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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report provides a summary of discussion, issues, and recommendations from the 2006 Senior Leaders’ Seminar (SLS), held 17-18 April 2006 in Arlington, Virginia.  This seventh annual SLS was hosted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in cooperation with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), which is part of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS).  It consisted of a one and one-half day seminar/facilitated meeting.  The first day of the SLS, which started at 1pm, was comprised of two concurrent meetings: a National Summit and a Regional Forum.  The National Summit focused on validating solutions to the key issues identified during After Action Report (AAR) sessions following the 2005 Hurricane Season.  The Regional Forum allowed Regional Directors, Division Commanders, and State Directors to review the DHS/FEMA 2006 Hurricane Concept of Operations (CONOP), by region, for identification of shortfalls and improvement needs, as well as identification of successes for sustainment.

Day two of the SLS brought all participants together for a plenary session to review the decisions/guidance from the National Summit, address issues and concerns identified during the Regional Summit, and review the N-Hour Sequence and Guiding Principles document for agreement as the basis of the FEMA 2006 Hurricane Season CONOP.  
Participants

Participants included senior leaders from USACE Headquarters Divisions and Districts, FEMA Headquarters and Regions, DHS, 249th Engineering Battalion, U.S. Department of Transportation, and State Emergency Management Agencies.
Outcomes

The primary outcomes of the SLS were: 1) agreement on the Principles and Planning Considerations for the revision of the draft 2006 Hurricane Concept of Operations for FEMA and USACE; and 2) a plan of action for implementing it with federal, state and local partners for the 2006 Hurricane Season.  The seminar allowed participants to review the time-phased execution actions/decisions that should be incorporated into the CONOP.  It was concluded that participants could not validate the CONOP in its current form and that represented agencies need to continue to engage all stakeholders in revising, updating, and exercising to validate and publish the CONOP by 1 June 2006.  The CONOP will be further tested and vetted during the DHS/FEMA State Exercises occurring in all hurricane prone states/territories during May and June 2006.  
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.  Bringing together federal, state, and local agencies annually to review the special demands of disaster response and recovery efforts helps to build understanding, trust, and relationships.  Fostering cooperation and coordination is essential in the fast-paced operating environment of major disasters, as was attested to during the 2005 Hurricane Season and response to Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, and Wilma.  

I.
INTRODUCTION

This After Action Report (AAR) provides a summary of the discussions, activities, and outcomes of the 2006 Senior Leaders’ Seminar, held 17-18 April 2006 in Arlington, VA; this is the seventh annual SLS hosted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in cooperation with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  This report includes background and development information on the SLS, participants, objectives, game proceedings, and an issues summary. 
Background

Over the past seven years, USACE and the FEMA, now under the Emergency Preparedness and Response (EP&R) Directorate of the Department of Homeland Security, have worked collaboratively to review and discuss substantive interagency policy and procedural issues that have arisen from real world incidents.  A Remedial Action Program (RAP) was maintained that provided a specific plan of action for correcting identified operational deficiencies in past disaster responses, documented in a RAP matrix.  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 matrix.  Over the past seven years, USACE and FEMA have conducted more than 15 regional exercises and strategic partnering workshops. 
Seminar Purpose and Scope
The 2006 SLS represented an important step in the evolution of this seminar series.  This year’s SLS was a one and one-half day seminar/facilitated meeting.  The first day of the Senior Leaders Seminar, was comprised of two concurrent meetings: a National Summit and a Regional Forum.  The National Summit focused on validating solutions to the key issues identified during AAR sessions.  The Regional Forum allowed Regional Directors, Division Commanders, and State Directors to review the DHS/FEMA 2006 Hurricane Concept of Operations (CONOP), by region, for identification of shortfalls and improvement needs, as well as identification of successes for sustainment.

Day two of the SLS brought all participants together for a plenary session to review the decisions/guidance from the National Summit, address issues and concerns identified during the Regional Summit, and review the N-Hour Sequence and Guiding Principles document for agreement as the basis of the FEMA 2006 Hurricane Season CONOP.  
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 G: 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)
· Joint Directorate of Military Support 

· National Guard Bureau, Joint Staff

· Office of the Assistant of the Secretary of Defense, Homeland Defense
· U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Headquarters and Divisions)
· U.S. Coast Guard
· U.S. Department of Transportation 
· U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
· USNORTHCOM

· 249th Engineering Battalion, Prime Power

State and Local Agencies and Non-Governmental Organizations
· American Red Cross
· Delaware Emergency Management Agency
· District of Columbia Emergency Management Agency

· Maryland Emergency Management Agency
· Mississippi Emergency Management Agency
· Virginia Department of Emergency Management
Seminar Goal

The original goal of the 2006 Senior Leaders’ Seminar was “To agree upon a Hurricane Concept of Operations for FEMA and USACE and lay out a plan of action for implementing it with federal, state and local partners for the 2006 Hurricane Season.”  

