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FOREWORD

The State Capability Assessment for Readiness (CAR) continues to be an unqualified success because of the full support and participation by every State, Territory and Insular Area in the nation.  This After Action Report on the CAR Customer Feedback Workshops continues this tradition, reflecting the comments and suggestions made by the many State, Territory and Insular Area emergency managers that attended the two workshops held at FEMA Regional Offices in Denver, Colorado and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania during August 2000.   

 I was very pleased to hear that many State attendees expressed appreciation that the State CAR was significantly improved over the initial assessment instrument used in 1997.  The new instrument was only possible because of  State emergency manager participation leading to a reduction of approximately 50% in the size of the instrument, enhanced software and reports, and inclusion of User and Facilitator’s Guides.  I am also very pleased to learn that there was strong confidence in the CAR process as a valid method to assess emergency management capabilities at the State, Territory and Insular Area levels.  The area of discussion that seemed to generate the greatest interest concerned the implementation of a Local CAR process and uses of the resulting data.   

In the upcoming months, we will continue to develop the State CAR and work Local CAR issues with the National Emergency Management Association (NEMA), local organizations concerned with emergency management and, of course, our State partners.







Kay C. Goss, CEM®







Associate Director for Preparedness,







  Training and Exercises
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Executive Summary

Customer Feedback Workshops for

State and Local Capability Assessment for Readiness
BACKGROUND

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), in cooperation with the National Emergency Management Association (NEMA), developed the Capability Assessment for Readiness (CAR) designed to give the States the means by which to conduct a compre​hensive self-assessment of their emergency management capabilities.


In 1997, all 56 States, U.S. Territories, and Insular Areas completed this self-assessment survey, known as the State Capability Assessment for Readiness (CAR).


The State CAR has since been refined and given back to the States for a second self-assessment.  Data is now being compiled for publication of a second National Summary Report in December 2000.


FEMA held two workshops in August 2000 to seek feedback from customers on how this second iteration of the State CAR self-assessment instrument was received.  One workshop was held in Denver, CO, and a second one in Philadelphia, PA.  A total of 37 States and U.S. territories were represented.  All 10 FEMA Regions were represented at the workshops.

WORKSHOP SESSIONS


Each of the two workshops consisted of three sessions.  The first session sought comments on the State CAR process (i.e., the manner in which it was conducted).  The second session focused discussion on the actual State CAR instrument, its contents, user manuals, and other supporting documentation.  Finally, the third session centered around a discussion of the Local CAR and its development and manner of implementation.

SESSIONS #1 AND #2 – STATE CAR PROCESS AND INSTRUMENT

The overall comment by participants from both workshops was that the second iteration of the State CAR was vastly improved over the first (it being half the size of the first one), because it eliminated significant redundancies and used an expanded rating scale of 1 to 5.  All participants expressed confidence in the State CAR as a valid means of self-assessment that can qualitatively measure their capabilities to respond to emergencies.


Workshop participants provided suggestions on how to further refine and improve the State CAR for consideration in preparing a third iteration expected to take place in 2 years.  Several of the suggestions are as follows:

· State agencies, in addition to the Emergency Management offices, need to be involved in completion of CAR.  This requires more time (90 versus 60 days) to adequately complete the assessment.

· Active participation in the CAR process by FEMA Regional personnel would be useful, but not mandatory.

· To support FEMA’s Emergency Management Performance Grant (EMPG) program, the dissemination of CAR should be targeted for early in the calendar year so that results are available for use by the States when developing planning goals and objectives in late spring.

· Automation of the process went smoothly with little or no software glitches.  Considera​tion should be given to use of a Web-based application in completing the third iteration of CAR.

SESSION #3 – LOCAL CAR DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION


This third and final session of the workshops focused on the development and implementation of a local CAR instrument that the States would use for the benefit of feedback on emergency preparedness at the local level and for use of that data to refine the State outreach programs.


The concept of a Local CAR was well received by workshop participants.  However, there remain issues for resolution, such as how it will be administered, what level of local participation is needed to have validity as a measure of statewide readiness, and what visibility of local data will be made available for statistical use by the Federal Government.


FEMA intends to work with the States, NEMA, the International Association of Emergency Managers (IAEM) and other professional emergency management organizations to fully address these issues and others regarding development of a Local CAR.

