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REPORT BY THE U S 
c 

en unting Office 

Consolidation Of Federal Assistance 
Resources Will Enhance The Federal-State 
Emergency Management Effort 

By consolldatrng the resources of closely related emer- 
gency plannmg and preparedness assistance programs 
provided to the States Into a broader emergency manage- 
ment assistance program, the Federal Emergency Manage- 
ment Agency (FEMA) could promote more effective and 
coordinated rmplementatlon of Federal and State objet- 
trves FEMA’s current approach of funding closely related 
emergency management obJectIves through separate, nar- 
rowlydefrned categorrcal funding programs spawnsa frag- 
mented piecemeal approach to planning and preparedness 
actlvmes that sometimes fosters duplrcatron and rnhrbrts 
the coordinated and effective use of program resources 
needed to achieve Federal emergency management objet- 
tives 

In a promrsrng first step, FEMA began to move to a 
consolrdated assistance framework by dcvelopmg a single 
comprehensive funding package which streamlined FEMA 
and State admrnrstratlon of categorlcal planning and 
preparedness assistance programs 

GAO recommends that FEMA take the next step by seeking 
the legrslatrve and budgetary changes needed to merge the 
resources of closely related programs Into a consolidated 
assistance program This, coupled with the adoption of 
GAO s recommended Improvements In FEMA s program 
oversight, will enable FEMA to hold States accountable for 
achrevrng specific Federal objectives while grvrng States 
greater flexrbllrty In determining how to achieve these 
obJectIves 
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON, D,C, 20542 

OPYMAL QOVERNMENT 
DIVISION 

B-201605 

The Honorable Louis 0. Giuffrida 
Director, Federal Emergency 

Management Agency 

Dear Mr. Giuffrida: 

This report discusses the need for consolidation of Federal 
assistance resources for emergency management. In this context, 
FEMA's Comprehensive Cooperative Agreement initiative is ad- 
dressed. 

We are pleased with the progress you are making in moving 
toward a consolidated assistance framework for emergency man- 
agement and are encouraged by your positive response to our 
recommendations. We look forward to continuing the cooperative 
working relationship established during our review and to accom- 
plishing our mutual ob]ective of a more effective Federal-State 
emergency management partnership. 

As you know, 31 U.S.C. g720 requires the head of a Federal 
agency to submit a written statement on actions taken on our 
recommendations to the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs 
and the House Committee on Government Operations not later than 
60 days after the date of the report and to the House and Senate - 
Committees on Appropriations with the agency's first request for 
appropriations made more than 60 days after the date of the 
report. Our recommendations to you appear on pages 81 and 82. 

We are sending copies of this report to key congressional, 
Office of Management and Budget, 
cials. 

and public interest qroup offi- 
Copies of this report are also being sent to various 

officials in your agency as well as to State emergency manage- 
ment directors. 

Sincerely, 

William J. Anderson 
Director 
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REPORT BY THE CONSOLIDATION OF FEDERAL 
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE ASSISTANCE RESOURCES WILL 

ENHANCE THE FEDERAL-STATE 
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT EFFORT 

DIGEST Y--I-- 

The Federal Emergency Management Aqency 
(FEMA), established to coordinate Federal 
emergency management activities, provides 
assistance for emergency planninq arid pre- 
paredness through a series of closely related 
categorical programs, each addressing either a 
particular type of disaster or a different 
phase of emergency preparedness. Recognizing 
that the continued use of the categorical 
system sometimes perpetuates a fragmented 
piecemeal approach to planning and prepared- 
ness, FEMA took the initiative to develop an 
admlnlstratlve effort to consolidate and 
better coordinate some of its categorical 
programs and requested GAO to evaluate its 
approach. 

GAO’s study revealed that a consolidated as- 
sistance program can slgnlflcantly enhance the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the Federal- 
State emergency management effort. Further, 
the consolidated assistance framework can 
improve State accountability for achieving 
national obJectives if FEMA takes steps to 
improve its overslght and develops a realistic 
system to address States' nonperformance. 

Because legal constraints limit FEMA's author- 
lty to delegate discretion to the States for 
the more flexible use of resources among 
closely related Federal programs GAO believes 
that FEMA should propose legislation which 
would change its program and budget structure 
and authorize it to fully implement a consoli- 
dated emergency management assistance program. 

FEMA'S CATEGORICAL ASSISTANCE 
STRUCTURE REDUCES THE EFFECTIVENESS 
AND EFFICIENCY OF FEDERAL-STATE 
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS 

The fragmentation spawned by most of FEMA's 15 
categorical planning and preparedness programs 
can frustrate States' full achievement of 
national emergency management or clvll defense 
goal 5. (See p. 8.) 

Tear Sheet GAO/GGD-83-92 
AUGUST XI,1983 
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These orograms are often too narrowly defined 
to achieve FEMA’s programmatic oblectlves on 
their own. Rather, the attainment of some 
FEMA obJectives, such as developlnq acceptable 
nuclear attack crisis relocation plans, re- 
quires States to combine the resources of 
several separate but interdependent and comp- 
lementary FEMA programs. Yet, State coordlna- 
tlon of these lnterlocklng programs has been 
frustrated by the various constraints and 
differing priorities of each program. (See 
p. 14.) 

The full achievement of Federal ob-Jectives is 
also frustrated because States cannot transfer 
funds among categorical programs when FEMA’s 
separate funding allotments for one program 
are insufficient to get the Job done, while 
surpluses are accrued in other closely related 
programs. Even where natlonal ob]ectlves are 
achieved, program effectiveness is hampered 
because closely related programs are managed 
in a piecemeal fashion that prevents Federal 
and State governments alike from realizing the 
benefits of comprehensive manaqement and 
effective coordination of federally funded 
resources. (See p. 20.) 

The effectiveness of plans prepared for speci- 
fic types of emergencies, for example, could 
be enhanced if the planners are exposed to 
other aspects of preparedness and response 
outslde of their own speclallzed areas. One 
State official told GAO that exposinq nuclear 
attack planners to peacetime disaster planning 
and actual response actlvitles would enhance 
their nuclear attack preparedness capablll- 
ties. FEMA’s categorical constraints, how- 
ever, have prevented planners receivinq fund- 
ing for one proqram from heinq used in other 
capacities. (See p. 22.) 

The fragmented categorical assistance struc- 
ture also promotes costly and inefficient 
program admlnlstratlon. Certain preparedness 
activities, such as establishment of warning 
systems or ldentlflcatlon of shelters, can be 
done on a common basis for most, if not all, 
hazards. GAO found, however, that categorical 
programs encouraged States to Derform overlap- 
ping planning actlvltles seDarately for each 
program and, correspondlnqly, dlscouraued 
comprehensrve planning and management improve- 
ments by the States. GAO also found that 
redundant or overlapplnq Federal emergency 
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management programs can lead to duplication 
where various State agencies are separately 
funded to perform the same or similar emer- 
gency management activities. (See p. 24.) 

The effect of these constraints has been 
limited because many States as well as FEMA 
often took actions which appeared inconsistent 
with categorical restrictions while admlni- 
stering their programs. States sometimes 
overcame the categorical restrictions by 
undertaking a comprehensive and coordinated 
emergency management effort that better re- 
flected their needs and often improved their 
ability to implement Federal oblectives. Yet, 
in many cases, these practices and their 
attendant benefits would have to be curtailed 
if FEMA requirements were strictly enforced. 
(See p. 32.) 

FEMA's PILOT CONSOLIDATION 
EFFORT IS A PROMISING FIRgT 
STEP 

Recognizing the constraints that arose from 
its categorical structure, FEMA took the 
initiative to provide for a more consolidated 
and coordinated assistance structure through a 
Comprehensive Cooperative Agreement. This 
administrative effort provided several pilot 
States more flexibility in administering -- 
selected FEMA categorical assistance pro- 
grams. States were expected to achieve FEMA's 
various programmatic oblectives but were given 
discretion in how these obJectives would be 
achieved. (See p. 44.) 

The two States allowed to actually consoli- 
date resources among programs did not en- 
counter the same constraints associated with 
the categorical approach. For example, one 
State began crosstraining all State staff to 
be used interchanqeably as the need arises. 
Also, FEMA authorized this State to reprogram 
surpluses from one program to another when 
unfilled needs existed. As a result, these 
States were able to more comprehensively 
address their emergency management needs and 
more efficiently coordinate their Federal and 
State program resources. (See p. 47.) 

Tear Sheet 

The experience of this pilot consolidation 
effort revealed that FEbIA's oversight 
approach, which limited Its ability to hold 
States accountable for categorical programs, 
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similarly limited its ability to assure 
achievement of its ob7ectives under a consoli- 
dated framework. Because States used their 
discretion to divert resources away from some 
Federal oblectives, the move to consolidation 
makes it more imperative for FEMA to 
strengthen its oversight process and develop 
feasible sanctions to better assure that 
States will be held accountable for achieving 
the results of these programs. (See p. 67.) 

CONCLUSIONS 

GAO believes that a consolidated assistance 
proqram that retains State accountability for 
achieving specific Federal objectives would 
substantially enhance the effectiveness and 
efficiency of the Federal-State emergency 
management effort. Limited Federal oversiqht 
resources could be more productively devoted 
to overseeing results achieved rather than 
regulating the internal State fiscal and man- 
aqement processes used to accomplish these 
results. (See p. 77.) 

FEMA deserves much credit for initiatinq its 
administrative pilot consolidation initiative. 
Yet, the agency has been hampered in its 
efforts to extend the consolidation approach 
due to legal restrictions. 

The basic problem with FEMA's approach was 
that it promised a significant new departure 
in the way States are held accountable to FEMA 
before FEMA chanqed the way it is held ac- 
countable to the Congress. In part due to 
statutory constraints, FEMA budqets its funds 
separately for each small, narrow proqram and 
is significantly limited in its ability to re- 
program funds budgeted for each program. FEMA 
is thus held accountable by the Congress for 
spending appropriated funds in the cateqorical 
manner. (See p. 79.) 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE DIRECTOR, 
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

GAO recommends that the Director prepare a 
legislative proposal to remove statutory 
restrictions that prevent or complicate the 
consolidation of related planning and pre- 
paredness programs. (See p. 81.) 

In the interim, GAO recommends that the 
Director consolidate to the extent practicable 
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raletod programs presently unconstrained by 
statutory requirements into one budget program 
element ana seek congressional ati:lrmatlon 
through the budget and appropriation process. 
GAO also recommends that the Director seek 
congressional approval for a relaxation of 
reprogramming restrictions currently appll- 
cable to FEMA's emergency management programs. 

GAO also recommends steps the Director should 
take to promote accountability under a consol- 
idated program and improve coordlnatlon with 
other Federal agencies' emergency management 
programs. (See p. 82.) 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

In a letter commenting on a draft of this 
report the Director, FEMA, stated that the re- 
port will be of substantial assistance to FEMA 
as it continues to expand the scope of the 
Comprehensive Cooperative Agreement to encom- 
pass a larger part of Its mission in dealing 
with the States. (See app. II.) He also 
stated that FEYA was In general agreement with 
the conclusions and that the recommendations 
have either been adopted for the current 
fiscal year's agreement or are being con- 
sidered for lmplementatlon in future years. 

Tear Sheet 

The President of the National Emergency Man- 
agement Association-- the organization repre- 
senting State emergency management dlrectors-- 
also indicated his personal concurrence with 
the conclusions of the report. (See app. 
III.) 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTIOY 

The Federal Emergency Manaqcment Agency (FEMA) wds cre- 
ated by the President In Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978, 
June 19, 1978. After the plan became effective on March 31, 
1979, Presldentlal Executive Order No. 12148, July 20, 1979, 
was issued to extensively consolidate emergency management 
responslbllltles In FEMA. The consolldatlon was aimed at 
strengthenlnq the Unlted States’ ablllty to deal effectively 
with emergencies through a comprehensive and coordinated emer- 
gency management capability. These actions brought under one 
organizational rubric the Defense Clvll Preparedness Agency, 
the Federal Disaster Assistance Administration, the Federal 
Insurance Administration, the United States Fire Prevention 
and Control Admlnlstratlon, and the Federal Preparedness 
Agency. Programmatic responslbllltles assigned to FEMA in- 
clude assistance to State and local governments for clvll 
defense planning and preparedness, disaster relief and re- 
covery, earthquake and dam safety, flood insurance and mltl- 
gation, fire safety, and coordlnatlon of emergency warning and 
communications. 

A principal oblectlve of the reorganlzatlon of emergency 
management responslbllltles was to develop stronger bonds of 
coordlnatlon among these disparate Federal financial and 
tecnnlcal assistance programs for State and local emergency 
preparedness and response. FEMA was designed to be a single 
Federal Local point to provide a "cohesive" approach to pre- 
paring and responding to malor emergencies. The rationale for 
FEMA's creation was succinctly summarized in the President's 
message transmlttinq Reorqanization Plan No. 3 to the 
Congress : "for the first time, key emergency management and 
assistance functions would be unified and made directly ac- 
countable to the President and the Congress." 

‘The concept of "comprehensive emergency management" has 
been a cornerstone of FEMA's strategy to deal with emerqency 
manaqeaent. The comprehensive energerlcy management approach 
recoynlyes that speclflc emergency management programs are, In 
fact, part of a seamless web that functions best when the 
program elements are comhlned and coordinated with each other 
wlthln and among the levels of government in our lntergovern- 
mental system. Conversely, tne effectiveness of the inter- 
related programs suffers when they are seuarated or instltu- 
tionally isolated from each otner. 

Comprehensive emergency management consists of four in- 
terrelated phases 

--Mitigation: actlvltles whicp actually ellmlnate or 
reduce the probablllty of disaster occurrence, e.g., 
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floodplain management codes which prevent location of 
resldentlal structures In floodplain areas. 

--Preparedness: to prepare qovernments and individuals 
to respond to disasters In a way that mlnlmlzes loss of 
life and property, e.g., forecdstlnq and warning. 

--Response : to provide emergency assistance lmmedlately 
following the onset of a disaster, e.g., provision of 
temporary housing for displaced families. 

--Recovery : activltles to return all systems to normal 
operat lng levels, e,q., restoring public facilities. 

Nith the creation of FEMA, these four phases of compre- 
henslve emerqency management were addressed by a single Fed- 
eral agency. 

Although the creation of FEMA signaled a heightened rec- 
ognltlon of Federal responsibilities for helping the Nation to 
plan and recover from various disasters, the Federal strategy 
for achieving its program oblectlves is premised on the Inter- 
governmental nature of comprehensive emergency management. 

FEPA substantially relies on State and local government 
resources to implement its various program initiatives. The 
Federal Government has recognized that in our federal system 
of government, States and localities are the prlnclpal re- 
sponders to disasters. States and localsties have the primary 
responslblllty to protect the public safety and, through their 
various emergency service agencies such as police and fire 
departments, have developed the in-place resources to respond 
to emergencies, at least xnltially. The Federal Government 
generally has attempted to stimulate State and local govern- 
ments to devote or augment their In-place resources to achxeve 
natlonal emergency management obJectlves. Flnanclal lnstru- 
merits-- qrants, cooperative agreements, or contracts--have been 
used to entxce or encourage State and local partrclpatlon In 
these nataanal programs. 

Although the creation of FEMA established a consolidated 
Federal organizational framework to address comprehensive 
emergency management, the agency 1s implementing its program- 
matic oblectlves with State and local governments using the 
categorical assistance structure inherited from its prede- 
cessor agencies. 

FEMA currently admlnlstcrs a number of specific categor- 
ical programs that fund States and localities to accomplish 
national emergency management obJectives. In the planning and 
preparedness phase, we identified 15 separate FEMA categorical 
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proyrams that fund various aspects of emergency management at 
thz Stats and local level. (SW p. 10. ) These 15 programs 
were funded at over $83 mllllon for fiscal year 1982 and at 
over $90 m;LlJ.lon 1n fiscal. year 1983. 

The categorlcal approach to dellverinq assistance to 
State and local governments has generated much controversy in 
recent years. As defined by the Advisory Commission on Inter- 
governmental Relations (ACIR), a categorical grant is Federal 
financial assistance avallable to recipients only for a speci- 
fied program area and llmlted to narrowly defined actlvltles. 
Categorical grants can be Justlfled as a way to stimulate 
State and local governments to achieve national objectives 
that they would not otherwise achieve on their own. It 1s 
argued that llmltlng program scope to narrowly defined actl- 
vitles provides some assurance that State and local govern- 
ments will achieve specific national ob]ectives. A broader 
purpose grant raises the prospect that these governments could 
use the dlscretlon to divert Federal funds away from target 
groups or interests that the Congress wants to help. 

Yet, It has been argued that the tundlng of services or 
actlvltles within the same functional area through a number of 
closely related programs can ultimately work to reduce the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the Federal and State programs 
alike. Federal assistance reform efforts frequently recount 
that the presence of a multitude of narrowly defined programs 
servlnq similar oblectlves creates a fragmented dellvery sys- 
tem which frustrates the ablllty of State and local govern- 
ments to implement Federal programs In a coordinated, compre- 
hensive fashion. State and local grantees can be faced with 
the unenviable dilemma of either breaking Federal rules by 
comblnlng cateqorlcal programs or foregoing the efficiencies 
and other benefits that coordination brings. One of the costs 
of inadequate coordlnatlon among related programs can be 
duplication or overlap which wastes public funds. 

It has been argued that the most effective way to deal 
with these problems 1s through consolidation, or merging, of 
related categorlcal grant programs. Consolidation, it 1s 
argued, could brlncl about greater program efflclency, reduce 
wasteful dupllcatlon and admlnlstratlve costs, and promote 
more effective, coordinated Federal program efforts. 

A number of alternatives have been proposed to achieve 
errant consolldatlon. TPe new block qrants enacted In 1981 
t-rave been ]ustiiled as a way LO achieve consolidation among 
related cateqorlcal proqrams. These new block grants not only 
consolidated programs but also fundamentally reduced the Fed- 
eral role In deflnlnq program obgectlves and overseelng 
grantee performance. Yet, grant consolidation need not go as 
far as block grants. Grant consolidation could conceivably be 
achieved without baslcally altering the Federal oversight role 
or reducing the ablllty of the Federal Government to define 
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obJectives for reclplents. ACIR has ldentlfled several pro- 
gram consolidations in the education and health areas that 
merged categorlcal programs while retaining a variety of Fed- 
eral controls over recipient dlscretlon and stringent admlnls- 
tratlve requirements. Thus, grant consolldatlon is not nec- 
essarily synonymous with block grants and reduced Federal 
control. 

In spite of its benefits, consolldatlon has often not 
been polltlcally popular at the Federal level. In the 19705, 
Presidents proposed consolldatlons in a number of areas which 
were turned down by the Congress. The ACIR explains this 
phenomenon by noting that categorlcal programs provide legis- 
lators with a "vlslble program profile" that is eroded when 
grants are consolidated. 

The Idea of admlnlstratlve consolldatlon of programs has 
been explored by agencies attempting to achieve better coor- 
dination among their categorical programs. FEMA itself has 
initiated an administrative effort along these lines. Start- 
lng in fiscal year 1981, FEMA offered a more-comprehensive 
package of Its grants for planning and preparedness to 
selected States on an experimental basis, For the first time, 
several related categorical grant programs were packaged 
together in a comprehensive agreement between these selected 
States and FEMA. The participating States were also given 
increased authority to transfer resources among related FEMA 
categorical programs as long as the ob]ectives of these pro- 
grams were met. In fiscal year 1982, the consolidation exper- 
iment was extended to 14 States, although the ability of 
States to transfer resources among programs was more circum- 
scribed. The other States were not given any flexibility to 
transfer resources but were afforded the opportunity to 
receive funding for seven programs under a slmpllfled and 
standardized administrative process. 

OBJECTIVES,'SCOPE, 
AND METHODOLOGY 

FEMA invited us to evaluate its admlnlstratlve approach 
to grant consolldatlon, known as the pllot Comprehensive Coop- 
erative Agreements (CCAs). FEMA's consolldatlon experiment, 
which began In fiscal year 1981, provided us with a good op- 
portunlty to assess changes brought about by the new approach 
at the time they were occurrlng and whether or not even more 
fundamental changes were needed. Therefore, we began an 
in-depth evaluation of the 

--need for consolldatlon of FEMA's planning and prepared- 
ness assistance programs from the perspective of 
enhancing the efflclency and effectiveness of Federal 
and State programs; 

4 



--efficacy of FCMA's pilot CCA experiment in resolving 
problems arising from the categorical program 
structure: 

--factors which constrain or llmlt the scope and effec- 
tlveness of aamlnlstratlve consolldatlon, including 
legislative mandates; and 

--extent to which accountability for achlevlng Federal 
ob]ectlves can be accomplished, or even enhanced, 
through consolidation. 

To assess the need for comprehensive emergency management 
program consolldatlon, we concentrated our study in 12 FEMA 
headquarters program offices, 
12 States2. 

6 FEMA regional offlces,l and 
Our selection was designed to include all FEMA 

programs provldlng flnanclal assistance to States and each 
FEMA regional office and the five States involved in FEMA's 
fiscal year 1981 pilot CCAs. We also selected seven other 
States, mostly in the same regions, that were not involved in 
the initial CCA process for comparative purposes. We con- 
ducted detailed interviews with responsible headquarters, 
regional and State program managers. Using a standardized 
instrument, we complled a stanaardlzed Program data base which 
enabled us to compare Federal and State perceptions of a uni- 
verse of 12 FEMA planning and preparedness programs available 
to State and local governments. We reviewed the management 
processes and work products of these programs to assess 
whether the effectiveness of each program's ob]ectives could 
be enhanced by consolidating program resources. Our review 
did not encompass FCMA's $4.2 billion 'I-year program for im- 
proving U.S. civil defense capabilities because we were re- 
viewlng the program separately at the request of the Chairman, 
HUD-Independent Agencies Subcommittee, Senate Committee on 
Appropriations. 

To determine the efficacy of FEMA's pilot Comprehensive 
Cooperative Agreement effort, we visited the four FEMA re- 
qlonal offices--Philadelpnla, Atlanta, Kansas City, and San 
Francisco-- and five State governments--Arizona, Kansas, Nortn 
Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia--1nvolvea in the im- 
plementatlon of tne fiscal year 1981 ex+Arlment. Recause our 
field work was completed in the Spring of 1982 oefore the 1982 
CCRs were fully implemented, we only evaluated the 1982 and 
19d3 CCAs on a preliminary nasis. bve examlncd accountablllty 

'Reyion III, Philddelphld, Reqlon IV, r\tlanta; Region V, 
Ck’lCd(JO; Reuioh VII, Kansas City, Reylon IX, San Francisco, 
Seylon X, Seattle. 

2Arizona, California, I'lorlda, Georgia, Kansas, Minnesota, 
horth Carolina, South Carolina, Vlrqlnld, Washington, West 
Virginia, Wisconsin. 
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and management controls used by FEMA headquarters and regional 
officials to ensure the acnlevement of Federal program ob]ec- 
tives. We assessed the benefits received from the increased 
flexibility provided by the CCAs, testing to determine whether 
these benefits detracted from the accomplishment of intended 
Federal program oblectlves. 

During the development of this report, we were encouraged 
by FEMA mclnagement to actively participate in FEMA’s early 
efforts to reiorm and expand its consolidation lnltlatlves. 
We responded by conducting periodic briefings for key State 
and FEMA officials on our preliminary findings so that timely 
adlustment could be made to the evolving program consolidation 
effort. 

To determine the potential for admlnlstratlve versus leg- 
islative consolidation, we examined the reasons for FEMA’s 
current array of categorical assistance programs. We reviewed 
the legislative history of Civil Defense, Federal Disaster 
Assistance, Fire Prevention and Control, and Floodplain Man- 
agement legislation. We interviewed key congressional staff 
members of the various FEMA authorization and appropriation 
committees, OMB, and FEMA program officials in order to obtain 
their views on the purposes of and restrictions within the 
legislation. To broaden our understanding of FEMA’s emergency 
management programs, we examined FEMA regulations, policy 
directIves, budget structure, financial management guldellnes, 
and speclflc program guidance. 

Finally, we expanded our coverage of the issue of compre- 
hensive emergency management by sampling other Federal agen- 
cies’ emergency management programs ahd the opinions of in- 
terested organlzatlons. We reviewed program guidance and 
interviewed the Federal program managers of the Department of: 
Transportation’s Highway Safety Program, the Environmental 
Protection Agency’s Superfund Program, and the Department of 
Commerce’s Flash Flood Warning Program. Interviews of others 
knowledgeable of and involved in emergency management activi- 
ties Included personnel affiliated with the National Gover- 
nors’ Association, National Association of Counties, Natlonal 
Emergency Maqagement Association, and the United States Clvll 
Defense Council. 

This audit was performed in accordance with generally 
accepted government auditing standards. 

