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Planning Perspective
A real struggle is occurring over the perspective of planning guidance.  There are a number of different perspectives on planning, but what perspective should national planning guidance adopt?  Planning, national planning in particular, is nothing short of trying to control the future: to do what can be done now to minimize the loss of life; to minimize loss of property; and to try and avoid the event in the first place through prevention and planning.  Some hazards are natural, and others are adversarial, with no way to precisely predict when and where they will occur.  
One challenge in establishing a national planning system lies in incorporating what we’ve learned, not only about planning but from the failure to use those plans in a time of crisis.  For example, some planning assumptions need to be changed.  With regard to the recent N1H1 outbreak, plans were prepared assuming an Asian outbreak, not a North American one.  This did not alter the manner of distribution of pharmaceuticals, but it did change the time of onset. From our analysis, we know what is currently occurring with respect to planning and, more importantly, what is not taking place.   There is a lack of depth, experience, and capacity as well as a lack of manpower to accomplish the planning that is necessary.  Research performed by colleges and universities, think tanks, and the Government Accountability Office have all indicated gaps in planning and planning ability.

Planning has enlarged along with the complexity and variety of the hazards faced in this country.  The scientific understanding of natural hazards has changed and new threats have emerged, such as climate change and adversarial threats.  There is nothing in the national planning strategy that incorporates a hazard that changes or adapts, that learns from our mistakes.  There is a difference between strategic and operation plans.  We have a lot of experience in operations plans and strategic plans, but what does it mean to do strategic planning?

There is a small but significant problem in trying to establish a national planning system. The perspective and risks that concern officials at DHS headquarters are not necessarily shared by a small jurisdiction in Maryland or the Eastern shore.  At DHS, they look at risks that can destabilize sections of the country, if not the whole nation.  This leads them to focus on national planning scenarios:  category 4 and 5 hurricanes, a 10 kiloton detonation, or a full-on cyber attack.  Most local governments, on the other hand, are concerned about the 99.9% hazard – the things they know are going to face, such as hurricanes, tornadoes, and floods.  They plan for terrorism as well, but not necessarily across the full spectrum terrorism has to offer.  Planners are also almost always focused on the operational level as well. The challenge is to construct a system that encompasses these different perspectives and to determine where the FEMA regions fit within this system.

HSPD-8 Annex I

In December 2007, the decision was made to implement a national planning system that everyone could use at any level of government.  Annex I to Homeland Security Presidential Directive (HSPD)-8 mandated an Integrated Planning System (IPS) that incorporated state and local planning.  The Comprehensive Preparedness Guide (CPG) 101 was developed to provide guidance about response and recovery planning to state, territorial, tribal and local governments.  IPS became federal planning guidance.  It is what the federal government does at the headquarters level.
State and local planning guidance, while much more developed, uses a different perspective than IPS.  Therefore, the decision was made to keep CPG 101 and update and integrate it with IPS.  Thus, the national planning system today is a system of systems.  One system that deals with federal issues and one that deals with state, local, tribal, and territorial issues.  It is integrated because we can put together a chart that demonstrates how all the plans flows together and overlap.   The integration points are primarily between the FEMA regions and the states.  State planners try to account for all the planning requirements of counties and localities within their state while incorporating the needs of headquarters and other regional agencies.  There is still a need for guidance on the vertical integration of plans.  

The vertical integration of IPS and CPG involves taking two systems and showing how they interconnect.  IPS is based on scenario-based planning, i.e. a stand-alone, unique plan for each scenario.  At the federal level this is relatively simple because DHS is primarily concerned with terrorism. At the state and local level, planners are endeavoring to develop a base plan with hazard specific attributes.  When connecting this, it was thought that each FEMA region would have a base plan and there would be support plans, annexes, add-ons, etc. encompassing specific hazards.  It would be educated and informed with state annexes and be informed by what is happening at the federal level as well.  The National Preparedness Directorate (NPD) is beginning to draft guidance and test this kind of theory.
Two things were learned during the first year of CPG 101.   One lesson concerned the inclusion of the state and local community.  CPG 101 was developed over a two-year period with input from a working group composed of more than 40 members from state and local governments, professional associations and universities.  CPG 101 replaces State and Local Guide 101, Guide for All-Hazards Emergency Operations Planning.  Lessons learned from CPG 101 were used in the development of IPS.  At one point, IPS was developed entirely within the Federal government.  At the recommendation of the Homeland Security Council, FEMA mandated state and local guidance for IPS so a series of state and local workshops were held.  Feedback from these workshops indicated a need for direction on how the systems integrate.  As a result, Chapter 4 in IPS and CPG 101 show how the two systems vertically integrate.

