DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2004

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

NONDEPARTMENTAL WITNESSES

[The following testimonies were received by the Subcommittee on
Homeland Security for inclusion in the record. The submitted ma-
terials relate to the fiscal year 2004 budget request for programs
within the subcommittee’s jurisdiction.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, thank you for this opportunity to submit written testimony on the
security and safety needs of public transportation systems. We appreciate the sub-
committee’s interest in transportation security, and we look forward to working with
the subcommittee as it develops the fiscal year 2004 appropriations bill for the De-
partment of Homeland Security.

ABOUT APTA

The American Public Transportation Association (APTA) is a nonprofit inter-
national association of over 1,500 public and private member organizations includ-
ing transit systems and commuter rail operators; planning, design, construction, and
finance firms; product and service providers; academic institutions; transit associa-
tions and State departments of transportation. APTA members serve the public in-
terest by providing safe, efficient, and economical transit services and products.
Over 90 percent of persons using public transportation in the United States and
Canada are served by APTA member systems.

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION AND SECURITY

Mr. Chairman, we do not need to emphasize the critical importance of keeping
our Nation’s surface transportation infrastructure secure in this time of heightened
national security. In that connection, APTA is honored to play a critical role in pub-
lic transportation security. We work closely with a number of Administration secu-
rity agencies, and administer an industry audit program that oversees a system
safety and security management plan for transit systems around the country. Our
safety audit program for commuter rail, bus, and rail transit operations has been
in place for many years, and contains security planning and emergency prepared-
ness elements. Separately, in connection with Presidential Decision Directive Num-
ber 63, we are pleased to have been designated a Public Transportation Sector Coor-
dinator by the Department of Transportation, and as my testimony notes below, we
are establishing a Transit Information Sharing Analysis Center that provides a se-
cure two-way reporting and analysis structure for the transmission of critical alerts
and advisories to transit agencies around the country.

Since the events of 9/11, State and local public transit agencies, like all State and
local entities, have spent significant sums on police overtime, enhanced planning
and training exercises, and capital improvements related to security. In response to
an APTA survey, transit agencies around the country have identified some $6 billion
in transit security needs. These include both one-time capital investments and re-
curring operating expenses related to security. It is important to note that these
costs are above and beyond the capital infrastructure needs we have identified
under the TEA 21 reauthorization effort. Mr. Chairman, my testimony summarizes
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these security needs in greater detail below in the “Security Investment Needs” sec-
tion.

We also note that Congress just concluded the conference agreement on the fiscal
year 2003 supplemental appropriations bill (H.R. 1559) that funds a number of
homeland security programs, including some $2.2 billion for formula and discre-
tionary grants to enhance the capability of State and local jurisdictions to prepare
and respond to terrorist attacks. This measure includes funding for overtime ex-
penses related to increased security by State and local entities. Transit agencies, as
local public bodies, are expected to be eligible recipients for such funding, which will
be administered by the Homeland Security Department’s Office of Domestic Pre-
paredness.

BACKGROUND

Mr. Chairman, prior to and following September 11, 2001—the date of the most
devastating terrorist attack in United States history—APTA has been heavily in-
volved in addressing the safety and security issues of our country. American public
transportation agencies have also taken significant measures to enhance their secu-
rity and emergency preparedness efforts to adjust to society’s new state of concern.
Although agencies were largely secure at the time of the World Trade Center and
Pentagon attacks and already had emergency response plans in place, the Sep-
tember 11 incidents energized and prioritized security efforts throughout the indus-
try.

Transit agencies have had a good safety record and have been working for many
years to enhance their system security and employee security training, partly re-
sponding to government standards, APTA guidelines, and attacks on transit agen-
cies abroad. For example, the 1995 sarin gas attack in the Tokyo subway system
caused United States transit properties managing tunnels and underground transit
stations to go on high alert. The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District,
for instance, responded to the possible threat of chemical weapons attacks by send-
ing a police team to Fort McClellan, Alabama, in 1996 to learn response tactics from
United States Army chemical weapons experts.

In the months following September 11, transit agencies of all sizes worked to
identify where they might be vulnerable to attacks and increased their security ex-
penses for both operations and capital costs. The agencies subsequently upgraded
and strengthened their emergency response and security plans and procedures, tak-
ing steps to protect transit infrastructure and patrons and increase transit security
presence while giving riders a sense of security.

Transit industry services are, by design and necessity, an open infrastructure.
Over 9 billion transit trips are taken annually on all modes of transit service. This
is more than sixteen times the level on domestic air travel trips and emphasizes
the challenges for enhancing security within our transit environments.

After September 11, many transit organizations worked to prevent unauthorized
entry into transit facilities. The need for employees and passengers to stay alert and
report suspicious occurrences became a key goal of many agencies. These efforts are
paying off. Many transit agencies report being more secure than prior to September
11, but suggest that many improvements are still in the planning stages.

Since the attacks, APTA and the Federal Transit Administration have emphasized
the need for effective transit security and emergency preparedness. FTA has sent
security resources toolkits to transit agencies; completed security-vulnerability as-
sessments of the nation’s largest transit systems; and provided technical support
and grants of up to $50,000 to fund agency emergency drills.

FTA continues to provide emergency preparedness and security forums nation-
wide. In emphasizing the importance of enhancing transit security, FTA Adminis-
trator Jennifer L. Dorn noted that thousands of lives were spared on September 11
in New York City and Washington “because of the quick action of first responders
and transit workers.”

APTA has launched many additional efforts to further transit industry security
and preparedness, collaborating with FTA in developing emergency preparedness fo-
rums, and sponsoring and organizing security-related conferences and workshops.
Moreover, APTA developed a list of critical safety and security needs faced by the
transit industry, which it has provided to the Department of Transportation and the
United States Congress.

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION INFORMATION SHARING ANALYSIS CENTER (ISAC)

Presidential Decision Directive #63 authorizes and encourages national critical in-
frastructures to develop and maintain ISACs as a means of strengthening security
and protection against cyber and operations attacks. APTA is pleased to have been
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designated a public transportation Sector Coordinator by the U.S. Department of
Transportation, and in that capacity has received a $1.2 million grant from the Fed-
eral Transit Administration to establish a transit ISAC. APTA recently formalized
an agreement with a private company to implement the ISAC and make it available
to public transit systems around the country.

This ISAC for public transit provides a secure two-way reporting and analysis
structure for the transmission of critical alerts and advisories as well as the collec-
tion, analysis and dissemination of security information from transit agencies. The
public transit ISAC also provides a critical linkage between the transit industry, the
U.S. Department of Transportation, the Transportation Security Administration,
and the Office of Homeland Security.

ONGOING TRANSIT SECURITY PROGRAMS

Mr. Chairman, while transit agencies have moved to a heightened level of security
alert, the leadership of APTA has been actively working with its strategic partners
to develop a practical plan to address our industry’s security and emergency pre-
paredness needs. Shortly after the September 11 events, the APTA Executive Com-
mittee established a Security Task Force under the leadership of Washington Met-
ro’s CEO, Richard A. White. The APTA Security Task Force has established a secu-
rity strategic plan that prioritizes direction for our initiatives. Among those initia-
tives, the Task Force serves as the steering group for determining security projects
that are being implemented through over $2 million in Transit Cooperative Re-
search funding through the Transportation Research Board.

Through this funding, four transit security workshop forums were held for the
larger transit systems with potentially greater risk exposure. These workshops were
held in confidential settings to enable sharing of security practices and applying
methodologies to various scenarios. The outcomes from these workshops were made
available in a controlled and confidential format to other transit agencies unable to
attend the workshops. The workshops were held in New York, San Francisco, At-
lanta, and Chicago.

In partnerships with the Transportation Research Board, the APTA Security Task
Force has also established two TCRP Panels that identified and initiated specific
projects developed to address Preparedness/Detection/Response to Incidents and
Prevention and Mitigation. The Security Task Force emphasized the importance for
the research projects to be operationally practical.

In addition to the TCRP funded efforts, a generic Checklist For Transit Agency
Review Of Emergency Response Planning And System Review has been developed
by APTA as a resource tool and is available on the APTA web-site. Also through
the direction of the Security Task Force, APTA has reached out to other organiza-
tions and international transportation associations to formally engage in sharing in-
formation on our respective security programs and directions and to continually
work towards raising the bar of safety and security effectiveness.

Within this concept of partnership and outreach, APTA also continues in its ongo-
ing collaboration with the Federal Transit Administration to help in guiding and de-
veloping FTA programs. Among these are regional Emergency Preparedness and Se-
curity Planning Workshops that are currently being delivered through the Volpe
Center and have been provided in numerous regions throughout the United States.
The primary focus of such workshops has been to assist particularly smaller transit
systems in building effective emergency response plans with first responders and
their regional offices of emergency management. Also within this partnership, APTA
has assisted the FTA and the National Transit Institute in the design of a new pro-
gram “Security Awareness Training for Frontline Employees and Supervisors.” This
program is now being provided by NTI to transit agencies throughout the nation.

Collaborative efforts between APTA, FTA, Volpe Center, and the National Transit
Institute are also underway to establish a joint web-site that will specifically gather
and disseminate effective transit practices with initial emphasis on safety and secu-
rity.

As you may be aware, APTA has long-established Safety Audit Programs for Com-
muter Rail, Bus, and Rail Transit Operations. Within the scope of these programs
are specific elements pertaining to Emergency Response Planning and Training as
well as Security Planning. In keeping with our industry’s increased emphasis on
these areas, the APTA Safety Audit Programs have similarly been modified to place
added attention to these critical elements.

APTA’s Committee on Public Safety, chaired by Paul Lennon, Managing Director-
Intelligence and Counterterrorism, Los Angeles County, Metropolitan Transpor-
tation Authority, will continue to provide a most critical forum for transit security
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professionals to meet and share information, experiences and programs and to also
provide valuable input to programs being developed by the FTA.

SECURITY INVESTMENT NEEDS

Mr. Chairman, APTA has conducted a nationwide survey of its transit system
membership that sought information about the level of need for security and safety
investments for the specific transit property. The survey was not intended to be an
inclusive list of all needed security and safety projects. On the basis of the survey,
APTA has identified areas of investment needs related to transit security. The areas
and needs are—

For personnel, $500 million for ongoing cost of staffing for increased security plan-
ning, surveillance, patrols, and response to alert notifications.

For training, ongoing costs of $50 million for the development and delivery of in-
ternal security programs; participation in established security programs external to
transit agencies; internal and inter-agency emergency preparedness drills; and for
national and regional security workshops/symposiums through government, industry
and partnered initiatives.

For a one-time cost of technical support, $100 million for security and emergency
preparedness plan development/refinement; comprehensive security needs assess-
ments; and infrastructure security plan development.

For a one time cost infrastructure and rolling stock security, $5.1 billion for com-
munications, surveillance, detection systems and equipment for enhancing security
of rolling-stock, stations, facilities, rights-of-way, bridges tunnels, electronic and
other systems.

For emergency response support equipment, $100 million for personal protective
and detection equipment for personnel; support vehicles and equipment for emer-
gency response and recovery.

In support of national defense, a one-time cost of $50 million for development/re-
finement of evacuation plans; and mobilization of public transit systems for evacu-
ation needs.

For aid for extraordinary expenditures not including New York City, or Wash-
ington, D.C., a one-time cost of $50 million for aid for extraordinary expenditures
for transit agencies that have incurred significant expenses to date for costs associ-
ated with security and recovery initiatives that are in need of cost relief.

For research and development, ongoing costs of $50 million for research and de-
velopment of systems that will enhance detection of security; and for threats in
mass transit environments.

In sum, transit industry security investment needs result in capital and oper-
ational investment needs of some $6 billion.

We respectfully ask that as the Subcommittee takes up the fiscal year 2004
Homeland Security Appropriations bill it consider these critical needs for Federal
investment in transit security. It is important to note that after September 11, 2001,
the necessity has become apparent to appropriately fund a new state of heightened
security to combat against potential threats to our nation’s public transportation
system. As noted earlier, these security needs are distinct from the infrastructure
needs we have identified in connection with the TEA 21 reauthorization.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, these are just some of the issues and Federal investments that we
believe can be made to improve safety and security of transit services. We again
thank you and the Subcommittee for your commitment to investing in the nation’s
transportation infrastructure and look forward to working with you on safety and
security issues.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF STATE DAM SAFETY OFFICIALS

The Association of State Dam Safety Officials (ASDSO) is pleased to offer testi-
mony on the President’s proposed fiscal year 2004 budget for the Department of
Homeland Security.

The Association of State Dam Safety Officials is a national organization of more
than 2,200 State, Federal and local dam safety professionals and private sector indi-
viduals dedicated to improving dam safety through research, education and tech-
nology transfer. ASDSO also represents the 50 State dam safety programs, as the
State dam safety officials are the governing body of the Association. Our goal is sim-
ple to save lives, prevent property damage and to maintain the many benefits of
dams by preventing dam failures.
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During the 1970’s this country suffered devastating dam failures that caused trag-
ic loss of life and enormous property damage; and focused national attention on the
catastrophic consequences of dam failures. Those failures serve as a constant re-
minder that dams must always be properly constructed, properly designed and prop-
erly operated and maintained to provide the benefits and prevent failures.

Today our focus in not only on the safety of dams related to maintenance issues
but on security as the Nation faces a significant challenge to protect our infrastruc-
ture from terrorist attacks. Dams are a major concern and focus of national plan-
ning within the Department of Homeland Security.

National Dam Safety Program

The National Dam Safety Program Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-303) created the
first national program that focuses on improving the safety of the nation’s dams.
The Program was recently reauthorized by the Dam Safety and Security Act of 2002
(Public Law 107-310). This small, yet critical program provides much needed assist-
ance to the State dam safety programs in the form of grant assistance, training and
research; and through facilitating the exchange of technical information between
Federal dam safety partners and the States. The program provides $6 million in
grant assistance to States based on the relative number of dams in each State. The
grants may be utilized to best suit the individual State’s needs. In addition, the Na-
tional Dam Safety Program provides $500,000 each year to be used for training of
State dam safety engineers and $1.5 million annually for research. These research
funds are used to identify more effective methods of evaluating the safety of dams
and more efficient techniques to repair dams. And now, these research funds go to-
ward developing better methods to assess and improve the security of dams.

There are over 79,000 dams in the United States, but the responsibility of assur-
ing their safety falls on the shoulders of the States, as they regulate 95 percent of
the country’s dams. Because of limited staff and limited funding, most states are
overwhelmed by that challenge. Table 1 attached to this testimony provides state-
by-state data on the number of dams, the number of staff, the state budget and the
number of dams that are considered “unsafe.” Unsafe means that they have identi-
fied deficiencies that make the dam more susceptible to failure, which may be trig-
gered by a large storm event, an earthquake or simply through inadequate mainte-
nance. Currently states have identified 2,332 dams as being unsafe. There are over
10,000 dams classified as “high hazard” meaning that the consequences of the dam’s
gailure will likely include loss of human life and significant downstream property

amage.

Every member of this Subcommittee has high hazard dams in their home state.
There are 757 high hazard dams in Pennsylvania, 277 high hazard dams in Mis-
sissippi and 245 dams in West Virginia whose failure will likely cause loss of life.
According to the National Inventory of Dams more than 25 percent of the high haz-
ard potential dams have not been inspected in the last 10 years. High hazard poten-
tial dams should be inspected every year. Many states do not regulate all of their
dams. In Missouri, for example, there are 4,000 dams on the National Inventory,
however, Missouri only regulates 638 dams.

The task for state dam safety programs is staggering; in Mississippi there are
over 3,300 dams yet there are only two engineers assigned to the state’s dam safety
program. Iowa has less than one staff person in their dam safety program to oversee
3,233 dams.

