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LXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

DISPLAY SELECT was a "no-faull/no-inspection" field training exercise (FrX) involving 
selected Federal. State. arid local government agencies held at two locations in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia from September 18 through September 27, 1995. It was designed to 

ex.ercise, and evaluate plans. policies, procedures, and systems used by Federal, State, and local 
responders to a nuclear weapon accident. 

Ptanning for the exercise began with the Initial Planning Conference in June 1994 and ended 
with the Final Planning Conference in August of 1995. Twelve functional working groups with 
the charter to " develop, design, conduct, and evaluate the exercise from uni.que perspectives," 
were used to accomplish the detailed planning for the exercise. The groups met on an "as M 

needed" ba~ is between the fonnaHy scheduled conferences and developed specific objectives 
designed to support achievement of the ex.ercise's overall objectives. FEMA was a member of 
the Policy ,·vorking Group which also had represer..tation from the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense (03D), the Department of Energy (DOE), the Joint Staff (1S), the Department of the 
!'Iavy (DON), the United States Atlantic Command (USACOM), and the Commonw~alth of 
Virginia, 

The major participants in Exercise DlSPLAY SELECT included the Headquarters and field 
elements fwm DOD, DOE. FEMA, and other Federal departments and agencies including the 
Department of Agriculture (USDA), the Department afTransportation (DOT), the Federal 
Aviation Ajministration (FAA); U,S, Coast Guard (USCG). the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), and the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). The Commonwealth 
of Virginia and two local jurisdictions, Iames City County and York County. completed the list 
of participants. 

The;:e were three different levels of objectives for the exercise, The first consisted of overall 
objectives ,umed mainly at exercising and evaluating t,he full range of Federal, State. and local 
govemment plans. policies, procedures and interfaces as they applied to a nuclear weapon 
accident. The second level of objectives were those developed by the working groups. These, 
objectives were more specific and included three that were focused toward FEMA. The first' 
objective "'as to "exercise and evaluate [he Federal Response Plan (FRP) and the Federal 
Radiological Emergency Response Plan." The second was to "exercise and evaluate the role and 
responsibiiities of FEMA in response to a nuclear weapons accident" The last of the objectives 
focused or. FEMA was to "exercise and evaluate the role and icspon..'iibilities of the Federal 
Coordinating Officer," The third Jevel of objectives consisted of those developed by each of the 
participating organizations. FEMA's objectives were to: 

.. Explore/establish th.e joint command and control structure reSUlting from the 
concurrent use of the Federal Radiological Emergency Response Plan (mER?) 
and the Federal Response Plan (FRP). 
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• 	 Validate the use of the PRP,Radiological Emergencies Incident Annex in a 

nuclear weapons accident response. 


• 	 Explore/establish the linkages between DOD offsite funding and the Stafford Act 
ar,d the Comprehensive Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) I 
funding me~ha:1isms. 

The exercise scenario was based on a simulated U.S. Navy nuclear weapon accident resulting in I 
.a radi,)logical release that contaminated land and water areas surrounding the Fleet and Industrial 
Supply Center (FISC) Cheatham Annex and the Naval Weapons Station (NWS) Yorktown, 
Virginia. The exercise began on September is when a civilian rurcraft crashed into a pier at the I 
FISC upon which two conventional and two nuclear tomahawk missiles were positioned with 
some demoHtion materials. The explosion and fire that followed the crash resulted in the 
deton ltion of one conventional missile which, in turn. destfO)'ed one nuclear weapon and I 
damaged the other, The smoke piume from the fire, containing radiological contamination, 
drifted generally southwest from the accident site and created significant problems for portions of 
the V:rginia Peninsula. Active play continued through September 22, 1995, An administrative I 
break was taken over the weekend (September 23·24) and active play resumed on Monday, 
Septenber 25;for three more days, I 
DISPLAY SELECT can be characterized as an exercise that featured several significant "firsts." 
It was the first fuB-field nuclear weapons exercise in over a decade that had 24-hour-a·day play; I 
the first nuclear accident exercise to include full mortuary affairs play; the rust exereise of its 
type D play the FRPIFRERP interface with Federal and State elements; and the first to use an 
emergency rather than a major disaster declaration to initiate Federal consequence ma:tugement I 
activities_ DISPLAY SELECT was also the first exercise'of its type to eliminate the concept of a 
phased response to the acc~dent"(separa{ing the technical response to the accident from the nOn~ 
techn~cal response to the consequences of it). I 
The msults of th~! eXercise highlighted the fact that while the command and control structures. 
roles, and relationships established between responding organizations under the FRP and the I 
FREF:.P when only one or the other plan is being used were generally understood, there wa<; 
confusion when both plans were in effect. This was evident during the exerdse when a 
Presidential Emergency Declaration was issued and the question of who was 1:1 charge was raised I 
by rh(: senior players from the Lead Federal Agency (LFA). Confusion regarding this issue can 
be ex ?Iained, in pan, by the fact that several of the LFA senior players. were new to their real~ 
worle assignments and had no experience, actual or exercise. in dealing with either plan, Adding 
to the confusion was the perception that the FRP was implemented by the declaration when in 
fact porrions of it had been in effect shortly after FEMA Region ill had been notified of the 
incidt!flt. What the LFA senior pJayers did know was that following the declaration, a Federal 
CoonUnating Officer (FCO) would be appointed, It was the role of this individual that was·not 
understood" It should be noted that there were other exercise participants familiar with each of 
the plans who appeared to be equally confused. The relationsWp between the two plans might 
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have bee:1 clarified by the draft Radiological Emergencies Incident Annex to the FRP \vhich was 
to have been validated in the exercise; however, due to real world operational requlrements, the 
draft Anrex had not been finalized and could not be fully validated. 

Issues rerarding funding (FEMA Exercise Objective 3) surfaced on the first day of the ex.ercise 
when legal representatives of the LFA met with {he Senior FEMA Official (SFO) and members 
of his staff to discuss various concerns the LFA had about compensation to the Commonwealth 
for expen ;es incurred in its response to the accident and to individuals affected by the incident 
The decision by the exercise President (based on the recommendation of the exercise FEMA 
Director) to initially grant an emergency declaration rather than a major disaster declaration 
raised immediate questions regarding funding under the Stafford Act and how it differed from 
one declaration to the other, A briefing explaining the differences and describing other funding 
measures 'Jnder the Stafford Act was provided to senior players and other exercise participants, 
Discussions of funding issues wh:ch continued throughout the remainder of the exercise revealed 
some intelesting findings. For example, it was determined that apparently, there is no statutory 
authority that provides a mechanism to reimburse businesses for revenues lost as a result of 
customers being unable to patronize tbem because of a radiological emergency. The number of 
legal issues: that arose, in addition to those dealing with funding. were enough to result in a 
recommen:lation that a post-exercise Legal Working Group be formed to funher discuss them. 
Membership would be expected to include legal representatives from the major organizations 
participatitlg in the exercise, DOD. FEMA, DOE, EPA, and others as appropriate, 

Exercise DrSPLAY SELECT provided FEMA an opportunity to gain insights into the potential 
issues that ,:ould arise in a situation in wruch there was concurrent use of the FRP a.nd FRERP 
a..'1d reinfor.:ed the recognized.need for finalization and publication of the Radiological 
Emergencit:s Incident Annex to the F,RP. The exercise also demonstrated the fact that there is a 
lack of und :::rstanding )f the differences between a Presidential Emergency Deciaration and a 
Major Disailer Declaration and the type(s) of situation where one would be preferable over the 
other, Whi Ie there wa.:; frustration on the part of some of the members of the Disaster Field 
Office (DFO) over the low level of activity they ex.perienced during the exercise, most 
participants agreed that it was a good learning experience and irprovided them with some 
valuable imights into what could be expected in this type of radiological emergency, 

The exercisl~ provided FEMA with a higher degree of visibility than it bad in DIAGRAM JUMP, 
the nuclear "veapon accident exercise held in 1994. It was evident that there is recognition of the 
role the Agency has to play in these types of incidents and FEMA should take advantage of that 
fact by continuing to participate as fully as possible (within the bounds of real-world ope:ational 
requirement.;) in these types of exercises. 
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EXERCISE DISP[;AY SELECT AFTER ACTION REPORT 


PURPOSl!; 
This report p:ovides a record of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

participation in Exercise DISPLAY SELECT. an Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)· 
directed, Joint Staff (JS)-coordinated, Defense Nuclear Agency (D'NA)Asponsored field traini:lg 
exerci,e (FfX), 

GENERAL.'" 
, 

DISPLAY SELECT was an FfX involving selected Federal. State, and local government 
agencies held in tbe Commonwealth of Virginia from September 18 through September 27, 
1995, ,[t was designed to exercise and evaluate plans. policies. procedures, and systems used by 
Federal. State, and local responders to an accident inVOlving nuclear weapons. Exercise events 
were dt:signed to focus on the interaction between various command and control systems 
(militruy and civilian) and organizations that have responsibility for different portions of the 
response to a nuclear weapon accident DISPLAY SELECT was a "no-fault!no~inspectjon" 
exercis!:. There wJll be no formal evaluation of the exercise by the sponsor, D1\A; however, the 
Agency will prepare an After Action Report. 

3, ;gXERCISE PLANNING 
The planning for Exercise DISPLAY SELECT was accomplished through the use of 

twelve working groups, each with the general charter to "develop, design, conduct, and evaluate 
the exer::ise frora unique perspectives." The groups met on an "as-needed" basis throughout the 
planning cycle (generally between the formally scheduled conferences) and developed specific 
objectiv!s that supported those set for the overall exercise. A leader for each working group was 
chosea based on that individuals' experience and rank after consulting with the primary exercise 
pJanner~. The working groups were as follows: 

a, Scenario g, Protocol 
b, Weapons h, Public Affairs 
c, Hazards I. Policy 
d, Legal j. Site Restoration 
e, Communications k, Medical 
f, Logistics L Plans 

FEMA. r,'presented by Mr, Eugene Richard (Headquarters, FEMA) and Mr, Joseph Zagor.e 
(FEMA Eegion lli), was a member of the Policy Working Group, The group was charged with 
the responsibility to develop Washington and Major Command (MACOM)-level exercise play 
and to co·mllnate real-world policy discusslon involving the release of information> weapon, 
usage, and scenario problems, COL ClifRipperger. Office of the Deputy to the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Policy) for Policy SupportlEmergency Planning (ODTUSD (P) PSIEP) 
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chaired the working group whose other members represented Office of the Secretary of Defense 
(05D) functioltS of Public Affairs and Legal, the Department of Energy (DOE), the Joint Staff 
(JS), Cepartment of the Navy (DON), United States Atlantic Command (USACOM), and the 
Commonwealth of Virginia. 

Seven fonnal conferences were held to accomplish the planning for Exercise DISPLAY 
SELECT. The mitial Planniog Conference took place in June of 1994 and was followed by a 
Scenario Development and Site Survey Conference in September 1994. The next meeting was 
the M2ster Scenario Event List (l"fSEL) Conference in December 1994 and a Site Restoration 
Working Group (SRWG) Conference in January 1995. A MSEL Review Conference was beld in 
April 1995 followed in June of that year by a Logistics Support Conference. The Final Planning 
Confelence occurred in August 1995. Working Group Chairs provided progress reports at each 
ccnfer.mce and action items were identified, discussed. and if necessary, assigned to a specific 
organi:~ation for rl~soiution, ' 

.' 

4. 	 EXERCmE PARTICIPANTS 
Major organizations participating in the exercise included the Headquaners and field I 

elements from the Department of Defense (DOD), DOE, FEMA, and other Federal departments 
and ag,ncles including the Department of Agriculture (tiSDA), Depanment of Transportation 
(DOT), Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), U.S, Coast Guatd (USCG), Environmental I 
Protec:ion Agency (EPA), and the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). Individua! 
partici;?ants from Headquarters, FEMA were as follows: 

Mr, Joseph H. Flynn, legal counsel/advisor to the Senior FEMA Official I 
(SFO),Federal Coordinating Officer (FCO); . 

,.j. -- Ms. Cynthia S. Mazur, the exercise FEMA Director; I 
t -- Mr. Douglas Scott, liaison to the OSD Crisis Coordination Center (CCC); 
~ Messrs, Donald Benedict and Robinson Stevens, FEMA Controllers at the 

exercl{:e site: I 
4-~ Mr. Daniel Wilcox, FEtviA'ControUerlPlayer at the exercise site; and 
,-- Mr, Eugene Richard, Se!lior FEMA Controller at the exercise site. 
FEMA RegIon ill personnel participating in the exercise included: I•'-- Mr. Robert Gunter. SFO and FCO; 

,'-~ Messrs, Woodrow Brzozowski. Frank DeGregory"', Ross Fredenburg, Qavid Ha.ll, 
fohn Heof)'son, Ed H~mmel*, Ray Roman*, Henf)' Skoczalek, Degge Thomas, :-1e1son Wiles*, I 
Ms. Theresa CiccareUo* ar.d Ms. Eileen Taylor*~ all members of the Advance Element of the 
Emergency Response Team (ERT-A)IERTlDisaster Field Office (DFO); 

:, -- Mr. Joseph N. agone, Ser,ior FEMA Regional Controller; and 	 I 
: ~~ M:>. Rita Calvan and Ms. Janet Lamb, visitors to the exercise. 

m addition to the personnel from FEMA Region Ill, Mr. Tim :VlcCoy from FEMA Region I 
I arten-ied the exercise as an observer. 

I• (performed dutIes in suppOrt of ESF 5) 
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The following non-FEMA personnel participated as members of the ERTIDFO: 
Mr. Don Deuterrman, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Ms. Julie 

Burns, USCG, and Mr. Warren Meehan, FAA -- Emergency Support Function (ESF) I; 
LTC Francis Cheng, National Communications System !Individual Mobilization 

Augmer,tee (NCSIIMA) and Mr. Paul Nestel, NCS Resource Management/General Services 
Admini'tration (NCSRMfGSA) -- ESF 2; 

Mr. John Baxter, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (US ACE) and Mr. Benny Hom, 
USACE -- ESF 3; 

Mr. John Figler, Public Health Service (PHS) -- ESF 8; 
Mr. Walter Lee, EPA and Mr. Bill Belanger, EPA -- ESF II; 

. Mr. John Nagy, USDA -- ESF II; and 
Ms. Kathy Gant, Oak Ridge National Laboratory. who served as the Federal 

Radiological Monitoring Assessment Center (FRMAC) liaison to the ERT-AIDFO. 

5. 	 !cXERCISE OBJECTIVES 
There were three different levels of objectives for Exercise DISPLAY SELECT. The first 

level cOllsisted of the eleven overall objectives listed below: 

• 	 ExeIcise and evaluate Federal, State and local government plans, policies, 
procedures and interfaces as they apply to a nuclear weapon accident. 

• 	 Exercise and evaluate public affairs plans, policies, and procedures in 
accomplishing an effective, responsive, and coordinated pubic affairs effort at the 
national, State and local levels. 

• 	 Exercise and evaluate command, control and communications plans, policies and 
procedures among the military, Federal, State and local civil government response 

, elements and betwe,en the accident site, the various local counties and 
municipalities, the Commonwealth of Virginia and Washington, D.C. command 
centers. 

• 	 Exercise and evaluate legal policies and procedures for an effective and 
comprehensive legal affairs program. 

• 	 Exercise and evaluate response measures taken to accomplish timely initial 
accident notification, verification and follow-on civil and military reporting. 

• 	 Exercise and evaluate the notification, activation, deployment, integration and use 
of specialized response forces. 

• 	 Exercise and evaluate the coordination and approval process required for 
appropriate authorities to confirm the involveme'nt of nuclear weapons. 

• 	 Exercise and evaluate the initial site restoration strategy through an interactive 
proc!:ss between military, Federal, State and local government officials. 

• 	 Exercise and evaluate the full range of weapon recovery operations, including 
integration of U,S. military forces and local civil government emergency 
responders, This will further facilitate the exchange of information in developing 
and approving future weapon recovery plans: policies and procedures. 
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.' Exercise and evaluate' the transfer of custody of the damaged nuclear weapon from ..DOD '0 DOE. 
Exetcise and evaluate the transport of damaged nuclear weapons from the exercise" 
to DOE Nevada Test Site (NTS). , 

Each of the working groups had specific exercise objectives, as well. Those applicab:e to '11 
the Policy Working Group, of which FEMA was a member, included: , 

• 	 Exercise find evaluate the Federal Response Plan (FRP) and the Federal 

Radiological Emergency Response Plan (FRERP), 


• 	 Exercise and evaluate the role and responsibilities of FEMA in response to a 

nuclear weapons accident. 


• 	 Exercise and evaluate the role and responsibllities of the Federal Coordinating II 
Officer, 

• 	 Exer~ise and evaluate accident notification, verification and fQnow~on civil 

reporting. 
 .. 

• 	 Exercise and evaluate Federal. State and local policies, procedures. and interfaces, 
• 	 Exercise and evaluate Washington-level interagency coordination of Federal 

policy direction and oversight. Ii 
.1 	 Exercise and evaluate national State, local and private sector policy and 


proce.dures. 
 ..• 	 Exercise and evaluate the Office of the Assistant to [he Secretary of Defense 

(Atomic Energy)(ATSD(AE) in its role as the technical advisor to the Secretary 

of Defense and Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) principals and its 
 .. 
relationship with the Office of the Deputy to the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Policy) for Policy Support (ODUSD(P)PS) responsible for emergency planning 
and policy regarding aU aspects of consequence management and disaster 
response. •

• 	 Specifically. exercise and evaluate transfer of Joint Staff command and control of 

the initial DOD response effort to the appropriate Military Department or Unified 

Command. 
 •,·• 	 Exercise and evaluate the role of the Secretary of the Anny, as DOD executive 
agent, for the miHtary support to civil authorities (MSCA) in response to a nuclear 

.," weapon accident. 
• 	 Exercise and evaluate the role and responsibilities of the appropriate Military 


Departments and Services during a nuclear weapons accident 
 •• 	 Specilically exercise and evaluate national-level command centers. 
• 	 SpecificaHy exercise and evaluate accident notification and verification, and 


appropriate follow-on civil and military reporting, 
 •• 	 Exercise and evaluate the OSD/Crisis Coordination Center {CCC) in its role of 

supportIng ATSD(AE) in the acquisitjon and dissemination of infonnation about 

the accident. 
 • 
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The FEMA~specific exercise'objectives included the following:. 	 . 
Explore/establish the joint command and control structure resulting from the 
concurrent use of the Federal Radiological Emergency Response Plan (FRERP) 
and the Federal Response Plan (FRP). 

" 	 Validate the use of the FRP Radiological Emergencies Incident Annex in a 
nuc] ear weapons acddent response, 

.. 	 Explore/establish the linkages between DOD off.ite funding and the Stafford Act 
and the Comprehensive Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
funding mechanisms. 

6. 	 !;CENARIQ 
The scenariv for Exe:cise DISPLAY SELECT was based on a simulated USN nuclear 

weapon accident resulting in a radiological release that contaminated land and water areas 
sUIToeoding the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center (FISC) Cheatham Annex and the Naval 
Weapons Station (NV/S) Yorktown, Virginia. The exercise began at 0800 Easte1Jl Daylight 
Time (EDT) (local) Monday, September 18, 1995, when an aircraft crashed into a pier on which 
two con'rentional and two nudeat' tomahawk missiles were positioned along with some 
demoHri')n materials, The ensuing explosion and fire caused one convention'a] missile to 
detonate" destroying one nuclear weapon and damaging another. The resultant smoke plume, 
containing radiological contamination, drifted generally southwest of the accident site creating 
significalt problems for portions of the Virginia Peninsula, 

7. 	 EXERCISE ARTIFICIALITIfOli 
, Exercise planners recognized that certain artificialities and constraints. while detracting 

from the overall realism of the exercise, were necessary to facilitate accomplishment of the 
exerdse ,)bjectives. The artificialities and constraints included the folloWing: 

• 	 Somt: personnel were required to act as both controllers and players, 
• ' Surrogates played in place of some key.decision makers. The surrogates were. in 

most instances. junior to the principals they were rep~senting. 
• 	 Althoug~ the exercise was played in near-reai time, some events required time 

jumps or were accelerated to meet exercise objectives. 
• 	 The exercise scenario required a high degree of artificiality, in regard to the levels 

of contamination released, to fully energize the assets of Federal. State and local 
participants, . 

• 	 Artificial data was created by the Hazards personnel to faciHtate consequence 
. " management play during the final three days of the exercise, 

8. 	 Q)NDUCT OF THE EXERCISE 
Active play for the exercise was scheduled for a period of eight days. The first five days. 

September 19~22> focused on the response to the simulated accident at ASC Cheatham Annex, 
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The la:;t three days, September 25~27, dealt mainly with on~ and off-base site restoration issues. " .. ! 

