Session No. 5

________________________________________________________________________

Course Title: Public Administration and Emergency Management

Session Title: Disasters and Intragovernmental Relations










Time: 3 hours

________________________________________________________________________

Objectives

At the conclusion of this session, students will be able to

5.1 Describe the legal, political, and administrative aspects of intragovernmental relations 

5.2 Describe and discuss the major views or theories of public sector management control

5.3 Describe and discuss the kinds of problems that can occur when programs require intragovernmental, multiorganizational, cooperation 

5.4 Describe and discuss the major mechanisms for coordinating multiorganizational operations by emergency response agencies 

5.4.1 Describe and discuss the Incident Command System as a coordination mechanism

5.4.2 Describe and discuss the “political model” of emergency management as a coordination mechanism

5.4.3 Describe and discuss the emergency operations center (EOC) and other mechanisms for coordination of multi-organizational operations 

__________________________________________________________________

Scope

Overview of the theory and practice of emergency management systems involving multiple units of one or several governments, comparing the use of the Incident Command System model and a more collaborative, cooperative “political model” of emergency management. Introduction to the management concepts of bureaucratic control and accountability, organizational culture, executive leadership, and team work.

________________________________________________________________________

Readings

1. Required student readings:
William L. Waugh, Jr., Living with Hazards, Dealing with Disasters: An Introduction to Emergency Management (Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe Publishers, 2000), pp. 162-169.

William L. Waugh, Jr., “Co-ordination or Control: Organizational Design and the Emergency Management Function,” International Journal of Disaster Prevention and Management, (vol. 2, December 1993), pp. 17-31.

Stephen Foley, “Incident Management—Successful Utilization at Oklahoma City,” Responder (July 1995), pp. 36-38.

International Association of Fire Chiefs, “The Incident Command System (ICS) and the Fire Service,” (http://www.iafc.org/ics.html).
 

2. Instructor readings: 

Robert L. Irwin, “The Incident Command System (ICS)” in Disaster Response: Principles of Preparation and Coordination, Erik Auf der Heide (St. Louis, MO: C.V. Mosby Company, 1989), pp. 133-163.

Harold F. Gortner, Julianne Mahler, and Jeanne Bell Nicholson, “Communication,” “Bureaucratic Control,” “Organizational Decision Making,” and “Leadership and Management in public Organizations” in Organization Theory: A Public Perspective, 2nd ed. (Fort Worth, TX: Harcourt Brace & Company, 1997).

3. Additional supplemental instructor readings (optional): 

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Emergency Management Institute, ICS: Incident Command System (Emmitsburg, MD: Federal Emergency Management Agency, Emergency Management Institute, Independent Study Program, January 1998).

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Emergency Management Institute, and National League of Cities, Unit 2 in Who’s in Charge Here?: Exercising Leadership in an Emergency or Disaster instructor manual (n.d.).

________________________________________________________________________

Requirements


None
________________________________________________________________________
Remarks  

This session is an overview of the working environment of public agencies and how they interact with other agencies and how their offices interact with other offices within the same agency. When there is a single executive responsible for all the units or agencies involved in an emergency operation, there is seldom conflict over who has the authority to make decisions. When there are two or more executives or governments involved, the potential for conflict increases. This session examines the mechanisms for exercising authority. There are also dysfunctional aspects of the competition over resources, authority, and responsibilities within a single agency or government, including communication problems and a lack of cooperation. But, what students should understand is that protecting “turf” and promoting an agency’s interests is a natural bureaucratic process. If cooperation is the goal, the key is to assure that agency missions and officials’ prerogatives are not threatened.

Students should get a broad picture of the internal workings of the national emergency management system, particularly how the organizational units fit together, problems or potential problems related to communications within and between agencies, and mechanisms that can be used to facilitate coordination within and between agencies. They should also gain some understanding of organizational culture and how differences can lead to miscommunication, conflict, and noncooperation. 
________________________________________________________________________

Notes to the Instructor

Depending upon the ages and work experience of your students, it may be useful to begin with the basic concepts of organizational design from the classical bureaucratic model of Max Weber to contemporary theories of bureaucratic organization, leadership, decisionmaking, communication, and accountability or control. Deciding how to organize public, private, and nonprofit organizations raises fundamental issues about the nature of man (e.g., McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y), the nature and value of work, power and authority, and the value of participative decisionmaking and collaborative efforts. If there are fundamental differences in how students view work, leadership, decisionmaking, and participation, those differences can be pointed out as examples of the complexity of organizations and issues that may have to be resolved before an organization can function effectively and before two or more organizations can interact effectively.

