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Purpose:  The primary focus of this case study is the National Guard’s role in preparing and conducting protracted 

operations during a complex, large-scale emergency response involving stakeholders from the public domains, as well 

as non-governmental organizations and private enterprises. It will investigate cooperation, coordination, and 

communication between intergovernmental partners, and decisions made at the strategic and operational levels that 

impacted the response.  It will lead the participants to understand the intersection between the National Guard and the 

interagency partnerships, explore strengths, weaknesses, friction points, levers, ambiguities, risks, and opportunities 

seized or lost during the event.  The case study includes National Guard frameworks that enable the execution of 

response capabilities and highlight the employment of assets, systems, and personnel at the strategic, operational, and 

tactical levels across the spectrum of complex crises.   

 

Method: The case study compares and contrasts two distinct disasters where the National Guard was activated for a 

response.  It describes and discusses aspects of each response across a series of themes.  These themes engage the 

strategic, operational, and tactical application of the National Guard.  It probes how National Guard directives, 

regulations, and legal authorities were applied during the disaster and how the response did or did not influence future 

guidance.  It also describes the interagency interaction before, during, and after the disaster. It explores the 

effectiveness of the response and how the lessons observed influenced future response operations.  “Things to Think 

About” are positioned at the beginning of each section for the reader to consider while reading the material. This 

focuses the audience to the particular themes of interest, and will enable student interaction during a facilitated 

discussion. 

 

Endstate: Participants review the case study, and contemplate the aspects of each response, overlaying them with their 

own experiences. A facilitator will invoke the audience’s inductive (learn from examples) reasoning through leading 

questions to gain a greater understanding of how the themes apply in their states.  The facilitation will be the catalyst 

to address homeland security issues as well as crisis and emergency management challenges.   
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that generously gave of their time for personal interviews and follow-on questions included: Maj Gen Patrick Hamilton (Texas 

National Guard), Col Scott Mintz (Texas National Guard), Col (Retired) Scott Macleod (Texas National Guard), Col (Retired) 

Martin Spellacy (Massachusetts National Guard), Col (Retired) Margaret White (Massachusetts National Guard), and Director Jeff 

Saunders (Texas Task Force 1, ESF-9).   
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Section I.  Synopsis of Operations and Statistics for Events:  Each State National Guard 

operates under distinct state laws and regulations while responding to domestic disasters as ordered by the Governor of 

that state.  Like each disaster is unique in size, scope, lethality, and destruction, each National Guard response is 

unique in leadership, organization, partnerships, and effectiveness among many other characteristics.  This case study 

will discuss themes from two complex disaster responses by the National Guard of the United States.  It will 

investigate the Massachusetts National Guard’s response to the human-made disaster of the 2013 Boston Marathon 

bombings, and the Texas National Guard’s response to Hurricane Harvey in 2017.  

 

 

 

 

  

The bombings on 2013 Patriot’s Day at the running of the Boston Marathon shattered buildings and lives, but it did 

not shatter spirits.  Out of the terror, Bostonians, public officials, and everyday people from around the world came 

together to save lives and bring the perpetrators to justice.  The response to this disaster represented the very definition 

in what the National Response Framework (NRF) explains as a “whole of community” approach.  On April 15th, 2013, 

Tamerlan and Dzhokhar Tsarnaev planted improvised explosive devices (IEDs) at two locations near the finish line of 

the Boston Marathon.  The initial bomb detonated at 2:49 pm at 671 Boylston Street and a second bomb almost 

simultaneously detonated at 755 Boylston Street about 550 feet away.  Approximately 17,000 of the 23,000 runners 

had completed the race by the time the first explosion occurred.1  The bombs killed three people and injured 264, 

many with traumatic amputations. 2  The response during the hours and days following the incident included mass 

casualty management and care, reunification, a massive crime scene investigation, security from potential follow-on 

attacks, and a search for the perpetrators that ended in the death of one and capture of the second.  The country 

witnessed the strength of the whole of community.  Federal, state, local governments, non-governmental entities, the 

business sector, and the private citizenry all worked together to overcome the unfathomable.3  The Massachusetts 

National Guard (MANG) was involved in almost every aspect of the event from the routine activities at the beginning 

of the race to the dangerous apprehensions of the suspects after the terrorist events occurred. 

 

On the morning of the race, four hundred MANG members were on state active duty (SAD) or T32 Active 

Guard/Reserve (AGR) status prior to the explosions and stationed along the route for security and CBRN monitoring 

purposes.  Post explosions, the MANG activated a total of approximately 1,500 Guard personnel to include military 

police, explosive ordnance disposal (EOD), communications, Infantry, and Aviation.  MANG remained in SAD status 

for the entire operation and supported local, state, and federal activities ordered by the Massachusetts Emergency 

Management Agency (MEMA).   The seven-day operation went from April 15th to its conclusion on April 21st, 2013 

with the apprehension of the final bombing suspect, release of EOD units assisting in bomb detection, and 

reconstitution of equipment.4   

 

 

 
1Eligon, J., & Cooper, M. (2013, April 16). Blasts at Boston Marathon Kill 3 and Injure 100. The New York Times. Retrieved from 

https://www.nytimes.com/2013/04/16/us/explosions-reported-at-site-of-boston-marathon.html accessed January 9, 2020. 

2 Massachusetts Emergency Management Agency (MEMA).  After Action Report for the Response to the 2013 Boston Marathon 

Bombings. (2014, December). Retrieved from http://www.mass.gov/eopss/agencies/mema/news/press-releases/after-action-report-

for-the-2013-boston-marathon.html accessed January 3, 2020, p 4. 

3 Lessons Learned from the Boston Marathon Bombings: Preparing for and Responding to the Attack: Hearings before the 

Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs, U.S. Senate, 2-3 (2013) (Testimony of Richard Serino).  

4 Spellacy, Martin, Lt Col (R). Briefing on Boston Marathon Bombing. Provided by Martin Spellacy 

Massachusetts  

https://www.nytimes.com/2013/04/16/us/explosions-reported-at-site-of-boston-marathon.html
http://www.mass.gov/eopss/agencies/mema/news/press-releases/after-action-report-for-the-2013-boston-marathon.html
http://www.mass.gov/eopss/agencies/mema/news/press-releases/after-action-report-for-the-2013-boston-marathon.html
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Figure 1 Overview of MANG Support and Response to the Boston Marathon bombings 

 

 

 

 

 

“The response of Texas government in the days leading up to and immediately following Hurricane 

Harvey — its response — has rightly been called a model for the nation.”5 

 

Hurricane Harvey started as a typical weak August tropical storm that affected 

the Lesser Antilles and dissipated over the central Caribbean Sea. However, 

after re-forming over the Bay of Campeche, Harvey rapidly intensified into a 

category 4 hurricane (on the Saffir- Simpson Hurricane Wind Scale) before 

making landfall in the early morning hours of August 25th, 2017 along the 

middle Texas coast. The storm then stalled, with its center over or near the 

Texas coast, for four days.6  More than 19 trillion gallons of rainwater fell on 

parts of Texas, causing widespread, catastrophic flooding. Nearly 80,000 

homes had at least 18 inches of floodwater, 23,000 of those with more than 

five feet. The Houston area experienced the largest amount of rainwater ever 

recorded in the continental U.S. from a single storm (51.88 inches). Twenty-four hospitals were evacuated, 61 

communities lost drinking water capability, 23 ports were closed, and 781 roads were impassable. Nearly 780,000 

Texans evacuated their homes. In the days after the storm, more than 42,000 Texans were housed temporarily in 692 

shelters. Local, state, and federal first responders rescued 122,331 people and 5,234 pets.  Hurricane Harvey is the 

second-most costly hurricane in U.S. history, after accounting for inflation, behind only Katrina (2005). At least 68 

people died from the direct effects of the storm in Texas, the largest number of direct deaths from a tropical cyclone in 

that state since 1919.   

 
5 The Texas A&M University System. (November 2018).  Eye of the Storm, Report of the Governor’s Commission to Rebuild 

Texas, p 8. 

6 Blake, Eric S; Zelinsky, David A. (May 2018).  National Hurricane Center Tropical Cyclone Report, Hurricane Harvey, p 1. 
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Left Side:  On April 15, 2013, at 2:49 P.M., the first of two explosions occurred near the finish line 
to the Boston Marathon, killing three and injuring over 260 participants and spectators.  MG Rice, 

TAG-MA, joined other strategic leaders at the Unified Command Center (UCC) located in the 
Westin Hotel while the medical and resource staging area was at Copley Square and Boston 
Common.  

Right Side:   MANG JTF Headquarters was established at Hanscom AFB, MA. The MANG forward 

tactical headquarters of the 79th Troop Command and eventually the 26th MEB was located at 
Boston Common.  Main Command Posts were established at MANG armories of the tactical units 
commanding the response.  The Massachusetts Emergency Management Agency was already 
operating a Multi-Agency Coordination Center (MACC) located in Framingham, MA, but Principal 
officials moved forward to the UCC at the Westin Hotel downtown Boston. A second UCC was 

established on 19 April 2013 in Watertown where suspect #2 was apprehended.  

2d Unified 
Cmd Center

Stock photo derived from Boston Marathon Response briefing by LTC (R) Martin Spellacy

Texas  

Excerpt from the “Eye of the 

Storm: Report of the Governor’s 

Commission to Rebuild Texas”,  

“Hurricane Harvey brought four 

types of devastation to a broad 

area along the Texas Gulf coast: 

river flooding, urban flooding, 

storm surge and hurricane-force 

winds.”   
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Figure 2 Overview of Hurricane Harvey Consequences 

The Texas Military Department (TMD) received their first request for assistance on August 19th, 2017, six days prior 

to initial landfall, to support shelter operations for displaced citizens.  TMD has three components; the Texas Army 

National Guard (TXARNG), the Texas Air National Guard (TXANG), and the Texas State Guard (TXSG).  Hurricane 

response is well planned and rehearsed in Texas, and is captured in the detailed Concept of Operations Plan 3500.18 

(CONPLAN 3500), coordinated across federal, state, and local entities and maintained by the TMD.  The TMD 

Hurricane Harvey operation lasted from August 19th, 2017 to September 23rd, 2017 with a peak involvement of 17,415 

TMD personnel, 3,007 personnel from 26 states through the Emergency Management Assistance Compact (EMAC), 

and 671 Title 10 (T10) federal forces.  It was the most massive TMD operation ever conducted for disaster response. 
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Section II: National Guard Preparations:  In a practical sense, every activity performed by the 

National Guard of the United States, whether under federal authority or state authority, prepare it to respond to 

domestic disasters.  State National Guards depend on the resourcing, manning, equipping, training, exercises, and 

validations of its formations to be “Always Ready….Always There.”7  Every state National Guard is unique in its 

federal and state resourcing, so every state’s response is unique. 

 
Things to think about:   

• How do state specific laws influence EM and specifically National Guard response and involvement?    

• What are the formal and informal strategic relationships within the state and federal frameworks relative to responding to 

domestic disasters?   

• How do those relationships impact the effectiveness of the state National Guard?  

• How do state laws or statutes impact employment of the National Guard before an event occurs?   

• What were the effectiveness of the task organization and command relationships of the National Guard responding forces?   

• How does the legal authorities of the Adjutant General (Chief Military Executive within the State) impact the National Guard’s 

ability to respond?  

• How does your state National Guard implement Joint Force Headquarters-State (JFHQs-State) activities authorized under 

Department of Defense Directive 5105.83?   

• What are the roles and responsibilities of JFHQs-State in planning, preparing and responding to domestic disasters under state 

authorities?   

• What are the considerations for the JTF Task Organization, and implications of establishing command relationships (COMRELs) 

across services and subordinate commands?   

• What are pitfalls of the assignment of doctrinal COMRELs such as OPCON, TACON, Supported or Supporting without more 

specific guidance?   

• What are the positive outcomes from building relationships with interagency partners? 

 

 

 

 

Preparation for the 2013 Boston Marathon started similarly to the previous decades with the vast array of local, state, 

and federal public and private agencies working together over the routine process.  The Undersecretary, Executive 

Office of Public Safety and Security (EOPSS), who also performed duties as Director, MEMA, Mr. Kurt Schwartz, led 

the efforts to accumulate local jurisdictional requirements for security missions to be performed by the MANG along 

the marathon route.  Mr. Schwartz had the delegated authority to activate the National Guard to support the Boston 

Marathon with reimbursement of costs from the Boston Athletic Association (BAA).  The Joint Force Headquarters-

Massachusetts (JFHQs-MA), the headquarters organization for the state National Guard, received the mission 

requirements for their planning purposes.  The Adjutant General-Massachusetts (TAG-MA) would have further 

authority to task organize and activate forces necessary to fulfill those requirements.8  The mission taskings between 

MEMA and MANG were done informally, and there was no requirement under Massachusetts General Laws for 

Governor Deval Patrick to issue an Executive Order for the purpose of this routine support.9 

 

 
7 National Guard Bureau motto adopted to represent the culture and identify of the National Guard of the several states. 

8 Massachusetts General Laws, Title V, Ch 33, Section 15(a). 

9 Telephone Interview with Lieutenant Colonel Martin Spellacy, Massachusetts National Guard (Ret.), January 9, 2020.  Unless 

noted, subsequent quotations by and attributions to Spellacy are from this interview. 

Massachusetts General Laws, Title V, Chapter 33 designates the Governor the Commander-in-Chief of the militia with authority to 

mobilize and employ.  The architecture of the state government delegates that authority through the Undersecretary, Executive Office 

Public Safety and Homeland Security (EOPSS). TAG-MA during the 2013 Boston Marathon was Major General Scott Rice.    In 

2013, the Adjutant General worked for Undersecretary, EOPSS and Director, MEMA which in 2013 were one in the same.   Today, 

the Military Department and TAG-MA is nested under the EOPSS and is supervised by the Undersecretary.  The Director of 

Emergency Management is now subordinate to the Undersecretary, EOPSS and does not supervise the TAG-MA. 

Massachusetts  
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“General Laws, Title V, Chapter 33, Section 15. (a) Commander-in-Chief. The state staff shall consist of 1 

adjutant general, with the grade of major general, who shall be the military chief of staff to the commander-in-

chief and the chief of the state staff and the officers provided for in this section, each of whom shall perform 

their duties under the direction of the adjutant general. The adjutant general shall be charged with carrying out 

the policies of the commander-in-chief and shall issue orders in the commander-in-chief's name; provided, 

however, that the adjutant general shall not personally exercise command of troops. The adjutant general shall 

be the immediate adviser of the commander-in-chief on all matters relating to the military and shall be charged 

with the planning, development and execution of the program of the military forces of the commonwealth. The 

adjutant general shall cause the state staff to support the mobilization and demobilization of the organized 

militia for use in the national defense, for state defense and emergencies. Under the control of the commander-

in-chief, the adjutant general shall be the executive and administrative head of the military division of the 

commonwealth.” 