There 'Nas an administrative break. in active play over the weekend of September 23-24. When 
play resumed on Monday, September 25. controllers provided a shQrt briefing to playe;s ,informing them of the general level of play for the last three days, reminding them that play 
picked up where it ended on the preceding Friday. and alerting them [0 the fact that the hazards 
plots and other data had been artificially updated to assist in restoration play. Two "Hot Washes" 
were held in the exercise. The first occurred on Friday, September 22. and focused mainly on I 

I 
,observations regarding the response to the accident. The second, held on Friday, September 27> 

provided playerS and controllers the opportunity to discuss restoration activity observations and 
share their overall impressions of the exercise, 

9. OVERALL EV ALVA TION OF THE EXERCISE 
The DISPLAY SELECT scenario and the play that it generated were generally sufficient 

to provide the opportunity for the majority of partiCipating organizations and agencies to evaluate I• 
most cf the general and specific exercise objectives, Technical elements and response personnel Ifrom DOD and DOE and emergency responders from the Commonwealth of Virginia were 
provided a situation in which procedures for interaction between military and civilian command I 
and control elements could be examined and policy. procedure and system deficiencies cou:d be I,identified. The scenario also provided for the exercise of public affairs plans, policies and 

I
procec',ures as they related to a nuclear weapon accident and legal policies and procedures needed 
for a comprehensive and effective legal affairs program. The robustness of consequence I 
ma:Jagemeflt play in the exercise was less tha., opthnru.. due mainly to the levels of contamination 
that were portrayed in the scenario. I 
10. EVALW.TlQN OF THE FEMA EXERCISEOBJECTlVES 

The FEMA objectives for Exercise DISPLAY SELECf were developed to focus On three 
areas of interest; 1) the command and control structure that would result when the FRP and the I 
FRERP were used concurrently; 2) the validity of the draft FRP Radiological Emergencies 
Incident Annex; and 3) funding questions regarding the use of various Jegislative authorities to 
compensate off-site victims of the accident. I 

The FEMA MSEL and supporting implementers were deSigned to create a situation in 
which the FRP would be implemented and the SFO would t:ran.sition to an FCC, Changes noted Iin the command and control structure and relationships when these events occurred were to be 
documented, Validation of the drafl Radiological Emergencies Incident Annex to the FRP was 
closely related to the first objective. It was expected that as Presidential declarations occurred, I 
there '~ould be subtle changes in the command and control structure and corresponding 
relatknships between responding agencies and designated officials. Unfortunately, this objective 
CQuid not be fully achieved due to real world operational requirements that precluded finalization 
of the draft Annex for the exerc;se, There was a significant amount of exercise play in the legal 
area, much of wr.ich concerned funding issues and the identification and use of various 
authorities to provide different types of compensation to the victims of the consequences of the 
nucle;u'" weapon accident. 
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There w.., a recurring problem that.surfaced during Exereise DfSPLA Y SELECT which 
ir.fluer:.ced the level of play at the Headquarters. Dt:ring the plannjng for the exercise, 
arrangements had been made for certain staff personnel to act as members of an Emergency 
Support Team (EST) Response Cell, serve as the exercise FEMA Director, and to participate us 
player,~ at tbe exercise site. Due to real world operational requirements, only one of the 
predesignated personnel was able to participate as planned. While last minute substitutes (aU of 
whom performed their roles very well) were found for some of the positions required, overall 
FE~lA. involvement in the exercise was less than optimal. In this regard, consideration should be 
given 10 identifying and preparing at least two aHemates for any key ex.ercise position the Agency 
plans to play, 

FE:tvtA had three exercise objectives for DISPLA Y SELECT. A discussion and 
subjecIlve evalua:ioo of each of these Objectives follow: 

Objective 1: Explore!establish the joint command and control structure resulting frOID 
the COf,current use Qf the Federal Radiological Emergency Respgnse Plan (FRERPt~nd the 
Federal Response Plan,{FRP). 

Discussion: The focus of this objective was to identify the command and control 
structure that was initially established by the LFA (in this case, the U.s. Navy) (0 respond to the 
nuclear weapon accident in concert with other DOD, Federal, State and local government 
organizations and agencies under the broad umbrella of the PRERP. Then. when an emergency 
or maje,r disaster dec1a.rntion was made by the President and it was clear that the FRP was 
implemented, to note (he manner in which the structure and relationships changed, if at alL The 
initial command and control structure established by the LFA when the accident occurred, was 
generally the same as that outlined in the FRERP and the draft RadiOlogical Emergencies 
Incident Annex to the FRP, A Joint Operations Center (JOC) was activated, under the 
operational control of the Onscene Commander (OSC), containing the LFA staff and various 
liaison personnel from other agencies and activities involved in the response, In addition to the 
JOe, two other elements were estabHshed; a 10int Information Center (He). ur.der the 
operati'>nal control of the LFA Public Affairs Officer (PAO). and the DOE Federal Radiological 
Monitoring and Assessment Center (FRtv!AC). The Regional Operations Center (ROC). the 
ERT·A headed by ~he SFO and the State Emergency Operations Center (EOC) under the control 
of the Director of Operations. Virginia Department of Emergency Services (DES) completed the 
major elements of the command and control structure established to manage and direct the initial 
respons!! to the accident. 

At this point in the exerdse the JOe was serving as the focal point for crisis management 
by directing ar.d f':1ar.aging on~site activities, estabLishing requirements and priorities with the 
Commonwealth, and coordinating the overall technica! response to the acddent. The ERT~A 
was coordinating with the Commonwealth, through the Regional State Liaison Office., to 
determine what assistance and non-technical, of{site resource support was needed based on 
reqUirements that were being identified, priorities, and projected actions to protect the population 
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from the effects of the radiological contamination, In addition, the SPO and his Legal Advisor 
were ir:volved in discussions with the representatives from the LFA's Legal Element regarding 
funding issues expected to arise as a resuit of the accident and probable offsite contamination, 
The SFO and members of his staff were also revie\'.'"ing the request made by the exercise 
Governor for a Presidential Major Disaster Declaration, 

T!1e FRMAC, established by DOE at the request of the Commonwealth, was coordinating 
and as~isting in radiological monitoring and assessment activities with Federal, Commonwealth 
and local ,agencies, The Advisory Team On Envirorunent. Food, and Health was formed and 
collocated with the FRlv!AC, 

Coordination of public infor:nation activities was accomplished through the JIe aed 
under the operational contrOL of the Navy Public Affairs Officer (PAC). Public affairs personnel 
from other Federal Departments and agencies as well as the Commonwealth were provided the 
opportunity to par:idpate as members of the Center. 

On the second day of the exercise, the exercise Presicent, based on the recommenda:ion 
of the SFO, Regional Director, and the exercise FEMA Director, granted an emergency rather 
than thl~ major dls.::ster declaration that had been requested by the Commonwealth, At this pojnt 
in the exercise, the Commonwealth could not provide specific emergency requirements that \:rcre 
not being met, nor provide infoIT:J.ation regarding assistance programs that were needed. In 
addition, the LFA appeared to be meeting the emergency needs that had been identified, When 
the emergency dec.laration was made there was confusion on the part of the LFA and some other 
players as to the effect it had on the established cornmand and controi structure and if it waS 
different than it would be if a major disaster declaration had been granted. It was recognized by 
the LFA that with the emergency declaration the FRP was implemented (although, in reality, 
portions of it were already in effect) and {he SFO would transition to an FCGj however, the role 
of the FCO was not understood by the LFA and this led to the question of "who's in charge?" 
The conf:.:sion was evident in an OPREP-3 message from the Service Response Force (SRF) to 
the Chl:irman loint Chiefs of Staff (CICS) (1921 OOZ Sep 95) which stated, "Presidential 
DeclarNion of Emergency issued at 16351ocil. Face to face turnover with Mr. Bob Gunter 
(FEMA) as Lead Federal Agency at 192055Z Sep 95, Continuing base recovery actiocs." In a 
subseqllent OPREp·3 message (192200Z Sep 95) the LFA issue was clarified by. remark which 
read, "".... DOD remains Lead Federal Agency. Senjor FEMA Official has assumed duties as 
Federal Coordinatjon [sic} Officer in support of SRF." Although the message seemed to 
demomtrate an understanding by the SRF Comn:ander of the command and control stn.:cture and 
corresp::.mding relmionships when both the FRP and FRERP were in effect, this understanding 
was not evident on the part of all of the response personnel and elements in spite of the efforts by 
the FeD, his Chief of'Staff, and Legal Advisor to clarify the issue. The subsequent Presidential 
Major Disaster Dedaration on the third day of the exercise again raised the issue of who was in 
charge. Ultimately, the issue was settled through an arrangement in which the Navy :'emained the 
LFA for the technical radiological response to the accident and FEMA became the LFA for the 
offsite. non~techni'::a], non~radiological response in support of the Commonwealth. This 
arra..'1ge:nent, described as "co~leads." appeared to satisfy senior players. There was no physical 
change,in the cotIlmand and control structure that had initially been established at the start of 
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exe,,;,e (STARTEX), 

Evaluation: The basic command and control structure that was established to guide the 
response to the nuclear weapon accident was essentially the same as that outlined in beth the 
FRERP and the draft FRP Radiological Emergencies Incident Annex:, The structure appeared to 
be adequate to respond to the effects of tile accident and the needs of the Commonwealth as they 
wen;; defined during the exercise. it was evident however, that while the basic command and 
control strUcture and the concept of a single LFA u~der the FRERP was understood by the senior 
plaY'!r5 at the exercise site. the effect of the emergency and major disaster declarations and FRP 
i:nplementatiol! was not. It was initially assumed that FEMA became the LFA under the FCO 
when the FRP and FRERP were both in effect and there was a lack of recognition regarding the 
divi; ion of responsjbility for the t~chnical versus non-technical and on~site versus offsite 
responses to the, accident and its effects. The arrangement that was ultimately agreed to, that of 
"co-:eads" between the Navy and the FCQ, appeared to be acceptable and function,l It should be 
noted that the co-lead arrangement did not carry over to the operation of the JlC Tbe Navy, as 
LFA. maintained control of the JlC throughout the exercise. This situation probably resulted, in 
part, from the fact that because of real world operational requirements, there was no 
repn::sentation at the exercise site from the .F'&\1A Headquarters Office of Emergency 
InfOImation and Public Affairs. The effect that these operational requirements had on other 
aspe,:ts of FEMA play in the exercise is discussed later in this report. 

Recommendation: Efforts should continue to finalize the draft RadiQlogical 
Erne ~gencies Incident Annex to the FRP, coordinate, publish and disseminate it throughout the 
emclgency response community, Based on the specific issue that was raised during this exercise, 
the question of who was in charge, consideration should be given to including in the Annex, a 
mOR detailed explanation of fCO and LFA responsibilities and how each relates to the other 
when the FRP and FRERP are both in effect 

Objtdive 2: yalidate the use of the FRP Radiological Emergencies Incident Annex in a 
nuclear weapons accident response. 

Discussion: This obj~tive was not fully achieved. Due to the demands of real world 
operational requirements. the draft Annex had not been finalized. 

Eyaluation: Although it was not fully validated during the exercise. it appears that the 
information contained in the draft Annex captures the essential nature of the relatlonship between 
the FRP and FRERP when both pla!lS have been implemented in response to a peacetime 
radiological em<~rgency, The d:-aft does not however, specifically address an issue that surfaced 
durir:g Exercise DISPLAY SELECT. the issue of who is in charge when the plans are operating 
conc'.lITently (see the discussion for,FEMA Objective 1, above). 
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Recommendations: , 
" Every effort should be made to revise, coordinate with aU appropriate departments 

.and agencies and finalize the draft FRP Radiological Emergencies Incident Annex ," 
as soon as practicable, 

" As noted in the recommendation for Objective 1. consideration should be given to 
including language in the Annex that addresses the issue of who is in charge in a 
situation where both the FRP and FRERP are operating concurrently. 

Objective 3: Exp!oreiestablish the linkages between DOD offsite funding and the Stafford Act 
and the Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
funding mechanjslll1. 

Discussion: Discussion of funding issues began on the first day of the exercise when 
legal representatives from the LF:A met with the SPO llnd his Legal Advisor. The initial 
discussi:ms focused on concerns of the Navy regarding authorities for individual compensation 
for persons affected in any manner by the accident. The LFA noted that although emergency 
needs were currently being met and that they would provide for individual compensation, 
funding problems eouid possibly arise depending on [he extent of compensation required, There 
were also questions from the LFA regarding the manner in which the Commonwealth was going 
to be reimbursed for the costs incurred in its' response to the accident (the Commonwealth had 
already requested a non~specified Presidential Major Disaster Declaration; a request based, in 
part. on the desire of the Commonwealth to use the FEMA process for administering Individual 
."'-ssistar.ce even thot,lgh the Navy had a process and authority that was timely-and potentially 
more inclusive). The SI'O, his Legal Advisor, the ose and his legal personnel, and 
Commo:1wealth representatives met on the morning of the second day of the exercise to discuss 
both funding issues and the exercise Governor's major disaster declaration request. During the 
discussil)n, the Navy indicated that it was running low on funds for even short-term relief and 
expressed concern regarding funding of costs associated with site restoration. losses to citizens 
not covered under the Military Claims Act (MCA), emergency response costs. and costs 
associatt!d witti long-term conunerciai recovery. Regarding the major disaster declaration 
request, the SFO noted that it was the position of FEMA that an emergency declaration under the 
provisio,) of Section 501 (b) of the Stafford Act was more appropriate at this time due to the fact 
that the accident had occurred on a Federal instaHation and had offsite radiological consequences. 
The emergency declaration would enSure that maximum Federal assistance would be available to 
respond to both Federal and Commonwealth requirements and provide time for the development 
of the data that was needed to substantiate the request for the Major Disaster Declaration. The 
Emergerlcy Declaration was made on the secnnd day of the exercise with. emergency assistance 
under Title V ofthe Stafford Act being provided at 100 percent Federal funding. The subsequent 
Presidential Major Disaster Declaration on the momi:lg of the third day of the exercise solved the 
problem of reimbt:rsement to the Commonwealth. for costs incurred during the response to the 
accident (one of the early funding concerns). In addition, the Na'vy agreed to provide for 
:ndividu 11 compensation. 
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Another issue that surfaced during the ongoing funding disctlssior:s concerned 
reimbursing owners of businesses for lost revenue that had been experienced as a result of the 
~ccidenL The issue was ~ot resolved;'however it was detennined that there are currently no 
statutory authorities that provide for {his type of reimbursement. 

Temporary housing was another funding issue that was considered. As a result of the 
discussions, the Navy agreed to use its authority under the MiUtary Claims Act since they had 
more discretion in providing payment and there did not have to be a finding of fault or 
n~gHgence before money could be paid, 

Regarding funding under CERCLA, there were no issues raised until the Site Restoration 
Working Group (SRWG) began working the long-term Site Restoration Plan during the latter 
part of the exercise. At that time, CERCLA was discussed more in regard to dean-up standards 
rather than use of the Act for funding purposes. 

It should be noted that the Navy. in spite of early concerns regarding funding, received 
sevenll taskings to fill requests from the Commonwealth under the major disaster declaration 
without reimbursement. In addition. the Navy (as the LFA) did not identify any requirements 
under the 501 (b) Emergency Declaration to support Federal operations. , 

Evaluation: There was vigorous play, beginning with the first day of the exercise. of a 
number of funding issues. Discussions that took place between the SFO and his Legal Advisor, 
LFA command and legal representatives. and at times, representatives from the Commonwealth 
revealed seyeral interesting items. For example. there apparently is no statutory authority that 
p:-ovides the mechanism for reimbursement of business losses in a situation such as that 
por-'Jayed in the exercise scena.';o, Also, it was obvious that the funding authorities contained in 
the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (The Stafford Act) were 
not widely known or understood outside of FEMA (the FEMA Legal Advisor provided a 
pre~entation regarding FEMA authorities under the Stafford act to the OSC and his staff and to 
the :;RWG). In addition, the differences between an emergency and major disaster declaration 
undt:r the Stafford Act and the funding options available under each were equally not known nor 
undt:rstood. 

Recommendations: 
• 	 Consideration should be given to forming a Federa.! level working group of legal 

f.epresenratives from DOD, FEMA. DOE, and the EPA (and others as appropriate) 
to discuss statutoryllegislative shortfalls in funding authorities th~t were identified 
during Exercise DISPLAY SELECT and to recommend appropriate corrective 
action. DOD or DOE should be the lead agency in this effort. 

• 	 FEMA should take advantage of every opportunity to provide other Federal 
departments and agencies with basic guidance and infonnation regarding the 
Stafford Act and the authorities it provides under emergency and major disaster 
declarations. 
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I L FEMA·RELATED PQLlCY WORKING GROUP EXERCISE OBJECTIVES. 
There were a total of founeen exercise objectives established by the Exercise DISPLAY I 

SELECT Policy Working Group. Three of the objectives were related to FEMA activities. A 
discusdon of these three objectives follows. I 

PoUcy Group Exercise Objective 1. r;:~!(rcise and Evaluate the EedC([1!1 ResI;!onse 
Plan (FRP) and the Federal Eadiolggical Emergeru:v Response Plan (FRERP). I 

Discussion. Since ~he FEMA response to the nuclear weapon accident was 
accomplished under the Structure of the FRP, that is the only plan that will be discussed here. I 
The FEMA response to the nuclear weapon accident under the FRP began with the receipt of t.1e 
Broken Arrow report from the National Emergency Coordination Center (l'<'ECC). An 
Emergency Support Team (EST) (in actuality, a response cell representing the EST) was I 
activat(:d at FEMA Headquarters, the FEMA Region ill Regional Operations Center (ROC) was 
activ.t<,d, and the ERT·A was alerted. The ERT-A, under the direction of the SFO. subsequently 
deployt:d to the incident site. and liaison officers were sent to the JOe and the Commonwealth I 
Emergf.ncy Operations Center. Personnel- from the ERT-A began coordinating with 
represe:ttatives from the Commonwealth's Emergency Response Element col1ocat~d in the same· 
area at <he incident site to detennine the effects of the incident on off-site areas and to identify I 
what Ft:deraJ assistance the Commonwealth required. The SFO. his staff. and the Director, 
FEMA RegIon ill began consideration of the Governor's request for a Presidential Major 
Disaster Declaration. A recommendation was subsequently made to the exercise FEMA Director I 
that rather than II major disaster declaration, an emergency declaration under provision of Section 
501 (b), of rhe Robert T. Stafford Djsaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act was mOre Iapproptiate for the current situation. That recommendation was made by the exercise l-"EMA 
Directo ~ to the exercise PresIdent and an Emergency Declaration was subsequently granted. At 
th.tlime. lhe SFO was named as ine FCO and lhe DFO. staffed by the ERT, became operational. I 
On the :hird day of [he exercise. a Major Disaster Declaration was granted by the exercise 
President. During the remainder of the exercise, the ESF representative.."i continued to coordinate 
with their. Commonwealth counterparts to identify and support response and recovery I 
requirements and the FeOt working with the LFA. coordinated the offshe, non-radiological 
consequence management activities including identification of long~tenn recovery requirements 
within f"le structure provided by the FRP. The one area in which the response of FEMA deviated I 
from tht: structure of the FRP was the joint coordination of the public information function at the 
He The LFA PAO maintained control ofJlC during the entire exercise. I 

Evaluation: The structure provided by the FRP was adequate to guide the FEMA 
respons(: to the nuclear weapon accident portrayed in the scenario for Exercise DISPLAY ISELECT, 

]~ec()mmendation: None. I 
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Policy 'Working Group Exercise Objective 2. Exercise and evaluate the role and 
responsihilities of r:gMA in response to a nuclear weagons accident. 

Discussion: The basic role that FEMA has in responding to a nuclear weapon accident 
is essentially the sa:ne as it is for any major disaster, The Agency is generally responsible for 
coordinHlng Federal assistance to save lives. protect property. and ensure public health and 
safety, In a radioiogical emergency such as that portrayed in the scenario for Exercise DISPLAY 
SELECT, FEMA is charged with the responsibility for coordinating the Federal response [0 the 
conseqU!~nces of the incident on the population and !he infrastructure Jocated in the affected area 
(consequence management). The Federal response coordination that FEMA is charged with is 
specifically directed to the offsite non·radiological aspects of the incident The Agency is also 
res})Qnslhle for coordinating with the LFA in identifying long-term recovery requirements of the 
affected ,lIea and assisting, as required, in the development of plans to restore the site and other,
activities necessary to restore the area's economic viability. FEMA participants in the exercise 
and thos(: individuals representing other Federal departments and agencies who served a<> ESP 
members all worked to,fulfill the Agency's respons,ibilities cited above. 

Evaluation: The roles and responsibilities of FEMA as outUned in the FRP and the 
FRERP are appropriate to the Agency's mission in'dealing with the consequences of a 
rarliologi"ai incident of the type portrayed in the Exercise DISPLAY SELECT scenario. 

Recommendation: None, 

Pulicy Working Group Exercise Objective 3. Exercise and evaluats the rQles and 
respon~ibilities of the Federal Coordinating Officer, 

. 
Discussion: The rotes and responsiblHties of the FCO are described in the FRP and 

the FRERP (in [he case of an incident requiring FEMA's response to a radiological incident), 
Generally, the FCO who is usually appointed by the President when an emergency or major 
disa.<;ter is declared. is responsible for coordinating Federal activities in the declared area by 
working with the Sta;e Coordinating Officer (SeC) to identify State requirements and 
coordinating them with the ESFs. The FCC is also responsible for coordinati!1g the Qffsite nooM 
radiological response activities with the LFA OSC. 

DL,ring Exercise DISPLAY SELECT the FeO roles and responsibilities were generally 
!he same tS those outlined aoove. In addition to working with the SeQ to determine the 
CommonvJealth's requirements for Federal assistance, the FCC worked closely with the LFA 
OSC on ft: nding issues associated with the incident (see the discussion ofFEMA Objective '3 for 
more infolmation on funding issues), Due to circumstances that may have been unIque to the 
exercise. t:le FCO also spent a significant amount of t:me "educating" senior LFA personnel"ils to 
the roles. a ld responsibilities of FEMA in its response to a nuclear weapon accident and the roles 
and respor.sibilities of the FCQ, . 
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Evaluation: The ~oles and'responsibilities of the FCO set forth in the FRP and FRERP 
for a peacetime radiological e:nergency involving nuclear weapons appear to be adequate to 
ensun: FEMA can perform. its mission. 

