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Message from the All 
Hazards Consortium
The All Hazards Consortium (AHC) is a 
501c3 organization guided by state gov-
ernment and comprising public and private 
sector stakeholders focused on regional 
homeland security and emergency man-
agement collaboration within the Mid-
Atlantic region and surrounding states. 
This is a unique model for regional public/
private collaboration. Conceptualized in 
2003 by the states of Virginia, Maryland, 
and the District of Columbia, the AHC was 
created to provide a framework to engage 
partners within state and local government, 
business, and higher education to share in-
formation and collaborate on potential re-
gional requirements, studies, projects, and 
solutions. Member states or jurisdictions 
include Delaware, District of Columbia, 
Maryland, New Jersey, New York, North 
Carolina, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West 
Virginia. The consortium also includes fed-
eral agencies in support of the states and 
private sector firms, higher education, and 
nonprofit organizations.

We are proud to support the fourth work-
shop of this kind among the states. This 
one focuses on regional catastrophic-event 
preparedness. The Consortium believes 
that improved preparedness and response 
capabilities depend upon our nation identi-
fying issues and requirements at the local 
and state levels and planning, in concert 
with federal efforts, at the regional level. 
Too often, our systems are designed as 
a means to solve single local issues. This 
solution becomes a stovepipe when the 
problem grows, interfering with our ability 
to interoperate as a region. 

The AHC acknowledges the member states, 
their local stakeholders, and their support-
ing federal, private, and academic partners, 

who all share a sincere desire to protect 
residents and communities while working 
in concert with their respective neighbors. 
Believing and understanding that “regional 
catastrophic-event preparedness knows 
no boundaries,” the AHC proposes that 
this white paper be used to share the col-
lective voices of the Mid-Atlantic Region 
charged with the safety and protection of 
their residents. 

Six states or jurisdictions in the Mid-Atlantic 
region (Delaware, District of Columbia, 
Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and 
West Virginia) agreed in principle upon 
the need to work collectively on regional 
catastrophic-event preparedness begin-
ning with the establishment of an execu-
tive committee to guide regional projects 
and a working group to develop and de-
ploy them. The agreement was formal-
ized in a draft charter, which represents a 
vision and a basic operational framework 
for implementing a coordinated approach 
in addressing the myriad issues involved in 
regional catastrophic-event preparedness. 
The entities have agreed upon a basic ap-
proach and definitions, common goals and 
objectives, assumptions and constraints, 
and preliminary milestones, and they are 
in the process of finalizing the charter. 
Once finalized, this charter shall represent 
the commitment of the six states, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
Region III, and the FEMA Office of National 
Capital Region Coordination (ONCRC) 
to improve regional catastrophic-event 
preparedness. 
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Executive Summary
Since Hurricane Katrina, response enti-
ties at all levels of government have been 
increasingly aware of the need to work 
together to address catastrophic events 
that cross jurisdictional boundaries. This 
white paper summarizes ideas, issues, 
and recommendations generated from the 
February 21, 2008 Regional Catastrophic-
Event Preparedness Workshop, represent-
ing the Mid-Atlantic states or jurisdictions 
of Delaware (DE), District of Columbia 
(District), Maryland (MD), New Jersey 
(NJ), New York (NY), North Carolina (NC), 
Pennsylvania (PA), Virginia (VA), and West 
Virginia (WV). It identifies several key re-
quirements for enhancing catastrophic-
event planning and preparedness and 
provides recommendations to help resolve 
current issues.

The public tends to take preparedness and 
response systems for granted, believing 
that emergency communications and re-
sponses should and do work seamlessly 
and instantaneously. Contrary to this popu-
lar belief, first-responder communities are 
struggling to resolve a myriad of communi-
cations and planning issues regarding cat-
astrophic-event preparedness. For state 
and local governments, preparing for and 
responding to catastrophic events requires 
collaboration with the federal government 
as well as neighboring jurisdictions, clear-
ly defined roles and responsibilities, and 
coordinated inclusive planning. The Mid-
Atlantic States’ commitment to improved 
regional preparedness is manifest in their 
eagerness to discuss their current activi-
ties, identify capability gaps, and create a 
baseline upon which to base future work.

Analysis of the data derived from the work-
shop revealed a number of common, core 
themes. Although many issues are being 

addressed individually at either a state or 
local level, a broader perspective reveals 
an uneven approach to catastrophic-event 
preparedness in the region. Critical areas 
requiring additional resources and effort 
include regional planning for resource and 
information management, mass care, and 
transportation; regional risk and vulnerabil-
ity assessments; behavioral analysis and 
modeling; communications; and special 
needs populations. 

At the conclusion of the workshop, all the 
states and the District agreed it is critical to 
gain a better understanding of what each 
state or jurisdiction is already doing and to 
establish a framework for future coordinat-
ed regional efforts regarding catastrophic-
event preparedness. The states agreed 
to a formalized working arrangement and 
created a draft charter that represents a vi-
sion and a basic operational framework for 
implementing a coordinated approach for 
regional catastrophic-event preparedness. 

Furthermore, the states and the District 
agreed with the following core regional 
requirements:

Behavioral Aspects: Regional plan-1.	
ners require more current and focused 
behavioral studies to develop or mod-
ify plans and decisions, and to under-
stand the motivational factors behind 
public adherence to recommendations 
and mandates. Better behavior-related 
information is needed to help formulate 
expectations that are critical for plan-
ning assumptions. 

Public Preparedness: Regional pre-2.	
paredness partners require a robust 
public preparedness program that 
results in an educated public who under-
stand their risks, accept the necessary 
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personal preparedness steps, and 
grasp the actions necessary when an 
emergency does occur. 

Transportation: Regional planners 3.	
require a common operating picture 
with consistent regional evacuation 
plans; improved awareness and conti-
nuity of designated evacuation routes 
and modes; mapping of transportation-
related resources (e.g., refueling loca-
tions); and incorporation of regional 
assumptions into transportation plan-
ning efforts. 

Mass Care: Much time and effort has 4.	
been devoted to providing services 
related to mass care. However, addi-
tional coordinated planning efforts are 
needed to improve the regional capa-
bility to determine shelter capacity and 
to provide food, basic first aid, and bulk 
distribution of personal care items, and 
to accommodate individuals with spe-
cial needs or pets. 

