will fall thru the cracks with an IIMG that has only a cursory understanding of the complexities of a hurricane response.
	
	


	ISSUE

(Provide brief Problem Statement.) 
	Priority: 

  (Check appropriate box or boxes.)

     
	Recommended

Proponent(s) for Action 

(Insert name of agency or agencies.)

	Contractors – Transportation of commodities

· 72 hours not enough lead time

· No road signs, bad conditions, transportation logistics alone is an issue

· Transportation is most difficult factor/logistical challenge

· Very difficult to get within region/need to go outside region

· Commodities flowing against traffic

Possible Solutions:

· Offer to stock goods in a “fed” warehouse – if gov provided warehouse

· Pre-position is one solution

· Fly it in from non affected area

· CRAF (civilian reserve air fleet) command 9 – full mobilization to haul troops

· Sunk costs with transportation agencies or storage facilities

· Need understand the ability to get product, then distribute 
	
	

	PS announcement – Behavioral change/expectations

Tax free supply for hurricane preparedness

Until people perceive that they have to act - not working – 

Fill jugs of water etc.

Behavioral change of individuals
	
	

	Is it going to be FEMA’s policy this year that a JIC will ALWAYS be open and staffed with all agencies?
	
	

	Unified Accurate Messages - Public Affairs speaking as one voice/providing same message
	
	All  public affairs

	PA - Pre-landfall – what level of detail give – confidence vs. benefit  (can have benefit or negative impact) – once declared ok to talk about we did
	
	

	USACE provision of management/tech asst on Distribution sites
	
	

	DMAT and SAR Teams

How close can we get them
	
	


	ISSUE

(Provide brief Problem Statement.) 
	Priority: 

  (Check appropriate box or boxes.)

     
	Recommended

Proponent(s) for Action 

(Insert name of agency or agencies.)

	Clarify multi state/region decision making:

· ERT A Florida says ours, Alabama says we need help, who makes decision - RRCC makes the decision

· If Mob center – Federal has control/dec. making

· Jacksonville Mob Center – intended use was for Florida and Alabama, Assets are Fed – NRCC/RRCC make decision

· FEMA log – propositioned product can be moved whenever it needs to be moved
	
	FEMA

	Strategic Needs Plans – ICS 215
	
	

	NRCC/RRCC need to prepare joint operational plan in pre-dec time to make sure they are tracking synchronization of coordinated on pre-dec activities
	
	

	Preparedness authorities to purchase and pre-deploy supplies, equipment and personnel (pre-dec)
	
	

	Each scenario is different – there is no one fix, how much flexibility do you have – can’t use same situation for evaluating best efforts for each response
	
	

	Surge account money shortfalls
	
	

	Military assets need to come under unified command
	
	

	Hosting the evacuating population – where are they going to be, what is the magnitude, is it a multi-state, multiregional, shelters, hotel, space


	
	

	Overall central/source responsible for viewing all orders, making sure they are all being filled and not going to one vendor and not being filled
	
	

	Private sector perspective needs to be represented in this forum and in general planning and preparedness
	
	

	A lack of understanding of purpose and process of IAP.
	Issue card
	

	Is the Corps’ tracking system (for ice, water, etc.) the same as the system FEMA has developed?
	Process issue,

immediate
	The same tracking system should be used by all Federal agencies!

	Commodities process unclear – needs to be spelled out and presented graphically

PRT/Commodities and MA Relationship unclear


	
	


	ISSUE

(Provide brief Problem Statement.) 
	Priority: 

  (Check appropriate box or boxes.)

     
	Recommended

Proponent(s) for Action 

(Insert name of agency or agencies.)

	IAIP relations with private sector business:  if private sector reps sit in the RRCC, how can we ensure that they will not use undue political influence to get “priority” attention on their individual facilities

· Need an agreement with IAIP as to what purpose is served with private sector people in the RRCC
	
	

	What is the policy for housing/sheltering illegal aliens?
	
	

	Does FEMA intend to use EGS in 2005?  Has there been a policy developed (SOPs) etc.?
	
	

	If FEMA is recommending local/county contracts for debris to be pre-event, competitively bid contracts – then FEMA either needs to provide clear guidance to them on what that contrast needs to include for eligibility or provide review of those contracts prior to award.  Otherwise post event FEMA will conduct a review of those contracts and often they determine the contract is not eligible for reimbursement for some reason (i.e., price to too high, or a clause is missing from the contract, etc.)
	Issue Card

Policy, Plan, Process, Procedure
	

	No verbal mission assignments??  The only reason we are saying we need to get paper to you

As far as water we are ahead of you.
	
	

	Tracking

We need a comprehensive plan to track assets as of today.  TAV does not currently include all assets that need to be tracked and we have not discussed how “non-national” assets and OFA assets will be tracked.
	Immediate
	Develop a national comprehensive system that addresses how we will track assets this year utilizing a web-based process available at all operational elements.

