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THE FISCAL YEAR 2005 BUDGET REQUEST
FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY’S EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND
RESPONSE DIRECTORATE, THE OFFICE OF
DOMESTIC PREPAREDNESS, AND FIRST RE-
SPONDER FUNDING

Thursday, March 18, 2004

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COMMITTEE ON TRANSPOR-
TATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE, SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECO-
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT, PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND EMER-
GENCY MANAGEMENT, WASHINGTON, D.C.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 1:04 p.m. in room
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Steven C. LaTourette,
[chairman of the subcommittee] presiding.

Mr. LATOURETTE. The Subcommittee will come to order.
I want to welcome everybody today to this very important hear-

ing. This will be the first in what I hope is a series of hearings on
the issue of first responder preparedness and the ongoing debate
of all-hazard versus threat-specific preparedness funding. Today’s
hearing will focus on the Administration’s fiscal year 2005 budget
request for the Department of Homeland Security’s emergency pre-
paredness response directorate, as well as the request for the Office
of Domestic Preparedness, commonly known as EP&R and ODP.

In a letter to the Congress dated January 24, 2004, the Secretary
of Homeland Security detailed his intention to transfer into the
ODP grants that are currently being administered by other divi-
sions of the Department. While we understand the desire of the
Administration to consolidate these grant writing functions to real-
ize efficiency, this Committee is very concerned that by removing
the grant writing functions from the offices that make the policies,
we create an opportunity for inconsistencies. This, I believe, has al-
ready become the case with the Port Security Grants.

Additionally, the Committee is concerned that the 2005 budget
request does not fully reflect the Administration’s stated policy of
an all-hazards approach to preparedness. While it may suit one in-
terest group or another to focus our attention on one kind of threat,
the reality is that America faces a variety of threats that will re-
quire action from our emergency responders. Natural disasters, ter-
rorism, chemical spills, train derailments, building collapses, and
gas line explosions—each of these poses a danger to our commu-
nities, and each of these must be prepared for. That is why we
need an all-hazards preparedness.
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It is easy to understand the importance of an all-hazards ap-
proach to emergency preparedness. After all, it just makes sense to
develop a system that prepares your communities for all of the
threats that they face, be they natural or man-made. This does not
mean buying every piece of equipment for every conceivable occur-
rence and then figuring out how it fits into your system; just the
opposite. It means developing a plan that can be applied, no matter
what happens, and having the training and resources to implement
that plan.

Terrorism, and the threat of terrorism, is very troubling. There
is no question that we all remember what happened on September
11th, and our concern that the thought of another similar event or
an event involving a weapon of mass destruction. We must be pre-
pared to respond to an act of terrorism.

However, our policy making must not be led by our fear of terror-
ism. Rather, we should be guided to rational planning by our hard
won experience. As our communities are going to face many kinds
of disasters, we must help them prepare to meet all of them. The
best way to prepare to meet the threat of terrorism, as far as it
is for all other kinds of threats that our communities face, is a com-
prehensive and effective all-hazards emergency response system.

Congress this year is going to appropriate billions of dollars for
emergency management. This money will come in the form of
grants for emergency management planning, first responder equip-
ment, training for biohazard preparedness, as well as money for a
myriad of other programs. It is my intention, along with the Chair-
man of the full Committee, and our distinguished ranking member
of both the full Committee and the Subcommittee, to work vigor-
ously to ensure that this money is being spent in a prudent man-
ner.

It is vitally important that as we go forward we are creating an
emergency management system that is not only prepared to meet
all hazards, but also one that does not require ever-increasing
budgets. By assisting States with the purchase of equipment and
provision of training of programs, especially to train the trainer
programs, we can begin to build such a system.

If we build this system using sound principles and established
guidelines, we can meet the needs of all of America. By providing
a base level of funding to every State, we can have disaster pre-
paredness everywhere since despite what some of our colleagues
may believe, disasters do, in fact, happen everywhere.

The solution in preparing America is not to throw massive
amounts of money at the problem and hope a solution develops.
Rather, we must ensure that the money that we do give out is
spent wisely. There are four important steps to preparing Ameri-
ca’s emergency response personnel.

First and foremost, response personnel must know what they
must do to be prepared for all hazards; second, show how the Fed-
eral assistance will get them to that point; third, that they working
with their neighbors through emergency assistance compacts; and,
finally, it is a level of preparedness that can be sustained with
minimal Federal assistance.

If we build the system in this way with Federal money being
spent wisely and in a coordinated fashion, then I believe we will
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all be prepared for whatever disaster strikes, be it an ice storm, an
earthquake, tornado, hurricane, chemical spill, gas explosion, bio-
logical emergency, and even terrorism.

It is now my pleasure to recognize the distinguished ranking
member of our Subcommittee, Ms. Norton, for opening remarks.

