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Welcome 
Bob Fletcher, Readiness Consulting Services, introduces himself as the facilitator and calls the meeting the order at 8:45AM.
Bob introduces Steve Kral, the NCR SAA, for opening comments.
Steve Kral: Thank you for the hard work over the past several weeks, which is credited to a combination of the SAA and COG staff.  We have done a good job with what DHS has asked us to do. There is a lot of information in front of you today, which we will walk through.

Introductions of meeting participants
Overview of FY06 Application Process to Date (Steve Kral)
Steve Kral: Please turn to page 2 in the CAO/SPG Review, February 15, 2006, document.  The purpose statement reads:

The purpose of this combined Senior Policy Group (SPG) and Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) Review session is to provide the opportunity for SPG/CAO representatives to review and consider the NCR Program and Capability results thus far and the Concept Plans/Initiative Plans submitted by jurisdictions to address strengths and weaknesses in capabilities in the National Capital Region.  While this is not intended as a final decision making meeting, it will help to set a target funding cap for the NCR grant application and to prioritize projects which will be included in the NCR Initiatives and Investments. 

We are creating an Enhancement Plan. We already have enough information from the initiative papers received.  Next we will work on the justification. In what do you want to invest? How much do you need to justify that investment based on the capability review?  Concept papers have been built against capability. The capabilities were then mapped back to the seven national priorities.  One exception is that citizen preparedness and citizen protection did not align with national priorities, so we grouped them together separately.  Today, decisions need to be made about how much money you want to put against the 14 NCR Priority Capabilities.  The information in front of you will help you do this quickly.  The ultimate goal is to get an amount for each capability in addition to how much you want for the total application.  We have a running list of the sums from the scoring conducted during the February 9, 2006, meeting.  The contractors will keep that running list as we go through the capabilities.  The goal is to determine the target amount for our grant application.  

Ed Reiskin (DC): For each investment justification, I assume we need more than just the number as an outcome today.  I assume we will need some level of understanding of what we might do, something beyond the money amount.

Steve Kral: You were asked to go through the notebook prior to today to review each capability.  What does it mean when we discuss capability?
Gordon Aoyagi (MC): In terms of some of the reviews, are we limited to the concept papers that have been submitted or can we say that they missed the mark and should focus on something else?
Steve Kral: If there is a concept paper you would like to kick out or add back in, and as long as it fits in with the definitions, you can make that decision.

You have several score sheets. We actually are able to list the concept papers according to the capability and in descending order of the total score as it was given on February 9, 2006.  Within the folder, the first thing you are looking at is how we grouped the concept papers according to the initiatives within the strategy.  We also have the capability review snapshot.  We defined the capabilities as defined by DHS and listed the past projects we knew about.  These are just Urban Area Security Initiative (UASI) projects from FY03-FY05.  Then there are all the concept papers that have been put against those capabilities.  There were two concepts within Critical Infrastructure that were changed.  The yellow highlight represents concept papers that the heads of the ESFs feel could be accomplished within in the FY05 timeframe.  Finally, we have some analytical data on how those strengths matched up against the capabilities.  Crosswalk those numbers against those initiatives.  You have two ways of looking at the data.  We also have the Homeland Security Bulletin 202 on how DHS will score the application and at what they will look.

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): What is the scale on the score?  
Steve Kral: It is 1-50.  There are 62 concept papers out of the 107 that have scores above 30.  These 62 total about $140-150 million.  
Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): This document tells us by project, by individual.  This document is by total score from the highest to the lowest in aggregate.  The snapshots are based on capability.  This is boiled down from the two big notebooks.  There is $317 million in concept papers submitted.  

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): How consistent is DHS’ February 8, 2006, Information Bulletin (IB) 202 guidance from with our process?
Steve Kral: The process we have been following is very consistent with Information Bulletin 202.

Explanations of Handouts

Bob Fletcher: A number of people have commented that you are a highly focused group.  In order to be successful today we will have to satisfy everyone’s product needs, process needs, and emotional needs.  We have produced a number of products and reference materials as we have pulled this application together. We have remained true to our defined process thus far.  The process for today is going to be proposed to you and it can change as we need to get where we want to go.   The emotional state will be something that you will have to help manage as we proceed.

First, does anyone have any questions on what these handouts represent?  
Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): Looking at the ESF score, there are more than 10 point spreads.  The practitioners are scoring something high, but the regional working group is scoring it low.  How do we think about the difference between the regional working group and the practitioner?
Ed Reiskin (DC): This is the 15 regional programmatic working groups together.  Don’t read a whole lot into these numbers, so maybe they have a different focus and score areas differently.

Steve Kral: The ESF is a good representation of the practitioners level.

Bob Fletcher: There is a lot of subjectivity that is behind those numeric values. If you recall, DHS asked for UASI regions to look at the seven national priorities plus the eight priorities they define. This is all summarized in the CAO/SPG February 9, 2006, document.  On page 2, there are eight priority capabilities that are being emphasized plus six additional ones from the NCR.  The chart on page 3 lists the seven national priorities on the left and the 14 NCR priority capabilities that track back are on the right.  A checkmark indicates a priority added by NCR and an arrow marks those by DHS.  
Back in January (January 9-11), we went through a rigorous review of strengths and weaknesses in meeting the outcome for the DHS capability.  If you have a strength that you would like to sustain, what are your requirements for sustaining?  We had a list of observed strengths and weaknesses.  Here’s what the collective said about target capability.  The concept papers needed to address the list of weaknesses.  Therefore, when you submit a concept paper, it should be a remedy for these weaknesses or to maintain a strength.  Submitted concept papers were aligned with the target capabilities. The group met again to get a sense of the relative importance of these target capabilities. Each voter looked at these 107 papers and scored them by five criteria:

1. How well the Concept Paper/Initiative Plan addressed the identified strengths and weaknesses of the 14 NCR Priority Capabilities;
2. How well the Concept Paper/Initiative Plan addressed the identified strengths and weaknesses of the 3 overarching national priorities;
3. How appropriate the funding level is to the proposed deliverable proposed by the Concept Paper/Initiative Plan;
4. How beneficial the concept paper will be in addressing regional needs; and
5. How important it is to implement the Concept Paper/Initiative Plan in FY06.

This is where we made the transition from subjectivity to numeric scoring because we took the list and made it quantitative.  
Bob Fletcher: Each voter scored the papers on these five criteria for a maximum of 50 points (10 points each).  When we put the score sheets together, if a group was represented by three voters, then we took their total score and divided it by three to get an average.  If an individual was a regional ESF representative, then the score represents that individual’s score. We also registered the score of the submitter, which was not weighted or averaged.  If an ESF representative was scoring that, but the paper was outside of the voting entities, in some case you will see a low score that was submitted outside a representative group.  The challenge is to work within our budget cap/application cap, how much are we going to ask for in our submission.  We need to arrange the scores from highest to lowest based on the voting score and then assigned dollar values.  Then going from top to bottom, here is how the dollar values rank.  We also have the list by target capability instead of score.

In the session, there were some observations that some of these concept papers overlapped.  A suggestion was made to “bundle” concepts so that we could achieve some economies of scale and decrease overall cost. Several papers were bundled together and renamed.  These all have a bit different objectives, timing, and needs. The bundled concept papers are color coded (orange is technology; blue is mass care, etc). 
Note (Corrections to Spreadsheet): 
On page 5 of the spreadsheet, Identify and Coordinate Transportation should be Green.

On page 7, NCR Regional ESF-6 Equipment was submitted for $25 million not $58 million.

On page 9, Managing Metro Emergencies II (no average RPWG score) and page 1 Managing Metro Emergencies I will be funded under another name.
There is one concept paper for warehousing that includes mass care and sheltering equipment.  It is currently bundled with warehousing, but could be bundled with mass care.

Gordon Aoyagi (MC): On page 7, why aren’t National Capital Region Multimodal Traveler Information System and Regional Real Time Transit Customer Information System bundled?  The issue is not multi modal as applied to the NCR.

John Contestabile(MDOT): It could be bundled under the multi modal; however, it is a Baltimore-based system and does not include any of the transit systems in the NCR.  It did not include any of the transit systems in this region.

Ed Reiskin (DC): To determine if we want to build our capability for multi modal, then we have to decide in the next two months to figure out how to do so.

