Session No. 11
Course: The Political and Policy Basis of Emergency Management

Session: Intergovernmental Relations
Time: 1 Hour

______________________________________________________________________________

Objectives:

By the conclusion of this session, students should be able to:

11.1 

Define the term “intergovernmental relations.”

11.2 

Explain the essence of multi-agency coordination.

11.3 
Explain how interstate compacts are fashioned and how they work in the domain of disaster policy.

11.4 
Explain and provide an example of a memorandum of understanding and a mutual aid agreement.

11.5 
Summarize the purpose and policy of the National Response Framework in brief.
11.6
Recall at least 10 emergency support functions with an appreciation of their role in emergency management.

11.7
Offer observations about the key intergovernmental policy issues associated with the National Incident Management System.

______________________________________________________________________________
Scope
Intergovernmental relations (IGR), although touched upon previously, have given center stage in this session. There are a range of political and managerial transactions between and among governments of all levels in disaster management. Intergovernmental relations are part of government-to-government mutual aid arrangements, agency-to-agency memorandums of understanding, interstate compacts, and pre-disaster Federal-State agreements.  Multi-organizational coordination and budgetary interdependence of emergency management are also examined. This session also incorporates some, though not all, of the intergovernmental emergency management changes caused by homeland security era needs. To a great degree, the essence of U.S. emergency management emanates from a system and network of IGR activities and interchanges, something constantly in flux.
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Requirements


The instructor should use any of the tables and graphics of this session in class lecture and presentation. Intergovernmental relations are not always easy to grasp, so simplified definitions have been incorporated into this session.  Moreover, the National Response Framework and the National Incident Management System embody a vast, if not overwhelming amount of information. Use the links in this study to locate current versions of both the NRF and NIMS.  However, it is not fair to expect students to have read all the material displayed on these sites.
Remarks

Objective 11.1
Define the term “intergovernmental relations.”

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS is a term which describes the interaction of Federal, State, and local officials. This includes general purpose governments as well as special district governments. General purpose governments are cities, counties, towns, or other municipal jurisdictions which collect broad-based taxes to pay for a wide variety of public services. Special district governments, usually “hived off” from cities or counties, customarily operate to provide one or two specialized services funded from an earmarked (dedicated) single tax, or sometimes user fees. In modern usage, the term also encompasses the interaction of these bodies with groups and organizations—the non-profit and private sectors. In many cases this interaction involves contractual relations between the government and a non-profit organization or between the government and a for-profit organization.
Many policy areas and programs in the United States are implemented through intergovernmental relations (i.e., environmental, disaster, housing, social welfare, education, and labor policies, business regulation, etc.). 

Intergovernmental Program Management

American emergency management is based on SHARED AUTHORITY, not on a top-down command and control system. FEMA cannot tell States and localities what they must do in the emergency management arena. Instead, there is a bottom-up approach wherein local political subdivisions (i.e., cities, towns, and counties) are responsible for emergency management. 
In the United States, disasters are managed at the local level with the support of the State government as needed, followed by Federal Government support. State and local governments have, by history, tradition, and their own laws, been delegated authority and responsibility for disaster response. The Federal Government comes to the assistance of a State government when it is overwhelmed by, or incapable of addressing, a disaster. The Governor asks for assistance, and a Presidential Disaster Declaration is granted.

Because legal and constitutional authority is shared among levels of government, and because governmental jurisdictions often overlap in both legal and spatial terms, disaster managers face a challenge in performing their work. America has a highly decentralized, Federal system which, under the U.S. Constitution, affords the National Government a range of authority, with some powers reserved for the States under the 10th Amendment. In some policy domains (i.e., regulation of business and insurance, education, health care, and prisons, etc.) the National and State governments share authority concurrently or the National Government may play a role secondary to that of State government. 
Similarly, local governments, although legally vestiges of their respective State governments, are also afforded certain powers under “Home Rule” provisions approved by their States, by each State’s Constitution, or through enabling statutes.  Thus, the need for multi-agency and multi-jurisdictional coordination challenges emergency management work.

