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18. AID TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

State and local governments serve a vital role in provid-
ing services to their residents. The Federal Government
contributes to that role by aiding State and local govern-
ments through grants, loans, and the tax system. This
chapter focuses on Federal grants-in-aid. Information
on Federal credit programs may be found in Chapter 23,
“Credit and Insurance,” in this volume. A detailed discus-
sion of tax expenditures in Chapter 17,“Tax Expenditures,”
in this volume, includes a display of tax expenditures that
particularly aid State and local governments at the end of
Tables 17-1 and 17-2.

Federal grants-in-aid most frequently consist of direct
cash assistance to State and local governments, U.S. terri-
tories, and American Indian Tribal governments. Federal
grants-in-aid can also include payments for grants-in-
kind — non-monetary aid such as commodities purchased
for the National School Lunch Program. Federal reve-
nues shared with State and local governments are also
considered grants-in-aid.

Federal grants generally fall into one of two broad
categories of grants: categorical grants or block grants.
However, in addition, these grants may also have char-
acteristics of one or more other types of grants: formula
grants, project grants, and matching grants. Categorical
grants have a narrowly defined purpose and may be
awarded on a formula basis or as a project grant. An ex-
ample of a categorical grant is the Special Supplemental
Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children,
also known as WIC, administered by the Department of
Agriculture. The program targets the nutrition needs of
lower-income pregnant and postpartum women, infants,
and children. Applicants to this program must meet spec-
ified categorical, residential, income, and nutrition risk
eligibility requirements.

Project grants are sometimes awarded competitively
and are typified by a specified end product or duration.
They can include grants for research, training, evalua-
tion, planning, technical assistance, survey work, and
construction.

In contrast to categorical grants, block grants pro-
vide the recipient with more latitude to define the use
of the funding and are awarded on a formula basis
specified in law. The Department of Health and Human
Services Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) program is an example of a block grant. States
may use TANF funds in a variety of ways to meet any
of four purposes set out in law. Each State also has
the discretion to determine eligibility requirements
for TANF benefits. In addition, TANF has a match-
ing requirement known as the “maintenance of effort”
requirement which specifies a minimum that States
must spend to assist low-income families in order to
receive the full Federal grant.

Federal grants help State and local governments fi-
nance programs covering most areas of domestic public
spending, including infrastructure, education, social ser-
vices, and public safety. State and local governments may
provide services directly to beneficiaries or may act as a
pass through and contract with providers or make grant
awards to qualified recipients. According to data from the
Bureau of Economic Analysis, in calendar year 2010, one
quarter of total State current expenditures was devoted
to income security, 21 percent to health care, 20 percent to
national security and public safety, and 15 percent to edu-
cation.! Between 2001 and 2010, government spending
in total at the State and local level increased 50 percent.?
In each of those years, Federal grants-in-aid financed over
one-fifth of State budgets on average.? In 2009 and 2010
that percentage increased to 24 and 25 percent respec-
tively as the Federal Government provided temporary, ad-
ditional aid to bolster State budgets through the worst of
the recession and avoid greater cuts to State services and
tax increases.

The Federal Government used the existing grants
structure to provide swift fiscal relief during the recent
recession — a time when States faced severe and unfore-
seen economic conditions. It did so through the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Recovery Act), Public
Law 111-5, enacted in February 2009. The Recovery Act
provided enhanced grant funding in the areas of educa-
tion, Medicaid, transportation, energy, water, and other
programs. Most provisions of the Recovery Act expired
in 2010 but some were extended in August 2010 in Public
Law 111-226, an act providing education and Medicaid
assistance to States. The temporary fiscal relief provided
in the Recovery Act primarily accounts for the $141.1 bil-
lion increase in Federal outlays for grants-in-aid to States
from 2008 to 2010. In 2011, Federal grant outlays were
$606.8 billion; this was a $1.6 billion decrease from 2010
reflecting the expiration of the temporary increase in
the Federal share of State Medicaid costs and other pro-
visions from the Recovery Act. Grant outlays for 2012
are estimated to increase by $5.7 billion to $612.4 billion.
However, outlays from grants funded through annual ap-
propriations are estimated to decrease by $24.9 billion
in 2012 from the previous year; and are estimated to de-

1U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA),
National Income and Product Accounts, Table 3.16 Government Current
Expenditures by Function. BEA reports annual data on a calendar year
basis. Calendar year 2010 is the most recent year for which annual data
are available.

21bid., Table 3.3. 2010 is the most recent year for which annual data
are available.

3 Ibid. 2010 is the most recent year for which annual data are avail-
able.

4 National Governors Association and National Association of State
Budget Officers, June 2010. “The Fiscal Survey of States.”
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crease again in 2013 by $20.5 billion. These decreases
reflect the winding down of discretionary grant spend-
ing on Recovery Act programs such as the State Fiscal
Stabilization Fund as well as the enactment of caps on
discretionary spending in the Budget Control Act of 2011,
Public Law 112-25, which constrain appropriations of
new discretionary budget authority, including appropria-
tions for grants.6

Economic conditions at the State level are slowly im-
proving, although for the majority of States spending and
revenues are not back to pre-recession levels. According
to the National Association of State Budget Officers, in
State fiscal year 2011,7 38 States had higher general fund

5See Chapter 12, “Budget Concepts,” in this volume for a discussion
of discretionary spending.

6 For more information on the Budget Control Act of 2011 see Chapter
12, “Budget Concepts,” in this volume.

7 According to the 2011 edition of The Fiscal Survey of States, pub-
lished by the National Governors Association and the National Associa-
tion of State Budget Officers, “forty-six states begin their fiscal years
in July and end them in June. The exceptions are Alabama and Michi-
gan, with October to September fiscal years; New York, with an April to
March fiscal year; and Texas, with a September to August fiscal year.”

spending than the previous year.8 Some States needed to
enact mid-year budget cuts in 2011; however, the num-
ber doing so was fewer than in 2010. 2012 is expected to
build on this improvement with 43 States enacting fiscal
year 2012 budgets with general fund expenditures great-
er than 2011. State general fund revenue collections are
also expected to increase in fiscal year 2012, for the sec-
ond year in a row. State fiscal year 2012 is expected to
continue the slow improvement in State fiscal conditions
that began in 2011.

The Budget provides $632.7 billion in outlays for aid
to State and local governments in 2013, an increase of
$20.2 billion from 2012. The distribution of grant spend-
ing in 2013 among functions remains similar to 2012. As
shown in Table 18-1, 48 percent of this aid is for health
programs, with most of the funding going to Medicaid,
a program which makes health insurance accessible for
low-income Americans. Beyond health programs, 17 per-
cent of Federal aid will go to income security programs; 15
percent to education, training, and social services; and 13
percent to transportation.

8 The National Governors Association and the National Association of
State Budget Officers. The Fiscal Survey of States. Fall 2011.

HIGHLIGHTS OF FEDERAL AID TO STATES AND LOCALITIES

The Administration is investing in areas that promote
growth, job creation, and constructing an economy that
is built to last. As part of that effort, the Administration
is looking for ways to make programs more effective and
efficient. In light of the need to make tough choices about
spending, all areas are being asked to share in the sacrifice
needed to put the Nation on a sustainable fiscal course.
Highlights of proposals and changes in the Budget are
presented below by functional category. Each section be-
gins with the overall spending level for that category fol-
lowed by a discussion of significant proposals or changes
to programs in that category. The funding level for every
Federal grant program can be found in Table 18-1, in this
section, organized by functional category and by Federal
agency. The next section, Historical Perspectives, pres-
ents a history of Federal grants-in-aid and includes Table
18-2, which illustrates trends over time. An Appendix to
this chapter includes tables of State-by-State obligations
of major grant programs.

Natural Resources and Environment

Grant outlays for natural resources and environment
programs are estimated to be $6.5 billion in 2013.

The America’s Great Outdoors (AGO) initiative sup-
ports Federal, State, local, and tribal conservation efforts
while reconnecting Americans, particularly young people,
to the outdoors. Investments for AGO programs support
conservation and outdoor recreation activities nationwide
that create millions of jobs, generate hundreds of millions
of dollars in tax revenue, and spur billions in total na-
tional economic activity. Within the Department of the
Interior (DOI), AGO programs include the operation of
national parks, refuges, and public lands, which are criti-

cal for conserving natural and cultural resources, pro-
tecting wildlife, and drawing recreational tourists from
across the Nation and the world. They also include grant
programs that assist States, Tribes, local governments,
landowners, and private groups (such as sportsmen) in
preserving wildlife habitat, wetlands, historic battlefields,
regional parks, and the countless other sites that form the
mosaic of the Nation’s cultural and natural legacy.

The Budget provides $450 million for the Land and
Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) programs in the
Departments of the Interior and Agriculture. Of this
amount, $270 million is proposed to conserve lands within
national parks, refuges, and forests, including $109 mil-
lion in collaborative funds for DOI and the U.S. Forest
Service to jointly and strategically conserve the most crit-
ical landscapes.

The Budget addresses the environmental impacts of
mining by dedicating and prioritizing funds to clean up
abandoned mines. Currently, DOI charges the coal in-
dustry an abandoned mine land (AML) fee and allocates
receipts to States based on production, rather than bas-
ing the allocation on the most pressing needs for clean-
ing up abandoned mines. The Administration proposes to
target these coal AML fee receipts at the most hazardous
sites through a new competitive grant allocation process
with State participation. It also proposes to establish a
new AML fee on hardrock mining, with receipts allocated
through a competitive grant process to reclaim abandoned
hardrock mines, so that the hardrock mining industry is
held responsible in the same manner as the coal mining
industry.

The Budget includes $2 billion for Federal capitaliza-
tion of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) State
Revolving Funds (SRFs). This will allow the SRFs to fi-
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nance over $6 billion in wastewater and drinking water
infrastructure projects annually. The Administration has
strongly supported the SRF's, having received and/or re-
quested funding for them totaling over $18 billion since
2009; since their inception, over $52 billion has been pro-
vided for the SRFs. EPA will work to target assistance
to small and underserved communities with limited
ability to repay loans, while maintaining State program
integrity. Additionally, a number of systems could have
access to capital through the Administration’s proposed
Infrastructure Bank.

In order to promote economic growth in distressed com-
munities, the Budget continues to provide funding for the
EPA’s Brownfields program. Brownfields sites are lightly
contaminated sites where the presence or potential pres-
ence of contamination keeps these sites from being used
productively. These sites are prevalent in economically
distressed communities where industries have moved out
or shuttered their doors. Brownfields funding provides
grants and technical assistance to these communities so
that they can assess and cleanup the properties, allowing
for sustainable development in partnership with environ-
mental protections.

The Budget includes $1.2 billion for grants to sup-
port State and Tribal implementation of delegated en-
vironmental programs. Among other changes, the sup-
port includes $302 million in State grant funding for air
programs, an increase of $66 million to assist States in
addressing additional responsibilities associated with
achieving more stringent air quality standards, and $265
million in State water pollution control grants, a $27 mil-
lion increase including $15 million to address nutrient
loadings. The Administration also proposes a $29 mil-
lion increase in funding to the Tribal General Assistance
Program (Tribal GAP). Tribal GAP funding builds Tribal
capacity and assists tribes in leveraging other EPA and
Federal funding to contribute towards a higher level of
environmental and health protection.

Commerce and Housing Credit

Grant outlays in support of commerce and housing
credit programs are estimated to be $2.8 billion in 2013.

As part of the National Wireless Initiative proposal,
$1.2 billion in grants is proposed for grants to State and
local governments in support of building a public safety
broadband network. This network would provide first re-
sponders access to secure, interoperable video and voice
communications.

Transportation

Grant outlays in support of transportation programs
are estimated to be $81.9 billion in 2013.

The Budget includes a multi-year reauthorization
proposal for critical highway, transit, highway safe-
ty, passenger rail, and multi-modal programs. The
Administration’s reauthorization proposal adopts a
multi-pronged approach that underscores the impor-
tance of preserving and improving the Nation’s high-

ways, bridges, and transit assets. This proposal would
provide $476 billion over six years, which together with
the additional $50 billion in 2012 detailed below, repre-
sents an increase of around 80 percent above the previ-
ous surface transportation reauthorization, plus annu-
al appropriated funding for passenger rail funding in
those years. This proposal seeks not only to fill a long-
overdue funding gap, but also to reform how Federal
dollars are spent to ensure that they are directed to
the most effective programs. It reflects a need to bal-
ance fiscal discipline with efforts to expedite economic
recovery and job creation. It emphasizes fixing existing
assets, moving towards cost benefit analysis of large
transportation projects, and consolidating duplicative,
often-earmarked highway programs. Consistent with
Administration policy, this proposal does not contain
earmarks. Additionally, the reauthorization propos-
al will not add to the deficit, as the Budget proposes
to use the “peace dividend” from ramping down mili-
tary operations overseas to offset all costs. After the
six-year reauthorization period, the Administration is
committed to working with Congress on a financing
mechanism.

To spur job growth and allow States to initiate sound
multi-year investments, the Budget assumes enactment
of an additional $50 billion in transportation investments
in 2012. Although infrastructure projects take time to get
underway, these investments would generate hundreds of
thousands of jobs in the first few years—and in industries
suffering from protracted unemployment. Not only will
job markets and municipal transportation programs ac-
cess much-needed support in the near-term, but Federal
taxpayers will reap the benefits of historically competi-
tive pricing in construction. To help these funds flow into
local communities without delay, key Federal agencies
have been directed find ways to expedite permitting and
approvals for infrastructure projects.

The Budget provides $47 billion over six years to fund
the development of high-speed rail and other passenger
rail programs as part of an integrated national strategy.
This system will provide 80 percent of Americans with
convenient access to a passenger rail system, featuring
high-speed service, within 25 years. The proposal includes
merging Amtrak’s stand-alone subsidies into the high-
speed rail program as part of a larger, competitive System
Preservation initiative.

Fostering livable communities—places where co-
ordinated transportation, housing, and commercial
development gives people access to affordable and en-
vironmentally sustainable transportation—is a trans-
formational policy shift. The Administration’s reau-
thorization proposal adopts a multi-pronged approach
to help communities achieve this goal. For example,
the Administration proposes to permanently autho-
rize the TIGER program, which has supported projects
like multi-modal transportation hubs (where different
forms of transportation converge) and streets that ac-
commodate pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access. The
proposal also seeks to harmonize State and local plan-
ning requirements and facilitate more cooperation, and
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includes competitive grant funding ($200 million in
2012 and $1.2 billion over six years) to improve those
entities’ ability to deliver sound, data-driven, and
collaboratively-developed transportation plans. The
Budget also includes $108 billion for transit programs
over six years, more than doubling the commitment to
transit in the prior reauthorization for both existing
capacity and capacity expansion. This unprecedented
increase for buses, subways, and other systems of pub-
lic transportation will help improve and expand travel
options, cut energy use, and help make local communi-
ties more livable.

In order to ensure the highest safety standards for the
U.S. pipeline system, the Budget proposes to both enhance
and revamp the Department’s Pipeline Safety program.
The Budget increases the size of the State Pipeline Safety
Grant program by 50 percent and institutes several re-
forms to the Federal program. It funds the first phase
of a three-year effort to more than double the number of
Federal pipeline safety inspectors to make certain that
more pipelines are inspected on a regular basis.

In support of the President’s call for spending re-
straint, the Budget lowers funding for the airport grants
program to $2.4 billion, a reduction of $926 million, by
eliminating guaranteed funding for large and medium
hub airports. The Budget focuses Federal grants to sup-
port smaller commercial and general aviation airports
that do not have access to additional or alternative sourc-
es of capital. At the same time, the Budget would allow
larger airports to increase non-Federal passenger facility
charges, thereby giving larger airports greater flexibility
to generate their own revenue. Also, given difficult fiscal
circumstances, the Budget reduces the annual grant to
the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority by
$15 million. The President’s surface transportation plan
would substantially increase overall transit funding and
would benefit both the Washington area and transit sys-
tems nationwide.

Community and Regional Development

Grant outlays for community and regional develop-
ment programs are estimated to be $20.7 billion in 2013.

The Budget provides $220 million, a reduction of $38
million, to the Economic Development Administration
(EDA) within the Department of Commerce. The Budget
supports economic development planning and projects
that catalyze entrepreneurship and innovation at the
regional scale, but conserves resources by trimming the
amount requested for traditional public works grants,
which are often funded using tax-free bonds or other
Federal programs.

Americans rely on first responders to help them
through crises, from natural disasters to terrorist at-
tacks. Accordingly, the Budget provides $2.9 billion for
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) State and Local
Programs to equip, train, exercise, and hire first respond-
ers. To better target these funds, the Budget proposes
eliminating nine duplicative, stand-alone grant programs,
consolidating them into regionally-focused grants that pri-

oritize core capabilities and are awarded based on a risk-
informed, competitive process. This approach will provide
greater flexibility for State and local officials to fill critical
homeland security capability gaps while promoting cost-
effectiveness. The proposed structure and funding levels
will enable the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) to focus on the highest priority homeland secu-
rity capabilities while sustaining prior State and local
investments.

While the consolidated grant structure proposed in
the Budget will eventually strengthen State and local
capabilities through smarter regional investments, ac-
celerating the expenditure of already-awarded grant
funds will improve first responders’ capabilities and
grow the economy now. Working with FEMA and
DHS, the President will carry out a one-time repri-
oritization of $7 billion currently in the expenditure
pipeline. Similar to the successful effort that accel-
erated Recovery Act spending, the Administration has
planned strong incentives to speed spending of State
and local grant balances. Unnecessary red tape will be
cut, administrative restrictions that slow spending will
be relaxed, and regulatory and legislative reforms will
be proposed to further reduce the backlog of unspent
grants. Simultaneously, the Administration will set
and enforce aggressive expiration dates for awarded
grant funds, designating unexpended balances as “use
or lose” to ensure first responders receive the support
they need as quickly as possible.

The Budget proposes to provide $1 billion in immediate
assistance for the retention, rehiring, and hiring of fire-
fighters in 2012, as requested in the American Jobs Act.
Localities with hiring programs and policies that focus on
the recruitment of post-9/11 veterans for firefighter po-
sitions would be given preference in grant awards over
those that do not.

The Budget provides $3 billion for the Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) formula program
and $1 billion for the HOME Investment Partnerships
program within the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). These funding levels for CDBG
and HOME reflect the Administration’s commitment to
supporting municipalities and States as they navigate
through their challenging fiscal climate. CDBG funding
will allow over 1,200 State and local governments to in-
vest in needed public infrastructure improvements, reha-
bilitate affordable housing, and create and retain jobs. The
Budget request for HOME will provide funding to about
645 State and local governments to increase the supply of
affordable housing for low-income families.

The Budget proposes $15 billion in investments for
Project Rebuild to put construction workers on the job
rehabilitating and refurbishing vacant and foreclosed
homes and businesses. Building on proven approach-
es to stabilizing neighborhoods with high concentra-
tions of foreclosures, Project Rebuild will bring in ex-
pertise and capital from the private sector, focus on
commercial and residential property improvements,
and expand innovative property solutions, such as
land banks.
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Education, Training, Employment,
and Social Services

Grant outlays for education, training, employment, and
social service programs are estimated to be $93.4 billion
in 2013.

The Budget provides $850 million for Race to the Top
(RTT), a program that has enabled States to implement
systemic reforms in four fundamental areas: implement-
ing rigorous standards and assessments; using data to
improve instruction and decision-making; recruiting and
retaining effective teachers and principals; and turning
around the lowest-performing schools. In 2011, RTT was
expanded to include the Early Learning Challenge grant
competition, a joint effort with the Department of Health
and Human Services, designed to support the States with
the most ambitious plans to ensure that high-needs chil-
dren from birth to age five enter kindergarten ready to
succeed. In 2012, the Administration is building on the
State-level progress of RTT by launching a district-lev-
el competition to support reforms best executed at the
local level. In 2013, RTT will be poised to deepen the
Administration’s investments in these various areas, and
address the unmet demand of States and Districts that
have demonstrated a commitment to implementing com-
prehensive and ambitious reforms. Additional resources
will be provided for the Race to the Top: Early Learning
Challenge, to be paired with new investments by the
Department of Health and Human Services in improving
child care quality and preparing children for success in
school.

Districts will continue to receive the vital resources
needed to pay teacher salaries and fund other educational
interventions needed to help disadvantaged students and
students with disabilities succeed through sustained in-
vestments in the Title I and IDEA State Grant programs
of $14.5 billion and $11.6 billion, respectively.

The Budget makes a number of investments to help
ensure that an effective teacher is in every classroom, in-
cluding a 25 percent set-aside within the new Effective
Teachers and Leaders State Grants program to build
evidence on ways to best recruit, prepare and support ef-
fective teachers and principals. The budget also invests
$400 million in the Teacher and Leader Innovation Fund
to transform teacher and leader evaluation and compen-
sation to reward strong teaching and support improve-
ment. Additionally, the Administration invests $5 billion
to support States and districts that commit to bold re-
forms at every stage of the teaching profession.

The President’s Budget recommends reauthorization
and reform of the Career and Technical Education (CTE)
State Grant program, currently set to expire in 2013. The
Administration’s $1.1 billion reauthorization proposal
would restructure CTE to align what students learn in
school with the demands of 21st century jobs and create
better quality programs for students. The Budget also
provides new funding to scale up career academies.

Within the Department of Health and Human Services
(HHS), the Budget includes over $8 billion for Head Start
and Early Head Start to serve approximately 962,000

children and families, maintaining the historic expansion
undertaken in 2009-2010. The Budget similarly includes
an additional $7 billion over the next 10 years to sup-
port low-income children with child care subsidies. The
Budget also continues to support reforms to the Child
Care Development Block Grant and provides an addition-
al $300 million for States to improve child care quality,
and ultimately prepare children for success in school. The
Budget supports the implementation of new regulations
to strengthen Head Start by requiring low-performing
programs to compete for continued funding for the first
time in the program’s history.

The Budget also cuts and reforms the Community
Services Block Grant (CSBG). CSBG provides funding for
the important work of Community Action Agencies, but
does not hold these agencies accountable for outcomes.
The Budget provides $350 million to fund the highest
performing Community Action Agencies so that scarce
taxpayer dollars are targeted to high-performing agen-
cies that are most successful in meeting important com-
munity needs.

The 2013 Budget proposes legislation to build on the
American Jobs Act by funding initiatives that aggres-
sively address long-term unemployment and provide
new opportunities to put Americans back to work. The
proposal includes Reemployment NOW, a program that
provides $4.0 billion to give States flexibility to insti-
tute innovative approaches to better connect Emergency
Unemployment Compensation (EUC) claimants with
job opportunities. With Reemployment NOW, States will
be able to implement Bridge to Work programs to give
EUC claimants valuable on-the-job experience and will
also be able to offer claimants wage insurance and oth-
er intensive reemployment services. This fund is paired
with the Administration’s support for extending fed-
erally funded benefits through December 2012. It also
includes Pathways Back to Work, which invests $12.5
million in subsidized employment and work-based train-
ing programs targeting long-term unemployed and low-
income Americans. In addition, the proposal includes a
Community College Initiative that provides $8.0 billion in
the Departments of Education and Labor to support State
and community college partnerships with businesses to
build the skills of American workers.

Health

Grant outlays for health related programs are estimat-
ed to be $303.2 billion in 2013.

The Budget includes $2.4 billion, an increase of
$75 million, for the Health Resources and Services
Administration’s Ryan White program to expand access to
care for persons living with HIV/AIDS who are otherwise
unable to afford health care and related support services.

Medicaid is critically important to providing health care
to the poorest in the country, including children, seniors,
and individuals with disabilities. The Administration op-
poses efforts to turn it into a block grant and slash its
funding. Instead, the Budget seeks to make Medicaid
more efficient by streamlining financing and reimburse-
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ment policies. For example, the Budget would implement
more efficient reimbursement rates for durable medical
equipment based on Medicare rates.

Income Security

Grant outlays for income security programs are esti-
mated to be $106.1 billion in 2013.

At a time of continued need, the Budget provides $7.5
billion for discretionary nutrition program support with-
in the Department of Agriculture. This funding supports
the 9.1 million individuals expected to participate in the
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women,
Infants, and Children (WIC) program which is critical to
the health of pregnant women, new mothers, and their
infants.

The Administration also re-proposes a State op-
tion to suspend time limits on Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (SNAP) benefits for working-age,
low-income adults without dependents for an additional
fiscal year, and re-proposes to extend the availability of
enhanced SNAP benefits through March 31, 2014. SNAP
is the cornerstone of the Nation’s food assistance safety
net and touches the lives of more than 46 million people.
The Administration is committed to preventing hunger by
preserving access to SNAP for all eligible participants.

The Administration supports continued implementa-
tion of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010, Public
Law 111-296, strengthening the child nutrition programs
and increasing children’s access to healthy meals and
snacks.

The Budget modernizes the child support program
within HHS, which touches the lives of more than half
of poor children as well as many middle-class families.
These policy changes, which will encourage fathers to
take responsibility for their children, include: increasing
financial support for States that pass through child sup-
port payments to families rather than retaining them,;
ending the expectation of reimbursement for payments
that are distributed to families receiving TANF assis-
tance; and encouraging States to provide access and visi-
tation services that can improve a father’s relationship
with his family.

The Budget provides $3 billion for the Low Income
Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) to help
struggling families make ends meet by offsetting some of
their home heating and cooling costs. While the costs of
fuels used by most LIHEAP households remain low, the
price of home-delivered fuels, such as heating oil, has
been on the rise. In response, the Budget provides an ad-
ditional $450 million over the 2012 request, and targets
funds to States with vulnerable households facing high
home heating costs for winter 2012-2013.

The Budget provides $150 million for the Choice
Neighborhoods Initiative within the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to continue
transformative investments in high-poverty neighbor-
hoods where distressed HUD-assisted public and private-
ly-owned housing is located. The Budget will reach four
to six neighborhoods with implementation grants that

primarily fund the preservation, rehabilitation and trans-
formation of HUD-assisted public and privately-owned
multifamily housing, and will also engage local govern-
ments, nonprofits, and for-profit developers in partner-
ships to improve the economic conditions in their sur-
rounding communities.