 

On January 3rd, 2013, JFHQs-MA, dual-purposed as Joint Task 

Force-Massachusetts (JTF-MA), published the initial operations 

order (OPORD) establishing Task Force Marathon and assigning 

the 79th Troop Command (79th TC) as the TF headquarters unit, and 

its Commander, Lt Col Mark Merlino as the task force commander.  

A state’s Troop Command is a small headquarters detachment used 

primarily as an administrative headquarters to provide limited 

mission command over several National Guard units that do not 

have organic headquarters as part of the state’s organizational 

structure.  The mission for the 79th TC for the marathon read, “Task 

Force Marathon provides security and technical Chemical, 

Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear (CBRN) detection 

/identification support to local agencies along the 2013 Boston 

Marathon Route on April 15th, 2013, in order to safeguard citizens 

and property by maintaining public order.”  The 79th TC performed 

this function during previous marathons, and the mission was 

considered a well-rehearsed and routine responsibility.  They 

established their main command post at their armory in Rehoboth, 

MA to oversee the broad operational, administrative, and 

sustainment duties of the Task Force.  At the same time, Lt Col Merlino maintained a mobile tactical command 

forward to move along the route for mission circulation.  While the 79th TC provided mission command of the overall 

mission, elements from the 26th Maneuver Enhancement Brigade (MEB) provided the preponderance of forces 

accomplishing the security missions under Operational Control (OPCON) of the 79th TC (Task Force Marathon).  The 

26th MEB is the largest tactical headquarters in the state.  Beyond its federal mission, the MEB is also designated the 

Homeland Response Force (HRF) for FEMA Region 1, which came with additional interagency communications 

equipment and additional federal operational support funding. The HRF is an ad hoc organization configured with a 

headquarters element, decontamination, search and extraction, medical, and a security reaction force.  The collective 

HRF capabilities rarely come from within one organic unit, but all the units assigned to the HRF have a habitual 

training and exercise relationship.  Massachusetts Air National Guard (MAANG)security forces and communications 

assets were also assigned OPCON to Task Force Marathon via the JFHQs-MA OPORD.     

      

Preparations for the marathon were meticulous and followed a thirty-plus year pattern with interagency – multi-

disciplinary entities performing a series of working groups with specific focus areas.10 The culminating event was a 

Tabletop Exercise (TTX) to work through coordination response activities.11  Exercise and planning were not just done 

at the state and local level.  During testimony in front of the Senate’s Committee on Homeland Security and 

Governmental Affairs given on July 10th, 2013, Deputy Administrator Richard Serino stated, “As part of FEMA’s 

 
10 Giles, David W. (2017). Defending the Homeland:  The Massachusetts National Guard Responds to the 2013 Boston Marathon 

Bombings. HKS No. 2089.0, Cambridge, MA, Harvard Kennedy School of Government, p 3. 

11 MEMA, p 3. 

Figure 3 TF Marathon Task Organization Prior to Explosions 
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Regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant Program, the Metro Boston Homeland 

Security Region (MBHSR) in 2012 exercised a Regional Catastrophic Coordination 

Plan designed to augment existing operations plans by facilitating communication, 

situational awareness, and functional area coordination across the region in a 

catastrophic event. The region also developed an improvised explosive device (IED) 

Annex using Department of Homeland Security (DHS) grant funding in 2010.  This 

created a coordinated response protocol for state and local agencies to respond to a 

catastrophic IED incident, and codifying the structure of explosive ordnance teams 

within the region when collaborating on multiple IED scenarios.”12  The MANG 

participated at some level in a multitude of training and exercises leading up to the 

2013 Boston Marathon.   

 

A primary outcome of all these previous events was strengthening relationships 

between key officials at every echelon of government.   Additionally, the majority of 

those same agencies involved in the marathon had already been working with each 

other due to the previous federally declared disasters the New England area encountered the previous six months.  DR-

4097 was a Major Disaster Declaration for Hurricane Sandy, November 8th – December 19th, 2012 and DR-4110 was a 

Major Disaster Declaration for severe winter storms February 2nd – 3rd, 2013.13   The MANG was activated and 

worked with its state and local partners twice in the previous six months before the 2013 Boston Marathon.    

 

The MANG resources were activated 

to support the marathon by authorities 

delegated to the Undersecretary, 

EOPSS for non-emergency purposes.  

MEMA assisted in the determination 

of National Guard missions by 

canvassing local support requests 

during a series of planning meetings 

six months before the event.  The BAA 

was responsible for reimbursing the 

state for the use of the MANG 

resources.  The 79th TC was 

designated the operational Task Force 

Headquarters.  Lt Col Merlino was 

officially appointed TF Commander by 

way of the published JFHQs-MA 

OPORD. Pre-explosion mission focus 

was on “presence,” crowd control, 

managing car traffic along the route across eight different jurisdictions, and “monitoring” to include CBRN monitoring 

by the 1st Civil Support Team (CST), a 22-person team, in a T32/AGR status.   Approximately 400 MANG personnel 

were positioned from the starting point in Hopkinton, MA, along the marathon route, excluding Boston proper where 

determination was made that there were enough law enforcement resources available.  The MANG forces activated for 

marathon security support included both Army and Air National Guard in a SAD status.14  

 

TF Marathon OPORD 13-79-03 directed, “Local Community Security Teams. Each municipality along the Boston 

Marathon route, excluding the City of Boston, will be assigned a security team from MANG under the mission 

command of the 79th TC, which will provide security support to that respective community’s law enforcement 

agency.”   The OPORD further directed these were “unarmed security missions.”   The majority of these teams came 

 
12 Serino Testimony, p 6. 

13 Disaster Declarations by State/Tribal Government. (n.d.). https://www.fema.gov/disasters/state-tribal-government/0/MA, 

accessed January 6, 2020. 

14 Giles, p 3. 

Excerpt from JFHQs-MA 2013 

Marathon Joint OPORD 

regarding AGR/ADOS 

personnel, “c. Personnel. State 

Active Duty (SAD) status. M-Day 

personnel will perform this 

operation in SAD status. AGR 

and ADOS personnel may only 

support this operation if their 

duties align with the day to day 

responsibilities of their duty 

position (e.g. supply sergeant 

providing logistics support, 

operations officer battle tracking 

a mission). 

Figure 4  Operations Overlay Diagram from 79th TC OPORD 
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from the 26th MEB’s 211th Military Police (MP) Battalion, but other security elements came from its Headquarters 

/Headquarters Company, Brigade Support Battalion, and Engineer Battalion.  Each security element linked up with the 

local law enforcement agency (LEA) to perform their independent missions and upon LEA release, the unit would 

march order and return via busses to the unit armory for reconstitution and demobilization. TF Marathon OPORD 

directs, “Phase V Transition: This phase begins when supported communities and TF Marathon release the teams from 

their security responsibilities.”15  The last forces to be released were to be the CBRN monitoring elements located near 

the finish line in downtown Boston.   JFHQs-MA monitored with a minimally staffed operations center at Hanscom 

AFB, and the state emergency operations center had all pertinent representatives and liaisons in the Multi-Agency 

Coordination Center (MACC), operating out of Framingham, MA.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

On August 19th, 2017, just a week shy of Hurricane Harvey’s landfall on the 

Texas coast, their State Operations Center (SOC), located in Austin, TX, sent 

a formal warning to the TMD. This warning prompted TMD’s immediate 

establishment of their Joint Operations Center (JOC), initiating the Adaptive 

Battle Staff (ABS), which focuses Joint Force Headquarters-Texas (JFHQs-

TX) Directorates’ responsibilities to prepare for the impending disaster.  

TMD has a statewide operations plan in support of the U.S. Norther 

Command (USNORTHCOM) plan for Defense Support to Civil Authorities 

(DSCA).  This plan, known as CONPLAN 3500, is “the lines of operation 

(LOO) approach along with the concept of a tiered response” that is the 

operational framework articulating concepts of operation in time, space, 

purpose, and resources for just this type of event.16   

 

Two days later, TMD received their first request for assistance, also called the State of Texas Assistance Request 

(STAR). This initiating document formalized the authorization and appropriation of funds for activation of up to 3,000 

National Guard personnel.  The STAR also triggered the deployment of their Military District Coordinators (MDCs) in 

accordance with the fully developed and rehearsed CONPLAN 3500.  The MDCs served as the initial conduit between 

disaster districts, the SOC and TMD prior to landfall. MDCs opened the door for educating local emergency operation 

centers (EOCs) about unique capabilities and the processes to initiate specific requests to ensure prompt delivery of 

capabilities and supplies promptly.  The wheels were in motion for what would become the largest response to a 

domestic event for the State of Texas and the military forces of Texas.  

 

Three days before landfall, TMD Mission Ready Packages (MRPs), 

standardized and organized by capability, began to generate a presence into 

what was now designated a Joint Operations Area (JOA). Two days before 

Harvey’s impact, the National Guard Bureau’s (NGB) Joint Enabling Team 

(JET) arrived in Texas to assist in the intricate work ahead.  The JET is a 

tailored liaison cell comprised of NGB personnel to provide nationwide 

situational awareness and to be a conduit for information from the supported 

state to NGB.  The JET proved useful in the coming days as its members 

assisted in coordinating and facilitating actions between TMD, the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), USNORTHCOM Defense 

 
15 79th Troop Command, MANG, OPORD 13-79-03 (TF Marathon). (February 21, 2013). 

16 Texas Military Department, March 2, 2018, Hurricane Harvey Lessons Learned, Post Office Box 5218, Austin, Texas 78763-

5218, p 10. 

Texas  

Texas Government Code, Title 4, 

Subtitle B, Chapter 418, Section 

418.113, “DISASTER 

DISTRICTS. (a) This state is 

divided into disaster districts to 

engage in homeland security 

preparedness and response 

activities. The boundaries of the 

disaster districts coincide with 

the geographic boundaries of the 

state planning regions.” 

A Mission Readiness Package 

(MRP) is everything needed to 

conduct a mission, including 

personnel, equipment, sustainment 

and estimated costs, for the 

duration of the deployment 

compiled into a single package.  

Like NIMS Resource Typing, the 

MRP provides the requestor key 

details to ensure resources are 

matched to requirements. 
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Coordinating Officers (DCOs), and Emergency 

Preparedness Liaison Officers (EPLOs).   

During this same period of time, while activities 

were reaching a full stride, TMD’s ABS became 

fully manned, and its JOC battle rhythm was 

synchronized to interlock with the SOC. 

Identified staging areas became fully mission 

capable (FMC) and active Search and Rescue 

(SAR) shelters were ready to begin receiving 

rescued and displaced citizens.17 

 

Additionally, the 36th Infantry Division (36th ID), 

the largest major subordinate command within the 

TMD, stood up a Joint Plans Group (JPG) at the 

state’s Regional Training Institute (RTI).18  
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6 TMD publishes the Hurricane Harvey Warning Order and base Operations Order August 22nd, 2017, pre-landfall, 

providing supplemental guidance to CONPLAN 3500.18 for all TMD organizations.  The orders publication became a daily 
function capturing activities and changes occurring the previous 24 hours and those anticipated actions for the future. 

 

  

 
17 TMD, p 5.  
18 TMD, p 15.  

Figure 5 Texas is apportioned into 24 Disaster Districts where TMD Military 
District Coordinators (MDCs) liaise with emergency management personnel 
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Section III: National Guard Response to Disaster: A state National Guard works in support of 

civil authorities to mitigate the consequences after a disaster strike.  Carefully laid plans created during a deliberate 

planning process start to adapt to the reality of the situation.  Planning horizons shrink considerably, and the chaos of 

the events dictates the activities of the National Guard and interagency partners.  At the tactical level, mission 

command dictates accomplishing tasks within the framework of the mission (authorities) given.   At the operational 

and strategic level, leaders decipher civil authority guidance and direct actions, while keeping those leaders 

knowledgeable of the activities of the state’s National Guard.  A challenge to overcome is the differences 

Commanders face in a domestic environment compared to a war zone.  Federal and state laws have different legal 

restrictions for the responding military organizations that must be navigated.  Failure to consider these could result in 

criminal or civil implications if not followed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Strategic to Operational Level Command: 
 

The near-simultaneous explosions rocked the route near the marathon finish line.  Several state and local officials were 

near the explosions to include TAG-MA, Major General (Maj Gen) Scott Rice, who was near the race finish line at the 

time of the incident.19 An ad-hoc Unified Command Center (UCC) of those officials formed moments after the Boston 

Marathon explosions at Boylston Street.  It then shifted approximately one hour later to the Westin Hotel Copley 

Square located two blocks from the incident sites.  They developed response priorities and issued direct guidance from 

this location.20  The Undersecretary, EOPSS (Director, MEMA) authorized Maj Gen Rice to activate up to 2,000 

National Guard members for the response.  The priority effort was support to the Boston Police Department to secure 

an approximate 13-block area around the crime scene associated with a suspected act of terrorism. Maj Gen Rice 

agreed to provide about 200 Guardsmen to accomplish this task.21    

 

The senior state and local leaders’ staff soon joined the UCC at the Westin.  While the MACC in Framingham was in 

operation, most of the decisions were generated at the UCC where the senior officials were congregated.  The vast 

number of coordinators and support staff at the UCC created an environment of chaos.  In the hours after the event, the 

UCC was working issues of tactical, operational, and strategic nature simultaneously.  Tactical information and 

requests for guidance inundated the UCC as all levels of command were closely entwined at the event site.22   

Eventually, space was designated solely for the Senior Leaders to discuss strategy and policy issues in a segregated 

 
19 Giles, p 9. 

20 MEMA, p 4. 

21 Giles, p 10. 

22 Leonard, Herman B; Cole, Christine M.; Howitt, Arnold M.; Heymann, Philip B.. (2014). Why was Boston Strong? Lessons from 

the Boston Marathon Bombing, Cambridge, MA: Harvard Kennedy School Program on Crisis Leadership, p 12. 

Things to think about:   

• How can the disaster scenario impact the role and activities of strategic leadership?  

• What are the implications if tactical level operations draw in strategic leaders?  

• How could strategic leaders so closely engaged in the disaster disengage to fulfill the strategic duties required of 

them?   

• How did the role of the JFHQs-State and the JTF change through the course of the operation?   

• What are considerations for locating the headquarters of an operational level command?   

• How can poorly defined command relationships impact the conduct of operations?   

• What criteria can be used to decide tactical level command task organizations?   

