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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

February 23, 2006

The President of the United States
The White House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

Pursuant to your direction, I most respectfully submit for your consideration: The Federal
Response to Hurricane Katrina: Lessons Learned.

You often remind us that your most solemn obligation as President is to protect the American
people. And every day and night, millions of men and women throughout the Federal
government—Dboth civilian and military—work to achieve that objective. Given the dangerous
world in which we live, they do an outstanding job.

Despite all we do, however, Hurricane Katrina was a deadly reminder that we can and must do
better, and we will. This is the first and foremost lesson we learned from the death and
devastation caused by our country’s most destructive natural disaster: No matter how prepared we
think we are, we must work every day to improve.

When you addressed the Nation from Jackson Square, New Orleans, on the evening of September
15, 2005, you ordered a comprehensive review of the Federal response to Hurricane Katrina so
we as a Nation could make the necessary changes to be “better prepared for any challenge of
nature or act of evil men that could threaten our people.” At your direction, we assembled a team
of experienced professionals dedicated to this mission. In addition, we enjoyed a tremendous
partnership with each of your Cabinet Secretaries; without their commitment to this process the
Report would not have been possible.

As part of the review, we visited the hurricane-ravaged Gulf Coast during mid November 2005.
We met with government officials, business and community leaders, and volunteers amidst the
rubble of what had been their homes, schools, and places of worship. Their courage and fortitude
in the face of tragedy was inspirational. And while we were determined to learn the lessons to
improve our future disaster response, it was clear that for residents of the Gulf Coast, survival and
hope still came a day at a time. We were struck by the decency and compassion of those we met
and moved by their continuing emotion and pain. As you know, it is hard for those who have not
witnessed first hand the hurricane’s destruction and its human toll to fully comprehend the
importance of your charge that we prepare to respond more effectively to our fellow citizens in
their times of greatest need.

This Report then is a tribute to those who have served and those who have suffered. We
remember those who lost their lives and all still affected by this tragedy. Though we can never
replace their unfathomable losses, we have an obligation to continue helping those still suffering
to recover and rebuild their lives.



Though there will be tragedies we cannot prevent, we can improve our preparedness and response
to reduce future loss and preserve life. And while we will work diligently to implement
immediate improvements, it is important to recognize that the true transformation envisioned in
this Report will require a sustained commitment over time by the Federal government as well as
by State and local governments that have essential duties in responding to disasters. The Report
and recommendations are submitted in the hope of ensuring that the harsh lessons of Hurricane
Katrina need never be learned again.

Thank you for the privilege and the honor of leading this review.

Sincerely,

JurtoegrIrrigens?

Frances Fragos Townsend
Assistant to the President for Homeland Security
and Counterterrorism
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FOREWORD

On August 23, 2005, Hurricane Katrina formed as a tropical storm off the coast of the Bahamas. Over the next
seven days, the tropical storm grew into a catastrophic hurricane that made landfall first in Florida and then along
the Gulf Coast in Mississippi, Louisiana, and Alabama, leaving a trail of heartbreaking devastation and human
suffering. Katrina wreaked staggering physical destruction along its path, flooded the historic city of New Orleans,
ultimately killed over 1,300 people, and became the most destructive natural disaster in American history.

Awakening to reports of Katrina’s landfall on the Gulf Coast the morning of Monday, August 29, American citizens
watched events unfold with an initial curiosity that soon turned to concern and sorrow. The awe that viewers held
for the sheer ferocity of nature was soon matched with disappointment and frustration at the seeming inability of the
“government”—Iocal, State, and Federal—to respond effectively to the crisis. Hurricane Katrina and the subsequent
sustained flooding of New Orleans exposed significant flaws in Federal, State, and local preparedness for
catastrophic events and our capacity to respond to them. Emergency plans at all levels of government, from small
town plans to the 600-page National Response Plan—the Federal government’s plan to coordinate all its
departments and agencies and integrate them with State, local, and private sector partners—were put to the ultimate
test, and came up short. Millions of Americans were reminded of the need to protect themselves and their families.

Even as parts of New Orleans were still under water, President Bush spoke to the Nation from the city’s historic
Jackson Square. He stated unequivocally, that “[f]our years after the frightening experience of September the 11th,
Americans have every right to expect a more effective response in a time of emergency. When the federal
government fails to meet such an obligation, I, as President, am responsible for the problem, and for the solution.””’

In his address, the President ordered a comprehensive review of the Federal response to Hurricane Katrina so we as
a Nation could make the necessary changes to be “better prepared for any challenge of nature or act of evil men that
could threaten our people.” The President’s charge has resulted in the material and conclusions of this Report—
The Federal Response to Hurricane Katrina: Lessons Learned.

WHAT WENT WRONG

In general terms, the challenges to our collective response to Hurricane Katrina are not difficult to identify.
Hurricane Katrina, its 115-130 mph winds, and the accompanying storm surge it created as high as 27 feet along a
stretch of the Northern Gulf Coast from Mobile, Alabama, to New Orleans, impacted nearly 93,000 square miles of
our Nation—roughly an area the size of Great Britain. The disaster was not isolated to one town or city, or even one
State. Individual local and State plans, as well as relatively new plans created by the Federal government since the
terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, failed to adequately account for widespread or simultaneous catastrophes.

We were confronted by the pictures of destroyed towns and cities, each with their own needs. Smaller cities like
Waveland, Mississippi, were completely devastated by Hurricane Katrina and required smaller scale yet immediate
search and rescue efforts as well as large volumes of life saving and sustaining commodities. New Orleans, the
largest affected city—which dominated much of what Americans saw on their televisions—suffered first from the
initial impact of Katrina and then from the subsequent flood caused by breaches in its 350 mile levee system. Over
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FOREWORD

an estimated eighteen-hour period, approximately 80 percent of the city flooded with six to twenty feet of water,
necessitating one of the largest search and rescue operations in our Nation’s history.

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

The President made clear that we must do better in the future. The objective of this Report is to identify and
establish a roadmap on how to do that, and lay the groundwork for transforming how this Nation—from every level
of government to the private sector to individual citizens and communities—pursues a real and lasting vision of
preparedness. To get there will require significant change to the status quo, to include adjustments to policy,
structure, and mindset.

While the Report notes that disaster preparedness and response to most incidents remains a State and local
responsibility, this review did not include an assessment of State and local responses. The President specifically
requested that we review the response of the Federal government. Where actions at the State and local level had
bearing on Federal decisions or operations, they are included in order to provide full context. We note that although
incident response remains a State and local responsibility, we must strengthen Federal support for their efforts and
be better prepared for the Federal response to a catastrophic event. Furthermore, we were mindful of how simple
and lucid a situation can appear with the clarity of hindsight. And so, judging in retrospect the decisions made and
actions taken in the midst of a major disaster, without consideration of that fuller context, would have been a
disservice to all. The scope of the review did not focus on recovery operations that continue to this day. Those
important efforts are ongoing and require our continued commitment. Instead, the review’s emphasis centers on
identifying systemic vulnerabilities and gaps in our response and “fixing government.”

The Report is organized in a manner to give the reader the most comprehensive and clear understanding possible of
what happened during the Federal response to Hurricane Katrina. It begins with a discussion of the magnitude and
complexity of the response challenge by discussing “Katrina in Perspective”—providing an historical comparison
both of the hurricane itself and the resultant flood. Only by understanding what the storm was, and was not, can an
appropriate and measured assessment of the response take place. A National Preparedness “Primer” on the current
Federal framework is then provided to give the reader an understanding of how the current system was supposed to
function. This chapter points out some fundamental confusion in the Federal planning and identifies potential
shortcomings in the applicability of our plans to catastrophic widespread incidents.

Two major chapters of the Report follow with an analytical, narrative chronology that provides a detailed account of
Hurricane Katrina. The first discusses the storm’s development in the days “Pre-Landfall,” and the next chronicles
both the “Week of Crisis” from August 29 through September 5, and concludes with the transition from response to
recovery. We note for the reader that the narrative is not meant to be a comprehensive, definitive account of all that
transpired, and future information inevitably will shed additional light. We then present a detailed chapter on
“Lessons Learned.” Here, we describe the seventeen most critical challenges that were problematic before, during,
and after Hurricane Katrina’s landfall.

We conclude with the most important chapter: “Transforming National Preparedness.” It describes the imperative
and remedies for fixing the problems that Hurricane Katrina exposed. The foundations of the recommended reforms
result in two immediate priorities: We must institutionalize a comprehensive National Preparedness System and
concurrently foster a new, robust Culture of Preparedness.

The Report also contains several appendices, including 125 specific recommendations distilled from a four-month
review. These recommendations are written for policy makers and emergency managers and contain more technical
information not appropriate for the narrative. We have also included some stories of successes and heroic efforts we
encountered by responders, volunteers, agencies, and public officials that must not be overlooked.

CONCLUSION
During a visit to the Gulf Coast, President Bush put our efforts in perspective, saying, “[o]ne of the lessons of this

storm is the decency of people, the decency of men and women who care a lot about their fellow citizens, whether
they be elected officials or just folks on the ground...trying to make somebody else’s life even better than it was
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before. So we learned some lessons about how to respond, and we’re going to change. But some of the lessons
shouldn’t change, and that is the decency and character of the American people.”

Hurricane Katrina prompted an extraordinary national response that included all levels of government—Federal,
State, and local—the private sector, faith-based and charitable organizations, foreign countries, and individual
citizens. People and resources rushed to the Gulf Coast region to aid the emergency response and meet victims’
needs. Their actions saved lives and provided critical assistance to Hurricane Katrina survivors. Despite these
efforts, the response to Hurricane Katrina fell far short of the seamless, coordinated effort that had been envisioned
by President Bush when he ordered the creation of a National Response Plan in February 2003.*

Yet Katrina creates an opportunity—indeed an imperative—for a national dialogue about true national preparedness,
especially as it pertains to catastrophic events. We are not as prepared as we need to be at all levels within the
country: Federal, State, local, and individual. Hurricane Katrina obligates us to re-examine how we are organized
and resourced to address the full range of catastrophic events—both natural and man-made. The storm and its
aftermath provide us with the mandate to design and build such a system.

We hope that this Report marks the beginning of a truly transformational state of preparedness throughout all levels
of our Nation. Hurricane Katrina will undoubtedly be regarded by history as one of the most destructive, costly, and
tragic events our Nation has ever endured. Yet with collective determination, unity of effort, and effective
organizational change, the true legacy of Katrina can be that of a catalyst that triggered a real and lasting
improvement to our national preparedness.
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CHAPTER ONE: KATRINA IN PERSPECTIVE

Hurricane Katrina was one of the worst natural disasters in our Nation’s history and has caused unimaginable
devastation and heartbreak throughout the Gulf Coast Region. A vast coastline of towns and communities has
been decimated.

—President George W. Bush, September 8, 2005

Terrorists still plot their evil deeds, and nature’s unyielding power will continue. We know with certainty that there
will be tragedies in our future. Our obligation is to work to prevent the acts of evil men; reduce America’s
vulnerability to both the acts of terrorists and the wrath of nature; and prepare ourselves to respond to and recover
from the man-made and natural catastrophes that do occur. The magnitude of Hurricane Katrina does not excuse our
inadequate preparedness and response, but rather it must serve as a catalyst for far-reaching reform and
transformation. To do this, we must understand Hurricane Katrina in its proper context.

HURRICANE KATRINA AMONG OTHER DISASTERS

Hurricane Katrina was the most destructive natural disaster in U.S. history.> The overall destruction wrought by
Hurricane Katrina, which was both a large and powerful hurricane as well as a catastrophic flood, vastly exceeded
that of any other major disaster, such as the Chicago Fire of 1871, the San Francisco Earthquake and Fire of 1906,
and Hurricane Andrew in 1992.

Hurricane Katrina’s devastating effects were felt before the storm even reached the Gulf Coast on August 29, 2005.
In the Gulf of Mexico, Hurricane Katrina battered the offshore energy infrastructure and forced the evacuation of
more than 75 percent of the Gulf’s 819 manned oil platforms.* Two days before landfall, U.S. energy companies
estimated that the approaching storm had already reduced Gulf of Mexico oil production by more than a third.’

Seventy-five hurricanes of Katrina’s strength at landfall—a Category 3—have hit the mainland United States since
1851, roughly once every two years.® Yet Katrina was anything but a “normal” hurricane. First, Katrina was larger
than most. Hurricane Camille, a Category 5 storm that devastated the Gulf Coast in 1969, had top wind speeds that
exceeded those of Katrina upon landfall, but Camille’s hurricane force winds only extended seventy-five miles from
its center,® whereas Katrina’s extended 103 miles from its center.” As a result, Hurricane Katrina’s storm surge
affected a larger area than did Hurricane Camille’s.'” In all, Hurricane Katrina impacted nearly 93,000 square miles
across 138 parishes and counties.!" The extreme intensity that Hurricane Katrina reached before landfall on the Gulf
Coast, as well as its size, meant that its storm surge was consistent with a more powerful storm. In fact, the National
Hurricane Center concluded that the height of Hurricane Katrina and Camille’s respective storm surges were
comparable to each other."
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CHAPTER ONE: KATRINA IN PERSPECTIVE

Hurricane Katrina’s winds and a storm surge that crested up to twenty-seven feet high dealt a ferocious blow to
homes, businesses, and property on the coast and for many miles inland.”® This storm surge overwhelmed levees all
along the lowest reaches of the Mississippi River and the edges of Lake Pontchartrain.'"* The consequences for New
Orleans, which sits mostly below sea level, were dire. Significant levee failures occurred on the 17th Street Canal,
the Industrial Canal, and the London Avenue Canal. Approximately 80 percent of the city was flooded."

The flooding destroyed New Orleans, the Nation’s thirty-fifth largest city.'® Much as the fire that burned Chicago in
1871 and the earthquake and fire that leveled San Francisco in 1906 destroyed the economic and cultural centers of
an entire region, so too did Hurricane Katrina destroy what many considered to be the heart of the Gulf Coast. The
destruction also called to mind the Galveston Hurricane of 1900, which thoroughly devastated the town of
Galveston, Texas. At the time, Galveston was an economic and cultural center of Texas and was the State’s fourth
largest city."”

Even beyond New Orleans, Katrina’s span of destruction was widespread. Indeed, one of the gravest challenges
presented by this particular disaster was the vast geographic distribution of the damage. Towns and cities, small and
large, were destroyed or heavily damaged up and down the Gulf Coast and miles inland. From Morgan City,
Louisiana, to Biloxi, Mississippi, to Mobile, Alabama, Hurricane Katrina’s wind, rain, and storm surge demolished
homes and businesses. Large parts of the coastal areas of these States were devastated. As Mississippi Governor
Haley Barbour stated, “The 80 miles across the Mississippi Gulf Coast is largely destroyed. A town like Waveland,
Mississippi, has no inhabitable structures—none.”"'®

Hurricane Katrina contradicts one side of an important two-part trend. For at least a century, America’s most severe
natural disasters have become steadily less deadly and more destructive of property (adjusted for inflation)." Figure
1.1 depicts this trend. Yet, Hurricane Katrina not only damaged far more property than any previous natural
disaster, it was also the deadliest natural disaster in the United States since Hurricane San Felipe in 1928. The dark
blue bars in the figure below show the decreasing number of deaths caused by natural disasters in the period from
1900 — 2005. The light blue bars show the increasing amount of damage caused by these same natural disasters
adjusted to third quarter 2005 dollars.*’

Figure 1.1 U.S. Natural Disasters that Caused the Most Death and Damage to Property in Each Decade,
1900-2005, with 2004 Major Hurricanes Added*'Damage in Third Quarter 2005 Dollars
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CHAPTER ONE: KATRINA IN PERSPECTIVE

MEASURING HURRICANE KATRINA: THE PATH OF DESTRUCTION
Estimating disaster damage is not an exact science, and, in the case of Hurricane Katrina, it is further complicated by
ongoing recovery efforts. Estimates vary but, considering property damage alone, Hurricane Katrina is America’s

first disaster—natural or man-made—to approach the $100 billion mark (See Table 1.1).%

Table 1.1 Estimated damage from Hurricane Katrina and the New Orleans Flood™

Housing $67 billion
Consumer durable goods $7 billion
Business property $20 billion
Government property $3 billion
Total $96 billion

Hurricane Katrina devastated far more residential property than had any other recent hurricane, completely
destroying or making uninhabitable an estimated 300,000 homes.**

This far surpasses the residential damage of Hurricane Andrew, which destroyed or damaged approximately 80,000
homes in 1992.° Tt even exceeds the combined damage of the four major 2004 hurricanes, Charley, Frances, Ivan,
and Jeanne, which together destroyed or damaged approximately 85,000 homes.*® Figure 1.2 charts the effects of
Hurricane Katrina against other major hurricanes in recent U.S. history, comparing homes damaged or destroyed,
property damage, and deaths.

Figure 1.2: Hurricane Katrina Compared to Hurricanes Ivan, Andrew, and Camille?’
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CHAPTER ONE: KATRINA IN PERSPECTIVE

Hurricane Katrina’s damage was extensive. The storm destroyed so many homes, buildings, forests, and green
spaces that an extraordinary amount of debris was left behind—118 million cubic yards all told.** In comparison,
Hurricane Andrew created 20 million cubic yards of debris.”* The debris from Katrina, if stacked onto the space of a
football field, would reach over ten and a half miles high.*

Hurricane Katrina’s effects on the economy have yet to be fully reckoned. The worst consequences were local:
between August and September, the unemployment rate doubled from 6 to 12 percent in the most affected arecas of
Louisiana and Mississippi.”’ In Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama, salaries and wages fell by an estimated $1.2
billion in the third quarter of 2005.>* But short-term, economic ripples reached the entire country through the rising
cost of gasoline. The approach of the storm forced the temporary shutdown of most crude oil and natural gas
production in the Gulf of Mexico. In the immediate wake of Hurricane Katrina, gasoline prices rose sharply
nationwide.”® The combined effects of Hurricane Katrina and Hurricane Rita, which made landfall on the border
between Texas and Louisiana early on September 24, 2005, were such that, between August 26, 2005, and January
11, 2006, 114 million barrels of oil production capacity were left unused, equivalent to over one-fifth of yearly
output in the Gulf of Mexico.**

The storm devastated the regional power infrastructure. In Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama, approximately 2.5
million power customers reported outages.”> By contrast, Hurricane Ivan denied 1.8 million customers power.*°

Communications suffered as well. The storm crippled thirty-eight 911 call centers, disrupting local emergency
services,”’ and knocked out more than 3 million customer phone lines in Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama.’®
Broadcast communications were likewise severely affected, as 50 percent of area radio stations and 44 percent of
area television stations went off the air.*

Much more than any other hurricane, Katrina’s wrath went far beyond wind and water damage. In fact, Hurricane
Katrina caused at least ten oil spills, releasing the same quantity of oil as some of the worst oil spills in U.S. history.
Louisiana reported at least six major spills of over 100,000 gallons and four medium spills of over 10,000 gallons.*’
All told, more than 7.4 million gallons poured into the Gulf Coast region’s waterways, over two thirds of the amount
that s;zlilled out during America’s worst oil disaster, the rupturing of the Exxon Valdez tanker off the Alaskan coast in
1989.

The wave of destruction created environmental and health hazards across the affected region, including standing
water, oil pollution, sewage, household and industrial chemicals, and both human and animal remains. The storm
surge struck 466 facilities that handle large amounts of dangerous chemicals, thirty-one hazardous waste sites, and
sixteen Superfund toxic waste sites, three of which flooded. The surge also destroyed or compromised 170 drinking
water facilities and dozens of wastewater treatment facilities.*

Most terrible of all and most difficult to measure, however, were Hurricane Katrina’s human effects.
MEASURING THE IMMEASURABLE: THE HUMAN TOLL

When the winds and floods of Hurricane Katrina subsided, an estimated 1,330 people were dead as a result of the
storm.” The vast majority of the fatalities—an estimated 80 percent—came from the New Orleans metropolitan
area; Mississippi suffered greatly as well, with 231 fatalities.** Many of the dead were elderly or infirm. In
Louisiana, approximately 71 percent of the victims were older than sixty, and 47 percent of those were over seventy-
five.* At least sixty-eight were found in nursing homes, some of whom were allegedly abandoned by their
caretakers.*® Of the total known fatalities, there are almost two hundred unclaimed bodies remaining at the Victim
Identification Center in Carville, Louisiana.”” As awful as these horrifying statistics are, unfortunately they are not
the end gf the story. As of February 17, 2006, there were still 2,096 people from the Gulf Coast area reported
missing.

For the survivors, the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina has been characterized by a mixture of grief, anxiety, and
frustration. Around 770,000 people were displaced—the largest since the Dust Bowl migration from the southern
Great Plains region in the 1930s.** After Hurricane Katrina, housing options often arrived slowly to those who
could not return to their ruined homes; by the end of October, there were still more than 4,500 people staying in
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CHAPTER ONE: KATRINA IN PERSPECTIVE

shelters. The numbers of evacuees residing in such transient emergency shelters had dropped significantly by
January 2006, and families have slowly begun to find permanent housing.™

Moreover, many victims found it difficult to reconstruct their shattered lives. In many cases, they had either lost or
forgotten basic documents, such as insurance information, birth certificates, and marriage licenses, which would
later prove essential to rebuilding their lives.”' Most of the evacuees did not have access to their medical records,
which increased the risk of complications when receiving medical treatment.”> For those who returned to their
homes in the Gulf region, basic services were still wanting. By January, 85 percent of public schools in Orleans
parish had still not reopened; in the metropolitan area, approximately two-thirds of the retail food establishments,
half of the bus routes, and half of the major hospitals remained closed.”® For Katrina’s victims, a sense of “back to
normal” still seems far away.

Of the 1.1 million people over the age of sixteen who evacuated in August 2005, approximately 500,000 of those
evacuees had not returned home by late December. For the evacuees who have not returned to their homes, jobs
have been scarce. Their unemployment rate was just below 28 percent in November and over 20 percent in
December. The former evacuees who did return to their homes in the Gulf region had better access to work with an
unemployment rate of 12.5 percent in November, which fell to 5.6 percent in December.”* In July, before Katrina
hit, the unemployment rate in the most affected areas of Louisiana and Mississippi had been 6 percent.”

By any measure, Hurricane Katrina was a national catastrophe. Similar to the images of grief and destruction on
September 11, 2001, the images of suffering and despair from Hurricane Katrina are forever seared into the hearts
and memories of all Americans. Those painful images must be the catalyst for change.
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CHAPTER TwWO: NATIONAL PREPAREDNESS — A PRIMER

Disaster response in America traditionally has been handled by State and local governments, with the Federal
government playing a supporting role. Limits on the Federal government’s role in disaster response are deeply
rooted in American tradition. State and local governments—who know the unique requirements of their citizens and
geography and are best positioned to respond to incidents in their own jurisdictions—will always play a large role in
disaster response. The Federal government’s supporting role respects these practical points and the sovereignty of
the States as well as the power of governors to direct activities and coordinate efforts within their States. While we
remain faithful to basic constitutional doctrine and time tested principles, we must likewise accept that events such
as Hurricane Katrina and the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, require us to tailor the application of these
principles to the threats we confront in the 21st Century. In later chapters, as we discuss the breakdowns in
delivering Federal support and capabilities in response to Hurricane Katrina, the need for a flexible Federal response
and a larger Federal role in catastrophic contingency planning becomes clear.'

FEDERALISM

The Founders created a constitutional framework in which each State, upon ratification of the Constitution, ceded
some of its powers to the Federal government to create one united yet limited central government.> The Constitution
sets forth the specific and delegated powers that delineate Federal and State roles. It tells us which branches and
offices will be part of the Federal government, what powers they may exercise, and what limitations constrain
them.> The Constitution also respects State powers by reserving those powers not given to the Federal government
to the States or to the people.* Our Federal system provides a structure to enable coordination between the United
States government and State governments to create a balance that respects the sovereignty of both entities.

The United States has long operated on the general premise that governments exist to do those things that
individuals, alone or in free and voluntary association (e.g., families and charities), are not best positioned to do for
themselves, such as ensuring public safety and providing law enforcement. Following these principles, the Founders
created the Federal government to do those things that States cannot or should not do individually, such as defending
the Nation, conducting foreign relations, and ensuring open and free interstate commerce.’

Accordingly, State and local governments assume the first and foremost line of defense against civil disturbance and
threats to public safety. The Federal government guarantees its assistance to protect the States in their existence as
representative republican governments from the external threat of invasion or attack, and against internal subversion
or rebellion.’ Federal laws reinforce the concept that the Federal government should respect State sovereignty. For
example, section 331 of the Insurrection Act requires the State legislature or, in its absence, the State governor, to
make a formal request of the Federal government before the President may send in Federal troops to assist State
efforts to restore order.”

The role of the Federal government in disaster response has evolved significantly throughout the past 200 years.® In
1803, in what is widely seen as the first instance of Federal intervention in a disaster scenario, Congress approved
the use of Federal resources to assist the recovery of Portsmouth, New Hampshire, following a devastating urban
fire.” Between 1803 and 1950, the Federal government intervened in over 100 incidents (earthquakes, fires, floods,
and tornados), making Federal resources available to affected jurisdictions.'® These interventions were limited and
were delivered in an ad hoc manner without an established Federal role or coordinated response plan.'' The Federal
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CHAPTER TWO: NATIONAL PREPAREDNESS — A PRIMER

government also quickly recognized the role that private non-profit organizations can play. In 1905, Congress
chartered the American Red Cross as a charitable organization to provide disaster relief support during crises. The
value of this decision was demonstrated a year later, when the Red Cross provided key assistance during the San
Francisco Earthquake and Fire of 1906."

During the Great Depression, the approach of the Federal government became more proactive. For example,
Congress endowed the Bureau of Public Roads with the authority to provide continuous grants to States for the
repair of disaster-damaged infrastructure and charged the Army Corps of Engineers with the task of mitigating
flood-related threats."> This piecemeal legislative approach was eventually replaced by the Civil Defense Act of
1950—the first comprehensive legislation pertaining to Federal disaster relief."

In 1952, President Truman issued Executive Order 10427, which emphasized that Federal disaster assistance was
intended to supplement, not supplant, the resources of State, local, and private sector organizations."”” This theme
was echoed two decades later in President Nixon’s 1973 report, “New Approaches to Federal Disaster Preparedness
and Assistance.” The report clearly stated that, “Federal disaster assistance is intended to supplement individual,
local and state resources.”"'

Today, the centerpiece legislation for providing Federal aid in disaster relief, the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief
and Emergency Assistance Act (Stafford Act), reinforces the principle that response efforts should first utilize State
and local resources.'” The Stafford Act establishes a process for State governors to request assistance from the
Federal government when an incident overwhelms State and local resources.”® To provide and coordinate Federal
aid to the people and the State and local governments impacted by a disaster using all Federal agencies, the Act
authorizes the President to issue major disaster or emergency declarations, and to appoint a Federal Coordinating
Officer (FCO) to coordinate the administration of Federal relief. The Stafford Act is frequently invoked in disaster
and emergency response. Since 1974, an average of thirty-eight major disasters have been declared annually. In
2004, a near record disaster season, the President issued sixty-eight major disaster declarations and seven emergency
declarations."

In a 21* Century world marked by catastrophic terrorism and natural disasters, the Federal government must build
upon our foundation of disaster relief and prepare for the larger role we will be called upon to play in response to a
catastrophic event.

DISASTER RESPONSE STRUCTURE

After the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, the Federal government realized that additional measures were
needed to ensure effective coordination with State and local governments and took steps to alter how it responds to
emergencies. In the National Strategy for Homeland Security, issued in July 2002, President Bush called for a major
initiative to build a national system for incident management and to integrate separate Federal response plans into a
single, all-discipline® incident management plan. The President proposed that the initiative be led by the yet-to-be-
created Department of Homeland Security (DHS).?! In creating DHS in November 2002, Congress included the
initiative as part of the Secretary of Homeland Security’s responsibilities.”> The Homeland Security Act was
officially signed into law by the President on November 25, 2002.>* On March 1, 2003, DHS assumed operational
control of the nearly 180,000 employees from portions of 22 departments, agencies, and offices that were combined
to constitute the newly created Department.**

In February 2003, the President issued Homeland Security Presidential Directive 5 (HSPD-5). Homeland Security
Presidential Directives are presidential orders that establish national policies, priorities, and guidelines to strengthen
U.S. homeland security. In HSPD-5, the President specifically directed the Secretary of Homeland Security to: (a)
create a comprehensive National Incident Management System (NIMS) to provide a consistent nationwide approach
for Federal, State, and local governments to work effectively together to prepare for, respond to, and recover from
domestic incidents, regardless of cause, size, or complexity, and; (b) develop and administer an integrated National
Response Plan (NRP), using the NIMS, to provide the structure and mechanisms for national level policy and
operational direction for Federal support to State and local incident managers.”
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HSPD-5 further directed the heads of all Federal departments and agencies to adopt the NIMS, use it in their
individual domestic incident management activities, participate in the NRP, and assist the Secretary of Homeland
Security in its development and maintenance.”® The NIMS and the NRP were completed in 2004 and provide the
foundation for how the Federal government organizes itself when responding to all disasters, including Hurricane
Katrina.

The National Incident Management System

The National Incident Management System (NIMS) establishes standardized incident management protocols and
procedures that all responders—Federal, State, and local—should use to conduct and coordinate response actions. It
sets forth a “core set of doctrine, concepts, principles, terminology and organizational processes to enable effective,
efficient, and collaborative incident management at all levels” of government.”’ The NIMS provides a common,
flexible framework within which government and private entities at all levels can work together to manage domestic
incidents of any magnitude.”® In March 2004, the Secretary of Homeland Security approved the NIMS and sent a
memorandum to officials at all levels of the government asking for continued cooperation and assistance in further
developing and implementing the NIMS.

The central component of the NIMS is the Incident Command System (ICS). The ICS was developed and refined
over many years by incident commanders at the Federal, State, and local levels and was being successfully
implemented throughout the country prior to being included in the NIMS. * The ICS provides a means to
coordinate the efforts of individual responders and agencies as they respond to and help manage an incident. The
ICS organization, the structure and size of which can be tailored to the complexity and size of any given incident,
comprises five major functional areas—Command, Planning, Operations, Logistics, and Finance/Administration.”
This system grew out of the challenges of interagency coordination experienced when fighting wildfires in western
states.

ICS requires that a command system be ; ; >
established from the onset of incident | Uity of Commandys. Unified Command

operations, thereby ensuring a unified . . o
command and the efficient coordination | Unity of command: The concept by which each person within an

of multi-agency and multi-jurisdictional organization reports to one and only one designated person. The
efforts. 2 Recognizing that most purpose of unity of command is to ensure unity of effort under one
incidents are managed locally, the responsible commander for every objective.

command function under ICS is set up at
the lowest level of the response, and | Unified command: An application of the Incident Command
grows to encompass other agencies and Sygtet:n psed when there. is.more than one agency V.Viﬂ.l ir.lci.dent
jurisdictions as they arrive. Some Jurlsdu':tlon or when incidents cross ' political jurisdictions.
incidents that begin with a single response | /Agencies work together through .the designated membf:rs of the
discipline (e.g., fire or police department) Umﬁed Comrnqu, o.ften. the senior person from agencies apd/or
within a single jurisdiction may rapidly | disciplines participating in the Umﬁed.Command, to estgbl%sh a
expand to multi-discipline, ~multi- | common set of objectives and strategies and a single incident

jurisdictional incidents requiring | action plan.
significant additional resources and
operational support.* The concept of unified command is both more important and more complicated when local,
State, and Federal commanders are required to coordinate their efforts. ICS clarifies reporting relationships and
eliminates confusion caused by multiple, and potentially conflicting, directions and actions. The National Response
Plan requires senior officials from multiple levels of government to come together at a single location to establish a
common set of objectives and a single incident plan. This group, referred to as the “Unified Command,” provides
for and enables joint decisions on objectives, strategies, plans, priorities, and public communications.**

The National Response Plan

Adopted by the Federal government in December 2004, the NRP is an all-hazards plan that establishes a single,
comprehensive framework for managing domestic incidents across all levels of government and across a spectrum
of activities that includes prevention, preparedness, response, and recovery.” It provides the structure and
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mechanisms for coordinating Federal support to State and local incident managers and for exercising Federal
authorities and responsibilities incorporating the NIMS structure.

The NRP is based on a number of fundamental precepts. Consistent with the traditions and customs that have
developed under American federalism, the NRP is built on the premise that incidents are generally handled at the
lowest jurisdictional level possible.*® Local authorities provide the initial response capabilities to every incident,
including man-made and natural disasters, and when overwhelmed, request assistance from neighboring
jurisdictions. When incidents are of such a magnitude that these resources are overwhelmed, resources are
requested from the State, which draws on its own internal emergency response capabilities or requests assistance
from neighboring States through mutual-aid agreements. Many large and devastating events are handled this way
without any Federal assistance.”” When Federal response assistance is required, the NRP employs a systematic and
coordinated approach to incident management at the field, regional, and Federal agency headquarters levels,
establishing protocols for such activities as reporting incidents, issuing alerts and notification, coordinating response
actions, and mobilizing resources.”® Though the NRP generally seeks to preserve the primary role of State and local
bodies as first responders, it does recognize some events will be so catastrophic that they will require a greater
proactive Federal government response (as discussed in further detail in the “Planning a Proactive Federal
Response” section of this chapter).” However, while the NRP recognized the need for a proactive Federal response
in a catastrophe, no final plan has been put in place to make this operational.

What Triggers the NRP

The NRP “covers the full range of complex and constantly changing requirements in anticipation of or in response
to threats or acts of terrorism, major disasters, and other emergencies.”* It applies to “all Federal departments and
agencies that may be requested to provide assistance or conduct operations in the context of actual or potential
Incidents of National Significance.”*' The NRP is also designed to be flexible and scalable: “Consistent with the
model provided in the NIMS, the NRP can be partially or fully implemented in the context of a threat, anticipation
of a significant event, or the response to a significant event.”** The NRP can be used to selectively implement
specific components in unique situations or can be fully implemented to bring to bear the full efforts and resources
of the Federal government.

However, the specific triggers for the National Response Plan and its various components are unclear. In HSPD-5,
the President instructed the Secretary of Homeland Security to coordinate the Federal government's resources
utilized in response to or recovery from terrorist attacks, major disasters, or other emergencies if and when any one
of the following four conditions applies:

(1) A Federal department or agency acting under its own authority has requested the
assistance of the Secretary;

(2) The resources of State and local authorities are overwhelmed and Federal assistance
has been requested by the appropriate State and local authorities;

(3) More than one Federal department or agency has become substantially involved in
responding to the incident; or

(4) The Secretary has been directed to assume responsibility for managing the domestic
incident by the President.”

The NRP bases the definition of Incidents of National Significance (INS) “on situations related to” these HSPD-5
criteria.** However, the NRP lacks sufficient clarity regarding when and how an event becomes an INS. There are
two dimensions to this issue. First, it is unclear whether satisfaction of one or more of the stated criteria is sufficient
for an INS to exist, or whether additional considerations must apply. Second, the NRP is unclear as to whether the
Secretary must formally declare an INS or, alternatively, whether an INS is triggered automatically when one or
more of these criteria are satisfied, including when the President declares a disaster or emergency under the Stafford
Act. With respect to Hurricane Katrina, when the Secretary of Homeland Security formally declared the event to be
an INS on Tuesday, August 30, 2005, arguably an INS already existed, because two of the four HSPD-5 criteria
noted above had already been satisfied.*
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The lack of clarity on the second issue is illustrated by two seemingly inconsistent NRP provisions; the Scope and
Applicability section states that the Secretary is responsible for declaring an INS,* which supports an interpretation
that an INS cannot be in effect without a declaration by the Secretary, while the Planning Assumptions section states
that “all Presidentially declared disasters and emergencies under the Stafford Act are considered Incidents of
National Significance,” which supports a conclusion that the President’s issuance of an emergency declaration for
Louisiana on August 27, 2005, put an INS into effect.

