Interagency Agreements for Disaster Operations

Process Issues 


Background:  Four Inter-agency Agreements (IAA) were established between the Department of Homeland Security/Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in the September to October 2006 timeframe to continue operational support in response to Hurricanes Katrina and Rita in the state of Louisiana.  These replaced FEMA Mission Assignments for Regional Activation, Logistics, the Recovery Field Office Operations, the Temporary Housing, and the Debris Management.  To date numerous modifications to theses IAAs have been generated
Purpose:  This Paper is to discuss IAA lessons learned and the merits of this approach with respect to ongoing mission execution, and possible future use of IAAs.
Challenges/Lessons Learned:  The following have been noted by the USACE Team with the use of IAAs:

· Setting up the initial IAAs and subsequent modifications is a slow process.  The detailed work on the USACE IAAs began in the April/May 2006 timeframe and were not signed until late September 2006.

· The IAAs assume that missions have reached a steady state and are therefore easily scoped.  However, as IAAs were being signed, scope changes were being prepared for addition to these missions.

· IAAs define the number of personnel to be utilized.  This reduces flexibility and timeliness of response to slight variations.  For example, FEMA requested a third GIS person to work with ESF#5.   Because IAA 0131 states 2 personnel, this will require a written modification signed by the Contracting Officer.  There are also references to specific numbers of contract personnel, rehired annuitants, USACE staff, and military personnel.  Each change in staffing numbers requires a modification to the IAA.
· IAAs make it difficult to respond to USACE initiatives.  Example:  RFO Contracting put task orders in place to cover debris removal including demolition and PPDR for the remainder of the mission.  Subsequently, there was a requirement for smaller set-aside contracts with additional funding needed for award of these contracts.  Since this involved additional funding, it required a modification with approval at FEMA HQ.

· Since the SOS forms a part of the contract, it appears that moving the dollar amounts around within the SOS cost estimate tables requires a modification, yet this type of action is necessary on an ongoing basis and has been tracked “offline.”  This provides uncertainty with respect to when modifications are required.  Bottom line question is whether these IAAs are contracts or not.
· It does not appear that taskers have been used to a great extent to define exact requirements, as intended.  In one case (pools and basements), both a tasker and a modification were received.
· The authorities of various FEMA staff with respect to the IAAs are unclear.

Recommendations:

1. Continue to use Mission Assignments for recovery work to allow the flexibility and agility required in a disaster recovery environment.

2. If Mission Assignments cannot be legally used for recovery work, then the following is recommended:

· Use performance-based language in the IAAs and use the FEMA Tasking Form as you might under mission assignments to track more specific direction received.
· Include the SOS cost estimate for reference only, not as a part of the “contract.”
· Allow USACE to move the funds around within the IAA with appropriate concurrence and documentation (Action Request Form?).
· Provide a letter with each IAAs indicating authorities on various individuals administering the IAAs.
· Make process improvements with regard to the initial execution of IAAs and the modification process.
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