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1.0 Executive Summary 

As part of the Nevada Regional Communications Interoperability Pilot (RCIP), SAFECOM and the Clark County Urban Area Working Group (UAWG) collaborated to identify ways to improve communications interoperability within the Urban Area and between the Urban Area and the State of Nevada.  To achieve this purpose, SAFECOM facilitated an Action Planning Session held on February 23, 2006.  Participants in the session reviewed key themes from interviews with representatives from local and state agencies and other organizations, as well as data from a tabletop exercise (TTX).  
After prioritizing the nine gaps identified in the TTX related to wireless communications interoperability, participants in the Action Planning Session developed strategic initiatives to address the top three prioritized gaps.  These initiatives include critical actions steps that the community could take in the near-term to bridge the identified gaps and improve communications interoperability.  
The three initiatives were:
· Institute daily use of mutual aid channels (specifically, ICALL (International Calling Channel)/ITAC (International Tactical Channel)) to aid interoperable communications, beginning with supervisory personnel in agencies throughout the region.
· Enforce National Incident Management System (NIMS) compliance and understand when to incorporate Communications Unit Leaders (COMLs) in the Incident Command structure through training, exercises, and the development of cross-agency, regional credentialing for training the COMLs and encouraging adoption of such credentialing by the state.
· Develop the ability to use available communications resources when necessary.
The Action Planning Session participants agreed that the next steps include referral of the initiatives to the Technical and Operational Subcommittees of the UAWG for further action and adoption.  The Technical and Operational Subcommittees will be asked to develop strategic initiatives and action steps for the remaining gaps the TTX identified.

Partnerships have proven invaluable to the Department of Homeland Security's (DHS) Office for Interoperability and Compatibility (OIC), as it strengthens and integrates its efforts to improve public safety preparedness and response at all governmental levels.  SAFECOM thanks the Clark County UAWG and its leaders for the partnership opportunity, and acknowledges the Interoperable Communications Technical Assistance Program (ICTAP) for helping to design, conduct, and analyze the results of the TTX.  Moreover, ICTAP’s support ensured that project results will be integrated with other ongoing DHS efforts in southern Nevada.
This report marks the completion of SAFECOM’s partnership with the Clark County UAWG, under the Nevada RCIP.    
2.0 Introduction
SAFECOM, a communications program of the DHS Office for Interoperability and Compatibility (OIC), works with its federal partners to provide research, development, testing and evaluation, guidance, tools, and templates on communications-related issues to local, tribal, state, and federal public safety agencies.  OIC is managed by the Science and Technology (S&T) Directorate’s Office of Systems Engineering and Development (SED).  
Authorized by Section 7304 of the Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 (Public Law 108-458) to address communication issues facing public safety, OIC, through SAFECOM, is conducting two Regional Communications Interoperability Pilot (RCIP) projects in Nevada and Kentucky.  The purpose of each RCIP is to improve interoperable communications by developing models and tools that can be used nationwide and build upon the work SAFECOM has done with other states and localities.  

As part of the RCIP, SAFECOM collaborated with the Clark County UAWG to identify ways to improve communications interoperability regionally as well as with Nevada.  This effort consisted of interviews and a tabletop exercise.  The findings from both of these were the focus of the Action Planning Session.  This report summarizes the results and decisions reached in the Action Planning Session.  
This report is organized as follows:
· Project Overview: Explains the purpose and approach of the SAFECOM-Clark County Urban Area Project, and outlines the desired outcomes of the Action Planning Session. 