If the students have experience in public safety agencies, they may benefit from a more detailed description of the Incident Command System and Joint Command models. The independent study course from EMI (see list of optional readings) includes charts, checklists, and other information on ICS. Charts and descriptions are also available through the International Association of Fire Chiefs web site (http://www.iafc.org).
________________________________________________________________________

Objective 5.1 

Describe the legal, political, and administrative aspects of intragovernmental relations
How government agencies, departments, and offices interact is affected by their legal responsibilities, the internal politics within their governments, their organizational structures, the personalities of their leaders, and their experience with other agencies or officials.

The authority and responsibilities of agencies, departments, and offices within the same government depend upon the powers that are explicitly defined in the government’s charter, constitution, and statutes.

· federal government powers are explicitly stated or implied in the U.S. Constitution, subject to the interpretations of the U.S. Supreme Court;

· state government powers are, according to the “reserve clause” of the U.S. Constitution, all powers not expressly granted to the federal government; and

· local government and special district powers are derived from the state government and are generally defined in the state constitution, laws regarding incorporation of municipalities, and/or other statutes.

Agencies, departments, and offices (“bureaus” in the public administration literature) within the same government have the authority and responsibilities that are

· expressly stated in the constitution, charter, or statutes when the agency was created; 

· mandated by subsequent legislation or regulations; or

· assigned by the chief executive officer or chief administrative officer and within the limitations set by law and budgets.

Agencies, departments, and offices are subject to the authority of the government’s chief executive (e.g., president, governor, mayor, chairperson of the county commission, city, or county manager) or designated chief administrative officer, but that authority may be limited by law. For example,

· the law that created the agency, department, or office may specifically delegate powers and mandate responsibilities to it;

· the legislative body may have sole or principal authority to authorize spending and appropriate funds, thereby determining what agencies can do (as Congress does) at the federal level; and

· legislative approval may be necessary for changes in authority and responsibilities, reorganizations, and appointments of executives (e.g., agency directors and department heads). 

Officials may find it necessary or politically useful to defend the “turf,” i.e., missions and resources, of their agencies, departments, or offices from any organization that might take over one of their roles. If the mission is lost, there is no reason for the organization to exist.

Agencies, departments, and offices may assume responsibilities not expressly mandated by law or assigned by responsible officials, and this often occurs during a crisis; but there may be questions concerning the organization’s legal authority to spend public money and use public resources for those purposes. 

The heads of agencies, departments, and offices

· are held legally and politically accountable for the actions of their organizations and they may be held personally responsible for expenditures of public money; 

· are legally accountable to chief executives and their designated representatives, legislative bodies (particularly the committees that authorize their spending and appropriate money), and the courts; and,

· are politically and administratively accountable to those who appoint them to office, fund their agencies, and have political responsibility for their actions.

The heads of agencies, departments, and offices may be called upon to answer for their actions by any or all of the officials to whom they are accountable—the chief executive, legislators, judicial officers (e.g., judges and district attorneys), and/or administrative officers. 

The heads of agencies, departments, and offices, therefore, have to be responsive to the elected political executives who appoint them and approve their budgets, the legislators and legislative committee staffs who authorize spending and appropriate funds, the courts that interpret law and regulations affecting their organizations, and the public that supports their activities.

Because the heads of agencies, departments, and offices may be accountable to a number of officials, they may have to seek the approval of more than one official in order to act on a nonroutine matter—or take the risk that an official upon whom they rely for support will object to their action.

Because the heads of agencies, departments, and offices may be accountable to a number of officials, they may take advantage of their support to expand their organization’s authority and responsibilities (see Aaron Wildavsky’s classic work, The Politics of the Budgetary Process, 4th ed., 1984). 

The legal and political environment may facilitate cooperation with other agencies within the same government but it may also create competition over scarce public resources, mainly budgets, and over public attention (which also may affect budgets).

Some officials may also be reluctant to seek outside assistance, e.g., from another agency within their own government, because that may be interpreted as a sign that they cannot do the job that they are expected to do.

Officials are legally and administratively responsible for any facilities, equipment, personnel, material, and funds assigned to their agencies and they will be responsible for any loss, damage, or expenditure of resources shared with another agency.

For example, officials will be responsible for paying any overtime owed to personnel loaned to the other agency, unless that overtime is approved by an official or legislative body with legal authority to do so.

Also, their government may be held liable for any injuries to personnel loaned to another government.


__________________________________________________________________

Questions to Ask Students:
1. Why might an agency official feel that he or she cannot cooperate or share resources with another agency?

Suggested answers:

· Sharing might expend resources that are necessary for the official to complete his or her agency’s mission;

· Sharing might expend resources for which the official will be held personally responsible;

· The legal mandate of the official’s agency may not permit the expenditure of resources for anything not specifically authorized; and 

· The official’s superior, e.g., the mayor or governor, may not approve of giving resources to another agency.  