Recommendation: None. 

12, 	 Cm1ME:NTS OF FEMA PLAYERS AND CONTROLLERS 
Mr, Bob Gunter, the senior player from FEMA Region mwho participated in the exercise 

as the SFO and FCO, established a requirement for members of the DFO to provide input for a 
Section After Action Report. Forms were provided to players for this purpose and each Section 
Chief was responsible for ensuring that they were completed prior to inrlividu.als leaving the 
exerci,e site. Copies of the completed forms were provided to the FEMA Controllers, A 
summ11j' of the comments lS provided below with a discussion, where appropriate: 

• 	 Level of play for the DFQ, There were several 'comments regarding the low 
level of play during the exercise for some members of the DFO. A number of 
different causes were cited ranging from the scenario to the lack of requests for 
assistance (RFAs) from the Commonwealth, 

Discu! sion: Exercise planners recognized that there were artificialities in the scenario, 
particularly in the amount of radiation involved in the release and contamination levels resulting 
from I':. Unfortunately, the level of contamination and the size of the affected area could not be 
raised and expanded without injecting an unreasonable amount of artificiality into the exercise, 
As a result, the Ct)mmonwealth was able to respo!1d to most of the effects of the accident without 

. a large amount of Federal assistance and many of the ESF representatives in the DFO did not, in 
fact, stay fully occupied during the exercise. 

• 	 an excessive amount of time was spent discussing legal issues with the LEA, 
Discus-sions between the SFO, his Chief of Staff, and Legal Advisor and 
representatives of the LFA began on the first day of the exercise. The main topicS 
included funding, the effects of Presidential declarations (emergency and major 
disaster) and establishing/clarifying responsibility for v~ous aspects of the 
response to the accident -- the "who's in charge" issue. 

Discussion. The inHiation 'Of legal discussions by the LFA with the SFO (subsequently the 
FCO) lind his staff of the first day of the exercise and the continuation of them throughout a large 
part of the exercise was somewhat unexpected. In retrospect, there were probably two factors 
that ca'lsed this situation. First, some of the senior LFA officials were new to their positions and 
the exercise provided an excellent learning envlronment and experience for them, Second, the 

. DOD ControHer was very aggressive in attempting to pursue issues that were of concern to the 
Dcpart:nent, issues that had a ripple effect on the FE~1A players, While the discussions 
consUI'aed a significant amount of the SFOIFCO and some of his staffs time, they did provide 
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insights and infonnation that was valuable in evaluatir.g two of the FEMA-specific exercise 
objectives; i.e., to explore/estabiish the joint command and control structure resulting from the 
concorrent u,e of the FRP and FRERP and to explore and estahlish the linkages between DOD 
offsite funding and the Stafford Act and CERCLA. From an evaluation"standpoint then. the 
discussions were important and did serve a specific purpose. The issue does raise an interesting 
question regarding the role that senior players should fin in an exercise. particularly a furl-scale 
FTX. ShouIc, they be considered strictly as piayers or should they be playersltrusted agents who 
could. among other things, assist In driving play toward specific exercise objectives? This is a 
question that should he discussed prior to the next major exercise in which FEMA is involved as 
a major participant. 

"' 
• 	 The physicallayoul of the DFO was inadequate in kuns of size. furnishings. and 


floQr layout. 


Discussion. As is the (:ase in most exercises, the facilities that are used and their basic layout. 
is a product 0.: certain variables such as the number of participating organizations and personnel, 
where the event is held, what structures are there, and the amount of funds that are available to 
provide for administrative and logistical support. Worlting within those parameters, exercise 
planners representing participating organizations developed basic utilization and support plans 
that were intended to maximize the use of avaiJable space and equipment and stay within overaH 
fundi!'lg lintits, As a result, the environment in which the exercise was played was different than 
it would have been in a reat world situation. It is also recognized that the administrative and 
logistical con~traint<; added another degree of artificiality to the exercise by forCing col1ocation of 
organizations that might not occur in an actual situation. This. in tum, affected the way that 
relationships ;;nd coordination between some participating organizat:ons were established and 
mair.mined. ,, 	 'I 

• 	 Participating organizations did not an play on the same schedule dyring the 

exerci.~. During Exercise DlSPLAY SELECT, some organizations (or 

elements of organizations) played on a 24-hour-a~day basis while .otherS played 

for only eight to 10 hours per day. In addition. not all organizations had the same 

functions represented during the entire eight days of the exercise. 


DIscussion. While it was not essential that alI participants in the exercise conduct active play 
an a 24 hour-a··day basis (If that all functions be represented for the entire exercise, the fact that 
there was nO[ ~. consistency in the level or duration of play adw-d another element of artificiality 
to the event. For example, some of the players and functions that were present for the first week 
of the exercise were nOt there during the second week. As a result, some of the issues that would 
have logically ·Jeen raised during the latter portion of the exercise were not played or discussed. 
A case in point was the absence of a representative of the Commonwealth's Department of Social 
Services during the second week of the exercise precluding exrunjnation of the process of 
transitioning ftom feeding people in shelters to processing and delivering food stamp benefits 
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ar.d processing applications from eligible households: in the affected area. Also, there was no 
agricultural representative from the Commonwealth after the first day of the exercise. Again, I 
substantive issues that could have been addressed or discussed were not 

I
13. SUMMAR,X 

Exercise DISPLAY SELECT, which had over 2000 participants representing 26 different 
organi1,ations. fealured several significant "firsts." It was the first fun-field nuclear weapons I 
accident exercise in a decade to feature 24:haur-a-day play; the first nuclear weapon accider.t 
exercis~ to include full mortuary affnirs play; the first exercise of its type to play the 
FRP/FRERP interface with Federal and State elements represented and to use an emergency' 
rather 1'13.n a major disaster declaration to initiate the full-scale Federal consequence managerne~t 
activitil:s: and it was the first exercise to eliminate the concept of a phased response to the 
accider:t. differentiating between the technical response to the accident and tbe non~technical I 
response to the consequences of it. " 

From a FEMA standpoint, the iast two items mentioned above, the FRPIFRERP interface 
and the cessation of the use of a phased response concept were among the most significant 
aspects of the exercise, It's clear that ,most people involved in emergency response operations •
underst:md the basic structure of the FRP and the general nature of the roles and responsibHities 
of orgaHizatlons supporting the plan. Similarly, the basic structure of the FRERP and the roles 
and responsibilities of organizations supporting it are reasonably well understood within the 
commu,1ity that nonnally deals with radiological emergencies. In Exercise DlSPLAY SELECT 
however; it became abundantly clear that the nature of command a."ld control relationships when 
both p12ns were aC1:ive was not well understood, Some of the misunderstanding that was evident 
can be explained by the fact that there were senior U.S. Navy personnel playing who were newly I 
~signed to their current positions and were not, in fact. very familiar with either the FRP or the 
FRERP, There also existed amollg other players. the longstanding misconception that.when the ,
FeO wtS appointed. the entire command and control structure changed and the FeO was "in 
charge." The exercise FCO, Mr. Bob Gunter, his Chief of Staff, Mr. Dave Hall, and Mr. Joseph 
Flynn, Office of the Ger.eral Counsel. Headquarters, FEMA, acting as Legal Advisor to the FCC, 
all worked to clarify command and control roles and relationships during the exercise, The I 
significLnt lesson learned in this case is that there is still a definite need to finalize the 
Radiolo:~ica1 Emergencies Incident Annex to the FRP. 

llunding issues were a major consideration during the exercise. 1, fact, the exercise FCO I 
noted tlu.t an inordinate amount of his time and that of his Legal Advisor was spent in 
discussions of funding issues with LFA legal personneL Alrhough these meetings were time 
consuming, it appe~trS that they were worthwhile and did provi~e an opportunity to educate I 
players (In funding under the Stafford Act and also served to highlight some deficiencies in 
legislation. particularly in the area of reimbursing owners of businesses for revenue losses as a Iresult of the effects of a radiological emergency. 

There were several 9bservations from players regarding exercise design. scenario 
artificialities, and cons:stency of play among the organjzations involved in the exercise. These Iobservattons will be provided to exercise planners for thelr consideration when developing futu:e 
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exercises of this type. 
Due to the Agency's real world misslon, the availability of personnel to participate in 

exercises is alway:; questionable; Exercise DISPLAY SELECT was no exception, Several 
headquarters personnel who had been scheduled to participate in the ex.ercise were unable to do 
so at the last minute due to requirements to support the response to Hurricane Marilyn. As a 
result, Ihe level of play at FEMA Headquarters was less robust than planned, individuals who had 
been id~ntified to act as the exercise FEMA Director were not avaiJable, and there were no 
personLel avaUabll! from the Office of Emergency Information and Public Affairs to participate 
at the e.(ercise site, While the headquarters level of play problem was solved to a certain extent 
by the formation of a response cen and the FEMA Region m Public Affairs Officer. Mr, Ross 
Fredenhurg, fi11ed in as the FEMA PAG representative at the exercise site. the unavailability of a 
person ,)r persons to act as the exercise FEMA Director p<>sed a major problem for Agency 
participation in the exercise. Fortunately. Ms. Cynthia Mazur, Program Law Division, Office of 
the General Couns.:l. agreed to fill that rote even though she was not asked to do so until after the 
exercisf, had started and had not been previously briefed on what she was expected to do. Her 
wHlingness to participate in the exercise and actively play the role of the exercise FEMA Director 
significantly added to the value of FE:\1A's participation in the event. 

In addition to Ms. Mazur, there were several other personnel from the Headquarters 
whose t::articipation 1n the exerdse was significant. These participants included Mr. Doug Scott 
from th€: Preparedness, Trabing and Exercises Directorate who served as the FEMA Liaison to 
the OSI> CCC and Ms. Pauline Campbell and Ms. Peggy Miller from the Response ..,d Recovery 
Directorate whose 'l.Ssistance with the procedures and formats for [he Presidential declarations 
was invaluable. 

The situation that arose regarding the sudden loss of personnel who had been expected to 

participLte in an exercise is not a new one, particularly in regard to headquarters personnel. 
WhHe it is obvious that operation~ requirements take precedence over those for exercise suppOrt, 
every ef(ort should be made to provide support which has been planned, Consideration should 
be given to identifying at least three individuals. a primary and two alternates, to key positions 
that are 10 be played in an exercise and will be filled by an individual from FEMA Headquarters. 

The FEMA objectives established for Exercise DISPLAY SELECT highlighted the fact 
that them is still confusion regarding tbe interface between {he FRP and FRERP when both plans 
are in eflect and that there is a wide range of funding issues that require further consideration. In 
addition. several good issues regarding exercise planning were identified by participants~ issues 
which should be considered in future eve:1ts of this type. There is recognjrlon that FEMA is an 
esse:1tlal component in the response to an incident such ns that portrayed in the exercise scenario 
and the hgency should continue to take advantnge of events of this type to further clarify and 
strengthen its role 3..'> lead for consequence management in all disasters. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MIRAGE GOLD was • full field oxen:ise (FFE) Involving selected Federal and State 
Oli8Ilzations IIIId ageru:ies held in New Orleam, LouIsiana. ftoII1 October 16 through October 
21, I:194.. The exm:iso was the last offbur events in the Mili: Sbakcdown series and it was 
desig""d to prov:ide an opportunity to assess the coordinIIlion, command and control, and other 
oapabiIitl.. ofparticipating orgIIDlzatiOIlll and agencies in their responso to • malevoleat acl or 
acts ulvolviog nuolear materlaIswithin the United States. Tho throe p,..,.,ting events UDifer MlIc 
Sllake:lown, intended toestabUsh the frameworlt: within which MIRAGE GOLD \1IOUId be 
oond.,ted and to provide exm:iso support deta, Included: 

• 	 MICA DIG, a symposium designed to iderltilY issues ""J*IOd to arise in 
MIRAClE GOLD and to prepare managers at the hcadquarterslevct to deal with 
them. 

• 	 An Emergency Deployment Readiness Exercise (BORE) for DcpaI_ of 
Energy (DOE) Nuclear Em<:rgency Search Team (NIlS1) pct'SOIlIlC! that provided 
pet!Olll1<! mival data to be used in Exetcise MIRAGE GOLD. 

~ 	 MILD COVER, acommunications and information managemeat exm:iso u.sed to 
develop, set llP. and test various communications and computet softwale systems 
wbieh supported Exetcise MIRAOB GOLD. . 

Tho ml\iot partlcip'UlIs in Exen:ise MIRAGB GOLD ineluded field elements ftoII1 the Federal 
Bureau "flnVeStigation (FBI), DOB, DcpaI!ment ofDefellso(DOD). the Federal Bmetgeocy 
Maoagenent Agency (FBMA). and the State ofLouislana. Loeallevel invoIvemenI In the 
oxen:ise was limited to the FBt All participlll!ts played ftoII1 fiIciIltIeslocatcd In 0retIla. 
LouisilUla. There '''IS no headquartersplay fiom WasbingtOn, D.C.; these e!emeots were 
represenled by a sinmlation cen at the exm:iso site. 

ObjectiVllS fot the exm:iso consisted olthose applicable to aU agencies (Interagency/General 
ObjcctMs) and 1hot.. 1hat were ~ (Specific Objectives). Ingeneral, aU of these 
objective. were orieatcd ~d....maing and ovaluaIing wrious p'- poIIcles, procedures, 
ineludiag Manoranclums ofUIIIkIl.taMing(MOUs). and the /nbfilt;e belw_ elcmmts Oflh<l 
participalO'ng agencies. There was also inl<:tost in evaluating the transition ftoII1 the law 
enfi>ttem.m1 phase "fthe scenario to that ofconsequence management FBMA'. specific 
objedvet, ineluded th. following: 

!
• 	 E:m:t:ise and evaIuato FEMA'son...""" response cootdlnaIIon t\mcticns for a 

malevolent nuclesr threat with the FBI, DOD, DOE, and other agcnclos. 
• 	 Evaluate the inted'aco between DOE, DOD, FBI, FBMA, and other Federal 

agencies at the local and natiOMllevcl as it pertains to the command and COIlwl, 
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'fact that the concept ofconsequence management and the responsibiliries of FEMA, the State 
and loc:allevel jurisdlerions as weD as other l'edm.l agencies arc not fWly undmtood, The . 
lnili&lives tbat FEMA has taken such as linking all of the separate response plans for different 
typt,. ofdisasters under the FlU' making it a true "National Response Plan" should contimle. The 
Agency should continuo to paniclpa!e in, and sponsor when appropriate, cxm:iscs similar to 
M1F:AOE; GOI..D in order to fiImiliarixc otheragencies and organi7J!!ion with consequence 
maoagement - wbat it means and wbat it e.ntaIIs. AotIOIlJI should continuo to JJnaU2C an MOU 
with the FBI whieh clearly identities the "'los and rcsponsibiIiti... ofFEMA. the Ragiom, States, 
and .loc:aljurisdierions in dealing with and responding to domestic temrlst situallons and events. 
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• 
logistical support, public information, and Slate interface. 
Exercise the concepts and OpenuiODs ofa Disaster Field Office (DFO) and the 
Joint OPerations Centor (JCC) in this type ofscenario. with the FBI as the lead 

• 
agency. 
Evaluate the operalion ofljoint information system during • silualion which 
begins as a law enforecment problem and evolves into • conscquenc:c 
IIlBlIIIgCIIIlmt problem. 

The exercise scenario CCllIetod on a domestic tormrist group, the PatriOlS for NaIlolllll Unity 
(PNU). plottirlg to assembl. end USC ouclear explosive devices in the United States. After the 
FBI was able to verify the group's intent and establish, with a reasonable degree ofce:ttainty, the 
protabillty ofllUC!earmatcrial in their possession, other ageneles(DOD. OOB,8Dd PEMA)W1lI1' 
requosted 10 assist in dt!lling with the problem. Subsoqucnt exercise o:veDII, scripted III!II free 
play, focused On the procedures,for tactical and technical operalions conducted to resolve the 
situa~olllll!ll the int=actIon III!II exchange ofinformation between various OIpDi""';ollS at the 
natioll8l, regioMl, and locallcvel. 

The exercise began 00 October 16 with play continuing on a tweIlIy.r_ hour. daybasis until 
October 21, 1994. Generally, the exercise provided l1li excellent opportwlity for participating 
agenties III!II OIll8Di""';ollS to evaluate their performance against the objeclives, both general and 
speeiJi.. For FEMA, them ""'" aeveraI poiuts that became obvjous early in the exercise. First. 
there '_ alack ofundemaodiDg by the lead agency (the FBI) regarding the oonccpt or 
COJllIC}UIlIICO management and how it would apply to the situation depicted in the exercise 
SCCOlllio. Secolld, them waS IlII apparent beIlefby the FBI that tactica and Il!chnlcal opeestions 
to deal: with the incldCIII eouId be perftJlmed in n:lative isolation fitmllocal officials as wclI as 
the media. Third, the protccUoo and safely of the population should efforta to locate and disable 
the n ..:lear device !iIlI end a radlological release occur was not considered by the FBI. FOIItIh;. 
them are anumborofquatiolUreganlingthe Fedmi Response Plan (FRP) and the Fedmi 
Radiot>gical Emelllency Response Plan (fRERP) ranging fitmI the relatiotUbip oithe p1aoa to 
on. an<llbcr to tho conditiOlU under which _b would be implcmClltcd. 

The resuitsofExotclse MlRAOB GOLD highlight the fact !hat agencies andotpDizallons that 
arc not involved inproviding suppon to the FRP. such as the FBI, do not appI..wo the """" of 
responsibility that PEMA has in any situation that could-result in a threat to the safely and wclI 
boingofthe populutiooand lDftasIructurc oflb. country. The results also ~that the 
concept ofconsequcnco management i.nO! weU understood, particularly as it applies in 
situations were • catasm>pbic disaster has not actually occur:red. Last, but certainly ofno lesser 
importalCO, the results .fthe exercise dCIIIonslratcd alack ofuodcn<tanding or. OI app",clati<m 
for. Stat, r-ogatives in dealing wilb any type ofthreat in their domain. 
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EXERCISE MIRAGE GOLD AFI'ER ACfiON REPORT 

2. 	 GENEML 
MlRAClB GOLD,. IbIlIIeId _tiso (FfE) involvinB IdeclcdFedI::aI, s-,- local 

B8Ct__boIdInNowOd..., ~ ftoII1 Octobe:r 16 tbrouah00l0bcr2I,IS94. Tho_oIse_daI...... fo JXOYido III opporlllDlty fo .- tbo COOIdinoJioD. CO'""._ 
CO!IIl:ol, .... oilier~ ofpanlclplllllls 0IpIJizaIi0IlI1IJId apelcs In Iheb: lespomo to a 
malevolealact or _ inwIvIDgJDlCleer IIII\IIIrials wi!bIn tho Unittd Slates. It_tho f!roaI... 
In ueria or tburthat COIIIpIisetbo MIlo Sbakedown excrtiso series. Oth.u,," .. ,!sellntha . 
sctIeIl iDcIuded: 

• 	 MICA DIG, a"l:IIpOSit1m hold Intha W~D.c.. area in'I'oMng
lepI~ fIom sador_acmi=st IIM:Is of~ IDI\IotplllticlpotlDg
aa-Ia. 11_ IDIaWld to JIIepIIIlI mllllgm attholleadquanm lcvdmdoa[ 
with. tbo faucs axpecIed 10 ari'ae In ~cIsoMlRAOB GOLD. 

• 	 All P.mer8\lDC)' Dep/oymaII J!a<IIDess ~ (EDRE) in'I'olving llepaztmmt oC 
&crv(DOB) paso'llld mi_ that parllcipalO lnfsapport tile Nuckar 
~ Se8rehTeam (NEST) ptOpm. TheBDlI1lsem:d to lest tha 
deplo,mem """"-oftho NBS1' mi to provide phased pc!'SOIIIJ01 mivaI dalam 
be.....tin~MlRAOBaoLD. . 

• 	 MILD COVER, aCQlonn",lcetioualld iIItomItioc man.sc_ """"""" bold in 
NewOrleaDl, LonIo!-. at tho MIRAGE GOLD-=- lite. MILD COVER. 
_11Ied to develop. lei up, mi lest wdous comIDQIIIcat!_ .... COI!IJI"let 
ouft_o .,_that _ Ix> be IISOIl Ix> ouppott E>=tiso MIRAClB GOLD. 

3. 	 EJIBCISB l'UNJ!DNQ 
n.pIamrina fbr l!rerdsoMlRAGB GOLD _ accompIiahed undo! tile o......u MWo 

Shakeckro'll plmolu& IIIrUctUto which COIISbtoo! oftho lbllowirlg elements: 
n. MIle SbabcIowD SteerII>s C<cmIittoo, whoso momhersIIIp lDcIvdol tile l!rerdso 

DIrector, (:IllermiDepuIy ChIef~!bur opcraIIoIIaI JIlOIlP IeaIas, """RpnSCIlI!aW!es 
Iiom each "'*'portIcIpatiag OJIl8D1lllIleo (DOD, DOB. FBI, FEMA HQS, atld FBMA &!aIoIl 
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VI). The Committee was responsible for ensuring that the overall planning effort remained on 
set edule and that agreed upon goals were mel. Organizational members were responsible for 
en.! wing !hat the planning staffproperly addressed eaeb organizational interest. objective. and 
god during the planning process. In addition, they had authority 10 make docio;_ and commit 
the'! o!plizations as _essazy 10 facilitate opersticnal planning. 'Ihc Mile Shakedown Steeriog 
C<n1lIJlittee generally met on a monthly basis during the planning for ExCICise MIRAGE GOLD. 

