OMB Control No.: 1670-0017

Expiration Date: 9/30/2013



[image: image13.png]vy Homeland
% Security




[image: image14.png]




Table of Contents

1SCIP Implementation Report Overview


2Part 1.  SCIP Implementation Update


2State Overview


22011 Activities & Accomplishments


4Challenges


5Vision and Mission


5Governance


7Standard Operating Procedures


8Technology


11Training and Exercises


13Usage


16Part 2: NECP Assessments & Reports


16Background


16Goal 1 – 2010 Indianapolis 500


16Goal 2 Compliance


16Capabilities Assessment – Preliminary Analysis & Data


24Performance Evaluation – Preliminary Analysis & Data


26Appendix 1: Capabilities Assessment


28Appendix 2: Evaluation


29Appendix 3: Goal 1 After Action Report/Improvement Plan (AAR)/(IP)




Paperwork Reduction Act: The public reporting burden to complete this information collection is estimated at 6 hours per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and the completing and reviewing the collected information.  An agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a currently valid OMB control number and expiration date.  Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden to DHS/NPPD/CS&C/OEC Adrienne Werner, 2020-343-1613  ATTN: PRA [1670-0017].
SCIP Implementation Report Overview

The Statewide Communication Interoperability Plan (SCIP) Implementation Report provides an annual update on Indiana’s progress in achieving the initiatives and strategic vision identified in the SCIP.  Further, this information provides OEC with a clearer understanding of Indiana’s capabilities, needs, and strategic direction for achieving interoperability statewide.  
· Part 1, “SCIP Implementation Update” of the report was completed by the Statewide Interoperability Coordinator (SWIC) or Statewide Communication Interoperability Plan (SCIP) Point of Contact (POC).  As required by Congress, States provide updates and changes to the status of their Statewide Interoperable Communications Plans in this section.  Each State created a SCIP in 2007 and all have been regularly updated.  The template sections match those required in the original SCIP, and extensive instructions were provided to the States to understand the requirements of these sections and assist in the development of their SCIPs.  The initiatives within each report include milestones identified in the NECP which will be standardized, as well as State-specific efforts.  

· Part 2, “County/County-Equivalent Interoperability Communications Assessment,” was completed by the designated county or county-equivalent and submitted to the SWIC or SCIP POC.  Goal 2 of the NECP states that by the end of 2011, 75 percent of non-UASI (Urban Areas Security Initiative) jurisdictions are able to demonstrate response-level emergency communications within one hour for routine events involving multiple jurisdictions and agencies.  This section of template will provide OEC with broader capability data across the lanes of the Interoperability Continuum which are key indicators of consistent success in response-level communications. 
· Part 3, “NECP Goal 2 Methodology” was completed in the 2010 SCIP Implementation Report and is not included in this report.
Part 1.  SCIP Implementation Update

State Overview

Indiana has been methodical about addressing the interoperable communications gaps identified in the 2007 Statewide Interoperable Communications Plan (SCIP). In addition to addressing these gaps, the year 2011 presented the state with additional opportunities and challenges. From superbowl planning to snow emergencies to shaking bedrock, 2011 was a year that, like all others, demonstrated the importance of interoperable communications planning in Indiana.   
2011 Activities & Accomplishments
NLE 2011 – “Shaking Bedrock” Indiana played a major role in planning and participating in the National Level Earthquake Exercise which occurred in late May 2011.  Exercising communications plans and capabilities was a major function of the exercise.
CASM Database  – Indiana took on – and completed -  the massive project of fully populating  the state Communication Assets System &Mapping (CASM) database.  This project is a deep, layered effort, with detailed accurate information from each of the thousands of public safety agencies – no matter how small – across the state.  As a result of this project, Indiana now has what is possibly the most complete, useable database in the country.

District TICP Plans – Information pulled from the newly-populated CASM database was used to create District Technical Interoperable Communications Plans (TICPs).  Each District plan follows a newly-developed state base plan/template.
Inter-State Interoperability
During 2011, Indiana continued interoperability discussions with neighboring states.  In addition to active participation in the FEMA Region V RECCWG (Regional Emergency Communications Coordinating Working Group) and NCSWIC (National Council of Statewide Interoperability Coordinators), Indiana coordinated recurring meetings with several states.  These discussions resulted in 
· a Regional TICP between four  Louisville, KY-area counties and three Indiana counties - Clark, Floyd and Harrison;
· a cross-border interoperable “patch” established between Ohio MARCS and Indiana SAFE-T;
· similar plans for cross-border interoperability with Michigan and Illinois.
Statewide Interoperability Executive Committee (SIEC) – In 2010, the Integrated Public Safety Commission and the Indiana Department of Homeland Security worked together to align a local governance process with homeland security strategy/goals.  During 2011, the SIEC continued to meet,  strengthen policies and procedures, and emerge as true leaders in the interoperable communications community. This district governance structure serves as a continuous-flow conduit for plans, SOPs and other communications issues. 
In 2011, the members of the SIEC took advantage of a Governance Workshop conducted by OEC.
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Rebanding/Narrowbanding
Following years of negotiations, a final milestone in the 800 MHz Rebanding project was reached in 2011.  A  signed Frequency Reallocation Agreement (FRA) means that the state can proceed with the infrastructure rebanding phase.  The state plans to “touch” the conventional, mutual aid channels first and then will progress to the trunked sites after the January 1, 2012.  A 12/31/2013 end date for the entire rebanding project has been established.  
Indiana is using the Rebanding process as an opportunity to program National Interoperability Channels into radios
IDHS has made VHF/UHF narrowbanding grants available to districts/counties.
Emergency Support Function (ESF) 2
The Integrated Public Safety Commission serves as the lead ESF2 (Communications Infrastructure) agency in the state Emergency Operations Center (EOC).  As such, IPSC is responsible for coordinating the resources and personnel to meet the overall communications-related needs of the State before, during and after emergency or disaster events.
In preparation for NLE2011, several IPSC staff members intensified their  EOC and ESF training in 2011.  Additionally, the agency hosted a series of meetings with public and private partner agencies – entities that will be involved in communications infrastructure restoration following a natural or man-made disaster.  These partner agencies included representatives from AT&T; Verizon; Indiana Broadcasters Association;  Indiana Office of Technology; Civil Air Patrol;  National Weather Service; and others.

Statewide CAD/RMS System - With its first mission accomplished, IPSC is now focused upon next generation public safety communications: integrated public safety data sharing.  Indiana is using American Reinvestment & Recovery Act (ARRA) grant funds to invest in a multi-agency multi-jurisdiction interoperable Computer Aided Dispatch/Records Management System (CAD/RMS).  The plans for implementing the system were based upon the highly successful build-out of the statewide interoperable voice communications system. Initial deployment, testing and acceptance occurred at the Indiana State Police Regional Dispatch Center in Bloomington and is now “live” in all State Police regions. Following final acceptance, the system will be made available to local, county and state agencies who wish to participate.

Public Safety Data Interoperability & Integration Project 
Indiana took on an additional interoperability challenge in 2011 - integrating digital information/ disparate formats using well defined, highly repeatable business processes.  The IDEX Project brought together 16 state agencies, 1 federal agency and 2 local associations to develop the architecture and implementation plan for data sharing. standards based on NIEM: XML-based standard language, JIEM process models, GFIPM security and JRA service-oriented architecture. The Proof-of-concept/ foundational system has been installed and is now operational.
4th Annual Indiana Interoperable Communications Conference

One of the greatest successes of the past several years continues to be the annual Indiana Interoperable Communications Conference.  Three hundred public safety professionals from a myriad of disciplines, agencies and levels of government gather for a two-day conference to focus on important communication issues.  This year’s conference, held September 20-21 in Indianapolis, offered workshops on amateur radio, district SOPs and plans, and a keynote address from Admiral Thad Allen, Incident Commander for Hurricane Katrina and the Gulf Oil Spill.
Challenges
One of Indiana’s largest interoperable communications challenges  lies in addressing system limitation and growth issues.  Ironically, IPSC’s success is a major contributing factor to its biggest challenge.  SAFE-T, when purchased more than ten (10) years ago, was designed using the latest network architecture and server technology.  The system was strategically designed to support both analog and digital voice technology, capable of operating with older 800MHz systems, as well as newer digital radio systems.  Today, SAFE-T supports a significant mix of both technologies, each with its’ own capacity and life cycle. The current system allows a maximum of 64,000 radio ids.  More than 55,000 ID’s are configured in the SAFE-T database today, and thousands more are “reserved” for local agencies that have used federal grants to purchase radios.  

The extraordinary success of the SAFE-T network, along with technology lifecycle issues, has brought Indiana to a communications crossroads.  During their March 25, 2010 meeting, the Integrated Public Safety Commission stated,
“...Recognizing the growth limits and life cycle/road map of the Hoosier SAFE-T system, and recognizing the direction of public safety communications systems toward open architecture Project 25, it seems an appropriate long term objective to migrate to the next generation technology contained in the P25 national standards.”

Planning new technology implementation during an environment of serious financial difficulty and diminishing revenues is difficult, at best.  That, when coupled with the many challenges we face prolonging the life of SAFE-T, pale in comparison to the effort and total costs associated with an upgrade and migration to the next generation technology. The Indiana SWIC/IPSC will continue to explore solutions that will address this issue.

Additionally, an ever-increasing threat is the loss of federal funding.  The dramatic decrease in federal funding has not been matched with a decrease in federal requirements.  Of particular concern is NECP Goal 3, and the time/financial commitment it will take to measure and report this measure. 
Vision and Mission

The State SCIP has a timeframe of 5 years (December 2007 – December 2012).
Vision:  Indiana will continue to build upon its foundation and, using the gaps identified in the Statewide Communications Interoperability Plan (SCIP), will strengthen the interoperable communications environment throughout the State.
Mission: Indiana’s primary mission is to facilitate statewide public safety communications.  Indiana will provide an interoperable and reliable public safety communications system to all Hoosier first responders and public safety professionals for use during routine, emergency and task force situations. Our goal is to strengthen community safety and security by minimizing the financial and technological barriers to interoperable communications through interagency cooperation.
Governance

Indiana’s well established, statutorily defined statewide governance structure for interoperable communications meets or exceeds national standards.  The Integrated Public Safety Commission (IPSC), established in 1999 (IC 5-26-2), is made up of 12 members as follows:

· A sheriff appointed by the governor.

· A chief of police appointed by the governor.

· A fire chief appointed by the governor.

· A head of an emergency medical services provider appointed by the governor.

· A mayor appointed by the governor.

· A county commissioner appointed by the governor.

· A representative of campus law enforcement appointed by the governor.

· A representative of the private sector appointed by the governor.

· The superintendent of the state police department, who represents the state agency public safety committee.

· The special agent from the Indiana office of the Federal Bureau of Investigation or designee.

· An individual appointed by the speaker of the House of Representatives.

· An individual appointed by the president pro tempore of the senate.

The Indiana SCIP identified a gap, however, with local governance. To address this gap, in 2010 the IPSC adopted the ten (10) IDHS Homeland Security Districts as the basis for expanding and improving regional and local interoperable communications governance and planning.  Each of the ten Districts has    a representative serving as a voting member of the formal advisory committee to the Integrated Public Safety Commission.  This group, formerly named the IPSC Policy Subcommittee, has been renamed the Statewide Interoperability Executive Committee (SIEC).  These District representatives join current members representing the State Agency Public Safety Committee (SAPSC), local Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) agencies, and non-governmental representatives.

The SIEC became fully active in 2010, held several meetings, elected a chair and vice-chair, and hosted the 2010 Indiana Interoperable Communications Conference.  For more about the SIEC, download the white paper, Interoperable Governance for Interoperable Communications, Strengthening Indiana’s Regional/Local Governance Process .

Governance Initiatives

The following table outlines the strategic governance initiatives, gaps, owners, and milestone dates listed in the Indiana SCIP..  
	Initiative 
	Gap
	Owner
	Milestone Date
	Status

	NECP Initiatives

	Establish a full-time statewide interoperability coordinator or equivalent position. 
	No Gap
	IPSC
	December 2008
	Complete

	 Incorporate the recommended membership into the Statewide Interoperability Governing Body (SIGB)
. 
	No Gap
	Governor; Legislature
	Established  IN Code 5-26-2 (1999)
	Complete

	Establish the SIGB as an official governing body.
	No Gap
	Governor; Legislature
	Established  IN Code 5-26-2 (1999)
	Complete

	Additional State Initiatives

	Establish statewide and district user groups to facilitate implementation of the SCIP.
	No Gap
	IPSC
	2009
	Complete

	Conduct biennial SCIP review to update the plan
	Federal requirements, need to realign and adjust plan
	IPSC
	May 2009
May 2011
	Complete/
In Progress

	Establish data interoperability (IDEX) process 
	No Gap
	IDHS
IPSC
	March, 2011
	Complete

	Regional Emergency Communications Working Groups (RECWG); FEMA Region 5 particiation
	Extend reach of interstate interoperable communications
	IPSC
FEMA
	
	Ongoing


Standard Operating Procedures

In the 2007 SCIP, Indiana self-identified Standard Operating Procedures as falling in the “Moderate” range of the interoperability continuum.  Because this lane was identified as a gap, the state has invested significant resources to closing the gap, including statewide SOP workshops; establishing an online repository; and targeting annual Indiana Interoperable Communications Conference sessions towards strengthening SOPs. 
Starting in  2010 and continuing through 2011, Indiana made a huge investment in closing the gap by directing significant Interoperable Emergency Communications Grant Program (IECGP) funds towards the development of District Tactical Interoperable Communications Plans (TICPs). Using a state base plan, each of the 10 state Homeland Security Districts is currently in the process of developing their TICP.  All districts will have completed plans by March, 2011.  In turn, these plans can/will be used as a uniform template for county communications plans as they go through revisions. 

SOP Initiatives

The following table outlines the SOP strategic initiatives, gaps, owners, and milestone dates listed in the Indiana SCIP.
	Initiative
	Gap
	Owner 
	Milestone Date 
	Status

	NECP Initiatives

	Tactical planning among Federal, State, local, and tribal governments occurs at the regional interstate level.
	Coordinated, effective emergency communications
	IPSC/IDHS Districts
	March 2011 – all 10 District TICPS to be complete
	Complete

	All Federal, State, local and tribal emergency response providers within UASI jurisdictions implement the Communications and Information Management section of the National Incident Management System (NIMS).
	Coordinated, effective incident management
	IDHS/Indianapolis area communications agencies
	September 2008 (state)
	Complete

	Incorporate the use of existing nationwide interoperability channels into SOPs.
	Cross platform interoperability
	IPSC/IDHS Districts/Local Agencies
	Ongoing.  Incorporated in District TICPs 2011
	Complete

	Update SCIP to reflect plans to eliminate coded substitutions throughout the Incident Command System (ICS).
	Clear communications regardless of agency or jurisdiction
	IPSC
	May 2009
	Complete

	Define alternate/backup capabilities in emergency communications plans.
	System Redundancy
	SIEC/County  EMAs
	September 2011
	Complete

	Additional State Initiatives

	Establish an online repository for SOPs (NetPlanner)
	Easy access of SOPs 
	IDHS
	January 2009
	Complete

	Create a Common Language Working Group to promote common language protocol among  first responders
	Clear, cross agency/jurisdiction communications
	SIEC
	July 2011
	In Progress

	Maximize Amateur Radio User Community by continuing to expand integration of radio amateur technology partners with public safety interoperable communications 
	System Redundancy
	IDHS/IPSC
	Ongoing
	In Progress

	Hold district meetings to share/develop SOPs
	Non-existent/inconsistent SOPs
	IPSC
	Throughout 2010
	Complete


Technology

Local first responders and elected officials in Indiana met in the late 1990s and formulated a plan to build and implement an all-inclusive, technologically feasible interoperable public safety communications system which could support both voice and data communications.  This locally-driven strategic plan was completed in 1998 and laid the foundation of Project Hoosier SAFE-T.  
Today, thousands of Indiana first responders use the SAFE-T network as their primary communications system.  SAFE-T also provides emergency interoperable communications capabilities for hundreds of additional public safety agencies across the State, operating primarily on legacy systems.  Although the State’s strategic plan is more than 10 years old, it contained much of the information, strategy, and methodology required to formulate the SCIP. 
Participation in Project Hoosier SAFE-T is voluntary and agencies pay no access or monthly user fees.  Agencies that choose to participate in SAFE-T provide their own user equipment, including dispatch consoles, radios, and mobile radio modems and computers, which they can buy through a State quantity purchase agreement.  Indiana has funded the build-out of the SAFE-T backbone and subsequent maintenance and operations costs through 2019.  Future growth and migration to the next generation technology beyond 2019 will occur through additional funding requests to the State General Assembly.  

Major Systems

The following tables list the major systems in Indiana and include those used for solely interoperable communications, large regional systems specifically designed to provide interoperability solutions, and large wireless data networks.
	State Systems

(Name)
	Description

(Type, frequency, P25 compliance, etc.)
	Status

(Existing, planned, etc.)

	Project Hoosier SAFE-T 
	Motorola 4.1 Astro Smartzone Omni-Link 800 MHz trunked voice system and Motorola Private Data TAC mobile data system. It supports both analog and digital radios, providing 95% mobile radio coverage statewide, with 95% reliability for portable on the street use within the coverage area. More than 55,000 user ids registered in network database.
	Existing

	Statewide Computer Aided Dispatch/ Records Management System (CAD/RMS)
	In addition to CAD/RMS, provides Mobile Data Device & Field Based Reporting; Mapping/GIS; Automatic Vehicle Location.
	Under Construction


	Regional Systems

(Name)
	Description

(Type, frequency, P25 compliance, etc.)
	Status

(Existing, planned, etc.)

