Session No. 8

Course: The Political and Policy Basis of Emergency Management

Session: Disaster Budgeting
Time: 2 Hours


Objectives:

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

8.1 
Portray in general terms the authorization process used by the U.S. Congress.

8.2 
Trace out in general terms the appropriations process used by the Congress.

8.3 
Outline political aspects of the budgetary process with respect to disaster funding.

8.4 
Recall the sources of FEMA and Department of Homeland Security budget authority.

8.5 
Discuss the significance of emergency supplemental appropriation laws and procedures as these relate to Federal emergency management.

8.6 
Recount some of the criticisms and supporting statements that have been made regarding emergency supplemental appropriations.

8.7
Recall how the era of homeland security has affected budgeting for Federal emergency management programs.

8.8
Explain many features of local public budgeting for emergency management and elucidate the political environment of local public budgeting.

8.9
Recount types of federal grants, allocation schemes of federal grants, and relate these to various types of emergency management and homeland security grants.

Scope

The Congressional budget process through which the Federal Government makes disaster funding available, is explored. The political and policy dimensions of budgeting are noted. Sources of disaster budgeting authority are examined to provide a fundamental understanding of the disaster budgeting process. The political aspects of that process are reviewed, especially in light of the tremendous escalation in disaster costs in the 1990s. FEMA’s role in the disaster funding process is noted. Finally, the politics of supplemental appropriations are considered, listing the criticisms and the supporting arguments of this widely debated and controversial topic.

References

Assigned student reading:

Richard T. Sylves, “Budgeting for Emergency Management,” Chapter 15, in Emergency Management: Principles and Practice for Local Government, 2nd Ed., William L. Waugh, Jr. and Kathleen Tierney, eds. (Washington, D.C.: ICMA Press, 2007), 299-318.

For students who need a more general foundation on the budgeting side of public policy, see the following Kraft and Furlong chapter. 

Requirements
Preparing this lesson is a challenge because it embodies substantial descriptive information and, at the same time, reviews a rather elaborate budgeting process—itself rife with complexity. It also places the topic of disaster within that process and attempts to examine it from a political perspective. The instructor may want to list on the board steps in the budgeting process and the groups that are involved in it. This may help students better visualize budgetary dynamics and the process. There are also some helpful links both the instructor and students may wish to consult.
Remarks

The budgetary process that takes place in the United States is complex and takes into account a variety of political officials, among them members of the Congressional Committees previously examined in Session 6, “Legislative Political Issues.” In addition to the authorization, budget, and appropriations Committees of the House and Senate, the President and the Executive Office also play a significant role in the budgetary process. There are also budgetary processes at the state and local level and these are relevant for emergency managers working at those levels.
Objective 8.1

Portray in general terms the authorization process used by the U.S. 



Congress.
CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZATION PROCESS
The Federal Government (but not most State governments) has a two step process of funding public policies. First, substantive legislation has to be passed that establishes a program or policy and authorizes the expenditure of money in its support. Second, money actually has to be made available for the policy or program through the adoption of appropriations legislation. The general rule is that no appropriation can be made without the enactment of an authorization law that justifies it. Authorization committees (about 15 major ones in the House and 16 in the Senate) review the President’s budget request submitted each January and from this and their own independent actions devise, alter, kill, or push forward to eventual enactment bills that authorize Government policy and programs.

Below are major committees of the U.S. House of Representatives:

Agriculture 



(authorization type)
Appropriations 

Armed Services 


(authorization type)

Budget 

Education and Labor 


(authorization type)

Energy and Commerce 

(authorization type)

Financial Services 


(authorization type)

Foreign Affairs 


(authorization type)

Homeland Security 


(authorization type)

House Administration 

Intelligence (Permanent Select) 

Judiciary 



(authorization type)

Natural Resources 


(authorization type)

Oversight and Government Reform 
(authorization type)

Rules 

Science and Technology 

(authorization type)

Small Business 


(authorization type)

Standards of Official Conduct 

Transportation and Infrastructure 
(authorization type)

Veterans' Affairs 


(authorization type)

Ways and Means 


(authorization type)


Below are major committees of the U.S. Senate


Aging (Special) 



(authorization type)

Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry 

(authorization type)

Appropriations 

Armed Services 



(authorization type)

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
(authorization type)

Budget 

Commerce, Science and Transportation 
(authorization type)

Energy and Natural Resources 

(authorization type)