ORGANIZATIQN OF THE REPORT 

Ch(;lpter 2 at this report descr:lbes the cateqorlcal pro- 
gram structure used by FEMA to deliver Federal flnanclal 
assistance to tne States and how thir llrnlts the coordinated 
or comprehensive management of resources necessary to etfec- 
tively and efficiently achieve Federal ob-jectlves. 
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In Chc;rpter 3, we diecuss EWlA~s adminlstrativa initiative 
to overconkthe effects of: Its fragmented program structure. 
Comprehensive Cooperative Agreements (CCAs) were offered to 
selected States enabling them to transfer a portion of Federal 
funds from one FEMA categorical program to another FEMA pro- 
gram covered by the agreement. The CCAs also enabled States 
to crossutilize personnel funded by one FEMA program to help 
accomplish the objectives of a separate FEMA program covered 
by the agreement. Chapter 3 also describes various legisla- 
tlve and admlnlstratlve constraints that limit FEMA’s ability 
to provide the kind of flexibility States need to develop a 
more comprehensive approach to emergency management. A princl- 
pal constraint is the appropriations limitation on FEMA’s 
ability to reprogram iunds from one categorical program to 
other programs on a national basis which, in turn, limits the 
extent to which States may be permitted to transfer funds or 
resources among the programs. 

Chapter 4 discusses how closely related categorical pro- 
grams discourage accurate fiscal accountability for the expen- 
diture of funds and shows that manaqement weaknesses in FEMA’s 
oversight limit its ability to hold States accountable for 
achieving Federal program ob]ectlves as well. We describe how 
a consolidated assistance program could enhance fiscal ac- 
countability and could be designed and managed to promote 
States' achievement of Federal ob]ectlves. 

In Chapter 5, we highlight several alternatives for over- 
coming the fragmentation arising from the existing categorical 
approach and we conclude that merging the resources of closely 
related FEMA programs into a consolidated assistance program 
would best promote a more efficient and effective Federal- 
State emergency management effort. The consolidated program 
we have in mind would, as contrasted with block grants, retain 
Federal prescription of specific scopes of work and ob]ectives 
for States to achieve. In this way, States would be held 
accountable for achlevlng federally defined results but would 
have flexibility in determining how to achieve these results. 
We recommend that the Director, FEMA, seek legislative changes 
as well as institute changes in FEPlA's budget structure to 
permit such a consolidated assistance program to emerge. 
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CHAPTER 2 

FRAGMENTED CATEGORICAL ASSISTANCE 

REDUCES THE EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFICIENCY 

OF THE FEDERAL-STATE EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT EFFORT 

Although FEMA was established to coordinate the various 
fragmented Federal emergency management programs, Federal 
assistance for emergency planning and preparedness continues 
to be provided by FEMA and other Federal agencies through a 
series of narrow categorical programs, each addressing either 
a particular type of disaster or different phases of disaster 
preparedness. The continued use of separate but closely re- 
lated categorical programs perpetuates a fragmented piecemeal 
approach to emergency planning and preparedness which reduces 
both the efficiency and effectiveness of: Federal and State 
efforts to implement natlonal obJectives. 

The fragmented nature of the categorical system can frus- 
trate the achievement of Federal ObJectlves. The implementa- 
tion of Federal emergency management oblectlves sometimes re- 
quires the resources of several FEMA programs to be combined 
at the operating level, while in other cases achievement of 
FEMA objectives would be enhanced by better coordlnatlon and 
linkages among the programs. Yet, the various constraints 
surrounding FEMA’s categorical assistance structure which are 
intended to protect the fiscal and programmatic integrity of 
each separate program serve to inhibit and, at times, prevent 
States from crossutlllzlng or coordlnatlng resources among 
programs to effectively achieve Federal objectives. In addi- 
tion, the narrow nature of each program sometimes prevents 
States from achieving Federal emergency management oblectives 
because States are not given the flexibility to apply excess 
funds from one FEMA program to compensate for shortfalls in 
another. 

The fraqmented approach can also lead to costly or in- 
efficient program admlnlstratlon by both FEMA and the States. 
FEMA, as well as other Federal agencies, sponsors redundant or 
overlapping programs which have led to dupllcatlon when Fed- 
eral and State governments fall to adequately coordinate among 
these programs. Also, the funding of services or activltles 
through narrowly defined categorical programs inhibits more 
efficient utilization of Federal resources. Recause Federal 
resources must be earmarked or compartmentalized for each FEAA 
categorical program, States nay not productively transfer 
these resources to other FEMA programs even when they are 
idle. Finally, excessive admlnlstrative costs and burdens are 
borne by FEMA and the States alike due to the need to account 
separately for the expenditures and, where applicable, the 
accomplishments of each program. 



The burden of coordlnatlnq and lnteyratlng these closely 
related Federal categorical program5 1s Placed prlmarlly on 
the States. States often overcome the categorlcnl restrlc- 
tlons and barrxrs by combinxng or crossutillzinq the re- 
sources of several categorical program5 to achieve Federal and 
State ob]ectlves. These State efforts often lead to more 
efflclent and effective implementation of Federal programs, 
even though States sometimes knowingly or unknowingly clrcum- 
vent FEMA regulations or guidance in the process. The efforts 
oi the States to mold Federal categorical programs to the 
unique circumstances In each State are also hampered, however, 
by the general absence of an investment of State funds over 
that which 1s required to match Federal funds. 

A FRAGMENTED CATEGORICAL 
PROGRAM STRUCTURE SUPPORTS 
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

Federal categorical assistance for emergency management 
or civil defense dates back to the passage of the Federal 
Civil Defense Act of 1950 (Public Law 81-920). FEMA currently 
administers 15 separate categorical programs which fund State 
and local governments for emergency planning and prepared- 
ness. FEMA assumed responslbllltles for most of these pro- 
grams when it was established In 1979. 
also funded by other Federal agencies. 

Several programs are 

Overview of the Federal 
planning and preparedness 
categorical assistance structure 

The 15 FEMA planning and preparedness programs were 
funded at over $83 mllllon in fiscal year 5982 and at over $90 
mnllllon In fiscal year 1983. Although several programs can be 
used to address all hazards on an across-the-board basis, most 
of the programs are earmarked for speclflc types of disasters 
or phases of emergency management. 

The followlnq cnart depicts the array of categorical 
programs otfered by FEMA durlnq fiscal year 1982= 
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Programs 

NUCLEAR CIVIL PROTECTIDN 

NATIONAL SHELTER SURVEYS 

RADIOLOGICAL DEFENSE OFFICERS 

MAINTENANCE AND CALIBRATION 

DISASTER PREPAREDNESS IMPROVEMENT 

STATE ASSISTANCE 
(Floodplam Management) 

HURRICANE PREPAREDNESS 

EARTHQUAKE HAZARD REDUCTION 

NATIONAL FIRE INCIDENCE REPORTING 

ACADEMY PLANNING AND ASSISTANCE 
(Fore Service Trammg) 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE 

MAINTENANCE AND SERVICES 

SUPPORTING MATERIALS 

Primary Type of lhaster 

Nuclear Natural 
Attack Disasters 

Fire 
Safety 

TRAINING AND EDUCATION 

EMERGENCY OPERATING CENTERS 
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In addition to theea specific FEMA edtegoricel grtint pro- 
qrams, the Federal Government has undertaken a number of other 
omsrgency plannlnq and preparedness inltratrves which affect 
the lnterqovernmental planning and preparedness effort, 
First, the Federal Government mandates or encourages, but does 
not directly fund, State and local governments to achieve 
certain emergency management ob]ectlves. For example, as a 
result of Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) requlatlons, 
States must, with FEMA guidance , prepare evacuation plans for 
areas surrounding nuclear power plants if those power plants 
are to be licensed by NRC. In another case, under the aegis 
of the National Dam Safety Program, FEMA provides technical, 
but not financial, assistance to the States to develop emer- 
gency action plans to protect the population from hazards 
caused by nonfederally owned dams. 

Secondly, FEMA directly performs a number of planning and 
preparedness actlvltles that do not use State and local gov- 
ernments as implementors, but that nevertheless closely relate 
to its other program oblectives. For example, in addition to 
provldlnq financial assistance to each State for emergency 
management training, FEMA regional offices earmark funds to 
directly train Federal, State, and local officials in specific 
aspects of emergency management that they deem to be more 
cost-effective when performed on a regional basis. In another 
case, FEMA funds State governments to develop Nuclear Attack 
Crisis Relocation Plans under the Nuclear Civil Protection 
Program (NCP), but Its regional oiflces directly manage the 
Shelter Survey Program for 20 States. Shelter surveys provide 
the primary data base to be used by the federally funded State 
NCP planners. 

Finally, FEMA's reorganization did not encompass all siq- 
nlflcant Federal emergency management assistance programs for 
State and local governments. Several other Federal agencies 
provide assistance tar emergency management purposes as well. 
During our review, we identified several mayor non-FEMA pro- 
grams active in this area. 

--The Environmental Protection Agency's Superfund Program 
(established by the Comprehensive Environmental Re- 
sponse, Compensation, and Llablllty 4ct of 1980, Public ' 
Law 96-510) funds States to plan and implement remedial 
actlons to respond to hazardous waste spills and clean 
up hazardous waste sites. 

--The Department ol: Health and Yuman Services' Preventive 
Health and Health Services Block Grant can be used to 
fund State and*local emergency medical service sys- 
tems. The Emerqency IYl;edlcal Services categorlcal grant 
was consolidated under this block grant beginning in 
fiscal year 1982. 
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--The Department of Commerce’s Flash Flood Warning pilot 
program provides funds to selected States to establish 
flash flood warning systems. 

--The Department of Transportation’s Highway Safety Pro- 
gram allowed States, prior to fiscal year 1982, to use 
grant funds to plan for hazardous materials accidents; 
funds are still available for emergency medical ser- 
vices. 

L 
Development of the categorical 
emergency management structure 

The proliferation of separate, overlapping Federal pro- 
grams for emergency management reflects both organizational 
fragmentation at the Federal level as well as expanding Fed- 
eral programmatic interests. The development of these pro- 
grams was not guided by a comprehensive strategy: rather the 
programs were often developed separately and administered by 
FEMA’s predecessor or other Federal agencies. 

For example, in 1958, a Federal program was initiated 
which funded up to 50 percent of the salaries and administra- 
tive expenses of State and local governments to plan and pre- 
pare for nuclear attack. This is currently called the Emer- 
gency Management Assistance (EMA) Program. In 1974, another 
Federal program-- now called the Disaster Preparedness Improve- 
ment Grant (DPIG) --administered by a separate Federal agency 
was initiated which funded States to initially prepare natural 
disaster plans and subsequently to undertake a broad range of 
other general disaster planning activities. When FEMA was 
created, both programs were moved under FEMA but operated as 
separate programs. The FEMA official administering the dis- 
aster preparedness grant believed that benefits could be 
achieved if these two programs were consolidated due to their 
basic similarity of purpose and eligibility. 

In another case, FEMA has established a separate assis- 
tance program under which 30 States assumed responsibility for 
shelter surveys that were previously performed by FEMA’s re- 
gional offices, Although shelter surveys critically support 
the NCP planning function, a separate program was established 
in lieu of merging it with NCP. One FEMA official Justified 
the creation of a separate assistance program, in part, by 
noting that shelter survey and NCP programs are located in two 
separate FEMA divisions and that each division was separately 
accountable for its spending and achievements. 

Another reason for the development of separate programs 
1s the perception by Federal agency officials that States, 
under existing programs, are not devoting enough effort to a 
particular national need or oblective. When this occurs, new 
categorical grant programs have been created instead of re- 
quiring that the ob]ective be met within the scope of existing 

I  
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procjramw I For example, eince the 19508, States were author- 
ix@d and sncaurayed by DCPA to use wht;rt are now EMA funds to 
hire Rad~oloqical Detonse Officsrs (RBOs)I RDOe wfsra to de- 
velop btatew1db plans and capacity to u’ae radiolaglcal mono- 
toring instruments in case of wartlma or pencetlme nuclear 
disasters. Yet, only 19 States chose to use their EMA funds 
to hire n full-time RDO, Because FEMA felt that a minimal 
radioloqlcal defense capacity in all States was critical to 
the Nation's defense against nuclear attack, it decided that 
States should be qiven an impetus to hire RDOs. Rather than 
mandate that RDOs be hired with EMA funds, however, It sought 
and received separate funding to establish a categorical 
assistance program to pay the salary of one full-time RDO in 
each State. . 

In a number of cases, Federal agencies were primarily 
responsible for lnitiatlng and developing the categorical pro- 
gram structure, acting under broad statutory authorization. 
Several programs, such as RDO and the State Assistance Program 
(SAP) for floodplain management were begun admlnlstratlvely by 
FEMA. Most of the other planning and preparedness programs 
were authorized, but not mandated as discrete programs, by the 
Congress. For example, the NCP program was first specifically 
mentioned In statute in 1980, 4 years after its initiation. 
Further, this statute was permissive in that It only directed 
the President to "give conslderatlon to" lncludlng NCP and 
some other FEMA programs In a clvll defense program struc- 
ture. In other cases, such as EMA and DPIG, the Congress 
Initiated the proqrams through substantive authorlzlng legls- 
latlon. 

Even when programs were admlnlstratlvely created, sepa- 
rate boundaries were reinforced by leglslatlve and admlnlstra- 
tlve constraints that generally prevented States from trans- 
ferrlng resources among the programs. These constraints Llow 
from the fact that each of the programs is treated as a sep- 
arate element in the budget and appropriation process. As 
long as planned and estimated expenditures for each proqram 
are treated separately in the budqet and approprlatlon pro- 
cess, FEMA must obtain approval from the House Appropriations 
Committee before reprogramming more than $500,000. 

Under the present system of separate and distinct cate- 
gorical programs, this constraint COrreSpOndlngly limits the 
discretion FEMR can give States to combine or transfer re- 
sources among the separate categorical programs because the 
aggregate transfers could exceed the reprogramming thresh- 
hold. In fact, with the exception of the pilot States in 
FEMA's Comprehensive Cooperative Agreement (see ch. 3), States 
generally may not transfer funds among tne cateqorlcal pro- 
grams. 
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THE FRAGMENTED MAZE OF CATE- 
GORICAL PROGRAMS HINDERS 
ACHIEVEMENT OF NATIONAL EMER- 
GENCY MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 

Although each program was developed to fund a specific 
activity of national interest, the narrow and fragmented pro- 
gram structure collectively frustrates or lnhlblts the 
achievement of broader natlonal emergency management ob]ec- 
tives and undermines FEMA’s ability to support comprehensive 
emergency management. The achievement of some important FEMA 
obJectives, such as developing viable nuclear attack crlsls 
relocation plans, 1s dependent on successful State orchestra- 
tlon or combination of several narrowly defined FEMA pro- 
grams. Yet, partly because of various FEMA program restric- 
tions, States cannot always successfully coordinate these in- 
terdependent resources and thereby are unable to fully achieve 
FEMA program oblectlves. Even where national oblectlves are 
achieved, program effectiveness 1s hampered partly because 
closely related programs are managed in a piecemeal fashion 
that prevents Federal and State governments allke from real- 
izing the benefits of comprehensive management and effective 
coordlnatlon of federally funded resources. 

States are unable to fully attain 
Federal ob]ectives due to the 
fragmented program structure 

Some natlonal oblectlves cannot be achieved unless sev- 
eral narrowly defined but complementary programs are combined 
at the State level. Yet, because each program has its own 
categorical restrlctlons and earmarked resources, State cooz- 
dinatlon of these separate programs into an interdependent, 
synchronized effort is inhibited, thereby Impeding or frus- 
trating the achievement of Federal ob]ectives. Interrelated 
categorical programs become dlfflcult to effectively coordl- 
nate because program administrators focus more on assuring 
accountability for each program separately, sometimes at the 
expense of the broader results to which each could contrl- 
bute. In other cases, categorical funding restrictions have 
limited achievement of FEMA objectives because States are 
unable to transfer surplus funds from one FEMA program to 
support another program with Inadequate funding. 

Program administration responsl- 
billties are fragmented 

FEMA’s nuclear attack clvll preparedness ob]ectlve offers 
a good example of how the fragmented categorical assistance 
structure inhibits State achievement of Federal ob]ectives. 
To successfully implement their responslbllltles to plan and 
prepare for nuclear attack, States must Integrate a number of 
separate program activities into a viable and comprehensive 
clvll defense program even though some of these actlvltles are 
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directly administered by FEMA. Yet, various constraints and 
diifarlny prror~ties of them programs can frustrate States’ 
ablllty to devebop coaprenenslve and credible nuclear attack 
plans. 

For example, FENA’s primary strategy fcr protecting the 
Nation against nuclear attack 1s the development of State and 
local plans for elther relocating people rrom areas at risk of 
direct attack to host areas over a period of several days or 
protecting people In place If time does not allow for reloca- 
tion. FEMA provides NCP funds to the States to hire planners 
for this purpose. According to FEMA, the existence of data on 
shelters available to accommodate evacuees provides an essen- 
tial input for NCP planning. Yet, FEMF generally has not 
allowed State NCP planners to generate their own shelter 
data. Instead, they can only verify snelter survey data 
provided by FEMA reglonal offices under a separately funded 
National Shelter Survey Program (NSS). 

Although the locations to be surveyed through FEMA’s NSS 
program are to be based on the needs proJected by State NCP 
planners, the NSS program has Its own prlorlties for allocat- 
lng its limited survey resources which do not necessarily 
coincide with State NCP planners' needs or schedules. The NSS 
priorities require that surveys of counterforce areds be done 
first. Some NCP planners, however, have finished their 
counterforce area plans, and other States have no counterforce 
areas. These planners, then, are to direct their efforts at 
FEMA's next priority--large urban areas--even thougn shelter 
surveys are not yet available for these noncounterforce 
areas. The separate boundarles of these two programs are 
reinforced by their locatlon In two separate dlvlslons within 
FEMA's State and Local Programs and Support Dlrectorate. 

Because the States had to rely on FEMA's reglonal ofilces 
for shelter survey data, the NCP planning effort had been 
slowed or dlsrupted In seven of the nine States we vlslted 
that participated in the NCP Program. Kansas, for instance, 
could not proceed with Its planning for a county designatea tro 
host populations that would be relocated from risk areas due 
to delays in obtaining survey data from FEMA. A West Virginia 
NCP official told us tnat the State would not be able to pre- 
pare nuclear attack crisis relocation plans for some counties 
because they rldd not yet been surveyed by FCMA. This State 
ol'ficlal further said that PEMA has not scheduled new surveys 
for Sest Virginia until 1984. Finen planning proceeds without 
adequate shelter survey data, the plans themselves may be 
Ineffective. Due to the absence ot updated shelter survey 
data, for example, a crisis relocation blan in bashington 
listed shelter facilities that dere found to no longer exist. 

FEYA's Radloloqical Defense Program (KADEF), funded 
through two categorical assistance programs, is also an lnte- 
gral part of the nuclear attacK clvll preparedness effort. 
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While NCP plans are designed to protect the public against all 
effects from nuclear keapons, the RADEF Program funds States 
to minimize the effects of radlatlon hazards from a nuclear 
attack. FEMA provide s specific RADEF support to the States 
through two separate categorical programs which fund State 
RDOs who plan the Stclte's radlologlcal defense system and 
State technlclans who malntaln and calibrate radlologlcal 
monitoring Instruments provided by the Federal Government. 

Although the NCP and RDO programs are separately budgeted 
and funded, FEMA recognizes the Importance of an effective 
radlologlcal defense system for State nuclear attack prepared- 
ness and encourages close collaboration between staffs of the 
NCP and RDO assistance programs. A prerequisite for FEMA 
approval of NCP plans, for example, is the completion of a 
satisfactory section covering radlologlcal defense. Since 
RDOs plan for the radlologlcal monitoring capacities of shel- 
ters identified through the NCP planning process, NCP planners 
are directed by FEMA to provide shelter data to RDO staffs. 

Yet, this NCP-RADEF linkage is not always successfully 
completed, in part due to the categorical fundlng structure. 
The required PADEF section of State NCP plans has not been 
developed when States do not participate in FEMA's RDO pro- 
gram. RDOs provide the expertise and staff support necessary 
to develop tj?ls section. Some States have been unable to par- 
ticlpate in the RDO program in part because FEMA's categorical 
funding and personnel constraints prevented States from hiring 
staff meeting FEMA's personnel requirements. Also, NCP plan- 
ners have not been able to fill this gap by developing the 
RADEF sect,lons themselves, partially because FEMA has dlscour- 
aged then, from branching out into radlologlcal defense actlvi- 
ties. 

Due to FEMA's requirement that a health physlclst be 
hired for the RDO program, for example, Florida could not par- 
ticipate because the FEMA funds available for the RDO program 
were approximately $5,000 short of the salary that the State's 
personnel system determlned was required to fulfill FEMA's 
personnel hiring requirements. Florida may have participated 
in this program if it could have reprogrammed surplus funds 
from other FEMA programs to supplement the limited RDO funds 
pr.ovlded but was unable to achieve this due to restrictions on 
transferring funds among related, but separate, categorical 
programs. Although Florida could have also used Its own funds 
to compensate for the shortfall, it should be noted that FEMA 
Justified funding for this program on a full loo-percent Fed- 
eral reimbursement basis because States had not widely funded 
RDOs when they had to match Federal funds from their own re- 
sources in the EMA Program. State offlclals said that the 
State subsequently hired an RDO but only after FEMA approved a 
downgradlng of the posltlon. The delay in hlring in turn 
delayed the development of the RADEF portion of the State NCP 
plan. 
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LIT another crzse, neither West Virqlnlilts State nor county 
NCP plans have a RRDEF section due, In Dart, to FEMA requlre- 
ments and, accordingly, cannot be approved by FEMA. According 
to a State offlclal, FEMA's personnel crlterla for the RDO 
Program prevented the State from niring a quallfled RDO at the 
relatively low salary authorized under the State's civil ser- 
vice system. Although the State's NCP planner proposed to 
fill this radlologlcal defense void by obtaining requisite 
training In radlologlcal defense and doing the RADEF planning 
himself, he told us that FEMA Region III offlclals relected 
this suggestion indicating that NCP planners were not author- 
ized to prepare the RADEF section even though it 1s a required 
part of the NCP plan. 

A California official believed that the distinctions sep- 
arating the RADEF and NCP programs were arbitrary and unreal- 
istic and the programs should therefore be funded as one pro- 
gram. Although coordination between these programs may not be 
prevented, separate categorical funding can reinforce organl- 
zational fragmentation among these programs. Another official 
felt that consolidation would promote more coordination and a 
more effective nuclear attack planning effort. One official 
said that consolidation would enable the State to provide a 
" team" effort for nuclear attack planning so that FEMA-funded 
radlologlcal monltorlng resources, including instrument main- 
tenance and training, would be performed in concert with the 
NCP planning effort. In this manner, localities would be 
provided with fully operational and comprehensive nuclear 
attack plans, thereby enhancing the credibility of FEMA's 
national clvll defense effort. 

Constraints on transferring 
funds among programs frustrate 
full achievement of Federal 
oblectives 

The full achievement of certain FEMA program ob]ectives 
sometimes would necessitate States to lnarshall idle or surplus 
resources provided under other FEMA programs. However, be- 
cause States are not allowed to transfer excess funds from one 
prograrr to compensate for inadequate fundlng in another FEMA 
program, States have been unable to fully achieve Federal 
on-jectives. FEMA's separate funding allotments to the btates 
for each program sometImes do not correspond with tne actual 
needs of each State or wlth the ability of both FEMA and the 
States to expend all of the funds for each program wlthln a 
cliven year As a result, States accrue surpluses In one pro- 
9ran which are returned to FEYA, at the same time that they 
realize deilclts In another program whicn can prevent them 
from fully achieving natior7al oblectlves for this program. In 
cases where Federal funds are not speclflcally provided for 
certain Federal oblectives, States could more fully achieve 
Lhe5e ub]ectives 1f they dse their own iunds or are given 
flexibility to use the resources of other programs. 
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In fiscal year 1981 for example, FEMA transferred funds 
from the radlologlcal Maintenance and Callbratlon Program. 
Minnesota, faced with a reduction in FEMA funds for this 
program, curtalled travel by State technicians who maintained 
local radlologlcal monltorlng instruments. The State was only 
able to complete 62 percent of FEMA's goal for this program. 
This shortfall is particularly significant in view of one 
State official's estimate that one-third of the radiological 
instruments in the State would be inoperable in the event of a 
nuclear attack. At the same time, the State had accrued a 
surplus of over $7,000 in four other FEMA programs but could 
not use it to help cover the shortfall In the radlologlcal 
program. 

Virginia, also faced with a fiscal year 1981 shortfall, 
had to lay off a State technician and curtall the scope of its 
program. As a result, the State was only able to retrofit 354 
instruments instead of the 850 orlglnally planned. At the 
same time, the State had a $10,000 surplus in NCP because 
State legislated personnel celllngs prevented it from filling 
an additional NCP position. The State asked FEMA for author- 
ity to reprogram the NCP surplus to enable it to retain the 
malnterance and callbratlon technician, but FEMA denied this 
request, stating that these funds were for NCP purposes only. 

Funding shortfalls for State and local c~vll defense or- 
ganizations under EMA also could not be compensated for. 
Wisconsin officials indicated that a $111,728 EMA fundlng 
shortfall caused the State to reduce the matching share of 
Federal funds it passed through for local expenses; the State 
also eliminated funding for local travel. At the same time, 
the State accrued a $28,600 surplus in four other FEMA pro- 
grams. Washington also had to reduce its reimbursement of 
local EMA costs. Yet, the State returned over $18,000 in 
funds for four other FEMA programs. Similarly, a $96,000 
shortfall in EMA funds for Kansas curtailed reimbursement of 
local civil defense salary and travel expenses. Yet, the 
State returned over $44,000 in five other FEMA programs. 