Upon realization that the CONOP draft could not be validated in its current form, the Seminar Goal was modified “To agree upon Principles and Planning Considerations for the revision of the draft 2006 Hurricane Concept of Operations for FEMA and USACE and lay out a plan of action for implementing it with federal, state and local partners for the 2006 Hurricane Season.”
Objectives

The following objectives were created for this seminar:

· To reach agreement on key strategy elements, concept of operations and policy needed to assure USACE, FEMA, DHS, states and local governments Readiness and Operational Effectiveness for upcoming Hurricane Season (and other events);
· Identify areas that need to be addressed by region/state for federal planning prior to 1 June 2006;
· Implement senior leaders’ decisions on key issues that impact operations for the 2006 Hurricane Season; and 
· Review and agree on the FEMA/DHS CONOP(s) for the 2006 Hurricane Season. 

II.
SEMINAR PROCEEDINGS

After responding to Hurricanes Katrina, Rita and Wilma in the 2005 season, a traditional scenario-based tabletop exercise with facilitated dialogue was not needed.  The methodology for the 2006 SLS was revised to meet the needs of preparing for the 2006 Hurricane Season.  The session used facilitated policy dialog among key senior leaders to focus on specific issues that have potential impact upon the 2006 Hurricane Season response operations.  
The 2006 Senior Leaders’ Seminar was a one and one-half day seminar/facilitated meeting.  The first day of the Senior Leaders’ Seminar, was comprised of two concurrent meetings: a National Summit and a Regional Forum.  Participants were broken out into the breakout groups after opening remarks and briefings on the 2006 Hurricane Season DHS/FEMA Concept of Operations and the USACE Concept of Operations.  

The National Summit focused on validating solutions to the key policy issues identified during the extensive after action reviews, critiques and reports that followed the 2005 Hurricane Season.  
The Regional Forum allowed Regional Directors, Division Commanders, and State Directors to review the DHS/FEMA 2006 Hurricane Concept of Operations (CONOP) for identification of shortfalls and improvement needs, as well as identification of successes for sustainment.   Due to the number of participants in the Regional Forum, it was subdivided into 4 breakout groups based on having regions work with their respective backup region.  The breakouts were divided as follows:
· Regions 4 and 8 and Corresponding USACE Divisions

· Regions 6 and 10 and Corresponding USACE Divisions

· Regions 1, 5 and 9 and Corresponding USACE Divisions

· Regions 2, 3 and 7 and Corresponding USACE Divisions
Day two of the SLS brought all participants together for a plenary session to review the decisions/guidance from the National Summit; address issues and concerns identified during the Regional Summit; review the N-Hour Sequence and Guiding Principles document, which was modified after discussion on the first day for agreement as the basis of the FEMA 2006 Hurricane Season CONOP; and discuss the Issue Papers developed by USACE Division Commanders, which correlate to the typical USACE mission areas, including:

· USACE/FEMA Contracting Strategy for Emergency Operations;
· Information and Planning Issue Areas (Common Operating Picture, Common System for Sharing Operational Information, Firewall Issues, Command and Control Information Reporting, and Imagery Technology);

· Public Affairs/Public Information;

· Definition and Determination of “Local Capability”;

· Quality Assurance/Quality Control;

· USACE Role in Temporary Housing in Support of FEMA;

· Unified Command/JFO Operations; and

· Commodity Requirements/Distribution of Resources.
For all sessions, participants acted in their real-life roles while they considered the issues, listened to special topic briefings, offered observations, and made strategic and tactical decisions.  The facilitator ensured that the discussion moved along at an appropriate pace and ensured that all participants had an opportunity to contribute.  

National Summit Issues
The policy topic areas for discussion in the National Summit included:
· Review, discuss and validate the FEMA/USACE Guiding Principles. 

· Determine the plan of action to publish, train, exercise and implement the guiding principles in guidance documents throughout the federal, state and local emergency management community prior to hurricane season.
· Discuss the impact on USACE of full integration into the Incident Command System 
(ICS) structure at the National Response Coordination Center (NRCC), Regional Response Coordination Center (RRCC), and Joint Field Office (JFO).
· How is USACE involved in Unified Command at HQ and in the field and what is USACE role in joint decision making?

· What is the USACE commodity mission in the Federal Logistics Strategy?

· What is the USACE mission in the Disaster Housing Strategy? What are the inherently federal government functions in the housing mission and who will perform them?

· What are the specific information needs and requirements of USACE, in HQ and in the field, to maintain the federal Common Operating Picture?

· What organizational element in the JFO is responsible for coordination of overall federal infrastructure restoration, undertaken under the Stafford Act and other federal statutory authorities? What is the USACE role?
Special Topic 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: http://65.13.113.35/usacerap/.)
· DHS/FEMA 2006 Hurricane Season Concept of Operations

· USACE 2006 Hurricane Season Concept of Operations

· National Guard Lessons Learned and 2006 Operations Briefing

· Joint Incident Action Planning at JFO Level Presentation
· Infrastructure Coordination Presentation 

· Operational Preparedness
III.
ISSUES SUMMARY

Issues raised during the 2006 Senior Leaders’ Seminar were captured by the seminar staff in relation to discussions of each game period.  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.  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.  
Summary of SLS Achievements
· Reviewed the time-phased execution actions/decisions that should be incorporated into the CONOP.