PART I

CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT FOR READINESS (CAR)
CAR Customer Feedback Workshops

After-Action Report

Denver, CO (August 3 to 4, 2000)

Philadelphia, PA (August 17 to 18, 2000)
PURPOSE


The purpose of this After-Action Report is to provide a summary of the two CAR Customer Feedback Workshops conducted by FEMA in August 2000.  Participants in these workshops included the FEMA Regions, States, Territories, and Insular Areas—all of whom were participants in the Fiscal Year (FY) 2000 CAR assessments.  States, Territories, and Insular Areas will be referred to hereafter as States.


This After-Action Report is provided to State, Regional and FEMA Headquarters personnel who attended the workshops.

BACKGROUND


FEMA held two workshops in August 2000 to seek feedback from State customers on how this second iteration of the CAR self-assessment instrument was received.  The Readiness Division of FEMA’s Preparedness, Training, and Exercises Directorate organized and conducted the two Customer Feedback Workshops.  FEMA Region VIII in Denver, CO, and FEMA Region III in Philadelphia, PA, hosted the two workshops at their facilities.  Thirty-seven States and the 10 FEMA Regions participated in the workshops.

OBJECTIVES


The objectives of the two workshops were (1) to gather specific information on the assessment process practices and experiences, and (2) to identify opportunities for improve​ment of the CAR process.  In support of these two objectives, the workshops focused on the following:

· Identifying and sharing effective practices used in the facilitation and assessment process during the FY 2000 CAR.

· Identifying opportunities for improvement, including support or services that would help all partners achieve the full, intended value of the CAR process.

· Assessing how well the FY 2000 CAR experience met the stated purpose and rationale for the CAR process.

STRUCTURE OF THE AFTER-ACTION REPORT



This After-Action Report is a composite summary of the two Customer Feedback Workshops.  Each of the two workshops consisted of three sessions.  The first session sought comments from the participants on the State CAR process (i.e., the manner in which it was conducted).  The second session focused discussion on the actual State CAR instrument—its contents, user manual, and other supporting documentation.  The third and last session of the workshops centered discussion around the initial draft version of the Local CAR and its development and manner of imple​mentation.


Participants in each session were given questions and “areas to think about” to help guide the discussion.  These questions and “areas of discussion” are included as Part II of this After-Action Report.


Specific customer feedback, captured during each of these three sessions, is presented in Part III of this After-Action Report.  The feedback is organized by session and areas of discussion, with those from Denver recorded in the left column, and those from Philadelphia recorded in the right column.  Lastly, the After-Action Report offers “summary comments” following each area of discussion.  These “summary comments” are a recap of the participants’ thoughts on the particular area of discussion.


Part IV to this After-Action Report is a listing of workshop attendees in Denver and Philadelphia.

PART II

Questions and Areas to Think About

Questions

1.
What specifically worked well and was effective?

2.
What improvements do you recommend?

Areas to Think About

Session 1:  State CAR Process


1-1
Adequacy of time to complete process.


1-2
FEMA Regional office participation.


1-3
Other State agency participation.


1-4
Use of CAR with EMPGs.


1-5
Usefulness of the Facilitation Process Guide.


1-6
Confidence with the assessment process.

Session 2:  State CAR Instrument and Supporting Documentation


2-1
Software and User’s Guide.


2-2
Instrument size comfort (e.g., completeness, redundancy, and clarity).


2-3
Scoring scale adequacy.


2-4
Weighting of questions.


2-5
Questions (e.g., content and number).

Session 3:  Local CAR Development and Implementation 


3-1
What should be the frequency of local data collection (on the “off year” when the State CAR is not being collected)?


3-2
Most appropriate time of the year to disseminate the Local CAR?


3-3
How should States and localities work jointly?  Should State or localities “be in charge” of collection?


3-4
Should a State collect local CAR data from “all” localities at once, in series (e.g., one-third per year), or on a selected basis (e.g., large population center)?  Does it matter if 100 percent of localities in a given State participate?


3-5
How should localities access the Local CAR?  Hard copy and software and materials mailed from State or downloaded from FEMA Web site?  Will Web access signifi​cantly limit local participation due to lack of equipment or access?


3-6
Should a demographic section be added to the front of the Local CAR, thereby enabling the grouping of results by population size, jurisdiction, square miles, etc.?


3-7
Local, State, and Federal uses for Local CAR data?

