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1. INTRODUCTION

Purpose of This Volume

The Analytical Perspectives volume presents analyses
that highlight specific subject areas or provide other
significant data that place the budget in context. This
volume presents crosscutting analyses of Government
programs and activities from several perspectives.

Presidential budgets have included separate analyt-
ical presentations of this kind for many years. The 1947
Budget and subsequent budgets included a separate
section entitled “Special Analyses and Tables” that cov-
ered four or more topics. For the 1952 Budget, the
section was expanded to ten analyses, including many
subjects still covered today, such as receipts, invest-
ment, credit programs, and aid to State and local gov-
ernments. With the 1967 Budget this material became
a separate volume entitled “Special Analyses,” and in-
cluded 13 chapters. The material has remained a sepa-
rate volume since then, with the exception of the Budg-
ets for 1991-1994, when all of the budget material was
included in one large volume. Beginning with the 1995
Budget, the volume has been named Analytical Perspec-
tives.

The Analytical Perspectives volume this year con-
tinues to reflect an interest in publishing more informa-
tion on program performance, so that Executive agen-
cies, the Congress, and the public will become increas-
ingly informed about how well programs are per-
forming. Increased performance information can help
managers improve program effectiveness, and can help
Executive and Congressional policymakers improve the
allocation of public resources. On November 13, 2007,
President Bush issued an Executive Order that formal-
izes the commitment of the U.S. government to spend
the taxpayers’ money wisely and more effectively every
year. The performance assessment information is sum-
marized in Chapter 2, “Performance Improvement Ini-
tiative,” and is discussed in many other chapters, espe-
cially those in the section, “Crosscutting Programs.”
One-page summaries of each program assessment are
available at www.ExpectMore.gov and further informa-
tion on the PART process is available at www.omb.gov /
part.

Again this year, several large tables are included at
hitp:/ [www.whitehouse.gov [ omb [ budget [ fy2009 /
spec.html for the electronic version of this volume and
on the Analytical Perspectives CD-ROM enclosed with
the printed version of this volume. A list of these items
is in the Table of Contents.

Overview of the Chapters
Introduction

1. Introduction. This chapter discusses each of the
subsequent chapters briefly and highlights the empha-
sis on performance in a crosscutting context.

Performance and Management Assessments

2. Performance Improvement Initiative. This chapter
summarizes the performance and management assess-
ments that have been completed to date using the Pro-
gram Assessment Rating Tool (PART). One-page sum-
maries of the program evaluations, as well as detail
on each of the assessments can be found at
www.ExpectMore.gov.

Crosscutting Programs

3. Homeland Security Funding Analysis. This chapter
discusses homeland security funding and provides infor-
mation on homeland security program requirements,
performance, and priorities. Additional detailed infor-
mation is available at hAtip://www.whitehouse.gov/
omb [budget [ fy2009 [ spec.html for the electronic version
of this volume and on the Analytical Perspectives CD-
ROM enclosed with the printed version of this volume.

4. Strengthening Federal Statistics. This chapter dis-
cusses the development of standards that principal sta-
tistical programs can use to assess their performance
and presents highlights of their 2009 Budget proposals.

5. Research and Development. This chapter presents
a crosscutting review of research and development
funding in the Budget, including discussions about pri-
orities, performance, and coordination across agencies.

6. Federal Investment. This chapter discusses feder-
ally-financed spending that yields long-term benefits.
It presents information on annual spending on physical
capital, research and development, and education and
training, and on the cumulative capital stocks resulting
from that spending. Also included in this chapter is
material on the PART assessments related to direct
Federal investment spending.

7. Credit and Insurance. This chapter provides cross-
cutting analyses of the roles, risks, and performance
of Federal credit and insurance programs and Govern-
ment-sponsored enterprises (GSEs). It covers the cat-
egories of Federal credit (housing, education, business
including farm operations, and international) and insur-
ance programs (deposit insurance, pension guarantees,
disaster insurance, and insurance against security-re-
lated risks). Two detailed tables, “Table 7—-10. Direct
Loan Transactions of the Federal Government” and
“Table 7-11. Guaranteed Loan Transactions of the Fed-
eral Government,” are available at  http://
www.whitehouse.gov [omb | budget | fy2009 | spec.html for
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the electronic version of this volume and on the Analyt-
ical Perspectives CD-ROM enclosed with the printed
version of this volume.

8. Aid to State and Local Governments. This chapter
presents crosscutting information on Federal grants to
State and local governments, including highlights of
Administration proposals. This chapter also includes
material on the PART assessments related to grants.
An Appendix to this chapter includes State-by-State
spending estimates of major grant programs.

9. Integrating Services with Information Technology.
This chapter presents a crosscutting look at invest-
ments in information technology (IT). It describes var-
ious aspects of the Administration’s information tech-
nology agenda, with special emphasis on the perform-
ance, efficiency, and effectiveness of the Government’s
IT investments. Several detailed tables are available
at http: | Jwww.whitehouse.gov /[ omb [ budget | fy2009 /
spec.html for the electronic version of this volume and
on the Analytical Perspectives CD-ROM enclosed with
the printed version of this volume.

10. Federal Drug Control Funding. This chapter pre-
sents estimated drug control funding for Federal de-
partments and agencies.

11. California-Federal Bay-Delta Program Budget
Crosscut (CALFED). This chapter presents information
on Federal and State funding for the California-Federal
Bay-Delta Program, in fulfillment of the reporting re-
quirements for this program. Detailed tables on funding
and project descriptions are available at http://
www.whitehouse.gov [omb | budget [ fy2009 / spec.html for
the electronic version of this volume and on the Analyt-
ical Perspectives CD-ROM enclosed with the printed
version of this volume.

Economic Assumptions and Analyses

12. Economic Assumptions. This chapter reviews re-
cent economic developments; presents the Administra-
tion’s assessment of the economic situation and outlook,
including the effects of macroeconomic policies; and
compares the economic assumptions on which the Budg-
et is based with the assumptions for last year’s budget
and those of other forecasters. This chapter also covers
topics related to the effects on the budget of changes
in economic conditions and assumptions.

13. Stewardship. This chapter assesses the Govern-
ment’s financial condition and sustainability in an inte-
grated framework that includes Federal assets and li-
abilities; 75-year projections of the Federal budget
under alternative assumptions; actuarial estimates for
the shortfalls in Social Security and Medicare; a discus-
sion of tax compliance; a national balance sheet that
shows the Federal contribution to national wealth; and
a table of economic and social indicators. Together these
elements serve similar analytical functions to a
business’s accounting statements.

14. National Income and Product Accounts. This
chapter discusses how Federal receipts and outlays fit
into the framework of the National Income and Product
Accounts (NIPAs) prepared by the Department of Com-

merce. The NIPA measures are the basis for reporting
Federal transactions in the gross domestic product
(GDP) and for analyzing the effect of the budget on
aggregate economic activity.

Budget Reform Proposals

15. Budget Reform Proposals. This chapter includes
a brief description of the Administration’s budget re-
form agenda for addressing the need for responsible
budgeting and other reforms.

Federal Borrowing and Debt

16. Federal Borrowing and Debt. This chapter ana-
lyzes Federal borrowing and debt and explains the
budget estimates. It includes sections on special topics
such as the trends in debt, agency debt, investment
by Government accounts, and the debt limit.

Federal Receipts and Collections

17. Federal Receipts. This chapter presents informa-
tion on receipts estimates, enacted tax legislation, and
the receipts proposals in the Budget.

18. User Charges and Other Collections. This chapter
presents information on receipts from regulatory fees
and on collections from market-oriented activities, such
as the sale of stamps by the Postal Service, which are
recorded as offsets to outlays rather than as Federal
receipts.

19. Tax Expenditures. This chapter describes and pre-
sents estimates of tax expenditures, which are defined
as revenue losses from special exemptions, credits, or
other preferences in the tax code. An appendix dis-
cusses possible alternatives to the current tax expendi-
ture baselines.

Dimensions of the Budget

20. Comparison of Actual to Estimated Totals. This
chapter compares the actual receipts, outlays, and def-
icit for 2007 with the estimates for that year published
two years ago in the 2007 Budget. It also includes
a historical comparison of the differences between re-
ceipts, outlays, and the deficit as originally proposed
with final outcomes.

21. Outlays to the Public, Gross and Net. This chapter
provides information on outlays gross and net of offset-
ting collections and offsetting receipts by agency. Out-
lays are a measure of Government spending. Offsetting
collections and offsetting receipts are netted against
gross outlays and result primarily from the Govern-
ment’s business-like activities, such as the sale of
stamps by the Postal Service.

22. Trust Funds and Federal Funds. This chapter
provides summary information on Federal funds and
trust funds, which comprise the entire budget. For trust
funds the information includes income, outgo, and bal-
ances.

23. Off-Budget Federal Entities and Non-Budgetary
Activities. This chapter discusses off-budget Federal en-
tities (Social Security and Postal Service) and non-budg-
etary activities (such as cash flows for credit programs,
deposit funds, and regulation).
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24. Federal Employment and Compensation. This
chapter provides summary data on the level and recent
trends in civilian and military employment, personnel
compensation and benefits, overseas staffing, and the
full compensation of military personnel.

Current Services Estimates

25. Current Services Estimates. This chapter presents
estimates, based on rules similar to those contained
in the Budget Enforcement Act (BEA), of what receipts,
outlays, and the deficit would be if no changes were
made to laws already enacted. It discusses the concep-
tual framework for these estimates and describes dif-
ferences with the BEA requirements. Two detailed ta-
bles, “T'able 25-13. Current Services Budget Authority
by Function, Category, and Program” and “Table 25-14.
Current Services Outlays by Function, Category, and
Program,” are available at http:/ /www.whitehouse.gov /
omb [budget [ fy2009 [ spec.hitml for the electronic version

of this volume and on the Analytical Perspectives CD-
ROM enclosed with the printed version of this volume.

Budget System and Concepts

26. The Budget System and Concepts. This chapter
includes a basic reference to the budget process, con-
cepts, laws, and terminology, and includes a glossary
of budget terms.

