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I.
Executive Summary
To ensure the readiness of USACE personnel to respond to emergency situations, the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) conducts regular preparedness workshops both internally and in partnership with other Federal government agencies.   The workshops are conducted and/or supported by USACE and focus on important issues that could potentially hinder future USACE response efforts if not addressed.  The workshops generally are designed to assess new processes and procedures, review existing responsibilities and roles, and build relationships with federal, state, and local stakeholders with whom USACE interfaces during emergency responses.  Through such seminars and workshops USACE both educates its leaders and staff as well as provides refresher training to experienced personnel and provides a means to “action plan” with its partners and customers.  The 2006/2007 preparedness seminars and workshops will build upon the body of knowledge developed during those conducted since 1999 and will move forward to address significant changes. 

This report provides a summary of proceedings, issues, and recommendations from the 2006/2007 Remedial Action Program (RAP) Workshop, held 5-8 December 2006 in Orlando, Florida.  This third annual RAP Workshop 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 three and one-half day workshop/facilitated meeting which included overview and informational briefings, breakout sessions, a Video-Teleconference In-Progress Review with MG Riley, the USACE Director of Civil Works and Mr. Cannon, FEMA Director of Response, and report-outs on final conclusions and recommendations.  The issues identified as the most pressing given the evolving operating environment were discussed during the workshop and are presented in the body of this report. 
The issues portion of this report is organized into sections according to the five topical areas focused on during the workshop, which are:

· Senior Leaders’ Seminar;

· Debris;

· Contaminated Debris;

· Catastrophic Planning;

· Temporary Emergency Power; 

· Ice/Water/Logistics/Commodities; and
· Pre-Scripted Mission Assignments.

The RAP Workshop fostered an environment for participants to learn about the future changes as a result of the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006, to reiterate the importance of joint all-hazards catastrophic disaster planning, and to explore existing SOPs, policy, and guidance to determine needed changes or enhancements to the ESF #3 related missions prior to the 2007 Hurricane Season or next disaster operation.  By the end of the workshop, participants were able to make recommendations for changes to doctrine and processes developed for the 2006 Hurricane Season, including issues from the FY06 Intergovernmental RAP, and develop courses of action for resolution.
II. 
Introduction
This After Action Report (AAR) provides a summary of proceedings, issues, and recommendations from the 2006/2007 Remedial Action Program (RAP) Workshop, held 5-8 December 2006 in Orlando, Florida.  This third annual RAP Workshop 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).
Background

Over the past eight years, USACE and the FEMA, a part 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.  In an effort to continue to improve response efforts, the annual Hurricane Season Critique (aka, Remedial Action Program Workshop) has become an additional forum to provide a central system through which evaluation of USACE response to hurricanes and other emergency operations is made and remedial actions are taken in a program of continuous improvement in preparation for future events.  The third annual Remedial Action Program Workshop was part of the RAP process and the ongoing effort to continuously improve operations. 
Objectives and Outcomes
The objectives and outputs of the 2006/2007 Remedial Action Program Workshop were:
 1.   Evaluate doctrine and processes developed for 2006 Hurricane Season, e.g., DHS/FEMA Concept of Operations, USACE plans, L-Hour Sequence, HSIN, Total Asset Visibility (TAV), revisions to debris removal policy, etc., to determine necessary adjustments.   This will include reconfirmation of the actions and priorities identified in the FY06 Intergovernmental RAP and identification of new and emerging issues and courses of action for resolution.  Outcome:  Revised, validated RAP Matrix with specific outcomes/products, courses of action, priorities, milestones, and assigned leads.

2.   Assess Federal/Regional/State coordination requirements and capabilities, shortfalls, status of plans, SOPs, etc.  Outcome:  Strategy for lifecycle Federal/Regional/State collaborative planning/preparedness for ESF#3 missions and identification of requirements and remedial actions with assigned leads. 

3.   Determine specific objectives and action plans for Catastrophic Disaster Response Planning (CDRP) for ESF#3 and related ESF missions.  Look jointly at “task organizing” some of the “single resources” listed in the National Response Plan’s Catastrophic Incident Supplement (CIS) into task forces.  Outcome: Plan of Action to address Engineering & Public Works and Critical Infrastructure missions in conjunction with overall Federal CDRP activities, including specific objectives for FY07/08.

4.   Develop final framework for 2007 Senior Leaders’ Seminar.  Identify policy-level and doctrinal issues to be addressed at SLS, to include NRP changes and effects of new legislation.  Outcome:  SLS objectives, issues framework, and desired outcomes for SLS.

Session Overview
In order to meet these objectives, the workshop was dedicated to exploring issues identified in the FY06 Intergovernmental RAP as well as identifying new issues.  To achieve this, the Remedial Action Program Workshop activities centered on educational and informational briefings and breakout sessions.  After two and a half days of presentations and breakouts, each group was charged with developing a summary brief of progress to provide to the USACE Director of Civil Works, MG Riley, and FEMA Director of Response, Mr. Cannon at the Remedial Action Program Workshop In-Progress Review via a Video-Teleconference.  Following the presentations, feedback was provided by the Senior Leaders, and the breakouts reconvened to continue working their issues and plan or revise courses of action.  On the last day of the workshop, the breakout groups briefed their revised recommendations and courses of action to the USACE and FEMA leadership in attendance.

Participants received briefings on the following topics (which can be found on the RAP website at: http://rsc.usace.army.mil/teeca/rapp/index.html):
· Ice/Water/Commodities/Logistics; 
· Temporary Emergency Power; 

· Temporary Housing/Critical Public Facilities;
· Temporary Roofing; 

· Debris/Contaminated Debris;
· Information & Planning;
· New Legislation;

· Pre-Scripted Mission Assignments;
· FEMA Logistics;
· Interagency Agreement vs. Mission Assignment;
· EPA Role; 
· Catastrophic Planning;
· USACE Lakes and Rivers Division Perspective;
· USACE North Atlantic Division Perspective;
· State of Louisiana;

· State of Florida;

· State of Mississippi;

· Hurricane CONOP Briefing/Earthquake CONPLAN; and
· Emergency Support Function #15 – Public Affairs.
Each breakout group was charged with reviewing and validating the issues previously identified, identifying new issues, and prioritizing and discussing each issue to determine recommendations and courses of action with leads identified for each issue.  The issues were considered in the following format: 

· Review, validate and/or rewrite the issues statement; 

· Define the desired outcome; 

· Define the actions required and organizations responsible to meet that outcome; and

· Identify obstacles to revising the issue. 
Participants were broken into the following categories for issue discussion (some groups only met for part of the time, others ended up combined):

· Senior Leaders’ Seminar;

· Debris;

· Contaminated Debris;

· Catastrophic Planning;

· Temporary Emergency Power; 

· Ice/Water;

· Logistics/Commodities; and

· Pre-Scripted Mission Assignments.
Participants

Participants included representatives from USACE Headquarters Divisions and Districts, FEMA Headquarters and Regions, DHS, 249th Engineering Battalion, U.S. Department of Transportation, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Coast Guard, U.S. Northern Command, Department of Health and Human Services, Department of Labor, U.S. Army North, and State Emergency Management Agencies with an interest in Emergency Support Function (ESF) #3 missions and operations.  For a full list of 2006/2007 RAP Workshop Participants, please go to the RAP Website at: http://rsc.usace.army.mil/teeca/rapp/index.html.

III.
Video-Teleconference Summary
Senior Leaders’ Seminar Prep

Recommendations: 

· As a result of the Post-Katrina legislation, there are a number of doctrine, policy, process, and plan changes.  These changes will form the topics for discussion during the 2007 Senior Leaders’ Seminars, with a focus on 2-3 topics.
· 2007 SLS will be a 2-day event 
· Notice Event (Miami Hurricane)
· No-Notice Event (New Madrid Earthquake) 
· Participants will be Senior Leader representatives from USACE HQ and Divisions, DHS/FEMA HQ and Regions, selected OFAs and states.

Comments by MG Riley:

· Good approach to look at changes in doctrine and policy.

· Asks that we ensure very clear, achievable objectives; suggests we limit number/scope of them to what we can address well.

· Use of a scenario is good focus to frame the changes in legislation, policy, and plans.

Debris Top 3+ Issues

	Issue #
	Issue
	Recommendation

	1
	Local Government/ debris Management

     Recommendation: Training/ Planning
	- Eligibility

- TDSR Sites

- Contracts

- Monitoring

	2
	Standardizing Demolition Checklists/Packages

     Recommendation: Evaluation standardization of existing information
	- ROE

- Process

	3
	Evaluation- New Technologies
	Work with Lead USACE Division and FEMA HQ’s to research new ideas

 
- Energy


- Recycling 


- Disposal


- Reduction

	4
	New ACI Contracting Strategy
	· Performance Based

· Production

· Quality Control

· Safety

· Operations plans

· Subcontracting

· Automated Ticket System

· Contractor Quality Control

· Multiple Award Task Order Contracts, 8A, HUBZone


Comments by MG Riley:

· FEMA getting the preparation piece back will be positive.
· Push for standardization in all work we do is positive and helps training.
· Truly likes performance based ACI Contracting Strategy; will require moving quickly to define requirement.
Contaminated Debris Top 3 Issues

	Issue #
	Issue
	Recommendation

	1
	Improve waste segregation
	USACE implements contract language and performance incentives in new ACI contract, improves oversight worker orientation and training.

	2
	Improve Worker Safety and Health implementation for (contaminated) debris operations
	Issue timely Mission Assignment to OSHA to implement the provisions of the Worker Health and Safety Support Annex.

	3
	Lack of consistent implementation of NIMS compliance throughout all agencies impeding coordination and communication.  
	All agencies need to evaluate procedures for compliance with ICS / NIMS terminology and structure.


Comments by MG Riley:

· Issues and recommendations are on target.

Catastrophic Planning Top 3 Issues

	Issue #
	Issue
	Recommendation

	1
	Identify and meet surge capacity requirements for personnel
	Identify specific working groups to look at qualifications and training (normal and just in time) to meet catastrophic disaster response requirements for all ESFs.


	2
	Identify and meet surge capacity for shortfalls in resources
	Utilize scenario driven workshops to identify the full spectrum of response resource requirements.  Include cradle to grave management and response delivery system.

	3
	Manage response and recovery expectations for emergency responders and the public.
	Use scenario driven workshops to develop site specific messages for the emergency management community (L/S/F Tribal Nations & Private Sector).


Comments by MG Riley:

· Applauds efforts to meet surge requirements.
· Ensured the intent was to have site-specific workshops with agency participation.
Temporary Power Top 3 Issues

	Issue #
	Issue
	Recommendation(s)

	1
	Cold Weather Power Issues
	· Perform market survey - develop acquisition strategy (FEMA)

· Request Alaska ID critical facilities (FEMA)

· Develop cold weather response SOP (USACE)

Cold weather training exercise (FEMA/USACE)

	2
	Early Deployment of Resources
	· Train TLs (USACE) & Ops Chiefs (FEMA) on deployment concept

· Finalize FRAGO (USACE)

	3
	Critical Facility Surveys
	· Encourage continued development of critical facilities requirements (FEMA/USACE)

· Provide states with the benefits of subject survey (USACE)


Comments by MG Riley:

· Likes cold weather recommendation.
· Would like to see the program expanded for work in CONUS.
Logistics/Commodities/Ice and Water Top 3+ Issues

	Issue #
	Issue
	Recommendation

	1
	Lack of a systematic Commodities Con-ops defining roles of FEMA/

USACE/DLA/DOT/USFS/States/Local/Private Sector.
	Form a joint working group to develop a draft Commodities Con-Ops to be presented to Senior Leadership by February 28, 2007

	2
	Actualize the Unified (Purple) Team Concept
	Form a prototype Staging Area Team to develop operational doctrine and execute through exercises and/or actual events. (FEMA, USACE, DLA, States, Region, Local) not later than March 1, 2007.