2. Why might an official not want to give resources to another agency, even if it is legally and administratively okay?

Suggested answers:

· Giving resources to another agency may expend scarce discretionary funds that might be used for other purposes;

· There may little assurance that the resources given to another agency will be used effectively;

· There may be little or no political gain from sharing resources;

· There may not be a memorandum of understanding for payment if the resources are damaged or lost;

· The other agency, if within the same government, is a competitor for resources and there may be political costs, such as a reduced share of the budget, if that agency appears to be more effective than one’s own; and

· There may simply be a lot of paperwork required for any transfer of equipment, loan of personnel, or transfer of money to another agency.

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 5.2 

Describe and discuss the major views or theories of public sector management control

Max Weber’s classic model characterizes bureaucracy as having the following:

· impersonal relationships—officials who are “personally free and subject to authority only with respect to their impersonal official obligations”;

· hierarchy— “a clearly defined hierarchy of offices”;

· division of labor and task specialization—offices with “a clearly defined sphere of competence”;

· merit-based selection for employment—officials “selected on the basis of technical qualifications,” “appointed, not elected,” “tested by examination or guaranteed by diplomas certifying technical training, or both”; and

· merit-based promotion—“‘promotion’ according to seniority or to achievement” (Weber, 1947, pp. 333-334).

Max Weber’s “ideal type” of bureaucracy is not a prescription of what an organizational structure or process should be; rather it is a description of how “modern” organizations were structured in the second half of the 1800s. (He was describing the Prussian army of the 1800s, a highly professional and disciplined organization in comparison with other armies of the day.)

The Weber model has most often been associated with the organization of armies and of factories in which tasks are repetitive and routine, workers are unskilled or semi-skilled, and close supervisory control is necessary to ensure efficient and effective work.

The management theories of the Progressive Era, most notably Frederick Taylor’s Scientific Management, suggested that organizations can be rationally structured to ensure that maximum efficiency is achieved. The principal assumption was that there is “one best way” of organizing work and that way can be found through the study of work processes and individual skills and competencies.

Management theorists in the 1930s, most notably Elton Mayo and his colleagues, suggested that the human element is critical. Individual workers respond to incentives (particularly attention from supervisors and coworkers), and the work group has tremendous influence on the productivity of its members.

Chester Barnard went further in pointing out the importance of informal groups in organizational communication, the motivation of individuals, and other critical aspects of work. 

The theorists of the “human relations school” emphasized the importance of individual motivations in the accomplishment of organizational goals.

Management-by-objectives (MBO) and other management techniques were developed to encourage the communication of organizational goals from the top of the organizational hierarchy to the bottom. MBO was a popular management technique in the 1960s and 1970s and some of its elements are still evident in management theory today.

Current organizational theory suggests that, to be effective, communication processes need to be vertical and horizontal—flowing from top to bottom, bottom to top, and across organizations. 

Newer management theories, including Theory Z or Japanese management (Ouchi, 1981), suggest that participation of workers in decisionmaking is to be encouraged and that organizations benefit from it. Participation is done through quality circles—voluntary groups of workers who meet to solve problems, improve organizational communication, and suggest changes to improve production processes.

More recently, public and private organizations have adopted “total quality management” principles and have focused management attention on process and quality, rather than on reward and punishment systems and top-down management by objective methods (Gortner, Mahler, and Nicholson, 1997, pp. 54-55). 

The experiences of “high tech” and highly professional organizations in the public and private sectors support the idea that organizations can be more effective if 

· they are less hierarchical, thereby devoting fewer resources to controlling employees and more to producing goods and services;

· less formal—i.e., relying less on rank and status to define roles within the organization—thereby facilitating communication among executives, managers or supervisors, and employees and between those within the organization and their customers outside the organization;

· more sensitive to the needs and preferences of employees—i.e., more personal—thereby minimizing outside influences (e.g., family concerns) that may reduce productivity and increasing the level of job satisfaction so that employees will work harder; and

· more willing to let employees participate in decisionmaking, thereby letting them “invest” themselves in the organization and feel greater “ownership” of the products and services being created.

How a public organization is structured

· is often determined in the laws that created the organization, and officials may be limited in their authority to change those structures;

· may be a reflection of the personality of the “founder” or first leader (see the classic study of the U.S. Forest Service by Herbert Kaufman, The Forest Ranger, Johns Hopkins University Press, 1960); or

· may be a reflection of the organizational culture, i.e., the dominant views of authority, control, and other values and norms.

Organizations can be very complex, with dominant cultures and many subcultures, formal and informal structures, and conflicts over goals and means.