Other

The following materials are available at htip://
www.whitehouse.gov [omb | budget | fy2009 [ spec.html for
the electronic version of this volume and on the Analyt-
ical Perspectives CD-ROM enclosed with the printed
version of this volume.

e Detailed Functional Tables. Table 27-1. “Budget
Authority and Outlays by Function, Category, and
Program”.

e Federal Programs by Agency and Account. Table
28-1. “Federal Programs by Agency and Account”.






PERFORMANCE AND MANAGEMENT ASSESSMENTS







2. PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT INITIATIVE
I. INTRODUCTION

The American people expect the Federal government
to implement programs that will ensure the Nation’s
security, provide critical national level services and
produce meaningful results. To hold government ac-
countable for its performance, taxpayers must have
clear and candid information about the successes and
failures of all Federal programs. For the third straight
year, the Administration is providing this type of infor-
mation to the public on ExpectMore.gov, a user-friendly
government website that allows public access to govern-
ment programs. ExpectMore.gov describes which gov-
ernment programs are performing, which ones are not,
and in both situations, what is being done to improve
them.

The objective of the President’s Performance Improve-
ment Initiative (PII) (formerly the Budget and Perform-
ance Integration Initiative) is to ensure that Federal
dollars produce the greatest results possible. The Initia-
tive provides information on program performance to
help the President and Congress make better, more
informed decisions about the programs.

The PII focuses on performance in two principal
ways:

e Improved Program Performance: The initiative re-
quires each agency to identify opportunities to im-
prove program management and design, and then
develop and implement clear, aggressive plans to
get more from tax dollars every year. Agencies
have ready access to program performance infor-
mation from a variety of sources such as the Pro-
gram Assessment Rating Tool (PART) and other
independent program evaluations, investigations,
audits, and analyses.

o Greater Investment in Successful Programs: Al-
though performance is not the only factor used
to decide the size of a program’s budget, Congress
and the President can utilize information about
a program’s effectiveness and efficiency in deci-
sion-making so that taxpayer dollars are invested
in programs that provide the greatest return to
the Nation. If poorly performing programs are un-
able to demonstrate improved results, then their
resources may be reallocated to programs that can
demonstrate greater success and returns to the
taxpayer.

Currently, the PII is showing great progress toward
helping programs become more efficient and more effec-
tive through implementation of meaningful improve-
ment plans.

Many programs are demonstrating improved results.
For example:

¢ Social Security Administration (SSA): SSA in-
creased agency productivity by 15.5 percent since
2001 through increased use of information tech-
nology and improved business processes. SSA
would have required $980 million more in 2007
to process the same work if productivity improve-
ments had not been realized.

e High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas
(HIDTA): The HIDTA program improved the way
it measures success by implementing a system for
tracking and analyzing performance data. Using
this information, more drug trafficking organiza-
tions were dismantled for less money. In 2005,
2,183 Drug Trafficking Organizations were dis-
mantled for $80,000 each. By 2006, 2,332 were
dismantled for $76,000 each.

¢ Administration on Aging (AoA): AoA improved
its outreach and services to elderly Americans who
suffer from disease and disability. In 2006, there
were 18 States that improved targeting to those
living below the poverty level, serving an addi-
tional 80,000 elderly individuals who lived in pov-
erty. Over 345,000 elderly and disabled individ-
uals, who due to their physical conditions would
otherwise be living in nursing homes, can continue
to live in their own homes and stay connected
to their communities. This is an increase of more
than 52,200 nursing home-eligible individuals
since 2003.

¢ Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP): In 2006 as
a part of its “Greening Prisons” initiative, the
BOP piloted renewable energy technologies in sev-
eral prisons and generated savings of $1.1 million.
As a result, in 2006 and 2007, BOP entered into
18 new national Energy Savings Performance Con-
tracts with energy services companies to generate
additional savings.

Agencies are identifying additional actions to improve
the performance of each of their programs. For exam-
ple:

Progress toward the second PII goal of improving
resource allocation has been limited, but this year, the
Administration had more success in terminating some
low-performing programs and targeting those resources
to well-performing programs. In 2008 seven programs
were terminated, saving $156 million and six programs
were reduced, saving $1.120 billion. Though no decision
is based purely on performance, overall, high per-
forming programs received larger funding increases
than those that did not perform as well.
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II. HOW THE PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT INITIATIVE WORKS

Several aspects of the Performance Improvement Ini-
tiative are designed to maximize program performance.
They include:

e Comprehensively assessing performance using the
PART;

e Publishing quarterly Scorecards to hold agencies
accountable for managing for results, addressing
PART findings, and implementing improvement
plans;

e Broadcasting results to
ExpectMore.gov; and

o Facilitating program improvement through inter-
agency collaboration and cooperation.

the public on

Comprehensive Assessment with the Program
Assessment Rating Tool (PART)

How do we ensure that Federal programs are improv-
ing every year? First, we assess their current perform-
ance. In order to improve a program’s outcomes, it is
critical to have a good understanding of how the pro-
gram is currently performing. To date, we have as-
sessed the performance of more than 1,000 programs,
comprising 96 percent of all Federal programs, using
the PART.

History of the PART

The Federal Government spends trillions of dollars
on programs annually, but until the advent of the
PART, there was not a uniform basis for assessing how
well these programs actually work. For example, are
the billions of taxpayer dollars the Federal Government
spends on foster care actually preventing the maltreat-
ment and abuse of children? Are Federal efforts to re-
duce air pollution successful? Previous administrations
from President Johnson to President Clinton and Con-
gress have grappled with this problem. Each prior ad-
ministration has tried to come up with means by which
government programs can be measured for results. The
most significant advance in bringing accountability to
government programs was the Government Perform-

ance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA). This law requires
Federal agencies to identify both annual and long-term
goals and to collect and report performance data. For
the first time, agencies were required to explicitly iden-
tify measures and goals for judging the performance
of each of their programs and to collect information
on an annual basis in order to determine whether they
were meeting those goals.

This Administration built upon GPRA requirements
by creating the PART (Program Assessment Rating
Tool), an objective, evidence-based and easy-to-under-
stand questionnaire about program design, planning,
management, and performance. Objectivity is para-
mount to a PART rating. For example, when the devel-
opment of the PART began in 2002, the first draft
included a question relating to whether a particular
program served an appropriate federal role. Because
many people believed that the answer to that question
would vary depending on the reviewer’s philosophical
outlook, the question was removed.

Public and private sector entities have reviewed the
PART. Private sector reviewers have praised the PART
assessment process for its transparency and objectivity
and also have raised concerns that OMB has striven
to address. For instance, some reviewers found that
assessments of different programs lacked consistency
in the answers to the same questions. OMB now audits
all draft assessments to correct any obvious inconsist-
encies. Reviewers also found that agencies did not al-
ways agree with the final assessment of their programs.
Agencies can now appeal to a high level subcommittee
of the President’s Management Council to dispute an-
swers with which they disagree. To address concerns
that OMB and agencies were not doing enough to in-
volve Congress in the assessment process, agencies are
now required to brief and consult their Congressional
appropriators, authorizers, and overseers before the an-
nual assessments begin.

The accompanying timeline provides a history of the
development of the PART.
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April 2002 | —

May 2002 | —

July 2002 | ——

Aug. 2002 | —

Sept. 2002 | —

Nov. 2002 | ——

(e 2007 ] —

June 2003 | —

*NAPA = National Academy
of Public Administration

PCIE = President's Council
on Integrity and Efficiency

PMAC = Performance
Measurement Advisory

PMC = President's
Management Council

*%20% of Programs Assessed
in each Spring/Summer
2002 - 2006

Jan. 2004 | —

July 2005 | —
Council Aug. 2005 | —

v 2006 ] —

v

Draft PART Tested on 67 Programs
Public Input Requested

External Review of PART -
NAPA/PCIE/PMAC*

PMC Approves Final PART/First List of Programs
to be Assessed*

PART Assessments Conducted with Agencies**

First Congressional Hearing Held
PMAC Met

First Interagency Review Panel Conducted
Consistency Audit & Appeals Review

Published First Set of PARTSs

Established Annual OMB Consistency Check

GAO Conducted Latest Review of PART

PART received Harvard's Innovations in American|
Government Award
Online Tool - PARTWeb Launched

Established Formal Annual Appeals
Process

Online Tool - ExpectMore.gov Launched
Established Annual Consultation with Congress
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What is the PART and How is it Used?

The PART helps assess the management and performance of individual programs. With the PART, agencies and OMB evaluate
a program’s purpose, design, planning, management, results, and accountability to determine its overall effectiveness. Agencies
then identify and complete follow-up actions to improve program results.

To reflect the fact that Federal programs deliver goods and services using different mechanisms, the PART is customized by
program type. The seven PART types are: Direct Federal, Competitive Grant, Block/Formula Grant, Research and Development,
Capital Assets and Service Acquisition, Credit, and Regulatory. The PART types apply to both discretionary and mandatory pro-
grams. ExpectMore.gov also classifies each program by its specific program area (such as environment, transportation, edu-
cation, etc.) to facilitate comparison and accelerate the improved performance of programs with similar missions.

Each PART includes 25 basic questions and additional questions tailored to the different program types. The questions are di-
vided into four sections. The first section of questions gauges whether a program has a clear purpose and is well designed to
achieve its objectives. The second section evaluates strategic planning, and weighs whether the agency establishes outcome-ori-
ented annual and long-term goals for its programs. The third section rates the management of an agency’s program, including
the quality of efforts to improve efficiency. The fourth section assesses the results programs can report with accuracy and con-
sistency.

The answers to questions in each of the four sections result in a numerical score for each section from 0 to 100 (100 being the
best score). Because reporting a single weighted numerical rating could suggest false precision, or draw attention away from the
very areas most in need of improvement, numerical scores are combined and translated into qualitative ratings. The bands and
associated ratings are as follows:

Rating Range
EffECtIVE oo 85-100
Moderately Effective ... 70-84
AJEQUALE ..o s 50-69
INEFIECHVE .ovvereerccercrrcee s 0-49

Regardless of overall score, programs that do not have acceptable performance measures or have not yet collected perform-
ance data generally receive a rating of “Results Not Demonstrated.” This rating suggests that not enough information and data
are available to make an informed determination about whether a program is achieving results.