The American Society of Civil Engineers’ 2001 Report Card for America’s Infra-
structure gave a grade of “D” to dams. The dams across the United States are aging
and showing signs of the lack of routine maintenance. 25 percent of the nation’s
dams are over 50 years old, and by 2020 85 percent of the dams will be 50 years
or older.

Downstream development within the dam failure flood zone places more people
at risk. When homes are built in the dam failure flood zone below a low hazard
dam, (low hazard: failure is not expected to cause loss of life or significant property
damage) the dam no longer meets dam safety criteria as the consequences of a fail-
ure determine the hazard class and the minimum safety standards.

In summary, adequate support for dam safety regulatory programs is lacking in
many states. Insufficient regulatory authority, inadequate enforcement and staffing
shortages combine to increase the probability of a tragic dam failure.

Federal Leadership Role

There is a clear need for continued Federal leadership to provide assistance in
support of dam safety. This country suffered several large and tragic dam failures
in the 1970s that focused attention on dams and prompted Congress to pass na-
tional dam safety legislation. In 1972, the Buffalo Creek Dam in West Virginia
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failed and killed 125 individuals. That failure also left 3,000 people homeless. In
1976, the Federally owned Teton Dam failure killed 14 people and cost $1 billion
in downstream damages and cleanup costs.

The Kelly Barnes Dam in Toccao Falls, Georgia failed in 1977 killing 39 Bible col-
lege students. That same year, 40 people died from the failure of the Laurel Run
Dam in Pennsylvania. The majority (58 percent) of dams in the United States are
privately owned, including the 38 foot tall Meadow Pond Dam in Alton, New Hamp-
shire which failed killing one woman and causing $8 million in damage to the down-
stream town in the late 1990s.

Dam failures do not respect state boundaries as a dam failure in one state may
cause loss of life and property damage in an adjacent state. The Federal government
funds the recover costs from the President’s disaster relief fund and through the
Flood Insurance Program, but the cost of one small dam failure can easily exceed
the annual costs of the National Dam Safety Program. Full funding of the National
Dam Safety Program is an investment in public safety that will be repaid many
times over in fewer dam failures, reduced Federal expenditures for dam failure re-
covery costs and, most importantly, fewer lives lost.

The Association of State Dam Safety Officials respectfully requests that Sub-
committee increase the President’s budget proposal of $5.9 million to the full-au-
thorized funding level of $8.6 million for the National Dam Safety Program for fiscal
year 2004.

Benefits of the National Dam Safety Program

The National Dam Safety Program has been very successful in assisting the state
programs through the training funds ($500,000) for training states dam safety engi-
neers. This training has offered low cost technical courses and workshops that
states could otherwise not attend. Examples include Dambreak Analysis, Concrete
Rehabilitation of Dams, Slope Stability of Dams, Earthquake Analysis, Emergency
Action Planning and many others including recent training in Dam Site Security.
Training courses are also offered through FEMA’s training facility at their Emer-
gency Management Institute in Maryland where state dam safety inspectors receive
training at no cost to the states.

The Research funds have been used to identify future research needs such as in-
spections using ground penetrating radar or thermal tomography. In addition, these
funds have been used to create a national library and database of dam failures and
dam statistics in the National Performance of Dams Program at Stanford University
ZSS ngé as a national clearinghouse and library of dam safety bibliographic data at

DSO.

The Research funds will continue to provide technical assistance to the dam safety
community and, now will be essential in identifying techniques and methods of as-
sessing dam security as well as practical means to improve the security at critical
dams. Dam site security is now an urgent area of concern for state dam safety offi-
cials both in training needs and in research to better understand and respond to
potential threats to dams.

The most valuable benefit to the state programs comes from the State Grant As-
sistance Program. The grants are based on the number of dams in each of the par-
ticipating states and are used as an incentive to encourage states to improve their
program by meeting basic criteria such as:

—Statutory authority within the state to conduct inspections of dams.

—Authority to require repairs to unsafe dams.

—Authority to regulate all dams that meet the national dam definition.

Use of these grants is left up to the states’ discretion as each state has its own
unique challenges. States have utilized grant funds to perform dam failure and dam
stability analyses; hire additional staff to conduct inspections and to conduct owner
education workshops. In addition, grant funds have enabled states to provide addi-
tional staff training, to purchase equipment such as computers, field survey equip-
ment and software; and remote operated cameras for internal inspections.

Mississippi received nearly $600,000 over fiscal year 1998 through fiscal year
2002 in grant assistance funds. Mississippi’s dam safety program hosted dam safety
workshops for engineers and dam owners. The grant assistance also enabled Mis-
sissippi to hire additional part time dam inspectors and to purchase needed field
equipment.

West Virginia, with their total $145,000 grant, was able to repair large capacity
pumps, owned by the State, which are now strategically located and can be used
in emergencies. West Virginia also used with their grant funds to update their dams
inventory database and they will be seeking to hire summer interns to assist with
emergency action plans.
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Towa, which received $423,000 from fiscal year 1998 to fiscal year 2002, has hired
four part time dam inspectors and has conducted 75 dam inspections in fiscal year
2002.

In Pennsylvania, the $279,000 dam safety assistance grants have been used to
purchase remote operated inspections cameras and global positioning equipment to
improve their inspections. They have also used the funding to produce and dis-
tribute public awareness videos and Emergency Action Plan guidelines. Pennsyl-
vania has hired an additional engineer to support the National Dam Safety Program
efforts in Pennsylvania.

Kentucky has received over $250,000 from fiscal year 1998 through fiscal year
2002 and has used these funds to purchase computer equipment and software for
its dam inventory database and to provide specialized training for engineers in hy-
draulic evaluations of dams. Futures uses include training workshops for dam own-
ers and the public.

The grant assistance program has been very successful. The number of dam in-
spections has increased, the number of Emergency Action Plans, used for evacuation
in the event of a dam failure, have increased; and states have better technical
equipment to conduct inspections and perform safety analyses and dam failure mod-
eling.

Table 2 attached to this testimony provides information on the amount of state
grant assistance received for each state over the 5-year program.

Dam Security of non-Federal Dams

The horrific events of September 11, 2001 have focused unprecedented attention
on the security of our nation’s critical infrastructure, including dams. Dams, in fact,
have been identified by intelligence and law enforcement agencies in specific threat
alerts. Federal agencies that own dams, such as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
and the Bureau of Reclamation, have been conducting vulnerability assessments
and security improvements on these Federally owned dams. While the Association
certainly supports this necessary effort, little has been provided by the Federal Gov-
ernment in leadership or assistance to the states who have similar and equally ur-
gent dam security demands.

Security experts advise that it is very difficult to make a site completely safe from
intentional acts of terror. They offer that their goal is to enhance security and effec-
tively deter a potential attack at their site so that the terrorist will seek another
site with less security. The improved security at Federally-owned dams makes non-
Federal dams more attractive targets. There are clearly thousands of non-Federal
dams that are potential targets based on type of construction, size, purpose (water
supply, hydro power, flood control); and on the population and infrastructure at risk
below the dam. Federal leadership is urgently needed to provide technical and fi-
nancial assistance to states for training, for conducting vulnerability assessments
and for identifying and implementing security improvements on dams determined
to have an inadequate security program.

The Association of State Dam Safety Officials respectfully requests that this Sub-
committee appropriate $15 million in fiscal year 2004 for assistance to state dam
safety programs to address security at critical non-Federal dams, which are regu-
lated, by the states.

Conclusion

Dams are a vital part of our aging national infrastructure that provide many vital
benefits, but that also pose a threat to life and property if they are unsafe. The Na-
tional Dam Safety Program is a valuable program that offers assistance to states
as an investment in public safety. We urge you to recognize its benefits and support
full funding to continue the progress we have made.

In addition, we strongly urge this Subcommittee to recognize that large non-Fed-
eral dams are also potential targets of terrorist attacks; and that people and critical
infrastructure below these dams are also at risk. States need the leadership and
support of Congress and the Administration to provide the necessary level of secu-
rity at all critical dams.

Thank you Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee for this opportunity
offer this testimony. The Association looks forward to working with you and the
Subcommittee staff on this important issue of safe dams.
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TABLE 2.—STATE GRANT AMOUNTS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1998-2002

STATE

Total State As-
sistance Grant
(from Fiscal Year
1998-Fiscal Year

2

Annual State
Dam Safety
Budget (excludes
FEMA grants)

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan
Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Puerto Rico

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota
1

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

Total

002)
$0 $0
112,324 98
130,843 564
167,811 264
280,791 7,900
330,607 1,440
202,245 472
94,351 NR
183,005 5,000
631,703 682
118,691 135
159,357 350
280,257 345
229,213 340
423,456 55
992,576 250
247,521 1,517
144,942 261
192,198 46
152,106 415
325,251 500
203,799 400
223,966 237
593,107 268
189,641 288
509,441 170
395,736 284
161,613 130
212,013 612
307,762 950
165,560 469
430,227 746
651,658 902
183,060 200
351,921 1,100
745,806 185
259,440 255
279,410 1,698
105,329 466
135,981 78
424,436 NR
396,560 NR
184,474 275
1,078,772 300
178,777 450
149,160 215
178,087 400
174,066 550
145,062 335
239,939 486
292,522 131
14,936,579 33,214

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF STATE FLOODPLAN MANAGERS, INC.

The Association of State Floodplain Managers, Inc. (ASFPM) is pleased to share
comments on four specific aspects of the fiscal year 2004 budget proposal for the
Department of Homeland Security, Emergency Preparedness and Response Direc-
torate (FEMA):
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—Oppose elimination of the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program;

—Preserve the Flood Mitigation Assistance Program,;

—Continue support for modernization of flood maps; and

—Financial status of the National Flood Insurance Program.

The Association of State Floodplain Managers, Inc. and its 16 state chapters rep-
resent over 5,000 State, local, and private sector officials as well as other profes-
sionals who are engaged in all aspects of floodplain management and hazard mitiga-
tion. All are concerned with reducing our Nation’s flood-related losses and reducing
the costs of flooding.

Oppose Elimination of the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program

ASFPM opposes the suspension or elimination of the Hazard Mitigation Grant
Program (HMGP). HMGP has proven to be a very effective way to achieve mitiga-
tion. The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 that requires communities to have mitiga-
tion plans in order to access HMGP assures that projects will be done according to
pre-disaster plans. We object to the budget’s proposal to replace HMGP entirely
with a nationwide competitive grant program. We believe the logic behind this pro-
posal is not sound: it ignores the realities of why individual citizens participate in
mitigation; it ignores a multitude of benefits that are difficult to quantify; it ignores
the recently authorized requirement for local mitigation planning; it ignores the
leveraging of state and local funds that often are made available post-disaster; it
ignores the complexities of project implementation; it ignores the distinct differences
between hazards; and it ignores the needs of small communities.

HMGP mobilizes financial and technical assistance in the aftermath of disasters—
exactly the time when citizens and elected officials are most receptive to under-
taking projects and initiatives that reduce the impacts of future disasters. The fact
is that most cities, counties and towns across the country have many immediate and
pressing financial needs. Regardless of the statistical evidence of the likelihood of
future disaster occurrence, communities will not place mitigation higher than to-
day’s demands for education, social programs, local first responders, and the like.
Th}ils is especially true in smaller communities where financial resources are always
tight.

On the proverbial “sunny day” flooding is a low priority for the millions of home-
owners and business owners in the Nation’s flood hazard areas—regardless of the
mounting evidence that future floods will occur. Homeowners view offers for
buyouts, elevations, and retrofit floodproofing very differently when they are shov-
eling mud, coping with toxic mold, or faced with collapsed foundations. The budget
proposal will have many adverse consequences, not the least of which is that people
who have just experienced damage and are most receptive to change are much less
likely receive mitigation assistance since post-disaster HMGP will not be allocated
to their states.

ASFPM is greatly concerned about the criticism expressed by some people that
a large percentage of HMGP projects do not appear to be cost effective. While shift-
ing to a purely competitive program may mean “the most cost-beneficial projects re-
ceive funding,” it will turn mitigation into a numbers game that ignores the needs
of many. A single-minded focus on the projects with the highest benefit:cost ratio
will severely penalize many communities that have good projects that will reduce
taxpayer costs, and thus are cost-effective for the Nation.

There is an important conceptual distinction between cost-beneficial and cost-ef-
fective. The process for determining benefits and costs is less than perfect, and as
currently structured it yields skewed results. Too often, projects that are more ex-
pensive to the taxpayer have higher benefit:cost ratios, even though a less costly
project achieves the same objective of hazard reduction. This illustrates only one un-
intended consequence of relying on B:C to decide which projects get funded.

ASFPM also urges consideration of another unintended consequence of the focus
on the projects with the highest benefit:cost ratio. For years, other agencies with
flood control responsibilities routinely dismissed non-structural measures (such as
floodplain acquisition or elevation-inplace) even though these non-structural projects
can be demonstrated to be cost-effective. Such projects tended to be dismissed in
favor of structural measures (levees, dams, floodwalls), in large part because such
projects often have a higher benefit: cost ratio, yet ignoring the long-term operation
and maintenance costs often borne by communities. However, time and time again,
there has been evidence of the multiple benefits of non-structural measures. A sin-
gle focus on the benefit:cost ratio will result in fewer non-structural flood mitigation
projects and increased long-term costs for government, as well as residual risk asso-
ciated with structural projects.

Pre-disaster funding should be directed to community-based planning in order to
prepare communities to undertake mitigation projects when the disaster strikes. It



12

would also be reasonable to make pre-disaster mitigation funds available to support
public works projects that address potential damage to state and community build-
ings and public infrastructure—among the more costly categories of public disaster
assistance.

ASFPM urges the Subcommittee to retain the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
and restore its funding level to 15 percent of certain Federal disaster expenditures.—
The Disaster Mitigation Assistance Act of 2000 calls for communities to have pre-
disaster local mitigation plans in order to access HMGP. One result of this require-
ment is that communities will be better prepared to identify eligible activities after
the next declared disaster, thus further shortening the time needed to obligate and
expend the HMGP funds.

ASFPM strongly recommends that the Subcommittee focus the pre-disaster mitiga-
tion funds on support of cost-effective projects, as opposed to the most cost-beneficial
projects.—This simple change will make a dramatic difference in supporting non-
structural projects for floodplain management, while not detracting from projects
that retrofit buildings to resist the effects of earthquakes and hurricane winds.

ASFPM recommends that the Subcommittee direct FEMA to fully investigate the
implications of the nationwide pre-disaster program funded in fiscal year 2003.—
Particular attention should be paid to citizen, community and state receptivity to
mitigation offers and how the ability to cost share differs in the pre- and post-dis-
aster periods. Another critical aspect to attend to is how FEMA proposes to balance
between different hazards, different geographic areas, and communities of different
sizes and capabilities.

Preserve the Flood Mitigation Assistance Program

The Flood Mitigation Assistance Program (FMA) authorized by the National Flood
Insurance Reform Act of 1994 is funded entirely by flood insurance premium income
that is paid by individual policyholders. It is not funded from general funds and
therefore we are concerned with proposals to combine it with other mitigation funds,
even to achieve accounting efficiencies. To ensure accountability to the policyholders
and to ensure that these funds are used only for the explicit purposes authorized,
the FMA funds are best kept separate. In particular, how FMA is administered
must not be changed. FMA is specifically intended to support cost containment for
the NFIP, in part by addressing the problem characterized as repetitive losses, but
also to mitigate against severe flood damage and imminent threats due to coastal
erosion.

ASFPM urges the Subcommittee to clarify that Flood Mitigation Assistance Pro-
gram funds are not to be co-mingled with other pre-disaster mitigation funds.—In
addition, we urge that the Subcommittee direct that FMA continue to be adminis-
tered as a separate program under existing procedures.