Most importantly, however, regardless of how an INS is defined or whether an INS must be formally declared by the
Secretary or not, the NRP fails to articulate clearly which specific actions should be taken and what components
should be utilized under the NRP as a result of an INS coming into effect. As a practical matter, many of the NRP’s
functions and structures were already being utilized at the time that the Secretary declared an INS.**

Since the NRP was adopted in December 2004, many parts of the Plan had been used to various degrees and
magnitudes for thirty declared Stafford Act events to coordinate Federal assistance.* Yet, an INS had never
formally been declared prior to Tuesday, August 30, 2005—during the Hurricane Katrina response. The lack of
clarity discussed above caused confusion. The process and the operational consequences of declaring an INS should
be further defined and clarified.*

NRP Concept of Operations

When applied together, the components of the NRP should provide for a unified command structure to serve as the
local, multi-agency coordination center for the effective and efficient coordination of Federal, State, local, tribal,
nongovernmental, and private-sector organizations with primary responsibility for incident-related prevention,
response and recovery actions.”' In many cases, this takes place at a Joint Field Office (JFO). The JFO co-locates
the Principal Federal Official (PFO) and Federal Coordinating Officer in situations not involving multiple FCOs.>
In HSPD-5, the President designated the Secretary of Homeland Security as the “principal Federal official for
domestic incident management.”® The NRP allows the Secretary to delegate his responsibility, defining a PFO “as
the Federal official designated by the Secretary of Homeland Security to act as his/her representative locally to
oversee, coordinate, and execute the Secretary’s incident management responsibilities under HSPD-5 for Incidents
of National Significance.” The FCO, a position created by the Stafford Act, manages Federal resource support
activities and is responsible for coordinating the timely delivery of Federal disaster assistance resources to affected
State and local governments, individual victims, and the private sector.”> At the regional level, a Regional Response
Coordination Center (RRCC) coordinates disaster response activities until a JFO can be established.*

At DHS headquarters, the Homeland Security Operations Center (HSOC) coordinates “incident information-sharing,
operational planning, and deployment of Federal resources” together with its component element at the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) headquarters, the National Response Coordination Center (NRCC), a
“multiagency center that provides overall Federal response coordination for Incidents of National Significance and
emergency management program implementation.”’  Strategic-level coordination and resolution of resource
conflicts unresolved by the NRCC occurs at the Interagency Incident Management Group (IIMG), an interagency
body housed at DHS headquarters.*®

The coordination of the Federal response—to include capabilities and resources—occurs at the field, regional, and
Federal agency headquarters levels through the Emergency Support Function (ESF) framework. ESFs are organized
groups of government and private sector entities that provide support, resources, and services. An ESF is staffed by
specialists from multiple Federal departments, agencies, and the private sector. The purpose of the ESFs is to
integrate skills and capabilities that reside in disparate organizations to coordinate support to State and local
response agencies, including both physical resources and staff. The ESFs are structured so that resources and
capabilities that are required to assist State and local officials in response and recovery operations can be handled by
the appropriate Federal agency. A detailed break-down of each ESF by function and the primary Federal
department or agency charged with leading each ESF can be found in Table 2.1.%°
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Table 2.1 Emergency Support Functions

ESF Primary Department or Agency
ESF #1 Transportation DOT
ESF #2 Communications DHS (IAIP/NCS)
ESF #3 Public Works and Engineering DOD (USACE) and DHS (FEMA)
ESF #4 Firefighting USDA (Forest Service)
ESF #5 Emergency Management DHS (FEMA)
ESF #6 Mass Care, Housing, and Human Services | DHS (FEMA) and American Red Cross
ESF #7 Resource Support GSA
ESF #8 Public Health and Medical Services HHS
ESF #9 Urban Search and Rescue DHS (FEMA)
ESF #10 Oil and Hazardous Materials Response EPA and DHS (U.S. Coast Guard)
ESF #11 Agriculture and Natural Resources USDA and DOI
ESF #12 Energy DOE
ESF #13 Public Safety and Security DHS and DOJ
ESF #14 Long-Term Community Recovery and USDA, DOC, DHS (FEMA), HUD,
Mitigation Treas, and SBA
ESF #15 External Affairs DHS (FEMA)

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

President Carter created FEMA through a 1978 reorganization plan that merged several elements of the Federal
response into one agency.”’ In 2003, FEMA became a component of the newly created Department of Homeland
Security. Within the Department, FEMA is the primary agency charged with coordinating Federal assistance during
disasters.’  Pursuant to its responsibilities under the NRP, FEMA has primary responsibility for emergency
response and recovery coordination.®> It maintains the NRCC and, as the Federal government’s chief steward of
disaster response, FEMA also continuously monitors for potential disasters and mobilizes resources when it
anticipates Federal assistance will be requested. This occurs frequently during the hurricane season.

FEMA is not, however, the operational provider of most Federal response support. It is a small organization that
primarily manages the operational response, relief, and recovery efforts of the rest of the Federal government.
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FEMA does not, for instance, provide mass care or transportation after a disaster. Instead, pursuant to the NRP
structure, FEMA tasks the Departments of Health and Human Services, Defense, and Transportation, as well as the
American Red Cross, to perform these operations. Generally, State and local officials and first responders identify
necessary missions and required commodities which FEMA—through its organizational structure, coordination
practices, and administrative support—will assign to a Federal department or secure from the private sector. The
organization exists primarily to coordinate other Federal agencies and departments during emergency response and
recovery—acting as an honest broker between departments and agencies, providing a command structure, and
serving as the single point of entry for State and local officials into the Federal government. It does not have its own
critical response assets, such as buses, trucks, and ambulances.

The operational teams that FEMA is responsible for administering, such as the Urban Search and Rescue (US&R)
teams, are State and local first responders from around the country that volunteer to be activated, deployed, and
reimbursed by FEMA for their help during response activities. FEMA enforces standards, certifications, and
qualifications for participation in such programs and provides funding for equipment and training.

To handle national needs, FEMA operates ten regional offices and two area offices that work directly with States in
planning for disasters, developing mitigation programs, and meeting needs when disasters occur (see Figure 2.1).%
Each of the offices maintains full-time staff who work with Federal, State, and local partners year-round.
Additionally, each office can draw upon civilian reservist personnel to support the response when a Presidential
major disaster or emergency declaration is issued.** When State governments request Federal assistance, FEMA
deploys personnel to the appropriate regional office and the incident area. Also, the regional office controls the
RRCC, from which FEMA coordinates its assistance.”” Because Hurricane Katrina was advancing toward Louisiana
(Region VI), and Florida, Mississippi, and Alabama (Region IV), both FEMA regions conducted response and
recovery operations.*®

PLANNING A PROACTIVE FEDERAL RESPONSE

Under the Stafford Act, requests for major disaster declarations must be made by the Governor of the affected State.
The Governor’s request must be based on “a finding that the disaster is of such severity and magnitude that effective
response is beyond the capabilities of the State and the affected local governments and that Federal assistance is
necessary.”’ Emergency declarations can be made in the same manner or, in limited circumstances, can be made by
the President unilaterally.®®

The system for providing Stafford Act assistance, set forth in the NRP and FEMA regulations, reflects the American
system of federalism, allocating roles and responsibilities between levels of government by utilizing a layered
system that requires local governments to first request assistance from their State. States, in turn, must use their own
resources, if available, before requesting Federal assistance. As a prerequisite to major disaster assistance under the
Stafford Act, a requesting Governor must “take appropriate response action under State law and direct execution of
the State's emergency plan.”® Similarly, State emergency operations plans are based on this layered system. For
example, the State of Louisiana Emergency Operations Plan states that “[t]he initial actions . . . are conducted by
local government. Local authorities will exhaust their resources, and then use mutual aid agreements with volunteer
groups, the private sector and/or neighboring parishes.”’When local and State governments require additional
resources, they generally call upon neighboring jurisdictions and other States through mutual assistance agreements
and through the Emergency Management Assistance Compact (EMAC), a Congressionally ratified agreement’' that
provides form and structure to interstate mutual aid, and through which States make available to each other in time
of crisis their emergency response assets, such as National Guard troops.””

Traditionally, it is only after local, State, and mutual assistance resources are depleted, or prove insufficient, that the
Federal government is requested to help. The Louisiana Emergency Operations Plan further explains that, “State
assistance will supplement local efforts and federal assistance will supplement State and local efforts when it is
clearly demonstrated that it is beyond local and State capability to cope with the emergency/disaster.”73 Should
State and affected local governments become overwhelmed, the President may declare either a major disaster or
emergency through his authorities under the Stafford Act.
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After a Stafford Act declaration, FEMA, on behalf of the Federal government, receives State requests for assistance
and fulfills them by tasking other Federal departments or agencies with the appropriate expertise or resources to
meet the specific needs. This is often referred to as a “pull” system for Federal assistance because local and State
governments must identify needs and make specific requests for assistance before the Federal government can
deliver—they “pull” assistance from the Federal government. Equally important to understanding the current “pull”
system is the method in which Federal assistance is delivered to those in need—relying on the State as an
intermediary between the Federal government and any other entity. In many cases, the Federal government will
satisfy a State request by providing commodities or assets to the State. In so doing, the Federal government is
helping the State meet the needs of their local governments and first responders, as well as various operational
components of the State. The Federal government does not always directly deliver its assistance to local
governments or others in need. The State’s role has been compared to retail sales in terms of organization, delivery,
and management. Under this description, the Federal government’s role is comparable to wholesale. This generally
works well and should continue in the majority of instances.

However, in some instances the State and local
governments will be overwhelmed beyond their
ability to satisfy their traditional roles in this
system. Indeed, in some instances, State and
local governments and responders may become
victims themselves, prohibiting their ability to
identify, request, receive, or deliver assistance.
This is the moment of catastrophic crisis—the
moment when 911 calls are no longer answered;
the moment when hurricane victims can no
longer be timely evacuated or evacuees can no
longer find shelter; the moment when police no
longer patrol the streets, and the rule of law
begins to break down.

Emergency vs. Major Disaster: Under the Stafford Act, the
President can designate an incident either as an “emergency”
or a “major disaster.”  Both authorize the Federal
government to provide essential assistance to meet
immediate threats to life and property, as well as additional
disaster relief assistance. The President may, in certain
circumstances, declare an “emergency” unilaterally, but may
only declare a “major disaster” at the request of a Governor
that certifies the State and affected local governments are
overwhelmed. Under an “emergency,” assistance is limited
in scope and may not exceed $5 million without Presidential
approval and notification to Congress. In contrast, for a
major disaster, the full complement of Stafford Act programs
can be authorized, including long term public infrastructure
recoverv assistance and conseauence management.

During the development of the NRP, such a
catastrophic scenario was considered and planning for such an eventuality began. The NRP includes a Catastrophic
Incident Annex which “establishes the context and overarching strategy for implementing and coordinating an
accelerated, proactive national response to a catastrophic incident.”” The intent behind this Annex was to plan for a
case in which the Federal response posture would switch, upon a declaration by the Secretary of Homeland Security
of a catastrophic incident, from the traditional “pull” system to one that includes a proactive “push” system, moving
assets to the affected areas without waiting for State requests. Under the current Catastrophic Incident Annex,
however, the general operating presumption is that Federal pre-deployed resources remain at staging areas until
requested by the State and local incident command authorities. Thus, this Annex provides for proactive deployment
of resources to the area, but the actual employment of the resources depends to a good degree on requests from State
or local authorities and very often their participation in delivering the aid to those in need.

The National Response Plan defines a catastrophic incident as:

Any natural or man-made incident, including terrorism, that results in extraordinary levels of mass
casualties, damage, or disruption severely affecting the population, infrastructure, environment,
economy, national morale, and/or government functions. A catastrophic event could result in
sustained national impacts over a prolonged period of time; almost immediately exceeds resources
normally available to State, local, tribal, and private sector authorities in the impacted area; and
significantly interrupts governmental operations and emergency services to such an extent that
national security could be threatened.”

Because it was recognized that a proactive Federal response can create strains on Federal resources and presents
practical challenges for Federal responders not familiar with the terrain or infrastructure in a disaster area, the NRP
Catastrophic Incident Annex required that a “more detailed and operationally specific NRP Catastrophic Incident
Supplement . . . be approved and published independently of the NRP Base Plan and annexes.”’® The Catastrophic
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Incident Supplement (CIS) is meant to address the “resource and procedural implications of catastrophic events to
ensure the rapid and efficient delivery of resources and assets, including special teams, equipment, and supplies that
provide critical life-saving support and incident containment capabilities.””” The draft CIS by its current terms only
applies to short notice or no notice events. On August 29, at the time Hurricane Katrina hammered into the Gulf
Coast, the draft CIS had not been finalized and promulgated. It began final circulation for approval as part of the
regular Federal staffing process shortly after Katrina made landfall.”

Ultimately, when a catastrophic incident occurs, regardless of whether the catastrophe has been a warned or is a
surprise event, the Federal government should not rely on the traditional layered approach and instead should
proactively provide, or “push,” its capabilities and assistance directly to those in need. When the affected State’s
incident response capability is incapacitated and the situation has reached catastrophic proportions, the Federal
government alone has the resources and capabilities to respond, restore order, and begin the process of recovery.
This is a responsibility that must be more explicitly acknowledged and planned for in the NRP, and we must
resource, train, and equip to meet this obligation when such a contingency arises. It is also important that we work
with State and local governments to ensure they are better prepared to respond immediately, until Federal resources
can arrive.

MOVING FORWARD

Hurricane Katrina was the most destructive natural disaster in U.S. history. However, there is no question that the
Nation’s current incident management plans and procedures fell short of what was needed and that improved
operational plans could have better mitigated the Hurricane’s tragic effects. As President Bush acknowledged from
Jackson Square in New Orleans, “the system, at every level of government, was not well-coordinated, and was
overwhelmed in the first few days.””” A true national preparedness system should ensure that all levels of
government effectively work together to keep the American people safe and secure at home.
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Hurricane Katrina is now designated a category five hurricane. We cannot stress enough the danger this
hurricane poses to Gulf Coast communities. I urge all citizens to put their own safety and the safety of their
families first by moving to safe ground.

—President George W. Bush, August 28, 2005'

HURRICANE SEASON FORECAST

On May 16, 2005, Brigadier General David L. Johnson
(ret.), Director of the National Oceanic & Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), National Weather Service
(NWS), released the 2005 Atlantic hurricane outlook to
kick off National Hurricane Preparedness Week. In its
report, NOAA assessed a 70 percent chance of an above-

Hurricane Season: The official Atlantic hurricane
season takes place each year between June 1 and
November 30, with peak hurricane activity
generally occurring between mid-August and mid-
October.

average hurricane season, predicting twelve to fifteen
Atlantic tropical storms, with seven to nine becoming
hurricanes and three to five of those becoming major
hurricanes (equivalent to Categories 3, 4, and 5 on the
Saffir-Simpson scale). > NOAA also noted that the
previous year had been “extremely active,” with fifteen
Atlantic tropical storms, including nine that developed
into hurricanes.” That same day, Max Mayfield, Director
of the National Hurricane Center (NHC), cautioned,

In an average year, ten tropical storms develop in
the Gulf of Mexico, Caribbean Sea, or Atlantic
Ocean,; six of these storms become hurricanes. In a
typical three-year span, five hurricanes hit the
United States mainland; two are designated major
(Category 3 — 5) hurricanes. The southeastern
United States is the region most vulnerable to a
hurricane strike. The States most likely to be hit by
a major hurricane are Florida, Texas, and Louisiana.

“[1]ast year’s hurricane season provided a reminder that
planning and preparation for a hurricane do make a
difference. Residents in hurricane vulnerable areas who
had a plan, and took individual responsibility for acting
on th4ose plans, faired [sic] far better than those who did
not.”

—National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, Hurricanes: Unleashing
Nature’s Fury and U.S. Mainland Hurricane
Strikes by State

The first two months of the 2005 hurricane season confirmed NOAA’s predictions, with a record seven Atlantic
tropical storms developing in June and July.” Two of these storms developed into major hurricanes, including
Hurricane Dennis, “an unusually strong July major hurricane that left a trail of destruction from the Caribbean Sea to
the northern coast of the Gulf of Mexico.”® Dennis prompted mandatory evacuations in the lower Florida Keys and
major disaster declarations in Alabama, Florida, and Mississippi.” Louisiana Governor Blanco declared a state of
emergency.® While Cuba ultimately received the worst of the damage inflicted by Dennis, the NHC still estimated
U.S. damages in excess of two billion dollars.’

On August 2, 2005, NOAA released an updated 2005 Atlantic hurricane season outlook that projected the formation
of an additional eleven to fourteen tropical storms, with seven to nine becoming hurricanes, including three to five
major hurricanes. Based on the developments in June and July, NOAA revised its assessment to a “95 to 100
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percent” chance of an above-normal 2005 Atlantic Hurricane
Saffir-Simpson Hurricane Scale season. It reported that “the atmospheric and oceanic conditions
favoring hurricane formation that were predicted in May are
Category Winds now in place. These conditions, combined with the high levels
1 74 -95 of activity already seen, make an above-normal season nearly
mph certain.” Moreover, while there already had been “considerable
2 96110 early season activity,” NOAA emphasized that the next three
mph months constituted the peak of hurricane season.'” NHC
3 111 -130 Director Mayfield explained, “Knowing precisely where a
mph hurricane will strike and at what intensity cannot be determined
4 131 - 155 even a few days in advance.” He urged that “residents and
mph government agencies of coastal and near-coastal regions should
5 Greater than embrace hurricane preparedness efforts and should be ready well
155 mph before a tropical storm or hurricane watch is posted.”'' With
four more months remaining in hurricane season, the NOAA
* To be a Tropical Storm, winds must be outlook proved an ominous forecast.
between 39-73 mph.

KATRINA’S BEGINNINGS
August 23, 2005

On Tuesday, August 23, the NWS reported Tropical Depression Twelve had formed over the Bahamas from the
remnants of Tropical Depression Ten.'”> The NHC released the first in what would be a series of sixty-one
advisories over the next seven days reporting on and tracking the development of the storm."

The Federal government began monitoring the storm as a potential hurricane shortly after the NWS announced
Tropical Depression Twelve had formed. Federal department and agency Emergency Operation Centers (EOC)—
bases used to coordinate and direct response activity—began to closely monitor NWS bulletins and incorporate them
into their own updates and situation reports.

The U.S. Northern Command (USNORTHCOM), the military command charged with defending the U.S. homeland
and providing military support to civil authorities, also began monitoring the Tropical Depression at its Operations
Center in Colorado Springs, Colorado, on August 23."

August 24, 2005

On Wednesday, August 24, the Tropical Depression strengthened into a Tropical Storm and was given the name
Katrina, the eleventh named storm of the 2005 hurricane season.” The Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) activated its Hurricane Liaison Team (HLT), consisting of FEMA, NWS, and State and local officials. The
HLT deploys to the National Hurricane Center to assist in the coordination of advisories with Federal, State, and
local emergency management agencies, providing forecast updates and technical advice.'® FEMA Region IX was
notified to prepare for possible back-up should Mississippi or Georgia be affected. USNORTHCOM also issued a
Warning Ordelr7 for supporting commands to prepare for requests for Department of Defense (DOD) assets should
the need arise.

August 25, 2005

Katrina continued to gain strength throughout the day on Thursday, as it approached the southeastern coast of
Florida.'"® At 3:30 PM EDT, Katrina was upgraded to a Category 1 hurricane and forecast to make landfall in Florida.

Meanwhile, advisories issued by the NWS Tropical Prediction Center (TPC) and the NHC predicted Katrina would
turn toward the Alabama-Florida panhandle area after it crossed Florida and entered the Gulf of Mexico."” At 6:30
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PM EDT, Hurricane Katrina made landfall in south Florida near the Miami-Dade and Broward County line, with
sustained winds of up to 80 miles per hour and dropping as much as 14-16 inches of rain in some regions.”

The Florida landfall resulted in more than a dozen deaths,”' over 1.4 million power outages,”? and pockets of severe
flooding. Damage costs in south Florida amounted to just under $2 billion,® with an estimated $400 million in
agricultural losses.”*

Gulf Coast States and localities began hurricane preparations on Thursday, August 25, even as the storm approached
its first landfall in Florida, by activating their emergency response elements, issuing emergency declarations, pre-
positioning response assets, and planning for evacuations and sheltering. Because NWS advisories predicted
Katrina would enter the Gulf and make landfall on the Northern Gulf Coast area, Alabama and Mississippi activated
their Emergency Operations Centers (EOCs) to coordinate information and their State’s resources for emergency
response operations.

In preparation for Florida landfall, FEMA delivered 100 truckloads of ice to staging areas in Georgia, and thirty-five
truckloads of food and seventy trucks of water to Palmetto, Georgia. Also, anticipating a potential second Gulf
Coast landfall, FEMA pre-staged over 400 truckloads of ice, more than 500 truckloads of water, and nearly 200
truckloads of food at logistics centers in Alabama, Louisiana, Georgia, Texas, and South Carolina.”® This was the
beginning of the pre-staging efforts that increased to the largest pre-positioning of Federal assets in history by the
time Hurricane Katrina made its second landfall on August 29, 2005.>” At this time, FEMA placed Rapid Needs
Assessment and Emergency Response Teams — Advance Elements (ERT-As) on alert. An ERT-A is “the portion of
the Emergency Response Team (ERT) that is the first group deployed to the field to respond to a disaster
incident.””® FEMA also conducted their first video teleconference, a call held each day at noon from August 25
until well after landfall. These video teleconferences helped synchronize Federal, State, and local responders and
were a means of defining and coordinating assistance and support needs.”

Numerous private sector entities took action as well. Norfolk Southern Railroad, for example, recognized the
potential impact of the loss of certain key bridges and pre-staged repair barges in order to be able to move in quickly
to make repairs after the hurricane made landfall. The Cargill Corporation, an agricultural products and services
company, also pre-positioned freighters offshore so that it could continue shipping grain internationally immediately
after landfall.

KATRINA ENTERS THE GULF OF MEXICO

Approx. Distance Scale ( Statute Hiles )

August 26, 2005 — — —
SH 125 5375 500
Katrina briefly weakened to a Tropical
Storm as it passed over Florida in the
early hours of Friday, August 26, but by
5:00 AM EDT, the NHC reported that the
storm had once again strengthened to a
Category 1 hurricane.®® The hurricane
continued moving further  west,
intensifying over the warm waters of
the Gulf, rather than north toward the
Alabama-Florida panhandle area as

NWS had originally predicted.’’ This gﬂ"lif:t"z% Kz’:)t(;is"ﬂ
westward direction enabled the storm to ! N 5 Ph Trl;gg;ltj:incﬂurricane Conter
strengthen first to a Category 1 and then Advisory 14

intensify to a Category 2 hurricane over

Current Center Location24.8 N 829 W
Max Sustained Wind 100 mph
the course of the day.

Current Movement WSW at 8 mph
@ Current Center Location
@& Forecast Center Positions
H Sustained wind > 73 mph
S Sustained wind 39-73 mph
D Sustained wind < 39 mph
Cl Potential Day 1-3 Track Area
£2Z€ Potential Day 4-5 Track Area
mmm Tropical Storm Warning

In the afternoon of August 26, the NHC
released a track forecasting the eye of
Hurricane Katrina would pass just east
of New Orleans on Monday, August
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29.%* This forecast and all subsequent NHC forecasts projected Hurricane Katrina would make its second landfall as
a Category 4 or 5 storm along the Gulf Coast, in the Mississippi-Louisiana region.”> The Center also forecasted that
the accompanying coastal storm surge would cause flooding fifteen to twenty feet above normal tide levels where
the eye of the hurricane would make landfall.’* National Weather Service Director Johnson later testified before
Congress that “forecasts of where Katrina would go were more accurate than usual, with all of the forecast tracks
during the last forty-eight hours lining up almost directly on top of the actual track.™ The last NHC Hurricane
Katrina forecast on Friday, August 26, as the storm intensified in the Gulf of Mexico, gave Federal, State, local, and
private sector officials, in hindsight, approximately fifty-six hours advance notice that the hurricane would make
landfall near the City of New Orleans.*

Preparations took on a greater urgency on Friday, August 26, due to Hurricane Katrina’s continuing intensification
and west-southwest track from Florida into the Gulf of Mexico. Louisiana Governor Kathleen Blanco and
Mississippi Governor Haley Barbour declared states of emergency for their respective States.”” Gulf Coast States
and localities expanded their EOC staffing and operations schedules in anticipation of Hurricane Katrina.*® The
Alabama, Louisiana, and Mississippi State EOCs soon were activated to their highest levels.”

State agencies began putting their response plans into action. The Louisiana State Police notified personnel assigned
to the Traffic Control Center that they should report to the State EOC the following day, at 6:00 AM CDT, to prepare
for emergency response operations.*” The Louisiana National Guard began mobilizing 2,000 personnel while the
Joint Forces headquarters-Louisiana National Guard activated its Joint Operations Center (JOC) at Jackson Barracks
in New Orleans to coordinate their emergency response operations.* Governor Barbour issued an Executive Order
that directed Major General Harold Cross, Adjutant General of the Mississippi National Guard, to prepare to use the
Mississippi National Guard for disaster relief operations.*> The Mississippi National Guard alerted military police
and engineers, activated 750 personnel, and activated its EOC in Jackson.*

Worst Case Scenario

A catastrophic hurricane striking Southeast Louisiana has been considered a worst-case scenario that the region
and many experts had known and feared for years. Much of Southeast Louisiana is at or below sea level, and
experience had shown Gulf Coast hurricanes to be deadly. At the turn of the 20" Century, an unnamed Category
4 hurricane made landfall on September 8, 1900, in Galveston, Texas. With storm surges higher than fifteen feet
and winds stronger than 130 mph, over 8,000 people perished—making it the deadliest disaster in American
history.** Sixty-five years later, on September 9, 1965, Hurricane Betsy made its second landfall near Grand Isle,
Louisiana, as a strong Category 3 storm. As an omen of things to come, Hurricane Betsy’s storm surge and high
winds hit Lake Pontchartrain just north of New Orleans, overtopping levees and flooding the city. Breaching the
Florida Avenue levee, flood waters consumed the Lower 9" Ward of New Orleans, drowning many in their attics
as they tried to escape. In total, seventy-five people were killed and over 160,000 homes were flooded.* Only
four years later, Hurricane Camille, a Category 5 hurricane, struck the mouth of the Mississippi River on the night
of August 17, 1969. Storm surges measuring over twenty-five feet, combined with winds estimated close to 200
mph, caused an estimated 335 deaths, destroyed or damaged 22,008 homes, and injured thousands in Louisiana,
Mississippi, and Virginia.** In the decades that followed, experts attempted to model the likely impact of future
hurricanes to improve protection in the Gulf Coast region.*” In 2000, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’
(USACE) modeled the effects of a slow moving Category 4 or any Category 5 hurricane on the region.*®
According to the Corps, New Orleans would be inundated by over twenty feet of water if such a hurricane took a
“critical path” towards the city.* A weaker, slow moving hurricane can be as dangerous as a more powerful,
faster moving storm because it can generate as much or more flooding by dropping more rainfall.”® Vice Admiral
Conrad C. Lautenbacher, Jr., Undersecretary of Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere, stated in 2002 that the
overtopping of the levees and subsequent flooding of the city could occur during slow moving Category 3, 4 or 5
storms.”’ Recognizing that current Federal, State, and local disaster response capabilities overall needed to be
enhanced to better address possible effects of catastrophic disasters, FEMA provided funding for a Southeast
Louisiana Catastrophic Hurricane Planning Project, which brought together responders and decision makers
from all levels of government and the American Red Cross to identify, analyze, and address the overwhelming
operational complexities that would be involved in responding to a catastrophic hurricane striking southeast
Louisiana.’® (continued next page)
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(continued from previous page) Planning workshops using a hypothetical catastrophic hurricane scenario
(Hurricane Pam) to frame the discussions were used to identify and qualify the scale of requirements needed to
build a plan for responding to a catastrophic hurricane. The initial planning group meeting was held between July
16 and July 23 in 2004 and included as many as 300 Federal, State, and local emergency response officials.> The
results of this exercise revealed to the Louisiana Office of Homeland Security and Emergency Preparedness
(LOHSEP) and FEMA the shortfalls in existing plans and were to be used to inform future development of State
and Federal plans to address this potential catastrophe. At the first session, LOHSEP and Federal representatives
identified a list of planning topics as the most urgent or complex topics needing discussion, including pre-landfall
issues, search and rescue, and medical care, as well as mass sheltering and housing. Subsequent after-action
review workshops did not reconvene until late July 2005, mere weeks before Hurricane Katrina made landfall.
Although they failed to generate a comprehensive, integrated, and actionable plan in time for Hurricane Katrina,
these workshops did have some positive impact. To quote one official: “the workshops and planning process—
knowledge of inter-jurisdictional relationships and capabilities, identification of issues, and rudimentary concepts
for handling the consequences—have been beneficial to all involved in the hurricane response.”>

FEMA headquarters in Washington, DC, conducted the daily video teleconference from their National Response
Coordination Center (NRCC) to exchange information and reconcile response activities among the FEMA Regions,
the NHC, liaisons from various Federal agencies and departments responsible for disaster support, representatives
from the States projected to be affected by the storm, and States monitoring and providing mutual aid to support
their neighbors.™

August 27, 2005

Hurricane Katrina strengthened to a Category 3 storm before dawn on Saturday, August 27, and nearly doubled in
size over the course of the day; tropical storm-force winds extended 85 miles from the storm’s center at 2:00 AM EDT
and 160 miles from the storm’s center at 9:00 PM cDT.® National Hurricane Center forecasts warned the storm
could continue to intensify and was expected to become a Category 4 storm,”’ pushing a powerful storm surge ahead
of its path.®® The Center issued updated hurricane watches and warnings throughout Saturday, with a hurricane
watch eventually extending across the North Central Gulf Coast from Intra-coastal City, Louisiana, to the Florida-
Alabama border.”

Despite hurricane watches and warnings throughout the day, it appeared many people along the Gulf Coast either
remained unaware or unconcerned about the storm that would soon ravage their communities. For instance,
according to Governor Blanco, State Representative Cedric Richmond called the Louisiana Governor on Saturday
after visiting a ballpark where “approximately 700 people were present, and [he] learned that some people had not
paid attention to the weekend news and did not realize the severity of the hurricane aiming at New Orleans.” She
recalled that he worried “many may have thought the hurricane was still targeting the Florida panhandle, as reported
by the National Hurricane Center up until late Friday afternoon.”®

As the storm strengthened, Louisiana and Mississippi State officials took steps to begin the evacuation of areas
threatened by Hurricane Katrina throughout Friday evening and into Saturday morning. Early Saturday morning,
Louisiana State Police Superintendent Colonel Henry Whitehorn and Louisiana Department of Transportation and
Development Secretary Johnny Bradberry recommended to Governor Blanco that she implement the State’s contra-
flow plan. Governor Blanco and her staff had determined that a major evacuation of coastal Louisiana and New
Orleans would be required. She and Governor Barbour discussed implementing their respective contra-flow plans
on Saturday for interstate highways and other major roadways; the plans would reverse the flow of traffic on
inbound lanes to facilitate the evacuation of the New Orleans metropolitan area.®’ Shortly thereafter, Louisiana
Department of Transportation and Development officials informed Mississippi Department of Transportation
officials that contra-flow in Louisiana would begin later that afternoon.*” Louisiana State agencies also began
implementing Phase I of the Louisiana Emergency Evacuation Plan, which included public communications, staging
of assets, and other activities.” Louisiana and Mississippi implemented contra-flow plans on major highways at
4:00 pM cDT.**  State law enforcement officers were deployed along the routes and in communities to assist
evacuation operations. Louisiana established a Traffic Control Center (TCC) within the State EOC and began
monitoring traffic volume and rate of flow.” Traffic increased throughout the day. By 7:00 PM CDT, traffic had
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begun to back up at the Louisiana-Texas border.”® Louisiana and Mississippi had jointly revised their respective
evacuation plans after encountering problems during Hurricane Ivan in 2004.%

Still, State and local officials knew that tens of thousands of Gulf Coast residents either could not or would not
evacuate. A large number of residents who did not own a vehicle depended on relatives, neighbors, charitable
organizations, or public transportation to evacuate; New Orleans hurricane plans estimated that over 100,000
residents did not own an automobile.”® Evacuation also presented particular risks to the special needs population,
which includes older adults and individuals with a disability. Individual and institutional caregivers faced the
difficult choice between the dangers of evacuation and attempting to ride out the hurricane.®’

In an effort to reach as many citizens as possible, Governor Blanco and her staff contacted clergy throughout
Saturday night and early Sunday morning to ask them to urge their parishioners to evacuate immediately.”” In
addition, Louisiana churches had implemented “Operation Brother’s Keeper,” a program developed to help evacuate
those who lacked transportation, but only four congregations were participating in the pilot program when Hurricane
Katrina made landfall.”!

Local governments across the northern Gulf Coast issued evacuation orders throughout Saturday. Voluntary
evacuations for areas in Louisiana outside the levee protection district began in the morning. Lafourche,
Plaquemines, St. Charles, and parts of St. Tammany Parishes ordered mandatory evacuations for their citizens
during the day.”” Mandatory evacuation orders were also issued for parts of Jefferson Parish. In New Orleans,
Mayor Ray Nagin hosted a press conference that afternoon, during which he recommended evacuations of Algiers,
the Lower Ninth Ward, and low-lying areas of the City.”” Later, at 5:00 PM CDT, he formally called for voluntary
evacuations of the City.”* He also declared a state of emergency for New Orleans, which advised residents to
undertake several precautionary measures such as stocking up on bottled water, batteries, and non-perishable food.”
In a joint press conference with Governor Blanco, Nagin warned residents, saying “this is not a test. This is the real
deal.” By late afternoon, Mississippi’s three vulnerable coastal counties—Hancock, Harrison, and Jackson—had
also begun urging residents to evacuate, especially those living in low-lying areas and mobile homes.”®

Many Gulf Coast residents had become so accustomed to hurricanes and tropical storms that they refused to
evacuate despite the warnings.”’” As Hurricane Katrina approached Louisiana, Governor Blanco was concerned “that
many people would play a familiar game of ‘hurricane roulette’—tempting fate and staying home in a gamble that
this storm would be no worse than the last one they weathered in their home.” ™

Hurricane Katrina’s impending landfall required massive shelter operations in order to temporarily house thousands
of people fleeing the Gulf Coast. On Saturday, August 27, shelters began opening throughout the region. In
Mississippi, the American Red Cross opened shelters in schools and churches.” It also established an information
center to direct evacuees to shelters in the Jackson area.** By 4:00 PM DT, Louisiana’s Office of Emergency
Preparedness reported that four special needs shelters were open in Alexandria, Baton Rouge, Bossier City and
Monroe, with four more scheduled to open at 8:00 PM CDT that evening.*' Mayor Nagin also announced that the
New Orleans Superdome would be open to City residents with special needs.*> A special needs shelter “is intended
for individuals who have no other resources and who need assistance that cannot be guaranteed in a regular shelter,
i.e. medication that requires refrigeration, oxygen equipment, etc.” However, it is not intended for patients who
need substantial or constant medical care. ** Texas officials also opened shelters on Saturday, including a 1,000
person capacity shelter at the Ford Center in Jefferson County.*

Louisiana and Mississippi State agencies deployed personnel and pre-positioned resources in the final two days
before Hurricane Katrina’s second landfall. The Mississippi Emergency Management Agency also deployed six
area coordinators to six Gulf Coast counties to serve as liaisons with their EOCs.*® Mississippi’s State Emergency
Response Team (ERT) deployed to Camp Shelby while National Guard emergency rescue assets were deployed to
three coastal counties.*® The Louisiana National Guard deployed liaison officers to the thirteen southernmost
parishes projected to suffer the greatest impact from the storm.”” Alabama officials began pre-positioning supplies
at staging areas and other locations throughout the State.®® Alabama National Guard troops were positioned in
Mobile and Baldwin Counties in preparation for landfall, and Governor Bob Riley of Alabama, after being informed
that Louisiana and Mississippi would suffer the brunt of the storm, offered Governors Blanco and Barbour whatever
assistance his State could provide.* The Texas Governor’s Division of Emergency Management deployed one
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Regional Liaison Officer to Baton Rouge “to assist, coordinate, and monitor any requests for assistance that may
develop as evacuations begin.””