· Concluded that FEMA could not validate the CONOPs in its current form. Need to continue to engage all stakeholders in revising, updating, and exercising to validate and publish the CONOP by 1 June.
	ISSUE TOPICS/CONCLUSIONS 


	AGREEMENTS / ACTIONS 

(Post-USACE/FEMA 06 SLS)
	 COMMITMENT:

TIMELINE FOR ACTION & STATUS



	1.  DHS/FEMA CONOP:  Time-phased execution actions/decisions for incorporation into the DHS/FEMA CONOP. 

    Conclusion at 2006 SLS was that FEMA could not validate the Draft CONOP in its current form.  Need to continue to engage all stakeholders in revising, updating, and exercising to validate and publish by 1 Jun. 

	 a. FEMA will include a section on Safety & Health in the CONOP.
	NLT 1 Jun 06



	
	b. FEMA will outline policy guidance needed for specific events in the CONOP.
	NLT 1 Jun 06



	
	c. FEMA will finalize the changes to the D-5 to D-1 Decision Timeline and other recommendations developed by the Regional breakouts and incorporate into the updated CONOP. 

      - Will base decisions on timing of outcome desired.     


	NLT 1 Jun 06




	ISSUE TOPICS/CONCLUSIONS 


	AGREEMENTS / ACTIONS 

(Post-USACE/FEMA 06 SLS)
	 COMMITMENT:

TIMELINE FOR ACTION & STATUS



	
	d. USACE will participate in regional/state preparedness exercises to validate FEMA and USACE CONPLANS.
	3-4 May 06:  FEMA Reg III Exercise (Philadelphia):  NAD
8-9 May 06: FEMA Region II Exercise (San Juan):  SAD

15-19 May 06: FEMA Region VI Exercise (New Orleans) MVD
23-24 May 06:  FEMA Region I Exercise (Boston) NAD
30-31 May 06:  FEMA Region IV Exercise (Atlanta) SAD
20-21 Jun 06: FEMA Region II Exercise (New York City) NAD

	
	e. USACE will adopt the CONOP 
	1 Jun 06

	
	f.  ESFs will propose clearly delineated missions and tasks during the preparedness phase to FEMA to assure timely execution, e.g., for USACE:  housing, commodities, and debris missions.  CONOPs must clearly articulate lead mission roles and responsibilities (in whole or part) to each ESF/Agency to enable effective preparation and capability development.  


	1 Jun 06



	
	g. All ESFs will plan for initial Federal push, transitioning to local/state pull, e.g., pre-positioning of sufficient commodities for first 72 hrs.  The principles articulated in the CONOP must capture the fundamental change in federal operational philosophy.  


	1 Jun 06



	
	h.  FEMA and USACE will work on connecting CONPLAN to JFO SOP (with 3 “sub-regions”).

    -  USACE will incorporate results into USACE CONOP 
       and OPLAN (1 or both), esp. for commodities and 
       OPLAN

    -  USACE will look at D-5 to D-1 and ensure triggers 
       are there for MAs/PSMAs


	1 Jun 06

Status:  Meeting between Bob Fenton (DHS/FEMA), COL Gary Pease (HQUSACE UOC), and Frank Randon (ESF#3 Permanent Cadre) being scheduled for May 06.  

	ISSUE TOPICS/CONCLUSIONS 


	AGREEMENTS / ACTIONS 

(Post-USACE/FEMA 06 SLS)
	 COMMITMENT:

TIMELINE FOR ACTION & STATUS



	2.  ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW CELLS/GROUPS. 
	a. FEMA will establish a standing Interagency Strategic Planning Cell at the NRCC and RRCC.  This group will work to anticipate next steps, while other responders are fully engaged in the immediate needs and response.
  
	NLT 1 Jun 06

Status:   Underway (with both DHS and FEMA)

	
	b.  DHS will examine establishing a one-stop Interagency Policy Advisory Group.
	NLT 1 Jun 06



	3.   ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF INFORMATION and HSIN.
	a. FEMA will provide information on updated EEIs.  
	Timeline for Action: TBD
Status:  (as of 26 Apr 06) Provided Hurricane Information Collection Plan; another one-page document in process of being provided USACE. 

	
	b.  DHS will establish national essential elements of information (EEIs), reporting format, and cycle for utilization in HSIN. 

    - FEMA and all ESFs will exercise HSIN in May 06.

    -  USACE will get on board for use of HSIN for the 
       2006 Hurricane Season.
	- FEMA/ESF HSIN exercise:  May 06

- Be ready to use by 1 Jun 06



	4.  PERFORMANCE BASED CONTRACTING.
	a. FEMA will research performance-based contracting, but wants to get additional information before making any commitment for unilateral implementation.  

     -  Will consider a “pilot” program. 


	

	5.  DEBRIS REMOVAL.
	a. FEMA agreed that USACE will be reimbursed for all relevant costs for Debris Removal; FEMA does pay management costs for debris removal.
	

	6.  USACE NIMS/ICS TRAINING
	a. USACE will define and train personnel in use of NIMS/ICS at the JFO, Regional, and National levels.  
	NLT 1 Jun 06



	ISSUE TOPICS/CONCLUSIONS 


	AGREEMENTS / ACTIONS 

(Post-USACE/FEMA 06 SLS)
	 COMMITMENT:

TIMELINE FOR ACTION & STATUS



	7.  USACE ACQUISITION PLANNING
	a. USACE will issue clear guidance to Divisions on acquisition planning.  Coordinate acquisition strategy with FEMA and states.