American emergency management is by its very nature intergovernmental and intercommunity. The American political and social system requires coordination and cooperation between and among various levels of government, as well as cooperation and coordination within a community in preparing for, and in respond to, a disaster.

Objective 11.2
Explain the essence of multi-agency coordination.
Multi-agency coordination

In any field of endeavor, the effectiveness of a system depends upon how well those who are part of that system understand the functions that must be carried out and their own roles and responsibilities in smoothly executing those functions. Certainly this is true of emergency management. The potential for human suffering and devastation in a disaster makes it critical that emergency managers and related personnel understand fully the character of potential hazards, what can be done about these hazards through the application of emergency management principles and programs, and their role and responsibilities in the system of emergency management.

In the American system of disaster management there is a broad range of political and managerial transactions between and among governments of all levels.

Each of the 50 States and each American commonwealth territory has an emergency management agency of some type. These agencies, like their local counterparts, are expected to be organized effectively, and should possess well-maintained emergency plans, facilities, and equipment. To become and remain eligible for Federal financial assistance, each State must manage a State emergency management program that augments and facilitates local emergency management programs.

To make an intergovernmental system work, improvisation and flexibility must be part of the ethos of the system. Various emergency task domains must be identified and a consensus must be reached on who is going to perform each. But, every disaster presents unanticipated demands, so that the capacity to improvise must also be built in.

The graphic (Graphic 11.1) below depicts in the general system of incident response that is now standing homeland security policy in the United States. Note that the formal presidential system of major disaster and emergency declaration has been folded into homeland security. In one sense, emergency management has been suffused into an intergovernmental system. Some may consider this as evidence of FEMA’s full partnership in homeland security policy. Others may conclude that this is evidence of FEMA’s relegation to secondary status since it is now merely a cog in a massive Department of Homeland Security wheel. Certainly the concept of presidential declaration of major disaster and emergency has been redefined under a homeland security rubric.
Graphic 11.1: The National Response Plan’s Path of Incident Response


Source: U.S. Army Combined Arms Center, 


http://usacac.army.mil/cac2/call/docs/06-08/images/fig_2-1.JPG 
Leavenworth, Kansas. Last accessed June 28, 2009.
Objective 11.3
Explain how interstate compacts are fashioned and how they work in 



the domain of disaster policy.

Under Title VI of the Stafford Act, FEMA is promoting (as it has been since its formation in 1979) EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS. Emergency preparedness is defined as: 

“…all those activities and measures designed or undertaken to prepare for or minimize the effects of a hazard upon the civilian population, to deal with the immediate emergency conditions which would be created by such a hazard, and to effectuate emergency repairs to, or the emergency restoration of, vital utilities and facilities destroyed or damaged by the hazard.” [U.S. Congress, 42 U.S.C., Ch. 68, Title IV B, 5195a.]

Preparation measures for anticipated hazards include: 

“…establishment of appropriate organizations, operational plans, and supporting agreements, the recruitment and training of personnel, the conduct of research, the procurement and stockpiling of necessary materials and supplies, the provision of suitable warning systems, the construction or preparation of shelters, shelter areas, and control centers, and, when appropriate, the non-military evacuation of the civilian population.” [U.S. Congress, 42 U.S.C., Ch. 68, Title IV B, 5195a.]

The Stafford Act States:

“The Congress recognizes that the organizational structure established jointly by the Federal Government and the States and their political subdivisions for emergency preparedness purposes can be effectively utilized to provide relief and assistance to people in the areas of the United States struck by a hazard. The Federal Government shall provide necessary direction, coordination, and guidance, and shall provide necessary assistance, as authorized in this title so that a comprehensive emergency preparedness system exists for all hazards…” [U.S. Congress, 42 U.S.C., Ch. 68, Title IV B, 5195a.]