PART III

CAR WORKSHOP DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY COMMENTS

SESSION #1:  STATE CAR PROCESS
	Areas of

Discussion
	Denver, CO

(August 3 to 4, 2000)
	Philadelphia, PA

(August 17 to 18, 2000)

	1-1 Adequacy of Time
	· Too time constrained.  (Groups #1, #3, and #4)

· Limited opportunity for use of group facilitation process recommended in the guide.  Need more time.  (Group #2)

· Limited opportunity for verification of inputs from other agencies.  (Group #2)


	· Need more time to complete—60 days is not enough to include participation by other State agencies.  (Groups #1, #2, and #3)

· Completion should be before hurricane season.  (Group #1)

· Summer is not a good time.  (Group #2)

· Dovetail it with development of EMPG plan.  (Group #3)

	Summary Comments
	More time was needed to have necessary coordination with other State agencies to complete the instrument.  Recommended lead time for completion is winter/spring.  

	1-2 FEMA Regional Office Participation
	· FEMA Regions need to do workshops for the States.  (Groups #1 and #4)

· Regional office involvement would have been helpful, including training on process and facilitation.  (Group #4)


	· Regional help was offered, but States declined.  (Group #1)

· Region III provided excellent support.  (Group #2)

· FEMA Regional Offices ought not to be involved in the process; use them as a technical resource.  (Group #3)

	Summary Comments
	Active participation by FEMA Regional Offices in the State CAR process would be useful for many States, from hosting workshops on the process to providing technical assistance, as needed.

	1-3 Participation by State Agencies
	· Need to also go to State agencies for questions outside of Emergency Manage​ment.  (Group #1)

· Dealing with a single point of contact (POC) with limited overall input of other agencies.  (Group #2)

· Lack of “buy-in” on the part of State agencies.  They need to be included in the process more completely.  (Group #2)

· Need to have State agencies participate.  Need more time to have this happen.  (Group #3)

· Difficult to get process “buy-in” from other agencies, particularly since there is nothing (funding) in it for them.  (Group #4)

· Time requirement for completing the instrument precluded participation by other State agencies.  (Group #4)
	· Need to involve other State agencies in the process.  (Group #1)

· Did use other State and division managers.  Worked well.  Need more time to involve more agencies.  (Group #2)

· All appropriate State agencies should have a POC for participation in the process.  (Group #3)

· Need other State agencies to buy into the process (i.e., they need to be involved in the process).  (Groups #1, #2, and #3)



	Summary Comments
	Other State agencies need to be involved in the process to achieve “buy-in.”  Sufficient time needs to be provided to allow State agency participation.  State agencies need to become part of the overall Team effort to complete the State CAR and to improve statewide preparedness for responding to emergencies.

	1-4 Use of CAR with EMPG
	· EMPG managers should be “double hatted” as State CAR coordinators.  (Group #1)

· CAR should be used only as an internal management tool, not needed for any justification of funds under EMPG.  (Group #2)

· CAR can drive EMPG, but EMPG can also drive CAR.  CAR includes non-EMPG programs and agencies.  (Group #3)

· CAR is a good instrument when used with EMPG.  (Group #4)
	· Link to EMPG timeline and budget cycles.  (Group #1)

· Results of one CAR should be available to help craft the second EMPG.  (Group #2)

· CAR should be every other year.  (Groups #1, #2, and #3)

· Same person should do both efforts.  Come out with a set format for both (i.e., elements of one useful for development of elements for the other).  (Group #3)

	Summary Comments
	There is a complementary relationship with the data to be developed from the conduct of the State CAR and with data beneficial to developing planning goals as part of the larger EMPG program sponsored by FEMA.  Thoughts varied on the precise manner of how to link the two, but included developing logical planning links between the two initiatives.

	1-5
Usefulness of Facilitation Process Guide
	· Facilitation Process Guide was a plus, but there was no time to use it.  (Group #3)

· Improved since 1997.  (Group #3)

· Facilitation Process Guide was good, but required a quarter year to complete.  (Group #4)
	· Need to simplify the Guide.  Too complex.  (Group #1)

· Good Guide.  Did not follow exactly.  (Group #2)

· Not used at all.  There wasn’t enough time.  (Group #2)

	Summary Comments
	Consensus was fairly unanimous between the two workshops that the Facilitation Process Guide was greatly improved over the 1997 version, and that it would be useful in assisting States to complete the State CAR instrument if more time were available.