Ms. NORTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. May I thank
you as well for what seems to me to be very prudent and wise re-
marks about the need to look more closely at the all-hazards con-
cept, something that we all embrace, of course. I especially applaud
your intention to hold additional hearings.

This approach of now looking carefully at what we have done
seems to me to be wise because there is some experience. If there
are kinks, I think we can iron out the kinks based on that experi-
ence. I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for calling this important
hearing on the fiscal year 2005 Department of Homeland Security’s
emergency preparedness and response directorate and the Office of
Domestic Preparedness, and how the Administration’s budget re-
quest interacts with its policy directives as well as how these direc-
tives serve to prepare the Nation for all the hazards that it faces.

The Administration’s budget request reflects a number of new
proposals that I believe require further examination. First, several
grant programs are moving into the newly created Office of State
and Local Government Coordination and Preparedness. Among
these are the Port Security Grants from the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration and the Fire Investment and Response En-
hancement Grant program, and Emergency management Perform-
ance Grant Program from EP&R.

The fiscal year 2005 budget proposes to reduce funding for the
EMPG program and limit the use of EMPG funds for personnel
costs to 25 percent of the total grant amount. Although some of the
money for this program is used for equipment or training costs, the
program was created was support planning, which is a labor and
salary-intensive activity.

Congress recognized the importance and appropriate use of
EMPG funds to support State and local personnel when it included
specific language in the fiscal year 2004 DHS appropriations bill
when it stated, ‘‘EMPG is the backbone of the Nation’s emergency
management system...Now more than ever, the planning activities
carried out in this program are of the utmost importance...The Con-
ferees agree that EMPG shall remain in the Emergency Prepared-
ness Directorate where the focus is an all-hazards approach to
emergency management.’’

According to the National Emergency Managers Association, the
25 percent reduction may result in a loss of up to 60 percent of
State and local emergency management staff. Additionally, the
budget request consolidates the FIRE program within ODP, in-
cludes language that would provide a preference for applications
that address terrorism, and request a $250 million reduction in
funds.

The original purpose of these grants was to support basic fire
fighting needs and by focusing the program on terrorism, we may
be losing the gains we have made in assisting fire departments
throughout the country with their basic equipment and better
training. Also, we may well be disadvantaging localities that have
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a low risk of terrorism, but a high risk for fire when they compete
for funds.

Since September 11, 2001, we are all acutely aware that our
country must commit its resources to preparing for a possible ter-
rorist event. We are particularly aware, if I may say so, in this
City, the City that I represent, the Capital of the United States.
At the same time, every year in this country we suffer the effects
of a multitude of natural disasters of a virtual infinite variety, and
many of them are very serious involving the loss of many lives and
billions of dollars in property losses and damages.

In the last few years we have spent approximately $2.9 billion
on such damage. Thus, we need to explore the issue of the all-haz-
ards approach to disaster preparedness which is a stated Adminis-
tration policy and supported by the first responder community. The
complicated task of reconciling how we fund, run, and coordinate
our terrorism-related programs is a job still in progress.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to welcome the witness and look for-
ward to hearing his testimony.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank the gentlelady very much.
I would now ask unanimous consent that our witness’ full state-

ment be included in the record, as well as the written statements
of any members of the Subcommittee or Committee who so desire.

Without objection, so ordered.
Our first and only witness today is the Honorable Michael

Brown, the Under Secretary for Emergency Preparedness and Re-
sponse of the Department of Homeland Security.

Since the Agency’s written testimony has been made part of the
record, the Subcommittee is looking forward to your oral observa-
tions. Before you begin testifying, I have to begin with a disclaimer
and apology. We expect our first and only series of votes today to
occur about now, but hopefully we will be able to get in your state-
ment. Then we will beg your indulgence.

Would you prefer to make your statement now and do questions
when we come back, or would you prefer to wait for the whole
thing?

Mr. BROWN. I would prefer to wait.
Mr. LATOURETTE. We will hurry back as soon as we can after the

votes. I apologize. We will see you soon.
The Subcommittee will stand in recess until the conclusion of

this series of votes.
[Recess.]
Mr. LATOURETTE. The Subcommittee will be in order.
Mr. Secretary, I apologize for that. This is a great job if we did

not have to vote. We are very much looking forward to your testi-
mony. Welcome, Mr. Secretary.

TESTIMONY OF HON. MICHAEL D. BROWN, UNDER SEC-
RETARY, EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE DI-
RECTORATE, FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGEN-
CY, DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Congresswoman
Norton.

I appreciate your very insightful opening comments earlier, Mr.
Chairman. I think they were right on point.
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My name is Michael Brown. I am the Under Secretary for Emer-
gency Preparedness and Response Directorate of the Department of
Homeland Security. I am honored to appear before you today to
talk about FEMA’s accomplishments over this past year since we
became a part of the Department of Homeland Security. But more
importantly, I want to highlight some of our priorities for fiscal
year 2004 and discuss why your support of the President’s budget
request for 2005 is critical to ensure that FEMA can continue to
fulfill its traditional mission.