	City of  Fort Wayne/Allen County
	800 MHz
	Existing 

	Cities of Hammond &  East Chicago 
	800 MHz
	Existing

	Hamilton County 
	800 MHz
	Existing

	Howard County 
	800 MHz
	Existing

	Indiana Department of Corrections 
	800 MHz
	Existing

	Indianapolis/Marion County, MECA
	800 MHz Motorola SmartNet trunked
	Existing

	Steuben County 
	800 MHz
	Existing

	Tippecanoe County 
	800 MHz 
	Existing

	Vanderburgh County
	800 MHz M/A-COMM
	Existing

	Indiana Law Enforcement Network (ILEEN)
	VHF dedicated calling & mutual aid frequency. Note: Law enforcement agencies are abandoning use of ILEEN as Project Hoosier SAFE-T becomes more widespread
	Existing

	Indiana Health Emergency Response Network (IHERN)
	VHF & UHF frequencies used by  fire, EMS, and hospitals
	Existing


Technology Initiatives

The following table outlines  the technology strategic  initiatives, gaps, owners, and milestone dates listed in the Indiana SCIP.
	Initiative 

(Name / Purpose)
	Gap

(Brief Description)
	Owner (Agency, Department, and/or POC)
	Milestone Date (Month/Year)
	Status (Complete, In Progress, Not Started)

	NECP Initiatives

	Program nationwide interoperability channels into all existing emergency responder radios.
	Mutual Aid interoperability
	IPSC/SIEC
	Dec. 2012
	In Progress

	Additional State Initiatives

	Expand the number of channels at 10 sites in three central Indiana counties:  Boone, Hendricks, and Johnson
	System Resources
	IPSC
	June 2008
	Complete

	800 MHz Rebanding:  Assess approximately 50,000 SAFE-T radios to determine whether they must be retuned, reprogrammed, or replaced in order to operate using the newly allocated frequency pairs
	Operability on newly allocated 800 MHz frequency pairs.
	IPSC
	March 2009
	Complete

	Invest PSIC $1.4 million to directly supply local responders with 800 MHz radios 
	Local agencies unable to afford equipment
	IDHS/IPSC
	Fiscal Year 2007
	Complete

	Use the Communications Assets Survey and Mapping (CASM) tool to conduct an updated and actual portrait of the current systems in use across the State
	Planning/Gap Analysis
	IPSC
	February, 2010
	Complete

	Purchase and distribute Broadband Global Area Network (BGAN) satellite Internet Protocol (IP) based units; Cisco “Office in a Box” units and two 1.2 meter satellite dishes.
	System Redundancy
	IDHS
	Dec. 2008
	Complete

	Make investment in a second mobile Intelli-repeater (MIRS)
	System Redundancy
	IPSC/IDHS
	
	Complete

	Advance data communications interoperability between the State Emergency Operations Center (EOC) and its 92 counties via WebEOC
	Technology gaps
	IDHS
	December 2009
	Complete

	Make surplus equipment available for bid to public safety agencies not yet operating on the statewide platform
	Equipment needs vs. ability to purchase
	IPSC
	Ongoing
	Complete

	Invest in increased capacity for the microwave network 
	Upgrade backhaul for data interoperability requirements 
	Indiana State Police (ISP)
	Ongoing throughout 2010, 2011
	Complete

	800 MHz Rebanding:  Assess system infrastructure equipment for each of the communications in order to operate using the newly allocated frequency pairs
	Operability on newly allocated 800 MHz frequency pairs.
	IPSC
	Ongoing
	In Progress

	Comply with NDEX (National Data Exchange) NEIM (National Emergency Information Management) standards
	Common architecture/ interoperability
	IDHS/IPSC
	Ongoing
	In Progress


Training and Exercises

The Indiana SCIP identified gaps in interoperable communication training and exercise programs.  As a result, the Integrated Public Safety Commission is directing grant funds toward closing the identified gaps.  In particular, the state is concentrating on its Communication Leader (COML) program, training individuals to become communications leaders and developing a state certification program.
The state targeted a large portion of IECGP grant dollars towards creating a comprehensive and sustained web-based  training program.  This project was delayed due to several unforeseen issues in 2011, but will be re-focused in 2012 .
The state played a major role in the New Madrid Earthquake Catastrophic Exercise in May 2011.  Communications was one of the planning priorities for the national exercise. Eight states - Alabama, Arkansas, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Mississippi, Missouri, and Tennessee. - are participating in the exercise. 
EXISTING PROGRAMS

Indiana has a formal and robust statewide training and exercise program managed by the Training Division of the IDHS.  The program ensures that training is multi-disciplinary and provides for the appropriate certifications as required by various programs.  This is done through State delivery of Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Professional Development/Advanced Professional Series (PDS/APS) courses and NIMS courses; residential training of first responders at training facilities under the National Domestic Preparedness Consortium (NPDC); coordination of in-State delivery of Department of Homeland Security (DHS) funded courses and; development and delivery of State-specific emergency management/public safety/terrorism courses based on county and State needs assessment.  Additionally, each year IDHS hosts a statewide Training and Exercise Planning Workshop (TEPW) for personnel involved in creating training and exercise programs for Federal, State, and local governments. 
The IDHS Training Division has continually encouraged and promoted NIMS training through the online 700, 800, 100, and 200 NIMS courses through EMI.  In the past 12 months, the State conducted multiple ICS train-the-trainer courses.  IDHS has also conducted 12 ICS-300 level and 12 ICS-400 level courses throughout the State.  The Training Division created a 100-400 level Train-the-Trainer course to sustain training independently at the local level.. 

The Muscatatuck Urban Training Center (MUTC) is currently operational and routinely used to conduct homeland security training.  MUTC is a consortium of governmental, public, and private entities that are pooling their unique capabilities in order to provide the most realistic training experience possible.
IPSC provides regular communication training at its Communications Training Center (Indianapolis) and on-site as requested. 

Three COML classes were provided in 2011.  In 2012, IPSC plans to deliver, via the ICTAP program,  Communications Technician (COMT) training and Auxiliary Communications (AUXCOM) training.
Exercises

Planning and exercise of the State’s interoperability scenarios have been conducted among members of the Ohio National Guard, the Indiana National Guard, and local first responders in a large-scale disaster preparedness event.

IDHS adopted the HSEEP model for all State and local exercises and mandates its use for all Federally-funded exercise activities.  All counties and local jurisdictions, including the Indianapolis UASI region, are required to follow HSEEP standards in grant-funded exercises.

IDHS participates in the design, development, and execution of five major full-scale or functional exercises and five district level tabletop exercises each year in addition to an annual Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness Program (CSEPP) exercise.  Each major exercise is designed to include local/district and State agency partner participants.

Exercise and use of the mobile Intelli-repeater site (MIRS) have proven beneficial.  Typical use includes both trunking and conventional operation.  Incident commanders direct the use of the MIRS when deployed.  If needed, the patching of VHF, UHF, and 800 MHz will be accomplished through the use of an integrated “gateway” device located in the MIRS. 
Training and Exercises Initiatives 

The following table outlines the training and exercises strategic initiatives, gaps, owners, and milestone dates listed in the Indiana SCIP.
	Initiative 

(Name / Purpose)
	Gap

(Brief Description)
	Owner (Agency, Department, and/or POC)
	Milestone Date (Month/Year)
	Status (Complete, In Progress, Not Started)

	NECP Initiatives

	Incorporate the use of existing nationwide interoperability channels into training and exercises.
	
	
	
	In Progress

	Complete disaster communications training and exercises.
	“Communications is always the first thing to fail”
	IDHS
	Throughout 2012 
	In Progress

	
	
	
	
	

	Additional State Initiatives

	Develop web-based training and certification program 
	Lack of access to training/exercise resources
	IDHS/IPSC
	July 2011
	In Progress

	Participate in the National Level Earthquake Exercise to assess Communications Capabilities
	Interoperable Communications Exercises
	FEMA
IDHS/IPSC
	May 2011
	Complete

	Continue COML Training and develop certification process
	ICS/need for comms experts
	IPSC/IDHS
	December 2012
	In Progress

	Use grant dollars to strengthen/expand statewide training program
	Training
	IDHS/IPSC
	Ongoing, 2012
	In Progress


Usage 
SAFE-T is the statewide interoperable communications platform for the State of Indiana.  Hundreds of public safety agencies, with more than 55,000 users, operate on the SAFE-T system for routine day-to-day communications, with many others using it for emergency interoperable communications. 

Interoperable communications scenarios occur daily.  Legacy VHF, UHF, and 800 MHz users have purchased new radios or programmed existing radios to operate on the statewide system.  Support for non-Hoosier SAFE-T users is planned for and supported through the use of radio caches and gateways.  Additionally, legacy VHF and UHF users have implemented patching technologies, using SAFE-T radios in conjunction with their existing systems to facilitate interoperable communications.  Agencies using this technology, however, are also being encouraged to purchase 800 MHz radios for SAFE-T migration in the future. 

IPSC has established interoperable communications talkgroups, enabled for the least capable radio affiliating with SAFE-T.  The State encourages agencies to program their regional and surrounding regional interoperable talkgroups into their subscriber equipment.  This enables first responders to have common and shared interoperable communications talkgroups within the radio with which to communicate with other first responders. 
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Usage Initiatives

The following table outlines the usage strategic initiatives, gaps, owners, and milestone dates listed in the Indiana SCIP.
	Initiative 

(Name / Purpose)
	Gap

(Brief Description)
	Owner (Agency, Department, and/or POC)
	Milestone Date (Month/Year)
	Status (Complete, In Progress, Not Started)

	Establish statewide requirement for NIMS compliance
	Common Operation/Federal Requirements
	IDHS
	September 2008
	Complete

	Conduct an annual Statewide Interoperable Communications Conference
	Bidirectional flow of information/cooperation
	IPSC
	1st Conf: 06/08; 
2nd Conf: 8/09; 
3rd Conf 9/10; 
4th Conf 09/11
	Complete

	Test the entire statewide network first Wednesday of the month–
	Ensure system function/familiarity
	IDHS
	Monthly
	Ongoing

	Conduct monthly test among all IDHS users of satellite radios/telephones and other agency users
	Ensure system function/familiarity
	IDHS
	Monthly
	Ongoing


Part 2: NECP Assessments & Reports 
Background

The National Emergency Communications Plan (NECP), a strategic plan, developed by the US Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Office of Emergency Communications (OEC), outlines a national vision for the future state of emergency communications.  The NECP establishes three goals to measure interoperable communication progress.

Goal 1—By 2010, 90 percent of all high-risk urban areas designated within the Urban Areas Security Initiative (UASI)2 are able to demonstrate response-level emergency communications3 within one hour for routine events involving multiple jurisdictions and agencies.

Goal 2—By 2011, 75 percent of non-UASI jurisdictions are able to demonstrate response-level emergency communications within one hour for routine events involving multiple jurisdictions and agencies.

Goal 3—By 2013, 75 percent of all jurisdictions are able to demonstrate response-level emergency communications within three hours, in the event of a significant incident as outlined in national planning scenarios.

Goal 1 – 2010 Indianapolis 500 
Indiana’s one designated UASI, the Indianapolis metropolitan area, successfully demonstrated compliance with NECP Goal 1 on May 20, 2010, by participating in an independent observation during the Indianapolis 500 race.  The After Action Report and Improvement Plan is included in Appendix 3.

Goal 2 Compliance

Of Indiana’s 92 counties, 81 submitted a Capabilities Assessment, and 78 submitted a Performance Evaluation.

Data Collection

The Indiana SWIC collected Goal 2 data via several methods.  The first, documented, method resulted in fewer results than planned due to an information request “overload.”   Originally, Indiana planned to gather NECP information as a part of the data-gathering for the CASM project.  It soon became apparent, however, that this approach was confusing to  county Emergency Management  Agencies (EMAs).

Next, a push was made through the SIEC, with District representatives requesting submission from the counties in their respective districts.  This was met with moderate success, and followed by an all-out push during the annual Indiana Interoperable Communications Conference.

Indiana will continue to collect NECP Goal 2 results from the counties that have not reported, and plans to submit a report for 100% of its counties. 

Capabilities Assessment – Preliminary Analysis & Data
Of Indiana’s 92 counties, 81 (88%) submitted a capabilities assessment. A graphical representation of the data follows.
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Early --County decision-making groups are informal, and do not yet have a strategic plan in place to guide collective communications interoperability goals and funding.

Intermediate - Some formal agreements exist and informal agreements are in practice among members of a county decision making group; strategic and budget planning processes are beginning to be put in place.

Established - Formal agreements outline the roles and responsibilities of a county decision making group, which has an agreed upon strategic plan that addresses sustainable funding for collective, regional interoperable communications needs.

Advanced - County-wide decision making bodies proactively look to expand membership to ensure representation from broad public support disciplines and other levels of government, while updating their agreements and strategic plan on a regular basis


	
	Early
	Intermediate
	Established
	Advanced

	Adams
	
	
	
	x

	Allen
	
	
	x
	

	Bartholomew
	
	x
	
	

	Benton
	
	
	
	x

	Blackford
	
	x
	
	

	Boone
	
	
	
	x

	Brown
	
	x
	
	

	Carroll
	x
	
	
	

	Cass
	
	
	
	x

	Clark
	x
	
	
	

	Clay
	x
	
	
	

	Clinton
	
	
	
	x

	Crawford
	
	
	
	x

	Daviess
	x
	
	
	

	De Kalb
	
	x
	
	

	Dearborn
	
	x
	
	

	Decatur
	
	
	
	x

	Delaware
	
	
	
	x

	Dubois
	x
	
	
	

	Elkhart
	
	x
	
	

	Fayette
	
	
	
	x

	Floyd
	x
	
	
	

	Franklin
	
	x
	
	

	Fulton
	
	
	
	x

	Grant
	x
	
	
	

	Greene
	
	x
	
	

	Hamilton
	
	
	x
	

	Hancock
	
	x
	
	

	Harrison
	x
	
	
	

	Hendricks
	
	
	
	x

	Henry
	
	x
	
	

	Howard
	
	
	
	x

	Huntington
	
	x
	
	

	Jackson
	x
	
	
	

	Jasper
	
	
	x
	

	Jay
	
	x
	
	

	Jefferson
	
	x
	
	

	Jennings
	
	
	x
	

	Johnson
	
	x
	
	

	Knox
	
	x
	
	

	Kosciusko
	
	
	x
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Early
	Inermediate
	Established
	Advanced

	La Porte
	
	
	x
	

	Lagrange
	
	x
	
	

	Lake
	
	
	x
	

	Madison
	x
	
	
	

	Marion
	
	
	
	x

	Marshall
	
	x
	
	

	Miami
	
	x
	
	

	Monroe
	
	x
	
	

	Montgomery
	
	
	
	x

	Newton
	x
	
	
	

	Noble
	
	x
	
	

	Ohio
	x
	
	
	

	Parke
	x
	
	
	

	Perry
	
	x
	
	

	Pike
	
	x
	
	

	Porter
	
	
	x
	

	Posey
	
	x
	
	

	Pulaski
	
	x
	
	

	Putnam
	
	x
	
	

	Randolph
	x
	
	
	

	Ripley
	
	x
	
	

	Rush
	x
	
	
	

	Shelby
	
	x
	
	

	Starke
	
	
	x
	

	Steuben
	
	x
	
	

	Sullivan
	
	x
	
	

	Tippecanoe
	x
	
	
	

	Tipton
	
	
	
	x

	Union
	
	
	x
	

	Vanderburgh
	
	
	
	x

	Vermillion
	
	x
	
	

	Vigo
	
	
	x
	

	Wabash
	
	
	
	x

	Warren
	
	
	x
	

	Warrick
	x
	
	
	

	Washington
	
	x
	
	

	Wayne
	
	x
	
	

	Wells
	
	x
	
	

	White
	
	x
	
	

	Whitley
	
	
	
	x

	TOTAL
	17
	34
	12
	18
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Early - County-wide interoperable communications SOPs are not developed or have not been formalized and disseminated.

Intermediate - Some interoperable communications SOPs exist within the county and steps have been taken to institute these interoperability procedures among some agencies. 

Established - Interoperable communications SOPs are formalized and in use by all agencies within the county.  Despite minor issues, SOPs are successfully used during responses and/or exercise(s).

Advanced - Interoperable communications SOPs within the county are formalized and regularly reviewed.  Additionally, National Incident Management System (NIMS) procedures are well established among all agencies and disciplines.  All needed procedures are effectively utilized during responses and/or exercise(s)..

	​​
	Early
	Intermediate
	Established
	Advanced

	Adams
	
	x
	
	

	Allen
	
	
	
	x

	Bartholomew
	
	x
	
	

	Benton
	
	x
	
	

	Blackford
	
	x
	
	

	Boone
	
	
	x
	

	Brown
	
	x
	
	

	Carroll
	x
	
	
	

	Cass
	
	x
	
	

	Clark
	
	x
	
	

	Clay
	
	x
	
	

	Clinton
	
	
	
	x

	Crawford
	
	
	x
	

	Daviess
	
	x
	
	

	De Kalb
	
	
	
	x

	Dearborn
	
	
	x
	

	Decatur
	x
	
	
	

	Delaware
	
	
	
	x

	Dubois
	
	
	x
	

	Elkhart
	
	x
	
	

	Fayette
	
	
	
	x

	Floyd
	
	x
	
	

	Franklin
	
	x
	
	

	Fulton
	
	x
	
	

	Grant
	
	
	x
	

	Greene
	
	x
	
	

	Hamilton
	
	
	x
	

	Hancock
	
	x
	
	

	Harrison
	
	
	x
	

	Hendricks
	
	
	
	x

	Henry
	
	x
	
	

	Howard
	
	
	x
	

	Huntington
	
	x
	
	

	Jackson
	
	x
	
	

	Jasper
	
	
	x
	

	Jay
	
	x
	
	

	Jefferson
	x
	
	
	

	Jennings
	
	
	x
	

	Johnson
	x
	
	
	

	Knox
	
	x
	
	

	Kosciusko
	
	
	x
	

	
	
	
	
	

	County
	Early
	Intermediate
	Established
	Advanced

	La Porte
	
	
	
	x

	Lagrange
	
	x
	
	

	Lake
	x
	
	
	

	Madison
	
	x
	
	

	Marion
	
	
	
	x

	Marshall
	
	
	x
	

	Miami
	
	x
	
	

	Monroe
	
	x
	
	

	Montgomery
	
	x
	
	

	Newton
	
	x
	
	

	Noble
	
	x
	
	

	Ohio
	
	
	x
	

	Parke
	
	x
	
	

	Perry
	
	x
	
	

	Pike
	
	x
	
	

	Porter
	
	x
	
	

	Posey
	
	
	x
	

	Pulaski
	
	x
	
	

	Putnam
	
	
	x
	

	Randolph
	
	x
	
	

	Ripley
	
	x
	
	

	Rush
	x
	
	
	

	Shelby
	
	x
	
	

	Starke
	
	x
	
	

	Steuben
	
	x
	
	

	Sullivan
	
	
	
	x

	Tippecanoe
	
	x
	
	

	Tipton
	
	
	x
	

	Union
	
	x
	
	

	Vanderburgh
	
	
	x
	

	Vermillion
	
	x
	
	

	Vigo
	
	
	x
	

	Wabash
	
	
	
	x

	Warren
	
	
	x
	

	Warrick
	
	x
	
	

	Washington
	
	x
	
	

	Wayne
	
	x
	
	

	Wells
	
	x
	
	

	White
	x
	
	
	

	Whitley
	
	
	
	x

	TOTAL
	7
	44
	19
	11
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Early - Interoperability within the county is primarily achieved through the use of gateways (mobile/fixed gateway, console patch) or use of a radio cache.