· Strategic Initiatives and Action Steps: Highlights the three strategic initiatives that participants developed after reviewing the stakeholder interviews and TTX results, and prioritizes the gaps in wireless communications interoperability identified in the TTX.
· Detailed Results Summary from the Stakeholder Interviews and TTX: Provides a more in-depth, background discussion on the data collected from the stakeholder interviews and TTX.
· Conclusion and Next Steps: Outlines priority actions to address critical gaps.
3.0 Project Overview
The SAFECOM-Clark County Urban Area Project supported the identification of opportunities for the Urban Area and the State to enhance their planning, coordination, and strategic efforts to improve communications interoperability.  The project approach consisted of two key lanes of work: conducting interviews with key stakeholders from Clark County and the State, and a tabletop exercise focusing on communications interoperability during a hazardous material (HAZMAT) incident response.  The two project lanes provided data and input for the Action Planning Session.  
The following graphic depicts the timeline of key activities in the SAFECOM-Clark County Urban Area project.
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3.1 Action Planning Session 

A subset of the UAWG and state representatives met on February 23, 2006 for the Action Planning Session.  Participants identified action items and initiatives to address the data gathered in the interviews and the tabletop exercise.  The goal was to improve communications interoperability regionally, as well as between the State and the Urban Area.  The desired outcomes of the Action Planning Session were:
· Discussion and prioritization of existing communications interoperability gaps.
· Shared agreement on potential initiatives for improving state and local communications interoperability.
· Identification of next steps to address prioritized initiatives.
· Creation of momentum for the UAWG to further develop and implement initiatives that will improve interoperability in the region and with state agencies.
4.0 Strategic Initiatives and Action Steps
This section presents the strategic initiatives developed to address the top three prioritized findings.  These strategic initiatives aimed to bridge the gaps in wireless communications interoperability identified in the stakeholder interviews and TTX.  For each initiative, several critical action steps were identified. The critical action steps outline steps on the path towards achieving the draft initiatives.  As identified by Action Planning Session participants, the top three TTX findings, strategic initiatives, and critical action steps were:

· Finding 1: Mutual aid channels (ICALL/ITAC) were not used to provide interoperability within Clark County and between Clark County and the State. There is a lack of policies, standard operating procedures (SOPs), training, and regular use of mutual aid channels.
· Initiative 1: Institute daily use of ICALL/ITAC to aid interoperable communications in the Clark County Urban Area, beginning with supervisory personnel in agencies throughout the region. 
· Critical Action Steps:
· Get approval and support on the ICALL/ITAC initiative from the Clark County UAWG Interoperable Communications Steering Committee’s Technical and Operational Subcommittees by May 23, 2006. 
· Establish formal agreements, policies, and procedures on the use of ICALL/ITAC channels. 
· Follow up on the approval status of the initial procedure draft developed for Metro, City Fire, and Henderson.
· Build on draft procedure to include other disciplines, agencies, and jurisdictions through the UAWG Interoperable Communications Steering Committee.
· Conduct a needs assessment for organizing, equipping, training, and exercising public safety practitioners.
· Identify where ICALL/ITAC channels are already installed and where they are needed.
· Identify the implementation cost estimate, and secure funding resources to support completion of this initiative.
· Establish a capability rollout schedule.
· Install ICALL/ITAC channels on all dispatch consoles and program radios, as necessary, for all agencies and jurisdictions.
· Train dispatchers and field personnel on the use of ICALL/ITAC.
· Use the ICALL/ITAC channels on all shift roll calls.
· Ensure the equipment works regularly and test on all the rotating and swing schedules.
· Create an evaluation feedback process that is open to all stakeholders.
· Ensure the “success story” is shared with the state.
· Finding 2: A Communications Unit Leader (COML) as part of the Incident Command System (ICS) was not established.
· Initiative 2: Enforce National Incident Management System (NIMS) compliance and understand when to incorporate Communications Unit Leaders (COMLs) in the Incident Command structure through training, exercises, and the development of cross-agency, regional credentialing for training the COMLs and encouraging adoption of such credentialing by the state.
· Critical Action Steps:
· Reinforce use of ICS across all disciplines through training and exercises to create a working knowledge of NIMS with emphasis on the importance of establishing a COML. 
· Develop regional, cross-agency credentialing for training the COML, and encourage adoption by the State.