The Mirage Gold Planning Oroup, headed by the ChiefPJanner. _ respoDSlble for all 
pl.nning activities and the transition 10 the execution phase ofthe exereisc. The Planning Group 
WllS supported by three subgIOups; the Scenario Planning Group, the Operations Group. and the 
Exercise Support Working Group. 'Ihc general responsibilities ofeaeb ofthese elements i. 
discllSsed below. 

The Scenario Planning Group was .... ponsible lb, developIng an effective and realistic 
scenario c:oDSlsteDt w:Ith tbo ftl<erCise objectives and the devcloproenl ofa Master Scenario Event 
List (MSBL) for the exercise. It was also respo!lSlble for developIng appzopriaw injects 10 ensure 
=1ingfbI lntclIisence. media, tactical, and consequence management play in Ex=ise 
MIRA.GE GOLD. Representatives:&om eaeb ofthe major participating organizations served as • 
members ofthe Scenario PI8III1ing Group and mel on a monthly basis during the planning phase. 

The Operations Working GrouP was theelcment <:barged with planning all ofthe 
opentional aspect> oftbo exercise. It was also respoDSlble for management oftbo scenario afIcr 
the Cl:=ise began and the overall evaluation. Planning for <>PPosition Force (OPFOR), 
Conllollm, Alrfmaritime operations, players procedums and orleirtation, and development afthe 
Open tic.,. Plan (OPLAN) for the exercise,..,.. ae<:omplished by this Worldng Group. 

Tho Ex=ise Support Worldng Group was responsible for planning and providlng 
support 10 all cfthe other planning groups as well as planning support 10 the players during tile 
e><erci so. Support respo!ISl'bilitics included the development ofa Control StaffCommunicati_ 
Plan, idenl!t)ing logistical support needs, developIng SafetY and Sec:urity Plans for tho Cltezcise, 
developins an Opera1Ions Security (OI'SEC) Plan, and plenning safetY training for IOl<Cl'Cise 
eontro:U.... and players. 

'Ihc Washingloll, D.C. Plallning Group was responsible for planning the MICA DIG table 
top excociso and the Wasbingtoll, D.C. Simulation 0,11 (WDC SlMCELL) participallon in 
Exm:iJ1O MlRAGB GOLD. For the WDC SlMCBLL, the Planning Oroup Identified the level of 

. simulaled play in the Washington. D.C. area and developed items for the MSBL (including 
implen:_> '" _meaningful and realistic responses for the simulaled Headquarters ofthe 
vurious participating Orpnl."riOllll. 

Tho final two planning groups under the Mile Shakedown Steering Committee included 

the WilE Planning Group and the MILD COVER Plallning Group. 'Ihc £DRB Planning Group 

was res!'ollSl'bl. for planning the DOE EDRE CltCII:I..,. the result> ofwhieh provided input to the 

planninilfor Exercise MIRAGE GOLD. Tho MILD COVER. PI••ning Group had the 

respons'.biIity ofensuring the excn:ise (MILD COVER.) was a valid and meanInglbltcst oethe 

comm..a1ca1ionJ systems, equipment. ""d personnel that '""'" to support Ex=ise MIRAGE 

GOLD. FEMA represcntstion to the Mile Shakedown Steering Committee, the Scenario 
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Ex.=rdse MIRAGE GOLD was the fourth and final.vent in the MILE SHAKEDOWN senes. ft 
wa, held in OcIober 1994, in New Orleans, Louisiana. Approximately 8S0 people from foW' 
major FedenIl agencie.. \be FBI, DOE, DOD, and FIlMA participated in \be exercise as play.... 
controllers, and observers. Reprcsentalives from \be State ofLouisiana aJso participated. 
Galh<:rin;! this number ofpeople ftoriI various elements offour ageneioslO taG pert in !be 
ex.rcise provided an excellent forum for developing an understaruling ofand participation in \be 
varied command and """trol relationships typical ofa multi-agency operation. 

The remainder of this .-lIment will deal with the problems noted during \be exen:ise !hat have 
• diJector indirect effect on FEMA or are ofin_1O \be Agency. It should be noted !hat 
several ofthe problems .... cltherdire:ctly Slated orimpJiedin \be ExerciseMIRAOE OOLD 
MIl, the dooumem 10 wlUcb this attacbm<mt is eppended. Inaddi1i.... the FIlMA exen:ise 
obj",lives are st.atedin the AAR and will not be nopeated benl. In ordc:rlOkeeptbisdocument 
uncll...med, the problems noted will not be quoted verbatim, but will be parapbrascd. The 
proh'ems noted, with recommended corrective action where provided, are as Ibllnws: 

• boblfllll: The planning Jl"riod for Exercise MlRAOE GOLD was very 
lengthy (0= a ycar in duration). As a result, plannmchanged as did many key 
issues. 

&c<:ommClldation. A shorter planning Jl"riod (one year or less) with senior 
agency planners prcrvidinS exerclso agreements, requImnents, and guidance 
moutd be used to avoid large numbcra ofchangea. 

• Problfllll: Many ofthe same issues and problems are.1lCOWlIered by planners 
for major ex=i_ 

kcoml1ll!!ldatioQ! A repository ofplanning documentation for similar 
Cl<ercisea sbou1d be established. In addition. the same planners shou1d be used for 
simil"" typo exercIsos, wbere possible. 

• bobkm: Exercise ohjectives established cady in the planning process _ 
not ccnsidmd as variO\lS decisions were made IaIer in the process. As a result, 
activities that occurred duriog \be ""er<:iso did not always support them. 

Rewn!ll!:!1dation; Exmi... objectives must be ccnsidmd any time,there are 
changes proposed or made in \be scenario, open!lions, or Inglaticstor \be el<Cr<:ise. 

, PrQblem: The Exercise Planning Guide was not presented for approval IDltil 
July, 1993 although tho ohjectives for \be even! wore adopted In February, 1993. 
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Woiking Gtou~\ and the Washington, D.C. Planning Group was provided by Mr. Eugene 

Ricbnrd (Headquarters, FEMA) and Mr. Leland Peyton (FEMA Region VI). 


4. J EURClSE PABTICTfANTS 
~ Major participanlS in Exercise MlRAGB GOLD included field clements !10m the Federal 

Burem oflnvcsdgalioo (FBI), Department ofBnersY (DOB),1)cparIment o{Defense (DOD). 
and fle Federal Bmcrgeocy Management AgeI\CY (FEMA). Washillgton hcadquartm elements 
ofw"" ageneie:l w=:e sitnulaled by oonlml/ers located in the woe SIMCELL at the ~.. 
site. The ExercL.. Command Post (ECP). DODIDOB Command Post (CP). Joint Operalions 
Conter (JOC)/FBI cp. FBMA CP (Consequence Management Coll [CM CoIID. and the 
T.cllnical OptmIIons Confer (TOC) w=:e located invarious buiIdlngs at the Brown and Root 
W...house Complex,Englneet Road (Route 3017), GteIDa, Louisiana. A Visitor's Confer was 
sIso ertab\isllCd in. portioo ofthe building housing the CM Coli. 

Persormellnvolved in the exercise 170m Headquarters, FEMA included: 
Ms. Lisa Weldon wbo atteodod as an observer ofthe Senior FEMA 

Offioial (SFO) oJl"'alions particularly as they relatlld to the interliwe with the FBl Special Agenl~ 
in-Chargc (SAC); and 

Mr. Eus- Richard who served fult.time as the VISitor. Operatioos 
Manager•. 

FEMA RegionVI persollllCl partioipating in the exercise included: 
Mr. RL. "Buddy" Young. Mr. Tun McClllliahan, and Mr. Tun LeGrotIe, 

particip"'ina" SFOs; 
- Mr. Cllerles Barnes, Mr. GraIwn Nance. Mr. Dale Hoff, and Mr. Danny 

Rawsor~ all serving..members of1he SFO's sta1!; 
i-Mr.Loland W"tlson, Ms. Reba Kestler, Mr. Bob Hendrix, Mr. John 

Roberts, and Mr. tart}' Ea:p, flm<:liooing .. members oftho Consequcnco Management Cell; 
- Mr. Bill)' Penn, Mr. Kyle MeCain. and Ma. Sheny Wainright 

participating ..PublicAi6Iim Officers and potendaI members oftho Joint IDfotmalion CCI1ler; 
and 

Mr. Leland Peyton and Mr. Russ Boolcser, seniDg as woe SIMCELL 
and eM Coll ConlmUers, teSpOCtIvcJy. 

~1 addition 10 those IIIII110d personnel, FEMA Region VI pa:tlaIly activated the RegioDll1 
Operatio..CoIIlor (ROC) in Demon, T""... to support the deplored exercise participants. This 
activity was termin.oted wilen tho actual dlsasterrcsponsc to tho flooding in Texas Intervened. 

IlIdlvidoalJ participating 170m the State ofLouisiana Office ofEmergency Pn:paredooss 
included: 

Mr. BrettKrlger, playing as the Direc1oroCthe State EOC; and 
Mssts. Mike Brown and Art Ion... sIso .epresenting the State EOC 

Con!l1lclOrS1.rpport to FEMA was provided by the following indlvidoalJ ftom TITAN: 
. - M...... lack Crittenden and Paul Carlson, both ofwhom acted as 
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Controllers in the WDe SIMCELL and CM Cell, respectively; and 
Mr. Dick Leadbetter who assisted Mr. Richard in the operation ofthe 

Visitor's Center. 

It should be noted !bat the list ofparticipallts from FEMA Region VI cbanged on the first day of 
ac:lYe cxClcise play for the Agency duo to a real World disaster situation in the Stale o!Texas and 
Ihn necessity fer ~ players, ineluding the Regional Din:ctor to leave. The remaining 
pe;:sonoel from the Regionlll<l<gllllized and continued their participation ill the ~ 

S. ' EXERCISE OBJECTIVES 
Objei:tives forExerciso MIRAGE GOLD consisted ofthose opplieable to all agencies 

(In':cragency/0enmal Objcc:Iives) 8IId those dctaiIcd by iDdividual ~ (Spc:cilie Objcclives). 
"lb.. rlltel~/OentraIOldoodves fur the ~.......: 

• TesI\he command and control systems ill a full field deployment against existing 
Memorandums ofUnderstanding (MOUs) 8IId StandatdOperati.ng ProcccIurcs 
(SOPS). 

• Gi_ policy decisions from MICA DIG, test how wall these decisions "'" 
incorporated illa field deployment. 

• Evalnate the OPSEC, protection, and security of personnel and equipment against 
plans and procccIures. : , 

• Bvalnate the Inmsition ofcontrol ofan Investigallvc' crisis managctnent opcraJion 
(assault and Corensie oodvities) to nuclear cvaluation activities (including 
consequeoeo management) using p1ans/ptocedulcs as a basis for cvaIuatlon. 

• Afietthe deployment oCthe xesponse elements, CvaIualc the FBlIKey oge.c>::y 
intclligcncefunetinllS. in.lading a full rotemgcncy lntelligODee Ceu (llC) !i.mctiOIl 
against existing p1ans, pmcedurcs, and training. ' 

• Oivon\he icsulu ofMILD COVER. evalnate the procedweS, hardware, 8IId
lraiDiDs fur iIItCr-agency use ofthe automated data system, Which includes the 
Key Agtmcy Activity (!CA) Form, with the data symm hardware flllldoce). This 
wflI aI!!o ~ the tuslon ofall pertinent KA irofomoaIion. 

• '~'1IInate \he'PoliCIes, proccdwes, and training fur public aftiIirs funetinns. 
aadonal media • 'and local media issues." "ISSUes, , ......... 

• Giveil thai thC'motntion ofa malevolent Ilucleartbreat JI!S1lIts in somo co"""",",. -,. . . 
about the sPread ofradlo"!'tivity, evaluate the Inmsillon from the law enforcement 
i>baso to consequence management against existing policies and pnicedures. 

• For a nuclear tIriat in the cxot<ise host city, cvalnate the interfaoe betw<cn 
appropriate Federal n:sponse oloments against existing plan!, proccdwes, and 
traiDi~ 
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B.erommeo@!jon: A study should be clire<:ted by key Nuclear Search Team 
(NEST) poliey l!llIken to determine the effcct(s) ofunilateral SlIIte and lo<a.l 
decisions/actlons on NEST opcmtions. Once effects are determined, measures to 
=-sful1y complete NEST missions should be identified. 

• 	 Problem! Compartllle!llalizon of IIll)' aspect ofan exercise bas !he 
potentlaI to disrupt !he flow ofp"'>' and lead to non-attaimnent ofsome exercise 
objecdves, particularly ifit involves the control function. 

RecoD;l1llendatjw!: Exercise control functions must be as fully integrated as 
possible. If~OD wmot be avoided, the control staffmu.st 
"""'Pletely ~how !he tunctions are to play in !he exen:ise, resomees 
required, and the potectial effect on o....u exercise safety and scc:urily. 

• 	 J.'mI>!em: Controllers were provided software and a database to use in 
iqjecti.." tracking, and commenting on _ key to the elten:ise. It was noted 
that controllers did not take full sd\'1l1llagc of1he software. 

BecIlJl!!!!CD!!a The usc ofsoftware needs to be stressed during controller 
tm.ning. Ficlds in the software should be~ to ensure adequacy to accept 
controllercomments; ifnecessary, 1he fields should be modltled. 

• 	 PmJ>!r;m: The lead Federal agency (tho FBI) conducII:d opemtions without 
eomm1lllicatina or coordinating sdequ.stcly with o1her organi2:atlons. A!rUe Joint 
Operal:l= Center (JOC). in1egraIing all organizations, was not established. A1J a 
mwJt. information sharing aod coordination was not completely effective. 

Rcwnmenlla'ioll: Eslabllshment ofa JOC in an interagency operation is 
essCIlIilII to good coozdination and effective communication. 'Ibcre .... MOU.. 
direetlves, and o1her documents In existcDco that provides for JOC establishment 
II!d opaaIioIIs; ~. some agencies bmt 00 poliey for InclusioIIIn 8 JOC. In 
1hese -.COOldiaation and fot:maI amngements must be made wilh 1he FBI to 
devclop such poDcy. 

• 	 l'lPbI;m: Due to operations security (OPSEC) conecrns, 1h~ was confusion 
during the exercise regtUtlins the amoUDt ofinformntion that the FBI could share 
with FEMA to ....ble the Agency, SIIIte, and lo<a.l authorities to proceed wilh 
eolll~management pbnning. 
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• 	 Exercise and evaluate FEMA's on-=e response coordination ti.mctiOllS for a 
malevolCtlI nuclear tl!reat with the FBI. DOE, DOD. and other agencies. 

, . Evaluate the interface between DOE. DOD, FBt. FEMA. and other Federal 
r agCtlCics at the local and national 1"",,1 .. it pertains to the command and CQDlrCI. 

logistical ilupp<>rt, public infotmatioo, and Strte interface. 
• 	 ExercIse the COIICCPIS and operaIloDS of a Disaster Field Office (DFO) and loinl 

OpcratiOllS Ceo!cr (JOC) in this type ofscenario. with the FBI .. the land agency. 
• 	 Evaluate the operation ofajoint infotmstion system during a situation which 

begins .. a law Cnforcement problem and evolves into a consequence 
II1M8geIIlent problem. 

6. 	 SCE!U.BJQ 
Tho scenario for Exercise MIRAGE GOLD _ devdoped to prcMde for the foUowing: 
• Tactical play for tit. FBI Hostsge Response and Special Weapons and Tactics 

Teams (HRTandSWAT): , 
• DOD tactical and r=hnical (Explosive Ordnance Demolition [EODD play; 
• 	 DOE *b~k:aJ play for the NEST ,and the Federal Radiologlcel Monitoring 

~Ceo!cr(FRMAC); and 
, • PEMA iWiY in oozijunctio'n With the FRMACINEST. Strte, and local ofl!clals 

<>p<nI!ions in pbiD.ing the cOnsequence phase ofthe incident. 
. 

Adiw e.en:1siI play began with inteUJa-,=clved 110m. aD FBI oonfidenlItllnii:mn.ml 
that a domestIC Ii:rrorist group.,thePatriots for National Unily (PNU) was in thc Now Orieans 
area plutting Ii:> wembIe anduse nuclear explosive devices in the UDiled States. Subsequent 
inVC>li!:ntion bythc Blll.8n, ~b~,With intelllgenco Inputs and resaJts ofsearebes conducted. 
by vari,ius nl<Ihod~ ieSuI~ iii the idCtItification ofsevcrallarget..- where terzorisls and 
improvised mictcar devices (lNDs) w..e Or cOUld bio!ocatCd. 'Thc:so locations were in di_ 
location. in the pte.NeW Orl..w·...... and comprised aetuaI opotatids points for the activities 
ofoperational f~. Notifications althe incida!t w= made to approprlate agencies (I.e., 
DOE, DOD, and Pl!MA) and personnel and equipmelll_directed to deploy to the New 
Orleans area. Subsequent ~ evo;nts. ~ ,and free pIay.1bcused OIl tho 1"<>cedI•• for 
tactlcal.nd _iCal.ope.i1!II~ canducted to teSOIve Ihe si1IIBIlon and Ihe intem:IIon and 
lnfonnatiOJ,~~ various 0rgaaizDtI0ns at Ihe nntiODtl and local level. 

, • r . • 


. .\... 

7. 	 ~J!IDANCl~ FOR EXERCISE PAR'UCJUNTS 

Guidance for playm in Bxmise MIRAOE GOLD was provided in a Player's GuIde 
(Annex N. Exercise MIRAGE GOLD OPLAN) dlstrlbuted to all pat1IcipanlS prior to the 
exercise. This documentc:on!ained a bri.fbistory ofthe New Orleans ...,., climatological data 
for the ""... and general illfotmntion regarding the exercise lDcludins: 

Purposo 

Security 
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• 	 problem: The fOlIllal for MSCA support Iequests differ between the 
FEMAIDCO Handbook and the OpetatiOIlS plan (OPLAN). This could result in 
confusion as mission emphasis shifts mm techniealltactical operations to the 
consequence management/emergency assistance missioll. 

Re<;munjdldation: The fonn.1i should be reconciled and stan<IanIiztd. 

• 	 l'mlIICIII: Procedures separating teclmical and tactical responses to incidents 
such .. the.. portrayed in the MIRAGB GOLD scenario from MSCA activities 
are lacking. As a result, funding and channels of authority am not totally clear. 

Recgmm;nd;ujoo: Procedmes should be developed to ensure that incident 
response and MSCA arc sepamtely processed, epprovc4, and f\mdecI. 

. 
• 	 ProQlcm; The lack ofuniformity noted in reporting to WDC by the various 

. agencies involved in the exercise could lead to coordination problems at the 
Federallev.l. 

Recommendation: Create a standardi7.ed silllation report (SITRBP) pili!. 

NEST lacks. weU-defined procenfor effective consequence• 

Bmlllllllertdation: The NEST orgMization should inclnda a joint team 
consisting ofnprncntatives from FBI. DOB, DOD. FRMAC, FBMA. S1aIe, and 
Ibe poteolial LFA. The team should meet regularly to coordinate plans and 
actions for oonseq_ m_gemenl. 

• 	 Probkm; The FBI did not institute an interagency Joint Information Cooter 
(JIC). As. result, ageocies did not have an opportunity to coordinate IIledla 
rdaIed issues. 

Rccgmmendatlgn; FBI personnel should be merle Il'WlInl ofthe """p" of their 
responsibilities as LFA and the feet that all other agencies depend on their 
leadmhip to accomplish their tespective orlssions. LFA personnel must be 
sensitiz.ed to look beyond lb. immediate opetational requirements toward overall 
ooordinatioo responsibilities. 

,. l'mlI!em: Scalor agency emclels from the FBI, DOD, FBMA. and in some 
cases DOB, without technical backgrounds may make flawed decisions because 
they don't understand tho consequence oftheir decisions oftee!mlcal matters. 
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" Exercise MIRAGE GOLD Information 

;: •• Adminl5Uauv~ Details 

1 SaretyPlmi 


Ob~:uves oftb, ""en:~ we", presenml; however there was nothing regardi.ng the lead-in 
scenido.. "I " 	 , 

, , Individuals' dOsigna!lld as CoDtrOnds for the event neccived, the MlRAGB GOLD 
CONTROLLER HANDBOOK (AJlI>'IIdiX 4, tun- B, MlRAGB GOLD OPLAN), This 
comprehensivc documcrit included infonnatiOll on: 

( - CoD.tfoI PhilOsOPhy and OpmrtionaI Concepts 
-	 SaCety 

Security 
Exercise Command Post - Exercise Control Center 
s..mmo Control Requirements 
ConIrOI Procedures 

. ConlrOl Operations
' 

ControlletTraliling 
1,'- ' ..TabsA-G piovIding information on the coatrol stafl'orgaoi:ratioo, various 

:fJIcili1) 	layouts, a COIIlrOller training schedule, and cOntroller turnOver (sbltt change) pmoecIumL 
,FEMA particlpa!l1S_ provided two addiiionaIjinblicatiODl to ~ them in the 

=i,e, Tho first ciocnmeIit entitled, "EXERCISE MIRAGE GOLD SUPPLEMENTAL 
INFOEMAnON FOR:FEMA PLAX£RS,' provi<!ed ~ concept and objectives, backgxound 
sccoarI. and iIbu:t ,.r"""n:u," (STAR11lX) lnfmmatloo, and a disCUss!oIi ofthe concept of 
conscqtltJllCe managemem as it was envisiOlied to apply in the exercise. 