Resource Management: Coordinating 5.	
the logistics of receiving, managing, 
and distributing essential commodities, 
resources (expendables and assets), 
and donations will be one of the most 
difficult problems the region will face 
during the response and early recov-
ery phases of any catastrophic event. 
Planners require assessments, part-
nerships, and a common operating 
framework to accomplish a coordinated 
approach to resource management.

Modeling and Simulation: Planning for 6.	
events that cross jurisdictional lines 
requires that accurate and consistent 
modeling and simulation tools—with 
like assumptions and perspectives—be 
utilized across the region. These tools 
would improve the region’s ability to 
form a common operating picture and 
support situational awareness across 
borders. 
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Reports by State
The following section highlights current 
and planned efforts by the states and the 
District with regard to catastrophic-event 
preparedness and planning. It also iden-
tifies some of the challenges, capability 
gaps, and requirements faced by these 
jurisdictions. The information was provid-
ed by the states and the District during a 
series of conference calls and during the 
workshop itself. 

Delaware

Mr. David Hake, Principal Planner, Delaware 
Emergency Management Agency (DEMA), 
provided a detailed summary of the state’s 
catastrophic-event preparedness activities. 
Delaware’s counties have each created 
evacuation plans; a comprehensive state-
wide evacuation plan will be developed in 
2010. Planners are developing a statewide 
emergency disaster contract system with 
private sector partners that any Delaware 
county or state agency may use. The state 
is also developing a statewide resource 
management and asset tracking system 
with a logistics and commodity distribution 
plan to follow in 2010. Delaware, Maryland, 
and Virginia have a longstanding relation-
ship that includes regional hurricane evac-
uation planning efforts and joint exercises 
on the Delmarva Peninsula. A “Community 
Shelter” strategy, identifying five shelters in 
each county, was developed in cooperation 
with the Departments of Health and Social 
Services; Education; Agriculture; Children, 
Youth, and Their Families; as well as the 
Division of Public Health and the Delaware 
National Guard. It is intended to temporar-
ily house the general population, medical 
needs/special needs population, unattend-
ed minors, and companion animals. State, 
private, and nonprofit stakeholders formed 
a special needs committee that meets 

regularly to address emergency planning 
for warning, evacuation, sheltering, and 
transportation of patients from special 
needs facilities. 

Mr. Hake indicated that Delaware is faced 
with several challenges that the state needs 
to address. Delaware recognized the need 
to identify catastrophic-event planning 
efforts within the region; there is also a 
need for a gap analysis to identify common 
risks and vulnerabilities across the region. 
In the case of evacuation routes, it is criti-
cal that routes in neighboring regions align 
with those identified by Delaware. The state 
identified a need to establish pre-scripted 
vendor contracts for relief supplies prior to 
a catastrophic event. Delaware reflected 
that FEMA’s gap analysis requests infor-
mation about internal shelter capacity but 
does not examine the excess capacity that 
is needed to host evacuees from other 
locales. To ensure public adherence to rec-
ommendations and mandates, behavioral 
studies are needed to better understand 
public response and the motivational fac-
tors. Finally, interoperable communica-
tions between command and control points 
across the region are critical for situational 
awareness and to ensure that a common 
operating picture is achieved during a cata-
strophic event.

District of Columbia

Ms. Katie McDonald, Deputy Director for 
the District of Columbia Homeland Security 
and Emergency Management Agency 
(DCHSEMA), provided a thorough over-
view of the District’s efforts. Ms. McDonald 
indicated that the National Capital Region 
(NCR), which includes 21 local govern-
ments in Maryland, Virginia, and the District 
of Columbia, began work on an evacuation 
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plan several years ago and realized that dif-
ferent jurisdictions were in different devel-
opmental phases. That effort was revised 
to a Sheltering and Evacuation Resource 
Guide. The District’s evacuation planning 
includes an Emergency Transportation 
Annex with catastrophic-event transporta-
tion polices and procedures, a Walk-Out 
Plan for moving people when Metrorail is 
unavailable, estimates of evacuation time 
for evacuation zones, and Fast Forward ex-
ercises to validate plans and command and 
control. AidMatrix® is being considered as 
a tool to manage donations in future emer-
gencies and disasters. A major community 
preparedness and education initiative cur-
rently underway provides all residents with 
an evacuation guide containing maps of all 
shelters and evacuation routes within each 
of the eight wards. Extensive assessments 
of schools and recreation centers have 
been conducted to determine their appro-
priateness as shelter facilities for humans 
and pets. Staff has been trained to open 
and operate family reunification centers. 
Relationships have been established with 
advocacy groups for the special needs 
community to ensure that planning efforts 
are inclusive. 

Ms. McDonald indicated that the District 
faced several challenges to catastrophic-
event planning. The NCR evacuation 
plan effort demonstrated that individual 
local jurisdictions need to create evacua-
tion plans that incorporate and support a 
larger regional effort to achieve a common, 
complementary plan. Due to limited real 
estate, the District must rely on its regional 
partners to provide food, fuel, and other 
essentials to citizens passing through their 
jurisdiction or sheltering therein. This may 
also include long term housing should the 
disaster be severe enough. Limited internal 
District personnel resources may require 

supplemental staff assistance to be found 
from external sources. Finally, impediments 
exist to sharing social service databases 
and cross-jurisdiction social services. 

Maryland

Mr. Jon Ayscue, Mitigation and Recovery 
Manager, Maryland Emergency Manage-
ment Agency (MEMA), presented an over-
view of the state’s current and planned 
catastrophic-event preparedness initia-
tives and challenges. Maryland is cur-
rently engaged in two regional, interstate 
planning efforts with regard to evacuation 
or catastrophic-event preparedness: the 
hurricane planning effort on the Delmarva 
Peninsula and the NCR Sheltering and 
Evacuation Resource Guide. The state will 
participate in National Level Exercise 2-08 
in May 2008 and examine mass evacuation 
and sheltering. Recognizing the need, an 
Evacuation and Sheltering Steering Com-
mittee was created to work at the interface 
with local governments and the federal 
government. Maryland incorporated U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers hurricane evacu-
ation studies and Sea, Lake, and Overland 
Surges from Hurricanes (SLOSH) studies 
into planning efforts that are disseminated 
via WebEOC®. Shelters in each jurisdic-
tion, along with their capacity and special 
features have been entered into WebEOC® 
and shared throughout the state. Wide-
spread use of WebEOC®, throughout the 
state ensures all jurisdictions can share a 
common operating picture, FEMA Typed 
Resources, and sheltering information. 