The classic bureaucratic structure, as described by Max Weber, is still the dominant model among military, law enforcement, fire service, and similar organizations, but it is rarely found among medical, educational, planning, legal, nonprofit, research and development, “high tech” business, scientific, and community-based organizations. 

The legal bases of many public organizations do not permit flexibility in structure or process; therefore many are far less open and participative than their private- and nonprofit-sector counterparts.

Intragovernmental relations are affected by differences in organizational structure and culture, with officials in similar organizations generally finding it easier to communicate, coordinate programs and other activities, and trust one another.

Organizations typically involved in disaster operations range from strict hierarchical, highly disciplined military and fire service organizations to very loosely organized, participative nonprofit volunteer organizations. The differences can complicate communication, cooperation, and coordination and can cause serious conflicts that interfere with collaborative efforts.

Working together in disaster exercises, as well as in actual disasters, helps officials identify organizational problems that may affect communication and cooperation, so that they can be overcome or at least anticipated. 

Intragovernmental relations are also more effective when officials are personally familiar with one another (see Session No. 4 on intergovernmental relations) and have worked together recently. Familiarity facilitates communication, but a more important effect of it may be that it encourages trust among officials that will facilitate cooperation.

__________________________________________________________________

Questions to ask students:

1. How would you describe the organizations where you work or where you go to school? How many levels are there in the organization, how much status do executives or administrators have, how much specialization is there among the offices or departments, etc.?

There is no correct answer to this question, but students should see that organizations are structured very differently and they should begin to consider what kinds of organizations in which they would feel most comfortable and wish to work.

2. How important is it that employees participate in decisionmaking? What is to be gained?

Suggested answers:

· Employees feel more personal “investment” in the organization’s work;

· Employees have more of a sense that the organization values their expertise and opinions;

· Employees feel more loyalty to the organization; and

· The organization has better decisionmaking because more perspectives are considered and more information is processed.

3. Why might it be difficult to consult with employees or to involve them in decisionmaking during an emergency?

Suggested answers:

· Employees or workers may not have a broad perspective on the issues, i.e., they may be more focused on their own tasks rather than the larger problems to be addressed by the organization;

· Involving many people in decisionmaking tends to be slower, even though the quality of decisions tends to be higher, and circumstances may require quick decisions; and

· Many disaster organizations do not have participative organizational cultures, therefore many managers may not understand how to encourage participation and many employees may not want to participate.

4. How easy is it to communicate effectively with one’s supervisor, one’s supervisor’s boss, and the head of the organization? Do status and hierarchy make it more difficult to talk to someone?

It is to be expected that communication will become more difficult as the distance between the sender and the receiver of the messages increases. Employees generally feel more comfortable talking and interacting with their coworkers and supervisors than they do dealing with those higher up in the hierarchy.

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 5.3
Describe and discuss the kinds of problems that can occur when programs require intragovernmental, multiorganizational, cooperation 

Public organizations have their own missions and interpretations of disaster and, as a result, there may be problems that are not addressed and victims that are not helped by any government agency following a disaster. 

For example, victims have to qualify under the Stafford Act or other federal legislation in order to receive individual assistance from the Federal Emergency Management Agency. The Small Business Administration is responsible for assisting businesses that have suffered economic losses due to disaster. Each agency addresses the needs of a particular group or groups of victims. 

However, some victims may not receive assistance from any federal agencies because they fall outside of the agencies’ legally defined responsibilities. Fortunately, in a disaster relief operation, nonprofit agencies may fill in the gaps by addressing the needs of victims who do not qualify for federal or state assistance.

Public organizations may not have the flexibility to share resources and cooperate with other agencies even within their own governments.

For example, officials in municipal public works department may have heavy equipment that might be used to remove debris following a disaster, but they may not be able to loan that equipment to another agency because they will be held responsible for any damage. However, in an emergency, officials may determine that they are willing to risk losing the equipment if lives are at stake.  

Public organizations tend to develop their own jargon or language to facilitate communication among employees. Outsiders, even people within the same government, may not understand the terminology. 

For example, firefighters have technical terminology regarding the nature and status of fires, such as referring to a fire as being “under control” when it is still burning and giving off noxious fumes. There have been cases in which law enforcement officers have put themselves in danger (have even been incapacitated) during chemical fires because they interpreted “under control” as meaning the fire was “out” and no danger existed.

Technical language may be of critical importance and may convey ideas that cannot be expressed without lengthy explanation. Failure to use the approved technical language can also create problems. For example, two aircraft collided on a runway because an air traffic controller used the nonstandard term “cleared to taxi” and one of the pilots interpreted it to mean “cleared to takeoff,” which is a standard term. The aircraft on the ground taxied onto the runway to takeoff and was in the path of an incoming aircraft.

Some public organizations may already share resources, and having one organization mobilize its resources may cause serious problems for another.