The Budget proposes to combine the separate Operating
Fund and Capital Fund programs into a single Public
Housing subsidy stream. This proposed merger will sim-
plify the program and reduce the administrative burden
on State and local public housing authorities (PHAs) that
own and manage these properties. As a first step towards
consolidation, the Budget provides all PHAs with full flex-
ibility to use their operating and capital funds for any eli-
gible capital or operating expense.

The Budget requests a total of $6.6 billion for Public
Housing, a critical investment that will help 1.1 million
extremely low- to low-income households to obtain or re-
tain decent, safe and sanitary housing. In addition, the
Budget provides up to $50 million to pilot the expansion
of the successful Jobs-Plus demonstration to over 30,000
Public Housing residents.

The Budget proposes to update the Housing
Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) program
to reflect the current understanding of HIV/AIDS and
housing needs. This modernization includes a new formu-
la that will distribute HOPWA funds based on the current
population of HIV-positive individuals, fair market rents,
and poverty rates in order to target funds to areas with
the most need. It also makes the program more flexible,
giving local communities more options to provide target-
ed, timely, and cost-effective interventions. Competitive
grant funds will also be more flexible, allowing HUD to
reward high-performing grantees. The Budget’s $330
million investment in HOPWA, in combination with the
proposed modernization, will assist local communities in
keeping individuals with HIV/AIDS housed, making it
easier for them to stay in therapy and therefore improv-
ing health outcomes for this vulnerable population.

The Budget provides $650 million for the Native
American Housing Block Grant program, which will pro-
vide much-needed funds to over 550 Tribes to help miti-
gate severe housing needs and overcrowding on reserva-
tions. This program is the primary source for housing
on Tribal lands and provides funding for vital housing
activities such as construction, rehabilitation, and oper-
ations. In addition, the Budget provides $60 million in
Indian Community Development Block Grant funding
that Tribes use to improve their housing stock, create
community facilities, make infrastructure improvements,
and expand job opportunities.

Over the past several years, Unemployment
Insurance (UI) benefits, provided through a State-
Federal partnership, have helped American families
stay afloat, keeping 3.2 million individuals — including
nearly one million children — from falling into poverty in
2010. The American Jobs Act proposed an extension of
Federally funded benefits as well as the Reemployment
NOW program, which includes a number of reforms to
help Ul claimants get back to work quickly. The Budget
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continues this support for extending Federally funded
benefits through December 2012 and instituting inno-
vative approaches to better connect Ul claimants with
job opportunities.

Administration of Justice

Grant outlays for justice programs are estimated to be
$6.9 billion in 2013.

The Budget provides $270 million for Juvenile Justice
and Child Safety programs that assist States with their
juvenile justice systems. Research indicates that more
than 60 percent of children have been exposed to violence,
crime, and abuse. This problem has significant conse-
quences for individuals, families, as well as communities
at large, making these Juvenile Justice and Child Safety
programs an essential part of the State and local assis-
tance portfolio. The Budget also provides $20 million for
Adam Walsh Act implementation.

The Budget provides $257 million to support America’s
first responders and the hiring and retention of police
officers and sheriffs’ deputies across the country, and in-
cludes a preference for the hiring of post-9/11 veterans.
These investments assist in building capacity to enable
State and local law enforcement partners to make the
most of their resources and encourage their most promis-
ing and effective public safety efforts.

The Budget also creates a Community Oriented
Policing Stabilization Fund, which would provide $4 bil-
lion in immediate assistance for the retention, rehiring,
and hiring of police officers in 2012, as requested in the
American Jobs Act. Under this proposal, States and lo-
calities with hiring programs and policies that focus on

the recruitment of post-9/11 veterans for law enforcement
positions would be given preference in grant awards over
those that do not.

The Budget provides $413 million to continue efforts
to combat the hundreds of thousands of violent crimes
against women that are committed each year. Funding in
support of the Violence Against Women Act plays a criti-
cal role in building a coordinated community response. In
turn, this coordinated response has changed the civil and
criminal justice systems for the better—encouraging vic-
tims to file complaints, improving prosecution of sexual
assault and domestic violence cases, and increasing the
issuance and enforcement of protection orders. The in-
creased availability of legal services for victims seeking
protection orders has made it easier to obtain such orders
when they are needed, and has helped reduce domestic
violence and improve their quality of life.

The Budget provides $153 million in prisoner re-entry
and jail diversion programs, including $80 million for
Second Chance Act programs and $52 million for prob-
lem-solving grants supporting drug courts, mentally ill
offender assistance, and other problem-solving approach-
es. With 2.3 million people in U.S. prisons and 1 in 32
American adults under some kind of correctional supervi-
sion, these programs aim to divert individuals from incar-
ceration, reduce recidivism, and achieve public safety in a
more sensible way.

The Budget provides $20 million for the Byrne
Criminal Justice Innovation Program, which sup-
ports the Administration’s multi-agency Neighborhood
Revitalization Initiative by directing resources where
they are needed in higher-risk neighborhoods, integrat-
ing public safety, housing services, and other investments.
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Table 18-1. FEDERAL GRANTS TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS—BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS
(In millions of dollars)
Budget Authority Outlays
Function, Category, Agency and Program
2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate | 2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate
National Defense
Discretionary:
Department of Homeland Security:
Federal Emergency Management Agency:
State and Local Programs ... 375 50 67 205 31
Energy
Discretionary:
Department of Energy:
Energy Programs:
Energy Efficiency and Renewable ENergy ..o 231 128 178 4,561 3,390 1,010
Mandatory:
Department of Energy:
Energy Programs:

Advanced Vehicles, Community Deployment Challenge ... | ] i 1,000 ] 150
Tennessee Valley Authority:

Tennessee Valley Authority FUNd .........ccoceiniinininnnnseeeins 567 640 576 567 640 ...
Total, mandatory 567 640 1,576 567 640 150
Total, Energy 798 768 1,754 iﬁuﬂmj—LﬁQ

Natural Resources and Environment
Discretionary:
Department of Agriculture:
Farm Service Agency:
Grassroots Source Water Protection Program ..o 4 L 4 L
Natural Resources Conservation Service:
Watershed Rehabilitation Program ............. 4 7| 5 5 7
Watershed and Flood Prevention Operations ... | e 16 85 23 2
Forest Service:

State and Private FOrestry ... 287 254 251 248 323 309

Management of National Forest Lands for Subsistence Uses ............... 3 3 3 2 1
Department of Commerce:

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration:

Operations, Research, and FaCiliies ... 121 177 174 77 109 105

Pacific Coastal Salmon RECOVETY ........c.wwemmererirerineiiseiseriesienenons 80 65 50 77 79 76
Department of the Interior:

Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement:

Regulation and TEChNOIOGY ..........ceurerrrriumrieiireeeieeiessiesseeseees 71 67 57 52 48 46

Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund 3 ] 20 22 27
United States Geological Survey:

Surveys, Investigations, and RESEarch ... 6 6 6 70
United States Fish and Wildlife Service:

State and Tribal Wildlife Grants ..........c.ccvevreinminrncrnneineessienis 62 61 61 78 81 79

Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund 60 48 60 89 90 90

Landowner Incentive Program ..........cc.cccvereneeneeneines Bl ] 10 12 12

Coastal Impact ASSIStANCE .........ccccvernrcinireisiievcsseisvesssieniees || e 2000 ] ]

National Park Service:

Urban Park and Recreation FUNd ..o A ] ] e

National Recreation and Preservation ............cccucveivirnincrniireineens 58 60 52 58 66 63

Land Acquisition and State ASSISTANCE ........cevrrerrireerreneirrensinssresrenneens 40 45 60 33 31 41

Historic Preservation FUNd ... 54 56 56 79 85 81
Environmental Protection Agency:

State and Tribal Assistance Grants ............ccccecvveerveeereeseeeeseeeseeenes 3,619 3,568 3,326 5,549 4,472 3,876

Hazardous Substance Superfund 19 19 19 273 220 211

Leaking Underground Storage Tank Trust FUNd ..........ccocvvevrcrniirecnen. 97 97 97 157 117 106
Total, discretionary 4,584 4,653 4,063 6,903 5,796 5,132

Mandatory:
Department of the Interior:
Bureau of Land Management:
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Table 18-1. FEDERAL GRANTS TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS—BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS—Continued
(In millions of dollars)
Budget Authority Outlays
Function, Category, Agency and Program
2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate | 2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate
Miscellaneous Permanent Payment ACCOUNES ..........ccveueienriniiiienninas 89 52 22 90 56 23
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement:
Coastal Impact ASSIStANCE | ........coocvvviveecviiseincivsenssssissssiiseeens | e | e 70 9
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement:
Payments to States in Lieu of Coal Fee ReCeipts .........cccovurcrviererenens 85 85 85 118 65 82
Abandoned Mine Reclamation FUNd ... 150 220 221 133 120 153
United States Fish and Wildlife Service:

Federal Aid in Wildlife ReStOration ..o 412 399 413 396 406 424

Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund 54 51 53 54 51 53

Coastal Impact ASSISTANCE | .......coovvvvcceeececcienecisenecsseesirissmsiisenen | et v eeen] e 62 92

Sport Fish REStOration ..o 450 434 446 456 480 500

National Park Service:
Land Acquisition and State ASSIStANCE ... ||| e 1 4 3
Departmental Offices:
National Forests Fund, Payment to States ..........cccocvvevervrncriniinnineens 11 8 9 1 8 9
Leases of Lands Acquired for Flood Control, Navigation, and Allied
PUIPOSES ..ottt 23 19 19 23 19 19

States Share from Certain Gulf of Mexico Leases .. 1 ] 1 ]
Corps of Engineers--Civil Works:

South Dakota Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Restoration Trust Fund .......... 4 4 5 3 7 5
Total, mandatory 1,279 1,272 1,273 1,356 1,287 1,363
Total, Natural Resources and Environment

Agriculture
Discretionary:
Department of Agriculture:
Departmental Management:
Departmental AdmINIStration ..o 20 200 20 20
National Institute of Food and Agriculture:
Extension Activities 404 405 403 361 577 613
Research and Education Activities .. 323 324 319 294 431 337
Agricultural Marketing Service:
Payments to States and POSSESSIONS ..........cueeerreenernernnrineiseeeeseens 1 1 1 21 1 1
Farm Service Agency:
State Mediation Grants ... 4 4 4 4 4 5
Total, discretionary 752 754 727 700 1,033 956
Mandatory:
Department of Agriculture:
Agricultural Marketing Service:
Payments to States and POSSESSIONS ...........cureeeriereeiirnnincrnieeeieens 55 55| 13 51 54
Farm Service Agency:

Commodity Credit Corporation FUNd .............cccceeumiunriniinsineniieieenns 225 e e 225 | e
Total, mandatory 280 55 238 51 54
Total, Agriculture 1,032 809 727 938 1,084 1,010

Commerce and Housing Credit
Mandatory:
Department of Commerce:
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration:
Promote and Develop Fishery Products and Research Pertaining to
American Fisheries 1 1 6 14 4 11
National Telecommunications and Information Administration:

State and Local Implementation FUNd ... || e e ] e -160

Incentive Auction Relocation FUNd ... | o] ]| ] -500

Public Safety Trust FUN ......ccccooviminiiicivcnvcscissciseieeens | e e 1216) | 1,216
Department of the Treasury:

Departmental Offices:

State Small Business Credit INIative ..o | || e 366 859 251

Financial Research FUN ... 21 123 158 4 120 154
Federal Communications Commission:

Universal SErvice FUN ... 1,957 1,894 1,867 1,938 1,894 1,867
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Table 18-1. FEDERAL GRANTS TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS—BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS—Continued
(In millions of dollars)
Budget Authority Outlays
Function, Category, Agency and Program
2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate | 2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate
Total, mandatory 1,979 2,018 3,247 2,322 2,877 2,839
Total, Commerce and Housing Credit
Transportation
Discretionary:
Department of Transportation:
Office of the Secretary:
Supplemental Discretionary Grants for a National Surface
Transportation System, RECOVErY ACt ..o | | ] s 226 505 420
Federal Aviation Administration:
Grants-in-aid for Airports, ReCovery ACt ... || e e 164 15
Grants-in-aid for Airports (Airport and Airway Trust Fund) ... | ]| | 3,095 3,713 3,456
Federal Highway Administration:
Emergency Relief Program ... | s 1662 .. 414 866 937
Highway Infrastructure Investment, Recovery At ... | | ] 7,966 2,021 1,586
Highway Infrastructure Programs .......cccooovininininivinisicisienees | o] e s 135 133 151
Appalachian Development Highway System ... | ] ] 22 32 35
Miscellaneous Appropriations ..........c.c..e.... el 87 99 86
Miscellaneous Transportation Trust FUNAS ..o | | e s 25 36 39
Federal Railroad Administration:
Emergency Railroad Rehabilitation and Repair ... | ] ] 3 8
Intercity Passenger Rail Grant Program ... | | ] e 10 20 20
Rail Line Relocation and Improvement Program ........c.cccccovveennnincien. I O 4 20 20
Capital Assistance for High Speed Rail Corridors and Intercity
Passenger Rail SEIVICE ......ccovmviniiiivcncsciseiniscisinenseens ||| e 295 1,045 1,423
Federal Transit Administration:
Transit Capital Assistance, ReCOVErY ACt ... | ] el s 2,105 1,287 864
Fixed Guideway Infrastructure Investment, Recovery Act ... | | ] 207 132 88
Miscellaneous Expired ACCOUNES .......cccvcvvvreiniinivcisscinirscsiisniee | evveeeee| e E 1 O -1
Job Access and Reverse Commute Grants ... | ] s -15 8 7 -8
Interstate Transfer Grants-transit ... || e Bl ] -3
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority . 150 150 134 110 150 250
FOrMUIa Grants ..........cvevevrnimeinernineeseisnnesessesssssssssnsssnensees || e -73 220 309 116
Capital INVeStMENt Grants ..........cccveviveninmneinscisssssseiseeees || e A ] ]
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration:
PIpeling SAfELY .......ccoiveiecriire e 31 34 63 32 33 33
Trust Fund Share of Pipeling Safety ... 5l e 3 |
Total, discretionary 197 1,846 94 15,131 10,431 9,512
Mandatory:
Department of Homeland Security:
United States Coast Guard:
BOAt SAMELY ... 13 108 11 121 109 110
Department of Transportation:
Immediate Transportation INVestments ... | s 50,0000 5,690 18,280
Office of the Secretary:
National Infrastructure INVeStMeNts 2 .............oooovvveeeeerreereeeessessreerreonnns 502 480 10 90 312
National Infrastructure Investments (Transportation Trust Fund) 2 .........| ~ eeees] o 480 | ]
Federal Aviation Administration:
Grants-in-aid for Airports (Airport and Airway Trust Fund) ...........ccceeune. 3,385 3,370 2277 el ] e
Federal Highway Administration:
Federal-aid HIGNWAYS 2 .............cooomrrrrveveomineeeseessssseesssssssssesssssssons 38,564 39,427 41,902 35,754 38,598 41,115
Miscellaneous APProPriations ..........ceeeeeeereremrsmesessssssssssssessessessanes 19 5 19 5/
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration:
Motor Carrier Safety Grants 2 .............ccooorevveeermnnnereseessssssenesssssssns 307 306 330 253 313 334
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration:
Highway Traffic Safety Grants 2 ............ccoecw.cmeeeevneeesrissssssisessssissneens 532 525 618 558 628 634
Federal Railroad Administration:
Capital Assistance for High Speed Rail Corridors and Intercity
Passenger Rail Service 2 4000 ] e 7 203 337
Network DEvEIOPMENT ........ccvvieeerereceserevnsesesesssssesissneniees | | e 1,0000 ] 136
Federal Transit Administration:
Grants for Energy Efficiency and Greenhouse Gas Reductions 2 ......... 50| ] ] 8 25
Capital INVeStMENt GrantS 2 ..........cooovueeeeveeieeereeeeeeseeeeeessssesesssseeeens 1,304 1,892 L. 1,926 2,070 1,895
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Table 18-1. FEDERAL GRANTS TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS—BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS—Continued
(In millions of dollars)
Budget Authority Outlays
Function, Category, Agency and Program
2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate | 2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate
Discretionary Grants (Transportation Trust Fund, Mass Transit
ACCOUN) ot || e e 25 13 13
Transit Formula Grants 2 .. 8,361 4,759 8,457
Operations and Safety ... || e 36 32
Transit Expansion and Livable Communities Programs ... | iee| e 2,448 245
Bus and Rail State of Good Repair ...........cveeeevneeerenerneneesensessinniee | v v 3,207 481
Total, mandatory 104,474 57,168 72,406
Total, Transportation 106,320 57 262‘
Community and Regional Development
Discretionary:
Department of Agriculture:
Rural Utilities Service:
Distance Learning, Telemedicine, and Broadband Program .................. 25 35 42 299 606 709
Rural Water and Waste Disposal Program Account .............cccveveeeen. 495 456 436 755 781 933
Rural Housing Service:
Rural Community Facilities Program ACCount ...........cccuecveeeeereceencnnns 68 43 22 129 96 65
Rural Business Cooperative Service:
Rural Business Program ACCOUNE ...........ceeeeeeeremneereeneiseineissisesseenneens 176 253 76 230 258 86
Department of Commerce:
Economic Development Administration:
Economic Development Assistance Programs ... 246 420 182 423 494 444
Department of Homeland Security:
Federal Emergency Management Agency:
State and Local Programs ..........cccceeeeemcineensieneessseesssssssenines 2,818 2,237 2,900 3,252 4,188 5,735
United States Fire Administration and Training ............ccccueeereinierniencens 4 3 3 3 5 5
DiSAStEr RENES .....vvveeerrircrieriii s 2,523 1,204 1,204 6,201 1,156 611
Department of Housing and Urban Development:
Community Planning and Development:
Community Development FUNG ..o 3,466 3,408 3,127 7,037 7,946 5,704
Community Development Loan Guarantees Program Account .. 6 6 3 9 5
Brownfields Redevelopment ... || e e 10 9 1
Office of Lead Hazard Control and Healthy Homes:
Lead Hazard RedUCHION .........cccvniminiiniicisecessisse s 119 120 119 174 154 130
Department of the Interior:
Bureau of Indian Affairs and Bureau of Indian Education:
Operation of Indian Programs ... 159 159 159 158 159 157
Indian Guaranteed Loan Program Account ... 17 7 5 17 7 7
Appalachian Regional Commission ...... 60 59 57 60 45 63
Delta Regional Authority ............... 10 11 1 12 24 21
Denali Commission 1 17 10 49 55 25
Total, discretionary 10,193 8,438 8,353 18,812 15,992 14,711
Mandatory:
Department of Homeland Security:
Federal Emergency Management Agency:
First Responder Stabilization FUNd ... | s 998 | 599 399
Department of Housing and Urban Development:
Community Planning and Development:
Community Development Loan Guarantees Program Account ... | e 8| ] 8
Neighborhood Stabilization Program ... 1,000 150000 ... 1,123 1,063 5,548
Total, mandatory 1,000 16,006 1,123 1,670 5,947
Total, Community and Regional Development
Education, Training, Employment, and Social Services
Discretionary:
Department of Commerce:
National Telecommunications and Information Administration:
Public Telecommunications Facilities, Planning and Construction .........| .l ] 22 8 6
Information Infrastructure Grants ... | s 2 el
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Table 18-1. FEDERAL GRANTS TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS—BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS—Continued

(In millions of dollars)

Budget Authority Outlays
2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate | 2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate

Function, Category, Agency and Program

Department of Education:
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education:

Indian Student Education 123 125 125 118 111 123

Impact Aid 1,268 1,286 1,219 1,331 1,493 1,260

Supporting Student Success 278 256 1,448 363 436 323

Accelerating Achievement and Ensuring EQUItY ........ccccccovvieinirniines 15,487 15,677 14,718 19,486 20,143 15,364

Education Improvement Programs ...........ccc..... 4,471 4,416 2,816 5,309 4,949 4,426

State Fiscal Stabilization Fund, Recovery Act ... | || e 12,419 5412 L.
Office of Innovation and Improvement:

Innovation and Instructional TEAMS ..........ccccevveverererirerieieieeceieienas 1,579 1,233 4,146 724 1,321 1,305
Office of English Language Acquisition:

English Learner EQUCAHION ..o 690 685 685 743 715 685
Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services:

Special EAUCALION ..ot 12,318 11,730 11,617 16,832 14,274 12,475

Rehabilitation Services and Disability Research 148 149 55 473 279 137

American Printing House for the BIind ...........ccccovernencinniiniieis 25 25 25 23 32 26
Office of Vocational and Adult Education:

Career, Technical and Adult Education ...........ccccccvevevvivcnceicsieenne, 1,721 1,719 1,716 1,946 1,859 1,679
Office of Postsecondary Education:

Race to the Top: College Affordability and Completion ... el 1,000 | 50

Higher EdUCALION .......c.coviiiiiiisiss s 302 301 301 438 502 361
Office of Federal Student Aid:

Student Financial ASSISTANCE ... ||| e 47 6 17
Institute of Education Sciences ... 42 38 53 82 234 74
Hurricane Education RECOVETY ... ||| v 28 24

Department of Health and Human Services:
Administration for Children and Families:

Supporting Healthy Families and Adolescent Development .................. 63 62 62 63 62 63

Children and Families Services Programs ... 9,148 9,537 9,318 10,141 9,677 9,463
Administration on Aging:

AQINg SErViCeS PrOGramS ........ccuevererieeerneiserinsiessseesssseesssssessesssssees 1,496 1,470 1,926 1,513 1,484 1,756

Department of the Interior:
Bureau of Indian Affairs and Bureau of Indian Education:
Operation of Indian Programs ... 111 11 111 108 106 103

Department of Labor:
Employment and Training Administration:

Training and EmMployment SEIVICES .........cuvueviernrineeneireesneierineieninees 2,879 2,874 2,924 3,666 3,046 2,919

Community Service Employment for Older Americans 325 ] 388 299 1

State Unemployment Insurance and Employment Service Operations . 87 87 87 84 64 78

States Paid Leave FUNG ... || e 51 1

Unemployment Trust Fund ... 966 955 995 1,266 951 925
Corporation for National and Community Service:

Operating EXPENSES ......c.ueeurvrmerieeseriessseesesssssessssessess s 485 496 496 232 363 266
Corporation for Public BroadCasting ............ccc.eeureeeenreneerneieesseeseeeenns 435 444 445 435 444 445
District of Columbia:

District of Columbia General and Special Payments:

Federal Payment for Resident Tuition SUPPOTt .........ccovvervnienciniirnireens 35 30 35 35 30 35

Federal Payment for School Improvement ... 78 60 60 78 60 60
National Endowment for the Arts:

National Endowment for the Arts: Grants and Administration ................ 50 46 49 58 53 49
Institute of Museum and Library Services:

Office of Museum and Library Services: Grants and Administration ..... 217 216 216 257 260 260
Total, discretionary 54,827 54,026 56,653 78,708 68,697 54,745

Mandatory:
Department of Education:
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education:
Education JObS FUNG .......cccevvievieicccccvcevecvnsvsevseiseiseisenens | || e 5,056 3,712
Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services:
Rehabilitation Services and Disability Research ...........cccccccvevvineinen. 3,085 3,122 3,231 2,795 3,512 3,292

Departmental Management:
American Jobs ACt ... | s 61,333 1,533 30,517 19,577
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Table 18-1. FEDERAL GRANTS TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS—BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS—Continued
(In millions of dollars)
Budget Authority Outlays
Function, Category, Agency and Program
2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate | 2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate
Department of Health and Human Services:
Administration for Children and Families:

Supporting Healthy Families and Adolescent Development .................. 496 476 477 408 561 470

Social Services BIOck Grant ...........ccooevvvevrveriicreeesseeeseesee s 1,785 1,785 1,785 1,787 1,908 1,792
Department of Labor:

Employment and Training Administration:

AMENCAN JODS ACt .....oviiieceeeeee e | e 17,834 1,333 5,062 12,147

TAA Community College and Career Training Grant Fund . 500 500 500 193 632

Federal Unemployment Benefits and Allowances ............c.cocvevviereeenen. 409 575 575 607 793
Total, mandatory 6,275 85,625 9,434 10,439 46,072 38,703
Total, Education, Training, Employment, and Social Services ..................