FEMA has been “encouraging the States and territories to adopt” interstate compacts as a form of a mutual aid agreement. This will be useful in managing multi-State emergencies and will help promote more uniform State emergency management across the Nation. FEMA officials have prepared a model Draft Interstate Compact which they hope will help diffuse this innovation.

FEMA has been working out new MEMORANDUMS OF UNDERSTANDING with each respective State emergency management agency. At the same time the agency has endeavored to reduce the administrative burden it imposes on State programs and officials through greater simplification and flexibility. 

Intergovernmental Compact Example

On October 9, 1996, Congress approved the Emergency Management Assistance Compact (EMAC)—initiated by the Southern Governor’s Association. This Congressional action gives the Federal Government’s seal of approval to the actions taken by 14 States and territories from 1995-1996. The compact is open to any State or territory that chooses to join. Besides the original 14 members, FEMA is a participant endorser of the compact. The National Emergency Management Association, through its Emergency Management Assistance Committee, moved the compact forward. The agreement commits member States, through their respective Governors, to cooperating in planning for the State-to-State extension of emergency management help. It represents an important intergovernmental agreement and it also indicates how political authorities give consent for, and legitimacy to, such arrangements.

Objective 11.4
Explain and provide an example of a memorandum of understanding 



and a mutual aid agreement.

Memorandums of understanding are usually negotiated between governmental agencies. Unless approved through a formal rule-making process as a regulation, they usually do not have the force of law behind them and stand as voluntary agreements.

For example, in California’s Santa Clara County, each municipality has agreed “to engage in planning and training together in normal periods and to exchange information and provide resources in the event of disaster,” although each provides for their own routine emergency services.
 
MUTUAL AID AGREEMENTS are mandated in law and negotiated as legal contracts. Agencies may draw up agreements for reciprocal assistance under certain conditions or may set out contingent acquisition agreements between providers, vendors and contractors.

An example of a mutual aid agreement might be the way the residents of a nursing home would be evacuated during an emergency as follows: 

“To ensure coordination among nursing homes, the committee provided mutual aid agreements to evacuating and hosting nursing homes, to be completed and included in each nursing home’s disaster plan. These agreements outlined the understandings between facilities with respect to transfer of patients and medical information, transportation costs, and so on.”
 

An agreement, however expressed, identifies which agency controls certain resources in the field, and how and when they may be reassigned. Agreements help create working relationships between agencies and governments, and may facilitate trust. Intergovernmental relations are interwoven the mission goals of FEMA. 

FEMA’s Mission Goals and Intergovernmental Relations:

1. 
Create an emergency management partnership with other Federal agencies, State and local governments, voluntary organizations, and the private sector to better serve customers.

2. 
Establish, in concert with FEMA’s partners, a National emergency management system that is comprehensive, risk-based, and all-hazards in approach.

3. 
Make hazard mitigation the foundation of the National emergency management system.

4. 
Provide a rapid and effective response to, and recovery from, disaster.

5. 
Strengthen State and local emergency management.

FEMA’s Organization and Intergovernmental Relations:

1. 
FEMA is geographically divided into 10 standard Federal Regions and each Regional Office of FEMA is directed by a politically appointed Regional Director. (See Session #9, Objective 9.4 for a map of FEMA regions and states within regions).
2. 
FEMA’s primary purpose is to provide assistance to State and local governments to save lives and protect property, public health, and safety for all types of emergencies. It also coordinates Federal agency disaster response.

3. 
While FEMA operates under many laws and regulations, the most important disaster-related statute governing its activities is the Stafford Act.

The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, (P.L. 93-288), as amended, is the core statute under which Federal emergency management is conducted today. (See Session 7, “Disaster Laws” for a brief outline of the major provisions of that law.)

Objective 11.5
Summarize the purpose and policy of the National Response 




Framework in brief.