• What conditions would lead to a relief in place/transfer of authority (RIP/TOA), and how does a higher 

headquarters manage a RIP/TOA?   

• Under chaotic and dynamic circumstances, how do commands at all levels synchronize their knowledge and 

guidance?  How do the different personnel statuses of the state’s National Guard impact their response during 

disasters?   

Massachusetts  
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location, away from the voluminous tactical problems being managed by the rest of the staff.  Governor Deval Patrick 

joined the UCC location, and assembled all major state decision-makers in one location and in close proximity to the 

event. The Governor issued a verbal declaration of a state of emergency implementing Massachusetts General Laws 

for the employment of the National Guard under Chapter 33.  Governor Patrick, Undersecretary, EOPSS (Director, 

MEMA) Kurt Schwartz, and Maj Gen Rice agreed upon the tasks to assign to the National Guard, including a cordon 

of the crime scene and security checks in conjunction with the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA). 

23   

  

Communications were disrupted in downtown Boston as networks were 

overwhelmed in the hours after the explosion.  Maj Gen Rice had 

intermittent communications with his Headquarters and other National 

Guard leadership, but in a brief phone discussion with Brigadier General 

(Brig Gen) Greg Smith, he directed the Massachusetts JTF to stand up and 

designated Brig Gen Smith as the Commander. 24   TAG’s authority to 

establish a JTF is codified in the Department of Defense Directive (DoDD) 

5105.83.  The JFHQs-MA OPORD 13-CS-004, published post-explosion, 

established the JTF.  The command instructions from that OPORD were as 

follows: “Command Relationships. The Adjutant General retains command 

authority over all actions pursuant to this order. JTF-MA Commander is 

Brig Gen Smith.”  While the Joint OPORD assigned the JTF Commander, 

there were no additional JTF commander orders published delineating 

command authorities across services for the operation.  The order also did 

not provide supported or supporting command guidance.    Brig Gen Smith established the JTF-MA HQs at the 

JFHQs-MA building located at Hanscom AFB, to coordinate MANG actions between the strategic, operational, and 

tactical levels.  JTF-MA operations center staff came from JFHQs-MA Directorates.  JTF-MA published subsequent 

OPORDs under Brig Gen Smith’s command role.   Governor Patrick did not request Brig Gen Smith to be designated 

a Dual Status Commander (DSC).  While the explosions were dramatically impactful, the speed and urgency of the 

response precluded the utilization of federal assets, and National Guard forces fulfilled mission gaps of the civil 

authorities.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Maj Gen Rice was the MANG leader with the most direct knowledge of information across the tactical, operational, 

and strategic echelons since he was positioned at the UCC only blocks away from the explosions.   Soon after joining 

UCC, Maj Gen Rice found many of the agencies were setting up command posts on Boston Common. He determined 

this would be a good place to stage MANG resources and directed JFHQs-MA to disseminate that Guard service 

members should report there.   Meanwhile, the JTF-MA Commander, Brig Gen Smith, was guiding forces to move to 

assembly areas at Camp Curtis Guild near Reading, MA, and the MANG Lexington Armory outside of greater Boston.  

This rationale was to lessen sustainment demands close to the explosions while offering accessible avenues of 

approach to and from the incident for responding MANG resources.  Maj Gen Rice reconciled the information with 

 
23 MEMA, p 5. 

24 Giles, p 13. 

A Dual Status Commander (DSC) is a commissioned officer of the Regular Army or Air Force (32 U.S.C §315) 

or a federally recognized ARNG or ANG officer (32 U.S.C §325) authorized, by SecDef, with the consent of 

the applicable Governor of a state, to exercise command on behalf of, and receive separate orders from, a 

federal chain of command and exercise command on behalf of, and receive separate orders from, a state chain 

of command. A DSC is the usual and customary arrangement when multiple DoD components (“Armed Forces 

and the National Guard”) are employed simultaneously in support of civil authorities in the U.S. 

Figure 7 Excerpt from 2019 Domestic Operations Manual published by NGB 

DoDD 5105.83 gives the TAG the 

authority to, “Establish one or more 

temporary JTF command elements 

within their respective States ready to 

provide command and control for 

domestic operations in title 32, or title 

10 status for appropriately established 

JTFs.”   During this incident, MANG 

was primarily in a SAD status which is 

not directly covered under this 

Directive, but establishing a JTF under 

this authority allows for a quick 

expansion if Title 32 status was 

authorized or Title 10 federal forces 

were needed. 
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the planning of Brig Gen Smith and JTF-MA, and MANG 

resources moved to Boston Common for staging and 

missioning.25  An unforeseen consequence of supplying the 

forces located at Boston Common was the challenge 

associated with the enormous footprint of other agencies, 

complicated by massive backups on the roadways leading 

into downtown Boston.  The UCC at the Westin shut down 

in the early hours of April 16th, 2013 once the last patient 

needing transport had been moved and no other attack had 

taken place. The overall coordination of the response shifted 

to the MACC in Framingham.  Maj Gen Rice moved to the 

Joint Force Headquarters on Hanscom AFB once the UCC 

shut down to continue providing strategic leadership. 

 

Operational to Tactical Level Commands: 
 

The authority to activate the MANG remained with the Undersecretary, EOPSS, after 

the explosions, but now moved under the authority of Massachusetts General Laws 

enumerated in Title V, Chapter 33.  MANG funding switched from the BAA to state 

resources beginning Tuesday, April 16th, 2013, and continued through the entirety of 

the mission.  Upon written request from Governor Patrick and MEMA26, President 

Barrack Obama issued a federal emergency declaration (EM-3362) on April 17th, 

2013 covering the period April 15th-22nd, 2013.  MANG had an option to request 

SECDEF approve federal T32 status under 32 U.S.C 502f authority, which would 

have transitioned the National Guard personnel responding to a federal Title 32 status 

remaining under the control of the Governor.  The decision was made by the 

leadership to keep the MANG in a SAD status.  As requests for assistance from the 

MANG began to materialize with short notice, MANG modified the formal request 

procedures and made decisions for mission acceptance at the local level, following 

up with higher headquarters afterward.27  TAG-MA activated MANG units needed 

for the response and directed all activating resources to converge onto Boston 

Common, which was approximately four blocks from the scene of the explosions.  

Personnel would load out at their armories, move to Boston Common and complete a 

rapid JRSOI, and then integrate into ongoing operations.   

 

JTF-MA OPORD 13-CS-004 (Marathon Response) was issued 15 1700 April 2013 

from Brig Gen Smith.  The new mission statement read, “JTF-MA conducts mission 

change from Marathon Support to Incident response and deploys selected MANG elements to provide military support 

to Massachusetts civil authorities in response to Boston Marathon Incident in order to save lives, prevent further injury 

and protect critical infrastructure.”  This order designated the 79th TC (Task Force Patriot) as the headquarters and 

provided the following command direction, “TF Patriot Commander is Lt Col Merlino for tactical operations in AOR.”  

In this original OPORD, JTF-MA task-organized one maneuver task force to lead the tactical response. JTF-MA 

served as the force integrator for other Army and Air National Guard units being activated for the response.   

 

While the 79th TC (Task Force Patriot) was designated mission command, forces assigned to Task Force Patriot 

primarily came from the 26th MEB, which was the largest tactical headquarters in the state.  The 26th MEB HQs 

Modified Table of Organization and Equipment (MTOE) consists of approximately 180 personnel and organized as an 

operational headquarters.  The MEB is also designated the HRF for FEMA Region 1, which came with additional 

 
25 Giles, p 11. 

26 MEMA, p 19. 

27 Giles, p 12. 

Figure 8  MANG Staging Area for Responding Forces in Comparison to 
Incident Site 

NG personnel in 32 U.S.C. §502(f) 

Operational Support status may be 

used for DSCA if the Governor 

makes a formal request for DSCA 

authority IAW DoDI 3025.22. If 

approved by SecDef, support could 

occur under 32 U.S.C. §502(f)(2). 

The utilization of FTNGD-OS 

personnel is largely limited to the 

underlying purpose and funding for 

which they were brought onto duty. 

In many cases, each individual OS 

Soldier or Airman must be reviewed 

based on their own orders, mission 

and funding source. Commanders 

must be careful in using federally 

funded OS for solely State purposes.  

Figure 9  Excerpt from 2019 
Domestic Operations Manual 
published by NGB 
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interagency command and communications equipment and additional federal operational support funding.  On the 

contrary, the 79th TC has a Table of Distribution and Allowances (TDA) of approximately 30 personnel and is 

organized as primarily an administrative headquarters.  When the operation transitioned from routine to response, JTF-

MA evaluated two courses of action (COA) for the headquarters for tactical operations.  The first COA was to 

maintain and supplement the 79th TC that was already operating as the marathon tactical headquarters.  Staff elements 

from the 26th MEB would complement the C2 for the 79th TC.  The second COA was to conduct a relief in 

place/transfer of authority (RIP/TOA) from the 79th TC to the 26th MEB.  JTF-MA OPORD 13-CS-04 published 15 

1700 April 2013 indicated the 79th TC would remain the tactical headquarters supplemented by the 26th MEB staff for 

the response.   

 

On April 16th, 2013, as security missions expanded, the mission command HQs was re-evaluated.   The decision was 

made to conduct the RIP/TOA from the 79th TC to the 26th MEB because the 26th was organized as an operational 

headquarters, the preponderance of forces under Task Force Patriot were organic to the 26th MEB, and the response 

operation had become highly complex and dynamic. 28  The 26th MEB was already running a parallel operations center 

to control the movement of the security teams assigned from them to the marathon support pre-explosion.  The 79th TC 

was primarily using analog situational awareness means in the form of physical status boards and operational maps.  

There were limited digital situational details available, so the 79th TC provided that analog documentation from the 

operations center in Rehoboth, MA, to the staff of the 26th MEB in Reading, MA.  The 26th MEB staff used what they 

could from those resources and conducted multiple conference calls with the 79th TC staff to gain additional details on 

the mission.  The 26th MEB Commander (Col Magurn) and its subordinate 211th MP Battalion Commander (Lt Col 

Aldenburg) moved to the Boston Common to link up directly with Lt Col Merlino (79th TC) already in Boston.  Maj 

Gen Rice, Brig Gen Smith was temporarily there, Lt Col Merlino, Col Magurn, and Lt Col Aldenburg conferred on the 

ground at the incident, synchronized the missions, and the RIP/TOA was complete.29   Col Magurn established a 

tactical command post forward (TAC CP FWD) in Boston Common while the main command post remained at the 

armory in Reading, MA, where communications infrastructure could support ongoing coordination for the operation.30   

 

 
Figure 10  AAR comments regarding the issues related to conducting the command and control headquarters relief in 
place/transfer of authority (RIP/TOA) between the 79th TC and the 26th MEB.   

 

  

 
28 Telephone Interview with Colonel Margaret White, Massachusetts National Guard (Ret.), January 14, 2020.  Unless noted, 

subsequent quotations by and attributions to White are from this interview. 

29 White Interview. 

30 White interview. 
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Apportioning National Guard Forces for the Response: 
 

Before the explosions on April 15th, 2013, MANG marathon 

security elements were being released from their missions in the 

different jurisdictions throughout the morning and afternoon and 

moving by bus back to their armories oblivious to the incident near 

the finish line.  Once the MANG response began, JTF-MA was 

able to contact those unit armories to refit those forces already on 

SAD and redirect them to the Boston Common for further 

missioning.  Units from the MAANG included the 102d and 104th 

Security Forces Squadron (18 pax) positioned initially along the 

marathon route, later moved to Boston Common on orders from 

TAG after the bombing.  The 267th Combat Communications 

Squadron (6 pax) was activated and provided Joint Incident Site 

Communications Capability (JISCC) support to enhance 

interagency communications downtown where communication infrastructure was overwhelmed.  Units from the 

Massachusetts Army National Guard (MAARNG) included the 1060 Transportation Company that was conducting a 

“tough ruck” as part of the marathon and then were integrated into the response after the explosions.  The 211th MP 

Battalion that was already performing security missions along the route, was missioned to cordon the explosion crime 

scene.  MAARNG also activated the 182d Infantry Battalion and sent them to support MBTA in screening passengers 

in Boston’s subway system.  The 387th Explosive Ordnance Detachment (EOD) supported the FBI and local law 

enforcement in investigating nearly 60 suspicious packages around the crime scene and the city.  To this point in the 

operation, the National Guard completed security missions without weapons and ammunition.  The 747th MP Co with 

their up-armor High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicles 

(HMMWVs) were called into action for a security cordon searching for 

suspect #2 in Watertown, MA, on Friday, April 19th, 2013.   With the 

insistence of TAG-MA as to the inherent risk to the 747th MP Co in 

their search for the armed and dangerous suspect, MEMA approved 

those members to carry weapons and ammunition.  For the week, the 

mission of the Soldiers of the 747th MP Co changed considerably. On 

Marathon Monday, the Soldiers were providing crowd control and 

security along the race route.  The unit was located in Hopkinton, right 

near the beginning of the race, and could see the starting line.  

Following the attacks, the mission transitioned to a more familiar role 

for the military police Soldiers.  Soldiers of the 747th were deputized, 

which allowed them to possess weapons and live ammunition during a 

time of crisis in the Commonwealth.  One MP Soldier remarked, 

“Today it’s a real [armed] MP mission.  This is different than anything 

we’ve done before at home.”  While SWAT teams continued through the Watertown neighborhood, Guard personnel 

worked with civilian authorities to maintain the integrity of the perimeter.31  Aviation assets from 3-126th Aviation 

Battalion transported personnel and supplies.  MANG also tasked personnel away from the specific incident sites to 

include liaison cells at state and local emergency operations centers, sustainment elements for engaged MANG units, 

and unit operations centers to track MANG resources being employed.32 

 

The MANG operation in response to the 2013 marathon explosions concluded on April 20th, 2013 with the transition 

of remaining security missions to civilian LEA and the final suspicious package checks performed by the 387th EOD.  

Units remained on SAD status through April 21st, 2013 for reconstitution of equipment and closing out administrative 

 
31 Alfred Tripolone III, “MPs Use Training to Aid Local Authorities, Protect Citizens” Massachusetts Minuteman: The Nation’s 

First, Spring 2013, p 13. 