PART ratings do not result in automatic decisions about funding. Clearly, over time, funding should be targeted to programs that
can prove they achieve measurable results. In some cases, a PART rating of “Ineffective” or “Results Not Demonstrated” may
suggest that greater funding is necessary to overcome identified shortcomings, while a funding decrease may be proposed for a
program rated “Effective” if it is not a priority or has completed its mission. However, most of the time, an “Effective” rating is
an indication that the program is using its funding well and that major changes are not needed.

Publish a Scorecard to Hold Agencies held publicly accountable for adopting these disciplines.
Accountable To meet the Standards for Success for the PII, an agen-
cy must:

Agencies are achieving greater results with the help .
of the habits and disciplines established through the * Demonstrate that senior agency managers meet
Performance Improvement Initiative (PII). These agen- at least quarterly to examine reports that inte-
cies recognize that the PART can be a useful tool to grate financial and performance information that

drive improvement in the performance of their pro- covers all major responsibilities of the Depart-
grams. ment;

Agency success is judged by clear, Government-wide * Have strategic plans that contain a limited num-
goals or standards consistent with the Program Im- ber of outcome-oriented goals and objectives. An-
provement Initiative. Agencies have developed and are nual budget and performance documents incor-
implementing detailed, aggressive improvement plans porate measures identified in the PART and focus

to achieve these goals. Most importantly, agencies are
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on the information used in the senior management
report described in the first criterion;

¢ Report the full cost of achieving performance goals
accurately in budget and performance documents
and accurately estimate the marginal cost of
changing performance goals;

e Have at least one efficiency measure for all PART-
ed programs;

e Use PART evaluations to direct program improve-
ments and hold managers accountable for those
improvements, and PART findings and perform-
ance information are used consistently to justify
funding requests, management actions, and legis-
lative proposals; and

e Have less than 10 percent of agency programs
receive a Results Not Demonstrated rating for two
years in a row.

Each quarter, agencies receive two ratings—status
and progress. First, they are rated on their status in
achieving the overall goals for each initiative. They are
given a green, yellow or red rating to clearly announce
their performance. Green status is for success in achiev-
ing each of the criteria listed above; yellow is for an
intermediate level of performance; and red is for unsat-
isfactory performance.

Second, agency progress on the Program Improve-
ment Initiative standards is assessed separately. Agen-
cy progress is reviewed on a case-by-case basis against
the work plan and related time lines established for
each agency. Progress is also given a color rating. Green
is given when implementation is proceeding according
to plans agreed upon with the agencies; yellow for when
some slippage or other issues require adjustment by
the agency in order to achieve the initiative objectives
on a timely basis; and red when the Initiative is in
serious jeopardy of not realizing its objectives without
significant management intervention.

As of September 30, 2007, fourteen agencies achieved
green status on the Program Improvement Initiative
Scorecard. The agencies at green are:

1. Department of Agriculture

2. Department of Commerce

3. Department of Education

4. Department of Energy

5. Environmental Protection Agency

6. Department of Justice

7. Department of Labor

8. Department of Transportation

9. General Services Administration
10. National Aeronautics and Space Administration
11. National Science Foundation
12. Small Business Administration
13. Smithsonian Institution
14. Social Securlty Administration

The Scorecard is an effective accountability tool to
ensure agencies manage the performance of their pro-
grams. Although a scorecard rating is not directly
linked to any specific consequences, it is quickly under-
stood at the highest levels of the Administration as
an indicator of an agency’s strength or weakness.

The Government-wide scorecard reporting on indi-
vidual agency progress is published quarterly at
www.results.gov | agenda [ scorecard.html.

Broadcast Results on ExpectMore.gov

ExpectMore.gov provides Americans with candid in-
formation about which programs work, which do not,
and what all programs are doing to get better every
year.

Up until the launch of ExpectMore.gov last year,
Americans had limited access to information on how
well the Federal Government performed. Now, Ameri-
cans can see for themselves how their government pro-
grams are performing. In many cases, the Federal Gov-
ernment performs well. In some cases, it performs bet-
ter than the private sector.

ExpectMore.gov contains summaries of PART results
for all programs that have been assessed to date. The
site provides program information that a concerned cit-
izen could use to assess a program’s performance. Each
assessment includes a brief description of the program’s
purpose, its overall rating, some highlights about its
performance and the steps it will take to improve in
the future. For individuals interested in more informa-
tion, the site also provides links to the detailed program
assessment, as well as that program’s website and the
assessment summaries of other similar programs. The
detailed PART assessment includes the answer to each
PART question with an explanation and supporting evi-
dence. It also includes the performance measures for
the program along with current performance informa-
tion. In addition, there is an update on the status of
follow-up actions to improve program performance.

A visitor to the site may find, at least initially, that
programs are not performing as well as they should
or program improvement plans are not sufficiently am-
bitious. We expect this site to help change that. The
website has a variety of benefits, including:

o Increased public attention to performance;

o Greater scrutiny of agency action (or inaction) to
improve program results:
—Improvement plans are transparent
—Statements about goals and achievements are

clearer; and

e Demand for better quality and more timely per-

formance data.

Implement Inter-Agency Program Improvement

The Administration continues to look for new ways
to improve the performance of programs with similar
purposes or designs by using the PART to analyze per-
formance across agencies (i.e., cross-cutting analysis)
and State and local levels. Cross-cutting analysis can
improve coordination and communication by encour-
aging managers from multiple agencies to agree to a
common set of goals and by placing the focus on quan-
tifiable results. Cross-cutting analysis breaks down bar-
riers across the Federal, State, and local levels so that
all entities work toward the same goal. Only topics
that are expected to yield meaningful results are se-
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lected for cross-cutting analyses. To date, the Adminis-
tration completed cross-cutting analyses of the govern-
ment’s math and science programs, community and eco-

nomic development programs, import and food safety
programs, and others.

III. RESULTS

As mentioned above, the PII measures its progress
according to two key principles:
e Improved Program Performance; and
o Greater Investment in Successful Programs
There has been greater success in leading agencies
to think more systematically about how they measure
and improve program performance. Though there are
many factors that impact program performance, it is
clear that the PII has framed the discussion around
results. Agencies have developed ways to measure their
efficiency so they can figure out how to achieve more
with Americans’ tax dollars.
2009 marks the sixth year that the PART was used
to (1) assess program performance, (2) take steps to

improve program performance, and (3) help link per-
formance to budget decisions. To date, the Administra-
tion has assessed more than 1,000 programs, rep-
resenting approximately 96 percent of the Federal
budget. The Administration will use the PART to assess
the performance and management of the remaining
Federal programs.

With the help of the PART, we have improved pro-
gram performance and transparency. There has been
a substantial increase in the total number of programs
rated either “Effective”, “Moderately Effective”, or “Ade-
quate”. This increase came from both re-assessments
and newly PARTed programs. The chart below shows
the percentage of programs by ratings category.

Chart 2-1. Program Ratings are Improving
Cumulative Program Results by Ratings Category
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These results demonstrate that the PII has been very
successful in focusing Agencies’ attention on program
performance. For example, approximately:

¢ 89 percent of programs established or clarified
their long-term and annual performance goals to
focus on the outcomes that are important to the
American people.

e 82 percent of programs are achieving their per-
formance goals.

e 73 percent of programs are measuring their effi-
ciency, a relatively new activity for Government
programs.

e 70 percent of programs are improving efficiency
annually, producing more value per dollar spent.

¢ 55 percent of programs that were initially unable
to demonstrate results have improved their overall
performance rating.

Unfortunately, there has not been a similar level of
accomplishment in the second measure: Greater Invest-
ment in Successful Programs. Though Congressional
use of performance information has been limited, most
in the Congress are aware of the PART. This topic
was discussed extensively in recent debates in the Sen-
ate.
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Senator Wayne Allard introduced an amendment to
cut funding for programs funded in the Labor, HHS,
and Education 2008 Appropriations Bill rated as “Inef-
fective” by 10 percent across the board. In advocating
his amendment, Senator Allard said:

These assessments represent the combined wis-
dom of career officials. This is not a political
process. These are objective evaluations done by
career officials at agencies and OMB, and are
based on evidence of that program’s perform-
ance. While a program’s overall rating should
not be the sole determinant of funding, Con-
gress should prioritize funding programs that
perform well. Ineffective programs in particular
should be scrutinized to determine whether the
resources they use could be better spent else-
where and whether their goals could be
achieved through other means.

Senator Allard brought warranted focus on programs
that aren’t performing as they should. In arguing
against the amendment, Senator Tom Harkin said:

The Program Assessment Rating Tool... is in-
tended to help assess the management and per-
formance of individual programs. So it is not
just a question of whether the program works,
it also evaluates whether Congress has designed
the program in a clear manner and whether

Federal agencies do a good job managing the
program.

Both Senators went on to have a substantive debate
about how programs were performing and how to get
them to perform better. And soon thereafter, in arguing
for his own amendment, Senator John Cornyn said:

The Office of Management and Budget has re-
cently reviewed over a thousand programs. As
this chart indicates, upon a review of 1,016
Federal Government programs, they have con-
cluded that 22 percent of those programs rated
either as ineffective or they are unable to deter-
mine whether they are effective. In other words,
they are unable to find evidence that they are
effective. They have not conclusively determined
them as ineffective, but they have concluded
that 22 percent of the Federal Government pro-
grams are either ineffective or the results are
not demonstrated. Anybody who is interested
anywhere in the world—-certainly in the United
States—can look at the information on this
ExpectMore.gov Web site and inform them-
selves, as I am sure they would want to, about
what the Federal Government is doing and not
doing on their behalf.
This debate on Senator Allard’s amendment was an
important one. It shows increasing attention to the ob-
jective rating of program performance.