	NLT 1 Jun 06



	
	b.   USACE will have a status on acquisition reports and focus on its responsibilities for each mission by 1 June.  
	NLT 1 Jun 06



	8.  USACE FEDERAL PLANNING SUPPORT FOR DEVELOPMENT OF STATE ANNEXES
	a. USACE will engage in federal planning in support of the development of State Annexes to the Regional Supplements of the National Response Plan.  


	NLT 1 Jun 06



	
	b. USACE will define the support requirements for engaging with the JFO Coordination Group and supporting ESFs in every potentially-impacted state prior to landfall.  


	NLT 1 Jun 06



	9. USACE PREPAREDNESS 
	a. USACE will conduct a dress rehearsal at HQ before 1 Jun. 
	NLT 1 Jun 06



	
	b.  All USACE employees will:

      -  maintain highest standard of ethics

      -  be constantly aware of public trust and integrity.  

      -  remind others, including contractors, they are part    

         of the federal team 

      -  be open and honest, maintaining a transparency of 
         operations   

      -  emphasize safety throughout all operations       
   
	LTG Strock email:  NLT 1 Jun 06



	
	c.  USACE will ask for audit agencies up front and have its Internal Review teams involved throughout all phases of operations.


	See 9.b. above.


	ISSUE TOPICS/CONCLUSIONS 


	AGREEMENTS / ACTIONS 

(Post-USACE/FEMA 06 SLS)
	 COMMITMENT:

TIMELINE FOR ACTION & STATUS



	
	d.  USACE will maintain a program of continuous improvement and capture lessons and successful practices throughout the phases of event, as a part of our internal and intergovernmental Remedial Action Program (RAP).


	See 9.b. above.

	
	e.  USACE will shorten the decision cycle during an event and adopt a “Decide, See, and Act” philosophy. (Anticipate conditions and make active decisions that will consider all Pre-scripted Mission Assignments and say “yes” or “no”, looking at what can be ruled out or deferred.)      


	See 9.b. above.



	
	f.  USACE will institutionalize the utilization of  District Commanders from outside the Area of Operations in a system of automatic response to include support to military/Joint Task Forces to help plan Engineer efforts.


	See 9.b. above.

	
	g. USACE will embrace ICS and the Unified Command Structure.
	See 9.b. above.

	10.  DEVELOPMENT OF PUBLIC INFORMATION STRATEGIES.
	a.  FEMA and USACE will develop Public Information Strategies to fully inform public of potential consequences and appropriate actions to reduce risks, in addition to government assistance being provided.


	NLT 1 Jun 06




IV.
CONCLUSION and OUTCOMES
The 2005 Hurricane Season challenged responders (who had already been challenged in the 2004 Hurricane Season) to think outside of the box and identify new and innovative ways to respond to a catastrophic disaster.  The 2006 SLS was successful in bringing together key players in preparation for the 2006 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. 
The primary outcome of the SLS was agreement on the Principles and Planning Considerations for the revision of the draft 2006 Hurricane Concept of Operations for FEMA and USACE and to lay out a plan of action for implementing it with federal, state and local partners for the 2006 Hurricane Season.  The seminar allowed for the review of the time-phased execution actions/decisions that should be incorporated into the CONOP.  It was concluded that participants could not validate the CONOP in its current form and represented agencies need to continue to engage all stakeholders in revising, updating, and exercising to validate and publish the CONOP by 1 June.  The CONOP will be further tested and vetted during the DHS/FEMA State Exercises occurring in all hurricane prone states/territories during May and June 2006.  
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.  Bringing together federal, state, and local agencies annually to review the special demands of disaster response and recovery efforts helps to build understanding, trust, and relationships, which are essential in the fast-paced operating environment of major disasters, as was attested to during the 2005 Hurricane Season and response to Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, and Wilma.  

This seminar set the stage for the identification of CONOP changes and numerous 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 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 on requirements for intergovernmental coordination between emergency management and other appropriate organizations.  The seminar facilitated the building and strengthening of partnerships among seminar participants.  Finally, the participants agreed that the seminar set the stage for future cooperative efforts and seminars.  
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Additional comments were captured during the breakout groups, some comments are highlighted below, and those that were specific recommendations (additions and deletions) for change to the DHS/FEMA 2006 Hurricane Season CONOP are included in Appendix C – CONOP Recommended Changes.  
· The preamble of the CONOP should be revised to reflect the need for a coordinated, proactive response. The CONOP should reflect recognition of the need for state and federal coordination and collaboration throughout.

· Video-teleconferencing and HSIN are seen as critical tools for sharing information. In particular, they can be used as vehicles for establishing early and continuous dialogue with the potentially impacted states to jointly plan the mobilization and the contents of a coordinated public information campaign. 

· Concern was expressed about the lack of clarity of the Department of Homeland Security’s operational role.  

· Clarity of meaning is lacking in some of the language and terminology used. The words “deploy,” “activate,” “assign,” etc. are all used interchangeably. For example, what does “activate the logistics infrastructure” mean?  State and Regional authorities need to be able to show the public what is being done, but it was not clear to some how that particular step could be conveyed to the public—more specifics are needed. 