Ethics (Select) 

Environment and Public Works 

(authorization type)

Finance 




(authorization type)

Foreign Relations 



(authorization type)

Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
(authorization type)

Homeland Security & Governmental Affairs (authorization type)

Indian Affairs 




(authorization type)

Intelligence (Select) 



(authorization type)

Judiciary 




(authorization type)

Rules and Administration 

Small Business and Entrepreneurship 
(authorization type)

Veterans' Affairs



(authorization type)
For example, the House Homeland Security Committee and the Senate Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs Committee, both authorization-type committees, help fashion the Homeland Security Authorization Act of fiscal year (FY) 2010 that empowers the Department of Homeland Security to undertake certain activities, e.g., acquire new vessels for the U.S. Coast Guard, hire additional Border Control agents, prepare pandemic flu emergency response plans, fund FEMA’s Emergency Management Performance Grant program, etc.. The numbers in the Homeland Security Authorization are only spending ceilings. The Department of Homeland Security does not usually expect to receive all of the money authorized for spending. 
This is because the Appropriations Committee members (House and Senate), acting as guardians of the U.S. Treasury and aware of Governmental revenue limitations, have to find economies in Federal spending. Consequently, the Homeland Security Subcommittees of the House and Senate Appropriations Committees will pare down the proposed (and authorized) DHS budget as they fashion the Homeland Security Authorization Act of FY 2010. The Senate debate on the FY 2010 Homeland Security Authorization law normally takes place in the spring or early summer, so it can be enacted before the FY2010 Homeland Security Appropriation Act is considered. By October 1 (the start of Federal fiscal year), the DHS will expect to see signed into law a new budget encompassing certain authorization powers and spending rules and totals.

The Budget Committees of the House and Senate also play a key part in the budgetary process. The Budget Committees collect spending and taxing information from relevant Congressional Committees and Subcommittees during the period that Congress fashions the budget. The Budget Committees engage in SCOREKEEPING (record keeping) on how much is being committed, in total, to spending and how much is being collected in taxes under Congressional legislation in process. Remember, when legislators approve certain forms of tax abatement or relief, these measures reduce federal government revenue and are today counted as “tax expenditures,” in effect lost federal funds. The chief obligation of the Budget Committees is to keep track of the size of the projected deficit given what the spending and taxing committees are doing. The Budget Committees help to formulate both a spring budget resolution and the final reconciliation bill that must be passed in September just before the final appropriation bills are passed (though recent practice has been to forgo reconciliation and approve reconciled appropriation and tax bills in one or two steps).

Objective 8.2

Trace out in general terms the appropriations process used by the 



Congress.
CONGRESSIONAL APPROPRIATIONS

Appropriations laws create BUDGET AUTHORITY (permission to obligate, spend, or loan Federal revenue) for executive branch departments and agencies. OBLIGATIONS involve a commitment or promise of the Federal Government to pay money at some future point for goods or services or as cash transfers. OUTLAYS are the actual expenditures of Federal money and are the culmination of obligations.

The Federal budget for each fiscal year is comprised of some 15 major appropriation laws and various TAX AND REVENUE LAWS. There are some differences between House and Senate Appropriations Committees. Each committee is divided into subcommittees which roughly parallel the jurisdictions of each respective body’s Authorization Committees. The subcommittees review proposed budgets for departments, agencies, or programs within their jurisdiction. The norm is that the House Appropriations Subcommittees usually scrutinize budget details more closely than their Senate Appropriations Subcommittee counterparts. The House Spending Subcommittees are guardians of the Treasury and suspicious that executive branch agencies and the President are asking for more funding than is actually needed. Senate Appropriations full Committee and its Subcommittees operate more as appeals bodies in the sense that they often restore some or most of the budget request money the House Appropriations Committee has cut.

Presidents also play a role in the appropriations process through what they propose for funding in the form of the PRESIDENT’S ANNUAL BUDGET REQUEST to the Congress.  What representatives of the President say and do in the course of testifying before House and Senate Appropriations bodies, and given what lawmakers themselves choose to do during the legislative process, may mean that the appropriations bills the President receives for signature are at variance with his original budget request amounts. 
No discussion of the President’s role in the appropriation process would be complete if the issue of the “veto” is overlooked. Unlike most governors, the President is not constitutionally empowered to issue “line-item” veto power in his review of appropriations bills. In other words, the President cannot veto specific line-items of appropriations measures without having to veto the entire piece of legislation. Sometimes Presidents are sufficiently aggrieved to the point that they veto an appropriations bill because it contains certain spending provisions they strongly oppose. Vetoing appropriations bills is not something Presidents relish doing. Usually a great many stakeholders are counting on enactment of an appropriations bill such that the President risks alienating many allies for the purpose of sanctioning a few.
Objective 8.3

Outline political aspects of the budgetary process with respect to 



disaster funding.