FEMA has undergone changes since becoming part of DHS, both
external and internal. But we have not changed our focus. As part
of DHS, FEMA has continued its tradition of responding to help
disaster victims and those in need whenever disasters or emer-
gencies strike.

On March 1st, FEMA celebrated its first full year as a part of
the Department of Homeland Security. We are proud to be part of
this historic effort and are committed than ever to our duty as de-
fenders of the homeland. We believe that the Federal-wide consoli-
dation of all-hazards preparedness, mitigation response, and recov-
ery programs brings real benefit to the American people.

In fiscal year 2003, FEMA responded to 62 major disasters and
19 emergencies in 35 States, four U.S. territories, and the District
of Columbia. This included the record number of tornadoes in the
Midwest, the loss of the space shuttle Columbia, Hurricane Isabel,
and the wild fires in California. In total, FEMA obligated nearly
$2.9 billion in fiscal year 2003 in disaster funds to aid people and
communities that were overwhelmed by disasters.

In fiscal year 2004, FEMA is focusing on our five major program
areas—mitigation, preparedness, response, recovery, and national
security. Our mitigation efforts center on modernizing our Nation’s
flood maps, providing pre-disaster mitigation grants and enhancing
the National Flood Insurance Program.

In preparedness, we will support the Department’s efforts to put
into place a National Incident Management System which will help
improve coordination of disaster response at all levels. We will also
publish mutual aid system development, credentialling, and equip-
ment in our operability standards.

In 2004, our response capabilities continue to grow as we field
enhanced response teams and resources, improve our response
times, put into place for catastrophic events, and improve our re-
sponse training. For those who are impacted by disasters, FEMA
continues to provide appropriate and effective disaster recovery as-
sistance.

Finally, we are ensuring that the FEMA National Security Pro-
gram has adequately staffed, trained, equipped, and exercised the
continuity of operations and continuity of Government programs.

Looking ahead to fiscal year 2005, the President’s budget request
is critical to ensuring that FEMA can continue to fulfill its tradi-
tional mission. The President’s budget again requests $150 million
for the Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program to help minimize the dev-
astation caused by natural disasters.

The budget also requests $200 million to continue the replace-
ment and modernization of the Nation’s flood insurance rate maps.
The budget includes $7 million in new authority for development
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and implementation of the National Incident Management System
as part of the National Response Plan. These two initiatives will
ensure that all levels of Government across the Nation are pre-
pared to work together efficiently and effectively, employing a sin-
gle national approach to domestic incident management.

The President’s budget request includes $8 million in new budget
authority for four incident management teams to act as the core
field level response teams for major disasters, emergencies, and
acts of terrorism. It also provides $2.1 billion for disaster relief.

I can assure you that President Bush appreciates the importance
of recovery. I had the honor of joining the President in touring Mis-
souri last year after the devastating tornadoes struck Pierce City.
The President talked to a couple who were standing in front of
their damaged store front. They also had damage to their home.
Using FEMA’s temporary housing, our immediate needs assistance,
their insurance, and SBA home and business loans, this couple is
well on the way to recovery.

In fiscal year 2005, FEMA’s Office of National Security Coordina-
tion will also continue to carry out its mandated mission to provide
executive agent leadership to ensure continuity of national oper-
ations in response to all-hazards emergencies in order to guarantee
the survival of an enduring Constitutional government.

In sum, during the last year, FEMA has continued to carry out
its traditional mission. Successful implementation of the new ini-
tiatives, and the ongoing activities I have discussed today will im-
prove our national system of mitigating against, preparing for, re-
sponding to, and recovering from disasters and emergencies called
by all-hazards. We will continue to focus on our all-hazards mis-
sion.

In closing, on a personal note, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank
the members of this Subcommittee for their past incredible support
of FEMA. I appreciate the opportunity to testify before you today.
I would be happy to answer any questions you might have.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you very much for that testimony. It
was worth the wait. I am sorry that we made you wait so long,
however.

Mr. BROWN. No, problem; sir.
Mr. LATOURETTE. Before I begin my questions, Congressman

LoBiondo, who is the Chairman of the Coast Guard Subcommittee,
could not be with us today, but he has submitted some questions.
I would ask unanimous consent that they be made part of the
record.

We will get those to your staff in writing. They deal with the
Port Security Grant Program. If you can have somebody get back
to Congressman LoBiondo and for your records, we would appre-
ciate that.

