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ABSTRACT 

 
 

Since the terrorist attacks of September 11th, national interest in the United States 

has shifted focus from issuing offensive attacks against enemies on foreign soil, to 

defending the safety and security of Americans within its own borders.  The 

establishment of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) in 2002, and subsequently 

the DHS Office of Grants and Training (G&T), were several steps Washington 

lawmakers took to respond to Americans’ growing fears that terrorism could strike again 

at any time. G&T, in particular, aimed to provide states and local jurisdictions with the 

resources needed “to prevent, respond to, and recover from incidents of terrorism 

involving chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, or explosive (CBRNE) weapons, 

and cyber attacks” (DHS, 2006).  

There are several grant initiatives that fall under G&T, but the Homeland Security 

Grant Program (HSGP) provides funding to states and local entities so that they may 

better equip themselves to prevent and respond to terrorist attacks, while more effectively 

implementing homeland security strategies. States and cities can use HSGP resources to 

fund preparedness planning, provide training and exercises, and pay for administration 

resources and equipment. However, despite the best intentions many in Washington had 

for this program, there is evidence that HSGP is simply becoming another outlet for 
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“pork,” in which political influences are able to determine to which states DHS allocates 

the bulk of homeland security grant money. 

Currently, there are a number of issues at play, all of which make the grant 

program complex, and therefore susceptible to political manipulation. These include: 1) a 

two-part formula used for certain programs within HSGP. One part consists of a 

mandatory base payout to every state and U.S. territory, regardless of risk, need, 

population, or other factors; the second is discretionary, and involves DHS taking all 

money available after this payout (for certain programs within HSGP) and distributing 

these remaining funds to individual states or urban areas, based on its own formula the 

department creates; 2) evidence that states with no prior terrorist activity are receiving 

disproportionately large shares of funds while states and cities previously affected by 

terrorism are witnessing significant cuts in grant money; and 3) widespread concern that 

numerous pet projects unrelated to reducing the threat of terrorism are being funded with 

grant money, simply due to their affiliation with DHS.  This paper will look at the 

influences Congress has over homeland security appropriations to determine if such 

authority is indicative of a HSGP pork barrel. 
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Introduction 
 

September 11th and the Formation of DHS 

On September 11, 2001, terrorists forever changed the way Americans would 

view the safety and security that, for so long, had defined life in the United States. 

Nineteen terrorist hijacked four commercial planes and flew three of the four into the 

North and South towers of the World Trade Center and into the Pentagon, while the 

fourth crashed in a field near Shanksville, Pennsylvania.  Within a few hours, 

approximately 2,973 American lives ended, yet within moments, life for all Americans 

was completely changed.  

In response to the terrorist attacks, President George W. Bush signed into law the 

Homeland Security Act of 2002, which established the Department of Homeland 

Security, an executive department formed by the consolidation of 22 separate agencies 

(GAO, 2005). DHS’ mission was, and continues to be, “the protection and safety of 

Americans from within [US borders], through the prevention of terrorist attacks on U.S. 

soil, the reduction of future threats of terrorism, and the minimization of damage and 

assistance with recovery from any future terrorist attacks that may occur” (Homeland 

Security Act, 2002). The department focuses on a wide range of potential threats, 

including attacks on critical infrastructure, such as mass transit systems, agriculture, 

banking and finance, government facilities, dams, nuclear power plants, national 

monuments, water systems and government buildings (Leson, 2003). 
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The Evolution of the Homeland Security Grant Program 
 

The Homeland Security Grant Program is only one of several grant programs that 

fall under the DHS Office of Grants and Training, which was established in 2001, just 

one year before DHS was created. In fact, it was the U.S. Patriot Act (H.R. 3162), passed 

in October 2001, that called for a “grant program for State and local domestic 

preparedness support” (USA Patriot Act, 2001) to exist within the jurisdiction of the 

Office for State and Local Domestic Preparedness Support (ODP), which was currently a 

unit within the Department of Justice’s (DOJ) Office of Justice Programs (OJP).  Those 

in Congress and in the White House were aware that state and local governments played 

a key role in the disaster response that followed the 9/11 terrorist attacks, and they felt it 

was important for these areas to have additional resources to prepare and better respond 

to the possibility of future attacks. It was also clear, though, that Washington could not, 

and should not, tell state and local governments how to do their jobs, so their solution 

was a federal grant program which would allocate money to states and localities, and 

allow these areas to spend the money in whichever ways they saw fit.   

The Act stated that ODP would make grants to each state, and that those states 

would work together with local governments to improve their prevention and response 

mechanisms. Threats that these grants would address included those related to weapons 

of mass destruction, biological, nuclear, radiological, incendiary, chemical, and explosive 

devices.  ODP would make a grant to each state, and states could then use these funds to 

purchase equipment and provide training to state and local first responders. A formula 

was to be used, in which a minimum payout amount was established, where each state 
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would receive at least 0.75% of the total amount appropriated in the fiscal year, with the 

U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam, Samoa and the Northern Mariana Islands receiving a base 

payout of 0.25% of total amounts (USA Patriot Act, 2001).  

When DHS was established a year later, a total of 22 agencies and departments 

were joined under this new department, with the consolidation leading to numerous 

organizational shifts within DHS. The Office of Domestic Preparedness, which 

distributed preparedness grants, and Emergency Preparedness and Response (EP&R), the 

department responsible for coordinating response in the case of an attack, were separated, 

and ODP was transferred from the Office of Justice Programs to the Department of 

Homeland Security. Concern grew that separating these two departments would lead to 

inefficiencies in policies, since EP&R continued to pursue an “All-Hazards” approach to 

potential terrorism, which combined both terrorism and natural disaster and hazards 

prevention, while ODP focused primarily on preventing terrorism.1  

More changes to the program occurred in 2003, when a number of grant programs 

and functions from other parts of DHS were consolidated with ODP under a new agency, 

called the Office of State and Local Government Coordination and Preparedness 

(SLGCP) (Office of Justice Programs, 2002). SLGCP continued to be run by the Director 

of the Office of Domestic Preparedness, with the responsibility of awarding money for 

port security grants, firefighter assistance grants, and emergency management 

performance grants.  

                                                 
1 An effective All-Hazards approach means that a community or government will have an integrated and coordinated 
response system that is prepared to handle any disaster that may arise, including terrorism An all-hazards approach to 
homeland security efforts was key component to President Bush’s HSPD-8, issued in December 2003.   
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In FY2005, SLGCP, through the Office of Domestic Preparedness, consolidated 

six programs into Homeland Security Grant Program (HSGP). These included the State 

Homeland Security Program (SHSP), the Urban Areas Security Initiative (UASI), the 

Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention Program (LETPP), the Citizen Corps Program 

(CCP), the Emergency Management Performance Grants (EMPG), and the Metropolitan 

Medical Response System Program Grants (MMRSPG). The integration was intended to 

better assist with the organization and supervision of preparedness funding. According to 

DHS:  

“Consolidation of programs reflects the intent of Congress and the 
Administration to enhance security and overall preparedness to prevent, 
respond to, and recover from acts of terrorism (OJP, 2005).” 
 
Finally, in January 2006, Homeland Security Director Michael Chertoff issued a 

Preparedness Directorate, which restructured DHS and moved SLGCP under the 

Department of Homeland Security’s Office of Grants and Training (G&T), where it 

currently resides.2 Grants and Training now contains all of the grant programs which 

were consolidated within DHS in 2003, and these are listed in the table below, for FY’s 

2004 – 2006. HSGP is one of only two formula-based programs within G&T,3 and it 

remains DHS’ primary mechanism of providing homeland security funds to states and 

communities throughout the country. 

 

 

   

                                                 
2 G&T will be moving to FEMA in March, 2007. 
3 G&T’s Infrastructure Protection Program (FY2006) also uses a formula-based approach 
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FY 2004 
 

FY 2005 
 

FY 2006 
 

Information Technology and 
Evaluation Program  
 

Freight Rail Security 
Program 
 

Infrastructure Protection 
Program 
 

Competitive Training Grants 
Program 
 

Port Security Grant  
Program 
 

Citizen Corps Support Program 
 

Assistance to Firefighters Grant 
Program 
 

Intercity Bus Security Grant 
Program  
 

Competitive Training Grants 
Program 
 

Homeland Security Grant 
Program (HSGP) 
 

Homeland Security Grant 
Program (HSGP) 

Homeland Security Grant 
Program (HSGP) 
 

Urban Areas Security Initiative 
 

Buffer Zone Protection 
Program 
 

Homeland Security National 
Training Program 
 

 Operation Safe Commerce 
– Phase III 
 

Emergency Management 
Performance Grant 
 

 
 

Transit Security Grant 
Program 

 

Figure 1: DHS G&T Grant Programs (FYs 2004-2006) 

 

As this study will focus primarily on the Homeland Security Grant Program, the 

following table lists the sub-programs that existed under HSGP between FYs 2004 – 

2006. Please note that changes to the actual number of programs within HSGP occurred 

each year. 
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FY 2004 HSGP FY 2005 HSGP FY 2006 HSGP 

* State Homeland Security Program (SHSP): provides 
funding for homeland security & emergency operations 
planning; the purchase of specialized equipment to allow state 
and local agencies to prevent, respond to, and mitigate 
terrorism involving chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear 
and explosive (CBRNE) agents, and cyber attacks 

* State Homeland Security 
Program (SHSP): SHSP 
provides financial assistance to 
prevent, respond to, and recover 
from acts of terrorism. SHSP 
supports the 
implementation of the State 
Homeland Security Strategy to 
address the identified planning, 
equipment, training, and exercise 
needs. In addition, SHSP supports 
the implementation of NIMS, 
Homeland Security Presidential 
Directive (HSPD) 8: National 
Preparedness, and the National 
Response Plan (NRP).  

* State Homeland Security Program (SHSP): SHSP supports 
the implementation of the State Homeland 
Security Strategy to address the identified planning, equipment, 
training, and exercise needs for acts of terrorism. In addition, 
SHSP supports the implementation of the National Preparedness 
Goal, NIMS, and the NRP. (RISK/NEED – component) 

* Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention Program 
(LETPP):  provides funds to support information sharing to 
preempt terrorist attacks; target hardening to reduce 
vulnerability of selected high value targets; recognition of 
potential or developing threats; interoperable communications; 
and intervention of terrorists before they can execute a threat. 
These funds may be used for planning, organization, training, 
exercises, and equipment. 

* Law Enforcement Terrorism 
Prevention Program (LETPP):  
provides law enforcement 
communities with funds to 
support: information sharing to 
preempt terrorist attacks; target 
hardening to reduce vulnerability 
of selected high value targets; 
recognition 
and mapping of potential or 
developing threats; 
counterterrorism and security 
planning; interoperable 
communications; and, 
interdiction of terrorists before 
they 
can execute a threat or 
intervention activities that 

* Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention Program 
(LETPP):  LETPP focuses upon the prevention of terrorist 
attacks and provides law enforcement and public safety 
communities with funds to support the following activities: 
intelligence gathering and information sharing through 
enhancing/establishing fusion 
centers; hardening high value targets; planning strategically; 
continuing to build interoperable communications; and 
collaborating with non-law enforcement partners, other 
government agencies and the private sector. (RISK/NEED – 
component) 
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prevent terrorists from executing 
a threat. 

* Citizen Corps Program (CCP): provides resources 
necessary for States and local communities to: 1) 
bring together leadership to form and sustain a Citizen Corps 
Council; 2) develop and implement community plan to engage 
all citizens in homeland security, community preparedness, and 
family safety; 3) conduct public education and outreach to 
inform public about their role in crime prevention, mitigation, 
emergency preparedness for all hazards, and public health 
measures; 4) develop and implement Citizen Corps programs 
offering training and volunteer opportunities to support first 
responders, disaster relief groups, and community safety efforts 

* Citizen Corps Program 
(CCP): supports Citizen Corps 
Councils with efforts to engage 
citizens in preventing, preparing 
for, and responding to all hazards, 
including planning, public 
education and communication, 
training, exercises, providing 
proper equipment to citizens with 
a role in response and 
management of Citizen Corps 
volunteer programs and activities. 

Citizen Corps Program (CCP): The Citizen Corps mission is 
to actively involve all citizens in hometown security through 
personal preparedness, training, exercises, and volunteer 
service. CCP funds support Citizen Corps Council efforts to 
engage citizens in all-hazards prevention, protection, response, 
and recovery. 

 Urban Areas Security Initiative 
(UASI): provides financial 
assistance to address the unique 
planning, equipment, training, 
and exercise needs of high risk 
urban areas, and to assist them in 
building an enhanced and 
sustainable capacity to prevent, 
respond to, and recover from 
threats or acts of terrorism. 

Urban Areas Security Initiative (UASI): UASI funds address 
the unique planning, equipment, training, and exercise needs of 
high threat, high density Urban Areas, and assist them in 
building an enhanced and sustainable capacity to prevent, 
protect against, respond to, and recover from acts of terrorism. 
 

 Metropolitan Medical Response 
System (MMRS): supports 
MMRS jurisdictions in further 
enhancement and sustainment of 
their integrated, systematic mass 
casualty incident preparedness to 
respond to mass casualty events 
during the first hours of a 
response.  