Intermediate - Interoperability within the county is primarily achieved through the use of shared channels or talkgroups.

Established - Interoperability within the county is primarily achieved through the use of a proprietary shared system.

Advanced - Interoperability within the county is primarily achieved through the use of a standards-based  shared system (e.g., Project 25).


	County
	Early
	Intermediate
	Established
	Advanced

	Adams
	
	x
	
	

	Allen
	
	
	
	x

	Bartholomew
	
	x
	
	

	Benton
	
	
	x
	

	Blackford
	
	
	
	x

	Boone
	
	
	
	x

	Brown
	
	x
	
	

	Carroll
	
	x
	
	

	Cass
	
	x
	
	

	Clark
	
	
	
	x

	Clay
	x
	
	
	

	Clinton
	
	
	x
	

	Crawford
	
	x
	
	

	Daviess
	x
	
	
	

	De Kalb
	
	x
	
	

	Dearborn
	
	
	x
	

	Decatur
	
	x
	
	

	Delaware
	x
	
	
	

	Dubois
	
	x
	
	

	Elkhart
	
	x
	
	

	Fayette
	
	x
	
	

	Floyd
	x
	
	
	

	Franklin
	
	x
	
	

	Fulton
	
	x
	
	

	Grant
	
	x
	
	

	Greene
	
	
	
	x

	Hamilton
	
	
	x
	

	Hancock
	
	x
	
	

	Harrison
	
	x
	
	

	Hendricks
	
	
	
	x

	Henry
	
	x
	
	

	Howard
	
	x
	
	

	Huntington
	
	x
	
	

	Jackson
	
	x
	
	

	Jasper
	
	x
	
	

	Jay
	
	x
	
	

	Jefferson
	
	x
	
	

	Jennings
	
	x
	
	

	Johnson
	
	x
	
	

	Knox
	
	x
	
	

	Kosciusko
	
	
	x
	

	
	Early
	Intermediate
	Established
	Advanced

	La Porte
	x
	
	
	

	Lagrange
	x
	
	
	

	Lake
	x
	
	
	

	Madison
	x
	
	
	

	Marion
	
	
	x
	

	Marshall
	
	
	x
	

	Miami
	
	x
	
	

	Monroe
	
	x
	
	

	Montgomery
	
	
	
	x

	Newton
	
	
	x
	

	Noble
	
	x
	
	

	Ohio
	
	x
	
	

	Parke
	
	x
	
	

	Perry
	
	x
	
	

	Pike
	
	x
	
	

	Porter
	
	x
	
	

	Posey
	
	x
	
	

	Pulaski
	
	
	x
	

	Putnam
	
	x
	
	

	Randolph
	
	x
	
	

	Ripley
	
	x
	
	

	Rush
	x
	
	
	

	Shelby
	
	x
	
	

	Starke
	
	
	x
	

	Steuben
	x
	
	
	

	Sullivan
	
	
	x
	

	Tippecanoe
	
	x
	
	

	Tipton
	
	x
	
	

	Union
	
	
	x
	

	Vanderburgh
	
	
	x
	

	Vermillion
	
	x
	
	

	Vigo
	
	
	x
	

	Wabash
	
	x
	
	

	Warren
	
	x
	
	

	Warrick
	
	
	x
	

	Washington
	
	x
	
	

	Wayne
	
	x
	
	

	Wells
	
	x
	
	

	White
	
	x
	
	

	Whitley
	
	x
	
	

	TOTAL:
	10
	49
	15
	7
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	County
	VHF-Low Band
	VHF-High Band
	UHF 421-430
	UHF 450-470
	UHF  470-512
	UHF 700 MHz
	UHF 800 MHz
	UHF 700/800

	Adams
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x

	Allen
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Bartholomew
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Benton
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Blackford
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Boone
	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	x
	

	Brown
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Carroll
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Cass
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Clark
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	x
	

	Clay
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Clinton
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Crawford
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x

	Daviess
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	De Kalb
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Dearborn
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	x
	

	Decatur
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x

	Delaware
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Dubois
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Elkhart
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	

	Fayette
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x

	Floyd
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x

	Franklin
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Fulton
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x

	Grant
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x

	Greene
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	x
	

	Hamilton
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Hancock
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Harrison
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Hendricks
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Henry
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x

	Howard
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Huntington
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Jackson
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Jasper
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Jay
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Jefferson
	x
	x
	
	
	
	x
	
	x

	Jennings
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	x
	

	Johnson
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	

	Knox
	
	x
	
	
	x
	
	
	x

	Kosciusko
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	La Porte
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Lagrange
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Lake
	x
	
	
	
	x
	
	x
	

	Madison
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	x
	

	Marion
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Marshall
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x

	Miami
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	
	x
	

	Monroe
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x

	Montgomery
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Newton
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x

	Noble
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	x
	

	Ohio
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Parke
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x

	Perry
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	x
	

	Pike
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Porter
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Posey
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x

	Pulaski
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	

	Putnam
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	x
	

	Randolph
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x

	Ripley
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Rush
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Shelby
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Starke
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Steuben
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x

	Sullivan
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	

	Tippecanoe
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x

	Tipton
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	

	Union
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Vanderburgh
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Vermillion
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Vigo
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Wabash
	
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	x

	Warren
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Warrick
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	x

	Washington
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Wayne
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Wells
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	White
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	Whitley
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	
	x
	x

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	36
	48
	5
	12
	5
	1
	62
	21
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Early - County-wide public safety agencies participate in communications interoperability workshops, but no formal training or exercises are focused on emergency communications.

Intermediate  - Some public safety agencies within the county hold communications interoperability training on equipment and conduct exercises, although not on a regular cycle.

Established - Public safety agencies within the county participate in equipment and SOP training for communications interoperability and hold exercises on a regular schedule.

Advanced - County-wide public safety agencies regularly conduct training and exercises with a communications interoperability curriculum addressing equipment and SOPs that is modified as needed to address the changing operational environment. 

	
	Early
	Intermediate
	Established
	Advanced

	Adams
	
	x
	
	

	Allen
	
	
	x
	

	Bartholomew
	
	x
	
	

	Benton
	
	x
	
	

	Blackford
	
	x
	
	

	Boone
	
	
	x
	

	Brown
	x
	
	
	

	Carroll
	x
	
	
	

	Cass
	x
	
	
	

	Clark
	
	x
	
	

	Clay
	
	x
	
	

	Clinton
	
	
	x
	

	Crawford
	
	
	x
	

	Daviess
	
	
	x
	

	De Kalb
	x
	
	
	

	Dearborn
	
	x
	
	

	Decatur
	x
	
	
	

	Delaware
	
	
	
	x

	Dubois
	
	
	x
	

	Elkhart
	
	x
	
	

	Fayette
	
	
	x
	

	Floyd
	x
	
	
	

	Franklin
	
	x
	
	

	Fulton
	
	
	
	x

	Grant
	
	
	x
	

	Greene
	x
	
	
	

	Hamilton
	
	
	x
	

	Hancock
	
	x
	
	

	Harrison
	x
	
	
	

	Hendricks
	
	
	
	x

	Henry
	
	x
	
	

	Howard
	
	
	x
	

	Huntington
	
	x
	
	

	Jackson
	
	x
	
	

	Jasper
	
	
	x
	

	Jay
	
	x
	
	

	Jefferson
	
	
	x
	

	Jennings
	
	x
	
	

	Johnson
	x
	
	
	

	Knox
	
	x
	
	

	Kosciusko
	
	
	x
	

	
	Early
	Intermediate
	Established
	Advanced

	La Porte
	
	
	
	x

	Lagrange
	
	x
	
	

	Lake
	
	x
	
	

	Madison
	
	x
	
	

	Marion
	
	
	x
	

	Marshall
	
	x
	
	

	Miami
	
	x
	
	

	Monroe
	x
	
	
	

	Montgomery
	x
	
	
	

	Newton
	
	x
	
	

	Noble
	x
	
	
	

	Ohio
	x
	
	
	

	Parke
	
	
	x
	

	Perry
	
	x
	
	

	Pike
	
	x
	
	

	Porter
	
	x
	
	

	Posey
	x
	
	
	

	Pulaski
	
	x
	
	

	Putnam
	
	x
	
	

	Randolph
	
	x
	
	

	Ripley
	x
	
	
	

	Rush
	x
	
	
	

	Shelby
	
	
	x
	

	Starke
	x
	
	
	

	Steuben
	x
	
	
	

	Sullivan
	
	
	
	x

	Tippecanoe
	
	x
	
	

	Tipton
	x
	
	
	

	Union
	
	x
	
	

	Vanderburgh
	
	x
	
	

	Vermillion
	
	x
	
	

	Vigo
	
	
	x
	

	Wabash
	
	
	x
	

	Warren
	
	x
	
	

	Warrick
	
	x
	
	

	Washington
	
	x
	
	

	Wayne
	
	x
	
	

	Wells
	
	x
	
	

	White
	x
	
	
	

	Whitley
	
	
	
	x

	TOTAL
	20
	37
	18
	6
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Early - First responders in the county seldom use interoperability solutions unless advanced planning is possible (e.g., special event).

Intermediate - First responders in the county use interoperability solutions regularly for emergency events, and in a limited fashion for day-to-day communications.

Established - First responders in the county use interoperability solutions regularly and easily for all day-to-day, task force, and mutual aid events.

Advanced - Regular use of interoperability solutions for all day-to-day and out-of-the-ordinary events in the county on demand, in real time, when needed, as authorized.


	County
	Early
	Intermediate
	Established
	Advanced

	Adams
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Allen
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Bartholomew
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Benton
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Blackford
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Boone
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Brown
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Carroll
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Cass
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Clark
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Clay
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Clinton
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Crawford
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Daviess
	 
	x
	 
	 

	De Kalb
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Dearborn
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Decatur
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Delaware
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Dubois
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Elkhart
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Fayette
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Floyd
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Franklin
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Fulton
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Grant
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Greene
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Hamilton
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Hancock
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Harrison
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Hendricks
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Henry
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Howard
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Huntington
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Jackson
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Jasper
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Jay
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Jefferson
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Jennings
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Johnson
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Knox
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Kosciusko
	 
	 
	x
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Early
	Intermediate
	Established
	Advanced

	La Porte
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Lagrange
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Lake
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Madison
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Marion
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Marshall
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Miami
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Monroe
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Montgomery
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Newton
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Noble
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Ohio
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Parke
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Perry
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Pike
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Porter
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Posey
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Pulaski
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Putnam
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Randolph
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Ripley
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Rush
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Shelby
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Starke
	 
	 
	 
	x

	Steuben
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Sullivan
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Tippecanoe
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Tipton
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Union
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Vanderburgh
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Vermillion
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Vigo
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Wabash
	 
	 
	x
	 

	Warren
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Warrick
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Washington
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Wayne
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Wells
	 
	x
	 
	 

	White
	 
	x
	 
	 

	Whitley
	 
	x
	 
	 

	TOTAL
	8
	30
	30
	13


Performance Evaluation – Preliminary Analysis & Data
Of Indiana’s 91 counties, 81 (88%) submitted the Response Level Emergency Communications Form.  Indiana plans to use the gathered information to target programs and assistance in the future.  The Indiana SWIC is in the process of evaluating the data and will  present the assessment to the SIEC for approval during their December meeting.  The assessment will be attached to the 2011 Indiana SCIP Implementation Report as an addendum.
Response Level Emergency Communications

Indiana - Total Responses
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Appendix 1: Capabilities Assessment
	The “Capabilities Assessment Grid” is to be completed by the designated county or county-equivalent and submitted to the SWIC or SCIP POC.
For each lane of the Interoperability Continuum (Governance, Standard Operating Procedures [SOPs],

Technology, Training and Exercises, and Usage), please select the one row that best describes the assessed area by checking the appropriate box.  While multiple descriptions may apply, counties should identify the one row that most closely describes their highest level of capability achieved.  The below capabilities assessment grid is to be completed by each county within the State.




	Lane
	Question
	Answer

	
	
	County 1
	County 2

	Question 1: (Governance)
	County decision-making groups are informal, and do not yet have a strategic plan in place to guide collective communications interoperability goals and funding.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Some formal agreements exist and informal agreements are in practice among members of a county decision making group; strategic and budget planning processes are beginning to be put in place.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Formal agreements outline the roles and responsibilities of a county decision making group, which has an agreed upon strategic plan that addresses sustainable funding for collective, regional interoperable communications needs.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	County-wide decision making bodies proactively look to expand membership to ensure representation from broad public support disciplines and other levels of government, while updating their agreements and strategic plan on a regular basis.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Question 2:

(SOPs)
	County-wide interoperable communications SOPs are not developed or have not been formalized and disseminated.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Some interoperable communications SOPs exist within the county and steps have been taken to institute these interoperability procedures among some agencies. 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Interoperable communications SOPs are formalized and in use by all agencies within the county.  Despite minor issues, SOPs are successfully used during responses and/or exercise(s).
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Interoperable communications SOPs within the county are formalized and regularly reviewed.  Additionally, National Incident Management System (NIMS) procedures are well established among all agencies and disciplines.  All needed procedures are effectively utilized during responses and/or exercise(s).
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Questions 3:

(Technology)
	Interoperability within the county is primarily achieved through the use of gateways (mobile/fixed gateway, console patch) or use of a radio cache.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Interoperability within the county is primarily achieved through the use of shared channels or talkgroups.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Interoperability within the county is primarily achieved through the use of a proprietary shared system.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Interoperability within the county is primarily achieved through the use of a standards-based  shared system (e.g., Project 25). 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Questions 4:

(Technology)
	What frequency band(s) do public safety agencies within the county currently utilize? (e.g., VHF-Low Band, VHF-High Band, UHF 450-470, UHF “T-Band” 470-512, UHF 700, UHF 800, UHF 700/800)
	______
	______

	Question 5: (Training & Exercise)
	County-wide public safety agencies participate in communications interoperability workshops, but no formal training or exercises are focused on emergency communications.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Some public safety agencies within the county hold communications interoperability training on equipment and conduct exercises, although not on a regular cycle.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Public safety agencies within the county participate in equipment and SOP training for communications interoperability and hold exercises on a regular schedule.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	County-wide public safety agencies regularly conduct training and exercises with a communications interoperability curriculum addressing equipment and SOPs that is modified as needed to address the changing operational environment.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Questions 6:

(Usage)
	First responders in the county seldom use interoperability solutions unless advanced planning is possible (e.g., special event).
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	First responders in the county use interoperability solutions regularly for emergency events, and in a limited fashion for day-to-day communications.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	First responders in the county use interoperability solutions regularly and easily for all day-to-day, task force, and mutual aid events.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Regular use of interoperability solutions for all day-to-day and out-of-the-ordinary events in the county on demand, in real time, when needed, as authorized.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Questions 7:

(Usage)
	What percentage of the time do you use the following communications technologies during emergency responses?

	
	Cell Service
	___%
	___%

	
	Sat phone
	___%
	___%

	
	Mobile Data
Commercial Networks*
Private  Networks
	___%
	___%

	
	
	__%
	__%


*Commercial Networks that operate at or above 128K; also includes use of broadband devices such as smart phones, mobile e-mail devices, or wireless air cards.
Appendix 2: Evaluation
Double-click to open and view entire document
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Response-Level Emergency
Communications Evaluation Form

Instructions: Counties and county-equivalents can use this Response-Level Communications Form to fulfill the performance
criteria for Goal 2 assessment. Counties can also complete a web-based version of this form and submit it to their Statewide
Interoperability Coordinator at https://franz.spawar.navy.mil (Response-Level Communication Tool). This form will take
approximately one hour to complete.

Background Information

State:

County:

Event Type (Planned event, Exercise, Real-world incident):

Event Name:

Event Date:

Event Address:

Which other counties, if any, had significant participation in the event?

List total number of agencies in the incident, planned event, or exercise:

Federal:

State:

Local:

Non-governmental:

List all Federal, State, local, or tribal agencies involved in the incident, planned event, or exercise:

Briefly describe the incident, planned event, or exercise:

Indicate all communications technologies used in the incident, planned event, or exercise covered by this evaluation:

__Swap Radios __Gateways __Shared Channels __ Proprietary __Shared System __Standards-Based Shared System __Broadband
__Cellular __Mobile __ Other




http://franz.spawar.navy.mil



Incident Selection Guidance

Use this checklist to decide if the incident, planned event, or exercise that you are considering is suitable for the demonstration
of response-level emergency communications during routine events. To assure an accurate evaluation, please answer all questions
carefully. Ideally, all the items should be marked “Yes.” If not, consider whether other incidents, planned events, or exercises
would be more suitable. Generally, the more “Yes” answers that you have, the more suitable the incident, planned event, or
exercise is for determining if response-level emergency communications was demonstrated.

s Yes [ No
Guidelines
v | v

Incident Scope & Scale
Did the response involve multiple agencies and emergency response disciplines within one hour of the incident, Yes | No
planned event, or exercise?
Was the incident, planned event, or exercise managed under a National Incident Management System Yes |No
(NIMS) -compliant Incident Command System (ICS)?
Does sufficient documentation exist to provide for independent validation and verification of the adequacy of Yes |No
response-level emergency communications?

Supporting Evaluation Criteria

Once a suitable incident, exercise, or planned event is selected for evaluation and a primary demonstration of response-level
emergency communications is achieved, particular criteria can be examined. These criteria dive into aspects of emergency
response that affect communications interoperability: common policies and procedures, responder roles and responsibilities, and
quality and continuity. Most are qualitative, asking for a judgment call on how well, or how often, something occurred. Others
just seek to determine whether or not something happened.

A judgment call is necessary in choosing between “Some of the time” or “Most of the time.” Without attempting to set an impractical
degree of accuracy, consider “Half of the time” as the dividing line between those two options. If something did happen, but happened
less than half of the time, choose “Some.” If it happened more frequently, but not always, choose “Most.”

Following each criteria, you have an opportunity to provide additional information supporting your responses. Please
explain if there were, or still are, broader circumstances that influenced the results. Consider identifying success factors and
recommendations that led to your conclusions.

There are 32 supporting evaluation questions totaling 100 points. By assigning points to many of the Supporting Evaluation
Criterion, a total can be created that provides a snapshot of response-level emergency communications demonstration. Indented
questions are dependent upon responses to the proceeding question.






Criteria

Common Policies & Procedures

Evaluation Criteria #1
Interagency communications policies and procedures were common or consistent amongst all responding agencies.