32 Spellacy briefing. 

Figure 11 AAR Comment regarding Active Duty 
Operational Support personnel participation in SAD 

Figure 12  AAR comment explaining the issue of 
senior leaders directing at the tactical level and 
asynchronous guidance coming from different 
levels of command. 
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issues.33  In all, MANG accomplished nine officially issued missions over the seven-day mission and at its highest 

personnel count on duty was 1,240 on April 16th, 2013.34 

 

 

 

 

Strategic to Operational Level Command: 
 

Barely twenty-fours before landfall and the first pieces of a well-developed plan were in motion. Upon the SOC 

notification on August 19th, 2017, an alert message was sent to every individual member of the TMD to be prepared to 

assist should the coming crisis require their help. Task forces were staged and strategically placed, allowing for 

sheltering in place of MRPs throughout the initial impact area, but close enough to employ swiftly into affected areas 

as soon as they received the word ‘go.’ TMD activated an additional 750 Soldiers and Airmen. Many more would 

quickly be called forward. In fact, more than twenty-two times that amount would eventually be on hand working the 

overwhelming number of critical tasks required in a mission this size and scope. At their peak, Texas would 

subsequently have 17,415 TMD service members assisting in this response.   

 

Harvey began severely impacting the Texas coast August 25th, 2017 near the town of Rockport, about 30 miles east of 

Corpus Christi. Labeled a Category 4 Hurricane, with winds measuring 130 mph during the initial impact, which, as 

expected, caused the widespread destruction of homes and buildings. Soon after that, Harvey stalled. It moved slowly 

east and back out into the Gulf of Mexico before making a second landfall on August 26th. It was then, just when 

everyone hoped the worst was over, Houston began to receive increased and sustained rainfall.   On the day Hurricane 

Harvey arrived, FEMA granted Governor Greg Abbott his request for a Disaster Declaration.  TMD mobilized another 

912 personnel. Recognizing the need for a grander mission command emphasis, the 36th ID stood up their Current 

Operations and Integration Cell (COIC), their Division Operations Center (DOC), and their 36th Sustainment 

Brigade.35  

 

Harvey meandered back into the Gulf of Mexico and made its third and final landfall on August 30th near Beaumont. It 

was then that Harvey became a different type of destructive force: as a tropical depression, Harvey dumped between 

30 to 50 inches of rain throughout the greater Houston and the upper Texas coast.  Fortunately for its citizens, “Texas’ 

organizational structure for responding to emergencies, whether a hurricane along the Gulf Coast or a Panhandle 

wildfire, is highly organized and well run by professionals who know their jobs and move quickly and decisively.”36  

 
Significant planning and coordination with civil authorities is a necessary component to successful DSCA.  In Texas, 

the Governor appoints and directly supervises the Adjutant General-Texas (TAG-TX).  The TAG is the Governor’s 

Senior Military Advisor in the state, and the Governor is designated the Commander-in-Chief of the TMD.  A strong 

partnership exists between these two strategic leaders and offers open and free communication and deliberation. TAG-

TX delivered the Commander-in-Chief’s intent to TMD.  The Headquarters of the 36th ID, the largest headquarters in 

TMD, was designated JTF-TX, to oversee the operation.  The “scale of the response efforts during Hurricane Harvey 

precipitated the need for a DSC to be appointed.”  The Governor requested, and the Secretary of Defense approved, 

the accession of Brig Gen Patrick Hamilton, a TXARNG officer, to T10 and appointed him a DSC on August 28th, 

2017.  With the impending integration of T10 forces, the DSC would facilitate unity of effort throughout Texas’ 

response to Hurricane Harvey.  This original authorization was for 14 days, and also appointed a secondary DSC in the 

event Brig Gen Hamilton was not able to continue serving in that capacity for any reason.  USNORTHCOM deployed 

a T10 Deputy for the DSC and a Joint Enabling Capability (JEC) with expertise in T10 resources.  This contemporary 

 
33 Smith, Greg, Brigadier General (R). Assistant Adjutant General – Army.  JTF-MA Marathon Response 2013 AAR Briefing.  

Provided by Massachusetts National Guard. 

34 Smith briefing. 
35 TMD, p 5. 

36 Personal interview with Mr. Jeff Saunders, Director, Texas Task Force 1, Sponsoring Agent Chief, January 24, 2020.  Unless 

noted, subsequent quotations by and attributions to Saunders are from this interview. 

Texas  
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approach “served as the intermediate link between two distinct and separate chains of command flowing from different 

federal and state” entities.37  “When a dual status commander is not appointed, unity of effort may be more difficult to 

achieve.”38   
 

“DSC comes with responsibilities beyond the operational requirement.  While I had 100 trucks and 

requisite troops that supported that out of Ft. Hood, directly under my control, there was a significant 

amount of T10 support to other federal agencies like FEMA and non-federal agencies like Red Cross 

and NGOs… I was responsible for … there were several hundred trucks that were providing fuel and 

logistics support to FEMA that came out of Fort Sam … suddenly I didn’t know it, but I 

commanded.”39 

 
The TMD mission command structure operates within the foundational principles by which state hazard planning must 

adhere. These included the NRF, the National Incident Management System (NIMS), and the Incident Command 

System (ICS). The importance of understanding this underlying doctrine is essential.  Knowing the doctrine bridged 

the gap between OCONUS combat actions, whereby U.S. Forces often find themselves in the lead and clearly in 

charge, to the CONUS doctrine whereby U.S. military forces are in support of civil authorities.  Military leaders and 

their subordinates will naturally gravitate to their formal military training at home and their sharpened experiences 

abroad without this base of understanding. It takes a great deal of subtle wisdom to meter those military skills, 

collective and individual, into what is useful and helpful in a domestic situation. 

 

By August 30th, TMD had amassed 5,598 personnel and would generate more than double that number over the next 

twenty-four hours. Requests for assistance continued to increase for the TMD.  It was then that the unprecedented 

occurred. The ‘all in’ solution was directed. The Governor of Texas increased the mobilization authorization to 

24,000. Achieving this number would require the total call-up of the Texas Army, Air, and State Guard. Never before 

had the full end-strength of the TMD been called to muster, much less, this suddenly.  The call-up stretched beyond 

the limits of the plan in play.  Their best-prepared plans, branches, and sequels exceeded their planners’ original 

imagination.  Harvey ultimately tests the TMD’s response levels, prior planning and ability to adapt quickly.   

 
“The request to deploy all Texas Military Forces strained the scalable mobilization of MRPs forcing 

the organization to quickly adapt.” Units still fully organized as Modified Tables of Organization and 

Equipment (MTOE) and not truly prepared for a domestic response were tasked to rapidly morph. 

Muster and move. To facilitate this delicate task, units were directed to Logistical Support Areas 

(LSAs) and Incident Staging Areas (ISAs) and then restructured as closely as possible to “meet the 

capability of the requested MRP.”40   

 
Generally, the response concept in Texas was designed around a ‘pull’ system, where local authorities would work 

with the MDCs to request specific capabilities.  The state then authorized a STAR with appropriate funding levels and 

time constraints to match the demand. This however, changed as the enormity of the situation became understood. The 

response changed to a ‘push’ as Texas Military Forces entered the JOA to meet the Governor’s, TAG’s, and DSC’s 

intent to prevent human suffering and save lives.”41 Brig Gen Hamilton recollected, “There was tremendous pressure 

to have a ‘number’ in the JOA.”42  

 
37 TMD, p 3. 

38 Department of Defense, July 2012, Joint Publication, Joint Task Force Headquarters (JP 3-33), Washington, D.C., p E-3.  

39 Personal interview of Major General (MG) Patrick Hamilton, Commander, 36th Infantry Division, January 24, 2020.  MG 

Hamilton was a Brigadier General during the Hurricane Harvey operation.  Unless noted, subsequent quotations by and attributions 

to Hamilton are from this interview. 
40 TMD, p 10. 

41 TMD, p 10. 

42 Hamilton Interview. 
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Figure 13 TMD integrated the military and state's major activities into one Battle Rhythm to provide a flow of work throughout 
the day and synchronize all echelons of mission command. 

The enormity of the consequences from Harvey and the response attracted many distinguished visitors that wanted to 

get first-hand knowledge of the situation.  TMD strategic leadership understood these visits were necessary and did not 

try to dissuade them from happening.  Instead, the TMD established a Joint Visitor Bureau (JVB) on Camp Mabry, 

Austin, TX.  The JVB would be the central point of contact for visitors to coordinate a visit to the response.  Tactical 

commanders were being contacted directly to host visits.  The JVB also sent teams forward to coordinate distinguished 

visitor and key leader engagements in the JOA, further relieving this burden on those commanders. 43  

 

Operational to Tactical Level Command; Apportioning the forces for the 

response: 
 

A Domestic Operations Task Force (DOMOPS) was written into the standing plans 

prior to the issuance of the base OPORD 17-61 (Tropical Storm Harvey Response).  

The DOMOPS concept was centered around two assigned TXARNG brigades; the 

176th Engineer Brigade and the 136th MEB.  These two brigades were assigned to be 

the tactical level headquarters if a disaster occurred, one being the primary when the 

other was deployed or in a reset stage.  Per the base OPORD, the 176th Engineer 

Brigade was the force provider and tactical level headquarters to employ the ground 

MRPs.   

 

The STARs continued to accumulate and by August 27th, 2017, the JFHQs-TX made 

the decision a brigade sized mission command headquarters needed to be deployed to 

 
43 JTF-Texas. Fragmentary Order 13 to OPORD 17-61 (Tropical Storm Harvey Response). (September 2nd, 2017). 

With a myriad of thoughts 

and concerns about the 

daunting challenges ahead, 

Col MacLeod summarized 

his memories of the first 

several days; “The bottom 

line there is the challenge of 

the scale. I went down there 

as FEMA Region VI 

Homeland Response Force 

(HRF). I commanded the 

136th MEB, which then 

quickly became JTF-

Harvey. The scope of 

responsibility required us to 

scale very rapidly.” 
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the impacted area.  By this time, the number of missions spread across the Gulf Coast of Texas also required dividing 

the JOA into regions for control purposes.  FRAGORD 07 to OPORD 17-61 (Tropical Storm Harvey Response) 

published August 28th, 2017, designated the 136th MEB, commanded by Colonel (Col) Scott Macleod, to be the 

tactical level, brigade mission command headquarters, known as JTF Harvey.  The 176th Engineer Brigade units had 

just returned from a deployment and were in reset stage.  It also designated battalion sized elements to assume task 

force mission command over five sub-JOAs; TF North, TF South, TF East, TF Central North, TF Central South.   

 

 
Figure 14 Concept Sketch from FRAGORD 07 to OPORD 17-61.  The AOR covered 76,366 square miles; similar in size to the state 
of Nebraska, Washington and North Dakota; it turned out to be the second most expensive ($125 billion) in history; and it 
included Houston, San Antonio, Austin and Corpus Christi. 

As the JOC located in Austin, TX continued the strategic fight, JTF-HARVEY was working in earnest to maintain 

solid mission command from a high school library. Katy, a suburb on the west side of Houston, as good fortune would 

prove, turned out to be an excellent location. The Incident Commander had relocated there as rising waters flooded 

their initial position.  It was in this high school that Col Macleod, commander of JTF-Harvey, planted his flag.44 

 

“I arrived in Houston, … on the 28th of August, and on the 1st of September I had a fully operational 

Joint Tactical Operations Center (JTOC)…  We continued to scale the entire time we were there.”45 

 

Col MacLeod and his S3, then Lt Col Oliver Mintz, were taking charge and executing critical tasks, expanding the 

operation, and publishing orders all simultaneously. Representatives organic to the Texas National Guard (TXNG), the 

U.S. Army Reserves, Active Army, U.S. Marines, and Coast Guard were “literally walking into my headquarters every 

day, finding a desk, sitting down, and becoming members of my staff.”46  

 

“One of the most fascinating things about Harvey is technically the DSC was MG Hamilton who was 

in Austin but the reality was the tactical command was exercised at my headquarters.” “The actual 

orders, all the subordinate, whether they were National Guard, Active Duty, or Marines, those were 

 
44 Personal interview with Colonel Scott MacLeod, January 17, 2020. Unless noted, subsequent quotations by and attributions to 

Macleod are from this interview. 

45 Macleod interview. 

46 Macleod interview. 
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operations orders written by my staff issued to those commanders.” “So I acted on behalf of the Dual 

Status Commander (DSC).” “Which I think some people still don’t quite understand…”47 

  

The rapidly evolving environment did not afford Col MacLeod’s team the luxury of 

waiting on Austin to make decisions.  “Our planning horizon when we got there on 

day one was two hours.  By day two, our planning horizon had gone out to maybe six 

to twelve hours.  By day three we stayed at a twelve-hour planning horizon for 

probably three or four days.  By the time we left Houston and re-deployed, we were 

out to maybe a three to five-day planning horizon.”48 

 

MRPs offer a unique functional design scalable and more suitable for support to civil 

authorities in anticipated disaster response. MTOE units were by design, organized to 

accomplish Mission Essential Task List (METL) missions abroad.  However, ensuring 

commanders at all echelons were prepared to rapidly shift their MTOE unit into a 

requested capability proved to be equally as important.  

 

The standing plan did not consider a force generation flow matrix, 

as well as use of a Movement Control Team (MCT).  The immense 

tempo and volume by which convoys and material flowed into and 

throughout the JOA demanded dedicated control and minute by 

minute situational awareness.  The MCT “tracked movement from 

home station, to LSA or Incident Staging Area (ISA), into the JOA, 

back to reverse Joint Reception Staging Onward Movement and 

Integration (JRSOI) sites, and finally the return to the organic 

armory or base”. 49 The MCT assistance orchestrated the timely 

order-of-march and maintained overall situational awareness.  

 

Additionally, meeting the deployment requirements for the number 

of qualified drivers of high-profile vehicles based solely upon the 

unit MTOE vehicle requirements proved to be a dangerous 

miscalculation. A deeper bench of licensed drivers was identified as 

a significant shortcoming given the number of vehicles needed 

across the flooded population.  Although Texas owns a light 

infantry division, the number of licensed drivers for HMMWV and 

family of Medium of Tactical Vehicles (MTV), also known as High 

Profile Vehicles (HPV), was limited.  Even though the vehicles-to-

task model was roughly adequate to support the task, the- licensed-

driver-to-vehicle ratio was insufficient.  The AAR documented a 

greater need for drivers.  The goal would be for leaders to ensure 

that all service member could drive any vehicle in their unit.50  

 

As imagined by their planners, the significant rain event would 

negatively impact transportation infrastructure. Evacuation 

operations would be limited as well as resupply operations during 

this period. Within the plan, the Air National Guard (TXANG) 

wings of the TMD were tasked to establish three types of MRPs. The 

TXANG MRPs support fixed-wing air operations, airfield operations, 

and airlift operations.  Airfield operations consist of an Aerial Port Team MRP and an Airfield Command and Control 

 
47 Macleod interview. 

48 Macleod interview. 

49 TMD, p 10. 

50 TMD, p 11. 

When asked about the 

dynamic planning 

situation Lt Col Oliver 

Mintz, JTF-Harvey J3 

explained, “We 

literally drew a picture 

on the white board, 

snapped a picture and 

iPhone’d it out to 

everybody and that 

was the order.” 