	3
	Should Ice be a response commodity?
	Evaluate the legitimacy and/or cost benefits of Ice as a life-saving commodity during the response.

	4
	Heads-up:  Effective January 23, 2007, ALL persons, including U.S. citizens, traveling by air between the United States and Canada, Mexico, Central and South America, the Caribbean, and Bermuda will be required to present a valid passport.
	Identify all responders that require passports and ensure that applications are processed immediately.


Comments by Mr. Cannon:  

· On Issue #3 (Should ice be a response commodity?):

· Will look for more in follow-up. 

· Sees this as incident-driven.
· Lots of factors come into play.  

Comments by MG Riley:

· Would like to see a layout of reasons for ice.  We of course always look at what we can do to preserve life, health and safety.
· Recommend survey of states on topic of ice.  Use results of surveys to build FEMA administrative policy on ice.

States’ Perspective:

	Issue #
	Issue
	Recommendation

	1
	Unified Command – State/Federal


	Unified Logistics Teams

     - Federal, State, Local, NGO’s and Private Sector

	2
	Further Development of Logistics Training to include State and Local Agencies
	Adequate funding for unified teams to plan, train and exercise together.


Comments by Mr. Cannon:

· Agrees on needs for additional planning and exercises.
· Would like to see development of standardized template for States.
Comments by MG Riley:

· Brilliant work on unified teams/joint command; recognizes will take some time.

· Funding:  ESFs will need some preparedness funding; Look to FEMA preparedness to figure out a system to assist states with funding for training and exercising

IV.
Issues Summary
The following section summarizes the issues identified and discussed during the 2006/2007 Remedial Action Program Workshop.  The issues are organized according to breakout groups.
_____________________________________________________________________________
A.  Senior Leaders’ Seminar— Breakout Session Summary

· Dates:  6-7 March 2006  (2 full days)
· Location:  National Conference Center, Lansdowne, VA
· 2 Scenarios:   With/without notice:  Miami Hurricane/New Madrid Earthquake
· Goals:  

· Senior level teambuilding

· Sustain and enhance key relationships

· Validate plans, processes, and procedures

· Establish an intergovernmental framework for preparedness and ops

· Objectives:

· Affirm progress in resolving issues previously identified

· Identify and frame key decisions to be made within presented timeframes

· Present and discuss implications of changes in policy and authorities

· Identify challenges/issues across ESFs and National Plans

· Outputs: 

· Determine action plans for changes in policies, plans and procedures

· Key Participants:

· Senior Leader Representatives from USACE HQ and Divisions, DHS/FEMA HQ and Regions, selected OFAs, NEMA, IAEM, NGA and private sector. 

· USACE: Chief, DCW, DCG, SES, G3, Division Commanders, District Commanders, Permanent Cadre, Team Leaders, SMEs.

· FEMA: Director or Deputy Director, Director of Response, Director of Recovery, Division Directors, Regional Directors, Chief of Operations, Planning, Logistics, Mitigation, and SMEs from HQ and the Regions.

· OFAs: NORTHCOM, ENCOM, JDOMS, OSD, NG, EPA, DOT, BOR, DOI, ARC, DHHS, FBI, NCS, USDA, DOE, USCG

· State/Local/Private Sector: NEMA President, R&R Committee, EMAC Committee, Preparedness Committee, Mitigation Committee, NGA Rep, IAEM Reps, CUSEC

· Topics for Discussion:

· Post-Katrina legislation resulted in a number of changes in doctrine, policy, process and plans that will form discussion topics

· List of topics to be developed from which we will focus on top 2-3 issues during SLS

· FEMA 8-9 March Pre-Hurricane and Planning Conference:

· Develop implementation plans from decisions made during the SLS 

· Determine how to tie into National Hurricane Conference

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
B.  Debris— Breakout Session Summary

PRIORITIES:   #1:  Immediate      #2:  Before June 1, 2007       #3: Long-term (more than 6 mos.)
	Issue/Issue Statement


	Background (Key Discussion Points/Solutions Discussed)
	Recommended Course of Action (including milestone schedule) and Recommended Action Lead(s)

	Status of Ongoing Resolutions and/or any Obstacles
	Priority:
(See above)

	Issue #1: Research new ideas for processing/handling debris.

	Limited land fills in disaster prone areas. New methods will be needed to extend the life of landfills and to use as much material as possible for recycling.  
	FEMA (Lead) Jonathon Anderson PA Pilot program may research new methods for removal/disposal of material. Capture existing methods.
Date: 31 Dec 2008
	Funding
	3-Long-term

	Issue #2: Standardization of the demolition process


	Different jurisdictions have different policy/guidelines need to standardize. 
	FEMA (Lead) Jonathon Anderson Capture key lessons learned. Be in compliance with FEMA policy/guidelines.  Update FEMA demolition policy and Debris Management Guide.
Date:  1 Jun 07
	None
	2- Before 1 June 07

	Issue #3: Definition of Local Vendors

	Outside Vendors that have been awarded contracts through previous events consider themselves as local vendors. In accordance with the Stafford Act should they be considered local when their main office is not local?
	USACE (PARC) is developing a working group to review legal avenues prior to awarding contracts. 
Date: 1 June 07


	Lawyers- Legal aspects.
	2- Before 1 June 07

	Issue #4: The authorities controlling the release of contract unit price data are too restrictive. (The total unit prices not the details that make up the price.)

	Due to legal issues USACE could not provide unit prices to the FEMA and the Public due to propitiatory issues. 
	USACE (PARC) Develop working group to review legal avenues.
Date: 1 June 07
	Legal aspects
	2- Before 1 June 07

	Issue #5: Training Locals on FEMA Eligibilities. Prepared to execute large debris missions. Consistency in Monitoring debris Missions.  There is a need to advance debris management planning and training at the local level to include eligibility, TDSR sites, contracts and monitoring.

	After an event many of the local governments do not know or understand many of the FEMA guidelines or what work is eligible. After an event when FEMA is asked to supplement the state and local activities in a lot of cases it is found the state is not fully prepared to execute a debris mission to maximize reimbursements.
	FEMA (PA) Implementing initiative to enhance debris management planning at state and local level.  May include training and more “Face to Face” meetings/workshops with local governments. New monitoring pocket guide and fact sheet in development. Outreach program to local governments.
Date: 1 June 07
	Time and Money
	2- Before 1 June 07

	Issue #6: To better understand the overlapping of Agency authorities.

	
	FEMA (PA) officer for debris will need to work out any issues that arise that may stall mission execution. 

USACE- In working with ESF #3 support agencies issues that have been a problem need to be discussed and resolutions should be made. 

Date:  1 Jun 07
	
	(FEMA) Immediate -at time of issue.

2- USACE coordination with Support Agencies. 


	Issue #7: There is a need to define the impacts of the 60 day interval transition of the direct federal assistance mission to the local grant mission.

	New FEMA Guidelines for debris removal in support to the state.
	Develop PDT to capture all pros and cons of the new policy.  

USACE – Morse

FEMA – Anderson
Date:  1 Jun 07
	- Insuring top level management has full knowledge of the impacts.
- Political, work stoppage, liability footprint, contract transition to locals, determine end state, impact on production.
	2- Before 1 June 07


_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
C.  Contaminated Debris— Breakout Session Summary

PRIORITIES:   #1:  Immediate      #2:  Before June 1, 2007       #3: Long-term (more than 6 mos.)
	Issue/Issue Statement


	Background (Key Discussion Points/Solutions Discussed)
	Recommended Course of Action (including milestone schedule) and Recommended Action Lead(s)

	Status of Ongoing Resolutions and/or any Obstacles
	Priority:
(See above)

	Issue #1: Improve waste segregation during debris removal operations

	Segregation of the waste stream to remove recyclables (white goods, electronic waste), special waste (asbestos and household hazardous waste) must take place at the curbside during debris removal operations in order to be effective.  Contracts must provide incentives to the contractor to offset the additional time and work effort required.  QA personnel must be trained to recognize debris streams that must be segregated, and all workers must be trained in safe waste segregation techniques.  FEMA must be willing to pay additional contract costs for recycling.   Segregation of contaminated waste becomes critical in a CBRNE event.


	Desired Outcome: Maximum segregation of the waste stream.

Recommendations:

· Waste segregation requirements in ACI contract language.

· Address waste segregation in Debris SOP

· Address waste segregation in QA and PRT training.

· Conduct daily interagency discussions between FEMA, USACE, USEPA, contractors, OSHA, CDC and other agencies during field operations as necessary for planning and execution.
Course of Action:

· Jan 07 – Review/revise ACI contract language

· Jan 07 – Develop waste segregation Debris SOP

· Jun 07 – Include waste segregation in PRT / QA training.
Lead: USACE/FEMA.  PDT Team Members: Environmental Debris Working Group.
	Commitment to rewrite the contract, additional costs, and safety issues

	Short term (by 1 June 2007)

	Issue #2: Improve Worker Safety and Health implementation for (contaminated) debris operations.

	a. Conventional Debris Operations – Problems with inconsistent interpretation of worker safety and health rules between federal, state and local agencies.  In the extreme case, this has resulted in workers from different agencies working side-by-side on the same site in different levels of personal protective equipment (Agency X workers in respirators while Agency Y workers are not).  The Worker Safety and Health Support Annex will help correct this problem by standardizing federal work rules and giving OSHA the authority to enforce worker safety and health standards.  OSHA and FEMA developing Pre-scripted Mission Assignments (PSMAs) for OSHA enforcement, but FEMA Operations must issue a Mission Assignment early in the response to OSHA for oversight of implementation of the Worker Safety and Health Support Annex.  
b. Contaminated Debris Operations – Requires all agencies work together to establish Worker Safety and health Plans.  The presence of contaminated debris magnifies the problem of inconsistent interpretation of worker safety and health rules.  Worker safety and health standards need to be consistent across the response.
Summary of Other Discussion:
·      FEMA cannot regulate state and local governments and/or contractors, so FEMA cannot prevent the situation where workers are in different levels of personal protection.  FEMA is implementing an Interagency Safety Committee and a FEMA-OSHA Interagency Agreement for enforcement to help standardize safety practices.  Implementation of the Worker Safety and Health Support Annex will require state and local governments to develop safety and health plans.
·       OSHA and FEMA need better communications.  OSHA needs to communicate the proper safety and health requirements to FEMA.  
	Desired Outcome: Worker safety and health standards are adequate and consistent across all agencies involved in a response.  Workers are protected adequately and cleanup progresses as quickly as possible.

Recommendations:

Conventional Debris Operations
a. Stakeholders (OSHA, FEMA, USACE finalize PSMA(s) for OSHA oversight of the Worker Safety and health Annex. 

b. FEMA Operations issues PSMA to OSHA for Worker Safety and health oversight early in the response.

Contaminated Debris Operations

a. Stakeholders work together to develop guidelines for Worker Safety and health Plans prior to an event.

b. Stakeholders work together under OSHA guidance and oversight to develop protective, reasonable and consistent site-specific worker safety and health standards during a response

Course of Action:

·     Jan 07 – Finalize PSMAs

·     1 Jun 07 – Implement use of PSMAs for OSHA support to ESF#3

·     1 Jun 07 – Publish FEMA/OSHA SOP for implementation of Worker Safety and Health Annex.

Lead: OSHA / FEMA


	Time, personal schedules to get right people together


	Conventional Debris Operations: #1  Immediate 

Contaminated Debris Operations #3 Long-term



	Issue #3: Lack of unified command at tactical levels and lack of consistent implementation of NIMS compliance throughout all agencies, impeding coordination and communication. 