· Modify existing SOPs call out the importance of establishing a COML in accordance with NIMS.
· Develop resource typing
 and minimum criteria for COML role.
· Use New Year’s Eve event as a test for true use.
· Finding 3: A lack of procedures and training for using patches to other agencies’ channels was demonstrated.
· Initiative 3: Develop the ability to use available communications resources when necessary.
· Critical Action Steps:
· Identify and share information about existing capabilities and resources.
· Conduct procedural reconciliation to see where procedures are similar across agencies and jurisdictions and where differences need to be addressed.
· Establish shared procedures across agencies, disciplines, and jurisdictions at the working group level.
· Create a document containing information on existing patches and their use across all agencies and jurisdictions.
· Conduct training at the agency level to create understanding about the available equipment.
· Demonstrate the means to use the capabilities across all agencies and jurisdictions.
· Work with the UAWG Subcommittees to ensure there is support for this initiative in the region.
· Create a process for feedback and lessons learned to modify training and procedures as necessary.
5.0 Detailed Results Summary from the Stakeholder Interviews and TTX 
5.1 Stakeholder Interview Themes
During January and February 2006, SAFECOM conducted interviews with key stakeholders from the Clark County Urban Area and the State of Nevada.  Individuals from twelve local and state agencies and organizations participated in these interviews.  The agencies and organizations represented during the stakeholder interviews were:

· American Medical Services of Las Vegas

· Clark County Emergency Management

· Clark County Fire Department

· Clark County Health District

· Clark County Public Works

· City of Las Vegas Office of Emergency Management

· City of North Las Vegas Emergency Management

· Nevada Broadcasters Association

· Nevada Department of Public Safety/Nevada Highway Patrol

· Nevada Division of Emergency Management

· Southern Nevada Area Communications Council

· Tronox, LLC  

The interviews provided valuable data to help the SAFECOM-Clark County Urban Area Project identify areas where the Urban Area and the Nevada currently and potentially could align their planning, coordination, and strategic efforts to improve communications interoperability.  Interviewees were selected, in part, based on their:

· Familiarity with policies, regulations, practices, and any potential gaps on planning and implementing improvements to communications interoperability.
· Insight into issues and concerns facing the Clark County Urban Area and Nevada on communications interoperability planning efforts.
· Understanding of the opportunities for improving or enhancing existing communications interoperability efforts through improved alignment between the Clark County Urban Area and Nevada. 

The high-level themes identified in the stakeholder interviews
 were as follows:

· Clark County often operates independently from the state.
· Some practitioners want uniform technical and operational standards, but it is unclear who should establish them.
· Operational factors that affect interoperability are not keeping pace with technology. 
· The disparate systems in the state and the urban area create barriers to coordination during an emergency response.
· The state could provide stronger leadership to build alignment with the local communities. 
· First responders perceive inadequate representation in state planning and coordination. 
· An effort exists to create coordination that is more formal across jurisdictions and disciplines. 
· The effort to achieve interoperability in the state could build upon successful efforts at the local and regional level. 

The discussion resulting from the presentations of the high-level themes from the stakeholder interviews follows:

Need to Provide Resources to Support Interoperability
· Need to establish equal partnerships with additional resources allocated to support efforts, to obtain results.
· Need to overcome barriers to communications (e.g., build trusting relationships).
· Need to have some urgency behind this effort.

· Need more resources to get this moving at a faster pace.
Need to Establish a Forum for People to Work Together
· Need a forum where people work together.  A communications interoperability committee needs the following:
· Priority/urgency.
· Equal representation of organizations, agencies, and jurisdictions.
· Strong organization, including bylaws, regular meeting schedule, membership criteria, leadership, and so forth.
· Funding to support the organization.
· Stakeholders have a model with the State Emergency Response Commission (SERC) that could be replicated.  Create a Communications Emergency Response Commission (CERC).
· The SERC has first responders and state representatives.
· It has a carrot and stick approach. With hazardous materials, it is required to have a plan, training, and exercises – all of which have to get documented and verified to get funding.
· The communities established for themselves these requirements– bylaws, requirements, regularly scheduled meetings. 
Improving Interoperability Is a Long-term Issue
· These highlights are almost word for word the same problems that existed 15 years ago.
· We have more awareness/urgency, but are not closer to a solution.
5.2 TTX Gaps
Participants in the Action Planning Session reviewed the summarized TTX findings captured by SAFECOM and documented by technical observers on note-taking templates.  The nine TTX findings were regrouped, enhanced with comments from the participants, validated, and prioritized, as follows:
1. Mutual aid channels (ICALL/ITAC) were not used to provide interoperability within Clark County and between Clark County and the State. There seemed to be a lack of policies, SOPs, training, and regular use of mutual aid channels.