· The time line does not consider the impact of federal actions on the states. For example, if commodity distribution capability is expected at D-2, and the state plan for commodity distribution requires mobilization of the National Guard to make this happen, then the Guard would have to be mobilized at D-4 because it can take 48 hours to activate the Guard. In many States, that requires an emergency declaration, and that would be difficult to get at D-4. Such a declaration could have an impact on tourism, the local economy, and resources, and not enough may be certain about the storm’s path at D-4 for that kind of determination to be made. The federal actions may have the result of forcing the state to move up its timeline for issuing declarations of emergency and activating the EOC—actions that can have ramifications at the state and local level. And at D-4, those steps might turn out to be premature.

· The public information effort should start at D-5 and continue throughout. And this needs to be a coordinated communications campaign so the federal and state authorities are speaking with one voice. The goal of this communications campaign would be to attempt to influence both expectations and behavior. Communications need to show that federal and state authorities are taking steps to protect the public and what resources are being requested. This would assure the public that state and federal authorities are taking action, and it would also serve to tie public expectations to reality—if there are obstacles to getting certain resources in place, for example. 

· These coordinated communications must also tell the public what it needs to be doing in response to the situation as conditions change—precautions, evacuation, providing for food and water, preparing for being without power for a prolonged period, etc. There are some things that the public must do for themselves to preserve their health and safety. For these messages to be effective, they must be coordinated and spoken with one voice.

· Actions that are both important and easy to do should be implemented on a timeline regardless (e.g., VTC, public information, and establishing surge account). Actions that are difficult, costly, and that would impact states should be triggered, as much as possible, by actual or known conditions rather than predefined points on a timeline.  

· While participants in the Breakout discussion recognized the federal government’s interest in pushing resources to the states in advance of a disaster, they felt that there needs to be dialogue with the states to ensure that the states are in a position to accept and accommodate the resources being pushed to them. Some felt that resources should be moved in stages rather than a wholesale push right up front. It should be recognized that states do not necessarily have “empty warehouses” just waiting for commodities, or that they will have the staffing or resources in place to support staging areas and distribution points. A school parking lot could be identified as a staging area—but what if school is in session. Would schools be cancelled at D-5?

· The timeline for deploying and establishing the NIMS/NRP organization is unclear and appears to be overly aggressive.  

· While there was discomfort with some of the actions prescribed as far out as D-5 and D-4, when the storm’s track and landfall are still uncertain, it was recognized that there is nothing wrong with taking the opportunity at this stage to plan or formalize plans for how assets would be moved—as opposed to waiting for the storm to be right on top of you. D-5 and D-4 are good times to be processing through the “what-if” drills in your mind.

· There was a concern that with the DSAT, FIRST, and state and local response elements all on the scene that it might make for a fragmented response. It was stressed that there should be a single, coordinated response as opposed to separate responses from separate entities.

· The reliance on new, untested mechanisms for critical information flows should be recognized (HSIN, the Secretary’s Deployable Situational Awareness Team). Is there a plan B?

· The current CONOP calls for testing HSIN connectivity and communication systems at D-3. Some felt that was too late and said that these systems should have already been tested at this point—perhaps at D-5 or even sooner.

· The time line does not seem to acknowledge the likelihood that a major hurricane will impact multiple states, requiring multiple JFOs, FCOs, DCOs, etc. In a coast-climbing event, these officials could be “bouncing from state to state.”

· It was felt that D-5 would be too far out to identify field lodging for NDMS & US&R—there could still be a great deal of variability in the trajectory and movement of the storm at D-5 to consider things like lodging support. But it was conceded that at D-5, authorities should still be in a state of readiness and should at least have a plan for how lodging would be handled in the event the storm tracks their way. You should at least know where you would put people.

· It was likewise felt that D-4 might be too far out to be deploying the “JFO to the field.” There was some question about what that phrase actually meant. The “field” is not known at this point because the “cone” of the storm’s possible track is still too wide at D-4. There also was some question about the timing of the establishment of the “JFO Coordination Group.” 

· There was question about the step at D-4 to deploy the PFO/FCO “to the region.” Again, with the cone of the advancing storm still very wide at D-4, it is not known which state(s) would be getting hit. Current policy calls for the PFO/FCO to go to the state(s) with the highest probability of getting hit.

· It needs to be explained how “county liaisons” fit into the picture—who they report to, where they are situated (at EOC?), etc.

· The Joint Information Center (JIC) needs to be established early on to help facilitate that coordinated public information campaign mentioned earlier.

· Some felt that the CONOP should make some specific reference to evacuations at a particular point in the timeline, such as D-3—evacuation of certain vulnerable areas, at least. But others felt that such a step should be conditions-driven rather than timeline-driven.

· Because there should already be a debris-management plan in place, this step should not be happening at D-2.  It might be helpful to review the plan at D-2, but the elements of the plan should have already been established. Modeling can give an idea of the volume of debris that could be expected.

· There was confusion about what was meant by the installation of 50 generators. It was assumed that this language was in reference to a FEMA procedure to ship generators in batches of 50 at a time and that state and local authorities need to figure out 50 sensitive sites where generators would be needed.

· Clarification is needed on which JFO staff goes to the State EOC. Some EOCs have limited seating. Perhaps only the JFO command staff?

· At D-2 and D-1, there should not be any further reference to “plans” or “planning.” At this stage, you are “operational,” and no longer in planning mode.