Continue Support for Flood Map Modernization

Good flood maps play a major role in disaster cost reduction through wise flood-
plain management. They also serve many purposes beyond the immediate needs of
the National Flood Insurance Program. FEMA estimates that local regulation of
flood hazard areas, using the flood maps, avoids property losses of nearly $1 billion
each year. These savings accrue to property owners, communities, and taxpayers.
FEMA'’s estimate does not count the benefits associated with using the maps to
guide development to less hazard-prone areas. Flood maps yield benefits at all levels
of government, including reducing the need for Federal disaster assistance when
people build elsewhere or build to minimize damage. Since 1986, most of the fund-
ing for flood maps has been taken out of the National Flood Insurance Fund, which
is funded by premiums and service fees from about 4.2 million flood insurance pol-
icyholders. Those funds are inadequate to the task of modernizing the inventory of
over 100,000 flood map panels.

The Flood Map Modernization effort will use current technologies to expedite cost-
effective collection of mapping data, and to develop the models to identify flood-
prone areas. This will yield digitized map products that will be accessible on the
Internet. Digitized maps will also significantly reduce current outlays that are spent
just to correct old maps in response to individual property owner concerns, thus al-
lowing more of the base funding derived from policyholders (approximately $50 mil-
lion/year) to be used more effectively.

—ASFPM strongly endorses the Administration’s request for $200 million, and
urge the addition of $200 million, to continue FEMA’s map modernization initia-
tive.—The continuance of this second year funding will ensure progress on the
mufti-year effort that is now underway. The additional funding will shorten the
overall timeframe and help state and communities that have had identified pri-
orities for several years ago.
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Financial Status of the National Flood Insurance Program

The Association of State Floodplain Managers believes that the National Flood In-
surance Program is an exceptional example of the Federal Government working
with state partners, community partners, and private sector partners. Established
in 1968 in part to shift the burden of recovery to people who are at-risk (in the
floodplain), the NFIP was carefully crafted by Congress to balance the need to pay
insurance claims with concerns about financial impacts on homeowners and busi-
ness owners who pay premiums on flood insurance policies. To that end, the NFIP
establishes rates based on the “average loss year,” and thus intentionally does not
build up substantial reserves for years when floods occur more frequently. To pay
claims in those years, the NFIP borrows from the U.S. Treasury.

ASFPM believes that criticism often heard when the NFIP goes into borrowing
authority is unjustified. The Federal Insurance Administrator recently testified to
the efficiency of this original Congressional mandate. Tropical Storm Allison hit the
Gulf Coast in June of 2001, and continued inland to flood states across the south-
east. It was the NFIP’s first billion-dollar storm and prompted borrowing of $600
million. In just 16 months, those funds were repaid, with interest. The NFIP is one
of the government’s best creditors.

The NF1P is not supported in any other way by the United States taxpayer. A
service fee charged on all policies pays for the program’s administration, including:
salaries and expenses of over 200 Federal employees; costs of contractors that sup-
port servicing policies and claims; a portion of flood mapping costs; the Flood Miti-
gation Assistance Program (described above); and grants to states to provide tech-
nical assistance to communities and property owners. Thus, only about 4.2 million
citizens are paying for this program that serves the Nation as a whole. ASFPM be-
lieves this make it all the more important that the NFIP’s funds be tracked sepa-
rately so that accountability to the policyholder is clear.

ASFPM understands that there will be a small increase in NFIP-funded Commu-
nity Assistance Program in fiscal year 2004. This program is a good return to policy-
holders because it provides small, cost-shared grants to the states to provide partial
support of state floodplain programs. CAP is critical to implementation of the NFIP
because it facilitates direct technical assistance and training available to nearly
20,000 communities and millions of property owners. The best way to limit increases
in future damage is to ensure that communities are properly administering their
floodplain management regulations and that developers are complying with the
rules. FEMA’s staff is too small to provide this vital assistance to nearly 20,000
communities, thus the partnership with states was established. ASFPM appreciates
this recognition of the importance of CAP funding to continue the State-Federal
partnerships.

—ASFPM supports the increase in CAP funding in order to increase the technical

assistance and training the states provide as FEMA’s partners.

For information about ASFPM and this testimony, contact Larry Larson, Execu-
tive Director, at (608) 274-0123, or email asfpm@floods.org.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE FLEET RESERVE ASSOCIATION
CERTIFICATION OF NON-RECEIPT OF FEDERAL FUNDS

Pursuant to the requirements of House Rule XI, the Fleet Reserve Association has
not received any federal grant or contract during the current fiscal year or either
of the two previous fiscal years.

INTRODUCTION

Thank you Mr. Chairman and other distinguished members of the Subcommittee
for the opportunity to submit the Fleet Reserve Association’s views on funding the
fiscal year 2004 Coast Guard request. The Fleet Reserve Association (FRA) is a Con-
gressionally Chartered, non-profit organization, representing the interests of U.S.
Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard personnel with regard to pay, health care,
and other benefits.

Before addressing specific issues, the Association wishes to thank Congress for its
tremendous support for pay and benefit improvements enacted during the 107th
Congress. Across the board and targeted pay increases, higher housing allowances,
reform of the PCS process and increased funding for health care are significant im-
provements and perceived as important recognition of the service and sacrifice of
the men and women serving in the Coast Guard, and those who've served in the
past.
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The Association notes the significant progress toward ensuring Coast Guard par-
ity with all pay and benefits provided to DOD services personnel in recent years
and restates 1t commitment to this goal.

PAY AND BENEFIT PARITY

The Fleet Reserve Association appreciates and thanks the Administration and
Congress for continued support for the pay and entitlements of Coast Guard per-
sonnel. These include increases in base pay, target pay raises for senior enlisted
personnel and some officer grades and annual housing allowance increases. (BAH).

The fiscal year 2004 Budget supports an average military pay raise of 4.1 percent
with pay levels ranging from 2 percent for E-1s to 6.25 percent for E-9s. The major-
ity of members will receive an increase of 3.7 percent and out of pocket housing
costs will be reduced from 7.5 percent to 3.5 percent in keeping with a multi-year
plan to reduce the average out of pocket expense to zero by 2006.

FRA recommends full-funding of all pay and entitlements for Coast Guard per-
sonnel and seeks continuing strong support for benefit parity with the Department
of Defense.

As a footnote, the Association is extremely disappointed that the Administration
is proposing to cap the pay of NOAA and USPHS officers at 2 percent for fiscal year
2004. FRA strongly objects to this disparate treatment of these members of the uni-
formed services and urges you to intercede in their behalf with colleagues on the
appropriate oversight committees to halt this plan and ensure pay comparability for
these personnel.

RECRUITING AND END STRENGTH

The Coast Guard is in a period of large personnel and mission growth. The service
continues to balance mission requirements against workforce strength and asset
a{railgbility to ensure a safe operational tempo is maintained and missions are com-
pleted.

FRA strongly supports recently authorized increased end strengths and urges ade-
quate funding for same in fiscal year 2004. This is especially important given the
Coast Guard’s broad and demanding mission requirements related to its key posi-
tion in the new Department of Homeland Security. The President’s budget author-
izes 1,788 military and 188 civilian positions and includes six Maritime Safety and
Security Teams, 53 Sea Marshalls, two Port Security Units, and new Coast Guard
Stations in Boston and Washington, D.C. Also included is support for the Search
and Rescue (SAR) Program and to allow the stations to meet readiness require-
ments with watch standers maintaining a maximum 68-hour workweek.

Recruiting, training, and deploying a workforce with the skills and experience re-
quired to carry out the Coast Guard’s many missions is a formidable challenge. The
overall experience level of the workforce decreased since 9/11 and during this large
growth period it will require a few years to come back to that 2001 level.

Enlisted workforce retention is the best it has been since 1994 having increased
by 2.1 percent since fiscal year 2000. The Coast Guard met its active duty recruiting
goal in fiscal year 2002 and is on target to meet it again in fiscal year 2003. How-
ever, Reserve recruiting fell slightly short of the fiscal year 2002 goal but is on tar-
get for fiscal year 2003. The fiscal year 2004 budget recommends funds to fully
train, support and sustain the Coast Guard’s Selected Reserve Force as an integral
part of Team Coast Guard with growth to 10,000 personnel (up from 9,000 in fiscal
year 2003).

The Coast Guard training system is operating effectively at maximum level in
order to process the growing number of trainees. Additional contract instructors
have been hired at the training centers and temporary classrooms accommodate day
and night classes to increase capacity and efficiency.

FRA supports funding all recruiting initiatives and incentives. The Coast Guard’s
robust recruiting system coupled with enlistment bonuses has ensured a steady flow
of recruits entering the service. The Coast Guard also opened new recruiting offices
to target diversity rich communities.

HEALTH CARE

FRA continues to work with Congress and DOD to ensure full funding of the De-
fense Health Budget to meet readiness needs and deliver services, through both the
direct care and purchased care systems, for all uniformed services beneficiaries, re-
gardless of age, status and location. The Association strongly supports TRICARE
improvements recently enacted for active duty, Reserve and retired personnel and
their families.
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Oversight of the Defense Health Budget is essential to avoid a return to the
chronic under funding of recent years that led to execution shortfalls, shortchanging
of the direct care system, and reliance on annual emergency supplemental funding
requests. Even though supplemental appropriations were not needed last year, FRA
is concerned that the current funding level only maintains the status quo. Address-
ing TRICARE provider shortfalls will require additional funding.

Access to care is the number one concern challenging Coast Guard personnel as-
signed to duty in areas not served by military treatment facilities (MTF's). Some
beneficiaries report that there are providers not willing to accept new TRICARE
Standard patients. Areas most affected by this are: Alaska; Humboldt Bay/County,
California (AIRSTA/Group Humboldt Bay); Novato, California, and other Bay Area
locations (Pacific Strike Team/TRACEN Petaluma/ISC Alameda); and Santa Bar-
bara, California.

In areas away from MTF's, access can be especially challenging. Providers do not
wish to take TRICARE patients mainly due to the low reimbursement rates. In the
locations where TRICARE Prime is present, a trend is developing whereby providers
are leaving the network. This not only affects active duty service members and their
dependents but retirees and their dependents.

The message sent by The TRICARE Management Activity “selling” the three
TRICARE options (Prime, Extra or Standard) only applies to those fortunate to live
near an MTF that has an established network. These members have choices. If as-
signed to a high cost or remote/semi-remote area where Prime is not available, the
only option is Standard. In addition, it is unfair for Coast Guard personnel to have
to absorb the higher costs associated with health and dental care, including
orthodontics in assignment areas. In reality there is no uniform benefit at this time
since the three TRICARE options are not available to all beneficiaries nationwide.

FRA urges the Subcommittee to provide appropriations to enhance the ability of
1Coast Guardsmen to have access to and afford adequate health care for their fami-
ies.

HOUSING

FRA is concerned about Coast Guard housing challenges that include adequate
appropriations for new construction and/or maintenance. While the objective is to
ensure that all members have access to quality housing, whether for single per-
sonnel or personnel with families, the Commandant’s people-oriented direction ac-
knowledges the importance of quality of life, and the important role of housing in
obtaining and retaining a productive workforce.

During recent congressional testimony, Master Chief Petty Officer of the Coast
Guard Frank Welch, stated that Coast Guard personnel and their families “continue
to face a lack of affordable and adequate housing in many of our assignment areas.”

The following locations are deemed Critical Housing Areas (CHAs) for Coast
Guard personnel.

—Cape Hatteras, North Carolina (NC176)

—Montauk, New York (NY218)

—Cape May, New Jersey (NJ198)

—Abbeville, Louisiana (ZZ553)

—Port O’Connor, Texas (ZZ583)

—Rockland, Maine (ME141)

—Carrabelle, Florida (ZZ630)

—Marathon/Islamorada, Florida (FL069)

—Plus any area currently designated as a CHA by the U.S. Navy.

The situation is exacerbated by assignment areas that are typically in or near re-
mote, high-cost areas along the coasts.

While housing allowances have increased, the availability of quality, affordable
housing within a reasonable distance to work remains another challenge—especially
for junior enlisted personnel. In certain areas, hyper increases in utility costs may
also financially impact accompanied members residing on the economy and paying
their own utilities. Although housing privatization initiatives are helping ease this
challenge for the DOD Services and the Coast Guard’s authority to participate in
these ventures, FRA believes increased funds should be appropriated to address the
Coast Guard’s protracted housing problem.

CHILD CARE

Having available and accessible childcare is a very important quality of life issue
for Coast Guard personnel and their families and the Administration’s fiscal year
2004 Budget supports an expansion of this service.
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While comparing Coast Guard childcare parity with the Department of Defense
is difficult—the childcare needs of Coast Guard personnel and their families are no
different than for DOD services personnel. Approximately 640 children are in Coast
Guard childcare facilities and FRA believes that this program should be adequately
funded to ensure parity.

EDUCATION BENEFITS

FRA strongly supports increased funding for education benefits. For fiscal year
2003, tuition assistance is paid at 100 percent up to $250 per semester hour with
an annual cap of $4,500 for Coast Guard personnel. This puts the service on a par
with the Department of Defense.

With regard to the MGIB program, participants may receive a full-time student
rate of $985/month or more, depending on whether they contribute to an increased
benefit program. Recent enhancements are positive steps to improving this program,
however FRA believes MGIB benefits should be benchmarked to the average cost
of a four-year public college education.

The Coast Guard adjusts discretionary funding to best address its particular
needs. Hopefully, this Subcommittee will support the President’s fiscal year 2004
budget recommending the Coast Guard to be fully competitive with DOD education
benefits.

CONCLUSION

The Association again appreciates the opportunity to present its recommendations
on the Coast Guard’s fiscal year 2004 Budget and is grateful to this Distinguished
Subcommittee for its great work in support of the men and women serving in our
Nation’s fifth Armed Force.

The broad range of services and support provided by the Coast Guard are not
fully understood and recognized by the American public. FRA is working to broaden
awareness of the incredible work done by Coast Guard men and women in support
of the service’s many missions and our national security. Hopefully the service’s well
deserved prominence within the new Department of Homeland Security will help in-
crease recognition of the Coast Guard’s tremendous service to our great Nation.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE GREATER ORLANDO AVIATION AUTHORITY

Chairman Cochran and distinguished members of the Senate Appropriations Sub-
committee on Homeland Security: The Greater Orlando Aviation Authority (“the Au-
thority”) appreciates the opportunity to submit written testimony on the advance-
ment of an in-line EDS baggage screening system for Orlando International Airport
(OIA). The Authority recognizes and applauds the excellent and on-going assistance
Congress has given in past efforts to obtain federal funding for critical capacity im-
provements at OIA.

Orlando International Airport remains steadfast in its commitment to help restore
public confidence and ensure the highest standard of security in air travel. The Au-
thority has diligently developed and begun implementation of a comprehensive secu-
rity enhancement program to meet the challenges resulting from the tragic events
of September 11, 2001.

In addition, the Authority recognizes the importance in continuing support of en-
hanced security at OIA. The Authority supports the U.S. Department of Homeland
Security’s commitment to keep air travel security enhancement initiatives on track.

The Authority respectfully requests your Subcommittee’s consideration and sup-
port of our request for $50 million in funding which is essential to ensure the full
and timely implementation of a Phase 2 Long-Term Checked Baggage Screening So-
lution using In-line EDS Equipment.

TSA Phase 2 Long-Term Checked Baggage Screening Solution

The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) approved a Phase 1 short-term
solution to enable Orlando International Airport to meet Congress December 31,
2002 100 percent checked baggage-screening requirements. Together, TSA and the
Authority established the following goals for the checked baggage screening func-
tions at OIA:

—Create an experience the traveler and customer see as safe, secure, comfortable,

efficient, and affordable.

—Provide a well-studied recommendation to TSA on how to achieve 100 percent

checked baggage screening specific to OIA’s operations and terminal layout.
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—Meet or exceed TSA checked baggage screening standards and procedural re-
qugefalments while maintaining efficiency of passenger and baggage processing
and flow.