	1-6 Confidence with the Assessment Process
	· Good management tool, but there are potential problems.  Is use of data collected impacting the scoring process?  (Group #2)

· Self-assessment is a preparedness tool, but it is only a measure of capability by inference.  (Group #3)

· Confidence with the assessment process was a plus.  Material was good.  (Group #3)

· Didn’t like the idea of comparing the 2000 results to those of the 1997 results.  (Groups #1, #2, #3, and #4) 
	· Need to be more objective and less subjective, with more measures tied to the 1 to 5 scale.  (Group #2)

· Use it as an honest assessment tool.  Must have honest input.  (Group #3)

· Don’t compare the 1997 results and scoring process with the 2000 results and scoring process; totally different baselines used.  (Groups #1, #2, and #3)

	Summary Comments
	Confidence was expressed in the assessment process as a valid method to assess capabilities in Emergency Management.  It was suggested that some of the more subjective questions be rewritten to allow more objectivity.   Because of significant changes between the 1997 State CAR and the current 2000 version, workshop participants felt any comparison between the two is probably not valid.


SESSION #2:  STATE CAR INSTRUMENT/SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION

	Areas of

Discussion
	DENVER, CO

(August 3 to 4, 2000)
	PHILADELPHIA, PA

(August 17 to 18, 2000)

	2-1 Software/
User’s Guide
	· National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) report functions locked up.  (Group #1) 

· User’s Guide valuable for data processing.  (Group #1)

· Should be able to select reports for specific programs or Emergency Management Functions (EMFs) for purposes of analysis.  (Group #1)

· Screen size of CAR software needs to be full screen.  (Group #1)

· Software and User’s Guide were sufficient.  (Group #2)  

· Need a better analytical tool.  (Group #2)

· Provide a report with both scores and notes.  (Groups #2 and #3)

· Software and User’s Guide could be improved with Web access or internal networking capability.  (Group #3)


	· Help files were very good.  (Group #2)

· All supporting documents were greatly improved.  (Group #1)

· Software was user friendly and reliable.  (Group #3)

· User’s Guide was short, to the point, and user friendly.  (Group #3)

· Couldn’t print help page.  (Group #1)

· Should be able to develop own queries to database.  (Group #3)

· Cannot use cut and paste to repeat responses.  (Group #3)

· Could not send E‑mail reports back to FEMA.  (Group #3)

· Improve ability to print notes, combined with scores of the attributes.  (Group #3)

· Cannot print out just one EMF.  (Group #3)

	Summary Comments
	It was agreed that the User’s Guide was concise, user friendly, and valuable for assisting in the process.  Workshop participants expressed overall satisfaction with both the software and User’s Guide.  Specific constructive suggestions provided.

	2-2 Comfort with Instrument Size


	· Reduced size worked well.  (Group #1)

· Size was a plus; not as redundant.  (Group #3)

· Liked shorter instrument.  (Group #4)

· Continue to work clarifying of elements so that each State interprets them similarly.  (Group #4)
	· Took about half the time to complete.  (Groups #1, #2, and #3)

· Still some complaints on redundancy.  (Group #3)

· Much better than the 1997 instrument.  (Groups #1, #2, and #3) 

	Summary Comments
	The 2000 State CAR size was vastly improved over the 1997 version, having approximately 50-percent fewer elements to score and eliminating redundancy in many of the characteristics and attributes.  Participants suggested that there is still room for reducing some remaining redundancies and clarifying elements.

	2-3 Adequacy of Scoring Scale
	· Maintain scoring scales to facilitate comparisons of out-year assessment results with past years.  (Group #1)

· Scoring was a plus with a wider range to judge the elements.  (Groups #1, #2, #3, and #4)

· Use even number of scoring choices (e.g., 1 to 6 versus 1 to 5).  (Group #4)
	· Scale 1 to 5 is much better than 1 to 3.  Liked “NA.”  (Groups #1, #2, and #3)

· Define the scale more clearly.  (Group #2)

· Give examples of elements and how they were scored to help guide the scoring process.  (Group #3)

· More definitional difference between General (3) to Very Capable (4) than between Very Capable (4) and Fully Capable (5).  (Group #3)

	Summary Comments
	Participants from both workshops agreed that the introduction of the 1 to 5 rating scale was a great improve​ment over the old 1 to 3 scale.  They did comment that there does need to be more clarity given to the definitions associated with each score on the scale and that some examples should be given for illustration purposes. 