	This is a key issue with USEPA representatives.  USEPA uses the Incident Command System (ICS) very rigidly in the field.  They set up an Incident Command Post headed by an Incident Commander who has the authority to commit resources in the field.  USEPA does not understand the USACE organization and complained that it does not conform to ICS.  USEPA wants to join with USACE in a Unified Command for debris removal operations and they do not understand who to coordinate with in the current USACE structure.    FEMA representatives admitted that their agency has also not fully implemented the ICS structure in the field.  FEMA decisions are still being made at the JFO, which is not an ICS structure.
Summary of Other Discussion:

This is a key issue with USEPA.  They have conducted extensive training in ICS and NIMS at all levels of their organization.  Their emergency response On Scene Coordinators (OSC) has authority to commit agency resources, similar to USACE Team Leaders.  Unlike Team Leaders, the OSCs are located in the field, not the JFO.  USACE does not use the ICS structure or terminology in the field, which is technically a violation of NIMS.  The lack of uniformity is an obstacle to working together in the field.  FEMA/DHS has mandated NIMS training, but there are no clearly defined requirements for NIMS implementation and no enforcement.  FEMA needs to examine each agency’s NIMS tactical compliance.      
	Desired Outcome:  USACE Senior leadership adopts NIMS nomenclature and structures within USACE doctrine.

Recommendations:  DHS needs to determine a standard and impose a schedule for full all agencies to fully comply with NIMS.

Course of Action: After DHS/FEMA determines the standard, USACE senior leadership adjusts doctrine to comply
Date: 7 Dec 06- Create situational awareness at Senior Leadership levels for lack of unified command.

Date: DHS determines a standard and a schedule for compliance with NIMS.

Date: Senior leadership decision to adopt NIMS nomenclature and construct within USACE doctrine

Lead:  DHS/FEMA and USACE Senior Leadership


	DOD reluctance to adopt NIMS nomenclature


	Long-term



	Issue #4: Clarifying the role, responsibility, and function of ESF 3, ESF 10, and ESF 12 in a CBRNE (chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear) event - who will facilitate preparedness, response, and recovery actions.

	ESFs #3, 10 and 12 all have significant roles to play in a CBRNE event.  Interagency doctrine needs to be developed to determine lead agency and other agency roles.  Work started with the establishment of the interagency Contaminated Debris Working Group in 2004, but work was interrupted by Hurricane Katrina.  Short term goals for USACE are a CBRNE Debris Mission Guide with SOPs.  Long term goals are for interagency Concept of Operations Plan (1 Jun 08).


	Desired Outcome: Adoption of an interagency Concept of Operations (CONOPS) for CBRNE event, with agency specific supporting doctrine, SOPs, playbooks, etc.

Recommendations: Contaminated Debris Working Group continues working on the interagency CONOPS.  Each agency develops supporting documentation.

Course of Action: USACE participated in Contaminated Debris Working Group and develops Contaminated Debris Mission Doctrine Guide and SOPs. 

Date:  1 Jun 07 Finalize CBRNE Debris Management Guide

Date: 1 Jun 07 Develop plans, policies, MOAs, SOPs, playbooks, etc.

Date: 1 Jun 08 Develop interagency Concept of Operations for CBRNE event.
Lead: FEMA/USACE/EPA/ DOE.  PDT is the Contaminated Debris Working Group.
	Agency understanding and working group communications

	Short term / Long term



	Issue #5: Develop sampling and analytical procedures for CBRNE agents, and develop sufficient laboratory capacity for testing.
	Rapid and reliable identification of CBRNE (chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, explosive) agents is critical to response and recovery after a CBRNE event.  The keys to agent identification are standardized sampling and laboratory analytical procedures and capability.  There are extremely limited sampling and analytical procedures currently established for exotic CBRNE agents and there is no inventory of current laboratory capability to perform those procedures.

Summary of Other Discussion:

We cannot begin to respond to a CBRNE event without the ability to detect the presence and extent of contamination.  That detection is done through standardized sampling and laboratory analytical procedures.  To be effective, those procedures need to be established and adopted prior to an incident, and there must be sufficient laboratory capability available to get accurate and reliable results quickly.  There has been some progress in this area, but current efforts are not being coordinated.  EPA has a laboratory focus group that has developed testing procedures for chemical warfare agents, as well as a database of laboratories capable of performing those procedures.  CDC has been doing the same for biological warfare agents.  This issue needs to be addressed by DHS as homeland security priority.  Protocols need to be established for quickly developing and certifying new procedures to detect exotic chemical, biological or radiological warfare agents.
	Desired Outcome: Develop standardized sampling and analytical procedures for potential chemical, biological and radiological warfare agents; identify and publish an inventory of laboratories that are capable of performing those procedures; develop additional laboratory capability, as necessary.
Recommendation: This is a long term national security issue that requires interagency coordination and national emphasis.

Course of Action:

· Investigate what is currently being done by others

· EPA - Finalize testing procedures for chemical warfare agents

· CDC - Finalize testing procedures for biological warfare agents

· Coordinate with working group that is responsible for developing standards and laboratory capability

· Identify an agency to lead laboratory identification effort

Lead: DHS Science & Technology Subcommittee
	- Recognition of the need

- Lack of coordination
- Recognition of the need for standardized procedures and analysis capability; lack of interagency coordination.

	Long term



	Issue #6: Insufficient perimeter control of contaminated site to prevent spread of contamination via:

 - Air

 - Water

 - People and possessions

 - Animals
	Following a CBRNE (chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, explosive) event, it is critical that the spread of contamination be contained as quickly as possible to protect the health and safety of the public and minimize the response and recovery effort.  Contamination may be spread naturally through air (carried by the wind) and water, or carried from the site by people on their bodies, clothing or possessions, or by animals.  Effective perimeter controls and barriers must be put in place rapidly following an event.  This requires planning at all levels of government – local, state and federal.

Summary of Other Discussion:

Perimeter control is always an issue when dealing with chemical, biological and radiological contamination.  The first priority in a response is to stop the spread of contamination through containment and contaminant stabilization.   If the population is not controlled and decontaminated before leaving a contaminated area, they will spread the contamination. This will endanger populations in uncontaminated areas and increase the time and cost of the response effort. Perimeter containment will be a local and state responsibility.  At the federal level, we need to make state and local officials aware of the need to plan for, and rapidly implement, perimeter controls.  However, this is a local responder issue, not a federal issue.  

	Desired Outcome:  State and local officials are aware of the issue and develop perimeter control plans.  Adequate perimeter control is implemented during an event.

Recommendations: Senior leadership coordinates with state and local officials to emphasize the need for perimeter control planning and validate plans.
Course of Action:  Senior leadership makes this an area of emphasis in emergency planning.  Perimeter control plans evaluated during exercises.

Date:  1 Jun 08 

Lead: DHS /State and Local government
	Size/scale of event; timeliness; public panic; lack of resources


	Long-term


	Issue #7:  Tactical level information sharing / data management between federal agencies, especially USACE and USEPA, needs to be improved.
	Currently there is no easy way to exchange electronic data and other critical information between federal agencies like USACE, USEPA and FEMA.  This problem is particularly critical for the exchange of sampling and analytical data at the tactical level.  Firewalls, agency IT security rules and connectivity issues prevent timely sharing of data.  There needs to be a common, accessible computer system for sharing data at the operational/tactical level.  This is particularly critical for analytical sampling data that is needed for critical decision making during response operations.

Summary of Other Discussion:  Timely exchange of analytical sampling data was a critical issue during Hurricane Katrina response.  USEPA performed the sampling and analysis, but did not have a convenient way to share the data to USACE and other agencies at the tactical/operational level.  The analytical data is critical to worker health and safety issues, and decisions on water supply systems.  USEPA management did not want to release data to other federal agencies before it had been reviewed and approved for public release, which sometimes took several days.  A common analytical database that all agencies can access would help the situation by allowing access to data as soon as it becomes available, rather than having to wait for public release or interagency transfer.
	Desired Outcomes: A standard analytical database accessible to all agencies.

Recommendations: Develop a standard database and coordinate IT access issues between the agencies
Course of Action: 

Date:  1 Jun 07 Evaluate applicability of existing systems for information and data management

Date:  1 Jun 07 EPA revisits All-Hazards Database as a solution.

Date: 1 Jun 07 USACE needs to develop a standard analytical database

Lead: DHS/EPA/USACE
	Funding


	Long-term



______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
D.  Catastrophic Planning— Breakout Session Summary

Breakout Group Participants

CAPT Apanian, USPHS 
Stewart Baker, VA

Danny Bement, FEMA V

Marc Bergman, USACE 
Becky Brantley, SBA
Jose DeLaTorre, USACE

Paul Dobie, contractor USACE
LTC Duddleston, USACE

Roy Dunn, FL
Patsy Fletcher, USACE
Mike Ganley, USACE
PRIORITIES:   #1:  Immediate      #2:  Before June 1, 2007       #3: Long-term (more than 6 mos.)

	Issue/Issue Statement


	Background (Key Discussion Points/Solutions Discussed)   
	Recommended Course of Action (including milestone schedule) and Recommended Action Lead(s) 

	Status of Ongoing Resolutions and/or any Obstacles
	Priority:  (See above)

	Issue #1: Pre-identify power requirements for critical facilities (including water and waste water)


	- This subject should be included in workshops.
- This will keep in our planning timeline versus just handing it off to another group.

- Must identify stakeholders of critical facilities.

- This data should be compatible with other databases and have standardized EEIs.  
	1. Local, County State to id critical facilities and baseline requirement and compare to existing plans/datasets.

2. Prioritize and enter into uniform database of EEIs.

3. Maintain database

4. Hand off to Temporary Power PDT
Date:  Workshops scheduled for Lake Okeechobee and New Madrid Seismic Zone

	Obstacle: Local resources (funds, staff) overtaxed. Who maintains database?


	Long-term mostly

Medium-term due to need of inclusion in upcoming workshops.

	Issue #2: Identify Missions/Magnitudes/PSMAs

	- PSMAs - EQ affect infrastructure in a different way, substations fall over, heavy infrastructure impacts, address with Catastrophic PSMAs.

- Helicopters are required for delivery as well as rescue operations; how should we prioritize their use? 

- We have PSMAs/pre-declaration MAs, but it is important to clarify that it will change in magnitude NOT scope; we must therefore decide on post-landfall PSMAs for “notice events”. 

- With “no-notice events” like earthquakes, the timeline is extremely short, but PSMAs are still required for life-saving actions. Automatic assumptions can be made in terms of TPFDL (Time-Phased Force & Deployment List)

- Includes urban & rural PSMAs and adaptations.
	1. Site specific urban and rural prescripted MAs

2. Define Catastrophic unique and adaptations to standing missions.

3. Verify TPFDL ready with prescripts for FL and NMSZ.

Date:  Scheduled workshops

	The Critical Incident Annex to the NRP has some “push packages” that need to be vetted by the states.
Highways not passable, limiting factors for airlift.

State shortfalls needed for planning.


	Long-term

	Issue #3: Prioritization of resources/IAP

	- Reprioritization of push packages for catastrophic event.

- Pre-identify teams for cold weather catastrophic events.

- In terms of life saving/life sustaining activity, 

- USACE = Power

- NDMS = Medical 

- States (and Federal) need to “buy-in” to this requirement. 

- Need SOP protocols for prioritizing resources.
	- Prioritization of resources should be included in the SLS (Senior Leaders Seminar). 
1. Develop process for adjudicating limited resources/shortfalls (based on Gap analysis) at national level to each state.

2. Exercise process and tool at scenario driven workshop with State(s) 

3. Develop matrix/tool for national prioritization and consistent adjudication of critical limited resources.
Date:  SL Meeting

Date: Scheduled Scenario Workshops (Spring 2007)
	- States must justify reasons and manage public expectation, media and dealing with other outside Influences.

- Buy-in at all levels (incl EMAC).

- Political dynamics.  

- Public Expectation and outside influences.

- Potential for other disasters competing for resources.


	Long-term (should begin BEFORE June 1, 2007)

Medium-term (workshops inc. SLS, FEMA in Spring 07

	Issue #4: Surge Capacity requirements for personnel

	Address minimum standards for training.  NGO include Professional organizations/academia.  Disaster training includes first aid, NRP, etc.  Ebb and flow of interest in planning for future incidents.  Timing of responders – follow on reserves needed for sustainment.  Talk with NGOs on solutions they have discovered with volunteers
- Training should include cross training and special training (e.g. GIS) with the aim of facilitating a baseline commonality between/across the agencies. 