Figure 15 TMD graphic depicting the scale of 
their involvement during Hurricane Harvey 
Response operations. 
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Team MRP. The airlifts MRPs contain the C-130 aircraft. These MRPs provide civil airfield operations, as well as 

command and control of Air Mobility Command aircraft to coordinate the loading, unloading, and maintenance of 

military fixed-wing aircraft. They are capable of cargo, passenger, and baggage services, ramp services, documenting 

HAZMAT, and validating capability and can support up to 58 short tons of cargo and 360 passengers per day.51  Airlift 

MRPs evacuated 2,506 civilians, and moved 382 tons of cargo.  Their duties also included the coordination and lead of 

a Special Needs evacuation along with a general population evacuation over four days. 

 

The Air Operations Center-Texas (AOC-TX), an interagency center hosted by TMD, served under the authority of the 

Texas Department of Emergency Management (TDEM) and 

was the federal, state, and local multi-agency air coordination 

center. This command and control element served two vital 

functions as “contingency air mission management and 

airspace resource management.” 52  The AOC-TX developed 

the air operations strategy, tasking and executing day-to-day 

air operations based on JOA priorities to include Incident 

Awareness Assessment (IAA) sorties, Air Mobility, and SAR/ 

Rotary Wing missions.  It also integrated, coordinated, and 

de-conflicted the total air effort, as well as issued airspace 

control procedures, and coordinated airspace activities 

through the Airspace Coordination Areas (ACA) of the FAA.   

  

Complementing the TXANG MRPs, the TMD provided 

MRPs from the TXARNG aviation assets. These MRPs 

supported search and rescue operations as well as 

transportation of personnel, equipment, and commodities.  A 

mixture of aircraft consisting of UH-72, UH-60, and CH-47 

were brought to bear in this disaster. “Hoist capable UH-72 

and UH-60 aircraft trained monthly and were certified to 

deliver rescue swimmers from Texas Task Force 1 (TX-TF1), 

a federally certified Urban SAR task force.” 53  

 

The TXSG is the third component of the TMD, and works in 

tandem with the Texas Army and Air National Guard.  The state 

guard provided two types of MRPs to support displaced Texans.  

The first MRP performed shelter operations, and the American 

Red Cross (ARC) trained and supervised them. The second MRP 

was the Emergency Tracking Network (ETN). ETN facilitated the professional tracking of over 60,000 displaced 

Texans in shelters, and FEMA funded hotels.  The TXSG deployed 45 shelter teams to support 15 shelters performing 

24/7 operations across the state.  The TMD augmented the TXSG with 200 National Guard Soldiers and Airmen due 

to the overwhelming need. 54 

 

As in any major operation, there was a large sustainment requirement. The Joint Logistics Operations Center (JLOC) 

performed this responsibility, which provided class I through IX support to the MRPs. Once the ‘all-in plan’ was 

initiated, the JLOC’s personnel size tripled to support the rapidly increasing scope of the operation. The co-location of 

JLOC and JRSOI operations became necessary to assist the pushing of logistics with onward integration of MRPs into 

the JOA.  On day four of the all-in plan, the Logistics Operation Texas (LOG-TX) and the Sustainment Mission 

Command, assigned to the 36th Special Troops Battalion (STB)/36th ID, stood up and started to develop plans for the 

 
51 TMD, p 12. 

52 TMD, p 6. 

53 TMD, p 12. 

54 TMD, p 12. 

Figure 16 More than 25 aircraft concentrated over 
a tight area for Search and Rescue.  This 
demonstrates the importance of controlled 
airspace management. Photo courtesy of Director 
Jeff Saunders, Texas Task Force 1, ESF-9 
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establishment of LSAs across the JOA.  LOG-TX pushed out liaison (LNO) teams to all LSAs and the staging areas. 

The integration of LNOs provided LOG-TX with critical information on needed support.55    

 

The need for and limited supply of fuel became the top priority. “Identifying how fuel and fuel carriers were going to 

be distributed became a priority for sustainment.”56  Somewhat in contrast to support in a theater of war, support 

during Harvey was roughly 75% contracted with direct support to the MRPs. Contract meals and lodging supported 

the LSAs and Sustainment Mission Command.  Knowing the unique rules associated with FEMA was critical for 

reimbursement purposes.  For example, “catered, takeout and MRE meals were reimbursable but self-prepared or dine-

in meals were not reimbursable expenses.” On average, the expenses were $36 per day per person. More than 

$612,000 per day would not have been reimbursed if FEMA guidelines were not followed.57  

 

“The Protection line of effort (LOE) was continuous and integrated broad protection capabilities to safeguard 

personnel, infrastructure, and information. Safeguarding the force was a key objective throughout Hurricane Harvey. 

The Security Force (SECFOR) capability provided force protection and support to LEA in the Harvey JOA.  Force 

protection efforts centered on command posts, logistical support areas, and main supply routes (MSR) within the Joint 

Security Area (JSA). Requests for armed support to LEA were coordinated at the local level, and battle tracked 

through JTF-Harvey to the JTF-TX JOC.”58  

 

The Texas Governor directed the TMD to deploy 1,000 SECFOR personnel into the Harvey JOA with the intent of 

maintaining a stable security environment.  The SECFOR was partnered with LEAs and included patrols on land and 

water.  The SECFOR mission also had the potential of securing federal assets, so planning synchronized all the 

interagency understanding of roles and responsibilities.  Arming status ‘03’- magazine in weapon and chamber empty, 

were the agreed-upon Rules of Force (RUF) posture for these missions. 59  An arming status directive was published 

that directed Commanders and Tactical Judge Advocates to ensure all Service Members entering JRSOI, or those 

deploying or already deployed in the JOA, receive a formal briefing on the TMD’s RUF. 

  

One of the most challenging tasks was to maintain a Common Operating Picture (COP) of the entire ESF-13 

(Emergency Support Function; Public Safety and Security) residing in and around the Harvey JOA.  In the SOC, TMD 

representatives were part of ESF-13.  Protection cell planning should have included their ability to provide a COP. 

“The most influential tool leveraged by LEAs was the mandatory curfew. The midnight to 0500 curfews enabled 

LEAs to target individuals and groups that conducted movement during periods of darkness severely degrading 

criminal freedom of movement.  Additionally, the threat analysis process was completely shielded from any social 

media reporting as false reporting was rampant across social media forums. Several incidents of false reporting 

revolved around potential attacks on first responders.  The State Fusion Center never validated any of these specific 

reports.”60   

 

Commanders at all echelons (strategic, operational, and tactical) needed a current and predictive product for 

operational and planning purposes.  The J2 used a model known as SWEATMSO to assess the environment by each 

battalion taskforce area of operations (AO). The snapshot assessment of Sewer, Water, Electricity, Academics, Trash, 

Medical, Safety, and Other provided the status of these critical and lifesaving support functions by geographic area.61 

This analysis could help commanders prioritize efforts, adjust resources, and predict potential right-sizing across the 

JOA.    

 

On September 9th, 2017, JTF-TX, also known as DOMOPS, published OPORD 17-62, ordering the deliberate 

drawdown and redeployment of TF personnel and equipment by September 27th, 2017.  There had been individual 

 
55 TMD, p 14. 

56 TMD, p 14. 

57 TMD, p 14. 

58 TMD, p 16. 

59 TMD, p 16. 

60 TMD, p 16. 

61 TMD, p 8. 
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unit replacements before then, but this order guided the field on a controlled drawdown of forces.  Each unit was to 

perform a reverse JRSOI from one of the designated locations as a check-out point and requisitioning for support for 

onward movement to home-station.   EMAC and T10 federal force units were the first for consideration for 

withdrawal.  MRPs performed a phased drawdown as they were released from the mission.  By this point, JTF-Harvey 

(136th MEB) had been relieved by JTF-56 after being engaged in the most dynamic part of the response.  JTF-56 

would manage the tactical drawdown until they transitioned the JOA to DOMOPS on or around September 15th, 2017.  

The order included the requirement for detailed maintenance of equipment employed during the response, especially 

those operating in contaminated floodwaters.  The state reimbursed all costs associated with refit and getting the 

equipment back to standards.  The deliberate withdrawal would provide the opportunity for the safest and best-

documented release of forces.62   

 

Emergency Management Assistance Compact (EMAC) and Title 10 (T10) Integration: 

“The EMAC is a nationally adopted state-to-state mutual aid and assistance agreement that 

facilitates the sharing of resources across state lines during times of emergency or disaster. The 

EMAC is implemented and executed by the state emergency management agencies on behalf of the 

Governors and was ratified by the U.S. Congress in 1996 through Public Law 104-321. EMACs 

include immunity and tort liability protection to incentivize their use. They work in harmony with the 

National Response Framework, and serve as the primary resource provider when federal support is 

not warranted.” Excerpt from 2019 Domestic Operations Manual published by NGB.  

The complete activation of the Texas Military Forces proved to test their plan.  Exhausted forces required the 

utilization of EMACs and T10 federal forces.  Several TMD MTOE units were organized into MRPs to better support 

the anticipated needs of storm season, but the magnitude of Hurricane Harvey quickly demanded a rapid influx of 

MTOE units from other states using EMAC. Many TMD, as well as EMAC MTOE units, were being converted to 

MRPs for employment into the response.  EMAC units from Arkansas and Oklahoma task organized as MRPs in their 

home state staging areas.  Each unit arrived configured and optimized to support the needs.  The conversion to an 

MRP not only physically re-structures an MTOE to fit an anticipated need for a domestic response; it also reprograms 

the mindset of the members of that organization. It shapes their thinking to a supporting role; the role of saving lives 

and reducing suffering.  MTOE units called up hastily with little if any prior planning, rehearsing, or other 

coordination with local response officials, must be quickly appropriately outfitted for the demand.   

 

Along with the implementation of EMAC comes the enormous responsibility of historical documentation tracking.  

The supported and the supporting states share this responsibility.  The supporting states assume the financial 

obligation of employing the resources to the supported state, including pay and allowances, equipment utilization, and 

sustainment.  The supported state has lawful responsibility to reimburse the supporting state but often must wait, 

sometimes months or years, for Stafford Act (federal) reimbursement before reimbursing that supporting state.     

“Article IX requires the affected Requesting State to reimburse the Supporting State for eligible 

expenses (including damaged equipment) while on an EMAC mission. The mission-assigned agency is 

responsible for ensuring that all activity is properly authorized, goods are received, services are 

provided, and that costs are reasonable and supported by documentation maintained by the 

respective agencies. It is imperative that JTF-States memorialize transfers of property and equipment 

with EMACs during the prepositioning or early response conducted with training authorities. Unless 

equipment or property is transferred under the EMAC, the cost to transport back to the Supporting 

State cannot be reimbursed by FEMA if the assisted state is receiving federal assistance IAW the 

Stafford Act.  Supporting States often end up waiting for reimbursement from the affected Requesting 

state when that affected Requesting state relies on Stafford Act assistance to provide disaster related 

compensation. Although FEMA can issue expedited funding to the grantee to support requested 

 
62 JTF-Texas.  OPORD 17-62 (Hurricane Harvey Retrograde Operations). (September 9, 2017). 
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logistics requirements, FEMA can only provide disaster funds to the affected Requesting state. IOT 

expedite funding before work is completed, FEMA writes a project worksheet that includes the SOW 

detailing what the funding may be used for, a list of what is needed, and the estimated cost. Partial 

funds are then transferred to the affected Requesting State.  Usually, the State / Territorial Military 

Department must submit a request to the State EMA in order for State EMA to disburse those funds. 

The State must also complete the project worksheet after work is completed IOT receive the 

remaining reimbursement.” Excerpt from 2019 Domestic Operations Manual published by NGB.  

TMD had an adequate number of HPVs for flooded area operations but lacked licensed drivers.  This shortfall of 

licensed high-profile vehicle drivers precipitated the need to utilize T10 transportation units stationed on Ft. Hood, 

TX.  The appointment of the DSC, Brig Gen Hamilton, on August 28, 2017, achieved unity of effort and the full 

integration of T10 forces.  A common doctrine outlined in Joint Publication 3-28 was that T32 National Guard forces, 

including EMAC, would be exhausted before considering the integration of T10 forces.  In Hurricane Harvey, T10 

transportation assets located on Ft. Hood, TX could be integrated days before EMAC forces flowed into the state.  

Once a DSC is appointed, there is no trepidation in TMD of calling upon T10 capabilities.  At one point during the 

Harvey Operation, JTF-TX had T10 U.S. Army Quartermaster and Transportation Companies, U.S. Air Force Rescue 

Groups, and U.S. Marine Corps Aviation Support and Transportation Companies task-organized to them.  Some of 

these T10 forces worked based on requests for assistance from the State of Texas, while others worked as Direct 

Federal Assistance (DFA) to FEMA, also operating in the area.63   

 

By the end of the operation, the Hurricane Harvey response had relied on the support of 3,006 personnel from twenty-

six other states under EMAC, and 671 T10 personnel from almost every Service. Predetermining needs and 

understanding organic gaps in military assets and the state’s resources helped to anticipate who and where to request 

assistance when a specific need presented itself.  The high number of EMAC and integration of T10 forces reinforced 

the need to find ways of receiving and coordinating this support.64 

  

 
63 JTF-TX. Fragmentary Order 15 to OPORD 17-61 (Tropical Storm Harvey Response). (September 4th, 2017).  

64 TMD. 
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Section IV:  Non-military Intergovernmental Agencies’ Involvement, 

Responsibilities, and National Guard Integration:  The National Guard is always in support of 

civil authorities while responding to domestic disasters.  The National Guard will routinely work with the state’s 

Emergency Management Agency or the state’s law enforcement officials, and may have a good relationship with 

them.  But as threats to our communities evolve, or novel threats come to fruition, new partnerships will arise.  In 

some cases, these civil authorities may have little to no experience working with the military.   Different organizations 

may discover friction points that have only preconceived ideas or surface knowledge about the culture and norms of 

the other agency.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The quick reactions of officials after the terrorist event during the 2013 marathon bombings was not by accident.  

While the marathon was an age-old event, preparations were not taken for granted.  The MEMA After Action Report 

explained, “To ensure streamlined coordination among the many federal, state, and local public safety, public health, 

and emergency medical services (EMS) personnel and the BAA, comprehensive, multi- jurisdictional, multi-

disciplinary planning is conducted each year, beginning in January. This annual planning concludes with a tabletop 

exercise in which each of these partners participates to work through the coordination of response activities to several 

Marathon-specific public safety and medical scenarios.  A significant byproduct of this planning process and exercise 

participation is the networking and relationship-building among public safety, public health and medical partners.”65 

The MANG was involved in these events from the JFHQs-MA level down to the TF and supporting units.   