	2-4 Weighting of Questions
	· Weighting of questions is appropriate for quantitative not qualitative data.  (Group #2)

· All characteristics and attributes are weighted equally.  This may not be appropriate.  Some are significantly more important than others.  (Group #2)

· Consider adding weighting factors only to attributes.  (Group #3)

· Elements should not be weighted.  (Group #1)

· The higher the number of attributes for each EMF, the lesser impact each individual attribute will have on the overall EMF rolled-up score.  (Group #4) 
	· Not a good idea.  (Group #1)

· Do not weight questions, it  ruins your data.  Hard to do.  However, States should have the option to weight if they want.  (Group #2)

· Should not be weighted.  (Group #3)

	Summary Comments
	Both workshops viewed the “weighting of questions” with caution.  The Denver participants were more open to its use, suggesting perhaps only attributes be weighted; however, the Philadelphia workshop believed that the use of weighting poses more complications than it may add to measuring readiness capabilities.  Bottom line:  Both workshops indicated any use of weighting needs to be closely evaluated.

	2-5 Questions (Content and Number)
	· CAR questions do not attempt to address regional differences in how Emergency Management is conducted.  (Group #1)

· CAR questions, as written, may be more applicable to the Eastern States, since they are less diverse geographically and demographically.  (Group #2)

· There were about the right number of elements.  (Group #3)

· Should this be a programmatic rather than a functional assessment?  (Group #4)

· Instrument does not relate to FEMA programs.  (Group #4)


	· Not clear how to score Yes-No type questions on a 1 to 5 scale.  (Groups #1 and #2)

· Need more elements on how States support local governments.  (Group #1)

· Logistics and facility elements are scattered throughout the instrument.  Need to be placed together.  (Group #2)

· Need to phrase Trust Fund attribute better.  (Groups #1 and #2)

· Combine EMFs 5 (Planning) and 8 (Operations and Procedures) due to significant overlap.  (Group #2)

· Some elements more geared toward local than State level.  (Group #2)

· Characteristic 2.2.5 (the State uses a “scientifically sound” risk instrument)—either reword or take out.  (Group #2)

· Confusion on characteristic 5.12—terminology  “in place.”  (Group #3)

· Each attribute should be able to be understood by itself (i.e., not dependent on a preceding element).  (Group #3)

	Summary Comments
	There were suggestions from both workshops on ways to improve content of the questions in the instrument.  Significant among them were (1) some of the questions may be regionally influenced, (2) need more elements on how to measure States’ support of local government Emergency Management, and (3) certain questions may be viewed as only requiring a yes/no response to the score on a 1 to 5 scale. 


SESSION #3:  LOCAL CAR DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION

	Areas of 

Discussion
	DENVER, CO

(August 3 to 4, 2000)
	PHILADELPHIA, PA

(August 17 to 18, 2000)

	3-1 Frequency of Local CAR Data Collection
	· Depends on timing to support other State programs and political climate; do it at discretion of the State.  (Group #1)

· State’s discretion.  (Group #1)

· Have ongoing, on-line collections.  (Group #3)

· No more frequently than annually.  (Group #4)

· Should be tied to the budget cycle.  (Group #4)

· Complete CAR once, then update it quarterly.  (Group #4)

· States choose frequency and to whom.  (Group #4)
	· Should be tailored to whatever the State wants to do.  (Group #1) 

· Do it every other year, in the same year as the State CAR.  (Group #2)

· Do it every 3 to 4 years.  (Group #3)

· Should be done in advance of the State CAR.  (Group #3)

· Do Local CAR with State CAR every 2 years.  (Group #2)



	Summary Comments
	Suggestions on frequency ranged from doing it once with quarterly updates, to doing it every 3 to 4 years.  Notwithstanding, both Denver and Philadelphia Work​shop participants agreed that the States need to be the ones deciding its frequency. 

	3-2
Best Time of Year to Disseminate
	· Need to work around disaster seasons (e.g., fire, flood, and hurricane) and in concert to support the budget cycle.  (Group #1)
	· Do local CAR in March to May, before the States start working with local governments on local planning objectives.  (Groups #2 and #3)

· Leave it up to the States to decide.  (Group #1)

	Summary Comments
	The best time of the year to disseminate the Local CAR was to do it early in the planning process for the States, and before seasonal natural hazards. 

