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TOPOFF-3 Discussion

Rehoboth Beach, DE

May 24, 2005

1300 - 1430

AGENDA:

· Presentations on the NRP

· Presentations on the TOPOFF-3 by Gary Ott (NOAA SSC), Dave Ormes (USCG D5), and Dennis Carney (EPA)

HANDOUTS:

· Agenda 

MEETING NOTES:

Mr. Ott welcomed all participants.  

PRESENTATION – The National Response Plan 
Mr. Ott provided a brief overview of the National Response Plan and how Federal agencies must support this process.  The role of the state and local governments is not clearly defined.  The NRP incorporates a National Incident Management System (NIMS) and in order for the states to access federal terrorism monies, the states must also adopt NIMS as their incident management system. 

The membership participated in a discussion on the TOPOFF 3 exercises that recently took place in the Northeast.  Mr. Ott provided a review of the scenarios, the pressure points that resulted, and a discussion of the NRP organizational structure.  He summarized the initial timeline – A copy of this presentation is available on the Region III RRT website at:  http://www.uscg.mil/lantarea/rrt/index.htm.
DISCUSSION – TOPOFF-3 – Gary Ott (NOAA SSC), Dave Ormes (USCG D5), Dennis Carney (EPA)

TOPOFF-3 Scenario –The scenario took place in Connecticut where they sprayed a mustard agent over the town of New London, CT.  In New Jersey, they had a biological (bubonic plague) release by pressure sprayers on a college campus that escalated beyond the campus into a highly populated and industrial area.

The Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) responded to TOPOFF-3 and were engaged in ESF3.  ACOE established the field office.  This exercise was a first responders test for FEMA and other agencies; the ACOE does not provide first response – but this scenario allowed the test of the federal relationships with the local first responders.

In New London, one of the real goals of the exercise was to test the Joint Field Office (JFO) with the Principal Federal Official (PFO).  The JFO was established and organized in the NIMS structure and Mr. Ott was working for the FOSC in the Unified Command (the USCG COTP).  His role was to determine the impact of the mustard agent on the population and the method for decon; what would the endpoints for decon be.  

Dave Ormes (USCG) was in the Regional Response Coordination Center (RRCC) in Manhattan during the event.  ESF 8 was quickly overwhelmed (medical).  One of the issues being evaluated was the impact of the JFO and the PFO on the RRCC.  During this exercise, the individual ESFs were being contacted to mobilize resources; but these requests were not going through the proper process (via ops and gaining a mission assignment).  The major lesson learned is that if your agency gets a call from a JFO or PFO during an incident, unless you receive a MA, you response will not be supported under the NRP response and the expenditures will come from your operating budgets.  

Another item was that the JFO/PFO group was three times as big as the Unified Command.  The PFO had a cadre of 25 people affiliated with him and JFO was over 100 people.  These people are a resource, but how can they be effectively used without having them over-run the existing NIMS structure?  One of the problems identified was what should the JFO/PFO resources do for the UC?  In this exercise, the JFO/PFO was tasked with determining the decon needs and standards for how clean is clean for the bubonic plague.   This team could be run outside of the UC in another area.  A task such as this would need to have a defensible process with consensus among the experts.   Members from EPA, CDC/ATSDR, State, local health; would all need to be part of the process for identifying what is the process for decon would be.  They could all be involved via the JFO/PFO group.
Mr. Ott proposed that a TOPOFF-like exercise at the September RRT Meeting where we can focus on the role of the State in the NRP response process.  The people who ran the exercise had a set of goals to exercise, including the federal response to massive casualty incidents (DMORT, Hospital, decon, etc.).  The State of Connecticut did not really want the federal presence in the response.  In the past, an affected state would have to request federal assistance when their resources were overwhelmed; now the NRP has catastrophic annexes that allow the deployment of federal resources (equipment and personnel) through the activation by the DHS Secretary -without a Presidential Disaster Declaration (PDD) or state request.

How can we assist in training for this process?  Rich Fetzer (EPA) responded that there is really no difference in 99% of the incidents in terms of how we respond – the main difference and the trigger for the PFO and JFO will only occur for an incident of national significance (IONS- and some SONS).  The RRT will still respond the same; however there will be additional layers added and there may be more issues to address and personnel on scene.  The primary difference for federal responders is in terms of air modeling – now all air monitoring must be run via the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory.  Locals will probably still be using ALOHA and CAMEO but the LLNL will provide the “approved” model.  

How and where does the RRT fit into the new structure?  There are not a lot of answers as to where the RRT fits into the structure.  For the future, this RRT needs to:
1. Define the acronyms – the FEMA FAAT book will be revised soon to incorporate the NRP / NIMS language
2. Have additional training on NIMS for IONS

3. Concentrate on the state interactions with the NIMS and the relationship with the Governors.
4. Provide additional training to clear up misconceptions on how the NIMS and the NRP will work.

The Meeting was adjourned at 2:30 p.m.   