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): What we have there is a list of projects that adds up to $317 million.  What we have to do is be at the initiative level and nothing should come off the list today, but we should decide where our priorities are.  How much do we want to put toward each capability? We will need the individual regional working groups to give us an analysis later.  The scores are interesting, but they are not relevant for today’s discussion.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): The regional working groups are not matured yet.  We want them to be thinking 3-5 years out, but we are not there yet. The challenge is how we go back through the regional working group.

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): For the senior policy groups, this policy document allows for honest discussion on where we want to go.  It is so much easier to rack and stack than to talk about policy questions which are more emotional. We have to get to the big picture today and that takes a lot of heat out of these items.  

Steve Kral: Today’s questions are how do we define it and how much do you want to put against it.
Bob Fletcher: We want you to understand what these documents represent. Are there any other comments or questions about the data sets and how we got there?
Gordon Aoyagi (MC): Can we talk briefly about why Citizen Participation and Citizen Preparedness don’t represent the National Priority for Regional Collaboration?

Steve Kral: There is a strong case that they overlap as regional collaboration, but a stronger case that they are separate.  You could put them back in Regional Collaboration.  We could submit 50 priorities; however, we rolled them back to eight. We can put it back to seven priorities.  

Gordon Aoyagi (MC): Has the region demonstrated Regional Collaboration?  When you talk to others across the country, it certainly would reinforce that. Mass care would not be the only example of that.  

Steve Kral: It’s open for discussion.  We can roll it into Regional Collaboration.
Ed Reiskin (DC): If we go through this as a driver for the decision making then we are where we were last year.  I recommend using the documents capability by capability and decide how strong, how weak, and how much we want to put to them.  Maybe we should submit 14 justifications.  I agree with Gordon and don’t fully follow the logic. How do the 14 map to the seven, if we are going to go through by capability, then let’s look at that.

Steve Kral: We are trying to feed back to DHS what they are feeding us. We could easily map capabilities into them, but the decision came because when we looked at IB202 and understood that our peers throughout the country would be reviewing these application, we figured it would be easier to review based on the seven national capabilities.

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): I suggest we use the source material (capabilities). The capabilities are embedded within the priorities.  As we walk through it, the capabilities are a much better framework for discussion.

Application Target Amount

Bob Fletcher: What will be the cap or target for the application process?  Do you want to reflect on past years process?

Steve Kral: In the past year, this region received 10.6 percent of the overall UASI pot.  For this current year, there is about $835 million that is available. There are 35 potential applicants, which if using last year’s data means we are shooting for $80-90 million.  There has been some thought that DHS will use previous percentages to move forward. Please keep this in mind when looking at these capabilities.

Janet Clements (VDEM): Since DHS is taking risk more seriously, do you think that percentage will change considering that DC is in the top two cities in the country for risk?
Ed Reiskin (DC): As an opinion, I would be shocked if DHS used the same percentages from year’s past.  A lot of energy and resources were used to convey risk assessment and how the formulas were incorporated. I believe it is a bad assumption that we will get about 10 percent, but we are certainly among the highest risk. We are stronger than 10 percent when we weren’t doing the risk based approach.

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): The issue of what we pick is that we have $317 million worth of projects.  Regardless of the conversation today, we will do more analysis.  Even though concept papers are not high scoring today, they will have another shot.  I agree with Ed, if we know there is $835 million, and we put our application in for half the pot, DHS won’t take us seriously. We should not be cautious, and I think the $150-200 million range makes sense. We have not demonstrated that we are capable of executing outcomes on projects.  The kiss of death is when you can’t execute on your program. We need to be sober and honest on what we can execute.

Bob Fletcher: The question then is what is the target dollar amount should we submit the application for?
Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): The key piece is our ability to execute. This is not the only year for which we are positioning ourselves.  We can talk about our increased desire for future projects and set the tone of what is able to be executed this year and set up next year.

Craig Gerhart (Prince Williams County): We are dealing with weaknesses this year and that makes it harder. The first question is can we make this happen in the timeframe indicated. If the answer is no, then we don’t need to spend a lot of time on the concept paper.

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): One of my concerns is that we need to continue efforts that were initiated and if we can identify the value and what are things we have initiated that we need to keep doing, that will help the region be better prepared and that will add up to a certain dollar amount.  Let’s create an artificial cap with the suggestion of $150 million.  The third concern is we have done a lot of scoring and what I don’t see, and what is hard to come up with, is a score for a value received for the value spent. There may be a number of little things that we can do that will move the region forward compared to a large project that takes a lot of money and doesn’t move the region forward.  Transportation is my example.  Little projects will return a lot more than some of the big ones which are harder to manage and susceptible to being overrun.  
Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): The reason why I think we use the process Ed suggested, if we need to spend $40-50 million, spend the next several months asking our technical groups to really analyze these. We have a basket of projects here that support an initiative within the national priorities.  Let’s not make decisions on projects today.  It’s not needed for the application. 
Steve Kral:  This information is very telling: and we will need to go back and work with the regional working groups and ESFs to determine if it makes sense to group and how to reposition.  We are talking about the next steps prior to when we have an award and what we will move on certain projects and where we need to go.


Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): I would advocate that we will need two to three meetings to accomplish this because we will have to have a frank conversation on some of these concept papers on this list and make decisions.

Decision Making Process

Outlining the process to make decisions before we get into a discussion about capabilities.
Bob Fletcher: What we are really trying to do is grapple with the criteria we will use today.  For example, how appropriate the funding level is to the proposed deliverable proposed by the Concept Paper/Initiative Plan. Is that one of the criteria that we want to keep in mind? If we accept that Tony’s criteria is the first one, the second criteria is how significant is the concept paper meeting the regional needs, and the last one if it is not doable in FY06, it should not be in the application. If we are going to be talking about current and future work, how do we still address our future directions?  If we say we need the money now, we need to be able to execute.

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): On page 8 of the spreadsheet is the Maritime Awareness NCR concept paper.  From my point of view, that project is not ready to move and it is early in the process, but we need to have it on the table.  We don’t have any focus on that right now, but we may decide that critical infrastructure needs $50 million.  That’s the kind of discussion that we need to have.  If I was looking at it from a parochial way, I would say it is on page 8 and does not make the cut. 

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): How is it being tied into the regional transportation working group?  You have some strategic formation issues that you have to work out.

Bob Fletcher: Are there other criteria that we want to look at as we review these?

Gordon Aoyagi (MC): We have spent previous money on projects that are long term. We have X amount allocated that we will use to maintain these projects.  Will we see those projects highlighted as one of the concept papers? We already made commitments projected over two or three years.  For instance, we spent some money last year on communications, but talking about more over time.  We want to make sure we finish our projects.  We want to make sure that we have some reservation of that in these funds to make sure we get these projects completed.

Steve Kral: We did not mark these in here and will need to go back and highlight those individual projects.

Gordon Aoyagi (MC): The directions to the regional ESFs is that if you need to finish a project, it should be represented in the concept papers before us.

Ed Reiskin (DC): If we did this well, these concept papers should represent everything.  We should be able to look at what we did before and Phase 2 is another concept paper below.  If you look at the IB202, there are three process criteria—background, regionalization, and impact. Impact has not been in the forefront in the past. The fourth is implementation. The extent that it meets the initiatives of our strategic plan, and I think we owe it to the larger regional stakeholder group to use this funding stream to move this strategic plan forward.  How well did we do relative to our priorities?
Bob Fletcher: So what I hear you saying is that these are the factors that we want to keep in mind as we review the individual projects within this criteria.  

· Background and History of Project;
· Impact on Region (regional value);
· Implementation (reasonable timeframe);
· Meets priorities of NCR strategic plan; and
· Addresses weaknesses or gaps.
Group agreed on the criteria.

Review of Bundled Projects

As of February 9, 2006, there were a lot projects that needed to be bundled.  The spreadsheet has been bundled now.  This is the result of work prior to this meeting and will speak about the process of bundling.
Bob Fletcher: We have spokespersons that will discuss how they bundled the projects.  

Steve Kral: There was a lot of work to look at these projects and how they could be bundled. We will start with interoperability which will lead us into a framework to get into capabilities.

Ed Reiskin (DC): Are we going to go through these bundlings and then go through the capabilities?  Why don’t we bundle the bundling and capabilities discussion and then move on to the next capability?
Bob Fletcher: We will start with CBRNE. Back to the CBRNE snapshot sheet.

CBRNE
Gordon Aoyagi (MC): On past projects, you have syndromics surveillance.  It should be a mass prophylaxis.  This is a public health domain.  

Steve Kral: We were trying to group and cross as many bridges against capabilities.