In one case, a FEMA assistance award was too small to be 
used by a State without drawing on other program funds. Tne 
$3,000 allocated by a FEMA formula to Idaho In fiscal year 
1981 under the Maintenance and Services Program was not suf- 
ficient to fund even the first priority pro]ect at the State 
level, which required at least $4,290, let alone any local 
prolects. it is possible that the State could have mounted a 
meaningful program if it were allowed to transfer funds from 
other programs to supplement the limited funding provided. 

FEMA regional officials indicatea that categorical fund- 
ing constraints also limit their ability to better match 
FEMA's resources with actual State needs. According to one 
regional official, there was an unmet need of over $500,000 
for EMA and Maintenance and Services funds wlthln Region X. 
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Further, cutbacks in the Maintenance and Callbratlon Program 
curtalled travel by the States under this program. Yet, for 
four other programs, the region had to return over $200,000 In 
fiscal year 1981 funds to FEMA headquarters for various 
reasons, lncludlnq FEMA delays In negotlatlng agreements with 
the States to begln the new Radiological Defense Officers 
Program and the late release of funds for the Emergency Oper- 
atlng Center Program. For these two programs, the region was 
unable to expend $160,000 In the month remalnlng in the fiscal 
year. Similarly, a Region IX official told us that the region 
was unable to transfer over $3,000 of NCP money returned by 
Hawall to help the State meet its unmet need for warning 
sirens which presumably would also enhance the State's nuclear 
preparedness. 

FEMA's cateaorical assistance structure 
inhibits comprehensive emergency 
management and coordlnatlon 

Due to the close lnterrelatlonship of most of FEMA's 
categorlcal programs, their effectiveness could be erhanced by 
maximizing interprogram coordlnatlon and crossutllizatlon of 
the resources provided by each separate program. Indeed, 
because FEMA was created, in part, to promote greater coordl- 
nation among the various disaster preparedness programs, a 
cornerstone of Its early strategy has been to encourage a 
comprehensive approach to emergency management. This approach 
promotes an integrated planning and response effort among all 
types and phases of disaster preparedness and response, recog- 
nlzlng that effective response to a specific hazard depends 
upon full coordlnatlon among the various resources available 
to a State or local ]urlsdlctlon. Efficiency can also be pro- 
moted when one federally asslsted resource 1s used to benefit 
more than one oblective or purpose. 

Yet, the categorical assistance structure used to deliver 
FEMA's programs to the States lnhiblts comprenenslve and inte- 
grated emergency management. Instead, It promotes a fraq- 
mented approach which discourages States from undertaklng the 
kind of coordination, ]olnt planning, and crossutlllzation of 
program expertise and resources that ultimately could enhance 
the effectiveness of FENA's programs. While categorical re- 
strlctlons attempt to assure that States ~111 devote a certain 
level of effort to each proqram, the effectiveness of each 
program correspondingly suffers when they cannot mutually 
benefit tram the resources and expertise of each otner. 

Program effectiveness suffers when 
comprehensive management is inhibIted 

Certain preparedness activities, such as the establlsh- 
ment OF warning systems or identlflcatlon of shelters, under- 
taken to respond to one type of disaster can be used ln re- 
sponding to other types of disasters. Tne benefits of this 
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approach for FEMA are shown in the case of the Federal nuclear 
attack preparedness effort. Because FEMA's crisis relocation 
strategy 1s sometimes unacceptable at the local level, support 
has been qalned by demonstrating the spin-off values of these 
war-related activities to the more immediate and pressing 
peacetlme disaster preparedness concerns of local offlclals. 

Kansas, for example, encouraged local partlclpatlon in 
radiological instrument monitoring by stressing the peacetlme 
appllcatlons of radlologlcal Instruments. A State official 
stated that thousands of local people in his State, who other- 
wise might not have partlclpated in an exclusively wartime 
focused proqram, have been certified to operate radlologlcal 
Instruments. Slmllarly, Wlsconsln offlclals encouraged offl- 
clals in local ]urlsdlctlons, reslstant to hosting relocated 
urban residents in the event of nuclear attack, to partlclpate 
in FEMA's crisis relocation effort based on the spin-off value 
of nuclear attack evacuation plans and shelter facilities for 
peacetime disaster response. Since then, a shelter ldentlfled 
by FEMA to house relocated persons during a nuclear attack was 
used In one community as a congregate care facility during a 
1980 Presldentlally declared natural disaster. 

Comprehensive and coordinated approaches to emergency 
management, however, have been inhIbited by FEMA's categorical 
assistance structure, sometimes resulting in a fragmented and 
less effective planning effort. A Washlngton offlclal, for 
example, told us that while the State's entire natural dlsas- 
ter plan needs updating, funds received from FEMA for earth- 
quake planning could only be used to update the earthquake 
sections of the plan. Because other funds received under 
FEMA's Disaster Preparedness Improvement Grant Program were 
inadequate to support a comprehensive update, the State re- 
quested FEMA approval to also use the earthquake funds for an 
across-the-board revision lncludlng earthquake, but FEMA re- 
lected this request on the grounds that these funds were ear- 
marked in FEMA's budget for earthquake activities only. 

The categorical structure, In con]unction with FEMA's 
strict interpretation of the constraints imposed by it, also 
does not readily accommodate and can lnhlblt States' compre- 
hensive management Improvements that could enhance the effec- 
tlveness of each program. Wisconsin, for example, used Its 
Disaster Preparedness Improvement Program funds to purchase a 
computer to store and process large amounts of data that 
would, in the opinion of State officials, enhance tne State's 
overall preparedness to respond to all disasters. The State 
was able to use this new data processing system to store and 
retrieve an inventory of disaster resources, a roster of 
emergency personnel, and data on avallable shelter facllltles 
and temporary housing. Because the State did not have funds 
available to Input all the data needed to support the various 
emergency management programs, it proposed to allocate Its 
data Input costs among FEMA's categorical programs on the 
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basis of their use of the system. Although this system could 
benefit each of FEMA's programs in Wisconsin, FEMA relected 
this request because those costs were not included in that 
year's agreement, even though the State had funds available in 
each of these proqrams. As a result, the State returned funds 
under these programs at the end of that year and all pertinent 
information had still not been placed into the computer over 
l-1/2 years later. 

An effort by Kansas to comprehensively train different 
types of local emerqency officials in hazardous materials 
planning was Jeopardized due to FEMA Training and Education 
Program guidelines restricting training to emergency manage- 
ment coordinators only. By involving county fire chiefs and 
sheriffs as well as county emergency management coordinators 
in hazardous materials training, the State believed that a 
more coordinated response effort could occur. FEMA's quidance 
for this program, however, states that because training for 
fire officials in hazardous materials is the responsibility of 
FEMA's fire proqrams, training for these officials cannot be 
offered under the Training and Education Program. FEMA Region 
VII initially told Kansas that the fire chiefs and sheriffs 
were not eligible for training but later indicated that Kansas 
could proceed with its plans as long as it listed these per- 
sonnel on its emergency management staff organization chart. 

Fragmented categorical programs encourage overlapping 
activities to be performed separately for each program. 
Washington officials told us, for example, r;hat the State's 
natural disaster and nuclear civil protection planning efforts 
both involve collection of the same basic data in a duplica- 
tive manner. Region V oEficials also believe that FEMA 
fosters fragmentation by encouraging States to separately 
develop common baseline information for nuclear civil 
protection, natural disaster, and offsite nuclear power plant 
planning. 

Further, the effectiveness of FEMA's radiological defense 
effort was hampered by a 1381 FEMA decision which, uninten- 
tionally, further fragmented the radiological defense support 
etfort and caused a reduction in the training of radiological 
instrument monitors. Specifically, FEMA decided in 1981 to 
prohibit State radiological instrument maintenance staffs, 
funded under the Yaintenance and Calibration Program, from 
training local officials in tne operation of radiological mon- 
itorinq instruments, a practice engaged in by many FENA-funded 
State staffs during their local visits to maintain the moni- 
torinq instruments. Instead, FEPnA decided to carry out radio- 
logical monitoring training exclusively through a separate 
traininq and education program which it felt would promote a 
more professionalized approach to radiological training. 
Under the new program, FEMA funded a professionalized training 
network to train instructors who would, in turn, train local 
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monitors. Funds for the program were reallocated from the 
Maintenance and Callbratlon Program. 

As a direct result of this FEMA declslon, radlologlcal 
Instrument training was either reduced or totally stopped In 
four of the States we visited. In Kansas, for example, no 
instrument monitoring training was done because neither the 
State nor FEMA Region VII could identify the requisite in- 
structional expertise outside of the State's maintenance and 
calibration staff. FEMA Region VII attempted to fill this 
tralnlnq void through its own regional training and education 
program by suggesting, ironically, that a member of Kansas' 
maintenance and calibration staff be the course instructor. 
This action, however, was never flnallzed. 

Washlngton, a State that tralned 320 people in instrument 
monitoring in fiscal year 1980, was virtually unable to mount 
any radlologlcal monitoring training following FEMA's decl- 
sion. One State offlclal told us that training was done more 
efficiently under the old approach because one visit by a 
State Maintenance and Calibration official to a locality 
accomplished two mlsslons --malntalnlng instruments and traln- 
ing local officials in their use. One FEMA regional official 
observed that the FEMA headquarters decision was an "arbitrary 
separation" of trainers from operators and that the resultant 
dlmlnutlon of radiological monitoring training would break a 
critical link In the RADEF Program chain. 

The effectiveness of FEMA's planning programs could also 
be enhanced if the planners were famlllar with operational 
aspects of disaster response. A Virginia State official noted 
that the use of nuclear attack planners for peacetime disaster 
planning and response ultimately promotes preparedness for 
nuclear attack. He stated that If these people are never 
tested In a real emergency until a nuclear attack, “they will 
rust lust like equipment not used." 

FEMA, however, has generally limited the ability of 
States to use planners receiving funding under one program In 
other capacities. NCP planners, for example, while they may 
participate In exercises testing their NCP plans, are not 
allowed t-n be the principal coordinators of these exercises. 
Although FEMA views exercises as an important test ot the 
quality and ultimate effectiveness of NCP plans, FEMA ofil- 
clals said that extensive NCP planner involvement In exercises 
would divert the planners' attention away from developing the 
plans themselves. Arizona's NCP planning chief ignores this 
restrlctlon and coordinates the exercises because he believes 
h1.s involvement assures more effective plan development. 

Further, FEMA has prohiblted States tram using planners 
funded under several nuclear attack related programs, such dc., 
NCP, as duty officers on a rotating basis In tne States' e;ner- 
gency operating centers. As a result, Florlda, for example, 
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told us ttat its FEMA-funded planners are not sufflclently 
familiar with State erlerqency operations. The unfamiliarity 
of the categorically earmarked planners with other aspects of 
dlsascer planning and response 1s illustrated by a case in 
Minnesota. A State NCP planner visiting a rural county for 
nuclear planning purposes was unable to assist county otfi- 
clals in obtaining Federal and State assistance for response 
to a flood that occurred during his vlslt because he was un- 
familiar with natural disaster procedures. 

The potential for greater 
coordination amona FEMA 
programs 1s not being realized 

FEMA's application of the categorical constraints have 
also prevented EMA-- FEMA's largest planning and preparedness 
program with $44 million in annual funding--from fully sup- 
porting and reinforcing FEMA's other categorical program 
efforts. In a separate report,' we concluded that EMA-funded 
staffs at the State and local level could potentially provide 
mayor support for implementing the oblectlves of FEMA's other 
programs. Yet, because FEYA did not hold EMA recipients 
accountable for achieving national ob]ectives, this capacity 
was not being fully utilized to benefit FEMA programs. For 
example, although FCMA tasks State NCP planners and State 
Radiological Defense Officers to involve local EMA-funded 
personnel in achieving these program's oblectlves, FEMA has 
not yet followed through by requiring local EMA recipients to 
support these programs. 

The potential benefits that could arise from stronger co- 
ordination and linkages between EMA and other FEMA programs 
were illustrated by a Region V attempt to require full-time 
local EMA recipients to send their radiological monitoring 
instruments to reglonal centers within the State for retro- 
fitting and recalibration. This would have minimized the 
costs incurred by State staff, funded separately under FEMA's 
Maintenance and Callbratlon Program, who visited each locality 
to pick up and subsequently return radiological instruments. 
Region V also required local EMA recipients to perform opera- 
tional checks on the instruments to further reduce burdens 
placed on the FEMA-funded State technicians. Region V offi- 
cials told us that they rescinded this requirement because it 
was their understanding that FEMA headquarters did not feel 
that UblA recipients could be required to support this effort 
as a condition for funding. 

In another case, Region X officials believe that FEMA's 
shelter survey program could be strengthened if local EMA 
resources were dsed. As noted previously, the National Shel- 
ter Survey Program's limited resources have not permitted 

l"The Emergency Management Assistance Program Should Contri- 
bute More Directly To IJational Civil Defense Oblectlves" 
(GAO/GGD-83-5, Nov. 5, 1982). 
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shelter surveys to be done in noncounterforce areas and have 
generally prevented FEMA from updatlng existing but outdated 
surveys. Region X officials told us that, originally, local 
EMA recipients were to update FEMA's shelter survey lnforma- 
tion and send it to FEMA. However, according to these offs- 
cials, local reclplents have generally not performed this task 
because FEMA has not been willing to require EMA recipients to 
participate in the Shelter Survey Program. 

Similar opportunltles for mutual reinforcement among FEMA 
programs are available in other areas as well. FEMA, for ex- 
ample, admlnlsters a State Assistance Program (SAP) which 
funds States to Improve their capacity to assist local com- 
munities in lmplementlng sound floodplain management pro- 
grams. This In turn makes these communities ellglble for 
participation in FEMA's National Flood Insurance Program. In 
most cases, SAP funds are received by a different State agency 
than the State emergency management agency which admlnlsters 
the EMA Program. Yet, the network of local emergency manage- 
ment coordinators funded by EMA could be used to help ample- 
ment floodplain management oblectlves. Wisconsin's Department 
of Natural Resources, for example, is the recipient of SAP 
funds and has its own field offices within the State to work 
with local communities. An official OK this State agency told 
us that the effectiveness of the floodplain management effort 
could improve if the network of local emergency management 
coordinators, funded through the separate EMA Program, could 
be used. 

DUPLICATION CAN OCCUR DUE TO 
OVERLAPPING AND FRAGMENTEF 
CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS 

The overlapping rlature of some Federal categorical emer- 
gency management programs permits duplication to occur. Al- 
though some FEMA planning programs actually promote coordlna- 
tlon, tnls coordlnatlon was often necessary to assure that 
Federal programs did not support dupllcatlve actlvltles. When 
coordination falled, we found that dupllcatlon sometimes oc- 
curred. Most of the cases we found involved dupllcatlon be- 
tween a FEMA categorical effort and an actlvlty funded by a 
closely related Federal assistance program sponsored by 
another Federal agency. In some cases, the effects went be- 
yond dupllcatlon In that the programs promoted opposing or 
inconsistent strategies for emergency response within the 
State. 

The channeling of separate, but similar, Federal emer- 
gency management programs to different State agencies presents 
especially severe problems to States wishing Lo coordinate 
their emergency management programs. States are largely left 
to their own devices to overcome this fragmentation and pro- 
vide coordinated and integrated program management. 
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Potential for dupllcatlon amonq 
FErulR's overlapplnq programs 
1s llmlted by State actlons 

The extent of overlap within FEMA's own categorical pro- 
gram structure is conslderable. Floodplain management plan- 
ning, for example, could be supported using one or all of at 
least three FEMA assistance programs EYA, SAP, and the Dlsa- 
ster Preparedness Improvement Grant ?rogram (DPIG). Training 
activities can be funded under a number of FEMA assistance 
programs, including Training and Education, DPIG, RDO, and 
EMA, as well as by FEMA regional offlces through regional 
support contracts. 

In some cases, FEMA's programs are so closely related 
that States and FEMA regional officials have problems allo- 
cating costs among the programs. EMA, for example, partially 
funds the day-to-day admlnlstratlve expenses of State and 
local clvll defense organlzatlons, while the Maintenance and 
Services Program funds State and local qovernments to maintain 
and repalr emergency communlcatlons equipment, including maln- 
tenance of emergency operating centers. In practice, these 
distinctions are vague and permit considerable overlap. 
Washlngton offlclals, for example, told us that either Main- 
tenance and Services or EMA could be used to pay for phone 
lines because telephones could be )ustlfled either as an ad- 
mlnlstrative or emergency operating expense. Georgia offi- 
clals illustrated the overlapplnq nature of these two programs 
by noting that the costs of repairing a base station radio 
would be charqed to Maintenance and Services, while the costs 
of repairing a mobile radio must be charged to EMA. A FEMA 
Region X official said that such dlstlnctlons are dlfflcult to 
apply and are "probably inapproprlate." 

The burden of coordinating these separate programs and 
preventing dupllcatlon rests with the States. Generally, 
States told us they were able to provide the necessary coor- 
dlnatlon among these programs to assure that their duplication 
potential was not realized. Even though different State agen- 
cies received separate grants from different Federal agencies, 
State offlclals told us that formal and informal coordlnatlon 
efforts sometimes enabled them to overcome Federal fragmenta- 
tlon. In Kansas, for example, although FENA's NCP Program and 
the Department of Agriculture's Emergency Board both develop 
rood supply plans for natlonal emerqencles affecting the 
State, the Board and State YCP offlclals meet twice a month to 
discuss their Tutual food supply nlannlnq efforts. In anotner 
casp, Minnesota's State cinerqency manaqement agency, using 
i ,NA tralnlnq funds, co- ;.>onsored a flood mltlgation training 
program with the state's Department of Natural Resources, us- 
lnq Its FE‘lA f lOodplaln management funds. According to a 
State official, this rescrlted in more people being taught at 
less cost per student. 
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Some States told us that FEMA's DPIG Program helped the 
State emergency management agency to better Inventory and co- 
ordinate the emergency management actlvltles of various State 
agencies u FEMA's own reorganization, In which Federal flood 
and fire programs were housed in the same agency as civil de- 
fense and disaster relief programs, provided an impetus for 
Minnesota's Department of Emergency Services to enhance its 
coordlnatlon with the other State agencies responsible for 
fire safety and flood mitigation. 

Yet, in several cases, States could not overcome the 
fragmenting tendencies of FEMA's categorical assistance struc- 
ture. Separate FEMA categorical programs can contribute to 
fragmented State emergency management programs by separately 
funding various State agencies for similar emergency manage- 
ment activities. Duplication among these programs can occur 
when central coordlnatlon is not provided at the State level. 
FEMA's own programs, for example, sometimes do not all pass 
through the State emergency management agency. FEMA's State 
Assistance Program (SAP) for flood mitigation planning, for 
example, Funds a different State agency from the State emer- 
gency management agency in most States. As a result, the 
Dlrector of the Kansas emergency management agency did not 
know whether or not his State received FEMA's flood mitigation 
grant under SAP. 

In another case, FEMA's Academy Planning and Assistance 
Program (APAP) funds States to plan for the tralnlng of fire 
personnel, while FEMA's separate Training and Education Pro- 
gram funds States to develop and implement tralnlng courses 
for emergency management personnel. The APAP program, how- 
ever, generally provides funds to a different State agency 
from the one responsible for the Training and Education Pro- 
gram. The Kansas emergency management agency official respon- 
sible for admlnlsterlng FEMA's Training and Education Program 
did not know which State agency received FEMA's APAP grant 
even though this person lndlcated that in the past a fire 
training program on hazardous materials was funded through 
FEMA's Fire Admlnlstratlon wlthout his knowledge. The dlrec- 
tors of South Carolina's and Callfornla's emergency management 
offices also stated that they did not know whether or not the 
State was receiving funds under APAP. 

The potential for dupllcatlon among FEMA programs may be 
greatest when !?EMA and the States both undertake separate 
programs to support the same or similar actlvltles. In the 
training area, for example, FEMA's regional offlces sponsor 
their own tralnlng programs avallable to State and local par- 
ticipants through reqlonal support contracts in addltlon to 
funding the States for emergency management training courses 
through a State Cooperative Agreement. In one case, lnade- 
quate coordination between the tralnlng programs of FFrvZA Re- 
gion VII and the Kansas emergency management aqency led to a 
;ituatlon where both the State, using its FEivlA tralnlng funds, 
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and the FClvIA reqlondl office scheduled a rddiologlcal defense 
officer tralnlng course on the same day for the same group of 
potential partlclpants. Since only 20 people in the area were 
eligible to attend this course, the State cancelled Its 
plans. With regard to fire tralnlng, the State's tralnlng 
official asked Region VII for a copy of their reglonal course 
schedules but, as of the time of our visit, had not yet re- 
ceived this lnformatlon. 

Slgnlflcant dupllcatlon occurs 
between FEMA programs and 
other Federal aaencles' emer- 
gency management programs 

The establishment of FEMA did not Incorporate all signi- 
ficant Federal assistance to the States for emerqency manage- 
ment. Several other Federal agencies were funding States for 
various aspects of emergency preparedness during the time of 
our review. Because these programs usually fund different 
State agencies from the State emergency management agency and 
because they exist in separate organlzatlons at the Federal 
level ds well, the potential for dupllcatlon between these 
programs and FEMA's emergency management programs is more 
severe than that for FEMA programs themselves. 

Indeed, several slgnlflcant cases of dbpllcatlon between 
these programs came to light during our review. Duplication 
among Federal assistance programs available for preparing for 
hazardous materials accidents and spills was significant. 
While FEMA programs and a Department of Transportation Highway 
Safety Grant Program were used by the Wisconsin emergency 
management agency to manage hazardous materials emergencies, 
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was also separately 
funding State environmental or natural resources agencies to 
manage the response to hazardous materials accldencs at toxic 
waste dumps. EPA's Superfund Program further expands the 
State role to manage the cleanup of hazardous waste dumps. In 
Wisconsin the State emerqency management agency's hazardous 
materials coordinator indicated that EPA has enhanced the role 
of the State's Department of Natural Resources In controlling 
hazardous materials accidents, and this has caused confusion 
and fraqmentation in the planning for and response to hazard- 
ous materials accidents. 

A number of Federal agencies funded the development of 
hazardous materials planning guides. In one case, EPA Reqion 
IV funded a contract with rlorlda State Unlverssty to develop 
guidelines for local hazardous materials planninq. According 
to arl EPA Region IV official, the impetus for this pro]ect 
derived from tne 1980 Superfund leqlslation. EPA did not dis- 
cuss this effort with Florida's State emergency management 
agency prior to awarding the contract nor provide the contrac- 
tor's draft report tar review by the State emergency manage- 
ment agency, the agency responsible for provldlnq guidelines 
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to assist local otiiclals In preparltlg the hazardous materials 
cnntlnyency plans required by the State. A State emerqency 
management official told us, however, that because the EPA- 
funded guldellncs were inconsistent with the State emergency 
office's contingency planning requirements, the Stdte emer- 
gency management agency would have to prepare its own hazard- 
ous materials planning quldellnes for local governments. The 
EPA Region IV official told us that if the contracted study 
conflicted with State emergency management policy, the Federal 
funds spent by CPA on this study were wasted. 

A similar sltuatlon existed In Kansas. Prior to our re- 
view, a Kansas emergency management agency official, funded by 
FEMA's DPIG Program, developed a local assessment guide for 
hazardous materials vulnerabllltles. According to this offl- 
cial, the Department of Transportation at a later date awarded 
a $69,000 contract to Kansas State University for the same 
purpose. Finally, FEMA itself, in 1981, developed Its own 
nationwide planning guide for hazardous maternals. 

The fragmentation and duplication uncovered during our 
review supports the conclusion of a 1981 National Academy of 
Sciences Committee study that "there are too many Federal 
agencies involved in [hazardous materials] emergency response 
activities; and therefore, none has effective responsibility 
for this area." 

Duplication occurred In other areas as well. South 
Carolina's Coastal Council, for example, received a Federal 
grant from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admlnlstratron 
to assess hurricane preparedness planning in South Carolina. 
According to State emergency management officials, they were 
not involved with this grant. As a result, they stated that 
the Coastal Counc11's effort duplicated the State's FEMA- 
funded planning for hurricane preparedness and provided no new 
information for planninq purposes. 

FEMA'S CATEGORICAL FUNDING PROCESS 
CAN CONSTRAIN EFFICIENT MANAGEMENT 
OF FEDERAL ASSISTANCE RESOURCES 

FEMA's categorical assistance structure can foster an 
inefflclent use of Federal resources in several ways. First, 
Federal funded personnel or equipment are eartnarked for 
narrow programs where they may not be fully utlllzed or occu- 
pled. Further, they cannot gererally be transferred to or 
used by another related program where they could be more pro- 
ductlvely used. When States do achieve efficient program 
management, they are, In effect, penalized because any savlnqs 
that accrue from one proqram generally cannot be applied to 
the other proqramsp but must instead be returned to FEMA. 
Penally, Lhe categorlcsl structure 1mpo.s~~ excpsslve adlrlnl- 
stratlve burdens and costs at both Federal and State levels, 
thereby diverting scarce resources away from direct program 
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services. Althougn tne admlnlstratlve burden is partly attrl- 
butable to the need tar separate accountability for each lndl- 
vidual program, the appllcatlon of prescrlptlve FEMA controls 
over how States admlnlster FEMA resources also places a burden 
on State and FEMA otflclals alike. 