For example, many law enforcement officers and other emergency response personnel are members of local National Guard units. If local National Guard units are called to duty in response to a disaster, local police departments, hospitals, fire stations, and other critical services may find themselves shorthanded.

(The remedy for this problem is to use National Guard units from other parts of the state or from other states; interstate compacts are being developed so that units can be borrowed from other states.)

__________________________________________________________________

Questions to ask students:
1. How confusing might it be for civilian disaster workers to interact with military, law enforcement, and medical personnel who commonly use acronyms as part of their jargon?

Suggestion: 

Test the students’ knowledge of some of the following acronyms:

DoD—Department of Defense

SAIC—special agent in charge

JCS—Joint Chiefs of Staff

EOC—emergency operations center

NETC—National Emergency Training Center (Emmitsburg, MD)

IEMS—Integrated Emergency Management System

WMD—weapons of mass destruction

CDC—Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 

OFDA—Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance

PHS—Public Health Service

SAR—search and rescue

International Acronyms:

UNHCR—United Nations High Command for Refugees

UNOCHA (or OCHA)—United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs

UNICEF—United Nations Children’s Fund

PAHO—Pan American Health Organization

IDRC—International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies

VITA—Volunteers in Technical Assistance

CDERA—Caribbean Disaster Emergency Response Agency

WHO—World Health Organization

WFP—World Food Programme

PVO—private voluntary organization

NGO—nongovernmental organization

Students should be able to suggest even more acronyms that may not be familiar to their classmates and should be able to compare the law enforcement terms that people pick up from television shows and movies, such as “perps” for perpetrators.

2. Why should public officials not be permitted to change the eligibility criteria for disaster assistance programs when some victims obviously are not being helped?

This is fundamentally a question about administrative discretion, but it can also be a question about administrative ethics. Why don’t we give greater discretion to public administrators in emergencies to make sure some victims do not “fall through the cracks”? 

Suggested answers:

· The cost of disaster assistance to the government may increase tremendously;

· Some officials may give assistance to undeserving victims or even to people who did not suffer injury or economic loss during the disaster;

· Victims will be encouraged to lobby for assistance if they do not qualify under the law;

· Local politicians will be encouraged to lobby for assistance to their constituents who do not qualify under the law; and

· Some property owners will choose not to buy insurance or not to protect their property from damage because they expect the government to give them aid anyway.

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 5.4


Describe and discuss the major mechanisms for coordinating multiorganizational operations by emergency response agencies

Within governments, the chief executive officer is most often the individual responsible for coordinating emergency operations. That is usually the governor, mayor, city manager, or chairperson of the city or county commission. At the federal level, it is the president. 

There are usually legal provisions for the chief executive officer to designate a representative to act in his or her behalf during emergency operations. It is usually the head of the emergency management agency or office, but it may be a public safety official such as the police or fire chief, the adjutant general of the state’s National Guard, or some other official.

There are usually legal provisions for the designation of a lead agency to coordinate the efforts of other agencies within the government.

As long as disasters are small and involve few jurisdictions (governments), control and coordination are relatively simple.

As soon as more than one or two emergency response agencies become involved, whether it be two fire departments or a fire department and a police department, control and coordination become more complex. 

Governments frequently create interagency task groups and interagency liaison officers to facilitate communication and cooperation across agency boundaries. 

Governments frequently identify lead agencies to coordinate multiagency operations. 

For example, under Presidential Decision Directive No. 39, the Department of Defense (DoD) was designated the lead agency for “crisis management” for terrorist threats involving “weapons of mass destruction.” PDD 39 specified that DoD responsibility was temporary and, in 1998, lead responsibility was reassigned to the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

FEMA is the designated lead agency for “consequence management,” i.e., responding to the effects of such weapons.

__________________________________________________________________

Objective 5.4.1
Describe and discuss the Incident Command System as a coordination mechanism

Within the fire services and other emergency response organizations, mechanisms have been developed and have been widely adopted to facilitate the coordination of efforts when they involve many units within one department or more than one department.

The Fire Ground Command System was created by Chief Alan Brunacini of the Phoenix, Arizona, Fire Department in the early 1970s to provide coordination of units in fighting structural fires. While its application has been expanded to include other kinds of disasters and more emergency functions, it has largely been a model for smaller fire applications (Morris, 1992).

By contrast, the Incident Command System (ICS) was developed in California to address coordination problems that arose during a series of major wildfires in 1971, and was oriented toward larger, multiagency operations. 

Due to the difficulties coordinating multijurisdictional responsibilities during the wildfires, Congress funded a study to identify and address the major problems.