2. A COML as part of ICS, was not established.

3. A lack of procedures and training for using patches to other agencies’ channels was demonstrated.

4. There was a lack of awareness of other agencies’ communications assets and knowledge of when to use, how to activate, and how to operate them.

5. There was a reliance on vulnerable, cell phone-based Mobile Communications Terminals (MCTs), 800 pagers, and Mobile Data Terminals (MDTs).

6. Satellite phone numbers seemed to not be shared or known.

7. Common terminology and clear text was not in use when employing interoperable communications capabilities.
8. Clark County EOC did not have formalized procedures for radio communications.

9. Discovered that coroner radios only work with Metro, but need to be reprogrammed to include ICALL/ITAC.
The discussion on each of the findings follows:
· Mutual Aid Channels Not Used:  Mutual aid channels (ICALL/ITAC) were not used to provide interoperability within Clark County and between Clark County and the State. There seemed to be a lack of policies, SOPs, training, and regular use of mutual aid channels. 
· ICALL/ITAC channels are simultaneously repeated and hard-wired
· There are no agreements (trigger points), training, and procedures that activate when interoperability capabilities are needed.
· “The problem with triggers is that we wait until the major incident happens to use a capability. We do not make it part of the day-to-day. If we wait until a trigger, we will never use it.”
· “Right now, when there is a little traffic accident or when the whole highway is shut down, we respond the same way.”
· Triggers should be at a low enough point that they get used on a regular basis.
· If it is a multiple agency event, we need to know to go to ITAC channels.
· Need to be careful that when practitioners are interoperable, that first responders do not get disconnected from their home agency.
· Consider the model of the Emergency Operations Center (EOC) activation levels.
· In each scenario, the number of users on the system needs to be reduced as the situation gets bigger. 
· Communications Unit Leader Not Established:  Communications Unit Leader (CUL) as part of ICS was not established.
· Lack of Procedures for Using Cross-Agency, Cross-Discipline Patches: A lack of procedures and training for using patches to other agencies’ channels was demonstrated. 
· The SNACC system has a console patch capability of which Metro Dispatch was unaware and not monitoring. 
· Ambulance employees did not know to use their 800 MHz radios until they were notified by dispatch.
· A limited use of interoperable capabilities exists to reinforce training across disciplines.
· Disciplines among themselves operate well together, but difficulties arise when there is cross-over.
· The North Las Vegas (NLV) Police Department can talk with Metro even though they have dissimilar systems.  However, the NLV Fire Department is on the same system as the NLV Police Department, but they cannot talk to each other. 
· Lack of Awareness of Existing Assets:  There was a lack of awareness of other agencies’ communications assets and knowledge of when to use, how to activate, and how to operate them. 
· Nevada National Guard/Civil Support Team communications assets were not generally known.
· Nellis Air Force Base had five Clark County Fire Department radios to use on the 800 MHz system, but they were not used in the TTX.
· Fire dispatch did not know whether the Fire Department could talk to the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT).
· It is not known which agencies have satellite phones.
· Observers were unable to assess the awareness of air to ground radio capabilities because the mobile command post was not requested.  
· The Clark County Fire Battalion Chief (the Incident Commander) did not see a need to be able to communicate with the Metro helicopter.
· Reliance on Cell Phone-based Technology:  There is a reliance on cell phone based Mobile Communications Terminals (MCTs), 800 pagers, and Mobile Data Terminals (MDTs) which are vulnerable.
· Satellite Phone Numbers Not Shared:  Satellite phone numbers are not shared/known.
· Lack of a Common Terminology:  There is not common terminology and clear text when using interoperable communications capabilities.
· Lack of Formalized Communications Procedures at the EOC:  There are no formalized procedures for communications at Clark County EOC.
· Each agency at the EOC uses its own procedures to communicate with its first responders.
· Coroner Radios Lack ICALL/ITAC Channels:  Coroner radios only work with Metro, but need to be reprogrammed to include ICALL/ITAC.
6.0 Conclusion and Next Steps
In the SAFECOM-Clark County Urban Area Project, under the Nevada RCIP, SAFECOM and the Clark County UAWG collaborated to identify ways to improve communications interoperability within the Urban Area and between the Urban Area and Nevada.  In the Action Planning Session held on February 23, 2006, participants reviewed the data gathered through a TTX and stakeholder interviews with representatives of local and state agencies and organizations, and considered initiatives to move forward. 
After prioritizing the nine gaps identified in the TTX, session participants developed strategic initiatives and critical action steps to address the top three gaps.  The three initiatives are:
· Institute daily use of mutual aid channels (specifically, ICALL/ITAC) to aid interoperable communications, beginning with supervisory personnel in agencies throughout the region.
· Enforce National Incident Management System (NIMS) compliance and understand when to incorporate Communications Unit Leaders (COMLs) in the Incident Command structure through training, exercises, and the development of cross-agency, regional credentialing for training the COMLs and encouraging adoption of such credentialing by the state.
· Develop the ability to use available communications resources when necessary. 
The Action Planning Session participants agreed to refer the initiatives to the Technical and Operational Subcommittees of the UAWG for further action and adoption.  Then, the Subcommittees will be asked to develop strategic initiatives and action steps to address the remaining gaps identified in the TTX.