Metropolitan Medical Response System (MMRS): MMRS 
funds support MMRS jurisdictions to further enhance and 
sustain an integrated, systematic mass casualty incident 
preparedness program that enables a first response during the 
first crucial hours of an incident. The program prepares 
jurisdictions for response to the range of mass casualty 
incidents, including CBRNE, and agriculture to epidemic 
outbreaks, natural disasters and large-scale hazardous materials 
incidents. 

 Emergency Management 
Performance Grants (EMPG): 
used to support comprehensive 
emergency management at 
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the state and local levels and to 
encourage the improvement of 
mitigation, preparedness, 
response, and recovery 
capabilities for all hazards. 

Figure 2. Programs under Homeland Security Grant Program (FY04 – FY06) 
*Refers to programs which were subject to mandatory base payout (0.75% and 0.25% for states and territories) for each Fiscal Year 

All program descriptions taken from each FY HSGP Application Kit

8 
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Process: Appropriations 
 
 Most DHS funding is considered “discretionary,” meaning it falls under the 

control of the House and Senate Appropriations Committees. All discretionary programs 

require that the President renew requests for funding each year in order to keep those 

programs in operation (Congressional Budget Office, 2004). In February of each year, the 

President submits his budget to Congress for the upcoming fiscal year, after which 

Congress works to determine aggregate spending levels and ultimately passes a budget 

resolution. Once this is complete, the full Appropriations Committees receive a 

cumulative allocation of this money (what is considered a 302(a) allocation), which they 

use to develop bills during the annual appropriations process. Both the Appropriations 

Committees and the agencies funded by appropriations bills may not spend more than the 

amount given to them, and detailed information on how funds should be spent is listed in 

reports and statements which accompany the various Congressional appropriations 

measures (Parliamentary Outreach Program, 2007). 

The full Appropriations Committees are also responsible for dividing their money 

up into sub-allocations, which correspond to each of the thirteen Appropriations 

Subcommittees. The Appropriations Subcommittee on Homeland Security is responsible 

for taking the sub-allocation it receives from the full Appropriations Committee and 

working on its own annual spending bill for DHS.  

Appropriations bills are susceptible to pork for three main reasons. First, these 

bills are regularly scheduled and absolutely must be passed or else agencies will be 
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unable to function, which makes it possible for those in Congress to add pork without 

significant fear of a veto. Second, they are often extensive, which means that it is unlikely 

any Congressional member will read through each individual line item before the bill 

comes to vote. Finally, they deal strictly with money, and since any Congressional 

member is allowed to attempt adding amendments to these bills for special projects in 

their districts, many try (Silverstein, 2005).  

All information affecting money allocated to DHS and the HSGP, including 

which of the sub-programs are subject to the mandatory base payout, is recorded in the 

Department of Homeland Security Appropriations Act, which the President signs into law 

annually.  While the bill indicates how much money will be allocated to both the 

formula-based and discretionary-based portions of state and local programs (including 

grant programs), it does not require that each state receive a certain amount of funding. 

For the formula-based programs, these requirements are implied, based on the strict 

guidelines established in Section 1014 of the PATRIOT Act for these programs. In “pork-

terms,” this means that any formula-based program within HSGP is highly influenced by 

the Appropriations Committees, more so than any other committee, as full allocations for 

formula-based HSGP programs are already established within that year’s DHS 

Appropriations Act.  

On the other hand, the DHS Appropriations Act only publishes total amounts of 

money that should be allocated to discretionary programs. The bill does, in fact, state that 

a certain percentage (in dollar amounts) will have to go to high threat, high density areas, 

port security grants, buffer zone grants, etc. However, it is up to the Secretary of DHS to 
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determine the actual break-down of discretionary funding at the state and local level 

(DHS Appropriations Act, 2006). Because of this, it is likely any discretionary funding 

will be most influenced by those committees that have jurisdiction over DHS, namely the 

House Committee on Homeland Security and the Senate Committee on Homeland 

Security and Governmental Affairs. 

 

Process: Grant Formula 
 

After Congress appropriates money to the HSGP programs, DHS uses a two-part 

formula to distribute these funds to individual states which, described earlier, includes: 1) 

a mandatory component, and 2) a discretionary component. The mandatory component is 

identical to the formula the U.S. PATRIOT Act put in place when grants fell under ODP. 

This consists of a uniform base payout to all states, whereby US states receive a 

minimum payment equivalent to 0.75% of the total amount appropriated in the fiscal year 

(for certain program), and the U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam, Samoa and the Northern 

Mariana Islands receive funds equal to 0.25% of total appropriations. These mandatory 

allocations use up approximately 40% of total appropriations, leaving DHS with only 

60% of funds to allocate based on other, discretionary, criteria. Those programs affected 

by the mandatory base payout during FYs 2004 - 2006 are identified by an asterisk (*) in 

Figure 2, pp. 6-8.   
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Formula Shifts throughout the Years 

2004 - 2005 

During FYs 2004 and 2005, DHS used the formulas specified in the PATRIOT Act to 

allocate money to each state and U.S. territory. These amounts were determined before 

the HSGP Application Kit for states even came out these years (application kits are made 

available in December each year), which meant that states were not actually competing 

for grant money, but rather submitting a proposed budget for funds already allocated. 

Also required in the Application Kit was some demonstration that states’ use of this 

money was in line with the “State Homeland Security Strategy.” This strategy, created in 

2004, required states to establish goals of intent that would address certain areas of 

security preparedness, including prevention, response and recovery. States would have 

two years to use the grant money, and for each goal they established, they were required 

to provide detailed steps on how they planned to meet the objectives; they were also 

required to assess their progress by submitting what was known as a Biannual Strategy 

Implementation Report (BSIR) to the Office of Domestic Preparedness (Mencer, 2003). 

Other changes that occurred in FYs 2004 and 2005 were associated with the 

mandatory and discretionary funding affecting individual HSGP programs. During each 

year of this study, there were several operating programs under HSGP, but not all were 

subject to the mandatory base payout or to the discretionary component. Details 

regarding which HSGP programs were affected by which funding components are listed 

below. 
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FY 2004 Formula (HSGP programs include SHSP, LETPP and CCP) 

FY 2004 Department of Homeland Security Appropriations Act called for allocations 

for all FY04 HSGP programs (i.e. SHSP, LETPP, and CCP) to be determined using the 

PATRIOT Act’s formula system, which included a base payment of 0.75% percent of 

total allocations to be given to States (including the District of Columbia and the 

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico), and 0.25% percent of total allocations given to U.S. 

Territories (American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 

Guam, and the U.S. Virgin Islands), for all three programs. In the absence of statutory or 

other Congressional guidance, DHS allocated the balance of funds for US states on a 

population-share basis, with population numbers gathered from the 2002 U.S. Census 

Bureau (DHS Application Kit, 2004). All data used for U.S. Territories for ODP-HSGP 

(FY 2004) funds was taken from the 2000 U.S. Bureau of the Census. 

 

# 

FY 2005 Formula (HSGP programs include SHSP, LETPP, CCP, UASI, EMPG and 
MMRS) 

In FY2005, the DHS Appropriations bill required that DHS begin implementing some 

of the requirements President Bush had laid out a few years earlier in two Presidential 

Directives, entitled Homeland Security Presidential Directive 5 and 8 (HSPD-5 and 

HSPD-8). These orders called for the establishment of a National Preparedness System, 

which consisted of several documents of standards, called National Incidence 

Management Systems (NIMS), in order to “enhance the ability of the United States to 

manage domestic incidents by establishing a single, comprehensive national incident 
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management system (Bea, Keith).” This meant that DHS would now measure state, local 

and tribal achievements towards reaching national preparedness goals, and it would also 

use text in these goals as guidance on how to better allocate money to states and localities 

in the future.  All state and local jurisdictions were required to be fully compliant with 

NIMS by September 30, 2006 (DHS Application Kit, 2006). 

Another change made was the method by which DHS allocated discretionary funds to 

HSGP programs (i.e. UASI, for FY 2005). In 2004, members of the 9/11 Commission 

had given both DHS and Congress a “failing grade” for their distribution of grant funds, 

and DHS responded to the report by changing one of its programs, UASI, to be funded 

through discretionary measures that were based on risk. The following paragraphs 

provide specifications for the FY 2005 HSGP formula-based programs.   

The FY05 Department of Homeland Security Appropriations Act called for 

allocations to be made using the same formula as 2004, for the following HSGP 

programs: SHSP, LETPP, and CCP.  As before, remaining funds were to be based on 

state population as a percentage of total population, with year 2000 Census Bureau 

information (as opposed to 2000 and 2002) used for US states and territories alike.4     

All funds allocated through the Urban Areas Security Initiative for 2005 were 

determined using a risk formula developed by G&T, in conjunction with other DHS and 

Federal entities. This formula took into account “credible threat, presence of critical 

infrastructure, vulnerability, population, population density, law enforcement 

                                                 
4 There is no indication in the FY 2005 Application Kit that any 2002 U.S. Census data was used for the 
State payout; in FY 2004, State funding was based on 2002 Census Bureau data, while U.S. Territory 
funding was based on 2000 Census Bureau data. 
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investigative and enforcement activity, and the existence of formal mutual aid agreements 

as criteria” (Reese, 2006).  

Finally, Emergency Management Performance Grant funds were based on population 

as they were in FY04,5 with $50,000 made available to the Federated States of 

Micronesia and the Republic of the Marshall Islands; Metropolitan Medical Response 

System allocations were based on a total amount of $227,592, which was distributed 

evenly across each of the 124 MMRS jurisdictions nationwide (HSGP Application Kit, 

2005). 

 

2006 

 FY 2006 marked the first year in which DHS used the President’s National 

Preparedness Goal to shape national priorities and grant allocations. This measure was 

intended to fulfill the requirements mandated in Bush’s HSPD-8, which established more 

concise policies the United States should use to prevent and respond to terrorist attacks, 

major disasters, and other emergencies “by requiring a national domestic all-hazards 

preparedness goal, establishing mechanisms for improved delivery of Federal 

preparedness assistance to State and local governments, and outlining actions to 

strengthen preparedness capabilities of Federal, State, and local entities” (HSPD-8 

Overview, 2007). In March 2005, an Interim National Preparedness Goal was issued, 

                                                 
5 This program has no statutory formula. For each eligible State and Territory, a target allocation is derived 
by calculating the same proportion of available funds as the State received under the prior year's allocation. 
A matching requirement is calculated for each State and Territory. Each recipient's cost share percentage 
will increase by one percent over the prior year's match until the 50 percent Federal/50 percent State level 
is reached. FEMA administers cost sharing requirements according to the Common Rule, 44 CFR Part 
13.24. 
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which called for a capabilities-based planning approach. This meant that states and urban 

areas would have to ensure that their goals were consistent with the President’s National 

Preparedness Goal. While states really only had to start thinking about how they would 

implement strategies to meet the National Preparedness Goal during FY 2005, in FY 

2006 each state had to put this into practice, by conducting an analytical review of their 

homeland security programs and their capabilities in particular key areas. Primarily, they 

were called upon to assess where capabilities should be located in order to fully 

maximize preparedness investments (National Preparedness Goal Fact Sheet, 2005).  

Additionally, states and urban areas were required to begin implementation of the 

National Incident Management System (NIMS) and National Response Plan (NRP), 

which were issued in accordance to the National Preparedness Goal. To date, these 

programs encompass all activities necessary to address a range of threats and hazards. 

The four key components to the Goal and the supporting NIMS and NRP programs 

include measures to prevent, protect, respond and recover from terrorist or other national 

disasters (DHS Application Kit, 2006).  Details on the FY 2006 grant allocations are 

provided below.  

FY 2006 Formula (HSGP programs include SHSP, LETPP, UASI, and MMRS) 

Whereas in FY 2005, only the UASI program was discretionary-based, in FY 

2006, G&T adopted a risk- and needs-based approach for three HSGP programs: SHSP, 

LETPP, and UASI. In testimony before the House Committee on Appropriations, George 

W. Foresman, Undersecretary for Preparedness for DHS, stated: 
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“FY 2006, the risk analysis considers three primary components:  Threat, 
Vulnerability, and Consequence.  The Threat component represents an 
adversary’s intent to attack a specific target and its potential capability to 
execute the attack; the Vulnerability component embodies the 
susceptibility to an adversary’s attack and the likelihood that it will 
achieve an impact; and the Consequence component measures the possible 
impact from such an attack” (Foresman, 2006).  

 

The FY2006 DHS Program Guidance and Application Kit specifically describes 

what is considered risk and need-based criteria; this language is contained in Appendix 1.  

Due to this new approach in grant funding, the Homeland Security Grant Program 

became a “quasi-competitive” process, whereby DHS no longer issued grant amounts 

prior to states applying for the funds. Rather, states had to submit, within their 

application kit, “investment justifications” (IJs) to demonstrate their need for state and 

local program money. Under this new system, DHS identified 35 areas eligible to 

compete for these programs’ funds, which included nearly 95 cities with populations of 

100,000 people or more. Whereas in prior years cities applied for grant money as separate 

entities, under this new system, megalopolises, such as the California Bay Area 

(including San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose) would have to apply as one entity. 

DHS would then assign peer review committees to look through each area’s investment 

justifications, in order to decide which areas were at greatest risk (Emergency 

Management, 2006).  