,Tho sCcond publleau.m, "EXERCISE MlRAOB GOLD SUPPLl!MENTAL 
INFORMATION FORFEMA CONTIlOLLERS," cOntainedibc'exe.cise o:cnecpt, a Iis1ing of 
FEMA.and Slate partlclpims (both player and CODlrOU",,). the FEMA ""..... objec1i-. 
ovaIuationldata COIlcct!OII iulda:nee and ~ tin exen:isc Iimll liDo.' ebronologlcal MSEL 
listing; lind all ollllO FEMA MSEL Impletnentm. 	 ' 

8, 	 jj:XERCJSE DOCIlMENTAIION 
llocumen!atioQoflho exili'c:ilJewss provided through the use ofboth pIJoIou:d video 

leCOIdinil1llams as-U III WnIlellIlMlllils in the form ofLolus Noie., • oommertialllOt'twaro 
pa<kaga This aoft__bled Comiollm to annQIate the Msm.'dam base as implementen 
were iqjlJCtod IIIId to document player's actions in=PO-to them. In additioll, coatroUm 
could nub co~ In the Lotus Noles data base as a prlnwy mcaios ofCoordinating control 
activiuC$ ,and doc:urnemi"l all player ac1iv!1ies, notjust !hose occurring in mpo!ISC to 
implem..:rters. 

9. 	 ,CONDUCtOFIBEEXERcrS)!: 
E<en:isc MlRAOB GOLD began with Ihm> days oftraiolng for controllc:r pmonnel. 
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The training was designed to; (1) familiarizecontrollen with !he operation of !he 
communications and so1tw:u:e used to control and document the exercise; and (2) to familiarize 
controU"", with the contents ofinteragency agreements and !he structures developed to 
implement them so that intoragency and individual agency objectives could be tested. 
Conll'oUers were also ptUvided a tour ofselected. exercise target and sean:h ........ This tour was 
valwlblc in ptUviding controllers with fIJSt hand knowledge of!he cbaracteristics ofthese mas, 
the distances between them, and an appn:ciation ofwhal !he players would actually be doing at 
each location. 

The exercise began on October 16, at 7:55 A.M. (160755 STARTEX) with twenty-four 
hour. day play oootinning until the end ofthe exercise (ElIDEX) on October 21, at 1:38 A.M. 
(210138). A 'HotW'ash'wasconductedatIO:OOA.M.onOctober2I, 1994. Senior . 
repre,umtadva from each participating agency were provided the opportunity to comment on the 
ex",", ise and ptUvide!heir perceptions ofsuccess inattaining the exercise objectives, both 
int....gency and agency-speclJic. 

10. OVEMLL EVALUATION OF THE EXERCISE 
The Exercise MIRAGE GOLD .......no provided an cxccUenI opportunity for 

participating orgmiuliOD! and agencies to evaluatl:> their perfOrm&1!CC against the majority of 
hoth genmJ and agency·specl.6c cxen:isc objectives. Tectical and teclmlcalelcments fiom the 
FBI ar..d DOD were provided cbaUenging and RlaIistIc situations in whicl> command and control 
systems could be cxcrcised and tho ttansition fi:om IlM:stigstivc to tec!m!ca1 proccssos practiced 
and cv 1Iuated. The scenario provided fur the ."ami.arion of policies, procedures, and trainiog 
fur putIi. afilIiJs and media issues and the in!eta<:tiOll between participating organizaliollS to 
prepm. Cor !he ttansitiOll fi:om a primarily technical, Iaweuforcemeol, and tactical ptUblcm to 
ooe of ':onsequcnce management 

ltappeared that invcstigstive. tec!m!caI, and tactical aspects ofthe exercise were 
generally conducted in acccedancc with acecpted standards. DcticiCllCies were noted, however, 
in the hlforaction between the FBI (!he Lead Federal Agency [LFA)). Fl!MA. 8lld!he Ststcof 
Louisia"a in the plaODing ror and transition to the oonscquenoc management pbnse ofthe 
cxercis<. In addition, the procedures for responding to media inquiries and !he sharing of 
inConnation with organimVons and agc:aeies outside tec!m!caI and tactical cl>anncls enuld be 
imptUvcd. The deficiencies that --= noted lIS they reI8Ie to the FEMA objectives _ discussed 
below. 

II. l:YALUAnm!!lETHE FEMA EXERCISE OBJECTIVES 
1heFEMA objectives ror &ercise MIRAGE GOLD wc:rc developed to provide an 

opportwlity In examine !he httcrectioo betm:en FBMA (~ by staff from FEMA Region 
VI), the ~~ and !he other major participating Ql'gllninlions (DOD, DOS. and the FBI) that 
would us!llllly be involved in responding to a domestic terrorist incident involving nuclca:r 
rnalorial. lb. typo ofsituatiOl1 portrayed in the.......no for thir """",ise. 'IVhiIo thoro _ plans 
for dcslirg with !he effects of. roI.... ofrndiological material (lb. Federal Response Plan [FRPJ 
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and 'he Federal Radiological Emergency Response Plan (FRERPJ). there are no fonnal FEMA 
plam. policies. procedures. or other guidance yet developed to addtess how the Agency would 
intone! and coordinate with other depaxtnents and agencies (DIAs) and organl:zations prior to a 
release. 

'Tho FEMA MSEL items 'and corresponding implementers were designed to create 
situaJions in wbich the SFO and his ~ individuals representing the Resion VI ROC. ' 
repro ICtlIaIives from the Stall:> ofLouisi_ Office ofEmergency Preparedness (OEPl, and 
FEMil.Ileadquarters could jointly plan, with the participants noted above. for the coordinated 
Fede1a1 response to the potcnIiaJ consequences ofthe incident on the at-risk population and 
infras!nlCtUte (conseqnence management). 'Tho manner in which the inlcrface and CO<>!dinalion 
was ",complished was 10 J>e docmnented. evaluated, and made availal>lelo provide input for the 
develupment oftOnna! documentadon (e.g" plans, policies, procedures. and/or MOU.) that 
would guide the response 10 this typo ofincident 

As Is the case with moS! (tte.play exercises. there was a difference between the 
antici!<ated actions and those that actually occurred in .... ponse to the scenario and implementers. 
For FEMA, these differences can be attnbuted to the following factors: (1) aggressive play by • 
the SIlIle representative; (2) <ertain actions talceo by the FBI SAC; (3) the loss ofseveral key 
particillllnlS from Region VI during the initial 00"'" ofexercise play when the Repn Director 
and scveral members ofhis staffwere forced to leave due to real world disasler ""Iu.irements 
(floods in Texas); and (4) the subsequent delay in beglnnlng play due to the persollllel departures. 
In addition to these factors, certain exercise artificialities affeuted the overallnawrc ofplay by 
the Ag(lllC)Y. 'Tho influence these factors had on exercise play and the manner in wbich they 
affected each FEMA exercise objectlve It discussed below. 

:FEMA had five exercise objectives for MIRAGE GOLD, A discwsion and subjective 

evalWltion ofeach objective follows. 


Obj..tlve 1: 5xmi ... and evaluate fEMA's on,scene response coon:!inatiQn functjQlli! 

for a rna levo!cnt nDel.... thmat wilb lbQ FBI. DOB. OOD. and other "pn\Oj&. 


(lbe_D: 'Tho focus oftblt objactive was on the in1etacUon between the SFO and the 
FBI SAC; the DOE Senior Official (ESO), and the Def...... Senior Represo!"atlve (DSR,). As 
noted abrve, there i:s no spocitlc FEMA plan, agreement, procedun:, or other formall'Jidance 
detailing the !dalionships between the Agency and these organl:zatlons for tile typo of incident 
depicted in the excreisc scenario. although a draft MOU with the FBI has been developed by 
FEMA. llxcrcise MIRAGE GOLD appemed to be..., ideal forum in which these intcraclions 
could be .,bserved and documented since iI was expeuted thai the 10C wnu1d be configured by 
tho FBI SAC (thc LFA) with all ofthescniorrepresentstives from DOD. DOE, and FEMA 
coHocated !hereon a full time haslt. Under this arrangemen~ it WIllI anticipated that the 
planning ,!Or conseqnence m8llagement and preparation for the transition to it would be 
accomplhhed in a joint,. coordinated manner sImiIu to that used for the tccbIlieal and tactieaI 
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activities. However, the FBI SAC opted to organize IIlld operate the center in such. way that the 
SFO and other seniorpersons (except the ESO) were not collocated there but operaled Iiom their 
reS!~ve command posts (CPs). They were assembled in the JOe only when the SAC telt the 
situ>!'on warranted. As a result, the flow ofinformation "'grading the overall incident and the 
CwrOllt situatiOD was almost nonexistent. during the early stsgcs ofthe exercise, ontsid. ofpurely 
technicallllld tactical channels. For oXJlmple, th. initial requests by the Staib EOC to the JOC 
(the FBI SAC) for information regarding the!l4lW'e of the silllation mel not only with negative 
resul Is, but will. questions regarding how the Staib even knew ofthe incident. This reluctance to 
provide infurrrurtion to the Staib may be attributable, in part. to the SAC or other members ofthe 
IOC not being completely familiar with the actions that bed occurted early in the <l<ClCise 
scenllrio (FBI Headquarters requesting FEMA resoun:es). the mamcr in which FEMA would 
make noIIfications o{the incident down to the SIatb level. and the conccm that the FBI had with 
oporctional security. The FBI response also reflects an ~ artificiality; Le., a C<lIISCions 
decis"on not to include local law enforcement persoanelas ~participllllts. Had these 
perso::mel played, there would have been no question that infmmation regardin, the incident was 
being passed from Ihelocal to th. Stsle level on a continuing basis and the Stale would Dot have' 
been ,.sking thel''Bl for infotmlltion. In any event, this concern for ope:atlonal security did much 
to lintit the amount ofinformation that was shared initlally and set the stsge for subsequent 
problems as the exercise progressed. The SAC did make a decisionon October 18 (181230) 10 
includ·, the SFO in SAC briefings and as a parti.ipllllt in any news conferences that might be 
~.i • 

i In contrast to the silUatlon experienced by FEMA and the Staib in dealing with the FBI. 
coordillation with 000 (the DSR and his S!'Iffl and OOE (FRMAC reprosentstives) proved to be 
very good. Individuals trom these organizations, FEMA, and the Staib did move ahead with 
consequence marutgemetitplanning. There is no incIIcstion that the results ofthis pl.nnina was 
ever ruluested by 1hc SAC nor arc there any instances noted wberc the procedures for 
transiti'lIIina 10 the eonsequencc tnanll/!CIl1Ont phase o{the opcsation were discussed by the FBI 
with a!I;1 other organimtino or agency. In short, the FBI stayed focused on the investigative and 
tactical aspects oflbe incident with little or DO regard o. interest in the actions that wo11ld have 10 
be taker, in the event ofa Dldiological emergency as they cclalcd to consequence """""""'ent. 

1 

JMlaadOJl! Coordination between FEMA (the SFO), the State, 000 (the DSRl, and 
the i'RMIAC was wry good. The DSR and his stalfundmtood the concept ofconsequence 
managerlCllt and the role that the State, the FEMA Region, andFEMiA Headquuters had to play 
in respordins to the type ofsilllation portrayed in the exmise scenario. Ibis ease of 
cootdiru";on is attnbutable, at least inpart, 10 the familiarity ofOOE and DOD per.;onnol with 
FEMA's .lImctions and responsibilities under the FRP and 1hc oper.;tional requlrnncnts 
cstablisbtd under Dl,partment ofDefense Oin:ctive (DODD) 3025.1, MililaQ' su.cmort to Civil 
Aulhoriti,,. (MSCA). 000, OOB, FEMA, and the Staib also displayed good coordination 
Ihrouahout thO exerei... For example. DOD, FEMA, FRMAC, and Staib representatives met to 
jointly de/elop contingency plans for pnssl'ble outcomes ofthe situation. The pl-lna produced 
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two lists containing anticipated State requests for assistance under two different S<:CI1lIrios. One 
list .:onsisted ofrequests that could be anticipated in the event ofspontaneous evacuation without 
any "lease ofradiologieal matmaI. (no detonation ofnuclear device(s». The other list dealt 
with requests that eould be expected should a detonatlon 0C<.U1". 

Recommendatlon(s): 
• 	 The draft MOU between thel'BI and FEMA for domestic teuorist incidents 

should be reviewed in light oCthe problems noted during I!xereiso MIRAGE 
(,,oLD, revised (tfnecessaty), staffed among thepnrticipanls, and finali7t:<\ as 
q",eldy lIS possible. 

• 	 The initiative to link discrete disaster plans such as the FRERP, Mass 
ItnmignIlion llmergcney Plan. FBI Contingency PIao!, and others underthe FRP 
should continue on a priority basis. 

Objective 2: Qjycn a credible nuclw threat. eya)uatc FEMA" inl!:n!etionJVith DOE. 

!lISr. EedmI cW'cies,l!!!d with SIBle official. durina !hI:: implementation ofthe FcdemI 

~n.. PII!!! (fRPl IIlld the FedmI Radiological Jimer&lmw Response Plan fRBRP),
, 

Dismuloa, The manner in which the scenario developed after this objec:tive was 
wrllle" and the decision to focus on the tactieal and tacbnieal aspects of locating and disabling 
the n..:lear device(s) and apprehending the tmorists .ffeetively:~uded tun evaluation ofthis 
objective. It....., determined, during the latter portion ofthe exercise plsoning pr_ that there 
would be no release ofradiologieal material even ifdisablement procedures were inappropriate. 
As ...suit, there was no expeeWIon that tho FRBRP would be implemented unless such a 
decision WI!! driven tbroogh player action. 

Although the FRERP....., not implemented, members ofthe FRMAC were at the incident 
location as part of the DOE eletnent. These individuals coonlinated closely with Stale and DOD 
personnel in the contingency support plan development process as noted in the discussion of 
Objeetivo l. 

Repnling the FRP, there was a partial andvation ofEmergency Support Function (ESF) 
liS,lnformation and PI••rung,"';prod into the MSEL (items 180820, 180835, and 181755). 
The obj octlves of these implementets was to stimulate discussion wid! the persomId in the JOC 
Rgat'diI:.g whaI the ESI' could provide, to obtain updated infomwion t"eJll'II'Iing the situatioI!. and 
gemratt, cIiscussion regarditlg the possible activation ofadditional ESP.. Wbca these 
implem.:ntm were injected Ibm were no discusslolU or questions regartiing thetn /tom any of 
the othe"pnrticipating organizations, nor was there any consideration given 10 activating 
additional ESF•• 

l:v.hlatloa:: There was no exercise play regarding the FRP other than scripted 
implemcnters. As A result, no evaluation ofthis potlion ofthe objective can be made. Similarly, 
tIleR _.no implementalion ofthe FRERP nor was !bere any consideration given 10 
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imDI.mentation during the exercise. As a resul~ no evaluation is provided. Although the 
ex.;n:ise scenario did not provide a situation in which fUll implementation ofthe FRP or the 
FRERP would be widely considered, the absence ofany questions regarding possible activ.tion 
of,Idditlonal ESF. or discussions regarding FRERP implementation may indicate a lack or 
familiarity with the plans, or the concq>1 ofconsequence management planning as it aPPlied to 
the scenario. 

Recommendation. FEMA should continue «> stress the concq>t ofconsequence 
mar.agemcnt plaIlning in any fu!urc exereises of this type where the scenario does not 
specifically provide a situation where the FRP and the FRERP would obviously be implemented. 
In addition, the Agency sh<>uld continue 10 look for opportunities to present and discuss the 
COlK'ept at th. mtionallcvet 

Obj"ctiv.3. Evaluate the interface between DOE. DOD. FBI. FEMA. and other Federal 

mn;i.. at the I~ and nationallmls as it mtains 10 the command and coDllOI. loajsticaJ 

mJll1lrt. Pllblli;,infgrmatill!l. and State ;nterfuc<:o 


, . 
'1>lseuulon: The m!cnl ofthis objective was to further evaluate intmoctiorul between 

the m'!ior participating organi."tioos and agc:ncics as well .. the State and local jurisdietions .. 
they, pecifically pcrt.aincd 10 command and control, logistical suppo~ and public information. 
Althoogh thcrc was an implementer injected by FEMA (FEMA:I!0800) regarding aV1lllabllity of 
• Moloilco I!mcrgc:nc:y R.esponse Support (MBR.S) Multi-Radio Van tbst could have ImIlted in 

actions relating to logistical support, the lack ofany reaction by the FBI to it ofl'ectivcly ended 

furth~:play. The interface between FEMA, DOD, and DOE was evident in the joinleffort 10 

identity support needs ofthe Slate should an evacuation be directed or occur on a spontaneous 

basis (the planning discussed urulcrObjecm I), 


. The structure for command and control oftechnical and tactical forces appeared to be 
adeqUlltc 10 eootdinate investigative and tactkal activities by the FBI, the OOE search activities, 
and the DOD and DOE efforts related to disarming the IND. There """" questions regarding 
command and control ofDOD tactical fo",es; 00_ they arc outside the sphere oftbis report. 
'I'M activities ofFSMA. the I'RMAC, the DSR., and the State which focused on support 10 the 
State w,"" conduetcd outside ofthe tcdmical and taetical command and _1_ in an nd 
boc, w: coordinated manner. 

'lhIIrd....,ofpublic information was the sole responsibility ofthe FBI as the LFA. 
Initially, !hera was a reluctanc:c to release any information tegarding the incident, oat ouly to the 
public but 10 tho State and FEMA. Repeated ""luests for information by the media were 
essentiaily stonewalled by the Bureau due Its eoncom with opctanonal seeurity and the possible 
adverse ,:ff«:ls the .TeI..... ofany infonnation could have on Ibe investigative, taetical, and 
technic.] processe!l. Free play activity by the State on Ocu>ber 18. in "Which the Governor of 
Louisi"". called the Pmident for information regarding the incident caused the FBI to begin 
ad<iressU'll the problem ofpublic information and also atart sharing information with the State 
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and FEMA. This aclivily by the State no! only got tho attention ofthe FBI. it also caused the 
Chi of Controller to becomo COJl<:omcd that this play was going to disrupt the exercise timeline 
and skew play away from the technical and tactical aspects of!be event. As a result, further play 
"'gllrdlng possible OVlII:U8lion of tho population was not pursued and con.sequente m_sement 
phuming was essentially a..:omplished between 000. DOE, FEMA, and tho State without FBI 
pl!l'1icipation. ' ' 

Eval.atlon. Tho interface between FEMA, DOD. DOE, and tho State was gencmlJy 
goo<L The intertiIce between FEMA, tho State. and the FBI was ioitiaJJy nonexim:lu and II 
wasn't until tho State aggressively elevated its play to the ProsIdentiallevel that tho FBI 
acla:owledged tho validily ofState (and probably FEMA) invoJvomom. Itwas omans that 
conscquenec managementphuming was not an FBI item ofinlerest. 