· While everyone recognized what was behind the federal pledge to respond “SOONER, FASTER and CLOSER,” there was concern that too much of the current plan is based on the experience with Hurricane Katrina, which was a catastrophic incident. Authorities should plan for the next event that can be realistically expected, not based on the last battle that was fought.

· While there was some criticism of the CONOP being too “vague” at certain points, authorities should be cautioned against trying to make the CONOP too detailed, too specific or too prescriptive because then you wind up with a “one size fits all” plan, which would be a failure.

· Political leaders, such as mayors, need to be brought into the dialogue, perhaps through the video-teleconferencing mode. Prescribed response actions can have impact on local economies and resources, such as the closing of beaches, the impact on tourism and businesses that feed off tourism, the closing of schools and municipal offices.

Appendix C:  CONOP Recommended Changes
See separate document.

Appendix D:  National Summit Breakout Group Summary
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UNCLASSIFIED

US Army Corps 

of Engineers

Conclusions

• Reviewed the Guiding Principles and 

concluded that they are a time phased 

execution actions/decisions that should be 

incorporated into the CONOP.

• Concluded that USACE and FEMA could 

not validate the CONOPs in its current 

form, based on the above.
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UNCLASSIFIED

US Army Corps 

of Engineers

Governing Principles

• There are certain principles that should 

govern interagency planning and 

operations.  

• The primary plans are those that are 

developed between the regions and the 

states.

• The principles must capture the 

fundamental change in federal operational 

philosophy.  Federal push transitioning to 

local/state pull. E.g., Pre-positioning of 

sufficient  commodities for first 72 hours.
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UNCLASSIFIED

US Army Corps 

of Engineers

Governing Principles

(continued)

• Establishment of pre-identified JFO 

Coordination Group and supporting ESFs 

in every potentially impacted state prior to 

landfall.

• Establishment of a standing Interagency 

Strategic Planning Cell at the NRCC, and 

at the RRCC including collaborative 

planning with the states.
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UNCLASSIFIED

US Army Corps 

of Engineers

Governing Principles

(continued)

• HSIN is the National Common Operating 

Picture platform (must be tested/validated).

• Establish outcome (effects) based planning 

using condition based time-phased decision 

making.

• Public Information Strategy must fully inform 

the public of potential consequences and 

appropriate actions to reduce risks, in addition 

to government assistance being provided.
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UNCLASSIFIED

US Army Corps 

of Engineers

Governing Principles

(continued)

• Acquisition planning must be completed during 

the Preparedness Phase at the federal, state, and 

local levels to assure sufficient capacity and 

successfully engage local and small businesses.

• ESFs must have clearly delineated missions and 

tasks during the preparedness phase to assure 

timely execution. E.g., For USACE: housing, 

commodities, and debris missions.

• Policy direction needs to be consistent, simple to 

understand and effectively disseminated from the 

outset  of the event.  



Appendix E: Issue Card Summary

	TOPIC


	ISSUE

 
	RECOMMENDATION



	Guiding Principles
	Multiple events able to be addressed?  Needs to be footnote as to capability.
	Add footnote on capability to handle simultaneous events.

	Who makes decision
	It is not clear who makes what decisions: NRCC, RRCC, JFO, Local Official, etc.
	Clearly delineate what decisions (resource distribution, redistribution, etc.) are made at which level.

	National vs. Regional PSMAs
	Deploying personnel for PRTs, Logistics, SMEs, or others could be charged to either or both National or Regional PSMAs.
	Provide guidance requiring response personnel to be charged only to the Regional PSMAs.

	Adverse impact of local and national politics and media attention on disaster operations
	During response to Hurricane Katrina, politics and media’s overwhelming attention impacted decision-making at almost all operational levels.  Example: News broadcasts of evacuees at Superdome gave impression that the response was ineffective while there was significant activity ongoing there.
	Need a strong team, with strong leadership, to try to control these issues and keep the ERTs focused on response and recovery actions.

	Ambiguity in wording and lack of references to other plans and procedures
	Many steps in both Guiding Principles and CONOPs are open-ended and vague.  Example: Activate FIRST – does this mean assemble in Regional Office, deploy, or something else?  Also no reference to FIRST documents or SOP.
	Action steps should flesh out and describe details.

	Guiding Principles
	Note that OSD is also responding with some supporting preparations: simultaneous to D-X timeline. Example: DCOs, Reconnaissance.
	Add footnote and/or present Guiding Principles in matrix with “assumed state actions” and “assumed other Federal Departments (i.e., OSD) actions” in columns alongside the USACE/FEMA Guiding Principles.

	Push/Pull 
	It is the most over-arching concept discussed.  It needs to be reflected both big picture and reflected in planning details.  Please do not take out of this session that push/pull and its transition is a SOP issue.  While there are SOP implications, it is far broader and is perhaps the biggest underlying principle.  If it is clearly stated as a principle, communicated to all federal players and bought off of, it will affect policies and SOPs and even contracts.  It also should be conveyed to Congress to garner support ahead of time and minimize any guessing from GAO and IG.
	