Within their IJs, states were required to identify specific implementation approaches 

for achieving their initiatives, as well as to justify any funding requested through either 

the discretionary or formula-based funding channels. This meant that not only did states 

have to explain how they would use discretionary-based program money (such as UASI 
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funding), and justify their approach, they also had to describe how they planned to utilize 

the base payout allocations under programs like SHSP and LETPP (the 0.75% & 0.25% 

payout), and other formula-based funding affecting MMRS and CCP (these two programs 

used a separate formula that differed from the base payout formula). 

Allocation awards to states and localities would be determined based on information 

that applicants provided in their investment justifications, along with information 

collected through federal and state entities. According to Marc Short, a spokesperson for 

DHS:  

"There are several matrixes for that analysis. They fall into threat, consequence 

and vulnerabilities categories," he said. "The threat information, in part, is information 

local law enforcement shares, but is also gathered from federal intelligence agencies. The 

vulnerability looks a lot at the critical infrastructure within that community or state, 

whether that's a chemical plant, power plant, nuclear plant -- we have many categories of 

potential infrastructure that could be attacked. The consequence assessment considers the 

population affected, as well as the economic or psychological repercussions of an attack” 

(Emergency Management, 2006).  

Despite the new risk- and needs-based discretionary funding system, DHS still 

decided to use the PATRIOT Act’s base allocation for SHSP and LETPP, with all 

remaining funding for these two programs based on risk and need (DHS Application Kit, 

2006). UASI received its entire funding based on the risk / need assessment. MMRS was 

allocated $227,592, to be divided equally among each of the 124 MMRS jurisdictions.  

Citizen Corps Program funds were allocated the same as it was in 2005, using the 0.75% / 
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0.25% PATRIOT Act payout system, with remaining funds for the program distributed 

based on state population as a percentage of total population (DHS Press Office, 2006).   

 

Process: At the State Level 
 

The main overseer of the formula process is the Director of Grants and Training, 

which changed in October 2006, from Tracey A. Henke to Corey D. Gruber. At the state 

level, the governor of each particular state designates a State Administrative Agency 

(SAA) to apply for grant funding through HSGP, by no later than March of that fiscal 

year. According to DHS, even though grant money transcends many agencies and 

departments at the state level, it is only through the SAA that Homeland Security Grant 

Program funds can be applied for, and that funds can be distributing to local government 

entities and other recipients (H.R. 5814, 2006).  

 There are certain pass-through requirements established through DHS, which 

require that all states must pass a certain percentage over to individual units of 

government within a specific timeframe. In 2006, states were required to give away 80% 

of funds within 60 days of being awarded for SHSP, LETPP and CCP programs. For 

MMRS, 100% of funding was required to pass to recipients within that time period. 

Simultaneously, states and jurisdictions to which money would be handed down were 

required to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), indicating how much 

money would be retained by the state, and how funds would be used. 
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Formula Issues 
 

Despite significant changes to the overall grant process, between FYs 2004 and 

2006, there is already striking evidence that neither method (discretionary nor formula-

based) is working. During summer 2006, for example, both New York City and 

Washington, DC, two previously targeted terrorist spots, received severe cuts in grant 

funding allocated through the all-discretionary-based UASI program.  DC received $46.4 

million, which was $32 million less than they received in 2005, while New York City 

was granted only $124 million, down $207 million from the previous year.  Since UASI 

was not subjected to the base payout formula in either 2005 or 2006, but instead was 

determined using risk-based criteria, there is reason to believe that these cuts were 

perhaps a result of DHS (either agency or DHS committee) manipulation during its 

discretionary allocations to cities. 

On the formula-based side, there has been talk within DHS that no money should 

be allocated using the mandatory base payout system anymore, but rather should be 

granted solely through risk- and need-based allocations. According to Michael Chertoff, 

DHS Secretary:  

"Our security is much too important to be determined with funding decisions that 
are driven by arbitrary formulas, or political formulas, or a desire to give 
everybody a little bit of something. What we have to do is drive these decisions 
by looking at where the major risks are and allocating our priorities accordingly. 
We have to invest our federal money strategically, protecting those communities 
where there are national and regional implications, using a disciplined analytical 
method that properly evaluates the risks (Emergency Management, 2006)." 

 

Should the base allocations be done away with completely, this might 

mean that states with smaller populations and no previous terrorist threats would 
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no longer receive any HSGP grant funds. Contributing to this is the fact that many 

of these states currently rely entirely upon the mandatory base payout for money. 

Many state officials in these areas fear that instead, funding will be 

disproportionately funneled to larger states, leaving their smaller states without 

the means to protect themselves against terrorist activity or natural hazards.  

The potential for uneven allocations is not news to those in Congress or DHS, 

who were warned in 2004 that such issues were imminent. In addition to the 9/11 

Commission giving a failing grade to DHS’ grant allocation system, the report also 

criticized the department and Congress for doing little more than “throw money at the 

problem (Carafano and Kochems, 2005).” It argued that not enough was being done to 

ensure that national disaster preparedness and response capabilities were enhanced, 

should they be needed in the event of another terrorist attack. The report further indicated 

that the program was susceptible to pork, and it included several recommendations that 

Congress could take to improve the grant process and lessen this vulnerability. A report 

from the Heritage Foundation found that while those on Capitol Hill passed sweeping 

legislation in response to many of the Commission’s recommendations, they neglected to 

make any changes to the grant process (ibid).  

Even DHS issued concerns about its own grant program being overcome by pork 

barrel spending. In February 2006, the Inspector General of DHS found 20 instances of 

programs being funded that did not meet established criteria for “worthy” projects. The 

report also highlighted that DHS was skipping many higher priority projects that it could 
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not fully fund to pay for lower priority projects that could be funded in their entirety 

(Office of Inspector General, 2006).  

Evidence of pet projects being funded through DHS grant money is abundant. In 

one case, a private ship terminal that handles solvents was able to obtain $10,000 in DHS 

grant money to buy fences to prevent the solvents from being released into the sea, an 

issue many would argue has little to do with homeland security (Carafano, 2005). Other 

reports point to examples of city abuse, including Washington DC, which used grant 

funding to purchase leather jackets for its police force, a computerized car-towing 

system, and a summer-jobs program, initiated by the city’s mayor (de Rugy, 2004).  

On some occasions, recipient of funds tried to use the money for more than one 

cause, yet were unable to. In 2005, for instance, Deborah Ness, the police chief of 

Bismarck, ND applied for a DHS Grant through the G&T Buffer Zone Grant Program (a 

separate program under G&T, not included in the HSGP), in order to pay for a new 

SWAT van. The Buffer Zone Grant Program was designed to give cities the resources 

needed to protect critical infrastructure, such as large convention centers, monuments and 

other city treasures. Ness learned that Bismarck won the money for the van, which she 

had intended to use, not only in protecting the Civic Center in the case of a terrorist 

attack, but also to crack down on the growing number of meth labs operating within 

Bismarck city limits. In a DHS report to the city, Ness was informed that the $18,000 van 

could not be used, under any circumstances, unless it was to respond to a terrorist attack 

on the civic center, a situation that would likely never occur (Congressional Quarterly, 

2007).   
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A Potential End to the Base Payout 
 
 In the House and Senate, there are currently two fairly well-supported bills calling 

for changes to the mandatory portion of the grant formula used within HSGP. On the 

House side, H.R. 1544’s “Faster and Smarter Funding for First Responders Act of 2005” 

was passed on May 13th, 2005. In the Senate, S. 21’s “Homeland Security Enhancement 

Act of 2005” was introduced by the Senate Homeland Security Committee and 

Government Affairs. Both bills call for a decrease in the mandatory base payout given to 

each state and territory within those HSGP programs affected by the formula. According 

to Eileen Sullivan, a Congressional Quarterly reporter for the DHS grant program, 

support for the Senate bill will be harder to secure, yet both these bills will likely be 

around for some time. Other problems that these bills face include the fact that any 

Congressperson from a low-risk state (e.g. Maine) will no-doubt oppose the bill, since 

lowering the base payout would mean many of these states won’t receive any grant 

money at all (Eileen Sullivan, 2007). Marked differences between both bills are 

illustrated in Figure 3.  

H.R. 1544 proposed changes:  S. 21 proposed changes: 

Allocate funding to states based on threat 
and risk, however each state is guaranteed a 
minimum if it does not meet a specified 
threshold (0.25% or 0.45%) after funding is 
allocated by threat and risk factors 

Institute a guaranteed funding base for each 
state 

Establish a task force to assist the DHS 
Secretary in updating, revising, or 
replacing essential first responder 
capabilities, and a First Responder Grant 

Establish a task force to assist the DHS 
Secretary establish essential terrorism 
preparedness capabilities 



 

 24

Board to evaluate and 
prioritize state homeland security 
assistance applications based on risk 
Require a Government Accountability 
Office report on the inventory and status of 
homeland security first responder training 

Authorize metropolitan communities to 
apply as a metropolitan region 

Establish a 25% state matching 
requirement 

Propose an authorization of appropriations 
of $2.9 billion in FY2006 and FY2007 for 
the covered grant programs 

Figure 3. Differences between H.R. 1544 and S. 21 

Introduction to Literature 
 

The purpose of this study is to demonstrate whether or not politics, particularly 

committee membership and political affiliation per state per presidential election, plays a 

significant role in the amount of grant money allocated to states through HSGP. As such, 

this paper is merely trying to link hard data to the centuries-old topic of “rent-seeking” 

and “pork barrel politics.” 

Both rent-seeking and pork barrel politics revolve around local constituents, 

whether private organizations, cities, or other actors, working to influence their political 

leaders to shape or in other ways alter government-funded programs or resources to their 

advantage. Most often, this comes in the form of earmarks within appropriations bills, 

which call for money to be funneled into particular jurisdictions, for projects that only 

help that particular area. Common examples of pork barrel legislation include bridge and 

highway construction within a jurisdiction, dams or river improvement, and the 

prevention of military base closures within certain states (Johnson, 2005).  

Usually this process starts in the form of rent-seeking, as local leaders and/or 

large businesses put pressure on members of Congress to help secure money or 
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regulations for a particular goal; what results is political “pork,” whereby those 

Congressional members secure extra money for their constituents, either by helping 

earmark funds for a particular government project in that state or city, or by adding line 

items into appropriations bills at the eleventh hour. Their goal is that these items will be 

more easily passed over, prior to a House or Senate floor vote. This practice has become 

a common way in which political players try and retain a spot in Congress, as the 

successful procurement of money makes it more likely that s/he will be reelected by 

constituents from that jurisdiction.  

Probably one of the best-known modern day examples of rent-seeking is the 

influence the Recording Industry Association of America (RIAA) has over Congress to 

protect the American music industry, particularly through its lobbying efforts for laws 

banning peer to peer (p2p) file sharing of online music. Corporate music giants, like 

Warner Music and Sony BMG are represented by the RIAA, a trade association working 

to safeguard these corporate giants from business losses that may occur because of free, 

and available, music file sharing via the Internet.  

The struggle surrounding unused U.S. military bases (Base Realignments and 

Closures Act – BRAC) is another example of how rent-seeking has influenced the 

facilitation of such closures. A 1988 study discussed the political factors that contribute 

to thwarting the reorganization of what many believe is an “inefficient military base 

structure.” The study found that the lack of restructuring results not from the demand for 

collectively provided private benefits, but rather from an aversion to private profit at the 

public’s expense (Thompson, 1988).  A similar, yet philosophically-based study on the 
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same topic, examined the effect that base closures has on the social and economic 

impacts of surrounding communities, particularly when they remain under the control of 

the U.S. military, thus seeing little transformation in the way the land is reused. It found 

that people living in and around military bases develop a significant sense of “place,” and 

when such facilities are shut down because of lobbying efforts by those who want the 

land for private use, the community as a whole changes for the worse (Thanner, 2006).  

Rent-seeking and pork influence all types of industries, and scholars have been 

studying their effects on Congressional appropriations for years. Already there exists 

some research on the examination of pork and funding trends within DHS’ Office of 

Grants and Training (G&T). In a 2005 study, R. Morris Coats and Robert D. Tollison 

regressed the percentage of homeland security grants given to states and their cities 

(FY2004 only) on the percentage of electoral votes per capita (Coats and Tollison, 2005) 

in that state, focusing on the period after the 2000 decennial reapportionment of 

Congress. They factored in variables including nuclear power plants per state, border v. 

non-border states, state population, and state income. They found that, holding other 

factors constant, a one percent increase in electoral votes per capita increased homeland 

security spending per capita by 1.3 percent, which was consistent with their hypothesis 

that political factors matter in grant funding. 

 Higher education is yet another example of local lobbying efforts leading to big 

federal spending. In 2003, a study found that there were 1,964 earmarks made to 716 

academic institutions, which equaled nearly $2 billion in federal spending.  The same 
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study found that between 1996 and 2003, federal dollars spent on these earmarks 

increased by 31 percent each year (Cowen, 2005).  

A similar study by John M. de Figueiredo (UCLA) and Brian S. Silverman 

(University of Toronto) looked at the rate of return universities experience in relation to 

the lobbying efforts they fund each year. The study looked at earmarks received by each 

university, in comparison to its lobbying dollars, between the years 1997 and 1999. They 

found that a $1 increase in lobbying expenditures is associated with a $1.56 increase in 

earmarks for universities in districts that have no representation (either House or Senate) 

on the Appropriations Committees. Similar gains in earmarks for universities in districts 

that did have a member on the Appropriations Committees rose by over $4.50 for every 

dollar spent on lobbying efforts (de Figueiredo and Silverman, 2005).  