Health
Discretionary:
Department of Agriculture:
Food Safety and Inspection Service:

Salaries and EXPENSES .......cc.riveierirniieieiseieisesie e 50 51 51 47 51 51
Department of Health and Human Services:

Health Resources and Services Administration:

Health Resources and SErVICES ..........ccceieriverrireiieeriieseesesesenas 2,171 2,847 2,847 2,840 2,648 2,463
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention:

CDC-Wide Activities and Program SUpport ........c.ccceeuneesineeniensinninns 2,358 2,309 2,309 2,335 2,153 2,130
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration:

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration .............. 2,828 2,823 2,723 2,964 2,941 2,965
Departmental Management:

Public Health and Social Services Emergency Fund ............ccccccoevuennen. 575 380 255 277 395 374

Prevention and Wellness Fund, Recovery At ... | | ] 22 18]

General Departmental Management ............cceeieneineinsineenneeneennens 25 25| 5 10
Department of Labor:

Occupational Safety and Health Administration:
Salaries and EXPENSES .......cvrvrecriiieiieieiiesiesiesises i 115 115 115 115 115 115
Mine Safety and Health Administration:
Salaries and EXPENSES ..o 9 9 5 9 9 5
Total, discretionary 8,106 8,559 8,330 8,609 8,335 8,113
Mandatory:
Department of Health and Human Services:
Health Resources and Services Administration:
Maternal, Infant, and Early Childhood Home Visiting Programs ............ 250 350 400 36 86 359
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services:

Rate REVIEW GIants ..........covuvernereeneeninennssnessnssssssissssnsenenens | e | e 12 80 80

Affordable Insurance Exchange Grants .. 478 1,140 868 24 906 1,087

Grants to States for MEdiCaid .........cccevrreereeeerenerrerineeseeeessseeenns 258,365 270,868 269,525 274,964 255,263 282,819

Children’s Health Insurance FUNd ..o 10,004 8,659 10,745 8,629 9,778 10,027

State Grants and Demonstrations .. 808 528 530 562 604 474

Child Enroliment Contingency Fund 8 7 13 4 125 200

Departmental Management:

Pregnancy ASSIStance FUND ... 25 25 25 7 22 25
Total, mandatory 269,938 281,577 282,106 284,238 266,864 295,071
Total, Health

Income Security
Discretionary:
Department of Agriculture:
Food and Nutrition Service:
Commaodity Assistance Program ... 246 244 254 286 276 254
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC) ... 6,172 7,018 7,041 6,787 7,072 7,427
Department of Health and Human Services:
Administration for Children and Families:
Low Income Home Energy ASSIStanCe ..........cccccovveereneeeeeenneeneneencnnns 4,701 3,472 3,020 4,419 3,726 3,338
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Table 18-1. FEDERAL GRANTS TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS—BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS—Continued

(In millions of dollars)

Budget Authority Outlays
Function, Category, Agency and Program
2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate | 2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate
Refugee and Entrant ASSIStANCE .........ccccocuveiininciniiniisiissscssens 504 504 625 632 633 722
Payments to States for the Child Care and Development Block Grant .. 2,214 2,269 2,594 2,975 2,290 2,452
Department of Homeland Security:
Federal Emergency Management Agency:
Emergency Food and ShEter ... 120 120 100 48 201 100
Department of Housing and Urban Development:
Public and Indian Housing Programs:
Public Housing Operating Fund ..o 3,962 4,399 4,165 4,276
Revitalization of Severely Distressed Public Housing (HOPE VI) ........| 99 ...l 170 150
Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant ............cccoveeveeneerniineeneen. 13 13 10 12
Tenant Based Rental ASSIStANCe ... 18,264 19,123 18,174 19,092
Project-based Rental ASSIStaNCe ...........ccoerrerercrneeneneineeeseseseiseins 289 260 289 260
Public Housing Capital Fund .......... 1,875 2,014 2,805 2,371
Native American Housing Block Grant 650 647 708 653
Choice Neighborhoods ....... 120 149 8
Family Self-SUffiCIENCY ......cvvrerereriiressnseisenes || e 60| ] ]
Community Planning and Development:
Homeless ASSIStaNCE Grants ...........c.cocweeerrerneeerrneeseeessessesseeeens 718 703 821 866 824 707
Home Investment Partnership Program ........c.cccccvenennenineneninnnns 1,591 1,000 995 2,853 1,931 1,611
Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS 331 332 328 336 316 331
Rural Housing and Economic Development ... e o 14 19 18
Permanent Supportive HOUSING .......ccouvvrernimminvrsiscisiissreees | o] ] e 13 13 11
Department of Labor:
Employment and Training Administration:
Unemployment TruSt FUND ..........ocoviminiieinrceeeescssecieees 3,250 3,421 3,421 3,447 2,128 1,591
Total, discretionary 45,930 44,256 45,864 51,245 45,750 45,384
Mandatory:
Department of Agriculture:
Agricultural Marketing Service:
Funds for Strengthening Markets, Income, and Supply (section 32) ..... 952 880 1,044 947 903 1,044
Food and Nutrition Service:
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program .........c..cccovveeneeneneennins 6,721 6,388 7,061 5,973 6,832 7,034
Commodity Assistance Program ... 21 21 21 21 22 21
Child NUtrition Programs ... 17,306 18,136 19,768 17,112 19,436 19,768
Department of Health and Human Services:
Administration for Children and Families:
Payments to States for Child Support Services and Family Support
Programs 4,159 4,048 3,867 4,182 3,869 3,873
Contingency Fund .... 334 612 293 1,956 1,317 393
Payments to States for Foster Care and Adoption Assistance ... 6,990 7,006 7,165 6,859 6,795 7,170
Child Care Entitlement to States ..........cccvuernereinrinrniinins 2,917 2,917 3,417 3,100 2,868 3,286
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families ........c.coocveereereeniernrnernninens 16,950 16,739 17,058 17,116 16,538 17,306
Department of Housing and Urban Development:
Public and Indian Housing Programs:
Public Housing Capital FUND .......cooovvmiiniiniscsccisiisiseinieee | e ] e 147 |
Community Planning and Development:
HousiNg TrUSt FUN ... | e | e 1,000 ] 10
Department of Labor:
Employment and Training Administration:
Unemployment TrUSE FUNG ... 1,916 1,186 766 1,915 1,186 766
Department of the Treasury:
Departmental Offices:
Grants to States for Low-Income Housing Projects in Lieu of Low-
Income Housing Credit AllOCAHONS ..........ccouieeireerneeeineireieireiieens 186 | 3,052 635 ...
Total, mandatory 58,402 58,433 61,460 62,380 60,401 60,671
Total, Income Security
Social Security
Mandatory:
Social Security Administration:
Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund ............cccooeeeruneeiscinninenncnens 22 30 28 27 30 28




18. AID TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

301

Table 18-1. FEDERAL GRANTS TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS—BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS—Continued
(In millions of dollars)
Budget Authority Outlays
Function, Category, Agency and Program
2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate | 2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate
Veterans Benefits and Services
Discretionary:
Department of Veterans Affairs:
Veterans Health Administration:
MEICAl SEIVICES ...ouvviirireieiieiieie ittt 822 733 765 822 733 765
Departmental Administration:

Grants for Construction of State Extended Care Facilities ...........c...... 85 85 85 124 261 74

Grants for Construction of Veterans Cemeteries 46 46 46 50 33 33
Total, discretionary 953 864 896 996 1,027 872
Total, Veterans Benefits and Services 953 864 896 996 1,027 872

Administration of Justice
Discretionary:
Department of Housing and Urban Development:
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity:
Fair Housing ACHIVIIES ..........cocuuiiiriiriiiie s 71 72 68 50 71 73
Department of Justice:
Legal Activities and U.S. Marshals:
Assets FOrfeiture FUNG ..o 21 21 21 17 18 21
Office of Justice Programs:

Research, Evaluation, and Statistics ..........ccecrnenrnrnnnsnsnsssnnnns 144 58 78 166 174 134

State and Local Law Enforcement Assistance 1,219 1,094 945 1,751 1,727 1,589

Juvenile Justice Programs .........cccceeeeeereeneen. 241 211 202 293 334 341

Community Oriented PoliCing SErvices ... 304 162 278 623 800 518

Violence against Women Prevention and Prosecution Programs .......... 404 390 392 449 457 533
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission:

Salaries and EXPENSES .......c.vieieeireieiieiseieiiesie s sssssseninns 30 30 30 29 30 30
Federal Drug Control Programs:

High-intensity Drug Trafficking Areas Program .........c.ccovevenenieneennnns 217 239 200 220 194 238
State Justice Institute:

State Justice Institute: Salaries and EXPENSES ......c..ccuuveurivneeneincirnninns 5 5 5 4 6 6
Total, discretionary 2,656 2,282 2,219 3,602 3,811 3,483

Mandatory:
Department of Justice:
Legal Activities and U.S. Marshals:
Assets FOrfeiture FUNG ..........cc.iuiiiiiicesseseeeeieniesnies 579 574 573 531 520 566
Office of Justice Programs:

Community Oriented Policing Stabilization Fund ... | e 3,992 ] 2,395 1,597

Crime VIctims FUNG ..o 605 655 655 667 761 1,095
Department of the Treasury:

Departmental Offices:

Treasury Forfeiture FUNG .......c.cccovniinicincecesesseees 207 36 216 76 262 200
Total, mandatory 1,391 5,257 1,444 1,274 3,938 3,458
Total, Administration of Justice

General Government
Discretionary:
Department of the Interior:
United States Fish and Wildlife Service:
National Wildlife Refuge FUnd ..........cccviureireinineinienesnesneeeens 15 14 14 14
Insular Affairs:

ASSIStANCE 10 TEITIHOMES ....vvuvveverreireire ettt 57 60 57 57 65 70

Trust Territory of the Pacific ISIands ... | ] ] e 1 1 1
District of Columbia:

District of Columbia Courts:
Federal Payment to the District of Columbia Courts ............ccccocnriunce. 243 243 220 261 235 245
Defender Services in District of Columbia Courts ..........coevvinivrrennens 55 45 50 49 59 60
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Table 18-1. FEDERAL GRANTS TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS—BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS—Continued

(In millions of dollars)
Budget Authority Outlays
Function, Category, Agency and Program
2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate | 2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate
District of Columbia General and Special Payments:
Federal Support for Economic Development and Management
Reforms in the DIStrICt ...........oveeeriiirrirereeeeeise s 24 23 34 24 23 34
Election Assistance Commission:
Election Reform Programs ... | s e e 95 24 5
Total, discretionary 394 385 361 501 421 415
Mandatory:
Department of Agriculture:
Forest Service:

Forest Service Permanent Appropriations ............c.cceeeeeneenerneereeeneens 454 359 85 437 3n 126

Department of Energy:
Energy Programs:

Payments to States under Federal Power ACt ...........ccoveeveenirireeenncnnne 6 3 3 4 3 3

Department of Homeland Security:
Customs and Border Protection:
Refunds, Transfers, and Expenses of Operation, Puerto Rico .............. 101 95 96 88 132 98
Department of the Interior:
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement:
Payments to States in Lieu of Coal Fee RECEIPtS .......cccovvrivrriniirrirns 160 180 | 237 120
United States Fish and Wildlife Service:
National Wildlife Refuge FUnd .........cccviuveineiincinieenesnesnecens 7 8 8 5 8 9
Departmental Offices:

Mineral Leasing and Associated Payments ..........cccccvureineinriniinnnnas 1,921 2,075 2,144 1,921 2,075 2,144

National Petroleum Reserve, Alaska 3 3 3 3 3 3

Geothermal Lease Revenues, Payment to Counties ............ccoeeeeeeneenes 4 4 4 4

Insular Affairs:
ASSIStaNCe 10 TEITIHONES .........veveeeererierieee e 28 28 28 18 26 37
Payments to the United States Territories, Fiscal Assistance ................ 208 248 248 208 248 248
Department-Wide Programs:
Payments in LiU 0f TAXES ......vvueeriereriiisrireisrirecseiesie e 376 387 398 375 387 398
Department of the Treasury:
Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau:
Internal Revenue Collections for Puerto RiCo ..........cccoeueeunieneiniinnieneens 452 487 466 452 487 466
Internal Revenue Service:

Build America Bond Payments, Recovery Act ... 3,597 3,456 3,958 3,597 3,456 3,958
Corps of Engineers--Civil Works:

Permanent APPropriations ..........c.ceeeereeenenerneineenesessessissssessseeneens 4 e e e v,
Total, mandatory 7,321 7,333 7,437 7,112 7,437 7,610
Total, General Government 7,715 7,718 7,798 7,613 7.8
Total, Grants 531,600 688,961 552,911 606,766 612,419 632,664

Discretionary 129,198 126,241 127,738 189,835 164,888 144,364
Mandatory 402,402 562,720 425,173 416,931 447,531 488,300

" Management of the Coastal Impact Assistance program was transferred in 2012 from the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement to the U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service.

2These programs are included in the surface transportation reauthorization proposal. As part of that proposal, the Administration proposes to reclassify all surface transportation
outlays as mandatory, consistent with the recommendations of the President's National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform, and to also move a number of current General
Fund programs into the Transportation Trust Fund. For comparability purposes, the Budget reclassifies 2011 actual and 2012 estimated budget authority and outlays as mandatory. The

table reflects these changes.

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVES

The 19th century witnessed national expansion and a
growth in Federal aid. With westward development and

population growth, Congress recognized a great need for

internal improvement projects. Many early grants came
in the form of land and were used for canals, waterways,
roads and railroads, although, at that time, grants were
made to individuals, corporations, and territories since

most of the States of the trans-Mississippi west did not
enter the Union until after the Civil War.

The rudiments of the present system of State grants-

in-aid date back to the Civil War. After the War, key
Supreme Court decisions expanded Federal powers un-
der the Necessary and Proper Clause of the Constitution.
Congress supported westward expansion with the Pacific
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Railroad Act of 1862, which enabled the government to
charter railroad corporations that constructed a trans-
continental railroad. The Morrill Act, passed in 1862, es-
tablished the land grant colleges and instituted certain
federally required standards for States that received the
grants, as is characteristic of present-day grant programs.

The Weeks Act of 1911 is an early example of the mod-
ern grant-in-aid program model because it contained sev-
eral mechanisms that became common in future grants,
including conditioning the receipt of Federal funds on
approval of State plans, requiring matching State funds,
and specifying the oversight role of Federal officials.?
In 1914, Congress passed the Smith-Lever Act, another
early grant-in-aid program which distributed millions of
dollars in agricultural assistance to States for extension
services by the land grant universities.

During the Great Depression, the reach of Federal
grants-in-aid expanded to meet income security and oth-
er social welfare needs. The Federal Emergency Relief
Act of 1933 was the first piece of legislation that spe-
cifically provided fiscal relief to States through grants.!?
However, Federal grants did not become a significant
portion of Federal Government expenditures until after
World War II. During the mid-part of the 20th century,
the Eisenhower Administration made great investments
in the National infrastructure system through the cre-
ation of the Interstate Highway program.

As shown in Table 18-2,1! Federal grants for trans-
portation were $3.0 billion or 43 percent of all Federal
grants in 1960 due to the initiation of aid-to-States to
build the Interstate Highway System in the late 1950s.
Transportation is now the fourth largest grant category
and accounted for 10 percent of total grant outlays in 2011.

By 1970 there had been significant increases in grant
funding for education, training, employment, and social
services. This function was the largest grant category in
1970 and accounted for 27 percent of total grant outlays.
In 2011, education, training, employment, and social ser-
vices constituted 15 percent of total grant outlays. Also,
in the early and mid-1970s, major new grants were cre-
ated for natural resources and environment (construction
of sewage treatment plants), community and regional de-
velopment (community development block grants), and
general government (general revenue sharing).

Since 1980, changes in the relative amounts among
functions reflect steady growth of grants for health (pri-
marily Medicaid) and income security. In 1980, grants
for health programs constituted 17 percent of total grant
spending. This amount grew to 32 percent in 1990 and 48
percent in 2010. In 2011, expenditures for health grants

9 Canada, Ben. February 19, 2003. Federal Grants to State and Lo-
cal Governments: A Brief History. Congressional Research Service, The
Library of Congress.

10 Tbid.

11 Table 18-2 displays trends in Federal grants to State and local
governments since 1960. Section A shows Federal grants by function.
Functions with a substantial amount of grant funding are broken out on
separate lines. Grants for national defense, energy, social security, and
veterans benefits and services functions are combined on the “Other”
line.

were $292.8 billion and 48 percent of total Federal grant
spending.

Grants for income security programs accounted for 20
percent of grant funding in 1980, 27 percent in 1990 and
19 percent in 2010. Expenditures for income security
grants were $113.6 billion and 19 percent of Federal grant
spending in 2011.

Section B of Table 18-2 distributes grants between
mandatory and discretionary spending. Programs whose
funding is provided directly in authorizing legislation are
categorized as mandatory. Funding levels for most manda-
tory programs can only be changed by changing eligibil-
ity criteria or benefit formulas established in law and are
usually not limited by the annual appropriations process.!2
Outlays for mandatory grant programs were $416.9 billion
in 2011. As shown in Table 18-1, the three largest manda-
tory grant programs in 2011 were Medicaid, with outlays
of $275.0 billion; Temporary Assistance for Needy Families,
$17.1 billion; and Child Nutrition Programs, which include
the School Breakfast Program, the National School Lunch
Program and others, $17.1 billion.

Funding levels for discretionary grant programs are de-
termined annually through appropriations acts. Outlays
for discretionary grant programs were $189.8 billion in
2011. As shown in Table 18-1, the three largest discre-
tionary programs in 2011 were Federal-aid Highways,
$35.1 billion; Accelerating Achievement and Ensuring
Equity (Education for the Disadvantaged), $19.5 billion;
and Tenant Based Rental Assistance, $18.6 billion.

Section C of Table 18-2 divides grants among three
major categories: payments for individuals, grants for
physical capital, and other grants. Grant outlays for
payments for individuals, which are primarily entitle-
ment programs in which the Federal Government and
the States share the costs, have grown significantly as
a percent of total grants. They increased from about a
third of the total in 1960 to slightly less than two-thirds
in the mid-1990s, and have remained about that propor-
tion since. These grants are distributed through State or
local governments to provide cash or in-kind benefits that
constitute income transfers to individuals or families.
The major grant in this category is Medicaid. Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families, child nutrition programs,
and housing assistance are also large grants in this cat-
egory. Grant spending in the payments for individuals
category equaled $387.8 billion in 2011 or 64 percent of
total grant spending.

Grants for physical capital assist States and localities
with construction and other physical capital activities.
The major capital grants are for highways, but there are
also grants for airports, mass transit, sewage treatment
plant construction, and community development. Grants
for physical capital were almost half of total grants in
1960 shortly after grants began for construction of the
Interstate Highway System. The relative share of these
outlays has declined, as payments for individuals have
grown. In 2011, grants for physical capital were $97 bil-
lion, 16 percent of total grants.

12 For more information on these categories, see Chapter 12, “Budget
Concepts,” in this volume.



304

ANALYTICAL PERSPECTIVES

All other grants are captured in the “other” category.
These grants were 20.2 percent of total grants in 2011
and totaled $122.4 billion.

Section D of Table 18-2 shows grants as a percent of
Federal outlays, State and local expenditures, and gross
domestic product. Grants have increased as a percent of
total Federal outlays from 11 percent in 1990 to 18 per-
cent in 2010 and were 17 percent in 2011. Grants as a
percent of domestic programs were 22 percent in 2011.

Federal grants have increased as a percent of total State
and local expenditures since 1990 when they were 19 per-
cent. However, a comparison with State and local expen-
ditures for 2011 cannot be made because final data are
not yet available for that year.

Section E shows the relative contribution of physical
capital grants in assisting States and localities with gross
investment. Federal capital grants are estimated to be 30
percent of State and local gross investment in 2011.

Table 18-2. TRENDS IN FEDERAL GRANTS TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

(Outlays in billions of dollars)

Actual Estimate
1960 | 1965 | 1970 | 1975 | 1980 | 1985 | 1990 | 1995 | 2000 | 2005 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013
A. Distribution of grants by function:
Natural resources and environment 0.1 0.2 0.4 24 54 41 3.7 4.0 4.6 5.9 8.3 71 6.5
Agriculture ... 0.2 0.5 0.6 04 0.6 24 1.3 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.0
Transportation ...........ccceevcvneenens 3.0 4.1 4.6 59| 130/ 17.0{ 19.2| 258 322| 434 6104 667 819
Community and regional development ..... 0.1 0.6 1.8 2.8 6.5 5.2 5.0 7.2 87| 202 199 17.7] 207
Education, training, employment, and social Services ................ 0.5 1.1 6.4 121 219 171] 218 309| 36.7| 572 89.1| 1148 934
Health 0.2 0.6 3.8 88| 15.8| 245 439 93.6| 1248/ 197.8| 292.8| 275.2| 303.2
Income security ........ 2.6 35 5.8 94| 185| 279| 36.8| 584| 687 90.9| 1136 106.2| 106.1
Administration of JUSHICE ..........cccuuririrernieiiescniisnen | e s 0.0 0.7 0.5 0.1 0.6 1.2 5.3 4.8 4.9 7.7 6.9
General government ... 0.2 0.2 0.5 71 8.6 6.8 2.3 2.3 2.1 4.4 7.6 7.9 8.0
Other 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.8 2.1 2.6 8.5 8.2 4.9
Total 7.0/ 109] 241| 49.8| 91.4| 1059| 135.3| 225.0/ 285.9| 428.0| 606.8) 612.4| 632.7
B. Distribution of grants by BEA category:
Discretionary N/A 29| 102| 21.0{ 533| 555/ 633] 9400 116.7| 181.7| 189.8| 164.9] 144.4
Mandatory N/A 80| 139| 288 38.1| 504| 72.0/ 131.0/ 169.2| 246.3| 416.9| 447.5| 488.3
Total 7.0/ 10.9] 241| 49.8| 91.4| 1059| 135.3| 225.0) 285.9| 428.0| 606.8) 612.4] 632.7
C. Composition:
Current dollars:
Payments for iNdividUuals T ............eerereeerrmnnrereeeesisnnereneenenns 25 37 87| 16.8| 326 50.1| 77.3| 144.4| 1826 273.9| 387.8| 368.6] 399.3
Physical capital ' 3.3 5.0 7.1 109] 226 249 272| 396 487 608/ 965 965 1083
Other grants 1.2 2.2 83| 222| 362| 309| 309 410/ 546| 933| 122.4| 147.4] 125.0
Total 700 109] 24.1| 49.8) 91.4| 1059 135.3| 225.0/ 285.9| 428.0| 606.8) 612.4| 632.7
Percentage of total grants:
Payments for individuals ! 35.3%| 34.1%| 36.2%| 33.6%| 35.7%| 47.3%| 57.1%| 64.2%| 63.9%| 64.0%| 63.9%| 60.2%| 63.1%
Physical capital ' 47.3%| 45.7%| 29.3%| 21.9%| 24.7%| 23.5%| 20.1%| 17.6%| 17.0%| 14.2%| 15.9%| 15.7%| 17.1%
Other grants 17.4%| 20.2%| 34.5%| 44.5%| 39.6%| 29.2%| 22.8%| 18.2%| 19.1%| 21.8%| 20.2%| 24.1%| 19.8%
Total 100.0%| 100.0%]| 100.0%] 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%
Constant (FY 2005) dollars:
Payments for individuals ' ... 13.3| 188| 37.3] 535/ 711 835 107.6| 175.7| 203.2| 2739| 336.7| 311.6] 331.3
Physical capital ! 19.6| 279| 314| 300 449| 395 376 5004 565 608/ 762 739 805
Other grants 123| 19.2| 55.0] 103.4| 111.1] 66.6| 53.0/ 579| 67.0/ 93.3] 101.8] 1189 97.8
Total 45.3| 65.9| 123.7] 186.9| 227.1| 189.6] 198.1| 283.6] 326.8| 428.0/ 514.6] 504.4) 509.6
D. Total grants as a percent of:
Federal outlays:
Total 7.6%| 9.2%| 12.3%| 15.0%| 15.5%| 11.2%| 10.8%| 14.8%| 16.0%| 17.3%| 16.8%| 16.1%| 16.6%
Domestic programs 2 .. 18.0%| 18.3%| 232%| 21.7%| 22.2%| 18.2%| 17.1%| 21.6%| 22.0%| 23.5%| 22.4%| 21.1%| 21.8%
State and local expenditures 14.8%| 15.5%| 20.1%| 24.0%| 27.4%| 22.0%| 18.9%| 22.8%| 22.2%| 24.5%| 27.5% N/A N/A
Gross dOmEStC ProQUCE ..........cceuureerererereereerrieeeseseriesseseesenes 1.4%| 1.6%| 24%| 32%| 34%| 2.6%| 24%| 31%| 29%| 34%| 4.1%| 3.9%| 3.9%
E. As a share of total State and local gross investments:
Federal capital grants 24.6%| 25.5%| 25.4%| 26.0%| 35.4%| 30.2%| 21.9%| 26.0%| 22.0%| 22.0%| 29.7%| 29.2%| 31.4%
State and local own-source financing 75.4%| 74.5%| 74.6%| 74.0%| 64.6%| 69.8%| 78.1%| 74.0%| 78.0%| 78.0%| 70.3%| 70.8%| 68.6%
Total 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%

N/A: Not available at publishing.
* 50 million or less.

' Grants that are both payments for individuals and capital investment are shown under capital investment.
2 Excludes national defense, international affairs, net interest, and undistributed offsetting receipts.
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OTHER INFORMATION ON FEDERAL AID TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Additional information regarding aid to State and lo-
cal governments can be found elsewhere in this Budget.
Major public physical capital investment programs pro-
viding Federal grants to State and local governments
are identified in Chapter 21, “Federal Investment,” in
this volume. Summary and detailed data for grants
to State and local governments can be found in many
sections of a separate volume of the Budget entitled
Historical Tables. Section 12 of that document is devot-
ed exclusively to grants to State and local governments.
Additional information on grants can be found in Section
6, Composition of Federal Government Outlays; Section
9, Federal Government Outlays for Major Public Physical
Capital, Research and Development, and Education and
Training; Section 11, Federal Government Payments for
Individuals; and Section 15, Total (Federal and State and
Local) Government Finances.

In addition, a number of other sources provide State-
by-State data, information on how to apply for Federal
aid, or display information about audits but use a slightly
difference concept of grants.

The Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance is a pri-
mary reference source for communities wishing to apply
for grants and other domestic assistance. The Catalog
is prepared by the General Services Administration and
contains a detailed listing of grant and other assistance
programs; discussions of eligibility criteria, application
procedures, and estimated obligations; and related infor-
mation. The Catalog is available on the Internet at www.
cfda.gov.

Current and updated grant receipt information by State
and local governments can be found on USAspending.gov.
This public website also contains contract and loan infor-
mation and is updated twice per month. Additional cur-

rent and updated information about grants provided spe-
cifically by the Recovery Act can be found on Recovery.gouv.
The Bureau of the Census in the Department of
Commerce provides data on public finances, including
Federal aid to State and local governments. The Bureau’s
major reports and databases on grant-making include:

o Federal Aid to States, a report on Federal grant
spending by State for the most recently completed
fiscal year.

o The Consolidated Federal Funds Report is an annu-
al document that shows the distribution of Federal
spending by State and county areas and by local gov-
ernmental jurisdictions.

e The Federal Audit Clearinghouse maintains an on-
line database (harvester.census.gov/sac) that pro-
vides access to summary information about audits
conducted under OMB Circular A-133, “Audits to
States, Local Governments, and Non-Profit Organi-
zations.” Information is available for each audited
entity, including the amount of Federal money ex-
pended by program and whether there were audit
findings.

The Bureau of Economic Analysis, also in the
Department of Commerce, publishes the monthly Survey
of Current Business, which provides data on the national
income and product accounts (NIPA), a broad statisti-
cal concept encompassing the entire economy. These ac-
counts include data on Federal grants to State and local
governments. Data using the NIPA concepts appear in
this volume in Chapter 29, “National Income and Product
Accounts.”

APPENDIX: SELECTED GRANT DATA BY STATE

This Appendix displays State-by-State spending for se-
lect grant programs to State and local governments with
summary information in the first two tables. The pro-
grams selected here cover almost 80 percent of total grant
spending.