POLITICAL ASPECTS OF THE BUDGETARY PROCESS

The formulation of the Federal budget is inherently a political process. Budgets are not simply financial statements; they are POLITICAL STATEMENTS that have a tremendous impact on public policy. Overall, the Federal budget not only funds Government programs, but sets FISCAL POLICY for the Nation. Fiscal policy involves the discretionary use of the government’s taxing and spending powers to stimulate or restrain the economy. Within the confines of the Federal budget, different issues, policies, programs, and concerns compete with one another for limited funds. This conflict over money represents political conflicts over different policies.

Recent efforts to increase control over Federal outlays in the budgeting process (as part of an overall effort to decrease the Federal deficit and National debt) have intensified these political conflicts. Since these issues, policies, and concerns, are located within different programs under the jurisdiction of different Federal agencies, there is a substantial amount of political conflict that takes place among agencies. Political conflict and competition over funding even takes place across different divisions or units within an agency. This is particularly the case today since agencies have less and less say about how much total money they will receive, but much to say about how the money they receive will be spent.

Disaster funding clearly displays these political aspects of the budgetary process. As previously noted, disaster funding is at a disadvantage in both the Congressional authorization and appropriations process because it must compete with funding interests such as those supporting transportation security, border control, immigration and customs, intelligence gathering, the U.S. Coast Guard, and many more. Many of these interests have had a much higher degree of political visibility and appeal to the legislators who decide on funding matters. In addition, the interest groups who have formed around these other issues (consisting of those who have benefited from the programs created) are often substantially more politically influential than disaster-related interest groups.

The politics of the budgetary process also becomes apparent when examining the competition that has sprung up among different agencies. Inside the Authorization Committees holding jurisdiction over disaster-related issues, FEMA must compete with some powerful agencies, among them:

· The Transportation Security Administration

· U.S. Customs and Border Protection

· U.S. Citizen and Immigration Services

· U.S. Immigration Customs Enforcement

· U.S. Secret Service

· U.S. Coast Guard

There are a number of agencies with jurisdiction over various aspects of disaster relief which compete among themselves for disaster relief funds. For example, although FEMA receives the largest share of funding for various disaster relief efforts, it must compete with other agencies which provide disaster-relief aid, such as the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), which provides emergency food stamps and emergency aid to farm businesses, and the Small Business Administration (SBA), which provides disaster loans.

Internal conflicts within FEMA have revealed the political aspects of disaster funding as well. In the past, the most highly charged political issue involving funding within the Agency, was the friction which existed between FEMA’s domestic emergency management staff and its National security and nuclear attack, civil defense staff. These staffs competed with one another for funds and personnel for many years. 
Since then FEMA has undergone frequent internal reorganization. In 1994, Congress passed and the President signed a measure which repealed the old Civil Defense Act. This effectively terminated the last remaining vestige of the traditional civil defense program work within the Agency. FEMA does retain authority for the “Continuity of Government” program. Yet, the political competition for funds between domestic emergency and civil defense is basically at an end.

Ironically, the terror attacks of 9/11/2001 triggered a national return to civil defense in the form of homeland security. The counter-terrorism mission remains the core mission of the Department of Homeland Security. What this means is that FEMA has absorbed considerable counter-terrorism and terrorism consequence management duties while it also works shoulder to shoulder with sometimes friendly, sometimes competitive, organizations of DHS with their own counter-terrorism portfolios.