Appendix A – SAFECOM-Clark County Urban Area Project Working Group Members
The local (Clark County Urban Area), state, and federal agencies and organizations who participated in the Working Group meetings and Action Planning Session are listed in the table below.
	Name
	Agency/Organization
	E-Mail

	Carolyn Levering
	Clark County Office of Emergency Management
	leverc@co.clark.nv.us

	Dan Lake
	North Las Vegas Police Department
	laked@ci.northlasvegas.nv.us

	Dennis Cobb
	Las Vegas Metro Police Department
	d2520c@lvmpd.com

	Gary Derks
	Nevada Emergency Management
	gderks@dps.state.nv.us

	Jan Bonner
	United States Department of Homeland Security (DHS)/Interoperable Communications Technical Assistance Program (ICTAP)
	JB17939@aol.com

	Jane Shunney 
	Clark County Health District
	Shunney@CCHD.ORG

	Jim O’Brien
	Clark County Office of Emergency Management
	JPO@co.clark.nv.us

	Jim Wilson
	Southern Nevada Area Communications Council (SNACC)
	jimwi@co.clark.nv.us

	John Walker 
	DHS/ICTAP
	john.walker@search.org

	Kay Godby
	Clark County Health District
	godby@cchd.org

	Kenn Anderson
	DHS/ICTAP
	kenneth.anderson@navy.mil

	Lou Amell
	Las Vegas Fire and Rescue
	lamell@LasVegasNevada.GOV

	Mark Blomstrom
	Nevada Department of Information Technology (DoIT)
	mblomstrom@doit.nv.gov

	Michael Garnich
	North Las Vegas Police Department
	GarnichM@ci.north-las-vegas.nv.us

	Patricia Lofft
	City of North Las Vegas
	Lofftp@ci.north-las-vegas.nv.us

	Paul DaPra
	Las Vegas Metro Police Department
	P3810D@lvmpd.com

	Rich Sheldrew 
	Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT)
	rsheldrew@dot.state.nv.us

	Richard Brenner
	Clark County Fire Department
	rik@co.clark.nv.us

	Robert Ljungquist
	University of Nevada Las Vegas (UNLV) Police Department
	Ljungquist631@yahoo.com

	Sandi Barfield 
	UNLV Police Dispatch
	sandra.barfield@unlv.edu

	Seona Jefferson
	Las Vegas Metro Police Department
	s1359j@lvmpd.com

	Steve Cabrales
	Nevada Department of Public Safety/Nevada Highway Patrol
	scabrales@dps.state.nv.us

	Terry Mayo
	Las Vegas Metro Police Department
	T593M@LVMPD.com

	Tim McAndrew
	City of Las Vegas Office of Emergency Management
	tmcandrew@lasvegasnevada.gov