IV. NEXT STEPS

The PII has identified several activities to improve
program effectiveness over the coming year:

Ensure Program Goals are Adequate and Improve-
ment Plans are Aggressive and Result in Improved Per-
formance.—Review of all completed PARTs and pro-
gram goals, as well as rigorous follow-up on rec-
ommendations from the PART will accelerate improve-
ments in the performance of Federal programs. This
will ensure that the hard work done through the PART
produces performance and management improvements.
Additionally, implementation of improvement must be
tracked and reported.

Appoint Agency Performance Improvement Officers.—
To ensure successful implementation of the new policy
of the Federal Government embodied in Executive
Order 13450 to spend taxpayer dollars effectively, and
more effectively each year, each agency will appoint
Performance Improvement Officers. Performance Im-
provement Officers are responsible for coordinating the
performance improvement activities of their agencies,
including:

e Developing and improving the agency’s strategic
plans, annual performance plans, and annual per-
formance reports, as well as ensuring the use of
such information in agency budget justifications;

¢ Ensuring program goals are aggressive, realistic,
and accurately measured;

¢ Regularly convening agency program management
personnel to assess and improve program perform-
ance and efficiency; and

¢ Assisting the head of the agency in the develop-
ment and use within the agency of performance
measures in personnel performance appraisals,
particularly those of program managers, to ensure
real accountability for greater effectiveness.

Expand Cross-Cutting Analyses.—Use the PART to
facilitate cross-cutting analysis where there is a higher
return than approaching programs individually. The
goal of these efforts is to increase efficiency and save
dollars, building on the success of previous cross-cutting
analyses. Congressional guidance will be a factor in
choosing topics for the next group of cross-cutting anal-
yses.

Maximize ExpectMore.gov Impact.—The Federal Gov-
ernment should be accountable to the public for its
performance. This web-based tool provides candid infor-
mation on how programs are performing and what they
are doing to improve. The PII Initiative will work to
increase the reach and impact of this valuable informa-
tion to improve program performance and account-
ability for results.
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Note.—A table with summary information for all pro-
grams that have been reviewed using the Program As-
sessment Rating Tool (PART) is available at:
www.whitehouse.gov [omb [ expectmore | part.pdf. This
table provides program ratings, section scores, funding
levels, and other information. Additionally, a complete

data file and data model of all assessments on
ExpectMore.gov is available at: www.whitehouse.gov/
omb | expectmore [whatsnew.htm. This is a comma-sepa-
rated values file that academics and researchers can
use to analyze performance data.
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3. HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDING ANALYSIS

Since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001,
the Federal Government, with State, local and private
sector partners, has engaged in a concerted national
effort to prevent terrorist attacks within the United
States, reduce America’s vulnerability to terrorism, and
minimize the damage and recover from any attacks
that do occur. Accordingly, we have identified and pur-
sued terrorists abroad, and implemented an array of
measures to secure our citizens and resources at home.
We have worked with the Congress to reorganize the
Federal Government; acquire countermeasures to chem-
ical, biological, radiological, and nuclear (CBRN) weap-
ons; enhance the security of our borders; protect our
critical infrastructure and key resources; and strength-
en America’s response and recovery capabilities in our
cities and local communities. Elements of our National
Strategy for Homeland Security involve every level of
government as well as the private sector and individual
citizens. Since September 11th, homeland security has
continued to be a major policy focus for all levels of
government, and the U.S. government has no more im-
portant mission than securing the Homeland.

Underscoring the importance of homeland security as
a crosscutting Government-wide function, section 889
of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 requires a home-
land security funding analysis to be incorporated in
the President’s Budget. This analysis addresses that
legislative requirement. This analysis covers the home-
land security funding and activities of all Federal agen-
cies, not only those carried out by the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS), but also State, local, and
private sector expenditures. Since not all activities car-
ried out by DHS constitute homeland security funding
(e.g. response to natural disasters and Coast Guard
search and rescue activities)) DHS estimates in this
section do not represent the entire DHS budget.

Data Collection Methodology and Adjustments

The Federal spending estimates in this analysis uti-
lize funding and programmatic information collected on
the Executive Branch’s homeland security efforts.!
Throughout the budget formulation process, the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) collects three-year
funding estimates and associated programmatic infor-
mation from all Federal agencies with homeland secu-

1All data in the Federal expenditures section are based on the President’s policy for
the 2009 Budget. Additional policy and baseline data is presented in the “Additional Tables”
section. Due to rounding, data in this section may not add to totals in other Budget
volumes.

2Federal homeland security activities are currently defined by OMB in Circular A-11
as, “activities that focus on combating and protecting against terrorism, and that occur
within the United States and its territories (this includes Critical Infrastructure Protection

rity responsibilities. These estimates do not include the
efforts of the Legislative or Judicial branches. Informa-
tion in this chapter is augmented by a detailed appen-
dix of account-level funding estimates, which is avail-
able on the Analytical Perspectives CD-ROM.

To compile this data, agencies report information
using standardized definitions for homeland security. 2
The data provided by the agencies are developed at
the “activity level,” which is a set of like programs
or projects, at a level of detail sufficient to consolidate
the information to determine total Governmental spend-
ing on homeland security.

To the extent possible, this analysis maintains pro-
grammatic and funding consistency with previous esti-
mates. Some discrepancies from data reported in earlier
years arise due to agencies’ improved ability to extract
homeland security-related activities from host programs
and refine their characterizations. As in the Budget,
where appropriate, the data is also updated to reflect
agency activities, Congressional action, and technical
re-estimates. In addition, the Administration may re-
fine definitions or mission area estimates over time
based on additional analysis or changes in the way
specific activities are characterized, aggregated, or
disaggregated.

Federal Expenditures

Total funding for homeland security has grown sig-
nificantly since the attacks of September 11, 2001. For
2009, the President’s Budget includes $66.3 billion of
gross budget authority for homeland security activities,
a $4.5 billion (7.3 percent) increase over the 2008 en-
acted level.3 Excluding mandatory spending, fees, and
the Department of Defense’s (DOD) homeland security
budget, the 2009 Budget proposes a net, non-Defense,
discretionary budget authority level of $40.1 billion,
which is an increase of $3.9 billion (10.7 percent) over
the 2008 level (see Table 3-1).

A total of 32 agency budgets comprise Federal home-
land security funding in 2009. Of those, five agencies—
the Departments of Homeland Security, Defense,
Health and Human Services (HHS), Justice (DOJ) and
Energy (DOE)—account for approximately $60.7 billion
(91 percent) of total Government-wide gross discre-
tionary homeland security funding in 2009.

(CIP) and Continuity of Operations (COOP) data), or outside of the United States and
its territories if they support domestically-based systems or activities (e.g., visa processing
or pre-screening high-risk cargo at overseas ports). Such activities include efforts to detect,
deter, protect against, and, if needed, respond to terrorist attacks.”

3The 2009 gross homeland security funding request level excludes $2.2 billion for Bio-
Shield.

19



20

ANALYTICAL PERSPECTIVES

Table 3-1. HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDING BY AGENCY
(Budget authority, in millions of dollars)
2007 2008
: 2007 2008 2009
Budget Authority Enacted SE%‘:{’ET;V Enacted ngﬁg'%@ﬁg;iv Request

Department of Agriculture 540.5 | oo 570.0 | oo 690.9
Department of Commerce 2 205.0 | v 206.9 | o 262.3
Department of Defense 16,538.3 17,3744 | e 17,645.9
Department of Education 26.2 27.1 30.3
Department of Energy .......ccooveveveninenns 1,719.2 1,828.7 1,942.9
Department of Health and Human Services 4,456.7
Department of Homeland Security 32,8171
Department of Housing and Urban Development .. 41
Department of the Interior ........cccccoevencnnee 435
Department of Justice 3,794.9
Department of Labor 51.4
Department of State ............ 2,465.6
Department of Transportation . 2212
Department of the Treasury 126.6
Department of Veterans Affairs 348.1
Corps of Engineers ..........ccoeuuuuue 42.0
Environmental Protection Agency ... 170.3
Executive Office of the President 20.7
General Services Administration 119.4
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 203.0
National Science Foundation .........cccceeu... 379.0
Office of Personnel Management 25
Social Security Administration 2215
District of Columbia .........cccccvevenenee 15.0
Federal Communications Commission ....... 2.3
Intelligence Community Management Account 12.6
National Archives and Records Administration 18.8
Nuclear Regulatory Commission ................. 72.8
Securities and Exchange Commission 15.9
Smithsonian Institution 96.6
United States Holocaust Memorial Museum 9.0
Corporation for National and COMMUNity SEIVICE ........cccvvvrieminmrnincrnierneeinnsncrseeneennsees | 888 | v | e | e | e
Total, Homeland Security Budget AUthority .............cccooeninicees 56,925.9 2,906.9 61,808.4 3,114.3 66,302.5
Less Department Of DEENSE ........cviririurriieiieieisseiees ettt =16,538.3 | iveevreieien 17,3744 | ..o -17,645.9
Non-Defense Homeland Security BA, excluding Mandatory PSIC Grants and BioShield .......... 40,387.5 44,434.0 48,656.6

Less Fee-Funded Homeland Security Programs -4,534.4 -5,347.7 -5,355.3

Less Mandatory Homeland Security Programs ... -2,435.5 -2,871.7 -3,223.9
Net Non-Defense Discretionary Homeland Security BA, excluding Mandatory PSIC Grants

and BioShield 33,417.7 2,906.9 36,214.6 3,114.3 40,077.3

Plus Mandatory PSIC Grants . 1,000.0 | oo | e | e | e

PIUS BIOSKIBIA ..vovveeeceeariseiseeterieiieesse sttt sttt esssenies | sesssssssesssenes 2,175.0
Net Non-Defense Discretionary Homeland Security BA, including Mandatory PSIC Grants

AN BIOSIIEIA ... s 34,417.7 2,906.9 36,214.6 3,114.3 42,252.3
Obligations Limitations
Department of Transportation Obligations LIMIHAtion ..........cccooreirireineininrinneseeseieeessisseseias 121.0 | e 121.0 | o 121.3

1The 2008 supplemental and emergency funding levels for the Departments of Homeland Security (DHS) and Justice (DOJ) include both enacted and requested supplemental
and emergency funding. DHS supplemental funding includes the pending $113 million and DOJ supplemental funding includes the pending $106 million.