1.1 Did policies and procedures exist for interagency communications N/A In some |-
between the involved jurisdictions, agencies, and disciplines? (none cases
exist)
1.2 Were they written? N/A In some |-
(none | cases
exist)

Success FACTORS (OPTIONAL)

CHALLENGES (OPTIONAL)

RECOMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL)

Evaluation Criteria #2
Established interagency communications policies and procedures were followed throughout the incident, planned event, or
exercise.

2.1 Were established interagency communications policies and N/A None of | Some

procedures followed throughout the incident, planned event, or exercise? | (none | the time |of the
exist) time

2.2 Did established policies and procedures exist between responding N/A - In

agencies for request, activation, accountability, deactivation, and problem | (none some

resolution of deployable interagency communications resources, such as | exist) cases

mobile communications centers, gateways, and radio caches?

2.3 If so, were they followed? [Information only]| None Some Most All were /-
were were were N/A (none
needed)

Success FACTORS (OPTIONAL)

CHALLENGES (OPTIONAL)

RECOMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL)

Evaluation Criteria #3
Interagency communications policies and procedures across all responding agencies were consistent with NIMS.

3.1 Were interagency communications policies and procedures across N/A - Some
responding agencies consistent with NIMS? (none were
exist)

Success FACTORS (OPTIONAL)

CHALLENGES (OPTIONAL)

RECOMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL)






Evaluation Criteria #4
A priority order for use of interagency communications resources was followed as established in standard operation procedures
or plans, such as the Tactical Interoperable Communications Plan (TICP).

4.1 Does a priority order exist for use of interagency communications No = =
resources (e.g., life safety before property protection)?

4.2 Was this prioritization of communications resource use None of | Some of | Most
followed? the time | the time | of the
time

Success FACTORs (OPTIONAL)

CHALLENGES (OPTIONAL)

RECOMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL)

Evaluation Criteria #5
A primary interagency operations talk path was clearly established by procedure or communicated to responders early in the
incident, planned event, or exercise.

5.1 Was a primary interagency communications talk path clearly No - -
established by procedures used during the incident, planned event, or
exercise?

5.2 If not, was such a talk path established ad hoc and No - -

communicated to responders early in the incident, planned event,
or exercise?

Success FACTORS (OPTIONAL)

CHALLENGES (OPTIONAL)

RECOMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL)

Evaluation Criteria #6
Common terminology and plain language were used in all interagency communications.

6.1 Was plain language used throughout the incident, planned event, or [ None of | Some of |-
exercise? the time | the time

6.2 Did any communications problems arise amongst the primary Yes - -
operational leadership due to a lack of common terminology?

6.3 Did any communications problems arise amongst other Yes - -
response-level emergency personnel during the incident, planned event,
or exercise due to a lack of common terminology?

Success FACTORS (OPTIONAL)

CHALLENGES (OPTIONAL)

RECOMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL)






Evaluation Criteria #7
Clear unit identification procedures were used.

7.1 Were clear unit identification procedures used amongst the primary | None of | - Some
operational leadership? the time of the
time
7.2 Were clear unit identification procedures used amongst other None of | - Some
response-level emergency personnel throughout the incident, planned the time of the
event, or exercise? time

Success FACTORS (OPTIONAL)

CHALLENGES (OPTIONAL)

RECOMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL)

Evaluation Criteria #8
Common channel names were used for designated interoperability channels.

Commission (FCC)-designated interoperability channels?

8.1 Were common names used by all responding agencies for interagency | None of | Some of
communications channels? the time | the time
8.2 Were standard names as identified in the National Interoperability None of | Some of
Field Operations Guide (NIFOG) used for Federal Communications the time | the time

Success FACTORS (OPTIONAL)

CHALLENGES (OPTIONAL)

RECOMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL)

Evaluation Criteria #9
A single individual was designated with Operations Section Chief responsibilities.

Responder Roles & Responsibilities

9.1 Did a single individual carry out the Operations Section Chief No
responsibilities in each operational period?

Success FACTORS (OPTIONAL)

CHALLENGES (OPTIONAL)

RECOMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL)






Evaluation Criteria #10
Span of control was maintained amongst the primary operational leadership: the Operations Section Chief and first-level
subordinates.

10.1 Did the Operations Section Chief directly manage more than seven | Yes - -
subordinates at any time?

10.2 Did first-level subordinates to the Operations Section Chief directly |In all In most |[In
manage more than seven subordinates at any time? cases cases some
cases

Success FACTORs (OPTIONAL)

CHALLENGES (OPTIONAL)

RECOMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL)

Evaluation Criteria #11

Communications Unit Leader (COML) roles and responsibilities were carried out by the IC/UC or designee.

* Necessary communications resources were effectively ordered using documented procedures.gggg

* A communications plan was established by procedure or developed early in the incident, planned event, or exercise.

11.1 Was the ICS COML position specifically filled during the incident, No - -
planned event, or exercise?

11.2 Were COML roles and responsibilities carried out, either by the None - Some
Incident Commander (or Unified Command), the COML, or another were were
designee?

11.3 Who by position or function carried out the
responsibilities? [Narrative response]

11.4 Were necessary communications resources effectively None Some Most
ordered? were were were
11.5 Were they ordered using documented procedures? None Some Most

were were were
11.6 Was a communications plan established by procedure or No - -
developed early in the incident, planned event, or exercise?

11.7 Did the communications plan meet the communications Yes/No
needs of the primary operational leadership? [Information only]

Success FACTORS (OPTIONAL)

CHALLENGES (OPTIONAL)

RECOMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL)






Quality & Continuity

Evaluation Criteria #12
No more than one out of 10 transmissions was repeated amongst the primary operational leadership due to failure of initial
communications attempts.

12.1 Were more than one out of every 10 transmissions repeated due Yes - -
to failure of initial communications attempts amongst the primary
operational leadership?

Success FACTORs (OPTIONAL)

CHALLENGES (OPTIONAL)

RECOMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL)

Evaluation Criteria #13
Upon failure or overload of any primary communications mode, a back-up was provided.

13.1 Was a back-up resource available for communications amongst the | No - -
primary operational leadership in case of failure of the primary mode?

13.2 Did the primary mode fail during the incident, planned
event, or exercise at any time? [Information only]

13.3 If so, was a back-up effectively provided? No - -

Success FACTORs (OPTIONAL)

CHALLENGES (OPTIONAL)

RECOMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL)

Evaluation Criteria #14
Primary operational leadership communicated adequately to manage resources and make timely decisions during the incident,
planned event, or exercise.

14.1 Overall, was the primary operational leadership able to None of | - Some
communicate adequately to manage resources during the incident, the time of the
planned event, or exercise? e

Success FACTORS (OPTIONAL)

CHALLENGES (OPTIONAL)

RECOMENDATIONS (OPTIONAL)
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Goal 1
After Action Report/Improvement Plan (AAR)/(IP)

Indianapolis Urban Area

Indianapolis 500

Response-Level Emergency Communications
“Capacity of individuals with primary operational leadership responsibility to manage resources and

make timely decisions during an incident involving multiple agencies, without technical or procedural
communications impediments.”

NECP-INI-AFTACTRPT-001-R1
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

NECP Goal 1 Demonstration Results for:
Indianapolis Urban Area
Indianapolis 500
May 30", 2010

The Indianapolis Urban Area has successfully demonstrated response-level emergency
communications as outlined by Goal 1 of the National Emergency Communications Plan.

Background

The National Emergency Communications Plan (NECP) is a strategic plan that establishes a
national vision for the future state of emergency communications. Coordinated by the US
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Office of Emergency Communications (OEC) and
developed in concert with Federal, State, local, and tribal stakeholders, the first Goal established
by the NECP is:

“By 2010, 90 percent of all high-risk urban areas designated within the Urban Areas Security
Initiative (UASI) are able to demonstrate response-level emergency communications® within
one hour for routine events involving multiple jurisdictions and agencies.”

OEC has worked with the emergency response community to identify the key operational factors
for successfully demonstrating response-level emergency communications. These factors draw
from the SAFECOM Interoperability Continuum and include: (1) establishing and maintaining
common policies and procedures for communications; (2) clearly defining responders’ roles and
responsibilities and executing these roles and responsibilities throughout the response; and (3)
making high quality and continuous communications available to foster situational awareness
and coordination among responding agencies. From these factors, OEC developed 14 supporting
elements used to verify the successful demonstration of response-level emergency
communications.

To assess UASIs’ operational performance, DHS asked each UASI region to participate in an
independent observation of response-level emergency communications during a planned event
chosen by the region.

! Response-level emergency communications is the capacity of individuals with primary operational leadership responsibility to
manage resources and make timely decisions during an incident involving multiple agencies, without technical or procedural
communications impediments.
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Event Overview

The Indianapolis 500, known as “The Greatest Spectacle in Racing,” covers 500 miles over 200
laps on a two and a half mile oval raceway in Speedway, Indianapolis. It is currently the
marquee race on the 1ZOD IndyCar Series schedule. The Indianapolis 500 holds the distinction
of being the world’s largest single day spectator sporting event, pulling in hundreds of thousands
of spectators each year. Public safety support for this year’s race included hundreds of
responders from dozens of Federal, State, local and military agencies.

Demonstration of Response-Level Emergency Communications

Unified Command for the 2010 Indianapolis 500 was physically co-located within the infield
pagoda at the Indianapolis Motor Speedway. The public safety community established and
successfully executed the event with representatives from numerous Federal, State, local and
military public safety agencies and disciplines. Event planners, however, did not designate a
single Operations Section Chief to coordinate the operations of the various response agencies
supporting the event. Without a designated Operations Section, Unified Command personnel
served as the primary operational leadership and thus maintained direct communications with
response-level personnel throughout the event. Event planners did not designate a single
Communications Unit Leader (COML) or supporting Communications Unit for this event. As
such, the event included no officially designated communications staff tasked with monitoring,
sustaining, and/or reestablishing communications in the event of any type of communications
failure.

Observers noted command personnel utilizing the following means of communications to carry
out their roles and responsibilities: public safety radios, cellular and landline telephones, e-mail,
text messaging, pagers, satellite phones, face-to-face communications, and several situational
awareness and/or data sharing tools (i.e., Computer Aided Dispatch [CAD], WebEOC from both
the Indianapolis Fusion Center and the Indianapolis Emergency Operations Center [EOC], the
Law Enforcement Online [LEO] Virtual Command Center [VCC], and live video displays).

Throughout the period of observation, operational resources were used to successfully handle
traffic flow, disturbances, traffic accidents, medical emergencies, missing children, and “Very
Important Person” (VIP) details. Event planners opted not to utilize interoperable
communications, an Operations Section, or a Communications Unit. This decision introduced
communications and coordination challenges which impacted public safety operations over the
course of the event to various degrees.

Observers noted a largely effective pre-event planning process displayed at this event. Public
safety personnel addressed issues that arose throughout the event in a manner that served both
event spectators and organizers. The region should continue to leverage the strong relationships
displayed during this event, as well as lessons learned from this event, for future multi-agency,
multi-jurisdictional, and/or multi-discipline public safety operations.

Key Findings

This event highlighted several successes associated with response-level emergency
communications in the Indianapolis UASI:
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e Both Unified Command and field personnel collaborated well with one another and
successfully leveraged the legacy relationships established between individuals who
staffed successive events to provide a safe and enjoyable event for spectators and racing
personnel.

e The primary operational leadership representatives from multiple agencies, disciplines,
and jurisdictions were able to effectively communicate with one another (primarily face-
to-face at the Unified Command Post in the infield pagoda).

¢ All communications equipment utilized to support the Indianapolis 500 was designated
and in-place prior to the start of the event.

The event also identified several opportunities for improving regional response-level emergency
communications. Major recommendations include:

e Collaborate with all public safety agencies responsible for supporting event operations to
develop a single, cohesive incident action plan. Support that IAP with agency-specific
operations plans, as necessary. Include a single, all-encompassing Incident Command
System (ICS) Form 205 that documents all radio communications used to support an
event.

e Designate interagency talk paths for command, primary field operations, emergency
operations, and redundancy purposes during the planning process for a large-scale event.
Clearly denote planned interagency talk paths, and their assigned purposes, in all
planning documentation. Designate a COML to implement and support the event’s
communications plan.

¢ Designate a single Operations Section Chief for each operational period within the
confines of an incident or event. Utilize function-specific Branch Directors to coordinate
field operations under the supervision of that Operations Section Chief.

Observation Result

Observers agreed that the involved jurisdictions and agencies established communications for
this event in accordance with legacy plans used historically to support the race, but faced some
coordination challenges stemming largely from notable holes in the event’s personnel
assignments (i.e., the absence of a single Operations Section Chief or COML). In addition, the
communications procedures for the event did not allow for interoperability beyond face-to-face
information sharing among command staff.

Therefore, OEC determined that the Indianapolis Urban Area successfully demonstrated
response-level emergency communications as outlined by NECP Goal 1 at an early level.
Specific findings and recommendations are included in the attached After Action Report and
Improvement Plan.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Every day in cities and towns across the nation, emergency response personnel respond to
incidents of varying scope and magnitude. Their ability to communicate in real time is critical to
establishing command and control at the scene of an emergency, to maintaining event situational
awareness, and to operating overall within a broad range of incidents. However, as numerous
after-action reports and national assessments have revealed, there are still communications
deficiencies that affect the ability of responders to manage routine incidents and support
responses to natural disasters, acts of terrorism, and other incidents.

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS), Office of Emergency Communications (OEC)
supports and promotes the ability of emergency responders and government officials to
communicate in the circumstances mentioned above, and works to ensure, accelerate, and attain
interoperable and operable emergency communications nationwide.

NECP Overview

Recognizing the need for an overarching emergency communications strategy to address
communications shortfalls, Congress directed OEC to develop the first National Emergency
Communications Plan (NECP). OEC worked with stakeholders from local, tribal, state, and
federal agencies to develop the NECP — a strategic plan that established a national vision for the
future state of emergency communications. The desired future state is that emergency
responders can communicate:

e As needed, on demand, and as authorized
e Atall levels of government
e Across all disciplines

NECP established three strategic goals:

e Goal 1-By 2010, 90 percent of all high-risk urban areas designated within the Urban
Areas Security Initiative (UASI) are able to demonstrate response-level emergency
communications within one hour for routine events involving multiple jurisdictions and
agencies.

e Goal 2 - By 2011, 75 percent of non-UASI jurisdictions are able to demonstrate
response-level emergency communications within one hour for routine events involving
multiple jurisdictions and agencies.

e Goal 3-By 2013, 75 percent of all jurisdictions are able to demonstrate response-level
emergency communications within three hours, in the event of a significant event as
outlined in national planning scenarios.

The NECP further provides recommended initiatives and milestones to guide emergency
response providers and relevant government officials in making measureable improvements in
emergency communications capabilities.
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Assessment Purpose

The OEC Interoperable Communications Technical Assistance Program (ICTAP) provides
technical assistance to states and urban areas for voice and data interoperability projects. ICTAP
works with local, state, and federal interoperability efforts to enhance agencies’ and individuals’
overall capacity to communicate with one another.

To measure and assess national emergency communications response preparedness as defined in
Goal 1 of the NECP, OEC has fielded ICTAP subject matter experts (SMEs) and public safety
peer observers to observe and assess communications at a pre-planned event for each UASI site.
Observers are guided by specific, pre-defined observation elements and sub-elements which they
will use to assess the Urban Area’s performance against the objectives of NECP Goal 1.

Document Summary

This After Action Report/Improvement Plan (AAR/IP) is a consensus report compiled by the
OEC/ICTAP and public safety peer observers. It is structured as follows:

Section 2 provides a summary of pertinent event details.
Section 3 provides a list of the participating disciplines, jurisdictions and agencies.
Section 4 is a summary of the goals and objectives of the assessment.

Section 5 provides the detailed observations of the Observation Team. These narratives include
documented strengths, areas for improvement, and suggested recommendations for how to
further improve response level communications in the future.

Section 6 provides a report conclusion including suggested next steps.

Appendix A is the Improvement Plan (IP) that can be used by the site to document, and track
progress on, implementing the recommendations from this AAR via a corrective Action Program
(CAP).

Appendix B is a glossary of acronyms used throughout this report.
Appendix C is a Degree of Demonstration worksheet.
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2.0 EVENT OVERVIEW

The Indianapolis 500, known as “The Greatest Spectacle in Racing,” covers 500 miles over 200
laps on a 2.5-mile oval raceway in Speedway, IN. It is currently the marquee race on the
schedule for the 1ZOD IndyCar Series. The Indianapolis 500 holds the title of world’s largest
single-day spectator sporting event, pulling in hundreds of thousands of spectators each year.
Public safety support for this year’s race included hundreds of responders from dozens of local,
state, federal, and military agencies.

Event Name

2010 Indianapolis 500
Event Type

Open-Wheel Race
Event Date

May 30, 2010
Event Duration

Public safety operations on the day of the event ran from approximately 5:00 AM to 8:00
PM. Operations were observed from 8:00 AM to 6:30 PM.

Event Location

Indianapolis Motor Speedway, Speedway, IN
Event Sponsor(s)

The Indianapolis 500 is sponsored at various levels by numerous corporations
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Sl (clelrating
100 Years::

Figure 1: Indianapolis 500
(photograph taken by a member of the Observation Team and used with permission)
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PARTICIPANTS

Table 1: Jurisdictions, Agencies, and Disciplines Participating in the Event

Jurisdiction

Agency
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and
Explosives (ATF)

Discipline

Law Enforcement

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) t Support
Federal Federal Bureau of Investigations (FBI) T Law Enforcement
National Weather Service t Support
US Secret Service T Law Enforcement
Coroner’s Office T Support
Division of Homeland Security T Emergency Management
Indianapolis Indianapolis Fire Department Fire

Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department *t

Law Enforcement

Metropolitan Emergency Communications
Agency (MECA)

Communications

Indiana University

Indiana University Police Department

Law Enforcement

Marion County

Marion County Emergency Management

Emergency Management

Marion County Sheriff’s Department

Law Enforcement

Non-Governmental
Organizations

Clarian Medical *t

Emergency Medical
Services (EMS)

Indianapolis Motor Speedway Safety Patrol *t

Safety/Support/Security

Rural Metro Ambulance Service

EMS

Wishard Health Services *t EMS
Pike County Pike County Fire and EMS EMS

Indiana Department of Transportation *+ Support

Indiana National Guard Military

State of Indiana

Indiana State Excise Police

Law Enforcement

Indiana State Police *t

Law Enforcement

Town of Speedway

Speedway Police Department *t

Law Enforcement

Speedway Fire Department *

Fire

Wayne Township

Wayne Township Fire Department

Fire

*Note: Agencies denoted with an “*” were observed utilizing Land Mobile Radio (LMR) communications
within the confines of this event. Agencies denoted with a “t” were observed serving in a Primary
Operational Leadership capacity.

