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Introduction
At the national level, emergency planning activities are almost reactive.  We see the local research needs and requirements and respond to that.  Local governments use a more proactive emergency planning approach for day to day hazards that are simply not incorporated at the headquarters level.  The incorporation of these two risk perspectives was much of the genesis behind the development of the Comprehensive Preparedness Guide (CPG) 101 and the Integrated Planning System (IPS).
Theory and Knowledge Base
Much of the theory and knowledge behind CPG 101 is found in Chapter 4, Linking Federal, State, Territorial, Tribal and Local Plans. The regional level is the integration point between the federal and the state, local, tribal and territorial planning processes.  Conflict occurs most often at this level, not just between the different FEMA Regions but also between other regional planning consortiums, such as The All-Hazards Consortium on the east coast and the Central United States Earthquake Consortium.  At some point, there will be one system that encompasses all planning, but for now, national preparedness planning system is the linking of IPS and CPG 101.  The National Incident Management System (NIMS) and the National Response Framework (NRF) set the national planning priorities and strategies and CPG 101 and IPS and the state and local directives are how they are implemented.
One of the things lost in the development of IPS was strategic planning.  From an education standpoint, strategic planning is a major challenge.  A number of people that have completed different of Department of Defense schools and planning programs, however, they are trained in operational rather than strategic planning.  The problem occurs when operational planners are put in strategic planning roles. What does it mean to provide strategic level guidance on how governments deal with disasters? What does it mean to strategically manage resources and how does it differ from operational planning?  The previous administration considered strategic planning a Federal government activity, however, strategic planning needs to be and should occur at all levels of government and understand how it applies to operational planning.  Strategic planning should occur at all levels and feed into local, state, regional and national plans.  
Planning Focus
At the Federal level, the national planning scenarios drive the strategic vision.  State and Local governments utilize a hybrid planning approach – combining scenario, functional and capabilities-based planning approaches.  Elements of all three planning approaches must occur at the State and Local level.  The FEMA regional plans contain the inclusive, overlapping authority management model viewpoint for Federal hierarchical response.  

The authority management model assumes that sovereignty is going to be shared. People rarely think about what it means to have a catastrophic event, a total upheaval – the loss of civil authority, civil order, and government structure.  Some of the things seen in New Orleans are the harbingers of truly catastrophic events.  In these circumstances, the Federal government may need to take unilateral action.  Part of the planning concept is to account for the fact that, for a period of time, the only existing authority will be Federal.  The Federal government may, without a request, have to enter a jurisdiction, reestablish order, provide life-safety operations, and other activities.  We need to plan for those limited scenarios that are so catastrophic that if the Federal government waited for a request for assistance, there could be dire consequences.  Planners must incorporate this perspective and planning must be accomplished in a manner so that everyone realizes Federal unilateral activity may occur and to contain it to limited events.  
Planning Fundamentals
Some believe that the planning process is much more important than the planning product.  While there is some debate over that, what is clear is the importance of the other tangible products produced by the process.  In some planning processes, certain products are being missed, such as a Memorandum of Understanding between a state government and a FEMA region.  During the planning process, a balance between planning focus and process focus must be kept.  The roles of Local and State government at region the regional level also need to be picked up in the planning process.  It is also essential that emergency planners focus on relationship building to facilitate the process.  
Plans should be vertically integrated among levels of government to ensure a common operational focus and horizontally coordinated to ensure that each department or agency is prepared to execute its mission assignment identified in the plan.  Feedback from the field reflects that planning is fragmented.  Clusters of planners do not communicate and some are continuing to plan in semi-isolation. For example, law enforcement, while a frequent component of emergency plans, are at times not included in the planning process.  Cities are also not planning with their state governments and States are not consulting with FEMA Regions.  It is critical that everyone knows what they are supposed to do and what everyone else is doing.  The tendency to silo is difficult to surmount, however, it is essential that emergency planners work with other departments/agencies and levels of government to horizontally and vertically integrate plans.   