As State and local governments were preparing their response and initiating evacuations, the Federal government
was continuing preparations to support State and local responders. On the morning of August 27, forty-eight hours
before Hurricane Katrina’s second landfall, FEMA headquarters commenced Level 1 operations, requiring full
staffing on a round-the-clock, seven-days-a-week basis.”’ FEMA was now at its highest alert. FEMA’s regional
headquarters for Regions IV (Atlanta, Georgia) and VI (Denton, Texas) went to Level 1 activation at Noon EDT and
11:00 AM CDT respectively.” At this point, all fifteen National Response Plan (NRP) Emergency Support Functions
(ESFs) had been activated as well.”®

With the regional and national headquarters at full alert, FEMA held another daily video teleconference at 12:00 PM
EDT. “FEMA Region VI announced that its Mobile Emergency Response Support (MERS) detachment was en route
to Camp Beauregard, Louisiana, to provide communications and operational and logistical support. It also
announced that it had requested the deployment of the Denver MERS unit to Region VI headquarters in Denton to
serve as a backup.”94 In addition, Region VI had staged at Camp Beauregard 270,000 liters of water, 680,000
pounds of ice, 15,120 tarps, and 328,320 Meals Ready to Eat (MRE).”> By 5:00 PM EDT, the quantity of water stored
at Camp Beauregard had doubled to 540,000 liters.”® More commodities were pre-staged elsewhere in Region VI.
The FEMA Logistics Representative reported that 102 trailers were “uploaded with water and MREs” at the FEMA
Logistics Center in Ft. Worth, Texas.”” Also at Noon that day, the ERT-N Blue Team was activated and deployed to
Baton Rouge.” The ERT-A Blue Team is one of the Nation’s three standing ERT-N teams. One of three teams—
code-named Red, White, and Blue—is on call every month.” The ERT-N teams are the scalable principal inter-
agency units that staff the JFO “for large-scale, high-impact events.”

FEMA was working to pre-stage supplies in Region IV, too. At 1:15 PM EDT, FEMA issued its first Mission
Assignment to USNORTHCOM “to provide NAS Meridian [Mississippi] as a FEMA operational Staging Base for
pre-staging of FEMA supplies prior to landfall.”'® USNORTHCOM granted this request later that afternoon,
releasing an Execute Order making Naval Air Station Meridian available to FEMA.'"'

Additionally, FEMA began activating the National Disaster Medical System (NDMS), Disaster Medical Assistance
Teams (DMATs), and Urban Search and Rescue (US&R) teams'®> The DMATS are mobile self-contained medical
teams with equipment and medical professionals trained and certified to provide emergency medical care to disaster
victims. These teams are comprised of professionals from around the country organized and deployed by FEMA to
support disaster response activities. The Urban Search and Rescue teams are similarly structured, but comprised of
emergency responders, firefighters, and law enforcement personnel from around the country.

That evening, President Bush signed a Federal emergency declaration for the State of Louisiana, following a request
from Governor Blanco earlier that day. President Bush issued additional emergency declarations for Mississippi and
Alabama the following day, after requests from the governors of those States.'™ These declarations authorized
Federal expenditures to assist State and local governments by providing resources and making other preparations to
save lives and property from Hurricane Katrina’s imminent impact.'® These decisions were particularly important
as they allowed delivery of pre-deployed Federal assistance. The issuance of a Presidential emergency declaration
before landfall is extremely rare, and indicative of the recognition that Katrina had the potential to be particularly
devastating. Since 1990, only one such incident, Hurricane Floyd in 1999, resulted in declarations before landfall.'”®
By declaring emergencies in these three States, the President directed the Federal government to provide its full
assistance to the area to save lives and property from Hurricane Katrina’s imminent impact.'®

On the evening of August 27, William Lokey, the ERT-N team leader, arrived in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, and was
appointed Federal Coordinating Officer (FCO). As the senior Federal official in charge of supporting the State of
Louisiana, he immediately began coordinating efforts with the Louisiana Office of Homeland Security and
Emergency Preparedness.107

Hurricane Katrina’s growing intensity on Saturday led NHC Director Mayfield to make personal calls to State and
local officials in the region that evening to emphasize the threat posed by the storm. He warned Jefferson Parish
officials that this could be the “big one.” That evening, Director Mayfield briefed Governor Blanco, Governor
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Barbour, Mayor Nagin, and Alabama Emergency Management Agency Chief of Operations Bill Filter about
Hurricane Katrina’s magnitude and the potential storm impacts.'”® Director Mayfield testified before Congress that
he had only made such a call to warn a governor once before in his thirty-six year career.'” Mayfield stated that “I
just wanted to be able to go to sleep that night knowing that I did all I could do.”""°

At FEMA headquarters, the FEMA Director shared Mayfield’s concern. Closing the noon video teleconference with
his FEMA regional staff and the State EOCs, Michael Brown urged them to be vigilant, saying, “I know I’'m
preaching to the choir on this one, but I’ve learned over the past four and a half, five years, to go with my gut on a
lot of things, and I’ve got to tell you my gut hurts with this one. It hurts. . . . So we need to take this one very, very
seriously. . . . I want you guys to lean forward as far as possible. . . . Why is this important? Because I worry about
the people in New Orleans, Louisiana, and Mississippi right now, and they’re going to need our help . . """

August 28, 2005

Hurricane Katrina developed from a Category 4 to a Category 5 storm over a six-hour period on Sunday, August
28.'"% The storm had become “not only extremely intense but also exceptionally large.”'"* The National Weather
Service office in Slidell, Louisiana, issued a detailed, urgent warning of Hurricane Katrina’s impending devastating
impact on the Gulf Coast. The warning stated, “The majority of industrial buildings will become non-functional . . .
High-rise office and apartment buildings will sway dangerously—a few to the point of total collapse. All windows
will blow out. Airborne debris will be widespread—and may include heavy items such as household appliances and
even light vehicles . . . Persons—pets—and livestock exposed to the winds will face certain death if struck.”''* The
NHC issued advisories that warned the levees in New Orleans could be overtopped by Lake Pontchartrain and that
significant destruction would likely be experienced far away from the hurricane’s center.''> The warning continued,
“[m]ost of the area will be uninhabitable for weeks . . . Perhaps longer . . . Power outages will last for weeks . . .
Water shortages will make human suffering incredible by modern standards.”' '

Prior to Hurricane Katrina’s landfall, State and local officials did not use the Emergency Alert System (EAS) in
Louisiana, Mississippi, or Alabama. However, the National Hurricane Center (NHC) disseminated warnings and
forecasts via NOAA Radio and the internet, operating in conjunction with the EAS.""” Initially, these reports were
issued every six hours; however, as the storm neared landfall they were updated with increasing frequency.''® In
accordance with NOAA policy, local weather offices took over responsibility for these broadcasts shortly after
Hurricane Katrina made landfall. At this time, Weather Service offices like the one in Slidell, Louisiana, began to
transmit real-time hazard information using both NOAA Radio and the EAS. These reports were distributed to all
area media outlets as well as local emergency management personnel. When the severity of the storm finally forced
the Slidell weather office offline, operations were successfully transferred to weather centers in Mobile and Baton
Rouge.

Taking heed of the continual warnings, most citizens evacuated, others showed up at a “shelter of last resort” and
some hunkered down in their homes and would soon be struggling to survive the destructive forces of Katrina. For
the region and its residents, Hurricane Katrina would bring devastation and the incredible human suffering that the
NHC had predicted.

By early morning on Sunday, three State Liaison Officers (SLOs) had been deployed to Alabama, Florida, and
Mississippi.'"®  The U.S. Coast Guard, in preparation for anticipated operations, placed Disaster Assistance
Response Teams (DARTS) on standby for deployment to Southeast Louisiana and evacuated its District 8 New
Orleans Command Center to Integrated Support Command, Saint Louis, Missouri."*’

Also early that morning, President Bush called Governor Blanco to urge that mandatory evacuation orders be issued
for New Orleans.'”! After receiving a call from President Bush, Governor Blanco and Mayor Nagin held a joint
press conference during which the Mayor ordered a mandatory evacuation of New Orleans.'” Later that day, the
President also participated in FEMA’s daily video teleconference with DHS headquarters, FEMA headquarters,
FEMA'’s regional offices, the National Hurricane Center, and representatives from Alabama, Florida, Georgia,
Louisiana, Mississippi, Tennessee, Texas, and West Virginia. The President personally encouraged State and local
officials to take all precautions and get word out to their citizens; he offered the full support and resources of the
Federal government.'” The President “received regular briefings, had countless conversations with Federal, State,
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and local officials, and took extraordinary steps prior to landfall.”'** The Louisiana EOC reported that evacuations
were going well, that it had no unmet needs, and that FEMA was “leaning forward” as far as possible. The
Mississippi EOC similarly reported that “FEMA has been great” and that, after a slow start, evacuations were going
well.'"®  Despite State assurances, the FEMA Director told all those on the call to be prepared for the impending
requests for emergency aid from the States, expressed concern about the evacuation progress and the Superdome as
a shelter of last resort, and echoed his previous day’s comments about the need to remain vigilant.'”® Secretary
Chertoff inquired into DOD’s level of engagement with FEMA, to ensure coordination of DOD support should it
become necessary, and was assured by Director Brown that DOD was fully engaged."”’ Following the video
teleconference on Sunday, FEMA Director Michael Brown deployed from Washington to Baton Rouge.'*®

After the video teleconference, Homeland Security Secretary Michael Chertoff spoke with the participating State
governors to ensure that their needs were being met. He later explained, “[m]y concern then was to talk off-line to
the governors, to make sure the governors weren’t going to tell me something privately that maybe they didn’t want
to share publicly, and they seemed satisfied at that point with the help they were getting.”'*

The President also issued a public statement, saying “[w]e cannot stress enough the danger this hurricane poses to
Gulf Coast communities. I urge all citizens to put their own safety and the safety of their families first by moving to
safe ground. Please listen carefully to instructions provided by State and local officials.”'*"

By afternoon on August 28, States and localities across the Gulf Coast had just hours before tropical storm-force
winds would curtail their contra-flow and other pre-landfall preparations. State and local officials in Alabama and
Mississippi issued evacuation orders for low-lying areas vulnerable to Hurricane Katrina’s storm surge and
encouraged people in other areas to evacuate as well."!

The Gulf Coast States’ planning and the contra-flow operations facilitated the safe evacuation of hundreds of
thousands of people on Sunday, August 28."** However, by the late afternoon, Hurricane Katrina began to affect
evacuations even though landfall remained over twelve hours away. Increasing winds around New Orleans’ Louis
Armstrong International Airport caused air carriers to begin reevaluating their plans and canceling flights. The last
passenger flight departed at 4:30 PM CDT and the airport was officially closed at 6:43 PM cDT.'**  Contra-flow
operations throughout the region ceased at 5:00 PM CDT due to high winds from Hurricane Katrina. Louisiana and
Mississippi State officials continued to encourage people to evacuate even after contra-flow operations ceased.
Governor Blanco later estimated that 1.2 million people, 92 percent of the affected population, evacuated prior to
Hurricane Katrina’s second landfall.'”** Still, tens of thousands, many of them the region’s most vulnerable,
remained in areas most threatened by the approaching hurricane.

By Sunday evening, shelter operations that had begun the previous day were in full force. Thousands of people
displaced by Katrina were in shelters across the region. Federal, State, and local governments worked with the
American Red Cross and other non-profit organizations to establish at least 114 shelters for over 28,000 people.'*’
Texas had opened or placed on standby thirty-one shelters with room for 7,275 evacuees and established “shelter
welcome centers” along 1-20 and I-10 “to provide shelter information to evacuees.”"*® The City of New Orleans,
which had previously provided the Superdome as a shelter only for the special needs population, now opened it as a
“shelter of last resort” for the general population.”*” Additional supplies were brought in to support the growing
Superdome population despite increasingly worsening conditions.'”® It was estimated that there were 10,000 —
12,000 people at the Superdome by midnight, including 300-500 special needs evacuees.'*’

As Hurricane Katrina drew nearer, the requests for Federal assistance increased. The day before landfall, FEMA
received numerous requests for resources from Alabama, Louisiana, and Mississippi.'*” Some last minute Louisiana
requests were not met due to deteriorating weather conditions. For example, at noon on August 28, Louisiana
requested 180,000 liters of water and 109,440 MREs for the Superdome. However, FEMA was only able to supply
90,000 liters of water and 43,776 MREs before the storm struck or high winds forced other trucks to turn back
before they could reach the stadium.'*! Officials at all levels were unsure of who and how many people would come
to the Dome and were modifying their special needs and commodities requests throughout the day. The American
Red Cross determined the Superdome did not meet their safety criteria and refused to put their staff in harm’s way,
choosing rather to deliver any necessary aid to the Dome as soon as the storm had passed.'*
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During a press conference, in response to a question about the Superdome, the Mayor asserted that “the Superdome
can probably accommodate 50,000, 60,000, 70,000 people.” He advised that anyone seeking shelter there should
“come with enough food, [non] perishable items to last for three to five days. Come with blankets, with pillows. No
weapons, no alcohol, no drugs.”'**

The Louisiana National Guard also pre-positioned some supplies at the Superdome. Approximately 10,000 MREs
and over 13,000 bottles of water were brought in on Saturday, when the stadium was opened as a special needs
shelter for evacuees with heightened care requirements.'** In addition to stocking the Superdome with food and
water, the Louisiana National Guard sent additional personnel to the Superdome throughout the day on Sunday,
August 28. The National Guard’s Special Reaction Team, a unit “highly trained in Law Enforcement missions,”
arrived at 7:00 AM CDT with forty-six members.'* The team “began conducting Law and Order/Area Security
missions.”"*® More National Guard forces got to the Dome in the early afternoon. By 3:00 PM DT, the 527" Ready
Reaction Forces had arrived in the Superdome with 220 personnel, and had as their principal mission crowd
control."””  The 225" Engineer Group joined that evening with 220 soldiers “to assist with security operations.”
Another 100 personnel from the 159™ Fighter Wing came to help out with security.'*® Medical personnel arrived at
the Superdome from the Louisiana National Guard contingent as well. “Five physicians, four nurses, six NCOs and
twenty medics” deployed to the Superdome on August 28.'* In all, “the total medical complement at the

Superdome totaled 71 medical personnel.”'*’

In addition to the mandatory evacuation order, Mayor Nagin announced Sunday that he had authorized New Orleans
Police Department members and other City officials to commandeer private property for evacuation and shelter
purposes, if necessary. Mayor Nagin said, “[t]he storm surge most likely will topple our levee system. So we are
preparing to deal with that also.”'>' The Louisiana State Police reported that one of its 800 MHz communications
towers had been rendered inoperable and some troopers had been forced to seek shelter at hospitals."* Additionally,
by August 28, fifteen of Louisiana’s sixty-four parishes had issued mandatory, recommended, or precautionary
evacuation orders.'”

Hurricane Katrina: Federal Commodities on Hand Pre-Landfall (as of August 29, 2005)
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Pre-deployed assets were placed throughout the region to encircle the forecasted impact area. The amount of space
required to house the large volumes of commodities and people required large industrial and military staging
areas—often filling entire runways with hundreds of trailers—accessible to heavy equipment and aircraft. The
staging areas were dispersed outside the projected path of the storm to avoid destruction of critical commodities and
to maximize the ability to deploy to affected areas in the wake of the hurricane. On Sunday, FEMA opened a
Federal logistics mobilization center at Barksdale Air Force Base in Louisiana,"™* quickly placing a MERS team
there with a mobile communication command vehicle."”> MERS assets were also deployed on-site into Mississippi,
Florida, Georgia, and Texas, and other parts of Louisiana to support response operations.”’>® Other Federally
deployed teams in the region included seven Urban Search and Rescue Task Forces and thirty-three National
Disaster Medical System teams, including Disaster Medical Assistance Teams, medical Strike Teams, a National
Medical Response Team, Disaster Mortuary Operational Response Teams, and Veterinary Medical Assistance
Teams. As of pre-landfall on the next day, a total of 43,776 MREs and 90,000 liters of water had been staged at the
Superdome. Throughout the region there were pre-staged over 3.7 million liters of water, 4.6 million pounds of
ice—with 13 million additional pounds of ice in cold storage ready to be deployed— and over 1.86 million MRE:s.
Another 2.1 million MREs were positioned in Logistics Centers outside the region ready to be distributed (see
Federal Commodities Map).'>’

THE STORM APPROACHES

As the sun set on Sunday, August 28, rain began to fall and the Gulf Coast had already started to feel Hurricane
Katrina’s effects.'”™ The storm’s high winds and hail forced public safety agencies across the Gulf Coast to curtail
their operations. Traffic remained heavy on some highways as people tried to escape the storm in the final hours
before second landfall. In shelters, hospitals, nursing homes, and residences across the Gulf Coast, people held their
breath, hoping that Hurricane Katrina’s impact would not be catastrophic. Federal, State, and local governments
were poised to continue emergency activities as soon as Hurricane Katrina had passed. State and local governments,
supported by the Federal government and FEMA, had carried out unprecedented preparations in comparison to those
made for previous, “average” hurricanes. But Hurricane Katrina was not average, as would soon become vividly
clear—it was a fierce hurricane with high wind speeds and a near-record storm surge that was heading directly
toward a densely-populated urban area, much of which lay below sea level—six feet below on average across the
city." In less than twenty-four hours, Hurricane Katrina would change the region, its people, and the Nation.
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Eastward from Lake Pontchartrain, across the Mississippi coast, to Alabama into Florida, millions of lives were
changed in a day by a cruel and wasteful storm.

—President George W. Bush, September 15, 2005"

This chapter examines the response to Hurricane Katrina during the first week after landfall. The storm
overwhelmed and, in some cases, incapacitated State and local emergency capabilities across the Gulf Coast,
requiring an unprecedented Federal response to help evacuate, rescue, shelter, care for, and safeguard Hurricane
Katrina’s victims. The chapter discusses some of the extraordinary efforts taken by Federal departments and
agencies in concert with our partners from the State and local governments, non-governmental organizations, and
the private sector to respond to the storm’s devastating impact. It also identifies deficiencies in actions taken and
highlights actions we must take to improve our collective efforts in the future.

LANDFALL

Hurricane Katrina made landfall as a powerful Category 3 storm at 6:10 AM CDT on Monday, August 29 in
Plaquemines Parish, Louisiana. The massive storm continued to move north, rolling over portions of the Louisiana
coast before its eye came ashore near the mouth of the Pearl River in Mississippi. At the time, Hurricane Katrina
had sustained winds over 115 mph and reported gusts as high as 130 mph.” The storm rapidly lost strength as it
pushed inland through southern and central Mississippi; by 1:00 PM CDT, it had weakened to a Category 1
hurricane.®  Six hours later, as it passed northwest of Meridian, Mississippi, Hurricane Katrina was further
downgraded to a tropical storm.”

Hurricane Katrina generated violent waves and a massive storm surge before colliding with the Gulf Coast.’
According to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), Hurricane Katrina produced a storm
surge as high as twenty-seven feet in Louisiana and Mississippi. Surge waters flooded over six miles inland in many
parts of coastal Mississippi and up to twelve miles inland along rivers and bays. Hurricane Katrina also produced
“very significant” storm surges approximately ten feet high as far east as Mobile, Alabama, where it caused flooding
several miles inland along Mobile Bay.°

Disaster in the Gulf Coast

Hurricane Katrina’s powerful winds, storm surge, and subsequent flooding destroyed communities and
infrastructure along the Gulf Coast. The storm inflicted a terrible toll of human suffering, killing at least 1,330 and
injuring thousands.” The Nation empathized with the harrowing stories of survival, loss, and family separation.
President George W. Bush described this hurricane as “one of the worst natural disasters in our Nation's history.”

The nightmare scenario that some had predicted prior to Hurricane Katrina’s landfall became a reality as those on
the ground saw the devastation for the first time. According to NOAA, “entire coastal communities were
obliterated, some left with little more than the foundations upon which homes, businesses, government facilities, and
other historical buildings once stood.” Destroyed homes, beached vessels, collapsed bridges, uprooted trees, and
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other debris littered the ground and blocked waterways. After surveying the region from the air on August 30,
Mississippi Governor Haley Barbour likened the scene to that of a nuclear detonation, stating, “I can only imagine
that this is what Hiroshima looked like sixty years ago.”""

Mississippi suffered extensive damage in all counties south of Interstate 20 and east of Interstate 55.'' The city of
Biloxi was “decimated,” according to municipal government spokesman Vincent Creel. “It looks like a bomb hit
it.”'> Major east-west highways in southern Mississippi became impassable due to storm debris: US-90 closed
across the entire state and I-10 east-bound closed to the public, with only one west-bound lane open for emergency
responders.”® Hurricane Katrina left the downtown streets of Gulfport, Mississippi, under ten feet of water'* and
structures flooded for miles inland.”” A Department of Homeland Security (DHS) report described the
communications infrastructure in Biloxi and Gulfport as “non-existent.”'® In the words of Transportation Secretary
Norman Mineta: “The Port of Gulfport, Mississippi was left with virtually nothing and must rebuild almost from
scratch.”'” The storm devastated Waveland, Mississippi, wiping out all the local resources, including those that
municipal officials had staged ten miles north of town."® Ninety-five percent of Waveland’s residential and
commercial structures were severely damaged.”” Testifying before Congress a week after landfall, Governor
Barbour lamented: “The 80 miles across the Mississippi Gulf Coast is largely destroyed. A town like Waveland
Mississippi has no inhabitable structures—none.”” Alabama suffered significant damage as well. For example,
large amounts of debris necessitated the closure of Mobile’s port.”!

Hurricane Katrina inflicted devastating damage upon the region’s energy and communications infrastructures. The
Department of Energy (DOE) reported “unprecedented damage” to the U.S. energy sector’ and noted that 2.5
million customers in Alabama, Louisiana, and Mississippi reported power outages.” Hurricane Katrina devastated
communications infrastructure across the Gulf Coast, incapacitating telephone service, police and fire dispatch
centers, and emergency radio systems. Almost three million customer phone lines were knocked out, telephone
switching centers were seriously damaged, and 1,477 cell towers were incapacitated.”* Most of the radio stations
and many television stations in the New Orleans area were knocked off the air.”® Paul McHale, the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Homeland Defense, summarized the damage by stating, “The magnitude of the storm was
such that tzlge local communications system wasn’t simply degraded; it was, at least for a period of time,
destroyed.”

The Gulf Coast region’s health care infrastructure sustained extraordinary damage.”’ Such damage was particularly
evident in New Orleans, where Hurricane Katrina destroyed several large hospitals, rendered many others
inoperable, and forced the closure of nearly all other health care facilities. The region’s most vulnerable residents
and those individuals with special needs suffered terribly from Hurricane Katrina’s impact and inadequate or
nonexistent evacuation operations.”® In addition, the storm stranded hundreds of hospital patients inside dark and
flooded facilities that lacked basic supplies.”” Some patients succumbed to the horrible conditions before they could
be evacuated.’® At St. Rita’s Nursing Home in St. Bernard Parish, Louisiana, thirty-four nursing home residents
drowned in the floods resulting from Hurricane Katrina.'

New Orleans

New Orleans sustained extensive damage as Hurricane Katrina passed to its east on the morning of August 29.
Many high-rise buildings suffered blown out windows, while roof sections of the Louisiana Superdome—where
over ten thousand people were sheltered—were stripped away. Mayor Ray Nagin later reported that in New
Orleans, “primary and secondary power sources, sewerage and draining systems and communication and power
lines were incapacitated.”

The storm surge, extreme amounts of rain, and high winds stressed the city’s complex 350 mile levee system to its
breaking point.”> Several of the levees and floodwalls were overtopped, and some were breached throughout the day
of landfall. It was these overtoppings and breaches of the levee system that led to the catastrophic flooding of New
Orleans. In addition to the levee and floodwall breaches, many of the pumping stations—which would have
otherwise removed water from the city and prevented some of the flooding—stopped working due to power outages
and flooded pumping equipment.
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On the day of landfall, authoritative reporting from the field was extremely difficult to obtain because of the
widespread destruction of communications infrastructure, the incapacitation of many State and local responders, and
the lack of Federal representatives in the city. As a result, local, State, and Federal officials were forced to depend
on a variety of conflicting reports from a combination of media, government and private sources, many of which
continued to provide inaccurate or incomplete information throughout the day, further clouding the understanding of
what was occurring in New Orleans. In fact, some uncertainty about the specific causes and times of the breaches
and overtoppings persists to this day.

The New Orleans Flood and Hurricane Protection System

Much of New Orleans is located below sea level; with the Mississippi River to the south, Lake Pontchartrain to
the north, and Lake Borgne to the east, the area is prone to flooding from the river, the lakes, and the Gulf of
Mexico. Development of a system to protect the city from flooding began when the city was founded in the
early 1700s and has grown with the increase in population and expanded into additional flood prone areas. The
New Orleans Flood and Hurricane Protection System is complex and massive, consisting of 350 miles of levees,
which are embankments, usually earthen, that serve as flood barriers. The System also includes floodwalls,
hundreds of bridges, closable gates, culverts and canals that facilitate transportation in and out of the system. It
is comprised of a series of four main compartmented basins designed to limit the flooding impacts on the entire
system resulting from individual failures of levees and floodwalls. In addition, large pump stations are used to
pump out and redirect water from the city. These pumps are designed to mitigate flooding that results from
significant rainfall and can, over time, remove water from moderate overtoppings.

Currently, the levees offer protection ranging from eleven up to approximately seventeen and a half feet above
sea level. The current system was designed to withstand a Mississippi River flood the size of the Flood of 1927
and a hurricane with wind conditions similar to a very strong Category 2 hurricane.

Breaching and Overtopping

Overtopping is a term used to describe the situation where the water level rises above the height of the levee or
floodwall and consequently overtops, or flows over the structure. A breach is a break in the levee or floodwall.
A prolonged overtopping can actually cause a levee or floodwall breach. In general, a breach can lead to more
significant flooding than an overtopping since breaches take time to repair and until repaired continue to allow
water to flow until the water level has receded below the height of the breach. Overtopping, on the other hand,
will stop as soon as the water level recedes below the top of the levee or floodwall. Although the consequences
are significantly different, from outward appearances, it is often difficult to differentiate a breach from an
overtopping.

In addition to the dearth of reliable reporting regarding the situation in New Orleans, there was widespread
confusion and misuse of the terms ‘breach’ and ‘overtopping’ by observers and reporters who did not fully
understand the distinction between the two terms, or whose observations were not sufficient to enable differentiation
of one from the other. Some overtopping of the levees was expected due to the intensity of the storm, which would
result in localized flooding.** However, such overtopping would not have led to the catastrophic effects that
occurred due to the levee and floodwall breaches. Further, the New Orleans Flood and Hurricane Protection System
is designed so that individual breaches will not lead to catastrophic flooding. The compartmented design, with four
main basins, is intended to minimize the threat of flood to the entire system.” Thus, had only one basin experienced
serious overtopping or a breach, it would have been possible to avoid the catastrophic flooding New Orleans
experienced.

Since some flooding was expected and severe flooding feared, the most important priority of local, State, and
Federal officials was search and rescue. In anticipation of the storm on Sunday night and Monday morning,
emergency responders were standing by to begin search and rescue as soon as it was safe to proceed.*® This
emphasis on search and rescue continued throughout Monday evening, with officials encouraging those who had
evacuated prior to landfall to stay away so they did not impede emergency responders’ efforts.’” By Tuesday
morning when the breaches of the levees had been confirmed, Federal, State, and local officials were already fully

THE FEDERAL RESPONSE TO HURRICANE KATRINA: LESSONS LEARNED

-35-



CHAPTER FOUR: A WEEK OF CRISIS — AUGUST 29 — SEPTEMBER 5

engaged in search and rescue efforts.”™ Regardless of the cause of the flooding, search and rescue had been and
continued to be the first response priority.

As early as 9:12 AM EDT on August 29, the National Weather Service (NWS) received a report of a levee breach and
shortly thereafter issued a flash flood warning, stating, “A levee breech [sic] occurred along the Industrial Canal at
Tennessee Street. Three to eight feet of water is expected due to the breach.”™ However, as late as 6:00 PM EDT that
day, the DHS Homeland Security Operations Center (HSOC) reported to senior DHS and White House officials
that, “Prel4igninary reports indicate the levees in New Orleans have not been breached, however an assessment is still
pending.”

A sampling of additional reporting follows.

The first DHS HSOC report that referenced potential levee issues was distributed at 10:50 AM EDT on August 29,
and stated, “Some levees in the greater New Orleans area could be overtopped.”®' At 11:32 AM EDT, a DHS HSOC
report stated that, after a call with State and Parish officials, “Major General Landreneau [Adjutant General for
Louisiana] said that emergency personnel stationed at Jackson Barracks have confirmed that the waters are rising,
although he could not say whether the cause was a levee breach or overtopping.”* At a Noon FEMA
teleconference, local officials gave spotty reporting to participating State and Federal officials. As DHS
summarized the reports, “Some of the LA Parishes have 8 to 10 feet of water. . . . Some levee leakage, but no
reported failures to date . . . levee in New Orleans is overflowing.”*

Mid-afternoon on August 29, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) notified DHS of a reported levee
overtopping in St. Bernard’s Parish, a reported levee breach in the West Bank, and a small breach in Orleans Parish
reported by local firefighters.**

At 6 PM EDT aboard a U.S. Coast Guard helicopter, Marty Bahamonde, a FEMA Public Affairs Official, observed
the extent of the flooding and was “struck by how accurate” the earlier local reporting was of the levee breaches.®
He then called FEMA Director Michael Brown and other FEMA officials with his eyewitness account at
approximately 8 PM EDT that day.*® Director Brown has testified that he subsequently called the White House to
report the flooding information he received from Bahamonde.”” Following the calls, Mr. Bahamonde arranged a
conference call with State, regional, and FEMA officials to recount what he had seen.** An HSOC report marked
10:30 PM EDT, but not received at the White House until 12:02 AM EDT the next day, summarized the conference call
and reported Mr. Bahamonde’s observations on the extent of flooding throughout New Orleans.*’

By morning light and with the passage of the storm, the extent of the flooding was apparent. At 6 AM EDT on
August 30, the HSOC issued a report describing levee breaches at the Industrial Canal, 17" Street, and at Lake
Ponchatrain.”

Throughout the morning and early afternoon on August 30, the USACE continued to determine the extent of the
damage and assess whether the levees could be repaired.’’ At Governor Blanco’s 3 PM EDT press conference on
August 30, FEMA Director Michael Brown stated that no resources in fixing the levees would be spared, and that
the USACE was diligently working on a repair plan.”> The USACE worked throughout the remainder of Tuesday
but despite best efforts, by Wednesday morning, it was becoming clear that the repairs could take weeks or months.

New Orleans flooded as the levees and floodwalls
gave way and the pumping stations stopped
operating; at its height, approximately 80 percent of
New Orleans was filled with water up to twenty feet
deep.” This unprecedented flooding transformed
Hurricane Katrina into a “catastrophe within a
catastrophe™” as the storm shattered the lives of countless residents and presented State and local officials with
challenges far exceeding their capabilities.

LESSON LEARNED RECOMMENDATION 15:
Establish a National Operations Center to coordinate the
National response and provide situational awareness and
a common operating picture for the entire Federal
government.
254
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Hurricane Katrina’s Impact on State and Local Response

Many State and local public safety agencies suffered extensive damage to their facilities and equipment. The Grand
Isle (Louisiana) Fire Department suffered “total destruction.”” Fire departments in the Mississippi cities of Biloxi
and Gulfport experienced similar fates, while Slidell, Louisiana, had to close over half its stations.”® The Pascagoula
(Mississippi) Police Department lost one-third of its vehicles. Some emergency personnel did not report to work.
Warren J. Riley, Superintendent of the New Orleans Police Department, testified before Congress that, “Much has
been said about officers abandoning their position during the storm, and it is true that about 147 officers abandoned
their positions. However, they are no longer a part of the New Orleans Police Department.”’ Flooding in New
Orleans on August 30 forced the closure of the Orleans Parish Emergency Operations Center (EOC).”® In fact, the
New Orleans Mayor’s Office operated out of a Hyatt Hotel for several days after Hurricane Katrina’s landfall,
unable to establish reliable communications with anyone outside the hotel for nearly forty-eight hours.”> This meant
that the Mayor was neither able to effectively command the local efforts, nor was he able to guide the State and
Federal support for two days following the storm.

The complete devastation of the communications infrastructure left responders without a reliable network to use for
coordinating emergency response operations. Flooding blocked access to the police and fire dispatch centers in New
Orleans; neither 911 service nor public safety radio communications functioned sufficiently.®’ In addition, the State
of Louisiana’s 800 MHz radio system, designed to be the backbone of mutual aid communications, ceased
functioning, and repairs were delayed for several days.”’ Louisiana State Senator Robert Barham, chairman of the
State Senate's homeland security committee, summed up the situation in Louisiana by stating, “People could not
communicate. It got to the point that people were literally writing messages on paper, putting them in bottles and
dropping them from helicopters to other people on the ground.”®

Local emergency response officials found it difficult or impossible to establish functioning incident command
structures in these conditions. Such structures would have better enabled local response officials to direct
operations, manage assets, obtain situational awareness, and generate requests for assistance to State authorities.
Without an incident command structure, it was difficult for local leaders to guide the local response efforts, much
less command them. Members of the Hammond (Louisiana) Fire Department reported receiving “a lot of ‘I don’t
knows’ from [local] government officials”; another Louisiana firefighter stated, “the command structure broke
down—we were literally left to our own devices.”®

State and local emergency responders throughout the

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Homeland | affecied region struggled to perform urgent response

Security, in coordination with the Environmental missions, including emergency medical services,

Protection Agency, should oversee efforts to improve | firofiohting, law enforcement, search and rescue, and
the Federal government’s capability to quickly gather | ¢t to shelters. Emergency responders operated
environmental data and to provide the public and | i a4 cnvironment involving extreme heat, chemicals,

emergency responders the most accurate information | .,ntaminated mud, downed power lines, and standing
available, to determine whether it is safe to operate in a | ater® The storm’s surge flooded three Superfund®

disaster environment or to return after evacuation. In | (i waste sites in the New Orleans area, and
addition, the Department of Homeland Security should destroyed or compromised at least 170 drinking
work with its State and local homeland security partners | ey facilities and forty-seven wastewater treatment
to plan and to coordinate an integrated approach to0 | ks along the Gulf Coast.” Emergency responders
debris removal during and after a disaster. repeatedly exposed themselves to floodwater,
chemicals, bacteria, and debris to perform life-saving
missions.”” Their willingness to work in these hazardous conditions is a powerful testament to their bravery and
professionalism.

Governors Barbour and Blanco requested additional National Guard assets from other states through the Emergency
Management Assistance Compact (EMAC) to assist State and local emergency responders.®® National Guard forces
continued to deploy to the region as States responded in the days following landfall.*’
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Search and Rescue

Hurricane Katrina’s storm surge and subsequent flooding necessitated one of the largest search and rescue
operations in the Nation’s history. Thousands of firefighters, police officers, and medical personnel across all levels
of government, together with citizen volunteers, braved life-threatening conditions to rescue people and animals
from flooded buildings. Search and rescue missions were most urgent in New Orleans, where thousands needed to
be plucked from rooftops and attics after the levee system failed. As Mayor Ray Nagin stated: “Thousands of
people were stranded on their rooftops, or in attics, needing to be rescued. . . . Our first responders were jumping
into the water to rescue people as 911 operators were consumed with traumatic calls for rescue. They received
thousand upon thousands of frantic and desperate calls.””

Federal search and rescue assets from the Coast Guard, FEMA Urban Search and Rescue (US&R) Task Forces,”" the
Department of Defense (DOD),”* and other Federal agencies worked in concert with State and local responders to
rescue tens of thousands of people. Coast Guard teams alone ultimately rescued and evacuated over 33,000
people—over six times the number in an average year— “earning themselves the name the “New Orleans Saints.””*
Immediately following Hurricane Katrina’s second landfall, Coast Guard assets began conducting rescue operations
throughout the Gulf Region. Governor Barbour later testified that, “The night Katrina struck, Coast Guard
helicopter crews from Mobile conducted search and rescue operations on the Coast. These fearless young men, who
hung from helicopters on ropes, dangling through the air in the dark that first night, pulled people off of roofs and
out of trees.””> FEMA US&R teams also performed exceptionally well, ultimately rescuing over 6,500 people.”
Within four hours of landfall, Army National Guard helicopters were airborne and actively performing rescue
missions, with other National Guard personnel joining the effort on the ground.”’