Mr. Ayscue acknowledged that Maryland 
faced significant challenges if confronted 
with a catastrophic event. One of the chief 
concerns is that neighboring jurisdictions 
do not share a common operating picture. 
For example, evacuation plans, with des-
ignated routes, facilities, commodity points 
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of distribution, and resources are not coor-
dinated or exercised regularly with neigh-
boring jurisdictions. Another concern is en-
suring regional resource and information 
management. That is, a regularly updated 
catalogue of resources (including consum-
ables) that can be accessed during a mass 
evacuation or mass sheltering effort is 
needed for the state and its neighbors. Mr. 
Ayscue recognized the need to plan for dis-
tribution of federal assets and commodities 
that will flow into the state during a cata-
strophic event. The state is concerned with 
developing and implementing a robust pub-
lic education program to enable the public 
to respond in a timely and informed man-
ner during a catastrophic event. The public 
education program should also identify and 
address the needs of disadvantaged popu-
lations, such as nonnative English speak-
ers or disabled citizens. In addition to pub-
lic education, there is a need for a training 
curriculum focused on evacuation decision 
making and response operations for deliv-
ery to local government officials and other 
key decision makers. 

New Jersey

Mr. Joseph Picciano, Deputy Director, New 
Jersey Office of Homeland Security and 
Preparedness (NJOHSP), discussed New 
Jersey’s catastrophe preparedness efforts. 
New Jersey, in association with Rutgers and 
The State University of New Jersey, has 
two established, ongoing interstate evacu-
ation planning efforts with New York City 
and Philadelphia. They incorporate state, 
local, federal, and private-sector resources 
into a basic plan and supporting annexes. 
The state is divided into four regions which, 
over the next three years, will be engaged 
in state-wide catastrophe planning, includ-
ing an expanded gap analysis, updating 
the existing resource database (private and 

public), creating a resource management 
plan, and expanding contra flow. The state 
established a catastrophic-event planning 
cell in their Emergency Operations Center 
(EOC) and contingency action plans with 
the private sector. New Jersey partnered 
with CSX Corporation to develop a Web-
based system that provides real-time geo-
graphic location information for any CSX 
train car carrying hazardous materials. 
They are working with other rail carriers to 
develop the same capability. In addition, 
recognizing that reestablishing business 
following a catastrophic event is important 
for community restoration, the state initi-
ated research into the interdependencies 
of business communities and state evacu-
ation planning. The implications of this re-
search led to state policy that prioritizes the 
need to clear debris and to restore power 
within three days of a disaster in order to 
bring industry back into operation to sup-
ply food and other critical supplies. New 
Jersey has also conducted a demographic 
study of its special needs population, craft-
ed a special needs plan, and released a 
request for proposals (RFP) to create a 
special needs registry. 

Mr. Picciano observed that many lessons 
for the state were learned from 9/11. For 
instance, the federal government will inun-
date the state with commodities and the key 
to most effectively using those resources is 
to develop good logistics and distribution 
plans. Mr. Picciano indicated that a food 
distribution plan with industry was needed, 
and the state is working with the National 
Food Council to establish plans and pro-
cedures that will allow food distribution to 
be restored within three days of a disaster. 
New Jersey conducted an exercise with 
the governor and department of defense to 
clarify the chain of command in a nuclear 
scenario. The findings indicate the in all 
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likelihood, the state would not be able to 
manage this type of an incident, and ad-
ditional exercises of this type are needed. 
Moreover, with the newly released National 
Response Framework, there is consider-
able clarification and validation that needs 
to occur. Because state personnel will be 
at a premium during a catastrophic inci-
dent, New Jersey is concerned about the 
potential conflict between protecting na-
tional critical infrastructure and conducting 
an evacuation. 

New York

Mr. David DeMatteo, Branch Director 
of State and Local Planning, New York 
State Emergency Management Office 
(NYSEMO), provided an overview of the 
state’s catastrophe preparedness and re-
sponse planning. Mr. DeMatteo indicated 
that most regional planning revolves around 
high risk areas such as nuclear plants, in-
ternational borders (Buffalo/Niagara area), 
and Long Island and New York City. In 
the coastal region, the state has worked 
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on 
evacuation in response to a hurricane sce-
nario. The state will also begin working on 
catastrophic-event preparedness with New 
Jersey and Connecticut in the upcoming 
year. To assist in moving resources where 
needed, New York is creating an intrastate 
compact with its jurisdictions that will op-
erate under the same principles as the 
Emergency Assistance Compact. New York 
has created a robust, nationally recognized 
website, NY Alert, which allows citizens to 
sign up to receive alerts from any jurisdic-
tion statewide via voice, text, or page. For 
jurisdictions with close proximity to nuclear 
power plants, a virtual, Web-based, Joint 
Information Center (JIC) concept has been 
implemented where the public information 

officers (PIOs) may coordinate emergency 
releases that the media can access. 

With regard to challenges, Mr. DeMatteo 
mentioned several that face the state. For 
regional planning efforts, it is important to 
follow sound planning principles includ-
ing appropriate scoping, using a credible 
worst-case scenario, and working inclu-
sively and sequentially across disparate 
levels of government and economic and 
population densities. To avoid a disaster 
within a disaster, receiving jurisdictions 
need to plan for secondary impacts to their 
infrastructure such as water and sewer sys-
tems, warning capability, and medical care. 
Once the decision to evacuate is made, the 
state is very concerned with the need to 
care for the evacuees, reunite families, and 
return them to their homes and jobs. There 
is a need for the ability to collect and pro-
cess mass fatalities. Finally, although the 
National Response Framework has been 
approved and released, greater coordina-
tion and education is required, particularly 
with updated Annexes. 