- How long will Other Federal Agencies allow catastrophic responder resources to be deployed for? 
- OFAs need to plan for cadre turnover so volunteers can return to their jobs, and backfilling positions for while those cadre members are deployed.

	1. Specify qualifications & training (normal and just-in-time).  

2. Equipping the surge responders.

3. Develop Train the Trainer cadre.

4. Supporting agencies under NRP id cadre members and develop minimum surge capacity (incl retirees, contractors).

5. Baseline training for potential responders. Training in specified fields (e.g. GIS).

6. Interface with NGO, etc.
Date:  Scenario Workshops


	- OFA willing to release qualified (PIO, GIS) responders to event & advance training. 

- Develop and conduct unique disaster training.

Standardization of criteria for credentialing (int’l).

- Funding of training, databases, equipment, “operational planning”.

- How long can responder/volunteers and equipment support the event?


	Long-term effort (ongoing efforts and follow-up)


	Issue #5: Identify and meet surge capacity for shortfalls in resources

	Be prepared for longer response containment.  Synchronize resources. Private industry knows capitalization better than gov’t! Don’t compete with private sector.  

	1. Identify shortfalls from the local levels up.

2. Sustain periodic update analysis based on state/local feedback.

3. Explore recent technology/improvements/innovations to accomplish missions.

4. Continue outreach to corporate, NGOs and international community.  

Date: Scenario workshops as scheduled
 
	- Defense Production Act implementation.

Manufacturing capacities.

- Risk assessment at catastrophic level.

Basic infrastructure.

- Legislative/ Regulatory abatement. 
Know the triggers.


	Immediate /  Long-term continuation

	Issue #6: C2 issues with state and Federal (e.g. Credentialing and access.)

	- Coordination from huge companies down to locals for Individual Assistance and how they coordinate in C2.

- Joint housing operating center – all levels ESF #3, FEMA, State and local organized differently and deploying C2 differently.  C2 of catastrophic events with Fed and States agreeing on Command and Control.

- Outreach needed to private and international sector.

- States have more legal standing / scope than federal in terms of a catastrophic response at least initially. Options include the Defense Protection Act, but this can also be an obstacle if Congress doesn’t want to approve the request. 

- Access control / Area control credentialing across multi-state venues. 

- Identify specific working groups for training/cross training; normal and surge (Just In Time). 

- ESF agencies should identify their own skill sets and surge capacity for catastrophic events including retirees, contractors, etc. (e.g. as PIOs).

- In addition, ESF agencies should be able to identify surge personnel that become victims of an event, and are therefore not available to respond. 

- ESF agencies should consider what other events occurring that would stretch their resources. 

- OFA (Other Federal Agencies) should be ready to provide personnel and develop/conduct training for unique/specific requirements, (e.g. GIS). 

- Equipping surge responders (Catastrophic Cadre) 

- Lack of credentialing / standardization of criteria / qualifications of the right people. 
	1. Finding commonality across organizations (e.g. counterpart).

2. Access control/Area control – inbound authorization (State/local).

3. C2 within agencies

4. Need SOP for C2 in general (address terminology, e.g. DoD)

5.  Need SOP for C2 in multi-state operations

Date:  SL Meeting
Date:  NRP Revisions
Date:  Scenario Workshops

	Who’s in charge in multi-regional/state response?  

Terminology and standardization. Keep it simple.


	Immediate to NRP rewrite. 


	Issue #7: Manage response and recovery expectations for emergency responders and the public.
	
	 Use scenario driven workshops to develop site specific messages for the emergency management community (L/S/F Tribal Nations & Private Sector).
	
	

	Issue #8: Manage response and recovery expectations for emergency responders and the public.


	Includes educating citizens on personal preparedness.
	Use scenario driven workshops to develop site specific messages for the emergency management community (L/S/F Tribal Nations & Private Sector).


	
	

	Issue #9: Input from State/local governments to include plans, gap analysis of resources and regional prioritization
	Don’t know what is needed until a gap is identified by the state.  Need state assumptions – identify shortfalls.  


	
	
	

	Issue #10: Defining needs based on type of event/ defining “catastrophic” (as a trigger)
	Catastrophic events may require specific capabilities different from lesser events. (See PSMAs for additional information.) 
	
	
	

	Issue #11: Pre-identified equipment, resources and status of Strike Teams for specific events (e.g. cold weather, structural safety for EQs).

	- List of special teams exist in CIS annex of NRP. 

- Need to ID state/local/tribal/NGO special teams.
- Continue resource typing initiative by NIMS Integration Center (NIC).
- NIC expand its database.
- NIMS typing for ESFs / infrastructure.
	
	
	

	Issue #12: Maximize federal assets
	How to maximize DoD & Federal assets in immediate response; DoD is the force of last resort.
	
	
	

	Issue #13: Funding ESFs, States, etc.
	
	
	
	

	Issue #14: Victim district
	- How many personnel have their own personal plan, rally point, etc., defined?  Who defines when they are a victim and give up C2 to reconstitute.

- Relocating to off-site COOP location

- Determination of resumption of C2 
	- Federal and other resources will become victims so federal agencies will also respond together with local/state, filling in gaps as they appear which can be confusing/fuzzy in terms of responsibilities. 
	- Federal government will compete for resources, but PFO has no delegation or operational capacity.  
	

	Issue #15: Re-prioritization of Push Package for catastrophic event
	Included in Prioritization of Resources (see above). 
	
	
	

	Issue #16: Contracting for large magnitude
	- Awarding huge contracts.  
- Advance plan to use large and small contract capabilities.
	
	
	

	Issue #17: Corps responsibility for its own Civil Works and/or MIL programs projects
	There may be similar impacts to OFAs.

	
	
	

	Issue #18: Identify correct players/stakeholders for scenario workshop participation
	- Critical participants must be at workshop; get the key players; identify stakeholders upfront.
- Decision makers from multi-level governments, NGOs, private sector, etc. 

- Lessons Learned from Hurricane Pam scenario workshop.
	
	
	


NOTE: Issues #1-6 were briefed at the RAP Workshop.

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
E.  Temporary Emergency Power— Breakout Session Summary

 PRIORITIES:   #1:  Immediate      #2:  Before June 1, 2007       #3: Long-term (more than 6 mos.)
	Issue/Issue Statement


	Background (Key Discussion Points/Solutions Discussed)   
	Recommended Course of Action (including milestone schedule) and Recommended Action Lead(s) 

	Status of Ongoing Resolutions and/or any Obstacles
	Priority:  (See above)

	Issue #1: Early deployment of resources


	
	Train FEMA logistics personnel to release generators to Corps upon arrival

Date:  Feb 07 (FOSA training)

Train USACE TLs to request early pre-dec MA and gensets

Date: Jan 07 (TL training)

Adopt FRAGO assigning LRD all emergency power pre-dec responsibilities

Date: 12 Dec 2006

Revise PSMA funding to reflect the 50/48 objective
	
	Immediate


	Issue #2: Needed improvements in Communications and Data Sharing

	
	Continued improvements to ENGLink Power Module

Date:  1 May 2007 (Power training/exercise)

Direct real time access to TAV during events

Date: 1 May 2007 (Power training/exercise)

Leveraging existing technologies to enhance mission accomplishment

- Data entry

- Generator tracking

- Real time reporting

Date: 1 May 2008
	- IM firewalls

- Funding


	Long-term

	Issue #3: Cold Weather Power Issues

	
	Market survey and acquisition strategy

Date:  1 Feb 2007

Request cold weather states ID critical facilities

Date:  1 Jun 2007

Develop cold weather SOP

Date:  Jan 2007

Cold weather training exercise

Date:  TBD
	- Funding

- Equipment availability


	Long-term

	Issue #4: Critical Facility Surveys


	
	Encourage continued development of critical facility inventories

Date:  ongoing (RISC meetings)

Provide states with the benefits of subject survey

Date: ongoing (RISC meetings)
	
	Long-term

	Issue #5: ROE/EBAs

	
	Modification to ACI contract.

- ROE not required for public facility

- Assign EBA procedures to ACI contractor

Date:  1 Mar 2007

Revise SOP for ROEs for private facility

Date:  31 Jan 2007
	
	Short-term

	Issue #6: Local/Federal Communications

	
	POC availability at time of install

Date: ongoing (RISC meetings)

Better utilization of LGLs to enhance communications

Date: ongoing (RISC meetings)
	
	Short-term


___________________________________________________________________________​​​​​___​​​__________________________________________
F.  Ice/Water/Logistics/Commodities— Breakout Session Summary

PRIORITIES:   #1:  Immediate      #2:  Before June 1, 2007       #3: Long-term (more than 6 mos.) 
	Issue/Issue Statement


	Background (Key Discussion Points/Solutions Discussed)
	Recommended Course of Action (including milestone schedule) and Recommended Action Lead(s)

	Status of Ongoing Resolutions and/or any Obstacles
	Priority:
(See above)

	Issue #1: Lack of a systematic Commodities (Supply Chain) Con-ops defining roles of FEMA/USACE/DLA/DOT/USFS/States/Local/Private Sector.

	
	Form a joint working group to develop a draft Commodities Con-Ops to be presented to Senior Leadership by February 28, 2007.
Date:  10 Jan 07, PDT follow-on 

teleconference

Date:  22 Jan 07, USACE SOP re-

write, Kansas City, MO   

Date:  1 Feb 07, PDT meets to 

review/consolidate current SOPs

Date:   15 Feb 07 – Draft 

Logistics/Commodities ConOps to 

present at SLC

Date:  1 Jun 07, Final
	- Funding

- Schedule  conflicts/constraints

- Stafford Act


	Short-term (by 1 June 07) 


	Issue #2: Actualize the Unified (Purple) Team Concept

	
	Form a prototype Staging Area Team to develop operational doctrine and execute through exercises and/or actual events. (FEMA, USACE, DLA, States, Region, Local) not later than March 1, 2007.

Date:  10 Jan 07, PDT follow-on 

teleconference

Date:  10 Feb 07, Prototype team meets to develop doctrine

Date:   28 Feb 07 – Draft 

Doctrine to present at SLC

Date:  7-11 May 07, leverage with FL exercise, Tallahassee

Date:  1 Jun 07, Final
	- Funding, Preparedness 
- Scheduling conflicts 

- Time constraints

- Stafford Act


	Short-term


	Issue #3: Should Ice be a response commodity?


	
	Evaluate the legitimacy and/or cost benefits of Ice as a life-saving commodity during the response. (contract support)
Conduct survey to determine importance of ice to the public.
Date:  1 Feb 07, PDT develops survey/plan for submission to States/Public 
Date:  1 Jun 07, Draft survey completed

Date:  1 Nov 07
	- Public perception

- Political implications

- Gaining accurate supporting data 

- Funding 


	Long-term



______________________________________________________________________________
F.  Pre-Scripted Mission Assignments— Breakout Session Summary

Why A Formal Process?

· Based on Senate investigations and Congressional inquiries – Determined need to document our decision-making processes. 

· The term “Pre-Scripted Mission Assignment (PSMA)” has been misinterpreted - Led to some misunderstandings with our partners in the emergency management community.  

· To reduce future miscommunication, we adopted specific definitions and will employ them in the PSMA Approval Process.

· PSMAs are just a part of the Mission Assignment Process – Not a SILVER BULLET!!

Proposed Statement of Work
· A preliminary statement of work prepared by the Primary Department / Agency (D/A), of an Emergency Support Function (ESF), prior to an event (e.g., major disaster, emergency).  

· The key components of a PSOW are the scope of work (e.g., specific tasks to be performed, requirements or criteria to be followed) and a projected cost estimate.  

· Preparation of the PSOW is the first step in the development of a Pre-Scripted Mission Assignment. 