Despite these successes, search and rescue efforts revealed the need for greater coordination between the two
constituent components of search and rescue: Urban Search and Rescue (US&R) and civil search and rescue (SAR).
US&R refers to the specialized mission of rescuing victims trapped in collapsed structures.”® In contrast, SAR
constitutes all other missions, such as maritime, aeronautical, and land rescues.”’ However, there is no overarching
plan that incorporates both aspects of search and rescue. The absence of such a plan led to coordination problems
between US&R teams and SAR teams. Some teams displayed their own initiative to fill the gap in unified
command, determining their own rescue priorities, areas to be searched, and locations to drop off the people they
rescued.*®  Unfortunately, in some cases, rescuers were forced to leave people on highways where they were
exposed to the elements and in continuing need of transportation, food, and water.*'

Under the NRP, FEMA is authorized as the primary

agency to coordinate US&R through Emergency Support ﬁES S ION d LEAENEI})I: 1 dThle d Depa@ent of
Function-9 (ESF-9).*  However, because the NRP ometan Security shou e ]
review of current policies and procedures to ensure

focuses only on urban search and rescue, combined with S 5
effective integration of all Federal search and rescue

the fact that US&R teams are neither adequately nor
consistently trained or equipped to perform rescues in a water environment, the NRP failed to anticipate, plan for,
and ultimately integrate all of the Federal government’s search and rescue assets during Katrina. For example, the
Department of Interior (DOI) has valuable expertise in operating watercraft and conducting civil search and rescue
operations. Unfortunately, because DOI is not formally considered a part of ESF-9, DOI’s offers to deploy shallow-
water rescue boats during the response apparently never reached the operational level. Had DOI been considered a
supporting agency under ESF-9, its water assets would likely have been effectively integrated into response
operations.

Post-Landfall Evacuations in New Orleans

As conditions in New Orleans worsened on August 30, due to the massive flooding, State and local officials began
organizing a mass evacuation of the city. Since neither the Louisiana nor the New Orleans evacuation plans
addressed evacuation protocols for post-landfall,83 State and local officials worked with FEMA, DOD, and the
Department of Transportation (DOT) to conduct the post-landfall evacuation.*

The Superdome presented the most immediate concern to officials. The population at the stadium continued to grow
as thousands of people migrated there from their flooded homes.*® The high floodwaters cut off access to the
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Superdome, which made re-supply, evacuations, and other operations extremely difficult.*® The facility had lost
power during the storm, leaving only dim lighting from emergency generators. Louisiana National Guard personnel
worked to protect the stadium’s emergency generators from rising floodwaters.*” The Louisiana National Guard
later reported that, “The vast majority of the sheltered evacuees were good people who were trapped in a bad
situation.”  Conditions at the stadium became increasingly difficult due to the large numbers and the lack of air
conditioning or running water. ** On the morning of August 30, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
(HHS) assessed the Superdome as “uninhabitable.””

Governor Blanco visited the Superdome on August 30 and concluded the stadium needed to be evacuated “as soon
as possible.””’ Louisiana State and local officials could not manage a post-landfall evacuation operation of this
magnitude without additional support. Shortly thereafter, FEMA personnel at the Superdome requested that FEMA
headquarters provide buses to transport evacuees from the stadium. Within an hour of receiving the call, FEMA
tasked the Department of Transportation—as coordinator of ESF-1, Transportation—to support the evacuation
operations. DOT began assembling a bus fleet of over 1,100 vehicles, equal in size to some of the largest transit
agencies in the Nation to evacuate thousands of persons from the Superdome and other parts of New Orleans.

Louisiana and Federal officials began contacting other States to relocate evacuees to their cities.”” They worked
together to develop plans to transport the people in the Superdome to out-of-state shelters. By the morning of
August 31, Governor Blanco reached an agreement with Texas Governor Rick Perry to evacuate the thousands at the
Superdome to the Houston Astrodome.”® Significant numbers of federally-contracted buses began to arrive at the
Superdome the evening of August 31.** Initially, evacuees were loaded onto buses and driven all the way to
Houston. As the Houston Astrodome began to fill, however, Federal and State officials identified alternative
destinations in multiple States and the District of Columbia.”

Both DOD and DOT worked with State and local officials to deliver food and water as well as develop plans to
evacuate people from three other locations in the city: Algiers Point, the Convention Center, and the Interstate-10
(I-10) cloverleaf.”® The Governor’s office received reports of the crowds at the Ernest N. Morial Memorial
Convention Center and the I-10 cloverleaf on August 31.”" Reports began to arrive that large crowds had gathered
at the Convention Center even though city officials had never intended it to be a shelter.”® Without strong public
messaging to inform them otherwise, many of these people had simply assumed that the Convention Center—as a
large public building on high ground—would be a safe gathering place.” No food or water was pre-staged there
because the facility was neither a shelter nor a designated evacuation point.'*

In addition, large numbers of people gathered or were deposited by search and rescue teams—who were conducting
boat and helicopter rescue operations with neither a coordinated plan nor a unified command structure—atop raised
surfaces, such as the I-10 cloverleaf downtown. People brought to the raised surfaces as they transitioned to safety
had little shelter from the sun and were in ninety-eight degree heat.'”’ Faced with this increasingly dire situation,
Governor Blanco used her executive authority to commandeer private school buses as evacuation assets, since many
of the city’s buses had been parked in lots that had flooded."” The Governor directed school buses to ferry the
people atop the I-10 cloverleaf to safety outside of the city.'”

By the morning of September 2, approximately fifteen thousand people had been evacuated from the Superdome,
leaving approximately 5,500 remaining. Reports on exact numbers vary because the Superdome and Convention
Center populations swelled after landfall, as additional evacuees continued to arrive while the evacuation was
underway. “The last 300 [people] in the Superdome climbed aboard buses Saturday... Evacuations of the last
remaining [people] at the arena were halted before dawn Saturday as authorities diverted buses to help some 25,000
refugees at the New Orleans Convention Center... The Texas Air National Guard estimated that between 2,000 and
5,000 people remained at the Superdome early on Saturday...” On Saturday, September 3, a representative of the
State “Office of Emergency Preparedness put the figure at 2,000, and said [people] had recently begun flocking
there not for shelter, but to escape New Orleans after they heard buses were arriving.”'**

Except for the ill or injured, no one was evacuated from the overcrowded Convention Center until Saturday,
September 3.'” By that point, however, over 35,000 people had been evacuated from New Orleans, including all
the ill or injured at the Superdome.'” As the evacuation progressed, the situation at the Convention Center and the
Superdome stabilized, with food, water, and medical supplies available at both locations.'”” By September 4, DHS
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reported that the “Superdome and Convention Center have been evacuated; however, displaced persons continue to
migrate to these sites and [will be] evacuated as required.”'*®

In addition to ground operations, a joint DHS, DOT, and DOD airlift successfully evacuated over 24,000 people,
constituting the largest domestic civilian airlift on U.S. soil in history.'” Federal departments and agencies worked
with State, local, and private sector officials to coordinate the operation. After the Federal Aviation Administration
restored traffic control and runway operations at New Orleans’s Louis Armstrong International Airport, DOT
coordinated with private air carriers and the Department of Defense’s Transportation Command (USTRANSCOM)
to begin the massive airlift. DOT invited the Air Transport Association, the trade organization of principal U.S.
airlines, to come to the NRCC to help coordinate with air carriers volunteering their services. In addition to these
civilian flights, the Department of Defense simultaneously conducted a major medical airlift from the airport.''’ The
DHS Transportation Security Administration (TSA) provided screeners and Federal Air Marshals to maintain
security. Search and rescue helicopters brought people directly to the airport, while Federal Protective Service
personnel escorted busloads of evacuees from the Superdome."'’ The TSA and other security personnel confiscated
hundreds of weapons from evacuees at the airport, including ninety in the first three days of the airlift.''

Federal transportation coordinators had little situational awareness regarding the movement of evacuees due to the
complete breakdown of the region’s communications infrastructure. Specifically, Federal and State officials often
had difficulty coordinating the departures and destinations of the large number of buses, trains, and aircraft involved
in the evacuations. In one case, a fully provisioned train with room for six hundred evacuees left the city with fewer
than one hundred passengers.''> Buses
LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Transportation, in and flights of evacuees were sometimes
coordination with other appropriate departments of the Executive | diverted, while en route, to new
Branch, must also be prepared to conduct mass evacuation | destinations without the knowledge of
operations when disasters overwhelm or incapacitate State and local | officials at either the original or new
governments. destinations. Without prior notice of the
evacuees’ arrival times, States sometimes
had difficulty accommodating the enormous influx of people. In addition, some passengers reported that they had
not been informed of their destinations when they boarded the evacuating flights and had no idea where they were
when their flights landed. Speaking about the evacuees, Arkansas Governor Mike Huckabee relayed, “They have
been treated like boxes, in many cases, warehoused.”'*

Public Safety and Security

Law enforcement agencies across the Gulf Coast region faced countless challenges in the aftermath of Hurricane
Katrina. People began looting in some areas as soon as the storm relented.'” Violent crimes were committed
against law enforcement officers and other emergency response personnel.''® The storm’s damage to equipment,
facilities, communications, and jails limited the ability of authorities to respond to calls for help and to combat
lawlessness.''” It is clear that violent crime was less prevalent than initially reported, although reliable crime
statistics are unavailable. Exaggerated, unconfirmed claims of violent crimes and lawlessness took on a life of their
own in the absence of effective public information to counter them.''®

Security problems in the Gulf Coast, both actual and perceived, obstructed the speed and efficiency of the Federal
response and in some cases temporarily halted relief efforts.''® Security concerns suspended search and rescue
missions,'”’ delayed the restoration of communications infrastructure,'”' and impeded medical support missions.'*
On August 31, most of the New Orleans police force was redirected from search and rescue missions to respond to
the looting, detracting from the priority mission of saving lives. The lawlessness also delayed restoration of
essential private sector services such as power, water, and telecommunications.'> Federal officials attempted to
have law enforcement officers protect emergency responders against security threats.'* However, due to a lack of
planning, arranging this support took several days, during which the situation grew worse.

A limited number of Federal law enforcement personnel were already assigned to local offices in New Orleans
following the storm and immediately began organizing efforts to restore law and order, but additional Federal
assistance was clearly needed. The Secretary of Homeland Security and the U.S. Attorney General directed their
respective departments to send Federal law enforcement officers to assist the beleaguered city.'> By September 3,
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over 1,600 Federal law enforcement officers were in New Orleans.'*® The Louisiana Governor submitted a request
to the Attorney General on September 4, formally seeking assistance from the Department of Justice (DOJ) pursuant
to the Emergency Federal Law Enforcement Assistance Act. After coordinating with the Secretary of Homeland
Security, the Attorney General granted the request the same day. Two days later, Governor Blanco sent a similar
request to the Secretary, requesting DHS law enforcement support. The Secretary granted the request and sent
additional DHS law enforcement officers to Louisiana.'?’

By September 5, the Department of Homeland Security had provided 1,444 officers and the Department of Justice
had deployed 566 officers.'”® The numbers of Federal law enforcement officers continued to grow as the
Department of Agriculture (USDA), Department of Interior, the Department of Treasury, the Department of
Veterans® Affairs, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the U.S. Postal Inspection Service deployed
personnel to the Gulf Coast.'” Federal law enforcement officers performed such missions as protecting Federal
property, conducting search and rescue missions, and assisting local law enforcement, particularly in New Orleans.
However, several departments and agencies noted that they were impeded in their ability to provide immediate
assistance due to the need for deputization to enforce State or Federal laws." Federal planning should have
anticipated the need for such deputization procedures.

Hurricane Katrina also crippled the region’s criminal justice system. The exodus of the Gulf Coast population
resulted in a significant loss of accountability of many persons under law enforcement supervision (e.g., registered

ff ti P! The court systems i T

Sex o .enders, probationers) © COUrLSYSWms I\ -y pGSON LEARNED: The Department of Justice, in
the disaster area ceased to function, causing a dinati ith the Department of Homeland
backlog of criminal prosecutions.'** Prisoners were coordination Wi N cpartment —of - fromeian
often hastily evacuated which created significant sesuiy, shond ereui Hedorl respons1b111t1§s .for
challenges for recordkeeping associated with prisoner §uppoﬁ D Siiits e l.ocal 7 enfor-cement i cnmlr-lal
justice systems during emergencies and then build

movement. There was some initial confusion in the . ..
. o . . - | operational plans, procedures, and policies to ensure an
process of identifying and relocating prisoners; .
effective Federal law enforcement response.

however, each eventually was accounted for.'**  The
strain on the criminal justice system is largely attributable to the absence of contingency plans for these problems at
all levels of government. While these issues remain foreseeable consequences of any major disaster, disaster plans
did not adequately address the response necessary to prevent the problems encountered during the aftermath of
Katrina.

Federal Incident Management

The magnitude of the storm’s destruction presented three immediate challenges for the Federal government. First,
the sheer amount of destruction over such a large area created an enormous demand for emergency assistance such
as fuel, medical supplies, food, shelter, and water. This demand, coupled with the austere conditions throughout the
Gulf Coast following Katrina’s landfall, exceeded FEMA’s standard disaster delivery capabilities and processes.
Mr. Scott Wells, who served as Deputy Federal Coordinating Officer (FCO) in Louisiana, later testified to Congress
that “the response was not robust; it was not enough for the catastrophe at hand.”"** Second, localities needed
assistance to perform emergency response operations and re-establish incident command. However, Hurricane
Katrina’s impact across the Gulf Coast region limited the use of normal mutual aid agreements, which rely on
neighboring cities and counties for assistance. In this case, the neighboring jurisdictions were overwhelmed
themselves and unable to provide assistance elsewhere. Assistance had to come from States outside the region and
from the Federal government. This requirement for an active Federal role in emergency response operations was
most pronounced in New Orleans. Finally, the communications problems had a debilitating effect on response
efforts in the region and the overall national effort. Officials from national leaders to emergency responders on the
ground lacked the level of situational awareness necessary for a prompt and effective response to the catastrophe.
This was a recipe for an inefficient and ineffective Federal response.

On August 30, Secretary Chertoff declared Hurricane Katrina to be an Incident of National Significance (INS), the
first ever formal declaration of this designation."*> On the same day, he also appointed FEMA Director Michael
Brown as the Principal Federal Official (PFO) for the Hurricane Katrina response.”® A PFO is designated to
facilitate Federal support to the unified command structure and coordinate overall Federal incident management.
The PFO also provides a primary point of contact and situational awareness locally for the Secretary of Homeland
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Security. However, according to the NRP, “The PFO does not direct or replace the incident command structure
established at the incident, nor does the PFO have directive authority over the [Senior Federal Law Enforcement
Official], FCO, or other Federal and State officials.” 37 The FCO retains his authorities to coordinate Federal
response activities under the Stafford Act.”*® As PFO, Brown had no authority over the FCOs. However, as the
Director of FEMA, Brown was vested with the authority to directly oversee the FCOs,"*’ thereby mitigating the PFO
limitations. His subsequent PFO replacement had no such authority to work around this impediment, and as a result,
was eventually made FCO as well. The multiple Federal coordinators with varying authorities frustrated State and
local officials in the region.'*’

Also on August 30, DHS initiated a virtual National Joint Information Center (JIC)'*' and conducted the first of
what would become daily National Incident Communications Conference Line (NICCL) calls with other Federal
departments and agencies.

An important limiting factor of the Federal response, as discussed in the Primer chapter, is that the Federal response
is predicated on an incident being handled at the lowest jurisdictional level possible. A base assumption to this
approach is that, even in cases where State and local governments are overwhelmed, they would maintain the
necessary incident command structure to direct Federal assets to where they are most needed. In the case of Katrina,
the local government had been destroyed and the State government was incapacitated, and thus the Federal
government had to take on the additional roles of performing incident command and other functions it would
normally rely upon the State and local governments to provide.

The Joint Field Office (JFO), which builds upon
the State and local incident command structure,
provides a single location for all Federal
departments and agencies to acquire situational
awareness, direction, mission assignments, and a
forum to interface with other agencies.'* Tt is
essential for ensuring that all Federal response
elements possess a common operating picture and synchronize their response operations and resources. However, in
the case of Hurricane Katrina, the JFO was not established at the outset, and did not function as envisioned when it
was established. Key PFO staff positions had not been identified prior to landfall, which forced Director Brown to
assemble his staff in the midst of the disaster.'* Brown was still working on a PFO organizational chart on the
evening of August 31, almost sixty hours after landfall. Key components of the Baton Rouge JFO were still being
assembled in the two weeks that followed.'**

LESSON LEARNED: The Federal government should work
with its homeland security partners in revising existing plans,
ensuring a functional operational structure—including within
regions— and establishing a clear, accountable process for
all National preparedness efforts.

The JFO was located in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, near the State of Louisiana Emergency Operations Center (EOC).
A Federal coordination center was not immediately established in New Orleans. The NRP does not contemplate
subordinate structures to the JFO to coordinate Federal response actions in the event of multiple or geographically
widespread catastrophes (i.e., multiple “ground zeros”)."* In the absence of a command center near the major
incident sites and a fully functioning JFO, agencies independently deployed resources, operated autonomously, and
generated disparate reporting streams back to Federal authorities locally and in Washington."® This resulted in an
often inconsistent and inaccurate operating picture of the disaster area for senior decision makers, duplication of
efforts, gaps in addressing requests for assistance, and the inefficient allocation of resources.

Military Assistance

Active duty military and National Guard personnel provided critical emergency response and security support to the
Gulf Coast during the height of the crisis. State active duty and Title 32 National Guard forces that deployed to
Louisiana and Mississippi operated under the command of their respective Governors.'’ Title 10 active duty forces,
on the other hand, fell under the command of the President and had more limited civil response authority."*® On
August 30, Deputy Secretary of Defense Gordon England authorized U.S. Northern Command (USNORTHCOM)
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to take all appropriate measures to plan and conduct disaster relief operations in support
of FEMA."’ USNORTHCOM established Joint Task Force Katrina (JTF-Katrina) at Camp Shelby to coordinate
the growing military response to the disaster.'*’
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By September 1, JTF-Katrina, commanded by LTG Honor¢, included approximately 3,000 active duty personnel in
the disaster area; within four days, that number climbed to 14,232 active duty personnel. LTG Honor¢’s leadership,
combined with the Department of Defense’s resources, manpower, and advanced planning, contributed to the
military’s success in the Federal response, especially in areas such as search and rescue, security, and logistical
support. Two C-130 firefighting aircraft and seven helicopters supported firefighting operations in New Orleans."!
By September 5, military helicopters had performed 963 search and rescue, evacuation, and supply delivery
missions."”>  Military personnel also assisted Federal, State and local agencies with other needs as well. For
example, DOD aircraft flew mosquito abatement aerial spraying missions over 2 million acres to prevent the spread
of mosquito- and water-borne diseases.'” Military personnel also performed such missions as salvage, sewage
restoration, relief worker billeting, air traffic control, and fuel distribution.

The standard National Guard deployment
coordination between State Adjutants
General (TAGs) was effective during the
initial response but was insufficient for

LESSON LEARNED: The Departments of Homeland Security and
Defense should jointly plan for the Department of Defense’s support
of Federal response activities as well as those extraordinary
such a large-scale and sustained circumstances when it is approprlat'e 'for the Department of Defense
- 154 . to lead the Federal response. In addition, the Department of Defense
operation. To address this shortfall, . . .
LTG Blum. Chief of the National Guard should ensure the transformation of the National Guard is focused
) on increased integration with active duty forces for homeland

Bureau, held a conference call on August . .
security plans and activities.

31with all fifty-four TAGs to distribute

requests for forces and equipment to all
TAGs.'”

Guardsmen performed a range of missions, including search and rescue, security, evacuations, and distribution of
food and water. In Mississippi, National Guard forces prepared Camp Shelby as a staging point for incoming forces
and also engaged in law enforcement support, debris removal, shelter support and other vital operations.'*®
Guardsmen from Texas and Pennsylvania supplied satellite phone communications to the response. 7 When a
group of Pennsylvania Guardsmen arrived to fix a Louisiana woman’s roof, she told the group: “That’s a long way
to come to help us. We’re really grateful ... you boys are going to heaven, I tell you.”'>® By August 29, sixty-five
National Guard helicopters were positioned throughout the Gulf Coast.'” By September 2, nearly 22,000 National
Guard soldiers and airmen had deployed to the region —including 6,500 in New Orleans alone'®—breaking the
National Guard’s previous record for the largest response to a domestic emergency.'® Eventually, over 50,000
National Guard members from fifty-four States, Territories, and the District of Columbia deployed to the Gulf
Coast, providing critical response assistance during this week of crisis.'® The robust active duty and National
Guard response played a crucial role in the effort to bring stability to the areas ravaged by Hurricane Katrina.

A fragmented deployment system and lack of an integrated command structure for both active duty and National
Guard forces exacerbated communications and coordination issues during the initial response. Deployments for
Title 32 (National Guard) forces were coordinated State-to-State through EMAC agreements and also by the
National Guard Bureau. Title 10 (active duty) force deployments were coordinated through USNORTHCOM.
Once forces arrived in the Joint Operations Area, they fell under separate command structures, rather than one single
command. The separate commands divided the area of operations geographically and supported response efforts
separately, with the exception of the evacuations of the Superdome and the Convention Center in New Orleans.'®
Equipment interoperability problems further hindered an integrated response. Similar issues of bifurcated
operations and interoperability challenges were also present between the military and civilian leadership.'®  This
lack of interoperable communications was apparent at the tactical level, resulting from the fact that emergency
responders, National Guard, and active duty military use different equipment.'®

Federal Communications Assistance

Although the Federal government pushed assets into the Gulf Coast region to fill communication gaps created by
Hurricane Katrina we could have and should have done more. FEMA had pre-positioned two of their five Mobile
Emergency Response Support (MERS) detachments in the Gulf and quickly moved them to the affected areas in
Louisiana and Mississippi soon after landfall.'®® MERS detachments consist of an array of vehicles and trained
personnel and provide mobile communications, operational support, and logistical power generation assets—
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including satellite communications, dozens of phone and data lines, heating and air conditioning, power generation,
fuel, potable water, and office functionality— to support the operations of Federal, State, and local authorities.'®’
Because MERS is a system of divisible assets and not a rigid unit, a single MERS detachment can provide limited
support to multiple field operating sites within the disaster area simultaneously.'®®

The Federal government must keep some MERS
detachments at locations outside the incident area in
case there is another catastrophe or event, but
additional MERS support should have been deployed to
the Gulf when it became apparent that those pre-
positioned were insufficient for an incident of Katrina’s
magnitude. At the time, some key Federal officials
both on the ground and back in Washington did not
know that there were additional MERS available.

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Homeland
Security should review our current laws, policies,
plans, and strategies relevant to communications.
Upon the conclusion of this review, the Homeland
Security Council, with support from the Office of
Science and Technology Policy, should develop a
National Emergency Communications Strategy that
supports communications operability and
interoperability.

To augment FEMA’s efforts, DOD deployed available
communications assets to the affected areas, such as its Deployable Joint Command and Control System.'® On
August 31, National Guard Bureau Chief LTG Blum reported that DOD was “pushing every communications asset
that we have.”'’® Further, the National Interagency Fire Center provided 3,200 radios, thirty-eight satellite systems,
and several other communication modules in order to supplement the Gulf region’s damaged communication
networks.

The DHS National Communications System (NCS) also contributed to communications recovery efforts following
Hurricane Katrina. NCS linked the telecommunications industry with the relevant government agencies through the
National Coordinating Center (NCC)."”" The NCC coordinated with MCI and AT&T, as well as USNORTHCOM
to identify and deploy mobile communication assets to the Gulf region both prior to, and following, landfall.'”
Further, due to the destruction of the communications infrastructure, the NCS was required to perform new
functions, such as providing interim Land Mobile Radio systems, used to connect two-way radio users to a central
dispatcher, to first responders in devastated Louisiana parishes.'”> By September 1, mobile communications systems
were beginning to provide much needed telephone and two-way radio communications in Louisiana and Mississippi
with additional systems en route to support the entire affected area.'”

Federal Resource Challenges

The aftermath of Hurricane Katrina left the Gulf Coast in desperate need of resources and assistance. Nearly a
quarter of a million people in shelters relied on shipments of ice, food, and water to meet their basic needs.'”
Hospitals, shelters, and other critical facilities required diesel fuel to run their back-up generators. Many evacuees
lacked access to medical providers and supplies. Emergency responders conducting life-saving operations
demanded additional supplies and fuel. FEMA’s pre-positioned supplies proved inadequate to meet these demands
throughout the region after landfall.'”® To fill this gap, the Federal government sent more resources to Louisiana in
the first two weeks after Hurricane Katrina than it had sent to Florida for all of the previous year’s hurricanes
combined.'”’

As Hurricane Katrina made landfall, Director

Brown provided public assurances that FEMA
was prepared to act to meet the logistical
challenge.'”® FEMA personnel soon
discovered, however, that the quantity of
material requested post-landfall outstripped
their logistical capabilities. FEMA simply
could not procure enough resources to match
the rate at which commodities were being
consumed.  The agency’s contracts with
private companies, though sufficient for
smaller disasters, were incapable of supplying

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Homeland Security,
in coordination with State and local governments and the
private sector, should develop a modern, flexible, and
transparent logistics system. This system should be based on
established contracts for stockpiling commodities at the local
level for emergencies and the provision of goods and services
during emergencies. The Federal government must develop
the capacity to conduct large-scale logistical operations that
supplement and, if necessary, replace State and local logistical
systems by leveraging resources within both the public sector
and the nrivate sector.
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the enormous quantities of resources needed.'”” As a result, shortages plagued the affected area. In Mississippi,
FEMA personnel were unable to meet requirements submitted by staging areas.'™ William Carwile, the FCO for
Mississippi, recalled that there was a huge gap “between what we required on the ground and what they were
sending us.”™®" In some areas, local officials who requested high-demand resources, such as generators, received no
shipments of those supplies from FEMA until weeks after landfall.'®*

Ineffective communications between FEMA and other Federal departments and agencies prevented available
Federal resources from being effectively used for response operations. The USDA observed that its personnel “had
difficulty in getting FEMA to take advantage of the resources available to them because of the unfamiliarity of some
FEMA employees with USDA programs. Likewise, many USDA employees were unfamiliar with FEMA programs
and procedures.” The Department of Interior also offered valuable assistance. In the aftermath of the hurricane,
DOI delivered a comprehensive list of its deployable assets that were immediately available for humanitarian and
emergency assistance, including such items as 300 dump trucks and other vehicles, 119 pieces of heavy equipment,
300 boats, eleven aircraft, fifty to seventy-five maintenance crews. Although DOI repeatedly attempted to provide
these assets through the process established by the NRP, there was no effective mechanism for efficiently integrating
and deploying these resources. DOI offered 500 rooms and other sites for shelters or housing. The Departments of
Veterans Affairs (VA), Housing and Urban Development (HUD), and Agriculture (USDA) also offered thousands
of housing units nationwide to FEMA for temporary assignment to evacuees. FEMA officials said that the need to
negotiate conditional requirements in some cases prevented them from accepting some Federal agencies' offers of
housing resources. Most of the thousands of housing units made available by other Federal agencies were not
offered to evacuees and were never used.

The private sector too met roadblocks in its efforts to coordinate with the Federal government during the response.
For example, the American Bus Association spent an entire day trying to find a point of contact at FEMA to
coordinate bus deployment without success.'™ Federal procurement officers also neglected to draw upon retailers’
supply lines to get the resources that victims needed. To this end, despite an acute shortage of blue tarps to cover
damaged roofs, Federal officials were slow to draw upon the corporate supply chains that deliver tarps to the stores
that sell them. For example, one private sector company had 600,000 tarps available.

Throughout the weeks following Hurricane Katrina,
the Department of Commerce worked to close the
gap between the private and the public sector. The
Department set up an informational website and
hotline to provide businesses with a one-stop source
of information on contracting opportunities.'™ The
Department also  granted certain companies
prioritized access to the raw materials needed to
restore the region’s crippled infrastructure, even
when the resources had previously been contracted to
other parties.'®

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Homeland
Security, working collaboratively with the private
sector, should revise the National Response Plan and
finalize the Interim National Infrastructure Protection
Plan to be able to rapidly assess the impact of a disaster
on critical infrastructure. We must use this knowledge
to inform Federal response and prioritization decisions
and to support infrastructure restoration in order to save
lives and mitigate the impact of the disaster on the
Nation.

As logistics problems were now obvious to all, FEMA turned to DOD for major support in this area.'® On
September 3, Secretary Rumsfeld directed USNORTHCOM to execute greater logistical support operations in both
Louisiana and Mississippi.'®’

Offers of Charitable Assistance

FEMA could neither efficiently accept nor manage the deluge of charitable donations.®® Private sector companies
also encountered problems when attempting to donate their goods and services to FEMA for Hurricane Katrina
response efforts.

Other countries made generous offers of assistance that the Federal government had difficulty integrating into the
ongoing response operations. Absent an implementation plan for the management of foreign material assistance,
valuable resources often went unused, which frustrated many donor countries. Inadequate planning delayed the
overall process of accepting and receiving disaster aid from abroad. For example, after Switzerland had loaded
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relief supplies onto an aircraft, FEMA requested that the country send only the portion FEMA required to meet
response needs. As the generous contribution of supplies could not be unloaded quickly and repackaged into the
smaller quantities in a timely manner, the U.S. Embassy in Bern and the Government of Switzerland cancelled the
entire flight."® A German company offered the use of a $3 million integrated satellite and cellular telephone system
capable of handling 5,000 calls at once, only to wait five days for a written deployment order from
USNORTHCOM.

The same was true of foreign financial assistance.
There was no means of accepting, allocating and
disbursing funds that would also ensure transparency
and acknowledgement of donors. The Federal
government eventually developed a process to accept
financial gifts from foreign countries,"” but because
there was no pre-established plan, implementation
was a slow and often frustrating process. The U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) sent liaisons to
FEMA field locations on September 2 to coordinate the delivery of foreign disaster relief.'”’ However, it took
several days for the international aid staging area at Little Rock Air Force Base, Arkansas, to become operational.'*?
Before this staging area was established, foreign aid could not be efficiently unloaded and distributed. The Federal
government’s inability to utilize its own resources, or those offered to it, caused great concern for the American
public.

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of State, in
coordination with the Department of Homeland
Security, should review and revise policies, plans, and
procedures for the management of foreign disaster
assistance. In addition, this review should clarify
responsibilities and procedures for handling inquiries

Federal Health and Medical Support

The public health and medical situation throughout the Gulf Coast required substantial Federal resources to prevent
even further loss of life. On August 31, HHS Secretary Leavitt declared a Federal Public Health Emergency for the
Gulf Coast region. This emergency declaration allowed HHS to waive certain requirements for such programs as
Medicare, Medicaid, and the State Children’s Health Insurance Program. It also allowed HHS to make grants and
enter into contracts more expeditiously.193 Immediate public health and medical support challenges included the
identification, triage, and treatment of acutely sick and injured patients; the management of chronic medical
conditions in large numbers of evacuees with special health care needs; the assessment, communication, and
mitigation of public health risks; mortuary support; and the provision of assistance to State and local health officials
to quickly reestablish health care delivery systems and public health infrastructures.'**

Federal departments and agencies worked together to attempt to meet these challenges, beginning before Hurricane
Katrina’s landfall and continuing long after. HHS and DOD health officials collaborated with State and local health
officials, maintained situational awareness for their respective agencies, and hastened the direction of medical and
public health assets. National Disaster Medical System (NDMS) teams also formed an integral component of the
medical response to Hurricane Katrina, collectively treating over 100,000 patients.'”> Several agencies assigned
responsibilities in the NRP under ESF-8, Public Health and Medical Services, sent liaisons to the HHS Operations
Center in Washington, D.C., and the HHS Secretary’s Emergency Response Teams (SERTs) in the affected States.
The Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) used its extensive resources to deliver care to evacuees and veterans from
the affected region.

HHS deployed medical supplies and personnel to bolster State and local public health capacity in the region. It
provided pharmaceuticals and other medical supplies from the Strategic National Stockpile (SNS) beginning with
pre-landfall deliveries to the Superdome. By September 3, HHS had delivered 100 tons of medical supplies from
the SNS to Louisiana. HHS also deployed twenty-four public health teams that included epidemiology, food safety,
sanitation, and toxicology experts.

Medical and public health assets provided excellent care to thousands of displaced patients with both acute injuries
and with chronic medical conditions, many of whom had multiple complex medical requirements. According to the
Governors from the Gulf Region, medical and public health professionals were true heroes of the Hurricane Katrina
response. They often had to improvise and use their own initiative because the system was slow to deploy them
from staging areas or failed to adequately supply them. A member of an American Red Cross inspection team, Dr.
Hilarie H. Cranmer, wrote, “[i]n a little over four days, our multidisciplinary and interagency teams assessed more
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than 200 shelters housing nearly 30,000 people. Amazingly, in a majority of cases, the basic public health needs
were being met.”'*® Federal, State, local, private sector, and volunteer health care providers across the Gulf Coast
took the initiative to overcome the inefficiencies of the medical support system and meet their patients’ needs."’
Louisiana State University worked with the State Office of Emergency Preparedness, Federal personnel, and
responders from outside the region to turn its Pete Maravich Assembly Center into an acute care medical facility.
Within a week, the facility processed approximately 6,000 patients and more than a thousand prescriptions.'”®

HHS struggled in its NRP role as coordinating agency for ESF-8. HHS lacked control over vital medical assets,
over-relied on departmental routines, and did not have adequate disaster plans. FEMA compounded HHS
coordination difficulties. FEMA deployed NDMS teams without HHS’s oversight or knowledge. FEMA
administrative delays in issuing mission assignments exacerbated the lack of coordination within ESF-8 and created

. . dditional inefficiencies. I t
LESSON LEARNED: In coordination with the Department of additiona o eenees. order to
. . respond swiftly, HHS felt compelled
Homeland Security and other homeland security partners, the .
. to take emergency response actions
Department of Health and Human Services should strengthen the : A :
, o . . . without mission assignments,
Federal government’s capability to provide public health and medical bypassing FEMA. While this ma
support during a crisis. This will require the improvement of command hZVe pushed ad di:[ional assets to thz:,
and control of public health resources, the development of deliberate region, it also had a deleterious effect
plans, an additional investment in deployable operational resources, and on Ehe Federal ~government’s
an acceleration of the initiative to foster the widespread use of

. . situational awareness of its deployed
interoperable electronic health records systems. assets ploy

FROM RESPONSE TO RECOVERY
Federal Coordination

After a week of crisis, Federal, State, and local officials began transitioning to a more organized and sustained
response. As requirements eased and material flowed into the region, Federal departments addressed those problems
that had afflicted their response during its first week. The establishment of JFOs in several States across the Gulf
Coast in the following weeks enhanced the Federal response by providing the coordination and management that
had been largely absent.'” On September 5, Secretary Chertoff appointed Vice Admiral (VADM) Thad Allen to the
position of Deputy PFO. At that time, the Louisiana JFO was still a temporary office near the Louisiana Emergency
Operations Center in Baton Rouge, almost eighty miles from New Orleans. However, to gain greater visibility of
the disaster area, VADM Allen stood up a “PFO-Forward Headquarters” in New Orleans on the USS Iwo Jima on
September 7. The PFO-Forward rapidly increased the effectiveness of the Federal response by providing a
Federal unified command close to the disaster scene. On September 9, Secretary Chertoff appointed VADM Allen
to replace Michael Brown as PFO for Hurricane Katrina.*®' Director Brown returned to Washington to assume his
duties as FEMA Director, rather than managing the field operations for Katrina.**> On September 21, VADM Allen
was given additional authorities when he was appointed FCO, in addition to PFO.*”® VADM Allen’s appointments
ultimately proved critical for energizing the JFO and the entire Federal response to Hurricane Katrina.”**

The formation of Federal coordination entities also improved law enforcement operations. On September 6, the two
Senior Federal Law Enforcement Officials (SFLEOs) ** each representing the DOJ and DHS, respectively,
established a Law Enforcement Coordination Center (LECC)** in New Orleans to help coordinate law enforcement
personnel operating in the city and surrounding parishes. For the first time during the hurricane response, New
Orleans now had a unified command for law enforcement comprised of the New Orleans Police Department, the
Louisiana State Police, the National Guard, and all Federal law enforcement personnel.207 Improved coordination,
combined with increased Federal law enforcement assistance, strengthened public safety and security in New
Orleans. On September 12, the DOD stated that there was “[v]ery little criminal activity” in New Orleans, and that
the “military presence deters criminals before damage can be done.”*”® By September 13, the City of New Orleans
reported law enforcement and military personnel had successfully reestablished security in the City.209

Improved security and the deployment of additional Federal personnel also facilitated search and rescue operations,
particularly in New Orleans. By this point, most of the people stranded on rooftops had been rescued, so operations
focused more on door-to-door searches. Rescue teams completed primary ground searches in New Orleans on

THE FEDERAL RESPONSE TO HURRICANE KATRINA: LESSONS LEARNED

47-



CHAPTER FOUR: A WEEK OF CRISIS — AUGUST 29 — SEPTEMBER 5

September 12, and spent the next two weeks entering buildings to locate trapped survivors and deceased victims. '’
FEMA Urban Search and Rescue teams completed all Mississippi assignments on September 10 and ended all
operations in Louisiana twenty days later.*"'

The DHS Public Affairs Office established a
Joint Information Center (JIC) in Baton
Rouge on Wednesday, September 6, to

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Homeland Security
should develop an integrated public communications plan to
provide accurate and timely information on better inform, guide, and reassure the American public before,
the Federal response and relief efforts as during, and after a catastrophe. The Department of Homeland
well as to counter misinformation.2'> The | Security should enable this plan with operational capabilities to
formation of a second facility in New deploy coordinated public affairs teams during a crisis.