North Carolina

Mr. Mike Sprayberry, Deputy Director, 
North Carolina Emergency Management 
(NCEM), provided an extensive overview 
of the state’s catastrophe preparedness 
efforts. North Carolina has established a 
slush fund for disasters and preestablished 
emergency contracts that are cross-walked 
with FEMA Region IV to ensure there is 
no overlap, and the state annually coordi-
nates with its neighboring states on their 
evacuation plans. NCEM has developed a 
Coastal Region Sheltering and Evacuation 
Standard Operating Guide (CRES SOG) 
that addresses evacuation, transportation, 
sheltering, public information, and function-
ally and medically fragile populations to en-
sure a coordinated, orderly evacuation in 
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the 20 counties most at risk from a hurricane 
storm surge. The CRES SOG includes a 
behavioral analysis, evacuation routes, de-
cision matrix, and timelines, and it pairs at-
risk counties with host counties that will pro-
vide temporary sheltering. A second phase 
of the CRES SOG, beginning in 2008, will 
expand its scope to the entire state and 
create a condensed field operating guide. 
The state has produced a Highway Patrol 
hurricane checklist that makes troopers re-
sponsible for certain types of contact infor-
mation, knowledge of specific plans, and 
locations of resources within their area of 
responsibility. NCEM conducts an annual 
resource inventory assessment, including 
commodities, National Guard teams (e.g., 
people, equipment, and costs), and other 
FEMA-typed teams. Additionally, the state 
created and deploys an annual emergency 
support function (ESF) 6 Self-Assessment 
Tool to all its counties and the eastern band 
of the Cherokee Nation to determine mass 
care vulnerabilities. The state has estab-
lished pre-identified sheltering centers 
at community colleges, and equipped 20 
mobile companion animal trailers for rapid 
dispatch. To take advantage of economies 
of scale, the state has created a standard-
ized 7-day meal list for all their shelters. A 
standard operating guide outlining roles 
and responsibilities was developed for the 
state’s public information officers as well 
as 35 prescripted hurricane/storm evacu-
ation public information announcements. 
The state has created a flood inundation 
mapping and alert network that links flood 
gauges with notification capability to 911 
centers. 

Mr. Sprayberry identified various chal-
lenges that present themselves regarding 
catastrophic-event preparedness. NCEM 
has begun delineating fueling locations but 
requires additional input from the industry. 

North Carolina is concerned with support-
ing the logistics of rapid deployments of 
aircraft, buses, or ambulances for evacu-
ation. The primary focus for evacuees has 
been removing them from harm’s way; but 
to ease the transition to reentry or long-term 
housing solutions, a better method of track-
ing evacuees is warranted. To better inform 
decisions during an evacuation scenario, 
the state would like to create better links 
between existing models like SLOSH and 
the decision matrices in their CRES SOG. 
Finally, there needs to be better sharing of 
lessons learned and after action reports 
(AARs) from disasters and exercises from 
around the region and country. 

Pennsylvania

Ms. Evalyn Fisher, Director of the Bureau 
of Plans, Pennsylvania Emergency 
Management Agency (PEMA), provided a 
synopsis on behalf of Pennsylvania. Due 
to its size (i.e., 67 counties and ~2700 lo-
cal jurisdictions), Pennsylvania felt it was 
not feasible to create a statewide evacua-
tion plan. Therefore, it created a planning 
guide, the Pennsylvania Evacuation and 
Planning Implementation Guide, which 
provides guidance to develop an on-the-fly 
evacuation plan for an unexpected event, 
and guidance for deliberate advance no-
tice evacuation planning. The state has 
coordinated the creation of county and 
state animal response teams with trailers 
and equipment. Ms. Fisher indicated that 
the presence of critical regulated facilities 
with mandated evacuation plans, such as 
five nuclear power plants, 783 high haz-
ard dams, and 3171 SARA Title III sites 
has raised awareness and confidence in 
the state’s ability to accomplish an orderly 
evacuation. The state is pursuing a regu-
latory requirement for all facilities that of-
fer dependent care, including day cares, 
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private schools, and prisons, to have emer-
gency plans. This Commonwealth initia-
tive, Project PREPARE, has created a draft 
Dependent Care Facility Plan template and 
associated Guidebook to assist these fa-
cilities. Due to a strong commitment to 
public information, the state is funding and 
developing a citizen outreach strategy that 
will include print, radio, brochures, go kits, 
and Web site media. Pennsylvania has 
created a special needs workgroup and a 
Safe Schools emergency plan workgroup 
to assist the state with addressing these 
populations’ needs.

Ms. Fisher articulated the following con-
cerns for the state: Pennsylvania’s proxim-
ity to several major high-risk metropolitan 
areas makes the coordination of public in-
formation, resources, host facilities, evacu-
ation routes, and special needs a con-
cern. Sophisticated regional mapping with 
shared information like planned evacuation 
routes, shelters, hospitals, fuel locations, 
and other critical information is desired. 
Any regional catastrophic-event planning 
should be done in conjunction or coordi-
nation with current urban area evacuation 
planning. Pennsylvania is unsure of the be-
havior of its citizens during a catastrophic 
event and is concerned about the effective-
ness of messages, e.g., coordinated pro-
tective actions, prescripted messages, and 
variable message signboards. 

Virginia

Mr. Bruce Hopkins, Regional Coordinator 
for Northern Virginia, Virginia Department 
of Emergency Management (VDEM), re-
viewed the Commonwealth’s catastroph-
ic-event preparedness efforts. Virginia 
is currently engaged in two separate re-
gional planning efforts: in the NCR with the 
District and Maryland, and the Delmarva 
with Maryland and Delaware. Mr. Hopkins 

indicated that three evacuation plans have 
been developed: Delmarva and Hampton 
Roads for hurricane (notice) events and 
Northern Virginia (NOVA) for no-notice 
events. The Hampton Roads plan incor-
porates contra flow, traffic modeling, and 
behavioral analysis. The NOVA plan, de-
veloped in coordination with state and lo-
cal agencies as well as the National Park 
Service, addresses an evacuation from the 
District and incorporates lifting high occu-
pancy vehicle restrictions, eliminating tolls, 
closing inbound lanes, coordinating signals, 
and a public/private partnership with differ-
ent bus providers in Northern Virginia. By 
gubernatorial mandate, fuel suppliers must 
maintain a 10% reserve. The state conduct-
ed a survey that identified state colleges 
and universities as locations where 45,000 
evacuees (10% of anticipated Hampton 
Roads evacuees who would require tem-
porary shelter) could be housed. In 2007, 
legislation was initiated allowing (but not 
requiring) local Emergency Managers to 
review the plans of nursing homes and oth-
er special needs facilities. PIOs in NOVA 
have created a series of prescripted tem-
plates for use in an emergency. Using an-
ticipated hazards, information about where 
to go, school information, hotlines for more 
information, open shelters, and open and 
closed roads or transportation modes can 
quickly be added to the templates and 
disseminated. 