	Vern Garman
	Clark County ARES/RACES
	garmco@cox.net


Appendix B – TTX Participants
The local (Clark County Urban Area), state, and federal agencies and organizations who participated in the TTX are listed in the table below:

	First Name
	Last Name
	Agency/Organization
	E-Mail

	Russ 
	Cameron
	Clark County Fire Department
	r2128c@co.clark.nv.us

	Jay
	Acebo
	Las Vegas Fire and Rescue
	jacebo@lasvegasnevada.gov

	Bill
	Hutfils
	Clark County Fire Department
	billh@mccarran.com

	Trent
	Jenkins
	Clark County Fire Department
	t6641j@co.clark.nv.us

	Jeff
	Lytle
	Henderson Fire Department
	jeff.lyttle@cityofhenderson.com

	John
	Otway
	Las Vegas Metro Police Department
	j2237o@lvmpd.com

	Larry
	Casey
	Nevada Homeland Security Commission
	lrcasey@dhs.nv.gov

	Jeff
	Tidwell
	Clark County Fire Department
	j5582t@co.clark.nv.us

	Jason
	Teague
	American Medical Response
	Not available

	Lester 
	Lewis
	Clark County Information Technology
	llewis@co.clark.nv.us

	Lawrence
	Sands
	Clark County Health District
	sands@cchd.org

	Debra
	Dailey
	MedicWest
	deb.dailey@medicwest.com

	Brian 
	Rogers
	MedicWest
	brian.rogers@medicwest.com

	Seona
	Jefferson
	Las Vegas Metro Police Department
	s1359j@lvmpd.com

	Tracey
	Hayes
	Las Vegas Metro Police Department
	t2606h@lvmpd.com

	Dennis 
	Cobb
	Las Vegas Metro Police Department
	d2520c@lvmpd.com

	Kevin 
	Chapman
	Clark County Fire Department
	klc@co.clark.nv.us

	Jerry
	Fairweather
	Clark County Fire Department
	jjf@co.clark.nv.us

	Shannon
	Lund
	Las Vegas Fire and Rescue
	Not available

	Jimmy 
	Johnson
	North Las Vegas Fire Department
	johnsonjh@ci-north-las-vegas.nv.us

	Fernandez
	Leary
	Clark County Fire Department
	f7118l@co.clark.nv.us

	Ed 
	Rutter
	American Red Cross
	erutter@redcrosslasvegas.org

	Patricia
	Lofft
	City of North Las Vegas
	patricia.lofft@cityofnorthlasvegas.com

	Carolyn
	Levering
	Clark County Office of Emergency Management
	leverc@co.clark.nv.us

	Don
	Hales
	MedicWest
	don.hales@medicwest.com

	Jan 
	Bonner
	ICTAP-SAIC
	jb17939@aol.com

	Bill
	Richardson
	Nellis Air Force Base
	william.richardson@nellis.af.mil

	Mike
	Dondero
	Nevada Division of Forestry
	mdondero@forestry.nv.gov

	Steve
	Cabrales
	Department of Public Safety/Nevada Highway Patrol
	scabrales@dps.state.nv.us

	Mark
	Blomstrom
	Nevada Department of Information Technology (DoIT)
	mblomstrom@doit.nv.gov

	Trish
	Beckwith
	Clark County Health District, EMS
	beckwith@cchd.org

	Jim
	Wilson
	SNACC
	jimwi@co.clark.nv.us

	Don 
	Starr
	ARES/RACES
	dls@co.clark.nv.us

	Jennifer
	Spivey
	North Las Vegas Police Department
	Not available

	Michael
	Garnich
	North Las Vegas Police Department
	garnichm@cityofnorthlasvegas.com