	2005 Hurricane operations plan should not include teams and processes that are not “fully mission capable” at this time.  It should reflect how we are doing business now.  You can update the plan and add capabilities as they become mission capable re-write 2005 OPLAN to address current capabilities
	ASAP

Planning
	

	Blue Plastic
	
	Throw out non-reinforced “Blue Roof” plastic and tarps.  Use for Log Ops at OSA/LSD.  Will not last past 60 days

	Reduce process steps within USACE/FEMA FDOT to order, reorder and move resources.  Last year took 8-12 hours to approve orders, movement and onward mileage.
	Immediate

Policy, plan process, procedure
	Assign “Action Officer” with approval authority to the state EOC Logistics Section.  Eliminate requirement for onward/follow-on mileage; use “Flat Rate” with multi-modal transportation.


	ISSUE

(Provide brief Problem Statement.) 
	Priority: 

  (Check appropriate box or boxes.)

     
	Recommended

Proponent(s) for Action 

(Insert name of agency or agencies.)

	Can you have ROE on file with the city/county before the hurricane season?  Implementation on “roofing” etc. could go out when the owner receives verification that they are on file and validate legal ownership of the property
	Plan, procedure
	

	The 100% Debris removal concept if done by the Corps of Eng. (72 hour rule) is still an existing policy.
	Policy
	This needs to be clarified in writing as this makes it difficult when planning/contract initiative with local officials

	Mobilization and staging areas for Federal and State assets.
	Immediate
	For auditing and tracking purposes make every reasonable effort to keep them separately.

	Need a programmatic SME at HQ to seek/provide guidance on MAs.
	IC
	Make a decision.

	Roles & Responsibilities of NRCC/RRCC/ERT
	IC
	Make a decision

	Org Structure – Chain of Command/Span of Control/ common terminology, integration of USAR/NDMS/FIRST/FAR/RNA/FAS?
	IC
	Make a decision

	Under a hurricane coming up the East Coast Scenario, are there enough PRTs to support Region 1, 2, 3, 4?  When should they be deployed?  It takes about 8 hours for a hurricane to get to New England once it is off Cape Hatteras.
	Plan
	

	New FAR concept

How do you plan (FEMA HQ) to float this new concept (FARs) through the States for review/comments
	IC
	Through NEMA

	The NRP describes our role as a MACE, which does coordination planning.  The IAP in ICS should be implemented by FEMA, our mission is both tactical/and strategic and should be careful in the IAP
	Policy
	Make a decision

	The CONOPS matrix needs to stay at the RRCC/NRCC level and not impact field Ops with filling out of requesting input.
	Policy, plan, process
	Make a decision

	What is the org structure of the ERT, span of control & terminology to lowest level
	Policy, plan
	Make a decision

	Who does the RNA Team Report and specific place in org chart?
	Immediate
	Make a decision

	I know the scope of this exercise is limited, but also happening in FEMA Regions will all be impacted by a significant event. The National Resources are Regional employees (usually RR staff).  In addition, all Regional employees and national assets, and are subject to deployment to the priority operation. Regions are working contingency plans for addressing personnel short falls and existing disaster activity.  While readiness should be considered, it usually isn’t due to the more pressing personnel needs in the priority disaster.
	
	


	ISSUE

(Provide brief Problem Statement.) 
	Priority: 

  (Check appropriate box or boxes.)

     
	Recommended

Proponent(s) for Action 

(Insert name of agency or agencies.)

	With over extended resources addressing “priority” disasters. Would these ever be consideration of suspending Stafford Act response to lesser disaster incidents?
	
	Must consider what circumstances would cause this.  IF Stafford Act must always apply – how do we execute with lesser staff.  Could possible initiate this activity on smaller incidents now.

	The two DHS/FEMA ERT-N Team membership once activated, depletes planning staff heavily in some regions and more in other regions.  Regional RRCC/ Regional ERT and DHS/FEMA ERT-Ns capabilities MUST be maintained.
	Immediate

Plan
	Staffing of both FEMA ERT-N teams must be re-examined and adjusted to spread out Regional staff on these two teams.  This should result in maintaining capabilities within the regions and the two ERT-Ns.

	Housing
	Short Term/ Long Term

Plan
	Review Florida base camp and long term housing plans and arrangements for national adoption.  They have done a LOT of work on these.

	Why didn’t you show the models for other states affected by the storms?   I would have added to your totals.
	Procedure
	

	Some FCOs have indicated that they would use FAR as a central command and control point for the county they are assigned.  Use would be in opposition to intention.  
	Policy/Process/ Procedure
	Pound into the FCO guidance and intended purpose of the FAR, if used.

	All of the plastic in FEMA stockpiles is non-reinforced.
	Immediate
	This plastic needs to be placed NOW!  It is dangerous to install and does not hold up.  Installing it is a waste of time and resources.

	Transportation

FED ESF-1 was not here.  Transportation is CRITICAL to the delivery of resources.
	Immediate

Short Term

Plan / Procedure
	We MUST address the entire transportation issue.  

As well as staffing to support commodities.  This will stop operations due to the nationwide shortfall of “surge transportation”.  We can get the commodities, but fall way short of our ability to move them.

	Who is providing and managing the overall safety and health concerns of the responders, contractor employees, and the public?  Is there a safety and health professional at every state and Federal response organizational level to provide event coordination with the overall event safety and health officer?  None of the above is clear or part of any planning documents or process. Everything at the seminar was outwardly focused on disaster mission accomplishment with no planning for safety and health during mission accomplishment.
	Short term

Long term

Plan, process, procedure
	A planning meeting with local, state, and Federal safety and health managers from the same players as the seminar.
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