Mr. Hopkins enumerated a number of 
challenges that face the Commonwealth. 
Planning on such a large scale requires 
patience, time, and commitment to bot-
tom-up planning from all parties involved. 
Neighboring jurisdictions need a common 
operating picture consisting of accurate 
and shared information and expectations 
about plans, locations of routes and modes 
of transportation, capacity and locations 
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of mega-shelters, medical surge capac-
ity, prison surge, airport locations, traffic 
control points, debris removal, messaging, 
and rerouting of traffic. Additional coordina-
tion is needed with the federal government 
to ensure staggered releases during a 
Continuity of Operations (COOP) release. 
Accessibility to typed resources and evac-
uation-specific boards through WebEOC® 
is a priority. Regionally, there is a need to 
establish a common base layer for geo-
graphic data that would include the afore-
mentioned requirements. Communication 
is needed about planning with special 
needs individuals as well as public educa-
tion about evacuation specific terms.

West Virginia

Mr. David Hoge, Deputy Director of 
the Homeland Security and Safety 
Administration Agency, West Virginia 
Department of Military Affairs and Public 
Safety, provided an overview for West 
Virginia. Mr. Hoge indicated that while 
large in the geographic sense, West 
Virginia does not have the infrastructure to 
support a massive evacuation and is de-
vising a pass-through strategy. The state 
has begun a dialogue with FEMA Region 
V and neighboring states to the west re-
garding specific host locations (e.g., 
Cincinnati) and mutual aid arrangements 
because high-risk jurisdictions to the east 
will most likely be impacted and unable 
to assist. The state is investing in mobile 
message boards to facilitate the movement 
of people. In 2005, the state established an 
Urban-to-Rural Task Force (U2R) compris-
ing nine primary state agencies with key 
evacuation responsibilities (currently on hi-
atus to allow individual agencies to assess 
capacities and multistate planning process 
to catch up). West Virginia partnered with 
West Virginia University, the AHC, and The 

Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics 
Laboratory (JHU/APL) to research and de-
velop a proof of concept for the CATEVAC 
tool, which will aid in planning for a cata-
strophic event, allow decision makers at all 
levels to visualize the implications of their 
decisions internally and externally, and 
serve as a training and exercise device. In 
addition, the state conducted evacuation 
seminars in 2006 and 2007 and will host 
another in 2008 for a range of government 
agencies and the private sector. The state 
has created “hot” rest areas so that tour-
ists will have access to the Internet and up-
to-date emergency information throughout 
the state.

Mr. Hoge also identified several challenges 
that face the state in catastrophic-event 
preparedness. Planning for this type of 
event is a time-consuming effort that re-
quires repeated discussion and dialogue 
about the difference between a “really big” 
routine disaster and a truly catastrophic in-
cident. There is a critical need, given the 
lack of infrastructure in the state, to have 
well coordinated assumptions and plans 
within the region. Information such as po-
tential numbers of evacuees from hospitals, 
prisons, and/or nursing homes, locations of 
shelters, federal COOP procedures, demo-
graphics, and points of distribution must be 
identified and shared. Essential elements 
of public information need to be shared. 
Donations management is a serious con-
cern of the state as well. 
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Reports by Topics
During the Workshop, the eight states and 
the District gathered to discuss their efforts 
regarding catastrophic events. In addition 
to best practices, lessons learned, and a 
Federal report, the facilitated discussion 
drove out specific information in three dis-
crete areas: critical planning needs, public/
private sector opportunities or challeng-
es, and communication opportunities or 
challenges. 

FEMA Region III

Stakeholders from FEMA Region III States 
have come to the table to identify their 
core capabilities and gaps as they relate 
to All-Hazard scenarios. The creation of 
a regional executive oversight committee 
and a regional working group have brought 
stakeholders together in a unique partner-
ship to work together in support of one an-
other in the event of a natural or man-made 
disaster. In forming this partnership, these 
states, along with their respective FEMA 
partners, have laid the groundwork for col-
laboration and cooperation in the event of 
an emergency situation.

Best Practices

The following highlights current or ongoing 
collective best practices in the states and 
District.

Planning – There are several well devel-
oped regional plans (DETF, Trans Hudson, 
etc.) that involve high-risk areas. The re-
gional plans demonstrate coordination and 
collaboration among several states and lo-
cal jurisdictions. 

Resource Management – The states are 
in various stages of developing in-state 
resource management and asset track-
ing systems, forming partnerships with the 

private sector to speed response and re-
covery, and coordinating with the federal 
government and aid organizations to de-
termine expected aid.

Transportation – States are employing sev-
eral methods to aid in evacuations, such 
as co-locating their traffic management 
centers and EOCs, preestablishing agree-
ments with the private sector (e.g., bus 
companies), and, in critical areas, work-
ing with neighboring states to coordinate 
evacuation.

Communications – Several states have de-
veloped prescripted messages and citizen 
awareness materials that include maps 
with pre-identified evacuation routes and 
shelters.

Mass Care – States have identified in-state 
shelters and in several cases developed 
relationships between at-risk and host lo-
cations to ensure services will be provided 
for short-term care.

Lessons Learned

The group discussions identified the fol-
lowing key lessons learned:

Planning – To achieve regionally interoper-
able plans, it is critical to start with the ba-
sics: definitions, routes, shelter locations, 
and resources. Recognizing that planning 
for catastrophic events is not a quick pro-
cess but involves significant investment in 
time and energy, it is important to identify 
and engage the appropriate stakehold-
ers (all levels of government and the pri-
vate sector) during the planning phase. 
Furthermore, establishing a formalized 
working group is an effective way to en-
gage in this type of planning. 
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Resource Management – The states real-
ize that, prior to a disaster, it is very im-
portant to develop and share interoperable 
plans for logistics and distribution. 