RceommendatloD. The r=ommendalions made for Objcetiva I and 2 apply to this 
objC( live lIS well. ' 

ObJe<tfvo 4: Excn;jM th; "'!1CQlIli and QllWtions ora p!wter Fjeld Offica (I>F0l and 
.l!liIItQmltiOll!! Cen!cr lJOC) j'l Ibis b':ilI' or...",arig. with the FBI M \be lad AIIlmY

DIsC1llSloD. At noted in tho discussion ofFEMA Objeetivo 1. the FBI SAC opted to 
organizo the JOC without thoprese:occ ofSClIior ropresenlativos:from 000 and FEMA, 'I'boso 
indivi fuaIs mro ~ invited to lII!=d mccti'lgS and briefing, however. The omous 
COIlCeIn wei with tho investigative, tacti<:aI, and teclmical aspects oftho silllalioo and that's 
where tho empbasiJ '\>IllS placed. Sinco they _~ involved in tho lIIinuto-by_mb",Ui operations 

. of th• .roc, !be Dsa. FRMAC. SFO. and State began a coordinated pl"""ing effort fur 
COllS"'l,"""OOIllllll8gemOllt an effort that oceurted elmostontsidc oftho ~ 

Based on !be cxc:teIse scenario, .DFO swctured .. descn'bed in!be FRP "lIS not 
cstabli::hed. HowevcranSFO(thoDireetor. FEMARegion VI) and staffwas SClltto !be incident 
site and a liaison person from tho Region was sent to tho State SOC (simo!ated within the CM 
Cell). '!"he prinw:y lImctiou ot'!be SFO and staffwas to servo as the eoordiDator fur oomequcnco 
manag..nent plauning with the State and other Federal ageocioa at tho natlooaIleveL 

:EnlutIoD. T1Iis objective was DOt writteD lOr evaluation; however. It WlllIppIIlmt 
that !be opemlion ofthe IOC with !be FBI as tho lead agmcy was orimtcd towald !he 
investigative, tacti<:aI, and technical phases ofthe operation and liUle. ifany, regard was Bi- to 
consequCllCO~ 

ltecommoncladou: The objeellvc ofexm:lsing the conocpl! and operations ofa 10C 
should continuo '" be included in futuro exercises with scenarios similar to that of MIRAGE 
GOLD. The same objCC1lvcs should be played for a DFO. when appropriate. 
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Objective S: !l~1I11111 the QJWlIliQn oh joint inlimnAligD Il$m durio, • situAlion 
liliikb be&ins is. 1mIlDfilIlallllW pmbl\llllllDd §!lIm in!!! a~=mllD8iement 
pml!l= 

DbcusJIoI1: This objective, more than any oftile others, served to highlight the 
prol~ems.that aist at tbe ope:adonallevel (i.•.• tbe locaIlcvel) in !IIldmtandina th. concept of 
con::cquence ~ and the pll!Dllingthat must be d01ll: In ....... the safety of the 

pap,dallOl1 in 1M3 type ofscenario. The inidaln>l\lCIlInl:e by theFBI SAC, t\mcdooing as the 
lead Federal agency for the inclden~ to provide infonnation to any other agencies or 
orgailiadons, except DOE, created an excrciso media problem that corrtioucd to grow as the 
excro:i.. progrcsacd. Not only did it cause • media problem, it resulted In a situadon wberc: thore 
was ,.".,.". that the ~ tI",.,Ii•• might be affected iflIfI8t'lSSive play by the State 
conlhllOd; play that ..... driven by tbe State's inability to get infonnation from the FBI and the 
developing ti:ellna that they (the State) ,.... being 'atenewa!led' regarding the aetuaI status of 
!he sfllation. While it may be argued that tbe amount ofinlmst and informadon generated by 
the "'etOise media may have been 1lII!I:alisti. (the media would not have had as much 
infonlllllion as they did based on the situation) the fact that the media must be dealt with is an 
ines<:apabl.1iIct, particuIady In an l"lviromncnt wberc: tho elcettonic media can and will provide 
'wtall1luleoUs news.' ColIsiderat!on must also be given to the fact that ifthe media per<:eives 
that something is happening and ills unable to obtain informallon from a credible _ it may . 
very "ell began to speculate. This speculadon may cause Ullduo Concern among the gencraI 
public and re.ultinasituadon worse than that wbichwnuld occurifless thao complete 
infonlUtion was provided by a <tedible ..,"""'. 

Evaluation: The operadon ofajoint information $YSlem UIlder the coedldons portrayed 
in th.s.:eoario ofEx=iseMIRAGBGOLOwas unsatisfactory. It is<>oll5idorcd unsatist'actoty 
primarily duo to the manner In wbich media and Slate rcques1S for iIIli>mIation ""'" responded to 
and the fact that a Joint Iofonnation Centet(JlC)wasl1Ot fonned until approximately mid-way 
through the exercise (182322). 

lteco_endatloa: TIle operadon ofa join! information S)'StcII1 abouId be considered 
as a Sllbjeet to be addftssed in a laI>letop exercise wberc: the advantages and dlsadvanlages of 
vsrious illf'cmlat!on rcIesso policies """ be thoroughly examined. The tabletop could also be 
used 10 ~ttther discuss the point in an ongoing operation when responsibility for the join! 
information system should shift front one agency to MOther. 

12. 8.1JMMARY 
FEMA'. opp<>rlUnity to partlclpato in Exorcise MIRAGE GOLD proved to be a valuable 

experleoc, in several respects. The excrciso <Ieady demonstnlled tbelack ofundentanding that 
exists in agencies oollUniliar with the pap reglUding tho conoept ofconsequence management 
In an envi'Ollllle!ll where a cataslropbic emergeney/O'llml is possible but has 001 yet ooeurred. It 
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AITACHMENT 

EXTRAcr8 FROM 

"Mn.E SHAKEDOWN. A SERIES OF EXERCISES AFIEIlAC'J10N REPORT," Flnt 
Dnfl, JllIaa.,. l3, 1"', Publlshed by the U.s. Department ofEnergy, Nevada Opentlou 
Ofll.", Las V"",", Nevada 
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nu" attachment to the Exmisc MIRAGE GOLD After Action Report (AAR) provide. 
additional obscrvationslproblems noted l>y planners and particlpanlS fiom organizations and 
agencie. other than FEMA The source oCthesc commenl!l is the Department ofEnergy 
doc,,,,,enI, "MILE SHAKEDOWN: ASERlES OF EXERCISES AFTER ACTION REPORT," 
First DnIft, 11!D'18IJI28, 1995, pnblished l>y the U.S. DepartInent o(Energy, Nevada Operations 
0fIi.:e, Las Vegas. Nevada. Due to !helcngth oCtborepoJt (1161"'8")' only thoscltcmsof 
interest to FEMA have been ,elected for· inclusion here. 

In Ih. Exeoutlv. Summary cfthe report, MILE SHAKEDOWN i. descnDed as"" inter-related 
serle, of four interagency ex....ses thai were designed to evaluate the federal capabiJ.l1ies 10 deal 
with domestic nuclcarterrorism: Thetirslcxercise in the series was MICA DIO, a seminarlleld 
in W!SIJInsIon, D.C. In December 1993, inteoded 10 highlight interageocy policies that might 
afl'c!;: pIms and !he executionof. field oxcro"" (MlRAGE GOLD). Jssucs .millgout ofMICA 
DlO·..... II> be brought to t!ie atIenIion ofappropriate interagency councils for pos,ible 
resohltion prior to MIRAGE GOLD. ne overall ol1!ectives for MICA DIG~: 

• 	 Examine existing fedeml agency policies ""Deeming response to malevolent 
nuclear wtapOIlS emergencies. 

• 	 Familiarize participanl& willl issues and options thai may arise as lb. resull ofa 
malevolent nucl..., wcspona emergency. 

• 	 P",,';d. a forum for open discussion ofpolicies among senior decision niakers. 

• 	 Facili_ senior officials from eacb agency meeting their counterparts fiom other 
key fodmI agencies. 

• 	 Identify issues thai must be resolved bofonI MIRAGE GOLD. 

The ...:and event in the series was a oo-notice Emergency Deploymeot Readi.,.,.. Ex..., .... 
(BORE) in.hw> 1994. WhIle the primary ohjoctive ofthe EDRE was to exercise alert, 
notifiedi"", and depioymeot plans and proccd""" up 10 airlift readIn.... fhI:tc ...... scc:ondIUy 
objective 10 the 0XI:Il:isc. Tbis objective was to develop • realistic sChedule for the arrival of 
various DOE asseI!I in the 0XI:Il:isc area since mlllly ofthem (people and equipment) would be 
prepos;doned prior II> tho exercise. FBMA was not • participant in this event. 

In Sepumber 1994. !he tIWd event, .. communications exercise was conducted. Exerc"" MILO 
COVBJ<'. was used t<> establish !he communications systems that were 10 be used during Ex..., .... 
MIRAGE GOLD. Since FBMA was not responsible for providing any communications 
cupabm:ies for the ."...,ise (MIRAGE GOLD). the Agency was not involved in this event 
either. 
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R,ecgmmendation: The Exercise Planning Guide should be produced 
imtnediately following edoption ofthe el<eIcise objectives. 

• 	 1'mb11llQ: Exercise suppott W1IlI planned and conducted by one agency. Au 
result, dissemination and collection ofinfOlttl8tion was diffieult and the ability to 
reach consensus on 1Illrlous issues was exacerbated. 

~ommendation; A support planner should be provided by each agency 
involved in the exercise. 

• 	 1!mbl1llQ: Consequente Management WII$ insufficiently exercised during 

MIRAGE GOLD. 


R.ecommendatiOll: Although MIRAGE GOLD WII$ not seen as (and in (aet 
was 1101) the proper exercise for examining <:<:onsequellOe ~t and public . 
afl1Urs issues, it did point out tho need to have an el<eIcise with 1bat focus. The 
next ."",n:ise ofIbis type should deal mainly with consequence mllJUlgement and 
public afflIirs. FI!MA, DOE, DOD. and the FBI should develop policics and 
procedures for early development ofan el<eIcise of this type. 

• 	 En111lm1: Security roqulrcmcnts pncluded some FEMA and all State and 

loeal agenoiesli:om bavinS access to de1ai!ed, tccImioai aspects ofexen:ise 

developments. 


.R§O!II!UI3ldsliOll: All planners should have security clearances appropriate to 
all circumsta.nces ofthe excn:ise. FEMA should apply for appn:priate 01""""" .. 
for their key pmotmel. 

• 	 I'mblcm: Initlal p1lIns called for active play from WasbinglOn, D.C. (WOC). 
Lnto in tho el<eIcise pluming cycle (appIOl<ima1eIy I'M> montIuJ prior to tho._) 
a dcclsion was made to simulaII:: woe invoJ_1htougb the use ofa 
simuladon ceIL 

RecommeodAlion: lfWDC HQ play is considered appn:priate, high level 
cclll!llitmont from agency henda should be obtained _Iy in the plannins cycl•• 

• 	 fmIlll:m: Stste and local authorities _ reapomiblo for tho boaIth and sa1i:ty 
altho local population, do not opetnte UDder the control of. apecijic Federal 
agency, and may!ako independent action 10 protect personnel when a erodible 
thn:at is perceived. 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



,, 

• 

• 

• 

• 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

regarding the integration efFEMA and the State into operational aspects of 
incident response 10 cnsutC tbal consequence !I1l!ll8gC!I1ent is accomplished 
concurrently. In this regard, policie, and procedures must be developed and 
formalized fer sharing informsdon, coordinating. and includillg local jurisdictions 
so that all agencies involved (FBI, DOE, and DOD) can plan and respond as an 
integrated «:am. 

Pmblem: Coordi:nation ofthe Federal Radiological Monitoring and 

Assessment Center (FRMAC) with other Federal agencies lacked compleWless. 


Il.=ml3!dAtiQD: The orientation oftho FRMAC should be lIS a Federal 
center,not a DOE center. II should be eollocated with FEMA, the S_, and 
potentla1 LFA with liaison to the FBI, DOE, and DOD. 

Pmblem: Restrictions on funding and exercise ofcertain authorities 
precludes DOD fIom "loaning forward" to assist FIlMA, Stale, 8nd local 
jurisdlctiOl19 in consequence management prior to the decl....tion ofan 
emergency. 

. . 
Pmblem: Meetings held by the Defense Senior R.cpresentative (DSR) 
dealing with consequence management were Dot always attended by a FEMA 
reprcsentalive. As a lC$U.It, them was some confusion in the overa!l planning 
e:trott. 

K.cl;\llllIWalda!igo: PolieiOB and procedures should be established to_ 
cady coordUiation between appropriate agencies plMning for comcqllence. 
llllIDagement using the most current and complete infonnsdOll available on the 
eutteIll situalion. 

Problem: The OSR's responsibility to dim:t MiliWy Support lo Civil 
AutborilIea (MSCA) is not clearly defined. The liIlIure to provfdc deflnitinn oouJd 
result inpotcntiaI funding and exetcise orauthority problems. 

~nmendatiQn: Respoosibility for MSCA planning. coordination, ond 
implementation for DOD should rcrosin as it is currendy strueturcd. Wh.. 
FEMA is notified ofan incident, along with Stato and local juriadietions, the 
Defense Coordinating Officer (DCO) on the DSR staftshould provide the 
approprlatc MSCA staftwlth all relevant infonnatIon required to accomplish 
conscqucncc management and the emergency assistance mission. 
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This same problem is also found at the lower levels of the NEST. 

Re$ommendation: A series ofebarts and short videos should be developed by 
the NEST to provide basic infomurtion to players about by technical problems. 
Issues, and operations. 
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MIDWEST FLOOD CRITIQUE REPORT 


BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW 


SCOPE OF THE DISASTER 


Beginning in the spring of 1993 and continuing throughout the summer, the Midwest 
experienced unprecedented rainfall and flooding. The upper Mississippi and Missouri Rivers and 
their tributaries flooded farms and communilies as never before. Massive Federal assistance was 
needed, and continues fO be provided l to assist States, communities, and individuals as they 
reeo'/er from the Great Midwest Flood. 

Although attention now focusses on long-tenn recovery and mitigation, tife and property 
savir!g c!TIergency response measures were crucial in the earlier stages of this disaster, FEMA 
and other Federal agencies supported flood fighting, supplied drinking water, and provided 
emergency sanitary and water purification facilities, offered temporary communications. and 
coordinated provision of temporary housing and food. These services helped communities 
minimize potential damage, reduce the risk of disease, and kept citizens sheltered and fed. 

The U.S. goverrunent demonstrated a highly successful cooperative effort among 26 
Federal agencies actIng through the structure of the Federal Response Plan. Other Federal 
agendes, including the Small Business Administration, the Departrnem of Agriculture, and the 
Arm:, Corps of Engineers, provided and continue to provide a tremendous amount of assistance 
both under the Robert T, Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act and through 
their own authorities and programs. 

As a result of the flooding. the President declared major disasters in nine States, thus 
makbg Federal assistance available under the Stafford Act. The initial declaration was made on 
lune 11, for the State of Minnesota. As the flooding spread, declarations followed for Wisconsin 
(July 2), Missouri (July 9), Iowa (July 9), lllinois (July 9), South Dakota (July 19), Nebraska 
(July 19), Kansas (July 22), and North Dakota (July 26), Additional counties were added to the 
origiual declarations in aU nine States through the summer and early fall as flooding continued, 
and 3S damage estimates became better known. In all, a total of 533 counties were "declared 
eligitle for assistance under the Stafford Act. 

On August 12, the President signed a $5 bHlion supplemental appropnatlOn for II 
Fedelal agencies to provide funds for disaster relief in the stricken area, Currem damage 
estimltes under the Stafford Act alone are $1.1 billion, To date, 53.000 applications have been 
received for assistance under the Individual and Family Grant Program, and 102,000 
applications for Temporary Housing Assistance, with total cost estimates of $81 million and 
$210 million respectively, Estimated funding under the Public Assistance Program approaches 
$490 million, with over 48,000 Damage Survey Reports from the nine States, On December 3, 
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COligresS approved the Hazard Mitigatioo and Relocation Assistance Act of 1993, which 
increased the funding avaUable under the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program, The current 
estimate of funding under mitigation is $129 million, 

This mUlti-Region and multi·State disaster was very different from the quick and 
coru:entrated onslaught of Hurricane Andrew tn south Florida. Though FEMA's response to the 
Midwest floods was widely acimowledged as greatlr improved compared to Hurricane Andrew, 
this disaster nonetheless. revealed additional challenges and problems. For example, pennanent 
staff from Headquarters aod all 10 FEMA Regions, and disaster reservist staff from across the 
country. were needed to fill key management and staff positions to support disaster operations. 
Suetl a widespread and long-tenn level of support posed new staffing issues that FEMA must 
addr~ss. 

In an effort to learn from this experience. and to improve operations further--panicularly 
in m"lti-Region and multi-State events -- FEMA hosted a Midwest Flood Critique. The purpose 
of this report is to capture the proceedings of p!enary sesslom of the critique. 

'I 
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PUItPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE REPORT 

From December 6-9, 1993, the Midwest Flood Critique was held in 51. Louis. Critique 
participants included Federal Coordinating Officers (FCOs), deputy FeOs, the individuals in 
charge of response operations (if different from the deputy FCOs), Individual Assistance 
Oflkers, Public Assistance Officers, Program SUPJXlrt Officers, Hazard Mitigation Officers, 
Public Affairs Officers, and key management staff of the Central Processing Office. Incoming 
Resfonse and Recovery Chiefs also attended. In addition, each of the nine Midwest States was 
repn:sented and a one day session was held to discuss their concems. 

The critique only highlighted various operational issues; it was not intended to be the only 
meetjng on flood operations. Various program offices have held and will contlnue to hold 
meetings and workshops concerning specific issues. A separate evaluation of the Federal 
Response Plan will also be held with other agencies at the National leveL Evaluations with other 
Federal agencies have been conducted in several Regions. 

OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of the critique were to (I) gather input from key State and Federal 
players; (2) discuss lessons Jearned and identify cQrrective actions to be taken; and (3) provide 
a tilrely opportunity for incomIng Response and Recovery managers to learn from previous 
managers. 

BACKGROUND 

A memo was distributed from Richard Krimm, Associate Director. Response and 
Reco'lery DireClorate, on October 1, 1993. requesting the submission from both Regional and 
Head'~uarters personnel of key issues arising during the Midwest flood operations, Once all 
issue~, were submitted. they were sorted to detennine those of greatest common concern. The 
most prominent issues fonned the basis for critique discussions. A series of meetings were then 
held with persotmel from various Headquarters offices to detennine the format and the main 
topiC5 for the critique. 

METHODOLOGY 

The critique was structured around plenary discussion sessions on the broad issues 
identified prior to the critique. Notes of each day's sessions were taken, and a summary made 
available the next day. Although not summarized in this report. program areas held their own 
individual off-line sessions, This report is not intended to detail all of the concerns and 
discllssions expn!ssed at the critique -- only the highlights, Originally, breakout sessions were 
intended to be part of the critique, however, they were not fonnally included, due largely to a 
lack of time. It has been recommended that they be included in future critique agendas, 
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STA,TE PRESE:NTATIONS 

The emergency management directors of the nine States involved in the disaster were 
inviled to present their observations and lessons leamed, Each State was allocated 20 minutes 
for" presentation and discussion. Presentations were thoughtful and well organized, helping to 
set the stage for internal FEMA discussions for the .remainder of the critique. Emergency 
management is, after all. a partnership -- State insights are and will continue to be vital to the 
asse~sment process, A consoHdation of their key concerns can be found in Appendix A, 

FEDERAL PRESENTATIONS 

Other Federal agencies are also important to response operations. Although presentations 
from the other FederaJ agencies involved in the Midwest flood operations were not included in 
the critique agenda due to time constraints. there will be other Headquarters and Regional 
meetings to evaluate operations from the perspective of the other Pederal agencies. 

In addition to plenary discussion sessions, presentations were made on the current Federal 
envir.:mment and ongoing activities. Special A.'isistant to the President Kathryn Way indicated 
that l:he Pre,ident is pleased with James Lee Win and FEMA, She also noted that the 
Presidential Steering Committee needs input from the people of the Midwest to ensure that 
policies developed in Washington are working as expected, Department of Agriculture 
repwlcntative Dicta Fitzgerald addressed the group concerning the Department's roles in long
term I'eC()very, She noted that Agriculture Secretary Espy was given the lead for long-term 
recov"ry by the President because of the number of the extensive agricultural damage, 

CRI1IQUE EVALUATIOS 

An evaluation form was circulated to aU of the registered attendees in an attempt to 
gather information concerning participant expectations for and reactions to the Midwest Disaster 
Critiqlle, including the appropriateness of the critique format and size. Although the response 
rate f('r the evaluation was very low, most respondents felt that: (1) the critique provided an 
opportunity to express their concerns; (2) the group was too large; and (3) disasrer operations 
should be critiqued regularly but the format should be designed around smaller groups, 
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0\'ERARCHING CONCERNS 


The following are major concerns and themes that repeatedly surfaced during the critique. 

• 	 Improved Customer Service. Disaster programs need to focus on £he clients -- identifying 
who the clients of each program arc, what their needs are, and how they can best be 
served. Providing customer service should be an Agency priority, 

• 	 Emphasis on and Integration Qf Mitigation. Mitigation needs to be emphasized as a 
continuous process existing independently of disaster declarations and as an integral part 
of alJ programs, including Individual Assistance, Public Assistance, and Response 
Programs. 

• 	 Training. Training and other perfonnance supports are vital tQ ensure efficient and 
predictable disaster operations. Many people responsible for managing and supporting 
disaster operations at all levels' were not adequately trained to perform their duties or to 
effectively use support resources available to them. In many instances, training and 
performance supports, such as standard operating procedures, were not available. 

• 	 ~!andards and StandardillilliQJl. Disaster operations lack consistency from person to 
person, Region to Region, and disaster to disaster -- due to the lack of standardized 
procedures. policies, and philosophies. A systematic effort is needed to establish 
performance and program standards in order to identify job, personnel skill. and training 
requirements. and to measure the effectiveness of processes, 

• 	 Conflictigg Resource Neegs. The tasks of canying out ongoing programs and responding 
to disaster.-driven events are often in conflict for resources, especially the resources of 
time and people. FEMA must define the minimum essential requirements for both tasks 
and dedicate resources to achieve them. Discipline to dedicate the reqUIred resources is 
required in order to improve programs, 

• 	 Preparation for the Spring' Floods. There is a need to prepare for the spring floods by 
incorporating lessons learned from current Midwest flood operations, particularly in the 
areas of staffing, Regional responsibilities, Individual Assistance/Public Assistance 
processes, and Central Processing Office "per.tions. In this regard, FEMA should plan 

·and organize 	the teams. propose prevention measures, plan with the States, and pre
position resources. 
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ABOUT THE ISSUES 

After the Critique, Headquarters reviewed the meeting ,notes and organized the 
discussions and conunents into 13 major topic areas: 

• Mitigation

• Standards and Evaluation

• Training and Performance Support 

• Staffing and Resources 

• Congressional Affairs 

• Public Affairs 
• Central Processing

• Individual Assistance 

• Public Assistance 

• l..ong-Tenn Recovery 

• Coordination/Information Sharing

• State-Federal Relations 
• Response 

Issues were framed and discussion points and recommendations captured in gist for each of these 
area.s. The key Objective was to capture the concerns of critique participants. not to analyze or 
evakate what was presented for inclusion in this report~ no Agency agreement or consensus 
should be implied, However, the issue~ and points of view raised at the critique were very 
valull ble and useful to FEMA management and staff as they continue to improve disaster 
operHions and prepare to respond to the anticipated spring flooding" 

,REPORT ORGANIZATION 

This report is organized in two sections: (1) thirteen topic areas that include a brief 
statement of Lhe issue. discussion points raised by FEMA critique participants and by State 
critique participants, and reeommendations: and (2) the conclusion. In addition, Appendix A 
provides a consolidation of key concerns from the nine declared States; Appendix B provides 
the list of attendees: and Appendix C provides the critique agenda. 
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FOREWORD FROM PRESIDENT Bitt CLINTON 

" " ,. 