Pre-Scripted Mission Assignments

· A statement of work and projected cost estimate written prior to an event (e.g., major disaster, emergency) by the Primary D/A of an ESF that has been evaluated and mutually agreed upon by FEMA and the Primary D/A designated in a mission assignment.  (In the case of DOD, PSMAs are coordinated vs. approved).  

· The PSMA serves as a baseline for developing taskings to Federal D/As to meet operational requirements.  It is similar to the PSOW in that the key components of a PSMA are the scope of work (e.g., specific tasks to be performed, requirements or criteria to be followed) and a projected cost estimate.  

· Essentially, the PSMA is a PSOW that has undergone program, legal and financial reviews and been accepted by both FEMA and the Primary D/A. 

PSMA Approval Process
· Primary Department/Agency develops Proposed Statement of Work (PSOW)

· Primary Department/Agency receives check list of requirements to document supporting the PSOW and upon completion returns all documentation to FEMA Operations Branch

· Operations Branch, and as appropriate, Logistics Branch complete initial review of PSOW

· PSOW provided to Recovery Division, Public Assistance/Individual Assistance, as appropriate, for review

· PSOW provided to Office of Chief Counsel to ensure the proposed work is within FEMA’s authority under the Stafford Act

· PSOW provided to Office of Chief Financial Officer for review of associated cost estimate

· Once internal review completed, FEMA Operations Branch and Primary Department/Agency will complete final review and approval/denial of PSOW and create an official PSMA

· PSOWS in-process: 
· DOT (ESF-1)

· NCS (ESF-2)

· USFS (ESF-4)
· HHS (ESF-8)
· EPA & USCG(ESF-10)
· USDA (ESF-11)
· DOE (ESF-12)
· DOJ (ESF-13)
· OSHA
· NOAA
· NGA
· TSA
· ARC
· DOI
· TVA

Milestones

· Jun-Sep 06 – PSMA process development

· Oct 06 – Briefed ESFs on process

· Nov 06 - Jan 07 – ESFs address check list items; release coordinating draft of MA SOP

· Jan 07 – ESF check list responses back to FEMA

· Mar 07 – Draft set of new PSMAs

· Jun 07 – “Final” set of PSMAs for the “Playbook”

· Jun 07 and after – Continuing/evolving work on PSMAs

· Ongoing – Support to Catastrophic Planning efforts, NYC, NMSZ, FL, other; MA/PSMA training and education to FEMA and ESFs
V.
Conclusions
Numerous issues were presented during the 2006/2007 Remedial Action Program Workshop, and it was acknowledged that all participants need to continue moving these issues forward and continue inter-governmental coordination.  Following the workshop, each breakout was tasked with fleshing out the PDT leads for each issue, including who specifically is on the PDT so that the intergovernmental RAP issues have accountability.  It was also acknowledged that many of the issue descriptions need to include more detail to allow everyone to understand the issue.

Although tremendous work has been accomplished to date, the attendees of the workshop were charged with looking at the tasks that need to be accomplished between this workshop and the 2007 Hurricane Season.  Some issues, recommendations, and topics that were identified as areas that need to be further worked include:
· Lack of a systematic commodities supply chain.
· Actualize the Unified (Purple) Team Concept - get people trained on how to interact as one team.
· Should ice be a response commodity?  Conduct survey to determine importance of ice to the public.
· Improvements in Communications and Data Sharing

· Need to fix ENGLink power module – need to continue development of this module.
· Need direct real-time access to TAV.
· Use GPS to track maintenance, installs, etc.

· Get Power contractor access to ENGLink.
· Cold Weather Power Concerns
· Work with cold weather states to identify critical facilities.
· Develop acquisition strategy and SOP.
· Look into availability of cold weather generators.
· Critical Facility Surveys - continue this education with States at FEMA RISC meetings.
· ROE/EBAs - Modification to contract to take ROE out of public facilities contract.
· SOP Revisions – Will happen at SOP week in late January.
· Critical Infrastructure Surveys – use the forum of state exercises to continue this planning.
· Continue tracking life cycle of generators.
· Find new ways to extend life of landfills.
· Stafford act requires use of local vendors – need to get a clear definition of “Local”.
· Review Debris Removal Plan – Determine how to include 60-day policy; address. implementation plan to include Pros/Cons within the 60 day policy; create a unified debris operation.
· NIMS Compliance – timeline already exists, but we may need to go back and re-enforce within the Corps what our timeline is, what our metrics are for NIMS compliance, as NIMS is a requirement.

· Develop and SOP for Command and Control of a Catastrophic Disaster.

· Continue pre-identification of critical facilities and tracking in critical facilities database.

· Need a comprehensive look at catastrophic planning issues – who is in charge?  

The RAP Workshop fostered an environment for participants to learn about the future changes as a result of the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006, to reiterate the importance of joint all-hazards catastrophic disaster planning, and to explore existing SOPs, policy, and guidance to determine needed changes or enhancements to the ESF #3 related missions prior to the 2007 Hurricane Season or next disaster operation.  By the end of the workshop, participants were able to make recommendations for changes to doctrine and processes developed for the 2006 Hurricane Season, including issues from the FY06 Intergovernmental RAP, and develop courses of action for resolution prior to the 2007 Hurricane Season and next disaster response.

Appendix A: Evaluation Form Summary
Results of 2006/2007 USACE/FEMA RAP Workshop Evaluation Forms (28 submissions):

1.  The USACE/FEMA RAP Workshop objectives were realistic.

      Results:  8 Strongly Agree, 20 Agree

2.  The USACE/FEMA RAP Workshop objectives were met.

      Results:  7 Strongly Agree, 18 Agree, 2 Neutral, 1 Disagree

3.  The workshop material (readaheads, handouts, presentations) was relevant to Workshop objectives.

      Results:  10 Strongly Agree, 16 Agree, 2 Neutral

4.  The material provided for this workshop will be used for future reference.

      Results:  9 Strongly Agree, 14 Agree, 4 Neutral, 1 Disagree

5.  The USACE/FEMA RAP Workshop was organized to your expectations.

      Results:  11 Strongly Agree, 15 Agree, 1 Neutral, 1 Disagree

      Comments:  Lack of temporary housing forum was disappointing to some.
6.  Workshop speakers appeared to be knowledgeable about topics.

      Results:  19 Strongly Agree, 9 Agree

      Comments:  

· FL and MS State speakers were exceptional.

· All speakers were very knowledgeable; however, a few were not totally familiar with their presentation.
7.   Speakers presented material at an appropriate rate.

      Results:  14 Strongly Agree, 13 Agree, 1 Neutral

      Comments:

· Excellent job keeping speakers to a strict timetable, which kept presentations moving and prevented war stories and rambling.
· 3-5 minute presentations did not allow for effective Q&A discussions. 
· The 5-minute Special Topic Briefings were informative but kept things moving.
· Need/suggest true FEMA perspective brief of USACE Performance. 
8.   Speakers (at this workshop) should be recommended for future workshops.

      Results:  8 Strongly Agree, 17 Agree, 3Neutral

9.   Adequate opportunities were allowed for attendee input.

      Results:  17 Strongly Agree, 9 Agree, 2 Neutral

      Comments:   
· Question periods were limited during presentations, which again kept program on schedule.  Adequate time was provided during breakout sessions and with yellow sticky notes on walls.

· 3-5 minute presentations did not allow for effective Q&A discussions.

· Breakout areas provided sufficient time to develop objective development in relation to Catastrophic Planning for New Madrid Earthquake Zone. 

· Q&A Wednesday was very informative.

· Some speakers should be given more time based on what was discussed.  

· Provide States advance notice of any briefing/presentation requirements.

· Some groups were large enough that not all members were able to express their views.
10. There was adequate time allowed for breakout sessions.

      Results:  14 Strongly Agree, 14 Agree

      Comments:  

· Breakouts were most useful part of workshop.

· Probably more than was needed.
11.  Breakout sessions were organized by appropriate discussion topics.

       Results:  10 Strongly Agree, 17 Agree, 1 Neutral

       Comments:

· Ice/water and Logistics/Commodities groups should have been combined at start of breakout sessions.  Groups raised nearly same issues.

· Temp Housing session needed.
12.  Breakout facilitators kept discussions focused.

       Results:  10 Strongly Agree, 17 Agree, 1 Neutral

       Comments:

· Facilitators did a great job, but nearly impossible task with multiple agencies, issues, experience, and personalities of group members.
· Did not insist on one person speaking at a time.  Common courtesy of group dynamics not supported/required.  Too much dominated discussion by a few people.
· Most of the time.
· Germaine Hofbauer to be commended for her efforts to keep group focused and moving.
13.  Breakout participants were allowed opportunities to actively participate.

       Results:  17 Strongly Agree, 10 Agree, 1 Neutral

       Comments:  

· Everyone participated.  Not all ideas were useful or relevant, but they were 
                  voiced!
· In our room, we were very involved.  

· Provide list of those attending breakout sessions as read-ahead so they can prepare (esp. FEMA).
14.   Breakout sessions adequately documented results in remedial action plans to address 

        issues and reflect topics discussed.

        Results:  11 Strongly Agree, 16 Agree, 1 Neutral

        Comments:
· Notetakers worked well.
15.   In your opinion, action plans developed at this workshop will help to effect positive 

        changes to our way of conducting business.

        Results:  10 Strongly Agree, 14 Agree, 4 Neutral

        Comments:
· Action plans were not fully developed, just outlined.  Time did not permit full development of the action plans.
16.   In your opinion, the findings presented at this workshop were valuable to your 

        position.

        Results:  15 Strongly Agree, 12 Agree, 1 Neutral

        Comments:  
· Yes, but only if we take the next step and refine and implement findings

· Workshop very helpful with the catastrophic breakout sessions that were/will have direct impact on the New Madrid Earthquake Seismic Zone planning underway with FEMA Regions IV, V, VI, and VII.
17.   In your opinion, this workshop was productive overall.

        Results:  16 Strongly Agree, 11 Agreed, 1 Neutral

        Comments on Workshop Strengths:  

· Everything was extremely focused.  I know how hard this can be with such a diverse group.
· Spectrum of participation excellent, but IAP only contractor present, so did we miss another perspective to issues?

· Location was very convenient with easy access to restaurants, etc.

· Keeping multiple presentations brief and on schedule.

· State participation.

· Participating with States and OFAs and contractors.

· Expertise:  Right people with right background and knowledge.

· Breakout session.

· Breakout sessions set the tone.  The night Q&A session with Mr. Powers and Mr. Hecker was a great idea!  Consider including it as part of the daytime agenda.

· Breakout sessions excellent way to generate individual input against specific workshop objectives.

· Good topic discussion and breakouts.

· Great interface with all partners, ESFs, States.  Keep this mix in future.  Include Private Sector (different than ACI contractors).

· Different sections were able to brief out; helps others with perspective on other organizations.

· Environment, diverse attendees.

· Meeting other agency counterparts.

· Having States and OFAs was great!

· Location, facilities, administrative functions.  Beau Hanna did excellent job as plenary facilitator!

· Organization, Facilitator, Facility.

        Suggestions for Improvements/Other Observations: 

· There was almost no discussion of drinking water and wastewater issues.  These drive almost all other activities.

· Not every participant needs to listen to every presentation.  Give attendees options.  Multiple presentations in separate rooms.

· Allow known SMEs more opportunities to visit varied breakouts.

· Include Private Sector participants.

· Build in half day down time.

· Overall presentations had limited application.

· Strive to include the attendance of at least one representative from each of the supporting agencies.  

· Breakout facilitators need to insist on group dynamics and courtesy.  All members speak rather than a few.

· One day shorter.

· More detailed pre-planning will help avoid potential problems that cannot be solved in the short term. 

· Could be shorter with more focused issues to work on.

· Advise State attendees of the type input desired in advance of conference so they can come prepared.

· Attendance seemed lighter than usual; however, session seemed more effective.