Rent-seeking and pork are also evident in local, domestic corporations working to 

lobby the government for federal tariffs on foreign products, in order to increase their 

financial security. Grossman and Helpman (1994) studied how such tariffs result from 

lobbying processes and how one nation’s economy can benefit from tariffs that ban 

foreign entities from competing with domestic firms. The study examines how tariffs 

enable the government to fully obtain the rents from protection, whereas non-tariff 

barriers are unable to. Grossman and Helpman hypothesized that the parameter estimates 

of the protection for sale model are likely to be biased; they found that approximately 72-

75% of the rent from protection is appropriated by the government. 

While many people claim that pork and rent-seeking should be regarded as types 

of political abuse, others argue that these practices have historical ties dating back 
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hundreds of years and should be regarded as a means to an end, simply a process that 

helps move legislation through Congress.  One study, conducted in 2004, argued that the 

process of Congressional members securing future political votes through pork is one of 

the proven ways in which Congress solves collective action problems. It examined 

historical cases where political leaders succeeded in passing dead-end bills and argued 

that pork often plays a key role in building coalitions needed among political leaders to 

pass “general interest” legislation (Evans, 2004).   

 The political implications of lobbying Congress to the benefit of one’s own 

district are well known, yet political pork is unlikely to ever fully disappear. This process 

is simply one component of the political environment in Washington, and it can affect 

any type of legislation that is created on Capitol Hill. However, if misuse and strategic 

funneling of money towards programs established to protect the safety of Americans 

continues, criticism of the pork barrel, overall, will likely increase. 

 Methodology 
 

The methodology used for this analysis consists of a panel study and series of 

multiple regressions, using both formula-based allocations (i.e. HSGP_T for Homeland 

Security Grant Program Dollars, total) and discretionary-based allocations (i.e. UASI, 

LETPP, and SHSP, for those years during which discretionary programs were 

applicable). All funding data was taken from FYs 2004 – 2006 HSGP grant money 

allocated through the DHS Grants and Training Office to states and urban areas.   
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Formula-based programs 
 

For FY2004, I will regress total HSGP expenditures (i.e. HSGP total funds, 

divided by 2000 Census data) on four Congressional committees: the House 

Appropriations Committee, House Committee on Homeland Security, Senate 

Appropriations Committee, and the Senate Committee on Homeland Security and 

Governmental Affairs. In addition, I will include a series of control variables, including 

number of major cities (i.e. cities over 50,000 people) per state, number of nuclear 

reactors per state, number of highways per state, etc. A full list of variables I will be 

using as controls for each model are included in Figure 4.   

Once I run the panel data for all three years, combined, I will then separate these 

regressions out for each year, specifying “where year = 2004; where year = 2005; and 

where year = 2006.” The following equations illustrate how these models will be 

constructed in SAS. 

HSGP_T = β0 + β1(hor_app) + β2(hor_hs) + B3(sen_hsgov) + 
B4(sen_apphs) + B5(hwy) + B6(border) + B7(city) + B8(nuclear) + 
B9(red_blue) + B10(census_00) + B11(airport) + B12(transit) 
+B13(mil_fac) + e 

 

PANEL REGRESSION 
proc reg 
data = expenditures; 
model expercap = sen_apphs sen_hsgov hor_hs hor_app census_00 border 
city mil_fac nuclear hwy airport transit red_blue/vif tol; 
where state not in ('as','fsmicro','nmi','rmi','gu','vi', 'pr'); 
run; 
 
2004 FORMULA REGRESSION 
proc reg 
data=expenditures; 
model expercap = sen_apphs sen_hsgov hor_hs hor_app census_00 border 
city mil_fac nuclear hwy airport transit red_blue/vif tol; 
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where year= 2004 and state not in 
('as','fsmicro','nmi','rmi','gu','vi', 'pr'); 
run; 
 
2005 FORMULA REGRESSION 
proc reg 
data=expenditures; 
model expercap = sen_apphs sen_hsgov hor_hs hor_app census_00 border 
city mil_fac nuclear hwy airport transit red_blue/vif tol; 
where year= 2005 and state not in 
('as','fsmicro','nmi','rmi','gu','vi', 'pr'); 
run; 
 
2006 FORMULA REGRESSION 
proc reg 
data=expenditures; 
model expercap = sen_apphs sen_hsgov hor_hs hor_app census_00 border 
city mil_fac nuclear hwy airport transit red_blue/vif tol; 
where year= 2006 and state not in 
('as','fsmicro','nmi','rmi','gu','vi', 'pr'); 
run; 
 

My hypothesis for the HSGP_T panel regression, and 2004-2006 regression models, is 

the following: 

H0: Total Homeland Security Grant Program dollars do not vary by 
committee membership, either initially or in the effects of other variables 
(all x’s included in model).  
HA: Total Homeland Security Grant Program dollars does vary by 
committee membership, both initially and in the effects of other variables 
(all x’s included in model). 

 

It is my expectation that the formula models (those run with HSGP_T as the 

dependent variable) will be influenced by the appropriations committees on both the 

House and Senate side, much more so than by the other two committees in my model. 

This is due to the fact that the formula-based programs already have a set methodology 

put in place (established within the PATRIOT Act), to determine how much money 

should go to each particular state. This language is included in the DHS Appropriations 
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bills each year, so depending upon the make-up of the House and Senate Appropriations 

committees, it is reasonable to assume that members could affect the total amounts of 

money that would given to the program as a whole.  

In addition, I will be looking at how the 2004 presidential election and party 

affiliation might have affected grant allocation. Overall, three states switched political 

affiliation between the 2000 presidential election and the 2004 presidential election. This 

means that states that were “red” (Republican) during the 2000 election switched to 

“blue” (Democratic) during the 2004 presidential election (e.g. New Hampshire), while 

other states switched the opposite way (e.g. New Mexico and Iowa). To analyze this, I 

will create a “red_blue” variable to indicate which states were Republican (=1), and 

which were Democrat (=0). The goal for doing this is to determine whether or not HSGP 

funds are in some way correlated with red state/blue state affiliation during this year. This 

would indicate that there is evidence to support the idea that DHS is “punishing” its 

enemies, by allocating disproportionate shares of funds to states with opposing political 

affiliations 

Discretionary-based programs 
 

For the discretionary-based programs (i.e. SHSP, UASI and LETPP), I will create 

new dependent variables for “expenditures” for each of these three programs (i.e. total 

funds for each discretionary program, divided by 2000 Census data). Following this, I 

will run a series of similar regressions as I did with the formula-based models, for years 

2005 and 2006, since no discretionary-based programs existed in 2004. My equations for 

these are included below.  
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DIS_UASI = β0 + β1(hor_app) + β2(hor_hs) + B3(sen_hsgov) + 
B4(sen_apphs) + B5(hwy) + B6(border) + B7(city) + B8(nuclear) + 
B9(red_blue) + B10(census_00) + B11(airport) + B12(transit) 
+B13(mil_fac) + e 

 
 DIS_SHSP = β0 + β1(hor_app) + β2(hor_hs) + B3(sen_hsgov) + 
B4(sen_apphs) + B5(hwy) + B6(border) + B7(city) + B8(nuclear) + 
B9(red_blue) + B10(census_00) + B11(airport) + B12(transit) 
+B13(mil_fac) + e 

 
DIS_LETPP = β0 + β1(hor_app) + β2(hor_hs) + B3(sen_hsgov) + 
B4(sen_apphs) + B5(hwy) + B6(border) + B7(city) + B8(nuclear) + 
B9(red_blue) + B10(census_00) + B11(airport) + B12(transit) 
+B13(mil_fac) + e 

 
 
DIS_UASI REGRESSION  
proc reg 
data=discretionaryexpend; 
model dis_exp = sen_apphs sen_hsgov hor_hs hor_app census_00 border 
city mil_fac nuclear hwy airport transit red_blue/vif tol; 
where year= 2005 and state not in 
('as','fsmicro','nmi','rmi','gu','vi', 'pr'); 
run; 
*Note that I will run this same models for both 2005 and 2006 
 
DIS_SHSP REGRESSION  
proc reg 
data=discretionary_shsgp; 
model dis_exp_shsgp = sen_apphs sen_hsgov hor_hs hor_app census_00 
border city mil_fac nuclear hwy airport transit red_blue/vif tol; 
where year= 2006 and state not in 
('as','fsmicro','nmi','rmi','gu','vi', 'pr'); 
run; 
*Note that this model will only be run for year 2006 
 
DIS_LETPP REGRESSION  
proc reg 
data=discretionary_letpp ; 
model dis_exp_letpp = sen_apphs sen_hsgov hor_hs hor_app census_00 
border city mil_fac nuclear hwy airport transit red_blue/vif tol; 
where year= 2006 and state not in 
('as','fsmicro','nmi','rmi','gu','vi','pr'); 
run; 
*Note that this model will only be run for year 2006 
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My hypothesis for the 2005-2006 discretionary-based regression models is the following: 

H0: Discretionary program dollars do not vary by committee membership, 
either initially or in the effects of other variables (all x’s included in 
model).  
HA: Discretionary program dollars do vary by committee membership, 
both initially and in the effects of other variables (all x’s included in 
model). 

 

It is my expectation that the “other” committees’ make-up (i.e. House Committee 

on Homeland Security and Senate Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs) will be 

more important than the appropriations committees for these particular models. This is 

due to the fact that, even though the DHS Appropriations bills list the total amount of 

money that will be given to individual discretionary grant programs each year, it is up to 

DHS to determine how much money each state will receive (using the risk- and needs-

based methodology they created). Therefore, those committees that have influence over 

the DHS (which include both these committees) will likely be able to pressure the 

department to allocate more or less discretionary-based money to particular states. 

In addition, I will attempt to determine whether or not there is an increase in the 

significance level of “red_blue” on these discretionary programs. I expect to find that, if 

there is a red state/blue state affiliation with any of these discretionary programs, this 

relationship will be strengthened in FY06. This is due to the fact that the 2004 

presidential election occurred in November 2004 and states and urban areas had only 

until March 2005 to apply for FY05 grant money; therefore, there was only a short 

window of opportunity for such a connection to be established. Also relevant to FY06 is 

the fact that the state population portion of discretionary HSGP funding was fully 
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replaced by the risk and needs-based approach in 2006, which means DHS had even 

more bearing over where the remaining 60% of HSGP discretionary funds would be 

funneled.   
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SAS MODELING – Setup  
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A PROC CONTENTS procedure lists the variables I have included in my data set. 
 
                     The SAS System           19:35 Thursday, March 2, 2006  15 
 
                                        The CONTENTS Procedure 
 
        Data Set Name        TC.ALLFILES                             Observations          174 
        Member Type          DATA                                    Variables             19 
        Engine               V9                                      Indexes               0 
        Created              Thursday, March 02, 2006 07:36:44 PM    Observation Length    80 
        Last Modified        Thursday, March 02, 2006 07:36:44 PM    Deleted Observations  0 
        Protection                                                   Compressed            NO 
        Data Set Type                                                Sorted                NO 
        Label 
        Data Representation  WINDOWS_32 
        Encoding             wlatin1  Western (Windows) 
 
 
                                  Engine/Host Dependent Information 
 
Data Set Page Size          8192 
Number of Data Set Pages    3 
First Data Page             1 
Max Obs per Page            101 
Obs in First Data Page      66 
Number of Data Set Repairs  0 
File Name                   C:\Documents and Settings\Owner\My Documents\GPPI\Thesis\DHS 
                            Grants Topic\SAS FILES\allfiles.sas7bdat 
Release Created             9.0101M3 
Host Created                XP_HOME 
 
 
                              Alphabetic List of Variables and Attributes 
 
                                     #    Variable     Type    Len 
 
                                    14    airport      Num       4 
                                     9    border       Num       3 
                                     8    census_00    Num       6 
                                    10    city         Num       4 
                                    18    dis_letpp    Num       6 
                                    17    dis_shsgp    Num       6 
                                    19    dis_uasi     Num       6 
                                     6    hor_app      Num       3 
                                     5    hor_hs       Num       3 
                                     7    hsgp_t       Num       6 
                                    13    hwy          Num       3 
                                    11    mil_fac      Num       3 
                                    12    nuclear      Num       3 
                                    16    red_blue     Num       3 
                                     3    sen_apphs    Num       3 
                                     4    sen_hsgov    Num       3 
                                     2    state        Char      7 
                                    15    transit      Num       3 
                                     1    year         Num       4 
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Dependent, Independent and Control Variables Used 

Dependent Variable(s):  
 
Y1 = hsgp_t – Total HSGP funds for FY04, 05 and 06 

 
Y4 = dis_uasi – UASI discretionary funds for FY05 and FY06 
Y5 = dis_letpp – LETPP discretionary funds for FY06 
Y6 = dis_shsgp – SHSGP discretionary funds for FY06 
  
 
Independent Variables: 

X1 = year – for year, this will include both the Fiscal Year (i.e. for FY 2006, year will be 2006, 
and for Congressional Year. i.e. for 109th Congress, which runs from January 2005 thru 
December 2006, year will be 2005 and 2006) 
 
X2 = state – includes each of the 50 US states, in addition to each US territory  

X3 = hwy – number of interstate highways per state. These include Interstates and 

Junctions/mixing bowls/spurs/interchanges (i.e. I-395, I-495, etc., versus traditional interstates – 

i.e. I-95, I-85, etc.) 