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): Mass prophylaxis is different than surveillance.  Bio is really different.

Bob Fletcher: When we look at this paper, what are we hoping to achieve in our review? 

Gordon Aoyagi (MC): That the capability is strengthened by the funding.

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD):  We are under investing in CBRNE.  We will say we want to put $5 million in CBRNE and then determine if we need to get more proposals.  My question is what is our CBRNE detection capability. If we only have $1.6 million and we only have surveillance, then my gut tells us it’s under investing.  From a policy perspective, how is it a national priority that we are not working on.  We are told it is a priority and we don’t have any investment.  


Ed Reiskin (DC): The answer could be that we have done a lot.


Steve Kral: As an example, DC received a lot of money that went into CBRNE projects and that funding is not reflected here.  

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD):  We have no worries in CBRNE because we are very strong with this.  

Steve Mondle (VA): CNDO is pouring a lot of money into this.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): There are currently nine projects that are not represented.  You have a number of programs that have to be integrated in a layer of defense.  How do we want to have standard protocols?  How are you integrating those and decrease the variance of protocols so I don’t get a call from Ed that says how come people were not coordinating.  We have to pull it all together. I would rather spend the money so the locals could participate in protocol.

Gordon Aoyagi (MC): On one hand, we have a lot of detection equipment, but our investment strategy needs to speak to the capability. We need more seamless and integrated equipment to use so that we could support each other from station to station.  If this occurs in Montgomery County, surely this is a regional challenge too.  This would show that we are under investing.  Regional standardization should be a focus.  Standardization should be an issue, but I don’t know how much.  $250,000 just within Montgomery County.

Bob Fletcher: I’m going to make a process suggestion. We are trying to get a rhythm on these concept papers and how to review in the time we have today.  We started with identifying our weaknesses and strengths and decided to focus on our weaknesses.  This is the distillate of that, there should be some sort of relationship.  Look at the weaknesses and see if there is some sort of supporting concept in the concepts papers.  Does this concept paper fix the weaknesses?
Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): Addresses weaknesses or gaps.

Bob Fletcher: Process-wise, we look at the weaknesses, projects, and dollars.  What will we conclude?
Ed Reiskin (DC): We identify the major areas that we want to work on to build the capability and rough out a dollar amount.  Suggestion: Standardization (Gordon), Integration (Tom), and Equipment (Ed).  This is $3-5 million ballpark for this.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): There has been lack of discipline for partnering with the federal government.  We can not force you to supply the equipment.  

Ed Reiskin (DC): I would not want us to put $10 million into integration and then they will not give us the information.

Bob Fletcher: You are saying that the nature of what we need to fix regionally, draw inferences from these identified weaknesses, and then bounce them off the concept papers and see how they fit.  

Ed Reiskin (DC): I think the concept papers are a guide as long as some of the weaknesses are used.  I’m looking at the weaknesses and the concept papers and then looking at those, narrowing down to three areas and looks like x amount of funding.  

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): At the end of this process, we could come up with $250 million. 

Ed Reiskin (DC): We will have a short list on the board and then we will need to do some prioritization and then we will have to squeeze.

Bob Fletcher: We have $317 million worth of concept papers to start with, which is twice our target cap.  If we bump things up, we are not helping ourselves.  We will need to pull this down to something that is more closely aligned with the target cap.
Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD):  $317 million should not be what drives our decisions today. How much do we want to invest by category and when we go back and have our groups boil this down, it will be lower.  I have little confidence in this $317 million amount.
Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): I don’t have a level of confidence in this that we won’t come to $300 million at the end of this. I’m very uncomfortable with this.

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): What I’ve never been comfortable with is we have only had a strategy for three months.  I don’t know how we still don’t have our three fusion centers linked. We are not focusing on our strategy.  Doesn’t mean we are not accountable for it just because its not in the concept paper. Regional collaboration is to simplify this.

Craig Gerhart (Prince Williams County): I understand the concept of these capabilities and groupings and ranking them.  Absolutely understand that we have to do stuff that we have to do.  If we have lump sums by strategic priority, that is what violates my sense of what we can reasonably do.  I’m not comfortable articulating a level of investment for what we don’t know.

Gordon Aoyagi (MC): Let’s not use CBRNE as an example of others.  Intuitively, I feel that CBRNE is under invested.  Addressing the need as to standardization among hazmat teams across the region, for the time being let’s earmark and ask the team to look at the project, this sets up a framework as an investment strategy.  As the other 13, we will scale down.
Craig Gerhart (Prince Williams County): The proposals we have don’t get us there. Here is what we are interested in seeing, if you want to put dollars to it, fine, tell them what we want the target and if we don’t get a proposal back for it, then it is not accomplishable.

Bob Fletcher: In addition to these weaknesses, there are some others that I know of and add it to our list.  The word “standardization” is not in here as a theme. If we think this is a theme, let’s add it. Look at the concepts, do they address the weakness? If the answer is no, are there other circumstances that say we should do this. Do we need to write a concept paper to fix a weakness that is not in here?  We can modify this as we go.  

Steve Kral: If this did not come out in this capability review and no one said that standardization was a weakness, are we going back to FY05?  I would toss it back to the Chief.

Chief Neuhard: Is it an issue? Yes. Is it a priority issue? No. If the idea is that it is important to the policy makers, then we probably need to go look at.  There are problems at the tier 2 or 3 level that we did not bring because of the policy.  Standardization is an issue. Does it rise to the $50 million that we brought you? No, there are other problems first.  Gordon was using this as an example to illustrate.

Gordon Aoyagi (MC): We ran into a problem in Montgomery County because equipment was not properly calibrated and had a false positive.  You will find people relying on equipment. Are we satisfied? If we can move toward standardization and does it make sense.

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): I object to when do we finally get to have policy input to this process. This is not a distribution meeting. Why are we being driven by projects that don’t have policy input into the process?  Maybe what this suggests is that someone should look at CBRNE.

Unidentified: ODP has been pulling the strings on us for awhile.  We have been trying to meet these and make them happen.  What will we do about ODP and changing the process?  Wasn’t the direction up until a month ago, that this was not going to be competitive and that it was going to be the same process?
Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): They have been telling us for two years that they were going to do this.

Bob Fletcher: We need to review our ground rules.  Our process is going to be to look at these by target capability, weakness (if there is a policy issue, we capture that), policy issue in case we have to redo the paper to capture policy, and then going to look at the concept paper and then relate them to the weaknesses. Another thing, do we feel strongly that something needs to be added that has been missed on a concept paper. Does this money feel low or high to you?  This is a visceral feeling about the funding suggestion.  If we do this for each capability, will that get us what we need?
Janet Clements (VDEM): As we go through the process, these concepts came up from the ground level and those are the people that will be dealing with this, and we can’t disregard that.  If they think they need something, then we need to review that.  We can not take a top down review of this.
Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): We need to take a look at policies.  We have not spent a minute to talk about critical infrastructure. There is a policy level guidance that we agreed to do and we are not getting at that.  A bottom up process needs to be considered.

Craig Gerhart (Prince Williams County): We have a strategic plan and we may not get down to programmatic guidance, but two years ago we did not have any thing like this. We have a lot more input into policy guidance. What I am thinking of here is continuing evolution of policy guidance. We are talking about giving back to those on the ground and giving programmatic guidance about weaknesses.  

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): I move to proceed under the rules outlined. Additional policy comments should be captured in a parking lot, but we need a completed application by March 2, 2006.  There will be another round and this is not the last round and the money will run out.

Let’s get the people together and have a discussion.  We don’t need money to do that. Nobody is going to get that done in the next month or two months and by then we will be out of the gate.

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): The process is just beginning. The application is just the beginning. We have another set of conversations about distribution.

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): When we get to March 2, 2006, and we submit proposals, I assume DHS will come back to us and say you have $100 million.

Steve Kral: They approve the capability and the amount of capability, and you can come back and narrow it down.  Between March and May, looking at these items that come up, there can be a lot of work between regional working groups and ESFs to work toward how we want to push forward based on this discussion.

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): DHS will give us a dollar amount with no guidance.

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): They want to know that we have a programmatic plan for which they are giving us the money, and we will come back and decide how to allocate this money.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): We don’t have a lot of time.  Let’s figure out what we need to do and get this rolling on when we come back from break.

Bob Fletcher: We originally said we would not review concept papers, but yet that is what we are doing. We are jumping into the concept papers. We need to do a quick scan of how well those concept papers support those weaknesses.  If you suggest we need a new concept paper, this new paper will not have survived the vetting and will be new and just be dropped on the table and will need to go through vetting once again.