Mr. BROWN. Absolutely. We will do that, sir.
Without objection, so ordered.
Mr. LATOURETTE. I was glad to hear you touch upon the tradi-

tional missions of the Agency. As you know, there is a little bit of
a tussle going on, not only within the emergency response commu-
nity, but here in the United States Congress relative to: Do we
need to set up a whole new terrorism apparatus?
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I, along with the Chairman of the full Committee, expressed our
concern to the Chairman of the Homeland Security Committee that
all-hazards, in our view, the way to deal with it rather than have
two missions out there, neither one of them funded sufficiently to
take care of either job. It would be better to make terrorism part
of the all-hazards approach and recognizing that terrorism is, in
fact, one of the hazards that the country may face in the future.

I guess I would ask you, first of all, this. Is the all-hazards ap-
proach that is continued in the National Response Plan in HSPD
5 and 8, in fact, the Administration’s policy?

Mr. BROWN. That absolutely is the Administration’s policy, Mr.
Chairman. I would reiterate my point in my oral statement that
the President recognizes and understands, particularly in his con-
text as a former governor, of the importance of all-hazards mission.

I would just give the Committee two quick examples. I would
refer you to the April 19, 1995 bombing in Oklahoma City, and of
course, the attacks of September 11th. In both of those instances,
I think FEMA responded both in a Democratic Administration and
in a Republican Administration exactly as we should have.

In particular to the 1995 bombing, a building blew up that I
knew well. I actually lost some friends in that building. The re-
sponse of FEMA, although almost nine years ago, was exactly the
way it should have been, whether the Murrah Building had been
brought down by natural gas accident, or explosion, or a pipe
breaking under the building or something, or had it been brought
down by an act of domestic terrorism, the response is the same.

On September 11, 2001, the response that FEMA initiated to
help the victims of the World Trade Center, the Pentagon, and in
Shanksville, Pennsylvania was exactly the same, whether it had
been an act of terrorism, or some sort of phenomenal man-made
disaster, or a natural disaster.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you for than. As the Committee on
Homeland Security begins its process of marking up that legisla-
tion, is the Department communicating that view to them as they
craft their vehicle?

Mr. BROWN. I believe so. The Secretary refers to all-hazards. The
Deputy Secretary, Admiral Loy, in particular having come from the
Coast Guard, is very focused on the traditional mission of FEMA,
and supports that mission. I believe that we have the full support
of the leadership for this all-hazards approach.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you. The Department of Homeland Se-
curity has proposed to place a terrorism emphasis on what I think
has been a tremendously successful program and a good bipartisan
program, and that is the Fire Grant Program. I guess my question
would be: Would that not undermine the original intent of the pro-
gram? Specifically, in my view, it would disadvantage areas that
have the same fire need, but may not have a high level of terrorist
risk.

Mr. BROWN. The overall function of the Fire Grant Program, Mr.
Chairman, will not change. What is crucial to remember is that al-
most all of the training, the apparatus, the equipment, the personal
protective gear, is primarily dual-use equipment. So whether you
want to say that it is going for terrorism, or whether it is going
for natural disasters, or for that matter, it is going toward helping
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respond to man-made disasters of an unintentional effect, in other
words, the chemical spill that just occurs on an interstate highway
somewhere, it makes no difference to us. It is dual-use equipment
that is going to be able to respond to any kind of disaster.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you. You mentioned in your testimony
the $2.1 billion that is included in the President’s budget for disas-
ter relief. Could you describe for us how that amount, the $2.1 bil-
lion, compares with historical trends in terms of dollars spent dur-
ing a fiscal year?

Mr. BROWN. Well, Mr. Chairman, I am very pleased to answer
this question because you are well aware of some of the tightropes
we walked last year regarding the Disaster Relief Fund. The OMB
request for the $1.8 billion, coupled with our carry-over, and our
recoveries that we are doing in-house, will fully fund the Disaster
Relief Fund. This puts us back at the levels of the historical aver-
age of $2.9 billion per year. I feel very good that we will be able
to sustain and keep that average going into the future, barring any
unforeseen catastrophic event that none of us can imagine.

Mr. LATOURETTE. A piece of legislation that I think is real impor-
tant to this Subcommittee and the full Committee, and that we
spent a lot of time on it, and a great deal of cooperation with Rank-
ing Member Norton and her members, was our work on the Pre-
Disaster Mitigation Program. I would ask whether or not the De-
partment has had significant discussions with the other body on
the other side of the Capitol in terms of impression upon them the
need to reauthorize this legislation?

Mr. BROWN. We have engaged those conversations, Mr. Chair-
man, and we will continue to engage those conversations. As you
know, the Administration very solemnly supports Pre-Disaster
Mitigation. There is no better aspect of emergency planning than
going to States and localities before a disaster happen on a com-
petitive basis and having them come forward with plans to miti-
gate disasters before they occur.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I can remember, and I am sure that Ms. Nor-
ton does as well, the testimony that we received during the course
of that legislation. It really is penny-wise and pound-foolish. The
results that came in were relative to the communities that had pre-
pared for earthquakes or floods in terms of money and sometimes
lives saved.