In a broader sense, the political issues concerning disaster-related funding have taken center stage as disaster costs have escalated. Many individual and family assistance programs administered by FEMA (and the States) and other agencies are in effect ENTITLEMENT programs in the sense that the Government cannot accurately predict how many people will suffer disaster losses in the next fiscal year, yet the Government must dispense funds to all those eligible to receive assistance and who make proper application regardless of whether sufficient Government funds are available in accounts. When the President declares that a major disaster has taken place, financial assistance is made available to those who are eligible. 
The amount Congress budgets for the President’s Disaster Relief Fund, however, is often inadequate to meet all the accumulated claims of applicants in a fiscal year. Consequently, special emergency appropriations need to be made available during the fiscal year to compensate qualified applicants. In this sense disaster funding has been considered “UNCONTROLLABLE” and has been provided on an “OPEN-ENDED” basis. “Open-ended” means that Government must pay out to all claimants and if there are insufficiencies in budgeted accounts, the U.S. Treasury must make up the difference. Usually both emergency supplemental appropriations and current account cost over-runs have been funded by Federal borrowing; these budget outlays have added to the Federal deficit and the National debt; they have been subject to increasing Congressional scrutiny.
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Objective 8.4

Recall the sources of FEMA and Department of Homeland Security 



budget authority.

DISASTER BUDGET AUTHORITY AND PROCESS

FEMA and its host department are responsible to the Congress. Congress fashions the annual budget for DHS and its component organizations, among them FEMA. This means that each year DHS and FEMA representatives are called before a broad range of House and Senate Authorization and Appropriation Committees to defend various components of the Agency’s budget request.

Agencies that provide disaster relief, as well as those that are engaged in other disaster-related activities, normally receive appropriations through legislation enacted into law before the start of the Federal fiscal year. However, the funding which FEMA receives is of two kinds: (1) regular appropriations and (2) emergency supplemental appropriations, following disasters.

REGULAR APPROPRIATIONS may provide sufficient funds for FEMA to pay for small disasters which frequently occur during a fiscal year. However, these sums are often far less than what is needed after a mega-disaster. Note, that “appropriations” is Congressional language for approved spending. While BUDGET AUTHORITY is how Government agency officials speak of the appropriations lawfully conferred for their use. Budget authority can be obligated (contractually promised) or may be dispensed through a variety of methods, each ultimately yielding a BUDGET OUTLAY (expenditure).
Historically, when a mega-disaster has occurred, the President requests supplemental funds and the Congress complies with the request. SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS acts, referred to as supplementals, provide funds for a fiscal year already in progress and typically address needs that Congress did not anticipate and that cannot wait until the next regular appropriation. They have, therefore, become the natural mechanism to provide funding for great disasters, since the timing and severity of those events are highly unpredictable. FEMA is funded, in a sense, by a dual-method.

When compared with most other Federal agencies, FEMA’s regular budget authority appears almost microscopic. FEMA’s regular annual appropriations seldom cover all the costs of the Federal disaster relief it is responsible for paying in a single fiscal year. This is particularly the case in recent times because the United States has experienced a sizable increase in the number and severity (in cost) of its natural disasters. Moreover, the costs of these disasters clearly outstrip the modest funds that FEMA has set aside for disaster relief efforts.
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Source: U.S. Governmental Accountability Office, Governmentwide Framework Needed to Collect and Consolidate Information to Report on Billions in Federal Funding for the 2005 Gulf Coast Hurricanes, GAO-06-834, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Governmental Accountability Office, September 2006: page 10. 
In effect, disasters which used to cost millions of dollars and affected only a few thousand victims now commonly cost many billions of dollars and affect hundreds of thousands of victims. 

Objective 8.5

Discuss the significance of emergency supplemental appropriation laws 


and procedures as these relate to Federal emergency management.
In the wake of very major disasters or catastrophes, supplemental appropriations have been used to bridge the gap between insufficient FEMA disaster relief funds (obtained through regular appropriations) and the massive obligations which the agency assumes. Emergency supplemental funding is shared with a variety of other Federal agencies, each of whom has pipelines to the President’s Disaster Relief Fund or other repositories of emergency budget authority. 

After a Presidential Disaster Declaration has been issued several types of Federal disaster assistance become available. Under disaster or emergency circumstances, States receive from FEMA a match-supported subsidy (75/25) to provide supplemental assistance to individuals and families adversely affected. This is defined as INDIVIDUAL ASSISTANCE. While some forms of individual assistance such as temporary housing are managed exclusively by FEMA, others such as loans to businesses and farm loans are managed by the Small Business Administration (SBA) and the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) respectively. 
FEMA also provides PUBLIC ASSISTANCE to State and local governments or certain private, not-for-profit organizations, on a 75/25 percent cost-sharing basis, to help restore public services and to provide infrastructure support. (Note that the President has the authority in law to increase the Federal share of the match beyond 75 percent, and up to 100 percent, when he determines this to be necessary.) 
The agency is also is empowered to fund the Hazard Mitigation Assistance Program. This helps State and local governments and other eligible parties to lessen or avert the threat of future disasters through funding projects aimed at reducing or eliminating future disaster vulnerability.

