U.S. Department of Homeland Security
 
Setting the Record Straight
                                                                                                                        June 1, 2006
 
GRANT SUPPORT TO OUR MAJOR CITIES
 
SOME HAVE CLAIMED THAT NEW YORK CITY IS NOT RECEIVING THE SUPPORT IT DESERVES:  “After vowing to steer a greater share of antiterrorism money to the highest-risk communities, Department of Homeland Security officials on Wednesday announced 2006 grants that slashed money for [image: image1.png]


New York…”  (Eric Lipton, “Security Cuts for New York and Washington”, New York Times, 06/01/06)
 
BUT NEW YORK CITY WAS BY FAR THE LEADING RECIPIENT OF SUCH AWARDS THIS YEAR, AND HAS RECEIVED SUBSTANTIALLY MORE THAN OTHER COMMUNITIES SINCE THE PROGRAM’S CREATION:
 
        19% of the Program’s Total Funding Has Gone To NYC:  Since the creation of the Urban Area Security Initiative (UASI) program, New York City has received 19% of the program’s total grant funding, or twice the amount of the second largest recipient, even though the program covers dozens of American cities.

 
        The Next Largest Recipient Has Received 8% of Total UASI Funding:  Los Angeles has received the second largest amount of UASI grant funds, amounting to 8% of the program total.  See the chart below for more information on various regions.  
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· New York City Received 18% of All UASI Funds This Year, Which Matches Their Overall Percentage Award:  NYC received $124.5 million this year alone, or 18% of the program’s awards this year. 

 
	Award Year
	Percentage of Total UASI Funds Awarded to NYC

	2003
	25%
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2004
	7%

	2005
	25%

	2006
	18%

	Total [image: image5.png]



	Average Award:  18.75%


 
        $1.2 Billion Has Been Awarded to the State of New York:  Since the programs were created, the State of New York has been awarded over $1.2 billion in grants which includes the more than $525 million that New York City has received directly.

 
AND THIS YEAR, DHS HAD FEWER FUNDS TO AWARD:
 
        DHS Had $600 Million Less In Grant Funding To Award:  DHS was appropriated nearly $600 million less for grant programs this year than it was last year.  The UASI program was appropriated $125 million less than it was in the previous year.  
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SOME HAVE CLAIMED THAT SEVERAL ASSESTS INCLUDING FAMOUS INFRASTRUCTURE WERE NOT INCLUDED IN THE GRANT ANALYSIS:  "It's outrageous that these bean counters don't think the Statue of Liberty, Empire State Building and Brooklyn Bridge are national monuments or icons…" (Eric Lipton, “Security Cuts for New York and Washington”, New York Times, 06/01/06)
 
BUT THOUSANDS OF ASSETS WERE INCLUDED IN THE GRANT AWARD REVIEW:
 
        6,964 Assets Were Considered in NYC’s Analysis:  Nationally, 200,000 assets were reviewed and considered in the application process.  Nearly 7,000 came from New York City alone. 

 
        The Empire State Building, Statue of Liberty, and Brooklyn Bridge WERE ALL CONSIDERED In The Analysis:  The Empire State Building was reviewed as a tall office building and the Brooklyn Bridge was reviewed as a bridge in the analysis for New York City.  They were not including as “national monuments” as this would have unfairly counted both structures twice.  The Statue of Liberty is located on federal land and was included in the analysis for the State of [image: image7.png]


New York.  Critical infrastructure around the Statue of Liberty, including its ferry system and two maritime port facilities, were included in the analysis for New York City.  

 
A PEER REVIEW COMMITTEE COMPRISED OF LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL PARTNERS REVIEWED THE INVESTMENT JUSTIFICATIONS TO DETERMINE THEIR EFFECTIVENESS:
 
        48 States, Three Territories, the District of Columbia, and 42 Urban Areas Comprised the Peer Review Board:  Representatives from states, rural regions, urban areas, territories, and federal agencies comprised the peer review panels that determined the effectiveness of justifications.  96% of the panel’s recipients agreed that the panel included balanced representation, and 83% agreed that the peer review resulted in objective scores and results.  

 