During the aftermath of Hurricane Isabel, this Subcommittee
traveled down to Southern Virginia, but there was a recent Wash-
ington Times report that FEMA was requesting that a number of
the area residents were being requested to repay grants provided
to them by FEMA. I was wondering if you could explain what that
is about.

Mr. BROWN. We have asked our Director of Recovery to go back
and found out in the field what recoveries are being asked. We
rarely ask for recoveries unless money has been absolutely either
improperly paid, obtained as a result of fraud, or whatever. We are
doing a total in-house review of all of those requests at this time.
As soon as we get information, Mr. Chairman, we would be happy
to share that with the Committee.

Mr. LATOURETTE. We would appreciate that.
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The last question that I have for the moment, because the Chair-
man of our full Committee could not join us today, is a matter that
was brought up when you were kind enough to visit me the other
day. Historically, the Department has funded emergency repairs at
airports. Chairman Young asked me to ask you, for the purpose of
this record, what are the specific conditions that apply when mak-
ing this decision? Also, if you know today, and if not in the future,
could you provide us with an update on the appeal submitted by
the State of Alaska for funding at the Northway Engle Kanka Air-
port?

Mr. BROWN. I would be happy to provide for the record, Mr.
Chairman, information about what we do and do not pay. I just
learned yesterday of this appeal. It is apparently a second appeal
that is coming in. We will get the status of that report back to the
Committee.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you very much.
I now recognize the distinguished Ranking Member.
Ms. NORTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank you,

Mr. Brown, for your testimony. Some of the issues that you have
raised are issues that we are beginning to tackle with on the
Homeland Security Committee, as well. I sit, as well, on the Sub-
committee on Emergency Preparedness and Response, so your tes-
timony is of special interest to me.

I note that in the President’s 2005 budget, grants that the States
are very dependent upon, the Emergency Management Perform-
ance Grants, are cut 25 percent. The States depend very substan-
tially on these funds to keep their emergency management infra-
structure going, to build it, in light of 9/11. I must tell you that
they had better start building it in another way as well, after Ma-
drid. I sent a letter today to Chairman Cox on my Committee on
Homeland Security. We have not even begun to help the States
deal with hazards in subways and rails just a few blocks from the
Capitol. Indeed, four blocks from the Capitol, CSX carries hazard-
ous substances every day.

Mr. BROWN. CSC rails go right behind the FEMA headquarters,
also. We are quite cognizant of that, Congresswoman.

Ms. NORTON. Not to mention that Union Station, like New York,
like 30th Street, like Boston, like Chicago, has just begun to do its
own planning. We do not have any nationwide planning. Here are
the States sitting there looking at Madrid and shaking their head
and perhaps scratching their head the way I am and trying to fig-
ure out what to do. What they hear from the Federal Government
is that there will be a 25 percent cut in these emergency manage-
ment performance grants upon which they become more and more
dependent. That comes out to a 60 percent cut of their staffs.

I need to know from you, since this is a partnership with the
States, how they are to take on these increasing responsibilities to
do more with what looks like a very substantial cut in their staffs
because we are cutting very substantially their funds.

Mr. BROWN. I appreciate your use of the term ‘‘partnership’’ be-
cause FEMA, and frankly the Department of Homeland Security,
is only successful to the extent that we have very strong and robust
partnerships with our State and local governments.
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Ms. NORTON. We do not need one of the partners to pull out or
to cut.

Mr. BROWN. No, ma’am, we certainly do not.
Ms. NORTON. Particularly if I could say, one of the great untold

stories, unless you live right on the ground with a State legislature,
is the effect of this economy on the States. It has been ruthless. It
is interesting. We in the Congress and the President have not paid
the price. Governors have paid the price for the cuts that they have
had to make, almost all of them flowing, not entirely, but the great-
est percentage of them have been flowing from the way in which
the national economy has performed.

That means that they are looking more and more to us, particu-
larly with respect to national responsibilities, like homeland secu-
rity. Here we are saying to them, there is a 25 percent cut. That
is a huge cut to absorb at one time when it translates into a 60
percent cut in staff and in labor-intensive activity for homeland se-
curity.

Mr. BROWN. Yes, ma’am. I am going to keep those partnerships
as robust as possible because we simply could not do what we do
without strong State and local partnerships, and a strong robust
State and local emergency management system. I would convey to
you with all sincerity that I understand the concerns of State and
local governments about this cut of the EMPG.

The philosophy of the Administration is that to the extent that
we can shift the use of those funds away from direct personnel
costs, and instead shift those funds to doing actual exercises in
training, we can actually build a more robust system at the State
and local level also.