Objective 8.6

Recount some of the criticisms and supporting statements that have 



been made regarding emergency supplemental appropriations.

POLITICS OF SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS

The enactment of supplemental appropriations to provide funds for natural disaster assistance has become an increasingly volatile topic of political debate. The recent surge in disasters and their cost since 1989 has coincided with new budget rules enacted in the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, which excludes appropriations designated as emergency requirements (such as supplementals) from the strict budget disciplines that apply to other spending sources. Since that act took effect, almost all of the disaster assistance that has taken place has been funded and designated as emergency requirements. These large and nearly annual supplementals for disaster assistance have drawn substantial criticism from some members of Congress. The members of Congress argue that:

1. The current budget procedures for emergency spending increase the budget deficit by providing assistance that is too generous. Assistance might not be as generous if disaster-relief had to compete with other spending priorities; 

2. 
Frequent, large emergency supplementals for disaster assistance make Congress look fiscally irresponsible in a period of budget stringency;

3. 
Emergency supplementals for disaster assistance provide vehicles for non-emergency provisions that would not be passed otherwise to be enacted into law.

In response, proponents of the current system of supplementals point out how supplementals have long been a part of the evolution of disaster assistance policy. They offer counter-arguments such as:

1. 
Funds for natural disasters and other emergencies will undoubtedly be needed from time to time in amounts that are impossible to predict and budget for. They allege that requiring Congress to cut other programs to account for envisioned, but unpredicted, disasters would be unjust; this would simply transfer hardship from disaster victims to others;

2. 
Current disaster-relief procedures work well in many respects. Congress has generally passed disaster legislation in a timely manner. Moreover, some members of Congress want to take a share of the credit while others want to constrain the actions of the executive branch;

3. 
Some members of Congress feel that the current safety valve provided by supplementals is necessary to hold the budget agreements together. Having to fit highly variable needs such as disaster assistance under very tight and stringent budget caps caused great difficulties for appropriators. Indeed, without the safety valve of supplementals the budget agreement might not have been made in the first place.

These criticisms and supporting arguments indicate that the emergency supplemental appropriations procedure has a positive side and a negative side. On the positive side, the procedure allows the Federal Government the flexibility to provide, relatively rapidly, huge amounts of spending authority in times of crisis, disaster, or emergency. Since disasters are inherently unpredictable and often severe in their consequences, no American would want their Government’s ability to furnish emergency funding encumbered. On the negative side, political leaders assume that because disasters are unpredictable, and so they routinely under-fund the President’s Disaster Relief Fund in order to hold down Federal spending. The problem is that Congress has great incentive to discount the very high possibility that either a great catastrophe might occur or that a string of very costly major disasters may easily exceed the sums they have budgeted for Federal disaster relief. 

Allotments are often unreasonably small because both the President and Congressional leaders conclude that they can always pass an emergency supplemental appropriation, if necessary, so why should they commit even reasonably predictable levels of regular spending authority to the Disaster Relief Fund?

Customarily, Congress made sure that the funding authority provided in emergency supplemental appropriations had “no time limit.” The budget authority remained available until the President and/or FEMA chose to expend it. Consequently, unused budget authority remained available far into the future, or until the next mega-disaster swallowed it up. This spending authority has provided a tempting contingency fund that the President can use to pay for smaller, more routine disasters.

Objective 8.7

Recall how the era of homeland security has affected budgeting for 



Federal emergency management programs.
Public budgeting “is intended as a mechanism for setting goals and objectives, for measuring progress toward goals, for identifying weaknesses or inadequacies in organizations, and for controlling and integrating the diverse activities carried out by numerous subunits within large bureaucracies.”
  Budgeting means examining how an organization’s resources have been used in the past, analyzing what has been accomplished and at what cost, and charting a course for the future by allocating resources for the coming budget period. Executive and legislative policy makers assign agencies the responsibility for accomplishing the results they intended. In this respect, budget allocations not only identify amounts to be spent, but they also set forth the intended purposes of those expenditures.