The MEMA activated the MACC, co-located with the state’s emergency operations center, prior to the start of the race 

on April 15th, 2013.  Eighty representatives from state and local law enforcement, fire services and EMS, the BAA, the 

MEMA, the Massachusetts Department of Public Health (MDPH), MANG, the American Red Cross (ARC), the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), and the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) staffed this center at MEMA 

Headquarters in Framingham. The purpose of the MACC was to coordinate public safety, public health, and EMS 

activities across the jurisdictions, and provide situational awareness.66 The MANG Joint Director of Military Support, 

Lt Col Martin Spellacy, was its representative to the MACC and the subject matter expert on MANG capabilities. 

On July 10th, 2013, Mr. Richard Serino, the Deputy Administrator for the FEMA/Department of Homeland Security 

testified to the Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs, U.S. Senate regarding the lessons learned 

from the marathon bombing.  The following is a direct excerpt from the Deputy Administrator’s statement regarding 

the federal preparation and response for the Boston Marathon that year.  

 “Leading up to the event, the DHS Massachusetts Protective Security Advisor (PSA) as well as 

representatives from FEMA, and NPPD’s Federal Protective Service (FPS) participated in Boston 

Marathon Security Coordination meetings alongside the Boston Athletic Association, the 

Massachusetts Homeland Security Advisor, the Commonwealth Fusion Center/Massachusetts State 

 
65 MEMA, p 3.  

66 MEMA, p 5. 

Things to think about:   

• What are the key agency relationships the National Guard must foster within your state or federally?   

• How are those relationships maintained?   

• Is the National Guard written into state emergency response plans?   

• Who are the civil authorities the National Guard responds to and is resourced through?   

• What type of routine training and exercise is the National Guard incorporated into in your state or region?    

• What are the state agencies the National Guard has little to no interaction with and, if needed, how could a 

relationship be fostered with that agency? 

Massachusetts  
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Police Counter-Intelligence Unit, the Boston Regional Intelligence Center, and the FBI/JTTF. The 

Massachusetts PSA worked directly with owners and operators of critical infrastructure to identify 

facilities in proximity to the event. Engagement included documenting protective measures, 

reviewing past assessments, providing local and State partners with map books of all critical 

infrastructure and chemical facilities in close proximity to the marathon route, and monitoring 

infrastructure for changes in posture on a real-time basis. 

FEMA was on alert in preparation for the event, activating Region I’s Regional Response 

Coordination Center (RRCC) and the Region’s Incident Management Assistance Team (IMAT). 

Following the blasts and initial response, FEMA activated its RRCC, which was already setup in 

Boston and served as our base of operations. From there, we were able to monitor the response 

operations and contact federal and Massachusetts emergency management partners to offer 

FEMA’s support. We also brought partners from the Department of Transportation, HHS, the 

Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Coast Guard, Massachusetts National Guard, urban 

search and rescue and federal law enforcement to the RRCC to support survivors. 

Our Regional IMAT relocated from the Joint Field Office in Portsmouth, New Hampshire to 

FEMA’s Region I RRCC, located at the Mobile Emergency Response Support Operations Center in 

Maynard, Massachusetts about 30 miles from Boston. We also collaborated and sent resources to 

our partners, dispatching liaison officers (LNOs) to the FBI command post and the JTTF. Region I 

was also activated to a Level II (Partial Activation) with select Emergency Support Functions, 

Defense Coordinating Element and an American Red Cross LNO. 

FEMA monitored the situation from our headquarters in Washington, D.C., coordinating with other 

agencies at the National Watch Center (NWC), which coordinates closely with the DHS National 

Operations Center for national-level information sharing, situational awareness, and common 

operating picture. The NWC was activated to Enhanced Watch to include the NWC Threat 

Monitoring Team and additional personnel were advised of the potential for a deployment. Our 

National IMAT White was also placed on alert.”67 

During the marathon bombing response, MANG supported federal, state, and local agencies (MBTA Police, local 

SWAT, FBI, MEMA).  MANG was able to fill gaps in capabilities as well as provide relief to the stretched resources 

of the other agencies involved. Massachusetts officials were familiar with the capabilities available from MANG from 

the real-world natural disasters in the previous six months.  Massachusetts had Major Disaster Declarations in 2012  

(Hurricane Sandy) and early 2013 due to severe storms and flooding.  The MANG worked with state and local 

partners during these disasters before the Boston Marathon activation, which gained a level of familiarity.  MANG had 

refreshed state plans and relationships during these previous emergency declarations.68  

 

The chaos after the explosions and mass usage of the cellular network degraded Boston communications.  The 

MANG, like other states’ National Guard, was fitted with unique interagency communication systems (Joint Incident 

Site Communications Capability) to restore an overwhelmed infrastructure backbone.  The CST was also fitted with 

satellite and interagency communications that led to crucial assistance to civil authorities.  The MANG security 

presence along the marathon route was able to be converted to direct support of law enforcement in the vicinity of the 

crime scene, and relieved law enforcement officials performing the 13-block cordon around the crime scene so those 

officials could be directly involved in the investigation.  The MANG kept people from going into the area that were 

trying to collect their materials left behind or spectators trying to see the damage.  Civil authorities called upon the 

387th EOD unit to assist in clearing over sixty unidentified packages in and around the finish line to ensure they too 

were not IEDs. 69  

 
67 Serino testimony, p 8. 

68 Spellacy interview. 

69 Leonard, p 11. 
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One critical observation for the overall response was the use of the National Incident Management System or NIMS. 

“The response organizations – particularly at senior levels – demonstrated effective utilization of the spirit and core 

principles of the National Incident Management System (NIMS), mandated by Congress in 2002 but still a work in 

progress in many areas of the country. Difficulties were noted in what might be termed “micro-command.”  The 

leadership and coordination of several agencies at the street level had difficulty when individuals and small teams 

from different organizations suddenly came together and needed to operate in concert. The integration of NIMS into 

the practices and cultures of emergency response agencies is a work in progress – very promising but still incomplete, 

particularly at the tactical level of operations.70 

 

 

 

 

 

“The Commission to Rebuild Texas found that Texas is a national leader in responding to disasters, whether a 

hurricane along the Gulf Coast or a Panhandle wildfire. Emergency management in Texas is highly organized and well 

run by professionals who know their jobs and move quickly and decisively. However, we have identified ways the 

state can improve the current system by unifying the state’s response and recovery responsibilities and by providing 

better information, training, and more effective application of emerging technologies. Texas must be an innovator in 

the field of emergency management as well as a leader.”71 

 

Texas Government Code, Title 4, Chapter 418, is very specific about the implementation of emergency management.  

The Governor is responsible for meeting “dangers to the state and people presented by disasters.” The law directs 

approved training of individuals and offices on their responsibilities during a disaster.  It also establishes councils, 

with specific posts or agencies directed to participate, at each level of government.  Their duties and responsibilities 

are well-defined.  When a disaster strikes and these councils convene, a mechanism exists to support synchronizing the 

entire effort. 72   But there were negative findings in the AARs completed after the response and recovery effort.  The 

recovery portion seemed to be the most problematic, even though the response was dangerous and unpredictable.  A 

state National Guard does not normally have a formal role in recovery beyond repairs to its facilities caused by the 

disaster.   

 

There were innovative practices born from the Harvey response that TMD played a significant role.  Together with 

partners from TX-TF-1, the U.S. Coast Guard, and state and local agencies, an unprecedented aerial search and rescue 

operation ensued for seven consecutive days. “National Guard aircraft crews from 22 states supported rotary SAR and 

transportation operations, resulting in 1,457 rotary evacuations, with 371 hoist rescues”.73  

 

“Many different groups, both public and private, flew drones over affected areas for a variety of reasons. Emergency 

responders, as well as insurance companies, NASA, railway operators, private industry, and state government 

agencies, were all among drone users during Harvey.” “Technology used during and after Hurricane Harvey included 

unmanned aerial vehicles, commonly referred to as UAVs, unmanned aircraft systems (UASs), or drones; websites; 

social media; and software applications. The use of technology can accelerate and expand response and recovery 

efforts.”74  

 

Analysis of information translated into timely situational awareness products proved invaluable throughout the 

Hurricane Harvey response. During the event, responders, including TMD, and the public demanded knowledge of the 

 
70 Leonard, p i. 

71 Texas A&M, p iii. 

72 Tex. Gov. Title 4, Chapter 418, 

https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/DocViewer.aspx?DocKey=GV%2fGV.418&Phrases=418&HighlightType=1&ExactPhrase=False

&QueryText=418 accessed February 1, 2020. 

73 TMD, p 12. 

74 Texas A&M, p 139. 

Texas  

https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/DocViewer.aspx?DocKey=GV%2fGV.418&Phrases=418&HighlightType=1&ExactPhrase=False&QueryText=418
https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/DocViewer.aspx?DocKey=GV%2fGV.418&Phrases=418&HighlightType=1&ExactPhrase=False&QueryText=418
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current and unfolding situation.  The “daily information and analysis focused on identified impacts to the JTF forces, 

ingress and egress routes, stability of staging areas and airports, power and critical infrastructure status.”75  This is an 

area by which lessons learned over time, in combat operations added significant value at home. Commanders required 

an “easily understandable snapshot” for practical predictive mission analysis and planning, and these products were 

shared with civil authorities for their planning.76  

  

Incident Awareness and Assessment (IAA) processes synchronized and integrated the planning and execution of 

capabilities to the right point and time throughout the incident.  The assistance of “RC-26 Full Motion Video (FMV) 

and still images, Civil Air Patrol FMV and still images, and satellite images obtained through Eagle Vision, Digital 

Globe, and the International Charter of Satellites” had to be established quickly.  All of these tremendous resources 

combined created a daunting challenge. Very few agencies have the resources required for processing and assessing 

the immense amount of video and imagery received. NGB was able to assist in obtaining eight Unclassified Processing 

Assessment and Dissemination (U-PAD) teams, which “greatly enhanced” the organic abilities of Texas. Working 

from within their home states of Ohio, Indiana, Kansas, Massachusetts, New Mexico, Virginia, Tennessee, and 

California they were able to collectively “create 382 products from 110 hours of RC-26 FMV, and over 26 hours of 

Civil Air Patrol FMV, and over 4,000 still images from CAP and satellite imagery.”  The U-PADs proved to be a 

critical asset to the TMD and civil authorities.77 

 

Unlike some overseas operations, the public had a greater immediate need to know more about the current ongoing 

environment and movement of forces. The movement of convoys and the status of road conditions were not 

information that needed to be safeguarded from public knowledge. Instead, real-time information of this nature needed 

to be transmitted continuously.  An Active Media Approach (AMA) through the State of Texas and TMD Public 

Affairs Operations (PAO) was established to “capture and distribute critical imagery for immediate distribution to 

command elements and the press” to accomplish this feat.78  Individual smartphones proved to be effective in 

capturing and distributing critical information and imagery in a timely manner.79  

 

 

 

 

  

 
75 TMD, p 3. 

76 TMD, p 8. 

77 TMD, p 8. 

78 TMD, p 3. 

79 TMD, p 9.  
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Section V:  Learning from the Past and Preparing for the Future:  We often debate 

whether lessons were genuinely learned or were they just observed.  The crux of this debate is if plans, regulations, 

procedures, and even laws are influenced based on the lessons from previous disasters.  In actuality, lessons observed 

could have conflicting information due to different entities or organizations seeing the same issue through different 

lenses and coming up with different conclusions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Boston Marathon bombing broke the mold on 

the routine support provided each year.  There were 

several effective outcomes of the bombing.  First, 

branch and sequel exercising were documented 

more carefully and developed into the concept of 

operations that could be quickly matured and 

implemented.  It was standard procedures for the 

interagency partners to discuss potential threats to 

the race, but they were rarely documented and made 

available as a written plan.  Now, these written 

branches and sequels are widely communicated and 

provided to MANG units with the concept of 

employment in case a particular threat materialized.  

The second outcome was the reorganization of the 

MANG marathon effort.  JTF-MA is now 

established as the operational HQs for the 

Marathon, to be prepared to transition the mission 

and integrate statewide National Guard resources if 

a threat arises.  Task Force Marathon, the tactical 

level headquarters, establishes subordinate task 

forces for significant security missions, CBRN, and medical.  Whereas previous to 2013, each security jurisdiction 

acted as an independent security mission, now a security task force synchronizes the effort between and across all 

jurisdictions.  Same with a CBRN and the medical task forces available for employment along the entire route. 80  Task 

Force Security and CBRN were expanded immensely, including other state National Guard, to a battalion- size and a 

reinforced company-sized organization, respectively.  Robust communication elements were also emplaced to act as a 

backup for potential loss of communications due to overwhelmed telephone nodes.  Boston proper has also 

incorporated MANG security and CBRN assets to bolster deputized LEAs within the city limits.   

 

 

 

 

 
80 Massachusetts National Guard (MANG).  Concept of Operations Briefing on 2014 Boston Marathon Support. April 21, 2014.  

Accessed from Joint Information Exchange Environment, National Guard Bureau, January 20, 2020; White interview. 

Things to think about:   

• What is the process and timeline used to accumulate lessons observed?   

• How are those lessons deconflicted and synthesized into actions?    

• How are those lessons observed put into action?   

• How does the state National Guard negotiate revisions to state laws that hinder disaster response operations?   

• What other after-action meetings does the state’s National Guard participate in?   

• Why is it essential for the National Guard to participate in other state agencies or federal AAR events? 

Figure 17  MANG Task Organization and Task/Purpose for the 2014 
Marathon Support 

Massachusetts  
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Figure 18 2013 Marathon Support TASKORG81                 Figure 19  2014 Marathon TASKORG82 

 

The self-defense concerns for the service members performing security missions were also addressed.  There were 

changes to Massachusetts General Laws, Title V, Chapter 33, Section 41(b).  Both MANG leadership and law 

enforcement officials learned the need to arm MANG security elements when employed in high-risk security 

operations.  The General Laws were amended as follows,  

 

“(b) Military police forces of the national guard, both army and air, may exercise all the powers 

of constables, except the service of civil process, and of police officers and, when ordered to 

perform law enforcement duties, shall appear for duty armed and equipped: (i) at all times upon 

all land and buildings held for military purposes and all other military property of the 

commonwealth; or (ii) when on duty within the commonwealth under this chapter or Title 32 of 

the United States Code; provided, however, that all such military police forces shall hold the 

appropriate law enforcement occupational specialty as certified by the armed forces of the 

United States.”83  

 

This revision to the Law provides for self-defense of MANG security forces involved in law enforcement support 

missions.  It also reduces the liability of sworn law enforcement that had the added requirement to protect unarmed 

National Guard service members.   