	Lou
	Amell
	Las Vegas Fire and Rescue
	lamell@lasvegasnevada.gov

	Tim
	McAndrew
	City of Las Vegas
	tmcandrew@lasvegasnevada.gov

	Paul 
	DaPra
	Las Vegas Metro Police Department
	p3810d@lvmpd.com

	Dan
	Lake
	North Las Vegas Police Department
	laked@ci.northlasvegas.nv.us

	Richard 
	Brenner
	Clark County Fire Department
	rik@co.clark.nv.us

	Kenn
	Anderson
	DHS/ICTAP
	kenneth.anderson@navy.mil

	Kay 
	Godby
	Clark County Health District
	godby@cchd.org

	Andrew
	Gagliardo
	Clark County Information Technology
	aga@co.clark.nv.us

	Dawn
	Lucini
	Department of Aviation
	del@mccarran.com

	Freda
	McKnight
	Nevada Highway Patrol
	Not available

	Vaso
	Tzelalis
	North Las Vegas Police Department
	vasotzelalis@hotmail.com

	Gary
	Derks
	Nevada Emergency Management
	gderks@dps.state.nv.us

	Wayne
	Wick
	Department of Public Safety/Nevada Highway Patrol
	wwick@dps.state.nv.us

	Kevin 
	Featherstone
	Nevada National Guard
	kevin.featherstone@nv.ngb.army.mil

	Juanita 
	Goode
	Las Vegas Metro Police Department
	j4323g@lvmpd.com

	Michael
	Kincaid
	North Las Vegas Police Department
	kincaidm@northlasvegas.com

	Scott 
	Maylath
	Civil Support Team - Nevada National Guard
	scottmaylath@nv.ngb.army.mil

	Ramon 
	Fitzgerald
	Nellis Air Force Base
	Ramon.Fitzgerald@nellis.af.mil

	Benjamin 
	Kim
	Las Vegas Metro Police Department
	b3177k@lvmpd.com

	Dennis 
	Nowakowski
	North Las Vegas Police Department
	nowasark1225@yahoo.com


Appendix C – TTX Scenario

SAFECOM worked with the Clark County Urban Area Project Working Group to develop a plausible and effective TTX scenario.  The goal was to design a scenario that would highlight capabilities and gaps in wireless communications interoperability between Clark County and the State of Nevada and among the agencies in Clark County.  The Working Group provided insights and questions for the facilitator to prepare for the possibility that issues related to operations, instead of communications interoperability, would arise during the TTX. 

On February 21, 2006, 56 representatives from a variety of local, state, and federal agencies and organizations participated in the TTX.  Each representative took part in the TTX as an operational specialist, dispatcher, or technical observer.  For consistency with SAFECOM’s methodology, each participant was assigned specific responsibilities:  

· Operational specialists were asked to respond to the HAZMAT incident using procedures and protocols as if the exercise were a real operation, and serve as the on-scene commanders for their agencies.  

· Dispatchers were asked to respond to the HAZMAT incident using procedures and protocols as if the exercise were a real operation, and provide information on the available communications capabilities currently used by their representative agencies.

· Technical observers were asked to listen to the participants and identify gaps in current capabilities, provide overall suggestions to improve communications interoperability, and use the information gathered during the TTX and hotwash to improve the future responses of their respective agencies.
For each stage of the TTX scenario, participants who would respond to the incident were asked to address the following communications-focused questions:

· What communication is required? (from/to)

· What is the purpose of the communication?

· How would you make the communications connection?

· Who else should be notified? (local, state, federal)

· What happens next?

Draft scenario setting: On a Tuesday morning, the temperature is 60 degrees F, with a forecast high of 80 degrees F. Winds are 5 miles per hour out of the southwest. At 6:25 AM, an accident occurs on the westbound Tropicana Avenue Bridge over I-15. A call is received reporting the accident with the possibility of people trapped inside the vehicles.

Stage 1: 6:27 AM – Metro police officers roll up to the scene of the bridge accident involving a dump truck and a cargo tank truck with placards on four sides.  Cars and people are being sprayed with fine, oily droplets on their skin and clothing.  Occupants of contaminated cars have managed to get into the street, resulting in further groups of contaminated people.  A motorcycle club traveling North on I-15 passes underneath the bridge.  