—Implement Phase 1 solution to meet the December 31, 2002 deadline with
Phase 2 solution intended for the long-term, permanent solution.

The temporary Phase 1 solution required the combined deployment of Explosive
Detection Systems (EDS) and Explosive Trace Detectors (ETD) equipment through-
out public areas within the airport’s main terminal building. It is manpower and
space intensive, requiring over 200 ETD operators per shift and constricting pas-
senger movement and circulation through the airport.

Passenger baggage in some areas must be manually transported from ticket
counters to EDS/ETD devices positioned along the passenger walkways for screening
and then returned to the ticket counter to be loaded on the plane, resulting in
longer bag processing times and interference in passenger movement.

Due to these shortcomings and other factors, the Authority continues to work with
TSA in developing a long-term Phase 2 checked baggage screening solution that is
integrated with existing baggage systems. Phase II is an automated solution that
relies primarily on EDS technology, supplemented with ETD for false alarm resolu-
tion. Phase 2 will be less manpower intensive and passenger intrusive as it is inte-
grated into the existing baggage conveyance system. Simply put, it will be more se-
cure, more customer friendly, and more efficient. It is anticipated that the Phase
2 solution could be completed in 22 months at an estimated cost of $50 million.

The Authority respectfully requests a specific line item in the fiscal year 2004 De-
partment of Homeland Security budget for $50 million to implement a Phase 2
Long-Term Baggage Screening Solution at Orlando International Airport.

Funding Justification for Orlando International Airport

Orlando International Airport remains steadfast in its commitment to help restore
public confidence and ensure the highest standard of safety and security in air trav-
el.

Orlando International Airport is one of the Central Florida’s primary assets and
has been designated as an U.S. Security Category X airport. In 2001, OIA served
approximately 28.3 million passengers making it the 15th busiest commercial serv-
ice airport in the nation and the 24th busiest in the world. In terms of origin and
destination (O&D) passenger traffic at domestic airports, OIA ranked 5th behind
Los Angeles International and traditional airline hub airports such as Las Vegas’
McCarran International, Chicago’s O’Hare International, and Atlanta’s Hartsfield
International. Importantly, this means OIA faces a unique responsibility to safely
and efficiently process a large volume of checked passenger baggage entering the
sterile security environment for the first time. In fact, O&D passengers represent
approximately 85 percent of all passengers at OIA. This high level of O&D activity
is expected to continue, as well as our heightened responsibility to process the dis-
proportionately large volume of checked baggage related to O&D traffic as it enters
the secured system for the first time.

TOP TEN ORIGINATION AND DESTINATION AIRPORTS IN THE U.S.

[In millions]

Rank Airport 0&D Passengers
1 Los Angeles (LAX) ..... 31.0
2 Las Vegas (LAS) ... 25.8
3 Chicago (ORD) . 24.8
14 Atlanta (ATL) ... 24.3
5 Orlando (MCO) . 22.2
6 Phoenix (PHX) ... 20.1
7 New York (LGA) 194
8 New York (EWR) 18.4
9 Dallas (DFW) ... 18.4
10 Seattle (SEA) 18.3

Source: U.S DOT ODIA database.

OIA has scheduled service to 70 non-stop service plus 14 True-Direct domestic
and 14 non-stop and 10 True-Direct international destinations, promoting increased
airline service and competitive fares. The largest rental car market in the world is
located at OIA. The airport shares a unique relationship with the regional economy.
A completed Economic Impact Study determined OIA generates a $14 billion annual
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economic impact on Central Florida and is responsible for 54,400 direct and indirect
jobs.

The Authority is extremely fortunate to operate a commercial airport containing
13,297 acres of land. With these extraordinary resources, OIA is a critical compo-
nent of the National Aviation System.

Regional and Economic Development Facts

The Orlando region has positioned itself as an international force in global busi-
ness. Department of Commerce statistics show that this region leads the state’s
major markets in terms of export growth. With a population exceeding 1.7 million,
metropolitan Orlando is one of the fastest growing population and employment mar-
kets i}Ill the country with a solid infrastructure in place to support major high-tech
growth.

The region’s private/public sectors work hand-in-hand with higher education insti-
tutions to enhance the region’s climate for high-tech growth. Orlando has one of the
most advanced telecommunications infrastructures in the southeast and the area’s
utility services are noted for reliability. With a civilian labor force exceeding
845,000—more than 200,000 of whom possess a college degree—the region’s resi-
dents are well educated. It is estimated that more than 1,100 new adult residents
move to the metropolitan Orlando area each week, providing an additional pool of
labor for companies. Metropolitan Orlando’s median household income is higher
than both Florida and national averages. Clearly, the metropolitan Orlando area ex-
hibits the demographic and work force growth, prowess and potential that only the
nation’s very best business communities can offer.

Orlando has become a world class meeting destination. The elegant, award-win-
ning Orange County Convention Center, the second largest in the nation, will add
one million square feet with its expansion, bringing the total exhibit space to a
record 2.1 million square feet. This expansion, scheduled to open in 2003, will boost
the center’s space and services to accommodate meetings from mega-shows to small-
er events. What’s more, Orlando is transforming and enhancing its accommodations
for meeting attendees with plans to add more than 23,000 hotel rooms to the area’s
existing 99,000-room inventory.

With its strategic geographical location within the Western Hemisphere, the state
of Florida offers both a diverse culture and a flourishing business and industrial en-
vironment. With close to $370 billion in gross state product, Florida’s economy is
ranked 5th largest in the Western Hemisphere and the 16th largest in the world—
far outpacing other states in the Southeast. Florida’s robust state economy provides
nationally recognized support for business expansion, new investment and inter-
national trade. With an unparalleled multi-modal transportation network, Florida
provides easy access to any global destination, thus providing the obvious solution
for moving people, goods and services around the world—today, and continuing
throughout the 21st century.

In Summary

The Authority expresses its gratitude for the opportunity to present this testi-
mony to your Subcommittee. The Senate’s past support and interest in the develop-
ment of the Authority’s commercial airport is greatly appreciated. The Authority
looks forward to working with you in advancing safety and security initiatives that
will benefit the National Aviation System. We believe our request for $50 million
to fund our permanent, Long-Term Phase 2 Checked Baggage Screening Solution
using In-Line EDS Equipment is such an initiative.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF EMERGENCY
MANAGERS

Chairman Cochran, Ranking Member Byrd, and distinguished members of the
Subcommittee, thank you for this opportunity to provide a statement for the record
regarding the fiscal year 2004 budget proposal for the Department of Homeland Se-
curity.

My name is J.R. Thomas, and I am the emergency management director for
Franklin County (which includes Columbus), Ohio. I currently serve as the Presi-
dent of the International Association of Emergency Managers (IAEM), whose mem-
bership is comprised of more than 2,000 of my colleagues from across the United
States. We are city and county emergency managers who perform the crucial func-
tion of coordinating and integrating the efforts at the local level to prepare for, miti-
gate the effects of, respond to, and recover from all types of disasters including ter-
rorist attacks.
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We respectfully submit suggestions on three particular issues relating to the De-
partment of Homeland Security budget for 2004.

Emergency Management Performance Grants (EMPG):

—Urge that funding be specifically designated in the Appropriations Bill

—Request that funding be increased from $165 million in 2003 to $300 million

in 2004

—Urge that this program be returned to the Emergency Preparedness and Re-

sponse Directorate (FEMA)

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP):

—Oppose the budget request to eliminate the 404 HMGP program

—Urge Subcommittee to retain the program and return the funding level to 15

percent of certain eligible disaster costs

Flood Map Modernization:

—Support request for $200 million.

Emergency Management Performance Grants (EMPG).—The Emergency Manage-
ment Performance Grants are pass-through funds to state and local emergency man-
agement offices to provide a foundation for basic emergency preparedness and re-
sponse capabilities. This funding has existed in the past under several different
names such as Emergency Management Assistance and State and Local Assistance,
but the dollars have always served the same purpose.

The conferees on H.J.Res. 2, the Omnibus Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 2003,
recognized the importance of this funding and specified $165,000,000 in legislative
language for EMPG. In addition, the conference report (H. Report 108-10) stated
the following:

The conferees have taken this action because EMPG is the backbone of the na-
tion’s emergency management system, builds state and local emergency manage-
ment capability, is the foundation for first responder activities, and because this im-
portant activity has been severely underfunded for many years. Now more than
ever, the planning activities carried out in this program are of utmost importance.

EMPG Not Specified in 2004 Budget.—The coordination function which EMPG
supports faces an uncertain future within the Department of Homeland Security.
What is certain is that the need for this grant program remains, and in fact, has
dramatically increased due to recent Homeland Security efforts. We have been ad-
vised that state and local programs like EMPG are being consolidated into the Of-
fice of Domestic Preparedness under the Border and Transportation Security Direc-
torate. However, no funding has been designated for this activity in the budget doc-
uments we have seen. The Budget in Brief for fiscal year 2004 for the Department
of Homeland Security includes a request for $3.5 billion for the Office of Domestic
Preparedness and specifies $500,000,000 for law enforcement grants, $500,000,000
for fire grants and 8€181,000,000 for Citizen Corps, but contains no mention of the
EMPG. In addition, in response to hearing questions from Members of Congress, De-
partment of Homeland Security Officials have verified that no funding has been
specified for this program.

Importance of EMPG.—As America strives to promote homeland security and to
advance first responder capability, several pressing needs are apparent, including:

—Integrated comprehensive plans which involve stakeholders at all levels

—Interoperable communications

—Standardization and expansion of training and exercising programs which in-

volve all response agencies

—Regionalization of efforts to maximize effectiveness given limited funding

—Comprehensive critical infrastructure planning including both public and pri-

vate sectors

It is the state and local emergency managers who orchestrate the efforts to meet
these needs. The national emphasis on homeland security has generated major ef-
forts requiring state and local governments to plan, train, exercise, and equip them-
selves for a variety of possible future emergencies, including those that result from
terrorism. It is important to note that such planning and coordination does not gen-
erally emanate from the first responder agencies themselves, but from the efforts
of state and local emergency managers. Given continued support and funding, emer-
gency managers have the skills, the expertise, and the willingness to rise to the
planning and coordinating challenges presented by the full range of hazards affect-
ing their communities.

Funding.—Historically, funding for EMPG has been inadequate. The program was
intended to be 50 percent Federal and 50 percent state or local funding. Currently
many jurisdictions receive 20 percent or less. State and local emergency manage-
ment programs are in desperate need of financial support if they are to effectively
implement the President’s homeland security strategy in states, counties, cities and
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neighborhoods across America. Given the new security concerns arising from the
War in Iraq, emergency management is more important than ever. It is imperative
that adequate funding be allotted to EMPG so that emergency managers can con-
tinue to serve as a unifying force in the effort to preserve public safety and maintain
homeland security as well as continue to meet the requirements of all hazard plan-
ning and coordination.

We respectfully request the EMPG be increased from $165,000,000 to
$300,000,000.

Location of EMPG Program.—It is essential that the Directorate of Emergency
Preparedness and Response and state and local emergency management offices con-
tinue to prepare and plan for floods, hurricanes, earthquakes, ice storms, tornadoes
and other natural disasters as well as acts of terrorism. It is vital that the link be-
tween EMPG and those who integrate the programs on the Federal level be main-
tained. The focus of this particular grant program is much broader than training
and purchase of equipment. It is a program that supports the foundation of emer-
gency management for all hazards, including terrorism and for which deliverables
are required. In order to maintain the critical federal, state and local emergency
management infrastructure, the value of which has been demonstrated in hundreds
of disasters over the past few years, the essential elements of that EMPG program
should be moved back to Emergency Preparedness and Response Directorate.

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP)

The Administration’s request for fiscal year 2004 would eliminate the 404 Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program, which provides post-disaster funding and fund a pre-dis-
aster mitigation program at $300 million per year. In order to reduce future disaster
costs, commitments must be made to both pre-disaster and post disaster mitigation.
Citizens and elected officials are most receptive to undertaking projects and initia-
tives that reduce the impacts of future disasters immediately after a disaster has
occurred. Without the 404 funding, those opportunities will be missed. The fiscal
year 2003 Omnibus Appropriations Bill reduced the 404 Hazard Mitigation Grant
Program from an amount equivalent to 15 percent of eligible disaster costs to 7.5
percent. We urge that the program be retained and that it be restored to the pre-
vious 15 percent.

Flood map Modernization

IAEM supports the Administration’s request for $200 million for flood map mod-
ernization. Flood maps play a key role in disaster reduction, mitigation, and commu-
nity planning and development activities. Many of the flood maps in place are 15
to 30 years old and do not reflect recent development, and may contain inaccurate
information about the floodplains as a result. FEMA estimated the cost of a multi-
year map modernization plan at $750 million over a 7-year period. We support this
multi-year effort.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to provide this testimony.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL LORAN ASSOCIATION

Dear Chairman Cochran: On behalf of the International Loran Association (ILA),
I am writing in conjunction with your work on the fiscal year 2004 Department of
Homeland Security Appropriations bill. Specifically, the ILA is asking for your sup-
port in funding the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) budget to continue the modernization
of the Loran-C system. Because Loran is the only multimodal system we have that
can support the global positioning satellite (GPS) system, which has recognized
vulnerabilities affecting the security of our critical national infrastructure and the
safety of tens of millions of American citizens, we believe completing Loran mod-
ernization has critical national importance. I respectfully request that this letter be
made part of your hearing record in conjunction with the Subcommittee’s work.

In recent years, because of continued strong bipartisan support from the Appro-
priations Committee and the widespread recognition of national vulnerabilities asso-
ciated with overdependence on GPS, nearly $100 million in resources have been pro-
vided to modernize the Loran-C infrastructure through an inter-agency agreement
between the USCG and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). The Coast
Guard’s move to the new Homeland Security Department now makes it imperative
that funding be provided from the USCG budget to continue and complete the infra-
structure modernization effort and to augment operations funds already provided
through Coast Guard resources.

With regard to the Subcommittee’s objectives and its focus on national security
issues, let me briefly summarize issues associated with GPS and Loran:
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GPS and Loran

GPS and Loran are radionavigation and timing systems that operate in virtually
identical ways but have extremely different properties—properties that make them
uniquely synergistic systems. GPS is a satellite-based, high frequency, and very low
signal level system, while Loran is a ground-based, low frequency, and a very high
signal level system. Given their distinctly different properties, GPS and Loran do
not share vulnerabilities, e.g. interference that may affect one system will not affect
the other. Both GPS and Loran are multimodal (i.e. they can be used for aviation,
marine, terrestrial and timing applications), and they are the only multimodal sys-
tems we have. Given its multimodal capabilities, Loran is the second most widely
used navigation and timing system in the world.

From approximately 1994-2001, the Department of Transportation and its agen-
cies were driving towards a “sole-means” GPS system, in hopes of eliminating all
other systems and relying totally on GPS. Fortunately, it is now generally acknowl-
edged that a sole-means system cannot be justified on safety, security, technical,
economic, or political grounds, and that integrated or hybrid systems provide the
most robust, highest performance and do so in the most economic manner. Not only
i(i Iéoran our least expensive system, it is also the most complementary system to

PS.

The matrix below summarizes Loran’s unique multimodal advantages, and
graphically illustrates Loran is the only system we have that can provide an inde-
pendent backup to GPS in the diverse roles that are critical to the national infra-
structure and our nation’s security. From a national perspective, it is clear that in-
vestments in the Loran infrastructure will result in a system that can support GPS
in multimodal applications and that has considerable upside potential with regard
to national security and safety, system performance, and user/provider/manufac-
turer/national economic benefits.