Transportation – The states indicated that 
they often do not know if their evacuation 
routes align with neighboring jurisdictions 
and what resources will be available along 
these evacuation routes. They recognized 
the need to coordinate the evacuation route 
network to manage and resolve issues be-
fore an event. 

Communications – The states have recog-
nized the need to provide the public with a 
regionally consistent and believable mes-
sage and to educate the public prior to a 
disaster. They acknowledged that they are 
unsure of how the public will respond. The 
states understand that they need to ensure 
adequate interoperable communications 
and situational awareness capability along 
the entire length of evacuation routes, in-
cluding the receiving area. 

Mass Care – The states realize that they 
are not prepared for long-term mass care 
or for long-term housing near work; resto-
ration of industry, food, and other critical 
supplies; or family reunification. 

Special Needs – States are aware of the 
need to address gaps in capabilities for 
serving the special needs population by 
employing behavioral studies and expand-
ing relationships with advocacy groups to 
develop solutions. 

Critical Planning Needs

Discussion focused on the wide range of in-
formation required to plan for and respond 
to a catastrophic event. The group agreed 
that a coordinated regional preparedness 
approach would support increased re-
gional capabilities and safer evacuations. 
During the discussion, the following gaps 

and critical planning needs were identified 
by the states and the District: 

Establishing a formalized work structure •	
and governance framework that is key 
to engaging the region in catastrophic-
event preparedness; establishing who 
is in charge during a catastrophic event 
may prove to be a large concern 

Sharing and evaluating information •	
(common operating picture) from dif-
ferent jurisdictions regarding modes 
of transportation and routes that are 
planned; locations of various significant 
facilities such as medical care facilities, 
shelters, fuel supplies, etc; and inten-
tions for contra flow 

Facilitating maximum coordination •	
between the federal government and 
the region to ensure understand-
ing regarding the commodities and 
resources, points of distribution, and 
means of transport that FEMA will bring 
following a disaster

Sharing knowledge of existing •	
resources, assets, commodities, and 
memorandums of understanding 
(MOUs) within the Region (e.g., local, 
state, federal, private sector, nongov-
ernment) as well as how and where 
they may be accessed 

Coordinating among responsible agen-•	
cies to adopt a common base layer for 
sharing geographic data

Prioritizing personnel who will be essen-•	
tial to the dual, potentially conflicting 
responsibilities of protecting infrastruc-
ture and conducting an evacuation 

Ensuring adequate personnel for trans-•	
port to accomplish an evacuation 
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Understanding the motivations and •	
messages needed to accomplish an 
evacuation or stay-in-place order

Identifying locations of people who will •	
need transportation assistance, includ-
ing individuals with special needs and 
companion animals

Understanding the number of people •	
who may need temporary or long-term 
sheltering

Utilizing lessons learned from prior cat-•	
astrophic events and exercises 

Tracking evacuees during evacuation •	
to allow a smoother reentry or transi-
tion to a long term housing solution 

Public/Private Sector 
Opportunities or Challenges 

Discussion centered on how the emergen-
cy management community must manage 
response and recovery from a disaster, yet 
emergency managers often have limited 
awareness of the resources and capabili-
ties available from the private sector. The 
group agreed that implementing an overall, 
coordinated preparedness approach to se-
curing and using private sector resources 
would increase regional capability. The fol-
lowing highlights private sector opportuni-
ties or challenges presented by the states 
and the District:

Developing prescripted contracts that •	
have been shared statewide so mul-
tiple agencies or counties can all use 
them

Increasing private sector partnership •	
activities before a disaster to better 
identify resources that may be avail-
able and utilized after a disaster 

Using the university system as a think •	
tank to identify best practices before a 
disaster

Partnering with private bus companies •	
while maintaining their ability to con-
duct business 

Partnering with the private sector to •	
help monitor and mitigate potential 
threats or hazards 

Linking to business resources through •	
Business Executives for National 
Security (BENS)

Communication Opportunities 
or Challenges 

The group identified the need for predisas-
ter planning that includes situational aware-
ness, behavioral studies, and public edu-
cation. The states and the District identified 
the following communication challenges:

Developing the capability to estab-•	
lish a common operating picture with 
evacuation-specific boards for emer-
gency management tools (such as 
WebEOC®, Incident Master™, and 
E Team, etc.) that would include assets, 
locations, etc. 

Developing a redundant, interoperable •	
information-sharing environment within 
the region that links existing and future 
emergency management tools 

Teaching/preparing the public year-•	
round to know what to do before an 
evacuation, which may require con-
ducting regional behavioral studies to 
determine the best mechanism and 
funding to develop effective citizen 
outreach strategies in print, radio, bro-
chures, and Web sites 
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Providing a unified, credible voice of •	
authority during a regional disaster 

Developing prescripted messages for •	
public information officers using com-
mon scenarios and terminology 

Communicating with special needs •	
populations (to include the disabled and 
non-English speaking communities)

Reaching transient populations, includ-•	
ing the tourism industry 

Developing new methods of communi-•	
cation (text messaging, e-mail, etc.) to 
reach a younger and highly connected 
audience
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Regional Findings and 
Recommendations 
The following findings and recommenda-
tions are the result of review and analysis 
of the information workshop participants 
provided. They serve a threefold purpose: 
1) to increase regional coordination be-
tween states regarding catastrophic-event 
preparedness, 2) to identify regional gaps 
in catastrophic-event preparedness, and 
3) to support significant resource savings 
across the region.

Policy

Finding 1: During a catastrophic-event 
evacuation, transportation personnel will 
be tasked to move evacuees to safety, 
which generally will require the personnel 
to work for longer hours than allowed by 
established regulations.

Recommendation 1: Review state laws to 
determine whether there is a need to cre-
ate waivers to operating policies in emer-
gency situations (e.g., driver hours, school 
buses being driven by available qualified 
personnel, etc.).