X4 = border – border state v. non-border state (1 if border, else = 0) 

X5 = city – number of major cities per state (includes any US municipality over 50,000 people; 

ranked by 2000 population from the 2000 US Census) 

X6 = nuclear – number of nuclear reactors per state (from U.S. Department of Energy) 

X7 = mil_fac – number of active military facilities per state 

X8 = red_blue – political affiliation of states during presidential elections (2000 and 2004);  1 = 

Republican (red); 0 = Democrat (blue). I will be using the 2000 red_blue indicators for year 2004, 

and the 2004 indicators for years 2005 and 2006.  

X9 = census_00 – U.S. Census, population per state, for year 2000 

X10 = airport – number of public and private use airports per state 

(http://www.statemaster.com/graph/trn_air-transportation-airports) 
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X11 = transit – cities in the United States with a rapid transit system, including commonly called 

metros, subways, elevated railways, heavy rail, rapid rail, or underground railways. For the sake 

of this study, 1 = Yes; 0 = No.  

 
108TH COMMITTEE INFORMATION 
 
X12 = hor_hs – number of members (both Republican and Democrat) on House “Select” 
Committee on Homeland Security, during the 108th Congress (2004) 
 
109TH COMMITTEE INFORMATION 
 
X13 = hor_hs  – number of members (both Republican and Democrat) on House Committee on 
Homeland Security, during the 109th Congress (both 2005 and 2006) 
 
 
108TH COMMITTEE INFORMATION 
 
X14 = sen_hsgov – number of members (both Republican and Democrat) on Senate Committee 
on Governmental Affairs, during the 108th Congress (2004) 
 
109TH COMMITTEE INFORMATION 
 
X15 = sen_hsgov – number of members (both Republican and Democrat) on Senate Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs, during the 109th Congress (both 2005 and 
2006) 
 
 
108TH COMMITTEE INFORMATION 
 
X16=hor_app – number of members (both Republican and Democrat) on full House 
Appropriations Committee, per state, during the 108th Congress (2004) [note that there was a 
subcommittee on homeland security for this Congress, although I was unable to find this data] 
 
109TH COMMITTEE INFORMATION 
 
X17 = hor_app – number of members (both Republican and Democrat) on House Appropriations 
subcommittee on homeland security, per state, during the 109th Congress (both 2005 and 2006) 
 
 
108TH COMMITTEE INFORMATION 
 
X18 = sen_apphs – number of members (both Republican and Democrat) on Senate 
Appropriations Subcommittee on Homeland Security, per state, during the 108th Congress (2004) 
 
109TH COMMITTEE INFORMATION 
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X19 = sen_apphs – number of members (both Republican and Democrat) on Senate 
Appropriations subcommittee on homeland security, per state, during the 109th Congress (both 
2005-2006) 
 
E = Error Term 

Figure 4: Variables Used in Regression Models6 
 
 

Regression Results & Interpretation 
 
 Throughout running these models, it became evident that multicollinearity was 

affecting several variables in my regressions. This meant that one or more of my 

independent variables were highly correlated with another independent variable, leading 

to extremely high R-squared values (e.g. .995) and pr-values that might not be fully 

accurate. In order to test this, I ran Tolerance and Variance Inflation models (i.e. 

VIF/TOLs) for every regression; a VIF value over 4 was considered indication of a 

variable experiencing high correlation with another independent variable in the model. I 

then ran step-wise models for each regression, consecutively taking out variables that 

exhibited multicollinearity (indicated by a VIF > 4). 

 Despite taking out nearly 5 independent variables (consecutively) per model, none 

of my models contained significant results worth reporting. In some cases, the committee 

membership variables were significant at the 10% level, although the signs on them were 

negative, meaning the models may have been robust. In one case, I ran a correlation 

model between 2004 House Appropriations (hor_app) and 2004 House Homeland 

                                                 
6 See Appendix 3 for all output. 
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Security Committees (hor_hs), which resulted in a Pr-value of < .0001. This indicates 

that there was a linear relationship between the two variables for that year; in other 

words, when membership on the House Appropriations Committee increased, similar 

membership (i.e. same Congressmen/women serving on the committees) on the House 

Homeland Security Committee also increased, for year = 2004. 

Because of the absence of Pr > |t| of “< .0001” in any of the committee variables 

for each regression run, I must fail to reject my null hypothesis that committee 

membership has no effect on the amount of formula- and discretionary-based grant funds 

allocated to individual states.  

Despite these results, I remain convinced that politics do have a significant effect 

on how grant money is allocated to states and urban areas, and I believe the analysis of R. 

Morris Coats and Robert D. Tollison fully supports this hypothesis.7 It remains possible 

that the data I obtained on committee membership was not entirely accurate, as a full list 

of formal records from previous committee membership does not currently exist. Rather, 

I had to compile this data in piecemeal-fashion, and many times I could find membership 

make-up from only one session of Congress (e.g. 108th Congress, first session), as 

opposed to established and credible listings of members from both sessions. I believe it is 

possible that this factor alone led to less-significant results in my models, overall. 

                                                 
7 Referenced in literature review 
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Conclusion 
 

My desire to conduct this particular analysis was fueled by the abundance of case 

studies uncovering disproportionate shares of funding being funneled through states and 

local jurisdictions through the Homeland Security Grant Program. My intention was not 

to preach the dangers of rent-seeking and pork barrel legislation in their entirety, as such 

political dealings in Washington are unlikely to ever fully diminish. Rather, I had hoped 

to expose the political factors that may have influenced money allocations to states 

through HSGP, and uncover allocation trends throughout the three years of this study.  
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Appendix 1 
 

FY2006 DHS Program Guidance Kit – Risk/Need Language Used 
 
Risk 
   Risk will be determined at the Federal level using a risk formula developed by G&T in 
conjunction with other DHS and Federal entities. The FY 2005 risk analysis used to 
determine UASI allocations represented the first time DHS grant formulation addressed 
consequence, vulnerability, and threat. The FY 2006 risk formula builds upon this effort, 
incorporating suggested improvements and lessons learned. For FY 2006, risk is defined 
as the product of three principal variables: 
 
• The consequences of a specified attack to a particular asset. 
• The vulnerability of that asset to that particular threat. 
• Threat to that asset. 
 
   The risk formula for the FY 2006 HSGP consists of making two different, but 
complementary, risk calculations: asset-based risk and geographically-based risk. 
 
• Asset-based risk utilizes threat values derived from Intelligence Community 
assessments of the intent and capability of adversaries to accomplish a set of baseline 
attack modes. These threats and attack types are mapped against specific infrastructure 
types (e.g., bridges, dams, and chemical plants). 
• Geographically-based risk takes into account values that are based on the inherent 
attributes of the geographical candidate (i.e., State or Urban Area). This analysis takes 
into account such factors as international borders, terrorism-related reporting and 
investigations, and population density. The risk associated with assets is combined with 
the risk associated with a geographical area to produce a total terrorism risk score. 
 
Need 
The needs of State and local governments will be determined as an output of the Program 
and Capability Review initiative currently underway. This effort seeks to assist States in 
determining their needs in relation to the capabilities outlined in the Goal through a 
comprehensive evaluation of their homeland security program and priority capabilities. 
Through this review process, States will develop two key submissions for the FY 2006 
HSGP application: 
 
• Program and Capability Enhancement Plan, which is a multi-year global program 
management plan for the entire State homeland security program that looks beyond G&T 
grant programs and funding 
• Investment Justification, which identifies areas of specific Initiatives from the 
Enhancement Plan for which States wish to utilize FY 2006 HSGP funding. 
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States must use the Investment Justification to outline implementation approaches for 
specific investments that will go towards achieving the Initiatives outlined in their 
Enhancement Plan, and justify all funding requested through the HSGP, including all 
UASI funding, any base allocations for SHSP and LETPP, and all formula allocations 
under MMRS and CCP. (from FY2006 DHS Guidance Kit, page 53).
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Appendix 2 
 
 
Committee Analysis: 
 
In total, there are four committees with which I am interested in observing for this 
particular analysis. These include: The House Committee on Appropriations 
(subcommittee on Homeland Security, where possible), the Senate Committee on 
Appropriations (subcommittee on Homeland Security, where possible), the House 
Committee on Homeland Security, and the Senate Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs (which was called the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs 
prior to the 109th Congress). My study looks at FYs 2004 – 2006, which coincides with 
the 108th and 109th Congresses. Note that not all of these committees existed in their 
entirety during certain Congresses. The Senate Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs, for instance, did not have jurisdiction over the Department of 
Homeland Security until the 109th Congress; prior to this the committee was called the 
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs. Likewise, the House Committee on 
Homeland Security was not a standing committee until 2005, and thus, did not have full 
jurisdiction over that particular entity until the 109th congress. The House Committee on 
Appropriations did not have a subcommittee on Homeland Security until 2003, so only 
full Appropriations membership was available prior to this year.  
 
Data Limitations:  
 
During the 108th and 109th Congresses, a House Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Homeland Security did exist (established in 2003); however, I was only able to gather 
full committee data for the 108th. Likewise, during the 107th and 108th Congresses, the 
House Committee on Homeland Security was not yet fully established nor had oversight 
over DHS yet, until 2005; during both the 107th and 108th, the committee was called the 
House Select Committee on Homeland Security  
 
The following chart shows which committees and subcommittees were in existence 
during each Congress. For each fiscal year of my study (FYs 2004 – 2006), Republicans 
were in control of Congress. I include membership for the 107th Congresses, too, during 
which Democrats were in control.   
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108th Congress: January 2003 – December 2004 

Committee Name Members (R) Members (D) 
House Committee on 
Appropriations  

Congressman Young (R-FL)  
Ralph Regula (R-OH)  
Jerry Lewis (R-CA)  
Harold Rogers (R-KY)  
Joe Skeen (R-NM)    
Frank Wolf (R-VA)  
Joe Knollenberg (R-MI)   
Don Sherwood (R-PA)   
David Vitter (R-LA)   
Jim Kolbe (R-AZ) 
Tom Delay (R-TX) 
Dan Miller (R-FL) 
Tom Latham (R-IA) 
Jack Kingston (R-GA) 
Anne Northup (R-KY) 
Sonny Callahan (R-AL) 
Rodney P. Frelinghuysen (R-NJ) 
James Walsh (R-NY) 
Robert Aderholt (R-AL) 
Roger Wicker (R-MS) 
Jo Ann Emerson (R-MO) 
Charles Taylor (R-NC) 
George Nethercutt (R-WA) 
John Sununu (R-NH) 
David Hobson (R-OH) 
Randy Cunningham (R-CA) 
Kay Granger (R-TX) 
Ernest Istook (R-OK) 
Todd Tiahrt (R-KS) 
John E. Peterson (R-PA) 
Henry Bonilla (R-TX) 
Zach Wamp (R-TN) 
Virgil Good (I-VA)  
John Sweeney (R-NY)  
Ray Lahood (R-IL)  
John Doolittle (R-CA)  

David Obey (D-WI)  
Steny Hoyer (D-MD)  
Peter Visclosky (D-IN)  
James Moran (D-VA)   
David Price (D-NC)  
James Clyburn (D-SC)  
Jesse Jackson (D-IL)  
Steven Rothman (D-NJ) 
John Murtha (D-PA)  
Norman Dicks (D-WA) 
Martin Olav Sabo (D-MN) 
Alan Mollohan (D-WV) 
Marcy Kaptur (D-OH) 
Nancy Pelosi (D-CA) 
Nita Lowey (D-NY) 
Josey Serrano (D-NY)  
Rosa Delauro (D-CT) 
John Olver (D-MA) 
Ed Pastor (D-AZ) 
Carrie Meek (D-FL) 
Chet Edwards (D-TX) 
Robert Cramer (D-AL) 
Pat Kennedy (D-RI) 
Maurice Hinchey (D-NY) 
Lucille Roybal-Allard (D-CA) 
Sam Farr (D-CA) 
Carolyn Kilpatrick (D-MI)  
Allen Boyd (D-FL) 
Chaka Fattah (D-PA) 

Senate Appropriations 
Subcommittee on 
Homeland Security   

Ted Stevens (R-AK) 
Judd Gregg (R-NH) 
Larry Craig (R-ID) 
Thad Cochran (R-MS) 
Arlen Specter (R-PA) 
Pete Domenici (R-NM) 
Mitch Mcconnell (R-KY) 
Richard Shelby (R-AL) 
Ben Campbell (R-CO)  

Tom Harkin (D-IA) 
Robert Byrd (D-WV) 
Ernest Hollings (D-SC) 
Daniel Inouye (D-HI) 
Herb Kohl (D-WI) 
Patty Murray (D-WA) 
Patrick Leahy (D-VT) 
Barbara Mikulski (D-MD) 
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House Select Committee 
on Homeland Security  