RADIONAVIGATION SYSTEMS AND GPS AUGMENTATION SYSTEMS

[Applications and Performance—* = vehicles, railroads and personal]

Terrestrial* Aviation Marine Timing GPS Independent

Loran-C + + + + +
VOR/DME — + - - +
NDGPS + - + - -
WAAS + + + + -

GPS Interference, Dependence, and National Security and Safety

As a result of 9/11, the Volpe report on GPS vulnerabilities, the President’s Com-
mission on Critical Infrastructure Protection, and numerous other events/studies,
Congress and the nation have become extremely focused on protecting the national
infrastructure and safety of life, and seek practical, cost effective solutions to these
very real concerns. Through these studies and reports, including the Volpe Center’s
“Vulnerability Assessment of the Transportation Infrastructure Relying on the Glob-
al Positioning System,” overwhelming evidence has accumulated about the need for
complementary systems, including Loran.

Since virtually every aspect of our national infrastructure (e.g. transportation,
telecommunications, and power) relies on GPS, and because GPS is an inherently
fragile system, GPS dependence is a core national vulnerability. Basically, GPS is
extremely vulnerable to intentional and unintentional interference, and neither can
be completely controlled today or in the future, regardless of system augmentations/
modifications or monies expended on those efforts. For example, intentional jam-
ming is currently underway in Iraq, as reported by The Washington Post, Reuters,
and other news sources, and while such acts are recognized tactics in modern war
situations, recent history tells us that such tactics could easily be brought to our
land. I will note that in the August 19, 2002 Colorado Springs Gazette, General
Lance Lord, Commander of the Air Force Space Command, stated that the most
likely attack on U.S. satellites would be GPS jamming attacks on the ground.

There have also been numerous examples of unintentional jamming, and these in-
cidents exemplify how easily GPS reception can be disrupted. For example, GPS
World recently published an article about GPS jamming that inadvertently contin-
ued for well over 2 months, completely blocking Moss Landing Harbor in California.
In this case, the “jammers” were commercially available TV antennas located on pri-
vate boats, and the owners were completely unaware of the interference caused by
these devices. One must only turn to personal experience with cell phones, AM/FM
radios, TV reception etc. to recognize that wireless communications are not perfect,
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and will not become so in our lifetime. I believe it is also reasonable to assume, par-
ticularly given the huge popular migration to wireless communication technologies,
that these conditions will only be exacerbated in the future.

In summary, the reality is that our national transportation, telecommunications,
and power infrastructure is totally reliant on GPS and our infrastructure is vulner-
able. The reality is also that GPS can never be made to be invulnerable, and we
cannot completely control our radio frequency environment today or in the future.
Loran is the only system we have that can mitigate this vulnerability and provide
an infinite backup to GPS.

Economic and National Security Issues

While it is clear that GPS dependence is a national vulnerability, it is also clear
that the nation must seek the most cost-effective means to protect all modalities
that compose the national infrastructure. In this regard, I think it is fair to state
that Congress has shown exceptional, pragmatic leadership with regard to Loran
and GPS, but in contrast, agencies and the DOT have been unable to formulate a
cohesive policy that addresses national needs.

For example, the FAA currently maintains the very high frequency
omnidirectional range (VOR) and distance measuring equipment (DME) systems to
backup GPS when GPS is unavailable. Neither system provides nearly the coverage
or performance of Loran, and their annual O&M costs are roughly three times that
of Loran’s, which will drop to about $15 million when the modernization is complete.
In addition, VORs and DMEs are single modality systems (i.e. they can only be used
by aviation), and cannot even be used in the future “Free Flight” system envisioned
by the FAA. In contrast, the FAA’s own studies have identified Loran as “the best
theoretical” backup to GPS and point out that Loran will fit in their future Free
Flight system. Lastly, Loran is a multimodal system that can provide similar bene-
fits to millions of other Americans, and can do so much less expensively than the
single modal VOR/DME system.

Another example is the situation with the USCG, which has not formally identi-
fied a GPS backup that would enable continued port operations during a period of
GPS denial or unavailability. The USCG currently states that radar with visual aid-
ing is the backup that can be used during a GPS outage. On its face, this answer
completely avoids the basic issue, as it assumes a GPS outage would only occur dur-
ing daylight hours with good visibility. It eschews the fundamental concern of con-
tinuing operations during nighttime and storms or perhaps terrorist activity, the
very situations where a backup system is absolutely required. Moreover, the USCG
has not identified a GPS backup for the automatic identification system (AIS),
which will be used to track and monitor vessels in and around U.S. ports, and relies
completely on GPS. Fortunately, the USCG has initiated studies on Loran for these
roles, and the modernization program will enhance Loran’s ability to fulfill these
roles. In this regard, I will also note that the United States Power Squadron (USPS)
has recently joined the National Boating Federation (NBF) in endorsing Loran’s con-
tinuation and modernization, and written the USCG Commandant to express these
views.

In summary, Loran is not only the most cost effective system we have that can
backup GPS and protect our multimodal national infrastructure, it is the only sys-
tem we have that can address these essential national requirements. At this point
in our history, Loran is not only a national asset, but also a national requirement;
its modernization is a necessity.

Loran Modernization

As indicated above, the Loran recapitalization effort has already yielded substan-
tial benefits to the nation, which are reflected not only in national security and in-
frastructure enhancements across all modalities, but also in cost savings. For exam-
ple, major progress has been made in replacing eleven old tube transmitters with
modern, high efficiency transmitters and associated modern electronic systems. This
modernization program has already enabled personnel reductions, increased reli-
ability, and enhanced performance. These improvements will ultimately reduce
Loran’s annual O & M costs from $27 million to under $15 million, and do so while
improving Loran’s ability to complement GPS. Well into our future, Loran can act
as a multimodal insurance policy for our national infrastructure for under $15 mil-
lion annually.

Last year, Congress approved $25 million for the Loran modernization program.
The Coast Guard is effectively using those funds for important projects that simul-
taneously assist the modernization effort and advance security and safety benefits
presented by Loran and GPS compatibilities. These projects are demonstrating that
Loran and GPS uniquely work hand-in-hand, and cost-effectively benefit all modes
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of transportation users. In summary, it is hard to imagine how taxpayers’ money
could have been more productively spent to generate more security, safety, perform-
ance, and economic benefits for the nation. The Loran modernization program is in-
deed a wise and necessary investment in America’s future, and I respectfully ask
that the Committee continue this investment at its current level of $25 million.

In conclusion, Loran is a national asset of inestimable value. Loran is the second
most widely-used radionavigation system in the world; it is the most cost-effective,
most complementary system to GPS; and it is the only other multimodal system
available to meet our national security and transportation system objectives. The
Loran modernization program is well underway, and already has provided
multimodal benefits to the nation, and more will follow. I urge you to support fiscal
year 2004 funding in the Coast Guard budget of no less than $25 million to continue
a Loran modernization program that will help assure our nation’s transportation
safety and infrastructure security in the most cost effective manner for both govern-
ment providers and private users.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE LUMMI INDIAN BUSINESS COUNCIL

My name is Darrell Hillaire, Chairman of the Lummi Nation. The Lummi Nation,
is located on the northern coastline of Washington State, and is the third largest
tribe in Washington State serving a population of over 5,200. The modern Lummi
government is heir to the traditional territories of the Lummi and Semiahmoo Peo-
ple, which covers lands rivers and marines areas in the United States (Washington)
and Canada (British Columbia).

On behalf of the Lummi Nation I want to thank you and the members of the Com-
mittee for the opportunity to express our concerns and requests regarding the fiscal
year 2004 appropriation for the U.S. Department of Homeland Security. The fol-
lowing written testimony presents the Lummi Nation funding priorities, as well as
regional and national concerns and recommendations for your consideration.

The Lummi Nation’s relationship with the United States of America means that
it must also confront threats to the United States and the American people that are
presented by World events that have occurred, at times, in distant lands and dis-
turbingly in our own backyard. In January 2002 several members of the Lummi Na-
tion Council and I attended the Tribal Homeland Security Summit. While that
meeting did provide information is did not result in any increased security for our
membership. Although isolated the Lummi Nation has witnessed major terrorist ac-
tivities in our area.

—A terrorist from the middle east was caught entering the United States less
than 90 miles from the Lummi Nation with plans and equipment to bomb Los
Angles International Airport.

—Within the last 2 years the Federal government successfully prosecuted 5 resi-
dents of our County for involvement in American “militia” activities similar to
those that led to the bombing in Oklahoma City. And finally the terrorist father
and stepson, who held the Washington DC area in fear last year were living
in the nearby city of Bellingham, prior to beginning their cross country shooting
spree.

—Tribal members routinely fish and hunt in remote areas of what is now known
as northwest Washington State that are the scene of drug smuggling.

—Tribal member routinely cross through the boarder stations into Canada to visit
relatives, perform and participated in ceremonies and participate in Tribe to
Tribe trade, tax free, under the Jay Treaty of 1789. These activities also take
place in remote areas of British Columbia.

—Lummi Tribal members are dependent of water resources that flow from res-
ervation aquifers fed by surface water wetlands and the waters of the Nooksack
river.

—Lummi Nation’s dwindling fisheries resources are also dependent on these
water resources. All of which are open to contamination.

—Tribal lands are not part of the State of Washington, Lummi Nation is a sov-
ereign federally recognized Indian Government.

—The Coastal Zone Management Plan of Washington State indicates Lummi Na-
tion Lands as a blank space on their Plan Map. The Lummi Nation owns and
manages 12 contiguous miles of Coastline.

I, along with other tribal leaders, are concerned that the Department fully include
and involve Tribal governments as it develops the programs services functions and
activities that are designed to assist Tribal governments needs to meet the ever
changing nature of terrorism. The Lummi Nation has an Office of Emergency Serv-
ices, has developed Emergency Services Plans and works with Whatcom county and
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the State of Washington to insure that emergency services are ready and are pro-
vided as needed.

Tribal Government Consultation

On behalf of the Lummi Nation I am recommending that the Department, fol-
lowing the example of many other Federal departments, develop a policy of planning
through consultation with Tribal governments on a government-to-government
basis. This means consultation prior to developing plans meant to benefit tribal gov-
ernments. Such a policy is needed due to the unique status of Tribal governments
within the American system of government, their strategic location and isolation
that present unique challenges for all law enforcement and security activities.

Senate Bill 578 and Tribal Self-Governance

The Lummi Nation fully supports proposed legislation to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to include Indian tribes among the entities consulted with re-
spect to activities carried out by the Secretary of Homeland Security, and for other
purposes. The Lummi Nation is not only a Self-Governance Tribe—it is the first
Self-Governance Tribe. The Lummi Nation is seeking to be a full, active and produc-
tive partner with the United States and the Department of Homeland Security. This
can best be accomplished through the passage of this legislation.

Emergency Domestic Preparedness

Tribal governments must be part of the Department’s efforts to strengthen Amer-
ica’s first responder community and make our homeland safer from potential
threats. The Lummi Nation needs financial and technical assistance to plan and de-
velop its preparedness for terrorism as well as its coordinated terrorism prevention
and security enhancement for first responders within Lummi reservation commu-
nities. The Lummi Nation needs financial assistance to develop preparedness plans,
purchase equipment, develop and implement training, and support the costs of pre-
paredness exercises to enhance our security: The Lummi Nation wants to be one of
the “critical infrastructure facilities as part of Operation Liberty Shield.”

The Lummi Nation and other Tribal governments need the U.S. Homeland Secu-
rity Department to recognize that there are significant security needs on reserva-
tions that are substantially different from those of metropolitan areas. There are
unique needs for protection or preparedness of rural and isolated areas that attract
infiltration activities.

Counter-terrorism Programs, Services, Functions and Activities

In the planning the Department will undertake I ask you to consider the role of
the Lummi Nation and other Tribal governments in the counter terrorism activities
of the United States the support expanded responsibilities of the Department of
Homeland Security.

The Lummi Nation can provide many trained officers and other who want work
and training to support the increased transportation security operations including
additional screening of visitors crossing the border, more secondary inspection of im-
migrants and visitors at ports-of-entry, increased inspection of high-risk goods and
cargo at ports-of-entry, additional flight hours for airspace security.

The Lummi Nation can provide the administrative support and the labor force to
support the protection of Federal assets located in our area. The Lummi Nation is
in an excellent position to provide increased security between ports-of-entry on the
borders.

The Lummi Nation can develop the facilities to support the pre-deployment of
Federal emergency response assets and provide the labor force needed to support
the activation of government emergency response plans.

TRIBAL SPECIFIC APPROPRIATION REQUEST
$160,000 TRIBAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE OFFICES

Lummi Nation request funding to support the development, implementation and
operation of its Emergency Assistance Preparedness and Management Plan $50,000,
Office Staffing $100,000 and start-up equipment $10,000.

Budget Period 2004 2005 2006
Funding Amount .. $160,000 $150,000 ..o $150,000
Project Activity Planning Operations Support ... | Operations Support
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$150,000 EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS

The Lummi Nation needs assistance to plan develop, construct and operate reli-
able, real time, reservation wide emergency communication Dispatch services, and
the problems with 911 and complaints in delays getting L&O officer response. Dis-
patch services.

Budget Period 2004 2005 2006
Funding Amount $150,000 $50,000 ..o $50,000
Project Activity ........ccoooeriinrinns Planning & Equipment .............. Implementation ........c..cccoocverinnne Operations Support

LUMMI NATION FIRST RESPONDERS NETWORK

The Lummi Nation is seeking financial assistance in planning developing imple-
menting and operating a reservation-wide first responder network.

Emergency Medical Service program

Emergency Medical Services request funds for an Ambulance, staff training and
assistance in establishing a 24/7 First Responder and Emergency Medical Techni-
cian Service. Construction of an Lummi Nation Emergency Services Facility that
would house the ambulances and support reservation wide emergency services first
responders.

Budget Period 2004 2005 2006
Funding Amount $800,000 $5,000,000 .......... $300,000
Project Activity ......ccooceovrrirnrinnne Planning & Training, Staffing Equipment | Construction ......... Operations Support

$160,000 for 2 ambulances.

Fire Department (Development preparedness, training funds)

A shrinking State Fire Department that is dependent on volunteers serves the
Lummi Nation. Volunteers whose training is no longer supported by the State of
Washington due to its own budget problems. The Lummi Nation is seeking to work
with the State to develop this small service base into a effective tire and first re-
spond department.

Budget Period 2004 2005 2006
Funding Amount ..........ccooovvvvecevereeereesennees Planning $250,000 ........ $1,000,000 $300,000
Project Activity Planning Construction ... Operations Support

LUMMI NATION CITIZEN WATCH PROGRAMS

Citizens of the Lummi Nation are as concerned about the potential for injury and
death due to terrorist attacks. Our Tribal members want opportunities to get in-
volved in the process of protecting themselves. They have information about un-
usual activities in areas that are remote for most non-Indian citizens. Because of
their unique lifestyle our members travel both by land and sea to areas that are
not regularly inhabited. Therefore the Lummi Nation is requesting funding to plan,
develop, implement and operate the Citizen Watch Program.

Budget Period 2004 2005 2006
Funding Amount .. Planning $250,000 ........ccoovvvveeererereeeeeserrrcrinens $150,000 .............. $150,000
Project Activity ..... Planning Operations and Implementation ........ Operations Support | Operations Support

LUMMI NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

$230,000. Annual Recurring Funding Request to support the increased staff, sup-
port and equipment due to increased security needs and activities of the Lummi Na-
tion Natural Resources Department.

