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SOUTHERN AREA INCIDENT MANAGEMENT TEAM

Summary of Assignment

The Southern Area Type I Incident Management Team (IMT) was ordered on September 19, 2003 to assist in the management of a Mob Center located at Ft. A.P. Hill, Virginia.  The original order was for a short team and included 17 individuals.  Most of the team members were in place and functioning by noon on September 20.  On the evening of September 21, the Mob Center Management Team was tasked to develop a plan for taking over 8 State of Virginia Distribution Centers (Staging Areas) and possibly end-user distribution of water and ice at 150 distribution sites.  This new mission created a potential for the IMT to be managing up to 800 personnel in multiple locations.  As a result the remainder of the Southern Area Red Team was ordered (approximately 20 persons) plus 19 members of the Southern Area Blue Team that were being released from the Mob Center at Ft. Bragg, North Carolina.  

This beefed up IMT set up operations at the new Mob Center in Ft. Eustis, with initial team members arriving on September 22 and remaining team members arriving on September 23.  In addition to the IMT members two 20-person hand crews from Ft A.P. Hill and Ft Bragg were retained, and five 20-person hand crews were flown in from the western U.S.  The total contingency of Mob Center personnel provided through the US Forest Service and ESF-4, peaked at 220.  Operations of the Ft Eustis Mob center continued through October 3, 2003.

What Went Well

1. Mob Center Location – The facilities at Ft. Eustis were outstanding, as was the support of the base.  The hangar provided ample space for storing the contents of the few trucks that had to be off-loaded.  Parking space was available for a couple hundred trucks.  The base provided additional support in the form of forklifts, operators, and access to base facilities such as the PX and the laundry.  Having a military Liaison assigned to the Mobilization Center Management Team (MCMT) was very effective.

2. Logistics support through Colonial Williamsburg – When the team at Ft. A.P. Hill first heard of a possible expansion to Ft. Eustis, a scout team of 3 IMT members plus one USACE employee, were dispatched to the Ft. Eustis area to gather initial intelligence.  Upon visiting the base they learned the planned billeting facilities were in need to substantial work before they could be effective for team use.  Off base facilities were very limited due to storm damage and power outages.  Motels were already full of power company crews and other emergency responders.  The IMT Logistics Section Chief was able to find lodging at Colonial Williamsburg that was schedules for power restoration the following day.  In addition the negotiation included a breakfast buffet, a sack lunch and a supper buffet.  With the shortage of open restaurants and the waiting time for the few restaurants that were open, providing meals would have been a substantial detraction from the operation without these prior arrangements. 

3. Interagency Cooperation – The four agencies on site, FEMA, GSA, USACE, & USFS worked very well together.  The MCMT particularly functioned as a team without any power struggles or conflict.  The same can be said for the IMT and various other support staff.  Generally no super egos or obsessive control persons bogged down the teamwork as can so often happen.  Problem solving was a team effort. 



	DISCUSSION: 

Areas of Concern and Recommendations

1. On-Site Inventory of Water Trucks – During operations at both Ft. A.P. Hill and Ft Eustis, USACE was receiving water and ice through pre-arranged contracts.  Because the material had not been previously accepted, USACE representatives were breaking the seal on every trailer load into the Mob Center, inventorying the material and matching it to the manifest.  This was a very time consuming operation that limited the total amount of trucks that could be processed into and out of the mob center in any given day.  In every case the actual count and inventory matched the manifest carried by the truck driver, so a count could have been obtained quickly from the manifests.  A further concern was that the trailer seals were being removed.  Although emergency wavers from DOT were probably obtained, this opened the drivers to potential citations as well as raising security issues.  The fact that the seal was removed also caused the trailer to be re-inventoried a second time when transferred to the state.  Another duplication of effort.  When water demand dropped and remaining loads of water were off loaded into a warehouse for storage, they were again inventoried and each pallet label by FEMA.  There needs to be agreement between agencies that one will accept the inventory numbers and/or truck manifests from the other without a re-inventory. 

During operation of the Mob Center at Ft. Bragg in North Carolina, the water and ice trucks were not opened and inventoried at the mob center, so there appears to be different procedures depending on which FEMA region is involved. 

Recommendations:  Several options exist to improve this situation.  USACE could have a contracting rep accept the material at the shipping point and place a USACE seal on the trailer.  It could then be processed and shipped to the field without an on-site inventory at the mob center.  Another option would be to write the contract to where a certain percentage of the trailers would be randomly selected and inventoried.  A third option might be a random sample at the final delivery site.  Again the goal should be to avoid a 100 percent inventory at the Mob Center or the final distribution site.  When water is transferred from USACE to FEMA, the original manifest or inventory should be accepted without recount. 

2. Public Information at the Mob Center and in-the-field – It appears that the FEMA model of disseminating information is too top loaded.  Much of the negative press received by FEMA and the other response agencies could be minimized or eliminated by a more proactive approach at the local level.  It appears that the ability to deal with local government officials is not delegated to field management personnel.  In example, when FEMA Ft. Eustis Mob Center manager Chuck Tarr was advised by Base Commander General Geehan that the Mayor of Newport News was very upset and needed a personal visit, Chuck was not able to do that without consulting or obtaining approval in Richmond.  This is in conflict with the Incident Command System.  Authorities need to be delegated to the lowest levels possible.  As on site commander, Chuck should have the authority to deal directly with an issue with local government.