2DOC's 2007 gross full-year CR level per H.J.Res. 20 for homeland security excludes $1 billion in mandatory borrowing authority for the Public Safetly Interoperable Commu-
nications (PSIC) Grants program to provide Federal grants to public safety agencies for communications interoperability purposes. Although technically scored in 2007, this funding
will be made available from proceeds of the Federal Communications Commission’s 2008 auction of returned television spectrum, at which time DOC will begin obligating funds.

The growth in Federal homeland security funding is
indicative of the efforts that have been initiated to se-
cure our Nation. However, it should be recognized that
fully developing the strategic capacity to protect Amer-
ica is a complex effort with many challenges. There
is a wide range of potential threats and risks from
terrorism. To optimize limited resources and minimize
the potential social costs to our free and open society,

we must apply a risk management approach across all
homeland security efforts in order to identify and assess
potential hazards (including their downstream effects),
determine what levels of relative risk are acceptable,
and prioritize and allocate resources among all home-
land security partners, both public and private, to pre-
vent, protect against, and respond to and recover from
incidents.
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Homeland security is a shared responsibility built
upon a foundation of partnerships—Federal, State,
local, and Tribal governments, the private and non-
profit sectors, communities, and individual citizens all
share common goals, responsibilities, as well as ac-
countability, for securing the Homeland. In addition,
partnerships in homeland security also extend beyond
our Nation’s borders, with international cooperation
continuing to be an enduring feature of our approach
to threats that transcend jurisdictional and geographic
boundaries.

The latest National Strategy for Homeland Security
of 2007 continues to provide a framework for addressing
these challenges first set out by the President’s 2002
version. It guides the highest priority requirements for
securing the Nation. As demonstrated below, the Fed-
eral government has used the National Strategy to
guide its homeland security efforts.

In October 2007, the President issued an updated
National Strategy for Homeland Security, which is serv-
ing to guide, organize, and unify our Nation’s homeland
security efforts. This updated National Strategy, which
builds directly from the first National Strategy for
Homeland Security issued in dJuly 2002, reflects our
increased understanding of the terrorist threats con-
fronting the United States and incorporates lessons
learned from exercises and real-world catastrophes. It
provides a common framework through which our en-
tire Nation should focus its homeland security efforts
on the following four goals:

e prevent and disrupt terrorist attacks;

e protect the American people, our critical infra-
structure, and key resources;

e respond to and recover from incidents that do
occur; and

e continue to strengthen the homeland security
foundation we have built to ensure our long-term
success.

For this year’s analysis, departments and agencies
categorized their funding data based on the critical mis-
sion areas defined in the National Strategy for Home-
land Security (July 2002), which are: Intelligence and
Warning; Border and Transportation Security; Domestic
Counterterrorism; Protecting Critical Infrastructures
and Key Assets; Defending Against Catastrophic
Threats; and Emergency Preparedness and Response.
Next year’s categorization will be based on the four
goals of the 2007 National Strategy for Homeland Secu-
rity.

At the Federal level, the National Strategy is a dy-
namic document being implemented through a robust
interagency planning and coordination process. It in-
cludes actions that agencies use and must build upon
to measure progress. In some cases, progress may be
easily measured. In others, Federal departments and
agencies, along with State and local governments and
the private sector, are working together to develop
measurable goals. Finally, in some areas, Federal de-
partments and agencies and partners must continue
to develop a better understanding of changing risks
and threats—such as the biological agents most likely
to be used by a terrorist group or the highest-risk crit-
ical infrastructure targets—in order to develop bench-
marks that suit the needs of the moment and at the
same time align to long-term goals. For example, a
major inter-agency effort currently occurring at the
Federal level is the tracking and updating of the Na-
tional Implementation Plan for the Global War on Ter-
rorism and attendant performance measures that ad-
dress homeland security.

Funding presented in this report is analyzed in the
context of major “mission areas.” Activities in many
of the mission areas are closely related and certain
capabilities highlighted by a single mission area also
enhance capabilities captured by other mission areas.
For example, information gleaned from activities in the

Table 3-2. POLICY ESTIMATES—HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDING BY NATIONAL STRATEGY
MISSION AREA
(Budget authority, in millions of dollars)
2007 2008
2007 2008 2009
Agency Supplemental/ Supplemental/
Enacted Emergency Enacted Emergency Request
Intelligence and Warning ..........cccceevvrinenvcnniennns 670.8 15.2 682.7 39.1 765.9
Border and Transportation Security ........c.c.cooeeenee. 19,365.3 2,253.6 22,286.8 2,842.7 25,712.5
Domestic Counterterrorism ...........ccovvevernerenenens 5,026.6 222.8 4,896.8 154.7 5,392.9
Protecting Critical Infrastructure and Key Assets .. 18,388.2 228.5 19,926.1 15.8 20,164.5
Defending Against Catastrophic Threats ............... 8,595.9 149.9 8,278.1 2.0 9,054.8
Emergency Preparedness and Response 48222 37.0 5,551.4 60.0 5,013.1
OHNEI oottt 56.9 | o 186.5 | v 198.8
Total, Homeland Security Budget Authority ..... 56,925.9 2,906.9 61,808.4 3,114.3 66,302.5
Plus Mandatory Interoperability Communica-
NS GIANS ....cvucvecvcicisceecee et 1,000.0 | coovereeerieiieiies | e | e | e
PIUS BIOSHIBIT ....eovvereercerrireereeneemernsseenennns | coveernrersennens | vvervnenssssneesenns | sevreernsesnsnnns | eeseeeeeensseseennns 2,175.0
Total Homeland Security Budget Authority
plus Mandatory PSIC Grants and BioShield 57,925.9 2,906.9 61,808.4 3,143 68,477.5
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intelligence and warning category may be utilized to
inform law enforcement activities in the domestic
counterterrorism category. However, for the purposes
of segmenting Federal homeland security funding by
mission areas, discussions of cross-cutting activities
have also been separated by mission areas.

Furthermore, there are a small number of notable
cross-cutting activities that are not specifically high-
lighted in any of the mission areas. For example, al-
though pandemic influenza preparedness is considered
an essential activity, it does not necessarily fit into
a single homeland security mission area, and general
bio-defense and preparedness activities of the Federal
government encompass it. Nevertheless, the prepara-
tions we are making for pandemic influenza have a
direct impact on our ability to defend against and re-
spond to terrorist weapons of mass destruction (WMD)
threats.

The following table summarizes funding levels by the
mission areas set forth in the 2002 National Strategy
for Homeland Security ; more detailed analysis is pro-
vided in subsequent mission-specific analysis sections.

Intelligence and Warning

The Intelligence and Warning mission area covers
activities to detect terrorist threats and disseminate
terrorist-threat information. This category includes in-
telligence collection, risk analysis, and threat-vulner-
ability integration activities for preventing terrorist at-
tacks. It also includes information sharing activities
among Federal, State, and local governments, relevant
private sector entities, and the public at large. It does
not include most foreign intelligence collection—al-
though the resulting intelligence may inform homeland
security activities—nor does it fully capture classified
intelligence activities. In 2009, funding for intelligence
and warning is distributed between DHS (53 percent),
primarily in the Office of Intelligence and Analysis;
DOJ (43 percent), primarily in the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI); and other Intelligence Community
members (4 percent). The 2009 funding for intelligence
and warning activities is 12.2 percent above the 2008
level.

Table 3-3. INTELLIGENCE AND WARNING FUNDING
(Budget authority, in millions of dollars)
2007 2008
2007 2008 2009
Agency Supplemental/ Supplemental/
Enacted Emergency Enacted Emergency Request
Department of Agriculture ...... 16.8
Department of Commerce ..... 2.0
Department of Homeland Sec 403.0
Department of Justice ........c.cccceeenee 329.3
Department of the Treasury ........cc.coeeveeneevneenn: 7.3
Intelligence Community Management Account ...... 7.5
Total, Intelligence and Warning ............c.cocece.... 670.8 15.2 682.7 39.1 765.9

The major requirements addressed in the intelligence
and warning mission area include:

e Unifying and enhancing intelligence and analyt-
ical capabilities to ensure officials have the infor-
mation they need to prevent attacks; and

¢ Implementing information sharing and warning
mechanisms, such as the Homeland Security Advi-
sory System, to allow Federal, State, local, and
private authorities to take action to prevent at-
tacks and protect potential targets.

As established by the Intelligence Reform and Ter-
rorism Prevention Act (IRTPA) of 2004, the Director
of National Intelligence (DNI) ensures that this office
is setting collection and analysis priorities that are con-
sistent with the National Intelligence Strategy. This
strategy calls for the integration of both the domestic
and foreign dimensions of U.S. intelligence so that there
are no gaps in our understanding of threats to the
homeland.

In accordance with the IRTPA’s requirements for the
Information Sharing Environment (ISE), the DNI is

also ensuring that information sharing takes place in
an environment where access to terrorism information
is matched to the roles, responsibilities, and missions
of all the organizations across the intelligence commu-
nity. These changes allow the intelligence community
to “connect the dots” more effectively, develop a better
integrated system for identifying and analyzing ter-
rorist threats, and issue warnings more rapidly. The
DNI, in conjunction with the Homeland Security Coun-
cil (HSC) and relevant Federal agencies, has estab-
lished the ISE Implementation Plan and ISE Privacy
Guidelines in accordance with a Presidential directive
in December 2005, which outlined new guidelines and
protocols for improving information sharing between
Federal, State, local, and foreign governments and the
private sector.