	3-3 How Should  States and Localities Work Together?
	· Work together with State facilitating.  (Group #1) 

· There should be direct State involvement in the assessment and data collection effort.  (Group #2)

· Working with local jurisdictions can vary on a case-by-case basis, due to the issue of “proprietary data.”  (Group #3)

· Entire effort should be voluntary.  (Group #4)
	· States should have a partnership to work together, but the State has to be in charge of data collection efforts.  (Group #1)

· States should help facilitate the process with locals, if the locals want it.  (Group #2)

· Make it a joint effort with State and locals.  (Group #3) 

	Summary Comments
	States should work with their local jurisdictions in partnership with each other and help facilitate where needed or asked.   

	3-4 Percent of Local Participation
	· Collect on a selected basis, as deter​mined by the State.  (Groups #1 and #2)

· Collect 100 percent of all local jurisdic​tions.  Some jurisdictions won’t participate.  (Group #1)  

· Collect from as many as possible to get a valid sampling of data.  (Group #2)

· States determine level of participation.  (Group #2)

· Look at jurisdictions and cities with populations greater than 100,000 or even a million.  (Group #4)
	· Need 100-percent participation, but this may not be practical.  (Group #1) 

· Local CAR should not be required.  (Group #2)

· Collect data only on the attributes to make it more manageable for the 80 percent of local emergency managers who are voluntary.  (Group #2)

· Do one third of the jurisdictions each year.  (Group #3)

· Not possible to gather data from all communities.  (Group #3)

	Summary Comments
	Denver participants felt that efforts should be made to involve as many local jurisdictions as possible, with States deciding exactly how many.  Philadelphia workshop participants expressed a bit more skepticism about the extent of local participation that could be achieved, since many local Emergency Management organizations are staffed by volunteers and would lack the time to complete the instrument.  Both workshops suggested that the instrument be limited to attributes.

	3-5 Media for Accessing Local CAR
	· Preferred method would be Web based.  (Group #3)

· Web access may not be practical for all local jurisdictions.  (Group #2)

· Automated process is preferred over hard copy manual method.  (Group #2)

· The States should have their own hard copy of the tool, rather than Web based.  (Group #4)
	· Access the CAR through any means possible or necessary (e.g., Web, paper, and disc).  (Group #2)

· Use disc plus hard copy, but Web based is the best way to go for the long term.  (Groups #1 and #3)

· Depends on capabilities of jurisdiction.  (Groups #1 and #3)

	Summary Comments
	In the long term, both workshops believed that going to a Web-based application would be the best “media” for conducting the Local CAR.  However, they also expressed the concern that many local jurisdictions would not be prepared for this, and that disc or hard copy methods should also be available.

	3-6 Addition of a Demographic Section to Local CAR?
	· No demographic information unless forced to by the Federal Government.  (Group #1)

· No demographic information.  No comparison needed.  (Group #2)

· States could provide local demographics to FEMA.  FEMA should provide funds for effort.  (Group #3)

· Don’t add demographic data, so as not to compare one jurisdiction with another.  (Group #4)
	· Should be added to the instrument.  (Group #1)

· Don’t do it.  (Group #2)

· Demographic information not needed.  (Group #3)



	Summary Comments
	The addition of a demographic section to the Local CAR was considered not necessary.

	3-7 Local, State, and Federal Uses of Local CAR Data
	· States could use local CAR as a training and educational tool.  (Group #1)

· Should be a self-assessment tool, not a cross-country jurisdictional comparison.  (Group #1)

· Use for local program improvement and State management tool—not Federal Government use.  (Group #1)

· Management tool for States.  (Group #2)

· Don’t tell the States how to do the Local CAR.  (Group #4)

· We need it, but maybe not now.  (Group #4)

· The Federal Government does not need to know the details of the counties’ business.  (Group #4)

· The Federal Government can suggest, but does not mandate a Local CAR.  (Group #4)

· Don’t see any Federal use of any Local CAR data.  (Group #4)

· Local CAR uses are planning and preparedness.  (Group #4)

· State uses are technical assistance and funding support with the State legislature.  (Group #4)

· There is a lot of mistrust on the part of local government towards the Federal Government.  (Group #4)