The first summary table, “Summary of Programs by
Agency, Bureau, and Program” shows obligations for each
program by agency and bureau. The second summary ta-
ble, “Summary of Grant Programs by State,” shows total
obligations for each State across all programs.

The individual program tables display obligations for
each program on a State-by-State basis, consistent with
the estimates in this Budget. Each table reports the fol-
lowing information:

e The Federal agency that administers the program.

e The program title and number as contained in the
Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance.

e The budget account number from which the pro-
gram is funded.

e Actual 2011 obligations for States, Federal territo-
ries, or Indian Tribes in thousands of dollars. Un-
distributed obligations are generally project funds
that are not distributed by formula, or programs for
which State-by-State data are not available.

e Estimates of 2012 obligations by State from previ-
ous budget authority and under new authority.

o KEstimates of 2013 obligations by State, which are
based on the 2013 Budget request, unless otherwise
noted.

e The percentage share of 2013 estimated program
funds distributed to each State.
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Table 18-3. SUMMARY OF PROGRAMS BY AGENCY, BUREAU, AND PROGRAM

(Obligations in millions of dollars)

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:
Agency, Bureau, and Program Previous FY 2013
FY 2011 (actual)|  authority New authority Total (estimated)

Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service:

School Breakfast Program (10.553) 3,076) ... 3,321 3,321 3,503
National School Lunch Program (10.555) 10,321 629 10,088 10,717 11,405
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) (10.557) ...... 7,123 144 6,947 7,091 7,144
Child and Adult Care Food Program (10.558) .........cc.euiurrineiirineeieseineisseseissiseesseessessenens 2,732 2,758 2,758 2,917
State Administrative Matching Grants for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(FOOU StAMPS) (10.561) .ovveerreeeveeeeeeereesesesssseeeessesssssssseesssssssmesseseesessssssessssenee s 3132 3,742 3,742 3,867
Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education:
Title | College-And-Career-Ready Students (Formerly Title | Grants to Local Educational
AGENCIES) (84.010) ...vurveuirrrirrrieeieereeeiei e 14,4431 ... 14,516 14,516 14,516
Improving Teacher Quality State Grants (84.367) 2,465 ... 2,467 2467
Effective Teachers and Leaders State Grants ... | e ] ] s 2,467
Department of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services:
Vocational Rehabilitation Grants (84.126) ... 3085 3,122 3,122 3,167
Special Education-Grants to States (84.027) 11,466 ... 11,578 11,578 11,578
Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services:
Children’s Health Insurance Program (93.767) 13,459 ... 14,982 14,982 17,406
Grants to States for Medicaid (93.778) 295836 e 266,622 266,622 284,874
Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families:
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)-Family Assistance Grants (93.558) ............. 16,935 .. 16,739 16,739 16,739
Child Support Enforcement-Federal Share of State and Local Administrative Costs and
Incentives (93.563) 4554 L. 4,225 4,225 4,041
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (93.568) 4501 3,472 3,472 2,820
Child Care and Development Block Grant (93.575) 2222 2,278 2,278 2,603
Child Care and Development Fund-Mandatory (93.596A) .. 1,240( ... 1,240 1,240 1,252
Child Care and Development Fund-Matching (93.596B) ..... 1,664 ... 1,677 1,677 2,165
Head Start (93.600) ........cccoervrrene 7559 7,969 7,969 8,054
Foster Care-Title IV-E (93.658) . 4459 L. 4,110 4,110 4,146
Adoption Assistance (93.659) ....... 2,362 2,415 2,415 2,537
Social Services Block Grant (93.667) ... 1,7000 ... 1,700 1,700 1,700

Department of Health and Human Services, HIV/AIDS Bureau:
Ryan White HIV/AIDS Treatment Modernization Act-Part B HIV Care Grants (93.917) ............. 1,253 ... 1,299 1,299 1,363

Department of Housing and Urban Development, Public and Indian Housing Programs:

Public Housing Operating Fund (14.850) 46000 . 3,962 3,962 4,524

Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers (14.871) . 18,510 179 18,264 18,443 19,128

Public Housing Capital FUNd (14.872) ........coucueeiiieineeineseisesisiesisesessse s 2,115 68 1,875 1,943 2,070
Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and Development:

Community Development Block Grant (14.218) ........cuiuienrinineieieiieeiseise e 4,425 940 3,408 4,348 3,227
Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration:

Unemployment INSUrANCE (17.225) .......vueieivirierineieiiseisrissiesiesises e 3,189 ... 3,189 3,189 3,028
Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration:

Airport Improvement Program (20.106) ...........cceeureemreeemeeneseesssessisesssseesssssssssessssessees 3,448 L 5,199 5,199 2,277
Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration:

Highway Planning and Construction (20.205) ...........coeueieriiniesiinsieiiseesseieesesisssss s 39,721 39,883 39,883 42,189
Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration:

Transit Formula Grants Programs (20.507) .........cceuueuiieiiimiimieiicrnsiessseeesiseesessessseseseees 9,047 3,968 5,256 9,224 9,624
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Water:

Capitalization Grants for Clean Water State Revolving Fund (66.458) ..........c.ccoocreeneerniinernnines 1,864 231 1,235 1,466 1,175

Capitalization Grants for Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (66.468) .............coccoeernieneineenne 1,103 311 607 918 850
Federal Communications Commission:

Universal Service FUNd E-RAtE ..o 1885 ... 1,947 1,947 1,806

Total 505,495 6,470 472,092 478,561 500,157
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Table 18-4. SUMMARY OF PROGRAMS BY STATE

(Obligations in millions of dollars)

State or Territory

Programs distributed in all years

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

FY 2013
All programs FY Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
2011 (actual) authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total
Alabama 6,739 86 6,818 6,904 6,910 1.50
Alaska .... 2,253 11 2,141 2,152 1,893 0.41
Arizona .. 9,960 82 9,007 9,088 8,992 1.95
Arkansas ... 5,160 25 4,966 4,991 5,114 1.11
California ... 60,336 786 52,824 53,610 53,321 11.54
Colorado .... 5111 101 4,847 4,947 4,822 1.04
Connecticut 5,813 207 5,307 5514 5,651 1.22
Delaware 1,502 19 1,384 1,404 1,422 0.31
District of Columbia 2,871 92 2,501 2,593 2,551 0.55
Florida .......cccovvvuee. 20,878 353 19,786 20,139 21,139 457
Georgia .. 11,774 187 11,383 11,570 11,792 2.55
Hawaii .... 1,888 62 1,733 1,795 1,827 0.40
Idaho ...... 2,023 14 2,085 2,099 2,170 0.47
lllinois 16,147 138 15,256 15,394 14,936 3.23
Indiana 8,626 45 8,666 8,712 8,760 1.90
lowa ....... 4,227 48 3,925 3,973 3,953 0.86
Kansas ... 3,363 25 3,142 3,167 3,165 0.68
Kentucky 7,506 36 7,079 7,115 7,025 1.52
Louisiana 8,548 205 8,188 8,393 8,068 1.75
Maine ......... 2,735 15 2,379 2,394 2,418 0.52
Maryland ........ 7,555 105 6,841 6,946 7,144 1.55
Massachusetts ... 12,469 319 11,203 11,522 11,444 2.48
Michigan ........ 14,975 111 14,302 14,412 14,609 3.16
Minnesota .. 7,837 61 7,859 7,921 7,741 1.68
Mississippi 5,840 42 6,146 6,188 6,430 1.39
Missouri 9,219 105 9,195 9,300 9,216 1.99
Montana ..... 1,659 12 1,646 1,658 1,552 0.34
Nebraska ... 2,233 21 2,154 2,175 2,162 0.47
Nevada ...... 2,263 32 2,302 2,334 2,227 0.48
New Hampshire . 1,553 11 1,359 1,370 1,369 0.30
New Jersey ........ 12,125 154 11,363 11,518 11,630 2.52
New Mexico 4,291 34 4,411 4,445 4,830 1.05
47,391 1,037 47,568 48,605 50,700 10.97
North Carolina ... 12,865 147 12,758 12,905 12,920 2.80
North Dakota 1,205 21 1,071 1,093 1,031 0.22
Ohio 18,471 114 18,590 18,704 18,710 4,05
Oklahoma 5,625 21 5,457 5,479 5,578 1.21
Oregon ....... 5,486 31 5,344 5,375 5,403 117
Pennsylvania . 21,028 154 19,822 19,977 20,128 4.36
Rhode Island ..... 2,278 38 1,959 1,997 1,988 0.43
South Carolina ... 6,360 64 6,039 6,103 6,007 1.30
South Dakota ..... 1,275 4 1,201 1,205 1,155 0.25
Tennessee 9,661 39 9,699 9,738 10,369 2.24
Texas 33,692 517 32,393 32,910 33,804 7.31
Utah ....... 3,080 21 2,844 2,865 2,795 0.60
Vermont . 1,487 13 1,394 1,407 1,359 0.29
Virginia ... 7,934 145 7,411 7,555 7,907 1.71
Washington ... 7,620 76 8,338 8,414 9,178 1.99
West Virginia .. 3,675 14 3,561 3,576 3,593 0.78
Wisconsin 7,909 110 7,265 7,375 7,423 1.61
Wyoming 917 2 815 818 805 0.17
American Samoa 86 0 81 81 76 0.02
GUAM <. 178 10 166 176 165 0.04
Northern Mariana Islands 68 1 75 76 64 0.01
Puerto Rico 3,526 116 3,472 3,587 3,604 0.78
Freely Associated States 37 1 52 54 29 0.01
Virgin Islands ................. 170 11 164 175 168 0.04
Indian THbeS ......ccovvveereerrriereicnene . 870 25 847 873 886 0.19
Total, programs distributed by State in all years ..........coorencensnssisnsssnens 472,374 6,281 450,586 456,868 462,129 100.00
MEMORANDUM:
Not distributed by State in all years ' ... 33,121 188 21,506 21,694 38,028 N/A
Total, including undistributed 505,495 6,470 472,092 478,561 500,157 N/A

The sum of program obligations not distributed by State in all years.
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Table 18-5. SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM (10.553)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

12-3539-0-1-605

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013

State or Territory Previous FY2013 | Percentage of

FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total
54,405 ... 59,870 59,870 63,139 1.80
7639 8,406 8,406 8,865 0.25
Arizona 66,341 ... 73,005 73,005 76,991 2.20
Arkansas .... 40,056 44,080 44,080 46,486 1.33
California ... 362,503 ... 398,916 398,916 420,697 12.01
Colorado ... 294231 ... 32,379 32,379 34,146 0.97
Connecticut 21,355 23,500 23,500 24,783 0.71
Delaware ............... 8169 ... 8,990 8,990 9,480 0.27
District of Columbia 7575 8,336 8,336 8,791 0.25
Florida 172,202 ... 189,499 189,499 199,846 571
Georgia .. 146,347 ... 161,047 161,047 169,840 4.85
Hawaii .... 10,323 ... 11,360 11,360 11,980 0.34
Idaho .. 15,964 ... 17,568 17,568 18,527 0.53
[linois ..... 97,880, . 107,712 107,712 113,593 324
Indiana .. 58,266 . 64,119 64,119 67,619 1.93
lowa 19,180 ... 21,107 21,107 22,259 0.64
22,878 ... 25,176 25,176 26,551 0.76
Kentucky ... 58,450, ... 64,321 64,321 67,833 1.94
Louisiana ... 63,423 ... 69,794 69,794 73,604 210
9,416 ... 10,362 10,362 10,928 0.31
Maryland 38,783 42,679 42,679 45,009 1.29
Massachusetts 36,819 ... 40,517 40,517 42,730 1.22
Michigan ........ 82,783 ... 91,098 91,098 96,072 2.74
Minnesota .. 34539 38,008 38,008 40,084 1.14
Mississippi 55283 . 60,836 60,836 64,158 1.83
Missouri ..... 56,985 ... 62,709 62,709 66,133 1.89
Montana 6,429 ... 7,075 7,075 7,461 0.21
Nebraska 13,009 ... 14,316 14,316 15,097 0.43
Nevada .......... 17,327] 19,067 19,067 20,109 0.57
New Hampshire . 4697 5,169 5,169 5,451 0.16
New Jersey ... 49,377 54,337 54,337 57,304 1.64
New Mexico ... 33218 ... 36,555 36,555 38,550 1.10
New York ........ 157,033) ... 172,807 172,807 182,242 5.20
North Carolina 98,983 ... 108,926 108,926 114,873 3.28
North Dakota 3959 4,357 4,357 4,595 0.13
(0] 3110 IR 90,619 ... 99,722 99,722 105,166 3.00
Oklahoma .. 51,494 ... 56,667 56,667 59,760 1.71
Oregon 31,473 L 34,634 34,634 36,525 1.04
Pennsylvania 75,757 83,367 83,367 87,918 2.51
Rhode Island ..... 7261 7,990 7,990 8,427 0.24
South Carolina ... 65,585 ... 72,173 72,173 76,113 217
South Dakota . 6,300 . 6,933 6,933 7,311 0.21
Tennessee ..... 71241 L 78,397 78,397 82,677 2.36
Texas ... 438,103 ... 482,110 482,110 508,433 14.52
Utah 17,252 ... 18,985 18,985 20,021 0.57
Vermont 4719 L 5,193 5,193 5,477 0.16
Virginia ....... 56,853 ... 62,564 62,564 65,980 1.88
Washington ... 45196 ... 49,736 49,736 52,451 1.50
West Virginia .. 20,321 22,362 22,362 23,583 0.67
Wisconsin ...... 37689 . 41,475 41,475 43,739 1.25
Wyoming ............ 3229 3,553 3,553 3,747 0.1
AMENICAN SAMOA ...t srerssesneennnnenee || ||| ] e
Guam 2162 2,379 2,379 2,509 0.07
Northern Mariana ISIands .........ccovvnninininnsssssseesisssssneens || el el e
Puerto RiCO ......cccovvvnenee. 30,738 33,826 33,826 35,672 1.02
Freely Associated Sates ... | ||| e e
Virgin Islands 1,113 ... 1,225 1,225 1,292 0.04
INIAN THDES ..o || |||l e
Undistributed ............. 57,707 ] el ]
DOD/AF/USMC/NAVY ..coovvrvirrerncrieenseeiesieesisesssssssssisesssessessssessessesssessssees 15 17 17 17 *
Total 3,075,846 @ ... 3,321,311 3,321,311 3,502,644 1100.00

*$500 or less or 0.005 percent or less.
' Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Table 18-6. NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM (10.555)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

12-3539-0-1-605

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total
Alabama ... 179,934 11,245 180,392 191,637 203,938 1.79
Alaska .... 28,937 1,808 29,011 30,819 32,797 0.29
Arizona .. 230,108 14,381 230,693 245,074 260,806 2.29
Arkansas 119,028 7,439 119,331 126,770 134,907 1.18
California 1,341,671 83,851 1,345,084 1,428,935 1,520,659 13.33
Colorado .... 115,851 7,240 116,146 123,386 131,306 1.15
Connecticut 78,987 4,936 79,188 84,124 89,524 0.78
Delaware .............. 25,956 1,622 26,022 27,644 29,419 0.26
District of Columbia 18,743 1,171 18,791 19,962 21,243 0.19
Florida ......oocvvveveenn. 602,954 37,683 604,488 642,171 683,392 5.99
Georgia 418,632 26,163 419,697 445,860 474,480 4.16
Hawaii 38,981 2,436 39,080 41,516 44,181 0.39
Idaho 48,127 3,008 48,249 51,257 54,547 0.48
Illinois 376,492 23,530 377,449 400,979 426,718 3.74
Indiana 217,476 13,592 218,029 231,621 246,489 2.16
lowa 87,119 5,445 87,340 92,785 98,741 0.87
Kansas ... 88,233 5,514 88,458 93,972 100,004 0.88
Kentucky ... 160,093 10,005 160,501 170,506 181,450 1.59
Louisiana ... 189,440 11,839 189,922 201,761 214,713 1.88
Maine ......... 30,790 1,924 30,869 32,793 34,898 0.31
Maryland ........ 130,440 8,152 130,772 138,924 147,842 1.30
Massachusetts 140,189 8,761 140,546 149,307 158,891 1.39
Michigan 264,760 16,547 265,433 281,980 300,081 2.63
Minnesota .. 130,532 8,158 130,864 139,022 147,946 1.30
Mississippi . 150,202 9,387 150,584 159,971 170,240 1.49
Missouri ..... 178,236 11,139 178,690 189,829 202,014 1.77
Montana ..... 23,875 1,492 23,936 25,428 27,060 0.24
Nebraska ... 57,519 3,595 57,665 61,260 65,192 0.57
Nevada 77,108 4,819 77,304 82,123 87,395 0.77
New Hampshire 22,070 1,379 22,126 23,505 25,014 0.22
New Jersey ........ 205,828 12,864 206,351 219,215 233,287 2.05
New Mexico ... 81,895 5,118 82,104 87,222 92,820 0.81
New York 582,962 36,433 584,446 620,879 660,733 5.79
North Carolina 320,141 20,008 320,955 340,963 362,850 3.18
North Dakota ..... 15,894 993 15,935 16,928 18,014 0.16
(0] 3110 SR 311,062 19,440 311,854 331,294 352,560 3.09
Oklahoma .. 141,066 8,816 141,425 150,241 159,885 1.40
Oregon ........... 97,307 6,081 97,555 103,636 110,288 0.97
Pennsylvania . 292,515 18,281 293,260 311,541 331,538 2.91
Rhode Island 25,675 1,605 25,740 27,345 29,100 0.26
South Carolina 171,206 10,700 171,641 182,341 194,046 1.70
South Dakota ..... 24,994 1,562 25,058 26,620 28,328 0.25
Tennessee ... 207,488 12,967 208,016 220,983 235,168 2.06
Texas ... 1,192,799 74547 1,195,833 1,270,380 1,351,926 11.85
Utah ....... 87,058 5,441 87,279 92,720 98,672 0.87
Vermont . 13,141 821 13,175 13,996 14,894 0.13
Virginia 193,537 12,096 194,029 206,125 219,356 1.92
Washington 169,120 10,570 169,550 180,120 191,682 1.68
West Virginia .. 56,039 3,502 56,182 59,684 63,515 0.56
Wisconsin ...... 149,247 9,328 149,626 158,954 169,158 1.48
Wyoming 13,157 822 13,191 14,013 14,912 0.13
AMENICAN SAMOA ..ot ssenensennienes || |||l e
GUAM <. 6,152 384 6,168 6,552 6,973 0.06
Northern Mariana ISIands ... | ||| ] ] e
Puerto RICO ......ccvvune 118,608 7,413 118,909 126,322 134,431 1.18
Freely Associated States ... || e e || e
Virgin Islands ............. 5,217 326 5,230 5,556 5,913 0.05
INAIAN THDES ..o neeeeeessneins ||| || e
Undistributed 258,086 | e
DOD/AF/USMC/Navy 8,167 510 8,188 8,698 9,257 0.08
Total 10,320,844 628,889 10,088,360 10,717,249 11,405,193 1100.00

" Excludes undistributed obligations.
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12-3510-0-1-605

Table 18-7. SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PROGRAM FOR WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN (WIC) (10.557)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of

FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

120,798 2,436 117,860 120,296 121,200 1.70

26,426 533 25,783 26,316 26,514 0.37

Arizona 151,094 3,047 147,419 150,466 151,597 212
Arkansas .... 74,733 1,507 72,916 74,423 74,982 1.05
California ... 1,251,415 25,240 1,220,973 1,246,213 1,255,587 17.57
Colorado ... 75,870 1,530 74,025 75,555 76,123 1.07
Connecticut 51,290 1,034 50,043 51,077 51,461 0.72
Delaware ............... 17,714 357 17,283 17,640 17,773 0.25
District of Columbia 15,022 303 14,657 14,960 15,072 0.21
Florida 368,721 7,437 359,751 367,188 369,950 5.18
Georgia .. 293,225 5,914 286,092 292,006 294,203 412
Hawaii .... 34,725 700 33,880 34,580 34,841 0.49
Idaho .. 31,207 629 30,448 31,077 31,311 0.44
[linois ..... 242,514 4,891 236,614 241,505 243,322 341
Indiana ... 121,950 2,460 118,983 121,443 122,357 1.71
lowa 50,329 1,015 49,105 50,120 50,497 0.71
53,386 1,077 52,087 53,164 53,564 0.75

Kentucky ... 116,914 2,358 114,070 116,428 117,304 1.64
Louisiana ... 126,233 2,546 123,162 125,708 126,654 1.77
19,623 396 19,146 19,542 19,689 0.28

Maryland 112,679 2,273 109,937 112,210 113,054 1.58
Massachusetts 91,424 1,844 89,200 91,044 91,729 1.28
Michigan ........ 194,280 3,918 189,554 193,472 194,927 2.73
Minnesota .. 104,578 2,109 102,034 104,143 104,927 1.47
Mississippi 92,307 1,862 90,061 91,923 92,614 1.30
Missouri ..... 100,200 2,021 97,762 99,783 100,534 1.41
Montana 15,994 323 15,605 15,928 16,047 0.22
Nebraska 34,925 704 34,076 34,780 35,042 0.49
Nevada .......... 52,255 1,054 50,984 52,038 52,429 0.73
New Hampshire . 12,434 251 12,131 12,382 12,475 0.17
New Jersey ... 143,770 2,900 140,272 143,172 144,249 2.02
New Mexico ... 49,388 996 48,187 49,183 49,553 0.69
New York ........ 464,662 9,372 453,358 462,730 466,211 6.53
North Carolina 205,589 4,146 200,588 204,734 206,274 2.89
North Dakota 13,479 272 13,151 13,423 13,524 0.19
(0] 3110 IR 188,668 3,805 184,079 187,884 189,297 2.65
Oklahoma .. 97,010 1,957 94,650 96,607 97,334 1.36
Oregon 78,994 1,593 77,073 78,666 79,257 1.1
Pennsylvania 217,425 4,385 212,136 216,521 218,150 3.05
Rhode Island ..... 20,944 422 20,435 20,857 21,014 0.29
South Carolina ... 101,197 2,041 98,735 100,776 101,634 1.42
South Dakota . 19,001 383 18,539 18,922 19,064 0.27
Tennessee ..... 126,150 2,544 123,082 125,626 126,571 1.77
Texas ..... 589,360 11,887 575,023 586,910 591,325 8.28
Utah 51,351 1,036 50,101 51,137 51,522 0.72
Vermont 13,767 278 13,432 13,710 13,813 0.19
Virginia ....... 104,549 2,109 102,005 104,114 104,897 1.47
Washington ... 155,043 3,127 151,272 154,399 155,560 2.18
West Virginia .. 39,712 801 38,746 39,547 39,845 0.56
Wisconsin ...... 96,213 1,940 93,873 95,813 96,533 1.35
Wyoming ............ 9,726 196 9,489 9,685 9,758 0.14
American Samoa 8,014 162 7,819 7,981 8,041 0.11
Guam 9,108 184 8,886 9,070 9,139 0.13
Northern Mariana Islands .. 5,846 118 5,703 5,821 5,865 0.08
Puerto RiCO ....ccovvvrrennee 249,533 5,033 243,462 248,495 250,365 3.50
Freely Associated States ... | ||| ] e
Virgin Islands 7,953 160 7,760 7,920 7,979 0.1
INIAN TADES ..o | ||| ] ] e
Undistributed 2742 ] e e e v,
Total 7,123,459 143,616 6,947,497 7,091,113 7,144,453 1100.00

" Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Table 18-8. CHILD AND ADULT CARE FOOD PROGRAM (10.558)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

12-3539-0-1-605

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

State or Territory . FY 2013
Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

Alabama 36,991 39,060 39,060 41,305 1.42
Alaska ... 7,787 8,223 8,223 8,695 0.30
Arizona .. 43,028 45,435 45,435 48,046 1.65
Arkansas ... 41,182 43,486 43,486 45,985 1.58
California ... 258,560 273,024 273,024 288,714 9.90
Colorado .... 22,235 23,479 23,479 24,828 0.85
Connecticut 14,185 ... 14,947 14,947 15,806 0.54
Delaware 13,393 ... 14,142 14,142 14,955 0.51
District of Columbia 8,206 8,665 8,665 9,163 0.31
Florida .......c.coouvrenee 164,343 173,536 173,536 183,509 6.29
Georgia .. 101,159 106,818 106,818 112,957 3.87
Hawaii ... 5,786 6,110 6,110 6,461 0.22
Idaho ...... 6,100 6,441 6,441 6,811 0.23
Illinois ..... 123,818 130,744 130,744 138,258 474
Indiana ... 43,850 46,303 46,303 48,964 1.68
lowa ....... 26,735 28,231 28,231 29,853 1.02
Kansas ... 32,394 34,206 34,206 36,172 1.24
Kentucky 31,336) . 33,089 33,089 34,991 1.20
Louisiana 68,398 72,224 72,224 76,375 2.62
Maine ......... 9,661 10,201 10,201 10,788 0.37
Maryland ........ 44,284 46,761 46,761 49,449 1.70
Massachusetts ... 54,368 57,409 57,409 60,709 2.08
Michigan ........ 62,841 66,356 66,356 70,170 2.41
Minnesota .. 61,624 65,071 65,071 68,811 2.36
Mississippi 36,061 38,078 38,078 40,267 1.38
Missouri 46,992 49,621 49,621 52,472 1.80
Montana ..... 10,297 10,873 10,873 11,498 0.39
Nebraska ... 30,298 31,993 31,993 33,831 1.16
Nevada ...... 5,903 6,233 6,233 6,591 0.23
New Hampshire . 3,932 4,152 4,152 4,391 0.15
New Jersey ........ 62,432 65,924 65,924 69,713 2.39
New Mexico ... 32,793 34,627 34,627 36,617 1.26
New York ........ 192,882 203,672 203,672 215,377 7.38
North Carolina ... 79,429 83,872 83,872 88,692 3.04
North Dakota ..... 10,394 10,975 10,975 11,606 0.40
Ohio 87,567, . 92,465 92,465 97,779 3.35
Oklahoma 53,843 56,855 56,855 60,122 2.06
Oregon ....... 30,045 31,726 31,726 33,549 115
Pennsylvania . 87,292 92,175 92,175 97,472 3.34
Rhode Island ..... 6,833 7,215 7,215 7,630 0.26
South Carolina ... 26,784 28,282 28,282 29,908 1.03
South Dakota ..... 8,725 9,213 9,213 9,743 0.33
Tennessee 51,577, 54,462 54,462 57,592 1.97
Texas 268,509 . 283,529 283,529 299,824 10.28
Utah ....... 25,001 26,400 26,400 27,917 0.96
Vermont . 4,824 5,094 5,094 5,387 0.18
Virginia ... 39,068 41,253 41,253 43,624 1.50
Washington ... 42,584 44,966 44,966 47,550 1.63
West Virginia .. 14,178 14,971 14,971 15,832 0.54
Wisconsin ...... 38,729 40,895 40,895 43,246 1.48
Wyoming ............ 5,393 5,695 5,695 6,022 0.21
AMENICAN SAMOA ..o sssseseeseneensnsssenes || ||| e e