The National Counterterrorism Center (NCTC) is spe-
cifically chartered to centralize U.S. Government ter-
rorism threat analysis and ensure that all agencies re-
ceive relevant analysis and information. NCTC serves
as the primary organization in the U.S. Government
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for analyzing and integrating all intelligence pertaining
to terrorism and counterterrorism (except purely domes-
tic terrorism) and the central and shared knowledge
bank on known and suspected terrorists and inter-
national terror groups. It also ensures that agencies,
as appropriate, have access to and receive the all-source
intelligence  support needed to execute their
counterterrorism plans or perform independent, alter-
native analysis. NCTC is tasked with coordinating
counterterrorism operational planning on a global basis
and developing strategic, operational plans for the Glob-
al War on Terrorism. The NCTC, with guidance from
the National Security Council and the HSC, has created
the first National Implementation Plan for the Global
War on Terrorism, which will further consolidate the
U.S. Government’s efforts on the Global War on Ter-
rorism.

The DNI and the NCTC work to utilize the unique
assets and capabilities of other Government agencies
and interagency groups—some of which are reorga-
nizing to improve these capabilities and better interface
with the new intelligence structure. As such, the NCTC
allocates requirements to the agencies with the assets
and capabilities to address them. In addition, NCTC
has formed a new core staff of analysts drawn from
multiple intelligence agencies. This variety ensures that
NCTC can access the Intelligence Community’s full
breadth of knowledge and complement the activities
of individual agencies. Despite the addition of this new
permanent planning staff, NCTC will not undertake
direct operations but will continue to leave mission exe-
cution with the appropriate agencies. This separation
ensures that agencies’ chains of command remain intact
and prevent potentially excessive micromanagement of
counterterrorism missions. Taken together, the creation
of the NCTC and recent legislation and executive orders
will ensure counterterrorism intelligence and warning
assets are better allocated and more tightly coordi-
nated, leading to improved intelligence for homeland
security.

Over the past seven years, the FBI has developed
its intelligence capabilities and improved its ability to
protect the American people from threats to national
security. It has built on its established capacity to col-
lect information and enhanced its ability to analyze,
disseminate and utilize intelligence. The percentage of
the FBI’s finished intelligence reports that were respon-
sive to National Intelligence Priority Framework topics
(which is a measure of how responsive the program
is to the U.S. Intelligence Community’s collection re-
quirements) increased from 79 percent in 2005 to 92
percent in 2007. In 2007, 33 percent of human sources
that the FBI obtained information from reported on
Tier 1 threat groups, which is composed of entities with
high intentions to harm the homeland and moderate
or strong links with al-Qa’ida. Furthermore, the FBI’s
Terrorist Screening Center has significantly increase
the number of positive encounters (database hits) with
subjects through multiple Federal screening processes

from approximately 5,300 hits in 2004 to over 21,000
in 2007.

The President’s 2009 Budget supports the FBI’s prior-
ities and its continuing transformation by providing the
resources needed to enhance its national security capa-
bilities and improve supporting information technology
and infrastructure. These initiatives will increase the
number of agents and specialists working national secu-
rity cases; enhance intelligence collection, systems, and
training; improve information technology (IT) systems
that reduce paperwork and facilitate information shar-
ing; and expand partnerships with Federal, state, local
and foreign agencies, as well as the private sector.
Among the intelligence-related enhancements in the
2009 budget are $26 million for the confidential human
source validation program, $25 million for foreign lan-
guage translation programs and $10 million for tech-
nical collections.

As a result of the Department of Homeland Security’s
2006 reorganization (Second Stage Review), a new Of-
fice of Intelligence and Analysis (I&A) was established
to strengthen intelligence functions and information
sharing within DHS. I&A gathers information to ana-
lyze terrorist threats to critical infrastructure, transpor-
tation systems, or other targets inside the homeland.
Led by the DHS Chief Intelligence Officer reporting
directly to the Secretary, this office not only relies on
personnel from the former Information Analysis and
Infrastructure Protection Directorate, but also draws
on the expertise of other DHS components with infor-
mation collection and analytical capabilities. For exam-
ple, improved coordination and information sharing be-
tween border agents, air marshals, and intelligence an-
alysts deepens the Department’s understanding of ter-
rorist threats. By maintaining and expanding its part-
nership with the NCTC, DHS will better coordinate
its activities with other members within the intelligence
community and the DNI.

I1&A also serves as the focal point for disseminating
homeland security information to State and local enti-
ties. For example, I&A is connected to homeland secu-
rity directors and intelligence analysts of States, coun-
ties, and territories through the Homeland Security In-
formation Network (HSIN) and it is deploying the
Homeland Security Data Network (HSDN) to them as
well, with over 18 State and Local Fusion Centers al-
ready able to access DHS secret-level classified systems
through HSDN. All 50 States and major urban areas
are connected to HSIN, and it is being rolled out to
major counties as well. Furthermore, in recognition of
the limitations of virtual interactions through electronic
communications networks, beginning in 2006, I&A has
begun deploying liaisons and intelligence analysts to
State and Local Intelligence Fusion Centers across the
Nation to improve the flow and quality of homeland
security information to State, local and private sector
partners and ensure a more accurate situational aware-
ness for DHS and its Federal partners. In 2007, DHS
disseminated a total of 355 intelligence products to its
Federal, State, local, tribal, and private sector partners.
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Border and Transportation Security

This mission area covers activities to protect border
and transportation systems, such as screening airport
passengers, detecting dangerous materials at ports
overseas and at U.S. ports-of-entry, and patrolling our
coasts and the land between ports-of-entry. The major-
ity of funding in this mission area ($23 billion, or 89
percent, in 2009) is in DHS, largely for the U.S. Cus-
toms and Border Protection (CBP), the Transportation
Security Administration (TSA), and the U.S Coast
Guard. Other DHS bureaus and other Federal Depart-
ments, such as the Departments of State and Justice,
also play a significant role. The President’s 2009 re-
quest would increase funding for border and transpor-
tation security activities by 15.4 percent over the 2008
level.

Securing our borders and transportation systems is
a complex task. Security enhancements in one area may
make another avenue more attractive to terrorists.
Therefore, our border and transportation security strat-
egy aims to make the U.S. borders “smarter”—targeting
layered resources toward the highest risks and sharing
information so that frontline personnel can stay ahead
of potential adversaries—while facilitating the flow of
legitimate visitors and commerce. The creation of DHS
allowed for unification of the Federal Government’s
major border and transportation security resources,
which facilitates the integration of risk targeting sys-
tems and ensures greater accountability in border and
transportation security. Rather than having separate
systems for managing goods, people, and agricultural
products, one agency is now accountable for ensuring
that there is one cohesive border management system.

The 2009 Budget provides approximately $9.5 billion
for Customs and Border Protection (CBP) including
nearly $500 million in funding for 2,200 new Border
Patrol agents. The President has committed to more
than doubling the size of the Border Patrol to 18,300
agents before he leaves office and obtaining funding
for an additional 1,700 by the end of 2009. At the
start of the President’s administration, there were ap-
proximately 9,000 Border Patrol agents.

To further gain control of our borders, the Budget
also continues funding for technology and infrastructure
along the border. In September of 2006, DHS awarded
a contract to implement the technological and infra-
structure component of its Secure Border Initiative
(SBI) effort, SBInet. SBInet will concentrate on using
proven, technology to significantly improve the avail-
ability of information and tools to Border Patrol agents
so they can better detect, identify, classify and confront
illegal border activity by those who pose a threat to
the United States. The Budget includes $775 million
for this priority. This investment will support smarter
and more secure borders.

The Administration has effectively ended the practice
of “catch and release” along the northern and southern
borders. Non-Mexican illegal aliens apprehended at the
border are now detained and then returned to their
home countries as quickly as possible and all non-crimi-
nal Mexican illegal aliens apprehended are returned
to Mexico immediately. The 2009 Budget includes $2.6
billion in detention and removal resources to continue
this success and supports a total of 33,000 detention
beds across the country to house illegal aliens appre-
hended by DHS.

To improve coordination and provide assistance to
State and local law enforcement officials, the Budget
will expand a successful Federal/State and local part-
nership—the 287(g) program, which provides State/local
law enforcement officials with guidance and training
in immigration law, subject to the direction of the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security. The 2009 Budget includes
an increase of $12 million for the 287(g) program and
the Law Enforcement Support Center, including the
training of State and local law enforcement officers,
detention beds for apprehended illegal aliens, and per-
sonnel to assist state and local law enforcement when
they encounter aliens.

Key to the Federal Government’s screening of inter-
national visitors is the US-VISIT program, which is
designed to expedite the clearance of legitimate trav-
elers while identifying and denying clearance to those
who may intend harm. US-VISIT previously collected
two digital fingerprints and a digital photograph of all
foreign visitors entering the United States. In 2007,

Table 3-4. BORDER AND TRANSPORTATION SECURITY FUNDING

(Budget authority, in millions of dollars)

2007 2008
2007 2008 2009
Agency Supplemental/ Supplemental/
Enacted Emergency Enacted Emergency Request
Department of AGHCUUIE ..........oceveerreerernceirerieines 28410 | e 255.1
Department of COMMErCe .......coccovvveenevnrieneirninnes 1.6 1.8
Department of Homeland Security ........ccccvcnvennee 20,004.5 22,970.8
Department of JUSHCE .....coceveerierevreeniiniiniriineiniininne 45 4.6
Department of State ........ccccovvrvrnrnrnrnisesserennns 1,901.8 2,395.5
Department of Transportation ... 156.3 10.7
General Services Administration ... 115.0 74.0
Total, Border and Transportation Security ....... 19,365.3 2,253.6 22,286.8 25,712.5
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the number of biometric watch list hits for travelers
processed at U.S. ports of entry exceeded 6,000, and
the number of hits for visa applicants at consular of-
fices exceeded 4,000. In November 2007, US-VISIT in-
troduced technology to collect 10 fingerprints from ar-
riving foreign visitors with the plan to roll-out 10-print
collection to 8 more ports soon. In order to ensure that
US-VISIT has full coverage of all potential visitors to
the United States, all U.S. ports of entry will transition
to collecting 10 fingerprints by the end of 2008. The
2009 Budget includes $390 million to support the in-
creased system infrastructure and continue the progress
toward interoperability with the FBI’s fingerprint sys-
tem, the Integrated Automated Fingerprint Identifica-
tion System (IAFIS).