The other lesson concerned the identification of the best mechanism for state and local government integration of plans developed at the national headquarters level.  The major accomplishment of the first year is the planning process.  Even though they develop different planning products, the nine-step process used in CPG 101 is the same used in IPS.  
The first year also led to the integration of prevention and detection.  Historically, planning dealt with response and recovery activities until prevention and detection became an issue.  The question became one of determining the relationship between the emergency management phases and the Homeland Security mission areas. A visualization of their relationship would reflect that the emergency management phases wrap around and encompass Homeland Security mission areas.  For example, when emergency managers know something is going to happen, they do not wait for it to happen to do something about it.  This can mean pre-staging ambulances at a sporting event or pre-staging assets before a hurricane makes landfall.  The problem is how to reflect this relationship in planning.
Another problem that came to light was the integration of the adversarial hazard.  We need a tool, especially in the realm of prevention and detection, to help emergency managers plan without getting into the realm of classified information.  There is a program that has been around a number of years and is being used very effectively in the national exercise scenarios.  It not only gives us an understanding of and insight into the motivations of terrorist groups but also provides a visual for detection and prevention of how attacks are planned.  The use of this program is being tested and then we will examine how to distribute it to the state and local community.
Requirements generation also came about during this first year.  People wrote some great plans, however, they either did not have the people, the power, or the capability to implement them.  A recommendation expressly pulled out in the planning process is this act of requirements generation.  Do we the resources required to carry out the plan?  Can we get this resource?  Are we relying on the federal government to do it?  Do we need to rethink the plan?  Requirements generation is a series of steps to target capabilities and/or generate the resources to accomplish the plan.

The last problem involves the evaluation of the plan.  What are the processes and criteria that should be used to evaluate plans?  Historically, we have examined how people have responded.  Going back to Eisenhower, people have answered, “Planning is everything. The plan is nothing.”  However, it is important to make a plan that is useful.  The planner writes plans for whoever is replacing him/her or whoever has to be the one on the midnight shift or whoever has to take over the position because the original planner is gone or dead.  The plan must also meet the requirements and be legal.  Especially in the case of terrorism, planners need to be sure that the activities identified can be done legally.  The evaluation should include other questions, such as:

· Is the plan accurate?  
· Is it able to meet the requirements of planning guidance?  
· Are the assumptions accurate?  

· Is the plan complete – does it include all necessary actions?  
· Is the plan feasible - can we do everything outlined in the plan?
· Is it flexible enough to account for changes in assumptions?  
· Does it integrate with other plans, not just within the jurisdiction, but outside as well?
There continues to be a lack of coordination between states.  There is a supreme myth that a hazard will not cross FEMA region boundaries.  People continue to plan as if the FEMA regions are the perfect area for how a hazard is going to break down.  Region boundaries are an administrative construct and convenience. They are good focus points for planning and the planner, however, FEMA regions need to plan with their contiguous regions and the states must also be encouraged to plan with each other.

Consistency is also important.  IPS is a system of systems.  The reason we have a system of systems is because we cannot come to agreement on standardization and priorities.  There is standardization at the regional level down to the local level.  There is a different construct at the federal level.  NPD will be looking at standardization over the next few months.  
The Road Ahead

There needs to be a unified planning doctrine, some level of consensus at all levels of government about planning.  There is agreement on the planning process, however, product standardization, assessment and implementation is still necessary.  In addition, there are not enough people to develop the plans.  Internally, there is ongoing discussion regarding the professionalization of planning.  In higher education, we need a degree plan.  We need to identify tools being used in other areas that we can use to promote planning. We also need introductory professional courses for homeland defense and homeland security as well as advanced programs to develop practitioner planners.  In addition, standards for planners need to be developed.

The CPG effort also needs to be expanded.  The CPG endeavor represents a wholesale revisiting of the Civil Preparedness Guides from the 1970s and 1980s.  It encompasses all planning, including the design and management of emergency operation centers, continuity of operations, business centers, special needs populations, and household pets and service animals as well as long range planning.  Future guidance will also focus on long-range planning and regional planning as well as the development of hazard-specific plans.  We are also discussing the expansion and integration of prevention and protection as well as the implementation of joint planning processes.
Much of what we are doing was the construct of the prior administration.  The future of the system as it stands today is uncertain.  The current quadrennial Homeland Security Review can potentially have an enormous impact on the direction of the national planning system.  None of that however, changes the way state and local governments plan.  Therefore, CPG 101 should remain largely unaffected.  The need for planning capacity remains unchanged regardless of changes in products.  We still need planners, the ability to train, and funds to do so.  We also need the involvement and participation of the professional and academic community in the review of planning guidance.