Emergency management in the U.S. was dauntingly difficult before the terror attacks of 9/11/01.  Since 9/11, and largely because of its repercussions, emergency management has been redefined to include provision for the common defense of citizens. The nation’s abrupt transition from Cold War civil defense against nuclear attack to the post-9/11 world of “civil security” is having dramatic effects on state and local emergency management.
 

For many emergency managers, the world of homeland security presents both new opportunities and new constraints. For state and local emergency managers this new infusion of federal funding was in many ways a “blessing,” given previous erratic and often meager levels of federal funding devoted to assist state and local emergency management.  However, many new federal homeland security programs and funding schemes also proved to be a “curse” for state and local emergency managers. Most new homeland security program funds are dispensed as categorical grants - though they often come to states wrapped up in block grants - that require local emergency managers to satisfy numerous bureaucratic requirements.

Until the era of 9/11, state and local governments only received substantial federal disaster-related funding as relief aid after major disasters and emergencies declared by the President.  Between-disaster emergency management aid was often paltry. The era of homeland security has been marked by a profusion of new between-disaster, terrorism focused, federal grant programs.  Many of these federal grant programs have enjoyed generous appropriation of money from the U.S. Congress. Below is a sampling of new and old homeland security era grant programs of importance to emergency managers.
State Homeland Security Grant Program

The State Homeland Security Grant Program, until FY 2003 called the State Domestic Preparedness program, provides funding to states, which may then allocate these monies to their respective local governments.

Urban Area Security Initiative (UASI)

The Urban Area Security Initiative (UASI) provides local governments in certain metropolitan areas money to pay for planning, equipment, exercises, training and administrative costs.  The money is mainly intended to pay for activities and equipment for “preventing, preparing for, responding to, and recovering from terror events.

Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention Program

The Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention Program supports law enforcement communities in their efforts to detect, deter, disrupt, and prevent acts of terrorism. Categories of aid include “information sharing to preempt terrorist attacks, target hardening to reduce vulnerability, threat recognition, intervention activities, and interoperable communications.  As in other categories here, federal funding is disbursed first to the state government which is advised to coordinate with the state’s Lead Law Enforcement Agency.

The Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention Program (LETPP) focuses upon the prevention of terrorist attacks and provides law enforcement and public safety communities with funds to support the following activities: intelligence gathering and information sharing through enhancing/establishing fusion centers; hardening high-value targets; planning strategically; continuing to build interoperable communications; and collaborating with non-law enforcement partners, other government agencies and the private sector. LETPP has no matching grant provisions.
 

Emergency Management Performance Grant Program

Emergency Management Performance Grants are allocated to states, which then use the money to bolster intra-state emergency management programs and capabilities. DHS encourages states to use EMPG money to encourage partnerships of government, business, volunteer, and community organizations.  DHS also suggests that the funds be used to pay for joint operations, mutual aid, local and regional support, and state-to-state cooperation.  States are free to decide on their own how much EMPG money they will pass on to local jurisdictions.
 Emergency Management Performance Grants (EMPG) program is designed to help state and local emergency managers develop, maintain and improve their emergency management capabilities, key components of a comprehensive national emergency management system for all hazards.

Through this program, FEMA provides states the flexibility to allocate funds according to risk and to address the most urgent state and local needs in disaster mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery. EMPG supports state and local governments helping them to achieve measurable results in key functional areas of emergency management. All States are eligible (including the District of Columbia and territories and possessions of the United States). Local government entities are not eligible to apply directly to FEMA. Funding under this program is ultimately used by emergency management organizations and programs of states, the District of Columbia, territories and possessions of the United States, local and tribal governments.

The Assistance to Firefighters Grant program

The Assistance to Firefighters Grant program pays for vehicles, equipment, and training that firefighters need to protect the public. This program provides competitive grants to fire departments and emergency medical providers.

Objective 8.8

Explain many features of local public budgeting for emergency 



management and elucidate the political environment of local public 



budgeting.

The purpose of this section is to examine the local, and secondarily the state, budgetary realm of U.S. emergency management and homeland security.  Local governments have been in the business of budgeting for disasters and emergencies for a great many years, certainly well before state and federal disaster relief programs were set forth. The CHARTER of virtually every local government municipal obligates the jurisdiction to provide for public safety and local emergency management.  Today homeland security is an major component of public safety.  Also, in the United States, “local government led the way in the establishment of formal budget procedures” in the late 19th early 20th century Progressive Era period of municipal budget reform.