· Fear is that if one county is compared to another, the county with better programs, or the one that is better off, will have its funds reduced.  (Group #4)

· If Congress wants to know how funds are being spent locally in the State, they should have to go through the States to solicit this information, not through FEMA.  (Group #4)
	· FEMA, NEMA, and the International Association of Emergency Managers should get together and come up with a common instrument and pilot test regarding the local CAR.  Decide its purpose before designing the instrument.  (Group #1)

· Use as a management tool to assist in the local strategic planning process.  (Group #1)

· Little use for FEMA and State.  Should not be required.  Need to know the exact purpose of the instrument before deciding uses of it.  (Group #2)

· Useful feedback for States to see if there are gaps in services and response capa​bilities.  Can provide justification for requesting additional funding for Emergency Management programs.  (Group #2)

· Mixed reactions by some county officials on usefulness of the instrument.  Viewed as one more thing to do for the States.  (Group #2)

· Specifically for local, not Federal use.  (Group #2)

· Might be viewed as a threat—not really knowing how the data may be used.  (Group #3)

· Use as part of any local Emergency Management accreditation process.  (Group #3)

· Local politics may dictate uses of the Local CAR instrument.  (Group #2)

	Summary Comments
	The Local CAR instrument would be a useful management tool for use by locals and State agencies in planning and budgeting for Emergency Management improve​ments in those areas scored as least capable.  Overall, participants from both workshops expressed concern on how the Federal Government would intend to use any local data collected.  They felt that any collection of local data by the Federal Government should be requested through the States, since they know best the current status of readiness within their borders. 


PART IV

LIST OF ATTENDEES

Hosted by FEMA Region VIII

Denver, CO

August 3 to 4, 2000
	Name
	Organization
	E-Mail Address

	Arnold, Chuck
	FEMA Region IX 
	charles.arnold@fema.gov

	Asuncion, Delta Mae M.
	Guam Civil Defense
	purpleayuyu@yahoo.com

jgj3rd@yahoo.com

(Joe Javellana, Administrator)