The inability to transfer 
resources among related categorical 
programs hampers efficiency 

Resources earmarked for one categorical program sometimes 
are idle or not fully used due to cyclical lnactlvlty in some 
programs. Yet, these idle resources cannot be productively 
put to work by the States on other programs needing these 
resources due to FCMA's categorical restrlctlons on transfer- 
ring resources among programs. 

In Kentucky, for example, a secretary funded under NCP 
could not be used for other activities even when she was not 
busy. West Virginia could not allocate the services of one 
NCP-funded clerical person to the DPIG Program, which, due to 
the way limlted FEMA funding was used, did not have its own 
secretary. California's Radiological Defense Officer Program 
also did not receive enough funding for a secretary. The 
State's Radiological Defense Officer concluded that consoli- 
dation of FEMA programs would provide his program with the 
needed clerical services by enabling the State to pool secre- 
tarsal resources among the various FEMA programs. 

A Wisconsin official said that, In the past, morale prob- 
lems were spawned when a staff member funded by one program 
did not always have work to do but could not help out on other 
programs. Because this was detrimental to good management, 
tne State now does not follow FEMA's categorical restrictions 
and places secretaries funaed under individual FEMA programs 
in a secretarial pool. In one case, a secretary fully funded 
by NCP is used for other activities when sne has open time. 

Until mid-fiscal year 1981, FEMA provided Wisconsin with 
a Government car that could only be used by tne State’s PlrCP 
planners. Uthough other State emergency management staff 
needed to use the car, FE,21A's restrictions prevented this even 
wnen the car was not being used by NCP planners. Because the 
State felt this was inefficient, it returned the car. 

State efiorts to conserve or make more efflclent use of 
proqram resources can also be alscouraged because proqram 
savings cannot be applied to tne other FEYA programs but 
rather must oe returned to FEL4A. Wisconsin, for example, was 
requirea to return surblus Maintenance and Calibration Program 
funds due to more efticlent management. State radlologlcal 
technicians obtained a van to use for their radlologlcal in- 
strument deliveries to local officials. Since the van carried 
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four times the number of instruments as the car It replaced, 
the State was able to combine trips to local lurlsdlctlons, 
saving travel money as a result. 

In another case, Minnesota returned approximately $7,000 
in NCP funds to FEMA because of what the State felt was con- 
servative spending practices which included charqlnq supplies 
used to the SO-percent federally tunded EMA Program instead 01 
the loo-percent federally funded NCP Program. 

When State reprogramming of funds among programs 1s not 
allowed, States may choose to use surplus funds on low- 
priority prolects within a program rather than return them to 
FEMA. Althouqh we do not belleve that States made unneeded or 
wasteful purchases with these excess funds, State offlclals 
did indicate that the funds could have been better spent on 
hlqher priority items in other programs. Minnesota, for 
example, purchased films and video tape equipment valued at 
more than $8,500 to use up its fiscal year 1981 Training and 
Education Program funds rather than return the money to FEYA. 
The State's finance officer lndlcated that, although the films 
and equipment will meet training needs, these needs were of 
lesser priority than the unmet needs for funds in the EMA 
Program. Wlsconsln purchased a 10,000 gallon tank for hazar- 
dous materials tralninq purposes to use up Its surplus Train- 
ing and Education funds. Although FEMA approved this pur- 
chase, one regional official told us that FELvlA had to stretch 
the program quldellnes to allow It. 

Administrative costs 
under FEMA's categorical 
structure may be high 

Because FEMA has to separately account for the expendl- 
tures of each separate categorical proqram, the States are 
also required to report to FEMA separately for each cateqori- 
cal program they receive. As a result, the scarce time of 
FEMA regional and State staffs must be devoted to preparlnq 
and revlewinq separate submissions for each proqram. In 
addition, some States indicated that delays in implementing 
programs are caused by what they believe to be excessive FEMA 
controls over State management declslons and performance dur- 
ing the program year. Consolidation of program appllcatlons 
and reporting could enable these staffs to spend more time on 
programmatic matters. 

We estimated the percent of awarded funds that the States 
of Florida, Georqla, Minnesota, South Carolina, and Wisconsin 
spent In meeting appllcatlon and reporting requirements in 
three programs --Nuclear Civil Protection, Disaster Prepared- 
ness Improvement, and Training and Pducatlon. The clve States 
spent, on the average, the followlnq percent of grant funds 
for appllcatlons and reporting 
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--Nuclear Clvll Protection: 7.9 percent. 

--Disaster Preparedness Improvement: 12.5 percent. 

--Training and Education* 11.2 percent. 

Several of these States estimated that consolidation of 
these programs could yield savings in admlnlstratlve costs. 
Wisconsin, for example, indicated that a 50-percent savings in 
staff time, representing nearly $5,000, could be achieved 
through consolldatlon. Florida estimated that a savings of 70 
staffdays, or over $4,500, could occur due to consolldatlon of 
these three programs. 

FEMA also incurs admlnlstratlve costs in reviewing State 
submitted appllcatlons and reports. For example, FEMA devoted 
13 full-time equivalent staff years in fiscal year 1981 to 
managing the Disaster Preparedness Improvement Grant Program, 
or approximately 10 percent of the actual fiscal year 1981 
appropriation for this program. Although we belleve this 
proqram is sub]ect to fewer controls and requirements than 
most FEMA programs, the process established for reviewing 
State appllcatlons and monitoring State performance 1s never- 
theless quite complex and potentially burdensome for FEMA 
staff. We have identified some 35 separate admlnlstratlve 
actions that FEMA must take in the course of admlnlsterlng 
this grant program for an lndlvldual State. It 1s reasonable 
to assume that many of these steps could be done on a Joint 
basis If the program were consolidated, enabling FEMA to 
redirect its staff usage. 

A recent FEMA inltiatlve in streamlining and consolldat- 
lng the administration of the Maintenance and Services Program 
shows the kind of savings that FEMA could realize. In fiscal 
year 1982, FEMA dlscontlnued its previous practice of revlew- 
lng and approving each local government appllcatlon itself, 
and Instead funded each State to admlnlster the local grants. 
FEMA estimated that this action would reduce the number of 
appllcatlons the agency reviews by 1,400, yleldlng a savings 
of $700,000 in staff costs, although State costs could in- 
crease as a result. FEMA's Comprehensive Cooperative Agree- 
ment initiative-- an effort to consolidate and streamline the 
administration of several FEMA categorical programs--has also 
ylelded admlnlstratlve savings in several States, as will be 
dlscussed In chapter 3. 

Although we did not make a Judgment on the merits of In- 
dlvldual requirements, some of FElJIA's controls over State per- 
formance and management declslons also can burden the States 
and cause delays In implementing programs. Once the funds are 
awarded, certain State actions must receive prior approval 
tram FCYA, such as using planning and nreparedness staffs for 
mole than 10 days on a disaster response and State lob des- 
crlptlons for l\rCP and radloloqlcal defense personnel. 

31 



FEMA approvals required for State actlons under the 
Tralnlng and Education Program are extensive. For example, 
States must gain FEMA approval for each of the following 
training activities: 

--Plans of instruction. 

--Changes in courses or plans of instruction. 

--Instructor fees and per diem. 

--Student per diem and travel. 

--Fees for classroom space. 

--Training materials. 

As a result of these requirements, the Director of Wash- 
ington's Department of Emergency Services argued that the 
State's future partlclpation in the Training and Education 
Program may be precluded, arguing that "every facet of this 
'cooperative' program is controlled by and requires FEMA's 
prior approval* * *." This State official's criticism 1s 
shared by a Region X offlclal who told us that FEMA's detailed 
reviews of minor State admlnlstratlve actions do not promote 
accountablllty and are a waste of time. 

A Washington State official told us he loses 6 weeks per 
year due to these approval requirements. For example, the 
State initially proposed to use $550 of grant funds to pur- 
chase materials. FEMA responded that the State needed to more 
specifically itemize these purchases before approval could be 
given. Once the information was furnished, FEMA approval was 
granted nearly 2 months after the State submltted its re- 
quest. The requirement for advance approval of State pur- 
chases under $10,000 was subsequently ellmlnated in fiscal 
year 1982. 

STATES AND FEMA CAN SOMETIMES 
MITIGATE CATEGORICAL RESTRICTIONS 
TO OVERCOME FRAGMENTATION 

Faced with the categorlcal restrlctlons encumbering their 
use of Federal emergency management funds, States have some- 
times overcome them and Implemented a comprehensive and coor- 
dinated emergency management effort that achieves national 
ob]ectives and better reflects their needs. Because States 
generally do not provide their own State revenues over the 
minimum amount required to match Federal assistance for the 
emergency management area, their efforts center on more flex- 
ioly using FENA funds of one or mare categorical programs to 
benefit the oblectlves of another program or programs. In 
many cases, this State "crossutilizatlon" cf Federal categor- 
ical resources effectively mitigates the negative effects of 
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the cateqorlcal system previously dlscussed. As a result, 
more coordinated and efiectlve achievement of FEMA's oblec- 
tlves and more etficlent use of Federal funds were often 
ach leved. 

Yet, In many cases, these practices and their attendant 
benetlts would nave to be curtailed if FEMA requirements were 
strictly enforced. 

Recoqnizlnq the benefits that could be derived from more 
comprehensive use of personnel, FEMA itself had begun to 
crossutilize its regional statfs previously assigned to one 
program or division. In addition to enhancing coordination 
among the programs, FEMA also hoped to make more efficient use 
of shrinking staff resources and to enhance their ability to 
flexibly respond to pressing national priority prolects. 

State mitigation strategies 
Drimarilv relv on cross- 
utilizing resources among 
categorical programs 

The burden of coordinating and integrating the various 
FEMA categorical programs to achieve both Federal and State 
ob]ectives rests primarily with the States. To accomplish 
this task, States used several strategies to overcome the con- 
straints of the categorical system. Because States invest 
very little of their own funds in emergency management above 
the minimum amount needed to match Federal dollars, they most 
otten relied on the flexible use of their Federal categorical 
resources to respond to unique State circumstances or needs 
and better use interrelated categorical programs to accomplish 
Federal ob]ectives. In some cases, the States were able to 
use FEMA's relatively unrestricted EM9 fundlnq to fill gaps 
left by the categorical funding structure. In most cases we 
identified, however, 
ical program, 

States used resources from one categor- 
excluding EMA, to benefit another categorical 

program, a practice we will label "crossutlllzatlon." In some 
cases, more flexible use of categorical funds was specifically 
supported by FEMA reqional ofticials. In over 48 percent of 
the 87 cases of crossutllizatlon we identified, however, these 
State practices appeared inconsistent With FEMA guidance or 
regulations. 

States do not invest siqnl- 
flcant levels of State tunds 
in emergency management 

Alrrlouqh Ftiderdl domestic dssistance comprised 25 percent 
ot State and local expenditures in the aqqregate in fiscal 
year 1982, Federal assistance for emergency planning and 
prcpdreaness colrprlsed over 56 percent of total expenditures 
in 39 States surveyed by the National Governors' Association 
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(NGA) In 1982. In three of these States, the Federal Govern- 
ment contributed over 70 percent of the emergency management 
expenditures. In Interpreting this data, the NGA concluded 
that State cmcrgcncy offices are "almost entirely dependent" 
on Federal iundlnq from FEMA. 

Further, the evidence indicates that the funds that 
States do commit are generally provided to match Federal as- 
sistance funds. The NGA data Indicates that only 7 of the 39 
States commit State emergency management funds to a program 
not generated by FEMA. In our fieldwork at 12 States, we 
identified only 2 States that had an autonomous emergency 
management program which was not receiving Federal funds or 
governed bv a Federal mandate. 

Because States do not generally commit resources beyond 
the Federal matching requirement, their capability to overcome 
the restrictions and gaps in coverage of the Federal categori- 
cal system 1s limited. As a result, Washington State's emer- 
gency management agency director noted that his State's emer- 
gency management efforts have been directed to areas where 
Federal funds were available. Florida officials recognize 
that the State would have greater flexibility if it provided 
more of its own funds for this area. NGA concluded that 
States have difficulty implementing comprehensive emergency 
management programs that fully respond to their own priorities 
and emergency vulnerabilities due to their overdependence on 
FEMA funds. 

Crossutilization of resources 
among categorical programs- 

In tne absence of significant State funding, the way 
States overcome categorical fundlng restrlctlons 1s most often 
through the flexible use of the Federal categorical resources 
themselves. Tnese practices often appeared inconsistent witn 
FEMA's rules or guidance. 

States' flexible approaches frequently involved CMA- 
funded resources because they can be used for the broad gamut 
of emergency management or civil defense activities. Due to 
the more flexible nature of this program, as compared to other 
programs, EMA staffs sometimes provide slack resources ena- 
bling State agencies to fill gaps in tne coverage of FEMA's 
other categorical programs or assist in achlevlng other pro- 
gram objectives. For example, State EMA staffs in Ylnnesota 
and Floriaa help fulfill the unfunded Federal mandate to 
develop off-site emergency plans for nuclear power plants. In 
Vlrglnia, State EMA personnel are used for dam saEety and 
nazardous materials actlvltles. In other cases, State EtiA 
stciffs help manage and coordinate the State's overall pre- 
paredness effort by, for example, developing standard operat- 
ing procedures for various types of hdzards. 
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Beyond EYA, the crossutillzation of resources among cate- 
gorical programs was a prlnclpal strategy used by the States 
to overcome categorical restrictions. Excluding EMA, we iden- 
tified 87 cases in 10 States where categorical resources from 
one program were either combined with resources from another 
program or were transferred to benefit one or more other pro- 
grams. Crossutilization of these resources is sometimes 
necessary to provide the coordlnatlon needed to achieve Inter- 
related emergency management ob]ectives. Some State directors 
Indicated that crossutilizing Federal resources 1s necessary 
to achieve their missions and assure that staff are effl- 
ciently used to plan for and respond to new hazards arlslng in 
the fast-changing emergency management environment. The 
charts on pages 36 and 37 illustrate how two States we vlslted 
crossutlllzed resources among FEMA-funded programs. 
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CROSSUTILIZATION OF FEMA RESOURCES 
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CROSSUTILIZATION OF FEMA RESOURCES 
IN WEST VIRGINIA 
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In many cases, crossutlli7atlon 1s permitted by FEMA's 
yu1de11nes. For example, the principle of "dual use" reaf- 
firmed II-I a 1981 amendment to the Federal Civil Defense Act of 
1950 allows FEMA resources funded for wartime planning and 
preparedness to also be used for peacetime hazards as long as 
the peacetime use does not detract from achievement of Federal 
nuclear attack preparedness oblectlves. In several cases 
States were using staff under the radlologlcal Maintenance and 
Callbratlon Program to provide support in plan development and 
instrument monitoring for offsite nuclear power plant plar- 
ning. Congregate care shelters surveyed for nuclear attack 
are sometimes also used for peacetime disasters. Other States 
were using their natural disaster planners funded under FEMA's 
peacetime-oriented Disaster Preparedness Improvement Grant 
Program (DPIG) to support the State's nuclear attack planning 
effort. 

Yet, FEMA's rules were not flexible enough to accommodate 
many State crossutilization practices. In over 48 percent of 
the 87 cases we identified, State crossutilization practices 
appeared inconsistent with FEMA's rules or guidance. In some 
cases, States used personnel or equipment earmarked solely for 
the NCP or Radiological Defense programs to support other 
Federal and State obJectives. Personnel funded for planning 
and preparedness were used to respond to disasters without 
FEMA's permission and were also used as duty officers in State 
emergency operating centers, contrary to FEMA's guidance. 
Finally, several States ignored FEMA's 1981 restriction pro- 
hibiting local training in radiological monitoring by State 
Maintenance and Calibration Program staffs. 

Crossutilization generally 
enhanced effective and efficient 
State management of FEMA programs 

State mitigation of Federal categorlcal constraints 
through crossutilization, for the most part, enhanced coordl- 
nation among these interrelated program% and enabled States to 
achieve t'ederal ob-jectlveq more effectively than If these pro- 
grams were managed in lsolatlon from each other. In some 
cases, State comblnatlon of the resources of several programs 
was necessary to achieve certain ob]ectlves that could not 
have been attained by each program on Its own due to the 
overly narrow scope of each program. Further, crossutiliza- 
tlon prevented potential dupllcatlon and enabled federally 
funded resources to be used more efficiently. These benefits 
were achieved both by practices authorized by FEMA as well as 
by those that appeared lnconslstent with FEMA's guidance. 

In some cases, crossutillzatlon of resources from one 
proqraln was necessary to enable another program with insuffi- 
cient funds or overly narrow program scope to achieve its 
oblectives. States sometimes used their EMA resources in this 
manner. Georgia, for cxanple, spent some of Its CMA funds for 
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communications and warning equipment to complement what rt 
felt was lnsuffnclent Maintenance and Services Program funding 
even though this 1s not an ellglble EMA expense. Wisconsin 
used its EMA-funded staff to manage the Maintenance and Cali- 
bration Program because program funding was insufficient. 
States also use their EMA-funded staffs to develop and manage 
training programs funded with FEMA's Tralnlng and Education 
funds because these funds have not been authorized to be used 
for admlnlstratlon of tralnlng programs, but only for student 
and lnstructlonal expenses. 

FEMA's other programs were also crossutlllzed to compen- 
sate for gaps or lnsufflcient funds in other programs. WlS- 
consln used a planner funded under DPIG to write the State's 
proposal for FEMA's Training and Education Program due to a 
vacancy In the Training and Education Program. Conversely, 
Tralnlng and Education funds were used to purchase equipment 
for a public awareness pro]ect sponsored under the DPIG pro- 
gram. 

In other cases, combining or crossutilizing resources 
enabled States to achieve ob]ectlves more effectively or cover 
gaps in the coverage of categorical programs. In Minnesota, 
for example, separate State agencies receiving FEMA's State 
Assistance Program (SAP) funds for floodplain hazard manage- 
ment and training and education combined their resources to 
sponsor a flood hazard mltlqation training program. SAP funds 
were used to pay instructors while the other program paid for 
student travel-related costs. Not only was potential dupllca- 
tlon between these two funding sources and State agencies 
averted, but the training was achieved at less cost as well. 
According to the dlrector of the State's emergency management 
agency r if the State agency receiving SAP funds had not pro- 
vlded these resources, his agency would have had to contract 
for another hydrologist to teach the course. 

States crossutlllzed resources from several Federal pro- 
grams to enable them to enhance radiological monitoring and 
hazardous materials programs. First, several States continued 
tralnlng local officials in radlologlcal instrument monitoring 
by uslpg their radlologlcal defense program staffs In spite ot 
FCMA's rules prohlbltlnq these 100 percent FEMA-funded staffs 
from performlng this activity. As we reported above, several 
States that dlscoqtlnued this practice pursuant to FEMA 
direction were unable to continue to provide radiological 
Instrument monitoring training. 

For its hazardous materials training program, Wisconsin 
used a hazardous response vehicle purchased with Federal 
Transportation Department funds to pull a 10,000 gallon tank 
purchased with FEMA's Training and Education funds. In 
Kansas, a maintenance and calibration offkclal has been used 
to help prepare State response plans for three hazards not 
specifically funded by the Federal Government--hazardous 
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materials accidents, nuclear power plants, and the Titan 
missile site-- in the State because of his widely recognized 
expertise in these areas. Although this official believes his 
actlvltles provide important benefits to the State, he recog- 
nizes that they are not authorized in terms of the FCMA pro- 
gram that pays his saiary. 

State crossutilization also promoted internal coordlna- 
tlon of State emergency management activities which could fur- 
trier promote more effective State responses to disasters and 
avert potential duplication among State planning efforts. 
South Carolina, for example, under its NCP Program, funds the 
ch;ef of its Nuclear Branch who also manages the State's shel- 
ter survey and radiological defense programs. Although State 
officials are aware that this may technically violate the 
terms of their NCP award, they believe that better integration 
of these Interrelated nuclear attack planning efforts may 
occur as a result. In another case, Georgia uses a lOO- 
percent federally funded NCP planner as Its Chief Planner to 
manage both the State's nuclear attack and natural disaster 
planning preparedness due to the interrelationship in planning 
for these two types of disasters. Some of the same evacuation 
routes planned for nuclear attack, for example, are also iden- 
tified for other peacetime disasters. This SLdLtt orflclal 

told us, however, that his supervisory responslbilltles do not 
divert significant time from NCP planning. 

Effective disaster response could be promoted if all 
State emergency management staff could be used when needed, in 
the view of State officials. For exampie, during an ice 
storm, Flisconsln needed to use every one of its staff members 
to handle the response. This required personnel to be famil- 
iar with operational aspects of the State's response system 
that transcended the boundaries of the particular FEMA program 
to which they were assigned. To implement similar approaches, 
5 of the 10 States in our review required staff funded under 
one or more FE!lA pcograms to serve as duty officers in the 
State emergency operating centers on a rotating basis with 
other State staff even though thus practice was generaily 
prohibited in FEYA guidance. 

A number of States In our review crossutlllzed resources 
to make productive use of personnel or equipment funded under 
FEMA categorical programs. A Wisconsin official told us that 
if secretaries funded under various programs were used only 
for their asslgned programs, they would sometimes be idle. 
Rather, Wisconsin uses its secretarles on a pool basis for 
general office purposes rather than for only the categorical 
programs they are funded by. Similarly, Georgia and West Vir- 
ginia dsed NCP-funded secretaries at times to support other 
programs. Georgia also used a car funded under the NCP pro- 
gram to support staff working in all proqrams. In West 
Virginia and Callfornla, NCP drafters were used for other 
programs when not busy doing work on NCP. 
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Coordlnatlon of other Federal ana State programs through 
crossutlllzatlon is sometimes encouraged by FEMA. Kansas, for 
example, uses its FCMA-funded radiological defense staff to 
maintain and calibrate radlologlcal Instruments for a number 
of Federal agencies such as the Corps of Engineers and Postal 
Service and for State health and transportation agencies. In 
return, these agencies assist the State emergency management 
agency in its disaster response mission. For example, the 
State Department of Transportatlon provides bulldozers for use 
in responding to disasters. 

By enabling one resource to benefit more than one ob]ec- 
tlve or type of disaster, some State crossutlllzatlon prac- 
tices helped prevent dupllcatlon In planning and preparedness 
activities. South Carolina, for example, used its shelter 
survey staff funded by FEMA for nuclear attack planning to 
also survey shelters suitable for use during tornados. If 
this dual use practice were dlscontlnued, potentially dupll- 
cate shelter surveys would have to be done for each of these 
hazards. Arizona plans to use its State Fire Marshals to per- 
form shelter surveys as part of their fire safety Inspections, 
which could promote more efflclent use of resources and limit 
travel expenses as well. South Carolina views its dual use of 
warning and communlcatlons equipment for both attack and 
peacetime disaster preparedness as a strategy to prevent dup- 
licatlon. 

Although crossutilization generally promoted more effec- 
tive achievement of Federal emergency management ob]ectives, 
in several cases State diversion of personnel from their pri- 
mary FEMA program did cause delays In achieving the scope of 
work defined by FEMA. On a national basis, one FEMA head- 
quarters official told us that the agency's decision to allow 
States to use their NCP planners for nine months on oFf-site 
nuclear power plant evacuation Dlannlng caused widespread 
diversion of effort from the nuclear attack crisis relocation 
planning effort. In Wisconsin, the use of NCP planners both 
for the nuclear power plant planning as well as for guiding 
local governments in preparing wmini-crisis relocation plans" 
caused delays in State achievement of nuclear attack planning 
ob]ectlves. 

Yet, in other cases, State staffs achieved their scopes 
of work in a timely manner in spite of their crossutiliza- 
tion. Minnesota, for example, achieved its NCP scope of work 
even though the State used NCP planners on a perlodlc basis to 
serve as duty officers in the State's Emergency Operating 
Center. The Kansas technician funded by FEHA to maintain and 
calibrate radlologlcal instruments achieved FEMA's oo]ectives 
for tnis program even though be was Involved in hazardous 
materials training, planning for the Titan missile site, and 
maintaining radlologlcal instruments for a host of other Fed- 
eral and State agencies. 
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FEIIA'S regional offices also 
crossutlllze their staffs 

FEMA's regional offlces also sought to overcome tne frag- 
mentation promoted by FEMA's program structure through cross- 
utlllzatlon of their own staffs. Similar to the States, they 
hoped to achieve more coordlnatlon among related programs, 
better response to pressrnq national Priorities, and more 
efficient use of shrinking staff resources to achieve FEMA's 
oblectlves. 

When FEMA was first establlshed, the concept of compre- 
hensive emergency management became an early organlzlnq prln- 
crple so that the new agency could better achieve the mission 
of coordlnatlnq its various emergency management actlvltles. 
In keeping with this strategy, the new Director sought to 
encourage the use of FEMA staff on a comprehensive and inter- 
changeable basis so that, for example, regional personnel who 
previously monitored only the NCP program could also be used 
when needed to oversee floodplain management actlvlties. 
Accordingly, most reqional staffs were reclassified as Emer- 
gency Manaqement Specialists and were to be used flexibly to 
support those FEMA assistance programs where the need was 
greatest. Although this personnel action has been subse- 
quently reversed for hlqher level staff, the agency 1s still 
encouraglnq the interchangeable use of regional staff to sup- 
port comprehensive emergency management. 