Until 2003, FEMA’s relationship with States and localities was primarily through PERFORMANCE PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS (PPAs) and COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS (CAs) with State offices of emergency management. The PPAs and CAs were a way to pass funds through State offices of emergency management to local offices of emergency management. PPAs and CAs were analogous to contracts. FEMA would come to an agreement with State officials regarding the outcomes expected from their funding support.

FEMA’s success in carrying out its missions was directly related to its success with interagency coordination and this very much remains so today. FEMA has authority, funding, and some assets, but must depend on other Federal departments and agencies to provide additional resources to ensure a complete Federal response. 
The Federal-State agreement initiative has gained momentum under FEMA’s second round National Performance Review. State officials were asked to integrate disparate programs into multi-year, risk-based agreements between the President and their respective Governors. FEMA funding to the States was to be consolidated into two streams—one pre-disaster and the other post-disaster. Under Performance Partnerships, States were expected to achieve mutually agreed performance outcomes, while building their emergency management capacity. 

SINCE 2003

The 9/11 attacks of 2001 had a profound effect on FEMA’s federal-state relations. FEMA under Homeland Security law and the Department of Homeland Security reforms both suffered and prospered in many unexpected ways.  It is ironic that the national policy response to the 9/11 attack on the U.S. homeland was to fuse 22 federal agencies, many much more massive in personnel and budget than FEMA, into a new department that would incorporate about 170,000  federal workers. It was also surprising that the federal government recruited state and local government into the “War on Terrorism.” This was to be accomplished through a profusion of heavily funded anti-terrorism Department of Homeland Security programs, a fraction of which involved FEMA.

In theory, this should have worked to the advantage of FEMA, in part because FEMA was one of the few DHS “legacy agencies” to have worked closely and often with governors and local leaders, and with state and local emergency managers, many of the latter experienced in law enforcement, fire fighting, emergency medicine, and public works. However, the DHS rush to yoke and refashion all of its components organizations into a massive anti-terrorism assemblage had the effect of stripping FEMA of some of its most capable people. This was because many of FEMA’s senior officials were reassigned to other posts in DHS, many of which had little to do with emergency management. 

The reorganization failed to fully consider the varied legally mandated non-terrorism missions of many of these agencies. Such mistakes are not without precedent.

Since 2003 when the Department of Homeland Security was organized, FEMA has become part of a National Response Plan (since September 2007, the National Response Framework) in which it still plays a major role in coordinating the disaster mobilization and response of federal agencies but the Plan or Framework itself is designed to do more than simply respond to natural or human-caused disasters. FEMA has become a major operating “gear” in a system of administrative “machinery” whose core mission is to address the matter of terrorism and terror-attacks inside the U.S. homeland. 

After 9/11 many states were heavily tempted to form state mini-homeland security departments.  The promise of massive installments of federal grants, many far eclipsing “between disaster” funding the federal government had offered in the past, impelled governors and state legislatures to marginalize or subsume state emergency management and in turn prioritize state homeland security. 
The absorption of FEMA into the Department of Homeland Security did not represent the end of FEMA. Instead, the small, previously independent, federal agency had to find its place in a new department and had to defend itself in bureaucratic “turf wars” with other bigger organizations within DHS.
If the president approves a governor’s request for a declaration of major disaster or emergency, the National Response Plan or Framework is activated. The purpose of the NRP is “to align federal agencies, capabilities, and resources into a unified, all-discipline, all-hazards approach to disasters. The plan was developed jointly by federal, state, local, and tribal governments as well as by the private sector.”
 
The 9/11 attacks of 2001 had a profound effect on FEMA’s federal-state relations. FEMA under Homeland Security law and the Department of Homeland Security reforms both suffered and prospered in many unexpected ways.  It is ironic that the national policy response to the 9/11 attack on the U.S. homeland was to fuse 22 federal agencies, many much more massive in personnel and budget than FEMA, into a new department that would incorporate about 170,000  federal workers. It was also surprising that the federal government recruited state and local government into the “War on Terrorism.” This was to be accomplished through a profusion of heavily funded anti-terrorism Department of Homeland Security programs, a fraction of which involved FEMA.