Orleans three days later improved the flow
of accurate information back to the Baton Rouge JIC. These JICs helped to stem the spread of rumors and
unsubstantiated reports that had plagued public information efforts during the first week after landfall.

Federal and State officials struggled to locate, recover, and identify the hundreds of deceased victims. While
mortuary affairs is generally a State and local responsibility, the NRP is unclear about the appropriate Federal role,
leading to substantial confusion.””® FEMA established body collection points at Gulfport, Mississippi, and St.
Gabriel, Louisiana, in the days following Hurricane Katrina’s landfall.*'"* From August 31 to September 4, FEMA
also deployed ten Disaster Mortuary Operational Response Teams (DMORTS) and both of its Disaster Portable
Morgue Units (DPMU) to help State and local personnel identify and process bodies at those collection points.”"’
On September 1, FEMA reached a verbal agreement with Kenyon International Emergency Services, a disaster
management contractor, to retrieve and transport bodies.*'® However, difficulties finalizing the agreement with
Kenyon hindered body recovery efforts on the ground.”’” Frustrated Kenyon executives withdrew from their
agreement with FEMA; this led FEMA to request that DOD take over the body recovery effort until another
contractor could be found.*'®

Disagreement between Federal and State officials over body recovery responsibilities continued for weeks after
landfall. Federal officials maintained that body recovery was ultimately a State responsibility with the Federal
government providing support only.”" In a September 13 press conference, Governor Blanco expressed her dismay
and blamed FEMA for failing to “break through the bureaucracy” to finalize a contact with Kenyon International.
On September 13, Governor Blanco directed the Louisiana Department of Health and Hospitals to sign its own
written contract with Kenyon, even though the Governor believed that “recovery of bodies is a FEMA
responsibility.”** The deployed DMORTs performed well in extraordinarily difficult circumstances. Though they
found themselves in the midst of a catastrophic disaster and caught in a public political dispute, they carried out their
mission with great professionalism and compassion.

Meeting Victims’ Needs

The national effort to meet the needs of Hurricane Katrina victims expanded in the weeks after landfall.
Government, private sector, faith-based, non-profit, and other volunteer personnel collaborated in innovative ways
to provide medical, financial, and housing assistance. For example, former Presidents George H.W. Bush and Bill
Clinton are distributing over $90 million they raised following Hurricane Katrina to Gulf Coast higher education
institutions, local and regional faith-based organizations, and the States of Louisiana, Mississippi and Alabama.”*!
At the National Book Festival in September attendees collected donated books to help Gulf Coast schools and
libraries replace the books that were destroyed by the hurricane.*

Federal responders overcame many of the initial public health challenges as increasing numbers of medical
personnel and supplies flowed into the region. The continuing efforts of medical personnel to vaccinate Hurricane
Katrina evacuees prevented most communicable diseases from spreading in the densely populated shelters. 23 By
mid-September, the HHS’s public health response transitioned focus from acute public health issues to include less
imminent concerns, such as child care support, mental health services, and treatment services for substance abuse.”**

On September 7, FEMA announced that it had instituted the Expedited Assistance Program to speed the delivery of
assistance to Hurricane Katrina victims.”* This enabled registrations to grow from 261,946 on September 5 to over
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one million ten days later.”** FEMA delivered over $1 billion in assistance to evacuees in all fifty States and the
District of Columbia by September 17—Iess than three weeks after landfall.**’ However, this extraordinary and
unprecedented effort was frequently overshadowed by problems encountered by evacuees in their attempts to
register for or receive assistance. For example, FEMA established Disaster Recovery Centers (DRCs) in the Gulf
Coast region that were not structured to process disaster assistance registrations.””® The DRCs also were not set up
to assist victims in obtaining the other Federal assistance that they were already receiving before Katrina, such as
Social Security and Veteran’s Benefits. Staff at the DRCs directed victims to register by telephone or via the
Internet.””  Since many households in Hurricane Katrina-affected areas were without power or telephone service,
such instructions left many without the means to file their registrations.”®” In addition, FEMA had not determined
the capacity of existing Federal agency call centers and telephone banks to handle increased call volumes.
Consgﬂuently, victims registering for assistance via telephone repeatedly encountered long delays and disconnected
calls.

At times, FEMA public statements
LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Health and Human regarding the provision of assistance were

Services should coordinate with other departments of the confusing or incomplete. For example,
Executive Branch, as well as State governments and non- | FEMA announced that it was making
governmental organizations, to develop a robust, comprehensive, | 2 000 cash payments to qualified/registered
and integrated system to deliver human services during disasters | gisaster victims and that these funds would
so that victims are able to receive Federal and State assistance in | 1 provided through various means,
a simple and seamless manner. In particular, this system should | including by debit card.>> However, it
be designed to provide victims a consumer oriented, simple, | ade this announcement before the debit
effective and single encounter from which they can receive | (.4rds were widely available and did not

assistance. provide detailed guidance on distribution

procedures. *** This led to widespread
confusion and frustration. Security personnel had to lock down the Houston Astrodome during the distribution of
debit cards due to unrest among evacuees.”*

Faith-based, non-profit, and other non-government and volunteer organizations continued to provide essential
support to Hurricane Katrina victims. For example, in Harris County, Texas, the Citizen Corps Council—a
volunteer organization under the auspices of DHS——coordinated private sector contributions and the mobilization of
60,000 volunteers.”>> The Citizen Corps volunteers created an evacuee “city,” which at its peak sheltered more than
27,000 people at the Reliant Center, Reliant Arena, and the Astrodome.”® The Southern Baptist Convention of the
North American Mission Board and other faith-based orgamzatlons provided food and shelter to many evacuees and
helped them find temporary and permanent housing.”’

However, faith-based and non-governmental
groups were not adequately integrated into the
response effort.”*® These groups often encountered
difficulties coordinating their efforts with Federal,
State and local governments, due to a failure to
adequately address their role in the NRP.** Major
Todd Hawks of the Salvation Army testified to
Congress that the Salvation Army, “wasn't
permitted to have a liaison officer in the State's
Emergency Operations Center (EOC). As a result,
we had to obtain critical information second-hand through Voluntary Organizations Active in a Disaster (VOAD)—
if we received the information at all.” Hawks stated this situation further complicated the Salvation Army’s relief
effort.** Reverend Larry Snyder, President of Catholic Charities USA, remarked, “In spite of Catholic Charities
having available FEMA trained and certified disaster response staff, we were not always allowed admittance to
FEMA operations and the local EOCs. This significantly impaired a more coordinated response by all of us.” These
groups succeeded in their missions, mitigated suffering and helped victims survive mostly in spite of, not because
of, the government. These groups deserve better next time. Jim Towey, Director of the White House Office of
Faith-Based and Community Initiatives, said these folks were the foot soldiers and armies of compassion that
victims of Katrina so desperately needed.

LESSON LEARNED: The Federal response should better
integrate the contributions of volunteers and non-
governmental organizations into the broader national
effort. This integration would be best achieved at the State
and local levels, prior to future incidents. In particular,
State and local governments must engage NGOs in the
planning process, credential their personnel, and provide
them the necessary resource support for their involvement
in a joint response.
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Locating temporary or long-term housing
for Hurricane Katrina evacuees presented
significant  challenges  for  Federal
officials. The supply of temporary
housing in the disaster area, such as hotels
and apartments, was quickly depleted,
while FEMA’s effort to provide trailers to
evacuees foundered due to inadequate
planning and poor coordination.**'
Moving evacuees into trailers was delayed
because of FEMA’s failure to plan for the provision of delivery transportation and infrastructure support such as
water and electrical hook-up.”** The shelter population plummeted from nearly 273,000 on September 5 to about
135,000 on September 10 as evacuees found temporary or other housing opportunities.”*> Although FEMA had
planned to place all evacuees into temporary housing by October 1,%** nearly 16,000 victims of Hurricane Katrina
and Hurricane Rita, which made landfall near the Texas-Louisiana border on September 24, still remained in
shelters in mid-October.**> FEMA also did not provide expedited direct rental assistance to individuals until late
September.”**  Those out of shelters were mostly placed in hotels, which only delayed the permanent housing
problem. Further, the uncertainty of relocation fostered constant anxiety in the already traumatized victims of
Katrina.

LESSON LEARNED: Using established Federal core
competencies and all available resources, the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, in coordination with other
departments of the Executive Branch with housing stock, should
develop integrated plans and bolstered capabilities for the
temporary and long-term housing of evacuees. The American Red
Cross and the Department of Homeland Security should retain
responsibility and improve the process of mass care and sheltering
during disasters.

Housing and other assistance issues persisted even as response operations gave way to recovery and rebuilding
efforts. They are critical for determining whether the region will retain its people and their unique culture. These
remain central issues for Donald Powell, appointed by President Bush on November 1, 2005, to serve as the
Coordinator of Federal Support for the Gulf Coast's Recovery and Rebuilding.**’

CONCLUSION

Hurricane Katrina necessitated a national response that Federal, State, and local officials were unprepared to
provide. The methods that had been employed successfully for the 243 previous major disaster declarations since
January 2001 proved inadequate for Hurricane Katrina’s magnitude.’® The Federal response suffered from
significant organization and coordination problems during this week of crisis. The lack of communications and
situational awareness had a debilitating effect on the Federal response. Even after coordinating elements were in
place, Federal departments and agencies continued to have difficulty adapting their standard procedures to this
catastrophic incident. The Federal government’s problems responding to Hurricane Katrina illustrate greater
systemic weaknesses inherent in our current national preparedness system: the lack of expertise in the areas of
response, recovery, and reconstruction. Insufficient planning, training, and interagency coordination are not
problems that began and ended with Hurricane Katrina. The storm demonstrated the need for greater integration and
synchronization of preparedness efforts, not only throughout the Federal government, but also with the State and
local governments and the private and non-profit sectors as well.
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This government will learn the lessons of Hurricane Katrina. We are going to review every action and make
necessary changes so that we are better prepared for any challenge of nature, or act of evil men, that could
threaten our people.

—President George W. Bush, September 15, 2005"

The preceding chapters described the dynamics of the response to Hurricane Katrina. While there were numerous
stories of great professionalism, courage, and compassion by Americans from all walks of life, our task here is to
identify the critical challenges that undermined and prevented a more efficient and effective Federal response. In
short, what were the key failures during the Federal response to Hurricane Katrina?

We ask this question not to affix blame. Rather, we
endeavor to find the answers in order to identify
systemic gaps and improve our preparedness for the
next disaster — natural or man-made. We must move
promptly to understand precisely what went wrong and
determine how we are going to fix it.

Hurricane Katrina Critical Challenges

National Preparedness

Integrated Use of Military Capabilities

Communications

Logistics and Evacuations

Search and Rescue

Public Safety and Security

Public Health and Medical Support

Human Services

Mass Care and Housing

10. Public Communications

11. Critical Infrastructure and Impact Assessment

12. Environmental Hazards and Debris Removal

13. Foreign Assistance

14. Non-Governmental Aid

15. Training, Exercises, and Lessons Learned

16. Homeland Security Professional Development
and Education

17. Citizen and Community Preparedness

After reviewing and analyzing the response to
Hurricane Katrina, we identified seventeen specific
lessons the Federal government has learned. These
lessons, which flow from the critical challenges we
encountered, are depicted in the accompanying text box.
Fourteen of these critical challenges were highlighted in
the preceding Week of Crisis section and range from
high-level policy and planning issues (e.g., the
Integrated Use of Military Capabilities) to operational
matters (e.g., Search and Rescue).> Three other
challenges — Training, Exercises, and Lessons Learned;
Homeland Security Professional Development and
Education; and Citizen and Community Preparedness —
are interconnected to the others but reflect measures and institutions that improve our preparedness more broadly.
These three will be discussed in the Report’s last chapter, Transforming National Preparedness.

RO o

Some of these seventeen critical challenges affected all aspects of the Federal response. Others had an impact on a
specific, discrete operational capability. Yet each, particularly when taken in aggregate, directly affected the overall
efficiency and effectiveness of our efforts. This chapter summarizes the challenges that ultimately led to the lessons
we have learned. Over one hundred recommendations for corrective action flow from these lessons and are outlined
in detail in Appendix A of the Report.
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Critical Challenge: National Preparedness

Our current system for homeland security does not provide the necessary framework to manage the challenges posed
by 21* Century catastrophic threats. But to be clear, it is unrealistic to think that even the strongest framework can
perfectly anticipate and overcome all challenges in a crisis. While we have built a response system that ably handles
the demands of a typical hurricane season, wildfires, and other limited natural and man-made disasters, the system
clearly has structural flaws for addressing catastrophic events. During the Federal response to Katrina®, four critical
flaws in our national preparedness became evident: Our processes for unified management of the national response;
command and control structures within the Federal government; knowledge of our preparedness plans; and regional
planning and coordination. A discussion of each follows below.

Unified Management of the National Response

Effective incident management of catastrophic events requires coordination of a wide range of organizations and
activities, public and private. Under the current response framework, the Federal government merely “coordinates”
resources to meet the needs of local and State governments based upon their requests for assistance. Pursuant to the
National Incident Management System (NIMS) and the National Response Plan (NRP), Federal and State agencies
build their command and coordination structures to support the local command and coordination structures during an
emergency. Yet this framework does not address the conditions of a catastrophic event with large scale competing
needs, insufficient resources, and the absence of functioning local governments. These limitations proved to be
major inhibitors to the effective marshalling of Federal, State, and local resources to respond to Katrina.

Soon after Katrina made landfall, State and local authorities understood the devastation was serious but, due to the
destruction of infrastructure and response capabilities, lacked the ability to communicate with each other and
coordinate a response. Federal officials struggled to perform responsibilities generally conducted by State and local
authorities, such as the rescue of citizens stranded by the rising floodwaters, provision of law enforcement, and
evacuation of the remaining population of New Orleans, all without the benefit of prior planning or a functioning
State/local incident command structure to guide their efforts.

The Federal government cannot and should not be the Nation’s first responder. State and local governments are best
positioned to address incidents in their jurisdictions and will always play a large role in disaster response. But
Americans have the right to expect that the Federal government will effectively respond to a catastrophic incident.
When local and State governments are overwhelmed or incapacitated by an event that has reached catastrophic
proportions, only the Federal government has the resources and capabilities to respond. The Federal government
must therefore plan, train, and equip to meet the requirements for responding to a catastrophic event.

Command and Control Within the Federal Government

In terms of the management of the Federal response, our architecture of command and control mechanisms as well
as our existing structure of plans did not serve us well. Command centers in the Department of Homeland Security
(DHS) and elsewhere in the Federal government had unclear, and often overlapping, roles and responsibilities that
were exposed as flawed during this disaster. The Secretary of Homeland Security, is the President’s principal
Federal official for domestic incident management, but he had difficulty coordinating the disparate activities of
Federal departments and agencies. The Secretary lacked real-time, accurate situational awareness of both the facts
from the disaster area as well as the on-going response activities of the Federal, State, and local players.

The National Response Plan’s Mission Assignment process proved to be far too bureaucratic to support the response
to a catastrophe. Melvin Holden, Mayor-President of Baton Rouge, Louisiana, noted that, “requirements for paper
work and form completions hindered immediate action and deployment of people and materials to assist in rescue
and recovery efforts.” Far too often, the process required numerous time consuming approval signatures and data
processing steps prior to any action, delaying the response. As a result, many agencies took action under their own
independent authorities while also responding to mission assignments from the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA), creating further process confusion and potential duplication of efforts.
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This lack of coordination at the Federal headquarters-level reflected confusing organizational structures in the field.
As noted in the Week of Crisis chapter, because the Principal Federal Official (PFO) has coordination authority but
lacks statutory authority over the Federal Coordinating Officer (FCO), inefficiencies resulted when the second PFO
was appointed. The first PFO appointed for Katrina did not have this problem because, as the Director of FEMA, he
was able to directly oversee the FCOs because they fell under his supervisory authority.” Future plans should ensure
that the PFO has the authority required to execute these responsibilities.

Moreover, DHS did not establish its NRP-specified disaster site multi-agency coordination center—the Joint Field
Office (JEO)—until after the height of the crisis.® Further, without subordinate JFO structures to coordinate Federal
response actions near the major incident sites, Federal response efforts in New Orleans were not initially well-
coordinated.”

Lastly, the Emergency Support Functions (ESFs) did not function as envisioned in the NRP. First, since the ESFs do
not easily integrate into the NIMS Incident Command System (ICS) structure, competing systems were implemented
in the field — one based on the ESF structure and a second based on the ICS. Compounding the coordination
problem, the agencies assigned ESF responsibilities did not respect the role of the PFO. As VADM Thad Allen
stated, “The ESF structure currently prevents us from coordinating effectively because if agencies responsible for
their respective ESFs do not like the instructions they are receiving from the PFO at the field level, they go to their
headquarters in Washington to get decisions reversed. This is convoluted, inefficient, and inappropriate during
emergency conditions. Time equals lives saved.”

Knowledge and Practice in the Plans

At the most fundamental level, part of the explanation for why the response to Katrina did not go as planned is that
key decision-makers at all levels simply were not familiar with the plans. The NRP was relatively new to many at
the Federal, State, and local levels before the events of Hurricane Katrina.® This lack of understanding of the
“National” plan not surprisingly resulted in ineffective coordination of the Federal, State, and local response.
Additionally, the NRP itself provides only the ‘base plan’ outlining the overall elements of a response: Federal
departments and agencies were required to develop supporting operational plans and standard operating procedures
(SOPs) to integrate their activities into the national response.” In almost all cases, the integrating SOPs were either
non-existent or still under development when Hurricane Katrina hit. Consequently, some of the specific procedures
and processes of the NRP were not properly implemented, and Federal partners had to operate without any
prescribed guidelines or chains of command.

Furthermore, the JFO staff and other deployed Federal personnel often lacked a working knowledge of NIMS or
even a basic understanding of ICS principles. As a result, valuable time and resources were diverted to provide on-
the-job ICS training to Federal personnel assigned to the JFO. This inability to place trained personnel in the JFO
had a detrimental effect on operations, as there were not enough qualified persons to staff all of the required
positions. We must require all incident management personnel to have a working knowledge of NIMS and ICS
principles.

Insufficient Regional Planning and Coordination

The final structural flaw in our current system for national preparedness is the weakness of our regional planning
and coordination structures. Guidance to governments at all levels is essential to ensure adequate preparedness for
major disasters across the Nation. To this end, the Interim National Preparedness Goal (NPG) and Target
Capabilities List (TCL) can assist Federal, State, and local governments to: identify and define required capabilities
and what levels of those capabilities are needed; establish priorities within a resource-constrained environment;
clarify and understand roles and responsibilities in the national network of homeland security capabilities; and
develop mutual aid agreements.

Since incorporating FEMA in March 2003, DHS has spread FEMA’s planning and coordination capabilities and
responsibilities among DHS’s other offices and bureaus. DHS also did not maintain the personnel and resources of
FEMA'’s regional offices.'” FEMA’s ten regional offices are responsible for assisting multiple States and planning
for disasters, developing mitigation programs, and meeting their needs when major disasters occur. During Katrina,
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eight out of the ten FEMA Regional Directors were serving in an acting capacity and four of the six FEMA
headquarters operational division directors were serving in an acting capacity. While qualified acting directors filled
in, it placed extra burdens on a staff that was already stretched to meet the needs left by the vacancies.

Additionally, many FEMA programs that were operated out of the FEMA regions, such as the State and local liaison
program and all grant programs, have moved to DHS headquarters in Washington. When programs operate out of
regional offices, closer relationships are developed among all levels of government, providing for stronger
relationships at all levels. By the same token, regional personnel must remember that they represent the interests of
the Federal government and must be cautioned against losing objectivity or becoming mere advocates of State and
local interests. However, these relationships are critical when a crisis situation develops, because individuals who
have worked and trained together daily will work together more effectively during a crisis.

LESSON LEARNED: The Federal government should work with its homeland security partners in revising
existing plans, ensuring a functional operational structure—including within regions—and establishing a clear,
accountable process for all National preparedness efforts. In doing so, the Federal government must:
=  Ensure that Executive Branch agencies are organized, trained, and equipped to perform their
response roles.
=  Finalize and implement the National Preparedness Goal.

Critical Challenge: Integrated Use of Military Capabilities

The Federal response to Hurricane Katrina demonstrates that the Department of Defense (DOD) has the capability to
play a critical role in the Nation’s response to catastrophic events. During the Katrina response, DOD — both
National Guard and active duty forces — demonstrated that along with the Coast Guard it was one of the only Federal
departments that possessed real operational capabilities to translate Presidential decisions into prompt, effective
action on the ground. In addition to possessing operational personnel in large numbers that have been trained and
equipped for their missions, DOD brought robust communications infrastructure, logistics, and planning capabilities.
Since DOD, first and foremost, has its critical overseas mission, the solution to improving the Federal response to
future catastrophes cannot simply be “let the Department of Defense do it.” Yet DOD capabilities must be better
identified and integrated into the Nation’s response plans.

The Federal response to Hurricane Katrina highlighted various challenges in the use of military capabilities during
domestic incidents. For instance, limitations under Federal law and DOD policy caused the active duty military to be
dependent on requests for assistance. These limitations resulted in a slowed application of DOD resources during the
initial response. Further, active duty military and National Guard operations were not coordinated and served two
different bosses, one the President and the other the Governor.

Limitations to Department of Defense Response Authority

For Federal domestic disaster relief operations, DOD currently uses a “pull” system that provides support to civil
authorities based upon specific requests from local, State, or Federal authorities.'' This process can be slow and
bureaucratic. Assigning active duty military forces or capabilities to support disaster relief efforts usually requires a
request from FEMA,'? an assessment by DOD on whether the request can be supported, approval by the Secretary of
Defense or his designated representative, and a mission assignment for the military forces or capabilities to provide
the requested support. From the time a request is initiated until the military force or capability is delivered to the
disaster site requires a 21-step process.” While this overly bureaucratic approach has been adequate for most
disasters, in a catastrophic event like Hurricane Katrina the delays inherent in this “pull” system of responding to
requests resulted in critical needs not being met."* One could imagine a situation in which a catastrophic event is of
such a magnitude that it would require an even greater role for the Department of Defense. For these reasons, we
should both expedite the mission assignment request and the approval process, but also define the circumstances
under which we will push resources to State and local governments absent a request.
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Unity of Effort among Active Duty Forces and the National Guard

In the overall response to Hurricane Katrina, separate command structures for active duty military and the National
Guard hindered their unity of effort. U.S. Northern Command (USNORTHCOM) commanded active duty forces,
while each State government commanded its National Guard forces. For the first two days of Katrina response
operations, USNORTHCOM did not have situational awareness of what forces the National Guard had on the
ground. Joint Task Force Katrina (JTF-Katrina) simply could not operate at full efficiency when it lacked visibility
of over half the military forces in the disaster area."” Neither the Louisiana National Guard nor JTF-Katrina had a
good sense for where each other’s forces were located or what they were doing. For example, the JTF-Katrina
Engineering Directorate had not been able to coordinate with National Guard forces in the New Orleans area. As a
result, some units were not immediately assigned missions matched to on-the-ground requirements. Further, FEMA
requested asls6istance from DOD without knowing what State National Guard forces had already deployed to fill the
same needs.

Also, the Commanding General of JTF-Katrina and the Adjutant Generals (TAGs) of Louisiana and Mississippi had
only a coordinating relationship, with no formal command relationship established. This resulted in confusion over
roles and responsibilities between National Guard and Federal forces and highlights the need for a more unified
command structure.'’

Structure and Resources of the National Guard

As demonstrated during the Hurricane Katrina response, the National Guard Bureau (NGB) is a significant joint
force provider for homeland security missions. Throughout the response, the NGB provided continuous and
integrated reporting of all National Guard assets deployed in both a Federal and non-Federal status to
USNORTHCOM, Joint Forces Command, Pacific Command, and the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Homeland
Defense. This is an important step toward achieving unity of effort. However, NGB’s role in homeland security is
not yet clearly defined. The Chief of the NGB has made a recommendation to the Secretary of Defense that NGB be
chartered as a joint activity of the DOD.'® Achieving these efforts will serve as the foundation for National Guard
transformation and provide a total joint force capability for homeland security missions."

LESSON LEARNED: The Departments of Homeland Security and Defense should jointly plan for the
Department of Defense’s support of Federal response activities as well as those extraordinary circumstances
when it is appropriate for the Department of Defense to lead the Federal response. In addition, the Department of
Defense should ensure the transformation of the National Guard is focused on increased integration with active
duty forces for homeland security plans and activities.

Critical Challenge: Communications

Hurricane Katrina destroyed an unprecedented portion of the core communications infrastructure throughout the
Gulf Coast region. As described earlier in the Report, the storm debilitated 911 emergency call centers, disrupting
local emergency services. ° Nearly three million customers lost telephone service. Broadcast communications,
including 50 percent of area radio stations and 44 percent of area television stations, similarly were affected.”’ More
than 50,000 utility poles were toppled in Mississippi alone, meaning that even if telephone call centers and
electricity generation capabilities were functioning, the connections to the customers were broken.”> Accordingly,
the communications challenges across the Gulf Coast region in Hurricane Katrina’s wake were more a problem of
basic operability,” than one of equipment or system interoperability. ** The complete devastation of the
communications infrastructure left emergency responders and citizens without a reliable network across which they
could coordinate.”

Although Federal, State, and local agencies had communications plans and assets in place, these plans and assets
were neither sufficient nor adequately integrated to respond effectively to the disaster.’® Many available
communications assets were not utilized fully because there was no national, State-wide, or regional
communications plan to incorporate them. For example, despite their contributions to the response effort, the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service’s radio cache—the largest civilian cache of radios in the United
States—had additional radios available that were not utilized.”’
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Federal, State, and local governments have not yet completed a comprehensive strategy to improve operability and
interoperability to meet the needs of emergency responders.”® This inability to connect multiple communications
plans and architectures clearly impeded coordination and communication at the Federal, State, and local levels. A
comprehensive, national emergency communications strategy is needed to confront the challenges of incorporating
existing equipment and practices into a constantly changing technological and cultural environment.”’

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Homeland Security should review our current laws, policies, plans,
and strategies relevant to communications. Upon the conclusion of this review, the Homeland Security Council,
with support from the Office of Science and Technology Policy, should develop a National Emergency
Communications Strategy that supports communications operability and interoperability.

Critical Challenge: Logistics and Evacuation

The scope of Hurricane Katrina’s devastation, the effects on critical infrastructure in the region, and the debilitation
of State and local response capabilities combined to produce a massive requirement for Federal resources. The
existing planning and operational structure for delivering critical resources and humanitarian aid clearly proved to be
inadequate to the task. The highly bureaucratic supply processes of the Federal government were not sufficiently
flexible and efficient, and failed to leverage the private sector and 21Ist Century advances in supply chain
management.

Throughout the response, Federal resource managers had great difficulty determining what resources were needed,
what resources were available, and where those resources were at any given point in time. Even when Federal
resource managers had a clear understanding of what was needed, they often could not readily determine whether
the Federal government had that asset, or what alternative sources might be able to provide it. As discussed in the
Week of Crisis chapter, even when an agency came directly to FEMA with a list of available resources that would be
useful during the response, there was no effective mechanism for efficiently integrating and deploying these
resources. Nor was there an easy way to find out whether an alternative source, such as the private sector or a
charity, might be able to better fill the need. Finally, FEMA’s lack of a real-time asset-tracking system — a necessity
for successful 21* Century businesses — left Federal managers in the dark regarding the status of resources once they
were shipped.™

Our logistics system for the 21* Century should be a fully transparent, four-tiered system. First, we must encourage
and ultimately require State and local governments to pre-contract for resources and commodities that will be
critical for responding to all hazards. Second, if these arrangements fail, affected State governments should ask for
additional resources from other States through the Emergency Management Assistance Compact (EMAC) process.
Third, if such interstate mutual aid proves insufficient, the Federal government, having the benefit of full
transparency, must be able to assist State and local governments to move commodities regionally. But in the end,
FEMA must be able to supplement and, in catastrophic incidents, supplant State and local systems with a fully
modern approach to commodity management.

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Homeland Security, in coordination with State and local governments
and the private sector, should develop a modern, flexible, and transparent logistics system. This system should
be based on established contracts for stockpiling commodities at the local level for emergencies and the
provision of goods and services during emergencies. The Federal government must develop the capacity to
conduct large-scale logistical operations that supplement and, if necessary, replace State and local logistical
systems by leveraging resources within both the public sector and the private sector.

With respect to evacuation—fundamentally a State and local responsibility—the Hurricane Katrina experience
demonstrates that the Federal government must be prepared to fulfill the mission if State and local efforts fail.
Unfortunately, a lack of prior planning combined with poor operational coordination generated a weak Federal
performance in supporting the evacuation of those most vulnerable in New Orleans and throughout the Gulf Coast
following Katrina’s landfall. The Federal effort lacked critical elements of prior planning, such as evacuation
routes, communications, transportation assets, evacuee processing, and coordination with State, local, and non-
governmental officials receiving and sheltering the evacuees. Because of poor situational awareness and
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communications throughout the evacuation operation, FEMA had difficulty providing buses through ESF-1,
Transportation, (with the Department of Transportation as the coordinating agency).”’ FEMA also had difficulty
delivering food, water, and other critical commodities to people waiting to be evacuated, most significantly at the
Superdome.*

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Transportation, in coordination with other appropriate departments of
the Executive Branch, must also be prepared to conduct mass evacuation operations when disasters overwhelm
or incapacitate State and local governments.

Critical Challenge: Search and Rescue

After Hurricane Katrina made landfall, rising floodwaters stranded thousands in New Orleans on rooftops, requiring
a massive civil search and rescue operation. The Coast Guard, FEMA Urban Search and Rescue (US&R) Task
Forces,33 and DOD forces,” in concert with State and local emergency responders from across the country,
courageously combined to rescue tens of thousands of people. With extraordinary ingenuity and tenacity, Federal,
State, and local emergency responders plucked people from rooftops while avoiding urban hazards not normally
encountered during waterborne rescue.

Yet many of these courageous lifesavers were put at unnecessary risk by a structure that failed to support them
effectively. The overall search and rescue effort demonstrated the need for greater coordination between US&R, the
Coast Guard, and military responders who, because of their very different missions, train and operate in very
different ways. For example, Urban Search and Rescue (US&R) teams had a particularly challenging situation since
they are neither trained nor equipped to perform water rescue. Thus they could not immediately rescue people
trapped by the flood waters.*

Furthermore, lacking an integrated search and rescue incident command, the various agencies were unable to
effectively coordinate their operations.”” This meant that multiple rescue teams were sent to the same areas, while
leaving others uncovered.” When successful rescues were made, there was no formal direction on where to take
those rescued.” Too often rescuers had to leave victims at drop-off points and landing zones that had insufficient
logistics, medical, and communications resources, such as atop the I-10 cloverleaf near the Superdome.*

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Homeland Security should lead an interagency review of current
policies and procedures to ensure effective integration of all Federal search and rescue assets during disaster
response.

Critical Challenge: Public Safety and Security

State and local governments have a fundamental responsibility to provide for the public safety and security of their
residents. During disasters, the Federal government provides law enforcement assistance only when those resources
are overwhelmed or depleted.*' Almost immediately following Hurricane Katrina’s landfall, law and order began to
deteriorate in New Orleans. The city’s overwhelmed police force—70 percent of which were themselves victims of
the disaster—did not have the capacity to arrest every person witnessed committing a crime, and many more crimes
were undoubtedly neither observed by police nor reported. The resulting lawlessness in New Orleans significantly
impeded—and in some cases temporarily halted—relief efforts and delayed restoration of essential private sector
services such as power, water, and telecommunications.*?

The Federal law enforcement response to Hurricane Katrina was a crucial enabler to the reconstitution of the New
Orleans Police Department’s command structure as well as the larger criminal justice system. Joint leadership from
the Department of Justice and the Department of Homeland Security integrated the available Federal assets into the
remaining local police structure and divided the Federal law enforcement agencies into corresponding New Orleans
Police Department districts.

While the deployment of Federal law enforcement capability to New Orleans in a dangerous and chaotic
environment significantly contributed to the restoration of law and order, pre-event collaborative planning between
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Federal, State, and local officials would have improved the response. Indeed, Federal, State, and local law
enforcement officials performed admirably in spite of a system that should have better supported them. Local, State,
and Federal law enforcement were ill-prepared and ill-positioned to respond efficiently and effectively to the crisis.

In the end, it was clear that Federal law enforcement support to State and local officials required greater
coordination, unity of command, collaborative planning and training with State and local law enforcement, as well
as detailed implementation guidance. For example, the Federal law enforcement response effort did not take
advantage of all law enforcement assets embedded across Federal departments and agencies. Several departments
promptly offgered their assistance, but their law enforcement assets were incorporated only after weeks had passed,
or not at all.

Coordination challenges arose even after Federal law enforcement personnel arrived in New Orleans. For example,
several departments and agencies reported that the procedures for becoming deputized to enforce State law were
cumbersome and inefficient. In Louisiana, a State Police attorney had to physically be present to swear in Federal
agents. Many Federal law enforcement agencies also had to complete a cumbersome Federal deputization process.**
New Orleans was then confronted with a rapid influx of law enforcement officers from a multitude of States and
jurisdictions—each with their own policies and procedures, uniforms, and rules on the use of force—which created
the need for a command structure to coordinate their efforts.**

Hurricane Katrina also crippled the region’s criminal justice system. Problems such as a significant loss of
accountability of many persons under law enforcement supervision,*® closure of the court systems in the disaster,"’
and hasty evacuation of prisoners* were largely attributable to the absence of contingency plans at all levels of
government.

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Justice, in coordination with the Department of Homeland Security,
should examine Federal responsibilities for support to State and local law enforcement and criminal justice
systems during emergencies and then build operational plans, procedures, and policies to ensure an effective
Federal law enforcement response.