The U.S. Forest Service and representatives of state and local fire departments participated in the FIRESCOPE (Fighting Resources of Southern California Organized for Potential Emergencies) Program and identified the following problems experienced during the fires:

· lack of a common organization;

· poor on-scene and interagency communications;

· inadequate joint planning; 

· lack of valid and timely intelligence;

· inadequate resource management; and

· limited prediction capability (Irwin, pp. 135-36).

The design criteria established for the new management system were that it should be

· effective in facilitating operations for single jurisdictions and/or agencies, multiple agencies within one jurisdiction, and multiple jurisdictions and/or multiple agencies; 

· adaptable to a broad range of disasters and emergencies; 

· adaptable to new technologies;

· adaptable to small and large disasters;

· based on common structures, terminology, and procedures;

· implementable with minimal disruption to existing procedures; and

· simple to learn, use, and maintain (Irwin, p. 137).

The ICS was based on the following management concepts:

· agency autonomy—to ensure that the system does not violate the jurisdictional responsibilities of individual agencies;

· management-by-objectives—to ensure that there is a clear set of realistic operational objectives and that they are communicated to all involved;

· unit integrity—to ensure that agency or unit personnel are kept together, so that accurate records can be kept concerning work time and communication will be more effective;

· functional clarity—to ensure that tasks are clear.

The number of personnel supervised by a commander, section chief, branch director, division or group supervisor, or unit leader/manager is usually kept to five. The small “span of control” makes it easier to communicate with subordinates and to oversee their work.

The command component of ICS is made up of the incident commander and his or her command staff, including an information officer, a liaison officer, and a safety officer, if needed.

Subordinate components are the

· operations section, which is responsible for implementing command directives, achieving objectives, adapting plans to meet contingencies, etc.;

· finance section, which is responsible for financial management and recordkeeping;

· logistics section, which is responsible for making sure that needed personnel, equipment, and materials are secured with the “service branch”—ensuring that there is communication, food, medical care, etc., for the emergency personnel—and the “support branch”—ensuring that there are facilities, equipment, and other supplies; and

· planning section, which is responsible for estimating resource status, assessing and communicating data on the situation itself, and developing strategies and action plans (Irvin, pp. 142-151). 

(Please see figure 5.1 on the following page.)

ICS also provides for integrated communications and resource management and standardizes a number of forms to facilitate communication.

Figure 5-1
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(Adapted from Irwin, 1989, p. 142.)

ICS gained the support of the U.S. Fire Administration and a component in the training program of the U.S. Fire Academy. It was adapted to provide an on-scene management structure for the National Interagency Incident Command System and, through use by the U.S. Forest Service in fighting wildfires nationally, became a standard in the field.

ICS was endorsed by the International Association of Police Chiefs in 1987 and has been adapted to a variety of disaster types. 

In the late 1990s, ICS was adopted as a framework for coordinating intergovernmental and intragovernmental efforts in the national programs designed to address the threat from “weapons of mass destruction.” 

Most emergencies do not involve more than one jurisdiction, and coordination through a designated incident commander is not complicated. As soon as more agencies and jurisdictions become involved, the “command” or leadership function becomes more complex and a unified command structure is created.

Under the unified command structure, the ICS organization is expanded to include more autonomous units. The multiorganizational effort is coordinated from one emergency operations center, allowing joint planning, the sharing of information, a single source of information for the media, etc.

Under the unified command structure, those agencies with jurisdictional responsibilities and financial and political authority can assign a unified commander to the unified command group. To facilitate decisionmaking, the number of commanders should not exceed about eight.

The unified command structure can also ensure adequate supervision of individual volunteers and incorporate volunteer units and other supporting units into the effort.

ICS was used during the response to the bombing of the Murrah Federal Building in Oklahoma City in 1995 (Tamillow, 1995; Foley, 1995). 

· FEMA sent an incident support team (IST) within hours of the bombing to assess the situation prior to setting up the ICS. 

· When in place, the ICS coordinated the efforts of 11 FEMA task forces, 24 hours a day for 13 days. 

· The effort involved over 600 FEMA personnel and over 1,000 Oklahoma City area personnel. 

· Structures specialists oversaw the rescue and recovery efforts to ensure the safety of the responders in the unstable building.

· Crime scene preservation, evidence collection, and scene security distinguished the operation from other structural failures.

· The Oklahoma City Fire Department, along with the Police Department and Oklahoma Highway Patrol, opened a command post near the federal building. 

· As the number of agencies increased, a Multi-Agency Coordination Center (MACC) was opened at the Myriad Convention Center.

· The MACC operations center coordinated agency tasks, had a satellite communications link with FEMA headquarters in Washington, and provided a joint information center for media contacts. 