Protection of Natural Resources and the People who use these Resources

The Lummi Natural Resource Officers have concentrated on bringing quality
cases to the Tribal Court this year. These cases have been coordinated with other
Tribes, Washington Fish and Wildlife and National Marine Fisheries Service in ac-
cordance with the sovereignty and jurisdiction of the Lummi Nation. Additional offi-
cers has made it possible to spend more patrol time in tideland and beach enforce-
ment as well as in the usual and accustomed area by water and land patrol.
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The Lummi Tribe possess and exercises treaty rights that are protected and re-
affirmed, by the U.S. Federal courts (Washington vs. U.S., (1974) Western District
Court, Ninth Circuit Court and U.S. Supreme Court) to preserve the Lummi peo-
ple’s right to harvest salmon and other marine resources “in common” with the citi-
zens of Washington in their “usual and accustomed grounds” inland or marine terri-
tories. The Lummi people possess—the right to catch up to 50 percent of the har-
vestable salmon in their traditional fishing areas, located throughout Puget Sound’s
marine waters. These treaty rights extend beyond the harvesting of fish, or salmon
to include other species including: hunting of deer, elk; gathering, harvesting shed
ash, clams, oysters, scallops, mussels, sea urchins, shrimp, abalone, and squid.

The preservation and management for these species and their continued survival
is are essential function of LIBC tribal government. The Lummi people have tradi-
tional depended upon the harvesting of marine and natural resources for subsist-
ence with many contemporary family households rely upon the annual harvest as
the primary source of income. The development of offshore structures and increased
vessel traffic in and/or near traditional fishing areas will present a hindrance to the
Lummi peoples capability to sustain an income.

Budget Period 2004 2005 2006
Funding Amount ......... $400,000 <...ovoveveeeeee e $230,000 +oovvvvvveeeee e $230,000
Project Activity ............. Increased Staffing Increased Sup- | Support for increased Operations Operations Support

port Equipment Start-up costs.

LUMMI LAW AND ORDER (POLICE) DEPARTMENT

The Lummi Law and Order Division is responsible to provide enforcement serv-
ices to patrol the Lummi Nation Reservation and its “traditional hunting and fish-
ing” territories. This geographic area is much larger and extends beyond the Lummi
Indian reservation exterior boundaries. The Lummi Nation need for patrol and en-
forcement is a year round activity in order to protect the people, their property,
their natural resources and preserve the tribe’s Treaty Right. The Lummi Nation
controls, regulates and manages over 6,000 acres of tidelands and shoreline prop-
erties surrounding the Lummi Indian Reservation. However the Lummi Nation is
entitled to harvest shellfish over 15 miles of “off reservation” coastal areas that ex-
tend up to the Canadian Border and all along the western coastal boundaries of
Whatcom and Snohomish Counties, Washington State.

The Lummi Nation treaty right guarantees the tribe and its membership future
access and use, of existing aquatic waterways, without obstruction or hindrance, and
further to navigate, operate boats or harvesting equipment in traditional fishing
grounds and corresponding marine water areas. The Lummi traditional fishing
areas extend beyond the physical boundaries of the Lummi Indian Reservation. Ma-
rine water areas extend north of the Reservation to Pt. Robert’s and the U.S./Can-
ada border, and south of the reservation throughout the San Juan Islands The
tribe’s traditional “Hunting” territory includes all the ceded land identified in the
Pt. Elliot treat and covers over Four Counties in the Pacific Northwest. The Lummi
Law and Order Division needs additional officers, salaries and support funding to
address the security needs of both on and oil reservation activities.

$200,000 Lummi Nation Law and Order Patrol Boat

The Lummi Nation Law and Order needs a new Patrol Boat. The costs for the
Lummi Law and Order patrol boat are quoted to be $200,000.

Budget Period 2004 2005 2006
Funding Amount .......... $500,000 <...ovoveveeeeee s $300,000 <..oooooeeeene $300,000
Project Activity ............ Increased Staffing Increased Sup- | Support for increased Operations Operations Support

port Equipment Patrol Boat
$200,000 Start-up.

Thank you for allowing us to submit this statement of testimony on the fiscal year
2004 Homeland Security Appropriations.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL BOATING FEDERATION

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee: I am writing to respectfully re-
quest that this letter be made part of your hearing record in conjunction with the
Subcommittee’s work on the fiscal year 2004 Department of Homeland Security Ap-
propriations bill and to request your support of funding in the United States Coast
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Guard budget to continue the modernization of the Loran-C system. On behalf of
our 2 million members nationwide, the National Boating Federation (NBF) strongly
supports Loran as a backup operational system to GPS, and we urge continuation
of the Loran modernization program. We understand other marine users and related
groups, including the United States Power Squadrons (USPS), have also expressed
strong support for Loran modernization and the need for it as an operational backup
to satellite navigation.

The move of the Coast Guard to the new Homeland Security Department now
makes it essential that funding be provided from the Coast Guard budget to con-
tinue the Loran infrastructure modernization effort. The Appropriations Committee
has provided nearly $100 million in resources in recent years to modernize the
Loran infrastructure through an inter-agency agreement between the U.S. Coast
Guard and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).

As a result of the Coast Guard recapitalization effort, substantial progress has
been made and many efficiencies implemented. When complete, the modernization
will reduce the Loran system’s operation and maintenance (O&M) costs from $27
million to under $15 million annually. This is a remarkably low annual cost, par-
ticularly given Loran serves so many diverse user groups.

Loran is serving as a multi-modal GPS backup not only because of the navigation
it provides to marine users and other modes of transportation, but also because of
its ability to provide precise time services to the nation. Moreover, Loran is the sec-
ond most widely used radio navigation system in the world; it is a national asset
that is the most cost-effective, most complementary system to the GPS; and it is the
only other multi-modal radio navigation system available to meet many of our na-
tional security and transportation system objectives.

It is imperative that Loran be part of the nation’s long term navigation system
mix because it is essential to marine and other users to meet ongoing navigation,
timing and other requirements.

Last year, $25 million was provided for Loran modernization because of over-
whelming evidence that the technology offers cost-effective security, safety, effi-
ciency and other benefits.

The NBF urges you to support fiscal year 2004 funding in the Coast Guard budget
of no less than $25 million in resources for continuation of the Loran modernization
program.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION

Introduction

Thank you Chairman Cochran, Ranking Member Byrd, and distinguished mem-
bers of the Committee for allowing me the opportunity to provide you with a state-
ment for the record on the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) fiscal year 2004
budget. I am Peter LaPorte, Co-Chair of the National Emergency Management As-
sociation Homeland Security Committee and Director of District of Columbia Emer-
gency Management Agency. In my statement, I am representing the National Emer-
gency Management Association (NEMA), who are the state emergency management
directors in the 50 states and the U.S. territories. NEMA’s members are responsible
to their governors for emergency preparedness, homeland security, mitigation, re-
sponse, and recovery activities for natural, man-made, and terrorist caused disas-
ters.

This is a historic time as you have reorganized to consider the Department of
Homeland Security’s budget and the Federal Government’s reorganization to stand-
up the Department is in its infancy. It is critical that the fiscal year 2004 budget
and future budgets do not lose sight of the all-hazards approach to emergency man-
agement. Our Nation cannot afford to build a new system for homeland security.
We must utilize the pieces already in place to deal with natural hazards and other
emergencies. Our most frequent opportunity to affirm our preparedness comes with
recurrent natural hazards. In this year alone, the country has experienced ten major
disasters, 15 emergency declarations, and one fire suppression declaration. While we
continue to enhance our preparedness for domestic terrorism, we continue to pre-
pare for and respond to frequent disasters of all sizes and impacts.

The Department of Homeland Security budget provides critical support to state
and local emergency management programs through actual dollars, grants, and pro-
gram support. This year, NEMA would like to address three main issues with the
proposed Federal budget for Department of Homeland Security.

—The first is our concern for the elimination and lack of attention to building and

sustaining emergency management infrastructure capabilities. This has tradi-
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tionally been accomplished through the Emergency Management Performance
Grant (EMPG) program,;

—The second is our support for continuing and enhancing the First Responder
Grant program and the intention to coordinate and manage these grants
through the states; and

—The third is our concern about the proposal to eliminate the Hazard Mitigation
Grant Program (HMGP) in order to finance a competitive predisaster mitigation
grant program only.

Emergency Management Infrastructure Funding

More than any other intergovernmental program, emergency management and
disaster response is a joint and shared responsibility among local, State, and Fed-
eral levels. The increase or decrease in resources for one level has a direct impact
on the responsibility and impacts of disasters on the other partners. For example,
a decrease in the capability of local governments to respond to any disaster auto-
matically passes the burden of cost and activity to the state and Federal Govern-
ments. Unfortunately, the consequences of such policies are much more significant
in terms of the effects of disasters on our citizens and communities since an inabil-
ity to respond to life threatening emergencies at the local government level can not
be replaced by efforts at the state and Federal levels. Additionally, the basic ele-
ments of comprehensive emergency preparedness cannot be replaced by narrow pro-
gram funding for homeland security efforts.

The President’s budget proposal would eliminate the all-hazards focused Emer-
gency Management Performance Grant (EMPG) program and roll it into the domes-
tic terrorism focused First Responder Grant program. After a decade of static fund-
ing for the program, EMPG received a modest increase of $29 million in fiscal year
2003. Additionally, Congress recently affirmed the importance of EMPG in the fiscal
year 2003 appropriations bill stating:

“EMPG is the backbone of the Nation’s emergency management system, builds
state and local emergency management capability, is the foundation for first re-
sponder activities, and because this important activity has been severely under
funded for many years. Now more than ever, the planning activities carried out in
this program are of utmost importance. The conferees believe that FEMA should
consider an allocation system for these funds that takes into consideration not only
population, but also risk and vulnerability assessments.”

We would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your support towards this
important program and respectfully request that you not only prevent elimination
of EMPG in the 2004 appropriations, but also address the program’s shortfalls.
While it is called a grant, EMPG is really a cost-share system which ties together
the emergency management system of local, State, and Federal governments.

This program was funded in fiscal year 2003 at $165 million, but a NEMA survey
demonstrates an additional $200 million shortfall in basic state and local level pro-
gram support in this joint effort to prepare the Nation’s emergency management in-
frastructure for an adequate preparation and response to any catastrophe. The in-
creased homeland security focus is an enhancement to our basic emergency manage-
ment capacity and we will not succeed in building vigorous and robust preparedness
for homeland security by taking away the basic building blocks of the emergency
management system. An analogy for this is likened to the building of a second story
on a house by using the very bricks that are integral to the foundation.

The Nation is faced with an increased threat of terrorism and the necessity for
increased planning and coordination with public health, law enforcement, agri-
culture and other state and local organizations. Further, significant grants manage-
ment responsibilities with all response organizations cannot be accomplished effec-
tively with current capabilities. An additional $200 million in funding for EMPG or
other similar program in fiscal year 2004 is critical to addressing these immediate
needs and sets the stage for future multi-year funding based upon national assess-
ments of existing capabilities and needs.

The elimination of this program will result in immediate, near-term and long-
term degradations in the Nation’s ability to effectively address emergencies and dis-
asters. Citizens and communities that handled emergencies locally will no longer be
able to do so and the responsibility and costs will be passed to the next higher level
of government. But the costs will be greater, more frequent, and more dramatic.
Straight-lining this funding in the current homeland security environment of in-
creased programmatic activity without a commensurate increase in infrastructure
will have a similar result. Therefore, an immediate increase and sustained program
over the long term is necessary.
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FIRST RESPONDER GRANT PROGRAM

We appreciate the attention and funding that the Congress has given to ensuring
first responders and emergency management is adequately prepared for domestic
terrorism threats. Our emergency responders are better prepared today to face the
various threats associated with terrorism because of the Federal commitment to ad-
dress the war on terrorism that is being played out in our states, cities, and towns.
States continue to take an all-hazards approach to disaster preparedness as we have
integrated our domestic preparedness efforts into the proven systems we already use
for dealing with both man-made and natural disasters.

We have a great opportunity before us to build and sustain a national emergency
infrastructure that addresses the needs of the entire emergency community (for ex-
ample, fire, law enforcement, emergency medical services, emergency management,
public health, and emergency communications) without taking away programs that
are the basic building blocks of these components. We must seek to build baseline
capabilities in each state that are adequately funded through reliable multi-year
funding. NEMA continues to support Federal efforts to increase emergency manage-
ment capacity building at the state, territory, and local level for personnel, plan-
ning, training, equipment, interoperable communications, coordination, and exer-
cises. A significant Federal commitment must be made to give state, territorial, and
local governments the tools to ensure adequate preparedness. While states have sig-
nificantly increased their commitment to emergency management over the last dec-
ade, states are struggling with budgetary issues and the increased investments nec-
essary to meet new demands. Critically important to the above is allowing funds for
emergency responders to be used to pay for training, exercises, and security costs
for critical infrastructure and key assets, as well as hardening defenses and security
to these potential targets.

State Coordination

All efforts to increase emergency management capacity building must be coordi-
nated through the states to ensure harmonization with the state emergency oper-
ations plan, ensure equitable distribution of resources, and to synthesize resources
for intra-state and inter-state mutual aid. Also, the Stafford Act, which governs the
way disaster assistance is allocated, successfully uses states and Governors as the
managers of Federal disaster relief funds for local governments, which can become
overwhelmed and in need assistance when disasters occur.

States understand the need to get funding quickly to the first responders and
have long coordinated statewide and regionally to ensure adequate state assistance
to local governments for emergency preparedness and response. There has been
some discussion of the states’ effectiveness to coordinate these programs; our data
shows that the criticism is exaggerated. An April, 2003 NEMA Report found that
of the 1999-2002 funds provided by the Office of Domestic Preparedness Grants, 76
percent of the funding has been expended or obligated and that of the fiscal year
2002 supplemental funds to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (now the
Emergency Preparedness and Response Directorate), 69 percent of the funding has
been obligated or expended. States continue to work to ensure the grants get out
as quickly as possible to the localities. We suggest that the Department of Home-
land Security provide quarterly reports on the status of Federal funds for State and
local governments in detail to Congress and share those reports with key state and
local government associations and first responder associations. We believe this
would provide the opportunity for all interested parties to see the same data regard-
ing homeland security grants as well to see where assistance is needed in getting
grant funding distributed and most importantly, it would provide an ability to track
our progress in protecting our communities from terrorism.

Finally, Federal streamlining is necessary to consolidate the Federal grant appli-
cation process for homeland security funds in order to ensure that funding can be
provided faster to first responders. The current application submission, review, and
approval process is lengthy and should be reviewed for efficiency.

Fiscal Conditions and Match Requirements

Further, because the war on terrorism is a national emergency and states and
local governments are in the toughest fiscal situations since the deep recession in
the early 1980s, we must be wary of programs that would require significant
matches. In fact, for local governments to meet the match would be even more dif-
ficult given their fiscal constraints. If a significant match is required, the application
of this initiative will only go to those agencies and governments that can fiscally
afford the match and not necessarily where the need is greatest. If a match is nec-
essary, we would suggest that the match be non-fiscal or in the form of a deliverable
as opposed to soft or hard dollars. We also recommend continuation of the current
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match requirements for Emergency Operations Centers enhancements of 75 percent
Federal and 25 percent state and local.

Flexibility for Personnel to Manage the Program

State emergency managers need to have a commitment for sustained Federal re-
sources and the flexibility to ensure the hiring and training of sufficient professional
personnel to manage the expanding antiterrorism programs. We are concerned that
an influx of funding programs from the Federal Government could detract from the
“all hazards” approach and we will have to turn our focus away from natural dis-
aster preparedness and response and thereby actually reduce overall preparedness
and efficiency. Building a statewide emergency management capability is key to en-
suring preparedness across the board. Flexibility to use some of the first responder
grants for personnel both at the state and local level to manage the programs is
critical to completing the preparedness mission. As an existing funding stream,
EMPG is used in part to fund state and local staff to manage critical programs and
build the incremental emergency management capacity to prepare for the first re-
sponder grants and the coordination that will be required to effectively execute the
program. The First Responder Grants should provide the same flexibility. State and
local government emergency management and responder organizations are already
working at capacity and need Federal support for more than just purchasing pieces
of equipment. Flexibility based on strategic approaches should be the norm, not sin-
gle-issue, narrowly focused grants.