Ms. NORTON. Fewer people and better trained will make up for
a 25 percent cut in one year?

Mr. BROWN. We will train them to the best of our ability.
Ms. NORTON. May I express my skepticism? You would be far

more convincing if you said, ‘‘Over a period of years, we expect to
train people sufficient to make up for a reduction in personnel.’’
But you have not convinced me that this huge reduction in person-
nel, in one year they will be robustly where they would other be.
Again, I say the risk is on them. You are going to hear a lot of
howls from the States.

I dissent strongly from such a large cut all at one time. You
might have me, frankly, because I am with you. When I am talking
about rail, I am not saying, ‘‘Why did not the Congress do rail, air,
and ports? Why did it not put the same amount of money into
those things?’’ I am with you. I do not think we can do all of this.
We do not have the money to do all of this at one time.

We have to figure out how to make the kinds of transitions you
are talking about. I do not have objection, because I assume that
you can show—and it does not ring false to me that certain kinds
of training would reduce the need for personnel—but what does not
seem reasonable is to take such a huge cut at one time.

Mr. BROWN. I do very sincerely appreciate that concern. I think
one way that we can soften that concern and soften that blow is
by the increase in the NPG from the $150 million up to $170 mil-
lion. That will help us make that transition.
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Ms. NORTON. Let me ask a question now on the notion of the
structural change. I am a big fan of one-stop places. In fact, I am
a big fan of efficiencies like you could get me on your training ver-
sus more personnel. I ran a Federal agency and saw inefficiencies
up close. If you believe the Government can do good, then you
ought to be at the forefront of saying, ‘‘Government had better be
efficient in doing good or people do not believe in Government in
the first place.’’ People will simply want to wipe out the function
that you care about.

One of the things that I long thought made a lot of sense was
one-stop. I want to know how you got to why in the shift the Ad-
ministration chose for the preparedness grants, ODP and not
FEMA? Why not FEMA?

Mr. BROWN. The President’s original proposal back when the en-
tire legislation was being discussed was to put those within FEMA.
Secretary Ridge has made the determination to move those grants
into ODP where he can have those as a direct authority under his
office. We are supporting that by making certain that we have, as
the personnel, the resources, and if you will, the programmatic ex-
pertise of how to manage those grants and make certain that they
do lose their impact, that we are going to shift those over to ODP
so that the programs will remain the same, they will remain just
the same robust programs that we have all come to appreciate over
the past ten years or so.

Ms. NORTON. Remember our concern is for all-hazards. So you
are saying that he wants to have direct input himself because of
the transition, and therefore, he wants it under his office?

Mr. BROWN. Well, Sue Mintz, Director of the Office of Domestic
Preparedness, who will head up the new Office of State and Local
Government Preparedness and Coordination, is a direct report to
the Secretary. This will give the Secretary more management flexi-
bility to make certain that the grants are doing exactly what they
are intended to do.

Ms. NORTON. Let me ask you a question about an important de-
velopment after September 11th. Congress was sufficiently con-
cerned that it appropriated funds for updating the Emergency Op-
erations Centers. Plans were drawn. That apparently happened
without incident. Coordination of these emergencies obviously is of
interest and concern.

Now that we have these plans to update these centers, there are
no additional funds to do what the plans say. What funding is nec-
essary? When is funding going to be there? Why did it get stalled
once the plans were, in fact, developed?

Mr. BROWN. I was just making sure that I had the right figure.
We did put approximately $70 million on the street for the States
and locals to actually make the improvements to the Emergency
Operations Centers.

Ms. NORTON. Beyond the development of the plans?
Mr. BROWN. Yes.
Ms. NORTON. This is to actually begin the operational changes

themselves?
Mr. BROWN. Yes, that is correct.
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Ms. NORTON. When did that funding begin? I have no informa-
tion that that funding has begun? How much is needed? It is $70
million?

Mr. BROWN. $70 million.
Ms. NORTON. Who received it? How did they choose which

centers——
Mr. BROWN. They were on a competitive basis. We will get you

the list.
All the States have done their assessments. We have done all of

those.
Ms. NORTON. That I know.
Mr. BROWN. Then we did, on a competitive basis, about 20 States

to actually make improvements to their facilities, including doing
the construction to meet their assessments and secure equipment
and that sort of thing. But we will get you a complete breakdown
on that $70 million and what it went for.

Ms. NORTON. Thank you. I would be particularly interested in
knowing about the District of Columbia as well. Our burden here
is very, very great. Frankly, there is no emergency preparedness of
any size here. The City is large and the suburbs, of course, are
smaller. They do not have a large city response. I would be most
interested if my own folks are not competing for it. I am pleased
to know that it looks like almost half the States are, in fact, com-
peting and getting money.