Christopher Cox (R-CA) 
Jennifer Dunn (R-WA) 
C.W. Bill Young (R-FL) 
Don Young (R-AK) 
James Sensenbrenner (R-WI) 
David Dreier (R-CA) 
Duncan Hunter (R-CA) 
Harold Rogers (R-KY) 
Sherwood Boehlert (R-NY) 
Joe Barton (R-TX) 
Lamar Smith (R-TX) 
Curt Weldon (R-PA) 
Christopher Shays (R-CT) 
Dave Camp (R-MI) 
Lincoln Diaz-Balart (R-FL) 
Bob Goodlatte (R-VA) 
Ernest Istook (R-OK) 
Peter King (R-NY) 
John Linder (R-GA) 
John Shadegg (R-AZ) 
Mark Souder (R-IN) 
Mac Thornberry (R-TX) 
Jim Gibbons (R-NV) 
Kay Granger (R-TX) 
Pete Sessions (R-TX) 
John Sweeney (R-NY) 

Jim Turner (D-TX) 
Bennie Thompson (D-MS) 
Loretta Sanchez (D-CA) 
Ed Markey (D-MA) 
Norman Dicks (D-WA) 
Barney Frank (D-MA) 
Jane Harman (D-CA) 
Benjamin Cardin (D-MD) 
Louise McIntosh-Slaughter 
(D-NY) 
Peter DeFazio (D-OR) 
Nita Lowey (D-NY) 
Robert Andrews (D-NJ) 
Eleanor Holmes Norton (D-
DC) 
Zoe Lofgren (D-CA) 
Karen McCarthy (D-MO) 
Sheila Jackson-Lee (D-TX) 
Bill Pascrell, Jr. (D-NJ) 
Donna Christensen (D-USVI) 
Bob Etheridge (D-NC) 
Ken Lucas (D-KY) 
James Langevin (D-RI) 
Kendrick Meek (D-FL) 
Ben Chandler (D-KY) 

Senate Committee on 
Governmental Affairs 

Ted Stevens (R-AK) 
Susan Collings (R-ME) 
George Voinovich (R-OH) 
Norm Coleman (R-MN) 
Arlen Specter (R-PA) 
Robert Bennet (R-UT) 
Peter Fitzgerald (R-IL) 
John Sununu (R-NH) 
Richard Shelby (R-AL) 

Joseph Lieberman (D-CT) 
Carl Levin (D-MI) 
Daniel Akaka (D-HI) 
Richard Durbin (D-IL) 
Thomas Carper (D-DE) 
Mark Dayton (D-MN) 
Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ) 
Mark Pryor (D-AR) 
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109th Congress: January 2005 – December 2006 

Committee Name Committee Members (R) Committee Members (D) 
House Appropriations 
Subcommittee on 
Homeland Security   

Harold Rogers (R-KY)  
Zach Wamp (R-TN)  
Tom Latham (R-IA)  
Jo Ann Emerson (R-MO)  
John Sweeney (R-NY)  
Jim Kolbe (R-AZ)  
Ernest Istook (R-OK)  
Ander Crenshaw (R-FL)  
John Carter (R-TX)  
Tom DeLay (R-TX) 

Martin Olav Sabo (D-MN)  
David Price (D-NC) 
Jose Serrano (D-NY) 
Lucille Roybal-Allard (D-CA) 
Sanford Bishop (D-GA) 
Marion Berry (D-AR) 
Chet Edwards (D-TX) 

Senate Appropriations 
Subcommittee on 
Homeland Security   

Judd Gregg (R-NH)  
Thad Cochran (R-MS)  
Ted Stevens (R-AK)  
Arlen Specter (R-PA)  
Pete Domenici (R-NM)  
Richard Shelby (R-AL)  
Larry Craig (R-ID)  
Robert Bennett (R-UT)  
Wayne Allard (R-CO)  

Robert Byrd (D-WV) 
Daniel Inouye (D-HI) 
Patrick Leahy (D-VT) 
Barbara Mikulski (D-MD) 
Herb Kohl (D-WI) 
Patty Murray (D-WA) 
Harry Reid (D-NV) 
Diane Feinstein (D-CA) 

House Committee on 
Homeland Security  

Christopher Cox (R-CA)  
Peter King (R-NY)  
Curt Weldon (R-PA)  
Don Young (R-AK)  
Lamar Smith (R-TX)  
Rob Simmons (R-CT)  
Christopher Shays (R-CT)  
John Linder (R-GA)  
Mark Souder (R-IN)  
Tom Davis (R-VA)  
Dan Lungren (R-CA)  
Jim Gibbons (R-NV)  
Mike Rogers (R-AL)  
Stevan Pearce (R-NM)  
Katherine Harris (R-FL)  
Bobby Jindal (R-LA)  
Dave Reichart (R-WA)  
Michael McCaul (R-TX)  
Charlie Dent (R-PA) 
Ginny Brown-Waite (R-FL) 

Bennie Thompson (D-MS)  
Loretta Sanchez (D-CA) 
Ed Markey (D-MA) 
Norman Dicks (D-WA) 
Jane Harman (D-CA) 
Peter DeFazio (D-OR) 
Nita Lowey (D-NY) 
Eleanor Holmes Norton (D-DC) 
Zoe Lofgren (D-CA) 
Sheila Jackson Lee (D-TX) 
Bill Pascrell (D-NJ) 
Donna Christensen (D-USVI) 
Bob Ethridge (D-NC) 
James Langevin (D-RI) 
Kendrick Meek (D-FL) 

Senate Committee on 
Homeland Security 
and Governmental 
Affairs 

Susan Collins (R-ME)  
Ted Stevens (R-AK)  
George Voinovich (R-OH)  
Norm Coleman (R-MN)  
Tom Coburn (R-OK)  
Lincoln Chafee (R-RI)  
Robert F. Bennett (R-UT)  
Pete Domenici (R-NM)  
John Warner (R-VA)  

Joe Lieberman (D-CT) 
Carl Levin (D-MI) 
Daniel Akaka (D-HI) 
Thomas Carper (D-DE) 
Mark Dayton (D-MN) 
Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ) 
Mark Pryor (D-AR) 
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Appendix 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Output 
FORMULA-BASED PROGRAMS  

(Years 2004-2006) 
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Panel Data for the Formula Programs (i.e. non-discretionary 
funding), years 2004, 2005 and 2006 

 
                                         The REG Procedure 
                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                    Dependent Variable: expercap 
 
                               Number of Observations Read         153 
                               Number of Observations Used         153 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                    13     7148.49980      549.88460       2.44    0.0053 
            Error                   139          31351      225.54908 
            Corrected Total         152          38500 
 
 
                         Root MSE             15.01829    R-Square     0.1857 
                         Dependent Mean       11.73539    Adj R-Sq     0.1095 
                         Coeff Var           127.97434 
 
 
                                         Parameter Estimates 
 
                       Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
  Variable     DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
  Intercept     1       25.51997        4.16091       6.13      <.0001              .              0 
  sen_apphs     1       -5.28634        2.78180      -1.90      0.0595        0.85726        1.16651 
  sen_hsgov     1       -4.56054        2.57633      -1.77      0.0789        0.82265        1.21559 
  hor_hs        1        1.71501        1.94722       0.88      0.3800        0.27280        3.66565 
  hor_app       1       -0.36409        1.60047      -0.23      0.8204        0.52121        1.91863 
  census_00     1    -8.39016E-7     0.00000108      -0.77      0.4404        0.03365       29.71361 
  border        1        1.45199        3.14546       0.46      0.6451        0.71768        1.39339 
  city          1        0.02836        0.18227       0.16      0.8766        0.10440        9.57811 
  mil_fac       1        0.04586        0.16216       0.28      0.7778        0.23351        4.28241 
  nuclear       1       -0.91905        1.43784      -0.64      0.5238        0.35598        2.80912 
  hwy           1       -0.40928        0.46684      -0.88      0.3822        0.17562        5.69422 
  airport       1       -0.00458        0.00834      -0.55      0.5840        0.42008        2.38048 
  transit       1        4.27770        3.13573       1.36      0.1747        0.60552        1.65148 
  red_blue      1       -6.75165        3.19544      -2.11      0.0364        0.60222        1.66052 

 
Note:  
While both Senate committee variables have significant results, they are not worth 
reporting because of the fact that the other variables in the model are exhibiting signs of 
multicollinearity.  
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Note: I ran the panel model one more time, using the VIF/TOL procedure, to see if there 
was multicollinearity affected my results. After this procedure, I took the variables out of 
my model that had the largest VIF values, and smallest TIF values. These variables 
included census_00 and hwy. My results of this model are shown below. 
 

Panel Data for the Formula Programs (i.e. non-discretionary 
funding), years 2004, 2005 and 2006 – VIF/TOL Procedure 

 
 
                                          The REG Procedure 
                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                    Dependent Variable: expercap 
 
                               Number of Observations Read         153 
                               Number of Observations Used         153 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                    11     6310.26461      573.66042       2.51    0.0064 
            Error                   141          32190      228.29474 
            Corrected Total         152          38500 
 
 
                         Root MSE             15.10943    R-Square     0.1639 
                         Dependent Mean       11.73539    Adj R-Sq     0.0987 
                         Coeff Var           128.75092 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Parameter Estimates 
 
                       Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
  Variable     DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
  Intercept     1       23.72187        3.53976       6.70      <.0001              .              0 
  sen_apphs     1       -4.83705        2.78831      -1.73      0.0850        0.86365        1.15788 
  sen_hsgov     1       -4.10050        2.57962      -1.59      0.1142        0.83053        1.20404 
  hor_hs        1        1.29879        1.76752       0.73      0.4637        0.33512        2.98397 
  hor_app       1       -1.07782        1.55588      -0.69      0.4896        0.55822        1.79139 
  border        1        2.09403        3.03109       0.69      0.4908        0.78226        1.27834 
  city          1       -0.11551        0.11232      -1.03      0.3055        0.27829        3.59336 
  mil_fac       1       -0.00985        0.16052      -0.06      0.9512        0.24122        4.14558 
  nuclear       1       -2.71634        1.07060      -2.54      0.0123        0.64991        1.53867 
  airport       1       -0.00845        0.00756      -1.12      0.2654        0.51759        1.93204 
  transit       1        2.46301        3.00407       0.82      0.4137        0.66779        1.49748 
  red_blue      1       -6.36878        3.19460      -1.99      0.0481        0.60987        1.63970 
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Panel Data for the Formula Programs (i.e. non-discretionary 
funding), years 2004, 2005 and 2006 – VIF/TOL Procedure 

Step-wise (3 of 3): for this model, I took out transit. 
 

                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                    Dependent Variable: expercap 
 
                               Number of Observations Read         153 
                               Number of Observations Used         153 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                     8     6078.41472      759.80184       3.37    0.0014 
            Error                   144          32421      225.14866 
            Corrected Total         152          38500 
 
 
                         Root MSE             15.00495    R-Square     0.1579 
                         Dependent Mean       11.73539    Adj R-Sq     0.1111 
                         Coeff Var           127.86070 
 
 
                                         Parameter Estimates 
 
                       Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
  Variable     DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
  Intercept     1       25.12717        3.22950       7.78      <.0001              .              0 
  sen_apphs     1       -4.74809        2.66751      -1.78      0.0772        0.93063        1.07454 
  sen_hsgov     1       -4.25734        2.52269      -1.69      0.0936        0.85648        1.16758 
  hor_hs        1        1.40026        1.66310       0.84      0.4012        0.37331        2.67873 
  hor_app       1       -0.90307        1.53094      -0.59      0.5562        0.56861        1.75866 
  city          1       -0.11016        0.08491      -1.30      0.1966        0.48022        2.08237 
  nuclear       1       -2.70032        1.00936      -2.68      0.0083        0.72109        1.38678 
  airport       1       -0.00688        0.00722      -0.95      0.3418        0.55934        1.78783 
  red_blue      1       -7.20409        2.88780      -2.49      0.0137        0.73605        1.35860 
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2004 “Formula” Programs (i.e. non-discretionary funding) 
 

Overall, there were no discretionary programs included in the 2004 Homeland 
Security Grant Program. The three programs that made up HSGP include SHSP, UASI, 
and LETPP. As such, I ran a multiple regression on this data, using expenditures per 
capita as my dependent variable. I did this by making a new variable (EXPERCAP), by 
dividing HSGP_T by CENSUS_00. I used all committee variables (for both House and 
Senate) and additional controls as my independent variables.  