Critical Challenge: Public Health and Medical Support

Hurricane Katrina created enormous public health and medical challenges, especially in Louisiana and
Mississippi—States with public health infrastructures that ranked 49™ and 50" in the Nation, respectively.”’ But it
was the subsequent flooding of New Orleans that imposed catastrophic public health conditions on the people of
southern Louisiana and forced an unprecedented mobilization of Federal public health and medical assets. Tens of
thousands of people required medical care. Over 200,000 people with chronic medical conditions, displaced by the
storm and isolated by the flooding, found themselves without access to their usual medications and sources of
medical care. Several large hospitals were totally destroyed and many others were rendered inoperable. Nearly all
smaller health care facilities were shut down. Although public health and medical support efforts restored the
capabilities of many of these facilities, the region’s health care infrastructure sustained extraordinary damage.™

Most local and State public health and medical assets were overwhelmed by these conditions, placing even greater
responsibility on federally deployed personnel. Immediate challenges included the identification, triage and
treatment of acutely sick and injured patients; the management of chronic medical conditions in large numbers of
evacuees with special health care needs; the assessment, communication and mitigation of public health risk; and the
provision of assistance to State and local health officials to quickly reestablish health care delivery systems and
public health infrastructures.’’

Despite the success of Federal, State, and local personnel in meeting this enormous challenge, obstacles at all levels
reduced the reach and efficiency of public health and medical support efforts. In addition, the coordination of
Federal assets within and across agencies was poor. The cumbersome process for the authorization of
reimbursement for medical and public health services provided by Federal agencies created substantial delays and
frustration among health care providers, patients and the general public.”® In some cases, significant delays slowed
the arrival of Federal assets to critical locations.™ In other cases, large numbers of Federal assets were deployed,
only to be grossly underutilized.** Thousands of medical volunteers were sought by the Department of Health and
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Human Services (HHS), and though they were informed that they would likely not be needed unless notified
otherwise, many volunteers reported that they received no message to that effect.”® These inefficiencies were the
products of a fragmented command structure for medical response; inadequate evacuation of patients; weak State
and local public health infrastructures;*® insufficient pre-storm risk communication to the public;’’ and the absence
of a uniform electronic health record system.

LESSON LEARNED: In coordination with the Department of Homeland Security and other homeland security
partners, the Department of Health and Human Services should strengthen the Federal government’s capability
to provide public health and medical support during a crisis. This will require the improvement of command and
control of public health resources, the development of deliberate plans, an additional investment in deployable
operational resources, and an acceleration of the initiative to foster the widespread use of interoperable
electronic health records systems.

Critical Challenge: Human Services

Disasters—especially those of catastrophic proportions—produce many victims whose needs exceed the capacity of
State and local resources. These victims who depend on the Federal government for assistance fit into one of two
categories: (1) those who need Federal disaster-related assistance, and (2) those who need continuation of
government assistance they were receiving before the disaster, plus additional disaster-related assistance. Hurricane
Katrina produced many thousands of both categories of victims.™

The Federal government maintains a wide array of human service programs to provide assistance to special-needs
populations, including disaster victims.” Collectively, these programs provide a safety net to particularly vulnerable
populations.

The Emergency Support Function 6 (ESF-6) Annex to the NRP assigns responsibility for the emergency delivery of
human services to FEMA. While FEMA is the coordinator of ESF-6, it shares primary agency responsibility with
the American Red Cross.”® The Red Cross focuses on mass care (e.g. care for people in shelters), and FEMA
continues the human services components for ESF-6 as the mass care effort transitions from the response to the
recovery phase.®’ The human services provided under ESF-6 include: counseling; special-needs population support;
immediate and short-term assistance for individuals, households, and groups dealing with the aftermath of a disaster;
and expedited processing of applications for Federal benefits.*” The NRP calls for “reducing duplication of effort
and benefits, to the extent possible,” to include “streamlining assistance as appropriate.”®

Prior to Katrina’s landfall along the Gulf Coast and during the subsequent several weeks, Federal preparation for
distributing individual assistance proved frustrating and inadequate. Because the NRP did not mandate a single
Federal point of contact for all assistance and required FEMA to merely coordinate assistance delivery, disaster
victims confronted an enormously bureaucratic, inefficient, and frustrating process that failed to effectively meet
their needs. The Federal government’s system for distribution of human services was not sufficiently responsive to
the circumstances of a large number of victims—many of whom were particularly vulnerable—who were forced to
navigate a series of complex processes to obtain critical services in a time of extreme duress. As mentioned in the
preceding chapter, the Disaster Recovery Centers (DRCs) did not provide victims single-point access to apply for
the wide array of Federal assistance programs.

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Health and Human Services should coordinate with other
departments of the Executive Branch, as well as State governments and non-governmental organizations, to
develop a robust, comprehensive, and integrated system to deliver human services during disasters so that
victims are able to receive Federal and State assistance in a simple and seamless manner. In particular, this
system should be designed to provide victims a consumer oriented, simple, effective, and single encounter from
which they can receive assistance.

Critical Challenge: Mass Care and Housing

Hurricane Katrina resulted in the largest national housing crisis since the Dust Bowl of the 1930s. The impact of
this massive displacement was felt throughout the country, with Gulf residents relocating to all fifty States and the
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District of Columbia.** Prior to the storm’s landfall, an exodus of people fled its projected path, creating an urgent
need for suitable shelters. Those with the willingness and ability to evacuate generally found temporary shelter or
housing. However, the thousands of people in New Orleans who were either unable to move due to health reasons or
lack of transportation, or who simply did not choose to comply with the mandatory evacuation order, had significant
difficulty finding suitable shelter after the hurricane had devastated the city.”

Overall, Federal, State, and local plans were inadequate for a catastrophe that had been anticipated for years.
Despite the vast shortcomings of the Superdome and other shelters, State and local officials had no choice but to
direct thousands of individuals to such sites immediately after the hurricane struck. Furthermore, the Federal
government’s capability to provide housing solutions to the displaced Gulf Coast population has proved to be far too
slow, bureaucratic, and inefficient.

The Federal shortfall resulted from a lack of interagency coordination to relocate and house people. FEMA’s
actions often were inconsistent with evacuees’ needs and preferences. Despite offers from the Departments of
Veterans Affairs (VA), Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and Agriculture (USDA) as well as the private
sector to provide thousands of housing units nationwide, FEMA focused its housing efforts on cruise ships and
trailers, which were expensive and perceived by some to be a means to force evacuees to return to New Orleans.®
HUD, with extensive expertise and perspective on large-scale housing challenges and its nation-wide relationships
with State public housing authorities, was not substantially engaged by FEMA in the housing process until late in
the effort. ® FEMA’s temporary and long-term housing efforts also suffered from the failure to pre-identify
workable sites and available land and the inability to take advantage of housing units available with other Federal
agencies.

LESSON LEARNED: Using established Federal core competencies and all available resources, the Department
of Housing and Urban Development, in coordination with other departments of the Executive Branch with
housing stock, should develop integrated plans and bolstered capabilities for the temporary and long-term
housing of evacuees. The American Red Cross and the Department of Homeland Security should retain
responsibility and improve the process of mass care and sheltering during disasters.

Critical Challenge: Public Communications

The Federal government’s dissemination of essential public information prior to Hurricane Katrina’s Gulf landfall is
one of the positive lessons learned. The many professionals at the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) and the National Hurricane Center worked with diligence and determination in
disseminating weather reports and hurricane track predictions as described in the Pre-landfall chapter. This includes
disseminating warnings and forecasts via NOAA Radio and the internet, which operates in conjunction with the
Emergency Alert System (EAS).® We can be certain that their efforts saved lives.

However, more could have been done by officials at all levels of government. For example, the EAS—a mechanism
for Federal, State and local officials to communicate disaster information and instructions—was not utilized by State
and local officials in Louisiana, Mississippi or Alabama prior to Katrina’s landfall.*’

Further, without timely, accurate information or the ability to communicate, public affairs officers at all levels could
not provide updates to the media and to the public. It took several weeks before public affairs structures, such as the
Joint Information Centers, were adequately resourced and operating at full capacity. In the meantime, Federal,
State, and local officials gave contradictory messages to the public, creating confusion and feeding the perception
that government sources lacked credibility. On September 1, conflicting views of New Orleans emerged with
positive statements by some Federal officials that contradicted a more desperate picture painted by reporters in the
streets. " The media, operating 24/7, gathered and aired uncorroborated information which interfered with ongoing
emergency response efforts.”’ The Federal public communications and public affairs response proved inadequate
and ineffective.

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Homeland Security should develop an integrated public
communications plan to better inform, guide, and reassure the American public before, during, and after a
catastrophe. The Department of Homeland Security should enable this plan with operational capabilities to
deploy coordinated public affairs teams during a crisis.

THE FEDERAL RESPONSE TO HURRICANE KATRINA: LESSONS LEARNED
-60-



CHAPTER FIVE: LESSONS LEARNED

Critical Challenge: Critical Infrastructure and Impact Assessment

Hurricane Katrina had a significant impact on many sectors of the region’s “critical infrastructure,” especially the
energy sector.”> The Hurricane temporarily caused the shutdown of most crude oil and natural gas production in the
Gulf of Mexico as well as much of the refining capacity in Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama. “[M]ore than ten
percent of the Nation’s imported crude oil enters through the Louisiana Offshore Oil Port”" adding to the impact on
the energy sector. Additionally, eleven petroleum refineries, or one-sixth of the Nation’s refining capacity, were
shut down.” Across the region more than 2.5 million customers suffered power outages across Louisiana,
Mississippi, and Alabama.”

While there were successes, the Federal government’s ability to protect and restore the operation of priority national
critical infrastructure was hindered by four interconnected problems. First, the NRP-guided response did not account
for the need to coordinate critical infrastructure protection and restoration efforts across the Emergency Support
Functions (ESFs). The NRP designates the protection and restoration of critical infrastructure as essential objectives
of five ESFs: Transportation; Communications; Public Works and Engineering; Agriculture; and Energy.”
Although these critical infrastructures are necessary to assist in all other response and restoration efforts, there are
seventeen critical infrastructure and key resource sectors whose needs must be coordinated across virtually every
ESF during response and recovery.”” Second, the Federal government did not adequately coordinate its actions with
State and local protection and restoration efforts. In fact, the Federal government created confusion by responding
to individualized requests in an inconsistent manner.”®  Third, Federal, State, and local officials responded to
Hurricane Katrina without a comprehensive understanding of the interdependencies of the critical infrastructure
sectors in each geographic area and the potential national impact of their decisions. For example, an energy
company arranged to have generators shipped to facilities where they were needed to restore the flow of oil to the
entire mid-Atlantic United States. However, FEMA regional representatives diverted these generators to hospitals.
While lifesaving efforts are always the first priority, there was no overall awareness of the competing important
needs of the two requests. Fourth, the Federal government lacked the timely, accurate, and relevant ground-truth
information necessary to evaluate which critical infrastructures were damaged, inoperative, or both. The FEMA
teams that were deployed to assess damage to the regions did not focus on critical infrastructure and did not have the
expertise necessary to evaluate protection and restoration needs.”

The Interim National Infrastructure Protection Plan (NIPP) provides strategic-level guidance for all Federal, State,
and local entities to use in prioritizing infrastructure for protection.”” However, there is no supporting
implementation plan to execute these actions during a natural disaster. Federal, State, and local officials need an
implementation plan for critical infrastructure protection and restoration that can be shared across the Federal
government, State and local governments, and with the private sector, to provide them with the necessary
background to make informed preparedness decisions with limited resources.

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Homeland Security, working collaboratively with the private sector,
should revise the National Response Plan and finalize the Interim National Infrastructure Protection Plan to be

able to rapidly assess the impact of a disaster on critical infrastructure. We must use this knowledge to inform

Federal response and prioritization decisions and to support infrastructure restoration in order to save lives and
mitigate the impact of the disaster on the Nation.

Critical Challenge: Environmental Hazards and Debris Removal

The Federal clean-up effort for Hurricane Katrina was an immense undertaking. The storm impact caused the spill
of over seven million gallons of oil into Gulf Coast waterways. Additionally, it flooded three Superfund®' sites in
the New Orleans area, and destroyed or compromised numerous drinking water facilities and wastewater treatment
plants along the Gulf Coast.*> The storm’s collective environmental damage, while not creating the “toxic soup”
portrayed in the media, nonetheless did create a potentially hazardous environment for emergency responders and
the general public.*’ In response, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Coast Guard jointly led an
interagency environmental assessment and recovery effort, cleaning up the seven million gallons of oil and resolving
over 2,300 reported cases of pollution.*
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While this response effort was commendable, Federal officials could have improved the identification of
environmental hazards and communication of appropriate warnings to emergency responders and the public. For
example, the relatively small number of personnel available during the critical week after landfall were unable to
conduct a rapid and comprehensive environmental assessment of the approximately 80 square miles flooded in New
Orleans, let alone the nearly 93,000 square miles affected by the hurricane.®

Competing priorities hampered efforts to assess the environment. Moreover, although the process used to identify
environmental hazards provides accurate results, these results are not prompt enough to provide meaningful
information to responders. Furthermore, there must be a comprehensive plan to accurately and quickly
communicate this critical information to the emergency responders and area residents who need it. ** Had such a
plan existed, the mixed messages from Federal, State, and local officials on the reentry into New Orleans could have
been avoided.

Debris Removal

State and local governments are normally responsible for debris removal. However, in the event of a disaster in
which State and local governments are overwhelmed and request assistance, the Federal government can provide
two forms of assistance: debris removal by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) or other Federal agencies,
or reimbursement for locally contracted debris removal.®’

Hurricane Katrina created an estimated 118 million cubic yards of debris. In just five months, 71 million cubic yards
of debris have been removed from Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama. In comparison, it took six months to
remove the estimated 20 million cubic yards of debris created by Hurricane Andrew.*

However, the unnecessarily complicated rules for removing debris from private property hampered the response.”
In addition, greater collaboration among Federal, State, and local officials as well as an enhanced public
communication program could have improved the effectiveness of the Federal response.

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Homeland Security, in coordination with the Environmental
Protection Agency, should oversee efforts to improve the Federal government’s capability to quickly gather
environmental data and to provide the public and emergency responders the most accurate information available,
to determine whether it is safe to operate in a disaster environment or to return after evacuation. In addition, the
Department of Homeland Security should work with its State and local homeland security partners to plan and to
coordinate an integrated approach to debris removal during and after a disaster.

Critical Challenge: Managing Offers of Foreign Assistance and Inquiries Regarding Affected Foreign
Nationals

Our experience with the tragedies of September 11" and Hurricane Katrina underscored that our domestic crises
have international implications. Soon after the extent of Hurricane Katrina’s damage became known, the United
States became the beneficiary of an incredible international outpouring of assistance. One hundred fifty-one (151)
nations and international organizations offered financial or material assistance to support relief efforts.”® Also, we
found that among the victims were foreign nationals who were in the country on business, vacation, or as residents.
Not surprisingly, foreign governments sought information regarding the safety of their citizens.

We were not prepared to make the best use of foreign support. Some foreign governments sought to contribute aid
that the United States could not accept or did not require. In other cases, needed resources were tied up by
bureaucratic red tape.”’ But more broadly, we lacked the capability to prioritize and integrate such a large quantity
of foreign assistance into the ongoing response. Absent an implementation plan for the prioritization and integration
of foreign material assistance, valuable resources went unused, and many donor countries became frustrated.”
While we ultimately overcame these obstacles amidst the crisis, our experience underscores the need for pre-crisis
planning.
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Nor did we have the mechanisms in place to provide foreign governments with whatever knowledge we had
regarding the status of their nationals. Despite the fact that many victims of the September 11, 2001, tragedy were
foreign nationals, the NRP does not take into account foreign populations (e.g. long-term residents, students,
businessmen, tourists, and foreign government officials) affected by a domestic catastrophe. In addition, Federal,
State, and local emergency response officials have not included assistance to foreign nationals in their response
planning.

Many foreign governments, as well as the family and friends of foreign nationals, looked to the Department of State
for information regarding the safety and location of their citizens after Hurricane Katrina. The absence of a central
system to manage and promptly respond to inquires about affected foreign nationals led to confusion.”

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of State, in coordination with the Department of Homeland Security,
should review and revise policies, plans, and procedures for the management of foreign disaster assistance. In
addition, this review should clarify responsibilities and procedures for handling inquiries regarding affected
foreign nationals.

Critical Challenge: Non-governmental Aid

Over the course of the Hurricane Katrina response, a significant capability for response resided in organizations
outside of the government. Non-governmental and faith-based organizations, as well as the private sector all made
substantial contributions. Unfortunately, the Nation did not always make effective use of these contributions
because we had not effectively planned for integrating them into the overall response effort.

Even in the best of circumstances, government alone cannot deliver all disaster relief. Often, non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) are the quickest means of providing local relief, but perhaps most importantly, they provide a
compassionate, human face to relief efforts. We must recognize that NGOs play a fundamental role in response and
recovery efforts and will contribute in ways that are, in many cases, more efficient and effective than the Federal
government’s response. We must plan for their participation and treat them as valued and necessary partners.

The number of volunteer, non-profit, faith-based, and private sector entities that aided in the Hurricane Katrina relief
effort was truly extraordinary. Nearly every national, regional, and local charitable organization in the United
States, and many from abroad, contributed aid to the victims of the storm. Trained volunteers from member
organizations of the National Volunteer Organizations Active in Disaster (NVOAD), the American Red Cross,
Medical Reserve Corps (MRC), Community Emergency Response Team (CERT), as well as untrained

volunteers from across the United States, deployed to Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama.

Government sponsored volunteer organizations also played a critical role in providing relief and assistance. For
example, the USA Freedom Corps persuaded numerous non-profit organizations and the Governor’s State Service
Commissions to list their hurricane relief volunteer opportunities in the USA Freedom Corps volunteer search
engine. The USA Freedom Corps also worked with the Corporation for National and Community Service, which
helped to create a new, people-driven “Katrina Resource Center” to help volunteers connect their resources with
needs on the ground.”* In addition, 14,000 Citizen Corps volunteers supported response and recovery efforts around
the country.” This achievement demonstrates that seamless coordination among government agencies and
volunteer organizations is possible when they build cooperative relationships and conduct joint planning and
exercises before an incident occurs.”

Faith-based organizations also provided extraordinary services. For example, more than 9,000 Southern Baptist
Convention of the North American Mission Board volunteers from forty-one states served in Texas, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Alabama, and Georgia. These volunteers ran mobile kitchens and recovery sites.”’” Many smaller,
faith-based organizations, such as the Set Free Indeed Ministry in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, brought comfort and
offered shelter to the survivors. They used their facilities and volunteers to distribute donated supplies to displaced
persons and to meet their immediate needs.”® Local churches independently established hundreds of “pop-up”
shelters to house storm victims.”
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More often than not, NGOs successfully contributed to the relief effort in spite of government obstacles and with
almost no government support or direction. Time and again, government agencies did not effectively coordinate
relief operations with NGOs. Often, government agencies failed to match relief needs with NGO and private sector
capabilities. Even when agencies matched non-governmental aid with an identified need, there were problems
moving goods, equipment, and people into the disaster area. For example, the government relief effort was
unprepared to meet the fundamental food, housing, and operational needs of the surge volunteer force.

LESSON LEARNED: The Federal response should better integrate the contributions of volunteers and non-
governmental organizations into the broader national effort. This integration would be best achieved at the State
and local levels, prior to future incidents. In particular, State and local governments must engage NGOs in the
planning process, credential their personnel, and provide them the necessary resource support for their
involvement in a ioint resnonse.
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Hurricane Katrina was an extraordinary storm that caused destruction on a scale never before seen from a natural
disaster in the United States. The continuing Federal response—the largest disaster relief and recovery effort in our
Nation’s history—Ilikewise has been unprecedented and extraordinary. But what we owe the people of the Gulf
Coast, and all Americans, is the best possible response.

We must expect more catastrophes like Hurricane Katrina—and possibly even worse. In fact, we will have
compounded the tragedy if we fail to learn the lessons—good and bad—it has taught us and strengthen our system
of preparedness and response. We cannot undo the mistakes of the past, but there is much we can do to learn from
them and to be better prepared for the future. This is our duty.

The preceding chapter outlined in detail fourteen of the seventeen specific lessons the Federal government has
learned from our response to Hurricane Katrina; the remaining three will be discussed more fully here. These
seventeen lessons, and the 125 recommendations that flow from them, represent specific challenges for corrective
action. But we also recognize that to overcome these challenges and fully accomplish the intent of the attendant
recommendations, we require a transformation of our homeland security architecture.

In the aftermath of another American catastrophe—the terrorist attacks of September 11—we transformed our
government architecture, policies, and strategies in a comprehensive effort to defeat terrorism and better protect and
defend the homeland. With the creation of the Department of Homeland Security, the post of Director of National
Intelligence, the passage of the USA PATRIOT Act, and the codification of both the National Counterterrorism
Center and the National Counterproliferation Center, we have undertaken the most extensive reorganization of the
Federal government since 1947.' We have created top-level policy guidance through the National Security Strategy,
the National Strategy for Homeland Security and the National Strategy for Combating Terrorism, all of which
identify strategic objectives to secure the United States, its citizens and interests from terrorist attacks.> Most
important, we have pursued our policies and objectives through concrete action. In concert with our coalition
partners, we have been on the offense, waging an unremitting campaign of direct and continuous action against our
terrorist enemies and the deadly scourge of terror and intimidation more broadly. These actions, combined with an
array of defensive measures at home and abroad, have enhanced the safety and security of the American people.

Preparedness is inextricably intertwined with our national security, counterterrorism, and homeland security
strategies. As discussed throughout this report, we have taken essential steps over the past five years—through
plans, policies, and guidelines such as the National Response Plan, the National Incident Management System, the
Interim National Infrastructure Protection Plan, and the Interim National Preparedness Goal—to strengthen our
ability to prepare for, protect against, respond to, and recover from the natural and man-made disasters that will
occur.

But we must go further. We must continue to build upon the foundation of national and homeland security we have
established since 9/11 to improve our preparedness capabilities. Our response to Hurricane Katrina demonstrated
the imperative to integrate and synchronize our policies, strategies, and plans—among all Federal, State, local,
private sector, and community efforts and across all partners in the professions of prevention, protection, response,
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and recovery—into a unified system for homeland security. This unifying system will ensure National
Preparedness.

National Preparedness involves a continuous cycle of activity to develop the elements (e.g., plans, procedures,
policies, training, and equipment) necessary to maximize the capability to prevent, protect against, respond to,
and recover from domestic incidents, especially major events that require coordination among an appropriate
combination of Federal, State, local, tribal, private sector, and non-governmental entities, in order to minimize
the impact on lives, property, and the economy.

—Interim National Preparedness Goal, March 2005*

Today there is a national consensus that we must be better prepared to respond to events like Hurricane Katrina.
While we have constructed a system that effectively handles the demands of routine, limited natural and man-made
disasters, our system clearly has structural flaws for addressing catastrophic incidents. But we as a Nation—Federal,
State, and local governments; the private sector; as well as communities and individual citizens—have not
developed a shared vision of or commitment to preparedness: what we must do to prevent (when possible), protect
against, respond to, and recover from the next catastrophe. Without a shared vision that is acted upon by all levels
of our Nation and encompasses the full range of our preparedness and response capabilities, we will not achieve a
truly transformational national state of preparedness.

There are two immediate priorities for this transformation:

1. Define and implement a comprehensive National Preparedness System; and

2. Foster a new, robust Culture of Preparedness.
A NATIONAL PREPAREDNESS SYSTEM

Shortfalls in the Federal response to Hurricane Katrina highlight that our current homeland security architecture—to
include policies, authorities, plans, doctrine, operational concepts, and resources at the Federal, State, local, private
sector, and community levels—must be strengthened and transformed. At the most fundamental level, the current
system fails to define Federal responsibility for national preparedness in catastrophic events. Nor does it establish
clear, comprehensive goals along with an integrated means to measure their progress and achievement. Instead, the
United States currently has guidelines and individual plans, across multiple agencies and levels of government that
do not yet constitute an integrated national system that ensures unity of effort.’

In addition, as described in the narrative section of this report, the response to Hurricane Katrina demonstrated that
our current system is too reactive in orientation. Our decades-old system, built on the precepts of federalism, has
been based on a model whereby local and State governments wait to reach their limits and exhaust their resources
before requesting Federal assistance. Federal agencies could and did take steps to prepare to extend support and
assistance, but tended to provide little without a prior and specific request. In other words, the system was biased
toward requests and the concept of “pull” rather than toward anticipatory actions and the proactive “push” of Federal
resources.

While this approach has worked well in the majority of disasters and emergencies, catastrophic events like
Hurricane Katrina are a different matter. The current homeland security environment—with the continuing threat of
mass casualty terrorism and the constant risk of natural disasters—now demands that the Federal government
actively prepare and encourage the Nation as a whole to plan, equip, train, and cooperate for all types of future
emergencies, including the most catastrophic.

A useful model for our approach to homeland security is the Nation’s approach to national security. Over the past
six decades, we have created a highly successful national security system. This system is built on deliberate
planning that assesses threats and risks, develops policies and strategies to manage them, identifies specific missions
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and supporting tasks, and matches the forces or capabilities to execute them. Operationally organized, it stresses the
importance of unity of command from the President down to the commander in the field.

Perhaps most important, the national security system emphasizes feedback and periodic reassessment. Programs
and forces are assessed for readiness and the degree to which they support their assigned missions and strategies on
a continuing basis. Top level decision-makers periodically revisit their assessments of threats and risks, review their
strategies and guidance, and revise their missions, plans, and budgets accordingly.’

This national security system was not created overnight. It has taken almost sixty years to build and refine.
Beginning with the National Security Act of 1947-mandated creation of the Department of Defense, the Central
Intelligence Agency, and the National Security Council (NSC), this system has evolved substantially through the
years.” It has taken time to create a strong NSC that has integrated interagency policies and efforts. Similarly, it
took decades to build first the Office of the Secretary of Defense and then the Joint Staff as the central management
elements for the Department of Defense. We did not accomplish the complete intent of the 1947 reforms for
national security system until Congress passed the Goldwater-Nichols defense reorganization legislation in 1986,
and the Federal government put those reforms in place in following years.®

The lessons of the national security system’s evolution will help us to transform our five-year old homeland security
system. Of course, homeland security demands are complex. While responsibility for national security rests with
the Federal government working with its international partners, the precepts of federalism make every level of
government and region of the country both a contributor to, and responsible for, homeland security.

There are significant institutional and intergovernmental challenges to information and resource sharing as well as
operational cooperation. These barriers stem from a multitude of factors—different cultures, lack of communication
between departments and agencies, and varying procedures and working patterns among departments and agencies.
Equally problematic, there is uneven coordination in pre-incident planning among State and local governments. For
example, our States and territories developed fifty-six unique homeland security strategies, as have fifty high-threat,
high-density urban areas.” Although each State and territory certainly confronts unique challenges, without
coordination this planning approach makes the identification of common or national solutions difficult.
Furthermore, our current approach to response planning does not sufficiently acknowledge how adjoining
communities and regions can and do support each other. For example, there is wide disparity in emergency
response capabilities across the country’s many local jurisdictions. Yet we currently lack the means to assess and
track what these disparities are and, consequently, how we must plan to account for them in a crisis.

The remainder of this section describes the key elements of the National Preparedness System. These include the
guiding vision for preparedness as well as clarification of the Federal government’s central role in organizing the
national efforts of our homeland security partners. The section also explains the essential importance of building
operational capabilities in the Federal government by: a) Strengthening the operational management capacity of the
Department of Homeland Security and strengthening its field elements; b) Reinforcing the DHS role as incident
manager for the Federal response; and ¢) Strengthening the response capabilities of other departments and agencies
in the Federal government. This section also highlights the essential roles for training, education, and exercises as
well as the importance of feedback—through readiness assessment and lessons learned—and processes for
undertaking corrective actions. The section concludes with a discussion of the essential role of Congress in
supporting the National Preparedness System and related transformation.

A Preparedness Vision

A National Preparedness System must begin with a common vision for preparedness—what end-state are we
seeking to achieve and how do we plan to get there? In Homeland Security Presidential Directive 8 (HSPD-8), the
President called for the creation of a comprehensive national preparedness system, starting with a “national domestic
all-hazards preparedness goal.” ' This Goal was to outline key preparedness priorities, objectives, targets, and
desired outcomes. In response to HSPD-8, DHS has developed an Interim National Preparedness Goal that reflects
the Department’s progress to date to develop each of those elements in coordination with other entities.'" It will
remain in effect until superseded by the final National Preparedness Goal, which awaits completion.
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We must now translate this Goal into a robust preparedness system that includes integrated plans, procedures,
policies, training, and capabilities at all levels of government. The System must also incorporate the private sector,
non-governmental organizations, faith-based groups, and communities, including individual citizens. The desired
end-state of our National Preparedness System must be to achieve and sustain risk-based target levels of capability
to prevent, protect against, respond to, and recover from major events in order to minimize the impact on lives,
property, and the economy.

The Homeland Security Strategy and HSPD-8 provide the framework for the National Preparedness System. From
this guidance comes the requirement for risk-based capabilities at the Federal, State and local levels that must enable
the Nation to respond to a range of disasters—both man-made and natural. The required capabilities determine
readiness targets for organizations at all levels. A unified effort from all homeland security stakeholders to commit
the requisite resources, training, and exercising must support these targets and asset requirements.

Our National Preparedness System must also have appropriate feedback and assessment mechanisms to ensure that
progress is made and that our goals are being realized. As called for in the Interim National Preparedness Goal, we
must establish a readiness baseline for capabilities at the Federal, State, and local levels. This baseline should
include an inventory of our preparedness assets as well as a metrics-based assessment of current capabilities.
Thereafter, we must assess the gap between our present and target levels of capability. Over time, we must track our
progress in closing these gaps.

Finally, the National Preparedness System must emphasize preparedness for all hazards. Most of the capabilities
necessary for responding to natural disasters are also vital for responding to terrorist incidents. Yet for a variety of
reasons, much of the Federal government, Congress, and the Nation at large have continued to think about terrorism
and natural disasters as if they are competing priorities rather than two elements of the larger homeland security
challenge. The lessons of 9/11 and Hurricane Katrina are that we cannot choose one or the other type of disaster.
We must be prepared for all hazards.

The Federal Government’s Role in the “National” System

Building upon the President’s Homeland Security Strategy, Homeland Security Presidential Directives, and the
Interim National Preparedness Goal, the Federal government must clearly articulate national preparedness goals
and objectives; it must create the infrastructure—through the definition of common strategies and interoperable
capabilities—for ensuring unity of effort; and it must manage the system for measuring effectiveness and assessing
preparedness at all levels of government. Put another way, the Federal government must develop common doctrine
and ensure alignment of preparedness plans, budgets, grants, training, exercises, and equipment.

While each State will have its own strategy and a multitude of local capabilities to meet the needs of its citizens, the
Federal government—through the Department of Homeland Security—must work with State, local, and regional
entities to develop strategies and plans that define how each State manages disasters within their borders as well as
regionally, beginning at the local level. DHS must also identify how State, local, regional, and private-sector
preparedness activities support the national strategy.

Transformation Within the Federal Government: Building Operational Capability

The creation of an effective National Preparedness System will require the Federal government to transform the way
it does business. The most important objective of this Federal transformation must be to build and integrate
operational capability. Each Federal department or agency with homeland security responsibilities needs
operational capability—or the capacity to get things done—to translate executive management direction promptly
into results on the ground. It includes the personnel to make and communicate decisions; organizational structures
that are assigned, trained, and exercised for their missions; sufficient physical resources; and the command, control,
and communication channels to make, monitor, and communicate decisions.

As described in the preceding narrative, the response to Hurricane Katrina required that the Federal government both
support State and local efforts while conducting response operations in the field, in addition to making policy or
implementing programs. With the exceptions of the Department of Defense and the Coast Guard—two
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organizations with considerable operational capabilities—the Federal government was at times slow and ineffective
in responding to the massive operational demands of the catastrophe.

These shortfalls were not due to the absence of top level plans such as the National Response Plan and the National
Incident Management System. Rather, the problem is that these plans lack clarity on key aspects and have
operational gaps, as discussed in previous chapters, and have not been effectively integrated and translated into
action. Prior training, exercising, and equipping proved inadequate to the task of effectively responding to
Hurricane Katrina. There is a difference between a plan (saying “this is what we need to do”) and a trained,
resourced set of defined missions (saying “this is what we are going to do, and this is how we are going to organize,
train, exercise, and equip to do it”). For any plan to work, it must first be broken down into its component parts.
Next, the plan’s requirements should be matched to the human and physical assets of each responsible department,
agency, or organization.

The imperative, therefore, is to organize coherent, proactive management of responses to catastrophic events.
Virtually all elements of the Federal government must be operational—to respond to catastrophic events with
unified effort. There are three principal requirements to achieve this transformational goal:

1. Strengthening DHS institutions to manage the Federal response as well as enhancing DHS regional and
field elements.

2. Reinforcing the Secretary of Homeland Security’s position as the President’s manager of the Federal
response; and

3. Strengthening the response capabilities—management and field resources—of other Federal departments
and agencies.

The Department of Homeland Security

Since the Department was created in January 2003, the management and personnel of the Department of Homeland
Security have undertaken their responsibilities with energy and professionalism. Their courage and commitment to
their mission have improved the security of all Americans.

But the Federal response to Hurricane Katrina demonstrated that the energy and professionalism of DHS personnel
was not enough to support the Department’s role as the manager of the Federal response. In particular, DHS lacked
both the requisite headquarters management institutions and sufficient field capabilities to organize a fully
successful Federal response effort. Within the Department, therefore, it is essential to strengthen the DHS
headquarters elements to direct the Federal response while also providing appropriate resources to DHS field
elements so that they can make an impact on the ground.

In order to strengthen DHS’s operational management capabilities, we must structure the Department’s headquarters
elements to support the Secretary’s incident management responsibilities. First and most important, Federal
government response organizations must be co-located and strengthened to manage catastrophes in a new National
Operations Center (NOC). The mission of the NOC must be to coordinate and integrate the national response and
provide a common operating picture for the entire Federal government. This interagency center should ensure
National-level coordination of Federal, State, and local response to major domestic incidents. It must combine and
co-locate the situational awareness mission of the Homeland Security Operations Center (HSOC), the operational
mission of the National Response Coordination Center (NRCC), and the strategic role currently assigned to the
Interagency Incident Management Group (IIMG). During an incident, all department and agency command centers,
as well as the Joint Field Office (JFO) at the disaster site, must provide information to the NOC, which develops a
National common operating picture capable of being exported in real time to other Federal operations centers.

The NOC must be staffed by an experienced, well-trained, and resourced cadre of personnel who are prepared to
provide expert strategic and operational management of Federal responses to catastrophic incidents. For example,
these personnel must include logistical experts with the management tools to track moving resources anywhere
across the Nation and ensure timely delivery of aid to affected areas. This staff must also include operations experts
who understand how to combine existing resources into effective response packages for any scenario. In addition to
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a robust permanent staff, the NOC must include a “battle roster” of personnel who will surge to expand and sustain
the NOC’s capacity during a crisis.

The DHS headquarters must also possess a robust capability for deliberate operational planning. Rather than
waiting for the next disaster, DHS planners must apply lessons learned as well as develop detailed operational plans
that anticipate the requirements of future responses and what capabilities can be matched to them in what timeframe.
Using these operational plans and capability inventories as baseline data, the Headquarters planning staff can
conduct national readiness assessments, highlighting priorities for subsequent preparedness investments, training,
and exercising.

Below the headquarters level within DHS, we must build up the Department’s regional structures. As noted above,
the integration of State and local strategies and capabilities on a regional basis is a homeland security priority.
Homeland security regional offices should be the means to foster State, local and private sector integration.
Furthermore, DHS regional structures are ideally positioned to pre-identify, organize, train, and exercise future
Principal Federal Officials and Joint Field Office staffs. Each DHS regional organization should possess the
capacity to establish a self-sufficient, initial JFO on short notice anywhere in its region.