Mr. BROWN. Yes, we will get you a complete breakdown on that.
Ms. NORTON. And I would also like to know as well the total

amount that is available.
Mr. BROWN. Certainly.
Mr. LATOURETTE. Without objection, so ordered.
Ms. NORTON. I have a follow up to the Chairman’s question on

the Fire Grant Program. That is a program of great interest to I
think every member of this Congress. The Fire Caucus may be the
largest caucus in the entire Congress. It probably has been made
larger by terrorism. That was before 9/11.

You are absolutely right on dual use. If you have a mask for
going into a burning building, that mask can probably be used, as
well as in the event of a terrorist incident. That is not my concern.
You may have dual use equipment, but when it comes to natural
hazards versus terrorist hazards, there is very different training.
Everybody should understand that any equipment that they buy
should be for dual use.

People may have been trained to some extent for natural disas-
ters, like fires, training for the risks associated with terrorism is
brand new in our country, for the most part. Even here in the Dis-
trict of Columbia just a few years ago when there was a substance
left outside of one of the Jewish agencies, people were trying to fig-
ure out—here where we know more about it than other places—ex-
actly how to go about it.

I am concerned about whether the money is available as well for
the training that is necessary to respond to all hazards—biological,
chemical, radiological—those hazards.

Mr. BROWN. Congresswoman, it is. It has always been a part of
the Fire Grant Program, and remains a part of the Fire Grant Pro-
gram. They can get the training. If they need Level A suits, that
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is one of the things that they can compete for and actually get
funds for. They can get the training to go into those kind of biologi-
cal hazards also.

So I want to assure you that under the Fire Grant Program it
does represent the all-hazards approach. They can get both basic
fire fighting equipment and training and for the new kinds of
threats that they face also.

Ms. NORTON. You are aware, of course, Mr. Brown, that some
great deal of the money for terrorist risks comes out of additional
accounts as well. One of the reasons that you will find members
concerned about the ordinary risk of Fire Grants is because there
are far fewer sources for ordinary fire grants. I am concerned about
balance. Yes, we are doing training, not only from Fire Grants but
from other accounts, which only brings me to believe that we
should make sure that the Fire Grant Program is not neglected.

This is something that I realize we are feeling our way through.
Just as 9/11 presented us with an entirely new challenge, this bal-
ance challenge could come to hurt us in the worst way. If we have
a huge natural disaster here one day, and somebody looks closely
and sees that FEMA was lopsidedly into protect against terrorism,
something that happens ever year by the thousands, natural disas-
ters all over the place, we are left unprepared. Then you are going
to find the balance shifting just because we had not found the right
balance. Forewarned, I think, is what I am trying to get across
here.

Mr. BROWN. I appreciate that very much because I think it does
require a balance. With the completion of the fiscal year 2003
budget, this President has put $1 billion into the hands of the fire
fighters to do that kind of dual use, all hazards approach to fire
fighters. He recognizes that they need to be trained not just in the
traditional things they have to face, but these new threats that
they have to face, too. That $1 billion he has provided will go an
incredibly good long ways to help in that regard.

Ms. NORTON. I have been concerned about the Hazard Mitigation
Grant Program. The Administration tried to zero out that program
all together in the last budget. I need to know specifically about the
future of that program. Why did you try to zero it out?

Mr. BROWN. There is a request this year for $150 million in the
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program. We believe both in pre-disaster
and post-disaster mitigation. That is now at 7.5 percent on both
sides. So we recognize fully that hazard mitigation is something
that we must continue to do.

Ms. NORTON. I am not sure why it was zeroed out before. I am
delighted. Maybe that was just part of the learning process that all
of us are going through. I am delighted that that is no longer hang-
ing by the threads, or some other metaphor that would even be
worse to use at this point.

Mr. BROWN. It is a great program.
Ms. NORTON. I have one final issue. This Committee has long

been involved with the Federal Protective Service. You are, of
course, aware that that Service, polices and secures Federal build-
ings. I would like to know about the funding for the Federal Protec-
tive Service in the 2005 budget.
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Mr. BROWN. Congresswoman Norton, I am not aware of the fund-
ing for FPS in 2005. But I will be happy to go back and be briefed
on that, and get the information to you.

Ms. NORTON. I would ask that you submit the figure to the
Chairman. Let me tell you why. I hope this is not correct. We have
information that they have no new funding for fiscal year 2005,
even though their duties have increased. Again, my sensitivity here
should be the sensitivity of every member of Congress. This is
where the great bulk of the Federal services are located, including
200,000 people to come to the District in order to do the work of
the Federal Government.

There are increased duties. I am with you that there is not a lot
of money for increases. I am particularly interested in these people
whose protection against hazards is at the very center of our Gov-
ernment itself. I would appreciate any information you could give
the Chairman. I would ask him to let me know as well about that
figure.