· We only talk about Hurricanes and Earthquakes.  Get even more States involved.  What about flooding and other missions?
18.  The next workshop should be conducted in the same fashion as this USACE/FEMA 

       RAP Workshop.

       Results:  12 Strongly Agree, 12 Agreed, 3 Neutral, 1 No response

       Comments:  

· Presentations should be grouped by mission and optional to other missions.  For example, when the debris presentations are being made, the commodities team could be in a breakout session.
· First time attendee; found it interesting and informative.
· Thanks to the RSC and their exceptional support!
· Need better food in mornings (too much donuts!)  Need soft drinks in afternoon!
· Thank you for the invite!
· Consider having the VTC at the end of the workshop.  This way, the Senior Executives receive more valuable information on each one of the issues.
· Agree, IF the workshop goal is to develop audience input from the participants.
· One State representative cannot cover all workshop/breakout sessions.  States should be funded to send the following reps:  Logistics; Plans; PA/IA; Exercise; and perhaps Infrastructure.
· Same location.
· Same location, too.  Kudos to the RSC.
Appendix B: Agenda
USACE/FEMA REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (RAP) WOrkshop

DECEMBER 5-7, 2006

Agenda 

Objectives:   
1.   Evaluate doctrine and processes developed for 2006 Hurricane Season to determine necessary adjustments.   This will include reconfirmation of the actions and priorities identified in the FY06 Intergovernmental RAP and identification of new and emerging issues and courses of action for resolution.  Output:  Revised, validated RAP Matrix with specific outcomes/products, courses of action, priorities, milestones, and assigned leads.

2.   Assess Federal/Regional/State coordination requirements and capabilities, shortfalls, status of plans, SOPs, etc.  Output:  Strategy for lifecycle Federal/Regional/State collaborative planning/preparedness for ESF#3 missions and identification of requirements and remedial actions with assigned leads. 

3.   Determine specific objectives and action plans for Catastrophic Planning for ESF#3 and related ESF missions.  Output: Plan of Action to address Engineering & Public Works and Critical Infrastructure missions in conjunction with overall Federal Catastrophic Planning activities, including specific objectives for FY07/08.

4.   Develop final framework for 2007 Senior Leaders’ Seminar.  Identify policy-level and doctrinal issues to be addressed at SLS, to include NRP changes and effects of new legislation.  Output:  SLS objectives, issues framework, and desired outcomes for SLS.
	Tuesday, December 5, 2006



	Time
	Activity
	

	7:00-8:00 am


	Registration

   Receive Packets/Name Tags, etc.
	Location:  Outside Plenary Room

	8:00-8:15 am
	Welcome/Introductions   

   
	Location:  Plenary Room

Facilitator:  Beau Hanna 

	8:15-8:30am
	Getting Started

· Administrative Announcements
· Agenda Review/Objectives
· Guidelines/Ground Rules/Parking Lot

	Beau Hanna

	8:30-9:00 am
	Opening Remarks
	USACE:  BG(P) Temple 
FEMA:   Mr. Lowder



	9:00-10:00am
	2005/2006 RAP Status Reports 
· Overview:  (Hecker, Lowder)

· Improvements since 2005 and Outstanding Issues:
           - Ice/Water/Commodities/Logistics (Walters)

           - Temporary Emergency Power (Randon)
           - Temporary Housing/Critical Public Facilities (Randon)
           - Temporary Roofing (Fountain)
           - Debris/Contaminated Debris (Morse)

           - Information & Planning (McFarlane/Pawlowski)


 
	

	10:00-10:15am 
	BREAK
	

	10:15-11:15am
	Special Topic Briefings:

· New Legislation (Powers)

· PSMAs (Calambro)

· FEMA Logistics (FEMA) 
· Interagency Agreement vs. Mission Assignment (FEMA: Fairley/ USACE: P. Fletcher)   
· EPA Role (CPT Apanian)
· Catastrophic Planning (Pawlowski)

	

	11:15-11:30am
	INTRO to Breakout Sessions  

· Charge to Group

· Objectives Recap

· Breakout Group Assignments

	Beau Hanna 

	11:30am – 1:00pm
	LUNCH  and Transition to Breakout Rooms

	

	1:00pm-5:00pm 
	Breakout Sessions  (at locations provided separately)
(Validation, prioritization, update of RAP assignments/actions, develop outputs from objectives) 

· Ice/Water (M. Clark)

· Logistics/Commodities (Walters)

· Temporary Power (Porter)

· Debris  (Morse)
· Contaminated Debris (Gouger)

· Senior Leaders Seminar Preparation  

· Catastrophic Planning (Pawlowski)
· PSMA (Calambro) Tuesday afternoon only
	(Break times to be announced)



	Wednesday, December 6, 2006



	Time
	Activity
	

	8:00-8:15am
	Day’s Agenda Review (Plenary)
	Beau Hanna

	8:15-9:15am
	USACE MSC Perspectives:

· LRD (Porter)
· NAD (Leone)
	

	9:15-10:15am
	Regional Perspectives      
	

	10:15-10:30am
	BREAK
	

	10:30-11:30am
	Special Topic Briefings

· 2007 Hurricane CONOPs (FEMA:  Spangenberg)

· Earthquake CONPLAN    (FEMA:  Spangenberg)
	

	11:30am-1:00pm
	LUNCH and Transition to Breakout Rooms
	

	1:00-3:30pm
	Return to Breakout Sessions 
	(Breaks times to be announced)  

	3:30-3:45pm
	Break and Transition to Plenary 
	

	3:45-5:00pm
	Plenary:  VTC with LTG Strock, Mr. Cannon and MG Riley
	

	7:00pm - ?
	Plenary:  Teambuilding Session 
	


	 Thursday, December 7, 2006



	Time
	Activity
	

	8:00-8:30am
	Day’s Agenda Review/Updates  (If needed)
	Beau Hanna

	8:30am-1:30pm
	Breakout Sessions Continue


	(Mid-AM break time to be announced; lunch break at times determined by each group)

	1:30-2:00pm
	Break/Transition to Plenary
	

	2:00-4:30pm
	Outbriefs 

· Name Leads for Actions

· Q&A’s

· Next Steps (procedures for monitoring progress and following thru to completion)
	Assigned Briefers from each Breakout

	4:30-5:00pm  
	Senior Leaders Final Comments 
	Senior Leaders

	5:00pm
	Wrap Up/Adjourn USACE/FEMA RAP Workshop
	Beau Hanna


Appendix C: Complete RAP Matrix
Remedial Action Plan Matrix

As of 8 December 2006

PRIORITIES:   #1:  Immediate      #2:  Before June 1, 2007       #3: Long-term (more than 6 mos.)
	Issue/Issue Statement


	Background (Key Discussion Points/Solutions Discussed)
	Recommended Course of Action (including milestone schedule) and Recommended Action Lead(s)

	Status of Ongoing Resolutions and/or any Obstacles
	Priority:
(See above)



	DEBRIS Issue #1: Research new ideas for processing/handling debris.

	Limited land fills in disaster prone areas. New methods will be needed to extend the life of landfills and to use as much material as possible for recycling.  
	FEMA (Lead) Jonathon Anderson PA Pilot program may research new methods for removal/disposal of material. Capture existing methods.
Date: 31 Dec 2008
	Funding
	3-Long-term

	DEBRIS Issue #2: Standardization of the demolition process


	Different jurisdictions have different policy/guidelines need to standardize. 
	FEMA (Lead) Jonathon Anderson Capture key lessons learned. Be in compliance with FEMA policy/guidelines.  Update FEMA demolition policy and Debris Management Guide.
Date:  1 Jun 07
	None
	2- Before 1 June 07

	DEBRIS Issue #3: Definition of Local Vendors

	Outside Vendors that have been awarded contracts through previous events consider themselves as local vendors. In accordance with the Stafford Act should they be considered local when their main office is not local?
	USACE (PARC) is developing a working group to review legal avenues prior to awarding contracts. 
Date: 1 June 07


	Lawyers- Legal aspects.
	2- Before 1 June 07

	DEBRIS Issue #4: The authorities controlling the release of contract unit price data are too restrictive. (The total unit prices not the details that make up the price.)

	Due to legal issues USACE could not provide unit prices to the FEMA and the Public due to propitiatory issues. 
	USACE (PARC) Develop working group to review legal avenues.
Date: 1 June 07
	Legal aspects
	2- Before 1 June 07

	DEBRIS Issue #5: Training Locals on FEMA Eligibilities. Prepared to execute large debris missions. Consistency in Monitoring debris Missions.  There is a need to advance debris management planning and training at the local level to include eligibility, TDSR sites, contracts and monitoring.

	After an event many of the local governments do not know or understand many of the FEMA guidelines or what work is eligible. After an event when FEMA is asked to supplement the state and local activities in a lot of cases it is found the state is not fully prepared to execute a debris mission to maximize reimbursements.
	FEMA (PA) Implementing initiative to enhance debris management planning at state and local level.  May include training and more “Face to Face” meetings/workshops with local governments. New monitoring pocket guide and fact sheet in development. Outreach program to local governments.
Date: 1 June 07
	Time and Money
	2- Before 1 June 07

	DEBRIS Issue #6: To better understand the overlapping of Agency authorities.

	
	FEMA (PA) officer for debris will need to work out any issues that arise that may stall mission execution. 

USACE- In working with ESF #3 support agencies issues that have been a problem need to be discussed and resolutions should be made. 

Date:  1 Jun 07
	
	(FEMA) Immediate -at time of issue.

2- USACE coordination with Support Agencies. 


	DEBRIS Issue #7: There is a need to define the impacts of the 60 day interval transition of the direct federal assistance mission to the local grant mission.

	New FEMA Guidelines for debris removal in support to the state.
	Develop PDT to capture all pros and cons of the new policy.  

USACE – Morse

FEMA – Anderson
Date:  1 Jun 07
	- Insuring top level management has full knowledge of the impacts.
- Political, work stoppage, liability footprint, contract transition to locals, determine end state, impact on production.
	2- Before 1 June 07

	CONTAMINATED DEBRIS Issue #1: Improve waste segregation during debris removal operations

	Segregation of the waste stream to remove recyclables (white goods, electronic waste), special waste (asbestos and household hazardous waste) must take place at the curbside during debris removal operations in order to be effective.  Contracts must provide incentives to the contractor to offset the additional time and work effort required.  QA personnel must be trained to recognize debris streams that must be segregated, and all workers must be trained in safe waste segregation techniques.  FEMA must be willing to pay additional contract costs for recycling.   Segregation of contaminated waste becomes critical in a CBRNE event.


	Desired Outcome: Maximum segregation of the waste stream.

Recommendations:

· Waste segregation requirements in ACI contract language.

· Address waste segregation in Debris SOP

· Address waste segregation in QA and PRT training.

· Conduct daily interagency discussions between FEMA, USACE, USEPA, contractors, OSHA, CDC and other agencies during field operations as necessary for planning and execution.
Course of Action:

· Jan 07 – Review/revise ACI contract language

· Jan 07 – Develop waste segregation Debris SOP

· Jun 07 – Include waste segregation in PRT / QA training.
Lead: USACE/FEMA.  PDT Team Members: Environmental Debris Working Group.
	Commitment to rewrite the contract, additional costs, and safety issues

	Short term (by 1 June 2007)

	CONTAMINATED DEBRIS Issue #2: Improve Worker Safety and Health implementation for (contaminated) debris operations.

	c. Conventional Debris Operations – Problems with inconsistent interpretation of worker safety and health rules between federal, state and local agencies.  In the extreme case, this has resulted in workers from different agencies working side-by-side on the same site in different levels of personal protective equipment (Agency X workers in respirators while Agency Y workers are not).  The Worker Safety and Health Support Annex will help correct this problem by standardizing federal work rules and giving OSHA the authority to enforce worker safety and health standards.  OSHA and FEMA developing Pre-scripted Mission Assignments (PSMAs) for OSHA enforcement, but FEMA Operations must issue a Mission Assignment early in the response to OSHA for oversight of implementation of the Worker Safety and Health Support Annex.  
d. Contaminated Debris Operations – Requires all agencies work together to establish Worker Safety and health Plans.  The presence of contaminated debris magnifies the problem of inconsistent interpretation of worker safety and health rules.  Worker safety and health standards need to be consistent across the response.
Summary of Other Discussion:
·      FEMA cannot regulate state and local governments and/or contractors, so FEMA cannot prevent the situation where workers are in different levels of personal protection.  FEMA is implementing an Interagency Safety Committee and a FEMA-OSHA Interagency Agreement for enforcement to help standardize safety practices.  Implementation of the Worker Safety and Health Support Annex will require state and local governments to develop safety and health plans.
·       OSHA and FEMA need better communications.  OSHA needs to communicate the proper safety and health requirements to FEMA.  
	Desired Outcome: Worker safety and health standards are adequate and consistent across all agencies involved in a response.  Workers are protected adequately and cleanup progresses as quickly as possible.