An additional advantage of this approach according to a 
regional official was that It enabled the regions to more 
efficiently use limited staff resources. In fiscal year 1981, 
a FElYlA official told us, 820 full-time equivalent staff years 
were allocated to the reqlonal offices, while only 681 were 
allocated in fiscal year 1982. Yet, this official indicated 
that the missions of these offices have not been reduced. 

in 1980, FEMA's Region II made a number of organizational 
changes to support the comprehensive emergency management con- 
cept and overcome what the Reglonal Director felt were "arti- 
ficial programmatic barriers and orqanlzatlonal structures." 
First, FEMA regional staffs from all dlvlslons partlclpated in 
disaster response. Second, numerous regional staff members 
were transferred to other dlvlslons for up to 3 months. Task 
forces were establlshed to utilize personnel from all dlvl- 
sions to respond to special assignments, including oversight 
of off-site nuclear power plant planning. Steps were also 
taken to ensure that reglonal field vlslts comprehensively 
addressed all emergency management activities. 

Some reqlons told us that, as a practical matter, they 
crossutilized personnel to respond to pressing natlonal prl- 
orlties or promote better coordlnatlon among FEMA's programs. 
FEMA's Reglon V, for example, estimated that 80 percent of 
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Its Planning and Preparedness staff's time was devoted to mon- 
ltorlnq off-site nuclear power plant planning durlnq fiscal 
year 1981. This reduced the time available to oversee nuclear 
attack planning and preparedness actlvitles. Recause Region V 
has more nuclear power @ants than any other FEMA reqlon, 
these staffs faced a significant workload In managlnq the new 
Federal off-site nuclear power plant evacuation regulations. 

Similarly, a Region III offlclal told us that well over 
50 percent of the time of many Planning and Preparedness Divi- 
sion staff in this region was devoted to monitoring exercises 
of off-site nuclear power plant plans In fiscal year 1981, 
thereby reducing the level of FEMA's monitoring of State civil 
defense performance in other areas. 

Region X staff indicated that extensive coordlnatlon 1s 
required to effectively manage FEMA's engineering and communl- 
cations programs. Due to this need as well as limited staff 
resources, personnel In this region's engineering staff are 
cross-assigned in the communications area to provide depth of 
coverage. 
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CHAPTER 3, 

FEMA'S PILOT CONSOLIDATION EFFORT -1- 

IS A PROMISING FIRST STEP -- 

Recognizing the problems that arise from the categorical 
structure, FEMA took the initiative to provide for a more con- 
solidated and coordinated assistance structure through a Comp- 
rehensive Cooperative Agreement (CCA). This was an admini- 
stratlve effort to provide several pilot States more flexl- 
blllty in admlnlsterlng selected FEMA categorical assistance 
programs. States were expected to achieve FEMA's various pro- 
grammatic obJectives but were given dlscretlon in how these 
ob]ectlves would be achieved. In fiscal year 1981, FEMA sim- 
pllfled paperwork reporting requirements for five States and 
further enabled two of these States to transfer funds or per- 
sonnel among a group of related FEMA categorical programs. In 
fiscal year 1982, 14 States were given discretion to transfer 
funds among a group of related programs, and all 50 States 
were offered a slmpllfled package of FEMA assistance programs 
with standardized reporting and management provisions. 

The first year of this admlnlstratlve consolldatlon ef- 
fort showed considerable promise In resolving some of the sub- 
stantial problems posed by the categorical assistance struc- 
ture. The benefits conferred, however, varied widely among 
the five States, reflecting markedly different State and re- 
glonal lnterpretatlons of FEMA headquarters guidance. 

For Arizona and North Carolina where actual consolldatlon 
or resource transfers among programs were allowed, the States 
believed the pilot consolldatlon effort conferred significant 
benefits. By using the categorical resources in a more flex- 
able manner, these States were able to more comprehensively 
address their emergency management needs. Because they were 
allowed to crossutlllze personnel among related programs, 
these States also felt they could more efflclently manage 
their Federal and State program resources and strengthen the 
capacity of their State organizations to flexibly respond to 
disasters or contingencies. Although the pilot consolldatlon 
effort enabled these States to use resources more flexibly and 
develop more comprehensive programs, the record of the first 
year showed that without effective FEMA oversight, increased 
State dlscretlon can inhibit the achievement of certain FEMA 
program ob]ectives. 

For the three other States involved in the experlment-- 
Kansas, South Carolina, and Vlrglnla--the promise of grant 
consolldatlon was not realized due to FEMA's reluctance to 
give them authority to consolidate fundlng or resources among 
the programs covered in their agreements. All five States and 
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FEMA itself, however, experienced a reduction in admlnlstra- 
tlve costs or burdens due to the use of one common admlnlstra- 
tlve instrument to fund a number of separate programs. 

Certain transltlon problems as well as leglslatlve and 
admlnlstratlve constraints llmlted the achievements of this 
pilot consolidation effort In fiscal year 1981. The lnitia- 
tlon of this experiment was constrained by inadequate and con- 
flictlng FEMA headquarters dlrectlon and guidance resulting In 
widely varying FEMA regional implementation. Although many of 
these short-term management problems were resolved In the 
fiscal year 1982 consolldatlon, FEMA, due to legal con- 
straints, slgnlflcantly reduced funding and personnel flexi- 
bility for the partlclpatlng States. As a result, the CCA 
became primarily an admlnlstratlve slmpllflcatlon rather than 
a grant consolldatlon lnltlatlve. 

FEMA INITIATED THE PILOT 
CONSOLIDATION TO BETTER 
PROMOTE ITS MISSION 

The task of fostering a comprehensive approach to emer- 
gency management was only lust begun with the creation of 
FCMA. The agency realized early that the categorical grant 
structure It inherited from its predecessor agencies was In- 
hlbltlng its ablllty to better coordinate and Integrate emer- 
gency management efforts at both the Federal and State 
levels. This prompted FEMA, In 1980, to embark on an experl- 
mental effort to provide five States with more flexibility in 
consolldatlng its various cateqorlcal assistance programs. 
Certain admlnlstratlve management procedures for these pro- 
grams were also streamlined and standardized. 

By initlatlng this pilot consolldatlon, FEMA hoped to: 

--Encourage a greater degree of cooperation among FEMA 
programs In each partlclpatlng State. 

--Provide in a single document a clear enunciation of 
mutual State and FEMA goals and oblectlves. 

--Build an awareness of belonging to the emergency man- 
agement community among the diverse State agencies 
Involved in implementing FEMA programs. 

--Enhance the productlvlty and Impact of FEMA's assist- 
ance programs by reducing admlnlstratlve costs and 
mutually reinforcing the goals of the various FEMA 
program offices. 

FEMA also viewed the consolldatlon experiment as a way to 
more effectively and efficiently achieve its proqrammatlc 
ob]ectlves. Although the States were to be given more flexl- 
blllty in managing Federal assistance resources, they were 
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still required to achieve the ob]ectlves negotiated with FEMA 
for each Included program. It was hoped that the focus of 
Federal accountablllty would shift from a concern with how the 
resources were used to attain Federal oblectlves to a concern 
with what was accomplished with the funds. This results- 
oriented accountablllty emphasis distinguishes the FEMA con- 
solrdatlon effort from a block grant approach in which States 
are given even more discretion in deciding both what will be 
accomplished as well as how the lob will be done. 

In lmplementlng the experiment, FEMA headquarters issued 
standardized guidance which was to provide a consistent frame- 
work for FEMA's regional offices to negotiate agreements with 
each of the five States. With regard to consolldatlon of 
funding, the guidance provided States with some flexlblllty to 
transfer funds among several programs as long as the programs' 
oblectlves were met. The guidance also provided for simple- 
fled administrative procedures by specifying that one common 
application, progress report, and letter of credit or voucher 
would cover all programs included in the agreement. 

In spite of the existence of this standardized guidance, 
the agreements actually negotiated by the regional offices 
varied widely among these five States both in the number of 
programs covered as well as State dlscretlon allowed. 

First, the comprehensiveness of the agreements differed 
among the States. North Carolina's agreement was the most 
comprehensive in that it included each of the 13 FEMA planning 
and preparedness assistance programs received by the State. 
Significantly, the North Carolina agreement encompassed FEMA 
fire safety and flood mltigatlon programs that had heretofore 
been awarded to separate State agencies in North Carolina but 
were now incorporated in a single agreement. 

FEMA's delegation of discretion also was markedly dlf- 
ferent among the States, ranging from Arizona, which was pro- 
vided substantial discretion in managlng resources, to 
Virginia, which was given no additional flexibility. 

Two States-- Arizona and North Carolina--entered into 
agreements that provided for both consolldatlon of resources 
among most FEMA programs received as well as administrative 
slmpllflcatlon of application, reportlnq, and reprogramming 
requirements. Arizona was given the most flexibility of all 
the States. It was allowed to consolidate funds among the 
eight categorical programs covered in its agreement. FEMA 
Region IX gave Arizona unllmlted authority to transfer funds 
and personnel among the programs as long as FEMA's program- 
matic oblectlves were attained. Procedural restrlctlons on 
State use of staff were, in effect, ellmlnated for Arizona, 
with the understandlng that the State was principally respon- 
sible for demonstrating results through performance. For 
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example, while other States were required to obtain FEMA ap- 
proval betore using planning and Preparedness staff in dls- 
aster response, Reqlon IX gave Arizona "standing approval." 
In another case, while Radloloqical Systems Maintenance staff 
were generally not allowed to train local officials in radio- 
logical monitoring, Arislona was able to continue this prac- 
tice. 

North Carolina also negotiated a very flexible agreement 
with FEMA Region IV. The State was given maximum flexibility 
to use personnel interchangeably among the covered programs 
without obtaining prior FEMA approval. The State was only 
held accountable for achieving the obJectives of the program. 
State officials, however, did not interpret the agreement to 
permit any slgnlflcant reprogramming of funds among programs. 
Unlike Arizona, the State felt it was constralned by the 5- 
percent limit on reprogramming contained in the CCA general 
provisions. Nevertheless, State officials believed that the 
ilexible use of personnel among programs gave them the same 
management flexibility as fund reprogramming. 

The three other States--South Carolina, Kansas, and Vlr- 
ginia --had very limited agreements whicn allowed no slgnlfi- 
cant increase in State flexiblllty to crossutlllze funds or 
personnel among the covered programs. The agreements did 
provide some minimal procedural streamlining in that only one 
application was required. 

THE PILOT CONSOLIDATION ENABLED 
TWO STATES TO OVERCOME PROBLEMS 
ASSOCIATED WITH THP CATEGORICAL 
STRUCTURE 

The management improvements realized by the States and 
FEMA from tne fiscal year 1981 experiment were commensurate 
with the degree of flexibility given to the States for re- 
source utilization. Arizona and North Carolina, as well as 
their respective FEMA regional offices, realized the greatest 
advances in coordinating and integrating closely related pro- 
grams during the first year of consolidation. Because only 
these States were given authority to actually interchange 
funds or personnel among programs, tneir record in the first 
year provides the only real test to assess the benefits of 
grant consoliaation for emergency mdnagement. The other three 
States did not realize any significant benetits because their 
agreements were not designed or manaqed to permit consollda- 
tlon. 

Although tne ability to comprehensively manage federally 
funded resources was enhanced, the increased alscretlon can 
affect the States' achievement of FEAA's individual program 
oo]ectives as well. For example, Kansas was able to transfer 
surplus 1unds to a program experiencing a deficit, thereby 
enabling it to acnieve that program's obJectives. In another 
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case, however, Arizona used its dlscretlon to divert resources 
away from the NCP Program to a greater extent than under the 
categorical mode, thereby causing the State to fall far short 
of achieving the NCP scope of work. As discussed In chapter 
4, FEMA's management oversight should be improved to better 
promote accountability for a consolidated program. 

To assess whether or not the CCA brought about more 
comprehensive emergency management as intended by FEMA, we 
developed an Index of 17 possible changes that could be 
realized in each of the five States ranging from easing 
admlnlstratlve burden to improving program efflclency and 
effectiveness (see app. I). Out of the possible 85 changes 
that could have occurred in the 5 States, 29 changes, or 36 
percent of the potential, were actually realized and were 
mostly concentrated in Arizona and North Carolina. 

On the basis of the record of Arizona and North Carolina, 
consolldatlon improved the States' ability to coordinate 
Federal and State resources, in some cases enhancing program 
effectiveness as a result. Although these States were to some 
extent already crossutlllzlng program resources and reallzlng 
many of these benefits under the categorical system, the CCA 
also served to legltlmlze these State management practices. 

First, by enabling full State management co*ltrol over 
federally funded personnel, these States lndlcated that their 
organlzatlonal capacity and program efflclency were enhanced. 
Arizona's Emergency Services Dlrector observed that when a 
mayor flood occurred In his State several years ago, only 5 of 
the State agency's 17 staff members were available to help 
respond to and recover from th1.s disaster; the others were 
encumbered by Federal categorical restrictions. Now, the 
State crosstralns all State staff so that personnel can be 
directed to deal with new hazards that arise In this quickly 
changing emergency management environment. For example, 
rddloloylcal Maintenance and Calibration Program and Communi- 
cation Program staffs are trained to be used Interchangeably 
as the need arises. In another case, we noted that a State 
NCP planner also worked on mitigation, disaster recovery, 
nuclear power plant protection, and temporary housing. In 
States operating under the categorical system, NCP planners 
had to devote full time to developing plans for nuclear 
attack. 

This flexible use of personnel also enabled these States 
to develop emergency plans that were not funded under the 
categorical system but nevertheless satlsfled important Fed- 
eral interests. For example, when the safety of areas sur- 
rounding Titan mlsslles based in Arizona became questionable, 
the State Director established a planning team conslstlng of 
NCP, Training and Education, and Disaster Preparedness 
Improvement staff members to prepare for a possible mlsslle 
explosion. Under the categorical system, Arizona may not have 
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received FEMA approval of this management decision. Further, 
North Carolina was able to use its NCP planner and drafter to 
participate in a radiological emergency preparedness exercise 
involving nuclear power plants. Due to the similarities 
between the radiation hazards posed by nuclear weapons and 
nuclear power plants, the State felt that the NCP planner was 
best equipped to deal with this peacetime nuclear problem. 

Crossutilization also enabled these States to improve 
efficiency in managing federally funded resources by pooling 
support staff. For example, secretaries funded under one pro- 
gram were assigned to support all programs, thereby reducing 
idleness that previously resulted from restricting their use 
to one program. 

Because Arizona could reprogram funds, it was also in a 
better position to adlust Federal resources to its particular 
circumstances and needs. A FEMA Region IX official told us, 
for example, that other States often had to return Maintenance 
and Services Program funds at the end of the fiscal year be- 
cause localities tend to overestimate the funds needed to pur- 
chase emergency communications and warning equipment. Through 
the CCA, Arizona had the authority to reprogram surpluses from 
one program to another where unfilled needs existed. North 
Carolina, on the other hand, had more restrictive reprogram- 
ming authority and was facing the prospect of losing $20,000 
in NCP funds that were not used because of a temporary posi- 
tion vacancy. 

Even though the other three States generally did not re- 
alize the benefits of reprogramming, we did note one excep- 
tion. Because the agreement allowed Kansas the authority to 
reprogram 5 percent of the funds among its three covered pro- 
grams, the State did succeed in filling a shortfall in its 
radiological Maintenance and Calibration Program which was 
created by a FEMA funding reduction by transferring NCP funds 
that the State did not spend due to State spending limita- 
t10 IS. As a result, the State was able to complete its scope 
of work negotiated with FEMA by retaining a staff person who 
would otherwise have been terminated. In contrast, States 
operating under categorical awards, such as Minnesota and 
Wisconsin, as well as Virginia, which was not given this flex- 
lbility, could not mitigate the impacts of the cuts with 
surpluses from other programs. Consequently, their programs 
were cut either by layoffs of technicians or travel reduc- 
tions. 

Finally, North Carolina and Arizona, as well as FEMA it- 
self, realized some benefits from reduced administrative bur- 
dens. North Carolina reported administrative savings which it 
attributes to the streamlining brought about by the CCA, In- 
cluding. 
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--A single letter of credit for all programsc which re- 
duced the paperwork and delays In flllng for separate 
reimbursements. 

--Ablllty to crossutillze personnel without obtalnlng 
FEMA approval. 

--Ellminatlon of Training and Education Program reporting 
pollcles which prevlousl y required the State to report 
the names of all studspts attendlng State classes. 

--Consolidated and less frequent progress reports for all 
ccvered programs. 

Arizona also realized admlnlstratlve cost savings, again 
due to less frequent and more consolidated reporting. Al- 
though quantlflcatlon of savings is a difficult task, we estl- 
mated that Arizona reduced Its admlnlstratlvc costs by almost 
$8,000, representing over 86 staff days of time that would 
have been spent in appl:catlon and reporting for SIX of the 
eight covered programs. 

Due to the limited nature of their CCA agreements, the 
other three States--South Carcllna, Kansas, and Virglnla-- 
realized no appreciable reduction in admlnlstratlve costs or 
burden. Although Kansas received one letter of credit for all 
programs, they still here sllbmlttlng separate quarterly pro- 
gram repcrts at the time of our review. Virginia realized no 
change In admnnlstratlve procedures. State offlclals observed 
that the only change brought about by the C",A was that separ- 
ate appllcatlons were merely stapled together; the programs 
still had to be ]ustlfled arid admlnlstered as separate encl- 
ties. 

FEMA regional officials responsible for the North Caro- 
llna and Arizona CCAs lndlcated that the consolldatlon eased 
admlnistratlve burdens and promoted more coordlnatlon among 
FEMA staffs. Region V staff noted that the process of nego- 
tiatinq the 1982 CCAs with their States had sl%llarly enhanced 
coordlnatlon among FEMA staff. FEMA Region IV officials noted 
that the processing and paperwork burdens assoclat4 with sep- 
arately revlewlng and monltorlng each cateqorlcal award were 
reduced due to consolldatlon. In addition, an official stated 
that the CCA has forced FEYA itself to get together more and 
start dlscusslng the lnterrelatlonshlps among its orograms. 
Region IX staff noted a slmllar reduction In admlnlstratlve 
burdens which they attributed both to ellmlnatlng the need to 
review and approve lndlvldual State personnel transters and 
streamllning of reportlnq. 

Flnally, the States parcelved the CCA as legltlml7lnq 
their previously unreported exercise of flexlblllty practiced 
prior to 1981. North Carollnd offlclals noted that since tkr(>y 
were already crossutilizing personnel prior to 1981 without 
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FCMA's knowledge or permlsslon, the prlnclpal effect of the 
1981 CCA was to make tl7ese oractlces more open and legltl- 
mate. Arizona otficials also said that the State did not 
follow some of the categorical restrlctlons prior to 1981 t0 
promote what they believed to oe more efficient, less costly 
management. For example, States were not allowed by FEMA to 
use their NCP planners to manage exercises of State and local 
Crisis Relocation Plans (CRP), on the grounds that this would 
divert their time away from the qeneratlon of CRP plans--their 
primary function. Arizona was ignoring this rule and using 
its NCP planners to manage these exercises. Arizona officials 
claim that their approach reduces costs and promotes critical 
linkages between plans and their implementation. Under the 
CCA, Arizona was able to continue this practice legitimately 
and openly. 

LIMITATIONS ON STATE DISCRETION 
CAUSED BY LEGAL CONSTRAINTS AND 
TRANSITORY MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS 

In spite of the high expectations surrounding the initia- 
tion of the CCA experiment, three of the five participating 
States experienced no significant change in their discretion 
over the use of FEMA funds or administrative process. The 
CCAs were generally managed no differently from categorical 
grants for these States. Attempts by each of these three 
States to use the 5-percent reprogramming authority contained 
in their CCA agreements were either clouded in uncertainty or 
were reJected by FEMA headquarters. 

Legislative and admlnlstratlve constraints, as well as 
transitory FEMA management problems, were both responsible for 
the llmltatlons on State flexibility in these three States. 
Although these constraints were not well understood or commun- 
icated within FCMA, fiscal year 1982 guidance clarified the 
constraints that FEMA believes limit the degree of reproqram- 
minq both FEMA and the States can achieve among related cate- 
gorical programs. Due to statutory program provisions and 
admlnlstratlve declslons, FElYA presents each categorical 
assistance program as a separate program element in its budget 
submission. As long as this occurs, both FEYA and the States 
are accountable for expendlny budgeted funds for each program 
and are generally constrained from transferring funds amonq 
budqeted programs. Also, certain differences in leglslatlve 
and administrative requirements as well as administrative 
management structures among some of the prourams serve as 
obstacles that must oe overcome to achieve consolidation. 

Because the CCA concept represented a markea departure 
from the normal process used to administer categorical assis- 
tance, certain transition problems were experienced by FE:IA's 
headquarters and reqional offices in interpreting the rew 
arrangement. FEfirA successfully resolved most of these manage- 
ment problems for the fiscal year 1982 round of pnlot CCAs, 
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which applied to 14 States. Yet, the 1982 CCAs also curtailed 
the flexlbillty avallable to the States. Cspeclally when com- 
pared to the 1981 Arizona and North Carolina CCAs, the 1982 
CCA can no longer be characterized as a grant consolldatlon 
initlatlve. Qather, it has become essentially a vehicle to 
slmpllfy ard standardize the admlnlstratlon of separate cate- 
gorical programs. 

Leglslatlve and administrative constrarnts 
on FEMA itself limit State discretion 

The effectiveness of an admlnlstratlve consolidation like 
the CCA ls, In large part, a function oi the degree to which 
the agency 1s restrlcted by constraints on its flexlblllty. 
In this regard, FEMA faces certain legislative constraints and 
has adopted admlnlstratlve policies which limit Its own flexl- 
blllty and, by extension, the flexibility it can delegate to 
the States to shift resources among Its categorical programs. 
FEYA's fiscal year 1982 CCA guidance spelled out the speclflc 
llmltatlons on its flexlblllty imposed by both approprlatlons 
laws as well as several specific statutes authorizing its pro- 
grams. FEMA also interprets provisions of two OMB Government- 
wide assistance management circulars as restricting the repro- 
grammlng of funds or resources among Its categorical programs. 

The legislative constraints that largely inhlblt the 
flexible use of resources among FEMA programs arlse from the 
way that the Congress In its authorlzlng statutes, as well as 
FEMA Itself, defines the program structure for budget presen- 
tation purposes. Accordingly, each of the 15 planning and 
preparedness programs has been presented by FEMA as a separate 
program element with speclflc funding levels earmarked for 
each element. 

In some cases, It 1s apparent from authorizing leglsla- 
tion that the Congress expects FEMA to establish a separate 
discrete assistance program to accomplish a speclflc purpose. 
In the case of one of the 15 programs-- Earthquake Preparedness 
Planning-- the Congress directed FEMA to operate a specific 
program for earthquake planning and preparedness and, furtner, 
establlshed statutory restrictions against reprogramming funds 
between program categories. Although the authorlzlnq statutes 
for most of the other programs do not clearly register a 
conqresslonal preference tar a separately funded program, the 
provision of separate program-specific fundinq celllnqs and 
distrlbutlon formulas In the statutes authorlzlng several PEMA 
programs could lndlcate that the Congress did not contemolate 
funding these programs on a consolidated basis. For example, 
the EMA, DPIG, fire service training, and earthquake hazards 
preparedness programs all have separate national celllnqs on 
expenditures that could be exceeded if States were allowed to 
transfer other funds lnt@ these programs. For some programs, 
such as EMA, DPIG, and Emergency Operating Centers, separate 
statutory formulas must be used by FCYA for dlstrlbutlng fund5 
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to the States. Adminlstrat LV~ consolludtlon of funcilng for 
these programs could undermine the Intent of these lndlvldual 
statutory program formulas ii State transfers of funds leaa 
them to exceed or fall snort of their allocations for these 
programs. 

In other cases, it appears that I'CMA itself or its prede- 
cessor agencies established assistance programs admlnlstra- 
tlvely that were not required by statute to be conducted as 
discrete funding programs. The NCP, Shelter Survey, State 
Radiological Defense Officer, and Equipment Maintenance and 
Calibration programs appear to be amenable to consolldatlon 
aamlnlstratlvely without statutory change. 

Regardless of the origins of these programs, once they 
are presented In the budget and funded separately, each pro- 
gram must then be operated separately, with discrete funding, 
by both FEMA and the States due to several constraints estab- 
lished througn the appropriations process. 

First, funds appropriated for one program may not be 
transferred to activities incorporated in a separate dppropri- ,J 
at ion account. This is premised on a principle of approprla- 
tion law (31 USC 1301) wnlch states that appropriated sums / 
shall be spent solely on the ob-jects In each appropriation 
account. On the basis of tnis principle, we have frequently 
ruled that funds from one appropriation may not be transferred 
to augment another appropriation. The 15 FEMA categorical 
programs were presented in three separate appropriations 
accounts for fiscal year 1983 as follows: 

--State and Local Assistance (Account No. 58-0101-0-1- 
999) (10 programs). 