 

Public budgeting “is intended as a mechanism for setting goals and objectives, for measuring progress toward goals, for identifying weaknesses or inadequacies in organizations, and for controlling and integrating the diverse activities carried out by numerous subunits within large bureaucracies.”
  Budgeting means examining how an organization’s resources have been used in the past, analyzing what has been accomplished and at what cost, and charting a course for the future by allocating resources for the coming budget period. Executive and legislative policy makers assign agencies the responsibility for accomplishing the results they intended. In this respect, budget allocations not only identify amounts to be spent, but they also set forth the intended purposes of those expenditures.

Public budgeting involves public policy, intergovernmental relations, and a variety of tax and expenditure matters. The growth and perpetuation of local emergency management and homeland security heavily depends on the regular infusion of public monies and as in all areas of policy and public economics there is a wide range of public choices at issue. How those choices are made may be informed or guided by people who understand the world of public budgetary instruments and possibilities.   

Today budgeting for local emergency management has been profoundly affected by federal and state rules and conditions, many embedded within intergovernmental grants and some set established in unfunded mandates.  Over the last 40 years, federal and state emergency management efforts and funding have helped professionalize local government emergency management in a great many places.
 
Moreover, owing to new homeland security obligations and expanded emergency management duties, state and local governments are now more than ever active co-participants in the National Response Plan and the National Interagency Incident Management System.
 Add to this, Hurricane Katrina, which struck the central Gulf coast August 29, 2005, and was a monstrous challenge for emergency managers on all levels of government. The political and managerial reverberations of this disaster continued for many months and at this writing are still playing out.  Deciding who is to pay the costs of Hurricane Katrina disaster recovery, how cost burdens will be shouldered among governments, the private sector, and disaster victims, and how emergency management officials across the U.S. must meet the budgeting demands such catastrophes pose, involves public budgeting in fundamental ways.

Objective 8.9

Recount types of federal grants, allocation schemes of federal grants, 



and relate these to various types of emergency management and 



homeland security grants.

For many emergency managers, the world of homeland security presents both new opportunities and new constraints. For state and local emergency managers this new infusion of federal funding was in many ways a “blessing,” given previous erratic and often meager levels of federal funding devoted to assist state and local emergency management.  However, many new federal homeland security programs and funding schemes also proved to be a “curse” for state and local emergency managers. Most new homeland security program funds are dispensed as categorical grants - though they often come to states wrapped up in block grants - that require local emergency managers to satisfy numerous bureaucratic requirements. 

For example, common conditions of federal program funding require that state and local emergency managers: 

•
Prepare and make application, 

•
Prove local deservedness, 

•
Meet ever-changing conditions of the grants once received, 

•
Demonstrate how the money is being, or was, spent, 

•
Document (often in painstakingly detailed terms) how the funding augmented homeland security and emergency management, 

•
Obey federal funding time limits that stipulate deadlines for when federal funds may be made available and conform to intervals in which these funds may be obligated and spent.

Categorical grants have a narrow focus and target aid to deal with perceived problems. Categorical grants at the federal level number in the hundreds. Categorical grants are of two types: “formula grants” and “direct payments for specified use.” The largest number of grant programs involve project grants, which themselves may or may not be categorical. Project grants may be awarded on a competitive or a non-competitive basis. However, those seeking project grants must make application. Many categorical grants are targeted and restrict assistance so as to control recipient behavior. 

Under block grants, used commonly in many federal homeland security and emergency management programs, a higher level of government shares part of its revenue with lower governments, but the use of funds is restricted to specified purposes such as law enforcement.   Many block grants were formed by consolidating various categorical grant programs.  In general, block grants pool funding and allow recipient governments more flexibility in allocating the money within the specified general purpose. 
Supplemental Considerations

Deficit “hawks” in the Congress have been critical of Federal disaster budgeting because emergency supplemental appropriations are becoming increasingly more common and because they add directly to the Federal deficit at a time when nearly all other forms of Federal spending (with the possible exception of entitlements like Social Security and Medicare) are being severely constrained in the interest of deficit control. 

Budget authority to spend money on Presidentially-declared disasters depends on the regular infusion of supplemental appropriations approved after catastrophic disasters. It provides a reservoir of spending authority the President (with the help of FEMA) makes available to agencies providing disaster assistance. However, for many years, supplemental appropriations have been funded by borrowed money. The U.S. Treasury has had to sell bonds in order to collect the money needed to fund these supplementals.