354 374 374 0.01
Puerto Rico 26,247 27,715 27,715 1.00
Freely Associated Sates ........ccvvnninninnscensssesseeees ||| | ] ] e
Virgin Islands ............. 918 969 969 0.04
INAIAN THDES oo sneeennsnnnnnes ||| || ] e
Undistributed 120,001 e e e e
Total 2732119 ... 2,758,235 2,758,235 2,916,755 1100.00

" Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Table 18-9. STATE ADMINISTRATIVE MATCHING GRANTS FOR THE SUPPLEMENTAL
NUTRITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (FOOD STAMPS) (10.561)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:
State or Territory . FY 2013
Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

Alabama 44242, L. 48,931 48,931 50,564 1.31
Alaska ... 12,688) ... 14,032 14,032 14,501 0.38
Arizona .. 40841 .. 45,169 45,169 46,676 1.21
Arkansas .... 31,881 L. 35,260 35,260 36,436 0.94
California ... 596,756 ... 660,004 660,004 682,025 17.64
Colorado .... 40,165 ... 44,422 44,422 45,904 119
Connecticut 29,525 ... 32,654 32,654 33,743 0.87
Delaware 12459 ... 13,779 13,779 14,239 0.37
District of Columbia 10,994 ... 12,159 12,159 12,565 0.32
Florida .......ccovuuienee 98,009 ... 108,496 108,496 112,116 2.90
Georgia .. 66,478 .. 73,524 73,524 75,977 1.96
Hawaii ... 13272 ... 14,679 14,679 15,168 0.39
ldaho ...... 9,406 ... 10,403 10,403 10,750 0.28
[llinois ..... 124,325 ... 137,501 137,501 142,089 3.67
Indiana ... 40,166 ... 44,423 44,423 45,905 119
lowa ....... 20,346 ... 22,502 22,502 23,253 0.60
Kansas ... 21316 ... 23,575 23,575 24,362 0.63
Kentucky 38,743 ... 42,849 42,849 44,279 115
Louisiana 54,730 ... 60,531 60,531 62,551 1.62
Maine ......... 9,787 .. 10,825 10,825 11,186 0.29
Maryland ........ 46971 . 51,949 51,949 53,683 1.39
Massachusetts ... 54,028/ .. 59,754 59,754 61,747 1.60
Michigan ........ 123644 ... 136,748 136,748 141,311 3.65
Minnesota .. 60,442 ... 66,848 66,848 69,079 1.79
Mississippi 26,292 ... 29,079 29,079 30,049 0.78
Missouri 40422 ... 44,706 44,706 46,198 119
Montana ..... 10,907 ... 12,064 12,064 12,466 0.32
Nebraska ... 13,681 ... 15,131 15,131 15,635 0.40
Nevada ...... 17,942 ... 19,844 19,844 20,506 0.53
New Hampshire . 6,868 .. 7,596 7,596 7,849 0.20
New Jersey ........ 117,126 ... 129,539 129,539 133,861 3.46
New Mexico ... 31,921 L. 35,304 35,304 36,482 0.94
New York ........ 415718 ... 459,777 459,777 475,118 12.29
North Carolina ... 91,868/ .. 101,605 101,605 104,995 2.72
North Dakota ..... 6,758 ... 7,475 7,475 7,724 0.20
Ohio 97,786 .. 108,150 108,150 111,759 2.89
Oklahoma 46,620, ... 51,561 51,561 53,281 1.38
Oregon ....... 51,627 .. 57,099 57,099 59,004 1.53
Pennsylvania . 177,004 ... 195,764 195,764 202,295 5.23
Rhode Island ..... 8541 .. 9,446 9,446 9,761 0.25
South Carolina ... 22,149, L. 24,496 24,496 25,314 0.65
South Dakota ..... 8295 ... 9,175 9,175 9,481 0.25
Tennessee 58,307 ... 64,486 64,486 66,638 1.72
Texas 277,734 L. 307,169 307,169 317,418 8.21
Utah ....... 26,081 ... 28,845 28,845 29,808 0.77
Vermont . 9857 .. 10,902 10,902 11,266 0.29
Virginia ... 9,836 .. 107,099 107,099 110,673 2.86
Washington ... 53425 ... 59,087 59,087 61,059 1.58
West Virginia .. 13589 ... 15,029 15,029 15,631 0.40
Wisconsin ...... 43471 L 48,078 48,078 49,682 1.28
Wyoming ............ 4511 L 4,989 4,989 5,156 0.13
American Samoa A e e

1,308 .. 1,447 1,447 1,495 0.04
PUEIO RICO ... cncnnssnssseesnseseenssennneees |||l ]
Freely Associated States P 1 o
Virgin Islands ............. 5462 ... 6,041 6,041 6,242 0.16
Indian Tribes .. A e e
Undistributed (251,046)| .l el
Total 3132364 @ .. 3,742,000 3,742,000 3,866,855 1100.00

" Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education

Table 18-10.

TITLE | COLLEGE-AND-CAREER-READY STUDENTS (FORMERLY
TITLE | GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES) (84.010)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

91-0900-0-1-501

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:
State or Territory . FY 2013
Previous FY 2013 Percentage of

FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

Alabama 225,429 232,965 232,965 236,172 1.63
Alaska ... 35,823 37,197 37,197 37,197 0.26
Arizona .. 314,267 315,167 315,167 307,811 2.12
Arkansas .... 156,380 152,850 152,850 150,657 1.04
California ... 1,625,236 1,653,304 1,653,304 1,664,848 11.48
Colorado .... 153,144 148,648 148,648 147,852 1.02
Connecticut 106,879 ... 104,084 104,084 104,569 0.72
Delaware 42,346 ... 43,404 43,404 43,299 0.30
District of Columbia 48,882 46,644 46,644 44,857 0.31
Florida .......covveenee. 739,253 748,069 748,069 765,375 5.28
Georgia .. 525,436 523,988 523,988 526,431 3.63
Hawaii ... 47,475 46,520 46,520 47,267 0.33
Idaho ...... 54,017 55,258 55,258 55,385 0.38
[llinois ..... 642,067 631,641 631,641 621,341 428
Indiana ... 256,165 266,039 266,039 267,990 1.85
lowa ....... 76,602 78,622 78,622 79,508 0.55
Kansas ... 110,578 113,238 113,238 114,737 0.79
Kentucky 225845 ... 219,705 219,705 219,450 1.51
Louisiana 298,717 288,806 288,806 288,768 1.99
Maine ......... 52,351 51,850 51,850 51,562 0.36
Maryland ........ 182,321 189,713 189,713 194,416 1.34
Massachusetts ... 218,732 210,246 210,246 209,269 1.44
Michigan ........ 535,251 539,207 539,207 536,763 3.70
Minnesota .. 158,515 163,021 163,021 165,098 114
Mississippi 193,653 .. 189,477 189,477 186,852 1.29
Missouri 243944 ... 235,003 235,003 231,696 1.60
Montana ..... 44,525 44,800 44,800 44,457 0.31
Nebraska ... 61,647 68,206 68,206 69,338 0.48
Nevada ...... 97,147 106,904 106,904 109,862 0.76
New Hampshire . 40,487 39,315 39,315 39,315 0.27
New Jersey ........ 299,489 301,840 301,840 302,423 2.08
New Mexico ... 113,692 121,112 121,112 122,567 0.84
New York ........ 1,167,526 1,130,599 1,130,599 1,104,714 7.61
North Carolina ... 390,206 399,516 399,516 408,137 2.81
North Dakota ..... 34,059 35,583 35,583 35,583 0.25
Ohio 569,119 ... 583,054 583,054 582,020 4.01
Oklahoma 154,441 161,032 161,032 161,909 1.12
Oregon ....... 146,251 151,595 151,595 153,326 1.06
Pennsylvania . 545,519 564,977 564,977 566,565 3.91
Rhode Island ..... 49,476 49,136 49,136 48,916 0.34
South Carolina ... 220,302 219,300 219,300 219,743 1.51
South Dakota ..... 43,659 43,561 43,561 43,561 0.30
Tennessee 274,046 ... 279,518 279,518 281,999 1.94
Texas 1,347,007 ... 1,372,597 1,372,597 1,374,362 9.47
Utah ....... 80,030 92,777 92,777 94,787 0.65
Vermont . 33,244 34,479 34,479 34,457 0.24
Virginia ... 245,714 236,575 236,575 236,542 1.63
Washington ... 210,582 218,577 218,577 220,460 1.52
West Virginia .. 91,417 88,182 88,182 88,519 0.61
Wisconsin ...... 213,000 224,840 224,840 229,018 1.58
Wyoming ............ 32,516 33,619 33,619 33,619 0.23
American Samoa 9,671 9,522 9,522 9,522 0.07
............................. 11,559 11,667 11,667 11,667 0.08

3,708 3,743 3,743 3,743 0.03

Puerto Rico 520,137 480,987 480,987 461,962 3.18
Freely Associated States ... | ||| ] ] e
Virgin Islands ............. 12,995 12,795 12,795 12,795 0.09
Indian Tribes .. 101,456 102,399 102,399 102,399 0.71
Undistributed ................. 8,992 8,984 8,984 9,000
School and School District REWArdS .........c.eweeereereereeneeneeneienseireesseessssssinnens | wvvswene| e e e e e
Total 14442927 ... 14,516,457 14,516,457 14,516,457 1100.00

' Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education

Table 18-11.

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

IMPROVING TEACHER QUALITY STATE GRANTS (84.367)

91-1000-0-1-501

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

38,692 38,662 38,662 ]

11,547 ... 11,494 11,494 .
Arizona 38,806 38,309 38,309 ]
Arkansas .... 23,626 23,379 23379 |
California ... 270,613 270,259 270,259 |
Colorado .... 27,312 27,104 27,104 Ll
Connecticut 22,649 22,568 22,568 ]
Delaware ............... 11,547 11,494 11,494 ]
District of Columbia 11547 . 11,494 11,494 L
Florida 110,092 109,842 109,842 ...
Georgia .. 64,591 64,187 64,187 ]
Hawaii ... 11,547 11,494 11,494 .
Idaho .. 11,547 11,494 11494 ]
Illingis ..... 99,564 98,787 98,787 ]
Indiana ... 41,645 41,592 41592 .l
lowa 18,876 ... 18,833 18,833 |
Kansas 19,325 ... 19,283 19,283 |
Kentucky ... 38,091 37,813 37813 ]
Louisiana ... 54,368 54,185 54185 ]

11,547 ... 11,494 11,494 .
Maryland 34,885 34,870 348701 ] e
Massachusetts 43,919 43,692 43692 ]
Michigan ........ 96,239 95,661 95,661 |
Minnesota .. 33,105 33,021 33,021
Mississippi . 35,969 35,699 35699 ]
Missouti ..... 42,143 41,658 41658 ]
Montana 11547 . 11,494 11,494 L
Nebraska 11,824 11,771 1771 el
Nevada .......... 12,337 12,428 12428) |
New Hampshire . 11,547 11,494 11,494 L
New Jersey ... 55,157 54,976 54976 ]
New Mexico ... 19,112 19,145 19,145 ..
New York ........ 196,621 195,579 195579] ]
North Carolina 53934 ... 53,851 53,851 ]
North Dakota 11,547 ... 11,494 11,494 .
Ohi0 ..ovrvanee 91,211 90,843 90,843 |
Oklahoma .. 27,981 27,947 27,947 ]
Oregon 23622 .. 23,564 23564 |
Pennsylvania 98,203 . 98,179 98,179 ]
Rhode Island ..... 11,547 11,494 11494 .
South Carolina ... 30,682 30,482 30482 ]
South Dakota . 11,547 11,494 11494 ] e
Tennessee ..... 41,768 41,688 41688 |
Texas ... 200,871 200,025 200,025 |
Utah 15993 ... 16,113 16,113 ]
Vermont 11,547 11,494 11494 .
Virginia ....... 43,398 43,058 43,058 ]
Washington .... 39,837 39,716 39,716 ]l
West Virginia .. 20,528 20,419 20,419 ]
Wisconsin ...... 39,871 39,896 39,896 ]
Wyoming ............ 11,547 11,494 11,494 .
American Samoa 2,843 2,845 2,845 |
Guam 4371 4,374 4374 ]
Northern Mariana Islands .. 1,359 1,360 1,360 |
Puerto Rico ........cocuvenee 75,807 74,193 74193 L]
Freely Associated States ... | ||| ] e
Virgin Islands 3,690, ... 3,692 3692 |
Indian Tribes 12,263 12,271 12271
Undistributed 36973 ... 49,331 49331 |
Total 2464877 ... 2,466,572 2466572] 0 ] .

Note: No amounts are included for 2013 because this program is proposed for consolidation in the Effective Teachers and Leaders State Grants program under the Administration’s

reauthorization proposal of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.



18. AID TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

315

Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education

Table 18-12. EFFECTIVE TEACHERS AND LEADERS STATE GRANTS

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

91-0204-0-1-501

State or Territory

FY 2011 Actual

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

Previous
authority

New authority

Total

FY 2013
(estimated)

FY 2013
Percentage of
distributed total

Arizona
Arkansas ....
California ...
Colorado ....
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia ..
Hawaii ...
Idaho ..
[llinois .....
Indiana ...
lowa

Kentucky ...
Louisiana ...

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan ........
Minnesota ..
Mississippi .
Missouri .....
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada ..........
New Hampshire .
New Jersey ...
New Mexico ...
New York ........
North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio ..oeveee.
Oklahoma ..
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island .....
South Carolina ...
South Dakota .
Tennessee .....
Texas ...
Utah
Vermont
Virginia. .......
Washington ....
West Virginia ..
Wisconsin ......
Wyoming ............
American Samoa
Guam
Northern Mariana Islands ..
Puerto RiCO ......ccccovvenee.
Freely Associated States
Virgin Islands
Indian Tribes
Undistributed

Total

28,895
8,590
28,631
17,473
201,987
20,257
16,867
8,590
8,590
82,094
47,972
8,590
8,590
73,832
31,085
14,076
14,412
28,261
40,497
8,590
26,061
32,655
71,495
24,679
26,681
31,134
8,590
8,797
9,288
8,590
41,088
14,308
146,173
40,247
8,590
67,895
20,887
17,612
73,378
8,590
22,782
8,590
31,157
149,495
12,043
8,590
32,181
29,683
15,261
29,818
8,590
3,362
4,027
1,476
55,450

653.644

1.59
0.47
1.58
0.96
11.14
1.12
0.93
0.47
0.47
4.53
2.65
0.47
0.47
4.07
1.7
0.78
0.79
1.56
2.23
0.47
1.44
1.80
3.94
1.36
1.47
1.72
0.47
0.49
0.51
0.47
2.27
0.79
8.06
2.22
0.47
3.75
1.15
0.97
4.05
0.47
1.26
0.47
1.72
8.25
0.66
0.47
1.78
1.64
0.84
1.64
0.47

2,466,567

'100.00

1 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Department of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services

Table 18-13. VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION GRANTS (84.126)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

1-0301-0-1-506

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total
Alabama ... 59,102 61,609 61,609 61,934 1.96
Alaska .... 11,658 10,279 10,279 10,597 0.34
Arizona .. 64,737 62,823 62,823 63,697 2.02
Arkansas 45996 ... 37,896 37,896 38,278 1.21
California 289,166 ... 294,858 294,858 298,855 9.47
Colorado ... 40,186 40,548 40,548 41,275 1.31
Connecticut 24,053 21,325 21,325 21,570 0.68
Delaware ............... 10,457 10,279 10,279 10,597 0.34
District of Columbia 14,873 13,500 13,500 13,965 0.44
Florida .......ccrvveennes 155,698 169,058 169,058 171,460 5.43
Georgia 64,749 ... 103,507 103,507 104,813 3.32
Hawaii 12,9000 11,755 11,755 12,087 0.38
Idaho 15,481 18,007 18,007 18,384 0.58
Ilinois 114,847 111,622 111,622 112,261 3.56
Indiana 64,145 ... 76,337 76,337 76,698 243
lowa 26,236 33,200 33,200 33,479 1.06
Kansas ... 29,104 28,478 28,478 28,758 0.91
Kentucky ... 46,186 56,947 56,947 57,320 1.82
Louisiana ... 33,432 54,577 54,577 55,016 1.74
Maine ......... 16,496 15,979 15,979 16,222 0.51
Maryland ........ 47,117 41,298 41,298 41,868 1.33
Massachusetts 68,680 ... 47,794 47,794 48,345 1.53
Michigan 98,699 . 112,918 112,918 113,016 3.58
Minnesota .. 47,462 48,149 48,149 48,639 1.54
Mississippi . 44,457 43,016 43,016 43,289 1.37
Missouri ..... 65,177 66,681 66,681 66,983 2.12
Montana ..... 11,750 11,552 11,552 11,867 0.38
Nebraska ... 19,983 18,556 18,556 18,914 0.60
Nevada 18,617 22,207 22,207 22,517 0.71
New Hampshire 11,974 11,560 11,560 11,815 0.37
New Jersey ........ 57,620 58,076 58,076 58,632 1.86
New Mexico ... 22,020 24,728 24,728 25,116 0.80
New York 169,121 ... 146,984 146,984 148,275 470
North Carolina 103,490 106,174 106,174 107,470 3.41
North Dakota ..... 10,157 10,279 10,279 10,597 0.34
Ohi0 ..ccvvvevs 105,641 133,070 133,070 133,314 422
Oklahoma .. 43,405 43,148 43,148 43,581 1.38
Oregon ........... 39,059 39,356 39,356 39,776 1.26
Pennsylvania . 99,130 131,561 131,561 132,293 419
Rhode Island 15,953 10,494 10,494 10,737 0.34
South Carolina 499721 57,214 57,214 57,891 1.83
South Dakota ..... 10,157 10,279 10,279 10,597 0.34
Tennessee ... 72,682 74,531 74,531 75,171 2.38
Texas ... 234,145 241,602 241,602 246,389 7.81
Utah ....... 37,874 30,874 30,874 31,491 1.00
Vermont . 14,815 10,279 10,279 10,597 0.34
Virginia 73422 L. 66,791 66,791 67,745 2.15
Washington 53,689 ... 54,274 54,274 55,189 1.75
West Virginia .. 47,956 26,768 26,768 26,990 0.86
Wisconsin ...... 57,089 61,533 61,533 61,840 1.96
Wyoming 8921 ... 10,279 10,279 10,597 0.34
American Samoa 1,084 959 959 1,006 0.03
(CIVE: 1 2,993 2,900 2,900 2,935 0.09
Northern Mariana Islands .. 821 862 862 909 0.03
Puerto RiCO ......ccovevnee 75,015 72,425 72,425 72,150 2.29
Freely Associated Sates ... | ||| ] e
Virgin Islands ............. 2,286 2,059 2,059 2,100 0.07
Indian Tribes 43550 e 37,898 37,898 38,200 1.21
UNGISHDUIEA ...t nsenees 59211 ] 11262 ...
Total 3,084696| .. 3,121,712 3,121,712 3,167,369 1100.00

NOTE: FY 2013 estimates reflect the Administration proposal to consolidate smaller programs into the VR State Grant program. FY 2013 estimates are illustrative and subject to

change.

1The undistributed amount includes $10 million that would be set aside to support an interagency Workforce Innovation Fund and $1.262 million to pay the continuation costs of the
remaining four Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers projects awarded under Section 304 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, USC Title 29 section 774.

2 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Table 18-14. SPECIAL EDUCATION-GRANTS TO STATES (84.027)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

91-0300-0-1-501

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of

FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

179,982 ... 181,562 181,562 181,566 1.57

36,064 ... 36,472 36,472 36,472 0.32

Arizona 183,462 ... 188,006 188,006 188,010 1.62
Arkansas .... 111,004 111,980 111,980 111,982 0.97
California ... 1,213,998 1,224,662 1,224,662 1,224,698 10.58
Colorado .... 152,892 154,234 154,234 154,240 1.33
Connecticut 131,612 132,768 132,768 132,772 1.15
Delaware ............... 33,614 34,446 34,446 34,448 0.30
District of Columbia 16,902 ... 17,320 17,320 17,320 0.15
Florida 625,658 631,152 631,152 631,170 5.45
Georgia .. 322,524 328,078 328,078 328,088 2.83
Hawaii ... 39,504 39,852 39,852 39,854 0.34
Idaho .. 54,740 55,222 55,222 55,222 0.48
Illingis ..... 501,248 505,652 505,652 505,666 4.37
Indiana ... 255,334 257,576 257,576 257,584 222
lowa 120,850 ... 121,910 121,910 121,914 1.05
Kansas 105,764 ... 106,692 106,692 106,696 0.92
Kentucky ... 156,514 157,888 157,888 157,892 1.36
Louisiana ... 187,318 188,962 188,962 188,968 1.63
54,166 ... 54,642 54,642 54,642 0.47

Maryland 198,176 ... 199,916 199,916 199,922 1.73
Massachusetts 280,998 283,466 283,466 283,474 2.45
Michigan ........ 396,402 399,884 399,884 399,896 3.45
Minnesota .. 187,882 189,532 189,532 189,538 1.64
Mississippi . 118,936 119,980 119,980 119,984 1.04
Missouti ..... 224,856 226,830 226,830 226,836 1.96
Montana 36,814 ... 37,222 37,222 37,222 0.32
Nebraska 73,914 74,564 74,564 74,566 0.64
Nevada .......... 68,994 70,702 70,702 70,706 0.61
New Hampshire . 46,976 47,390 47,390 47,390 0.41
New Jersey ... 357,804 360,946 360,946 360,956 3.12
New Mexico ... 90,214 91,006 91,006 91,008 0.79
New York ........ 751,404 758,002 758,002 758,024 6.55
North Carolina 323,238 326,078 326,078 326,088 2.82
North Dakota 27294 ... 27,970 27,970 27,970 0.24
(0] 3110 IR 433,154 436,958 436,958 436,972 3.77
Oklahoma .. 146,388 147,674 147,674 147,678 1.28
Oregon 127,640 ... 128,760 128,760 128,764 1.1
Pennsylvania 422,716 .. 426,428 426,428 426,440 3.68
Rhode Island ..... 43,288 43,668 43,668 43,670 0.38
South Carolina ... 175,288 176,828 176,828 176,834 1.53
South Dakota . 32,514 33,320 33,320 33,320 0.29
Tennessee ..... 234,412 236,470 236,470 236,476 2.04
Texas ... 972,140 980,678 980,678 980,708 8.47
Utah 108,500 ... 109,454 109,454 109,458 0.95
Vermont 26,316 26,968 26,968 26,970 0.23
Virginia ....... 279,026 281,476 281,476 281,484 2.43
Washington ... 219,030 220,954 220,954 220,960 1.91
West Virginia .. 75,178 75,838 75,838 75,840 0.66
Wisconsin ...... 206,054 207,862 207,862 207,868 1.80
Wyoming ............ 27,610 28,292 28,292 28,294 0.24
American Samoa 6,298 ... 6,358 6,358 6,298 0.05
Guam 13,962 ... 14,098 14,098 13,962 0.12
Northern Mariana Islands .. 4,786 4,832 4,832 4,786 0.04
Puerto Rico ........cccoeveve. 112,146 114,924 114,924 114,926 0.99
Freely Associated States 6,580 .. 6,580 6,580 6,580 0.06
Virgin Islands 8874 ... 8,960 8,960 8,874 0.08
Indian Tribes ...... 92,012 92,910 92,910 92,910 0.80
Undistributed ................. T 0 OOt O
Technical Assistance Set ASIe ... s 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 0.22
Total 11,465,964 ... 11,577,854 11,577,854 11,577,856 1100.00

NOTE: Totals do not reflect reductions in awards made pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(18)(B).

' Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services

Table 18-15. CHILDREN’S HEALTH INSURANCE PROGRAM (93.767)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

75-0515-0-1-551

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

State or Territory . FY 2013
Previous FY 2013 Percentage of

FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

135,448 ... 141,358 141,358 179,349 1.85

19,830 21,005 21,005 23,415 0.24

Arizona 61462 ... 64,635 64,635 27,544 0.28
Arkansas .... 90,853 95,364 95,364 105,785 1.09
California ... 1,254,895 1,314,260 1,314,260 1,564,899 16.13
Colorado .... 123,499 130,420 130,420 136,071 1.40
Connecticut 31,320 32,686 32,686 46,374 0.48
Delaware ............... 13,570 14,162 14,162 15,457 0.16
District of Columbia 11,989 ... 12,611 12,611 11,679 0.12
Florida 324,871 339,812 339,812 368,755 3.80
Georgia .. 239,369 250,874 250,874 368,964 3.80
Hawaii .... 33,257 34,803 34,803 31,073 0.32
Idaho .. 36,206 37,945 37,945 43,198 0.45
[linois ..... 273,211 285,132 285,132 295,219 3.04
Indiana .. 94,539 98,664 98,664 132,501 1.37
lowa 75497, . 108,994 108,994 99,900 1.03
55,864 ... 58,771 58,771 59,230 0.61

Kentucky ... 129,601 135,474 135,474 153,662 1.58
Louisiana ... 186,019 195,190 195,190 154,928 1.60
35490 ... 37,038 37,038 31,984 0.33

Maryland 168,778 ... 176,289 176,289 179,639 1.85
Massachusetts 316,955 330,784 330,784 340,147 3.51
Michigan ........ 120,970 126,248 126,248 83,245 0.86
Minnesota .. 20,498 21,392 21,392 32,308 0.33
Mississippi 160,649 167,658 167,658 182,126 1.88
Missouri ..... 112,711 117,629 117,629 124,000 1.28
Montana 38466 . 40,144 40,144 60,762 0.63
Nebraska 38,943 40,961 40,961 43,392 0.45
Nevada .......... 24,078 25,129 25,129 30,487 0.31
New Hampshire . 12,821 13,380 13,380 20,379 0.21
New Jersey ... 592,188 618,026 618,026 684,928 7.06
New Mexico ... 245,492 258,655 258,655 160,931 1.66
New York ........ 525,836 548,779 548,779 555,731 5.73
North Carolina 382,336 . 401,229 401,229 390,609 4.03
North Dakota 15258 ... 16,064 16,064 18,316 0.19
OhiO ..cvvvecs 277,965 290,093 290,093 314,480 3.24
Oklahoma .. 120,389 126,870 126,870 196,493 2.03
Oregon 91,102 ... 95,355 95,355 153,783 1.59
Pennsylvania 321,847 335,890 335,890 318,371 3.28
Rhode Island ..... 30,345 31,669 31,669 29,929 0.31
South Carolina ... 98,027 102,467 102,467 101,820 1.05
South Dakota . 20,067 21,119 21,119 22,099 0.23
Tennessee ..... 134,225 140,134 140,134 217,430 2.24
Texas ..... 832,714 882,578 882,578 967,796 9.98
Utah 63,916 ... 67,820 67,820 66,846 0.69
Vermont 5,794 6,047 6,047 19,215 0.20
Virginia ....... 175,234 184,004 184,004 185,589 1.91
Washington ... 45,366 47,620 47,620 80,704 0.83
West Virginia .. 41,268 43,069 43,069 48,630 0.50
Wisconsin ...... 102,733 107,215 107,215 93,949 0.97
Wyoming ............ 9,989 10,443 10,443 10,880 0.1
American Samoa 939 980 980 1,023 0.01
Guam 4178 4,360 4,360 4,550 0.05
Northern Mariana Islands .. 861 899 899 938 0.01
Puerto RiCO ......ccccovvenee. 99,567 103,911 103,911 108,445 1.12
Freely Associated States ... | ||| ] e
VIrgin ISINAST ........oecvvveeceeieeeesieeeescseeess s ssseesisssnssssssesssssessisnnnsiees || ]| ] ] e
INIAN TADES ..o | ||| ] ] e
Undistributed 4979705 .. 6,067,892 6,067,892 7706043 ..
Total 13,459,000 .. 14,982,000 14,982,000 17,406,000 2100.00

NOTE: Obligations remain available for Federal payments for two years. The FY 2013 estimates will be determined by increasing the FY 2012 Federal payments made to States by

growth factors in the Children’s Health Insurance Program Reauthorization Act of 2009 (PL. 111-3).

"Virgin Islands received no Federal payments from available allotments in 2010 or 2011, resulting in no new obligation in FY 2012 per allotment calculation methodology.

2 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services 75-0512-0-1-551

Table 18-16. GRANTS TO STATES FOR MEDICAID (93.778)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:
State or Territory . FY 2013
Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total
Alabama 3,671,965 ... 3,930,310 3,930,310 3,925,353 1.43
Alaska ... 896,368 ... 886,755 886,755 945,031 0.34
Arizona .. 6,631,504 ... 5,884,698 5,884,698 5,883,565 2.14
Arkansas .... 3,154,151 ... 3,137,293 3,137,293 3,314,329 1.21
California ... 33,934,951 ... 27,419,744 27,419,744 27,339,410 9.95
Colorado .... 2,556,574 ... 2,455,882 2,455,882 2,457,346 0.89
Connecticut 3,353,879 . 3,023,007 3,023,007 3,130,456 1.14
Delaware ............... 879,541 ... 820,959 820,959 856,521 0.31
District of Columbia 1,636,792] ... 1,490,306 1,490,306 1,497,898 0.55
Florida .......ccovvvvenee 11,701,750 ... 10,982,906 10,982,906 12,070,614 4.39
Georgia .. 5,909,192 ... 5,672,255 5,672,255 5,737,216 2.09
Hawaii 982,424 ... 843,860 843,860 904,755 0.33
Idaho 1,179,865 ... 1,247,826 1,247,826 1,346,363 0.49
lllingis ..... 7,750,839 ... 7,383,527 7,383,527 7,380,699 2.69
Indiana ... 4912614 ... 5,116,332 5,116,332 5,198,839 1.89
lowa ....... 2,342,713 . 2,237,321 2,237,321 2,336,633 0.85
Kansas 1,817,792 ... 1,658,743 1,658,743 1,674,268 0.61
Kentucky 4,463,867 ... 4,318,509 4,318,509 4,266,825 1.55
Louisiana ... 4915949 ... 4,959,701 4,959,701 4,835,716 1.76
Maine ......... 1,718,098 ... 1,412,106 1,412,106 1,461,383 0.53
Maryland ........ 4294284 ... 3,649,004 3,649,004 3,880,423 1.41
Massachusetts ... 7,720,873 6,822,025 6,822,025 6,721,584 245
Michigan ........ 8,901,289 ... 8,530,647 8,530,647 8,933,215 3.25
Minnesota .. 4,842,285 ... 5,062,574 5,062,574 4,985,748 1.81
Mississippi 3,629,993 ... 3,996,839 3,996,839 4,284,295 1.56
Missouri ..... 5,707,097 ... 5,953,069 5,953,069 5,939,561 2.16
Montana ..... 739,807 802,755 802,755 735,972 0.27
Nebraska ... 1,111,627 1,073,333 1,073,333 1,101,109 0.40
Nevada .......... 977,650 ... 1,007,264 1,007,264 1,062,970 0.39
New Hampshire . 803,103 ... 689,098 689,098 711,272 0.26
New Jersey ........ 6,177,327 ... 5,857,980 5,857,980 6,047,156 2.20
New Mexico ... 2,616,293 ... 2,793,499 2,793,499 3,290,363 1.20
New York ........ 30,158,212 .. 31,560,163 31,560,163 33,560,898 12.21
North Carolina ... 7,633,582 ... 7,753,928 7,753,928 7,778,960 2.83
North Dakota ..... 490,082 ... 473,751 473,751 453,344 0.16
Ohio 11,058,492 ... 11,592,756 11,592,756 11,675,254 4.25
Oklahoma 3,094,986 ... 3,097,182 3,097,182 3,210,651 117
Oregon .......... 3,175,351 ... 3,127,377 3,127,377 3,233,606 1.18
Pennsylvania . 13,227,690 .. 12,164,818 12,164,818 12,469,159 454
Rhode Island ..... 1,293,341 ... 1,143,570 1,143,570 1,168,701 0.43
South Carolina 3,789,291 ... 3,644,106 3,644,106 3,580,296 1.30
South Dakota 541561 ... 533,994 533,994 536,813 0.20
Tennessee ..... 5923638 @ ... 6,269,329 6,269,329 6,861,115 2.50
Texas ... 19,264,257 ... 18,091,472 18,091,472 19,068,176 6.94
Utah ....... 1,394,824 ... 1,414,263 1,414,263 1,461,234 0.53
Vermont . 844559 ... 857,581 857,581 847,755 0.31
Virginia ....... 4,052,544 ... 3,725,460 3,725,460 4,079,758 1.48
Washington .... 3,677,209 . 4,719,916 4,719,916 5,639,378 2.05
West Virginia .. 2,231,730 2,231,035 2,231,035 2,289,905 0.83
Wisconsin ...... 4,736,191 ... 4,251,605 4,251,605 4,441,083 1.62
Wyoming ........... 3255558 .. 305,074 305,074 305,185 0.11
American Samoa 13,408 ... 13,873 13,873 14,039 0.01
[CTE: 4 RN 17,404 ... 21,656 21,656 21,411 0.01
Northern Mariana Islands .. 14,438 ... 17,550 17,550 17,550 0.01
Puerto RiCO ......c.ocvviincinne 871,841 ... 1,008,676 1,008,676 1,008,676 0.37
Freely Associated Sates ... | ]| ] ]
Virgin Islands ................. 19,621 ... 33,265 33,265 33,265 0.01
INGIAN TADES ..ovveveieireeceeenseesesssnnessneeses ||| ] el
Undistributed ............. 20,849,319] ... 1,101,666 1,101,666 10,067,766 ...
Survey and Certification 215826 ... 228,000 228,000 230,280 0.08
Vaccines For Children 3,952,677 4,009,060 4,009,060 4,271,015 1.55
Fraud Control Units ........ 215319] ... 215,973 215,973 237,200 0.09
Medicare Part B Transfer ... 703,327 e 535,000 535,000 695,000 0.25
Incurred But Not Reported 1173100 ... 1,359,500 1,359,500 1,359,500 0.49
Total 295,836,044 ... 266,621,726| 266,621,726 284,873,861 1100.00

1 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families

Table 18-17. TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES (TANF)-FAMILY ASSISTANCE GRANTS (93.558)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

75-1552-0-1-609

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of

FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total
Alabama 93,315 ... 89,634 89,634 89,634 0.54
Alaska ... 45260 .. 43,475 43,475 43,475 0.26
Arizona .. 200,141 .. 192,246 192,246 192,246 1.15
Arkansas .... 56,733 ... 54,495 54,495 54,495 0.33
California ... 3,659,390, ... 3,515,027 3,515,027 3,515,027 21.00
Colorado .... 136,057 ... 130,689 130,689 130,689 0.78
Connecticut 266,788 ... 256,263 256,263 256,263 1.53
Delaware ............... 32,291 L. 31,017 31,017 31,017 0.19
District of Columbia 92,610f ... 88,956 88,956 88,956 0.53
Florida .......ccovvvvenee 562,340 .. 540,156 540,156 540,156 3.23
Georgia .. 330,742 317,694 317,694 317,694 1.90
Hawaii 98,905 ... 95,003 95,003 95,003 0.57
ldaho 30413 . 29,213 29,213 29,213 0.17
lllingis ..... 585,057 . 561,976 561,976 561,976 3.36
Indiana ... 206,799 ... 198,641 198,641 198,641 1.19
lowa ....... 131,030 ... 125,861 125,861 125,861 0.75
Kansas 101,931 ... 97,910 97,910 97,910 0.58
Kentucky 181,288/ .. 174,136 174,136 174,136 1.04
Louisiana ... 163972 ... 157,503 157,503 157,503 0.94
Maine ......... 78121 L 75,039 75,039 75,039 0.45
Maryland ........ 229,008 ... 220,060 220,060 220,060 1.31
Massachusetts ... 459,371 ... 441,249 441,249 441,249 2.64
Michigan ........ 775353 744,765 744,765 744,765 4.45
Minnesota .. 263,434 ... 253,042 253,042 253,042 1.51
Mississippi . 86,768 ... 83,345 83,345 83,345 0.50
Missouri ..... 217,052 .. 208,489 208,489 208,489 1.25
Montana ..... 38,039 ... 36,538 36,538 36,538 0.22
Nebraska ... 57514 ... 55,245 55,245 55,245 0.33
Nevada .......... 43908 ... 42,175 42,175 42,175 0.25
New Hampshire . 38521 . 37,002 37,002 37,002 0.22
New Jersey ........ 404,035 ... 388,096 388,096 388,096 2.32
New Mexico ... 110,578 ... 106,216 106,216 106,216 0.63
New York ........ 2442931 ... 2,346,557 2,346,557 2,346,557 14.02
North Carolina ... 302,240 290,316 290,316 290,316 1.73
North Dakota ..... 26,4000 ... 25,358 25,358 25,358 0.15
Ohio 727968 ... 699,250 699,250 699,250 4.18
Oklahoma 145281 ... 139,550 139,550 139,550 0.83
Oregon .......... 166,799 ... 160,218 160,218 160,218 0.96
Pennsylvania . 719,499 .. 691,115 691,115 691,115 413
Rhode Island ..... 95,022 ... 91,273 91,273 91,273 0.55
South Carolina 99,968 ... 96,024 96,024 96,024 0.57
South Dakota 21,280 ... 20,440 20,440 20,440 0.12
Tennessee ..... 191,524 ... 183,968 183,968 183,968 1.10
Texas ... 486,257 467,074 467,074 467,074 2.79
Utah ....... 75609 ... 72,627 72,627 72,627 0.43
Vermont . 47,353 . 45,485 45,485 45,485 0.27
Virginia ....... 158,285 .. 152,041 152,041 152,041 0.91
Washington .... 380,545 . 365,532 365,532 365,532 2.18
West Virginia .. 110,176 ... 105,830 105,830 105,830 0.63
Wisconsin ...... 314,499 . 302,092 302,092 302,092 1.80
Wyoming ........... 18,501 ... 17,771 17,771 17,771 0.11
AMEICAN SAMOA ....ouvuiviriieieiieiesieieeesse s || ]| e ] e
GUAM oo 3465 ... 3,465 3,465 3,465 0.02
Northern Mariana ISIands ... ||| ] ]
Puerto RiCO ......c.ocvviincinne 71,047) . 71,047 71,047 71,047 0.42
Freely Associated Sates ... | ]| ] ]
Virgin Islands ................. 2847 2,847 2,847 2,847 0.02
Indian Tribes ...... 222,274 L. 213,506 213,506 213,506 1.28
UNAISTDUIEA ... snsenenees ||| ||| e
Training and Technical ASSIStANCE ... || || e | e
Discretionary Funds 150,000f ... 150,000 150,000 150,000 0.90
Other 177,972 634,633 634,633 634,633 3.79
Total 16,934,596 = ... 16,739,175 16,739,175 16,739,175 1100.00

' Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families

Table 18-18. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT-FEDERAL SHARE OF STATE AND

LOCAL ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS AND INCENTIVES (93.563)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

75-1501-0-1-609

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of

FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

Alabama 52,681 48,902 48,902 46,772 1.16
Alaska ... 19779 ... 18,360 18,360 17,560 0.43
Arizona .. 48,765 ... 45,267 45,267 43,296 1.07
Arkansas .... 40,860 .. 37,929 37,929 36,277 0.90
California ... 742,423 . 689,163 689,163 659,149 16.31
Colorado 64,266 ... 59,656 59,656 57,058 1.41
Connecticut 51,480 ... 47,787 47,787 45,705 1.13
Delaware ........... 28,382 26,346 26,346 25,198 0.62
District of Columbia 19,433 ... 18,039 18,039 17,253 0.43
Florida ... 232,365 e 215,696 215,696 206,302 5.10
Georgia .. 104,548) ... 97,048 97,048 92,821 2.30
Hawaii .... 15,083 ... 14,001 14,001 13,391 0.33
15,948 ... 14,804 14,804 14,160 0.35

147196 ... 136,637 136,637 130,686 3.23

Indiana ... 104,608) ... 97,104 97,104 92,875 2.30
lowa ....... 46,983 ... 43,613 43,613 41,714 1.03
Kansas ... 2176 39,150 39,150 37,445 0.93
Kentucky ... 69,093] .. 64,137 64,137 61,343 1.52
Louisiana ... 70,035 . 65,010 65,010 62,179 1.54
Maine ......... 21379 19,846 19,846 18,981 0.47
Maryland ........ 123,014 ... 114,189 114,189 109,216 2.70
Massachusetts 62,473 57,991 57,991 55,465 1.37
Michigan ........ 166,588) ... 154,637 154,637 147,902 3.66
Minnesota 129,685 ... 120,382 120,382 115,139 2.85
Mississippi 33,751 31,330 31,330 29,965 0.74
Missouri ..... 56,556| . 52,499 52,499 50,213 1.24
Montana ..... 8,729 ... 8,103 8,103 7,750 0.19
Nebraska ... 30,958 ... 28,737 28,737 27,486 0.68
Nevada .......... 36,582 33,958 33,958 32,479 0.80
New Hampshire . 17,031 ... 15,810 15,810 15,121 0.37
New Jersey 181,286) ... 168,281 168,281 160,952 3.98
New Mexico 37,384 ... 34,702 34,702 33,191 0.82
New York ........ 291,684 ... 270,760 270,760 258,968 6.41
North Carolina ... 115478 ... 107,194 107,194 102,525 2.54
North Dakota ..... 12,999 ... 12,066 12,066 11,541 0.29
Ohio ..oevree. 239,368 . 222,196 222,196 212,519 5.26
Oklahoma .. 52,332 48,578 48,578 46,462 1.15
Oregon .......... 53,001 ... 49,198 49,198 47,056 1.16
Pennsylvania ..... 177,589 ... 164,849 164,849 157,669 3.90
Rhode Island ..... 17,944 ... 16,656 16,656 15,931 0.39
South Carolina ... 47321 41,523 41,523 39,715 0.98
South Dakota 7324 6,798 6,798 6,502 0.16
Tennessee 68,004 ... 63,126 63,126 60,377 1.49
Texas ... 274771 255,059 255,059 243,951 6.04
Utah ....... aM2471 38,288 38,288 36,621 0.91
Vermont . 1,778) 10,933 10,933 10,457 0.26
Virginia ....... 67,375 62,542 62,542 59,818 1.48
Washington ... 120,497 ... 111,853 111,853 106,982 2.65
West Virginia 31,505 .. 29,245 29,245 27,972 0.69
Wisconsin 94,405 ... 87,633 87,633 83,816 2.07
Wyoming ............ 8,480 ... 7,871 7,871 7,528 0.19
AMENCAN SAMOA ..ot esnessessessessssseinees | ||| el e
GUAM oottt nesnsnnnees ||| e ] ] s
Northern Mariana ISIands ... |||l e
PUBHO RICO ... ||| e e
Freely Associated States ... || || ] ]
ViIrgin ISIaNds ......coveveiieieeeeieeeceseee s || || ] e
INAIAN THDES ...vvvecvccse e ||| e e
L0101 TV =T e O PO OO0 OO oY OOVt I
120000 el i,

Total 4554,033) @ .. 4,225,482 4,225,482 4,041,454 2100.00

11115 Discretionary Grant award pending final state allocation.
2 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Table 18-19. LOW INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (93.568)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

75-1502-0-1-609

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

Alabama 59,010, ... 47,081 47,081 39,474 1.40
Alaska 14,327 .. 10,641 10,641 8,549 0.30
Arizona 30214 . 21,904 21,904 17,653 0.63
Arkansas .... 34985 ... 28,538 28,538 24,039 0.85
California ... 201,117 ... 153,259 153,259 123,636 4.38
Colorado .... 62,139 ... 47,309 47,309 38,348 1.36
Connecticut 98,254 ... 79,533 79,533 65,592 2.33
Delaware .........co.... 15172 ... 11,957 11,957 10,053 0.36
District of Columbia 14,051 ... 10,687 10,687 8,586 0.30
Florida 107,686 ... 78,020 78,020 62,877 2.23
Georgia .. 85,164 .. 61,703 61,703 49,726 1.76
Hawaii ... 6,027 6,107 6,107 5,008 0.18

25736 19,578 19,578 15,728 0.56
lllinois 238,712 . 185,686 185,686 148,409 5.26
Indiana ... 102,743) ... 80,000 80,000 63,277 2.24
lowa ....... 68,137, ... 54,813 54,813 44 431 1.58
Kansas ... 423271 32,119 32,119 26,443 0.94
Kentucky ... 58,335 .. 46,424 46,424 37,539 1.33
Louisiana ... 53,164 ... 43,422 43,422 37,197 1.32

51464 ... 38,521 38,521 31,225 1.11
Maryland 85523 ... 69,791 69,791 58,778 2.08
Massachusetts 175,104| ... 132,680 132,680 105,806 3.75
Michigan ........ 227,108 ... 172,431 172,431 137,254 4.87
Minnesota .. 145241 ... 116,840 116,840 94,710 3.36
Mississippi . 38,756| .. 31,531 31,531 26,504 0.94
Missouti ..... 95596 . 68,232 68,232 55,308 1.96
Montana 25912 ... 19,916 19,916 16,000 0.57
Nebraska 39,738 30,208 30,208 24,282 0.86
Nevada .......... 15462 ... 11,203 11,203 9,028 0.32
New Hampshire . 34,255 ... 26,055 26,055 20,932 0.74
New Jersey 180,991 ... 136,747 136,747 111,275 3.95
New Mexico 20,573 15,715 15,715 12,625 0.45
New York ........ 495532 ... 375,514 375,514 303,168 10.75
North Carolina ... 109,284 ... 81,535 81,535 68,746 2.44
North Dakota . 26,574 . 20,555 20,555 16,513 0.59
Ohi0 ..o 225398 e 165,465 165,465 132,443 4.70
Oklahoma .. 43339 ... 32,788 32,788 27,776 0.98
Oregon 44847 . 36,013 36,013 29,116 1.03
Pennsylvania 280,478 ... 209,551 209,551 166,027 5.89
Rhode Island ..... 29,701 L. 23,176 23,176 18,710 0.66
South Carolina ... 46,909] ... 36,270 36,270 31,338 1.11
South Dakota ..... 22878 . 17,508 17,508 14,065 0.50
Tennessee ..... 71,595 L 55,406 55,406 46,087 1.63
Texas ... 179,200 ... 129,833 129,833 104,633 3.71
Utah 31,708) ... 24,101 24,101 19,350 0.69
Vermont 25675 19,529 19,529 15,689 0.56
Virginia ....... 102,839 ... 80,437 80,437 67,196 2.38
Washington .... 4 57,968 57,968 46,987 1.67
West Virginia 39,047 . 29,700 29,700 23,860 0.85
Wisconsin 130,738) .. 105,173 105,173 85,252 3.02
Wyoming ............ 12,480 ... 9,502 9,502 7,631 0.27
American Samoa 101 77 77 63 *
[CTUE: 1 R 21 169 169 137 *
Northern Mariana Islands .. 77 59 59 48 *
Puerto RiCO ........cccoeveneaee. 5487 4,196 4,196 3,402 0.12
Freely Associated States ... ||| ] ]
Virgin Islands 209 160 160 130 *
Indian Tribes ...... 51,238 ... 38,429 38,429 31,345 1.11
L0 4T 510 (=T o O ) O o
Training and Technical Assistance . 3000 2,994 2,994 3,000 0.1
Discretionary FUNAS ..........covriimeiiniineiinesiesisesessesssessssssesssesesnesssnes | e, 26,949 26,949 27,000 0.96
Total 4,500,652 = .. 3,471,710 13,471,710 2,820,004 2100.00

*$500 or less or 0.005 percent or less.

The 2012 enacted State allocations are subject to change based on tribal agreements, therefore the final State allocation will be included on the HHS/ACF Office of Community
Services web site. In addition to 2012 appropriated funding, this column also incdes $35,933 allocated to States from prior year block grant appropriations.

2 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Table 18-20. CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (93.575)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

75-1515-0-1-609

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total
Alabama 41803 .. 42,842 42,842 43,128 1.66
Alaska ... 4316 4,533 4,533 4,563 0.18
Arizona .. 57,396 ... 56,867 56,867 57,247 2.20
Arkansas .... 27615 ... 28,143 28,143 28,331 1.09
California ... 243237 244,005 244,005 245,633 9.44
Colorado .... 27,524 ... 28,442 28,442 28,632 1.10
Connecticut 14525 ... 14,940 14,940 15,040 0.58
Delaware 5327 5,530 5,530 5,567 0.21
District of Columbia 2936 2,962 2,962 2,982 0.11
Florida .......ccvevverenee 118,478 ... 121,010 121,010 121,817 4.68
Georgia .. 92441 ... 92,991 92,991 93,612 3.60
Hawaii 6,906) ... 7,683 7,683 7,734 0.30
Idaho .. 13,523 ... 14,245 14,245 14,340 0.55
lllingis ..... 79,138 .. 80,079 80,079 80,613 3.10
Indiana ... 50,126 ... 52,761 52,761 53,114 2.04
lowa ....... 19,975 ... 21,098 21,098 21,238 0.82
Kansas ... 20,387 21,640 21,640 21,784 0.84
Kentucky .... 39,059 ... 39,581 39,581 39,845 1.53
Louisiana ... “475) 42,491 42,491 42,774 1.64
Maine ......... 7,348 L 7,791 7,791 7,843 0.30
Maryland ........ 26461 ... 27,564 27,564 27,748 1.07
Massachusetts 26,325 27,066 27,066 27,247 1.05
Michigan ........ 67,357 70,025 70,025 70,492 2.7
Minnesota 28,889 . 30,691 30,691 30,896 119
Mississippi 33,140 33,335 33,335 33,557 1.29
Missouri ..... 42,790 ... 44,385 44,385 44,681 1.72
Montana ..... 6,342 ... 6,771 6,771 6,817 0.26
Nebraska ... 12,873 .. 13,439 13,439 13,529 0.52
Nevada 16,026 . 16,530 16,530 16,641 0.64
New Hampshire 5178 ... 5,353 5,353 5,389 0.21
New Jersey ........ 38,258 .. 40,080 40,080 40,348 1.55
New Mexico ... 19,675 ... 20,077 20,077 20,211 0.78
New York ........ 100,442 ... 101,521 101,521 102,199 3.93
North Carolina ... 74539 76,128 76,128 76,636 2.94
North Dakota . 3,867 4,156 4,156 4,184 0.16
Ohi0 ..o 76,947 ... 80,389 80,389 80,925 3.1
Oklahoma .. 3259 33,887 33,887 34,113 1.31
Oregon ........... 25408 ... 26,225 26,225 26,400 1.01
Pennsylvania . 66,884 ... 69,645 69,645 70,110 2.69
Rhode Island ..... 5502 . 5,622 5,622 5,659 0.22
South Carolina ... 40,042 .. 41,233 41,233 41,508 1.59
South Dakota ..... 5861 ... 6,221 6,221 6,263 0.24
Tennessee ..... 51,396 ... 52,890 52,890 53,243 2.05
Texas ... 2392201 242,999 242,999 244,621 9.40
Utah 25,788| . 27,266 27,266 27,448 1.05
Vermont 3060 3,204 3,204 3,225 0.12
Virginia ....... a971 43,445 43,445 43,735 1.68
Washington ... 37,286 39,115 39,115 39,376 1.51
West Virginia .. 13,861 14,362 14,362 14,458 0.56
Wisconsin 33,862 . 36,035 36,035 36,276 1.39
Wyoming 271 2,982 2,982 3,002 0.12
American Samoa 2929 ... 3,002 3,002 3,022 0.12
GUAM oo 4191 4,296 4,296 4,324 0.17
Northern Mariana Islands .. 1,858 1,905 1,905 1,918 0.07
Puerto RiCO ......c.cccuviinciunne 33,763 32,513 32,513 32,730 1.26
Freely Associated States ... ||| ] ]
Virgin Islands ................. 2,135 2,189 2,189 2,203 0.08
Indian Tribes ...... 43452 ... 44,567 44,567 44,754 1.72
UNISEHDUIEA ...vvecce e ||| e
Training andTechnical Assistance .. 5343 ... 5,671 5,671 11,467 0.44
Discretionary Funds .................. 1,0000 el 1,000 0.04
Other ..o 9,882 . 11,894 11,894 315,121 12.10
ARRA TeChNICal ASSE ......oovvveieieiiiriiessieisieiseesiesseesssessssssssssssssesssssssssssssnens | vl vl v i) v,
Total 2222405 @ ... 2,278,312 2,278,312 2,603,313 1100.00

1 Excludes undistributed obligations.



324

ANALYTICAL PERSPECTIVES

Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families

Table 18-21.