More broadly, the Department of Homeland Security must possess field personnel with the necessary resources,
training, and national support. As a start, we must improve and emphasize plans that stress a proactive DHS role—
in particular, the Catastrophic Incident Annex and Catastrophic Incident Supplement of the NRP. But DHS must
also have available operational funds so that it can “lean forward” in future crises, to take anticipatory actions
without budgetary concern or risk of subsequent criticism for a false alarm. In the event of a surprise contingency,
battlefield commanders should not have to wait for the release of funds to execute their pre-assigned missions. The
same flexibility should be afforded to our Federal homeland security responders.'

Managing the Interagency Process in Homeland Security Response

In order to create robust homeland security response capabilities, we must also transform our Federal interagency
processes. Most important, we must eliminate the extraordinary red tape and resulting delays in the process of
requests for assistance in response efforts. Too often during the Hurricane Katrina response we found that the
Federal government did not effectively use assets at the ready because the necessary requests were being
“coordinated” somewhere in the bureaucracy. The solution is to enshrine in the Federal government one of the
central tenets of the National Incident Management System—Unified Command. We must transform our approach
for catastrophic incidents from one of bureaucratic coordination to proactive unified command that creates true
unity of effort. As set forth in N/MS, “In a
[Unified Command] structure, the individuals Advantages of Using Unified Command"
designated by their jurisdictional authorities . . .
must jointly determine objectives, strategies,
plans, and priorities and work together to execute = A single set of objectives is developed for the entire
integrated incident operations and maximize the incident.

use of assigned resources.”"? = A collective approach is used to develop strategies to
achieve incident objectives.

At the Federal level, the most urgent step in
creating unity of effort will be to reinforce the
Secretary of Homeland Security as the Federal
government’s  preparedness and  incident
manager. In order to create unity of effort at the
Federal level, the Department should manage and = No agency’s legal authorities will be compromised or

= Information flow and coordination is improved between
all jurisdictions and agencies involved in the incident

= All agencies with responsibility for the incident have an
understanding of joint priorities and restrictions.

orchestrate the specialized efforts of other neglected.

Federal departments and agencies within their | =  The combined efforts of all agencies are optimized as
core competencies. Although DHSM by they perform their respective assignments under a single
Presidential directive has this mission, " its Incident Action Plan.

internal structures and relationships across the
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Federal government do not position it to fully succeed. The current arrangements are an awkward mix of the
traditional, FEMA-led, approach to interagency coordination and the Homeland Security Act’s creation of a
powerful Department of Homeland Security.

One model for the command and control structure for the Federal response in the new National Preparedness System
is our successful defense and national security statutory framework. In that framework, there is a clear line of
authority that stretches from the President, through the Secretary of Defense, to the Combatant Commander in the
field. When a contingency arises, the Combatant Commander in that region executes the missions assigned by the
Secretary of Defense and the President. Although the Combatant Commander might not “own” or control forces on
a day-to-day basis, during a military operation he controls all military forces in his theater: he exercises the
command authority and has access to resources needed to affect outcomes on the ground.

Figure 6.1 portrays the structure for command and control of defense operations. Unity of command is established
in a chain of command from the President through the Secretary of Defense to the Combatant Commander. The
Combatant Commander possesses operational control over forces and resources provided by the armed services.
The Intelligence Community additionally provides essential information—warning and situational awareness—to
the commander in the field. The system makes a clear distinction between operations—in which the Combatant
Commander is the center of activity—and the provision of operational resources. In the latter case, the Armed
Services are responsible for the training and equipping of forces.

Figure 6.1: Command and Control of Defense Operations
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The model somewhat parallels the original conception of the Federal homeland security response. In particular, the
President directs the Secretary of Homeland Security, who coordinates interagency actions at the senior level while
supervising the field commander for the Federal response—the Principal Federal Official (PFO). The PFO, in turn,
is supported with resources provided by DHS and other interagency departments and agencies.

As described in HSPD-5, Cabinet members are to support the Secretary of Homeland Security as the President’s
incident manager directing and coordinating the Federal response.”> At the PFO level, this can be accomplished by
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ensuring that the Federal Coordinating Officer (FCO)—who possesses authority over resources—works for the
PFO."

However, the comparison between the homeland security and defense operations models breaks down in two
significant ways. First, the Federal commander only manages Federal resources in homeland security. In almost
every circumstance, State and local governments maintain operational control over their own resources. Second, the
Secretary of Homeland Security and the PFO must request Federal assets from other departments and agencies; they
do not command the resources of other departments and agencies. HSPD-5 makes clear that one Cabinet member
cannot alter or impede the ability to carry out the authorities of Federal departments and agencies to perform their
responsibilities under law.'” Rather, HSPD-5 anticipates that future events will necessarily involve a joint approach
given that several departments and agencies have distinct statutory authorities (e.g., the Attorney General for
criminal investigation of terrorist acts, the Secretary of Defense for command over our military forces, and so forth).

In this vein, we must similarly transform the existing system of Emergency Support Functions (ESFs). A vestige of
the 1992 Federal Response Plan,'® the precursor to the NRP, these capability-specific coordination mechanisms, at a
minimum, must be reconciled to the NIMS as well as responsive to the orders of the Principal Federal Official.
More fundamentally, we must examine whether we should reorganize and, in some cases, redefine the ESF
structures, while building DHS command and control mechanisms."

These interagency management changes recognize that Federal response to catastrophic events—potential or
actual—must be both efficient and effective in meeting the needs of the victims. Without infringing upon the
statutory responsibilities of the Cabinet departments and agencies, we must ensure that the President’s incident
manager is able to call upon the full range of the Federal government’s response assets, and to aggressively
orchestrate, lead, and coordinate their use in response operations.

Operational Capabilities in Other Federal Departments/Agencies

Beyond changes to DHS and the structure of Federal response, there is still a compelling need to strengthen
operational capabilities across the Federal government. Those departments and agencies that have a responsibility
to participate in a catastrophic response must build up their crisis deployable capabilities as well as their effective
operational management.

To start, all Federal departments and agencies should have operational command and control structures that comply
with the National Incident Management System. Secretaries and directors throughout the government must operate
jointly, using the same systems, doctrine, and terminology. Similarly, in support of crisis operational capability,
each department and agency must develop a deliberate planning capability. Planning should include not only the
response plans themselves but also, both personnel and funding to train professional planners.

With these new operational planning functions, Federal departments and agencies must build the detailed supporting
plans, concepts, and staffing to execute their NRP and emergency response missions. During Hurricane Katrina, it
became clear that most Federal departments and agencies had not developed—much less exercised—standard
operating procedures for their response.

An additional imperative is for all Federal departments and agencies to develop “battle rosters” of trained personnel
who should deploy when their organization is called upon to support a Federal response to a catastrophic event. The
development of these rosters must coincide with the implementation of training certification programs that ensure
that personnel are trained and skilled to a high, uniform standard.

Homeland Security Training, Education, and Exercising

An effective National Preparedness System requires that management and response personnel, especially those in
the field, are well versed in their missions. At all levels of government, we must build a leadership corps that is
fully educated, trained, and exercised in our plans and doctrine. Training is not nearly as costly as the mistakes
made in a crisis. Equally important, this corps must be populated by leaders who are prepared to exhibit innovation
and take the initiative during extremely trying circumstances.
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As discussed in the narrative, the response to Hurricane Katrina revealed a lack of familiarity with incident
management, the planning discipline, legal authorities, capabilities, and field-level crisis leadership. Many Federal,
State, and local officials lacked a fundamental understanding of the National Response Plan, the NIMS, and State
and local response plans. The first priority for training is to ensure that our emergency managers fully understand
our preparedness and response plans and doctrine. To that end, we must train all emergency managers with
responsibility for the Federal response in the National Response Plan and the National Incident Management
System. At the same time, the Department of Homeland Security must continue to condition its State assistance
grants on all relevant State and local emergency response personnel being NIMS and NRP trained and capable.”
DHS and its Federal partners should develop and deploy mobile training teams to support this effort.

Beyond current plans and doctrine, we require a more systematic and institutional program for homeland security
professional development and education. While such a program will center on the Department of Homeland
Security, it should extend to personnel throughout all levels of government having responsibility for preventing,
preparing for, responding to, and recovering from natural and man-made disasters. For example, DHS should
establish a National Homeland Security University (NHSU)—analogous to the National Defense University—for
senior homeland security personnel as the capstone for homeland security training and education opportunities. 2
The NHSU, in turn, should integrate homeland security personnel from State and local jurisdictions as well as other
Federal departments and agencies.

Over the long term, our professional
development and education programs must
break down interagency barriers to build a
unified team across the Federal government.
Just as the Department of Defense
succeeded in building a joint leadership
cadre, so the rest of the Federal government
must make familiarity with  other
departments and agencies a requirement for
career advancement.”” Where practicable, interagency and intergovernmental assignments for Federal personnel
must build trust and familiarity among diverse homeland security professionals. These assignments will break down
organizational stovepipes, advancing the exchange of ideas and practices. At a minimum, we should build joint
training and educational institutions for our senior managers in homeland security-related departments and agencies.

LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Homeland Security
should develop a comprehensive program for the professional
development and education of the Nation’s homeland security
personnel, including Federal, State and local employees as well
as emergency management persons within the private sector,
non-governmental organizations, as well as faith-based and
community groups. This program should foster a “joint” Federal
Interagency, State, local, and civilian team.

These Federal professional development and education programs must integrate participants from other homeland
security partners—namely, State and local governments as well as the private sector, non-governmental
organizations, and faith-based organizations. As in every homeland crisis, it is inevitable that Federal, State, and
local homeland security officials will come together to respond, and so it is important that we recognize the value in
the old military adage that we must “train as you fight; fight as you train.”

Pursuant to HSPD-8, the National Preparedness System should include a robust program of homeland security
exercises at all levels of government and across all disciplines.”> The Department of Homeland Security should
serve as the President’s executive agent in developing and managing a National Exercise and Evaluation Program
(NEEP). The NEEP should consolidate all existing interagency homeland security-related exercise programs at the
Federal level with existing DHS National Exercise Program and Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation
Program (HSEEP) through common doctrine, objectives, and management.** The NEEP should sponsor an
aggressive program of joint exercises that involve all levels of government, as well as problem-specific exercises at
particular levels of government. NEEP planning, moreover, must be integrated with a robust national homeland
security training program. Moreover, the Program must emphasize intelligence-driven, threat-based scenarios that
stress the system. In particular, we should not shy away from exercising worst case scenarios that “break™ our
homeland security system. Arguably, those scenarios will provide us the most meaningful, if sobering, lessons.

Assessments, Lessons Learned, and Corrective Actions

The success of the National Preparedness System over time will depend upon the quality of its metrics-based
assessment and feedback mechanisms. In particular, the System must possess the means to measure progress
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towards strategic goals and capability objectives. It must systematically identify best practices and lessons learned
in order to share them with our homeland security partners throughout the Nation. It must also have an effective
process for conducting corrective or remedial actions when a system challenge is identified.

With common goals and performance

metrics’ the new National Preparedness LESSON LEARNED: The Department of Homeland Security

System must first provide us with the
capacity to create a national preparedness
baseline that, at a minimum, serves as an
inventory of our capabilities. More
importantly, the baseline will tell us how
prepared we are foday in each of our
jurisdictions and nationally. Reviewed at the
Federal level and compared against the
National Preparedness Goal, the System
must also identify gaps in our national

should establish specific requirements for training, exercise, and
lessons learned programs linked through a comprehensive
system and common supporting methodology throughout the
Federal, State and local governments. Furthermore, assessments
of training and exercises should be based on clear and consistent
performance measures. DHS should require all Federal and
State entities with operational homeland security responsibilities
to have a lessons learned capability, and DHS should ensure all
entities are accountable for the timely implementation of
remedial actions in response to lessons learned.

capabilities. These gaps can then serve as
the priority targets for the homeland security grant process. In turn, the grant process must be tied to performance
metrics that assess progress toward meeting national objectives. The President’s Management Agenda has proven
an effective tool applied to Federal department and agency performance that has recently, as a result of this review,
been extended to include State and local homeland security programs that are federally funded.”

Furthermore, this National Preparedness System must be dynamic. Like the national security system described
above, we must routinely revisit our plans and reassess our capabilities in order to account for evolving risks,
improvements in technological capabilities, and preparedness innovations.

An integrated National Preparedness System must identify and share lessons learned and best practices both within
departments and agencies and across jurisdictions. We understand that for many aspects of homeland security there
is no single, best way of doing business. Our National Preparedness organization should systematically investigate
and seek out innovative approaches being applied in the various localities, States, departments, agencies, and the
private sector. The system should circulate the most promising of these practices, as well as any lessons—positive
and negative—on a continuous basis, so that we never stop improving our security.

Finally, we must ensure that problems identified in our training, exercises, and lessons learned programs are
corrected. Too often, after-action reports for exercises and real-world incidents highlight the same problems that do
not get fixed—the need for interoperable communications, for example. Thus, the circle of the National
Preparedness System must be closed by a Remedial Action Management Program (RAMP) that is led by DHS and
coordinated by the Homeland Security Council but is resident in and executed by individual departments and
agencies. Department and agency RAMPs must translate findings of homeland security gaps and vulnerabilities into
concrete programs for corrective action. Then the RAMPs must track that the appropriate corrective actions are
fully implemented in a timely fashion.

The Role of Congress

The challenges of transformation are not limited to the Executive Branch of government. Despite previous calls for
transformation from national commissions, the U.S. Congress has not fully transformed itself for homeland
security.”® The numerous congressional committees in both houses that authorize and appropriate funds for
homeland security inevitably produce competing initiatives and requirements. For example, the Secretary of
Homeland Security and his leadership team were required to testify at 166 hearings before 61 full committees and
subcommittees in the Senate and House of Representatives and provided over 2,000 briefings during 2005 as of
October 14, 2005.>" At best, the many priorities distract us from the true, fop priorities. At worst, the many
priorities and requirements can contradict each other.

Moreover, Congress has not yet embraced a purely risk-based funding approach to homeland security priorities.
Although the U.S. House of Representatives and U.S. Senate have passed several forms of grant reform legislation
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that would permit DHS to increase the prioritization of homeland security spending on the basis of risk, the two
bodies have failed to reconcile their differences.”® Until we as a Nation agree to a solely risk-based approach, we are
in danger of allocating our limited resources in ways that do not prioritize funding to meet national homeland
security goals and objectives.

Finally, our experience in building an effective national security system demonstrates that Congress will be an
essential partner as we continue to transform our homeland security system. Implementing the Goldwater-Nichols
defense reform, for example, required legislation, and the durability of our homeland security reforms and the new
National Preparedness System will require comparable support and participation from our Congressional partners.

How Much is Enough?

An age-old question for national security and, now, homeland security planning is how much is enough? In
particular, at what level of preparedness do we feel confident that we have adequately accounted for the threats we
face, our vulnerabilities, and the means we have to manage them? Recognizing that the future is uncertain and that
we cannot anticipate every threat, we as a Nation must rely on a capabilities-based planning approach® to answering
these questions: we must set levels of capabilities—at Federal, State, and local levels as among our other homeland
security partners—that we conclude are appropriate to meet the range of risks that we may confront in the future.

In order to help identify the range of future plausible risks, the Department of Homeland Security has produced a set
of fifteen National Planning Scenarios (see Figure 6.2). The Scenarios were designed to illustrate a myriad of tasks
and capabilities that are required to prepare for and respond to a range of potential terrorist attacks and natural
disasters that our Nation may confront. They identify the potential scale, scope, and complexity of fifteen incidents
that would severely harm our Nation’s citizens, infrastructure, economy, and threaten our way of life. Examples
include an outbreak of pandemic influenza on U.S. soil, a major earthquake in a U.S. city, and the detonation of a
ten-kiloton nuclear device in a large U.S. metropolitan area. The Scenarios also include a Category 5 hurricane
hitting a major metropolitan area.*

Figure 6.2. U.S. Natural Disasters that Caused the Most Death and Damage to Property
in Each Decade, 1900-2005, with 2004 Major Hurricanes,
September 11" Terrorist Attacks, and Selected National Planning Scenarios®'
Damage in Third Quarter 2005 dollars
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The Scenarios, which were meant to be illustrative of a wide variety of hazards, generally do not specify a
geographic location, and the impacts are meant to be scalable for a variety of population considerations. Ultimately,
they give homeland security planners a tool that allows for the flexible and adaptive development of capabilities as
well as the identification of needed capability levels to meet the National Preparedness Goal.

While the National Planning Scenarios have been effective tools for generating dialogue on response capabilities,
they do not fully anticipate some of the worst disaster scenarios. Scenario 10, for example, depicts the effects of a
Category 5 hurricane hitting a major metropolitan area in the United States. However, in the Scenario, the Category
5 hurricane actually causes fewer deaths and less destruction than did Hurricane Katrina, a Category 3, because the
Scenario only characterizes the destruction caused to a metropolitan area, while a storm like Hurricane Katrina may
span three or more States. Further, although the Scenario acknowledges potential delays and difficulties in
evacuatio}r;, realistic circumstances such as Katrina may be worse, where more than 100,000 residents did not
evacuate.

Scenario 1, the detonation of a ten-kiloton nuclear device in an American city by a terrorist group, suffers from
similar limitations and fails to fully challenge our plans and preparation skills. Although devastating in terms of
both death and destruction, a ten-kiloton bomb is a relatively small nuclear device. Moreover, the Scenario does not
anticipate one of the most demanding characteristics of past al-Qaida operations: multiple, simultaneous attacks.
How much more taxing would it be to respond to multiple and simultaneous nuclear, chemical, or biological
incidents? If the purpose of the National Planning Scenarios is to provide a foundation for identifying the
capabilities required to meet all hazards, the Scenarios must press us to confront the most destructive challenges.

Hurricane Katrina severely stressed our current national response capabilities. However, as depicted in Figure 6.2,
three other National Planning Scenarios—an act of nuclear terrorism (Scenario 1), an outbreak of pandemic
influenza (Scenario 3), and a 7.5 magnitude earthquake striking a major city (Scenario 9)—are more daunting still.
Compared with the deaths and economic chaos a nuclear detonation or influenza outbreak could unleash, Hurricane
Katrina was small. But even these scenarios do not go far enough to challenge us to improve our level of
preparedness. Until we can meet the standard set by the most demanding scenarios, we should not consider
ourselves adequately prepared.

The most recent Top Officials (“TOPOFF”) exercise in April 2005 revealed the Federal government’s lack of
progress in addressing a number of preparedness deficiencies, many of which had been identified in previous
exercises. This lack of progress reflects, in part, the absence of a remedial action program to systematically address
lessons learned from exercises. To ensure appropriate priority and accountability are being applied to address these
continuing deficiencies, the Assistant to the President for Homeland Security and Counterterrorism now annually
conducts four Cabinet-level exercises with catastrophic scenarios. To date, a catastrophic exercise with a pandemic
scenario was conducted in December 2005; the next exercise is scheduled for this March.

While the National Planning Scenarios represent a good start for our national process of capabilities-based planning
for homeland security, we must orient the National Preparedness System towards still greater challenges. We must
not shy away from creating planning scenarios that stress the current system of response to the breaking point and
challenge our Nation in ways that we wish we did not have to imagine. To that end, we must revise the planning
scenarios to make them more challenging. Among other characteristics, they must reflect both what we know and
what we can imagine about the ways our enemies think—that they will not hit us hard just once, but that they will
seek to cause us damage on significant scale in multiple locations simultaneously. We must not again find ourselves
vulnerable to the charge that we suffered a ““failure of imagination’ and a mind-set that dismissed possibilities.”’

Envisioning a National Preparedness System

Figure 6.3 provides an illustration of how our existing homeland security strategy, doctrine, and capabilities can be
unified into a single National Preparedness System. The graphic ties together the priorities described throughout
this section into a new transformational construct. The strengths of this System include first and foremost
integration of strategy, doctrine, capabilities, response activities, and exercises, as well as assessment and
evaluation. The graphic also highlights the feedback mechanisms that must be built into the System. In particular,
as described above, the System must include routine reporting and assessment of program performance metrics, the
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readiness of particular capabilities, as well as best practices and lessons learned from exercises and activities. These
assessments and findings must be reported back, as appropriate, to inform key components throughout the System.

The National Preparedness System graphic additionally highlights the constituent elements of operational
capabilities: deliberate planning, resources, logistics, training, and education. Moreover, the graphic notes the
importance of unity of effort in exercises and the conduct of response activities in incidents.

As described above, the National Preparedness System must be dynamic, flexible, and responsive to new
developments. Like our national security system, the strategy, doctrine, and capabilities of the System should be
reviewed periodically to determine their continued relevance to current challenges. Similarly, periodic reviews must
assess the continued internal consistency of the System—e.g., do the doctrine and capabilities support the strategy?

Key inputs to the System include the current national vision for preparedness, laws, and policies and the use of
capability-based planning that prioritizes investments to fill gaps identified by needs assessments. An equally
important input is the current assessment of risks—what threats does the Nation currently confront, what are our
current vulnerabilities, and what are the consequences? Against the current assessment of risks, we must continually
evaluate our capability to respond effectively.

Finally, our planning and operational documents should define the critical roles played by all of our homeland
security partners in the Preparedness System. Federal, State, and local governments play prominent roles
throughout the System—from strategy development to assessment and lessons learned. Additionally, the private
sector, NGOs, faith-based groups, communities, and individuals play important roles in operational capabilities as
well as response activities.
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Figure 6.3: A Shared Vision of Preparedness
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CREATING A CULTURE OF PREPAREDNESS

The second element of our continuing transformation for homeland security perhaps will be the most profound and
enduring—the creation of a Culture of Preparedness. A new preparedness culture must emphasize that the entire
Nation—Federal, State, and local governments; the private sector; communities; and individual citizens—shares
common goals and responsibilities for homeland security. In other words, our homeland security is built upon a
foundation of partnerships. And these partnerships must include shared understanding of at least four concepts:

= The certainty of future catastrophes;
=  The importance of initiative;
= The roles of citizens and other homeland security stakeholders in preparedness; and

= The roles of each level of government and the private sector in creating a prepared Nation.
Future Challenges

The first principle for a Culture of Preparedness must be a shared acknowledgement that creating a prepared Nation
will be a continuing challenge. Optimism is fundamental to the American character. While it always energizes us,
it also grounds us in times of tragedy and loss. We must guard against our optimism leading us to a dangerous sense
of complacency. Complacency of our citizens presents a great challenge. We are fortunate that, because of the
courage and self-sacrifice of public servants across all levels of government, we have not suffered another terrorist
attack on our homeland since 2001. But we are a Nation at war, and we have a responsibility to be prepared. We
must temper our optimism with sober recognition of the certainty of future catastrophes. We cannot prevent natural
disasters. And though we work tirelessly against them, we cannot anticipate nor prevent every type of terrorist
attack against the homeland. As the Irish Republican Army once warned British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher
after narrowly missing her in an assassination attempt: terrorists only need to be successful once; but we, their
targets, must be successful everyday.** We know that our enemies plot further attacks against us. We must continue
to prevent them and, if necessary, respond. Regrettably, lives will be lost, citizens displaced, and property
destroyed.

The certainty of future challenges should inform our national expectations. As a Nation, we will prepare ourselves
in the most effective ways we know. Our Culture of Preparedness, therefore, must emphasize the importance of
flexibility and readiness to cope with an uncertain future. While we cannot predict the future to our satisfaction, we
can build capabilities that prepare us for a broad range of challenges. Perhaps equally important, we can ensure that
our preparedness plans, thinking, and “imagination” do not become so rigid that we cannot rapidly adapt to
unforeseen challenges.™

Initiative

Despite reforms that encourage a proactive, anticipatory approach to the management of incidents, the culture of our
response community has a fundamental bias towards reaction rather than initiative. As a result, our national efforts
too often emphasize response and clean-up efforts at the expense of potentially more cost-effective anticipatory
actions that might prevent or mitigate damage.

The need for anticipatory response is a pillar of the National Response Plan. A list of Key Concepts in the National
Response Plan places it second only to “systematic and coordinated incident management.” Specifically, the NRP
calls for:

Proactive notification and deployment of Federal resources in anticipation of or in response to
catastrophic events in coordination and collaboration with State, local, and tribal governments and
private entities when possible.*

Similarly, our Culture of Preparedness must stress initiative at all levels. Fundamentally, our Preparedness System
and Culture must encourage and reward innovation. To do so, we must build a system and approach that better

THE FEDERAL RESPONSE TO HURRICANE KATRINA: LESSONS LEARNED
-79-



CHAPTER SIX: TRANSFORMING NATIONAL PREPAREDNESS

aligns authority and responsibility—those who are responsible for a mission or task must have the authority to act.
In the same vein, an alignment of authority and responsibility provides us the ability to assess our performance—
collectively and individually. Performance assessment and accountability, however, must not be blame.”’ Our
current culture of blame threatens both individual and institutional initiative, resourcefulness, and enterprise across
the homeland security, law enforcement, and intelligence fields. It is time that Congress, the Executive Branch, and
all of our homeland security partners develop a consensus regarding a reasonable balance of accountability,
responsibility, and authority at all levels. Otherwise, the culture of blame and its related acrimony will debilitate us.

Citizen Preparedness

Our preparedness culture must also emphasize the importance of citizen and community preparedness. Citizen and
community preparedness are among the most effective means of preventing terrorist attacks as well as protecting
against, mitigating, responding to, and recovering from all hazards.”® For example, the Citizen Corps in Harris
County, Texas, brought together over 50,000 volunteers to support American Red Cross efforts and staff evacuation
centers throughout Houston. As a joint team, they created an actual working city (with its own zip code) for
Hurricane Katrina victims sheltering in the Astrodome.*

Thus, citizens and communities can help themselves by becoming more prepared. If every family maintained the
resources to live in their homes without electricity and running water for three days, we could allocate more Federal,
State, and local response resources to saving lives. Similarly, if every family developed their own emergency
preparedness plan, they almost certainly would reduce the demand for outside emergency resources. As the 9/11
Commission Report states, “One clear lesson of September 11 is that individual civilians need to take responsibility
for maximizing the probability that they will survive, should disaster strike.”*

Leadership at all levels will be essential in
helping to transform citizen preparedness.
First, responsible public officials at the
Federal, State, and local levels as well as
prominent national figures should begin a
public dialogue that emphasizes common
themes regarding the importance of citizen
preparedness. DHS should continue to build
upon those programs and institutions that
already work, such as Department of
Education elementary and secondary school
programs; Citizen Corps; State and local
government training programs; and Federal
cooperation with the National Governors
Association. Nongovernmental organizations
can also play a key role in this arca. DHS has made some important progress in this area with its Ready.gov
initiative and its public service announcements program with the Ad Council.*' But more needs to be done.
Encouraging preparedness awareness and activity is a shared responsibility across all levels of government that we
must make a priority. Preparedness today will save lives tomorrow.

LESSON LEARNED: The Federal government, working with
State, local, NGO, and private sector partners, should combine
the various disparate citizen preparedness programs into a
single national campaign to promote and strengthen citizen and
community preparedness. This campaign should be developed
in a manner that appeals to the American people, incorporates
the endorsement and support of prominent national figures,
focuses on the importance of individual and community
responsibility for all-hazard disaster preparedness, provides
meaningful and comprehensive education, training and
exercise opportunities applicable to all facets of the American
population, and establishes specialized preparedness programs
for those less able to provide for themselves during disasters
such as children, the ill, the disabled, and the elderly.

In addition, DHS and other Federal agencies should identify both the individual skills and capabilities that would
help citizens in a disaster as well as the types of messages from trusted leaders that would encourage citizens to be
better prepared. Public awareness messaging must shift to include more substantive information, as opposed to just
telling our citizens that they need to “do something.” For example, the “Stop, Drop, and Roll” campaign used so
successfully in fire safety as part of the “Learn Not to Burn™* program provided citizens with specific steps to take.
Other successful campaigns include the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s “Buckle Up America”
campaign,43 which prescribes proper use of seat belt and child safety seats. As with so many of these successful
campaigns, the Nation’s children can help lead the way.**
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Other Homeland Security Stakeholders and Preparedness

We must build upon our initial successful efforts to partner with other homeland security stakeholders—namely the
private sector, non-governmental organizations, and faith-based groups.” Each of these groups plays a critical role
in preparedness. To the extent that we can incorporate them into the National effort, we will be reducing the burden
on other response resources so that Federal, State, and local responders can concentrate our energies on those with
the greatest need.

Private sector companies own and operate 85 percent of our Nation’s critical infrastructure.® Transportation,
electricity, banking, telecommunications, food supply, and clean water are examples of services relying on
infrastructure that have become basic aspects of our daily lives. Yet, these services are often only noticed when they
are disrupted and when the American public expects speedy restoration. In fact, the Nation relies on “critical
infrastructure” to maintain its defense, continuity of government, economic prosperity, and quality of life. The
services provided by these interconnected systems are so vital that their disruption will have a debilitating impact on
national security, the economy, or public health and safety.

Companies are responsible for protecting their systems, which comprise the majority of critical infrastructure.
Because of this, private sector preparation and response is vital to mitigating the national impact of disasters.
Government actions in response to a disaster can help or hamper private sector efforts. However, governments
cannot plan to adequately respond unless the private sector helps them understand what infrastructure truly is
critical. Likewise, businesses cannot develop contingency plans without understanding how governments will
respond. To maximize the Nation’s preparedness, Federal, State, and local governments must join with the private
sector to collaboratively develop plans to respond to major disasters. There are important initiatives in this area
already underway by the Business Round Table (BRT) and Business Executives for National Security (BENS)
project.” We must encourage and build upon these efforts. The private sector must be an explicit partner in and
fully integrated across all levels of response—Federal, State, and local.

Non-governmental organizations play essential roles in preparedness by complementing and supporting
preparedness efforts. In times of crisis, NGOs—especially community groups, faith-based organizations, places of
worship, and relief organizations—provide essential human faces, helping hands, compassion, and comfort to all
American people, whether or not they are victims of an incident. As such, they fill an essential need in the response
system in ways far beyond the capacity of the Government. Thus, their contributions must be fully integrated at all
levels—Federal, State, and local.

The Role of Each Level of Government in a Culture of Preparedness

Today, we operate under two guiding principles: a) that incident management should begin at the lowest
jurisdictional level possible, and b) that, for most incidents, the Federal government will generally play a supporting
role to State and local efforts.* While these principles suffice for the vast majority of incidents, they impede the
Federal response to severe catastrophes. In a catastrophic scenario that overwhelms or incapacitates local and State
incident command structures, the Federal government must be prepared to assume incident command and get
assistance directly to those in need until State and local authorities are reconstituted.

The National Preparedness System must also recognize the role of the Federal government for monitoring and
guiding national preparedness efforts. In particular, the system must ensure that the Federal government assesses
the preparedness of localities across the country with an eye towards identifying the Federal response requirement
for each. In addition, Federal, State, local, and private sector partners must agree on a system in which the Federal
government responds more actively and effectively while respecting the role of State and local governments.

The new culture of preparedness must stress partnership among all levels of government. Local governments will
continue to have responsibility for providing the immediate response capabilities for the vast majority of incidents
while State governors will continue to have sovereign responsibilities to protect their residents. Yet preparedness
must emphasize the shared nature of these responsibilities in a catastrophic event. State governments must work
with their local jurisdictions to ensure that they have developed plans and capabilities that are appropriate for the
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homeland security challenges confronting them. Both State and local governments must also reach out to their
citizens, private sector, and community groups to promote their preparedness efforts.

Furthermore, in the new culture of preparedness, State and local governments must continually seek to work with
their neighboring jurisdictions. Building upon the successes of interstate cooperation programs such as the
Emergency Management Assistance Compact (EMAC),* the Federal government must take an active role in
encouraging and facilitating these partnerships. Regional collaboration at the State and local levels will help the
Nation to reduce overlapping or redundant capabilities as well as to minimize capability gaps. Moreover, active
regional collaboration will likewise be a means for identifying and sharing homeland security lessons learned and
best practices.

Finally, in our new Culture of Preparedness, all required response assets and resources of the Federal government
must integrate and synchronize to ensure an effective national response to a crisis. In practical terms, this entails
stepping away from the bureaucratic view of a particular department or agency’s institutional interests. Instead, we
must continually build preparedness partnerships across the Federal government as well as with State and local
governments.

FOSTERING TRANSFORMATION

Our continuing transformation is not a choice but an absolute necessity. We must begin a national dialogue on
shared responsibilities and expectations for preparedness. As highlighted throughout this report, the American
concept of federalism requires that any transformation must involve and accommodate all levels of government and
communities across the Nation.

The objectives of this dialogue must be first to establish reasonable expectations of what government can and cannot
do in response to catastrophes. Our citizens need to know what to expect from their government, in order to make
sure they do everything possible at their level to protect themselves and their loved ones.

Second, this dialogue must develop a shared understanding of the need for active Federal management of the
National Preparedness System, to include:
= Setting metrics for State, local, community, and individual preparedness;

= Developing and implementing a system to assess that preparedness as well as to establish clear
responsibilities and accountability; and

= Identifying the circumstances under which the Federal government will push capabilities independent of

request.

Finally, this dialogue must result in a shared understanding of roles and responsibilities in preparedness for
catastrophic events, to include those of:

= The Federal government;

= State governments;

= Local governments;

= The private sector (including non-governmental organizations and faith-based organizations); and

=  Communities and individual citizens.
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Each morning as the sun rises over the Gulf Coast, determined residents of Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama
begin another day in the long trial of reviving their communities and rebuilding their lives. They continue to grieve
for those who were lost. For all of them, Katrina and its aftermath remain a painful, challenging, and ever-present
reality.

These human dimensions and their indelible images of despair and destruction must remain sharply in focus as we
address the lessons we have learned from our Federal response to Hurricane Katrina. The seventeen specific lessons
we have identified resulted in 125 recommendations, which have been reviewed by all relevant Federal departments
and agencies. They soon will enter a review process, which will help to refine the recommendations, as necessary,
as well as develop implementation plans and attendant timelines.

These recommendations for corrective action are substantial, and the task to implement them will be a weighty one.
Arriving at sound policy decisions is difficult enough, but the path to effectuating significant, transformational
change within bureaucracies can be a lengthy process. But if the lessons of Katrina really are to be learned, this
change is imperative.

The 2006 hurricane season is just over three months away. Even while the homeland security policy community
undertakes the deliberative process to implement the lessons we have learned from Katrina, there are specific actions
we can and should undertake now — in parallel with the policy process — to be better prepared for future
emergencies. We propose to undertake the following activities before June 1:

=  Ensure that, in the event of another disaster, we are able to co-locate relevant Federal, State, and local
decision-makers, including leaders of State National Guards, to enhance unity of effort

=  For events preceded by warning, ensure we are prepared to pre-position a fully resourced and integrated
interagency Federal Joint Field Office (JFO) to coordinate and, if necessary, direct Federal support to the
disaster

= Ensure situational awareness by establishing rapid deployable communications as well as instituting a
structure for consolidated Federal operational reporting to the Department of Homeland Security

= In order to enhance coordination of military resources supporting the response, co-locate a single
Department of Defense point of contact at the JFO and current FEMA regional offices

= To ensure the most effective employment of Federal disaster relief personnel and assets, designate locations
throughout the country for receiving, staging, moving, and integrating them

= Identify and develop rosters of Federal, State, and local government personnel who are prepared to assist in
disaster relief

*  Employ all available 21* Century technologies both to update and utilize the national Emergency Alert
System in order to provide the general public with advanced notification of and instruction for disasters and
emergencies
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= Encourage States to pre-contract with service providers for key disaster relief efforts, such as debris
removal and the provision of critical commodities

=  Enhance the mechanism for providing Federal funds to States for preparations upon warning of an
imminent emergency

= Improve delivery of assistance to disaster victims by streamlining registration, expediting eligibility
decisions, tracking movements of displaced victims, and incorporating safeguards against fraud

= Enhance on-going review of State evacuation plans and incorporate planning for Continuity of Government
to ensure continuation of essential and emergency services

We have already begun collaborating with the Department of Homeland Security to implement many of these steps.
The completion of the tasks above will better position the Federal government to respond to natural and man-made
disasters more effectively and efficiently in the near-term. And as the Federal government works to implement
these steps and the full 125 recommendations contained in this Report, we encourage State and local governments,
all facets of the private sector as well as the media to undertake a review of their own respective roles and
responsibilities in both preparing for and responding to catastrophic events. In the end, what we require for a fully
successful national response to all 21% Century hazards is to build upon the national and homeland security
foundations we have established since 9/11 and implement a unified system of National Preparedness.