August 2010

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY






FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Indianapolis UASI NECP Goal 1 AAR/IP
NECP-INI-AFTACTRPT-001-R1

4.0 GOALS & OBJECTIVES

The goal of this NECP Communications Assessment is to assess the Urban Area’s ability to
demonstrate response-level emergency communications within one hour for routine events
involving multiple jurisdictions and agencies.

This Assessment focused on the following objectives:

1) Evaluate all levels of communication integration and interoperability available to or
required by the Urban Area event participants in accordance with operational procedures
and regional response plans.

2) Determine the Urban Area’s ability to rapidly and effectively establish interoperable
communications in support of a significant multi-agency event.

3) Provide feedback and recommendations that the Urban Area can use to enhance their
overall readiness to establish and maintain interoperable communications during an
actual emergency involving a large-scale disaster.

5.0 ELEMENT NARRATIVES

This section summarizes the observations and conclusions of the Observation Team.
Observations on each element and sub-element are reported here in the following format:

e Description — Specific details regarding what occurred during the event that supported
the Observation Team’s response to a given observation element and sub-element.

e Conclusion — The bottom-line outcome regarding event participant performance against a
given observation element.

e Recommendations — Actions event agencies can take to improve upon any challenges
noted.
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Common Policies & Procedures

Element #1: Interagency communications policies and procedures were common or consistent
amongst all responding agencies.

Sub-Elements 1.1 & 1.2

Did policies and procedures exist for interagency communications between the involved
jurisdictions, agencies, and disciplines? Were they written?

Description:

Event personnel provided observers with access to the following written policies and procedures
which addressed multi-jurisdictional communications:

e 2010500 Race Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department (IMPD) Incident Action
Plan (IAP)
o0 ICS Form 202 - Incident Objectives
o ICS Form 203 — Organizational Assignment List
0 ICS Form 204 (thirteen separate forms) — Assignment List
o ICS Form 205 - Incident Radio Communications Plan
e Indianapolis 500 Speedway Fire Department (SFD) IAP
o ICS Form 202
ICS Form 203
ICS Form 204
ICS Form 205
ICS Form 205 T — Telephone List
ICS Form 206 — Safety Plan
Safety Plan
A “simplified” Radio Talk Group Assignments form
Maps
Building numbers/alarms list for the speedway
o Sprinkler and standpipe locations for the speedway
e Speedway Police Department (SPD) Race Event IAP
o Calendar of events
0 Assignment Details
o Maps
o Emergency Action Guide
e IMPD Operations Plan: Indianapolis 500

OO0OO0OO0O0O0O0O0O0

o0 Organizational Chart
0 Assignment Descriptions
o Emergency Contingencies
o Maps
o ICS Form 205
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e Stand-alone ICS Form 205 as distributed to the Observation Team by a representative of
the Hendricks County Communications Center (HCCC), hereafter referred to as the
HCCC ICS Form 205

e Indiana State Police Race Manual

o Maps
0 Personnel assignments
O Zone assignments

e Marion County Event Plan

e District Wide Interoperable Communications Plan for the Indiana Department of
Homeland Security District 5 (i.e., a Tactical Interoperable Communications Plan
[TICP])

Unless specifically stated above, these plans did not utilize NIMS/ICS forms. Several of these
plans directly addressed communications. Although each agency developed their own 1AP, none
of these plans appeared to be specifically contradictory. Observers did note, however, that the
ICS Form 205 and/or comment on radio communication in each 1AP contained different
information. Observers did not locate any single communications plan that contained all RF
communications talk paths in use for the event. With the exception of the TICP, none of the
written communications plans for the race itself directly detailed any mechanisms for
interagency communications.

The vast majority of interagency information sharing occurred face-to-face, largely at the
Unified Command Post located in the infield pagoda. Observers agreed that this approach
facilitated handling most calls for service within the confines of the event. Command staff
appeared well versed in this approach and stated that they had used the approach traditionally for
many years. However, interagency communications were not formalized in any policy seen by
the Observation Team.

Observers heard of the following plans with communications components but did not see them in
written form:

e Evacuation and/or shelter in place contingency plans
e Very Important Person (VIP) escort and management plans

Despite the large amount of interaction between public safety personnel and Indianapolis Motor
Speedway Safety Patrol personnel (referred to as “yellow shirts”), none of the event IAPs
specifically described operational plans for coordinating efforts between these response entities
in the event of a large scale incident (e.g., weather, evacuations, etc.) that crossed the
jurisdictional boundary between areas of track responsibility and areas of public safety
responsibility. This omission manifested itself in several disagreements between “yellow shirt”
personnel and public safety personnel regarding traffic flow, crowd control, etc. For example,
observers noted an instance where several civilian busses arrived at the pagoda area
unannounced when Indiana State Police (ISP) personnel were busy managing escorts for various
event celebrities and VIPs. “Yellow shirt” personnel unloaded these busses and then attempted
to direct those busses back out of the area without injuring any pedestrians in the area. ISP
escorts had no contingency plan to deal with the influx of unknown and non-credentialed
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personnel and had to temporarily shut down security/escort operations, causing other issues with
getting the various VIPs to their correct (and secured) locations.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that policies and procedures exist for interagency communications
between the involved jurisdictions, agencies, and disciplines in most cases within the confines of
the event. These policies and procedures were written some of the time.

Recommendations:

1. Develop and document interagency communications policies and procedures for all
emergency response agencies operating within the confines of an event.

2. Collaborate with all public safety agencies responsible for supporting event operations to
develop a single, cohesive IAP. Support that IAP with agency-specific operations plans,
as necessary.

3. Develop a single, all-encompassing ICS Form 205 that documents all RF
communications used in the support of an event across agencies, jurisdictions,
disciplines, and radio systems.

4. Collaborate with Indianapolis Motor Speedway and other private organization officials to
develop written communications, coordination, and/or operational policies for incidents
that involve both private and public safety jurisdictional responsibilities.

Element #2: Established interagency communications policies and procedures were followed

throughout the event.

Sub-Element 2.1

Were established interagency communications policies and procedures followed throughout the
event?

Description:
The following observations pertain to policies and procedures noted in Element #1 above.
Incident Action Plans (IAPs) and associated Operations Plans

Event planners generated multiple, largely agency-specific IAPs in support of the 2010
Indianapolis 500. These plans were not universally consistent with one another (largely because
they addressed the operations of distinct agencies) but did not directly conflict with one another
either. Observers agreed that participants followed their agency-specific IAP, and its associated
operations plan, within the confines of this event. As noted in Sub-Element 1.1 above, some but
not all of these plans included communications plans. Where a communications plan existed,
responders followed that plan for their agency.

Observers documented a few errors within the content of the IAPs. Specifically,
e The ICS Form 204 in the SFD IAP was blank.

e The ICS Form 202 for the IMPD IAP did not include a weather forecast or a safety
message.
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e Safety messages contained in the various IAPs and operational plans did not adequately
address known safety hazards such as heat, dehydration, or track debris. For example,
the SFD IAP safety plan stated only that responders should wear “appropriate Personal
protective equipment (PPE) when necessary” and report injuries to Pagoda Command.

ICS Form 205s: Radio Communications

The ICS Form 205 should represent a functional and written procedure for communications
within the confines of this event. For this event, however, observers noted four separate ICS
Form 205s. As noted in Sub-Element 11.6 below, these forms were not universally consistent
with one another, and no one ICS Form 205 included all of the RF communications used to
support public safety operations for the event. Furthermore, none of the ICS Form 205s
contained the communications pathways for non-800 MHz radio users or the Indianapolis Motor
Speedway Safety Patrol personnel.

Observers documented some additional errors of note on the various ICS Form 205s.
Specifically,

e None of the ICS Form 205s utilized the most current version of the form template.

e The HCCC ICS Form 205 listed a prepared by date of 5/30/10 (i.e., the date of the event).
Observers received copies of this form days prior to the event and the form was not
updated during the event.

e The HCCC ICS Form 205 did not provide any actionable information in the
“Assignment” or “Remarks” columns. While each talkgroup was assigned to various
agency-specific locations or functions, those assignments were not specified on the form.
Instead, the columns included only the agency designator in the “Assignments” column
and either the word “Primary” or “Backup if System1 Failure” in the “Remarks” column.
Observers agreed that this approach rendered the ICS Form 205 largely unusable as a
reference guide for command personnel to use within the confines of the event.

e The SFD ICS Form 205 alternately listed both the S1-T9 and S1-T11 talk groups as the
“primary” talk group for Speedway fire response personnel.

District 5 TICP

UASI participants developed the original District 5 TICP in 2005. This plan includes basic
policies and procedures for handling tactical interoperability between the various jurisdictions,
agencies, and disciplines involved in this event. MECA personnel distributed a copy of the TICP
to the Observation Team.

Observers documented some areas of concern within the content of the District 5 TICP and those
errors are documented in the appropriate sub-elements below. Observers did not note any cases
where event personnel performance specifically deviated from the policies and procedures
documented within the TICP.
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Conclusion:

Observers determined that established interagency communications policies and procedures were
followed all of the time within the confines of the event.

Recommendations:

1. Ensure that all event documentation is reviewed, revised, and complete prior to
distribution. Specifically double check documents such as maps that are used year after
year to ensure they reflect any updates or changes.

2. Ensure that event-wide multi-agency 1APs are complete and include all forms needed to
support the event. Ensure that each form is fully populated prior to finalizing the IAP.

3. Pre-establish communications mechanisms with all public safety and relevant non-
governmental organization (NGO) response groups operating within the confines of an
event.

4. Complete updates to the District 5 TICP to include newly identified/procured equipment,
updated procedures, etc.

5. Use the most current version of the ICS Form 205 for future events, exercises, or
incidents, available at http://www.npstc.org/commUnitLeader.jsp.

Sub-Elements 2.2 & 2.3

Did established policies and procedures exist between responding agencies for request,
activation, accountability, deactivation, and problem resolution of deployable interagency
communications resources, such as mobile communications centers, gateways, and radio
caches? If so, were they followed?

Description:

Observers noted several deployable assets available for communications support within the
confines of this event:

e Mobile communications vehicles (MCVs), including an ISP Mobile Command Vehicle,
a Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) Mobile Command Vehicle, and a MECA Mobile
Communications Vehicle.

e MECA 800 MHz radio cache and associated equipment (distributed to observers and
some response personnel)

Mobile Communications Vehicles and Gateways

The ISP vehicle was used as a tactical dispatch center for ISP personnel. The vehicle was staffed
by at least one tactical dispatcher at all times. Observers noted that this vehicle is not listed in
the current District 5 TICP Table 3.

2010 represented the first year that the FBI deployed their vehicle to the Indianapolis 500. The
vehicle was used primarily to provide working space and a visual presence at the event but was
otherwise not directly involved in any observed operations.

The MECA vehicle is listed in the current District TICP Table 3 but was not observed in any
operational capacity within the confines of the event.
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Observers noted that the District TICP Section 4.8 designates MCVs for “major incidents” only.
TICP language does not currently allow for MCV deployment on pre-planned events. TICP
Section 4.8 provides some basic request procedures but does not otherwise detail deployment,
utilization, or demobilization policies for MCVs.

Radio Caches

The District 5 TICP directly addresses radio cache procedures, contained in Section 4.2.
Communications personnel deployed radios to, and demobilized radios from, the Observation
Team in general accordance with the policies and procedures listed in the TICP Section 4.2.1,
4.2.3,4.2.4,and 4.2.5. For example, each radio had a specific inventory number, each observer
had to sign for his/her radio, each radio came with an extra battery, etc.

Specific to the TICP policies and procedures for radio caches, Section 4.2 states that radios are
only available for deployment “during times of emergency.” Observers agreed that this
language was unnecessarily restrictive and could have been interpreted to preclude the cache’s
use for this pre-planned event.

As a note, the 2006 Indianapolis UASI TIC Plan Validation Exercise (TVE) AAR/IP noted the
distribution of written instructions with each cache radio as a best practice. Observers agreed
that following this 2006 protocol in 2010 would have been beneficial.

Summary

In general, observers agreed that while the TICP included basic equipment inventory
information, the document should be augmented with additional procedural and use information
commonly found in TICPs nationwide. Specifically, this document appears to have been
developed using a modified template from 2005. A more refined and updated template from
2010 is available that would facilitate beneficial enhancements to this document.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that established policies and procedures existed in all needed cases
between responding agencies for request, activation, accountability, deactivation, and problem
resolution of deployable interagency communications resources within the confines of the event.
Where policies and procedures existed, all were followed.

Recommendations:

1. Revise the District 5 TICP to incorporate detailed policies, procedures, and rules of use
for all interoperable communications equipment. Ensure that procedures are sufficient to
provide guidance for equipment operators and users that allow them to perform in a
consistent fashion.

2. Update the TICP to include all mobile communications assets currently available for use
in the District 5 area. Incorporate locally available federal assets, where appropriate.

3. Consider utilizing the revised 2010 TICP template which allows for detailed policies and
procedures relative to MCVs.

4. Revise the District 5 TICP language to support mobile communications assets in support
of a variety of events and incidents.

5. Consider issuing a programming template specific to the distributed cache radio to the
end user at the time of deployment.
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6. Train participating and cooperating agencies on the content and use of the TICP.

Element #3: Interagency communications policies and procedures across all responding

agencies were consistent with NIMS.

Sub-Element 3.1

Were interagency communications policies and procedures across responding agencies
consistent with NIMS?

Description:

The following observations pertain to the interagency policies and procedures noted in Element
#1 above.

TICP

The District 5 TICP appears to have been developed in a NIMS-consistent fashion. Specifically,
the TICP calls for the use of plain language, agency specific unit identifiers, and establishing a
Unified Command, which are all consistent with NIMS.

|APs/Operational Plans

Although event planners did form a Unified Command structure in accordance with NIMS
guidelines, they did not support that command structure by developing a single multi-agency
IAP. Instead, they generated multiple, largely agency-specific 1APs in support of the 2010
Indianapolis 500. While some of these plans utilized some NIMS/ICS standard forms, the
majority of each IAP (and their component operational plans) did not follow current NIMS/ICS
documentation protocols. Observers noted other deviations from NIMS guidance, including;

e Where ICS standard forms appeared, many of the event pages were not “signed”, either
physically or electronically, by their authors. Signing of each ICS form document is a
NIMS requirement.

e None of the IAPs contained reminder messages to comply with basic NIMS
communications guidelines such as using plain language, unit identifiers, etc.

e Some IAPs and operational plans utilized position titles (e.g., Detail Commander, Detail
Coordinator, etc.) which were inconsistent with NIMS position identification guidelines
and incorrect to that individual’s actual position within the event-wide command
structure.

Many IAPs and operational plans did not include detailed organizational charts or assignments,
leaving the chain of command for each agency vague.

As a note, the 2006 Indianapolis UASI TVE AAR/IP also noted the need to improve 1APs by
utilizing established NIMS/ICS forms and procedures as an area for improvement.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that interagency communications policies and procedures across
responding agencies were sometimes consistent with NIMS within the confines of the event.
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Recommendations:

1. Ensure that all ICS forms and associated event/incident documents are “signed” (either
physically or electronically) by their authors.

2. Utilize available NIMS/ICS standardized forms to develop incident and/or event response
plans.

3. Include simple NIMS training reminders in event plans and responder briefings to remind
event personnel to utilize NIMS protocols when communicating in multi-agency or
multi-discipline situations.

4. Utilize NIMS/ICS position titles for all personnel within the confines of an incident or
event. Ensure that existing personnel ranks or titles (e.g., Commander, etc.) do not
conflict with NIMS/ICS positions.

5. Ensure that event planning documents include organization and assignment structures
which clearly describe the full chain of command for all incident/event response and
support personnel.

Element #4: A priority order for use of interagency communications resources was followed as

established in standard operation procedures or plans, such as the TICP.

Sub-Elements 4.1 & 4.2

Does a priority order exist for use of interagency communications resources (e.g., life safety
before property protection)? Was this prioritization of communications resource use followed?

Description:

Section 2.6 (District Authority for Coordination and Assignment of Interoperability Assets) of
the District 5 TICP establishes a priority order for the use of interagency communications
resources. Specifically, the TICP elevates disasters and incidents where an imminent danger
exists to life or property above pre-planned events, drills, or exercises. This section also
prioritizes communications assets in the event of simultaneous competing events within the same
priority level. The SFD ICS Form 202, section 5, identifies providing for the safety and welfare
of all event attendees, participants, and staffs while “minimizing the Event’s impact on Routine
Marion County FIRE and EMS operations.” Note, however, that this section appears redundant
to (and more actionable than) TICP sections 5.3, 5.3.1, and 5.3.2 which also attempt to provide
prioritization guidelines.

Observers did not note any incident within the confines of the event that resulted in a need to
prioritize one communication asset over another. Event planning personnel identified and
allocated sufficient communications resources prior to the event to adequately support the
Indianapolis 500 throughout the event.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that a priority order did exist for use of interagency communications. This
prioritization was not needed within the confines of the event.
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Recommendations:

1. Clearly denote a life safety prioritization on the ICS Form 202 of the 1AP for pre-planned
events and incidents.
2. Revise the District 5 TICP to include one clear section on asset prioritization.

Element #5: A primary interagency operations talk path was clearly established by procedure or

communicated to responders early in the event.

Sub-Elements 5.1 & 5.2

Was a primary interagency communications talk path clearly established by procedures used
during the event? If not, was such a talk path established ad hoc and communicated to
responders early in the event?

Description:

Planners did not denote an interagency talk path for command, routine field, or emergency use
within the confines of the Indianapolis 500. Each agency utilized one or more separate talk paths
to support their assigned function but observers noted no planned capabilities for responders to
communicate with one another across agencies or disciplines, if needed. Although some
agencies utilized talkgroups on shared systems or had the talkgroups assigned to other agencies
programmed on their radios, observers noted at least four different radio systems (i.e., MECA,
Hoosier Safe-T, Clarian EMS system, and the internal Indianapolis Motor Speedway system) on
at least two frequency bands (i.e., 800 MHz and UHF) in use throughout the course of the event.
Observers further noted no planned capabilities to connect responders on these different systems
together (e.g., via a gateway patch, etc.), utilize shared (i.e., mutual aid) channels, or otherwise
establish interoperable communications for event responders.