Break at 10:45AM
Capabilities Reviewed

Tom Lockwood calls the meeting back to order at 11:00AM
Bob Fletcher: Some people will be leaving the room.  Tony, please summarize the motion that you made earlier.

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): There may appear to be a disconnect among all the practitioners and the policy people for which I apologize.  
The motion is to move forward with the programmatic areas, identify strengths and weaknesses relative to those areas, and whether the concept papers are going to be on target and little work will need to be done.  My expectation is that they will be on point. As part of the discussion, if there are significant policy questions, they will be put in a parking lot and discussed later. 
I apologize because I thought we would receive guidance from DHS on guidance and concept papers, which would have helped us make decisions.  
I move that we move forward by programmatic area and see where this gets us.  Steve has automatic invitation, if he is not getting what he needs to submit the document to DHS on March 2, 2006, to speak up so we can address it. At the end of the day we should have a list of issues that need to be addressed in future meetings and potential concept papers that need to be created in the next two months. We need to identify our ability to implement these sometime in May.

Bob Fletcher: I think we have a direction and let’s see how far we can get. We have a shorthand way that we can capture this as we go.  The following items will be tracked by capability as the discussion progresses: Strengths, weaknesses, policy issues, additions, and cost correct.

CBRNE Capability

For CBRNE, do any of these concept papers need to be removed?
John Droneburg (MEMA): There is a project for $2 million that if we move it to CBRNE detection, it would make a total of $3.6 million for CBRNE projects. The other issue is that weakness #3 under CBRNE—Need specific CBRNE test equipment such as Mach I, CATI, radiological mobile testing, chem/bio detection equipment, and additional water monitoring such as GC/MS—could be interpreted to be standardized equipment and that that weakness is not addressed.  

Unidentified: There is not an identification of standardized equipment. The policy there is that there is extensive federal capability and our efforts need to be matched.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): Because of the amount of detection equipment purchased, some of the equipment is 2-3 years old and aging.  We will need to make sure that it is working.  I make the recommendation that this goes back to the working group and focus on weakness identification.

Steve Kral: This meeting will continue on after 12:30PM.
Bob Fletcher: For the total cost, is the sense of the group that this is an adequate amount?
Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): With the addition to the association of labor.

Ed Reiskin (DC): $3.6 million is the right amount for CBRNE.  We need to identify the components and the number for those components.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): Give or take $100,000, what is the right number to include for labor?

Bob Fletcher: After we go through all of this, if we still felt like the number was too low for what we represent needs to be done, then we can move the number.  

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): $3.6 million includes the syndromics, and I would include about $400,000 for the labor.

Critical Infrastructure Protection Capability  
Bob Fletcher: Please look at the weaknesses on page 5.  (Weaknesses from page 5 read) We are working with $36,339,000 million. 
Unidentified: Two training courses were removed from this section.

Ed Reiskin (DC): One of the core items is the resiliency program (National Capital Region Critical Infrastructure Resiliency Program) which includes some level of risk assessment.  I’ve been pushing for FY05 dollars to begin the risk assessment process.  I am uncomfortable that we have not identified our threats and vulnerabilities. Is concept paper #4—NCR Critical Infrastructure Resiliency Program—risk assessment and if so, can we advance it?  It’s page 103 in your book if you would like to look at it.

Steve Kral: For the amount that we have received, and ball parking a risk assessment and vulnerability analysis for the region, it is approximately $900,000- 1 million. This is based on going out and speaking with the group and contractors on how much it will cost. In the other operational costs discussion (to come later in the agenda), I’ve built that into the cost. The $4.8 million has a piece to do the assessment, but is more than the assessment.  You should include the $4.8 million in critical infrastructure.

Unidentified: We need to make our assessment methodology whatever that may be.

The risk assessment will be located in FY05 funds and needs to be done now and needs to be aligned with RAMCAP, if RAMCAP drives this.

Craig Gerhart (Prince Williams County): There is an FY05 transit grant. Can you assure us that none of the transit related funding papers are not redundant?
Steve Kral: The strategy needs to be done and signed off by DHS, who has not allowed us to move forward and expend funds. There are plans for this $13 million, but we need to wait for DHS to get back to us.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): Is there redundancy in these papers, and in this proposal?
John (Unidentified): It is integrated because it is the same set of people creating concept papers in this pot. I’m not entirely confident that there is not some redundancy.

Steve Kral: There are additional funding requests, and there is funding requested for additional funds to complete projects.  They are saying that in order to complete that project, they need additional funding.  

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): Which of those projects are integral because they can not complete the projects without additional funding?  

Unidentified: We don’t know where we are on a separate project from transit authority.  We have no idea if that is number 1 or number 400 in the other grant process.

Steve Kral: The number one concern and priority is to have a backup EOC.

Unidentified: In the transportation grant, where does it fall?

Steve Kral: There has been no guidance in how much is coming out of the transportation funding. 

Unidentified: I have no problem submitting it, but it is hard to make a judgment on the second piece.

Craig Gerhart (Prince Williams County): Is $36 million about right for this?
Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): Is there anything missing in this list?
Ed Reiskin (DC): Or are there extraneous things?
Bob Fletcher:  Is there anything that tracks this back to the weaknesses or strengths?
Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): A lot of this critical infrastructure is on the public sector.  Is there anything in this list that gets us started to partner with the private sector?  Look at numbers 5, 9, 10—Increasing Emergency Generation Reliability and Capability in the NCR; Rapid Response Mobile Transformer; and Critical Infrastructure Monitoring and Protection, respectively.
Gordon Aoyagi (MC): As a point of caution, partnering has not shown to be very productive.  

Unidentified: $1.2 million for #3 fits into CBRNE detection. At least that one, I can see between categories.  
Steve Kral: Let’s take $4 million and bump it up by $1.25 million.  

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): Is there anyone from ESF 7 energy here today? I thought their strategy would speak to buying into back up energy stations.  I don’t see anything for mobile power stations.  This is a transformer, but is not a generator.  It is a transformer for a station where it goes out. What was talked about last year was a mobile, backup station.  We came up with one.  It was backed off to one from three last year.  Does it answer the question that PEPCO had?

PEPCO has multiple points of generation, but if they lose one substation, they don’t have capacity to restore.  By having mobile power, you could restore the power back quickly if you lose an entire substation. PEPCO is advancing this on their own, saying there is more critical needs.

Part of the discussion, is our comment is that you need to start better coordination from the regional utility groups.  

Gordon Aoyagi (MC): You could, but you would not get the response.  Mobile transportation is needed.  Why not charge your rate payers? Because there is not enough interest in this but PEPCO wants to advance this.

I understand that PEPCO has advanced this.  

Craig Gerhart (Prince Williams County): The impression I had is the issue is not generation, but transmission.  If major transmission lines are not functional that’s the larger problem, and I didn’t see any concept papers for this.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): There are some fundamental issues.  One is transmission.  Utilities need to be coordinating.  The discussion is that we do not want to choose between clean air and reliable energy. What is addressing that root thing?  This is the right discussion.

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): (Parking Lot) Virginia Power and PEPCO discussion: Dominion has said this is not an issue (transmission), but PEPCO says it is. This needs to be monitored.

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): Concept Paper #4—NCR Critical Infrastructure Resiliency Program—creates a Critical Infrastructure program. Are we looking at just one or two sectors? Is our priority in electric utilities and transportation?
Ed Reiskin (DC):  Concept Paper #4 is broad, but Concept Paper #10—Critical Infrastructure Monitoring and Protection— is all on transportation.  A lot of these are transportation oriented. When I look at the 36, I see a third to be jurisdictional specific projects (12, 14), when you think about the ballpark, slice it out.

Gordon Aoyagi (MC): Let’s consider the scoring of 30 and above. With that, you are right around $22-24 million.

Bob Fletcher: If you take everything that scored around 30 or better, then you are right around $150 million dollars.  Should the focus be on those located below the cut and see if you want to move anything up?
Ed Reiskin (DC):  If we do that, we wipe out the energy projects.

Gordon Aoyagi (MC): If you put Concept Paper #9—Rapid Response Mobile Transformer—in the parking lot, is there anything other than 9 that you would want to add?  