In theory, this should have worked to the advantage of FEMA, in part because FEMA was one of the few DHS “legacy agencies” to have worked closely and often with governors and local leaders, and with state and local emergency managers, many of the latter experienced in law enforcement, fire fighting, emergency medicine, and public works. However, the DHS rush to yoke and refashion all of its components organizations into a massive anti-terrorism assemblage had the effect of stripping FEMA of some of its most capable people. This was because many of FEMA’s senior officials were reassigned to other posts in DHS, many of which had little to do with emergency management. 

The reorganization failed to fully consider the varied legally mandated non-terrorism missions of many of these agencies. Such mistakes are not without precedent.

In September 2007, the Department of Homeland Security updated, revised, and re-named the National Response Plan. It is at this writing referred to as the National Response Framework. 

A basic premise of the NRP/F is that incidents are to be handled at the lowest governmental level possible.  Reflecting its anti-terrorism mission, DHS becomes involved through the routine reporting and monitoring of threats and incidents, and/or when notified of an incident or potential incident. Based on the severity, magnitude, complexity and/or threat to homeland security posed by the incident, DHS, its Secretary, and possibly even the president, decide whether the incident warrants a designation of “Incident of National Significance.”  DHS uses various organizations at its headquarters, region, and field levels to coordinate efforts and to provide support to responders on-scene, who themselves are using the incident command system.  Other federal agencies carry out their incident management and emergency response authorities within this overarching framework.

The National Response Framework is composed of seven layers, depicted below.

[image: image1.png]



Source: U.S. FEMA, National Response Framework. Available at http://www.fema.gov/pdf/emergency/nrf/nrf-base.pdf  Last accessed November 9, 2007.

Development of a National Response Plan was mandated in the Homeland Security Act of 2002 and Homeland Security Presidential Directive #5 (HSPD-5); the NRP was to embody a single comprehensive national approach, advance coordination of structures and administrative mechanisms, provide for direction for incorporation of existing plans with emphasis on concurrent implementation of existing plans, and set forth a consistent approach to reporting incidents, providing assessments and making recommendations to the President, the DHS Secretary and the Homeland Security Council.
The NRP set forth a national framework leaders may use to determine the appropriate level of federal involvement in response to domestic incidents. The plan is supposed to harmonize intergovernmental and interagency incident management.  It is also tailored to handle “Incidents of National Significance.”  The definition of Incidents of National Significance is directly based on the criteria established in HSPD-5:
1) When another Federal department or agency has requested DHS assistance; 

2) When State/local capabilities are overwhelmed and Federal assistance is requested; 

3) When an incident substantially involves more than one Federal department/agency;

4) When the (DHS) Secretary has been directed by the President to assume incident management responsibilities.

Thanks to the Post-Hurricane Katrina Reform Act of 2006, the DHS Federal Emergency Management Agency (encompassing the bulk of the old FEMA) possesses new authority and new staff previous FEMA leaders wished they had had in their time. Moreover, the Secretary of DHS now plays a role that may either eclipse or overlap that of the FEMA director – the matter rests on the nature and circumstances of the event or so-called incident. The DHS Secretary also enjoys presidential access, a major role in matters of national security policy, and management authority over vast areas of border control, customs, immigration, emergency health, and more. The Secretary of DHS, heading the third largest department of the federal government, is in a sense a new “super-FEMA director” able to work on the same plain as secretaries of other Cabinet level departments.  

Objective 11.6
Recall at least 10 emergency support functions with an appreciation of 


their role in emergency management.