_________________________________________________________________

Objective 5.4.2

Describe and discuss the “political model” of emergency management as a coordination mechanism

ICS was created in the early 1970s, utilizing management concepts and theories current at that time. Management theory today suggests a far more participative, consensus-building approach to decisionmaking, including more attention to the political responsibilities and interests of those involved in decisionmaking. 

The classic Weberian model of bureaucracy underlies the ICS concept with a clear hierarchy, unity of command, formal communications, divisions of labor, task specialization, and so on. Such structures are most common in military-type organizations and in assembly-line factories where tasks are routine and decisionmaking can be centralized.

Classic bureaucracies are also common in agencies where discipline is necessary to ensure a coordinated effort. The key to applying discipline, however, is having authority to do so and such authority is lacking in many community networks, such as the emergency management network.

In government administration, executive control or “unity of command” is often far less clear than in the private sector or in organizations with very hierarchical structures. 

For example, within some local governments, there is no single chief executive officer. Executive authority is shared in some cases (e.g., in commission forms of government), limited in many more (e.g., weak mayor forms of government), and hard to locate in others. In some county governments, the “head” of the government is a probate judge who has no administrative responsibilities beyond running his or her court. 

The lack of a single executive officer may result in confusion when there is an emergency or it may encourage a more cooperative and collaborative approach to decisionmaking. 

Current management theory suggests that organizations with unstable task environments need to be much more flexible so that they can adapt to circumstances. 

Disasters, by their very nature, create an unstable environment for emergency response organizations. Emergency plans are very rarely implemented without significant change. Emergency management requires flexibility.

A strength of nonprofit disaster response and relief organizations is their flexibility in providing services. Their eligibility criteria for assistance, for example, tend to be far more flexible than those for government programs and they often address the needs of victims who do not qualify for government assistance for one reason or another. Their resource bases tend to be much more limited, however.

Nonprofit organizations, particularly those that rely on volunteers (like the American Red Cross), have to be more open and participative to ensure that their workers feel “invested” in the effort. 

Differences in organizational structure and culture complicate communication and make cooperation more difficult. There may be significant differences in structures and cultures among units within a single agency, among agencies within a single government, and even among agencies that have the same basic mission.

Figure 5-2
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In terms of organizational structures, decisionmaking processes, communication processes and orientation, and organizational cultures, there is greater variability among public, private, and nonprofit organizations today than in the past.

Organizations have had to become more responsive to their internal and external customers in order to maintain effective and efficient operations, financial support, and political support.

Highly professional organizations today tend to be

· more structurally fluid, changing structures to accomplish specific tasks (e.g., task groups and self-managed work teams); 

· more organizationally flexible, bringing together employees with complementary knowledge, skills, and competencies;

· less hierarchical or even nonhierarchical, permitting employees to have broad responsibilities and more authority to act on their own; and

· more participative and consensus-based, encouraging open communications, shared decisionmaking, and nondirective leadership.

The “political model” of emergency management takes into account the variability among emergency response agencies in terms of their organizational structures, cultures, and value systems and focuses on providing a forum that encourages open communication, sharing of resources, preserving the autonomy of the agencies, and involving all in strategic and operational decisionmaking as much as possible.

For major disasters, in which the number of affected jurisdictions is large and the variety of functional concerns (i.e., medical, environmental, structural, etc.) is large, the “political model” provides a mechanism for reconciling the social, political, and economic interests of those involved in the disaster operation and the victims of the disaster, as well as to coordinating the emergency response and recovery efforts.

_______________________________________________________________________

Questions to ask students:
1. The use of ICS at the site of the bombing of the Murrah Federal Building in Oklahoma City was facilitated by the facts that the building was federal property and the federal government has principal responsibility for acts of terrorism. What might the response have looked like if the disaster was simply a structural failure involving a private or local government facility?

Suggested answers:

· The lead agency likely would have been the Oklahoma City Fire Department or a designated state agency;

· Federal agencies, including FEMA, would have been in supporting roles;

· The National Bureau of Standards and the Occupational Safety and Health Administration would have begun investigations of building standards, construction, and building safety early in the operation; 

· The rescue operations and emergency medical care would have proceeded faster without the need to preserve and collect crime evidence; and

· The psychological impact of the disaster and media coverage would have been lessened if the disaster was viewed an “act of God” or human error, rather than an intentional act of terrorist violence.

2. What are the advantages of having an emergency management structure based on the “political model”?

Suggested answers:

· When disasters are so catastrophic that they involve public, nonprofit, and private emergency response and relief organizations, as well as individuals and groups of volunteers, legal authority may be difficult to sort out;

· When disasters are very large, the sheer number of involved agencies may make it difficult to communicate and coordinate activities;

· Some disaster response and relief organizations and personnel may not find it easy to work within a command-and-control structure and, for a large disaster, there may be some advantage to letting them work independently;

· There may be serious social and economic impacts from disasters that may be best addressed by political leaders, rather than emergency management personnel; and

· Involving political leaders, including government officials and community leaders, in large-scale disaster operations can lend credibility to warnings and evacuation orders and help resolve conflicts.