Ed Reiskin (DC):  I would add Concept Paper #7—Critical Transportation Infrastructure Protection—and #10—Critical Infrastructure Monitoring and Protection. Concept Paper #10 is implementing critical infrastructure and Concept Paper #7 is a feasibility study. I would rather see us install protection where it’s been identified then putting money toward studies.  Concept Paper #10 is already known.

Gordon Aoyagi (MC): Let’s replace Concept Paper #7 with Concept Paper #10 and add a net of $2 million to Critical Infrastructure Protection.  Cut off at a score of 30 and move out $1.2 million for the water surveillance. If you were to replace Concept Paper #7 with Concept Paper #10, that would give you $2 million.

Craig Gerhart (Prince Williams County): Why did the maintenance rank lower? Why did Concept Paper #7 get more points then Concept Paper #10?  
Chief Neuhard: In general, there has been an orientation to try to figure out where you want to go before you go there. Some sectors know where they want to go and others don’t.

Bob Fletcher: We had five resource categories.  There was a theme in many of these areas, that even though there was collaborative planning, there was no regional strategy.

John Contestabile (MDOT): While I agree that Concept Paper #10 encompasses transportation structures that are in Concept Paper #7, I don’t think the transportation community has been engaged to feel that their structures are getting that support.  I felt we needed to take action for those structures that aren’t identified.

Craig Gerhart (Prince Williams County): We do have to strike some balance toward implementation and planning.  

Bob Fletcher: I’m requesting clarification on Concept Paper #7 and Concept Paper #10. Are we going to replace Concept Paper #7 with Concept Paper #10 and increase the total by $2 million? 

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): I still like the idea of the NOVA project. Where is that development being done for the region? And that falls off the list and a good idea may go away.  

John Contestabile (MDOT): The platform that got some funding last year was aggregate traffic information.  There is no line item for [unclear “riddice”] this year, and we are still working on the funding from last year.  There is transportation dollars applied to this.  Transportation has not faired too well in the UASI process and is looking to other sources.  

Concept Paper #11—Clean, Reliable Back-Up Portable Generation for Critical Infrastructures within the National Capital Region—talks about backup generation. The number 2 weakness speaks to this.  Put Concept Paper #11 in ($1.5 million) because it addresses a weakness. 
Agreement to elevate number 11 into the base.  

Scoring was only meant to be a guidance.  
Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): We have $25 million, and there is enough substance to back it up as a first cut.  

Ed Reiskin (DC): We will send this back to the Critical Infrastructure working group. Based on the minutes of this conversation, they can come back to us.

Steve Kral: We will then have $27.7 million for the Critical Infrastructure Protection capability.  Concept Paper #9— Rapid Response Mobile Transformer— is removed, which brings the total to $25.2 million.

Ed Reiskin (DC): Was there any screening?  Is there any guidance?  We did look at these and some are public information and campaign related.  We provided suggested language which was given to Steve that would say the project would have to coordinate and approve any effort or education as it relates to the campaign, including the red bundled projects on the spreadsheet, because they could be wrapped up in one campaign.  Suggest doing one campaign and may have one message.  

Citizen Preparedness and Citizen Participation Capability  
(Weaknesses read)
Doug Bass (Fairfax City): Concept Paper #1—Continuity of Efforts regarding Colunteer Management Across the NCR and Continuity & Enhancement of Citizen Corps Council Membership and Citizen Corps Core Programs and Affiliated Programs and Activities in the NCR—is a consolidated proposal from all the volunteers in ESF which was bundled under Concept Paper #1.  

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): I move to set aside Concept Papers #1-8 for a total of $10 million.  Concept Papers #9 and #10—Public Information Dissemination Campaign to Educate the Public on Mitigate the Impacts of Energy Emergencies in the NCR and Personal Preparedness Kits for NCR’s Impoverished Population, respectively— scored low and have less value.  

Vernon Herron (Prince George’s County): I thought Concept Paper#10 spoke to our decision that one of the disconnects from the hurricanes was that the impoverished population was left out, and we could put kits in the hands of those that could not provide them themselves.  What would keep them from getting into the kits before an event though.  I think it is important, if we are going to cut this cost down, I would move that we move Concept Paper #10 up to a higher level.  Looking at Concept Paper #10, come up with a firm proposal.

Bob Fletcher: (Parking Lot) Concept Paper #10 will be moved to the parking lot. This will keep the total at $10 million.  Additionally, there will be additional bundling to achieve efficiencies.  Finally, public health will be moved into this.

Merni Fitzgerald (Fairfax City): By bundling them, we did reduce the amount of money.  Additionally, Concept Paper #6—Identify and Coordinate Transportation Requirements for the Special Needs Population— should be green.  The Regional ESF submitted Concept Paper #5—Increasing Special Needs involvement in the NCR Disaster Preparedness: building sustainable capacity for sheltering-in-place, evacuation, and mass care.  Some of the special needs are duplicative, and there is additional money because they are suggesting accomplishing the same thing.  

Ed Reiskin (DC): Let’s leave it at a total of $10 million because there is $2 million for health that will be moved in.  The cost will drop with bundling, but if we stick with $10 million we have room for additions.  

Citizen Protection: Evacuation and/or In-place Protection Capability  
(Weaknesses read)
Ed Reiskin (DC): There are two evacuation concepts that were put in planning that should be moved back to this capability.  Planning (Evacuation Time Estimates – How much time do we need? and Regional Public/Private Bus Evacuation Coordination Planning)

Janet Clements (VDEM): Considering the events with Katrina, this will be something that DHS looks very kindly on.  Therefore, we should not skimp on our investment in this area.

Barbara Childs-Pair (DCEMA): This is an area that we have all agreed on.

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): I move that we bank $10 million which will provide flexibility for the top 2 and will allow us to address several issues.  Also, an evaluation of human behavior will help us with this piece and will not cost a lot.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): We have low numbers for alert notifications for citizens.  We need to understand why that number is low and elevate it to the campaign.

Merni Fitzgerald (Fairfax City): Part of the trade paper is to do an alert survey.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): As long as it is addressed in the awareness campaign.

Gordon Aoyagi (MC): The multimodal travel concept paper (National Capital Region Multimodal Traveler Information System) is a key component for human behavior, which will give us the capacity.  This means we are looking at $11 million as opposed to $10 million.  
Bob Fletcher: Should this whole area be increased more?
Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): If we increase it, you then you have to look at our capacity to spend the funds.

Craig Gerhart (Prince Williams County): A question is if we evacuate people, where do they go? For informational components or working with other regions, when we talk about evacuation we are talking large scale.  This isn’t going to work well no matter what we do and there needs to be some upfront reality therapy.  We should be honest upfront about how well this will work.  

Ed Reiskin (DC): Where we really make the bang is managing expectations and human behavior.  We should not be putting a lot of time and money into getting 4.5 million people out of the area because it is not realistic.

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): There is a disconnect in federal policy and suggesting how we evacuate mass areas.  The federal government needs to provide guidance.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): For Concept Paper—Emergency Public Address System, is this an extension of efforts from this past year?  No, the proposal is independent of last year. The extension to the pilot piece that is being conducted this year will occur in FY07.

Craig, is there any other strategic piece we are missing from what you are seeing in New Orleans?
Craig Gerhart (Prince Williams County): No, New Orleans was hurt with the special population section. I see that addressed in here (National Capitol Region Evacuation and Shelter in Place Coordination and Outreach to Community, Business and Special Populations providers). 

Bob Fletcher: In planning prior to Katrina with the City of New Orleans, it was believed that even if people are perfectly informed, with the means to evacuate, they would not leave.

Unidentified: Looking at the weaknesses in citizen preparedness, there is one about citizen alert.  The biggest problem is that the system is in place, but people are not signing up for it.  It would make sense to have an integrated plan to organize a campaign.  There is no need to build a new system, but to campaign on behalf of it. Do we need to buy another alerting system?  I think if you have a system where you are allowing people to sign up, it is a weak system.  We have a number of systems out there.  We have Reverse 911.  

Steve Kral: You have $300,000 in FY05 for Reverse 911. There will be a vendor day next week for this. The total for Reverse 911 is $900,000 because on the other operational cost list there is an additional $600,000 to move forward with Reverse 911.  

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): It is a dual use and a question of value.

Group agrees that we will set Citizen Protection at $11 million.  Consolidating based on economy of scale.