 
 

Formula Programs for Year 2004 – Including all House and Senate 
Committee variables and all control variables 

  
                                         The REG Procedure 
                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                    Dependent Variable: expercap 
 
                               Number of Observations Read          51 
                               Number of Observations Used          51 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                    13     1794.87102      138.06700       2.73    0.0082 
            Error                    37     1868.46491       50.49905 
            Corrected Total          50     3663.33593 
 
 
                         Root MSE              7.10627    R-Square     0.4900 
                         Dependent Mean       12.88173    Adj R-Sq     0.3108 
                         Coeff Var            55.16546 
 
 
                                          

Parameter Estimates 
 
                       Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
  Variable     DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
  Intercept     1       20.42332        3.44570       5.93      <.0001              .              0 
  sen_apphs     1       -1.88220        2.39752      -0.79      0.4374        0.77518        1.29003 
  sen_hsgov     1       -0.40858        2.31473      -0.18      0.8609        0.61468        1.62687 
  hor_hs        1        0.47449        1.72915       0.27      0.7853        0.14970        6.68012 
  hor_app       1       -1.52198        2.06371      -0.74      0.4655        0.11839        8.44684 
  census_00     1    -2.20856E-7     0.00000120      -0.18      0.8545        0.01859       53.78318 
  border        1        4.29061        2.56641       1.67      0.1030        0.72412        1.38099 
  city          1    -0.00038653        0.17981      -0.00      0.9983        0.07206       13.87802 
  mil_fac       1        0.02733        0.13724       0.20      0.8433        0.21900        4.56624 
  nuclear       1       -0.47383        1.38182      -0.34      0.7336        0.25889        3.86265 
  hwy           1       -0.25422        0.40487      -0.63      0.5339        0.15683        6.37620 
  airport       1       -0.00524        0.00717      -0.73      0.4698        0.38141        2.62182 
  transit       1       -2.03106        2.62227      -0.77      0.4435        0.58159        1.71944 
  red_blue      1       -0.63607        2.57992      -0.25      0.8066        0.61419        1.62817 
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Formula Programs for Year 2004 – Including all House and Senate 

Committee variables and all control variables – VIF/TOL Procedure 
Step-wise (3 of 3): take out city 

 
 
                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                    Dependent Variable: expercap 
 
                               Number of Observations Read          51 
                               Number of Observations Used          51 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                     7     1733.75932      247.67990       5.52    0.0001 
            Error                    43     1929.57661       44.87387 
            Corrected Total          50     3663.33593 
 
 
                         Root MSE              6.69880    R-Square     0.4733 
                         Dependent Mean       12.88173    Adj R-Sq     0.3875 
                         Coeff Var            52.00228 
 
 
                                         Parameter Estimates 
 
                       Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
  Variable     DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
  Intercept     1       18.83089        1.97887       9.52      <.0001              .              0 
  sen_apphs     1       -1.37914        2.08632      -0.66      0.5121        0.90965        1.09932 
  sen_hsgov     1       -0.44412        1.90576      -0.23      0.8168        0.80579        1.24102 
  hor_app       1       -2.19778        1.03401      -2.13      0.0393        0.41905        2.38638 
  border        1        4.99613        2.24839       2.22      0.0316        0.83835        1.19281 
  nuclear       1       -1.03778        0.97054      -1.07      0.2909        0.46633        2.14439 
  airport       1       -0.00618        0.00518      -1.19      0.2395        0.64919        1.54037 
  transit       1       -2.27351        2.26492      -1.00      0.3211        0.69274        1.44354 
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2005 “Formula” Programs (i.e. non-discretionary funding) 

 
In 2005, there were a total of six programs that fell under HSGP. These included 

SHSP, UASI, LETPP, CCP, MMRS, and EMPG. Of these, only one (UASI) was 
considered a “discretionary” program, that is, based on risk and need, rather than the base 
payout system or other formula. Because of this, I had to create a new variable called 
HSGP_TF (“F” for Formula), in order to exclude all UASI funding per state. After this 
new variable was created, I ran the same regressions as before, specifying “where year = 
2005”). I also needed to exclude data from the US territories, as these had missing values 
and would have adversely skewed my output. 

 
Formula Program for Year 2005 – Excludes UASI program only 

                                           
    The REG Procedure 

                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                     Dependent Variable: hsgp_tf 
 
                               Number of Observations Read          51 
                               Number of Observations Used          51 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                    13     1037.97072       79.84390       3.11    0.0033 
            Error                    37      949.00575       25.64880 
            Corrected Total          50     1986.97648 
 
 
                         Root MSE              5.06446    R-Square     0.5224 
                         Dependent Mean        9.59300    Adj R-Sq     0.3546 
                         Coeff Var            52.79333 
 
 
 
 
                                         Parameter Estimates 
 
                       Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
  Variable     DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
  Intercept     1       16.75029        2.52209       6.64      <.0001              .              0 
  sen_apphs     1       -2.33959        1.79124      -1.31      0.1996        0.70534        1.41775 
  sen_hsgov     1       -2.10133        1.55588      -1.35      0.1850        0.81625        1.22511 
  hor_hs        1        0.49100        1.36743       0.36      0.7216        0.26721        3.74233 
  hor_app       1       -2.04683        1.91708      -1.07      0.2926        0.36098        2.77025 
  census_00     1    -1.24864E-7    6.965796E-7      -0.18      0.8587        0.02782       35.93961 
  border        1        3.30924        1.86314       1.78      0.0839        0.69784        1.43300 
  city          1       -0.02364        0.11370      -0.21      0.8364        0.09153       10.92523 
  mil_fac       1        0.02019        0.09966       0.20      0.8406        0.21094        4.74076 
  nuclear       1       -1.00092        0.85671      -1.17      0.2502        0.34208        2.92329 
  hwy           1       -0.28541        0.28616      -1.00      0.3251        0.15945        6.27157 
  airport       1       -0.00105        0.00495      -0.21      0.8337        0.40571        2.46483 
  transit       1       -1.47657        1.82825      -0.81      0.4245        0.60768        1.64559 
  red_blue      1       -1.17897        1.94149      -0.61      0.5474        0.55973        1.78658 
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Formula Program for Year 2005 (Excludes UASI program only) – 

VIF/TOL Procedure  
Step-wise (3 of 3): take out airport 

 
 
                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                     Dependent Variable: hsgp_tf 
 
                               Number of Observations Read          51 
                               Number of Observations Used          51 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                     8      791.05014       98.88127       3.47    0.0037 
            Error                    42     1195.92633       28.47444 
            Corrected Total          50     1986.97648 
 
 
                         Root MSE              5.33614    R-Square     0.3981 
                         Dependent Mean        9.59300    Adj R-Sq     0.2835 
                         Coeff Var            55.62539 
 
 
                                         Parameter Estimates 
 
                       Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
  Variable     DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
  Intercept     1       15.50186        2.04975       7.56      <.0001              .              0 
  sen_apphs     1       -1.07247        1.80971      -0.59      0.5566        0.76715        1.30353 
  sen_hsgov     1       -1.15675        1.59752      -0.72      0.4730        0.85955        1.16340 
  hor_hs        1        0.42213        1.28439       0.33      0.7440        0.33625        2.97397 
  hor_app       1       -1.88390        1.51327      -1.24      0.2201        0.64316        1.55483 
  city          1       -0.03694        0.06818      -0.54      0.5908        0.28259        3.53870 
  mil_fac       1       -0.05092        0.09960      -0.51      0.6119        0.23443        4.26569 
  nuclear       1       -2.18071        0.59208      -3.68      0.0007        0.79512        1.25767 
  red_blue      1       -1.40078        1.84518      -0.76      0.4520        0.68795        1.45360 
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2006 “Formula” Programs (i.e. non-discretionary funding) 
 

In 2006, there were five programs that made up HSGP. These included SHSGP, 
LETPP, CCP, UASI and MMRS (no EMPG program this year). All programs during this 
year had some discretionary component to them, except for CCP and MMRS. For 
example, while money for the SHSGP and LETPP programs both were partially allocated 
using the base payout formula, the rest of the money for these programs was granted 
based on risk and need, as mentioned in the research proposal. UASI continued to be all 
discretionary for 2006 (i.e. no formula component). MMRS and CCP continued to be 
based on formulas, with MMRS seeing an even amount of money distributed across all 
cities and CCP money allocated based on population. Again, I used the same “formula” 
variable (HSGP_TF) as in 2005, but specified “where year = 2006) for this year.  

 
Formula Program for Year 2006 – Excludes UASI, SHSGP, and LETPP 
 
                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                     Dependent Variable: hsgp_tf 
 
                               Number of Observations Read          51 
                               Number of Observations Used          51 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                    13        0.35405        0.02723       1.73    0.0944 
            Error                    37        0.58135        0.01571 
            Corrected Total          50        0.93541 
 
 
                         Root MSE              0.12535    R-Square     0.3785 
                         Dependent Mean        0.21805    Adj R-Sq     0.1601 
                         Coeff Var            57.48646 
 
                                          
 

Parameter Estimates 
 
                       Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
  Variable     DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
  Intercept     1        0.16730        0.06242       2.68      0.0109              .              0 
  sen_apphs     1        0.03100        0.04433       0.70      0.4887        0.70534        1.41775 
  sen_hsgov     1        0.04314        0.03851       1.12      0.2698        0.81625        1.22511 
  hor_hs        1        0.05337        0.03384       1.58      0.1233        0.26721        3.74233 
  hor_app       1       -0.00929        0.04745      -0.20      0.8459        0.36098        2.77025 
  census_00     1    -2.56348E-8    1.724079E-8      -1.49      0.1455        0.02782       35.93961 
  border        1        0.05119        0.04611       1.11      0.2741        0.69784        1.43300 
  city          1        0.00134        0.00281       0.48      0.6361        0.09153       10.92523 
  mil_fac       1        0.00163        0.00247       0.66      0.5127        0.21094        4.74076 
  nuclear       1        0.00185        0.02120       0.09      0.9309        0.34208        2.92329 
  hwy           1        0.00340        0.00708       0.48      0.6340        0.15945        6.27157 
  airport       1     0.00017734     0.00012263       1.45      0.1566        0.40571        2.46483 
  transit       1       -0.04498        0.04525      -0.99      0.3267        0.60768        1.64559 
  red_blue      1        0.02924        0.04805       0.61      0.5466        0.55973        1.78658 
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Formula Program for Year 2006 (Excludes UASI, SHSGP, and LETPP 
– VIF/TOL Procedure  

Step-wise (3 of 3): take out nuclear 
 

 
                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                     Dependent Variable: hsgp_tf 
 
                               Number of Observations Read          51 
                               Number of Observations Used          51 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                     8        0.27597        0.03450       2.20    0.0472 
            Error                    42        0.65944        0.01570 
            Corrected Total          50        0.93541 
 
 
                         Root MSE              0.12530    R-Square     0.2950 
                         Dependent Mean        0.21805    Adj R-Sq     0.1607 
                         Coeff Var            57.46576 
 
 
                                         Parameter Estimates 
 
                       Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
  Variable     DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
  Intercept     1        0.16015        0.04746       3.37      0.0016              .              0 
  sen_apphs     1        0.03621        0.04253       0.85      0.3994        0.76603        1.30543 
  sen_hsgov     1        0.05316        0.03736       1.42      0.1622        0.86651        1.15406 
  hor_hs        1        0.04200        0.02758       1.52      0.1354        0.40197        2.48775 
  hor_app       1       -0.03692        0.03707      -1.00      0.3250        0.59102        1.69200 
  border        1        0.06229        0.04340       1.44      0.1586        0.78735        1.27009 
  city          1       -0.00170        0.00131      -1.30      0.2018        0.42259        2.36638 
  transit       1       -0.06776        0.04068      -1.67      0.1032        0.75134        1.33095 
  red_blue      1        0.07520        0.04094       1.84      0.0733        0.77060        1.29769 
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(Years 2004-2006) 
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2004 “Discretionary” Programs 
 

Please note that there were no discretionary programs for year 2004, so I will not 
be running any regressions for this particular year. 
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2005 “Discretionary” Programs (includes UASI) 
 

In year 2005, six programs made up HSGP. These included the following: 
SHSGP, UASI, LETPP, CCP, MMRS, and EMPG. Of these, only one was a 
discretionary program: UASI. For this particular year, I ran a multiple regression, using 
2005 Discretionary UASI funding (“dis_uasi”) as my dependent variable. I believe that 
the non-Appropriations committees (i.e. hor_hs and sen_hsgov) will be more significant 
than the Appropriations committees for all discretionary funding. I will specify that 
year=2005 for this model. 

