USACE Internal Remedial Action Conference Participant Survey Summary
Purpose:
This report provides the results of the USACE-Internal RAP Workshop participant surveys. The following statistics have been incorporated into the analysis:
· Number of Participants

· Number of Surveys collected

· Raw scores for the Likert scale questions

· Verbatim responses in the commentary sections

· Results and conclusions

Participants: 
There were approximately 136 participants at the internal RAP. 

Surveys:
Of the number of participants, 28 provided completed surveys.
The combined survey results follow:

	Questions
	1=Strongly Disagree
	2=

Disagree
	3=

Neutral
	4=

Agree
	5=Strongly  Agree

	1. The USACE-Internal Rap Workshop objectives were realistic.
	1

( 0   )
	2

( 2   )
	3

(   3 )
	4

(   21 )
	5

( 2  )

	
[image: image1.emf]0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Strongly

Disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly

Agree

percent


Comments:

All except RXX1
90% time, Readiness 21 crosswalk did not have visibility so it was left out.

Readiness XXI was not really in line with the rest of the objectives.

With limits, we may have tried to do too much.

Crosswalk XYZ objective not valid.

Most were – crosswalk with readiness 21 was not achievable – unknown to participants.

Well organized.

We formed a good start on most but did not get the final answer.


	2. The material (presentations, handouts, pamphlets, cds) presented was relevant.
	1

(  1  )
	2

( 0   )
	3

(  3  )
	4

( 21   )
	5

(4    )
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Comments:

Have to wait and see what products are available on website.
Needed for mission execution.



	3. The material (handouts, pamphlets, cds) presented in this critique will be used for future reference.
	1

( 0   )
	2

( 4   )
	3

( 6   )
	4

(15    )
	5

( 3   )
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Comments:

They’re powerpoint slides – so need to be memorialized in some type of “official” document.



	4. The USACE-Internal Rap Workshop was organized to your expectations.
	1

( 2   )
	2

(  0  )
	3

( 3   )
	4

(18    )
	5

( 6   )
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Comments:

Never been to one before, so not sure it’s the best or not – the lack of time to talk to the group about a given subject seemed to detract from the overall lessons.
Need SMEs from recently impacted districts, not just ESF3/Cmdrs.
Reduce first day by ½.

Allow impacted district SMEs to attend/brief.
Too much presentation time and not enough collaboration time.

Less time in briefs, more time hashing out issues.



	5. Speaker(s) seemed knowledgeable about topic(s).
	1

(   0 )
	2

(0    )
	3

(  0  )
	4

( 15   )
	5

(13    )
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Comments:

	6. Speaker(s) allowed input from audience.
	1

(1    )
	2

(   1 )
	3

(  0  )
	4

(  11  )
	5

(15    )
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Comments:

Not enough time for this and though there were a few comments squeezed in, conversation was stifled.
No time.

	7. Speaker(s) presented material at an appropriate rate.
	1

( 1   )
	2

(  1  )
	3

( 2   )
	4

( 16   )
	5

(8    )
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Comments:

The material was ok, it was the time allotted for questions/comments on it that wasn’t sufficient.
Not enough time – tried to cover too many topics – let DCW/ DMP select top 5 areas and focus on improvement.
LOG could have used more time, others did not utilize need allotted time, but a good job was done on keeping speakers to time.

	8. This year’s speakers should be recommended for future workshops.
	1

( 0   )
	2

(  1  )
	3

(   8 )
	4

(  12  )
	5

( 6   )
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Comments:

FEMA & DOD guy needs to either say something useful to RAP or not come.  Need the right people from these organizations other than “fluff”.
?
Need more FEMA and OASD input early on.

Need stronger FEMA presence.

Needed FEMA involvement.  Are we invited to their AARs?
Would like FEMA representation to be more involved throughout.

It depends on job duties.

	9. There was adequate time allowed for breakout sessions. 
	1

(4    )
	2

( 11   )
	3

( 5   )
	4

(  8  )
	5

( 1   )
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Comments:

No – groups too small – less groups, larger size and more time allowed to develop recommendations.
Move time/layer discussion groups for breakout!  Some teams had 2-3 people.
Not enough.

I agree with LTC Pease – more time could have been used for breakout sessions if slides were only briefed once.

More time for breakout groups.
The goal was to roll up sleeves and do work.  About 4 hours out of the time frame was devoted to this.

Too much time on day one in pre-briefs.

No way.  More time needed.

Needed more time.  Less briefing.

Needed more time.
Need more.

We could have used more time to get a better solution on objectives.