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND-MANDATORY (93.596A)

75-1550-0-1-609

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

Alabama 16,442 ... 16,442 16,442 16,442 1.31
Alaska 3,545 ... 3,545 3,545 3,545 0.28
Arizona 19,827 . 19,827 19,827 19,827 1.58
Arkansas .... 5300 5,300 5,300 5,300 0.42
California ... 85593 ... 85,593 85,593 85,593 6.84
Colorado .... 10,174 ... 10,174 10,174 10,174 0.81
Connecticut 18,738 ... 18,738 18,738 18,738 1.50
Delaware ............... 5179 ... 5179 5179 5179 0.41
District of Columbia 4567 4,567 4,567 4,567 0.36
Florida 43,027 43,027 43,027 43,027 3.44
Georgia .. 36,548 .. 36,548 36,548 36,548 2.92
Hawaii .... 4972 4,972 4972 4,972 0.40

2,868 ... 2,868 2,868 2,868 0.23
lllinois 56,874 ... 56,874 56,874 56,874 4.54
Indiana ... 26,182 ... 26,182 26,182 26,182 2.09
lowa ....... 8,508 ... 8,508 8,508 8,508 0.68
Kansas ... 9812 ... 9,812 9,812 9,812 0.78
Kentucky ... 16,702 ... 16,702 16,702 16,702 1.33
Louisiana ... 13,865 13,865 13,865 13,865 1.11

3019 ... 3,019 3,019 3,019 0.24
Maryland 23301 . 23,301 23,301 23,301 1.86
Massachusetts 449731 . 44973 44,973 44973 3.59
Michigan ........ 32,082 . 32,082 32,082 32,082 2.56
Minnesota .. 23368 . 23,368 23,368 23,368 1.87
Mississippi . 6,293 ... 6,293 6,293 6,293 0.50
Missouti ..... 24669 . 24,669 24,669 24,669 1.97
Montana 3191 L 3,191 3,191 3,191 0.25
Nebraska 10,595 ... 10,595 10,595 10,595 0.85
Nevada .......... 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580 0.21
New Hampshire . 4582 ... 4,582 4,582 4,582 0.37
New Jersey 26,374 26,374 26,374 26,374 211
New Mexico 8,308 ... 8,308 8,308 8,308 0.66
New York ........ 101,984 ... 101,984 101,984 101,984 8.15
North Carolina ... 69,639 ... 69,639 69,639 69,639 5.56
North Dakota . 2,506) . 2,506 2,506 2,506 0.20
Ohio ....cvvee. 70,125 ... 70,125 70,125 70,125 5.60
Oklahoma .. 24910, ... 24910 24,910 24910 1.99
Oregon 19,409 ... 19,409 19,409 19,409 1.55
Pennsylvania 55337 55,337 55,337 55,337 4.42
Rhode Island ..... 6,634 ... 6,634 6,634 6,634 0.53
South Carolina ... 9,867 . 9,867 9,867 9,867 0.79
South Dakota ..... 1,711 1,711 1,711 1,711 0.14
Tennessee ..... 37,7021 . 37,702 37,702 37,702 3.01
Texas ... 59,844 ... 59,844 59,844 59,844 478
Utah 12592 12,592 12,592 12,592 1.01
Vermont 3945 L. 3,945 3,945 3,945 0.32
Virginia ....... 21,329 .. 21,329 21,329 21,329 1.70
Washington .... 41,883 ... 41,883 41,883 41,883 3.35
West Virginia 8,727 .. 8,727 8,727 8,727 0.70
Wisconsin 24511 ... 24,511 24,511 24,511 1.96
Wyoming ............ 2815 ... 2,815 2,815 2,815 0.22
AMENCAN SAMOA ..o essesssessessesssensneninees | | || el ] e
LT e P ) O OO PO PP
Northern Mariana ISIands ..........cccccevveivieiiciiecsieseveeiissiesnissniees ||| e
PUBHO RICO ... || el e
Freely Associated States ... ||| ] ]
ViIrgin ISIaNnds ..o || || ] e
Indian Tribes ...... 58,340 ... 58,340 58,340 68,340 5.46
L0 4T 510 (=T o O ) O o
Training and Technical Assistance . 3792 .. 3,792 3,792 6,229 0.50
Total 1,239,660) ... 1,239,660 1,239,660 1,252,097 1100.00

1 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Table 18-22. CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT FUND-MATCHING (93.596B)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

75-1550-0-1-609

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:
State or Territory . FY 2013
Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

Alabama 25223 e 25,223 25,223 32,460 1.50
Alaska 4131 4,131 4,131 5,317 0.25
Arizona 39,839 ... 39,839 39,839 51,269 2.37
Arkansas .... 16,048/ ... 16,048 16,048 20,652 0.95
California ... 2115770 211,577 211,577 272,277 12.58
Colorado ... 28,143 ... 28,143 28,143 36,217 1.67
Connecticut 17,637 17,637 17,637 22,697 1.05
Delaware ............... 4643 4,643 4,643 5,975 0.28
District of Columbia 2,605 2,605 2,605 3,353 0.15
Florida 91,041 ... 91,041 91,041 117,160 5.41
Georgia .. 58916 ... 58,916 58,916 75,819 3.50
Hawaii ... 6,606 .. 6,606 6,606 8,501 0.39

9582 ... 9,582 9,582 12,331 0.57
lllinois 71135 71,135 71,135 91,543 423
Indiana ... 35597 . 35,597 35,597 45,809 2.12
lowa ....... 15,937 15,937 15,937 20,510 0.95
Kansas ... 15,968 ... 15,968 15,968 20,549 0.95
Kentucky ... 22,749, L. 22,749 22,749 29,275 1.35
Louisiana ... 25259 ... 25,259 25,259 32,505 1.50

5849 ... 5,849 5,849 7,527 0.35
Maryland 30,076 ... 30,076 30,076 38,704 1.79
Massachusetts 31,542 L 31,542 31,542 40,591 1.87
Michigan ........ 51,246 .. 51,246 51,246 65,947 3.05
Minnesota .. 28,280 ... 28,280 28,280 36,393 1.68
Mississippi 17,273 17,273 17,273 22,229 1.08
Missouri ..... 31,907 . 31,907 31,907 41,060 1.90
Montana 4861 4,861 4,861 6,255 0.29
Nebraska 10,258 ... 10,258 10,258 13,201 0.61
Nevada .......... 15,609 ... 15,609 15,609 20,087 0.93
New Hampshire . 6,236 6,236 6,236 8,026 0.37
New Jersey 45397 ... 45,397 45,397 58,421 2.70
New Mexico 11,612 11,612 11,612 14,944 0.69
New York ........ 97,517, ... 97,517 97,517 125,494 5.80
North Carolina ... 51912 ... 51,912 51,912 66,804 3.09
North Dakota . 32100 3,210 3,210 4,132 0.19
Ohi0 ..o 59,9771 ... 59,977 59,977 77,183 3.57
Oklahoma .. 20,928/ ... 20,928 20,928 26,932 1.24
Oregon 19,563 ... 19,563 19,563 25,175 1.16
Pennsylvania 60,584 ... 60,584 60,584 77,965 3.60
Rhode Island ..... 4943 ... 4,943 4,943 6,361 0.29
South Carolina ... 24304 . 24,304 24,304 31,277 1.44
South Dakota ..... 4,498 ... 4,498 4,498 5,788 0.27
Tennessee ..... 33,541 33,541 33,541 43,164 1.99
Texas ... 159,360 ... 159,360 159,360 205,079 9.47
Utah 75000 20,482 20,482 26,359 1.22
Vermont 2,698 2,698 2,698 3,472 0.16
Virginia ....... 41691 41,691 41,691 53,652 2.48
Washington .... 35238 ... 35,238 35,238 45,347 2.09
West Virginia 8566 . 8,566 8,566 11,023 0.51
Wisconsin 29,044 ... 29,044 29,044 37,377 1.73
Wyoming ........... 3,003 3,003 3,003 3,864 0.18
AMENICAN SAMOA ..o ssenessnesenienies || || ] s
LT T OO OO OO OO oY OO PO POV
Northern Mariana ISIands .......cccociinininsisississsissienens ||| ||| e
PUEIO RICO ..o ssisssssssssnsssssssssssssnenenieniens || ||| ] e
Freely Associated States ... ||| ] ]
ViIrgin ISIaNnds ..o || || ] e
INIAN THDES oo ssssssssnenenenes || ||| ] e
UNAISDUIEA ... esnsssnenenees ||| ||| e
Training and Technical Assistance . 3487 ... 3,501 10,856 0.50
Total 1,664,346) ... 1,677,342 1,677,342 2,164,908 1100.00

1 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Table 18-23. HEAD START (93.600)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

75-1536-0-1-506

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total
Alabama 118,539 ... 126,116 126,116 126,860 1.58
Alaska ... 13,700 . 14,419 14,419 14,504 0.18
Arizona .. 114,920 ... 122,133 122,133 122,853 1.53
Arkansas .... 71285 L 75,415 75,415 75,859 0.94
California ... 913314 ... 961,005 961,005 966,675 12.00
Colorado .... 76,084 ... 81,055 81,055 81,533 1.01
Connecticut 56,483 ... 58,942 58,942 59,290 0.74
Delaware ............... 14,583 ... 15,390 15,390 15,481 0.19
District of Columbia 27,048 . 27,955 27,955 28,120 0.35
Florida .......ccovvvvenee 294,051 ... 314,304 314,304 316,157 3.93
Georgia .. 187,289 ... 199,226 199,226 200,401 2.49
Hawaii 24751 25,675 25,675 25,827 0.32
Idaho 25538 ... 27,339 27,339 27,500 0.34
lllingis ..... 298,559 ... 315,322 315,322 317,181 3.94
Indiana ... 107,841 ... 115,588 115,588 116,270 1.44
lowa ....... 56,555 ... 59,456 59,456 59,806 0.74
Kansas 56,494 ... 59,990 59,990 60,344 0.75
Kentucky 119,071 ... 125,904 125,904 126,646 1.57
Louisiana ... 160,186 ... 168,513 168,513 169,507 2.10
Maine ......... 30,187, 31,634 31,634 31,821 0.40
Maryland ........ 85450 ... 89,677 89,677 90,206 1.12
Massachusetts ... 117,951 ... 123,114 123,114 123,840 1.54
Michigan ........ 256,330 e 268,517 268,517 270,101 3.35
Minnesota .. 79494 L. 84,053 84,053 84,549 1.05
Mississippi . 1746100 ... 180,887 180,887 181,954 2.26
Missouri ..... 131,620 ... 139,406 139,406 140,228 1.74
Montana ..... 22933 . 24,062 24,062 24,203 0.30
Nebraska ... 39,924 L. 42,322 42,322 42,571 0.53
Nevada .......... 27,656 30,055 30,055 30,232 0.38
New Hampshire . 14,761 .. 15,590 15,590 15,682 0.19
New Jersey ........ 142,163 ... 150,054 150,054 150,939 1.87
New Mexico ... 58,583 ... 62,749 62,749 63,119 0.78
New York ........ 473230 495,550 495,550 498,472 6.19
North Carolina ... 159,628/ ... 172,280 172,280 173,297 2.15
North Dakota ..... 18,999 ... 20,123 20,123 20,242 0.25
Ohio 272267 287,577 287,577 289,273 3.59
Oklahoma 91,151 ... 97,976 97,976 98,554 1.22
Oregon .......... 66,205 ... 70,528 70,528 70,943 0.88
Pennsylvania . 250,062 ... 262,632 262,632 264,181 3.28
Rhode Island ..... 24020 25,123 25,123 25,271 0.31
South Carolina 92,681 ... 99,523 99,523 100,110 1.24
South Dakota 20,634 ... 21,674 21,674 21,802 0.27
Tennessee ..... 130,886 ... 137,558 137,558 138,369 1.72
Texas ... 529,792 ... 561,395 561,395 564,706 7.01
Utah ....... 42275 45,256 45,256 45,523 0.57
Vermont . 14,654 ... 15,191 15,191 15,281 0.19
Virginia ....... 109,393 ... 115,652 115,652 116,334 1.44
Washington .... 11,138 ... 117,831 117,831 118,526 1.47
West Virginia .. 55,548 ... 58,385 58,385 58,730 0.73
Wisconsin ...... 100,051 ... 105,518 105,518 106,140 1.32
Wyoming ........... 13,182 ... 13,481 13,481 13,560 0.17
American Samoa 2256 2,273 2,273 2,286 0.03
[CTE: 4 RN 2,370 2,488 2,488 2,503 0.03
Northern Mariana Islands .. 1,746 ... 1,759 1,759 1,769 0.02
Puerto RiCO ......c.ocvviincinne 269,247 ... 278,933 278,933 280,578 3.48
Freely Associated Sates ... | ]| ] ]
Virgin Islands ................. 8,888 ... 9,454 9,454 9,510 0.12
Indian Tribes ...... 214892 ... 224,601 224,601 225,925 2.81
UNAISTDUIEA ... snsenenees ||| ||| e
Palau 1,399 L 1,409 1,409 1,418 0.02
Training and Technical Assistance 184,686) ... 199,214 199,214 199,214 2.47
DISCIEHONAIY FUNGS ....vvvooveeeeevvveereseeessossssssseesssssssssssssssssssssssssessssisssssensnss | o] e e 140,000 0.50
Other ..o 61,846 ... 61,883 61,883 61,833 0.77
Migrant Program 317,889 327,410 327,410 329,341 4.09
Total 7,558,968 @ ... 7,968,544 7,968,544 8,054,000 2100.00

*$500 or less or 0.005 percent or less.

These funds are requested in FY 2013 to minimize the disruptions in Head Start servcies to families and children during the implementation of the Designation Renewal System.
Funds will be awarded to grantees on an as-needed basis during the two-year transition period.

2 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Table 18-24. FOSTER CARE-TITLE IV-E (93.658)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

75-1545-0-1-609

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

Alabama 35959 ... 33,753 33,753 33,919 0.82
Alaska 15518 ... 14,566 14,566 14,637 0.35
Arizona 73737 69,214 69,214 69,553 1.68
Arkansas .... 40,021 37,566 37,566 37,750 0.91
California ... 1,180,958 ... 1,108,520 1,108,520 1,113,949 26.87
Colorado .... 57,845 ... 54,297 54,297 54,563 1.32
Connecticut 56,921 ... 53,430 53,430 53,691 1.30
Delaware ............... 4560 4,280 4,280 4,301 0.10
District of Columbia 31,703 29,758 29,758 29,904 0.72
Florida 166,184 ... 155,991 155,991 156,754 3.78
Georgia .. 82,780 ... 77,702 77,702 78,083 1.88
Hawaii ... 23574 22,128 22,128 22,236 0.54

10,770 ... 10,109 10,109 10,159 0.25
lllinois 188,412 ... 176,855 176,855 177,721 429
Indiana ... 108,135 ... 101,502 101,502 101,999 2.46
lowa ....... 23,861 ... 22,397 22,397 22,507 0.54
Kansas ... 24992 ... 23,459 23,459 23,574 0.57
Kentucky ... 38,225 ... 35,880 35,880 36,056 0.87
Louisiana ... 43522 ... 40,852 40,852 41,052 0.99

18,593 ... 17,453 17,453 17,538 0.42
Maryland 63,350 ... 59,464 59,464 59,755 1.44
Massachusetts 60,840 ... 57,108 57,108 57,388 1.38
Michigan ........ 95,756 . 89,882 89,882 90,323 2.18
Minnesota .. 41482 ... 38,938 38,938 39,128 0.94
Mississippi . 15,740 ... 14,775 14,775 14,847 0.36
Missouri ..... 45492 ... 42,702 42,702 42,911 1.03
Montana 12453 11,689 11,689 11,746 0.28
Nebraska 17,194 ... 16,139 16,139 16,218 0.39
Nevada .......... 35126 .. 32,971 32,971 33,133 0.80
New Hampshire . 17,478 . 16,406 16,406 16,486 0.40
New Jersey 89,389 ... 83,906 83,906 84,317 2.03
New Mexico 25170 ... 23,626 23,626 23,742 0.57
New York ........ 390,692 366,728 366,728 368,524 8.89
North Carolina ... 76271 71,593 71,593 71,943 1.74
North Dakota . 9,898 ... 9,291 9,291 9,336 0.23
Ohi0 ..o 175,867 ... 165,080 165,080 165,888 4.00
Oklahoma .. 32,804 ... 30,792 30,792 30,943 0.75
Oregon 90,742 ... 85,176 85,176 85,593 2.06
Pennsylvania 224948 ... 211,150 211,150 212,184 5.12
Rhode Island ..... 13,325 ... 12,508 12,508 12,569 0.30
South Carolina ... 26,251 ... 24,641 24,641 24,761 0.60
South Dakota ..... 6,272 5,887 5,887 5,916 0.14
Tennessee ..... 47,788/ ... 44 857 44,857 45,076 1.09
Texas ... 246,853 ... 231,711 231,711 232,846 5.62
Utah 22917 21,511 21,511 21,617 0.52
Vermont 9484, ... 8,902 8,902 8,946 0.22
Virginia ....... 55,346 .. 51,951 51,951 52,206 1.26
Washington .... 85102 ... 79,882 79,882 80,273 1.94
West Virginia 26,942 ... 25,289 25,289 25,413 0.61
Wisconsin 61,326] ... 57,564 57,564 57,846 1.40
Wyoming ............ 2307 2,165 2,165 2,176 0.05
AMENICAN SAMOA ..o ssenessnesenienies || || ] s
LT e P ) O OO PO PP
Northern Mariana ISIands ..........cccccevveivieiiciiecsieseveeiissiesnissniees ||| e
PUBHO RICO ... || el e
Freely Associated States ... ||| ] ]
ViIrgin ISIaNnds ..o || || ] e
INIAN THDES o.voviiieieesie e ssisssssssssnsnensnenesenienes ||| e 16,000 0.39
L0 4T 510 (=T o O ) O o
Training andTechincal Assistance .. 23,776 .. 26,000 26,000 0.63
Other 84712 | v,
Total 4,459,363 @ .. 4,109,996 4,109,996 4,145,996 1100.00

' Excludes undistributed obligations.



328

ANALYTICAL PERSPECTIVES

Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families

Table 18-25. ADOPTION ASSISTANCE (93.659)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

75-1545-0-1-609

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:
State or Territory . FY 2013
Previous FY 2013 Percentage of

FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

Alabama 12,508) ... 13,333 13,333 14,007 0.55
Alaska 10,906 ... 11,626 11,626 12,213 0.48
Arizona 79,535 84,783 84,783 89,066 3.51
Arkansas .... 14,756 . 15,730 15,730 16,524 0.65
California ... 413,508 ... 440,791 440,791 463,059 18.25
Colorado .... 19,455 ... 20,739 20,739 21,786 0.86
Connecticut 34208 ... 36,465 36,465 38,307 1.51
Delaware ............... 1,771 1,888 1,888 1,983 0.08
District of Columbia 20,448 ... 21,797 21,797 22,899 0.90
Florida 87,222| ... 92,977 92,977 97,674 3.85
Georgia .. 37,188 ... 39,642 39,642 41,645 1.64
Hawaii ... 13,754 . 14,661 14,661 15,402 0.61
6,258 ... 6,671 6,671 7,008 0.28

lllinois 93,552 ... 99,725 99,725 104,762 413
Indiana ... 63,607 .. 67,804 67,804 71,229 2.81
lowa ....... 33616 ... 35,834 35,834 37,644 1.48
Kansas ... 15,194 ... 16,196 16,196 17,015 0.67
Kentucky ... 42868 ... 45,696 45,696 48,005 1.89
Louisiana ... 17,049 .. 18,174 18,174 19,092 0.75
12513 13,339 13,339 14,012 0.55

Maryland 25154 ... 26,814 26,814 28,168 1.11
Massachusetts 34569 ... 36,850 36,850 38,711 1.53
Michigan ........ 114,023) ... 121,546 121,546 127,687 5.03
Minnesota .. 29,742 31,704 31,704 33,306 1.31
Mississippi . 6,523) . 6,953 6,953 7,305 0.29
Missouri ..... 31,219 33,279 33,279 34,960 1.38
Montana 6,839 ... 7,290 7,290 7,659 0.30
Nebraska 10,627 11,328 11,328 11,900 0.47
Nevada .......... 15,181 ... 16,183 16,183 17,000 0.67
New Hampshire . 5321 5,672 5,672 5,959 0.23
New Jersey 49,7211 53,002 53,002 55,679 2.19
New Mexico 16,920 ... 18,036 18,036 18,948 0.75
New York ........ 197,537 ... 210,570 210,570 221,207 8.72
North Carolina ... 51,019 ... 54,385 54,385 57,133 2.25
North Dakota . 4987 5,316 5,316 5,584 0.22
Ohi0 ..o 152,039 ... 162,071 162,071 170,258 6.71
Oklahoma .. 30,458 ... 32,468 32,468 34,107 1.34
Oregon 37,104 .. 39,552 39,552 41,550 1.64
Pennsylvania 95504 ... 101,805 101,805 106,948 422
Rhode Island ..... 8118 . 8,654 8,654 9,091 0.36
South Carolina ... 13,967 ... 14,889 14,889 15,640 0.62
South Dakota ..... 3,705 .. 3,949 3,949 4,149 0.16
Tennessee ..... 38,771 41,329 41,329 43417 1.71
Texas ... 90,549 ... 96,523 96,523 101,400 4.00
Utah 7511 8,007 8,007 8,411 0.33
Vermont 8,032 ... 8,562 8,562 8,995 0.35
Virginia ....... 26418 ... 28,161 28,161 29,584 1.17
Washington .... 53,832 ... 57,384 57,384 60,283 2.38
West Virginia 18,353 ... 19,564 19,564 20,552 0.81
Wisconsin 50,972 ... 54,335 54,335 57,080 2.25
Wyoming ............ 890 . 949 949 997 0.04
AMENICAN SAMOA ..o ssenessnesenienies || || ] s
LT e P ) O OO PO PP
Northern Mariana ISIands ..........cccccevveivieiiciiecsieseveeiissiesnissniees ||| e
PUBHO RICO ... || el e
Freely Associated States ... ||| ] ]
ViIrgin ISIaNnds ..o || || ] e
INAIAN THDES ...evevece e ||| e el e
L0 4T 510 (=T o O ) O o
Other .......... 96.476] | el i,
Total 2,361,997 . 2,415,001 2,415,001 2,537,000 1100.00

1 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Table 18-26. SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT (93.667)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

75.1534-0-1-506

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:
State or Territory . FY 2013
Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total
Alabama 25928| ... 26,171 26,171 26,171 1.54
Alaska ... 3846 L 3,889 3,889 3,889 0.23
Arizona .. 36,319 .. 34,999 34,999 34,999 2.06
Arkansas .... 15911 . 15,966 15,966 15,966 0.94
California ... 203,527 . 203,980 203,980 203,980 12.00
Colorado .... 27,668 .. 27,537 27,537 27,537 1.62
Connecticut 19,373 . 19,570 19,570 19,570 1.15
Delaware ............... 4874 4,917 4,917 4,917 0.29
District of Columbia 3302 3,295 3,295 3,295 0.19
Florida .......ccovvvvenee 102,078 ... 102,944 102,944 102,944 6.06
Georgia .. 54124 ... 53,044 53,044 53,044 3.12
Hawaii 7132 7,448 7,448 7,448 0.44
Idaho 8512 . 8,583 8,583 8,583 0.50
lllingis ..... 71,090 ... 70,253 70,253 70,253 413
Indiana ... 35368 35,501 35,501 35,501 2.09
lowa ....... 16,563 ... 16,680 16,680 16,680 0.98
Kansas 15521 ... 15,622 15,622 15,622 0.92
Kentucky 23,785 . 23,760 23,760 23,760 1.40
Louisiana ... 24735 ... 24,822 24,822 24,822 1.46
Maine ......... 7259 7,273 7,273 7,273 0.43
Maryland ........ 31,384 ... 31,612 31,612 31,612 1.86
Massachusetts ... 36,307 35,851 35,851 35,851 2.1
Michigan ........ 54,898 ... 54,117 54,117 54,117 3.18
Minnesota .. 28,998, ... 29,041 29,041 29,041 1.71
Mississippi . 16,255 ... 16,247 16,247 16,247 0.96
Missouri ..... 32970 . 32,792 32,792 32,792 1.93
Montana ..... 5369 5,417 5,417 5,417 0.32
Nebraska ... 9893 L. 10,000 10,000 10,000 0.59
Nevada .......... 14,554 ... 14,787 14,787 14,787 0.87
New Hampshire . 7294 7,208 7,208 7,208 0.42
New Jersey ........ 47,949 ... 48,139 48,139 48,139 2.83
New Mexico ... 11,066] .. 11,275 11,275 11,275 0.66
New York ........ 107,604 ... 106,103 106,103 106,103 6.24
North Carolina ... 51,655 ... 52,210 52,210 52,210 3.07
North Dakota ..... 3562 3,683 3,683 3,683 0.22
Ohio 63,559 ... 63,167 63,167 63,167 372
Oklahoma 20,303 20,540 20,540 20,540 1.21
Oregon .......... 21,066) .. 20,977 20,977 20,977 1.23
Pennsylvania . 69,407 ... 69,550 69,550 69,550 4.09
Rhode Island ..... 579 . 5,763 5,763 5,763 0.34
South Carolina 25116 ... 25,326 25,326 25,326 1.49
South Dakota 4473 4,458 4,458 4,458 0.26
Tennessee ..... 34,6701 34,747 34,747 34,747 2.04
Texas ... 136,462] ... 137,682 137,682 137,682 8.10
Utah ....... 15,333 . 15,133 15,133 15,133 0.89
Vermont . 3424 L 3,426 3,426 3,426 0.20
Virginia ....... 43405 ... 43,809 43,809 43,809 2.58
Washington .... 36,696 0 ... 36,819 36,819 36,819 2.17
West Virginia .. 10,020 ... 10,146 10,146 10,146 0.60
Wisconsin ...... 31,138 . 31,138 31,138 31,138 1.83
Wyoming ........... 2,997 3,086 3,086 3,086 0.18
American Samoa 49 L 60 60 *
GUAM oo 293 293 293 0.02
Northern Mariana ISIands ... ||| ] ]
Puerto RiCO .......ccouvvvrvvnenne 8793 ... 8,793 8,793 0.52
Freely Associated Sates ... | ]| ] ]
Virgin Islands ................. 293 293 293 0.02
INGIAN TADES ..ovveveieireeceeenseesesssnnessneeses ||| ] el
UNAISTDUIEA ... snsenenees ||| ||| e
Training and Technical ASSIStANCE ... || || e | e
Discretionary FUNAS ........ccccoovmnciniininsinsncssnssssinsssineeees ||| ] ]
OHNET <ottt ensnensssssessssneenns | e e e e e e,
Total 1,699,939 ... 1,699,942 1,699,942 1,699,942 1100.00

*$500 or less or 0.005 percent or less.
" Excludes undistributed obligations.
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ANALYTICAL PERSPECTIVES

Department of Health and Human Services, HIV/AIDS Bureau

Table 18-27. RYAN WHITE HIV/AIDS TREATMENT MODERNIZATION ACT-PART B HIV CARE GRANTS (93.917)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

75-0350-0-1-550

State or Territory

FY 2011 Actual

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

Previous
authority

New authority

Total

FY 2013
(estimated)

FY 2013
Percentage of
distributed total

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas ....
California ...
Colorado ....
Connecticut
Delaware ...............
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia ..
Hawaii ....

lllinois
Indiana ...
lowa .......
Kansas ...
Kentucky ....
Louisiana ...