The only observed interagency communications occurred face-to-face at multi-agency hubs like
the Unified Command Post or shared dispatch centers, or via industrious field teams who
independently monitored the communications of other agencies with similar functions to their
own via multiple radios (e.g., assigned Special Weapons and Tactics [SWAT] teams from ISP
and IMPD, etc.).

Observers agreed that while this approach did not present a large number of realized negative
consequences for this particular event, it did slow down response times in some cases as requests
for interagency support had to be routed through various intermediaries. This routing procedure
also introduced an increased likelihood of information loss and misinterpretation. This approach
required planners to divide the event into various areas of responsibility by agency rather than by
function, hindering their ability to develop a single approach to the event. For example,
assignments by agency rather than by zone hindered establishing distinct areas of the speedway
in the regional Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) systems that would have allowed command
personnel to directly dispatch responders to incidents in those zones without having to identify
and then relay the information to the correct agency or agencies assigned to that area.

Finally, observers raised concerns that a lack of interoperability could have severely hindered
interagency operations should a large scale incident have occurred within the confines of the
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event. For example, although members of the Unified Command could communicate face-to-
face at their current location, if an incident occurred (e.g., a tornado, etc.) that prevented
command staff from being co-located, the communications plan did not allow any mechanism
for commanders to sustain their coordination.

As a note, the 2006 Indianapolis UASI TVE AAR/IP stated, “The Indianapolis urban area
communication system is interoperable and robust. These communication systems should be
models for other urban areas around the country.” The subsequent lack of interoperable
communications used during this 2010 observation indicates a need for renewed attention to this
issue.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that a primary interagency communications talk path was not clearly
established by procedures within the confines of the event. Such a talk path was not established
ad hoc and communicated to the responders early in the event.

Recommendations:

1. Designate interagency talk paths for command, primary field operations, emergency
operations, and redundancy purposes during the planning process for a large-scale event.

2. Clearly denote planned interagency talk paths, and their assigned purposes, in all
planning documentation.

3. Train all responders on the interagency talk paths designated for that event. Brief key
communications information to both field and command teams prior to an event. Ensure
all responders know when to utilize each planned talk path.

4. Incorporate providing short-form versions of the communications plan (“cheat sheets”) to
field personnel into standard procedures and practices for pre-planned events.

5. Consider designating a specific interagency staging talk path for larger scale events to
coordinate, track, and direct incoming resources in the event of an incident requiring
additional mutual-aid assets.

Element #6: Common terminology and plain language were used in all interagency

communications.

Sub-Element 6.1

Was plain language used throughout the event?
Description:

Requirements for plain language in interoperable communications situations are called out in the
District 5 TICP sections 4.1 (Plain Language). Although event personnel relayed to observers
that many response agencies in the region commonly used plain language, none of the 1APs
listed requirements or reminders to utilize plain language.

Throughout the event, observers heard public safety participants use several codes. Examples of
codes heard include:

August 2010 16
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY





FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Indianapolis UASI NECP Goal 1 AAR/IP
NECP-INI-AFTACTRPT-001-R1

e Ten Codes such as 10-4, 10-10 (fight), 10-39, 10-57, 10-30, 10-50 (Personal Injury
Accident), 10-14, 10-25, 10-23, 10-7, 10-99, etc.

¢ Signal Codes such as Signal 15, Signal 18, Signal 100 (Hold Radio Traffic), Signal 400,
etc.

e “1600” Codes such as 1649, 1652, etc.

None of the codes used indicated specifically sensitive information. Although historically used
to reduce the amount of radio traffic on a given channel, observers noted that some of these
codes are so engrained into the communications protocols of the region’s responders that they
were frequently used in face-to-face communications as well.

Participants relayed to observers that recent agency mergers and consolidations have
complicated plain language protocols in the region. Specifically, IPD personnel utilized plain
language during day-to-day operations prior to the recent consolidation with the Marion County
Sheriff’s Department. The newly formed IMPD has struggled with legacy codes brought over
from former sheriff’s personnel who used coded language more extensively in their routine
operations.

Participants also relayed that codes used by the various agencies within the confines of the event
were not consistent with one another. Specifically, the codes used by IMPD personnel were not
consistent with the codes utilized by ISP personnel.

As a note, the 2006 Indianapolis UASI TVE AAR/IP did not report plain language as an issue
throughout that exercise, indicating a need for renewed attention to this issue.

Conclusion:
Observers determined that plain language was sometimes used within the confines of the event.

Recommendations:

1. Provide additional training in plain language radio protocols during multi-agency
communication situations.

2. Continue to encourage regional responders and communication specialists to use plain
language or tactical language whenever appropriate.

3. Ensure that any codes retained for safety/security purposes are universally understood
across regional disciplines and agencies.

Sub-Element 6.2

Did any communications problems arise amongst the primary operational leadership due to a
lack of common terminology?

Description:

Observers did not note any realized communications problems related to a lack of common
terminology. Indeed, primary operational leadership representatives from multiple agencies,
disciplines, and jurisdictions were able to effectively communicate with one another (primarily
face-to-face at the Unified Command Post in the infield pagoda) regarding any incident that
occurred within the confines of this event without having to request clarification related to the
terminology used.
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Conclusion:

Observers determined that communications problems did not arise amongst the primary
operational leadership due to a lack of common terminology within the confines of the event.
Recommendations:

1. None

Sub-Element 6.3

Did any communications problems arise amongst other response-level emergency personnel
during the event due to a lack of common terminology?

Description:

Observers did not note any instances of direct communications between response level personnel
from multiple agencies except during face-to-face interactions. Responders routed all radio
traffic up through their control (i.e., dispatch) or command representatives for relay to other
needed response agencies. As such, observers witnessed no instances of communications
problems among the response-level personnel directly due to common terminology issues.

As noted above, however, responders admitted that the coded terminology used by the various
response agencies in this region is not consistent. Had responders been utilizing a more direct
interoperable communications methodology (e.g., shared channels, etc.), communications
misunderstandings due to terminology differences could have occurred.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that communications problems did not arise amongst other response-level
emergency personnel due to a lack of common terminology within the confines of the event.

Recommendations:
1. None

Element #7: Clear unit identification procedures were used.

Sub-Element 7.1

Were clear unit identification procedures used amongst the primary operational leadership?
Description:

All communications to or from the primary operational leadership group for the Indianapolis 500
used the “Pagoda Command” call sign. Many agencies designated a specific representative to
serve in the Unified Command group located in the infield pagoda. Any radio traffic for
“Pagoda Command” or “Command” was answered by that agency’s Unified Command
representative.

Communications throughout the event that required a response from dispatch personnel were
directed to that agency’s dispatch center using the “control” call sign. Again, each agency
retained communications only with their dispatch center such that “control” heard on any given
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talk path only solicited the response of a single dispatch agency. The Unified Command Post did
not include any tactical dispatchers per se. Rather, the various representatives in the Unified
Command would relay calls from dispatch or field units out to the appropriate response groups.

Within the Unified Command group, all personnel responded to “command” requests from the
various field responders in their own agency. There were no further designators (e.g.,
Operations, Logistics, etc.) used within the primary operational leadership group. Each agency’s
representative had one or more mobile and/or portable radios tuned to each of the talk groups
assigned to their responders. Each representative also had a landline phone assigned to their
position (by agency). At one point, a command representative from the ISP noted that it was
difficult to discern which phone was ringing as each phone had the same ring tone. It was also
difficult to determine who was calling for “command” as numerous radios simultaneously
broadcast throughout the room.

Observers did not observe any unit identification procedures specifically used between the
members of this leadership group and also did not note any issues specifically related to unit
identification within this group. When the command representatives needed to pass information
to one another, they did so aloud using either each other’s name, agency, or function (e.g., EMS,
Fire, etc.). These identification procedures were used interchangeably without any real pattern or
procedure but resulted in effective information sharing between the involved parties. Observers
agreed that this approach likely grew from years of collaboration and relationships established
between individuals who staffed the command post for successive events.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that clear unit identification procedures were never used amongst the
primary operational leadership within the confines of the event.

Recommendations:

1. Differentiate between Unified Commanders and Command Staff (i.e., Logistics,
Planning, Operations, and Finance) both in event planning documentation and in unit
identification protocols.

2. Structure event communications to flow through the Operations Section while utilizing
tactical dispatch personnel and resources appropriately.

3. Develop situational awareness mechanisms to ensure that information from the field
flows smoothly through the Operations Section to Unified Command personnel and vice
versa.

Sub-Element 7.2

Were clear unit identification procedures used amongst other response-level emergency
personnel throughout the event?

Description:

Response level personnel were not organized into unit identification groups that clearly
designated their function, discipline, or location to other agencies. However, the protocols
developed independently by each separate agency carried meaning for that agency and seemed to
facilitate their stand-alone response plans and communications protocols. Given that field
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personnel remained on agency-specific communications talk paths and did not interact over the
radio with other responders, observers did not note instances where this approach directly
hindered communications.

Some response agencies (e.g., SPD, IMPD, etc.) utilized their day-to-day call signs as unit
identifiers within the confines of the event. For example, when an IMPD motorcycle officer
crashed during pre-event traffic control operations, responders identified that officer by his day-
to-day call sign such that IMPD personnel in the command post immediately identified the
officer by name based on that call sign.

Observers noted that other response-level emergency personnel (e.g., ISP, SFD, etc.) did utilize
event-specific radio call signs rather than their day-to-day call signs. Each agency’s operational
plan listed the event call signs in use and their assigned location(s).

Occasionally, observers did hear responders utilize individual names rather than unit identifiers
to locate other responders.

As a note, the 2006 Indianapolis UASI TVE AAR/IP also noted inconsistencies with unit
identification protocols as an area for improvement.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that clear unit identification procedures were used most of the time
amongst other response-level emergency personnel within the confines of the event.

Recommendations:

1. Develop consistent unit identification protocols across all response entities participating
in a given event or incident.

2. Consider utilizing unit identification protocols that clearly denote a responder’s assigned
location, function, and response capabilities.

3. Ensure that all responders are fully familiar with the unit identification protocols in use
for a given event prior to that event.

4. Consider providing assignment “cheat sheets” or quick reference guides to allow field
personnel to quickly identify interagency key personnel unit identifiers, as needed.

Element #8: Common channel names were used for designated interoperability channels.

Sub-Element 8.1

Were common names used by all responding agencies for interagency communications
channels?

Description:

Observers agreed that although event planners did not designate any interagency
communications channels for this event, responding agencies utilized the naming conventions for
each channel or talk group found on the various ICS Form 205s or the associated
communications notes located in agency-specific operational plans. Cache radios distributed to
the Observation Team were programmed with consistent naming conventions. Observers did not
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note any instances where the same channel or talk group was named differently across various
disciplines or in different radios.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that interagency communications channels were not used within the
confines of the event.

Recommendations:
1. None

Sub-Element 8.2

Were standard names as identified in the National Interoperability Field Operations Guide
(NIFOG) used for Federal Communications Commission (FCC)-designated interoperability
channels?

Description:

FCC designated interoperability channels were not utilized within the confines of the event. As a
note, the District 5 TICP Appendix F, Table 8 lists the FCC-designated interoperability channels
in the 800MHz frequency band. This table does not identify these channels by the naming
convention approved by the National Public Safety Telecommunications Council (NPSTC) as
reflected in the NIFOG. Observers noted that responders were not familiar with these channels.
Observers could also not locate these channels in the issued cache radios or in the responder
radios.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that the FCC-designated interoperability channels were not utilized within
the confines of this event.

Recommendations:

1. Consider updating the District 5 TICP to reflect the current NPSTC common channel
naming nomenclature for FCC-designated interoperability channels.

2. Program all regional radio equipment with available interoperability channels, preferably
in a consistent location and fashion.

3. Provide responder training on the availability and use of interoperability channels.
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Responder Roles & Responsibilities

Element #9: Multiple organizations with inherent responsibility for some portion of the event
were present and joined in a unified command with a single individual designated with
Operations Section Chief responsibilities.

Sub-Element 9.1

Did a single individual carry out the Operations Section Chief responsibilities in each
operational period?

Description:

Participating response agencies did not designate a single Operations Section Chief in support of
the 2010 Indianapolis 500. Some agency-specific IAPs did not designate an Operations Section
Chief at all while others listed an Operations Section Chief only for their agency. Overall, event
participants stated that the Unified Command group functionally served as “operations” for the
race event and had not historically utilized a designated operations section.

Observers noted some negative consequences of this diffuse operations structure. Specifically,
this approach required all information to flow in and out of the command structure through
agency-specific information “stove pipes” which greatly expanded the noise level in the
command center and the potential for information loss as command personnel relayed field
information from one agency to another.

As an example, IMPD responders called for EMS support on the S1-T5 (traffic) talkgroup during
out-going traffic operations after the conclusion of the race. The IMPD responder provided
Command with a specific incident location, stated that first responders had initiated
Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation (CPR) efforts, and requested a portable defibrillator. The call
was routed through the Unified Command group who reported back that the nearest available
EMS team with a defibrillator could not get through traffic to reach that location. Other IMPD
responders in the area either did not have a defibrillator or could not maneuver through traffic to
the patient’s location. Command then requested a bike team pick up a defibrillator and take it to
the scene. Bike medics arrived to where they thought the patient should be but could not locate
the patient. Those medics then self-dispatched to another location reporting a patient with
similar symptoms, assuming that the new call was their same patient at a different location. In
the end, observers listened to the call for 5-10 minutes but did not hear any resolution to the call
(i.e., could not determine if paramedics ever reached the correct patient with the correct
equipment).

Without a designated Operations Section Chief, no one person held overall responsibility for
managing response operations within the confines of the event itself. As reports funneled into
the Unified Command from across the event, each report had to be de-conflicted to determine if
the report was new or already documented, who the report was from, the exact location of the
incident, etc. Command personnel shared no single situational status mechanism to keep track of
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in-progress calls for service, responder assignments, asset locations, or unit availability across all
response agencies. The de facto decentralized nature of the Operations structure therefore added
unnecessary complexity to the information dissemination process and introduced significant
opportunities for communication errors and operational failures.

As a note, the 2006 Indianapolis UASI TVE AAR/IP also noted the need to designate a single
Operations Section Chief as an area for improvement.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that a single individual did not carry out the Operations Section Chief
responsibilities in each operational period within the confines of the event.

Recommendations:

1. Designate a single Operations Section Chief for each operational period within the
confines of an incident or event.

2. Utilize function-specific Branch Directors to coordinate field operations.

3. Consider utilizing the front stretch command room of the infield pagoda to house the
Operations Section for future speedway events. Utilize the back stretch room to house
Unified Commanders and develop clear information pathways between the two locations.

4. Consider utilizing on-scene tactical dispatch support either via a radio room proximal to
the command/operations rooms in the infield pagoda or utilizing existing MCVs located
within or near the speedway. Route field communications through tactical dispatch
personnel directly.

5. Develop a single situation status mechanism for Operations to track service requests, in-
progress calls for service, responder assignments, asset locations, and unit availability
across all response agencies.

Element #10: Span of control was maintained amongst the primary operational leadership: The

Operations Section Chief and first-level subordinates.

Sub-Element 10.1

Did the Operations Section Chief directly manage more than seven subordinates at any time?
Description:

As noted in Sub-Element 9.1 above, the Unified Command personnel for the Indianapolis 500
did not designate an Operations Section Chief. In accordance with ICS protocols, the Unified
Command group functionally retained ownership of the roles and responsibilities traditionally
delegated to the Operations Section for the race. The Unified Command personnel therefore
retained direct responsibility for managing the heads of all of the agency-specific branches,
divisions, and/or groups formed to support race operations (note that some 1APs failed to
designate Branch Directors, further assigning responsibility for Division and/or Group
Supervisors to the Unified Command personnel as well).
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In reviewing the various agency-specific operations plans and IAPs developed to support the
race, observers agreed that the Unified Command group as a whole retained management
responsibility for more than seven subordinates throughout the race operational period.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that the Operations Section Chief did directly manage more than seven
subordinates at any time within the confines of the event.

Recommendations:

1. Follow NIMS/ICS protocols to properly utilize delegation and division to maintain a
reasonable span of control for each individual within the confines of an event.

2. Designate sufficient supervisory staff to fill all needed ICS positions in support of large
and/or complex incidents and events

Sub-Element 10.2

Did first-level subordinates to the Operations Section Chief directly manage more than seven
subordinates at any time?

Description:

Observers were not able to directly observe the number of subordinates reporting to each of the
first-level subordinates to the Unified Command group. The provided Organizational
Assignment Lists (ICS Form 203), Division Assignment Lists (ICS Form 204), and
Organizational Charts showed that, for some agencies, the first-level subordinates to the de facto
Operations Section (i.e., the Unified Command personnel) were Branch Directors while in other
cases, first-level subordinates might have been Branch and/or Group Supervisors. Specifically;

e Asnoted in the IMPD IAP, the first-level subordinates to the Unified Command group
were three Branch Directors. Branch Director #1 shows 11 direct reports, Branch
Director #2 shows 5 direct reports, and Branch Director #3 shows 1 direct report.

e Asnoted in the SFD IAP, the first level subordinates to the Operations Section Chiefs
(note: two chiefs were listed, a “Pagoda Operations” chief and a “SFD Operations”
chief) were three branch directors. Branch Director #1 (IMS Fire Companies Inside)
shows six direct reports, Branch Director #2 (IMS Fire Companies Outside) shows five
direct reports, and EMS Branch (Outside) shows one direct report.

e The SPD IAP did not include an organizational chart or otherwise denote chain of
command.

The ISP 1AP denoted six geographic/functional zones of responsibility but observers could not
ascertain whether or not their organizational structure as documented in the AP exceeded span
of control parameters as the plan was not constructed using standardized NIMS/ICS forms.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that first-level subordinates to the Operations Section Chief sometimes
directly managed more than seven subordinates at any time within the confines of the event.
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Recommendations:

1. Ensure that all event-wide and agency specific planning documentation clearly denotes
the chain of command for all assigned personnel.

Element #11: Communications Unit Leader (COML) roles and responsibilities were carried out
by the IC/UC or designee.

— Necessary communications resources were effectively ordered using documented
procedures.

— A communications plan was established by procedure or developed early in the event.

Sub-Element 11.1

Was the ICS Communications Unit Leader (COML) position specifically filled during the event?
Description:

Participating response agencies did not designate a COML in support of the 2010 Indianapolis
500. Although the SFD IAP included a form titled “INDY 500 2010 Communications Radio
Talkgroup Assignments” electronically signed by a COML, that individual did not serve in a
COML capacity within the confines of the event. The HCCC ICS Form 205 was not signed and
observers did not witness any HCCC communications personnel operating within the confines of
the event. The IMPD ICS Form 203 left the COML assignment blank and the included ICS
Form 205 was not signed.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that the ICS COML position was not specifically filled within the confines
of the event.