Emergency management in the U.S. has evolved into a complex, and since 9/11, federally dominated latticework of preparedness and response agreements.  The original Federal Response Plan that emerged in the early 1990’s arrayed a set of emergency support functions (ESFs) that various federal agencies were expected to either lead coordination of, or serve within.
 The system of ESFs continues to apply today in the National Response Plan or Framework.  However, owing to changes put forth by DHS, several additional categories of emergency support have been added.
Emergency support functions and other components of the National Response Plan/Framework and the National Incident Management System (both to be discussed further below) constitute pre-disaster preparedness and response agreements.  The original Federal Response Plan, as the title connotes, only involved federal agencies and the American Red Cross.  Owing to the 9/11 terror attacks and ensuing federal laws and reorganizations, states and local governments are today integral participants in the “National” Response Plan/Framework. 
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Source: Quick Reference Guide for the National Response Plan, U.S. Department of Homeland Security, May 22, 2006, Version 4.0. Available at http://www.dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/NRP_Quick_Reference_Guide_5-22-06.pdf  Last accessed 12 November 2007. Please note that the same information applies in the National Response Framework and tables of information regarding Emergency Support Annex Functions can be found at http://www.fema.gov/pdf/emergency/nrf/nrf-esf-intro.pdf  Last accessed June 30, 2009.
Objective 11.7
Offer observations about the key intergovernmental policy issues 



associated with the National Incident Management System.
DHS and FEMA policy is that domestic incident management operations depend on the involvement of emergency responders from many different jurisdictions, as well as on personnel from other states and the federal government. Domestic incident management calls for responders to both mobilize and effectively use resources, even when those resources are supplied by organizations other than their own. Responders must understand and work within a common organizational framework. They must work under a common plan which has been devised through incident action planning. DHS authorities insist that this will only be possible if all parties unite, plan, exercise and respond using a common National Incident Management System.   
Homeland Security Presidential Directive-5 required federal agencies to adopt, conform to, and apply the National Incident Management System (NIMS).  State and local governments were not preemptively compelled to adopt and use NIMS but were "encouraged" to work within the NIMS concept of operations. However, state and local officials understood that their prospects of winning many types of homeland security federal grants would be much improved if they agreed to join in and comply with the requirements of the NRP.
The National Incident Management System (NIMS) was developed by the Department of Homeland Security and issued March 1, 2004.  The NIMS was a product of DHS’ collaboration with state and local government officials and representatives. Many in the group were from public safety organizations. NIMS incorporated many existing emergency management best practices into a comprehensive national approach to domestic incident management, applicable at all jurisdictional levels and across all functional disciplines.  NIMS’ aim is to help responders at all jurisdictional levels and across all disciplines to work together more effectively and efficiently. 
According to DHS, one of the most important 'best practices' incorporated into the NIMS is the Incident Command System (ICS), a standard, on-scene, all-hazards incident management system already in use by firefighters, hazardous materials teams, rescuers and emergency medical teams. DHS officials advancing and crafting the content of NIMS declared that the Incident Command System would henceforth be the standard method for addressing all incidents.
Local emergency managers were expected to learn the Incident Command System (ICS), to participate in ICS exercises, and to acquire various certifications under NRP and NIMS protocols. Many local officials had to set forth new, or modify existing, Mutual Aid Agreements to suit NRP and NIMS requirements. Many state and local emergency management organizations were expected to modify their standard operating procedures as well.  The NRP was to overlay existing response systems. DHS added three new Emergency Support Functions (ESFs) and made some modifications to several existing ESFs.  The new structures in the plan -- the Homeland Security Operations Center (HSOC), the Joint Field Office, and the Interagency Incident Management Group, were all federal entities.

The NIMS represents a core set of doctrine, principles, terminology, and organizational processes. The goal of the NIMS is to achieve effective, efficient and collaborative incident management at all levels. The NIMS is based on a balance between flexibility and standardization. The recommendations of the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States (The 9/11 Commission Report 2004) further highlight the importance of the Incident Command System (ICS).
  The Commission's report recommends national adoption of the ICS to enhance command, control and communications capabilities.  