Finding 2: Many plans and policies in the 
Region stipulate that law enforcement 
personnel are responsible for increased 
protective measures around critical infra-
structure during a heightened state of 
alert, including during a catastrophic event. 
These same personnel are essential for 
coordinating security and evacuation dur-
ing a catastrophic event.

 Recommendation 2: Review existing plans 
and procedures and eliminate conflicts 
over the commitment of state and local law 
enforcement personnel. Identify potential 
federal and private resources to monitor 
and protect critical infrastructures during 
catastrophic events. 

Governance

Finding 3: The Mid-Atlantic States agreed 
that it is critical to have a common operat-
ing picture to gain a better understanding of 
what each other are already doing and to 
establish a method for future coordinated 
regional efforts regarding catastrophic-
event preparedness. The states agreed to 
a formalized working arrangement. They 
created a draft charter that represents a 
vision and a basic operational framework 
for implementing a coordinated approach 
for regional catastrophic-event prepared-
ness. The parties have established a 
working group and an executive oversight 
committee; agreed upon a basic project 
description, common goals and objectives, 
assumptions and constraints, and prelimi-
nary milestones; and are in the process of 
finalizing the charter.

Recommendation 3a: Ratify the char-
ter and commit to ongoing activities that 
further the Region’s catastrophic-event 
preparedness. 

Recommendation 3b: Cultivate additional 
partnerships with entities to include coun-
ties and municipalities, academia, non-
profit or nongovernmental entities, and the 
private sector. Ensure their resources and 
capabilities are incorporated into the plan-
ning process.

Research and Development

Finding 4: Existing tools and technologies 
are limited in their ability to effectively model 
or simulate a mass evacuation event. This 
is critical to support decision-making across 
a large geographical area crossing multiple 
jurisdictional boundaries.
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Recommendation 4: Further develop 
and deploy regional evacuation-specific, 
interoperable tools that enhance the com-
mon operating picture and facilitate plan-
ning, training, exercising, and ultimately 
response for a catastrophic event. 

Finding 5: Evacuation planning and pre-
paredness have not focused on the ingress 
of large numbers of people and their impact 
upon the resources and capabilities of 
potential host communities. 

Recommendation 5a: Consider further 
human behavior studies relevant to mass 
ingress to help depict and quantify popula-
tion behavior and expectations so they can 
be modeled effectively, and the models 
may be used to enhance planning, training 
and decision-making. 

Recommendation 5b: Evaluate current 
evacuation routes and current plans to bet-
ter understand the implications to host com-
munities. Use this information to enhance 
modeling and simulation technologies that 
will ultimately support overall improved 
regional coordination, response, reception 
and resource management.

Finding 6: Although many states reported 
having conducted behavioral analyses 
or having heard of other studies that had 
been done, the consensus was that deci-
sion-makers in the region need better data 
to anticipate the public’s response to mes-
saging and specific government requests 
such as evacuation orders or stay-in-place 
orders during local disasters and regional 
catastrophic events. 

Recommendation 6: Survey existing 
behavioral studies in the region; search 
for best practices from around the coun-
try. Determine their applicability across this 
region and, if warranted, conduct a region-
wide behavioral study.

Finding 7: The states observed that they 
have individually conducted hazard vul-
nerability assessments (HVA) as part of 
past preparedness efforts. However, they 
believe the identified hazards have not 
been assessed regionally to develop a 
collective understanding of their common 
risks. 

Recommendation 7: Survey existing HVAs 
to determine shared hazards and vulner-
abilities or identify gaps therein. Determine 
if existing HVAs are sufficient. Compare to 
the 15 National Planning Scenarios, and 
conduct a regionwide HVA if necessary. 

Planning 

Finding 8: Existing planning efforts are 
hampered by a lack of thorough under-
standing and two-way communication 
regarding current local, regional, state, and 
federal plans, procedures, and resources. 
Gaps, incorrect assumptions, and resource 
conflicts will have significant implications 
during a regional catastrophic event.

Recommendation 8a: Survey existing 
plans, policies, procedures, and resources 
across the region to identify where links 
already exist, gaps in plans or resources 
occur, and incorrect assumptions persist. 

Recommendation 8b: Establish a tem-
plate that includes standardized sections 
and common terminology and definitions 
for catastrophic-event planning, which will 
ensure the plans at all levels of government 
are not in conflict and are interoperable. 

Recommendation 8c: Review existing 
MOUs in the region to include local, state, 
federal (e.g., FEMA Regions 2, 3, and 4 
plus adjacent regions), Urban Area Security 
Initiatives (UASIs), private sector, and non-
governmental entities. Remove potential 
conflicts.
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Finding 9: Much planning for catastrophic 
events revolves around knowing with great 
specificity the geographical location of criti-
cal resources and key routes. The states 
recognize there is no single, common stan-
dard amongst them for sharing this type of 
geographic data. 

Recommendation 9: Establish a regionally 
agreed-upon base layer—or primary layer 
for spatial reference—upon which other 
layers are built. Examples of a base layer 
are property parcels or street centerlines. 
This will facilitate the exchange of geo-
graphic data and help develop a regional 
common operating picture. 

Resource Management

Finding 10: The states acknowledged 
that coordinating the logistics of receiv-
ing, managing, and distributing essential 
commodities, resources (expendables and 
assets), and donations will be one of the 
most difficult problems they will face during 
the response and early recovery phases of 
any regional catastrophic event. 

Recommendation 10a: Develop a regional 
interoperable resource management data-
base to track and share information in 
real time regarding assets, consumable 
and nonconsumable commodities, and 
donations.

Recommendation 10b: Encourage full 
federal participation in planning efforts to 
include sharing such information as pre-
identified points of distribution, standard 
operating procedures for delivering and 
managing commodities, and lists and quan-
tities of pre-identified commodities that the 
Region should expect to receive.

Recommendation 10c: Develop Regional 
transportation and distribution protocols for 
resources, commodities, and donations. 
Consider collaborative opportunities with 

the private sector partners with specific 
expertise in just-in-time distribution (e.g. 
ordering, tracking, moving, and receiving 
goods). 

Transportation

Finding 11: Knowledge of planned inter-
state evacuation routes and modes of 
transport is inconsistent across the states 
and nonexistent in some. 