	
	1=Strongly Disagree
	2=

Disagree
	3=

Neutral
	4=

Agree
	5=Strongly  Agree

	10. Each breakout session was organized with a discussion topic.
	1

(   0 )
	2

(  0  )
	3

( 2   )
	4

(  19  )
	5

( 8   )
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Comments:

I floated between several groups and all had their primary issues as topics of discussion to be resolved.
However it was clear that many topics crossed topics and people could not attend all groups.

	11. In breakout sessions, facilitators kept discussions focused.
	1

(2    )
	2

( 0   )
	3

( 8   )
	4

( 14   )
	5

( 4   )
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Comments:

Not all breakout sessions had facilitators.
I did not see facilitators per se.

We were focused but had no facilitator.

	12. In breakout sessions, you were allowed to actively participate to your expectations.
	1

(  0  )
	2

(  0  )
	3

(  1  )
	4

(  13  )
	5

(15   )
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Comments:

Good input from all members.

	13. In breakout sessions, action plans were developed to remediate issues/topics discussed.
	1

(0    )
	2

( 0   )
	3

(3    )
	4

( 21   )
	5

( 4 )
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Comments:

Needed more time to devote to this effort.
But need more time for better product.

	14. In your opinion, action plans developed at this workshop will change our way of conducting business in the future.
	1

( 1   )
	2

( 2   )
	3

(  3  )
	4

(  11  )
	5

(10    )
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Comments:

They will if they are actually executed through proper funding, training, etc.

Not sure – what is follow-up mechanism?
Breakouts were not comprehensively covering topics.  (i.e. SAD made recommendations on their experience with no input from MVD.)

We didn’t commit to actions or funding.

Provided there is follow thru and follow up by the chain of command.
Devil is in the details.  HQs needs to follow up on action items.

Only if we can get the action plans can be completed.

They will not to be refined and cross walked.

	15. In your opinion, the findings presented at this workshop were valuable to your position.
	1

(0    )
	2

(1    )
	3

(   0 )
	4

(  17  )
	5

(10    )
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Comments:

	16. In your opinion, overall, this workshop was productive.    
	1

(  1  )
	2

(0    )
	3

(   1)
	4

(  11  )
	5

( 15   )
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Program Strengths:

Right group of leaders.  
Move time for discussion.  Layer breakout.  Reduce presentations.

Well facilitated, right audience.
Topics

Broad view of CORPS responsibilities.

Preparation, motivation, expertise, participation of leadership.

Common purpose, well established objectives.
Focus groups work prior to attending conference.

Participation
Involvement of all levels military/civilian COE.

Participation.

Internal look is most helpful before FEMA/Corps leadership forum.

Well focused.

Right people, right topics.

	Suggestions for Improvement:

Invite SMEs from impacted districts.
More breakout time.
Slide brief and more breakout time.

Track progress toward objectives at quarterly CMR major milestones.
Conduct RAP earlier, perhaps DEC.

More time for breakouts.

More time for breakouts.

Participation by RITs and CoP needs to be included in the response planning and RAP process.  The integration and responsibility of RITs and CoPs need to incorporate in the USACE Emergency Response effort.  Right now no defined role or responsibility.

Cut extraneous briefing not directly related.

Less time in briefs – more time hashing out issues.

More time for SOH topics.

More time on solution section.

	Other observations:

The sooner a “tier” priority discussion paper from debriefers comes out, the better

	17. The next workshop should be conducted in the same fashion as this USACE-Internal RAP workshop.
	1

(  2 )
	2

(   2 )
	3

(  3  )
	4

(  14  )
	5

(  7  )
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Comments:

Need to identify all participants up front and ensure they all know what team they’re on.
Would be better to have 2 “working group” iterations. 
More breakout time.
Some tweaking needed.  More time needed.

	18. Additional working groups are needed following this workshop.
	1

(  2 )
	2

(   3)
	3

(  6  )
	4

( 7  )
	5

( 3  )
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What additional working groups would you like to see formed/participate in?

Less, more focused groups.

I think groups planned to meet as required.

Same groups continuing to work “virtually”.
Need to follow up to check status of implementation of recommendation.

Each PDT 

Need one Cop working groups etc, operations.
Need more crosstalk between breakout groups.
PDTs working together.

Comments:

Frankly can’t figure out how useful information will be.

Good job of organizing and implementing.
Cross meet due to dependent mission.

3 or 4 stationary microphones might work better than runners.

Also need to include navigation restoration work group and RAP planning.

Would have been better if RAP concept had been provided to participants earlier than 1 week before meeting.

Exceptional workshop.  RSC to be commended.


Results


Results and Conclusions


There are several options available for using this data. For the survey results and analysis to be used as a predictor of the group population’s opinions about the workshop, the must be a representative sample of the group of all participants. All the participants did not complete the surveys. The 21% of respondents may or may not constitute a representative sample. 
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