Critical Resource Logistics and Distribution Capability  
Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): Who is responsible for driving these experiences?  I get a lot of project management questions on who is getting it done.  This is a policy issue.
Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): I move that we set aside $20 million because there are a number of warehouse proposals. The last one for $32 million is a three year proposal, and if you half the total from $40 million to $20 million, this gives you the ability to do all but the last one, which will be funded for the first year. One of the things that we have to look at is that you may want to distribute warehouses.  We may want to begin that program.

Unidentified: I have a counter opinion and think we should start back at $8 million. This would include removing the $32 million, and put in a bit for planning because I don’t think we are ready for the warehouses first.  

Doug Bass (Fairfax City): There is a lot of sidebar discussions about the warehouses.  Many can be consolidated.  

Craig Gerhart (Prince Williams County): Let’s move to go back to the group and ask the group to rethink the funding.

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): Warehousing is something you can execute quickly. I agree you need to do more planning, but we will find that there is a deficiency and it is needed.

Craig Gerhart (Prince Williams County): There is more thought put into this than we realize. 

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): That’s why I move for $20 million. We have the ability to go back through this later.

Ed Reiskin (DC): This is an area that we need to leverage private sector and the military. Where we are deficient is in moving this stuff.  If the funding is going to moving out or securing the warehousing, we need to find places to put the stuff and then figure out how to move it.  


Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): I think part of the proposal is putting stuff in the warehouses too.

MREs and masks will be required and there is a science for moving them, but you have to the resources too.

Craig Gerhart (Prince Williams County): We can use the private sector to do some of that, but will need to pay them for it.

Ed Reiskin (DC): I am more concerned about how we can get it to folks and less concerned about storing it.
Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): You also have stock rotation issues over time. You have the whole lifecycle issue: how will you be rotating the stocks so the equipment is available. What are the logistics? This is a long overdue investment.


John Contestabile (MDOT): From an interoperability view, you want to have visibility into where it is, who has what, how to use WebEOC, and how to track and replenish.  And we didn’t think this was well coordinated.  

Ed Reiskin (DC): I thought we added this because we bought all this stuff and we don’t have a way to track it or we need to know where it is.

There are a variety of proposals around knowing where all the resources are is a proposal.
Doug Bass (Fairfax City): WebEOC was an enhancement from past funding in FY04 and FY05.  
Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): We need to integrate some of the federal resources management systems so you have ability.  This is your piece to say that from a regional point, we lose our ability to track these resources.  How do you have a whole view of the resources when you are in the midst of a crisis?  

Concept Paper #6—NCR Ciritical Resource and Logistics Core Capability Improvement—is not all inclusive.

Bob Fletcher: Back to Tony’s question, is 1/3 of this funding enough?  There are three warehouses included in that initial $32 million proposal.  You could phase the projects and start with a pilot project, and then we could phase the rest in over time.  

The group proposed and approved $20 million for Critical Resource Logistics and Distribution.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): We have been talking about the public sector only and how much do we want to go back to the working group to discuss partnering with the private sector.  Do you want to rely on other major suppliers and issuing contracts?
(Parking Lot) Interface the private sector and funding increments of the $32 million for warehouses.

Janet Clements (VDEM): MEMA saw logistics as a major problem. They talk a lot about private sector, for instance Wal-Mart and others demonstrated best practices.  Companies that do it every day know how to do it. This is asset visibility.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): In the $20 million, we want to make sure there are some key components.

We will have some idea of what FEMA and DHS have to say on this by this hurricane season.

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): What I heard, there is a make/buy decision.  This is a decision point.

Bob Fletcher: This is called “total asset visibility.” Federal assets are deployed and tracked, but tracking stops when the resources get to the local government. After that, it is up to the local government to track the resources.  Secretary Chertoff’s proposal does not get us to the local level; it is focused on the federal component.  It is left to those jurisdictions on where to go from there and how to track.
This is an interoperability issue and it is included in the list. Whatever our system is, and we will have time to react to that, but we have to download those federal aspects and our system has to be compatible to the federal system.  We have a strategy for ensuring that this takes place.

Explosive Device Response Operations Capability  
Generally endorsed or move on.  Agreed on $9.4 million
Intelligence and Information Sharing and Dissemination Capability  
(Weaknesses read)
$3.8 million is proposed as an initial point.
ROMA and Intel analysis: There was a significant policy discussion last year.
We funded six Intel analysts, which equaled two per state.  

It is proposed for $1.2 million for the continuation of those six individuals.  ROMA is proposed at $4.5 million.
Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): Last year, after the decision was made by the SPG for the allocation of the 6 analysts, the chiefs felt that the analysts should have come out of the state money, and this was regional money for regional analysts.  Has this concern been addressed?  This issue has never officially been brought to the table.  Why was the proposal not submitted for regional analysts?  

The #2 weakness is to increase staff, but I say $3.8 million is abysmal for the effort to do prevention.  We need to increase the number of analysts that we have in these fusion centers and link the fusion centers.  If you take the $1.2 million, plus the $4.5 million for ROMA, then you increase the capability to $9.5 million.  ESF13 put some of these concept papers into law enforcement.  $10 million is closer to where we should be for these projects.  Are the analysts law enforcement or contractual?  They are contractual.  This year was supposed to be the year that you can switch your analysts from contractual to law enforcement, and they can be funded for two years.

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): We need to start discussing the sustainability of these programs because at some time the federal government will cut these programs off, and we will need to fund them.
(Parking Lot) Sustainability is placed as a parking lot issue.  

Ed Reiskin (DC): There is very little here today that when the DHS money dries up, we will have to pick up. If we are going to sustain these capabilities, we are going to have to absorb federal funding.  

Steve Kral: We started at $3.8 million. We added in the Intel analysts for an additional $1.2 million and ROMA for $4.5million.  This totals $9.5 million for this capability.  The analysts added is not an increase of number of analysts, it is for sustaining the Intel analysts.

Final cost for this section is$ 9.5 million

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): We are coming to a number of leadership changes within the NCR. Awareness information sharing and the portfolio of what we are doing for information sharing.  They are thinking about a detailed approach tied in with awareness and prevention aspects of intelligence.

Do we have the means for secure data sharing for fusion centers?  In terms of infrastructure built, there is architecture built in, for the owners of the data to decide what data gets shared and who has access and how it is launched.  

This is a policy issue, not a technology issue.  Yes, we are building a security architecture within this.  
Gordon Aoyagi (MC): If we keep it as a medical surge, it is not for the medical responders.  We are putting together a data exchange hub. These are individually launched system.  

Could we rename it mass casualty management as opposed to medical surge?
Additional personnel weakness has not been addressed, but will be maintained.  HSOC is only one person.  

Interoperable Communications Capability  
(Weaknesses read)
Bundling (orange) did take place, and the capability is proposed at $53.6 million.
John Contestabile (MDOT): We took a 1,000 foot view and did not get in the weeds.  We are proposing two main areas: continuation of Phase II of the interoperability and is a continuation of the infrastructure started the past year.  A proposal for $31.6 million investment is for Phase II (orange).  

Information sharing crosses over multiple tabs.  This is our view of those projects that have an interoperability component, which is broader.  Projects that create databases, which we need to find a way to allow exchange of information across data exchange hubs. The project owners need to understand that there is an information exchange component.  

In this section, a score of 30 or below will not get funded, or are others that could be moved to another section. What is your recommendation?  

Information sharing is focused on five key components (GIS, video sharing, alerting systems, resource systems, first responder credentials) and is priced at $27.1 million. We need more time as a working group to see the overlap and disconnects.  We did not recommend bundling stove pipe projects.  As more of these are identified in the future, if they use the standard, there will be better chances to get funding.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR):  The challenge of Katrina was interoperability and makes sense to go heavy on it.


Janet Clements (VDEM): We have made significant investments already for this. Do we have any visibility of that now so that people on the ground can see something that is just not building of the track?  While the tracks are not interconnected, it is underway and the engineering has been completed. We have moved into implementation. There are some jurisdictional challenges, but that does not stop today. This is for the other municipalities to start talking about.  Information can already be exchanged, but will give us a private vehicle to communicate so we don’t have to rely on the public access lines.  Broadband wireless has not made as much progress and a presentation will be made at a later date to the senior policy group.  This will be able to show information to the responder in the field.  

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): There is a motion on the table to set aside $38 million for this capability.  
Under concept paper #2—NCR Interoperability Program (NCRIP) Phase 2, you need to add communications as opposed to identification in that term.