Recommendations:

Conventional Debris Operations
c. Stakeholders (OSHA, FEMA, USACE finalize PSMA(s) for OSHA oversight of the Worker Safety and health Annex. 

d. FEMA Operations issues PSMA to OSHA for Worker Safety and health oversight early in the response.

Contaminated Debris Operations

c. Stakeholders work together to develop guidelines for Worker Safety and health Plans prior to an event.

d. Stakeholders work together under OSHA guidance and oversight to develop protective, reasonable and consistent site-specific worker safety and health standards during a response

Course of Action:

·     Jan 07 – Finalize PSMAs

·     1 Jun 07 – Implement use of PSMAs for OSHA support to ESF#3

·     1 Jun 07 – Publish FEMA/OSHA SOP for implementation of Worker Safety and Health Annex.

Lead: OSHA / FEMA


	Time, personal schedules to get right people together


	Conventional Debris Operations: #1  Immediate 

Contaminated Debris Operations #3 Long-term



	CONTAMINATED DEBRIS Issue #3: Lack of unified command at tactical levels and lack of consistent implementation of NIMS compliance throughout all agencies, impeding coordination and communication. 

	This is a key issue with USEPA representatives.  USEPA uses the Incident Command System (ICS) very rigidly in the field.  They set up an Incident Command Post headed by an Incident Commander who has the authority to commit resources in the field.  USEPA does not understand the USACE organization and complained that it does not conform to ICS.  USEPA wants to join with USACE in a Unified Command for debris removal operations and they do not understand who to coordinate with in the current USACE structure.    FEMA representatives admitted that their agency has also not fully implemented the ICS structure in the field.  FEMA decisions are still being made at the JFO, which is not an ICS structure.

Summary of Other Discussion:

This is a key issue with USEPA.  They have conducted extensive training in ICS and NIMS at all levels of their organization.  Their emergency response On Scene Coordinators (OSC) has authority to commit agency resources, similar to USACE Team Leaders.  Unlike Team Leaders, the OSCs are located in the field, not the JFO.  USACE does not use the ICS structure or terminology in the field, which is technically a violation of NIMS.  The lack of uniformity is an obstacle to working together in the field.  FEMA/DHS has mandated NIMS training, but there are no clearly defined requirements for NIMS implementation and no enforcement.  FEMA needs to examine each agency’s NIMS tactical compliance.      
	Desired Outcome:  USACE Senior leadership adopts NIMS nomenclature and structures within USACE doctrine.

Recommendations:  DHS needs to determine a standard and impose a schedule for full all agencies to fully comply with NIMS.

Course of Action: After DHS/FEMA determines the standard, USACE senior leadership adjusts doctrine to comply
Date: 7 Dec 06- Create situational awareness at Senior Leadership levels for lack of unified command.

Date: DHS determines a standard and a schedule for compliance with NIMS.

Date: Senior leadership decision to adopt NIMS nomenclature and construct within USACE doctrine

Lead:  DHS/FEMA and USACE Senior Leadership


	DOD reluctance to adopt NIMS nomenclature


	Long-term



	CONTAMINATED DEBRIS Issue #4: Clarifying the role, responsibility, and function of ESF 3, ESF 10, and ESF 12 in a CBRNE (chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear) event - who will facilitate preparedness, response, and recovery actions.

	ESFs #3, 10 and 12 all have significant roles to play in a CBRNE event.  Interagency doctrine needs to be developed to determine lead agency and other agency roles.  Work started with the establishment of the interagency Contaminated Debris Working Group in 2004, but work was interrupted by Hurricane Katrina.  Short term goals for USACE are a CBRNE Debris Mission Guide with SOPs.  Long term goals are for interagency Concept of Operations Plan (1 Jun 08).


	Desired Outcome: Adoption of an interagency Concept of Operations (CONOPS) for CBRNE event, with agency specific supporting doctrine, SOPs, playbooks, etc.

Recommendations: Contaminated Debris Working Group continues working on the interagency CONOPS.  Each agency develops supporting documentation.

Course of Action: USACE participated in Contaminated Debris Working Group and develops Contaminated Debris Mission Doctrine Guide and SOPs. 

Date:  1 Jun 07 Finalize CBRNE Debris Management Guide

Date: 1 Jun 07 Develop plans, policies, MOAs, SOPs, playbooks, etc.

Date: 1 Jun 08 Develop interagency Concept of Operations for CBRNE event.

Lead: FEMA/USACE/EPA/ DOE.  PDT is the Contaminated Debris Working Group.
	Agency understanding and working group communications

	Short term / Long term



	CONTAMINATED DEBRIS Issue #5: Develop sampling and analytical procedures for CBRNE agents, and develop sufficient laboratory capacity for testing.
	Rapid and reliable identification of CBRNE (chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, explosive) agents is critical to response and recovery after a CBRNE event.  The keys to agent identification are standardized sampling and laboratory analytical procedures and capability.  There are extremely limited sampling and analytical procedures currently established for exotic CBRNE agents and there is no inventory of current laboratory capability to perform those procedures.

Summary of Other Discussion:

We cannot begin to respond to a CBRNE event without the ability to detect the presence and extent of contamination.  That detection is done through standardized sampling and laboratory analytical procedures.  To be effective, those procedures need to be established and adopted prior to an incident, and there must be sufficient laboratory capability available to get accurate and reliable results quickly.  There has been some progress in this area, but current efforts are not being coordinated.  EPA has a laboratory focus group that has developed testing procedures for chemical warfare agents, as well as a database of laboratories capable of performing those procedures.  CDC has been doing the same for biological warfare agents.  This issue needs to be addressed by DHS as homeland security priority.  Protocols need to be established for quickly developing and certifying new procedures to detect exotic chemical, biological or radiological warfare agents.
	Desired Outcome: Develop standardized sampling and analytical procedures for potential chemical, biological and radiological warfare agents; identify and publish an inventory of laboratories that are capable of performing those procedures; develop additional laboratory capability, as necessary.
Recommendation: This is a long term national security issue that requires interagency coordination and national emphasis.

Course of Action:

· Investigate what is currently being done by others

· EPA - Finalize testing procedures for chemical warfare agents

· CDC - Finalize testing procedures for biological warfare agents

· Coordinate with working group that is responsible for developing standards and laboratory capability

· Identify an agency to lead laboratory identification effort

Lead: DHS Science & Technology Subcommittee
	- Recognition of the need

- Lack of coordination

- Recognition of the need for standardized procedures and analysis capability; lack of interagency coordination.

	Long term



	CONTAMINATED DEBRIS Issue #6: Insufficient perimeter control of contaminated site to prevent spread of contamination via:

 - Air

 - Water

 - People and possessions

 - Animals
	Following a CBRNE (chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, explosive) event, it is critical that the spread of contamination be contained as quickly as possible to protect the health and safety of the public and minimize the response and recovery effort.  Contamination may be spread naturally through air (carried by the wind) and water, or carried from the site by people on their bodies, clothing or possessions, or by animals.  Effective perimeter controls and barriers must be put in place rapidly following an event.  This requires planning at all levels of government – local, state and federal.

Summary of Other Discussion:

Perimeter control is always an issue when dealing with chemical, biological and radiological contamination.  The first priority in a response is to stop the spread of contamination through containment and contaminant stabilization.   If the population is not controlled and decontaminated before leaving a contaminated area, they will spread the contamination. This will endanger populations in uncontaminated areas and increase the time and cost of the response effort. Perimeter containment will be a local and state responsibility.  At the federal level, we need to make state and local officials aware of the need to plan for, and rapidly implement, perimeter controls.  However, this is a local responder issue, not a federal issue.  

	Desired Outcome:  State and local officials are aware of the issue and develop perimeter control plans.  Adequate perimeter control is implemented during an event.

Recommendations: Senior leadership coordinates with state and local officials to emphasize the need for perimeter control planning and validate plans.
Course of Action:  Senior leadership makes this an area of emphasis in emergency planning.  Perimeter control plans evaluated during exercises.

Date:  1 Jun 08 

Lead: DHS /State and Local government
	Size/scale of event; timeliness; public panic; lack of resources


	Long-term


	CONTAMINATED DEBRIS Issue #7:  Tactical level information sharing / data management between federal agencies, especially USACE and USEPA, needs to be improved.
	Currently there is no easy way to exchange electronic data and other critical information between federal agencies like USACE, USEPA and FEMA.  This problem is particularly critical for the exchange of sampling and analytical data at the tactical level.  Firewalls, agency IT security rules and connectivity issues prevent timely sharing of data.  There needs to be a common, accessible computer system for sharing data at the operational/tactical level.  This is particularly critical for analytical sampling data that is needed for critical decision making during response operations.

Summary of Other Discussion:  Timely exchange of analytical sampling data was a critical issue during Hurricane Katrina response.  USEPA performed the sampling and analysis, but did not have a convenient way to share the data to USACE and other agencies at the tactical/operational level.  The analytical data is critical to worker health and safety issues, and decisions on water supply systems.  USEPA management did not want to release data to other federal agencies before it had been reviewed and approved for public release, which sometimes took several days.  A common analytical database that all agencies can access would help the situation by allowing access to data as soon as it becomes available, rather than having to wait for public release or interagency transfer.
	Desired Outcomes: A standard analytical database accessible to all agencies.

Recommendations: Develop a standard database and coordinate IT access issues between the agencies
Course of Action: 

Date:  1 Jun 07 Evaluate applicability of existing systems for information and data management

Date:  1 Jun 07 EPA revisits All-Hazards Database as a solution.

Date: 1 Jun 07 USACE needs to develop a standard analytical database

Lead: DHS/EPA/USACE
	Funding


	Long-term


	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #1: Pre-identify power requirements for critical facilities (including water and waste water)


	- This subject should be included in workshops.

- This will keep in our planning timeline versus just handing it off to another group.

- Must identify stakeholders of critical facilities.

- This data should be compatible with other databases and have standardized EEIs.  
	1. Local, County State to id critical facilities and baseline requirement and compare to existing plans/datasets.

2. Prioritize and enter into uniform database of EEIs.

3. Maintain database

4. Hand off to Temporary Power PDT
Date:  Workshops scheduled for Lake Okeechobee and New Madrid Seismic Zone

	Obstacle: Local resources (funds, staff) overtaxed. Who maintains database?


	Long-term mostly

Medium-term due to need of inclusion in upcoming workshops.

	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #2: Identify Missions/Magnitudes/PSMAs

	- PSMAs - EQ affect infrastructure in a different way, substations fall over, heavy infrastructure impacts, address with Catastrophic PSMAs.

- Helicopters are required for delivery as well as rescue operations; how should we prioritize their use? 

- We have PSMAs/pre-declaration MAs, but it is important to clarify that it will change in magnitude NOT scope; we must therefore decide on post-landfall PSMAs for “notice events”. 