Recommendations:

1. Designate a single COML for each operational period within the confines of an incident
or event.

2. Staff a multi-agency Communications Unit to plan, implement, and sustain
communications throughout the course of each incident and/or event.

3. Provide an opportunity for additional individuals who could potentially fill the COML
position to attend the All Hazards COML training course, when offered.

4. Update the District 5 TICP to reflect current operational requirements for assigning
COMLs to appropriate incidents and/or events.

5. Follow through with the requirement in the District 5 TICP Section 6.2 to establish a
credentialing program for COMLs. Update the TICP to reflect contact information for all
credentialed COMLSs in the Indianapolis Urban Area.

Sub-Elements 11.2 & 11.3

Were COML roles and responsibilities carried out, either by the Incident Commander (or
Unified Command), the COML, or another designee? Who by position or function carried out
the responsibilities?
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Description:

Aside from generating the ICS Form 205s prior to the race event, observers did not witness staff
members fulfilling any of the other COML roles and responsibilities during the event itself.
Specifically, observers noted no signs of communications coordination throughout the event
itself, saw no personnel assigned to monitor the continuity or clarity of in-use communications
assets, and agreed that there were no communications personnel available on-scene should some
type of communications failure or critical incident have occurred that required significant
alterations to the existing communications plan.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that COML roles and responsibilities were sometimes carried out, either
by the Incident Commander (or Unified Command), the COML, or another designee within the
confines of the event.

Recommendations:

1. Coordinate the roles and responsibilities associated with establishing and maintaining
viable communications in support of multi-agency incidents and/or events within a
designated and appropriately trained Communications Unit.

2. Staff a Communications Unit, managed by a qualified COML, throughout each
operational period. Ensure that Communications Unit personnel are capable of
addressing all communications issues that could arise and maintain direct and consistent
contact with Unified Command personnel through their appropriate chain of command.

Sub-Elements 11.4 & 11.5

Were necessary communications resources effectively ordered? Were they ordered using
documented procedures?

Description:

No additional communications resources were ordered, or required, across the course of the
event. All communications equipment was designated and in-place prior to the start of the event.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that additional communications resources were not needed within the
confines of the event.

Recommendations:
1. None

Sub-Element 11.6 & 11.7

Was a communications plan established by procedure or developed early in the event? Did the
communications plan meet the communications needs of the primary operational leadership?
Description:

As noted in various sub-elements above, planners for the Indianapolis 500 utilized multiple
communications plans developed in advance of the event. The SFD and IMPD communications
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plans were agency-specific while the HCCC communications plan addressed multiple agencies.
No single communications plan, however, addressed all of the radio talk paths used by all of the
response agencies supporting the race.

Although observers agreed that communications personnel designated agency-specific talk
groups and channels for the race prior to the event itself, observers did not see any direct
evidence that communications plans across the various response agencies were fully coordinated
with one another. For example;

e The HCCC ICS Form 205 did not include S2-OPS1 (the primary ISP talk group), any
talkgroups for SPD, channels used by Clarion EMS on their UHF system, the SFD-OPS
channel, or any of the IMS Safety Patrol RF communications pathways.

e The SFD ICS Form 205 designated five talkgroups for various SFD uses but did not
include any of the redundancy options on the S2 system denoted on the HCCC ICS Form
205 for contingency use.

e The IMPD ICS Form 205 included two car-to-car talkgroups (SPD-CC1 and SPD-CC2)
that were not included on the HCCC ICS Form 205. The IMPD ICS Form 205, however,
also did not include any of the redundancy communications listed on the HCCC ICS
Form 205.

Observers noted that none of the planning paperwork included an ICS Form 217 (Radio
Frequency Assignment Worksheet) or an ICS Form 217A (Communications Resource
Availability Worksheet). The ICS Form 217A in particular would have been helpful had any
incident arisen requiring an expansion of the planned radio communications for the event.

Absent any emergent incidents which would have necessitated interoperable communications
between on-site response agencies or disciplines, the various communications plans as developed
met the needs of the primary operational leadership. Observers agreed that the plans did not
readily allow for expansion, had the need arose, and expressed some concern that the absence of
a COML would have rendered the plan moot if alterations or changes became necessary.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that a communications plan was established by procedure or developed
early within the confines of the event. This plan met the communications needs of the primary
operational leadership for this event.

Recommendations:

1. Develop a single multi-agency ICS Form 205 for each incident and/or event operational
period.

2. Consider developing a regional ICS Form 217 which details all RF talk paths that could
be used to support a given event or incident. Include an ICS Form 217A in future 1APs.

3. Develop detailed response plans in support of large-scale incidents that could reasonably
occur within the confines of an event. Ensure that communications plans developed to
support the event itself are sufficiently scalable to support large-scale incident response
plans.
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4. Incorporate developing communications plans into future event planning, training, and
exercise opportunities. Ensure that a broad group of regional communications personnel
are capable of developing communications plans in support of incidents or events, as

needed.
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Quality & Continuity

Element #12: No more than one out of 10 transmissions was repeated amongst the primary
operational leadership due to failure of initial communications attempts.

Sub-Element 12.1

Were more than one out of every 10 transmissions repeated due to failure of initial
communications attempts amongst the primary operational leadership?

Description:

Observers monitored radio communications for the event starting at 8:00 AM. Event operations
were monitored until approximately two hours after the conclusion of the main event, at
approximately 6:00 PM. Observers were able to monitor key event channels using cache radios.
Observers were also present at key locations at the event where radio communications could be
monitored which included the Unified Command Post in the infield pagoda, ISP Command
Vehicle, and the SPD Communications Center.

Overall, observers felt that the majority of communications transmissions were clear, intelligible,
and understood by each recipient. Occasionally, a caller would need to try more than once to
hail a responder or leadership representative but observers agreed that this repetition was largely
due to the realities of a noisy event environment. Observers noted that the event noise impacted
both the responders’ ability to hear transmissions (especially when responders or command
personnel were not using headsets) and their ability to transmit information (if not using noise-
canceling microphones). The Unified Command Post experienced a significant amount of noise
issues largely because of its proximity to the track and the number of radios in the command area
not connected to ear pieces of any type. Additionally, the Unified Command Post played host to
numerous civilian visitors throughout the day which further increased the ambient noise
environment in the room.

Observers did not note any instances where more than one out of every ten transmissions had to
be repeated.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that more than one out of every 10 transmissions was not repeated due to
failure of initial communications attempts amongst the primary operational leadership within the
confines of the event.

Recommendations:

1. Consider purchasing additional ear-bud or headset-type radio attachments with noise
canceling headphones for both command and field personnel for use in noisy operational
environments.

2. Consider establishing a dedicated radio room proximal to the Unified Command and
Operations rooms to reduce the amount of radio traffic broadcast aloud into each center.
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3. Reduce the number of civilian visitors to the Unified Command and/or Operations
facilities by designating appropriate tour times.

Element #13: Upon failure or overload of any primary communications mode, a back-up was

provided.

Sub-Element 13.1

Was a back-up resource available for communications amongst the primary operational
leadership in case of failure of the primary mode?

Description:

Communications among the primary operational leadership occurred almost exclusively face-to-
face. Observers noted that all members of the Unified Command staff carried cellular phones and
most positions within the Unified Command Post included a landline telephone. For
communications between the operational leadership and response-level personnel, two back-up
communications mechanisms were identified within the planning for this event:

e Event planning personnel stated that the S1-T1 talkgroup on the MECA system was held
aside for emergency use. Observers noted that this talkgroup was not denoted on the
HCCC ICS Form 205. In follow-on conversations with MECA personnel, observers
learned that this channel was not included on the ICS Form 205 because it is held
exclusively for MECA use and was not assigned specifically to the race event itself.

e The MECA design includes a separate and redundant system, S2. The HCCC ICS Form
205 identified 11 talkgroups on this system for backup should S1 fail.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that a back-up resource was available for communications amongst the
primary operational leadership in case of failure of the primary mode within the confines of the
event.

Recommendations:

1. Include all identified RF redundancy and/or contingency communications mechanisms on
the communications plan for an incident or event. Clearly denote the emergency function
of that talk path in the remarks field of an ICS Form 205.

Sub-Elements 13.2 & 13.3

Did the primary mode fail during the event at any time? If so, was a back-up effectively
provided?

Description:
The primary mode of communications did not fail at any time within the confines of the event.

Observers were concerned that the two planned contingencies might not have re-established
communications sufficient to support the staff for a large event like the Indianapolis 500. For
example, the MECA contingency system would not have addressed communications with non-
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800 MHz users and no gateway devices were staged for the event. As a note, the District 5 TICP
does not list any mobile gateway devices available for immediate deployment in Marion County
and observers were unable to determine whether or not the console patching capabilities at the
various regional communications centers would have addressed users on other regional systems.
Participants further stated that some agencies continued to operate on non-800 MHz radios
primarily because the MECA system does not currently possess enough cache radios to cover an
event of this size.

Observers noted that a detailed back-up communications plan was not documented in the 1AP.
Specifically, the AP contained no specific protocols for primary operational leadership
personnel to follow in the event of a communications failure.

Conclusion:
Observers determined that the primary mode did not fail within the confines of the event.

Recommendations:

1. Document detailed event-wide back-up communications plans into future IAPs. Ensure
that communications plans include actionable protocols for how to re-establish
communications should a primary system or mechanism fail.

2. Adjust contingency plans as needed to address known or probable hazards that could
severely hamper event/incident communications.

3. Consider identifying simplex (i.e., non-repeated) redundancy talk paths for use by
responders on-scene in the event that the primary repeated talk paths fail.

4. Plan for interagency communications between users of separate radio systems and/or
frequency bands. Acquire appropriate equipment (e.g., gateway devices, cache radios,
etc.) as needed.

Element #14: Primary operational leadership communicated adequately to manage resources

and make timely decisions during the event or event.

Sub-Element 14.1

Overall, was the primary operational leadership able to communicate adequately to manage
resources during the incident or event?

Description:

Unified Command for the 2010 Indianapolis 500 was physically co-located within the infield
pagoda at the Indianapolis Motor Speedway. The public safety community established and
successfully executed the event with representatives from numerous local, state, federal, and
military public safety agencies and disciplines. Without a designated Operations Section Chief,
the Unified Command personnel served as the primary operational leadership and thus
maintained direct communications with response level personnel throughout the event.

Observers noted command personnel utilizing the following means of communications to carry
out their roles and responsibilities: public safety radios, cellular and landline telephones, e-mail,
text messaging, pagers, satellite phones, face-to-face communications, and several situational
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awareness and/or data sharing tools (i.e., Computer Aided Dispatch [CAD], WebEOC both from

the Indianapolis Fusion Center and the Emergency Operations Center [EOC], the Law
Enforcement Online [LEO] Virtual Command Center [VCC], and live video displays).

Throughout the period of observation, operational resources were used to successfully handle
traffic flow, disturbances, traffic accidents, medical emergencies, missing children, and VIP
details. Opting not to utilize interoperable communications, an Operations Section, or a
Communications Unit introduced some communications challenges, as noted in various sub-
elements above.

Observers noted a largely effective pre-event planning process displayed at this event. Public
safety personnel immediately addressed issues that arose throughout the event in a manner that
clearly served both event spectators and organizers. The region should continue to leverage the
strong relationships displayed during this event and additional lessons learned for future multi-
agency, multi-jurisdictional, and/or multi-discipline public safety operations.

Conclusion:

Observers determined that the primary operational leadership was able to communicate
adequately to manage resources most of the time within the confines of the event.

Recommendations:
1. None
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6.0 ASSESSMENT OUTCOMES

The Indianapolis Urban Area has hosted the Indianapolis 500 for nearly 100 years. Over the
course of that century, races have grown from smaller scale, local affairs with a primarily
regional attendance into premier marquis events with a truly international fan base. As the
popularity and attendance at speedway events increase, so must the regional public safety
response in order to ensure the safety and security for the hundreds of thousands of citizens who
flock to these races each year.

This event highlighted several successes associated with response-level emergency
communications in the Indianapolis UASI:

e Both Unified Command and field personnel collaborated well with one another and
successfully leveraged the legacy relationships established between individuals who
staffed successive events to provide a safe and enjoyable event for spectators and racing
personnel.

e The primary operational leadership representatives from multiple agencies, disciplines,
and jurisdictions were able to effectively communicate with one another (primarily face-
to-face at the Unified Command Post in the infield pagoda).

e All communications equipment utilized to support the Indianapolis 500 was designated
and in-place prior to the start of the event.

The event also identified several opportunities for improving regional response-level emergency
communications. Major recommendations include:

e Collaborate with all public safety agencies responsible for supporting event operations to
develop a single, cohesive incident action plan (IAP). Support that IAP with agency-
specific operations plans, as necessary. Include a single, all-encompassing ICS Form 205
that documents all radio communications used to support an event.

e Designate interagency talk paths for command, primary field operations, emergency
operations, and redundancy purposes during the planning process for a large-scale event.
Clearly denote planned interagency talk paths, and their assigned purposes, in all
planning documentation. Designate a Communications Unit Leader (COML) to
implement and support the event’s communications plan.

¢ Designate a single Operations Section Chief for each operational period within the
confines of an incident or event. Utilize function-specific Branch Directors to coordinate
field operations under the supervision of that Operations Section Chief.

The public safety agencies within the Indianapolis Urban Area must accept the challenge of
growing and improving their response operations in support of various large planned events in
their region. Observers commended the Urban Area for their commitment to continually review
the needs of each race event, carefully evaluate the region’s capability to best support the event,
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assess and reassess the public safety performance following each race, and capitalize on each
identified best practice or lesson learned for future events.

In conclusion, the Indianapolis Urban Area has taken significant steps towards an increased level
of response-level emergency communications. Acting on the various recommendations contained
in the Improvement Plan below (see Appendix A) should further those efforts for future events.
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IMPROVEMENT PLAN

August 2010

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

35





FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Indianapolis UASI NECP Goal 1 AAR/IP
NECP-INI-AFTACTRPT-001-R1

%
c
o

=
@

e}
c
[}
(S
(S
o
)
[}

o

Element (by#)
Sub-Elements
Corrective Action
Primary
Responsible
Agency

Agency POC
Start Date
Completion Date

Common Policies and Procedures

Develop and document interagency
communications policies and procedures
for all emergency response agencies
operating within the confines of an event.
Collaborate with all public safety agencies
responsible for supporting event

Rec?2 operations to develop a single, cohesive
IAP. Support that IAP with agency-
specific operations plans, as necessary.
Develop a single, all-encompassing ICS
Form 205 that documents all RF

Rec3 communications used in the support of an
event across agencies, jurisdictions,
disciplines, and radio systems.
Collaborate with Indianapolis Motor
Speedway and other private organization
officials to develop written

Rec4 | communications, coordination, and/or
operational policies for incidents that
involve both private and public safety
jurisdictional responsibilities.

Ensure that all event documentation is

Recl

1.1&1.2

#1 Did policies and procedures exist for interagency
communications between the involved jurisdictions?
Were they written?

2.1 - . .
Were established interagency communications “?""?WGF" rewsed,_ gnd complete prior to
#2 . distribution. Specifically double check

policies and procedures followed throughout the Recl
event? documents such as maps that are used

' year after year to ensure they reflect any

updates or changes.
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Element (by#)
Sub-Elements
Corrective Action
Primary
Responsible
Agency

Agency POC
Start Date
Completion Date

Ensure that event-wide multi-agency IAPs
are complete and include all forms

Rec?2 needed to support the event. Ensure that
each form is fully populated prior to
finalizing the IAP.

Pre-establish communications
mechanisms with all public safety and
Rec3 | relevant non-governmental organization
(NGO) response groups operating within
the confines of an event.

Complete updates to the District 5 TICP to
Rec4 include newly identified/procured
equipment, updated procedures, etc.

Use the most current version of the ICS
Form 205 for future events, exercises, or

Rec5 L -

incidents, available at

http://www.npstc.org/commUnitLeader.jsp.
22&23 Revise the District 5 TICP to incorporate
Did established policies and procedures exist detailed policies, procedures, and rules of
between responding agencies for request, use for all interoperable communications
activation, accountability, deactivation, and problem | Recl | equipment. Ensure that procedures are
resolution of deployable interagency sufficient to provide guidance for
communications resources, such as mobile equipment operators and users that allow
communications centers, gateways, and radio them to perform in a consistent fashion.
caches? If so, were they followed? Update the TICP to include all mobile

communications assets currently available
Rec2 for use in the District 5 area. Incorporate
locally available federal assets, where
appropriate.
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Corrective Action
Primary
Responsible
Agency

Start Date
Completion Date

Element (by#)
Sub-Elements
Agency POC

Consider utilizing the revised 2010 TICP
Rec3 | template which allows for detailed policies
and procedures relative to MCVs.

Revise the District 5 TICP language to
support mobile communications assets in
support of a variety of events and
incidents.

Consider issuing a programming template
Rech specific to the distributed cache radio to
the end user at the time of deployment.
Train participating and cooperating

Rec6 agencies on the content and use of the
TICP.

3.1 Ensure that all ICS forms and associated
#3 Were interagency communications policies and Recl event/incident documents are “signed”
procedures across responding agencies consistent (either physically or electronically) by their
with NIMS? authors.

Utilize available NIMS/ICS standardized
Rec?2 forms to develop incident and/or event
response plans.

Include simple NIMS training reminders in
event plans and responder briefings to
Rec3 remind event personnel to utilize NIMS
protocols when communicating in multi-
agency or multi-discipline situations.

Rec4
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Utilize NIMS/ICS position titles for all
personnel within the confines of an
incident or event. Ensure that existing

Corrective Action

Primary

Responsible
Agency

Agency POC

Start Date

Completion Date

Rec4 .
personnel ranks or titles (e.g.,
Commander, etc.) do not conflict with
NIMS/ICS positions.
Ensure that event planning documents
include organization and assignment
Rech structures which clearly describe the full
chain of command for all incident/event
response and support personnel.
41&4.2 Clearly denote a life safety prioritization
44 Does a priority order exist for use of interagency Recl on the ICS Form 202 of the IAP for pre-
communications resources (e.g., life safety before planned events and incidents.
property protection)? Was this prioritization of Rec?2 Revise the District 5 TICP to include one
communications resource use followed? clear section on asset prioritization.
51&5.2 Designate interagency talk paths for
45 Was a primary interagency communications talk command, primary field operations,
path clearly established by procedures used during Recl emergency operations, and redundancy
the event? If not, was such a talk path established purposes during the planning process for
ad hoc and communicated to responders early in the a large-scale event.
event? Clearly denote planned interagency talk
Rec?2 paths, and their assigned purposes, in all

planning documentation.
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Element (by#)
Sub-Elements
Corrective Action
Primary
Responsible
Agency

Agency POC
Start Date
Completion Date

Train all responders on the interagency
talk paths designated for that event. Brief
key communications information to both
field and command teams prior to an
event. Ensure all responders know when
to utilize each planned talk path.
Incorporate providing short-form versions
of the communications plan (“cheat

Rec4 sheets”) to field personnel into standard
procedures and practices for pre-planned
events.