The basis for the $38 million is to go through Concept Paper #7—NCR Secure Communications (NCRSC).
Policy: This is a huge investment and more concerned about our sustaining this investment in the future.  Who will do it, how will we pay for it? We invest heavily in it 

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): I would like to add my support for Concept Paper #8—Prince George’s Co. Interoperable Radio Comm. System—for $3 million.  
Vernon Herron (Prince George’s County): Prince George’s County does not impact the region and represents a gap within the region in a crisis situation.  We are moving forward to provide that gap locally.  We should get additional assistance.

We are assigning gross levels of support. We are not putting projects on or taking off the table.  We are setting some guidance.  There is a fundamental question of using regional dollars for local support.  

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): I move to allocate $40 million for this capability.  Approved by the group. 
Regional applications need to be reviewed and be targeted toward regional efforts

Final cost for this section is $40 million

Law Enforcement Investigations and Operations Capability  
(Weaknesses Read)
ROMA was moved from this area and it was stated that maritime awareness is premature.  This puts us at $11million for a start.  

Concept Paper #6—Maritime Awareness, with the maritime awareness piece, does not match.
The integration of Concept Paper #1—NCR Law Enforcement Information Exchange (NCR-LInX)—and Concept Paper #6 is essential.  It’s the development piece.  The use of MEGAN and GIS. The proposal is to increase maritime awareness (to address the Potomac River).  It would be $3.6 million for Maryland water watch and MDDNR OPs center. On page 312, it is A and B of the proposal, which is a $3.6 million investment.

Item #1, we don’t short change needs to be standardization.  There are projects that are creating databases.  Maritime awareness and LInX systems needs to fold into it.  
The GIS component of Concept Paper #1 can not be understated.  You need to be linked to GIS to relay the information.  Virginia has not settled on MEGAN for this system.  We have bundled the GIS committee with the MEGAN effort to create a portal.  
The proposal funds everything except Concept Paper #3—Regional Operational Multilayer Analysis (ROMA)—and Concept Paper #6—Maritime Awareness.  
State law of Maryland does not allow them to do data mining.  

$11 million is motioned and approved.

Mass Care Capability  
(Weaknesses Read)
$42.75 million is the starting proposal.
Concept Paper #5—Emergency Phase Food Storage and Relief Phase Food Storage and Distribution—was removed and bundled into warehouses.
Concept Paper #2—NCR Regional ESF-6 Equipment—is duplicative from conversations with the Red Cross and was bundled.  Do not think of whom this money is going to, but this is a deficiency for us.  Don’t address the Red Cross.

Are Concept Papers #2 and #4—District ESF-6 (Mass Care Needs)—directly related? Can they be combined or is there something unique that we need to focus on?  Concept Paper #4 looks like it is redundant to Concept Paper #2, with Concept Paper #2 being the core project whether the funding goes to ARC or not. Concept Paper #2 is equipment focused and Concept Paper #4 is more process, facility, and location oriented.  Concept Paper #4 also relates to Concept Paper #1—NCR Shelter Planning (Shelter Profiles and Action Plans).  Where are the shelters and how do you get the items to the shelters.

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): I move to allocate $5 million and flesh out this section to streamline it. Too much money is requested.  How much is reimbursable and if so, is that what we want to use this money for?

We paid for this roundtable; do the results link into what we have here?  There is a VOAD part to this.  Are we continuing this strategy that was previously laid out for mass care?
Is one of the national categories mass care? Yes.

Are we proposing that we support Concept Paper #2, but that it will only take us $5 million to do this?  Is this a concept we want to focus on.  

Bob Fletcher: As a summary, it sounds like you would like to see this capability packaged differently and more clarity needs to be brought to this section.
Gordon Aoyagi (MC): What is our capacity in those regions?  There is the public private partnership, and we need warehouses to improve the mobility of these resources. 

We want to make sure that this process and the issue is addressed with some of the FY06 funds.  Our capacity to handle large scale sheltering was severely lacking.
Mass Care, which provided Concept Paper #1 and Concept Paper #4 included lessons learned from August and September.  Additionally, this working group needs to coordinate with logistics
Mass Prophylaxis Capability
Gordon Aoyagi (MC): The medical reserve core is part of VOAD. Why aren’t we planning for avian flu and purchasing Tama flu for at least the first responders?  Maryland, Virginia, and DC were given funding for this effort just recently.  But if we are looking at the ability for first responders to continue to provide services, does that funding account for the care of first responders?  You currently have the city readiness initiative, which is $800,000, but that does not buy stockpile.  No one is purchasing Tama flu, therefore everyone is relying on the national stockpile.  The first thing first responders will ask for is give us the prophylaxis so we can do our job.  Maryland plans to increase the stockpile.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): I think we should make sure that first responders are covered.  Is that already done? If a change in the fatality prediction occurs, does the region want to reassess their approach to mass prophylaxis?  Do you want to spend more time on your own distribution piece?  Emergency managers tried to get them to come with us to avoid stove pipe.  

In Maryland, we have a medical reserve corps that people are trying to use, which means the same people are being duplicated.  Montgomery County is duplicative.  

I move to eliminate Concept Paper #9.13, which is proposing to add FTEs, not commodities
There are two needs that are not being addressed. Stock pile materials beyond what we have available to us and second is do we want to put any dollars toward distribution planning.

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): We have already allocated $1.4 million to purchase protection control.  What are we doing to ensure that if that stockpile gets used it will get replenished? There was a proposal to replenish this.  The feds have said that it is their responsibility to replenish.
Any effort to increase personnel should be part of VOAD.

Dennis Schrader (GOHS MD): This is why we need the medical working group.  This is the responsibility of state and locals to support this.  We need to get them working together directly. 

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): I did not realize that we are responsible for providing the immunities to responders.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): My recommendation is those investments being done by CDC need to be included in the portfolio.  On the assumption there will be a national prophylaxis stockpile, but we will want to stockpile this for first responders at the regional level.

This issue will be tasked to the medical working group.  
VA health went out and bought Tama flu.  This group could get the investment amount for this information.  

The medical corps dollars will be eliminated.  

Steve will go back to the regional working group and have them look at the two line items and come up with a number and guidance.  And look at the CDC funding that is available and funding.  The challenge is that if you can’t get this, the governor’s offices should get that information to Steve.  Still not getting the information from the mayor’s office and can’t get a number.  This will be a SPG issue later on.

Medical Surge Capability  
(Weaknesses Read)
This is to determine if hospitals can accommodate an increase of people to their facilities.  This capability is proposed at $8.3 million.
Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): I move for $8 million for this capability, because all the categories scored well

Concept Paper #2—NCR Syndromic Surveillance Network— (1.5million) was already funded under another capability. 

Concept Paper #9—Raising Public Awareness for Public Health Emergencies: Going Beyond Mass Media for Message Dissemination— ($250,000) will be coordinated with other public information sources.
Concept Paper #4—Hospital Disaster Life Support—tracks patients and equipment, which is a currently funded project.

A motion was made to fund $6.25 million. The motion received approval.
Planning Capability
(Weaknesses Read)
The full proposed amount is $15.74 million. 

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): Regarding Concept Paper #4—NCR Emergency Operations Coordination and Planning, does that pay for staffing of region ESFs or provide assistance to committees?  Or is it for hiring planners to work with regional ESFs and regions.  One of the challenges is that we keep going back to the groups, does this cover some of the resources. 
Concept Paper #4 is a continuation of services (maintenance).
Should Concept Paper #8—Medical Prophylaxis and Surge Planning— be under mass prophylaxis or mass surge?  This is a planning function.  This could be the distribution for mass prophylaxis.
Concept Paper #8 and Concept Paper #9—Strategic Planning for a Health and Medical Core Curriculum—could be used for other operational costs.

Gordon Aoyagi (MC): Where is the CDC money in terms of this?  They look at this as let’s get it here.

Part of the money coming for the flu plan is specific to planning.

(Parking Lot)Refer Concept Paper #8 and Concept Paper #9 back to CDC and special working group (mass prophylaxis).  We need to understand what the other investments currently being proposed by CDC and other HHS funds are.  Still need the feedback from the working group.

Concept Paper #13—NCR Interoperable Communications Study—appears redundant to interoperability across transportation systems and looking at voice communications, which has never been done.  The plan is how to look at how the transportation agencies can talk and through what means.

Final cost is approved at $14.5 million, with a requirement that it is coordinated with ESF 5 (planning).
(Parking Lot) COG work program has money that is allocated to address those items.

The quarterly report showed that there are some mid-term and long-term issues and identified specific projects.   