Recommendation 11a: Create a com-
mon regional map that identifies existing 
planned evacuation routes and modes of 
transport across the region. In addition, 
regionally agreed-upon key resources that 
are essential for a successful evacuation 
should be delineated such as shelters, 
points of distribution, fuel, medical facili-
ties, etc.

Recommendation 11b: Develop and deploy 
evacuation-specific, interoperable tools 
that enhance the common operating pic-
ture and facilitate planning, training, and 
exercising for a catastrophic event. 

Recommendation 11c: Devise a regionally 
consistent checklist for evacuation imple-
menters. It should outline pertinent contact 
information, evacuation plans and routes, 
communications plans, areas of responsi-
bility, and changes from preceding years.

Recommendation 11d: Establish a regional 
network of rest stops to share key informa-
tion like evacuation routes and key facili-
ties in multiple media (print and electronic) 
for tourists and travelers. 

Communication

Finding 12: Internal communications (e.g., 
government to government, partner to part-
ner) during a catastrophic event are critical 
for life safety in the region. Currently, states, 
localities, and the federal government 
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are using incompatible emergency man-
agement systems that have limited or no 
interoperability. This greatly hinders the 
ability to create a common operating pic-
ture during a disaster.

Recommendation 12: Develop a redundant, 
interoperable information-sharing environ-
ment within the region that links existing 
and future emergency management tools 
like WebEOC®, Incident Master™, and 
E Team.

Finding 13: Individual states have been 
working to ensure that consistent messages 
are received by the general public and the 
media during a crisis, but there is a need 
for a more coordinated effort regionally.

Recommendation 13a: Create preidenti-
fied, prescripted regional messages, cor-
responding to identified regional hazards, 
that can be quickly edited and dissemi-
nated across the region. 

Recommendation 13b: Preidentify regional 
media venues including radio, television, 
newsprint, and Internet media and proce-
dures for disseminating messages region-
wide. Coordinate with media partners prein-
cident to develop relationships, create joint 
messages, and participate in exercises. 

Recommendation 13c: Create a regional 
communication portal with a push/pull 
capability where citizens/residents either 
access current information regarding an 
incident or sign up for geographically spe-
cific electronic notification regarding an 
incident.

Finding 14: Although there is widespread 
support for public education initiatives that 
motivate the general public to engage in 
preparedness activities and adhere to rec-
ommendations and mandates during a cat-
astrophic event, efforts across the region 
are at best uneven. 

Recommendation 14a: Develop a multi-
media regional citizen outreach strategy 
including at a minimum print, radio, bro-
chures, go kits, Web sites, etc., which could 
be adapted easily to specific localities and 
communicated continually. 

Recommendation 14b: Build an emer-
gency management curriculum focused 
on prevention, preparedness, response, 
recovery, and mitigation for deployment in 
school systems across the region. 

Recommendation 14c: Create and deploy 
a validated, standards-based training pro-
gram focused on evacuation decision-mak-
ing and response operations for delivery to 
decision-makers with a stake in evacua-
tions including government, private sector, 
nonprofit, etc. 

Mass Care

Finding 15: Much time and effort has been 
devoted to providing mass care-related 
services (immediate shelter, food, basic 
first aid, bulk distribution of personal care 
items, determining decontamination needs, 
etc.), but these resource-consuming efforts 
in the region have been undertaken largely 
by individual entities in an uncoordinated 
fashion.

Recommendation 15a: Establish an agreed-
upon minimum number of refugees that the 
region should be prepared to shelter.

Recommendation 15b: Pre-identify and 
share geographic locations, routes and 
capacities of shelters, reception centers, 
and comfort stations; include capabilities 
for special needs, medical care, and com-
panion animal care.

Recommendation 15c: Establish agree-
ments with private sector partners such as 
hotels, apartments, and corporate housing 
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agencies within the region to develop a 
long-term sheltering solution.

Recommendation 15d: Identify and share 
geographic locations, routes, and capacities 
of hospitals and other medical resources. 

Recommendation 15e: Design and deploy 
a tracking mechanism for evacuees, in par-
ticular those in temporary housing, to ease 
the transition to long term housing or facili-
tate reentry. 

Special Needs

Finding 16: The group highlighted the dif-
ficulties that the special needs popula-
tions present during a catastrophic event. 
Individual efforts in planning for special 

needs varied widely. Additional under-
standing is critical to providing timely and 
effective response during a catastrophic 
event.

Recommendation 16a: Conduct behavioral 
studies to determine the most effective way 
to communicate with and assist various 
special needs groups, including individuals 
needing medical attention or personal care 
beyond basic first aid due to physical or 
mental impairment, non-English speaking 
communities, hearing and sight impaired, 
elderly, and pet care/handling.

Recommendation 16b: Develop an inclu-
sive and widely accepted definition of spe-
cial needs for use throughout the region.
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We would also like to thank the following State Representatives who provided their time 
as subject matter experts and panelists: 

Delaware: Mr. David Hake, Principal Planner, Delaware Emergency Management 
Agency

District of Columbia: Ms. Katie McDonald, Deputy Director, District of Columbia Homeland 
Security and Emergency Management Agency

Maryland: Mr. Jon Ayscue, Mitigation and Recovery Manager, Maryland Emergency 
Management Agency

New Jersey: Mr. Joseph Picciano, Deputy Director, New Jersey Office of Homeland 
Security and Preparedness

New York: Mr. David DeMatteo, Branch Director for State and Local Planning, New York 
State Emergency Management Office

North Carolina: Mr. Mike Sprayberry, Deputy Director, North Carolina Emergency 
Management

Pennsylvania: Ms. Evalyn Fisher, Director, Bureau of Plans for the Pennsylvania Emergency 
Management Agency

Virginia: Mr. Bruce Hopkins, Regional Coordinator for Northern Virginia, Virginia Department 
of Emergency Management

West Virginia: Mr. David Hoge, Deputy Director Homeland Security and Safety Administration 
Agency, West Virginia Department of Military Affairs and Public Safety (WVDMAPS) 

The workshop was well attended, with representation from academia and nonprofit orga-
nizations; government entities including federal, state, and local partners; and the private 
sector.