	Provision of Ice
	Historically the federal government has been looked to for ice.  Ice demands a vast logistics “trail” (e.g.,fuel, maintenance, labor intense, etc.).  Is ice a necessary and live saving commodity?  If yes, why?
	Reconsider the role of ice in disaster support.  Restrict it to medical.


Appendix F:  Evaluation Form Summary

2006 USACE/FEMA 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

	
	1=Strongly Disagree
	2=

Disagree
	3=

Neutral
	4=

Agree
	5=Strongly  Agree

	1. The 2006 USACE/FEMA SLS objectives were realistic.
	1

(    )
	2

(   6% )
	3

(  22%  )
	4

(  53%  )
	5

(  6%  )

	Comments:

- Certainly ambitious!

- Major objective seemed to be “Have Annual Senior Leaders’ Meeting.”

- Vague objective that required revision mid-stream.

- Did we really make any progress?

- I do not know what the objectives were.  These should have been presented first and last.

- CONOP very rough and poorly organized for presentation.  It did drive conversation however.


	2. The materials (presentations, handouts, discussion topics) presented were relevant.
	1

(    )
	2

(    )
	3

(  22%  )
	4

(  62%  )
	5

(  13%  )

	Comments:

- There was enough information in the read-ahead packages and presentations.

- Adequate.


	3. The materials (presentations, handouts, discussion topics) presented in this seminar will be used for future reference.
	1

(    )
	2

(  6%  )
	3

(  25%  )
	4

(  66%  )
	5

(  3%  )

	Comments:

- Most of the handouts/read-aheads were very helpful for this seminar but would not provide enough detail for future reference.

- Looking forward to receiving updates to packets that were changed.

- But I’m sure many will change.

- I doubt it, everything presented appeared to be a draft work in progress.



	4. The 2006 USACE/FEMA Senior Leaders’ Seminar was organized to your expectations.
	1

(    )
	2

(  16%  )
	3

(  25%  )
	4

(  53%  )
	5

(  6%  )

	Comments:

- Great on the fly reorganizing.

- 1st conference, didn’t know what to expect.
- Would like to see completion to several issues that I don’t’ think we received.

- Topics not generally at Senior Leader level.

- Schedule was not adhered to.

- Much better structure than previous years.

- Couldn’t really see any concrete conclusions.

- The microphones weren’t always reliable; a bit distracting.

- The wrap-up at the end with a list of actions was very effective to improve the plan.

- Different style than last year – given 05 season, this makes sense.


	5. Speaker(s) seemed knowledgeable about topic(s).
	1

(    )
	2

(    )
	3

(  13%  )
	4

(  53%  )
	5

(  34%  )

	Comments:

- Excellent speakers!

- Adequate.

- The facilitator did a great job!


	6. Speaker(s) allowed input from audience.
	1

(    )
	2

(    )
	3

(    )
	4

(  47%  )
	5

(  53%  )

	Comments:

- Good participation, but you get better participation in smaller breakout groups instead of one large group.

- Very well conducted.

- Lots of input, but am not sure we didn’t reach many conclusions or due outs in time for 2006 Hurricane Season.


	7. Speaker(s) presented material at an appropriate rate.
	1

(    )
	2

(    )
	3

(  3%  )
	4

(  62%  )
	5

(  34%  )

	Comments:

- Good material.

- OK.


	8. This year’s speakers should be recommended for future seminars.
	1

(    )
	2

(  3%  )
	3

(  38%  )
	4

(  47%  )
	5

(  13%  )

	Comments:

- Always!

- Depends on what needs to be discussed.

- Am not sure that format was organized to reach conclusions.  Much of the discussion seemed unfocused.

- Need some state speakers as well as others who can talk about lessons learned.



	9. There was adequate time allowed for each discussion topic. 
	1

(    )
	2

(  3%  )
	3

(  19%  )
	4

(  62%  )
	5

(  16%  )

	Comments:

- Yes

- OK, but I left with an empty feeling and a feeling that a heck of a lot of work remains in order to be ready for the 2006 Hurricane Season.

- The plenary group - think had value, but probably limited some discussion.  

- Dave Garratt’s closing comments were helpful for direction – particularly about the “push” philosophy.


	10. Each session was organized with a discussion topic.
	1

(    )
	2

(  6%  )
	3

(  19%  )
	4

(  59%  )
	5

(  9%  )

	Comments:

- Agenda changed somewhat, but appropriately so.

- Not sure we had the right FEMA/Other agency people here to make the final decisions.

- D-5, D-4, D-3, D-2, D-1 discussion could have been better planned, especially upfront push/pull concept.


	11. Facilitators kept discussions focused.
	1

(  3%  )
	2

(  6%  )
	3

(  9%  )
	4

(  66%  )
	5

(  13%  )

	Comments:

- They did their best.

- Good idea to keep second day’s afternoon “break-out” sessions in plenary forum.
- Excellent facilitators.

- Good job here.

- The facilitator for the CONOPs timeline review (breakout group) failed to keep the group on task.


	12. You were allowed to actively participate.
	1

(    )
	2

(    )
	3

(  6%  )
	4

(  50%  )
	5

(  44%  )

	Comments:

- OK.

- Again, I think we should have stayed in small breakout groups rather than one large group (2nd day). Recommend: 2 ½ days of more breakout time to work issues with the other agencies.  You get to work each issue longer and get more participation.  Many will not speak their minds in front of their bosses.
- Well conducted.