  

MANG was a primary participant to the MEMA After Action Report on the 2013 Boston Marathon Bombing along 

with over fifty other entities to include medical facilities, law enforcement, academia, local and state government 

offices and departments, and more than 150 individual interviews.  This 130-page comprehensive report included a 

critical review of medical, law enforcement, command and control, public information and life support activities, as 

well as a host of other areas.  It listed good aspects of the response to reinforce the importance of sustaining those 

activities.  The report also highlighted areas of concern and corrective action plans that were to be implemented before 

the next Marathon.  This detailed and critical review of the local and state’s actions during the response is evidence of 

the professionalism of the interagency partners in Massachusetts.   

 

 

  

 
81 79th TC, OPORD 13-29-03. 

82 MANG Concept of Operations Briefing. 

83 Massachusetts General Laws, Title V, CH 33, Section 41 (b). 
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The Hurricane Harvey response was the State of Texas’ first appointment of a DSC to mission command both state 

and federal forces.  The scale and scope of this major disaster almost demanded the appointment to be the linkage 

between two distinct and separate chains of command, both federal T10 and state.  Unity of effort was achieved 

through this command structure that could command on behalf of, and receive orders from, two distinct chains of 

command.  Part of appointing a DSC is a training and certification program implemented by USNORTHCOM.  Each 

state also must ensure their DSC qualified officers understand the state response and build the right partnerships with 

EM leadership.  There are regulatory provisions a DSC must meet, such as command experience and joint 

qualifications.  Senior officers in the National Guard should be groomed with these qualifications in mind, and a bench 

of qualified officers is necessary to account for the potential of appointment will little or no-notice.   

 

The implementation of an ABS is complex and must be planned deliberately.  A staffing document should be 

produced based on worst-case scenario but scalable to meet a multitude of disasters.  The ABS should be easily 

expanded or contracted based on a set of standing criteria.  In Texas, the ABS consisted of both JFHQs-TX and the 

36th ID staff.  Once a staffing model is produced, each position should be assigned, and the personnel status of each 

individual considered for resourcing purposes.  The ABS should be assembled and trained, routinely just like any other 

staff.  Resources need to be programmed and predictable.  Finally, create a battle rhythm that synchronizes with the 

Governor’s (State EM) rhythm and USNORTHCOM (or their intermediate operational headquarters), and the 

operational needs of the response.  The timelines on the battle rhythm should complement both higher and lower 

headquarters requirements.   

 

The TMD maintains a catalog of MRPs for civil support operations.  They cover anything from aviation to shelter 

missions, almost any capability TMD can produce and needed in disaster response.  MTOE units are assigned MRPs 

in order to facilitate organization and training.  The use of MRPs offers the requestor known capabilities in a cost-

effective manner compared to assigning an entire MTOE unit with extraneous capabilities.  MRPs are modular and 

coordinated with civil authority partners.  Planning is more effective and costs are known up front when the MRP 

catalog is understood.  The MRP construct is also shared with most likely EMAC states for their planning purposes, 

reducing possible response times due to organization complexities.  

 

Knowledge management and information 

production were improved throughout the 

response.  The DSC’s priority information 

requirements were supported by the routine 

daily information and analysis process, and 

supported predictive analysis and planning.  

This process required an elaborate data 

collection plan, including drone, aerial, and 

satellite, both still imagery and full-motion 

video.  The quantity of information 

required the use of specialized U-PAD 

teams in other states to synthesize the data 

into something actionable.  The information 

was useful for all TMD forces and the civil 

authorities.  Security access limited some 

access that could have been helpful for civil authority planning and contingency operations.  The PAO played an 

important role in the distribution of information to TMD and the public through means of the press.  Outdated 

equipment and access to adequate bandwidth hindered the effectiveness of this active media approach.   

 

Hurricane Harvey was the largest disaster response in the history of Texas.  There were over 20,000 TMD and other 

military personnel with their equipment employed for the response.  The movement of convoys were not proactively 

managed early in the operation.  Headquarters did not have a centralized means of unit movements around the state 

and JOA.  TMD used MCTs to establish and maintain convoy movements, also known as force flow.  This force flow 

Texas  

Figure 20 TMD used SWEATMSO data for predictive analysis and planning 
effort 
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provided commanders knowledge of when resources were ready for employment.  It also notified JRSOI sites of 

expected arrivals, departures, and density of personnel and equipment.  LOG-TX could predict sustainment 

requirements of when and where that helped the best utilization of limited resources.  The MCT distributed a simple 

spreadsheet with the force flow information as a part of the battle rhythm.  The MCT was task organized to the LOG-

TX but found it could be more effective adding it within the Operations Directorate instead. 

 

The lack of licensed drivers for high-profile vehicles was a catalyst for the integration of T10 federal forces.  TMD has 

enough of these type vehicles but did not have a policy that required additional licensing.  They recommended units 

enhance the drivers’ training program to require licensing all eligible personnel on unit ground transportation assets in 

their organization.     

 

Another first was the establishment of a sustainment mission command.  This mission was assigned to the Special 

Troops Battalion of the 36ID and was designated LOG-TX.  While the JLOC was coordinating and procuring 

sustainment coming into and around the state, LOG-TX would concentrate on sustainment for the MRPs and LSAs.  

They were the link between the sustainment coordination and the tactical sustainment needs.  

 

The security environment across the enormous JOA varied greatly due to many factors.  It was inadequate to have a 

“one-size fits all” Protection COP mentality.  ESF-13 and TMD capabilities needed to fuse details to create a more 

defined Protection COP for use by tactical commanders.  Reporting requirements needed to be enforced from tactical 

commanders to get security information to the higher headquarters.  The threat environment during the response 

required the employment of pre-trained security forces, but TMD assessed it would exceed its organic capabilities.  

Using EMAC to fill SECFOR requirements was a reality, yet there was no certainty other state SECFOR organizations 

received training on being employed in Texas.  TMD recommended the pre-coordination with likely SECFOR EMAC 

states and potential for re-tasking TMD MRPs performing non-SECFOR missions to the security missions and direct 

other units to pick up the non-SECFOR missions. 

 

Governor Greg Abbott established the Commission to Rebuild Texas on September 7th, 2017 to complete an in-depth 

review of the needs of the local communities and create a plan to accomplish them without delay.  This Commission 

included involvement from local communities, and state and federal agencies in the development of the report entitled, 

“Eye of the Storm. Report of the Governor’s Commission to Rebuild Texas”.  The Governor’s proclamation gave the 

Commission the authorities to; coordinate the effort to rebuild public infrastructure damaged by Hurricane Harvey, 

assist local governmental entities and nonprofit organization to assess and identify rebuilding needs, advocate for the 

interests of state and local government on matters related to disaster response, and provide expertise and assistance to 

local governmental and nonprofit organizations throughout the rebuilding process.84   

  

 
84 Texas A&M, p 167. 
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Section VI.  Key Differences in Planning, Preparation, and Responses During 

Human-made and Natural Disasters:  The two disasters previously described have unique attributes 

based on their genesis as a natural disaster versus an intentional human-made disaster.   These differences define some 

of the challenges associated with the planning, preparations, and response of the interagency and the National Guard 

that demand innovation, adaptability, and flexibility.   

 

Things to think about:   

• How adaptive and flexible are your organizations to deal with no-notice or catastrophic events?   

• How does your organization handle leadership vacuums due to dislocation, absence, or impact?   

• How do leaders at the strategic, operational, and tactical levels accomplish their roles and responsibilities at their 

echelon with limited guidance?   

• How does your organization handle the requirements to respond under ambiguous circumstances, several 

assumptions and immature planning?  

• How does your organization approach planning and exercising for potential disasters?    

 

Planning:   

 

The consequences stemming from a human-made disaster and a natural disaster can be similar.  Infrastructure damage, 

mass care, mass fatality, and debris can be assumed in either incident, although the scale may be different.  There are 

some distinct planning differences, though.  Human-made disaster has thinking, adapting enemy that can adjust their 

actions based on friendly activities and identifying specific soft targets to attack.  The enemies’ ability to adapt their 

plans to respond to the civil authorities’ plans adds a great deal of ambiguity.  Additionally, a human-made disaster 

can impact every community across the U.S., creating a massive swath of potential impacted populations.  During the 

Boston Marathon bombing, terrorists had a 26-mile route where they could initiate an attack.  How might the response 

change if the attack occurred at the beginning of the race instead of near the finish line?  What kind of mitigating 

actions could have friendly forces employed to dissuade or limit the enemy courses of action?  

 

Natural disasters, on the other hand, can be catastrophic beyond imagination, but this disaster is not adapting based on 

the posturing or response of civil authorities.  Natural disaster consequences can be modeled with some level of 

precision.  Hurricane track models improve annually.  We can predict the most substantial wind damage will be along 

coastal areas, while flooding becomes a more significant consequence when the storm moves inland.  Earthquake fault 

lines have been mapped, and demographics and infrastructure over-laid, to help make assumptions and predictions 

about impacts.  With these differences in mind, planning for human-made disasters may have a higher degree of 

ambiguity, more assumptions, and the plan will have to be quickly adapted to counter a thinking enemy.  The planning 

horizon is very short as the broad planning guidance for the human-made disaster changes rapidly based on factors that 

were hard to nail down until an attack occurs in a method, at a time and a place of the enemy’s choosing.  There can 

also be an intricate, global intelligence fusion aspect for early warning of a potential human-made disaster.  Even in 

the Boston Marathon bombings, there were intelligence leads that gave warning about the Tsarnaev brothers’ possible 

radicalization, but the dots could not be connected.  It is important to note, not all human-made disasters are terrorist 

related and intentional.  The Deep-Water Horizon oil spill impacted states from Louisiana to Florida, along the Gulf of 

Mexico coast, and had a complex federal, state, and local response.  It was not a terrorist attack but still created a 

complicated planning environment. 

 

Natural disaster planning will still have a level of ambiguity. Never-the-less, the nature of these disasters, and the 

amount of data and leading indicators for them, allow planners to create more valid assumptions. U.S. locations 

routinely facing a natural disaster such as hurricanes, expend a lot of energy and resources on planning.  The planning 

is deliberate because history is filled with examples of the potential devastation, creating an air of inevitability that 

drives the planning process.  Organizational structures, gaps to be filled, decision support templates, and other 

planning activities, may be more accurate due to the amount of detailed analysis that can be applied before a natural 

disaster occurs.  Gulf of Mexico and Atlantic coast states more than likely have a fully integrated plan for hurricane 



                    
  Crisis and Emergency Management Challenges:  

National Guard Utilization & Employment During Domestic Disaster Response 

              
 
 

34 
 
 
 
 

response, refined, trained, and exercised annually.  Western states have a detailed and well-rehearsed plan for wild-

land fires.   

 

Like human-made disasters, planners for natural disasters are only limited by their imagination, and even the use of 

models cannot accurately predict every potential aspect of the response.  To this point, natural disasters have been the 

most catastrophic in scale, scope, and cost.  The devastation left by Hurricane Katrina across Louisiana and 

Mississippi, and that of Hurricane Harvey in Texas, was not conceivable at the time, even though a hurricane impact in 

those areas were a high probability.  Plans prior to those events did not likely offer the level of detail for that level of 

devastation.   Do you plan for the worst-case scenario or the most likely?  The answer is often found in between, as 

planning must consider the unimaginable while grounded in some realm of reality.  Planning for either a human-made 

or natural disaster must both have attributes of feasibility, acceptability, and suitability, as well as being scalable, 

flexible, and quickly adaptable.  Plans, once written, must be reviewed and revised on a routine basis to account for the 

ever-evolving factors of technological advancement, changes in laws, doctrinal revisions, enemy capabilities, 

meteorological anomalies, resource changes, and a host of other details.  

 

Preparations:   

 

A state National Guard should create a training and exercise program as they would for their federal mission.  For 

example, components of the U.S. Army use Army Doctrinal Publication 7.0, Training Units and Developing Leaders, 

to create a multi-year program.  Civil authorities have the Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program 

(HSEEP) as their doctrine.  There are some unique differences in training and exercise between a human-made and a 

natural disaster.  A state’s training and exercises for a human-made disaster are devised with a considerable amount of 

uncertainty, just like the plan development.  Exercise scenarios are built on a primarily hypothetical context.  

The enemy choosing a particular location, using a specific tactic, and attacking at a particular time will create the 

scope and scale of consequences that will shape the response.  This ambiguity means a state’s response to an actual 

human-made disaster will most likely be significantly different than the plan that was exercised.  The foundational 

authority for the DoD’s role in training and preparing for domestic disasters, specifically weapons of mass destruction 

(WMD), is found in the legislation referred to as Nunn-Lugar-Domenici Domestic Preparedness Program (1996).85  

This program is still supported by Congressional amendments to continue the evolution of training.  Besides being the 

genesis of the National Guard’s CSTs, this program laid the groundwork for local, interagency cooperation, and 

training for CBRN events domestically.  DoD, as well as other federal agencies, created a framework of doctrine and 

resources regarding this facet of disasters.  These federal level resources and exercises add a level of complexity to a 

state’s training and exercise program.  While a state will create their training and exercises, they may also choose to 

participate in a federal exercise that will be formulated to primarily meet federal objectives.  Never-the-less, a state 

stands to gain significantly from being part of those exercises and integrating the state and local entities.  DoD 

exercises such as Vibrant Response or Sudden Response will be years in the making.  A state and its National Guard 

that participates will invest significant time and effort to be part of it.  This long leading coordination must be 

incorporated into the state’s disaster preparedness training and exercise program.     

 

Primarily, states take the lead in training and exercise in support of natural disasters.  States primarily resource this 

program from their state appropriations, supplemented in some instances by federal funds such as the FEMA 

Emergency Management Performance Grant Program.86  In many states, its program is focused on the threat of routine 

natural disasters (hurricanes, wild-land fires, flooding, or others).  The state National Guard may create its plan to 

include individual, team, and collective training events in coordination with the state. A training and exercise schedule 

may be designed based on the beginning of a specific disaster season such as hurricane season (June 1st through 

 
85 Combating Terrorism: Observations on the Nunn-Lugar-Domenici Domestic Preparedness Program; Before the Subcommittee 

on National Security, International Affairs and Criminal Justice, Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, U.S. House of 

Representatives, (1998)(Testimony of Richard Davis).  
86 FEMA.  Grants Program, https://www.fema.gov/emergency-management-performance-grant-program, accessed February 19, 

2020. 

https://www.fema.gov/emergency-management-performance-grant-program
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November 30th annually).  A state has the opportunity to refine its program annually and create detailed tasks and 

standards for the responders.   