In order to further improve aviation security, in 2009,
the Administration will devote nearly $6.0 billion to
the multi-layered, risk-based aviation security system,
including: $3 billion for over 48,000 Transportation Se-
curity Officers and technologies to screen passengers
and their baggage for weapons and explosives. TSA will
continue to provide specialized training in the detection
of suspicious behaviors, fraudulent documents, and im-
provised explosive devices, $131 million for enhance-
ments at passenger checkpoints to improve the detec-
tion of prohibited items, especially weapons and explo-
sives, through the use of additional sensors such as
whole body imaging, liquid bottle scanners, automated
explosive sampling, and cast and prosthesis scanners;
and nearly $100 million for air cargo security inspec-
tors, canine teams, and the Certified Shipper Program
to achieve 100 percent screening of passenger air cargo
in 2010.

The Budget will also recapitalize checked baggage
screening devices and accelerate deployment of inline
systems that will increase baggage throughput by up
to 300 percent. The President’s Budget proposes a tem-
porary, four-year surcharge on the passenger security
fee of $0.50 per enplanement with a maximum increase
of $1.00 per one-way trip. The additional fee collections
of $426 million would be deposited in the mandatory
Aviation Security Capital Fund to accelerate the deploy-
ment of optimal checked baggage screening systems and
address the need to recapitalize existing equipment de-
ployed immediately after September 11, 2001.

In the area of surface transportation security, TSA
assessed approximately 37 percent of national critical
surface transportation assets or systems in pipeline,
maritime, mass transit, rail, highway, motor carrier,
and postal shipping sectors in 2007 and continues to
provide assistance to the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency (FEMA) in its review of infrastructure
protection grant applications. In 2009, TSA will devote
over $375 million for surface transportation security,
including funding for nearly 100 inspectors to conduct
risk-based assessments in the largest mass transit and
rail systems.

Safeguarding our seaports is critical since terrorists
may seek to use them to enter the country or introduce
weapons or other dangerous materials. With 95 percent

of all U.S. cargo passing through the Nation’s 361 ports,
a terrorist attack on a major seaport could slow the
movement of goods and be economically devastating to
the nation. The Maritime Transportation Security Act
(MTSA) and its implementing regulations, issued by
DHS in October 2003, require ports, vessels, and facili-
ties to conduct security assessments. In 2009, the Coast
Guard will continue to ensure compliance with MTSA
port and vessel security standards and regulations. The
2009 Budget provides nearly $3 billion for port security
across DHS, primarily for Coast Guard port security
activities such as Maritime Safety and Security Teams
and harbor patrols. In addition, the Coast Guard’s
budget funds operations to strengthen intelligence col-
lection and surveillance capabilities in the maritime
environment, both of which contribute to the broader
Coast Guard effort to enhance Maritime Domain
Awareness. In 2007, Congress passed P.L. 109-347, the
SAFE Port Act, which requires enhanced screening of
cargo bound for the Unites States, among other port
security measures. In addition, port operators are eligi-
ble for grants to fund security enhancements under
DHS’ Infrastructure Protection Program (IPP) which
falls under the Infrastructure Protection mission area.

The Department of State’s Bureau of Consular Affairs
is the second largest contributor to border and transpor-
tation security. The Department’s Border Security Pro-
gram includes visa, passport, American Citizen Services
and International Adoption programs. For foreign visi-
tors that require a visa, the Department of State col-
lects the visitor’s biometric and biographic data, which
is then checked against U.S. government databases,
thereby improving the ability to make a visa determina-
tion. When the visitor arrives in the United States,
US-VISIT procedures allow DHS to determine whether
the person applying for entry is the same person who
was issued the visa by the Department of State. This
and additional database checks improve the ability of
DHS to make admissibility decisions.

In addition, the Department of State will continue
to respond to demand for secure travel documents that
will be required by the Western Hemisphere Travel
Initiative. Under this initiative, United States citizens
and foreign visitors traveling to and from the Carib-
bean, Bermuda, Panama, Canada or Mexico will be re-
quired to have a passport or standardized travel card
that establishes the bearer’s identity and nationality
to enter or re-enter the United States. The initiative
will improve security at our borders by standardizing
entry and exit information and increasing the ability
of Government agencies to work together.

Furthermore, the President’s 2009 request signifi-
cantly increases funding for the Department of State’s
border security program to Mexico for the purchase of
x-ray systems to inspect trucks and trains, a mobile
x-ray van, patrol vehicles, cameras, fences, and training
and systems support to Mexican customs and immigra-
tion officials.
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Domestic Counterterrorism

Funding in the Domestic Counterterrorism mission
area covers Federal and Federally-supported efforts to
identify, thwart, and prosecute terrorists in the United

States. The largest contributors to the domestic
counterterrorism mission are law enforcement organiza-
tions: the DOJ (largely for the FBI) and DHS (largely
for ICE), accounting for 52.7 and 45.5 percent of fund-
ing for 2009, respectively.

Table 3-5. DOMESTIC COUNTERRORISM FUNDING
(Budget authority, in millions of dollars)
2007 2008
2007 2008 2009
Agency Supplemental/ Supplemental/
Enacted Emergency Enacted Emergency Request
Department of Homeland Security ........ccccvcnveunee 2,461.1 27.0 2,220.2 2,454.3
Department of Interior .. . 0.2 0.2
Department of Justice .. \ 2,590.9 2,839.4
Department of Transport e 23.0 29.0
Department of the Treasury .......coovveenerreenees 62.4 69.8
Social Security Administration ............ccccocrereienen. 0.2 0.2
Total, Domestic Counterterrorism ...................... 5,026.6 222.8 4,896.8 154.7 5,392.9

Since the attacks of September 11th, preventing and
interdicting terrorist activity within the United States
has become a priority for law enforcement at all levels
of government. The major requirements addressed in
the domestic counterterrorism mission area include:

e Developing a proactive law enforcement capability
to prevent terrorist attacks;

e Apprehending potential terrorists; and

e Improving law enforcement cooperation and infor-

mation sharing to enhance domestic
counterterrorism efforts across all levels of govern-
ment.

The President’s 2009 Budget supports the FBI's top
strategic priority: to protect the United States from ter-

rorist attacks. FBI continues to build its
counterterrorism capabilities post-9/11. Over the past
seven years, FBI has shifted resources to

counterterrorism from lower priority programs, hired
and trained additional field investigators, enhanced
science and technology capabilities, and strengthened
headquarters oversight of the counterterrorism pro-
gram. In 2007, the FBI reported over 3,600 State and
local law enforcement participants in its Joint Ter-
rorism Task Forces that are found all across the nation.
Overall, FBI resources in the domestic counterterrorism
category have increased from $0.9 billion in 2002 to
$2 billion in 2009. Among the largest 2009 initiatives
for enhancing counterterrorism capabilities are $28 mil-
lion for national security field investigations, $28 mil-
lion for surveillance operations, and $16 million for the
Weapons of Mass Destruction Directorate.

ICE works to deter and dismantle terrorist groups,
individuals, and companies involved in the illegal pro-
curement and movement of weapons of mass destruc-
tion and their materials and components. ICE National
Security Investigations personnel work closely with the
Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Joint Terrorism Task
Forces to utilize the collective resources of the partici-

pating agencies for the prevention, deterrence, and in-
vestigation of terrorism and related activities occurring
in or affecting the United States.

Protecting Critical Infrastructure and Key Assets

Funding in the Protecting Critical Infrastructure and
Key Assets mission area captures the efforts of the
U.S. Government to secure the Nation’s infrastructure,
including information infrastructure, from terrorist at-
tacks. Protecting the Nation’s critical infrastructure and
key assets is a complex challenge for two reasons: (1)
the diversity of infrastructure and (2) the high level
of private ownership (85 percent) of the Nation’s critical
infrastructure and key assets. DOD continues to report
the largest share of funding in this category for 2009
($12 billion, or 59.8 percent), which includes programs
focusing on physical security and improving the mili-
tary’s ability to prevent or mitigate the consequences
of attacks against departmental personnel and facili-
ties. DHS has overall responsibility for prioritizing and
executing infrastructure protection activities at the na-
tional level and accounts for $3.8 billion (18.7 percent)
of 2009 funding. In addition, a total of 25 other agencies
report funding to protect their own assets and work
with States, localities, and the private sector to reduce
vulnerabilities in their areas of expertise. The Presi-
dent’s 2009 request increases funding for activities to
protect critical infrastructure and key assets by $238
million (1.2 percent) over the 2008 level.

Securing America’s critical infrastructure and key as-

sets is a complex task. The major requirements include:

e Unifying disparate efforts to protect critical infra-

structure across the Federal Government, and
with State, local, and private stakeholders;

¢ Building and maintaining an accurate assessment

of America’s critical infrastructure and key assets

and prioritizing protective action based on risk;
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Table 3-6. PROTECTING CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE AND KEY ASSETS FUNDING
(Budget authority, in millions of dollars)
2007 2008
2007 2008 2009
Agency Supplemental/ Supplemental/
Enacted Emergency Enacted Emergency Request

Department of Agriculture 34.2 39.2 59.3
Department of Defense ... 11,254.0 12,126.8 12,058.3
Department of ENErgy ......ccocovveinrinirvcrneinennens 1,537.6 1,604.4 1,626.0
Department of Health and Human Services .......... 185.4 192.4 199.6
Department of Homeland Security .........cccccocvevenee 3,107.3 3,840.4 3,768.4
Department of JUSHCE ......c.vevrrereeneereineicrinciis 545.0 409.4 571.4
Department of Transportation ...........ccccceeuvererinees 155.5 149.3 162.7
Department of Veterans Affairs .........cccooeevevnveenees 217.7 216.3 277.4
National Aeronautics and Space Administration .... 199.2 205.2 203.0
National Science Foundation 357.4 348.9 364.0
Social Security Administration ... 191.9 2115 220.3
Other AGENCIES ......ouevuiereeeieeiererise e 603.0 582.3 654.1
Total, Protecting Critical Infrastructure and

Key ASSets ... 18,388.2 228.5 19,926.1 15.8 20,164.5

¢ Enabling effective partnerships to protect critical
infrastructure; and

¢ Reducing threats and wvulnerabilities in cyber-
space.