Another area where flexibility is needed is to cover the overtime costs associated
with training and exercising. In order to send a first responder to train on equip-
ment, states and localities must pay overtime for that person’s time, but also over-
time for the person who takes their shift to replace them on duty. The current
equipment and exercise grants do not cover such training costs.

Standards

Standards must be developed to ensure interoperability of equipment, communica-
tions, and training across state, regional, and local jurisdictions. In terms of estab-
lishing voluntary minimum standards for the terrorism preparedness programs of
state and local governments, NEMA offers itself as a resource in this area. Our or-
ganization, along with other stakeholder groups such as the Federal Emergency
Management Agency, the International Association of Emergency Managers, Na-
tional Governors’ Association, National Association of Counties, International Asso-
ciation of Fire Chiefs, and others, has developed and is implementing an Emergency
Management Accreditation Program (EMAP). EMAP is a voluntary standards and
accreditation program for state and local emergency management that is based on
NFPA (National Fire Protection Association) 1600 “Standard for Disaster/Emer-
gency Management and Business Continuity Operations” (an ANSI or American Na-
tional Standards Institute approved standard) and FEMA’s Capability Assessment
of Readiness (CAR). Consequence management preparedness, response and recovery
standards are being developed in conjunction with those for the traditional emer-
gency management functions. NEMA suggests that these standards already being
collaboratively developed through EMAP be considered in the development of min-
imum standards for training, exercises and equipment. Additionally, EMAP accept-
ance would provide the natural mechanism for Federal and state agencies to meet
the requirements of the Government Performance Results Act (GPRA). EMAP has
already completed a pilot phase in North Carolina and North Dakota is now con-
ducting baseline assessments of all states, some of which wish to pursue accredita-
tion in conjunction with this initial assessment.

Specific Program Needs

As you consider the appropriations bills this year, we ask that you consider other
specific needs to: upgrade emergency operations centers; assess, plan, and provide
interoperable communications equipment; address the lack of public safety spectrum
and radio frequency; provide mutual aid planning assistance; provide Federal fund-
ing for state security clearances; provide effective warning systems for all citizens;
complete fielding of one National Guard Civil Support Team in every state; and pro-
vide funding for upgraded Urban Search and Rescue Teams with Weapons of Mass
Destruction capabilities.

NEMA is taking the initiative to develop solutions to some of the issues and con-
cerns of state government related to homeland security with strategic partnerships.
On April 1, 2003, NEMA, along with the Adjutants General Association of the
United States and Mitretek Systems launched the Center for State Homeland Secu-
rity. The Center will provide assistance for states in implementing their homeland
security missions by facilitating access to the best available tools, information and
facilities. The Center will provide direct support to states in key areas where assist-



31

ance is needed including engineering, analysis, program planning, management, and
procurement, in addition to identifying best practices. This project will help states
navigate the vast web of information on homeland security and provide a framework
for benchmarks to assist with spending accountability.

HAZARD MITIGATION GRANT PROGRAM & PREDISASTER MITIGATION

The Administration’s budget proposal to eliminate the post-disaster Hazard Miti-
gation Grant Program in favor of funding a competitive pre-disaster mitigation pro-
gram gives NEMA significant concern. While Federal costs towards disasters remain
a concern, significant commitments must be made towards both pre-disaster and a
fully funded post-disaster mitigation program in order to lower overall disaster
costs.

Last year, Congress changed the formula for post-disaster mitigation grants from
15 percent to 7.5 percent. This change limits the availability of funds for post-dis-
aster mitigation and prevents the lessons learned from disasters from being imme-
diately incorporated into mitigation projects to prevent losses of life and destruction
of property. As a result, state governments no longer can offer buy-outs or mitiga-
tion projects to as many disaster victims. The months immediately following disas-
ters provide unique opportunities to efficiently incorporate risk reduction measures
in a very cost-effective manner, in many cases lowering the overall cost of the
project by leveraging other funding sources including insurance settlements. We ask
that you restore the formula to 15 percent this year and also prevent the program
from being eliminated.

The HMGP has proven to be a highly effective tool in steering communities to-
ward risk reduction measures, in many cases breaking repetitive loss cycles that
have cost other Federal disaster relief programs multiple times. Cost-benefit anal-
ysis is currently a requirement for predisaster mitigation programs. In a purely
competitive grant program, lower income communities, often those most at risk to
natural disaster will not effectively compete with more prosperous communities.
Also, disasters graphically and vividly expose the need for and value of mitigation
projects. We must not lose these opportunities to initiate projects to enhance our
communities and reduce future disaster costs. Damage caused by disasters would
go largely unrepaired thereby further impacting the economic and social recovery
of particular areas. There are not enough mitigation dollars available to address all
of the vulnerabilities that exist in this country.

Making mitigation funds available only in a predisaster competitive environment
will set this country’s mitigation efforts back by removing the prime motivation fac-
tor, the disaster itself. The Administration’s proposal to eliminate post-disaster miti-
gation programs is not a cost-savings initiative, because disaster costs to the Fed-
eral Government would significantly increase as a result of the absence of preven-
tion. Pre-disaster mitigation is essential, but we need to ensure that pre-disaster
mitigation corresponds with the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 that was passed
overwhelmingly by the House and Senate and signed into law.

NEMA calls on Congress to maximize the benefits of both HMGP and predisaster
mitigation, while including provisions for increased accountability. NEMA supports
increased funding for predisaster mitigation, but maintains that HMGP should be
retained as a separate and fully funded post-disaster program.

CONCLUSION

As we work to implement a new Federal Department of Homeland Security, we
must not forget about the all-hazards approach to emergency management and the
role it plays in preventing our Nation from losing focus on the daily perils that we
face in addition to new threats. We must be prudent and thoughtful in addressing
the homeland security enhancements to our preparedness and not waste the oppor-
tunities we have before us today.

Whether it is a flood in West Virginia, a hurricane in Florida, or tornadoes in Mis-
sissippi, states need a Federal commitment to recognize that each state and local
government has unique disaster preparedness and response needs that require flexi-
ble, predictable, and adequate funding assistance that is coordinated with the state
emergency management plan. I thank you for the opportunity to testify on behalf
of NEMA and welcome any questions that you might have. Only through a partner-
ship of Federal, State, local government, along with our citizens and businesses, can
our country prepare and respond to emergencies and disasters. Thank you for your
consideration.



32

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR AGRICULTURAL SECURITY
AGRICULTURAL BIOSECURITY IN RURAL AMERICA

There is a growing concern among security experts that acts of bioterrorism may
be more likely than other forms of terrorist attack. America’s farms, ranches, forests
and our food production systems are vulnerable. In order to ensure continued public
confidence in the safety of the food supply, immediate steps need to be taken to
strengthen the technology and systems that will prevent and mitigate acts of bioter-
rorism. Local communities need to be prepared to work with State and Federal
agencies to manage the consequences of an attack.

The State Agricultural Experiment Stations and the State Extension Services
have a long history of working with State and local communities to address issues
of national concern. This Federal State-local partnership has been critical to address
the needs of agricultural producers and food processors, and it will be essential to
develop integrated and comprehensive national programs for addressing agricultural
biosecurity. A series of activities and projects are proposed that address biosecurity
concerns in rural America.

SECURING AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH FACILITIES AND AGENTS

Agricultural research facilities contain a vast array of biological and chemical
agents that can be accessed and abused. The Agricultural Experiment Stations must
develop new practices and procedures for insuring that they can meet emerging uni-
versity security requirements while coordinating with their Federal laboratory part-
ners to meet a different set of Federal security requirements. Improved security
must be developed in a manner that still allows for interaction with the public for
whom the research is being performed.

Preventing and Preparing for Agricultural Bioterrorism

The critical time to deal with an act of bioterrorism is before it occurs. Potential
vulnerabilities need to be assessed. Local, State and Federal emergency manage-
ment communications networks need to be developed and tested for use in rural
areas to address these new threats. Rural community leaders need to prepare man-
agement plans with public health, law enforcement, disaster management agencies.
Farmers, ranchers, and foresters need education programs to recognize and respond
to potential acts of terrorism, as well as to understand steps they can take to reduce
their own vulnerability to attack. New vaccines and protective immunity needs to
be developed for animals and crops.

Quickly Detecting Toxic Biological and Chemical Agents

New sensor technologies for plants, animals and microbes need to be developed
for detecting specific and broad categories of potential bioweapons. These sensors
need to be mobile, broadly distributed, quick in their detection and analysis, and
inexpensive. Sensors need to be developed for monitoring farms, ranches and forests
to detect and report on the movement and dispersion of biological agents. Sensors
must also be developed for identifying food borne pathogens in the food production
and distribution system.

Interpreting the Appearance and Movement of Biological and Chemical Agents

Once detected, the pattern of appearance and dispersion of biological agents and
food borne pathogens needs to be quickly incorporated into Geographic Information
Mapping systems and computer models to determine if a natural event or a terrorist
attack has occurred. Mapping and modeling make it possible to determine in hours
and days that an event has occurred, making it possible to respond quickly enough
to contain and mitigate the attack. Moreover, mapping and modeling make it pos-
sible to anticipate the movement of bioweapons through the landscape and the food
distribution system, enabling local leaders to take appropriate actions to protect
their communities.

Recognizing and Reporting Hazardous Events

In addition to developing new equipment and computer technologies, people need
to be trained to recognize the symptoms of biological attacks. Extension agents, vet-
erinarians, and crop consultants need to be trained to recognize biological outbreaks
and to know how to communicate appropriately with local and Federal officials. Re-
porting by individuals and mechanical sensors needs to be integrated into a com-
prehensive biosurveillance network.
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Responding to and mitigating an act of bioterrorism

In the event of an attack, local leaders need to be prepared to make appropriate
emergency management decisions. Local public health, law enforcement, and dis-
aster response teams need to be coordinated with prepared processes for informing
and managing the public response. Treatment and care must be implemented imme-
diately and appropriately. Early detection and treatment may mitigate most acts of
bioterrorism.

THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR AGRICULTURAL SECURITY

The National Institute for Agricultural Security (NIAS) is a nonprofit corporation
developed by the State Agricultural Experiment Station Directors in collaboration
with the State Extension Services and in consultation with the Colleges of Agri-
culture. The Institute was developed to address bioterrorism as it impacts U.S. agri-
cultural and food production systems.

Partner Institutions

In addition to working with all State Agricultural Experiment Stations, the NIAS
works with and through lead universities to utilize their unique areas of technical
and programmatic expertise to address national and regional biosecurity issues.
NIAS is currently engaged in discussions regarding the development of specific pilot
test projects with a number of universities. Federal Agencies and Appropriation
Subcommittees All of the proposed programs described here will be developed in col-
laboration and coordination with the appropriate agencies within the Department
of Agriculture. However, ongoing discussions with an array of agencies has made
it clear that the proposed activities and projects should involve new collaboration
and partnerships with a number of Federal agencies, including the Department of
Homeland Security and the Department of Defense. For example, the agricultural
research community needs to build on the security expertise, computer modeling,
and biological research capacities that are supported by these departments. The six
areas of activity described in this testimony have been designed to complement
emerging programs and projects being planned by the Department of Homeland Se-
curity’s Office of Science and Technology. The intent is to build on the biological
work of the Office of Science and Technology through the Federal laboratories and
research network, by harnessing the state-based agricultural research network of
the State Agricultural Experiment Stations and Colleges of Agriculture. The agricul-
tural research community has expertise and detailed knowledge of local conditions
that will be imperative for the new programs being developed within the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security and ongoing programs in the Department of Defense.
Therefore the Appropriations Subcommittees for Homeland Security and the De-
partment of Defense are suggested as the appropriate Committees of jurisdiction.

First Steps

It is understood that there are many urgent and immediate homeland security
concerns. However, it is also imperative that the security of our agricultural and
food production system not be left unattended. The NIAS, the State Agricultural Ex-
periment Stations, and the State Extension system offer a cost-effective mechanism
for harnessing an existing infrastructure of local and state-based research, edu-
cation and communications capacities that extends throughout the country. This re-
search and extension system provides a trusted communications and facilitation net-
work throughout rural America that should be linked to the emerging programs of
the Department of Homeland Security.

Detailed project proposals and budgets have been developed for each of the six
areas of activity described previously in this testimony. More detailed resource docu-
ments are being provided to appropriate agency officials and will be provided to
Congressional staff as appropriate. Each project begins with a developmental or
pilot phase, which is then evaluated and adapted before being ramped-up for re-
gional or national implementation.

By way of example, the first area of activity includes the development of national
guidelines for securing agricultural research facilities, followed by a national assess-
ment of state-based facilities, to be followed by “hardening” state-based agricultural
research facilities nationwide.

Securing agricultural research facilities and agents Agricultural research facilities
contain a vast array of biological and chemical agents that can be accessed and
abused. The Agricultural Experiment Stations have a unique mix of field and lab-
oratory research with a network of widely dispersed laboratory and field research
sites within every State and territory—creating tremendous security challenges for
research managers trying to respond to new biosecurity concerns. Several univer-
sities and agricultural research facilities have already been the targets of domestic
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terrorist attacks. Biological agents have been stolen from agricultural research lab-
oratories. A comprehensive process for securing agricultural research facilities needs
to be undertaken immediately. Research security requirements must be consistent
nationally, but with flexibility for correct implementation given the unique charac-
teristics of each site.

AES Biosecurity Guidelines

In order to quickly develop agricultural research security practices for the Agricul-
tural Experiment Stations, the National Institute for Agricultural Security (NIAS)
will convene panels of security and research experts to develop draft “AES Biosecu-
rity Guidelines.” These guidelines will outline suggestions for (1) biosecurity site as-
sessments, (2) policies for managing personnel access to research facilities and
equipment, (3) developing new personnel training programs, and (4) managing ac-
cess to sensitive research information. The expert panels and working groups will
seek to include representatives from the appropriate Federal agencies. The work-
shops will include leaders from the Agricultural Colleges and the Agricultural Ex-
periment Stations, but also field station and laboratory managers. The draft AES
Biosecurity Guidelines will be shared with all Experiment Stations through web-
based conferences, where each State will have the opportunity to gather the appro-
priate mix of specialists to review and evaluate the draft guidelines. Several States
might be utilized as pilot sites for testing the new guidelines; the selected Experi-
ment Stations would use test the proposed national guidelines to determine what
final adjustments might be needed. After testing, all State Agricultural Experiment
Stations could utilize the national guidelines to conduct site security assessments,
develop new personnel guidelines, and to develop new training programs. After com-
pleting the site security assessments, each institution would be able to clearly define
local security enhancements that would be needed to reach a consistent national
standard of security for field and laboratory research facilities and equipment.

Closing

The National Institute for Agricultural Security will strive to facilitate collabora-
tion between the state-based agricultural research and extension communities and
our Federal partners to address biosecurity and agricultural security concerns. The
Institute stands ready to provide any additional information that may be of interest
to the appropriate Congressional Committees and offices.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE PILOT DISASTER RESISTANT UNIVERSITIES

Chairman Cochran, Ranking Member Byrd, and distinguished members of the
Subcommittee, thank you for giving me the opportunity to provide testimony on the
Disaster Resistant University initiative and to request continued funding in the fis-
cal year 2004 appropriations bill of your Subcommittee.