 

It is important to note that the capabilities trained and exercised for a routine natural disaster can be employed during a 

myriad of different types of disasters, including human-made.   Liaison, sustainment, security, impact assessments, 

mission command, search, and rescue are all standard capabilities that can be employed to disasters of any origin.  For 

a human-made disaster, specifically WMD or CBRN events, there are very specialized capabilities that require 

extensive training, certification, and in some cases, credentialing. There are tremendous capabilities raised within DoD 

to include the Defense CBRN Response Force (DCRF) and JTF-Civil Support, a T10 headquarters element, and the 

U.S. Marine Corps Chemical Biological Incident Response Force (CBIRF) to counter those threats.  The National 

Guard has capabilities to include the CST, CBRN Enhanced Response Force Packages (CERFPs), and HRFs.  There 

are similar other federal, state, and in some cases, local capabilities that are incorporated into these exercises, creating 

a distinctive level of complexity. 

 

A human-made disaster deemed an act of terror will have a federal lead agency (FBI) for crisis management, and then 

transition to a different federal or state lead agency for consequence management.  These agency transitions change 

operational priorities, tactics, and methods of responders.  Responders have complex frameworks to operate within and 

must build an understanding and knowledge of these structures.  States that have been impacted by catastrophic natural 

disasters may have multifaceted hierarchal structures to organize a response to future incidents.  They will exercise 

annually and, in the years following a devastating event, will have the full attention and commitment from those 

entities involved.  Unfortunately, as time passes since the last major disaster, training and exercise may atrophy and be 

less effective.   

 

A training and exercise program must consider the turnover of personnel.  As unit personnel from highly technical 

CBRN entities transition, and as crucial other unit and headquarters personnel change, the frequency and level of 

exercise should be altered.  National Guard federal deployments continue without regard to domestic disaster training 

occurring.  JFHQs-State will likely need to replace units and personnel assigned specific domestic disaster unique 

missions.  When possible, short term staffing turnover, known as “turbulence,” should be minimized. Unit and staff 

responsibilities in states that have seasonal disasters should ensure positions and missions are set before the beginning 

of the annual training program.   Personnel assigned to highly specialized units, such as the CST, must be intensively 

managed to prevent readiness degradation. 

 

Response: 

 

The two disasters described in this case study show how the responses can be significantly different.   MANG 

leadership was close to the impact of the disaster during the 2013 Boston Marathon bombings.  The Massachusetts 

Governor and other state and local leaders were positioned at the scene of the bombings as well.  Initially, those 

leaders sacrificed their strategic duties for the “tyranny of the urgent.”87  TAG-MA was receiving volumes of tactical 

level situational awareness and direct requests for support by the responding agencies.  Maj Gen Rice was approving 

requests at the scene, but degraded communications delayed relaying that information to the JTF-MA staff to mature.  

The disaster kicked off with leaders and units in precarious locations.  Designated replacement leadership would have 

initiated the response if key unit leaders or staff were out-of-state. Up until 2013, the routine nature of the marathon 

response meant that only those individuals for the specific missions were activated.  There was no sustainment 

footprint, nor was it necessary before the bombings, to support a potential expanding operation.  Units had minimally 

staffed operations centers in a monitoring mode only to include JFHQs-MA.  The bombing incident unfolded rapidly, 

demanding decisive and quick decisions and actions.  The minimal personnel on duty that day had to fill in while 

others were activated.  MANG personnel, as well as other responders, were self-deploying to the incident. While this 

self-deployment had good intentions, it created organizational strife.  The marathon also has international exposure 

 
87 “Tyranny of the Urgent” is a commonly used expression describing the difference between the “urgent” and the “important”.  It 

expresses human nature to give greater focus on urgent issues that are immediately impacting a situation instead of giving effort 

towards the issues that are important and are of greater significance.   
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every year with participants and audiences from around the world. While there is no evidence the global audience 

involvement impacted the response, the state, and the National Guard responders could have interacted with foreign 

nationals and their belongings, adding a unique complexity.  The thinking and adapting enemy was influencing the 

response in real-time. The nature of the attack was not immediately known.  Were the bombs made of conventional 

explosive material, or were their contaminants?  Was there going to be follow-on attacks, and if so, where?  What 

protective measures needed to be employed?  This unclear environment was evolving as the response was ongoing.  

Once the incident was deemed a terrorist event, the FBI became the lead agency, and state and local priorities were 

subordinated to those of the FBI.  The shock of the attack brought the Boston community together.  They supported 

the civil authorities by obeying the restrictions put in place without question.  It could have been gravely different.  In 

other catastrophic incidents, not only human-made, shock could create desperation among the population leading to 

civil unrest.   

 

In contrast to the Boston Marathon bombing, every level of government was watching Hurricane Harvey unfold before 

them.  While the storm’s sudden intensification was not anticipated, Texas’ response was deliberate and prompt.  

Texas had responded to hurricanes several times in the years before 2017.  TDEM plans, and those of the TMD, were 

well developed and rehearsed.  TMD had units assigned specific missions and MRPs, and trained prior to the hurricane 

season.  TMD leadership positioned at the SOC, at JFHQs-TX and JTF-TX headquarters and communications were 

already flowing when landfall occurred.  While the Boston Marathon bombing had the FBI as the lead agency, local 

governments are the lead for natural disasters. Requests primarily are driven from the bottom up.  Supporting agencies 

may try to anticipate the needs of the local EM and stage them.  TMD assets were being pre-positioned by the state 

authority in anticipation of the consequences of the storm, and a sustainment footprint was already in place.  The past 

experience from hurricanes also led to revisions to Texas laws for emergency management and TMD that 

complemented the response.  Even with all these positive factors, Hurricane Harvey unexpectedly produced extreme 

flooding. TMD’s plans and preparations did not anticipate this scale and length of the event so adaptation was 

necessary to meet the requirements.  Their resources were stretched to maximum capacity, and other states and federal 

forces were employed to fill the gaps.  

 

The annual threat from hurricanes prepared the affected population to some extent.  Awareness campaigns educate 

coastal areas for evacuation and potential loss of power.  Not all people heeded the campaign, but in large, the 

population understood their role.  The security environment in Boston was tenuous from the start.  In contrast, the 

Texas security environment declined over time, when the general population became uneasy with aspects of the 

response, and criminal opportunists took advantage of soft and lucrative targets.  The general population wants to get 

on with their lives, and a long duration operation may find the public becoming more inattentive and even hostile 

towards authorities. 

 

There were some similarities between the two to note regarding the state’s National Guard response.  Even well 

written and rehearsed plans will require improvisation.  Both states exhibited the ability to visualize how processes, 

procedures, and operations needed to adapt to the situation.  Long-standing norms and rules may require changing 

with little deliberate consideration as was the case for arming the security mission during the Boston Marathon 

bombing, or the tactical direction of T10 forces in Houston by a commander that was not appointed as a DSC.  

Strategic leaders will influence the tactical response, and tactical situations will have strategic implications.  State 

leadership must cultivate a relationship and trust for quick, deliberate decision making and the ability to envisage how 

the operation will advance.  Both TAGs had the confidence of their Governor, which lead to synchronized strategic 

leadership.  During both events, a RIP/TOA occurred with tactical level headquarters.  JFHQs-State planners need to 

keep this in mind and create branches to account for this potential.  Loss of communications was also evident in both 

events, and in both instances, the National Guard supported civil authorities with the establishment of 

communications.  Both incidents were evolving quickly, which lead to dynamic mission shifts and adjustments.  

Tactical leaders need the authority and the experience to adapt their resources to these changes requirements and 

employ them confidently.  Liaison elements were established at key nodes for both disasters that led to greater 

familiarization with National Guard capabilities and enhanced information sharing.  Previous disaster responses 

cultivated an understanding of, and relationships between supported and supporting entities.  These relationships 

facilitated information flow and established trust, which was a crucial component of an effective response.  
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In reality, every disaster is unique, and therefore, every response is unique.  Whether the event is anticipated or is no-

notice, responding entities must be adaptable, flexible, and show innovation to meet the needs of the affected 

population.  The study of these events shows how the different attributes of a human-made versus a natural disaster 

will influence the way entities plan, prepare, and respond.  While both responses were successful, they were highly 

challenging and presented each state with areas to focus on for the future. 
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Section VII:  Key “Take Aways” from these disasters: 

 
1. Domestic disaster response is civil authority led, supported by the military.  Military and civil operations must be 

synchronized. 

 

2. State laws should be closely assessed, and revisions recommended proactively, as National Guard organizations 

and threats to the homeland evolve. 

 

3. Commanders at the tactical, operational, and strategic levels must synchronize operations between themselves, 

and as importantly, laterally with emergency response partners. 

 

4. The formation of a JTF and a TF is a thoughtful process that may require expanded guidance beyond common 

doctrinal definitions of COMRELs, and, taking into consideration T10 and civil response entities. 

 

5. Fostering relationships with response partners before a disaster builds trust.  Mutual trust is a central concept of 

interdependence and effective operations.  Trust advances flexibility and adaptability through support of unified 

actions that may be outside the norms, but are necessary for mission accomplishment in a domestic setting. 

 

6. In a domestic setting, transitions between lead civil agencies pose a risk of asynchronous military operations 

because of the support role the military plays.  Military representation should be included in domestic emergency 

planning from the local to the federal level.   

 

7. RIP/TOAs between headquarters follow a deliberate process, and is managed by the higher headquarters.   

 

8. Military right-sizing, or release of mission, is a coordinated effort between civil authorities, military leadership, 

and elected officials to maintain public confidence in the response. 

 

9. Branches and sequels development during planning is essential in DSCA as it is in wartime.  Key decision 

support templates (DSTs) for DSCA include; appointment of a DSC, request of 502f(2) T32 Operational Support 

funding, arming authorization and levels, and integration of EMAC and T10. 

 

10. National Guard MTOEs change based on their federal wartime mission requirements.  Study how these changes 

will impact DSCA operations and adjust plans accordingly. 

 

11. National Guard service members have intangible qualities such as situational awareness, information 

management, operations management, and information gathering that can offer value added to state and local agencies 

in need of fundamental organizational skills.  Complementing an agency with National Guard service members can 

assist in more effective operations.   

 

12. Warfighting function experiences gained by commanders in theaters of war can be adapted and applied during 

DSCA.  The force should resist the idea that wartime operations and DSCA are separate, distinct, and have no 

commonalities.  

 

13. Deliberate, planned, and resourced training and exercises must be integrated into the state’s overall program to 

synchronize military and civil response operations. 
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Acronyms: 

 
ABS – Adaptive Battle Staff 

AGR – Active Guard/Reserve 

AMA – Active Media Approach 

AOC-TX – Air Operations Center – Texas 

ARC – American Red Cross 

BAA – Boston Athletic Association 

CAP – Civil Air Patrol 

CBIRF – Chemical Biological Incident Response Force 

CBRN – Chemical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear 

COP – Common Operating Picture 

CST – Civil Support Team 

DCRF – Defense CBRN Response Force 

DFA – Direct Federal Assistance 

DHS – Department of Homeland Security 

DOMOPS – Domestic Operations Task Force 

DSC – Dual Status Commander 

DSCA – Defense Support to Civil Authorities 

DST – Decision Support Template 

EMAC – Emergency Management Assistance Compact 

EOC – Emergency Operations Center 

EOD – Explosive Ordnance Detachment 

ETN – Emergency Tracking Network 

FBI – Federal Bureau of Investigation 

FEMA – Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FMV – Full-motion Video 

FRAGORD – Fragmentary Order 

HMMWV – High Mobility Multi-Purpose Wheeled Vehicle 

HPV – High Profile Vehicle 

HRF – Homeland Response Force 

HSEEP – Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program  

IAA – Incident Awareness Assessment 

ICS – Incident Command System 

IED – Improvised Explosive Device 

ISA – Incident Staging Area 

JEC – Joint Enabling Capability 

JET – Joint Enabling Team 

JFHQs-MA – Joint Force Headquarters – Massachusetts 

JFHQs-TX – Joint Force Headquarters – Texas 

JLOC – Joint Logistics Operations Center 

JOA – Joint Operations Area 

JOC – Joint Operations Center 

JPG – Joint Plans Group 

JRSOI – Joint Reception, Staging, Onward Movement, and Integration 

JTF – Joint Task Force 

JTF-MA – Joint Task Force – Massachusetts 

JTF-TX – Joint Task Force – Texas 

JVB – Joint Visitors Bureau 

LEA – Law Enforcement Agency 

LNO – Liaison 

LOG-TX – Logistical Operation – Texas 
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Acronyms (Continued): 
LSA – Logistical Staging Area 

MAANG – Massachusetts Air National Guard 

MAARNG – Massachusetts Army National Guard 

MACC – Multi-Agency Coordination Center 

MANG – Massachusetts National Guard 
MBTA – Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 

MCT – Movement Control Team 

MDC – Military District Coordinators 

MEB – Maneuver Enhancement Brigade 

MEMA – Massachusetts Emergency Management Agency 

METL – Mission Essential Task List 

MRP - Mission Ready Package 

MSR – Main Supply Route 

MTOE – Modified Table of Organization and Equipment 

MTV – Medium Tactical Vehicle 

NGB – National Guard Bureau 

NIMS – National Incident Management System 

NRF – National Response Framework 

OPORD – Operations Order 

PAO – Public Affairs Operations 

RTI – Regional Training Institute 

RUF – Rules Use of Force 

SAD – State Active Duty 

SAR – Search and Rescue 

SECFOR – Security Forces 

SOC – State Operations Center 

STAR – State of Texas Assistance Request 

STB – Special Troops Battalion 

T10 – Title 10 Federal Forces 

TAG – The Adjutant General 

TAG-MA – The Adjutant General – Massachusetts 

TAG-TX – The Adjutant General – Texas 

TDEM – Texas Department of Emergency Management 

TMD – Texas Military Department 

TTX – Tabletop Exercise 

TX-TF1 – Texas Task Force 1 

TXANG – Texas Air National Guard 

TXARNG – Texas Army National Guard 

TXNG – Texas National Guard 

TXSG – Texas State Guard 

U-PAD – Unclassified Processing Assessment and Dissemination Team 

UAS – Unmanned Aerial Systems 

UAV – Unmanned Aerial Vehicle 

UCC – Unified Command Center 

USNORTHCOM – U.S. Northern Command 

WMD – Weapons of Mass Destruction 

 

 

 