Each time the Nation experiences a mega-disaster, such as the 9/11 terror attack and Hurricane Katrina, one of more supplemental appropriations measures are enacted into law. In packaging requests to meet expected costs, Federal officials “tend to ask for everything they need up front” rather than be found wanting at some later point. Consequently, costs for mega-disasters are routinely over-estimated. It is clear from the pattern of Presidential disaster fund spending that huge supplemental appropriations often contain “excess budget authority.” This “excess” furnishes the President the authority to fund lesser disasters that do not require supplemental appropriations. In other words, unspent budget authority can be used to pay for disasters beyond that of the original supplemental. The pressures, limitations, and shortcomings of regular appropriations spending make emergency supplemental appropriations necessary. 
Regular annual appropriations for FEMA and other executive branch agencies tend to be kept as low as possible in the interest of Federal deficit control and spending rules. Therefore, the Federal Government has grossly inadequate “rainy day” regular appropriation resources through which to pay for disaster costs. Such a fund might preclude the need to enact massive supplemental appropriations in the aftermath of Presidentially-declared disasters. Added pressure to hold down regular appropriation disaster budgets stems in part from the annual cap applied each year to total domestic discretionary spending.

Owing to the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) polices all spending in the domestic discretionary category (as it does for the other two discretionary categories—defense discretionary and international discretionary spending). The OMB is particularly sensitive to the possibility of Federal agency over-budget spending during a fiscal year. Surges in Federal disaster spending from regular, annual, domestic discretionary accounts sets off alarms at the OMB if that spending threatens to exceed allotted funding. Over-spending in regular accounts may breach the domestic discretionary spending cap. 
This was supposed to compel the OMB to make mandatory cuts in baseline spending for all non-exempt accounts in the domestic, discretionary category, something OMB officials fear and abhor. This is one reason why FEMA and other Federal disaster-relevant agencies are pressed by OMB even today to routinely under-estimate the cost of “smaller disasters” which must be paid for from regular appropriations (received by the agency as “budget authority”). As a result, regularly appropriated funds for disaster relief can quickly be exhausted by Federal spending on “garden variety” disasters. 
The terror attacks of 9/11/2001 impelled Congress to discontinue the strict budgeting rules of the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990. Moreover, a recession in 2002-2003 convinced many in Congress that tight budget balancing rules were unwise in a period when federal over-spending might stimulate economic growth.  On top of this, Congress wanted to increase both defense spending and homeland security spending while President George W. Bush, and many in Congress, did not want to raise Federal taxes.
Since 2008, Congress has reintroduced a level of budget discipline, but it is far less restrictive than that used in the decade of the 1990s under the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990.
A little more about supplemental appropriations is in order. By contrast, supplemental appropriations carry some spending advantages over regular appropriations accounts. As “off-budget” spending, supplementals do not “officially” count against either the Federal debt ceiling or against caps on domestic discretionary spending. Supplementals which infuse the President’s Disaster Relief Fund with new spending authority come as “no year” appropriations, meaning that the money is available until spent and not subject to lapse with the end of the Federal fiscal year. 
An exception to the “no year” custom is the congressional supplemental directed to the great Midwest flood of 1993. Deficit “hawks” in Congress managed to pare down that supplemental’s total amount and, most significantly, imposed a 5-year time limit on that supplemental’s spending authority. In other words, after the 5-year limit the spending authority would expire. 

Regardless, mega-disasters which produce new emergency supplemental appropriations ordinarily furnish new infusions of relatively unencumbered spending authority.  Excess unspent “no year” appropriations in the Disaster Relief Fund, owing to over-estimation of the costs of mega-disasters, may help the President and Federal agencies (FEMA and others) pay for smaller disasters that win Presidential Declarations later on. This is especially helpful when Presidents need to draw funds from the Disaster Relief Fund and current year allotted DRF funding is running low.
The “bottom line” is that until, recently the OMB has had little incentive to police Disaster Relief Fund spending because it rested on supplemental appropriations that did not threaten the domestic discretionary spending cap and did not add “officially” to the National debt. Because this fund contained “excess” spending authority carried over as unspent money from previous mega-disasters, and was available beyond the end of the fiscal year, there was considerable pressure to tap these monies to pay for smaller disasters. This helped prevent “Federal cash squeezes” for smaller disasters that did not warrant massive supplemental appropriations.
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