We are confident that the lessons we have learned from Hurricane Katrina and the accompanying recommendations
we propose will yield preparedness dividends that transcend Federal, State, and local boundaries. Their full
implementation will help the Nation — all levels of government, the private sector, and communities and individual
citizens — achieve a shared commitment to preparedness. Together, we will strengthen our ability to prepare for,
protect against, respond to, and recover from a wide range of catastrophic possibilities that are as varied as the mind
of a terrorist and as random as the weather. There is no greater mission, and no greater tribute to the victims of
Hurricane Katrina.
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1. National Preparedness

2. Integrated Use of Military Capabilities

3. Communications

4. Logistics and Evacuation

5. Search and Rescue

6. Public Safety and Security

7. Public Health and Medical Support

8. Human Services

9. Mass Care and Housing

10. Public Communications

11. Critical Infrastructure and Impact Assessment
12. Environmental Hazards and Debris Removal
13. Foreign Assistance

14. Non-Governmental Aid

(Recommendations 1 —21)

(Recommendations 22 — 32)
(Recommendations 33 — 37)
(Recommendations 38 — 43)
(Recommendations 44 — 48)
(Recommendations 49 — 56)
(Recommendations 57 — 62)
(Recommendations 63 — 67)
(Recommendations 68 — 72)
(Recommendations 73 — 77)
(Recommendations 78 — 85)
(Recommendations 86 — 88)
(Recommendations 89 — 97)

(Recommendations 98 — 103)

15. Training, Exercises, and Lessons Learned (Recommendations 104 — 111)
16. Homeland Security Professional Development and Education (Recommendations 112 — 118)
17. Citizen and Community Preparedness (Recommendations 119 — 125)
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Critical Challenge: National Preparedness

Lesson Learned: The Federal government should work with its homeland security partners in revising
existing plans, ensuring a functional operational structure—including within regions—and establishing a
clear, accountable process for all National preparedness efforts. In doing so, the Federal government must:

Ensure that Executive Branch agencies are organized, trained, and equipped to perform their
response roles.
Finalize and implement the National Preparedness Goal.

Recommendations:

National Response Plan and the National Incident Management System

1.

DHS should establish an interagency team of senior planners with appropriate emergency management
experience to conduct a comprehensive, 90-day review of the NRP and the NIMS. One of the main goals
of this review will be to provide a cross-walk between the NIMS and the NRP to ensure that the two plans are
properly integrated and clearly explained. Using feedback and lessons learned from the Hurricane Katrina
response, including addressing relevant recommendations from the Katrina Lessons Learned Review Group,
the interagency group led by DHS and overseen by HSC will develop findings and recommendations for
changes to the NRP and request detailed comments and feedback from all agencies. Before changes are
finalized, the group will test the recommended changes through tabletop exercises to ensure the suggested
changes are clear and improve the NRP. Revisions should include the development and promulgation of
guidance on the purpose and procedures for declaring Incidents of National Significance and the development
of a streamlined, standardized mission assignment process and clearly delineate the consequences of an INS
declaration. A second, independent group of subject-matter experts from across the State and local
emergency response and homeland security community and the private sector should then review and validate
the group’s recommendations. Following the completion of the 90 day review, the recommended
modifications to the NRP will be expeditiously reviewed through the HSC interagency policy process.

a. Revise the NRP to address situations that render State and local governments incapable of an
effective response. The NRP does not adequately anticipate that the Federal government may need to
temporarily assume some inherently State and local responsibilities and augment State and local incident
command staff during a catastrophic incident. ~The Federal government should develop plans to build
and temporarily command the ICS until the local or State authorities are able to recover from the initial
impact of the catastrophic incident and perform their roles under ICS. These plans should utilize any
available State or local assets that may remain operational and necessarily require collaborative planning
between Federal, State, and local authorities. These revisions should also be incorporated into the NRP-
CIA and CIS. This effort should be part of the 90 day interagency review effort.

b. Realign ESFs to NIMS structure. Although the NRP base plan was predicated on the NIMS incident
command system, the Emergency Support Functions (ESFs) were taken from the old Federal Response
Plan and were not adequately realigned to fit within the NIMS structure. The ESFs should be realigned
to fit within the NIMS structure to ensure coordination and efficiency. Rather than having each ESF
function independently undertaking common functions (i.e., operations, planning, logistics,
finance/administration), the ESF structure should be realigned to separate operational elements from
common support requirements.

c. Require agencies to develop integrated operational plans, procedures and capabilities for their
support to the base NRP and all ESFs and Support Annexes. The NRP required each ESF primary
agency to “develop standard operating procedures (SOPs) and notification protocols.” Each primary
department or agency for each ESF and support annex should develop a detailed operations plan on how
they will become operational and coordinate with other annexes and ESFs during a major incident.
These operational plans should conform to NIMS and be consistent with the recommended
reconfiguration of the ESF structure. These plans should be exercised yearly through either National,

THE FEDERAL RESPONSE TO HURRICANE KATRINA: LESSONS LEARNED

-88-



APPENDIX A — RECOMMENDATIONS

departmental, or agency exercises. It should be recognized that these plans will take time to create and
will need to be developed in collaboration with State and local officials.

d. All Federal departments and agencies should align their response structures to NIMS. In
accordance with this alignment, the entire Federal response structure should be NIMS based, reporting
through one unified command using the same terminology and basic organizational structure. Although
ICS is a field command structure, developing an understanding of the ICS at all levels will eliminate
confusion, standardize operations throughout the government, and limit unnecessary interference with
field command. DHS should lead a review of all Federal department and agency response operations
plans to guarantee conformance with NIMS and the NRP, from response teams to command post
operations.

1) DHS should establish performance measures and metrics to allow an objective assessment of NRP
and NIMS implementation status for all departments and agencies, and state and local governments.

2) After the establishment of the performance metrics, all departments and agencies will report to the
President through the Homeland Security Council (HSC) within 60 days on all NRP/NIMS
implementation efforts to date and on whether they have met the guidance goals established in
HSPD-5. The HSC will assess the progress of NIMS implementation for each department and
agency.

3) To ensure that State and local governments fully implement NIMS requirements to be eligible for
Homeland Security Grant Program funding in fiscal year 2007 and thereafter, DHS should formally
review all NIMS compliance certifications through a peer review process, in addition to a self-
certification process. The peer review process should: (1) verify the satisfaction of training,
planning, exercising, and other NIMS metrics; and (2) promote the sharing of lessons learned and
best practices for institutionalizing the NIMS.

2. DHS should institute a formal training program on the NIMS and NRP for all department and agency
personnel with incident management responsibilities. The key to the implementation of ICS is training.
All departments and agencies should undertake an aggressive ICS training program for all personnel who
may deploy during a disaster. It is essential that personnel have a working knowledge of ICS before a
disaster occurs. Adequate training will be a component of the NRP/NIMS assessment. In order to
effectively implement the NRP and NIMS, senior officials at departments and agencies must also be familiar
with the requirements for their ESF roles, increased participation for specific scenarios, how to request and
assign assets, how to work within a JFO structure, and the level of representation and participation
coordinating entities require. DHS should therefore develop and deliver detailed briefings and instructions on
the NIMS and NRP to all relevant Federal decision-makers including each Cabinet Secretary and their
emergency response staff. Additionally, DHS should develop and deliver similar briefings and instructions
tailored to relevant state and local decision makers, the private sector and Non-Governmental Organizations.

3. DHS should lead an interagency effort to develop and resource a deliberative, integrated and Federal
planning and execution system to meet the requirements of the revised NRP. Departments and agencies
should have both personnel and funds to be able to train, exercise, plan and detail staff to disaster response
activities to enable better execution of their roles and responsibilities. Specific contingency plans must be
integrated so that capabilities and gaps are identified and addressed.

Departments and agencies should develop and resource “Force Packages” of rapidly deployable operational
capabilities that meet the re-organized ESF requirements within 90 days of completing the revised NRP.

The Department of Homeland Security: A Regional Structure for Preparedness
4. DHS should develop and implement Homeland Security Regions that are fully staffed, trained, and

equipped to manage and coordinate all preparedness activities and any emergency that may require a
substantial Federal response. Homeland Security Regions should be created and each region should be
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staffed with a preparedness group populated by subject matter experts from across the Federal government.
Special consideration should be given to developing a separate National Capital Region due to the unique
requirements associated with enduring constitutional government. The group’s goal within each region
should be to prepare for disasters, conduct training, coordinate and integrate planning, measure capability and
preparedness, and respond to a disaster if one occurs. The group should also help to ensure that Federal
spending in the region is spent to bolster capabilities as outlined in the National Preparedness Goal. The size
of the preparedness group should be determined by the size of the region, propensity of the region to
experience a natural disaster or terrorist attack, risks within the region and general State and local
preparedness measured against the National Preparedness Goal.

5. Each Regional Director should have significant expertise and experience, core competency in
emergency preparedness and incident management, and demonstrated leadership ability. The Regional
Director should have full situational awareness of all events, risks, and response capabilities within the
region. When an event occurs in the region, the Regional Director should be ready to become the PFO and
should coordinate or direct as appropriate the Federal response assets deployed within the operational area.
The Regional Director as PFO should establish and direct the Regional Response Coordination Center
(RRCC). These Regional Directors will comprise the professional PFO cadre and receive initial and on-
going PFO training.

6. The PFO should have the authority to execute responsibilities and coordinate Federal response assets.
The PFO should have the same authority as an FCO to manage and coordinate the Federal response to a
disaster. The PFO should have the authority to make any operational decisions necessary, within the law,
without having to obtain approval from headquarters. Giving the PFO this authority could be accomplished
without a change to the Stafford Act by simply designating the PFO as an FCO. Alternatively, the Secretary
of Homeland Security or the FEMA Director could delegate their authority to oversee FCO to the PFO. This
action does not require demoting FCO’s within a particular region to Deputy FCOs. The FCO will retain all
current authorities under the Stafford Act and will report through the PFO. An incident covering multiple
states will require multiple FCOs operating concurrently under the command of the PFO.

7. Each Homeland Security Region must be able to establish a self-sufficient, initial JFO anywhere within
the region. The rapid establishment of a JFO is the keystone to effective Federal emergency response. It is
critical that each Region have the resources, equipment, and personnel to establish a JFO after a major
disaster. This JFO should be built using available State, local, and/or National Guard infrastructure. It should
also be built in such a way that Federal officials can collaborate with their State and local counterparts and
thereby better complement their response operations. The JFO must also be completely self-sufficient, with
food, water, power, communications equipment, and housing for personnel, to enable deployment to areas
where critical infrastructure are damaged or destroyed. To the extent possible for an anticipated event, the
organization of the JFO should begin before the event. For a no-notice event, each region should have the
ability to establish an initial JFO within 12 hours. To assist in this effort, each region should pre-identify JFO
locations in areas with large populations. The ability to establish a JFO after a major disaster directly
enhances the Federal government’s ability to maintain continuity of operations (COOP). Each regional JFO
should also identify and conduct exercises at their respective COOP sites.

8. Each region must be able to establish and resource rapidly deployable, self-sustaining incident
management teams (IMT) to execute the functions of the JFO and subordinate area commands that are
specified in the NRP and NIMS. The regional headquarters should create IMT’s that can rapidly respond to
a disaster with robust, deployable communication packages and assist in establishing the command and
control structures required in NIMS and the NRP. IMTs should be composed of experts in ICS who can
establish a command for the Federal response to connect with State and local response structures during
disasters and large scale events. IMTs should maintain certification in all levels of ICS for each ICS
command element.

9. DHS should establish several strategic-level, standby, rapidly deployable interagency task forces
capable of managing the national response for catastrophic incidents that span more than one
Homeland Security Region. These Joint Interagency Headquarters should be led by a senior official from a
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pre-designated pool of individuals with significant emergency management experience and assessed as
capable of serving as the PFO for a catastrophic incident. Standard operating procedures, requisite billet
structure, and training requirements for the coordination of Federal support to multiple Joint Field Offices
should be developed. When stood up to support the National response to a catastrophic incident, the Joint
Interagency Headquarters should be manned by an experienced incident management staff drawn from a pool
of pre-designated and trained interagency personnel, and supported with dedicated communications and
transportation assets capable of self-deploying in any environment.

Incident Management Organization and Capabilities at the Federal Level

10.

11.

12.

13.

Integrate and synchronize the preparedness functions within the Department of Homeland Security.
The recently established DHS Preparedness Directorate resulting from Secretary Chertoff’s review of the
Department’s core policies, operations and structure should be fully implemented. To expand upon this
initiative, DHS should integrate and synchronize the preparedness functions with the response, recovery and
operational support activities currently located elsewhere in the department. Specifically, DHS should
consider adding an Assistant Secretary for Preparedness Programs and an Assistant Secretary for Operational
Plans, Training and Exercises, and an Executive Director for Public and Citizen Preparedness to the
Undersecretary of Preparedness’ senior staff, which currently includes Assistant Secretaries for Grants and
Training, Infrastructure Protection and Cyber & Telecommunications, plus the Chief Medical Officer, Fire
Administrator, the Office of State and Local Coordination and the National Capital Region Director. This
adjustment to the DHS headquarters will integrate all the preparedness functions of the Department and
preserves FEMA as an independent operating agency to perform their response and recovery mission. There
should be no artificial, functional, or geographic divide between the components of the Preparedness
Directorate. The Undersecretary for Preparedness along with the FEMA Director should serve as the senior
advisers to the Secretary on all matters related to the Federal response during an incident.

DHS should establish a permanent standing planning/operations staff housed within the National
Operations Center (see recommendation #15). This body would evaluate the integration of Federal
department and agency plans to ensure they align with resource availability. This group would replace the
[IMG and be charged with coordinating national-level support to a region or multiple regions during a
catastrophe, and staff interagency operational and policy decisions raised to the Disaster Response Group (see
recommendation #19). The permanent group would be staffed by the interagency at the GS-15/0-6 level and
comprise individuals with significant planning, preparedness, and response experience.

All departments and agencies should develop emergency response plans and a response capability.
Many departments and agencies that traditionally do not have emergency response missions or roles assisted
in the Hurricane Katrina response. To perform more effectively in future disasters, all Federal departments
and agencies should develop emergency plans and possess the ability to operate in an emergency situation.
Departments and agencies should coordinate and integrate their response planning efforts with those of other
Federal agencies. DHS should be responsible for providing logistical support to these agency response teams
in the field to avoid unnecessary duplication and expense of every Federal agency purchasing emergency
response equipment for catastrophic incidents. Many Federal agencies will not have to respond to an
emergency unless it is a catastrophic event.

A unified departmental external affairs office should be created within DHS that combines legislative
affairs, intergovernmental affairs, and public affairs as a critical component of the preparedness and
response cycle. DHS should create an Under Secretary for External Affairs fully staffed and capable of
performing the roles of legislative, intergovernmental, and public affairs. DHS already has an Assistant
Secretary for Public Affairs and an Assistant Secretary for Legislative Affairs. Therefore, an Assistant
Secretary for Intergovernmental Affairs should be created. The DHS Regions should mirror this
organizational structure and staff an external affairs function including intergovernmental affairs staff to
better communicate with State and local officials before, during, and after disaster response. DHS should
revise the NRP to include a deployable intergovernmental affairs surge capacity under ESF-15. The ESF-15
should be lead by the DHS Assistant Secretary of External Affairs.

THE FEDERAL RESPONSE TO HURRICANE KATRINA: LESSONS LEARNED

91-



APPENDIX A — RECOMMENDATIONS

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

HSC should lead an interagency review to update or modify as necessary Executive Order 12656,
dealing with updated national security emergency preparedness policies and strategies to ensure that
continuity planning is expanded to include all hazards. This order directs the head of each Federal
department and agency to “assist State, local, and private sector entities in developing plans for mitigating the
effects of National security emergencies and for providing services that are essential to a National response”
(Sec. 201 (9)). DHS should implement the order through an aggressive program designed to assist State and
local governments in developing continuity of operations (COOP) plans. The order states that the Secretary
of Homeland Security is responsible to “guide and assist State and local governments and private sector
organizations in achieving preparedness for National security emergencies, including development of plans
and procedures for assuring continuity of government, and support planning for prompt and coordinated
Federal assistance to States and localities in responding to National security emergencies.” Investments in
planning may be funded through Federal homeland security grants in conformance with the National
Preparedness Goal. All Federal Agencies must have COOP plans at the headquarters, regional, and local
level and should follow the guidance set forth in Federal Preparedness Circular 65 (FPC65) Federal
Executive Branch Continuity of Operations (COOP), June 15, 2004.

Establish a National Operations Center to coordinate the National response and provide situational
awareness and a common operating picture for the entire Federal government. This interagency center
will allow for National-level coordination of Federal/State/local response to major domestic incidents. This
center will combine, co-locate, and replace the situational awareness mission of the Homeland Security
Operations Center (HSOC), the operational mission of the National Response Coordination Center (NRCC)
and the role of the IIMG, and be staffed with full time detailed employees assigned to a planning cell from
relevant departments and agencies. Staffed and managed by interagency officials, it will also provide
situational awareness and a common operating picture on a real-time basis during a domestic emergency for
the White House and all agencies. All department and agency command centers will provide information to
the National Operations Center (NOC), which will develop a National common operating picture capable of
being exported to the White House Situation Room and other Federal operations centers as necessary. The
National Operations Center should be located and designed to meet the requirements of Enduring
Constitutional Government. DHS will serve as the Executive Agent for the NOC and it will function as a true
interagency command center.

Establish a National Information and Knowledge Management System. Departments and agencies,
working with the NOC and the Program Manager for Information Sharing, should develop a national system
of information management to provide a common operating picture which allows for the processing and
timely provisioning of interagency information sources (e.g. DOD National Military Command System,
National Counterterrorism Center, FBI Strategic Information Operations Center). These information sources
should be viewable at all Federal operation centers utilizing compatible geo-spatial information systems, and
should operate on both classified (SIPRNET) and unclassified systems to allow State and local emergency
management interface and integration.

Establish a National Reporting System. Departments and agencies, through the NOC, should establish a
single reporting system to establish a uniform information flow to senior decision makers. A single reporting
system should be used to provision relevant information for the right decision maker, at the right time, and in
a usable format. This reporting system should incorporate the existing uniform reports utilized in the ICS.

Establish National Information Requirements and a National Information Reporting Chain.
Departments and agencies, through the NOC, should develop information requirements at each level of the
incident command structure to ensure that valuable, accurate information is reported in a timely manner. A
national reporting chain should be established to ensure a standard information flow through all levels of the
incident command structure.

Establish the Disaster Response Group (DRG). The HSC should establish the DRG to create a forum
where strategic policy and interagency coordination and deconfliction can take place. These decisions would
then be implemented through the NOC. This HSC-chaired group would address issues that cannot be resolved
at lower levels, and either resolve them or develop decision recommendations for Deputies and Principals.
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The group would function in a manner analogous to the Counterterrorism Security Group (CSG). As such it
would meet on a regular basis on preparedness and response policy and implementation issues and then more
frequently as required during a crisis.

National Preparedness System

20.

21.

Future preparedness of the Federal, State, and local authorities should be based on the risk,
capabilities and needs structure of the National Preparedness Goal (NPG). Before an effective response
plan can be created and an effective response implemented, gaps or shortfalls in required capability must be
identified. Pursuant to HSPD-8, DHS should develop a system to assess the level of national preparedness by
assessing the levels of capability identified in the NPG through performance metrics outlined in the Target
Capabilities List (TCL). DHS should assess the Nation’s preparedness yearly and should, in conjunction with
the interagency, recommend appropriate adjustments to the NPG, TCL and yearly priorities for Homeland
Security Grants. This will enable organizations across the Nation to identify capabilities that need
improvement and develop and maintain capabilities at levels needed to manage major events using the NRP
and NIMS. The deficiencies in Federal, State, and local response to Hurricane Katrina highlight the need for
a more efficient National preparedness system. For example, States should utilize their licensing authorities
to require providers of essential services and commodities, such as gas stations, pharmacies, and cell tower
operators to equip their facilities with generators to enable them to operate in an emergency where central
power is lost. Federal, State and local departments and agencies all share the responsibility for protecting and
responding to their citizens and should use the NPG and TCL as a planning tool to:

a. Define required capabilities and what levels of those capabilities are needed. DHS should also lead a
process to determine what capabilities articulated in the NPG are within the purview of the Federal
government, what levels of those capabilities are required, and finally which Departments and Agencies
should develop and maintain those levels of capability. The information should be included in the NPG;

b. Revise the NPG as appropriate to define appropriate support roles for Federal and State employees to
perform as emergency staff when an emergency prevents them from performing their regular duties.

c. Strategies for meeting the NPG required levels of capability should be developed that prioritize
investments on the basis of risk, need and National priorities in HSPD-8;

d. Establish priorities within a resource-constrained environment;

e. Clarify and understand roles and responsibilities in the National network of homeland security
capabilities and revise the NPG as appropriate;

f.  Develop mutual aid agreements and Emergency Management Assistance Compacts that are informed by
the requirements in the NPG and are synchronized in a manner to deliver the right capability at the right
time to the right place to meet the right need; and

g. Establish a program to measure and assess the effectiveness of preparedness capabilities across the
Nation using the President’s Management Agenda Score Card tool, and tie performance results to
Homeland Security Grant Program funding.

DHS should develop and maintain a National inventory of Federal capabilities. Effective response plans
cannot be developed absent a consideration of resources and capabilities. The Federal capabilities and
corresponding assets and resources should be inventoried and placed into a database, per HSPD-8, by DHS.
Key to this real-time inventory will be awareness of which assets are available during a disaster and of their
deployment timeline from notification. Furthermore, DHS was required to establish a National inventory of
Federal assets by Section 7406 of the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004.
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a. DHS should coordinate with other Federal agencies and States to identify physical locations
around the country that could be used as crisis support centers or bases for receiving, staging and
integrating emergency management resources during disasters.

Critical Challenge: Integrated Use of Military Capabilities

Lesson Learned: The Departments of Homeland Security and Defense should jointly plan for the
Department of Defense’s support of Federal response activities as well as those extraordinary circumstances
when it is appropriate for the Department of Defense to lead the Federal response. In addition, the
Department of Defense should ensure the transformation of the National Guard is focused on increased
integration with active duty forces for homeland security plans and activities.

Recommendations:

22.

23.

24.

25.

DOD and DHS should develop recommendations for revision of the NRP to delineate the
circumstances, objectives, and limitations of when DOD might temporarily assume the lead for the
Federal response to a catastrophic incident. Katrina demonstrated the importance of prior planning for
rapid and complex response efforts. DOD should develop plans to lead the Federal response for events of
extraordinary scope and nature (e.g., nuclear incident or multiple simultaneous terrorist attacks causing a
breakdown in civil society).

DOD should revise its Immediate Response Authority (IRA) policy to allow commanders, in
appropriate circumstances, to exercise IRA even without a request from local authorities. DOD should
work with DHS and State officials to improve integration of military response capabilities.

DOD and DHS should plan and prepare for a significant DOD supporting role during a catastrophic
event. DOD’s joint operational response doctrine is an integral part of the national effort and must be fully
integrated into the national response at all levels of government. DOD should have a contingency role and a
requirement to assist DHS with expertise in logistics, planning, and total asset visibility. DOD should
coordinate with DHS and DOT to identify DOD’s contingency role in airport operations and evacuations, and
the planning and use of Ready Reserve Fleet vessels for housing, evacuation, communications, command,
control, and logistics. The NRP and Catastrophic Incident Supplement (CIS) should specify the specific
requirements for DOD resources based on the magnitude and type of a catastrophic event.

DOD should provide support from the National Geospatial Intelligence Agency (NGA) and the
National Security Agency (NSA) as part of overall DOD support to DHS under the NRP to provide
technical skills, situational awareness, imagery support, analysis and assessment for responding to
catastrophic events. Requests for situational awareness capabilities should follow DOD processes for
asset allocation. DOD will ensure requests for assistance are identified and satisfied for access to NGA,
NSA and other Combat Support Agency’s capabilities. NGA and NSA have significant technical
capabilities that should be integrated into the Nation’s preparation and response efforts. NGA and NSA have
the capability to rapidly provide situational awareness and analysis. The response to Hurricane Katrina
highlighted that NGA and NSA possess unique capabilities that can be utilized in homeland missions, to
include severe weather events. The NSA was instrumental in matching up missing family members, and the
NGA provided valuable overhead imagery of the disaster site. Defined roles in homeland security missions
will allow for these capabilities to be better budgeted, developed, and ultimately leveraged. In support of
missions in the homeland where DHS is the Primary Federal Agency, DHS should levy tasking requirements.
These agencies have established relationships with governmental and private/commercial entities, which can
be integrated as part of a larger national response effort. NGA and NSA roles and support to the homeland
security mission should be added into the agencies’ core mission statements. NGA and NSA support should
be coordinated with civil agencies providing geospatial support and analysis, including the U.S. Geological
Survey. These agencies need resources to perform homeland security functions. In order to meet these new
mission requirements these agencies need to expand from a legacy focus of being a producer to a broader role
as a service provider.
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26.

27.

28.

29.

Set standards for “pushing” the pre-positioning of Federal assets to States and locals, in the case of an
imminent catastrophe. DHS should create a civil operational planning capability to push assets that is
robust, agile, and deployable; otherwise, the response will rely heavily on DOD capabilities. Factors slowing
delivery of commodities require review and solutions adapted prior to future disasters. DHS should include
much better planning efforts between State and Federal emergency management logisticians and operations
personnel, the assistance and advice of DOD strategic logistics planners, and more robust private sector
partnerships. DHS should mandate the use of pre-competed private sector contracts for capabilities ranging
from airlift to advanced communications and life support and have available a rapid response capability
similar to DOD. Federal funding should be predicated on States entering into their own contractual
agreements, pre-crisis, with the private sector for procurement and delivery of commodities.

In addition to the National Guard, the other Reserve Components of the military services should
modify their organization and training to include a priority mission to prepare and deploy in support
of homeland security missions. Reserve components historically have focused on military and war fighting
missions, which will continue; however, we should recognize that the Reserve components are too valuable a
skilled and available resource at home not to be ready to incorporate them in any Federal response planning
and effort. Additionally, efforts should be made to leverage Reserve civilian skills in disaster relief efforts.

DOD should consider fully resourcing the JTF State Headquarters to address capabilities gaps and to
enhance readiness. Enhance National Guard capabilities by resourcing and fully implementing Joint Force
Headquarters (JFHQ) State. JFHQ-State transformation is key to rapid deployment of National Guard forces
in response to a catastrophe.

The transformation of JFHQ-State and other National Guard capabilities for homeland security missions will
ensure response forces are available in each DHS region. These capabilities should support NRP
requirements including: security, maintenance, aviation, engineer, medical, communications, transportation,
and logistics. The National Guard should develop rapid reaction forces capable of responding to an incident
within 24 hours. This is vital to future rapid deployment of National Guard forces in response to a
catastrophe. This transformation, as it nears completion, must continue to take root within DOD.

JFHQ State will provide the command structure in which to lead and direct arriving Federal response
capabilities, forming the backbone of State Incident Command System (ICS) and, as a result, the Federal
Joint Field Office (JFO). It will facilitate unity of effort and provide the situational awareness needed for an
effective response. To that end, the Command, Control, Communications, and Information (C3I) structure
must be interoperable and satisfy a common set of mission essential tasks.

Develop the capability to rapidly activate a JTF-State for contingencies. JTF-State is a forward deployed
command group that can stage assets (by conducting reception, staging, onward movement, and integration);
provide situational awareness and initial command and control for both State governors (for National Guard
troops) and USNORTHCOM (for Federal active duty troops); and provide State level components to a
Federal active duty JTF, should one be required. JTF-State coordinates with USNORTHCOM and State
authorities to ensure the application of the full capability of the Joint Force for domestic response missions.
A key component of the JTF-State should be the State’s WMD CSTs. The option to expanding the role of the
CSTs to an all-hazards response team should be explored. This may require additional resources, but would
improve situational awareness and command and control capabilities at the State level.

A JTF-State model streamlines the command structure exercising command and control over all assigned
forces supporting civil authorities. The JTF command and control architecture should provide a wide
network to build a single common operating picture that increases situational awareness and redundancy. The
JTF should assume command and control of Federal active duty forces and National Guard forces from other
States. As part of the JFHQ State, the JTF maintains and provides trained and equipped forces and
capabilities. If and when necessary, this JTF model enables a National Guard Commander familiar with State
and local area of operations to serve both in a Federal and State status providing both unity of effort and unity
of command for Federal and State forces.
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30.

31.

32.

DOD should consider assigning additional personnel (to include General officers) from the National
Guard and the reserves of the military services to USNORTHCOM to achieve enhanced integration of
Active and reserve component forces for homeland security missions.

DOD should support DHS development of an analysis and operational planning capability to enable
DHS to predict detailed requirements and plan for specific actions needed to respond to future
disasters. This DOD/DHS element should assess past catastrophic disasters and the successes and failures of
the overall responses to those events. This information should inform detailed planning for future disaster
response, and allow determination of specific decision points to aid rapid decision making. Ultimately a
fully mature DHS planning capability should have additional utility by deploying during future catastrophic
events and translating initial damage assessments into accurate needs assessments for local, State and Federal
authorities.

DOD should consider chartering the NGB as a joint activity of the DOD. Responsibilities should
include:

a. Serve as the focal point in developing, managing, and integrating employment of joint National Guard
capabilities for the Joint Staff and the Departments of the Army and Air Force in support of the
Combatant Commands.

b. Act as the DOD channel of communication to and from the National Guard of the States and Territories.

c.  Support all Combatant Commanders in developing joint operational requirements for contingency and
response plans. Specifically support U.S. Joint Forces Command (USJFCOM), USNORTHCOM, U.S.
Pacific Command (USPACOM), U.S. Southern Command (USSOUTHCOM), U.S. Strategic Command
(USSTRATCOM) and the States and Territories in developing strategy and contingency plans for
homeland defense missions.

d. Administer Army and Air Force programs; acquire, distribute, and manage resources; plan, coordinate,
and provide situational awareness and other support to the Combatant Commanders.

Critical Challenge: Communications

Lesson Learned: The Department of Homeland Security should review our current laws, policies, plans, and
strategies relevant to communications. Upon the conclusion of this review, the Homeland Security Council,
with support from the Office of Science and Technology Policy, should develop a National Emergency
Communications Strategy that supports communications operability and interoperability.

Recommendations:

33.

34.

DHS should complete the review of National Security and Emergency Preparedness (NS/EP)
communications policy by April 30, 2006. As requested by the Homeland Security Council and the
National Security Council, DHS should conduct this review to provide a preliminary strategic “plan for
integrating communications for all levels of crisis in light of evolving threats and new and converging
technologies, and for organizational and policy changes.” This review and resulting strategic plan will
advance communications capability planning for the Nation’s response posture.

HSC and OSTP should lead an interagency review of all current policies, laws, plans, and strategies
that address communications and integrate them into a National Emergency Communications
Strategy. The review should include:

a. The development of an overarching National Emergency Communications Strategy should address a full
range of hazards;
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35.

36.

37.

b. A national emergency communications strategy should consider the direction of the telecommunications
industry and supporting recommendations of the President’s National Security Telecommunications
Advisory Council;

c. State and local emergency prevention, preparedness, and response personnel must maximize the
resources provided by, and implement the procedures contained in, the Homeland Security Grant
Program;

d. Federal, State, and local entities should use the Target Capabilities List (TCL) as a reference to develop
emergency communications strategies. The resulting strategies will enhance operability and support
future interoperable emergency communications capabilities. State and local standards and performance
measures for achieving for interoperability should be tied to Homeland Security Grant Program funding
criteria;

e. By March 1, 2006, HSC and OSTP should organize an interagency group to begin the development of a
national emergency communications strategy. An interim strategy, to be completed May 31, 2006,
should provide sufficient guidance and direction to address the deficiencies identified in the Hurricane
Katrina response.

DHS should revise the NRP to conform to the new National Emergency Communications Strategy. The
NRP should include sufficient guidance on communications operations when responding to a disaster. This
guidance should address the full spectrum of possible effects to the Nation’s communications system from
disasters and detail the required responses. It should also ensure that response operations employ all available
communications assets to support operability and interoperability. The following areas should be addressed
as part of the revision of the NRP:

a. Communications procedures and guidelines need to be defined, implemented, and practiced through
simulations and exercises. Measurement of progress to increase overall crisis communications capability
will be graded against the President’s Management Agenda criteria;

b. Updated communications guidance must also emphasize the ability of emergency responders and private
security officials to share information and use available communication systems to connect with
authorities at all levels of government. Planning needs to cover not only system connectivity, but also
operating practices, business processes, and initial data sets to make the system work;

c. The NRP’s ESF-2 must direct the integration of all available Federal, State, local, and private
communications assets. The full integration of communications capability requires an assessment of
Federal assets and an inventory of available capability. During emergencies, ESF-2 must have the
authority to implement, resource, and restore communications;

d. State and local first responders must satisfy the requirements of the Target Capabilities List, in order to
receive Federal funding.

DHS should develop and maintain a national crisis communication system to support information
exchange from the President, across the Federal government, and down to the State level.

DHS should establish and maintain a deployable communications capability, to quickly gain and retain
situational awareness when responding to catastrophic incidents. To restore operability and achieve
interoperability, there is a strong need for rapidly deployable, interoperable, commercial, off-the-shelf
equipment that can provide a framework for connectivity among Federal, State, and local authorities. A
deployable capability to “reach-back” to “large headquarters units capable of providing superior support to
deployed elements from their home stations where they have better facilities, resources and access to
information,” can achieve initial operability. This transformational capability should ensure decision makers
at all levels of government have accurate and complete data to assess courses of action. Inadequate
situational awareness during the response to Hurricane Katrina resulted in decision makers relying on
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incorrect and incomplete information. DHS progress in this regard is essential to ensure adequate situational
awareness. It must therefore set measurable goals and use the President’s Management Agenda initiatives to
encourage progress and accountability toward achieving them. Available technologies can provide short-term
operability and support long-term interoperability for emergency responders. However, to keep pace with
technology changes, DHS should consider commercial, off-the-shelf solutions.

Critical Challenge: Logistics and Evacuation

Lesson Learned: The Department of Homeland Security, in coordination with State and local governments
and the private sector, should develop a modern, flexible and transparent logistics system. This system
should be based on established contracts for stockpiling commodities at the local level for emergencies and
the provision of goods and services during emergencies. The Federal government must develop the capacity
to conduct large-scale logistical operations that supplement and, if necessary, replace State and local logistical
systems by leveraging resources within both the public sector and the private sector. The Department of
Transportation, in coordination with other appropriate departments of the Executive Branch, must also be
prepared to conduct mass evacuation operations when disasters overwhelm or incapacitate State and local
governments.

Recommendations:

38. DHS should partner with State and local governments, other Federal agencies and the private sector to
develop an efficient, transparent and flexible logistics system for the procurement and delivery of goods
and services during emergencies. DHS should develop a logistics system, utilizing an integrated supply
chain management approach, capable of supporting large-scale disaster operations by leveraging
resources within both the public sector and the private sector.

a. DHS should identify private sector resources that can be leveraged to supplement and provide
surge capacity to the Federal support to disaster operations, execute direct vendor delivery
contingency contracts with these sources prior to disasters, and encourage State and local
governments to do the same. Such contracting practices would eliminate time-consuming and
inefficient negotiations during emergencies. By utilizing direct vendor delivery contracts, shipments are
sent directly to the customer from the supplier, bypassing unnecessary storage points. Participating State
governments would identify their anticipated requirements and coordinate with DHS to ensure that
contingency contracts are executed to meet those needs.

b. DHS should require that local and State governments establish contracts with private sector
vendors for disaster relief supplies in advance of an emergency with the assurance of
reimbursement should these contracts be activated in a post disaster declaration environment.

c. Federal government should allocate strategic goods and services or conduct re-supply operations
during a catastrophic disaster when shortfalls occur in local and State resources. The new logistics
system developed in concert with State and local governments, and the private sector should be
transparent to all managers within the system 