It is important to keep in mind that the terms “integration” and “synchronization” are not synonymous.   These terms are often used almost interchangeably, however, they have completely different meanings.  “Integration” is the actual process of planning together, while   “synchronization” refers to the sequence and scope of plan implementation in terms of purpose, place, and time.
Every thing is brought together using “GRRRST.” This acronym stands for “Goals, Roles, Responsibilities, Response Actions, Resources, Structure, and Time.”  CPG 101 uses this concept through the planning process.  Feedback from the field shows that it works pretty well.

There was a problem regarding the depiction of the interaction between Homeland Security mission areas and emergency management phases.  The emergency management phases, Prevention, Preparedness, Response and Recovery, are largely management constructs. GRRRRST, on the other hand, are operational concepts.    The emergency management phases can be considered the binding that holds the operational mission areas together as you go through the continuum of emergency operations.    This interaction can also be visualized as a coaxial cable.  The central cable represents the mission areas and the emergency response phases overlie and ensheathe the Homeland Security mission areas.
Emergency management phases overlap each other.  There is not a clear boundary delineating when one phase ends and another begins.  For example, recovery operations may begin in one area while response activities are still occurring in another.   There is also overlap between individual mission areas and between emergency management phases and mission areas.  These overlaps become critical when in the discussion of prevention, protection and mitigation.  In CPG 101, differences in terminology are used intentionally to separate principles.  For example, in HSPD-8 “Prepare” became “Protection” as a mission area.  “Preparedness” is used as an all encompassing emergency management term that includes all mission areas.  Mission areas define the operational aspects of emergency management phases, including mitigation.  
There is also a great deal of overlap between mission areas and other emergency management phases.  If the definition of an operational concept reads like an emergency management phase, overlap exists.   For example, there are unique aspects of Prevent and Protect that are traditional mitigation, but traditional mitigation does not account for adversarial threats.  Mitigation also likes to refer to historical data which can be a limited in the prevention and protection sphere.  There are some asset protection aspects of mitigation that relate to the Prevent mission area, but there are other activities such as standoff issues, that are not among traditional mitigation activities.  Consider the following risk management model:

Threat + Vulnerability = Consequences
Using this model, a threat requires preventive activities, vulnerability necessitates protective actions, and consequences involve mitigative measures.  
Hazard Identification

What does it mean to be all hazards?  Human-caused hazards are different from natural and technological hazards because of the element of intent.  Natural and technological hazard events are largely considered failures of engineering controls.  It is interesting to note that many consequences of technological events look like natural events and the consequences of human caused events can resemble technological events or natural events. Another distinguishing characteristic of human-caused hazards is their adaptive nature.  Humans can watch what is going on and change their behavior accordingly. 
For technological and natural hazard events, the best course of action is traditional mitigation.  Prevention and Protection serve as mitigating activities against human-caused hazards.  Mitigation materials published in 2002/03 distributed supplements that included planning for human-caused events.  Since then, mitigation has largely focused on natural events.  Mitigation materials use a traditional outlook and do not take into consideration the infrastructure prevention and protection activities that take place today.  In addition, the classification of human-caused hazards has expanded to encompass societal and civil events in addition to terrorism.

One Planning Concept

The National Integrated Management System (NIMS) uses the same process in the development of its tactical plans as that used in CPG 101 and IPS.  The terms used in both IPS and CPG 101 planning processes are the same, however, there is a difference in perspective.  Minor word changes were made to IPS and CPG 101 to make this difference more evident to State, Local and Federal officials.  IPS and CPG 101 are essentially one planning process:
Form a Collaborative Planning Team

▼

Understand the Situation

▼

Determine Goals and Objectives

▼

Plan Development

▼

Plan Preparation, Review, and Approval

▼

Plan Refinement and Execution

These planning steps are the same as those taken at the federal level.  This is also the same process used by the Technical Assistance Teams when they are called to aid state and local government planners. This framework can also be employed for specific hazard planning, such as flooding.