~ w 
The (1'3 oH»v, Rf)'\'t:mrl1t'((t 1£ o1.'t'f. but tm- pm or big eluHenges 

15 iW\, Propte wam smalkr p't'mrt'l(nt, but they also 'A"an! 


adive and effectIve naw:lIulleadtrshlp. They W\ll'\t g<.t>"?mrl1t'n! 

IN! prOV1d1t5 them !he ~;lM opportunities: 10 meet then 

!e:ijXltl5ibiliues and :solve their own problem:'!. ; 

Tha!S why VICf' Preskkru Al ("lIOre Uld 1have $PCnt so much 
time aod en~ 10 !he first lenft l'Cll1'ntling ~mmeot
m::lkmg 11 work brlter, but <tI!\t k55. ~ have had some leniflC 

from !hc Admmisttation!;: 1l1Jtl3gCmt:n! leam as well as the 
C',iWfT federal wvrkfooce. I want 10 tNnk llnd congmHd.a:e 
<."WI)'one who helped. 

\Ve\1/' done pn::uy wdl The federal workforce is tr.e smallest in 
yC1l1'!> ana ,he deficil has been Ctit by 60 pereem. But this 

Sl:lW!ler. cheapel gO\1:mrl1t'nI is J(x;omplishing more than ever. 
\\,1,:>\>1.' creatt::d mow lhan 11 rnilliM :trw j~ The dme tate 1£ 

down four yt'afS 111 '" rov.: So is the: teen blM rate. \\,I,:>]faft 
reform IS ~Hling a tealltY, And many govtlOment rtgcnoes 
are getting iim I1lllIl fm providing better service:, 

BUI tbere I$:l great deal mOlt 10 do. \I..k mllS( give Amencans 
1he tool.:< 10 m::lke the nlO5t of li1elf h,1:;S, to renew IUtional ('Oft· 
f!d~nce that we can solve our lrlO!>t difficult problems when we 
work togelht."r. and to ;«h-.mCf Artle1'IC2.!> role: as the worlds 
;.trOrlgt'51 forte for pe;lcf.lreroom, and prosptrtlY 

These are bigjohs foo a m;;alltr g~inmenL This small book 
em be: CI h,g hcip. The lessons iII It;"lrr [ned and true. I urge 
you to par Qlrerul aucntivn to these 1de:as, a5 IO.'t: prepart for thf 
challenges before tb ~ 
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INTRODUCTION BY Vln PRESIDENT AL GORE. CONTENTS 

@ 

In 1993, President Clinton asked me to ftgUte out 

how 10 make government work better and co:;! less. 
We called it reinventing government. The Iwed (0 

reinvent was dear, Confidenre in govcnunent ~ 
which is slmp!y confldem.'c In our Own ability 10 

s:olve ploblems by working together h.1d been 
plummeting for three decades, We either had to 
rebuild that faith or abandon the luture LO dl<'los, 

We had reason to hope we CQuld succeed. 

Corporale America had relOventrd itse1f to compete 
and Will. The same tdeas and some new wrmkles 
"',("Ie Staning to work at the ..,tate and local leveL 
But it was going to be incredibly difficult. the largest 
(umaroun~ ever, and management expertS Sll)d it 

would ta.ke at leas! eight years, 

Not quitE:: four years later. my hope of succeeding 
has grown 10 confidence, We haw thousands of 
examples or rcinVelllion - islands of exuilence in 

every ll;gcncy - delivering better service and saving 

"" 

fOlltiW()RD 

:;.;rllot>U<.'IION 

1 DELIVER GREAT SERVICE ! 
f 

L Idefinfr YCQ,r CU$tomcrs and Win Ihem Over" , ........... " 5 

2. Find OU1 Boo' 1 rungs Ate Going By fit:Uing Out of Wushmh'ton '" 7 ; 
J. Be Snwn Abcut Information Tfchnotogy , .. ,... 10 g. 
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11. ro~rER rARTNl!RSHlI' AND ,,COMMUNITY SOLUTIONS 
% 

J. Focus. Rcguialot5 On Comphance, Nm Enfun:crnenl......... 15 

2. Rvuov< Banien. So Communities Can Pmdocr RrsuI1.S ...... , ....... , .. 18 

:t US<' tahor,Mm:llgrnti'nl t'l:nnef'lhjp<. and ADR ....., ......... "..... 21 


HI RF\NVENT TO eET TUE JOB 
DONE wall U:S .... 

I. Get The Best from Prople .' ...... """.. 15 , 
2 took For Rcinwfiuoo Sa,'t.'lgs fo fund New [&as ... lS 
J. rool Rcroun:es Wnll Ot.ht:r Departments.. .. 3Q 

4. Seek, Coogn::ssioual Relief From Wa.<;tdullks;rictloos . 11 
5. Rec:nnnecr To ROOu.::e HeadqU3rtets ilnd Overhe.td 3] 

i 6, I\'ltwc $S$ and Posiu~ 10 Scr;<ice Jobs ". J4 • 
7. Ust ((mnnon Sell5C Procurement Folkcs ..." ....".".. '" .... J6 
8. t:.-..:p<!n<\ Compt:tlUon To Sa\'l; $:$$ .... "" ... J8 
9. Cmlle rerfumJ.m1(f-BaiCd Organi:ulic>TlS ... .. ... 41 t 
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money. And publi(· confidence in government has 
rebounded --- up nc~rly 9 percent since 1993, 

according to a recent Roper Pl)ll. We ale suc<:ttd~ 

ing. We know how \0 do it. 

Everyont' in Row~rnmen\ knows big challenges 

remain. It IS lime for faster, bolder action to expand 

our islands of excellence and reinwnt entire agen i
des - lime [0 enmely reinvent eyer), departmem of !government 	 ; 

I 
, 

So. even before the second inauguration, Prf':;adeOi 

Clinton and It'aHed the new Cabim:t to Blair House 
to give them their reinvention marching orders, I,
This book contains the- instructIons we gaw the 
Cabinet 10 a S<'t of p.'1pers on that Saturday, Janu.:try 
11,1997. 

Tht: pape'fS are:: 

.. 	 practical- there is not mud, about paradIgm 

shtft thcones and such 

'/< written as rules - we left oul the tlungs we were 

unsure of 

.. JocuseiJ on (he highest impacl rules for 

reinvention success 

.. goldrn buill on the expc:rience:s of !.he brightest. 

most creative, hrroit people in public!Krvll:e so far. 

~hi 

, .. , .. <:t"UCHO .. 

The book divides nur papers into three chapters, 
The first ('hapter IS aholll how lO deliver grt'al .'5(;:1'

• , , ' • ' • • 1 ,. • , 	 • 
,"""IV - UtcdUHt; Ill": jJUUltL \:«;; """\Y lUI-' LUlIljJ;mjt::::. 

1«:&1 their ("u!'>lomcrs, Rf:mcmber, we are trying 10 

restore AmeriQ.l's confidence in solvlUg big problems 

throuCh helf-gm'ernmem, problems like drugs and 
cTime and the need for better eavcminn, How can 

people trust government to do big things if we <.-,m1 
-do lillle things hkr answer the phone promptly and 

politely? 

The second c.:hapter teUs how to j'O!!<It::r parlltenhip 
and community solutions. \Ve have to do big things 
v..ithout big government. luckily, partners arc ready 
to help. Businesses have pro'lten effective partners in 
achie\;ng a deaner environment, worker safety, .and 

other regulatory compliance goals. O;mtlllumties 

can solve their own problems with a liule help and 
opporlumly from lhel! fedeml patlnns. And when 

labor and management work as partners., everybody 

wins, 

The lasl chapter IS abom how to reinvent to gel the 
job done with te....... The: first section there is the 

(fIOSI important for top leaders, It destnbes the key 
to unlocking the enormous, unused, hum;;m poten
tial of the federal wOlkfoH:e. Unlocking that pmen

tial will make everything else possible - it is the 
only way The chapter has other lips lor surviving 

", .. ,.,........ ,., ..................,' " 
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10identify Your Customers and Win Them Over, 	 goals and values of the orgamzation, ,md coutd use 

In 1993, wHh ExeCutive OHler 11862, the President 
called for a revolution in govemment:S customer ser
vice to deliver se-rvices equal fO the hesl in husine&"L 
In response, "geont"" thmngo(>1Jt the government l'IfC 

making changes that t"1iStomers have noticed. Here are 
some examples of the su(ces..<;cs. as well as the chal~ 
lenges that remairL 

Agency 	 A kw e:u.mple> of Some clslllloecD.g('}l focr 
nJ'51 Kl"m succus the steond term 

State 
Passport applu;tltiorr., Gt-l passports issued 
;are ani/able on the fast ror all applicanL'>, 
\Vorld Widc Web. with no long mils 

in line. 

Veterans Affairs 
ServiN' is so ia!>t that Impwve beneficiary 
the NY benefilS office 'Satisfll<:'lion through 

turned its waiting greater integration of 
HK)m lIUa a mUSf'um VNs ht.atth S)'stem 
on :.ix Wolf:>, with Dl)D~ 

Treasury 
DlUg seizures are up Convince Americans 
while airpmt delays: they'll get f;m 
are down. trCltlJ'nent fr(lm IRS. 

Social Security 
Busine!>~ Wcrk nlled Drrumnica!ly CUI' the 
SSAS 1·800 SCI vke l.l<; muJti-year wail 
the best in business, and the huge backlog 
better than LL Bean in disability claims. 
or Dl.Sney 

, 

them to adjust quickly [0 chan,ging circums!ances_ ! 
also said how !ed~ral emplo)'ce:s would ff.'cogniz(' 

success: When they wake up In the ;Taud!!' of (he 

nighl and an', get back 10 sleep right ;l\\ta}', they will 
be thinkmg abemt how to dn lhe:ir joh.;; h<,W!T. 

\"here reinvention has taken hold federal employees 

do that. Their faith in the- system has. bctn restored.
I Applied LO every pan of govemmeut, these idea'> can 

I 
! 

do the same for America. 

Not long age, most Americans believed that we 

could do pracdcaHy anything by workmg logether 

- defeat communism. go to tnt' moon, you name IL 

We tan have that raub in unity agailL \\'e Cal) have 

the strength of unity again. We need It for the 21 $\ 

Century. 
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FOREWORD 

,:'I 

" I was sworn in as Direcwr of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
on April 5, 1993, My charge from the President and the Congress has been to revitalize 
FEMA to make it the effective organ.i.lation that it must be to manage the effects of disasters 
in this country, The renewal of FEMA has proceeded at a fast pace, We have undergone a 
major reorganization, and successfully responded to 38 Presidential Disaster Declarations -
including two of the Nation's largest disasters. 

:: This report presents a comprehensive overview of activities at FE.\1.A during my first 
year, It has been prepared to chronicle significant achievements and their basis for building 
emer~,ency management capabilities. The report is structured to detail our renewal efforts, 
provide an overview of accomplishments, summarize disaster response and recovery 
activi:ies. and hi.ghlight initiatives that will continue the renewal of FEMA, 

f 

; FE.MA 1:; now an outward~looking organization ~- an organization of "people helping 
people. II Customer service and establishing partnerships are the themes upon which we are 
buHd Lng a better foundation. We have worked to' strengthen our partnerships with the many 
governmental and private sector organizations who have responsibilities and interest in 
emergency management. We have worked to significantly improve response to our 
custe'mers -~ thc: American people who are or may be affected by disasters, 

: I have fillly embraced the principles of the National Performance Review and the 
objectives of the Clinton Administration as we have made changes at FEMA. I am proud of 
the FEMA employees who have accepted the many challenges. Changes in attitudes and 
agency culture are continuing as we implement new programs. find ways to reduce costs, and 
refire our operations. With pride, I dedicate this report to the employees of FEMA .. 
including our Disa"lter Assistance Employees without whom we could not have helped the 
peoE!le and conununities who are dependent upon us for assistance. 

Although much has been accomplished, much remains to be done to effectively 
mitigate against the effects. and costs of disasters. FEMA cannot build the future of 
emergency' management without commitment and support of its partners. We must continue 
the renewal of FEMA and emergency management. We must identify and implement those 
acti,)ns that support FEMA's goals.. I ask: you to work ,with me to continue to build on our 
visbn, our mission. our goals, and our programs to make a difference in the years ahead. 

1 
I look back on my first year at FEMA as one of growth, of change, of building a 

foundation for the future of emergency management. Through commitment and input of 
many. FEMA is now in a position to provide leadership and support. I look forwar4 to the 
challenges of continuing the renewal of FEMA and development of an effective emergency 
management £ystem throughout the country. 

f'~pzf 
Director 
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Renewal of Emergency Management 

THE FEMA ONE·YEAR REPORT 

April 1993·April 1994 

I. b,troduction 

James Lee Witt was sworn in as the Director of the Federal Emergency Management 
(FE~1A) on April 5, 1993, and immediately initiated a renewal of FEMA and the country's 
emergency management system. The purpose of this report is to provide a comprehensive 
summary of major accomplishments and initiatives undertaken during his first year as 
Director of FEMA. 

During lhe period of the report, the country experienced an unusually high level of 
disaster activity. Unusual tornado activity t winter ice and snow storms on the East COast, 
wildland fires (which also affected residential areas in Los Angeles), the Northridge, 
California, earthquake. and severe weather placed demands on emergency management and 
government offICials throughout the country. Hurricane Emily threatened the East Coast but 
fortuMtely moved out to sea without causing major damage. Of 53 requests for a 
Presidential Disaster Declaration submitted by governors of affected States, the President 
deckred 38 major disasters. These declarations included the extensive Midwest Floods and 
the Northridge earthquake. Recovery efforts from Hurricanes Andrew and Hugo and the 
Lorn 1 Prieta earthquake continued to demand considerabIe attention. 

The Director emphasized basic leadership and management philosophies, thus 
improving FElV[A's capabilities and image, redirecting resources to an all-hazards, risk-based 
management approach, developing new and innovative programs, reorganizing along 
funclional Jines, and strengthening partnerships in emergency management. This report 
outJhes how FEMA has progressed in these and other critica1 areas, It also identifies actions 
that :lave been initiated to continue the renewal of FEMA and to build a solid foundation for 
impr:.>ved emergency management capabilities throughout the country, 

II. Leadership 

A. Vision: For the,first time, a vision for emergency management was established, 
The vision provides for: "a public educated on what to do before, during, and after a 
disaster to prot~t themselves, their families, their homes. and their businesses; structures 
located out of harm's way and built according to improved codes; governments and private 
orga.::lizaUons with proven effective plans. necessary resources, and rigorous training for 

. dis2.!ter response; and community plans. prepared in advance, for recovery and 
reconstruction after a disaster, " 

Based on this vision, short and long term goals and programs can be defined by the 
emergency management community to make the vision a reality. FEMA uses this vision ro 



1 
make it; basic deci"sions about how current emergency management needs are mel, More 
importantly, a collaborative effort with Congress was initiated to define responsibilities and' 
actions fO achieve the vision. The long~term program will involve the Congress, the 
Adminil:tration, the Federal Government, State and local governments, private and voluntary 
organi'U~tions, and individuals, 

II. Mission: The FEMA mission had not been updated for more than 10 years. 
" Based 011 input from FEMA employees, our partners in emergency management, and a 

. 'reassessment of our responsibilities, a mission statement was defined: "The mission of the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency is to provide the leadership and support to reduce 
the loss Jf life and property and protect our institutions from all types of hazards through a 
comprehensive, risk-based. an~hazatds management program of mitigation. preparedness, 
response, and recovery, " 

C, Goals: Five mission-associated goals and one organizational goal were adopted 
upon which management decisions and programs are based. Accomplisrunents on each of 
these go< Is are defined throughout the report. 

L Create an emergency management partnership with oilier 

Federal agencies, State and local governments. volunteer organizations, 

and the private sector, 


2. Establish, in concert with FEMA's partners. a national 
emergency management system that is comprehensive, risk~ 
based, and all-hazards in approach. 

3. Make hazard mitigation the foundation of the national 
emergency management system, 

4. Provide a rapid and effective response to any disaster. 

5. Strengthen State and local emergency management. 

6. Revitalize the Agency and develop a more effective and involved 
cadre Qf FEMA managers. permanent employees. and disaster reservists. 

D. Agency ,Management Plan: Based on the new vision. missio.n j and goals, in 
January 19;14 the Director identified priorities to be achieved by the end of FY 94. 
Coordinated Agency implementation plans were developed for each priority, with keyc~ctions 
and responsibilities of headquarters and regional offices identified, The need for 
organizatknal supporting plans and reponing mechanisms was Identified, For the first time, 
a compreh!nsive Agency dOCument described priorities and responsibilities of each part of 
the organu atiou. 

2 
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In late March 1994, an unprecedented meeting of FEMA managers was held at <l1e 
FEMA Special Facility. The meeting provided a much-needed opportunJty to work together 
to resolve long~5tanding issues, identify responsibtHties, and agree on key actions to 
implement mutual priorities. Managers recommended that similar meetings be held every 6 
months throughout the renewal process, 

Plans are being made to begin early development of the FY 95 Management Plan. 
The management planning process will be tied to strategic planning, budget and procurement 
proce~-ses. and performance and evaluation systems, Managers will be responsible for ' 

",-'. 

ide~tifying priorities for their organization, and involving all employees in accomplishing 
those priorities. 

E. Agency Environment/Culture: An open and trusting envirorunent where all 
employees can contribute and are valued is desired, The Director has personally taken steps 
to create such an environment. On his fi",t full day, the Director personally greeted FEMA 
headquarters employees as <l1ey entered the building. He has visited 9 of the 10 FEMA 
regional offices, and takes every opportunity to visit FEMA facilities and individual work 
areas. He has also stated that all employees will be valued aod treated with respect. He 
instituted an "Open Door" policy where time is set aside each week for FEMA employees to 
talk to him about their Ctlncerns and ideas. He gave his attention to renewed equal rights 
programs. cultuml diversity. sensitivity training. and upward mobility opportunities. 

Throughout the first few months. the Director hosted a series of brown bag lunches. 
Participants were randomly selected and invited to meet with their peers. One of the mosE 
signifi(:.ant meetings was for selected regional administrative staff who were given the 
opport'Jnity for training and exposure at headquarters. 

The Director uses various means of keeping all employees informed and involved in 
the renewal process. He has directed all managers to hold staff meetings at least weekly, 
and to share infonnation with their employees. Informative memoranda to all employees are 
releasd frequently. A periodic newsletter has been turned into a monthly publication for 
sharing information from the Director and among all parts of the organization. An "aU 
hands" meeting was held on October 18. 1993, to inform employees of the new organizational 
Structui"e and management assignments. Vice President Gore participated and complimented 
FEYIA employees for their efforts in responding to the Midwest Floods and implementing 
the initiatives of the Administration. 

On October 19, 1993, the Director signed a tabor-management agreement with 
representatives of each of seven employee bargaining units to establish the FEMA Labor~ 
Managi!ment Partnership Council. This agreement was one of the first signed to implement 
Executi ve Order 1287 L The purpose and objectives of the CQuncil are to help renew and 
improv;: FEMA to ensure that the Agency delivers the highest quality services to the 
American people; to identify problems and craft solutions. to better serve FEl\.1A·s customers 

3 
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and mission; and. to improve labor-management cooperation by fonning a partnership 
supportive of the above objectives, Under the agreement, the i6~member Council is 
comprised of seven union-appointed FEMA employees and nine FEMA management 
represenlatives, The Associate Director for Operations Support was appointed as the Labor~ 
Managen1ent Partnership Council Chair, 'I'he Director alSO established an honorary Labor 
Re)ation~, Award to recognize significant contributions in the labor-relations field, 

Director Witt determined that FE.MA could not be an inward~looking bureaucracy 
""~ith iso1,lted organizations, complicated processes, and separate agendas, AU employees 

were encouraged to reach out to external organizations to involve them in developing 
improved and innovative emergency management programs. This practice has been 
embraced and demonstrated in recent disaster response initiatives. All of FEMA is now 
involved in disaster response activities. either through organizational responsibilities or 
individUlll emergency assignments. The disaster burden no longer resides with one part of 
the orgar~ization. Th~ culture is changing to one dedicated to meeting the needs of its 
customen, both internally and externally, 

F. National Per/annanc. Review (NPR): In the past year, FEMA has been actively 
involved with the Vice President', NPR. Tile renewal of FEMA was guided in large part by 
the prine iples developed by NPR. FEMA directly participated in the NPR effort in tile 
fonowin~: ways: 

• FEMA Report: FEMA prepared a companion document to the NPR Report that 
detailed the new vision, mission, goals, and major policies. The report detailed how FEMA 
is deveto?ing legislation. new policies and organizational plans to invigorate the Agency with 
this refocused mission. 