3. Debate the merits of each model for small, medium, and large disasters.

_______________________________________________________________________

Objective 5.4.3

Describe and discuss the emergency operations center (EOC) and other mechanisms for coordination of multi-organizational operations 

The emergency operations center (EOC) provides a mechanism for the coordination of emergency operations.

Each emergency response agency may have its own EOC that is the command post for agency policymakers. Agency EOCs collect data from the field, provide information for central decisionmakers, and facilitate communication between agency executives and the incident or field commanders. The EOC helps officials monitor field operations, assess resource needs, and allocate resources.

Local response agency EOCs, particularly in smaller jurisdictions, may also provide support for ICS teams activated for an emergency. 

The emergency management agency (EMA) EOC more typically provides a forum for sharing information between and among response and recovery agencies (which may have their own EOCs), facilitates communication with other agencies and individuals, locates and acquires needed resources, and provides a contact point for public officials monitoring the emergency. The EMA EOC may provide a central public information source and a point of contact for state and federal disaster agencies and officials.

EMA EOCs normally contain the necessary communications equipment to assure contact with response agencies, television and radio equipment to monitor broadcasts concerning the emergency, facilities to permit briefings of response and recovery agency officials (including nongovernmental organization representatives), food and water for EOC personnel, and other necessary facilities to support around-the-clock operations for an extended period of time.

Larger EOCs may have separate facilities for the media, including areas for press conferences and other presentations. 

Smaller jurisdictions may not need sophisticated mechanisms for the coordination of local emergency responses. Agency personnel may know each other, and communication need not be highly structured. Temporary EOCs may be set up in city or county offices, police stations, fire stations, community centers, or other facilities large enough to house needed personnel and to support their work. 

Because of the need for accountability, particularly when reimbursement for expenditures during an emergency may be sought, more formal communication and documentation of expenditures is necessary. Having an EOC provides a centralized location for recordkeeping and data collection, as well as a centralized location for decisionmaking. 

EOCs are generally set up away from the disaster area to minimize 

1. danger to EOC personnel; 

2. interference with field operations, including the temptation for headquarters officials to micromanage operations; 

3. the likelihood that communications will be disrupted by the disaster; and 

4. distractions for policymakers seeking a broad perspective on the emergency operations.

In summary, each response agency may activate its own ICS and its own EOC to support the incident commander and his or her team. The local governments and the state government may activate their EOCs to support the emergency response agencies and to ensure coordination of resource allocations. A command structure characterizes the ICS and agency EOC operations, because authority is clear and, usually, the number of actors is relatively small. A joint command system is typically command-and-control oriented because there are mechanisms to resolve authority issues, such as a clear lead agency responsible for the operation. 

At the government level (i.e., city or county/parrish, or state), agency authority may be clearly defined by statute or by the chief executive officer—or it may be quite ambiguous. In the latter case, the political model preserves the perogatives of all public, nonprofit, and for-profit organizations involved in the operation. The political model becomes more practical as the number of organizations and governments involved in the operation grows and more important when decisionmaking can benefit from broad technical and political perspectives and when consensus on decisions reduces political and organizational conflict.

Larger, more complex emergencies generally require more resources and broader technical expertise and involve a more diverse set of actors in terms of both responders and victims, and, therefore, more attention to political preferences and organizational values. Different organizations and individuals provide different resources and different approaches to the emergency.

In short, the appropriate model for coordinating emergency response and recovery is dependent upon the kinds and number of organizations involved and the size and cohesiveness of the community.

________________________________________________________________

Questions to ask students:

1. Why is it useful (even critical) to have an EOC to monitor and facilitate emergency operations? [This question might be used to engage students in a group exercise assessing the value of EOCs.]

Suggested answer:

EOCs provide a mechanism for coordinating emergency responses within a single agency, such as a police or fire department, and among multiple governments and/or organizations. It provides a forum for agency representatives to communicate and coordinate their efforts, facilitates communication between the field and decisionmakers, provides a focal point for the media seeking information on the emergency, and provides a mechanism for locating and acquiring resources that response agencies themselves may not have. Emergency management agencies can access more resources through mutual aid agreements and, because they often have broader authority to use city or county or state resources, through other agencies within their own government. 

2. Why isn’t there a single model of emergency management that works for every community?

Suggested answers:

· Hazards are different;

· Funding bases are different;

· Community politics is different;

· Organizational cultures are different;

· Professional cultures are different; and

· Resources are different.

________________________________________________________________
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