By 2004, some cities, the fire and police departments had worked together using ICS for years. In other municipalities, only the fire department used ICS. Although law enforcement, public works and public health officials were aware of the concept, many of these officials regarded ICS as a fire service system. Homeland Security Presidential Directive (HSPD) 5 required state and local adoption of the (DHS) NIMS definition of ICS as a condition for receiving federal preparedness funding.  According to DHS officials, while ICS was first pioneered by the fire service, it was and still is, at its core, a management system designed to integrate resources to effectively attack a common problem.
  
The schematic below demonstrates in simplified, graphic form how Department of Homeland Security and FEMA officials expect the planning and preparedness process to work.
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Source: U.S. FEMA, National Response Framework. Available at http://www.fema.gov/pdf/emergency/nrf/nrf-base.pdf  Last accessed November 9, 2007.

The graphic below depicts the federal incident planning structure under NIMS. 
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Figure 10. Federal Incident Management Planning Structure
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DHS attached great significance to the National Incident Management System. Homeland Security officials clearly envisioned that NIMS and ICS would be necessary to address future 9/11 type or scale terror attacks. For them it was imperative that all responding agencies be able to interact and work together. The ICS component of NIMS was supposed to make this possible. Not only would every state and local government be expected to establish an ICS-based system of emergency or disaster response, but they were expected to use the DHS approved version of ICS. 

Supplemental
Considerations

U.S. homeland security policy makers have engaged in massive government planning efforts aimed fundamentally at a broad pool of federal, state, and local disaster responders. Since 9/11 the president and federal agency officials have largely steered homeland security policy. Congress has provided them new authority and regular infusions of funding for purposes set forth in law and policy. Homeland security policy manifests itself as a colossal intergovernmental, multi-agency, multi-mission enterprise fueled by widely distributed, but often highly conditional, federal program grants to state and local governments. Planning in homeland security is more than simply reorganization or realignment of existing functions; it is a formal embodiment of the federal government’s official response to the 9/11/01 terror attacks.  
Emergency management is intertwined with homeland security. Each depends in various degrees on the other.  Intergovernmental relations has long been a core component of U.S. emergency management and this is no less true in the era of homeland security.
Intergovernmental relations in matters of disaster management are not always affable.  For example, federal, state, and local officials are supposed to conduct preliminary damage assessments after a disaster.   These assessments help to determine whether the disaster is beyond the response and recovery capabilities of the state and local governments affected.  If the disaster has been determined to have produced damage, or has created ongoing dangers, beyond the response and recovery capabilities of the affected governments, this serves to justify issuance of a presidential declaration of major disaster or emergency.
  
However, disputes sometimes arise over the matter of what is "clearly beyond" recovery capability and what is not. Sometimes these disputes must be resolved by the president himself, this through approval or rejection of a governor’s request for a declaration of major disaster or emergency. 

Some suspect that after many “disasters” intergovernmental interchanges embody a “beggar-thy-neighbor" syndrome.
 Local governments sustaining disaster losses and costs have every incentive to exaggerate their scales of damage in order to maximize outside state and federal post-disaster aid.  If local governments pay little or no matching money for each dollar of state and federal aid they receive, they have even greater incentive to detail every conceivable disaster loss eligible for state and federal assistance.  

States also have an incentive to maximize, if not exaggerate, their magnitudes of disaster loss.  Ordinarily, each presidential declaration of major disaster or emergency conveys 75/25 federal/state matching aid. In other words, 75 cents of every dollar of state disaster loss is subsidized by federal assistance.  When states share their matching burden with localities, the state government derives even greater subsidy.  Since the federal government carries the bulk of financial burden in paying for the public costs of president declared emergencies and major disasters, it is no surprise that FEMA officials are often highly suspicious of state and local estimates of disaster loss.
  They sometimes suspect that state and local government officials are conspiring to maximize federal disaster dollars dispatched to their jurisdictions. State and local official motivating behavior in this context would be explained by distributive politics, under which political actors seek resources in excess of their actual need.
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