Homeland Security Presidential Directive 7 (HSPD-
7), signed in December 2003, established a national
policy to protect critical infrastructure and key re-
sources from attack, to ensure the delivery of essential
goods and services, and to maintain public safety and
security. Under HSPD-7, DHS is responsible for coordi-
nating Federal critical infrastructure programs and
working closely with State and local governments and
the private sector to aligning protection efforts. To pro-
vide the overall framework to integrate various critical
infrastructure protection activities, DHS developed the
National Infrastructure Protection Plan (NIPP). The
plan’s risk-management approach provides the frame-
work for government and industry to work together
on common protective goals, while focusing resources
where they are needed the most.

Recognizing that each infrastructure sector possesses
it own unique characteristics, HSPD-7 also designated
sector-specific agencies to coordinate infrastructure pro-
tection efforts within each sector. As a result, each of
the 17 sectors developed a Sector Specific Plan (SSP)
as part of the NIPP process. These plans build on the
base NIPP plan and establish partnership models
through which public and private sector security part-
ners will work together to collect infrastructure infor-
mation, prioritize assets and protective programs, and
develop metrics to inform future initiatives.

DHS recently reorganized and combined its prepared-
ness and response functions to fulfill requirements of
the 2007 Homeland Security Appropriations Act. DHS
also created the National Protection and Programs Di-
rectorate (NPPD), which includes offices that were
omitted from the transfer to FEMA by statute. These
offices, which focus on physical and cyber infrastructure

protection, as well as other major security initiatives,
will be part of the newly created NPPD.

The Office of Infrastructure Protection (IP) within
NPPD oversees NIPP implementation and is respon-
sible for managing and prioritizing infrastructure pro-
tection at the national level. IP conducts site visits
and assessments each year on critical infrastructure
and provides sector-specific threat and vulnerability in-
formation to the private sector in partnership with DHS
Intelligence and Analysis. In 2007, IP also took on the
responsibility for implementing DHS’ chemical facility
security regulations, which ensure our nation’s chemical
facilities meet risk-based performance standards for se-
curity. The 2009 Budget provides $273 million for these
activities. In conjunction with funding for the Office
of Infrastructure Protection, the Infrastructure Protec-
tion Program (IPP) within FEMA consists of five grant
programs funding security enhancement projects in and
around transportation assets and other critical infra-
structure sites. Awarded through the Office of Grants
and Training, IPP grants supplement State and local
infrastructure security efforts, especially detection and
prevention investments.

Cyberspace security is a key element of infrastructure
protection. The consequences of a cyber attack could
cascade across the economy, imperiling public safety
and national security. To address this threat, DHS es-
tablished the National Cyber Security Division (NCSD)
in 2003—in response to the President’s National Strat-
egy to Secure Cyberspace—in order to identify, analyze
and reduce cyber threats and vulnerabilities, coordinate
incident response, and provide technical assistance.
NCSD works collaboratively with public, private, and
international entities to secure cyberspace and Amer-
ica’s cyber assets. NCSD also manages the U.S. Com-
puter Emergency Response Team (US-CERT), which co-
ordinates defense against and responds to cyber attacks
across the nation. US-CERT deploys “Einstein” intru-
sion detection sensors on Federal networks and oper-
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ates a cyber watch, warning, and analysis center to
provide real-time alerts to Federal departments and
agencies, State and local governments, and the private
sector. The 2009 budget expands US-CERT analytic ca-
pabilities and defensive measures to ensure information
on our Federal networks is secure. To support these
critical preparedness activities, the Budget includes
$294 million for the NCSD in 2009. Moreover, the
Budget includes an additional $39 million for the FBI’s
cyber security activities in 2009.

Defending Against Catastrophic Threats

The Defending Against Catastrophic Threats mission
area covers activities including research, development,

and deployment of technologies, systems, and medical
measures to detect and counter the threat of chemical,
biological, radiological, and nuclear weapons. The agen-
cies with the most significant resources to help develop
and field technologies to counter CBRN threats are:
(1) DOD ($5 billion, or 55.5 percent, of the 2009 total);
(2) HHS, largely for research at the National Institutes
of Health (NIH) and for advanced development of med-
ical countermeasures ($2.2 billion, or 24.5 percent, of
the 2009 total); and (3) DHS ($1.2 billion, or 13.7 per-
cent, of the 2009 total). The President’s 2009 request
would increase funding for activities to defend against
catastrophic threats by $777 million (8.6 percent) over
the 2008 level.

Table 3-7. DEFENDING AGAINST CATASTROPHIC THREATS FUNDING

(Budget authority, in millions of dollars)

2007 2008
2007 2008 2009
Agency Enacted Sg’r)r?é%ne%nct;l/ Enacted SE%%";@;V Request

Department of Agriculture 233.0 215.6 296.2
Department of Commerce ... 88.7 85.0 96.0
Department of Defense ....... 4,889.8 4,754.4 5,026.9
Department of ENErgy .......cccoovveerveenrenerncrinenneenens 62.1 63.5 89.9
Department of Health and Human Services .......... 2,022.2 2,008.3 2,219.1
Department of Homeland Security ........ccccvenveunee 1,204.4 1,056.2 1,236.2
Department of JUStiCe ......cccccovurunrenee 421 452 40.3
Department of the Treasury ..... 0.9 1.8 2.4
National Science Foundation ......... 28.0 25.0 15.0
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 247 232 32.8
Total, Defending Against Catastrophic Threats 8,595.9 149.9 8,278.1 2.0 9,054.8

PIUS BIOSHIBIA ...ceoevveneerrererierrieeierieeninesienrns | coveerneeinsseinens | vvvnenisssinesiinnns | sevesennessnsnns | senesinesssessenenns 2,175.0
Total, Defending Against Catastrophic Threats

including BioShield ..............ccoccovevrvrrnernnrines 8,595.9 149.9 8,278.1 2.0 11,229.8

The major requirements addressed in this mission
area include:

¢ Preventing terrorist use of CBRN weapons
through detection systems and procedures, and
improving decontamination techniques; and

¢ Developing countermeasures, such as vaccines and
other drugs to protect the public from the threat
of a CBRN attack or other public health emer-
gency.

To protect against a nuclear or radiological weapon
entering the country, the Domestic Nuclear Detection
Office (DNDO) was created in 2005 within DHS to co-
ordinate the Nation’s nuclear detection efforts. DNDO,
together with the Departments of State, Energy, De-
fense, and Justice, is responsible for developing and
deploying a comprehensive system to detect and report
any attempt to import a nuclear explosive device or
radiological material into the United States. With an
additional 154 radiation portal monitors for screening
cargo deployed to the Nation’s largest seaports, DNDO,
in 2007, screened over 94% of incoming cargo containers
(by volume) to the United States for dangerous radio-

active materials. DNDO is also responsible for estab-
lishing response protocols to ensure that the detection
of a nuclear explosive device or radiological material
leads to timely and effective action by military, law
enforcement, emergency response, and other appro-
priate Government assets. The 2009 Budget includes
$564 million for DNDO, a 16 percent increase from
the 2008 level.

In 2009, DNDO will invest $113 million in trans-
formational research and development aimed at en-
hancing our ability to detect, identify, and attribute
nuclear and radiological materials. This research looks
beyond current capabilities and seeks to find new sci-
entific tools and methodologies that may prove useful
in broad efforts to focus the Nation’s resources toward
countering the threat of nuclear and radiological de-
vices. DNDO’s budget also includes $170 million for
the deployment of both fixed and mobile radiation por-
tal monitors at strategic points of entry throughout the
country. An additional $20 million will be used to im-
prove the detection of radiological and nuclear mate-
rials in and around the Nation’s major urban areas.
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Together with overseas non-proliferation efforts led by
the Department of State, and overseas detection capa-
bilities managed by the Department of Energy, these
programs seek to create a seamless approach toward
preventing terrorists anywhere in the world from ac-
quiring, transporting, or introducing these materials
into the United States.

To counter the threat of CBRN weapons, the Budget
continues to invest in efforts to decrease the time be-
tween an attack and implementation of Federal, State
and local response protocols. Unlike an attack with con-
ventional weapons, a CBRN attack may not be imme-
diately apparent. Working to ensure earlier detection
and characterization of an attack helps protect and save
lives. DHS will therefore continue to support efforts
such as the BioWatch environmental monitoring pro-
gram, which samples and analyzes air in over 30 metro-
politan areas to continually check for dangerous biologi-
cal agents. The program is designed to provide early
warning of a large-scale biological weapon attack, there-
by allowing the distribution of life-saving treatment and
preventative measures before the development of seri-
ous and widespread illnesses.

A key element in defending against catastrophic
threats is developing and maintaining adequate coun-
termeasures for a CBRN attack. This not only means
stockpiling countermeasures that are currently avail-
able, but developing new countermeasures for agents
that currently have none, and next-generation counter-
measures that are safer and more effective than those
that presently exist. The Budget continues HHS’ invest-
ment in developing medical countermeasures to CBRN
threats with $2.1 billion in funding, which is more than
$2.0 billion over the level prior to 9/11 (this includes
funding for programs focused on chemical and radio-
logical and nuclear countermeasures referenced below).
For 2009, the Budget includes $275 million for the ad-
vanced development of medical countermeasures
against threats of bioterrorism and next generation ven-
tilators. Large investments in basic research of medical
countermeasures at HHS have helped create multiple
promising products to protect the public against the

threat of a terrorist attack. These investments will ac-
celerate the development of these products to help
Project BioShield acquire them more quickly for inclu-
sion in the Strategic National Stockpile.

HHS will also continue to improve human health sur-
veillance with $100 million dedicated to biosurveilance
activities, including the BioSense program (allowing
local, State, and national public health authorities to
monitor “real-time” trends in data from hospitals, emer-
gency departments, and laboratories to identify and
characterize potential human hea