--Emergency Planning and Assistance (Account No. 58-0102 
O-l-999) (three programs). 

--Disaster Kelief (Account No. 11-0039-O-l-453) (two pro- 
grams). 

Thus, for example, because the DPIG and EMA programs are pre- 
sented in separate appropriation accounts, neither FEMA nor 
the States may transfer funds between EMA and DPIG. 

Secondly, programs listed separately within the same ac- 
count are sub]ect to reprogramming restrictions placed on FEMA 
by the Senate and House Appropriations Committees. Specifi- 
cally, the douse Appropriations Committee has directed FEMA to 
obtain approval for any reprogramming of funds amony program 
elements that exceeds $500,000. The Senate Appropriations 
Committee requlres notification for any reprogramming that 
exceeds tne lesser ot $250,000, or 10 percent oi the appro- 
priation. Because eacn categorical program is listea as a 
program element, States that reprogrammed funds among relatea 
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categorlcal programs could trigger a reprogramming action 
exceeding the establlshed threshhold. 

Frnally, FEMA has interpreted certpln OMB Government-wide 
assistance management pollcles as precluding grantee repro- 
grammlng. Although legislative constraints appear to be blnd- 
ing, It 1s questlonable whether any restrlctlons imposed by 
these OMB policies necessarily generate the same types of con- 
stralnts. In this regard, FEMA cites Attachment K of OMB Clr- 
cular A-102 (Uniform Admlnlstratlve Requirements For Giants- 
In-ald To State and Local Governments) which authorizes agen- 
cies to restrict fund transfers among programs when the cumu- 
lative amount of such transfers exceed 5 percent of the total 
budget. Yet, the provlslon 1s permlsslve In that tne agency 
is given the option to impose the reprogramming restriction. 

FEMA also cites OMB Circuiar A-87 (Cost Principles for 
State and Local Governments), whrch it has Incorporated in its 
regulations, as a barrier preventing consolldatlon of funds 
among programs. Specrflcally, grantees are required to ailo- 
cate costs among oblectlves or programs based on the benefit 
recerved by each program. Further, costs beneflttlng one pro- 
gram should not be shifted to another program or ob]ectlve. 

These cost prlnclpler, however, need not prevent admlnl- 
stratlve consolldatron. First, grantees are not to inappro- 
printeiy transfer costs incurred under one program to another 
program when the second, or recelvlng program, does not oene- 
fit from these costs. If the costs Incurred under the orl- 
ginal program, however, benefit another program, then these 
costs should be allocated to the second, or recclvlng pro- 
gram. Thus, for example, If an NCP planner is used part-time 
to benefit the State Assistance Program (SAP) for flood mlti- 
gatlon, the planner's costs must be allocated to the SAP 
program in proportion to the benefit received by SAP, rather 
than to the original NCP program. 

Second, the cost prlnclples only address the allocatlon 
of costs among programs, not the reprogrammlng of funds among 
programs to pay for these costs. Reprogramming of funds among 
programs may, in fact, be necessary to ensure that the recelv- 
ing program can fully pay for the costs charged to it by other 
programs or cost centers. The reprogrammlnq of funds or rev- 
enues among programs to pay for these allocated costs, al- 
though perhaps constrained by the approprlatlons process, 1s 
not affected by the cost principles. 

Flnally, the problem of allocating costs among related 
programs disappears If separate grant programs or awards are 
admlnlstratlvely combined. The OMB offlclal responsrble for 
admlnlsterlng Circular A-87 agreed that the cost prlnclples In 
no way prevent an agency from admrnlstratlvely combrnlng 
grants to a State In one award. 
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Differing admlnlstratlve 
requirements complicate 
consolldatlon efforts 

FEMA planning and preparedness assistance programs have 
differing administrative requirements which are, in many 
cases, based on statutes authorizing these programs. Although 
these differences do not speclflcally prevent the consollda- 
tion of some program resources, they have complicated the 
development and implementation of the CCAs by sometimes re- 
quiring additional reporting and rules over and above the 
standardized CCA guidance. At one point in the negotiation of 
Arizona's 1981 CCA, for example, a FEMA legal official argued 
that the EMA Program, which comprised the largest source of 
FEMA funding for Arizona, should be excluded from the CCA due 
to "insurmountable legal problems" lnvolvlng the program's 
special matching, accountablllty, and merit systems requlre- 
ments. Although this program was ultimately incorporated in 
Arizona's agreement, special recordkeeping and application 
lnstructlons were applied. 

First, matching rates vary among FEMA's planning and 
preparedness programs. Of the 12 programs we examined during 
fiscal year 1982, 5 had leglslatlvely based 50-percent match- 
ing requirements; one had an admlnlstratlvely formulated 
25-percent non-Federal match, while the 6 others required no 
non-Federal match. Differing match rates complicate program 
integration and consolldatlon due to FEMA's need to ensure 
that the required match is met by the State. FEMA needs 
assurances through maintenance of separate audit trails that, 
when funds are combined, the State does not escape its match- 
ing obligation by substltutlng Federal resources for its own 
funds. 

Secondly, as tradltlonally interpreted by FEMA, the EMA 
Program did not require products or oblectlves to be achieved 
by recipients, thereby making it incompatible with the 
results-oriented accountablllty applied to the other pro- 
grams. FEMA's legal staff has also referred to the EMA 
Program's merit system requirement as another factor which 
could inhibit flexible use of personnel from other programs 
where merit hlrlng practices are not required. In recognition 
of this, the 1982 CCA modlfled State flexibility to use per- 
sonnel interchangeably among programs by noting that non-merit 
system personnel from other programs may not be used on FEMA 
programs with the merit system requirement. 

Different fiscal year carryover provisions among the pro- 
grams could also complicate FEMA and State accounting for pro- 
gram funds under a consolidated arrangement. Of 12 programs 
we examined, 8 required States to expend funds in the fiscal 
year in which they were appropriated while 4 allowed States to 
carry over unspent funds for expenditure In the following 
fiscal year. A FEMA official lndlcated that the principal 

55 



rationale for these differences lies in the flnanclal manage- 
ment pollcles established by each program's predecessor 
agency. 

FEMA programs also differ In their methods of funding 
allocation. Several programs are prolect grants involving 
mayor construction which FEMA interprets as requiring separate 
appllcatlon forms and approval processes. Accordingly, the 
Emergency Operating Centers and Supporting Materials programs 
were not included in either the 1981 or 1982 CCAs. While two 
of these prolect grants are awarded on a discretionary basis 
by FEMA, a variety of methods as specified below are still 
used to allocate funds among the States for the remaining 10 
programs, even though nearly all are covered under the 1982 
CCAs: 

--Statutory fixed sum: Disaster Preparedness Improve- 
ment Grant ($25,000 to each State). 

--Formula: Emergency Management Assistance, Maintenance 
and Services, State Assistance Program. 

--Discretionary based on workload and costs: Maintenance 
and Calibration, Radiological Defense Officers, Nuclear 
Civil Protection, Academy Planning Assistance. 

--Discretionary first and second year, formula third 
year. National F;re Incidence Reporting System. 

--Formula to FEMA regions, dlscretlonary from regions to 
the States: Training and Education. 

Finally, substantial differences exist in the management 
direction and control relationships between FEMA headquarters 
and its regional offices. For the 12 assistance programs, we 
assessed the degree of authority delegated during fiscal year 
1982 to FEMA's regional offices for key phases of program 
approval and flnanclal management. The table below displays 
conslderabie varlablllty among the 12 programs. 

Assistance Action 

Final approval of 
State applications 

Headquarters Regional 

4 8 

Withholding funds for 
State nonperformance 5 7 

Reprogram unused funds 
from one State to 
another 4 
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Management of the 1982 CCAs a------ 
was improved, but State -a- 
flexlblllty_was more clrcumscrlbed - 

Whenever an agency, especially a newly reorganized agency 
such as FEMA, undertakes a slgnlflcant management innovation, 
a degree of internal conflict and confusion can be expected In 
implementing a new approach. In that the 1981 CCA experiment 
represented a marked departure from FEMA's tradltlonal assls- 
tance management approach, it is not surprlslng that confusion 
and conflict occurred in lmplementlng the pilot consolldatlon 
experiment in the first year. 

Although this climate did not seem to reduce the flexi- 
blllty enJoyed by Arizona and North Carolina, it did lead to 
lnconslstent declslons on flexlblllty in the use of funds for 
the other three States. Virginia, for example, was given no 
additional flexlblllty due to Region III's interpretation of 
the guidance. Further, FEMA headquarters disapproved 
Vlrglnla's request to transfer $10,000 in excess NCP funds to 
the Maintenance and Calibration Program to avoid a staffing 
reduction, even though the money in question was well within 
the 5-percent leeway contained In the general provisions of 
the CCA guidance. South Carolina made a similar reprogramming 
request which was lnitlally relected by Region IV but subse- 
quently approved by headquarters. Kansas' request to repro- 
gram funds was lnltlally approved by the regional office but 
then questloned by regional officials following the reserva- 
tions expressed at a June CCA conference. Although the Kansas 
action was ultimately approved, a FEMA Region VII official 
told us that the uncertainty arising from the absence of clear 
headquarters guidance could have been resolved had a confer- 
ence been held prior to the lnltiatlon of the 1981 experiment. 

The management of the 1982 CCAs demonstrated a marked 
improvement over the 1981 process which helped FEMA to more 
smoothly extend the pilot CCA concept to nine addltlonal 
States. The 1982 agreements themselves were more comprehen- 
slve in program coverage than their 1981 predecessors and made 
slgnlflcant advances in standardizing and slmpllfylng admlnl- 
strative requirements as well. The degree of flexlblllty pro- 
vlded to the States for transferring categorical program re- 
sources, however, fell slgnlflcantly short of the 1981 Arizona 
and North Carolina agreements. 

First, the management of the CCA process at the head- 
quarters level improved considerably. Most of the malor prob- 
lems in guidance and lmplementatlon were successfully handled 
by FEMA in 1982. Unlike 1981, a specific legal memorandum was 
prepared for the 1982 program setting forth the explicit con- 
straints on State flexlblllty arising from FEMA's interpreta- 
tion of Its authorizing and appropriation statutes as tie11 as 
certain Government-wide assistance management policies. In 
setting forth the constraints, the memorandum also listed 
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those programs between which States could transfer funds or 
personnel. On the basis of this memorandum, the 1982 CCAs 
incorporated an explicit provision enabling the 14 pllot 
States to reprogram up to 10 percent of the funds budgeted for 
4 of the programs covered in the agreement. 

The 1982 guidance also clarified the ground rules for 
crossutlllzation. States were allowed to use personnel inter- 
changeably among the four programs if their time was charged 
to the programs they benefited. This policy fully reflected 
OPlB Circular A-87 guidance setting forth Governmerlt-wlile cusL 
principles for Federal assistance programs. 

Although FEMA regions still have final approval authority 
for the CCAs, FEMA headquarters monitoring has been enhanced. 
This should forestall some of the confusion and inconsisten- 
cies experienced in 1981. The headquarters CCA coordinator 
now has a staff of four who devote part of their time to work- 
ing with and monitoring regional actions on tne CCAs. Fur- 
ther, a tracking system has been established which documents 
progress made by the regions in approving CCA appllcatlons and 
obligating funds. This system also provides for distribution 
of each State's signed agreement to the various headquarters 
program offices, thereby increasing the potential for improved 
CCA oversight and better coordlnatlon of FEMA's programs. 

Finally, unlike 1981, a natlonal CCA conference was con- 
vened by FEMA in August 1981, prior to the initiation of the 
1982 agreements. Although some regional officials complained 
that the 1982 guidance was still sent to them too close to the 
beglnnlnq of the new fiscal year, the conference served a use- 
ful purpose by brlnqlng together FEMA regional, headquarters, 
and State officials to discuss the 1982 guidance prior to Its 
finalization. 

The 1982 CCA guidance Itself represented an improvement 
over 1981 both in program coverage as well as in simplifying 
and standardizing assistance management requirements. First, 
7 of the 14 planning and preparedness proqrams were covered as 
part of the standard package, compared to 3 under the 1981 
CCAs. Fourteen States were selected to receive the pilot CCA 
that enabled them to reprogram up to 10 percent of funds for 4 
of the 7 covered programs. 

The other 36 non-pilot States were offered the opportun- 
ity to participate in a basic CCA, whereby they could apply 
for and negotiate with FEMA on all 7 of the programs on a com- 
Dined, package basis. Although these States could not repro- 
gram funds, they could nevertheless receive the other benefits 
of the CCA arlslng from the simplified and standardized admln- 
istrative procedures instituted in the 1982 version. For 
example, one letter of credit and one quarterly report would 
generally be used for all seven covered programs. The stand- 
ardized letter of credit procedure alone should streamline 
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financial management in comparison to 1981 when, in our analy- 
sis of 10 I’EM4. programs, the reimbursement method was used by 
3 programs, advance payment by 5, and letter of credit by only 
2. 

Similarly, standard rules were issued for the transfer of 
funds among oblect class expenditure categories within each 
program. For four of the seven covered programs, unllmlted 
transfer could occur without FEMA’s prior approval. Before 
1982, 7 of 11 FEPA programs required prior approval for obgect 
class changes exceeding 5 percent of project funds. 

By extending the advantages of the CCA to a greater num- 
ber of States, FEMA felt it had to, as a consequence, reduce 
the flexlblllty that could be enJoyed by each State Involved. 
Although 14 States were included In the pilot CCA, their re- 
programming authority was restracted to 10 percent of the 
funds among 4 programs. FEMA did not feel it could extend 
State reprogramming dlscretlon further, such as was done wLth 
Arzzona in 1981, due to the danger that the aggregate fund 
transfers of the larger number of States involved could exceed 
the $250r000 reprogramming authority. 

Similarly, although States could interchange personnel 
among the 1982 covered programs, they had to charge personnel 
salaries proportionately among each program on the basis of 
the benefits received by the programs. In 1981, FEMA author- 
ized North Carolina to crossutilize Its staff among programs 
without charging each program based on benefits received. 
Because personnel time was charged to the original program 
irrespective of how they were actually used, financial reports 
or billings to FEMA were not accurately accounting for the 
expenditure of funds among the separately budgeted categorical 
programs. Although this practice was approved on a pilot 
basis for North Carolina in 1981, Its widespread adoption by 
all States could seriously inhibit the ability of FEMA to 
accurately account to the Congress for the actual use of 
appropriated funds by program. 

State officials we talked to seemed optimistic about the 
1982 CCAs. Although our detailed fieldwork was completed 
prior to the signing of the 1982 agreements, preliminary dis- 
cusslons with several State offlclals indicated that the three 
States not recelvlng signlflcant benefits from the 1981 pilot 
CCAs were more satlsfled with the 1982 version. One Virginia 
offlclal said the State expected to realize slgnlflcant bene- 
fits from consolidated flnanclal reportrng and the single 
letter of credit. Also, the 10 percent reprogramming flexl- 
billty represented a srgnlflcant improvement for this State 
over the 1981 experience where It was not given any fundlng 
flexibility. 

South Carolina offlclals were also optlmlstlc about the 
1982 agreement. They told us that I? 1981 the reporting 
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requirements did not change because FEMA Regian IV program 
officials were not involved in negotiating the agreement and 
continued to expect the same types of reports as before. In 
1982, however, the State expected that the involvement of 
these regional program officials In the early stages of CCA 
negotlatlons would produce more consistent FEMA regional 
lmplementatlon of the CCA. 

Arizona's State Emergency Services Director, on the other 
hand, noted that the 1982 CCA is more restrictive for his 
State than in 1981. While the 1981 CCA gave Arizona substan- 
tial flexibility to transfer funds or personnel among pro- 
grams, the 1982 agreement llmlted the State's flexlblllty to 
10 percent 0 f the funds among four programs. 

For fiscal year 1983, FEMA expanded the CCA coverage to 
10 of the 14 planning and preparedness programs and applied 
the rules and restrictions of the CCA uniformly to all 
States. With regard to the flexible use of resources by the 
States, FEMA has terminated the States' authority to reprogram 
funds among selected FEMA programs--a practice that was 
allowed for pllot States in fiscal year 1982--and has llmlted 
the abL.l;ty of the States to transfer funds among oblect class 
cost categories wlthin each program. 

On the other hand, FEMA has added a provision which could 
further encourage the crossutillzation of personnel among 
covered programs. As was done In the fiscal year 1982 CCAs, 
FEMA authorized States to crossutllize personnel among covered 
programs as long as this does not detract from achlevlng the 
programs' ob]ectives. Unlike FY 1982, however, the States may 
use personnel outsnde of their original program but are not 
required to charge their salaries to the program actually 
receiving the benefits of their time. 

As will be further discussed in chapter 4, this reflects 
the manner in which most States actually account for cross- 
ut:llzation under the categorical system. Because States need 
not engage in transfers of funds to reflect this crossutili- 
zatlon of personnel, FEMA's 1iscal year 1983 CCA accounting 
policy may encourage, or at least ratify, the interprogram 
sharing of staff resources wlthin the States. At the same 
time, however, this policy will likely produce fiscal reports 
on States' expenditures of Federal funds that do not reflect 
the actual use of resources by FEMA program and, thereby, 
raises questiofls on whether fiscal accountability is being 
actileved. 
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CHAPTER 4 

A CONSOLIDATED ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

CAN BE DESIGNED TO PROMOTE ACCOUNTABILITY 

FOR NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 

As portrayed In the previous chapters, FEMA's categorical 
approach to emergency planning and preparedness promotes a 
fragmented Federal-State emergency management effort. The 
CCAs brought about some improvements in the pilot States' pro- 
grams but could not fully overcome the effects of fragmen- 
tation and indlvldual constraints associated with narrowly 
defined, yet closely related, programs. 

More importantly, FEMA's funding approach produces 
neither the fiscal nor program accountability normally asso- 
ciated with the categorical assistance structure. In fact, 
the separate funding of closely related programs discourages 
accurate State accounting and reporting of the actual use of 
Federal funds among these programs, thereby casting doubt on 
the adequacy of FEMA's fiscal accountability to the Congress 
for the expenditure of appropriated funds. States generally 
allocated personnel costs to the program they were originally 
assigned to regardless of their actual use. As a result, the 
extensive crossutilization of resources among FEMA programs 
reported in chapter 2-- even in the 52 percent of cases that 
were authorized by FEMA-- was not reflected in State accounting 
systems or reports to FEMA. Thus, the categorical system 
itself, defended by some Federal officials as a way to better 
direct and track the use of Federal funds, 1s ironically 
largely responsible for this fiscal accountability problem 
because States do not have the flexlblllty to reprogram funds 
among closely related programs to reflect the actual use of 
these programs' resources. 

In our opinion, fiscal accountability could actually be 
enhanced by a consolidated assistance program. Because the 
boundaries of a consolidated program would incorporate the 
objectives and activities of the previously separate programs, 
fiscal accountability could be dlrected at the program as a 
whole, and States would have more incentive to accurately re- 
port the actual use of federally funded resources and better 
reflect the management and resource allocation decisions 
States made in accomplishing FEMA specified objectives. 

Most importantly, a consolidated program could be de- 
signed that holds States accountable for achlevlng Federal 
ob?ectives and specified scopes of work but with greater man- 
agement flexibility in achieving the results desired by the 
Federal Government. In any event, FEMA needs to improve its 
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assistance oversight process under the existing or a consoli- 
dated ass&stance framework. SpecifIcally, the quantity and 
quality of regional monitoring and audits of its planning and 
preparedness programs are far below levels that FEMA reglonal 
off~.cl.als belleve to be necessary to adequately oversee and 
evaluate State performance. Most importaptly, FEMA has been 
reluctant to penallxe States that fazl to achwve program 
oblectwes, thereby raising questions about the credibility of 
its sanctions. 

FEMA’s pxlot consolidation effort demonstrated that these 
same management deficiencies constrain FEMA's ability to hold 
States accountable under a consolidated program as well. The 
record of this pliot effort further reveals that the iiftlng 
of categorlcal constraints may encourage more State diversion 
of resources from poiltlcally unpopular Federal oblectives. 
A move to a consoildated program that retains federaily specs- 
fled ob]ectlves makes it more lnperative for FEEnA to 
strengthen its oversight practices and lnstltute a realistic 
sanction system to assure State lmpiementatlon of its obJec-- 
tives. 

ACCURATE FISCAL ACCOUNTABILITY 
IS DISCmmBY FEMA'S CATE- 
GORICAL ASSISTANCE SYSTEM ---- 

States frequently do rot allocate costs among FEMA's 
assistance programs on the basis o f the benefits received by 
these programs. 9ccordlnqiyr the States' reports submnltted to 
FEMA and in turn FEYA's reports to the Congress on the use of 
funds do not accurately reflect the actual costs Incurred In 
lmpiementlng each categorical program. 

Although FEMA regions do not devote significant oversight 
attention to revlewlng State financial bllllngs and reports, 
we belleve that basic features of FEMA's categorical system-- 
i.e., reprcgrammlng restrlctlons and the overlapping nature of 
the programs tnemselves--discourage both thz States and FEMA 
from accurately repor-tlng and overseeing fiscal accounCabll- 
1ty. A consolidated assistance Frogram could, if properly de- 
slgned an< managed by FEMAp ellmlnate these impediments and 
produce a more accurate representation of the coats IncblLcred 
to achieve Federal obyectlves. 

The existing assistance system 
does no,t provide an accurate 
picture of resource utilization 

If FEMA 1s to accurately account for the expenditure of 
appropriated funds to the Congress, it 1s necessary for 
States, in turn, to accurately account for the expenditure of 
funds for each program Itemized In FEMA's budget account 
structure. OMB Circular A-87, which sets forth prinrlples to 
bc used in determInIng allowable costs amonq Federal progYans, 

62 



provides for the allocation of State or local costs to spe- 
cl flc programs on the basis of the benefits actually received 
by the various grant programs. FEMA’s guidance incorporates 
this principle, and In f lscal year 1982 the agency speclfi- 
tally required States to allocate the costs of personnel used 
Interchangeably among the grant programs on the basis of the 
actual time spent working on those programs. This basic cost 
accounting approach would enable FEMA and the Congress to 
ascertaln how much 1s actually spent to achieve lndlvldual 
program ob]ectlves and assure that FEMA’s expenditure report- 
ing to the Congress for each program accurately reflects the 
actual costs incurred to Implement each program. 

Yet, States are generally not abiding by this principle 
in their cost accounting or fiscal reporting for FEMA’s cate- 
gorical assistance programs, thereby casting doubt on the 
ability of FEMA to accurately account for the expenditure of 
appropriated funds to the Congress. Speclflcally, 11 of the 
12 States we visited did not allocate the costs of personnel 
or equipment among programs to reflect their actual use. 
Rather, these States charged the costs of personnel working on 
more than one grant program to the original program they were 
assigned to. Accordingly, financial reports as well as pro- 
gram progress reports submitted to FEMA usually did not re- 
flect the crossutilization of personnel among the various 
programs. For example, in California, a graphic artist hired 
and paid for by the NCP Program works on other programs but 
nevertheless charges all of his time to the NCP Program. 
Although his time sheets appear to reflect the actual dlstrl- 
butlon of his services, these time sheets are not sent to the 
State agency’s payroll office and, thus, are not linked to the 
charges made to the Federal program by the State agency. 

FEMA regional officials were aware of this fiscal ac- 
countability problem but were generally not concerned, Offi- 
cials in the Inspector General’s Office told us that audits 
done by the prior Defense Civil Preparedness Agency found 
similar problems In States’ expenditure reporting but that no 
action was taken on the findings. Program officials in five 
of the six FEMA regional offices were either not concerned 
about this problem or felt that it was virtually impossible to 
review and verify the accuracy of State accounting due to the 
close lnterrelationshlp among the programs, A Region V con-- 
tracting officer, for example, dxd not disagree with our 
analysis that State charges to categorical programs do not 
reflect actual State activities. However, he said that what 
the region did not know of, or had no evidence of, was not a 
problem. 

Regional offlclals took a pragmatic view of State ac- 
countability and were sometimes willing to overlook apparent 
noncompliance with FEMA categorical funding constraints when 
they interfered with getting the lob done. A Region X con- 
tractlng officer, for example, told us that categorical 
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rc~triutiono do little to a~aure that staff are used a~ in- 
ton&d . Ha dSburnl?s that Stilto staffs work together on plans 
tundcd by diftarent programs and views detailed FEMA review of 
Stata expenditures as a waste of time, Similarly, a Region V 
ofLic~~3’1 agreed that while Wisconsinls use of an NCP-funded 
secretary for non-NCP activities was technically not allowed, 
he drd not believe FEMA should question the State’s practice 
as long as the lob qets done, 

Some regional officials felt that It 1s virtually lmpos- 
sable for FEMA to review and verify the States' use of and 
accounting for personnel funded under various categorical pro- 
grams. A Region X official believed there 1s no way to track 
State crossutillzatlon of personnel among programs, and there- 
fore attempts to prevent interchangeable use of resources 1s 
an exercise in futlllty. A Region IX contracting officer also 
believed that it is impossible to know how States are actually 
using personnel among related programs. 