 

Discretionary Program for Year 2005 – DIS_UASI as Dependent 
Variable 

 
                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                     Dependent Variable: dis_exp 
 
                               Number of Observations Read          51 
                               Number of Observations Used          51 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                    13     4505.36986      346.56691       0.83    0.6262 
            Error                    37          15429      416.99346 
            Corrected Total          50          19934 
 
 
                         Root MSE             20.42042    R-Square     0.2260 
                         Dependent Mean        4.30056    Adj R-Sq    -0.0459 
                         Coeff Var           474.83154 
 
                                          
 
 

Parameter Estimates 
 
                       Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
  Variable     DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
  Intercept     1       19.91776       10.16933       1.96      0.0577              .              0 
  sen_apphs     1       -8.52753        7.22246      -1.18      0.2453        0.70534        1.41775 
  sen_hsgov     1       -7.19896        6.27347      -1.15      0.2585        0.81625        1.22511 
  hor_hs        1        4.99750        5.51361       0.91      0.3706        0.26721        3.74233 
  hor_app       1        2.02259        7.72984       0.26      0.7950        0.36098        2.77025 
  census_00     1    -0.00000145     0.00000281      -0.52      0.6086        0.02782       35.93961 
  border        1       -2.66284        7.51236      -0.35      0.7250        0.69784        1.43300 
  city          1        0.01736        0.45844       0.04      0.9700        0.09153       10.92523 
  mil_fac       1        0.10281        0.40183       0.26      0.7995        0.21094        4.74076 
  nuclear       1       -1.36157        3.45435      -0.39      0.6957        0.34208        2.92329 
  hwy           1       -0.21395        1.15383      -0.19      0.8539        0.15945        6.27157 
  airport       1       -0.00444        0.01998      -0.22      0.8253        0.40571        2.46483 
  transit       1       10.94443        7.37170       1.48      0.1461        0.60768        1.64559 
  red_blue      1      -12.27180        7.82826      -1.57      0.1255        0.55973        1.78658 
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Discretionary Program for Year 2005 (DIS_UASI as Dependent 

Variable) – VIF/TOL Procedure  
Step-wise (4 of 4): take out border 

 
 
                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                     Dependent Variable: dis_exp 
 
                               Number of Observations Read          51 
                               Number of Observations Used          51 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                     7     3562.80480      508.97211       1.34    0.2568 
            Error                    43          16371      380.72844 
            Corrected Total          50          19934 
 
 
                         Root MSE             19.51226    R-Square     0.1787 
                         Dependent Mean        4.30056    Adj R-Sq     0.0450 
                         Coeff Var           453.71444 
 
 
                                         Parameter Estimates 
 
                       Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
  Variable     DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
  Intercept     1       17.68257        7.82619       2.26      0.0290              .              0 
  sen_apphs     1       -9.52234        6.48217      -1.47      0.1491        0.79950        1.25079 
  sen_hsgov     1       -7.18031        5.83588      -1.23      0.2252        0.86122        1.16114 
  hor_hs        1        1.20675        3.30344       0.37      0.7167        0.67965        1.47136 
  hor_app       1       -3.20483        5.44431      -0.59      0.5592        0.66439        1.50514 
  nuclear       1       -3.96742        2.20723      -1.80      0.0793        0.76499        1.30721 
  transit       1        8.96276        6.38023       1.40      0.1673        0.74067        1.35012 
  red_blue      1      -10.98474        6.37064      -1.72      0.0918        0.77166        1.29590 
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2006 “Discretionary” Programs (includes SHSGP, LETPP and 
UASI) 

 
In year 2006, five programs made up the HSGP. These included the following: SHSGP, 

UASI, LETPP, CCP and MMRS. Of these five, three were discretionary programs: SHSGP, 
UASI, and LETPP. For this particular year, I will be running three separate multiple regressions, 
using 2006 Discretionary UASI funding (“dis_uasi”) as my dependent variable; then 2006 
SHSGP funding (“dis_shsgp”) as my dependent variable; finally 2006 LETPP funding 
(“dis_letpp”) as my dependent variable. Again, I believe that the non-Appropriations committees 
will be more significant than the Appropriations committees for all discretionary funding, 
although I will still include them in my model. I will specify that year=2006 for these models. 
Note that these models would not run when “party_04” was included. 
 

Discretionary Program for Year 2006 – DIS_UASI as Dependent 
Variable 

MODEL #1 of 3 for 2006 
 
                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                     Dependent Variable: dis_exp 
 
                               Number of Observations Read          51 
                               Number of Observations Used          51 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                    13     1495.81530      115.06272       0.87    0.5885 
            Error                    37     4890.31624      132.17071 
            Corrected Total          50     6386.13155 
 
 
                         Root MSE             11.49655    R-Square     0.2342 
                         Dependent Mean        2.94059    Adj R-Sq    -0.0348 
                         Coeff Var           390.96043 
 
                                    

Parameter Estimates 
 
                       Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
  Variable     DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
  Intercept     1       12.02537        5.72526       2.10      0.0426              .              0 
  sen_apphs     1       -4.95157        4.06619      -1.22      0.2310        0.70534        1.41775 
  sen_hsgov     1       -4.17575        3.53192      -1.18      0.2446        0.81625        1.22511 
  hor_hs        1        2.71405        3.10412       0.87      0.3876        0.26721        3.74233 
  hor_app       1        1.04100        4.35185       0.24      0.8123        0.36098        2.77025 
  census_00     1    -7.34582E-7     0.00000158      -0.46      0.6450        0.02782       35.93961 
  border        1       -2.08132        4.22941      -0.49      0.6256        0.69784        1.43300 
  city          1        0.01613        0.25810       0.06      0.9505        0.09153       10.92523 
  mil_fac       1        0.05099        0.22623       0.23      0.8229        0.21094        4.74076 
  nuclear       1       -0.59872        1.94478      -0.31      0.7599        0.34208        2.92329 
  hwy           1       -0.18991        0.64960      -0.29      0.7717        0.15945        6.27157 
  airport       1       -0.00255        0.01125      -0.23      0.8220        0.40571        2.46483 
  transit       1        6.49511        4.15022       1.57      0.1261        0.60768        1.64559 
  red_blue      1       -6.97870        4.40725      -1.58      0.1218        0.55973        1.78658 
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Discretionary Program for Year 2006 – DIS_UASI as Dependent 
Variable 

Model #1 of 3 for 2006 – VIF/TOL Procedure 
Step-wise (4 of 4): take out city 

 
   
                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                     Dependent Variable: dis_exp 
 
                               Number of Observations Read          51 
                               Number of Observations Used          51 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                     7     1191.65976      170.23711       1.41    0.2265 
            Error                    43     5194.47178      120.80167 
            Corrected Total          50     6386.13155 
 
 
                         Root MSE             10.99098    R-Square     0.1866 
                         Dependent Mean        2.94059    Adj R-Sq     0.0542 
                         Coeff Var           373.76761 
 
 
                                         Parameter Estimates 
 
                       Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
  Variable     DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
  Intercept     1       10.30509        4.40838       2.34      0.0241              .              0 
  sen_apphs     1       -5.58921        3.65132      -1.53      0.1332        0.79950        1.25079 
  sen_hsgov     1       -4.18242        3.28727      -1.27      0.2101        0.86122        1.16114 
  hor_hs        1        0.75341        1.86078       0.40      0.6876        0.67965        1.47136 
  hor_app       1       -1.91859        3.06670      -0.63      0.5349        0.66439        1.50514 
  nuclear       1       -2.09288        1.24330      -1.68      0.0996        0.76499        1.30721 
  transit       1        5.36137        3.59389       1.49      0.1431        0.74067        1.35012 
  red_blue      1       -6.25576        3.58849      -1.74      0.0884        0.77166        1.29590 
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Discretionary Program for Year 2006 – DIS_SHSGP as Dependent 
Variable 

MODEL #2 of 3 for 2006 
 
                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                  Dependent Variable: dis_exp_shsgp 
 
                               Number of Observations Read          51 
                               Number of Observations Used          51 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                    13      144.50909       11.11608       2.44    0.0168 
            Error                    37      168.55497        4.55554 
            Corrected Total          50      313.06406 
 
 
                         Root MSE              2.13437    R-Square     0.4616 
                         Dependent Mean        3.18414    Adj R-Sq     0.2724 
                         Coeff Var            67.03138 
 
 
                                         Parameter Estimates 
 
                         Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
Variable         DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
Intercept         1        5.87887        1.06291       5.53      <.0001              .              0 
sen_apphs         1       -0.94353        0.75490      -1.25      0.2192        0.70534        1.41775 
sen_hsgov         1       -1.35146        0.65571      -2.06      0.0464        0.81625        1.22511 
hor_hs            1        0.20791        0.57629       0.36      0.7203        0.26721        3.74233 
hor_app           1       -0.71362        0.80793      -0.88      0.3828        0.36098        2.77025 
census_00         1    -1.02942E-7    2.935669E-7      -0.35      0.7278        0.02782       35.93961 
border            1        1.48787        0.78520       1.89      0.0659        0.69784        1.43300 
city              1        0.01003        0.04792       0.21      0.8353        0.09153       10.92523 
mil_fac           1       -0.00923        0.04200      -0.22      0.8272        0.21094        4.74076 
nuclear           1       -0.23297        0.36105      -0.65      0.5227        0.34208        2.92329 
hwy               1       -0.08648        0.12060      -0.72      0.4778        0.15945        6.27157 
airport           1    -0.00044481        0.00209      -0.21      0.8325        0.40571        2.46483 
transit           1       -0.58587        0.77050      -0.76      0.4518        0.60768        1.64559 
red_blue          1       -0.31940        0.81822      -0.39      0.6985        0.55973        1.78658                      

 

Note: 
Even though sen_hsgov is significant at the 5% level, I choose not report this due to the 
multicollinearity among the other variables in this model.  
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Discretionary Program for Year 2006 – DIS_SHSGP as Dependent 
Variable 

MODEL #2 of 3 for 2006 – VIF/TOL Procedure 
Step-wise 4 of 4: take out border 

 
 

                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                  Dependent Variable: dis_exp_shsgp 
 
                               Number of Observations Read          51 
                               Number of Observations Used          51 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                     7      107.45702       15.35100       3.21    0.0080 
            Error                    43      205.60704        4.78156 
            Corrected Total          50      313.06406 
 
 
                         Root MSE              2.18668    R-Square     0.3432 
                         Dependent Mean        3.18414    Adj R-Sq     0.2363 
                         Coeff Var            68.67410 
 
 
                                         Parameter Estimates 
 
                         Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
Variable         DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
Intercept         1        5.30359        0.62585       8.47      <.0001              .              0 
sen_apphs         1       -0.54309        0.72609      -0.75      0.4586        0.80026        1.24960 
sen_hsgov         1       -1.00591        0.62544      -1.61      0.1151        0.94171        1.06190 
hor_hs            1        0.09525        0.47676       0.20      0.8426        0.40981        2.44018 
hor_app           1       -0.85479        0.59269      -1.44      0.1565        0.70405        1.42036 
city              1       -0.01235        0.02275      -0.54      0.5900        0.42632        2.34565 
nuclear           1       -0.58155        0.24241      -2.40      0.0208        0.79651        1.25547 
transit           1       -1.14133        0.71135      -1.60      0.1159        0.74832        1.33633 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 66

Discretionary Program for Year 2006 – DIS_LETPP as Dependent 
Variable 

MODEL #3 of 3 for 2006 
 
 
                                          The REG Procedure 
                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                  Dependent Variable: dis_exp_letpp 
 
                               Number of Observations Read          51 
                               Number of Observations Used          51 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                    13       54.94755        4.22673       2.20    0.0303 
            Error                    37       71.10181        1.92167 
            Corrected Total          50      126.04936 
 
 
                         Root MSE              1.38624    R-Square     0.4359 
                         Dependent Mean        2.08810    Adj R-Sq     0.2377 
                         Coeff Var            66.38768 
 
 
                                         Parameter Estimates 
 
                         Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
Variable         DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
Intercept         1        3.70213        0.69035       5.36      <.0001              .              0 
sen_apphs         1       -0.57318        0.49030      -1.17      0.2499        0.70534        1.41775 
sen_hsgov         1       -0.80544        0.42588      -1.89      0.0664        0.81625        1.22511 
hor_hs            1       -0.03966        0.37429      -0.11      0.9162        0.26721        3.74233 
hor_app           1       -0.66291        0.52474      -1.26      0.2144        0.36098        2.77025 
census_00         1    4.810092E-8    1.906675E-7       0.25      0.8022        0.02782       35.93961 
border            1        1.05952        0.50998       2.08      0.0447        0.69784        1.43300 
city              1       -0.01193        0.03112      -0.38      0.7036        0.09153       10.92523 
mil_fac           1        0.00291        0.02728       0.11      0.9157        0.21094        4.74076 
nuclear           1       -0.31368        0.23450      -1.34      0.1892        0.34208        2.92329 
hwy               1       -0.07631        0.07833      -0.97      0.3363        0.15945        6.27157 
airport           1    -0.00020463        0.00136      -0.15      0.8809        0.40571        2.46483 
transit           1       -0.19140        0.50043      -0.38      0.7043        0.60768        1.64559 
red_blue          1       -0.21513        0.53142      -0.40      0.6879        0.55973        1.78658 

 
 

Note: 
Even though sen_hsgov is significant at the 10% level, I will not report this due to the 
multicollinearity among the other variables in this model.  
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Discretionary Program for Year 2006 – DIS_LETPP as Dependent 

Variable 
MODEL #3 of 3 – VIF/TOL Procedure  

Step-wise 4 of 4 – take out nuclear 
 

 
                                          The REG Procedure 
                                            Model: MODEL1 
                                  Dependent Variable: dis_exp_letpp 
 
                               Number of Observations Read          51 
                               Number of Observations Used          51 
 
 
                                         Analysis of Variance 
 
                                                Sum of           Mean 
            Source                   DF        Squares         Square    F Value    Pr > F 
 
            Model                     7       37.46816        5.35259       2.60    0.0250 
            Error                    43       88.58119        2.06003 
            Corrected Total          50      126.04936 
 
 
                         Root MSE              1.43528    R-Square     0.2972 
                         Dependent Mean        2.08810    Adj R-Sq     0.1828 
                         Coeff Var            68.73605 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                         Parameter Estimates 
 
                         Parameter       Standard                                             Variance 
Variable         DF       Estimate          Error    t Value    Pr > |t|      Tolerance      Inflation 
 
Intercept         1        2.78043        0.39201       7.09      <.0001              .              0 
sen_apphs         1       -0.29258        0.49403      -0.59      0.5568        0.74476        1.34272 
sen_hsgov         1       -0.62524        0.41598      -1.50      0.1401        0.91715        1.09033 
hor_hs            1       -0.05134        0.31427      -0.16      0.8710        0.40632        2.46113 
hor_app           1       -0.74827        0.41523      -1.80      0.0785        0.61800        1.61812 
border            1        1.25976        0.48176       2.61      0.0123        0.83826        1.19294 
mil_fac           1       -0.01464        0.02145      -0.68      0.4984        0.36580        2.73370 
transit           1       -0.58183        0.46222      -1.26      0.2149        0.76359        1.30961
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