	13. Remedial Action Plan issues were brought forward for appropriate address.
	1

(  3%  )
	2

(  13%  )
	3

(  13%  )
	4

(  56%  )
	5

(  9%  )

	Comments:

- ?

- I got the sense that not a whole lot is being done to get SOPs and processes in place for the 2006 Hurricane Season.  Too much general talk, but no concrete action plans.
- Good.

- Brought forward but not addressed – no actions.

- Not addressed.

- Yes, but although we agreed to some principles, we still lack communications procedures, plans, etc. Will have to go with the CONOP draft.

- More focus needed on RAP issues; some are contentious, BUT pre-fight is not a time for political correctness…



	14. In your opinion, action plans developed at this seminar will change our way of conducting business in the future.
	1

(  9%  )
	2

(  9%  )
	3

(  44%  )
	4

( 28%  )
	5

(  3%  )

	Comments:

- N/A

- We are on our butts for action plans.  Too many unresolved questions.
- It hasn’t happened in the past.

- Seems to me that many of these issues were discussed in previous seminars. Surprised to see we are still dealing ineffectively with them – e.g., incompatible communications/IT systems…A problem year after year!

- Still a lot of issues that need to be worked still.  Need resolution on many issues.

- Didn’t see any action plans.

- I sure hope so.

- Too complex.

- But got a lot to do in a short period of time.

- We have talked the same issues for the last 2 years with little substantive change.  We need to fix the things that need to be fixed.


	15. In your opinion, the findings presented at this seminar were valuable to your position.
	1

(    )
	2

(  3%  )
	3

(  25%  )
	4

(  59%  )
	5

(  6%  )

	Comments:

- Most important issue to me was discussed on first day breakout – not projected strongly enough at plenary next morning.

- Didn’t really see anything resolved during this seminar in order to help me with the hurricane season in 2006.
- Appreciate the opportunity to participate but seminar seemed to be more of value to USACE and FEMA participants – not sure of the value to other organizations invited.

- This is extremely valuable to work with FEMA/others on these issues.

- Absolutely!

- Not enough concrete decisions, e.g., conclusions!  Just more discussion for most part.

- Need to present the triggering and influencing actions (State and OFAs/Departments) in matrix form alongside the USACE/FEMA guiding principles.


	16. In your opinion, overall, this seminar was productive.    
	1

(  3%  )
	2

(  9%  )
	3

(  28%  )
	4

(  44%  )
	5

(  9%  )

	Program Strengths:

- Dialog was great.

- Format.
- We had Senior Leaders from USACE; did we have the right Senior Leaders from FEMA and others?

- Met people.

- Participation of audience and breadth of discussion.

- Certainly.  Open discussion both in and out of the rooms was invaluable.

- Focus on specific fixes.

- Participants.

- Right USACE people attended.

- Issues addressed “head on.”

- Ample discussion.


	Suggestions for Improvement:

- More before hand prep work organizing – add other OFAs.

- Include all organizations that are necessary to carryout all ESF functions, this would at least have government agencies on the same sheet.
- Tell background paper writers and presenters to watch the use of abbreviations and/or acronyms without explanations. Not everyone in the audience was from USACE or FEMA.

- 30 days prior establish breakout groups to work these issues so we can have resolution at this meeting.  Not enough time to work issues after.

- Make this one day – limit topics to policy/Sr. leader level.

- Offer fruit along with Danishes, cookies, muffins, etc.

- We must build on what we’ve learned to complete development of the plans, SOPs, COP, HSIN use, etc. ASAP.

- We have much to do, but this is a good start.

- Too late to still be at this point.  This level of meeting for 2007 season should be held in October 2006.

- Force decisions/commitment from those so empowered DHS/FEMA and USACE.

- Do breakouts by commodity vice Region (maybe).

- Surprised many issues of CONOP still not resolved!!

- More OSD military planning briefed – allows DHS/FEMA visibility on major resource asset.


	Other observations:

- Generally a waste of my time for 1 and 1/2 days.

- Great conference!

- Too much discussion too little action/decisions.

- Audio problems at conference center should have been fixed!


	17. The next SLS should be conducted in the same fashion as this USACE/FEMA Senior Leaders’ Seminar.
	1

(  6%  )
	2

(  16%  )
	3

(  28%  )
	4

(  28%  )
	5

(  13%  )

	Comments:

- This will depend on the 06 season – should add case for no-notice event and add other OFAs.

- NO! Need to reach conclusions during the seminar not just talk and more talk.  Am concerned that we are not anymore ready in 2006 than we were in 2005.  Am envisioning a train wreck if we experience another Katrina/Rita.
- Include all agencies or as many agencies as possible.

- There is a critical need to integrate other Federal agencies into this seminar if it is to evolve into a true “preparedness/response” senior leader’s seminar and not just a FEMA/USACE SLS.

- Topics were not senior leader level.

- Needs more organization and more interesting material.
- Good mix of breakout and plenary sessions.

- Hotel, facilities, location, etc. all great!

- Agree with idea that purpose is to tweak existing plan.

- 2 ½ days vs. 1 ½ days needed to flesh out way ahead for vulnerabilities!



Appendix G: List of Participants

To be added.
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