Some officials In two regions, on the other hand, were 
unacRare that State charges to programs did not reflect actual 
State activitres. A Region III official stated that if this 
were true, FEMA has only the facade of resource accountabil- 
1ty. The Deputy Dlrector of the Region IV Plans and Prepared- 
ness Dlvislon told us that accountability under the categorl- 
cal system 1s not dlfflcult to maintain because expenditures 
are reported separately for each program. Yet, in Georgia, a 
State In th;s region, we found 13 cases of crossutlllzatlon, 9 
of tiblch appeared inconsistent with FEMA's requirements. (See 
ch. 3 for a dlscusslon of some of these cases.) Most impor- 
tantly, State officials told us that crossutilization gener- 
ally is not reported to FEMA. Its charges to FEMA programs 
thus do not reflect the actual use of personnel among the 
programs. 

Basic features of FEMA's categor- 
ical assistance system discourage 
effective fiscal accountablllty 

The breach In fiscal accountablllty for FEMA assistance 
programs is largely attributable to the nature of the categor- 
lcal system Itself. Specifically, States that accurately 
charge personnel costs to programs other than the ones they 
were orlqlnally budgeted for would risk creating funding defl- 
clts and surpluses among these programs. This funding imbal- 
ance cannot be resolved by the States because FEMA generally 
prohlblts them from reprogrammlng funds among grant proqrams. 
Also, the complexity and overlapping nature of the FEMA cate- 
gorical structure makes it difficult for States to properly 
allocate costs among overlapping programs. 

As we reported in chapters 2 and 3, the fragmented nature 
of FCMA's categorical program structure requlres States to 
crossutilize or integrate staffs from several orograms to 
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achisve FEMA's obyectlves and promote effective, coordinated 
management of Federal funds. Recognizing the interrelated 
nature of these program, FEMA itself sometimes provides for 
crossutilization in its program guidance. Yet, partially 
because each categorical program is treated separately in the 
budget and appropriation process, congressional constraints 
generally prevent FEMA, and by extension the States, from 
reprogramming funds or transferring resources among these 
separate categorical programs. 

These funding restrictions, in turn, discourage accurate 
State accounting and reporting of resource utilization among 
these programs. If a State uses a person originally assigned 
and budgeted for one program to work on a second program, it 
would most likely not be able to charge this person’s costs to 
the second program without exceeding that program’s separate 
budget allocation. Further, if this person’s time were 
charged to the second program, his original program could ac- 
crue a surplus that would have to be returned to FEMA. The 
following hypothetical example illustrates this point in the 
context of two FEMA programs, both receiving an allocation 
from FEMA of $100,000: 

Program A Program B 

$100,000 $100,000 

Original Budqet (4 People) 

Actual full-time equivalent staff 
years devoted to each program 3 5 

(4 People) 

Surplus or (Deficit) created by 
charging programs based on 
actual distribution of staff time $ 25,000 ($ 25,000) 

In the above example, the State could charge personnel 
costs to these programs on the basis of actual work done only 
if it could reprogram the $25,000 surplus from program A to 
program B. Because FEMA’s rules prohibit State reprogramming 
of funds, however, the State is faced with the dilemma of 
either not crossutilizing personnel or simply not reporting or 
accounting for the crossutilization that does occur. 

The complexity and overlapping nature of the categorical 
system also hinders accurate accounting for Federal funds by 
the States. In chapter 2, we reported that certain dlstlnc- 
tions between the EMA and Maintenance and Services programs 
were so vague that several States and one FEMA region had 
difficulty determining which program to assign equipment costs 
to. A Wisconsin official told us that allocating mileage, 
xeroxing, and supply costs among the various programs is dif- 
ficult and burdensome. In another case, a Region X official 
told us that since both the EMA and DPIG programs fund State 
staff to carry out general planning activities, any attempt to 
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ensure that the funde ate not used interchangeably is an exer- 
cise in futllzty. 

Fnnally, even if States accurately charged their costs, 
the fragmented nature of FEMA's categorical program structure 
nevertheless would prevent the agency from presenting a com- 
plete accounting linking the expenditure of funds with the 
achievement of ob]ectlves. Because several separate programs 
must be engaged to achieve a broad FEMA ob]ectlve, e.g., de- 
velopment of nuclear attack crisis relocation plans, the ex- 
pendlture lnformatlon for each program does not present a 
comprehensive picture of the costs of achlevlng that broader 
ob]ectlve. 

The EMA program-- FEMA’s largest planning and preparedness 
program--funds State and local clvll defense staffs to perform 
any civil defense activity that is needed to support Federal, 
State, or local ob]ectlves. Yet, since the Federal Government 
only provides 50 percent of the funding for these staffs as 
opposed to 100 percent for many of its more narrow programs, 
FEMA officials indicate that these EMA staffs must charge 
their costs to the EMA program even when they are working to 
support the higher federally matched programs. Thus, the 
expenditures reported for these narrower programs are not com- 
plete because they do not reflec t the services provided by EMA 
staffs. For example, the funds reported by FEMA for the Civil 
Preparedness Training and Education Program do not reflect 
administrative support provided by State EMA staffs for this 
program. Such support is necessary because the Training and 
Cducatlon Program does not fully fund States to admlnlster the 
training effort. 

In another case, FEMA’s fiscal year 1983 budget presenta- 
tion for the lOO-percent funded Radiological Defense Officer 
Program requests a $7 million increase for the program to 
develop a radiological defense system in all States. Yet, the 
Justlflcatlon does not take note of the fact that some States 
have already used their EMA funds to hire radlologlcal defense 
officers. These EMA expenditures are not included in the 
agency's expenditure reports or requests for funds for this 
separate program. 

Fiscal accountability-under a -- -111- 
consolidated assistance program ---- 

A consolidated assistance program, conslstlng of some or 
all of FEMA’s categorical planning and preparedness programs, 
could potentially assure better and more accurate fiscal ac- 
countability for the expenditure of Federal funds. We be1 ieve 
that if a consolidated program were created which allowed 
States to more freely transfer funds among ob]ectlves as long 
as the ob-Jectlves were achieved, the States would no longer be 
discouraged from accounting for and reporting crossutilization 
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of staff among ob]ectlves. Further, consolldatlon could ultl- 
mately enhance FEMA's ability to accurately report to the 
Congress the actual expenditures associated with achieving 
each oblectlve. In order to realize the benefits however, 
FEMA would have to design and manage the program so that State 
accounting systems can report expenditures by Federal ob]ec- 
tives. 

The 1981 CCA experience In Arizona shows, however, that 
FEMAls oversight and the State's accounting system perpetuated 
the weaknesses of the categor&cal system and did not enable a 
more accurate accounting of the use of the funds ln the fxrst 
year. The Region IX contractlng speclallst, for example, told 
us that It was dlfklcult for FEMA to discern how Arizona was 
using the funds to support those programs 1.n the CCA. She 
stated that Arizona was not providing reports or expenditures 
for each program area that would permit the region to ascer- 
tain the extent to which funds were reprogrammed and staff 
crossutilized among the programs. She also believed that it 
was really impossible for FEMA to know how State staff were 
being used under categorical grants as well. 

On the basis of our analysis, it appears that Arizona was 
allocating costs among programs like most of the other States 
In our review. The timecards showing the distribution of 
staff among specific objectives were apparently not used as a 
basis for allocating costs among the various FEMA programs. 
For example, although the timecards for several NCP planners 
lndlcated the time they spent on non-NCP obJectives, their 
total salary costs were nevertheless charged to NCP. 

Since Arizona's 1981 CCA allowed the State substantial 
flexibility in using funds from various programs to achieve 
FEMA's oblectlves, It could be argued that the State was under 
no obligation to specify how much was spent for each ob]ec- 
tive. Nevertheless, it would seem appropriate for FEMA to 
ascertain how Federal funds were spent by the State in achiev- 
ing these oblectlves, even though the State has conslderable 
flexibility in allocating its funds. In this way, the agency 
would have a basis for assessing the resource levels needed to 
get the lob done. 

MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS LIMIT 
EFFECTIVE OVERSIGHT OF 
PROGRAM RESULTS 

Substantial manaqement problems exist in FEMA's oversight 
of State performance In achieving cateqorlcal assistance pro- 
gram oblectlves. FEMA officials told us that staff and travel 
shortages as well as inadequate evaluation criteria limit 
FEMA's ability to effectively monitor and evaluate State per- 
formance. FEMA's Inspector General does little auditing of 
FEYA's planning and preparedness programs due to a decision to 
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allocate llmlted auditlng staff resources primar1l.y to the 
disaster relief area. Most Importantly, the agency has been 
reluctanf to take action against States not achieving the 
ObJ@CtlVeS specified 1.n aSslstance agreements, nor has It 
developed a system of lncentlves to reward States that exceed 
mlnlmum Federal standards. As a result, the agency cannot 
fully assure that Pederal objectlves ~~11 be achieved by the 
States. 

A consolidated assistance program would be hampered In 
assuring program accountablllty by these same management prob- 
lems. The experience under the 1981 pilot consolldatlon ex- 
periment suggests that FEMA needs to correct these management 
problems to assure that States will achieve Federal oblectlves 
when they are given more discretion in using Federal re- 
sources. 

FEMA’s oversight of account- 
ability for results undqr 
categorical proqrams 

Of 12 planning and preparedness programs we examined, 9 
place ultimate authority to negotiate assistance agreements 
with FEMA's regional offices. Four of the six offices we 
vlsltedl however, Indicated that they were unable to visit the 
States as often as they should. Furthermore, headquarters 
managers of 10 of the 12 programs believed that staff and 
travel resources were not sufficient to perform adequate site 
visits for program oversight. 

FEMA officials told us that their inability to perform 
adequate site vlslts 1s partially due to staff shortages at 
the regional ievel which occurred when FEMA was established. 
In Reqlon IX, we were told that the regional office of the 
former Defense Clvll Preparedness Agency (DCPA) had a staff 
complement of 74 itself, while FEMA now has only 62 staff to 
handle the work formerly done by DCPA and the other Federal 
agencres merged into FEMA. Similarly, Region X had 72 staff 
members under DCPA when FEMA was formed, but now have only 
50. In Region IX, only two staff members are available to 
monitor the the civil defense assistance programs in four 
States and several Insular Weas. Travel fund limitations 
have -estrlcted the ability of this staff to visit the States 
as weil. One Reqlon IX offlclal told us that States may have 
no lncentlve to do a good Job because of FEMA's Inadequate 
oversight visits. 

In Region III, only two staff members are available to 
cover the six States in that region. On the average, they 
make two vlslts to each State per year, a level that the re- 
glen feels 1s inadequate. Region IV officials told us they 
previously spent 1 month per quarter vlsltlng each State, but 
111 1981 only 1 week per quarter was spent for vlsltsp a level 
they felt was insufflcrent. 
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Several regional officials contrasted FEMA’s current 
overslght with the approach used in the 1970s by DCPA. This 
agency lnltlated an Onslte Assistance Program where lnterdls- 
cipllnary teams of Federal personnel performed extensive field 
visits at the State and local level to ldentlfy deficiencies 
in civil defense programs and develop action plans to resolve 
them, Region X officials felt that an interdisciplinary 
approach to the oversight of all programs was fostered which 
also promoted accountability for Federal obJectives. 

With the termination of this program and the general cur- 
tailment of the agency’s ability to make field visits, one re- 
gional official said that FEMA’s management oversight takes 
place at a distance , primarily through phone contacts and by 
reviewing State reports. Another regional official told us 
that regional staffs are being transformed into contract ad- 
ministrators and paper processors rather than program managers 
and overseers. One staff person in Region IX said that he 
practices management by exception in his oversight of the 
States. If the State raises concerns, the region will get in- 
volved; otherwise State actions are approved. One Region IX 
official said that the low level of oversight provides little 
assurance that States and localities are using Federal funds 
to accomplish the program ob]ectlves FEMA sets forth. 

Staff and travel shortages only partially explain this 
passive FEMA regional oversight presence. Several regions in- 
dicated that their staffs are burdened In responding to other 
pressing FEMA priorities, which detracts from their ability to 
monitor assistance programs. We reported in chapter 2 that 
two FEMA regions devoted up to 80 percent of the time of their 
planning and preparedness staffs on monitoring offsite nuclear 
power plant exercises, which reduced their ability to monitor 
assistance programs. A Region IX official also told us that 
one reason why only two staff are available to monitor FEMA’s 
assistance programs is that other FEMA priorities such as 
offsite nuclear power plant planning and earthquake prepared- 
ness encumber four to five full-time staff in the region. 

In addition to the diminished quantity of oversight pro- 
vided, serious questions exist regarding the quality of FEMA’s 
oversight. First, in some programs, criteria for measuring 
and evaluating State performance are not specific enough to 
permit oversight. Of the 12 national program managers we In- 
tervlewed, 4 told us that they had not developed criteria to 
evaluate the quality of State performance. Of the six regions 
we vlslted, officials in five told us that FEMA’s criteria for 
some or all of the programs were not specific or measurable 
enough to enable the region to assess the work performed by 
the State. The Region IX Director of Planning and Prepared- 
ness stated that the lack of clearly defined oblectives for 
FEMA’s programs was the most difficult problem faced by the 
region. Without this, the region is unable to evaluate State 
performance. A Region V official responsible for the NCP 
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Program told ua that: evaluating the quality of NCP plans was 
difficult because national criteria are not flufffcient to 
permit judgments on the plans produced for different geograph- 
ical areas. One regional official told us that he uses his 
subjective feelings as a basis to assess State progress re- 
ports. 

FEMA programs vary in the degree of specificity of goals 
and evaluation criteria. Under the Maintenance and Calibra- 
tion Program, for example, the number of radiological instru- 
ments to be maintained and retrofitted by each State was spec- 
ified. Yet, other programs do not enable specific evaluation 
criteria to be developed because the objectives of the program 
are either unclear or not defined. In a separate report,’ we 
concluded that the EMA program did not lend itself to measure- 
ment and evaluation because FEMA had not defined national 
objectives for recipients to achieve. 

The lack of adequate technical expertise at the regional 
level was cited as another factor frustrating effective FEMA 
oversight. Of the 12 national programs we polled, managers of 
5 of these programs stated that FEMA lacked the technical 
expertise necessary to evaluate State outputs for those pro- 
grams. For example, although FEMA required the States to hire 
health physicists for the Radiological Defense Officer (RDO) 
Program, only 5 of the agency's 10 regions had health physl- 
cists to oversee the State RDO activities. As a result, head- 
quarters radiological defense officials believe that there are 
few technical people in the region qualified to Judge State 
performance in this area. 

With regard to audits, officials of FEMA's Inspector Gen- 
erai's office told us that very little time is devoted to 
auditing planning and preparedness programs. For example, 
according to FEMA, the office devoted 20 percent of its time 
auditing civil defense programs during fiscal year 1981. 
There are no more than three auditors located at any of FEMA's 
regional offices. Region III, which includes Virginia, West 
Virginia, Delaware, Pennsylvania, and the District of Colum- 
bia, hdb only one auditor to cover all of FEMA's programs for 
the entire region. 

According to Inspector General officials, this limited 
audit coverage has not always been the case. For example, in 
past years, FEMA's predecessor agency, the Defense Civil Pre- 
paredness Agency, conducted audits of at least 500 local 
grantees per year. This agency had 15 professional auditor 
positions for civil defense programs alone. Although FEMA 
currently has 22 full-time equivalent auditor positions, only 

i"The Emergency Management Assistance Program Should Contri- 
bute More Directly To National Civil Defense Ob]ectlves” 
(GAO/GGD-83-5, Nov. 5, 1982). 
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20 percent of their time-- or approximately 4 positions--is 
devoted to civil defense. Because cost recoveries from audits 
of FEMA’s disaster assistance programs are high, the agency 
devotes approximately 45 percent of the time of its audit 
staff to this area. 

In view of these FEMA oversight problems, it is not sur- 
prising that most States indicated that FEMA gave them little 
or no feedback or guidance on their performance or outputs. 
Of the 12 States we visited, program officials in 7 States 
stated that FEMA provided them little or no feedback or evalu- 
ation on the outputs they produced. Minnesota and Wisconsin 
NCP officials told us that they do not even know if FEMA reads 
the reports and plans they prepare because the agency does not 
acknowledge receipt of these products. Two States also ques- 
tioned the ability of FEMA’s staff to review State perform- 
ante. One State said that until FEMA sets long-range goals 
for itself and can speak with one voice to the State, it can 
be of no help. Many States want more technical assistance and 
guidance from FEMA but without additional controls and man- 
dates. 

Thus far, we have shown that the quality and quantity of 
FEMA’s oversight of State performance is inadequate and does 
not enable the agency to ascertain whether or not States are 
achieving Federal objectives. Even if FEMA had reliable in- 
formation on State performance, an effective process for as- 
suring accountability would ultimately require FEMA to take 
action when Its oversight reveals that States are not achlev- 
ing the oblectives of the program. Most of FEMA’s programs 
have sanction provisions which could be invoked to penalize 
State nonperformance, ranging from withholding or recouping 
Federal funds to reducing subsequent year funds to the State. 
Yet, the reluctance of FEMA headquarters and regional offi- 
cials to use these sanctions casts doubt not only on the 
credibility of the sanctions but, ultimately, on the capacity 
of FEMA program management to hold States accountable for 
achieving Federal obJectives. 

Headquarters officials managing each of the 12 programs 
we examined indicated that sanctions were rarely used. In 
fact, in only five of these programs have recipients ever been 
sanctioned for noncompliance. In the case of the NCP programl 
for example, the national program manager told us that nothing 
is done to penalize States that do not prepare the plans they 
agreed to when they accepted the funds. Since the program 
began in 1976, eight States had not produced an NCP plan. 
Yet, these States continued to receive NCP funding during this 
period and should have produced plans in the view of head- 
quarters NCP officials. 

FEMA’s reluctance can be explained somewhat by its depen- 
dence on States who do not always share Federal goals but are 
nevertheless needed to produce and implement these plans. If 
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funds are withheld from States that do not perform, this would 
assure that no NCP planning would be done in those States. 
Retaining a fiscal relationship provides some leverage to 
influence the State's future behavior. One State official 
told us that if FEMA tried to tightly enforce rules concerning 
use of NCP staff, he would recommend that the State no longer 
participate in the NCP Program. Nevertheless, FEMA NCP offi- 
clals feel that the agency now needs to develop a realistic 
approach to sanctions so that States will be put on notice 
that they must achieve Federal oblectlves when they accept 
Federal funds. 

All six FEMA regional offices we visited indicated that 
political conslderatlons or the lack of headquarters support 
prevent them from using sanctions. A Region V official told 
us that headquarters always gives in to pressure from the 
States and amends contracts to reflect the work achieved 
rather than penalize States. This offlclal accordingly did 
not feel that FEMA would force States to adhere to Federal 
standards or ob]ectlves. One State in this region--Minne- 
sota-- told us that there were instances when the authorized 
scope of work was reduced by FEMR, at the State's request, to 
match the work actually completed. 

Some States in our review agreed that FEMA should penal- 
ize them when, wlthout an adequate explanation, they do not 
complete their scope of work. One State told us, however, 
that valid reasons exist for staff diversion and failure to 
achieve ob]ectlves, lncludlng the onset of disasters or the 
need to satisfy the Federal offslte nuclear power plant plan- 
ning mandate. 

Some States further believed that funding incentives 
should be incorporated in FEMA's program to reward exemplary 
State achievements. 

Accountability for program 
results under a consolidated 
program 

A consolidated assistance program could be deslgned and 
managed by FEMA In a manner that could improve the account- 
ability of the States for achieving specific Federal emergency 
management oblectlves. The experience of the pilot consolida- 
tlon indicates that In some cases the lifting of certain cate- 
gorical restrictions promoted more attertion by FEMA and the 
States to achieving program results. Minnesota offlclals, for 
example, told us that they felt more accountable to FEMA for 
achieving Federal ob-jectives because they believe that FEMA's 
overslght would be concentrated more on results achieved 
rather than on assessing State personnel decisions and fiscal 
effort devoted to each program as is generally the case under 
the existing categorical system. 
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Other features of program consolldatlon could also en- 
hance accountablllty for results. A Region V official feels 
that FEMA will have more leverage in assuring State achleve- 
ment of Federal ob]ectzves since not producing in a politi- 
cally unpopular program like NCP would Jeopardize Federal 
funding for other activities in a consolidated program in- 
cluding those that are important to the States. One factor 
limiting FEMA's disposition to impose sanctions under the 
categorical approach is that funding reductions are limited to 
the program where States have not achieved Federal obJectives, 
possibly because they do not view the program as important. 
In some cases, a funding cutoff for a particular program might 
not concern the State as much as it would the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

As discussed in chapters 2 and 3, the ability to repro- 
gram funds among categorical programs can also enhance State 
achievement of Federal oblectlves. In the 1981 experiment, 
Kansas used its flexiblllty under the CCA to reprogram funds, 
which would have been returned to FEMA, from NCP to the radio- 
logical Maintenance and Calibration Program where a shortfall 
of funds occurred. This action enabled the State to avert a 
staff reduction and achieve FEMA's scope of work for this 
program. FEMA Region VII reported that the State generally 
met or exceeded its ob]ectives in all three programs under its 
CCA, including NCP. 

North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia--three other 
States in the 1981 CCA--also generally met Federal ob]ectlves 
for programs included in the CCA. North Carolina's achieve- 
ment IS especially significant because that State was given 
unlimited discretion to transfer personnel among nine FEMA 
programs. 

Arizona's 1981 CCA most closely approximated a true con- 
solldatlon, whereby the State was given full discretion over 
the use of money and personnel and held accountable primarily 
for achieving FEMA's ob]ectlves. The fact that the State did 
not achieve NCP Program objectives, however, illustrates that 
accountability under a consolldatlon is not self-fulfilling 
and can suffer from the same FEMA oversight problems that 
occur under categorical programs. Further, lifting categori- 
cal constraints on the level of effort devoted to each program 
could encourage more State diversion of resources from poll- 
tically unpopular Federal ob]ectives than already occurs under 
the categorical system. Under these circumstances, account- 
ability can be promoted tnrough more intensive Federal over- 
sight of State achievements, whicn would include a system of 
realistic and credible sanctions that the agency is willing to 
impose when State performance is unacceptable. 
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As Indicated above, Arizona experienced signlflcant 
shortfalls in achieving FEMA's NCP ab~ectlves, The final re- 
port by Region XX noted that, while Arlzonals overall perfor- 
mance was excellent, NCP was a ma)or problem area, as demon- 
strated by a "dearth" of NCP work products generated. FEMA’ s 
data lndlcate that the State failed to complete nine In-place 
protection plans, two county host plans, and several other 
planning actlvltles regarding movement of risk area popula- 
tions, as set forth In the scope of work for 1981. 

It appears that the State used its new-found discretion 
to divert personnel away from the NCP area. NCP planners 
funded by FEMA were used during fiscal year 1981 to plan for a 
potential Titan missile accident, developing a satellite com- 
munlcatlons system for the State, and responding to Federal 
off-site nuclear power plant dlrectlves. One State NCP offi- 
cial told us that while the State was funded for 4 NCP staff 
years, only l-1/2 staff years were actually devoted to NCP 
planning. Further, this offxlal told us that because of 
staff turnover, personnel that worked on NCP were inexpert- 
enced, which caused delays. The State Director defended this 
crossutlllzatlon of staff by noting that, while NCP depth of 
knowledge may have been limited, the overall capacity of the 
organlzatlon to respond to emerqencles was strengthened. 

Some of these same problems occurred in Arizona's NCP 
effort in prior years under the categorical system. For ex- 
ample, the State reported, and FEMA approved, slippages in 
achlevlng NCP work ob]ectlves In every quarterly report sub- 
mitted to FEMA in 1979 and 1980. The reasons given included 
diversion of staff to work on off-site nuclear power plant 
planning, turnover In personnel necessitating training of new 
planners, and training performed by NCP staffs. A Region IX 
official agreed that the State's NCP performance began to slip 
prior to the 1981 CCA. 

Yet, it appears that the dlscretlon afforded to the State 
in managing resources under the CCA caused more dlverslon than 
in previous years. One State NCP official told us that he 
used the prior categorlcal constraints to discourage the Dir- 
ector from dlvertlng resources in the past. By removing these 
categorical controls, the CCA enabled the State to divert even 
more NCP staff time away from NCP. 

This dlverslon of effort, which may have enhanced the 
State's overall emergency management capablllty, need not pre- 
vent State accountablllty for Federal ob]ectlves as long as 
FCMA can effectively hold the State accotintable for achlevlnq 
defined work products or ob]ectlves. 

Yet, the same manaqement problems that affect FEMA's 
ability to oversee categorical accountabllrty reappeared In 
their oversight of the 1981 CCAs and prevented it from acting 
to prevent the NCP shortfall In Arizona. Specifically, in 
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Region IX, only 30 percent of one staff person’s time was 
available to monitor the Arizona CCA. This person said that 
travel limitations and the press of his other duties prevented 
him from visiting the State often enough to understand what 
they were doing. As a result, he relied on Arizona’s progress 
reports and felt he had no independent basis for review or 
evaluation. The reports themselves, according to Region IX 
officials, did not provide enough detailed information to 
enable the region to know whether Arizona was achieving Fed- 
eral ob)ectlves. For example, in its second quarter progress 
report, Arizona claimed that over 50 percent of eight State 
nuclear planners were devoted to NCP ob]ectives. The region 
had no basis to question this claim until 3 months after the 
end of the fiscal year when it concluded that the lack of NCP 
work products did not substantiate this earlier claim. One 
Region IX official admitted that the region did not find out 
about this problem in time to do anything about it. 