Stage 2: 6:29 AM – Metro police officers realize a chemical is being discharged into the atmosphere from a damaged area on the placarded cargo tank truck. Metro police officers managing the scene notice that the placards on the tank truck read “2902”. Metro decides to shut down Tropicana Ave. and I-15 northbound.  Wireless carrier service communications are overloaded and unavailable at this site.

Stage 3: 6:32 AM – The Nevada Highway Patrol (NHP) is en route to the scene and is delayed by the mounting traffic on I-15. 

Stage 4: 6:35 AM – Clark County Fire and Rescue vehicles arrive on the scene and assume command.  They are informed there is a chemical spill, call for the HAZMAT team, and declare a HAZMAT level three. 

Stage 5: 6:45 AM – Three operating zones are established. One, the hazard zone, including the Tropicana overpass and a 200-foot perimeter around the area; Two, the decontamination area/evacuation zone, set up 200 to 300 feet from the exterior of the hot zone; the HAZMAT teams are deployed here. Also in this zone are all the contaminated people, including the first responders who made initial entry without proper protection. Three, the support zone is established by police lines that define the perimeter. All immediate support personnel are in this zone along with the Command Post.  Aerial reconnaissance by Metro helicopter begins, and multiple news media are also on the scene.

Stage 6: 7:05 AM – A monumental traffic jam, delaying the arrival of responders, has developed within a mile of the incident. Clearing access to the scene and performing triage to the injured takes precedence, but is slowed due to the large number of casualties and heavy traffic congestion. People are starting to feel the symptoms caused by exposure to the chemical. Care for patients with symptoms, including removal from the hazard zone and decontamination, should already be underway. Close supervision of the patients will be necessary during triage and transport to the hospital. 

Stage 7: 7:10 AM – At about this time, several members of the motorcycle club have fallen off their motorcycles at the intersection of Lake Mead Boulevard and Las Vegas Boulevard. Several people are going to the local area hospitals and reporting or exhibiting symptoms of nausea, vomiting, diarrhea, or loss of consciousness. 

Stage 8: 7:15 AM – The Incident Commander declares a Mass Casualty Incident (MCI). An immediate evacuation of the affected area is ordered. 
Stage 9: 7:30 AM – Some hospitals are reporting that they are overwhelmed in their emergency rooms and communicate with incoming ambulances to redirect them to other hospitals. 
Stage 10: 7:35 AM – From the incident scene, the Metro emergency management lieutenant contacts the Clark County Office of Emergency Management (OEM). Clark County OEM further requests an update on evacuation, monitoring, and containment efforts as soon as possible to provide the County Manager with information for the Governor. The OEM, notified of the MCI, immediately activates the Emergency Operations Center (EOC). 

Stage 11: 7:40 AM – Contaminated patients are put into a holding area in the decontamination area zone, and inbound resources are being staged outside the support zone.  Ten deaths are confirmed at this time.  The Fire Departments have set up two decontamination stations on the edge of the decontamination area zone, on opposite sides of Tropicana Ave. Affected patients pass through two stations. EMS has now set up two triage areas outside the decontamination stations, where every person is processed and medical treatment is given. 

Stage 12: 7:50 AM – The County Manager declares a local emergency and asks the Governor for assistance from the State.  The Governor subsequently holds a news conference.  The Governor indicates he has declared a State of Emergency, an evacuation is in progress, and the State EOC is activated. Hotel guests not evacuated are asked to remain indoors.  The Governor orders the National Guard to mobilize to assist with the response effort.

Much later.  As the incident winds down, agencies are no longer needed for emergency response, and the area is secured.  A determination is made to discontinue the incident command.







� While awaiting the national curriculum for the National Incident Management System (NIMS), the meeting participants agreed that they would look to develop COML training for their region that to the best of their knowledge meets the definition of the Communications Unit Leader as described in the NIMS document.


� Resource typing is the categorization and description of response resources that are commonly exchanged in disasters through mutual aid agreements.  Resource typing allows emergency management personnel to identify, locate, request, order, and track outside resources quickly and effectively and facilitate the response of these resources to the requesting jurisdiction.


� The Action Planning Session participants agreed that the second, third, and fourth stakeholder interview themes in this list related to the TTX findings.
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