* Reinvention Laboratory: AU of FEMA has been desigUlred as a Reinvention 

Laboratory. In addition to processes and. organizational structure changes, a concept for· 

mini-lab ,jeveloprnent was implemented. Nominations for Reinvention mini-Jabs were 

sought ar d wiIl be implemented on an ongoing basis untH all possible programs and 

processes have been revised to meet Agency goals and improve operations. 


* NPR Recommendations: Four recommendations for FEMA action were included 
in the Vil;e President's NPR report. Action has been initiated to implement each of the four 
recommendations, The recommendations and general actions taken to implement each of 
them are as follows: 

L Shift emphasis to preparing for and responding fa the consequences oj aU disasters;. The 
Agency nission and goals now clearly reflect an all-hazards emergency management ." 
emphasis.. FEMA's reorganizatlon dismantled the speciflc~threat structure and realigned aU 
resources into an all-hazards functional structure, Assets previously dedicated to national 
security programs are available to prepare for and respond to consequences of all disasters, 

I 

I 
!, 
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The Dire,~tor formed a National Security Steering Group to review FEMA's national security 
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functkms and to ensure necessary capabili~l~ are ,maintained -in the new organizational 
structure. A review of aU Agency positions to detennine the need for security clearances 

. was iJlitiated. (As part of the review, determinations on position sensitivities are also being 
made.) 

2. Develop a more Gnticipt;ltory and customer-driven response 10 catastrophic disasters: 
When Hurricane Emily threatened in AUgust 1993, FEMA, other Federal Agency officials, 
Urban Search and Rescue teams, medical teams, and specialized equipment were deployed to 
North Carolina to meet the storm. Each FEMA region has appointed State liaison officers 
who make contact with State officials as a disaster is threatening, or immediately after one 
occurs. OveraU improvements were demonstrated in response to the Northridge, California 
earthq'Jake that occurred on January 17, 1994. The Director deployed to California early 
afternoon of the same day, along with other Federal officials. Urban Search and Rescue 
teams were alerted for potential deployment, if needed, Many lessons learned as a result of 
the t<;crthridge earthquake are being incorporated into Agency poHcies and functions. 
Developmem of a concept for deployment of disaster .assessment teams and .management 
teams was initiated. During the March management conference, two regional offices were 
asSigned responsibHity to develop centers of excellence: Region IV in Atlanta, Georgia, as 
the Center of Excellence for disaster close-outs and Region YIU in Denver. Colorado. as the 
Center of Ex.cellence for outreach and. community relations. With inpUt from aU parts of 
FEMA and our partners in emergency management. the Centers will develop policy and 
related planning, procedural, and training documents. 

3. C, care results-oriented incentives to reduce the costs of a disaster: A 

headquarters/regional task force was convened to review the Stafford Act and consider 


. t,evisio:1S that would meet the objectives of this recommendation, Recommendations will be 
developed and submitted to the Office of Management and Budget for approval. The FEMA 
Inspector General was asked to review the declaration process and make recommendations 
for iml,rovements. An Agency priority was established to develop a strategy for increasing 
the par:icipation in the flood insurance program by 20 percent FEMA worked with 
Congress and the Administration on several pending legislative initiatives that are designed to 
reduce the COS( of disasters. The Director also established as an Agency priority design of 
mecha.r:isms to increase flex.ibility in how States use Federal funds to meet their emergency 
management priorities, 

4. Develop skilled management team among political appointees and career staff: The 
number of political appointees was reduced from 37 to 22, and those who have a background 
in emeJgency management are significantly increased over previous Administrations. In 
additioll. three senior managers are career FEMA employees. To further this enhanced skill 
level, the Director identified as an Agency priority the need to develop a management 
training program for all managers. Immediately upon appointment, all new regional 
directOIS are provided an orientation program at headquarters. The orientation is designed to 
give th(:m Agency perspective on policies and programs, and to have the opportunity to get 
to know headquaners managers before they undertake their new assignment. In the new 
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organi:;:ationa] structure, senior executive management assignments were changed so that 
differe:lt perspectives could be added to the new functional structure, 

G. Government Per/annance and Resulis Act (GPRA): I'EMA applied to the Office 
of Mallagement and Budget to conduct a GPRA pilot project on use of infonnation 
technology to suppOrt emergency management programs. Even if not approved as a pilot 
project, the Director has determined that the proposal will be the basis for developing a 
strategic plan and taking advantage of technology to support emergency management 
functions. The pilot project will also be used as the instructive process for implementing 
Agenc:, strategic planning required by the GPRA. The concepts of the GPRA-
perfonnance measurements. achieving results, accountability -- are being incorporated into 
Agenc:! policy and evaluation mechanisms. 

H. Performance Agreement with the President: A formal proposal will be 
submit:ed after review with the NPR staff. 

L Customer Surveys: In response to Executive Order 12862. FEMA is conducting 
compn:hensive surveys of the Agency's customers in order to develop customer service 
standalds. Focus group meetings and interviews were conducted with individuals who had 
applied for disaster assistance after the Northridge earthquake. The input from these sessions 
was used to develop a survey to be pilot tested with disaster applicants affected by Hurricane 
AndreH,. A cllsromer survey strategy was developed and outlined in the initial repon 
required by the Executive Order. Plans are being made to survey OUf other large customer 
base -- State and locai officials. Internal customers are also being queried about their needs 
and ideas before programs are developed or changed, 

J. Internal Regulation Reduction: A plan to reduce regulations by 50 percent by the 
end of FY 95, a year ahead of the requirements of ExeculiYe Order 12861, was drafted. 
Assignments of responsibility for review and revision of existing regulations were aligned 
consistent with the new organization structure, Part 44 Code of Federal Regulations which 
outlined FEMA's organizational structures, missions, and.functions had not been updated in 
more than 10 years. A revised Final Rule which described the new organization and . 
approfriate delegations of authority was drafted for internal comment prior to publication in 
the Feieral Register. Considerable latirude is included in the delegations of authority to 
provid~ for further delegation to the lowest level possible within the organization. The need 
for a r:lanagement strategy to delegate further and empower people at all levels to perform 
was identified and initial plans made for implementation of such a strategy, A concept for 
delegations of au:hority to Regional Directors and working relationships with Associate 
Direct»fS, Administrators. and Office Directors was drafted. /\ 

K. Regulatory Initiatives: In response to Executive Order 12866 and a request from 
the Vi:e President's Counsel, FEMA identified tWO regulatory initiatives to be undertaken 
during the next year. The regulations for public assistance authorized by the Stafford Act are 
being revised, emphasizing a streamlined process, mitigation strategies, environmental and 
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sustainable deveIopment ,,:onsiderations. and reduced disaster costs to the taxpayer. The 
second regulatory initiative is associated with developing' internal regulations and delegations 
of authority that will empower employees to take actions within established policies, 

, L Streamlining: FEMA's initial streamlining plan, required by Presidential 
memorandum dated September 11, 1993, identified a number of potential cost savings 
without impacting the number of employees on board, Many of the initiatives already 
identified will contribute to streamlined operating procedures. A review of PEMA facility 
costs and functions performed in those facilities was initiated to identify long-tenn cost ...'.; savir,gs in reduced operating costs. Each senior manager bas been tasked througb an Agency" 
.priority to propose to the Director ways of saving money at targeted facilities. 

III. Reorganization of FEMA 

A critical element of the renewai effort was overhauling the Agency's organizational 
struCUlre. The structure existing in April 1993 reflected priorities of previous 
Administrations and bad been in place for many,years. A number of external repons bad 
critidz.ed the Agency for irs stovepipe structure, inefficiencies. and resultant duplic~tIon of 
effolt. Recommendations were that FEMA should fully integrate assets and capabilities 
reserved for national security purposes into the overall Agency all-hazards mission. FE~1A 
needed .to reorganize to meet its new mission and goals. 

In June 1993, the Director initiated a fast-track. unconventional approach to 
reorganizing a troubled FEMA. His intent was to get maximum input from all employees 
and :put a new organizational strucrure in place quickly to minimize disruption of critical 
FEMA services and the impact on employees, He appointed a four-person project team to 

coor:.1inate the process and finalize recommendations, Input from employees was actively 
sought, with more than 100 written suggestions submitted, Senior managers met in a I-day 
"reueal~ to identify organizational issues and propose a structure, Selected senior managers 
participated on an ad hoc committee to review organizational issues and proposed structures. 
The basic organizational structure, with programs and functions aligned within the structure, 
was completed in time for the Director to review it with the Vice President on August 7. 
1993, when they met to discuss FEMA's renewal efforts. 

The Vice President and Director Witt announced FEMA's new organizadonal 
structure and management assignments at an "all bands" meeting on October 18, 1993, The 
managers were detailed to their new positions and tasked to complete staffing assignments 
within the new structure. Mission and function statements were developed, personnel actions 
weT!: completed, space allocations were made, and employees were assigned to specific 
positions and functions, All paperwork was completed and the new organizational structure 
bee<me effective November 28, 1993, ".', 

7 


http:critidz.ed


Throughout the reorganization process, the Director kept employees involved and 
infonned as to the progress being made. The reorganization accompHshed these major 
objectives: 

" Alignment of Agency programs and activities along functional lines 
J< Consistent organizational structure at beadquarters and regional offices 
,. Increase in supervisor to employee ratio and reduction of two layers of 
Inanagement 
,. Consolidation of support functions, including those for disaster response, into one 
])irectorate 
.. Assignment of disaster response functions throughout the new organizational 
~tructure 

No employees were reduced in grade or subjected to reducdon~in~force as a result of 
the reor,$anization, Employees who had previously been supervisors maintained their grades 
based on program or technical expertise, To ensure the most effective use of people and 
tbeir skHls, and to give employees a new opportunity, a program was initiated for employees 
to request transfer to another part of the organization. Consistent with Agency needs. 
requests are being reviewed to satisfy individual preferences wherever possible. 

Overall the new organizational structure is functioning as intended, FEMA's 
response to the Northridge earthquake was enhanced by changes in management and the new 
organizational structure. If anything, the people of California benefitted because the whole 
Agency pulled together to support response operations. In June 1994, a 6-month review will 
be initia :ed to identify any adjustments that need to be made. 

IV. Ino!rorganizational Rel.tionshlps 

A, Congress: Strengthening FEMA's relationships with Members of Congress and 
their staff has been a critical focus of Director Witt's activities over the last year, To 
accompFsh this, he appointed a professionat experienced in Congressional operations and 
intergov"rnmental coordilll1tion to be Director of FEMA's Offi.., of Congressional and 
Governmental Affairs. Further I the Director made it a personal priority to be accessible to 
Member.; and staff for hearings and meetings, in the field and in Washington, D.C. 

In tbe last year, the Director has testified 15 times before 8 different Committees and 
Subcommittees on subjects ranging from FEMA's aMua[ appropriations, to the Midwest 
Floods. 1.0 flood insurance, to the Northridge earthquake, and emergency supplemental 
appropriations. As the direct result of his accessibility and his interest in establishing a 
proactiv<, and meaningful dialogue with Members and their staff, the perception and image of 
the Ager cy held by the Congress has greatly improved. . 

Members of Congress have come to appreciate that they are pan of the emergency 
management partnership. Nowhere has that feeling been more evident than in disaster 
response Under Director Witt', leadership, FEMA', Office of Congressional .od 
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Govermnenta! ~ffairs focused its efforts",during this year's disasters on proactively informing 
aDd coordinating the exchange-of infonriation on Agency response and recovery activities 
with Member3 of Congress and their staffs, and seeking ways in which we could better work 
together. For example, FEMA llsed information provided by Members of Congress and 
theIr staffs to improve service to disaster victims in the field. 

B. OiTter Federal Agendes: FR.\1A continued to work with other Federal agencIes 
in teeking ways to improve Federal involvement in emergency management activities, In the 
nevI organizational strUcture, national security planning and Federal Response Plan activities· 
were combined in the Interagency Planning and Liaison Division in the Response and 
ReCovery Dirt:ctorate. Tills Division was designated as the primary point of contact for other 
Federal agencies to work with FEMA 10 develop response capabilities and identify 
requirements for training. exercises, and other related activities. 

I The Director has met a number of times with the interagency Catastrophic Disaster 
Res}onse Group, which is the focal point for FEMA coordination within the Federal 
GO\'emmcnt for ·planning and responding to major disasters. He also met personally with a 
nuulber of Cabinet and Administration officials to discuss mutual responsibilities in 
emergency management. These high~!evel commitments were demonstrated in response to 
the .Northridge earthquake when the Director. the Secretary of Transportation, the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development. and the President of the American Red Cross went to 
Los Angeles the day of the earthquake. The Secretaries of Commerce, Education, and 
He":1h and Human Services visited repeatedly throughout the recovery, as did tlie 
Administrator of the Smail Business Administration (SBA). SBA has now joined in the 
Fed"ral Response Plan effort as a fui! participating signatory member. 

'; For the first time, an intergovernmental focus was included in the Joint Information 
Cenler after th!: Northridge earthquake. Public Affairs/communications representatives from 
eacb Federal Agency involved worked together to excp.ange and provide infonnation as a 
slng;e clearing house for Federal information related to the disaster response. FEMA is 
wod:ing" with the White House Communications Office to improve this function, so that 
repwsentatives are identified and trained ahead of time to respond to the next catastrophic 
disaster. 

1 AU FEMA organizations were encouraged to increase their working relationships with 
Federal agencies, and new initiatives are underway to reinvent and improve our working 
relatlonships with these critical members of the nationwide emergency management 
partnernrup. 

I 

C. State and Local Governments: One of the Director's first actions was· to write to 
each State and territorial emergency management director to propose a risk-based, an hazards 
emer.~ency management system, based on a foundation of mitigation. He met in June 1993 
with ,State Directors to solicit their input and support in the development of a nationwide 
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partnership. An unprecedented number attended such a meeting: 52 State and territorial 
directo,:s participated, and pledged their support and cooperation. 

The Director also established a more proactive approach for all f'EMA organizations. 
especially the regional offices, to work with State and local officials. A regional employee 
was as~igned as liaison to each state to work with the emergency management organization. 
and then with the Governor and State officials immediately upon occurrenCe of a disaster 
warning or event. Regional officials have become better acquainted with their State and local 
counteoarts. and have reached a better understanding of their organizations, policies, and 
procedt"res, The effectiveness of this approach has been demonstrated in response to the 
Midwest Flo{)ds, tbe Northridge earthquake, and the series of other less extensive but still 
serious disasters during the Director's first year at FEMA. 

In general, a new attitude and environment was created as t]1e basis for working with 
State and local officials. PoIicies and initiatives were directed toward anowing flexibility for 
States t(l identify their own priority and program needs, reducing the administrative burdens 
for receiving FEMA funds, and achieving performance-based results that ensure a better 
emerger.cy management capahility. 

I). intergovernmental: Coordinating FEMA's diverse interactions with nationa1. 
State, and local constituency groups has been assigned as one of [he critical functions of 
FEMA'" Office of Congressional and Governmental Affairs. FEMA has a vaS! .nd voc.1 
constitut:ncy that includes State emergency managers, ftrefighters. floodplain managers, dam 
safety engineers, State and Ioea! elected and appointed officials. business officials, etc. 
Given the importance of FEMA's audience to emergency management, the Director has 
participated in over 50 different meetings of constituency organizations and officials during 
the last :'ear. He has made a particular point of establishing relationships with each of the 
major fire and emergency service organizations in the country. 

A fulltime position now exists'in FE,\1A's Office of Congressional and Government.1 
Affairs t,) serve as a focal point for intergovernmental relations in the Agency. A strategy 
for cOm1nunicating and coordinating information with these interest groups is currently under 
development. The intent of the strategy is to facilitate existing relationships with national, 
State, anj local public interest organizations. bring a "big picture" perspective to the 
AgencY:l: overall interaction with these audiences. identify opportunities to better 
communicate with these groups. and promote the comprehensive dissemination of 
information to the broader emergency management· community , 

Clearly. a strong intergovernmental affairs program is a critical component of. $.e 
Directorls goal to create a national emergency management partnership, and is important to 
the success of the Agency's mission, This was certainly the case foHowing the Northridge 
earthquake, when the Director made community outreach and intergovernmental coordination 
a key fac::t of the re:sponse and recovery operations. 
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E, FEMA Advisory Board: Previously, members of the FEMA Advisory Board 
primhrilY'represented a nationa1...security perspective and were not from the broad 
constituency that FE).;fA must work with to develop an effective nationwide emergency 
management system, The Director appointed a 16-member Board that has representatives 
from Federal, State, and local governments (including elected officials), emergency 
management organizations. voluntary organizations, and the private sector, An initial 
meeting resulted in the Boa,rd passing a series of resolutions in support of emergency 
management. The Board will meet twice yearly to provide reconunendations to the Director 
on key emergency man:agement issues, 

, , " 
F, Emergency Food and Shelter: More than $130 million was made available in 

FEMA's FY 1994 budget for the Emergency Food and Shelter Program, Over 10,500 
agencies in more than 2,600 communities across the country receive funding through this 
program for rentlmortgage/utility assistance. and supplemental funding for mass shelter and 
food :.)rograms, Within less than 5 weeks after funds were made available. the first checks. 
were mailed to recipients. This timing was critical because the funds reached the 
organizations who 'provide shelter and food to vulnerable families and individuals before the 
start ,)f the Hfe~threatening wimer months, 

For the first time sinCe inception of this program in 1983, FEMA published a 
techn:cal assIstance manual to illustrate some of the creative and innovative ideas and 
practices that have been implemented by recipient organizations. FEMA continued to chair 
the National Board, and participate in the Washington, D,C, InterAgency Council on the 
Hom(:Jess to develop a Federal plan to end homelessness in the District of Columbia. A 
major initiative with the Defense Commissary Agency was undertaken to link local feeding 
organizations with commissaries in their local areas to receive any excess edible food, 

G. Public: Critical to the new FEMA vision is "a public better educated on what to 
do before, during and after a disaster. .. " Consequently, considerable emphasis has been 
placecl on developing a national strategy to educate the American public and providing 
guidance for family and individual protection, A waterproof card to be distributed nationally 
is being developed with FEMA's teleregistration and information hotline, and to providetips 
that are useful before, during. and afrer disasters. Severai initiatives (described in other 
porti< ns of this report) will provide better infonnation to poople after disasters, inclUding use 
of the National Weather Service radio system for broadcasting disaster infonnation. 
contiuuing publication of the Recovery Times, and broadcasting on the disaster~specific 
Recovery Channel. 

H, M<di.a: The Director of FEMA's Emergency Information and Public Affairs 
Offi",: (EIPA) is an experienced media and public affairs professional, and has used his 
background to. proactively build media relations and involve them in disaster .' '': 
awareness/preparedness initiatives. The EIPA Office hosted initial briefing sessions for 
regiollal and syndicated correspondents to explain the disaster declaration process and 
FEMA's pr9grams, functions, and responsibilities. As a nationwide emergency infonnation 
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program is implemented. briefings will be held on a regular basis. Opportunities were 
sough throughout the year to bring the emergency management message before the 
American public through the media, The FEMA Director and other officials made 
themselves available for interviews with the media, to explain in an honest and open manner 
infornation about its disaster operations and programs. Consequently1 favorabIe news 
repons have become the rule, 

L Business: The EIPA. has developed a business and industry guide for preparedness 
in the workplace. A recruitment project has been undertaken to develop corporate 
sponsorship and partnerships for making emergency preparedness products and information 
available throughout the business community, FEMA has supported pubHc awareness 
progn: ms sponsored by such businesses as Home Depot, Clorox, Allstate Insurance, and 
Georgia Pacific. The American Franchise Association is just one organization now 
cooperating with FEMA to improve emergency preparedness, and is exploring setting up 
Franchise Emergency Action Teams to have a role in disaster response. 

Contacts lire continuing with the private sector to get input on how FEMA can incJude 
them ia the national emergency man~gement partnership. These contacts have resulted in 
making emergenc.y management information available through their products. such as paper 
placerr:ats in fast-food restaurants. FEMA has also provided publications and materials that 
can be adapted b;1 the organization for their own emergency management programs. 

The business community has also expressed its interest in providing services and 
comm(.ctities after a disaster. Their participation in developing a national donations 
managimlent strategy has helped overcome problems that previously existed after a major 
disaster. For instance, after Hurricane Andrew in Florida disposal of unusable clothing and 
other froducts became a major problem, FEMA is exploring how to make contributions and 
service). from private organizations available after disaster response, similar to how Federal 
resources are made available to support State and local needs. 

V. Mitigation 

A. National Mitigation Strategy: In one of his first speeches after his confinnation 
(to the National Earthquake Conference in Memphis. Tennessee, May 5, 1993), the Director 
express3{i his intention to develop a national mitigation strategy. His commitment to the 
concept of mitigation. and its importance as a foundation for emergency management, was 
confirmed during the reorganization by creation of the Mitigation Directorate. For the first 
time, FEMA's mitigation programs -- Floodplain Management, Earthquake Hazards 
ReductiJn Program, National Hurricane Program. National Dam Safety Program, and post-
disaster mitigation programs _¥ were brought into one organization. '-. ,'~ 

A draft statement, ''Towards a NationaL Mitigation Strategy," has been prepared and, 
once ap,?Toved, will be published and distrihuted to FEMA's constituencies. The concept of 
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