Further, the region is uncertain about its ability to 
impose sanctions on States that fail to achieve Federal ob]ec- 
tives. Regional officials said that they did not know what to 
do about Arizona’s failure to achieve NCP obJectives. The 
region’s CCA monitoring official commented that it would be 
futile for him to recommend sanctions, since State officials 
would appeal his decision and probably win on political 
grounds. He believed that when faced with State appeals, FEMA 
headquarters invariably gives in. He also felt that, at his 
level, he did not have the kind of leverage needed to deal 
with State agency directors. 

Region IX was planning to enhance their oversight of the 
CCAs in 1982. Instead of waiting until the end of the year to 
evaluate State performance, Region IX performed a mid-year 
review to assess Arizona’s progress and found that the State 
was still far behind in meeting NCP ob]ectlves. Several 
letters were sent to Arizona implying that action would be 
taken if performance did not improve, Region V has estab- 
lished periodic milestones for Minnesota to meet during fiscal 
year 1982 which will be reviewed by the region, 

The development of a more realistic and practical sanc- 
tion system is of utmost importance to assure accountability 
under a consolidated program. We belleve that a consolidated 
program makes such a system more necessary due to the poten- 
teal for greater dlverslon of resources away from Federal 
oblectlves. 

A consolidation also permits the development of more 
effective sanctions than can be used under categorical pro- 
grams. The following three options could, either separately 
or together, constitute the nucleus of a system that penalizes 
States without the devastating programmatrc effects of a total 
funding cutoff. 
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--VaryJng Elsxibillty: FEMA could place more stringent 
fiscal and mdnagemant controls over States that fail to 
achieve ob~ectiv128 in certain programs. For these pro- 
grams, FEMA could Intensify its oversight and, perhaps, 
reimpose some of Its old categorical approval require- 
ments which constrain State flexibility. Conversely, 
States making good progress could receive the full 
benefits of resource consolidation. This option may 
not be feasible under ths existing categorical system 
since the agency cannot relax Its oversiqht over State 
fiscal and management processes without violating its 
accountability obligations to the Congress, 

--Partial crosscutting penalties: States may have a 
greater Incentive to achieve lower priority oblectives 
if they realized that nonperformance could affect their 
Federal funds for hlgher State priority activities. 
Once all programs are consolidated In one assistance 
agreement, it would be possible for FEMA, in addition 
to reimposing approval requirements, to also reduce the 
State’s funding for one or more of the programs funded 
under the agreement. Furthermore, we belleve that 
marginal penalties will be easier to Impose and less 
devastating programmatlcally. 

--Wlthholdlng a portion of Federal funding: As It cur- 
rently does for the Emergency Operating Center Pro- 
graw FEMA could withhold a predetermined percentage of 
funds for the entire agreement pending a year-end eval- 
uation of State performance. Agaln, this would be a 
partial penalty that might be more easily Imposed and 
could be more effective since State receipt of funds 
would be contingent on Its performance. 

Of course, the lmposltion of sanctions is always a dlf- 
flcult task that provokes Federal-State conflict and political 
ramifications that may be detrimental to good program manage- 
ment. We beileve that some of this conflict could be defused 
If expllclt penalty provlslons were Included in the consoli- 
dated agreements with each State. This provision should spe- 
clfy the clrcumstanLes Lhat wouid provoke lmpositnon of a 
penalty and, perhaps, enumerate a schedule of penaltles that 
would be Imposed. By maklng the declslon to impose penalties 
less arbitrary and dlscretlonary, the legitrmacy of the sanc- 
tion system could be reinforced because States would be ad- 
vised prior to slgnlng the agreement of the consequences of 
specific actions. 
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CHAPTER 5 -- 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The exist.rng assistance approach for emergency management 
promotes a fragmented, plecemeal dellvery system that does not 
well serve Federal and State interests. When closely related 
oblectlves are funded by multiple categorical programs, each 
separate categorLca1 program does not stand on its own, but 
rather IS one element of an integral system of resources 
needed to achieve Federal and State emergency management ob- 
Jectives. Yet, the constraints of the categorical assistance 
system discourage efforts to coordinate Federal resources to 
more effectively and efflclently achieve these ob]ectlves. 

A consolidated assistance program that retains State 
accountability for achieving specific Federal ob]ectlves while 
providing them greater flexibility in using federally funded 
resources to achieve these obJectives would best promote a 
more effective and efficient Federal-State emergency manage- 
ment effort. The consolidated assistance program we have In 
mind would thus consolidate the resources of related programs 
but not their ob]ectives which would be retained as separate, 
discrete elements for States to achieve. 

CONSOLIDATION OF FEMA’S ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM RESOURCES IS NEEDED 

We believe that consolldatlon of the resources of closely 
related categorical planning and preparedness programs would 
substantially enhance the effectiveness and efflclency of the 
Federal-State emergency management effort. Coordlnatlon and 
mutual reinforcement of lndlvldual program actlvltles would be 
encouraged, thereby assuring more effective lmplementatlon of 
interrelated Federal obJectlves. Resource levels could be 
better adlusted to fit the unique circumstances existing in 
each State. More efficient management of Federal resources 
would also be promoted. By breaking down the compartmentall- 
zation of resources among programs, the potential for dupllca- 
tlon will be reduced. States will have greater opportunities 
and lncentlves to more productively use personnel If funded by 
a single assistance Instrument. Both FEMA’s and the States’ 
admlnlstratlve burdens and costs could dlmlnlsh as well. 

We belleve that resource consolldatlon will permit more 
accurate accounting for the use of the funds because States 
would no longer be discouraged from accounting for the actual 
use of personnel among oblectlves. Llmlted Federal oversight 
resources could be more productively devoted to overseeing 
results achieved instead of regulating internal State fiscal 
and management processes used to accomplish these results. 
Moreover, a consolidated assistance program could promote 
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congressional oversight by prov~dlng a more accurate account- 
lng of the expenditure of Federal kunds and a more compre- 
henslve perspective of the contrlbutlon made by indlvzdual 
program elements and their InterrelatIonships in achlevlng 
Federal oblectlves. 

These conclusions are supported by our assessment of the 
first year of FEMA's pilot consolldatlon effort. Generally, 
the most slgnlflcant improvements in program coordrnatlon 
were realized by the two States where actual consolldatlon of 
resources was permitted. Furthermore, the Federal Interest 
was often enhanced in the other States that crossutlllzed 
resources among FEMA's programs. 

While consolldatlon would clearly enhance the efficient 
and effective achievement of Federal ob]ectives, legitimate 
concerns exist about the lmpllcations for program accountabll- 
1ty. Since States do not necessarily share Federal ob-jec- 
tlves, it is possible that their new discretion could be used 
to divert Federal resources away from achlevlng unpopular 
Federal ob]ectives, a practice that appeared to be encouraged 
in Arizona under the pilot consolldatlon. 

This State diversion of effort, however, need not limit 
accountablllty for Federal ob]ectlves as long as FEMA can 
effectively hold States accountable for achlevlng the oblec- 
tlves themselves. The consolldatlon we have in mind and that 
FEMA is seeking to implement would, as contrasted with block 
grants, retain Federal control and prescription over the 
oblectlves or results States are to achieve. States would 
have greater discretion over how to use Federal resources to 
achieve these obJectives, but they would be held accountable 
by FEMA for achieving specific scopes of work in terms as 
speclflc as the oblectlves are currently set forth in the 
categorlcal programs. In this way, the various Federal ob]ec- 
tlves set forth both by the Congress and FEMA would be re- 
tained and enforced. The management problems in achieving 
effective lmplementatlon of these ob]ectlves that are caused 
by categorical fundlng of closely related ob]ectlves could be 
overcome as States are given the flexlblllty to use resources 
in a more coordinated and efficient manner. 

We believe that results-orlented accountablllty can be 
promoted by FEMA under a consolidated program provided that 
the agency improves Its oversight and sanction processes. 
Specifically, the agency needs to enhance Its reglonal moni- 
toring capablllty so that FEMA staffs will be able to lndepen- 
dently ascertaln and review State performance. More specific 
and measurable evaluation crlterla in some programs, such as 
EMA, wrll also facllltate more effective overslght. Develop- 
ment of perlodlc milestones for each State might also be use- 
ful. 
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Even If oversight is Improved, accountability will not be 
assured unless the agency can take action against States that 
fall to achieve Federal ob]ectlves. Generally, FEMA does not 
sanction States that are remiss in their performance. The 
agency is understandably reluctant to impose its mayor sanc- 
tion-- total cutoff of funds for the program in questlon-- 
because this assures that nothing will be done for the program 
in that State and deprives FEMA of any future leverage over 
State behavior. Further, the States may be indifferent to the 
loss of funds for lower priority FEMA programs. Thus, 1t 1s 
essential that the agency adopt a more realistic and practical 
sanction system. 

THE ROAD TO RESOURCE CONSOLIDATION --a 

Several approaches could be defined to overcome the frag- 
mentation described in this report. After conslderatlon of 
several alternatives, we have concluded that consolidation of 
related categorical assistance programs into a broader purpose 
program with specific Federal obJectives offers the best 
choice for improving the Federal-State emergency management 
delivery system. 

Alternative l--Waiver 

FEMA could maintain We existing categorical structure 
but offer States the opportunity to use personnel or money 
flexibly among closely related programs based on waivers 
granted by FEMA on a case-by-case basis. The agency, in fact, 
already uses this approach when States need to use FEMA-funded 
planning personnel on disaster response actlvltles. Yet, if 
applied across the board to all instances of crossutlllzation, 
a waiver process could prove to be exceedingly burdensome and 
could lead to delays in lmplementlng programmatic inltla- 
tives. Further, we do not believe that it would be necessary 
or desirable for FEMA to control the States' use of resources 
in this manner as long as the agency holds States accountable 
for attaining the Federal ob]ectives or results of these pro- 
grams. Finally, absent a change in appropriation restrictions 
and statutory constraints, it may be difficult for FEMA to 
admlnlstratlvely authorize the kind of flexibility States may 
need to effectively integrate the resources of the various 
programs. 

Alternative 2-- FxA's CCA approach _L- 
FEMA deserves much credit for initiating its admlnlstra- 

tlve pilot consolldatlon lnltlatlve. Significant benefits 
were realized by the States and by FEMA. Yet, the agency has 
been hampered in its efforts to extend the benefits of re- 
source consolidation to more States due to restrictions on its 
own flexibility. 
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The basic problem with FEMA's CCA approach was that it 
promised a signlflcant new departure in the way States are 
held accountable to FEMA before FEMA changed the way it is 
held accountable to the Congress. The agency continues to 
budget Its funds separately for each small, narrow program. 
For most programs this is a reflectlon of the constraants in 
authorizing legislation. Thus, It 1s held accountable by the 
Congress for spending appropriated funds In the categorical 
manner. 

Eecause the Congress does not allow FEMA to significantly 
deviate from the spending levels budgeted for each program, 
FEMA is correspondingly llmlted in its ablllty to delegate 
flexlblllty to the States. Due to these constraints, FEMA had 
to slgnlflcantly reduce the flexiblllty it delegated to the 
States to transfer resources among programs in the fiscal year 
1982 CCA. As a result, the 1982 CCAs no longer provided for 
slgnlflcant consolidation of categorically funded resources. 
Rather, its primary function was to package and simplify the 
admlnlstratlon of separate categorical programs. 

Alternative 3 --Full resource consolldatlon 

We believe that the merging of the resources of closely 
related FEMA programs into a consolidated assistance program 
would most effectively overcome the fragmentation and ineffl- 
ciencles discussed in this report. Since the lndlvldual ob- 
lectlves of each categorical program can be implemented and 
promoted through a consolidated assistance program, we see 
little benefit to be gained from maintaining these closely 
related programs as separate entities, each with their own 
earmarked resources. Far from promoting programmatic or 
fiscal accountablllty, this system of categorical fundlng 
promotes fragmentation which both hampers the full or effec- 
tive attainment of Federal ob]ectlves and discourages accurate 
State fiscal reporting on the use of Federal resources among 
closely related programs. 

FEMA's experience with the CCAs indicates that assistance 
resource consolldatlon can only fully and legltlmately occur 
when closely related categorical programs are merged into a 
single consolidated assistance program for budgeting and ac- 
counting purposes. To llnplement d consolldatlon, FEMA needs 
to first determine which programs are closely related on the 
basis of their contrlbutlon to a common or series of inter- 
related Federal obJectives. In our opinion, the existing 
planning and preparedness programs would meet this criteria 
except for perhaps unrelated discrete actlvltles or programs, 
such as Natlonal Fire Incidence Reporting and the construction 
of Emergency Operating Centers. 

After determlnlng which programs should be consolidated, 
FEMA needs to develop a legislative and budgetary reform pack- 
age so that the programs to be consolidated would be grouped 
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as one budget program element in the same account for appro- 
priatlons purposes. The categorical programs subsumed In a 
new budget line item should then be reclassified as obJectives 
and funding provided for the class of ob]ectives without 
statutory or reprogrammlng restrictions. Once this occurs, 
FEMA, and the States In turn, would have flexlblllty In using 
this consolidated approprlatlon for the ob]ectlves llsted. 

Such a change would require FEMA to submit a package of 
legislative amendments for many programs to remove provisions 
such as funding ceilings which prevent consolldatlon or to 
standardize provlslons such as matching requirements which 
complicate consolldatron. In the interim, FEMA can consoli- 
date some programs and change its budget presentation in con- 
sultatlon with OMB and then seek congressional affirmation of 
such consolldatlon through the budget and appropriation pro- 
cess. FEMA should also obtain a relaxation of reprogrammlng 
restrlctlons to permit It to expand consolldatlon opportunl- 
ties under the CCAs. 

Finally, we believe that FEMA should use the consolida- 
tion agreement as a vehicle to limit duplication and fragmen- 
tation caused by the programs of other Federal agencies. In 
this regard, it would be helpful to require States to specify 
in their appllcatlons to FEMA for consolidated assistance how 
FEMA's program relates to other Federal programs. This could 
encourage States to more comprehensively coordinate all Fed- 
eral assistance for emergency management. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE 
DIRECTOR, FEDERAL EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

We recommend that the Director, FEMA, prepare a legisla- 
tive proposal to remove statutory restrictions which currently 
prevent or complicate the consolldatlon of related planning 
and preparedness programs. We belleve that, at a minimum, the 
consolldatlon should include those planning and preparedness 
programs that are deemed to be closely related in achlevlng 
Federal obJectlves. Once this 1s approved, a consolidated 
assistance program should be created and presented as one 
budget program element In a single approprlatlon account. 

Pending preparation and approval of a legislative consol- 
ldatlon proposal, we recommend that the Dlrector, FEMA, reln- 
force the admlnlstratlve consolldatlon rnltlatlve by 

--seeking congressLona1 approval for a llmlted exemptlon 
from reprogramming restrlctlons; and 

--ldentlfylng and, to the extent practicable, consoll- 
dating related programs presently unconstrained by 
statutory requirements into one budget program element. 
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To Further reinforce the admlnlstratlve consolidation and 
In preparation for the more fundamental leglslatlve consollda- 
tlon, we also recommend that the Director, FEMA, enhance the 
agency's capacity to implement a more results-oriented ap- 
proach to holding States accountable for achlevlng Federal 
ob]ectlves by: 

--Specifying in measurable terms all program ob]ectives 
and evaluation criteria. 

--Improving monltorlng and evaluation of State perform- 
ance In achieving program oblectlves. 

--Requiring States to report their expenditures by pro- 
gram ob]ectlves. 

--Developing and communicating to the States a realistic 
sanction system including one or more of the following 
elements: 

-Selectively reduce flexibility and increase FEMA 
controls for obJectives not achieved within a 
given State. 

-Partially reduce funding to those States fail- 
ing to achieve ob]ectlves. 

-Withhold a predetermined percentage of awarded 
funds pending a year-end FEMA review of State 
performance. 

The Director, FEMA, should also require each State, in 
its application for consolidated assistance, to specify how 
Federal emergency management programs funded by other Federal 
agencies relate to the CCA and, when Implemented, the consoli- 
dated FEMA program. 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND 
OUR EVALUATION 

A draft of this report was sent for comment to the Direc- 
tor of FEMA and to the Dlrector of the Illinois Emergency 
Services and Disaster Agency, who also serves as the President 
of the Natlonal Emergency Management Assoclatlon--the orqan- 
lzatlon representing State emergency management directors. 

The Director of FEMA said that the report will substan- 
tially assist FEMA in achlevlng its mission. (See app. II.) 
He said FEMA was In general agreement with the report's con- 
clusions and also indicated that our observations of the first 
2 years of the CCA experience did not differ substantially 
from FEMA's own perspective. He noted that FCYA has made 
progressive changes In the current fiscal year 1983 CCA and 
hopes to further improve this lnstrulnent !IUL Klscal year 1984. 

82 



Although our report, dealing with the fiscal year 1981 
and 1982 CCAs, does not reflect these changes, he stated that 
our recommendations have either been incorporated In the 
current year or are being consldered for lmplementatlon In 
future years. We are encouraged that FEMA plans to thoroughly 
consider and implement, to the extent feasible, our recom- 
mended leglslatlve and budgetary actions, for these are tne 
actions that are key to the full realization of a consolidated 
assistance program. 

We incorporated technical corrections to the draft that 
were communicated separately by FEMA staff members. 

In his letter commenting on the draft report, the Presi- 
dent of the National Emergency Management Association also in- 
dicated his personal concurrence with the overall conclusions 
of the report. (See app. III.) Although he proposed some 
specific proqrammatic integration outside the scope of this 
report, he agreed that legislative changes are needed to 
enable FEMA to design and implement a more comprehensive emer- 
gency manaqement vehicle. Supporting the need for legislative 
change, he argued that the existing “confusing, multiple, and 
inadequate legislative foundation” for emergency management 
needs to be changed before FEMA can effectively deal with the 
States. 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

INDEX OF POTENTIAL CHANGES INDUCED 
BY THE CCAs SUPPORTING COMPREHENSI@ 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

Was the scope of work of all proglcams better defined and 
integrated?- 

Were State oblectives more 
ities? 

reflective of State prior- 

Did this opportunity cause States to more explicitly 
define their own goals and objectives better than before? 

Was the burden of FEMA administrative requirements re- 
duced? 

Were the programs within the CCA more product oriented 
than before? 

Was there less specification of required procedures and 
more definition of goals to be achieved than before? 

Did the CCA enable States to use program surpluses to 
meet deficits in other programs and thus avoid the need 
to return Federal funds? 

Did States increase transfers of personnel among pro- 
grams? 

Did the States realize more flexibility through the 
reprogramming of funds? 

Did States perceive improvements or simplification in 
financial reporting? 

Did States perceive improvements or simplification in 
program reporting? 

Were billing and payment procedures streamlined or con- 
solidated? 

Did FEMA monitoring of State program results improve? 

Was coordination among State program staff enhanced' 

Was coordination between FEMA and State program staff 
enhanced' 

Were State programs' efficiency and effectiveness pro- 
moted? 

Were Federai programs' efficiency and effectiveness pro- 
moted? 
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APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Uashmgton, D C 20472 

Mr. J. Dexter Peach 
Director 
Resources, Community, and 

Economic Development Dlvlslon 
United States General Accounting Offlce 
WashIngton, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Peach. 

We were pleased to receive the draft report "Consolidation of Federal 
Assistance Resources Will Enhance the Federal-State Emergency Management 
Effort" and look forward to its publication. We are appreciative that 
the General Accounting Offlce accepted the invitation of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to study this innovative--and 
needed--approach to improving our financial assistance for State and 
local emergency preparedness. 

The evolution of the Comprehensive Cooperative Agreement (CCA), the 
principal vehicle for delivering consolidated assistance, is still 
underway. Our perspective of the problems and successes of the CCA 
in its first years, with five States in Fiscal Year 1981 and with 
all States in 1982, may vary somewhat from that In your report but 
is not substantially different. (Some technical corrections have 
been conveyed separately to your staff.) We are, furthermore, In 
general agreement with your conclusions, which support our CCA 
ObJectives of slmpllclty, flexlblllty, and comprehensiveness. 

Because the study dealt almost entirely with the fY 1981 and 1982 
CCAs, it unfortunately does not reflect the progressive changes 
introduced last year for the 1983 agreements toward those ObJectives 
and the further improvements being made at this time for FY 1984. 
Many of these modifications coincide with your report's recommendations. 
Other actions you propose will be considered thoroughly and implemented 
to the extent feasible, either for FY 1984 or as part of our legislative 
proposals or budget request for FY 1985. Discussions with your staff 
in the course of the study were also beneficial to our incremental 
development of the CCA. Our hope is that GAO's interest in this evolving 
approach will continue, 

Further development of consolidated assistance by means of the CCA will 
be in conJunction with a more recent FEMA innovation, the Integrated 
Emergency Management System (IEMS), an integrative strategy to ensure that our 
numerous programs are managed in a cohesive, logical, yet practical manner, 
both at the Federal level and at the State and local levels, the better to 
carry out our responslbllltles across the whole spectrum of emergencies. As 
IEMS 1s implemented, the CCA will become the means of providing assistance 
and ensuring results. 
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APPENDIX II APPENDIX II , 

We are optlmlstlc that FEMA Is finally achlevlng a capability to realize 
the purpose for its creation. Your report can be of substantial help 
to us in that regard and possfbly also to other agencies wlth similar 
diversity of dUthO?itieS and programs. For that reason, we advocate 
that It be disseminated broadly, to the Congress, to Executive branch 
agencfes and to others Interested !n the management of complex programs. 
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APPENDIX III + 
APPENDIX I I I 

+T\lC OF ILI I’UOIS 

EMERGENCY SERVICES and DISASTER At.ESCY 
110 E\ST \D\M+ STREET 

SPttI\<. FIFLD LLLIXOIS 62708 
2 17 7R2-IS60 

June 20, 1983 

Mr. Wllllam J. Anderson, Director 
Unl;eftiEates General Accounting 

Washington, D. C, 20548 

Dear Mr. Anderson: 

This responds to your request for comments regarding a proposed GAO 
report entitled, "CONSOLIDAl ION OF FEDERAL ASSISTANCE RESOURCES WILL ENCHANCE 
THE FEDERAL-STATE EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT EFFORT". 

The response below results from my personal review of the proposed report 
and 1s not a product of the collective efforts of either individual state dir- 
ector colleagues or members of the National Emergency Management Assoclatlon. 

In general the report makes sense. Much of what 1s stated repeatedly has 
been said by the state directors during the recent years, 

i: 
Clearly, I concur with the GAO statement contained in the digest on page 

"that a consolidated assistance program can significantly enhance the effi- 
ciency and effectiveness of the Federal-State emergency management effort. Fur- 
ther, the consolidated assistance framework can improve State accountability for 
achieving national objectives if FEMA takes steps to enhance its oversight and 
develop a realistic system to penalize nonperformance". 

It is often asserted that the overall FEMA concept is good, but implemen- 
tation has left out some key programs and activities, i.e., HazMat work done by 
Federal & State EPA's, Also, there is little integrat= whatsoever between the 
old FDAA and the old DCPA programs, 

The primitive CCA helps, but 1s only an admlnlstratlve streamlining, a better 
contractual arrangement between the Federal and State governments. It in no way 
addresses the basic underlying problems. 

lhese pnnclpally include the unpleasant reality that the U S. Congress does 
not know what programs and activities lt wants carried out under the heading "emer- 
gency management" That IS presumably why The Civil Defense Act of 1950 (PL 81-920) 
is still in existence. 
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APPENDIX III APPENDIX iI1 
c 

Mr. Anderson 
June 20, 1983 
Page 2 

This statute 1s the main barrier to good emergency management In the 
U.S. NothIng of consequence in the realm of passive defense can occur until 
adequate public policy regarding active defense 1s formulated. Yet active de- 
fense continues to be among the most Intractable global issue that we face 

OutsIde the charge given to GAO for this investigation is the need to 
combine the provisions of PL 81-920, PL 93-288 and EX #3 of the Carter Admini- 
stration to present a fresh mechanism as the bases for enhancement of the 
federal-state-local emergency management effort on behalf of our constttuents 

Accepting the premise that a new statutory ralson d' &re for FEMA would 
provide a fresh mechanism for addressing a truly all hazard planning and re- 
sponse to protection of our people and their properties, I suggest that an 
appropriate office of the Congress should initiate required action to draft 
such legislation 

It 1s probable that until this action by the Congress 1s taken, FEMA, 
in its relationships with the States will continue to be less than the effec- 
tive organization as proposed by the Executive Order and as expected by the 
Congress because of the present confusing, multiple and inadequate leglstatlve 
foundation 

Perhaps the above, taken with telephone conversations and conferences, will 
be of some ald to your request for comments on the proposed report 

I do appreciate the opportunity to respond 

Sin$ply, 
-7 

01 rector 

EEJ rw 

(017700) 
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