WMD Hazardous Materials Response and Determination Capability  
Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): I move for $11 million with the basis that all concept papers scored well.  
Approval received for $11 million.

Total funding will be in the range of $178-183 million.  The total funding application was approved.
We owe the EPC a thought process that has gone into the decision so far. Steve and his staff can provide a summary of this.  It would be helpful if we could have a matrix with the initiatives down the side and strategy across the top so that you could check the blocks and see how well you have covered the strategic piece.  
With the decision memo, we should do the mapping to strategic planning matrix.  The only addendum would be to take a narrower look to see if we are really achieving what we say.  

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): Historically, we have set aside funding to deal with overtime and I don’t know where we are with overtime or if we have money set aside to deal with it.  I thought we had asked for a concept paper that dealt with the operational piece.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): We agreed that you needed a concept paper to address operational cost.  This needs to be part of our ongoing strategy so it is not wielded out of UASI.  I think we should have a project line item to include our rationale for operational for federal funding.  This needs a footnote that says that we have been required historically because the feds said they would not fund it.  However, we have not gone from yellow to orange like we had to do in FY03-FY4.  

Vernon Herron (Prince George’s County): I think we should benchmark the events that have not been covered by the feds.

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): We need some money to set aside for these operational costs.

Steve Kral: I can look back over the years and see what we have spent in the past and come up with a number.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): I suggest that you take that number and bump it up because we have not had a major event in the past couple of years.  

Other Operational Cost Decisions

Steve Kral:  There is $8.3million left over for the FY05 funding with 11 months in this grant cycle.  I need you to make decisions about this grant money and allocate it out.
Interoperability: Will expend $3 million in this timeframe.  

For $3 million, will put a study for wireless broadband out to the beltway (approved).
Siren: $400,000 (approved).
City of Alexandria: $222,000 (approved).
RESF 4 (London): $46,000 with corrections to report (approved).
NCR SPG (Risk Assessment): $700,000 (approved).
SAA PMO (bridge money for 3 months): $1.2 million (approved).
COG (facilitator): $100,000 (approved).
This leaves $2.6 million left.
Reverse 911:  Only has $300,000 from FY04, but this cost would increase to $600,000 in FY05
MD Water Security: Tied into the COG water security project.  The Maryland project was included which helped get the approval for the entire project because it was direct and immediate monitoring.  Maryland’s total program is around $5-6 million, but only certain portions affected NCR directly.  $1.723 for stations that directly impact the NCR.  Bottom line, for the entire system to work together, the COG and MD proposals, throughout the next couple of years, we will need to pick up the 10-mile border areas that are considered risk areas for the NCR area.  $3.7 million is what the NCR and border area can be immediately be funded for.

On February 28, 2006, we will have a water discussion here at COG.  We want to understand the monitoring.  We need to rationalize pieces of this, including critical infrastructure.  

This is a product of a year’s discussions with DHS and months and months of discussions, and we are only doing a part of it.  The piece that is being talked about right now, which is the upper Potomac, and then pieces that are outside of the NCR but would affect the NCR.  We need to rationalize the pieces.  How far up stream do you want to go?  Take the same technology, but we are placing these systems very close to the feeder areas.  The concept papers for FY06 are dependent on the current system in place now.  Now we are funding another portion of one section of this. 

Interoperability mobile units system: Do not have GIS capability.  This proposal would be for the data on the mobile units to help entering buildings.  $2.3 million is proposed for mobile data terminals.
There is a law enforcement effort to do something similar, if not identical equipment.  Are we capturing this information so you have access?  CIO group, come back and see that there are a number of initiatives for take back because there are a lot of different digitization of information.  Technically, this is where we want to go.  There are projects out there that you will want.  We know the compatibility of sources.  The guys want digits versus papers, specifically the command center.  This is a low tech interoperability.  Once the infrastructure is stood up, they can send the information down to the mobile units.  This is specifically a NOVA project.  
Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): What is it that comes up on the screens in the fire truck?  

Chief Neuhard: GIS data and map, preplan from the digitalized information for the unit.  If video was available, you could draw down the information. Every occupancy building has a preplan with a sketch of the building and layouts and assorted information.  Then we can overlay the map of the region and the actual picture of the area.  Arlington is digitalized and the rest want to be digitalized.  This would be shared information.  Do not have digitalized information for federal buildings, how can fire communities get those files online, drawings, mustard barriers, etc.  This would be included in the data exchange hub.

Ed Reiskin (DC): I do not see this as a top regional homeland security priority.  I am questioning the priority from a regional point.

Janet Clements (VDEM): This is not just a house fire, but it becomes a WMD incident and this is the type of thing they would want to know. 

Data units: $2.3 million
Reverse 911: $600,000
MD Water Security: $1.7 million

All Hazards Consortium: $200,000 to continue the work that the consortium has begun to get the consortium to stand on its own and not need funding.  MD, DC, VA would get 50 free passes to the national forum and put toward the monthly conference call, the all hazards forum once a year.
Janet Clements (VDEM): The All Hazards Forum is wonderful.  This was the second year. Has a very professional base to it, and I’ve been very impressed.

We use the All Hazards Forum to get WV, PA, and VA to determine how to come together to get resources back to help on interoperability.  We came up with a half billion dollar proposal.  This would also feed into interoperability in the event of a major emergency and would get all the leads from states together.  This is furthering the bottom up approach.

CIP: $200,000 to develop a proposal to support the development of a CIP NCR based strategy.
There is $2.632 million left to be allocated today.

Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): Medical Prophylaxis planning, we are doing our endemic planning and that is an area where we are seriously behind with little time and there is a proposal to accelerate it.  In November 2005, we met and talked about programming dollars set aside in FY05.  DHS just designated funding for pandemic resources.  VA is having a summit in March 2006, in Richmond, and Virginia announced that they will run a major exercise as well. Does this help fund local participation in this effort or is it separate?
Based on the theory that it is covered by money given to the states, will remove from table.

Tom Lockwood (DHS-NCR): Interoperability is the largest issue for maritime issues.  Would not require much funding to ensure those that work on the water day to day are funded.  You could have a quick win to have interoperability to those that are not interoperable right now.

Approved Funding:

Reverse 911: $600,000.
All Hazards: $200,000.
Interoperability: $250, 000.
MD Water: $1.5 million.
Mobile Data Terminal- This should go back into consideration for FY06 funding year and ask to go for a regional approach with phases incorporated.  From a policy point, we will push GSA federal building information.
Maintenance

Decisions will not be made today based on progress to date
This spreadsheet that is handed out by Steve, will need to be used during decision making periods.
Tony Griffin (Fairfax County): For a future discussion, we need to decide those costs that we need to absorb. For instance, Web EOC has an annual registration cost. We need to start anticipating those costs because we will start absorbing those costs in two or three years. Don’t want to build a whole infrastructure and then decide what to do in three years when it’s not funded.

Parking Lot Issues Summarized:

(Parking Lot associated with discussions of Intelligence and Information Sharing and Dissemination) Sustainability is placed as a parking lot issue.  

(Parking Lot associated with discussions of Mass Prophylaxis) Steve will go back to the regional working group and have them look at the two line items and come up with a number and guidance.  He will look at the CDC funding that is available and funding.  The challenge is that if you can’t get this, the governor’s offices should get that information to Steve.  Still not getting the information from the mayor’s office and can’t get a number.  This will be a SPG issue later on.

(Parking Lot associated with discussions of Mass Prophylaxis) Refer Concept Paper #8 and Concept Paper #9 back to CDC and special working group (mass prophylaxis).  We need to understand what are the other investments currently being proposed by CDC and other HHS funds.  Still need the feedback from the working group.

(Parking Lot associated with discussions of Critical Infrastructure Protection) Virginia Power and PEPCO discussion: Dominion has said this is not an issue (transmission), but PEPCO says it is. This needs to be monitored.
(Parking Lot associated with discussions of Citizen Preparedness and Citizen Participation) Concept Paper #10—Personal Preparedness Kits for NCR’s Impoverished Population—will be moved to the parking lot.  If you cash it, you can’t distribute it to those.  This will keep the total at $10 million.  Additionally, there will be additional bundling to achieve efficiencies.  Finally, public health will be moved into this.

(Parking Lot associated with discussions of Critical Resource Logistics and Distribution) Interface the private sector and funding increments of the $32 million for warehouses.

(Parking Lot associated with discussions of Planning) COG work program has money that is allocated to address those items. The quarterly report showed that there are some mid-term and long-term issues and identified specific projects.
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