Mr. BROWN. I will be happy to do that for you.
Mr. LATOURETTE. Without objection, so ordered.
Ms. NORTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank the gentlelady.
Dr. Burns?
Mr. BURNS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor-

tunity to be able to get up to speed on the challenges that you face,
Mr. Secretary.

I want to touch base on flood map modernization and the digi-
talization process and the upgrading of that. I know that we have
budgeted some dollars to do that, $200 million or so. Is that going
to help us digitize existing maps or will it actually improve the
quality and the accuracy of the maps that are out there?

Mr. BROWN. Well, the great news is that it does both. It allows
us to figure out what maps are good maps and get those digitized,
while at the same time, getting new data and better data so we can
update both new maps and the current inventory. We have about
300 of those projects underway right now, totally about $85 million.

Mr. BURNS. How long do you anticipate before that project might
see completion?

Mr. BROWN. I would say anywhere from five to seven years.
Mr. BURNS. And at a funding level of roughly $200 per year?
Mr. BROWN. I think that is correct.
Mr. BURNS. That is a rough estimate? So we are looking at a five

to seven year project?
Mr. BROWN. Yes; that is correct.
Mr. BURNS. There may be an issue on conflicts of interest be-

tween a national provider and their ability to contract for specific
jobs in this area. How do you plan to prevent those conflicts from
occurring?

Mr. BROWN. I am not aware of any potential conflicts, but I will
certainly go back to our Procurement Officers and make sure that
they are aware of those so that we can either work around those,
or if there are conflicts that preclude from doing the job, that we
will check it out.
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Mr. BURNS. My only concern is that this is an area where we
need to upgrade our information base. This is such a critical part
of the National Flood Insurance Program.

Mr. BROWN. Absolutely.
Mr. BURNS. The only concern I may have there is number one,

the time and investment that we are going to need to complete the
project, and the second one, is to ensure that as we work through
these work orders and these individual projects, that there is an
independence there between that entity that might be overseeing
it and that that might be providing service.

I do not want to beat a dead horse, but I have to concur with
my colleagues on the issues of the Fire Grant Program. Represent-
ing a rural district from Georgia that spans from the ports in Sa-
vannah to Augusta, up the river to Athens. I have small urban,
and then I have a good bit of rural environment. I am happy to say
that I live in a low terrorism But our Fire Grants have made a sig-
nificant contribution to our communities, not just in my district,
but I think pretty much across our Nation. Even though I concur
with your desire to focus in the terrorism environment, I want you
to recognize how significant those grants are to our communities.

I do enjoy the opportunity to represent the second busiest port
on the East Coast in Savannah. My biggest concern from a terror-
ist perspective is the area of port security and the ability to ensure
that the commerce, as well as the lives of Americans and the prop-
erty of Americas, is protected. Can you give me any input, perhaps,
or share your perspective on how we are going to deal with this
and how your Agency is preparing to deal with ports and the risks
that we face from that challenge?

Mr. BROWN. Well, again, our part of the Department of Home-
land Security is really focused on making certain that our partners
at the State and local levels that may have ports within their juris-
diction, that we understand what their needs are, and they under-
stand what we can do to help them when there is an attack or
there is an incident—not necessarily an attack—that strains their
ability to perform and do their job.

Mr. BURNS. But preparedness is a key part of that as well. The
training and preparedness and the equipment that is——

Mr. BROWN. It absolutely is a key part of it. Even though you
may believe and we all hope that Savannah is not necessarily a
target, the fact remains that that particular fire department may
be called on to back fill some place else. We have to make sure that
all these communities have a baseline capability of responding to
any kind of incident.

Mr. BURNS. Most concerns about hazardous materials is a nor-
mal part of our commerce environment.

Mr. BROWN. Correct.
Mr. BURNS. The last question or comment I have is this. We will

enjoy the opportunity to host the G–8 in the coastal region of Geor-
gia just south of Savannah in St. Simons in Congressman
Kingston’s district—although we share a portion of those environ-
ments. I just want to, for the record, point out that I appreciate the
opportunity to work with Homeland Security in this area. I think
that we have worked hard at the Federal, State, and local level to
coordinate our activities and our preparations.
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I would just certainly just ask that you continue those efforts to
ensure that this is a successful meeting here that the President
will be hosting in June in St. Simon’s Island, Georgia.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the opportunity.
Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank the gentleman for his insightful ques-

tions.
Secretary Brown, if you would be so kind, we will give you Mr.

LoBiondo’s questions, and if you would answer the Chairman’s
question on the Alaska airports when you can, and the Ranking
Member’s questions and anything else that you think may help us,
that would be great.

We again apologize for carving up your afternoon so long. We
thank you for coming and sharing your thoughts and answering
our questions.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. LATOURETTE. The Subcommittee is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 2:10 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned, to

reconvene at the call of the Chair.]
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