Consider designating a specific
interagency staging talk path for larger
scale events to coordinate, track, and
direct incoming resources in the event of
an incident requiring additional mutual-aid
assets.

Provide additional training in plain

Recl language radio protocols during multi-
agency communication situations.
Continue to encourage regional
responders and communication
specialists to use plain language or
tactical language whenever appropriate.
Ensure that any codes retained for
safety/security purposes are universally
understood across regional disciplines
and agencies.

Rec3

Rech

#6

6.1 Rec2
Was plain language used throughout the event?

Rec3
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Corrective Action
Primary
Responsible
Agency

Start Date
Completion Date

Element (by#)
Sub-Elements
Agency POC

6.2

Did any communications problems arise amongst
the primary operational leadership due to a lack of
common terminology?

6.3

Did any communications problems arise amongst
other response-level emergency personnel during
the event due to a lack of common terminology?

Recl None

Recl None

Differentiate between Unified
Commanders and Command Staff (i.e.,
Logistics, Planning, Operations, and
Finance) both in event planning
documentation and in unit identification
protocols.
7.1 Structure event communications to flow
Were clear unit identification procedures used through the Operations Section while

. : . Rec2 S . .
amongst the primary operational leadership? utilizing tactical dispatch personnel and
resources appropriately.
Develop situational awareness
mechanisms to ensure that information
Rec3 | from the field flows smoothly through the
Operations Section to Unified Command
personnel and vice versa.

Recl

#7
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Recommendations

Corrective Action
Primary
Responsible
Agency

Agency POC
Start Date

Develop consistent unit identification
Recl protocols across all response entities
participating in a given event or incident.
Consider utilizing unit identification
protocols that clearly denote a
Rec2 ) ) . .
responder’s assigned location, function,
7.2 and response capabilities.
Were clear unit identification procedures used Ensure that all responders are fully
amongst other response-level emergency personnel Rec3 familiar with the unit identification
throughout the event? protocols in use for a given event prior to
that event.
Consider providing assignment “cheat
sheets” or quick reference guides to allow
Rec4 | field personnel to quickly identify
interagency key personnel unit identifiers,
as needed.
8.1
#8 Were common names used by all responding
X . TR Recl None
agencies for interagency communications
channels?
8.2 Consider updating the District 5 TICP to
Were standard names as identified in the National Recl reflect the current NPSTC common
Interoperability Field Operations Guide (NIFOG) channel naming nomenclature for FCC-
used for Federal Communications Commission designated interoperability channels.
(FCC)-designated interoperability channels? Program all regional radio equipment with
available interoperability channels,
Rec2 . . .
preferably in a consistent location and
fashion.
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Primary
Agency

Element (by#)
Sub-Elements
Corrective Action
Agency POC
Completion Date

Start Date

Provide responder training on the
Rec3 availability and use of interoperability
channels.
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Corrective Action
Primary
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Agency

Agency POC
Start Date
Completion Date

Responder Roles & Responsibilities

Designate a single Operations Section
Recl Chief for each operational period within
the confines of an incident or event.
Utilize function-specific Branch Directors
to coordinate field operations.

Consider utilizing the front stretch
command room of the infield pagoda to
house the Operations Section for future
Rec3 | speedway events. Utilize the back stretch
room to house Unified Commanders and
develop clear information pathways

Rec?2

9.1 between the two locations.

#9 Did a single individual carry out the Operations Consider utilizing on-scene tactical
Section Chief responsibilities in each operational dispatch support either via a radio room
period? proximal to the command/operations

rooms in the infield pagoda or utilizing
existing MCVs located within or near the
speedway. Route field communications
through tactical dispatch personnel
directly.

Develop a single situation status
mechanism for Operations to track service
requests, in-progress calls for service,
responder assignments, asset locations,
and unit availability across all response
agencies

Rec4

Rech
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Follow NIMS/ICS protocols to properly
Recl utilize delegation and division to maintain
10.1 a reasonable span of control for each
Did the Operations Section Chief directly manage individual within the confines of an event.
more than seven subordinates at any time? Designate sufficient supervisory staff to fill
#10 . .
Rec2 all needed ICS positions in support of
large and/or complex incidents and events
10.2 Ensure that all event-wide and agency
Did first-level subordinates to the Operations Recl specific planning documentation clearly
Section Chief directly manage more than seven denotes the chain of command for all
subordinates at any time? assigned personnel.
#11 111 Designate a single COML for each
Was the ICS Communications Unit Leader (COML) Recl | operational period within the confines of
position specifically filled during the event? an incident or event.
Staff a multi-agency Communications Unit
to plan, implement, and sustain
Rec2 L
communications throughout the course of
each incident and/or event.
Provide an opportunity for additional
Rec3 individuals who could potentially fill the
COML position to attend the All Hazards
COML training course, when offered.
Update the District 5 TICP to reflect
Recd current operational requirements for
assigning COMLs to appropriate incidents
and/or events.
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Corrective Action
Primary
Responsible
Agency

Agency POC
Start Date
Completion Date

Element (by#)
Sub-Elements

Follow through with the requirement in the
District 5 TICP Section 6.2 to establish a
credentialing program for COMLs. Update
the TICP to reflect contact information for
all credentialed COMLs in the Indianapolis
Urban Area.

Coordinate the roles and responsibilities
associated with establishing and
maintaining viable communications in
Recl support of multi-agency incidents and/or
events within a designated and

Rech

11.2&11.3 appropriately trained Communications
Were COML roles and responsibilities carried out, Unit.

either by the Incident Commander (or Unified Staff a Communications Unit, managed by
Command), the COML, or another desighee? Who a qualified COML, throughout each

by position or function carried out the operational period. Ensure that
responsibilities? Communications Unit personnel are

Rec2 | capable of addressing all communications
issues that could arise and maintain direct
and consistent contact with Unified
Command personnel through their
appropriate chain of command.

11.4 & 11.5

Were necessary communications resources
effectively ordered? Were they ordered using
documented procedures?

Recl None

August 2010 46
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY





FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Indianapolis UASI NECP Goal 1 AAR/IP
NECP-INI-AFTACTRPT-001-R1

Element (by#)
Sub-Elements

11.6 & 11.7

Was a communications plan established by
procedure or developed early in the event? Did the
communications plan meet the communications
needs of the primary operational leadership?

Recl

Recommendations

Develop a single multi-agency ICS Form
205 for each incident and/or event
operational period.

Corrective Action
Primary
Responsible
Agency

Agency POC
Start Date

Rec?2

Consider developing a regional ICS Form
217 which details all RF talk paths that
could be used to support a given event or
incident. Include an ICS Form 217A in
future IAPs.

Rec3

Develop detailed response plans in
support of large-scale incidents that could
reasonably occur within the confines of an
event. Ensure that communications plans
developed to support the event itself are
sufficiently scalable to support large-scale
incident response plans.

Rec4

Incorporate developing communications
plans into future event planning, training,
and exercise opportunities. Ensure that a
broad group of regional communications
personnel are capable of developing
communications plans in support of
incidents or events, as needed.
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uality & Continuity
Consider purchasing additional ear-bud or
headset-type radio attachments with noise
Recl | canceling headphones for both command
and field personnel for use in noisy
121 operational environments.
i o Consider establishing a dedicated radio
Were more than one out of every 10 transmissions ; o
. o s room proximal to the Unified Command
#12 repeated due to failure of initial communications Rec? and Operations rooms to reduce the
attempts amongst the primary operational P . ,
. amount of radio traffic broadcast aloud
leadership? .
into each center.
Reduce the number of civilian visitors to
the Unified Command and/or Operations
Rec3 d . - -
facilities by designating appropriate tour
times.
Include all identified RF redundancy
13.1 and/or contingency communications
#13 Was a back-up resource available for Recl mechanisms on the communications plan
communications amongst the primary operational for an incident or event. Clearly denote
leadership in case of failure of the primary mode? the emergency function of that talk path in
the remarks field of an ICS Form 205.
Document detailed event-wide back-up
communications plans into future 1APs.
13.2& 133 Ensure that communications plans include
Did the primary mode fail during the event at any Recl actionable protocols for how tF(; re-
time? If so, was a back-up effectively provided? : P o
establish communications should a
primary system or mechanism fail.
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Primary
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Agency

Start Date
Completion Date

Element (by#)
Sub-Elements
Agency POC

Adjust contingency plans as needed to
address known or probable hazards that

Recz could severely hamper event/incident
communications.
Consider identifying simplex (i.e., non-
Rec3 repeated) redundancy talk paths for use

by responders on-scene in the event that
the primary repeated talk paths fail.

Plan for interagency communications
between users of separate radio systems
Rec4 and/or frequency bands. Acquire
appropriate equipment (e.g., gateway
devices, cache radios, etc.) as needed.

14.1

#14 Overall, was the primary operational leadership able
to communicate adequately to manage resources
during the incident or event?

Recl None
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APPENDIX B ACRONYMS

Item/Acronym Definition

AAR After Action Report
ATF Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives
CAD Computer Aided Dispatch
CAP Corrective Action Program
COML Communications Unit Leader
CPR Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation
DHS Department of Homeland Security
EMS Emergency Medical Services
EOC Emergency Operations Center
FAA Federal Aviation Administration
FBI Federal Bureau of Investigations
FCC Federal Communications Commission
HCCC Hendricks County Communications Center
IAP Incident Action Plan
ICS Incident Command System
ICTAP Interoperable Communications Technical Assistance Program
IMPD Indianapolis Metropolitan Police Department
IP Improvement Plan
ISP Indiana State Police
LEO Law Enforcement Online
LMR Land Mobile Radio
MCV Mobile Communications Vehicle
MECA Metropolitan Emergency Communications Agency
NECP National Emergency Communications Plan
NGO Non-governmental Organization
NIFOG National Interoperability Field Operations Guide
NIMS National Incident Management System
NPSTC National Public Safety Telecommunications Council
OEC Office of Emergency Communications
SFD Speedway Fire Department
SME Subject Matter Expert
SPD Speedway Police Department
TICP Tactical Interoperable Communications Plan
TVE TICP Validation Exercise
UASI Urban Areas Security Initiative
VCC Virtual Command Center
VIP Very Important Person
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APPENDIX C DEGREE OF DEMONSTRATION
WORKSHEET

Advanced Demonstration

Response indicative of UASI's capability to consistently provide response-level emergency communications
during routine incidents and events involving multiple jurisdictions, disciplines, and agencies and effectively
address a significant incident were it to occur. Indicators may include:
e Jurisdictions demonstrated strong communications planning using established policies and
procedures.
e  Communications systems were effectively utilized and back-up solutions were available if needed.

e  Operational leadership was able to manage resources and make timely decisions without
communications impediments.

Established Demonstration

Response indicative of UASI's capability to consistently provide response-level communications during routine
incidents and events involving multiple jurisdictions, disciplines, and agencies. Indicators may include:

o Jurisdictions demonstrated some communications planning using policies and procedures, whether
documented or ad hoc.

e  Communications systems were utilized with few difficulties and backup solutions were available if
needed.

e  Operational leadership was able to manage resources and make timely decisions without significant
communications impediments.

Early Demonstration

Response indicative of UASI's capability to consistently provide response-level communications for planned
events, but communications and coordination were incomplete, with noted deficiencies in existing plans or
procedures. Other indicators may include:

e  Communications plans did not allow for interoperability, and back-up communications did not appear
sufficient to sustain communications for all involved responders. Furthermore, communications plans
were not coordinated and consistent across response agencies.

e  Operational leadership did not include two notable assignments (i.e., a single Operations Section
Chief and a COML).

Did Not Demonstrate

The jurisdictions involved did not demonstrate response-level emergency communications during the observed event due
to communications impediments arising from a lack of planning, established policies and procedures, technical
solutions, or a combination thereof.

e  OEC will provide targeted improvement assistance to the UASI based on the findings and retest a
planned event in FY 2011.

August 2010
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY






FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

Indianapolis UASI NECP Goal 1 AAR/IP

NECP-INI-AFTACTRPT-001-R1

Elements

Common Policies & Procedures

Observation Element #1

Interagency communications policies and procedures were common or consistent amongst all responding agencies.

1.1: Did policies and procedures exist for interagency Inall
o . S N/A (none In some In most
communications between the involved jurisdictions, . needed
. A exist) cases cases
agencies and disciplines? [] [] X cases
[]
: itten?
?ipendent on 1.2: Were they written? NJA (none In some In most mlar:e g!d
' exist) cases cases cases
m b O .

Observation Element #2

Established interagency communications policies and procedures were followed throughout the event.

2.1: Were established interagency communications N/A (none None of Some of | Most of the
policies and procedures followed throughout the event? exist) the time the time time
[ ] [] ]
2.2: Did established policies and procedures exist
between responding agencies for request, activation, In all
" o : N/A (none In some In most
accountability, deactivation, and problem resolution of . needed
. T exist) cases cases
deployable interagency communications resources, such [] [] [] cases
as mobile communications centers, gateways, and radio X
caches?
Dependent on 2.3 If so, were they followed? All
2.2 [Information only] were/N/A
Some (none -
None were - Most were ded)
neede
m i O o

Observation Element #3

Interagency communications policies and procedures across all responding agencies were consistent with NIMS.

NIMS?

3.1: Were interagency communications policies and
procedures across responding agencies consistent with

N/A (none
exist)

[

Some were

X

Most were

[

All were

[

Observation Element #4

A priority order for use of interagency communications resources was followed as established in standard operation
procedures or plans, such as the TICP.
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4.1: Does a priority order exist for use of interagency No Yes

communications resources (e.g., life safety before (] = -

property protection)?

Dependent on 4.2: Was this prioritization of

4.1 communications resource use Noneof | Some ofthe | Mostof the

2 . ) ;
followed? the time time time
[] L] L]

Observation Element #5

A primary interagency operations talk path was clearly established by procedure or communicated to responders early

in the event.

5.1: Was a primary interagency communications talk No Yes

path clearly established by procedures used during the = O] -
event?

Dependent on 5.2: If not, was such a talk path No Yes

“No” response established ad hoc and communicated = [] -
onb5.1 to responders early in the event?

Observation Element #6

Common terminology and plain language were used in all interagency communications.

6.1: Was plain language used throughout the event? None of | Some ofthe | Most of the
the time time time
X []
6.2: Did any communications problems arise amongst
. . . Yes No
the primary operational leadership due to a lack of [] X -
common terminology?
6.3: Did any communications problems arise amongst
: Yes No
other response-level emergency personnel during the (] X -
event due to a lack of common terminology?
Observation Element #7
Clear unit identification procedures were used.
7.1: Were clear unit identification procedures used None of | Some ofthe | Most of the
amongst the primary operational leadership? the time time time
L] L]
7.2; Were clear unit identification procedures used None of | Some ofthe | Most of the
amongst other response-level emergency personnel the time time time
throughout the event? L] L] X
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Observation Element #8

Common channel names were used for designated interoperability channels.

8.1: Were common names used by all responding
agencies for interagency communications channels?
None of | Some ofthe | Most of the
the time time time

H [ [

8.2: Were standard names as identified in the National
Interoperability Field Operations Guide (NIFOG) used for
Federal Communications Commission (FCC)-designated None of | Some ofthe | Most of the
interoperability channels? the time time time

[ [ L]
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Responder Roles & Responsibilities

Observation Element #9

Multiple organizations with inherent responsibility for some portion of the event were present and joined in a unified
command with a single individual designated with Operations Section Chief responsibilities.

9.1: Did asingle individual carry out the Operations Section Chief
responsibilities in each operational period?

Yes

[

Observation Element #10

Span of control was maintained amongst the primary operational leadership: The Operations Section Chief and first-level

subordinates.

10.1: Did the Operations Section Chief directly manage more than seven Yes No i .
subordinates at any time? X ]
10.2: Did first-level subordinates to the Operations Section Chief directly In all Inmost | Insome Inno |
manage more than seven subordinates at any time? cases cases cases cases
[] [] X []
Observation Element #11
Communications Unit Leader (COML) roles and responsibilities were carried out by the IC/UC or designee.
o Necessary communications resources were effectively ordered using documented procedures.
e A communications plan was established by procedure or developed early in the event.
11.1: Was the ICS Communications Unit Leader (COML) position No Yes i .
specifically filled during the event? X ]
11.2: Were COML roles and responsibilities carried out, either by the None Some Most All
Incident Commander (or Unified Command), the COML, or another were were were were
designee? ] X Ol ]
Dependent on 11.3: Who by position or function carried out the ]
11.2 responsibilities? (Narrative Response) Not designated
Dependent on 11.4: Were necessary communications resources All were
11.2 effectively ordered? or N/A
None Some Most (none
were were were needed)
[] [] [
Dependent on 11.5: Were they ordered using documented All were
? or N/A
11.2 procedures” None Some Most none
were were were needed)
[] [] [
Dependent on 11.6: Was a communications plan established by No Yes i .
11.2 procedure or developed early in the event? ] X
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Quality & Continuity

Observation Element #12

No more than one out of 10 transmissions was repeated amongst the primary operational leadership due to failure of initial
communications attempts.

12.1: Were more than one out of every 10 transmissions repeated due to

, . T . . Yes No
failure of initial communications attempts amongst the primary operational O] X - -
leadership?

Observation Element #13

Upon failure or overload of any primary communications mode, a back-up was provided.

13.1; Was a back-up resource available for communications amongst the No Yes i .
primary operational leadership in case of failure of the primary mode? ] X
13.2: Did the primary mode fail during the event at any time? [Information Yes No : :
only] ] X
Dependent on 13.3; If so, was a back-up effectively provided? No Yes i .
13.2 L] [l

Observation Element #14

Primary operational leadership communicated adequately to manage resources and make timely decisions during the event.

14.1: Overall, was the primary operational leadership able to communicate | None of | Some of | Mostof | All of the
adequately to manage resources during the event? the time | the time | the time time

L] [ X [
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