Program Background

The FEMA Disaster Resistant University (DRU) Initiative was created to reduce
the potential for large loss of life and hundreds of millions of dollars in key Federal
research and billions of dollars in damage from natural disasters. The University
of California/Berkeley was the prototype and founding member of the program. In
October 2000, FEMA selected five additional universities to join Berkeley in the
pilot phase of the program: the University of Alaska/Fairbanks, University of
Miami, University of North Carolina/Wilmington, Tulane University, and University
of Washington/Seattle. The selected universities have two elements in common: a
vulnerability to disasters and a commitment to improve protection of students, fac-
ulty and staff, and one of our most valuable assets, intellectual property. The pilot
program was funded with $700,000 in grants from predisaster mitigation funds and
the U.S. Fire Administration.

Purpose of the Program

The purpose of the program is to help the nation’s colleges and universities facing
the threat of natural disasters and acts of terrorism to assess their vulnerabilities
and find ways to protect the lives of their students, faculty, and staff; their research;
and their facilities. It will provide a framework and process for other universities
to do the same.

Need for the Program

The Federal Government funds nearly $15 billion in university research annually.
This Federal investment in the vital intellectual property of the nation should be
protected.
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Universities are critical to the economic health of surrounding communities. Their
ability to resume operations quickly following a disaster greatly speeds the recovery
of the entire community. For example, the University of Miami is the 3rd largest
employer in Miami-Dade County and has a $1.9 billion a year impact on the com-
munity; the University of Washington is the 3rd largest employer in the state of
Washington and has a $3.4 billion impact; the University of North Carolina at Wil-
mington is the 3rd largest employer in the area and is a $400 million annual benefit
to an eight county area; the University of California, Berkeley is the 5th largest em-
ployer in the Bay area and generates $1.1 billion annually in personal income in
the Bay area; Tulane University is the largest employer in Orleans Parish and the
5th largest in Louisiana with a $1.5 billion gross impact on New Orleans; and the
University of Alaska/Fairbanks is the largest civilian employer in the Tanana Val-
ley. In addition, many universities operate medical schools which provide essential
clinical services to the residents of their communities and adjacent areas.

Many recent events underscore the need for the program: the loss of many years
of research at the Texas Medical Center as result of flooding from Tropical Storm
Allison, the earthquake damage to the University of California/Northridge and the
University of California at Los Angeles, the facility damage and loss of life at the
University of Maryland as result of a tornado, hurricane damage to the University
of North Carolina/Wilmington, the earthquake damage to the University of Wash-
ington/Seattle, and the declaration by the FBI that our universities are “soft” tar-
gets for terrorists.

Status of the Program and Accomplishments

Although no funding was made available in 2002, great progress has been made
by the universities with the modest 2001 Federal investment. Participation in the
DRU brought high level commitment and a framework for disaster planning and
mitigation activities that helped universities focus and enhance efforts to protect
their students, faculty, staff, vital research, and facilities.

Each university has made significant improvements in developing awareness cam-
paigns on campus; assessing their risks, vulnerabilities, and mitigation options,
prioritizing and implementing some of the mitigation options; updating emergency
operations plans; and developing and implementing plans for business continuity.
The universities have improved disaster resistant design specifications for buildings
and their contents, incorporated disaster resistance into campus master planning,
and partnered more closely with governmental and private entities.

These six pilot universities are making strong efforts to protect their collective
120,567 students, 60,214 employees, 1,550 buildings valued at over $11,820,458,000,
and $1,600,710,000 in annual research.

In meetings in March with representatives of the DRUs, FEMA staff expressed
strong interest in continuing to work on this program. The six participating Disaster
Resistant Universities look forward to continuing their progress and to mentoring
the six new universities which FEMA will be selecting soon.

Congressional Interest

We very much appreciate the support Congress has given this program the last
2 years. The Conference Report on the VA, HUD and Independent Agencies Appro-
priations bill for 2002 contained the following language: “The conferees believe that
many of the nation’s universities are vulnerable to disaster and urge FEMA to con-
tinue its Disaster Resistant University program and expand the scope to include
safe-guar]ding university assets from acts of terrorism.” [House Report 107-272,
page 155

The Conference Report on the fiscal year 2003 Omnibus bill in the FEMA section
of the VA, HUD and Independent Agencies stated the following: The conferees are
in agreement that FEMA should continue the Disaster Resistant University pro-
gram and direct FEMA to carry out the direction contained in House Report 107—
740.

House Report 107-740 stated the following: The Committee directs FEMA to con-
tinue the Disaster Resistant University Program with grants of $500,000 to each of
the six pilot Disaster Resistant Universities and $100,000 each to at least six addi-
tional universities, including at least one HBCU, to join the program.

Request for fiscal year 2004

In fiscal year 2003, the program was funded through the Federal Emergency
Management Agency section of the VA, HUD and Independent Agencies section of
the Omnibus Appropriations Bill. In fiscal year 2004, the program will be under De-
partment of Homeland Security, Directorate of Emergency Preparedness and Re-
sponse.
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We request your consideration of the following language in the fiscal year 2004
Department of Homeland Security Appropriations Bill:

The Committee directs the Department of Homeland Security Directorate of
Emergency Preparedness and Response (FEMA) to continue the Disaster Resistant
University Program by providing continued support of $500,000 to each of the six
pilot Disaster Resistant Universities to implement mitigation projects, $500,000 for
each of the new universities added to the program in fiscal year 2003, and $200,000
each to at least six additional universities to join the program in fiscal year 2004.

We again thank you for the opportunity to provide written comment on the need
for funding of this important program. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss
the program further with your staff.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER BASIN ASSOCIATION

The Upper Mississippi River Basin Association (UMRBA) is the organization cre-
ated in 1981 by the Governors of Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin
to serve as a forum for coordinating the five states’ river-related programs and poli-
cies and for collaborating with Federal agencies on regional water resource issues.
As such, the UMRBA has an interest in the budgets for the U.S. Coast Guard and
the Emergency Preparedness and Response Directorate within the new Department
of Homeland Security.

Transition to the new department is an on-going process that will undoubtedly
bring both challenges and opportunities. However, in the current national security
environment, it has become more important than ever to ensure that the Coast
Guard and the former Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) have the
resources they need to fulfill their multiple missions. Both have vital new functions
and priorities specifically related to homeland security that must be adequately
funded. But both also have other traditional missions that are equally vital to public
health and safety, economic well-being, and environmental protection. For the Coast
Guard, these include activities such as aids to navigation, vessel and facility inspec-
tions, emergency response, and mariner licensing. For the former FEMA, key tradi-
tional missions include the National Flood Insurance Program, flood map mod-
ernization, hazard mitigation, and response to floods and other natural disasters.
Nowhere are these services more important than on the Upper Mississippi River
System, which supports a vital link in the inland waterway transportation system,
some of the nation’s most productive agricultural land, population centers ranging
from small towns to major metropolitan areas, and a nationally significant eco-
system.

COAST GUARD

Operating Expenses

A continuing priority for the UMRBA is the Coast Guard’s Operating Expenses
account. The President’s fiscal year 2004 budget proposal includes $4.838 billion for
this account, an increase of 10 percent from the fiscal year 2003 enacted level. How-
ever, much of this increase is targeted to homeland security and maritime projects,
including new Maritime Safety and Security Teams, Sea Marshall positions, and in-
creased search and rescue staffing. These initiatives are important in their own
right, and some will undoubtedly help enhance other Coast Guard missions. How-
ever, it is also true that there will be increased demands on other mission areas
to support security operations.

The Coast Guard’s stated objective is to sustain traditional missions near their
pre 9/11 levels. These traditional missions are critical to the safe, efficient operation
of the Upper Mississippi River and the rest of the inland river system. Under these
mission areas, the Coast Guard maintains navigation channel markers, regulates a
wide range of commercial vessels in the interest of crew and public safety, and re-
sponds to spills and other incidents. The beneficiaries include not only commercial
vessel operators, but also recreational boaters; farmers and others who ship mate-
rials by barge; and the region’s citizens, who benefit enormously from the river as
a nationally significant economic and environmental resource.

Even prior to September 11, recent years had brought a number of changes to the
way the Coast Guard operates on the inland river system, including elimination of
the Second District; closure of the Director of Western Rivers Office; decommis-
sioning the Sumac, which was the largest buoy tender on the Upper Mississippi
River; and staff reductions. The states understand that these decisions were driven
by the need for the Coast Guard to operate as efficiently as possible, and the states
support that goal. However, such changes must be carefully considered and their ef-



37

fects monitored, particularly in light of the increased demands that we are now plac-
ing on the personnel and assets that remain in the region. The UMRBA is quite
concerned that staff reductions and resource constraints have combined to impair
the Coast Guard’s ability to serve as an effective, proactive partner.

Specifically, increased security demands have reduced the staff assigned to vessel
inspections and limited the Coast Guard’s investigation of reported spills. Sending
a single person to conduct vessel inspections reduces the rigor of those inspections,
and, in a worst case scenario, potentially puts the inspector at risk. Similarly, elect-
ing not to respond to reports of small spills means some of these spills will go
uninvestigated and puts increased demands on local officials who do not have the
Coast Guard’s expertise or resources. Moreover, it could result in costly delays
should a spill turn out to be larger than first reported, an all-too-common occur-
rence. While everyone recognizes the need to adjust to our new security environ-
ment, it is essential for the Coast Guard to retain the capacity to perform its tradi-
tional missions on the Upper Mississippi River. Temporary adjustments have been
necessary as the Coast Guard strives to meet immediate needs, but these should
not become long term standard operating procedures. Toward that end, the UMRBA
supports the President’s fiscal year 2004 budget request for the Coast Guard’s Oper-
ating Expenses account and urges Congress to ensure that sufficient resources from
within this account are allocated to the Coast Guard’s inland river work.

Priorities and Procedures in a New Environment

The UMRBA calls on Congress to ensure that the Coast Guard’s partners and
stakeholders are consulted as decisions are made regarding how to execute tradi-
tional missions in the new security environment. For example, the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget has called for a study of the Aids to Navigation Program to deter-
mine whether this function should be privatized. While the states do not oppose
such a study per se, we do have reservations concerning the efficacy and efficiency
of privatization in this instance. Moreover, it is absolutely essential to fully consider
the perspectives of the navigation industry and others who rely on these aids before
making any such decision. The states would oppose any fees for aids to navigation
or other navigation assistance services. The nation’s navigable waterways are a crit-
ical part of our transportation infrastructure, just as is the national highway sys-
tem, and the benefits of the waterways system accrue quite broadly. Therefore, pro-
viding the basic services required to operate that infrastructure safely is a funda-
mental role of government.

The Coast Guard is reportedly considering a range of other potential changes,
such as reducing non-security contingency planning, suspending certain safety in-
spections, reducing some enforcement efforts, and suspending response to spills of
up to 500 gallons from domestic vessels. These potential changes could have pro-
found implications, including diminished public and worker safety, increased de-
mands on state and local jurisdictions, and reduced environmental protection. They
should not be undertaken without extensive consultation with potentially affected
parties.

Boat Safety Grants

The Coast Guard’s boat safety grants to the states have a proven record of suc-
cess. The Upper Mississippi is a river where all types of recreational craft routinely
operate in the vicinity of 15-barge tows, making boating safety all the more impor-
tant. As levels of both recreational and commercial traffic continue to grow, so too
does the potential for user conflicts. This is particularly true with major events,
such as the upcoming commemoration of the Lewis and Clark expedition, which is
expected to draw large numbers of boaters to the St. Louis area, and the Grand Ex-
cursion 2004, during which flotillas of boaters will retrace President Millard Fill-
more’s 1,854 steamboat journey from Rock Island, Illinois to the Twin Cities. Boat
safety training and law enforcement are key elements of prevention. In fiscal year
2003, Congress recognized the importance of boating safety, providing $71 million
for the state boat safety grants. Unfortunately, this year the Coast Guard continued
its long-standing practice of requesting only $59 million for state grants. The
UMRBA urges Congress to appropriate the full authorized amount in fiscal year
2004 to the Boat Safety account to support the states in this important mission.

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE

Hazard Mitigation

Among those programs now administered by the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity’s Emergency Preparedness and Response Directorate, UMRBA is particularly
interested in those that help mitigate future flood hazards. Mitigation, which is the
ongoing effort to reduce or eliminate the impact of disasters like floods, can include
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measures such as relocating homes or community facilities off the floodplain, ele-
vating structures, and practicing sound land use planning. Mitigation planning and
implementation measures are essential to reducing the nation’s future disaster as-
sistance costs. Given the importance of mitigation, UMRBA supports the new Pre-
Disaster Mitigation (PDM) grant program for which Congress provided first-time
funding of $150 million in fiscal year 2003 and for which the President has re-
quested $300 million in fiscal year 2004. The UMRBA recognizes that there are con-
cerns about how PDM grant funds will be allocated, including the effect of relying
solely on benefit/cost analysis. In addition, there is limited experience in admin-
istering the new program. Applications for planning grants ($248,375 per state) are
due April 30 and FEMA has yet to issue guidance for the competitive grants. De-
spite these growing pains of a new program, the PDM grant program holds promise
for enhancing communities’ ability to prevent future damages, particularly in areas
that have—not experienced a major disaster and thus have not had access to post-
disaster mitigation assistance through the Disaster Relief Fund. In addition, pre-
disaster mitigation assistance is an effective means of meeting the ongoing need in
all communities to plan for future floods and reduce their vulnerability before the
next flood disaster.

Unfortunately, the Administration’s support for the new Pre-Disaster Mitigation
program is based on the premise that the existing post-disaster Hazard Mitigation
Grant Program (HMGP) will be eliminated. This would be a major mistake. Al-
though the PDM program will be very useful, funding for that program should not
come at the expense of the HMGP. The HMGP has been a particularly popular and
enormously helpful program. Authorized under Section 404 of the Stafford Act, the
HMGP provides grants to states and local governments to implement long-term haz-
ard mitigation measures after a major disaster declaration. Because grant funds are
made available during the immediate recovery from a disaster, it offers a particu-
larly attractive option for communities that may not otherwise consider mitigation.
It is critical to maintain this post-disaster option, in addition to creating a new pre-
disaster mitigation option. Local communities need both. In addition, by retaining
the HMGP, mitigation assistance specifically for flood damages would continue to
be available to communities that experience disastrous flooding. In contrast, flood
mitigation projects under the new pre-disaster program will need to compete for
funding with mitigation projects for a wide variety of other potential disasters, thus
diminishing the likelihood that flood mitigation needs will be met.

Therefore, UMRBA supports funding of $300 million in fiscal year 2004 for the
Pre-Disaster Mitigation grant program and urges Congress to continue to make
post-disaster mitigation funding available through the HMGP, by authorizing alloca-
tion of the full 15 percent of disaster relief funding to the HMGP.

Flood Map Modernization

UMRBA enthusiastically supports the Administration’s proposal to provide $200
million to modernize and digitize Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). Among other
things, flood maps are used to determine risk-based National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram premium rates and develop disaster response plans for Federal, State, and
local emergency management personnel. However, most flood maps are over 15
years old and are rapidly becoming obsolete. Many flood maps are outdated by the
effects of land use changes in the watersheds. When outdated maps underestimate
flood depths, it can often lead to floodplain development in high risk areas. It is
therefore important that flood maps be updated on an ongoing basis and in a timely
way.

The Corps of Engineers will soon complete its Flow Frequency Study, updating
the discharge frequency relationships and water surface profiles for approximately
2,000 miles of the Upper Mississippi, Lower Missouri, and Illinois Rivers. This data
will have a variety of uses, including updating Flood Insurance Rate Maps used by
hundreds of flood prone communities along these rivers. The Corps and FEMA have
estimated that 4,237 map panels in the 130 counties along these rivers will need
to be revised at a cost of approximately $30 million. Using data from the Corps
study will be a far more cost-effective way to update FIRMs than having FEMA
independently study flood hazards and update the maps. UMRBA therefore urges
Congress to designate funding specifically for the Upper Mississippi flood mapping
project and direct FEMA and the Corps to coordinate their efforts to advance FIRM
updates.
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