	Austin, Larry
	NM OEM
	laustin@dps.state.nm.us

	Austin, Mike
	Arizona
	austinm@dem.state.az.us

	Bezek, Bob
	Wyoming EMA
	bezekb@wy-arng.ngb.army.mil

	Booth, Deanne
	SD DEM
	deanne.booth@state.sd.us

	Bridges, Jim
	LA Emergency Preparedness
	jbridges@loep.state.la.us

	Calvo, Anthony
	CNMI EMD
	ifgp@itecnmi.com

toncalvo@hotmail.com

	Cobb, Donald C.
	Utah Emergency Management
	dcobb@dps.state.ut.us

	Crockett, Dave
	NV DEM
	djc@quik.com

	Dillon, Lloyd
	California OES
	lloyd_dillon@oes.ca.gov

	Egan, Terry
	WA EMD
	t.egan@emd.wa.gov

	Frischmuth, Patrick
	Idaho Bureau of Disaster Services
	pfrischm@bds.state.id.us

	Glick, Jeff
	FEMA HQ
	jeff.glick@fema.gov

	Grier, Tommy
	Colorado OEM
	tom.grier@state.co.us

	Hahl, Sherryl
	FEMA Region VIII
	sherryl.hahl@fema.gov

	Hamilton, Bill
	RPI
	bhamilto@rpihq.com

	Hampton, Dianna
	FEMA Region X , Bothell, WA
	dianna.hampton@fema.gov

	Heidbreder, Brenda
	MO SEMA
	bheidbre@mail.state.mo.us

	Heller, John
	Wyoming EMA
	hellerj@wg-arng.ngb.army.mil

	Holm, David
	Colorado OEM
	david.holm@state.co.us

	Hopkinson, Mike
	FEMA Region VIII
	mike.hopkinson@fema.gov

	Kestler, Reba
	FEMA Region VI
	reba.kestler@fema.gov

	Lacey, Dorothy
	FEMA Region IX 
	dorothy.lacey@fema.gov

	Lehnhardt, Crystal
	FEMA Region VIII
	crystal.lehnhardt@fema.gov

	Lewis, Bob
	California OES
	robert_lewis@oes.ca.gov

	Mobrice, Dennis
	Missouri EMA
	dmobrice@mail.state.mo.us

	Narum, Harold
	ND DEM
	hnarum@state.nd.us

	Newsham, Cindy
	NE Emergency Management
	cindy.newsham@nema.state.ne.us

	Prevett, Dennis J.
	FEMA Region VII
	dennis.prevett@fema.gov

	Rickard, Wayne H.
	FEMA Region VI
	wayne.rickard@fema.gov

	Sondeen, Tracy
	FEMA Region VIII
	tracy.sondeen@fema.gov

	Stevens, Bob
	FEMA HQ
	bob.stevens@fema.gov

	Tijerina, Mark
	FEMA Region VIII
	mark.tijerina@fema.gov

	Turman, Kristi
	SD DEM
	kristi.turman@state.sd.us

	Ward, Cassandra
	FEMA HQ
	cassandra.ward@fema.gov

	Wellman, Patsy
	FEMA Region IX 
	patsy.wellman@fema.gov


Host by FEMA Region III

Philadelphia, PA

August 17 to 18, 2000

	Name
	Organization
	E-Mail Address

	Armstrong, Alma C.
	FEMA Region I
	alma.armstrong@fema.gov

	Arndt, Jeff
	NCEM
	jarndt@ncem.org

	Bergodere-Colon, Jose M.
	PR EMA
	jbergodere@aemead.prstar.net

	Bohlman, Robert C.
	ME EMA
	ycema@waveinter.com

	Bryant, Charles
	TEMA
	cbryant@tnema.org

	Carney, Clay
	WV OES
	ccarney@wvoes.state.wv.us

	Clark, Bobby J.
	RIV, FEMA Region IV
	bobby.clark@fema.gov

	Clouse, Bob
	TEMA
	bclouse@tnema.org

	Colestock, Harry E.
	VA DEM
	hcolestock@vdem.state.va.us

	Critchfield, Karen
	PEMA
	kcritchfie@state.pa.us

	Evans, Karen
	RPI
	kevans@rpihq.com

	Fairow, Jana
	IL EMA
	jfairow@iema.state.il.us

	Fallon, Mary V.
	FEMA Region I
	mary.fallon@fema.gov

	Fisher, Evelyn
	MEMA
	efisher@mema.state.md.us

	Frey, Frederick
	MD EMA
	ffrey@mema.state.md.us

	Gibb, John
	NY SEMO
	john.gibb@semo.state.ny.us

	Glick, Jeff
	FEMA HQ
	jeff.glick@fema.gov

	Hamilton, William L.
	RPI
	bhamilto@rpihq.com

	Higgins, Duncan
	VT EM
	dhiggins@dps.state.vt.us

	Hammons, Darrell
	FEMA Region III
	darrell.hammons@fema.gov

	Jones, Dave
	WI EM
	jonesd@dma.state.wi.us

	Joyce, Dan
	FEMA Region III
	daniel.joyce@fema.gov

	Lee, Dan
	IA EMD
	dan.lee@emd.state.ia.us

	Lisko, Al
	WV OES
	alisko@wvoes.state.wv.us

	Macedo, Lawrence
	RI EMA
	macedol@ri-arng.ngb.army.mil

	Malool, Paul
	NJ State Police
	paul.malool@fema.gov

	Martineau, David
	MEMA, Massachusetts
	dave.martineau@state.ma.us

	Mitchell, Anthony E.
	Ohio EMA
	amitchell@dps.state.oh.us

	Myslewicz, Mimi
	PEMA
	mimyslewic@state.pa.us

	O’Neill Susan
	FEMA Region II
	susan.oneill@fema.gov

	Opoka, Jim
	FEMA Region V
	james.opoka@fema.gov

	Pagan-Mir, Miguel
	FEMA Region II
	miguel.pagan@fema.gov

	Penick, Michele
	DC EMA
	mpenick-oep@dcgov.org 

	Poirier, Michael
	NH OEM
	mpoirier@nhoem.state.nh.us

	Ranno, Al
	FEMA HQ
	al.ranno@fema.com

	Selves, Mike
	IA EM
	mselves@jocoems.org

	Stenson, Kim
	SCEPD
	kstenson@epd.state.sc.us

	Sullivan, Brian
	MEMA, Massachusetts
	katy.bellemare@state.ma.us

	Wesley, Mark
	MI EMD
	wesleym@state.mi.us

	Young, Renee L.
	Ohio EMA
	ryoung@dps.state.oh.us
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