- With “no-notice events” like earthquakes, the timeline is extremely short, but PSMAs are still required for life-saving actions. Automatic assumptions can be made in terms of TPFDL (Time-Phased Force & Deployment List)

- Includes urban & rural PSMAs and adaptations.
	1. Site specific urban and rural prescripted MAs

2. Define Catastrophic unique and adaptations to standing missions.

3. Verify TPFDL ready with prescripts for FL and NMSZ.

Date:  Scheduled workshops

	The Critical Incident Annex to the NRP has some “push packages” that need to be vetted by the states.
Highways not passable, limiting factors for airlift.

State shortfalls needed for planning.


	Long-term

	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #3: Prioritization of resources/IAP

	- Reprioritization of push packages for catastrophic event.

- Pre-identify teams for cold weather catastrophic events.

- In terms of life saving/life sustaining activity, 

- USACE = Power

- NDMS = Medical 

- States (and Federal) need to “buy-in” to this requirement. 

- Need SOP protocols for prioritizing resources.
	- Prioritization of resources should be included in the SLS (Senior Leaders Seminar). 
1. Develop process for adjudicating limited resources/shortfalls (based on Gap analysis) at national level to each state.

2. Exercise process and tool at scenario driven workshop with State(s) 

3. Develop matrix/tool for national prioritization and consistent adjudication of critical limited resources.
Date:  SL Meeting

Date: Scheduled Scenario Workshops (Spring 2007)
	- States must justify reasons and manage public expectation, media and dealing with other outside Influences.

- Buy-in at all levels (incl EMAC).

- Political dynamics.  

- Public Expectation and outside influences.

- Potential for other disasters competing for resources.


	Long-term (should begin BEFORE June 1, 2007)

Medium-term (workshops inc. SLS, FEMA in Spring 07

	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #4: Surge Capacity requirements for personnel

	Address minimum standards for training.  NGO include Professional organizations/academia.  Disaster training includes first aid, NRP, etc.  Ebb and flow of interest in planning for future incidents.  Timing of responders – follow on reserves needed for sustainment.  Talk with NGOs on solutions they have discovered with volunteers
- Training should include cross training and special training (e.g. GIS) with the aim of facilitating a baseline commonality between/across the agencies. 

- How long will Other Federal Agencies allow catastrophic responder resources to be deployed for? 

- OFAs need to plan for cadre turnover so volunteers can return to their jobs, and backfilling positions for while those cadre members are deployed.

	1. Specify qualifications & training (normal and just-in-time).  

2. Equipping the surge responders.

3. Develop Train the Trainer cadre.

4. Supporting agencies under NRP id cadre members and develop minimum surge capacity (incl retirees, contractors).

5. Baseline training for potential responders. Training in specified fields (e.g. GIS).

6. Interface with NGO, etc.

Date:  Scenario Workshops


	- OFA willing to release qualified (PIO, GIS) responders to event & advance training. 

- Develop and conduct unique disaster training.

Standardization of criteria for credentialing (int’l).

- Funding of training, databases, equipment, “operational planning”.

- How long can responder/volunteers and equipment support the event?


	Long-term effort (ongoing efforts and follow-up)


	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #5: Identify and meet surge capacity for shortfalls in resources

	Be prepared for longer response containment.  Synchronize resources. Private industry knows capitalization better than gov’t! Don’t compete with private sector.  

	1. Identify shortfalls from the local levels up.

2. Sustain periodic update analysis based on state/local feedback.

3. Explore recent technology/improvements/innovations to accomplish missions.

4. Continue outreach to corporate, NGOs and international community.  

Date: Scenario workshops as scheduled
 
	- Defense Production Act implementation.

Manufacturing capacities.

- Risk assessment at catastrophic level.

Basic infrastructure.

- Legislative/ Regulatory abatement. 
Know the triggers.


	Immediate /  Long-term continuation

	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #6: C2 issues with state and Federal (e.g. Credentialing and access.)

	- Coordination from huge companies down to locals for Individual Assistance and how they coordinate in C2.

- Joint housing operating center – all levels ESF #3, FEMA, State and local organized differently and deploying C2 differently.  C2 of catastrophic events with Fed and States agreeing on Command and Control.

- Outreach needed to private and international sector.

- States have more legal standing / scope than federal in terms of a catastrophic response at least initially. Options include the Defense Protection Act, but this can also be an obstacle if Congress doesn’t want to approve the request. 

- Access control / Area control credentialing across multi-state venues. 

- Identify specific working groups for training/cross training; normal and surge (Just In Time). 

- ESF agencies should identify their own skill sets and surge capacity for catastrophic events including retirees, contractors, etc. (e.g. as PIOs).

- In addition, ESF agencies should be able to identify surge personnel that become victims of an event, and are therefore not available to respond. 

- ESF agencies should consider what other events occurring that would stretch their resources. 

- OFA (Other Federal Agencies) should be ready to provide personnel and develop/conduct training for unique/specific requirements, (e.g. GIS). 

- Equipping surge responders (Catastrophic Cadre) 

- Lack of credentialing / standardization of criteria / qualifications of the right people. 
	1. Finding commonality across organizations (e.g. counterpart).

2. Access control/Area control – inbound authorization (State/local).

3. C2 within agencies

4. Need SOP for C2 in general (address terminology, e.g. DoD)

5.  Need SOP for C2 in multi-state operations

Date:  SL Meeting
Date:  NRP Revisions
Date:  Scenario Workshops

	Who’s in charge in multi-regional/state response?  

Terminology and standardization. Keep it simple.


	Immediate to NRP rewrite. 


	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #7: Manage response and recovery expectations for emergency responders and the public.
	
	 Use scenario driven workshops to develop site specific messages for the emergency management community (L/S/F Tribal Nations & Private Sector).
	
	

	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #8: Manage response and recovery expectations for emergency responders and the public.


	Includes educating citizens on personal preparedness.
	Use scenario driven workshops to develop site specific messages for the emergency management community (L/S/F Tribal Nations & Private Sector).


	
	

	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #9: Input from State/local governments to include plans, gap analysis of resources and regional prioritization
	Don’t know what is needed until a gap is identified by the state.  Need state assumptions – identify shortfalls.  


	
	
	

	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #10: Defining needs based on type of event/ defining “catastrophic” (as a trigger)
	Catastrophic events may require specific capabilities different from lesser events. (See PSMAs for additional information.) 
	
	
	

	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #11: Pre-identified equipment, resources and status of Strike Teams for specific events (e.g. cold weather, structural safety for EQs).

	- List of special teams exist in CIS annex of NRP. 

- Need to ID state/local/tribal/NGO special teams.

- Continue resource typing initiative by NIMS Integration Center (NIC).

- NIC expand its database.

- NIMS typing for ESFs / infrastructure.
	
	
	

	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #12: Maximize federal assets
	How to maximize DoD & Federal assets in immediate response; DoD is the force of last resort.
	
	
	

	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #13: Funding ESFs, States, etc.
	
	
	
	

	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #14: Victim district
	- How many personnel have their own personal plan, rally point, etc., defined?  Who defines when they are a victim and give up C2 to reconstitute.

- Relocating to off-site COOP location

- Determination of resumption of C2 
	- Federal and other resources will become victims so federal agencies will also respond together with local/state, filling in gaps as they appear which can be confusing/fuzzy in terms of responsibilities. 
	- Federal government will compete for resources, but PFO has no delegation or operational capacity.  
	

	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #15: Re-prioritization of Push Package for catastrophic event
	Included in Prioritization of Resources (see above). 
	
	
	

	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #16: Contracting for large magnitude
	- Awarding huge contracts.  

- Advance plan to use large and small contract capabilities.
	
	
	

	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #17: Corps responsibility for its own Civil Works and/or MIL programs projects
	There may be similar impacts to OFAs.


	
	
	

	CATASTROPHIC PLANNING Issue #18: Identify correct players/stakeholders for scenario workshop participation
	- Critical participants must be at workshop; get the key players; identify stakeholders upfront.

- Decision makers from multi-level governments, NGOs, private sector, etc. 

- Lessons Learned from Hurricane Pam scenario workshop.
	
	
	

	TEMP EMERG POWER Issue #1: Early deployment of resources


	
	Train FEMA logistics personnel to release generators to Corps upon arrival

Date:  Feb 07 (FOSA training)

Train USACE TLs to request early pre-dec MA and gensets

Date: Jan 07 (TL training)

Adopt FRAGO assigning LRD all emergency power pre-dec responsibilities

Date: 12 Dec 2006

Revise PSMA funding to reflect the 50/48 objective
	
	Immediate


	TEMP EMERG POWER Issue #2: Needed improvements in Communications and Data Sharing

	
	Continued improvements to ENGLink Power Module

Date:  1 May 2007 (Power training/exercise)

Direct real time access to TAV during events

Date: 1 May 2007 (Power training/exercise)

Leveraging existing technologies to enhance mission accomplishment

- Data entry

- Generator tracking

- Real time reporting

Date: 1 May 2008
	- IM firewalls

- Funding


	Long-term

	TEMP EMERG POWER Issue #3: Cold Weather Power Issues

	
	Market survey and acquisition strategy

Date:  1 Feb 2007

Request cold weather states ID critical facilities

Date:  1 Jun 2007

Develop cold weather SOP

Date:  Jan 2007

Cold weather training exercise

Date:  TBD
	- Funding

- Equipment availability


	Long-term

	TEMP EMERG POWER Issue #4: Critical Facility Surveys


	
	Encourage continued development of critical facility inventories

Date:  ongoing (RISC meetings)

Provide states with the benefits of subject survey

Date: ongoing (RISC meetings)
	
	Long-term

	TEMP EMERG POWER Issue #5: ROE/EBAs

	
	Modification to ACI contract.

- ROE not required for public facility

- Assign EBA procedures to ACI contractor

Date:  1 Mar 2007

Revise SOP for ROEs for private facility

Date:  31 Jan 2007
	
	Short-term

	TEMP EMERG POWER Issue #6: Local/Federal Communications

	
	POC availability at time of install

Date: ongoing (RISC meetings)

Better utilization of LGLs to enhance communications

Date: ongoing (RISC meetings)
	
	Short-term

	IWLC Issue #1: Lack of a systematic Commodities (Supply Chain) Con-ops defining roles of FEMA/USACE/DLA/DOT/USFS/States/Local/Private Sector.

	
	Form a joint working group to develop a draft Commodities Con-Ops to be presented to Senior Leadership by February 28, 2007.
Date:  10 Jan 07, PDT follow-on 

teleconference

Date:  22 Jan 07, USACE SOP re-

write, Kansas City, MO   

Date:  1 Feb 07, PDT meets to 

review/consolidate current SOPs

Date:   15 Feb 07 – Draft 

Logistics/Commodities ConOps to 

present at SLC

Date:  1 Jun 07, Final

	- Funding

- Schedule  conflicts/constraints

- Stafford Act


	Short-term (by 1 June 07) 


	IWLC Issue #2: Actualize the Unified (Purple) Team Concept

	
	Form a prototype Staging Area Team to develop operational doctrine and execute through exercises and/or actual events. (FEMA, USACE, DLA, States, Region, Local) not later than March 1, 2007.

Date:  10 Jan 07, PDT follow-on 

teleconference

Date:  10 Feb 07, Prototype team meets to develop doctrine

Date:   28 Feb 07 – Draft 

Doctrine to present at SLC

Date:  7-11 May 07, leverage with FL exercise, Tallahassee

Date:  1 Jun 07, Final
	- Funding, Preparedness 
- Scheduling conflicts 

- Time constraints

- Stafford Act


	Short-term


	IWLC Issue #3: Should Ice be a response commodity?


	
	Evaluate the legitimacy and/or cost benefits of Ice as a life-saving commodity during the response. (contract support).  

Conduct survey to determine importance of ice to the public.
Date:  1 Feb 07, PDT develops survey/plan for submission to States/Public 
Date:  1 Jun 07, Draft survey completed

Date:  1 Nov 07
	- Public perception

- Political implications

- Gaining accurate supporting data 

- Funding 


	Long-term
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