Recommendations:   Deploy a FEMA PIO at any major Mob Center.  Empower the PIO and Mob Center Manager to deal with local media and officials without clearance from the DFO.  Upon declaration of a disaster, FEMA Information should develop in conjunction with the affected state, a more proactive communication strategy for dealing with public information at the local level.  This can help with upward flow of intelligence as well as downward flow of information.  

3. Requests for ice and water and taskers for responses take too long – The flow of assistance requests from local government to the state to FEMA, and the return flow of a mission tasker from the IOF or ROC or DFO to the Mob Center, appears to be so slow that on-the-ground conditions change and the system doesn’t recognize that.  Material continues to be shipped to distribution centers that no longer have a need.  FEMA and USACE personnel at the Mob Center do not appear to have the authority to respond to rapidly changing conditions.  Field personnel at Staging Areas or Distribution Sites usually have access to the most accurate information on needs.  Yet there is no way to effectively utilize that intelligence.  The Staging areas are not in the loop of information flow.  When a locality makes a request for water or ice it goes up the chain through the process, but the Staging area handling that locality never gets that direct info.  It comes back a day or two later in a tasker that may be by then out of date.

Recommendations:   Re-examine the model for information flow and streamline it.  Develop effective, timely back-up plans for instances where electronic communication is not established for several days.  Build into the system the ability for field input to be accepted and utilized in mission planning.  Allow Mob Centers to re-direct assets based on real-time input from field personnel.  Decisions should be made on the best, most recent intelligence and that is usually from the field operations.  Give the Mobilization Center Management Team (MCMT) the authority to distribute the supplies based on the current need.  The declared state needs to place a Liaison into the Mob Center.  This person needs to have the authority to re-direct shipments, or at least direct access to a person at the State EOC that can make that immediate decision. 

Also, FEMA or USACE should contract with a company such as Fedex or UPS, to come out during the initial deployment at an incident, and observe and evaluate the ordering and distribution process.  After the incident, the contractor could then make recommendations for streamlining the federal process taking advantage of the lessons learned in private industry.

4. Mission Assignments to the Forest Service – There has been considerable discussion and concern about the mission assignment to the Forest Service (ESF-4) to help manage the Mob Center.  In years past, the MA always came through GSA.  Some boilerplate language was developed and approved by all parties, and the process worked smoothly through the response to the billing, etc.  Some problems occurred on the World Trade Center assignment and the Columbia Shuttle Response assignment that point out possible fiscal problems with the assignment coming directly through FEMA.  This may result in the Forest Service not being reimbursed for some assignments.  The Federal Response Plan assigns out the responsibility for Mob Centers to GSA.  Although the draft National Response released in early 2003 changed the authority for mission assignments, it was never signed by the participating agencies.  This places the Forest Service and the assigned IMT in a tenuous position.

Recommendations:  Follow the currently approved Federal Response Plan.  When an emergency situation requires deviation from the approved FRP, develop a process that will include a written concurrence from OMB or other appropriate agency.  

5. Preposition of MCMT assets – Various FEMA regions seem to have a different policy and/or comfort level on prepositioning Incident Management Teams.   This can put the MCMT behind the curve when the disaster hits.  There needs to be some consistency in when and how a MCMT is deployed and when and how an IMT is assigned.  

Recommendations:  In conjunction with FEMA and the US Forest Service, GSA should develop a guidebook on MCMT deployment.  The guidebook should define basic missions and standard responses required from the Forest Service in support of GSA.  A few examples would be:

· When a category 2 or 3 Hurricane is predicted to strike the continental US, a Forest Service IMT in “short team configuration” will be deployed into a pre-identified mobilization center site outside of the immediate coastal area.

· When a category 4 or 5 Hurricane is predicted to strike the continental US, a Forest Service IMT in “long team configuration” plus one 20 person Type 1 Crews (Hotshot crews) will be deployed into a pre-identified mobilization center site outside of the immediate coastal area.

· When a category 3 or higher Hurricane is predicted to strike Hawaii or US island territories, a Forest Service IMT in “long team configuration” plus two 20 person Type 1 Crews (Hotshot crews) will be pre-positioned to a military base within the continental USA prepared to fly into the territory immediately after the storm passage.

Similar additional guides should be established for other natural disasters such as earthquakes and floods.  If possible some general guidelines for use of IMTs following a terrorist attacks should also be developed.  

6. Front load the Water and Ice Missions – In the Isabel response in Virginia, as well as other hurricanes in the past, it has taken too long to get the initial push of water and ice into the affected area.  Contracting issues, miscommunication, too many different people and agencies trying to coordinate, and other glitches added to the inherent delays.

Recommendations:  USACE should have preseason contracts in place with multiple vendors for water and ice. Upon hurricane development and projected landfall within the US, a pre-strike shipment should be included similar to the FEMA Push Pack.  The initial quantities could be determined by analyzing the actual water and ice distributed in storms over the previous ten years.  Delegate to the MCMT the authority to work with the state and distribute this initial order based on in-the-field need. 

Conclusions

The Ft. Eustis Mobilization Center was productive and the MCMT concept was effective and efficient.  Continued improvement in the integration of the involved agencies requires a commitment from all the agencies to full utilization of the Incident Command System (ICS).  

Some major overhauls may be needed in the processes for getting relief supplies from the federal government to the affected states.  As a new National Response Plan is developed, FEMA and the other involved agencies should strive to reduce the bureaucracy and paperwork.  All involved need to re-focus on the main goal of the mobilization center, getting supplies to the victims.  The tracking, inventory, accountability, and paperwork that might accompany a recovery effort need to be greatly reduced in a response effort.

Joe Ferguson
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