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan ........
Minnesota ..
Mississippi .
Missouri .....
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada ..........
New Hampshire .
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York ........
North Carolina ...
North Dakota .
Ohio ....cvvee.
Oklahoma ..
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island .....
South Carolina ...
South Dakota .....
Tennessee .....

Texas ...
Utah
Vermont
Virginia. .......
Washington ....
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming ............
American Samoa
[CTVE: 4 R

Northern Mariana Islands ..
Puerto RiCO ........cccocveneee.
Freely Associated States
Virgin Islands
Indian Tribes ......
Undistributed .....
Marshall Islands .
Republic of Palau

20,042
1,140
16,132
8,373
152,328
14,593
14,719
5,795
21,409
134,348
48,714
3,828
1,791
42,807
11,899
3,662
3,684
10,395
26,388
1,734
40,426
20,457
17,985
7,784
13,107
14,592
1,208
2,728
8,519
1,508
47,751
4,020
163,839
38,229
454
26,295
8,432
7,042
43,068
4,417
28,973
884
21,567
86,643
4,733
894
31,001
14,678
2,536
9,146
871

Total

1,253,261

1,298,703

1,298,703

1,362,603

2100.00

TFY 2012 data for each state is not available.
2FY 2013 data for each state is not available.
3 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Department of Housing and Urban Development, Public and Indian Housing Programs

Table 18-28. PUBLIC HOUSING OPERATING FUND (14.850)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

86-0163-0-1-604

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of

FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

Alabama 148173 ... 126,973 126,973 145,725 3.22
Alaska 11,242 ... 9,634 9,634 11,057 0.24
Arizona 23438 ... 20,084 20,084 23,050 0.51
Arkansas .... 36,537 31,310 31,310 35,934 0.79
California ... 139,774 ... 119,775 119,775 137,464 3.04
Colorado .... 30,528 ... 26,160 26,160 30,023 0.66
Connecticut 69,047 ... 59,167 59,167 67,906 1.50
Delaware .........co.... 12,859 ... 11,019 11,019 12,646 0.28
District of Columbia 49,983 ... 42,831 42,831 49,157 1.09
Florida 135,100 ... 115,770 115,770 132,868 2.94
Georgia .. 149,144 ... 127,805 127,805 146,680 3.24
Hawaii .... 23,067 . 19,767 19,767 22,686 0.50
1468 ... 1,258 1,258 1,444 0.03

lllinois 274975 ... 235,631 235,631 270,430 5.98
Indiana ... 47817 40,975 40,975 47,027 1.04
lowa ....... 6,439 ... 5,518 5,518 6,333 0.14
Kansas ... 20,264 ... 17,365 17,365 19,929 0.44
Kentucky ... 63,405 ... 54,332 54,332 62,356 1.38
Louisiana ... 66,470 . 56,960 56,960 65,372 1.45
14,050 ... 12,039 12,039 13,817 0.31

Maryland 111,343) . 95,412 95,412 109,503 2.42
Massachusetts 153,951 ... 131,924 131,924 151,407 3.35
Michigan ........ 66,444 ... 56,937 56,937 65,346 1.44
Minnesota .. 52,268 ... 44,789 44,789 51,404 1.14
Mississippi . 37,758 .. 32,356 32,356 37,134 0.82
Missouti ..... 47321 38,332 38,332 43,993 0.97
Montana 5803 ... 4,972 4,972 5,707 0.13
Nebraska 14,862 ... 12,736 12,736 14,617 0.32
Nevada .......... 16,586 ... 14,212 14,212 16,311 0.36
New Hampshire . 11,718 10,042 10,042 11,525 0.25
New Jersey 169,545 ... 146,287 146,287 166,743 3.69
New Mexico 12,266 ... 10,511 10,511 12,063 0.27
New York ........ 1,044,518 ... 899,066 899,066 1,027,254 22.71
North Carolina ... 140,647 ... 120,524 120,524 138,323 3.06
North Dakota . 3,527 3,022 3,022 3,468 0.08
Ohio ....cvvee. 2143271 182,660 182,660 210,784 4.66
Oklahoma .. 37,801 32,392 32,392 37,176 0.82
Oregon 19401 ... 16,625 16,625 19,081 0.42
Pennsylvania 208,832 ... 266,075 266,075 293,893 6.50
Rhode Island ..... 36,081 .. 30,918 30,918 35,485 0.78
South Carolina ... 52,652 45,119 45,119 51,782 1.14
South Dakota ..... 2,958 2,535 2,535 2,909 0.06
Tennessee ..... 1158000 ... 99,246 99,246 113,903 2.52
Texas ... 185945 ... 164,341 164,341 182,873 4.04
Utah 4438 ... 3,803 3,803 4,364 0.10
Vermont 4657 ... 3,991 3,991 4,580 0.10
Virginia ....... 78,773 67,508 67,508 77,472 1.71
Washington .... 447921 L 39,383 39,383 44,052 0.97
West Virginia 19464, ... 16,679 16,679 19,143 0.42
Wisconsin 22,873 19,600 19,600 22,495 0.50
Wyoming ............ 1,902 ... 1,630 1,630 1,871 0.04
AMENCAN SAMOA ..ot essesssessessesssesseinees | | ||| v,
[CTUE: 1 R 4155 ... 3,561 3,561 4,087 0.09
Northern Mariana ISIands ..........ccccoeoveiveiviciiieicisieiseseeesesniseniees ||| | ] e
Puerto RiCO ......c.vvvrivreinnn, 225121 ... 192,911 192,911 221,401 4.89
Freely Associated States ... || || ]l
Virgin Islands 20,284 ... 17,382 17,382 19,949 0.44
INAIAN THDES ...eveeevcce e ||| e | ] e
UNISEHDUIEA ..o | v vl e v i) v,
Total 4,600,004 ... 3,961,854 3,961,854 4,524,002 1100.00

" Excludes undistributed obligations.
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ANALYTICAL PERSPECTIVES

Department of Housing and Urban Development, Public and Indian Housing Programs

Table 18-29. SECTION 8 HOUSING CHOICE VOUCHERS (14.871)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

86-0302-0-1-604

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

Alabama 182,418 1,761 177,927 179,688 186,255 0.99
Alaska 35,266 340 34,398 34,738 36,008 0.19
Arizona 164,137 1,585 160,097 161,682 167,590 0.89
Arkansas ... 98,888 955 96,454 97,409 100,968 0.53
California ... 3,361,519 32,453 3,278,768 3,311,221 3,432,218 18.16
Colorado .... 234,400 2,263 228,630 230,893 239,330 1.27
Connecticut 373,378 3,605 364,187 367,792 381,231 2.02
Delaware ............... 39,750 384 38,772 39,156 40,586 0.21
District of Columbia 183,750 1,774 179,227 181,001 187,615 0.99
Florida 855,255 8,257 834,201 842,458 873,243 462
Georgia .. 483,051 4,664 471,160 475,824 493,211 2.61
Hawaii ... 111,369 1,075 108,628 109,703 113,712 0.60

39,319 380 38,351 38,731 40,146 0.21
lllinois 882,191 8,517 860,474 868,991 900,745 477
Indiana ... 218,312 2,108 212,938 215,046 222,904 1.18
lowa ....... 99,498 961 97,048 98,009 101,590 0.54
Kansas ... 63,535 613 61,971 62,584 64,871 0.34
Kentucky ... 190,777 1,842 186,081 187,923 194,790 1.03
Louisiana ... 345,823 3,339 337,310 340,649 353,096 1.87

85,964 830 83,848 84,678 87,772 0.46
Maryland 480,297 4,637 468,474 473,111 490,399 2.59
Massachusetts 856,744 8,271 835,654 843,925 874,763 463
Michigan ........ 359,394 3,470 350,547 354,017 366,953 1.94
Minnesota .. 223,877 2,161 218,366 220,527 228,586 1.21
Mississippi . 139,192 1,344 135,766 137,110 142,120 0.75
Missouri ..... 243,886 2,355 237,882 240,237 249,015 1.32
Montana 31,236 302 30,467 30,769 31,893 0.17
Nebraska 65,354 631 63,745 64,376 66,728 0.35
Nevada .......... 129,148 1,247 125,968 127,215 131,864 0.70
New Hampshire . 84,741 818 82,655 83,473 86,523 0.46
New Jersey 675,341 6,520 658,716 665,236 689,544 3.65
New Mexico 74,157 716 72,332 73,048 75,717 0.40
New York ........ 2,320,519 22,403 2,263,395 2,285,798 2,369,324 12.54
North Carolina ... 349,511 3,374 340,907 344,281 356,862 1.89
North Dakota . 33,151 320 32,335 32,655 33,848 0.18
OhiO ..o 577,688 5,577 563,467 569,044 589,838 312
Oklahoma .. 131,338 1,268 128,105 129,373 134,100 0.71
Oregon 215,668 2,082 210,359 212,441 220,204 117
Pennsylvania 584,426 5,642 570,040 575,682 596,718 3.16
Rhode Island ..... 82,974 801 80,931 81,732 84,719 0.45
South Carolina ... 144,426 1,394 140,871 142,265 147,463 0.78
South Dakota ..... 31,019 299 30,255 30,554 31,671 0.17
Tennessee ..... 211,002 2,037 205,808 207,845 215,440 1.14
Texas ... 1,028,732 9,883 998,531 1,008,414 1,045,263 5.53
Utah 72,277 698 70,497 71,195 73,797 0.39
Vermont 47,792 461 46,615 47,076 48,797 0.26
Virginia ....... 382,606 3,694 373,188 376,882 390,653 2.07
Washington .... 417,020 4,026 406,754 410,780 425,791 2.25
West Virginia 66,671 644 65,030 65,674 68,073 0.36
Wisconsin 160,191 1,547 156,248 157,795 163,561 0.87
Wyoming ............ 12,977 125 12,657 12,782 13,250 0.07
AMENICAN SAMOA ..o sssnesssenenenenies || ||| | e
GUAM oo 35,047 338 34,184 34,522 35,784 0.19
Northern Mariana Islands .. 3,947 38 3,850 3,888 4,030 0.02
Puerto RiCO ......cocvvvrirrrrnnnne 182,197 1,759 177,712 179,471 186,029 0.98
Freely Associated States ... || || e
Virgin Islands 11,886 115 11,593 11,708 12,136 0.06
INIAN THDES oovvveieirieie e sessssesnssesnssenesnnens | el | el e e
UNAISEHDUIEA ....ooveeicicieeienieeneeeeesiesisesessseesessseessssensssssenseneses | v v, 210,000 1210,000 1223570 ...
Total 18,510,032 178,703 18,264,374 18,443,077 19,122,907 2100.00

T Undistributed amounts include new vouchers (e.g., HUD-Veteran Affairs Supportive Housing vouchers) yet to be distributed and estimated set-aside for Rental Assistance

Demonstration.
2 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Department of Housing and Urban Development, Public and Indian Housing Programs

Table 18-30. PUBLIC HOUSING CAPITAL FUND (14.872)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

86-0304-0-1-604

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of

FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

Alabama 73,088 2,349 64,783 67,132 70,483 3.40
Alaska 3,304 106 2,929 3,035 3,186 0.15
Arizona 11,093 357 9,832 10,189 10,698 0.52
Arkansas .... 21,095 678 18,698 19,376 20,343 0.98
California ... 95,695 3,076 84,821 87,897 92,285 4.46
Colorado .... 4,077 131 3,614 3,745 3,932 0.19
Connecticut 25,376 816 22,492 23,308 24,472 1.18
Delaware ............... 4,984 160 4,418 4,578 4,806 0.23
District of Columbia 16,482 530 14,609 15,139 15,895 0.77
Florida 69,609 2,238 61,699 63,937 67,128 3.24
Georgia .. 93,938 3,020 83,263 86,283 90,590 438
Hawaii ... 10,402 334 9,220 9,554 10,031 0.48
769 25 682 707 742 0.04

lllinois 5418 174 4,802 4,976 5,225 0.25
Indiana ... 10,963 352 9,717 10,069 10,572 0.51
lowa ....... 5,883 189 5214 5,403 5,673 0.27
Kansas ... 29,239 940 25,916 26,856 28,197 1.36
Kentucky ... 38,555 1,239 34,174 35,413 37,181 1.80
Louisiana ... 51,205 1,646 45,386 47,032 49,380 2.39
127,404 4,095 112,926 117,021 155,864 7.53

Maryland 33,621 1,081 29,800 30,881 32,423 1.57
Massachusetts 64,967 2,088 57,584 59,672 62,652 3.03
Michigan ........ 35,033 1,126 31,052 32,178 33,785 1.63
Minnesota .. 32,204 1,035 28,544 29,579 31,056 1.50
Mississippi . 23,626 759 20,941 21,700 22,784 1.10
Missouri ..... 30,060 966 26,644 27,610 28,989 1.40
Montana 5,961 192 5,284 5,476 5,749 0.28
Nebraska 11,587 372 10,270 10,642 11,174 0.54
Nevada .......... 5,762 185 5,107 5,292 5,557 0.27
New Hampshire . 5,061 163 4,486 4,649 4,881 0.24
New Jersey 73,033 2,348 64,734 67,082 68,430 3.31
New Mexico 6,192 199 5,488 5,687 5,971 0.29
New York ........ 351,393 11,296 311,462 322,758 333,871 16.13
North Carolina ... 69,060 2,220 61,212 63,432 68,599 3.31
North Dakota . 2,298 74 2,037 2,111 2,216 0.11
Ohi0 ..o 83,311 2,678 73,844 76,522 79,342 3.83
Oklahoma .. 16,391 527 14,528 15,055 14,807 0.72
Oregon 9,045 291 8,017 8,308 8,723 0.42
Pennsylvania 135,797 4,365 120,366 124,731 135,958 6.57
Rhode Island ..... 12,692 408 11,250 11,658 12,240 0.59
South Carolina ... 26,625 856 23,599 24,455 27,676 1.34
South Dakota ..... 1,810 58 1,604 1,662 1,745 0.08
Tennessee ..... 56,541 1,818 50,116 51,934 54,526 2.63
Texas ... 93,835 3,016 83,172 86,188 88,491 427
Utah 3,641 117 3,227 3,344 3,511 0.17
Vermont 3,161 102 2,802 2,904 3,048 0.15
Virginia ....... 31,944 1,027 28,314 29,341 30,806 1.49
Washington ... 27,701 890 24,553 25,443 26,714 1.29
West Virginia 8,684 279 7,697 7,976 8,375 0.40
Wisconsin 16,941 545 15,016 15,561 15,337 0.74
Wyoming ............ 907 29 804 833 875 0.04
AMENICAN SAMOA ..o sssssssnesesenenenienies || ||| | e
GUAM oo 1,318 42 1,168 1,210 1,271 0.06
Northern Mariana ISIands ........cccoviiniinininssssisssesnieenes | el | el || e
Puerto RiCO ......c.ovvrrireinnns 130,178 4,185 115,385 119,570 125,539 6.06
Freely Associated States ... || ||| e e
Virgin Islands 6,424 207 5,694 5,901 6,195 0.30
1300 =4 =T PO OO PO PP PP EPON
UNAISDUIEA ... cseeesseseieseseessssssssensensessenenensennene | v vwesena| vl v v s
Total 2,115,383 67,999 1,874,996 1,942,995 2,069,999 1100.00

*$500 or less or 0.005 percent or less.
" Excludes undistributed obligations.
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ANALYTICAL PERSPECTIVES

Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and Development

Table 18-31.

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (14.218)

86-0162-0-1-451

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) distributed total

Alabama 46,381 2,711 39,782 42,493 39,571 1.30
Alaska 43411 L 3,875 3,875 3,854 0.13
Arizona 40,252 9,062 44,036 53,098 43,803 1.44
Arkansas .... 25,020 . 22,332 22,332 22,214 0.73
California ... 420,767 100,358 370,760 471,118 368,795 12.16
Colorado .... 26,874 9,453 30,393 39,846 30,232 1.00
Connecticut 38,216 5,290 33,801 39,091 33,622 1.11
Delaware ............... 6,49 ... 3,808 3,808 3,788 0.12
District of Columbia 19,636 16,329 14,584 30,913 14,507 0.48
Florida 198,527 94,545 128,559 223,104 127,878 422
Georgia .. 76,307 3,171 66,381 69,552 66,029 2.18
Hawaii ... 13,653 ... 12,190 12,190 12,125 0.40

11,597 2,141 9,971 12,112 9,918 0.33
lllinois 179,590 27,370 139,758 167,128 139,017 458
Indiana ... 86,913 1,870 56,191 58,061 55,893 1.84
lowa ....... 129,303 ... 33,147 33,147 32,971 1.09
Kansas ... 25,768 2,257 22,607 24,864 22,487 0.74
Kentucky ... 54,884 ... 36,941 36,941 36,745 1.21
Louisiana ... 357,278 146,380 51,006 197,386 150,736 4.97

17,476 1,528 15,968 17,496 15,883 0.52
Maryland 65,213 13,035 44107 57,142 43,873 1.45
Massachusetts 102,847 6,071 87,657 93,728 87,192 2.88
Michigan ........ 119,008 47,941 105,676 153,617 105,116 3.47
Minnesota .. 51,372 517 46,330 46,847 46,084 1.52
Mississippi . 37,868 2,686 28,631 31,317 28,479 0.94
Missouri ..... 65,594 206 53,790 53,996 53,505 1.76
Montana 8,325 . 7,430 7,430 7,391 0.24
Nebraska 17,197 ... 15,350 15,350 15,269 0.50
Nevada .......... 4,547 13,810 16,394 30,204 16,307 0.54
New Hampshire . 11,384 595 10,692 11,287 10,635 0.35
New Jersey 103,093 30,663 81,672 112,335 81,239 2.68
New Mexico 19612 ... 17,090 17,090 16,999 0.56
New York ........ 316,510 27,580 279,600 307,180 278,118 9.17
North Carolina ... 68,941 ... 58,273 58,273 57,964 1.91
North Dakota . 5739 5,122 5,122 5,095 0.17
(0] 3110 U 122,698 26,539 130,120 156,659 129,430 4.27
Oklahoma .. 30,144 5,124 24,414 29,538 24,285 0.80
Oregon 33412 L 29,402 29,402 29,246 0.96
Pennsylvania 160,831 52,207 176,759 228,966 175,822 5.80
Rhode Island ..... 27,412 1,219 13,956 15,175 13,882 0.46
South Carolina ... 35,877 425 31,438 31,863 31,271 1.03
South Dakota ..... 7269 6,487 6,487 6,453 0.21
Tennessee ..... 119,352 ... 40,486 40,486 40,271 1.33
Texas ... 283,048 121,775 206,520 328,295 205,425 6.77
Utah 20,495 673 16,661 17,334 16,573 0.55
Vermont 7555 6,742 6,742 6,706 0.22
Virginia ....... 47,003 13,135 49,060 62,195 48,800 1.61
Washington .... 54,042 1,177 49,197 50,374 48,936 1.61
West Virginia 22,645 106 20,195 20,301 20,088 0.66
Wisconsin 55,264 28,026 53,352 81,378 53,069 1.75
Wyoming ............ 3827 3,415 3,415 3,397 0.11
American Samoa 1,133 1,143 1,143 1,137 0.04
GUAM oo 3,050 3,086 3,076 6,162 3,060 0.10
Northern Mariana Islands .. 880 824 888 1,712 883 0.03
Puerto RiCO ........cccceviuevee. 111,667 ... 88,982 88,982 88,510 2.92
Freely Associated States ... ||| ] ]| e
Virgin Islands 1,878 1,873 1,893 3,766 1,883 0.06
INAIAN THDES ...eveeeeee e ||| v e v
Undistributed 1499,233 118,018 1460,000 578,018 1195000f .
Total 4,425,238 939,776 3,408,090 4,347,866 3,227,461 2100.00

*$500 or less or 0.005 percent or less.

NOTE: Distributed amounts include CDBG formula grants and awarded CDBG disaster funding.
' Undistributed amounts include unallocated CDBG disaster funding, Indian CDBG, and other set-asides.

2 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration

Table 18-32. UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE (17.225)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

16-0179-0-1-603

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total
Alabama 37,165 ... 38,868 38,868 |
Alaska 25560 . 27,372 27,372 ]
Arizona 46,914 L. 40,847 40,847 ]
Arkansas .... 24,249 26,283 26,283 ...
California ... 458,777 461,647 461,647
Colorado .... 45,665 48,139 48,139
Connecticut 58,387 60,819 60,819 ...
Delaware .........co.... 12,021 12,149 12,149 ...
District of Columbia 14599 ... 12,749 12,749 |
Florida 105,827 96,285 96,285 | e
Georgia .. 70,758 79,365 79,365
Hawaii .... 17,536 18,143 18,143 ...
22377 e 22,039 22,039 ]
lllinois 164,959 ... 182,054 182,054 .
Indiana ... 43,080 53,180 53,180 = .
lowa ....... 26,619 29,165 29,165 ...
Kansas ... 22,141 22,437 22437
Kentucky .... 31,910 34,878 34,878 ...
Louisiana ... 37,134 34,615 34615 ...
18,199 .. 18,568 18,568) ...
Maryland 60,778 . 69,868 69,868 ...
Massachusetts 72,404 71,142 71420 L
Michigan ........ 133,420 150,581 150,581 ...
Minnesota .. 49,410 49,878 49878 ...
Mississippi . 27,683 25,940 259401 ...
Missouti ..... 45,453 44,027 44,027
Montana 10,734 ... 10,288 10,288) |l
Nebraska 14,960 17,704 17,704 ]
Nevada .......... 31,965 37,146 37,146 ...
New Hampshire . 14,938 16,907 16,907 ...
New Jersey 121,470, ... 126,158 126,158 ...
New Mexico 20,250 e 16,722 16,722 ]
New York ........ 208,559 212,313 212,313 L
North Carolina ... 66,979 66,831 66,831 ...
North Dakota . 11,299 8,560 8,560 ...
Ohio ....cvuee. 102,642 111,447 111,447 ...
Oklahoma .. 27,947 29,196 29,196 ...
Oregon 57,350, .. 56,191 56,191 ...
Pennsylvania 153,016 ... 159,620 159,620 ..
Rhode Island ..... 16,708 15,864 15,864 ...
South Carolina ... 32,906 35,450 35450
South Dakota ..... 7477 6,813 6,813] ...
Tennessee ..... 91,496 41,622 41622 ..
Texas ... 150,547 157,894 157,894 ...
Utah 29,080 28,103 28,103 ]
Vermont 14,218 9,259 9,259
Virginia ....... 47,706 51,334 51,334 ...
Washington .... 99,123 114,315 114315 ...
West Virginia 16,595 ... 17,008 17,008) ]
Wisconsin 72,654 ... 75,758 75758
Wyoming ............ 68,997 9,887 9,887 ...
AMENCAN SAMOA .....ovveviecrereieieeseesee e esssenssenssenssesesenesienes | ||| ] e
LU e ) OO PO EPOVOUOY NPT
Northern Mariana ISIands ... || e e e
Puerto RiCO ......cccvveeveerennns 22,372 21,516 21516 ...
Freely Associated States ... ||| ]| e
Virgin Islands 1,853 2,071 2,071
INAIAN THDES ...vveecveice e ||| e e e
UNISEHDUIEA ..o | e e v e 3,027,797
Dept of Health and Human Services . 2,380 2,236 2236 .
Total 3.189.246| ... 3.189.251 3.189.251 3,027,797
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69-8106-0-7-402
69-0160-4-1-400

Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration

Table 18-33. AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (20.106)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:
State or Territory . FY 2013
Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total
Alabama 64,490 ... 97,241 97,241 42,585 1.87
Alaska ... 229,180 . 345,567 345,567 151,335 6.65
Arizona .. 85,853 ... 129,453 129,453 56,692 2.49
Arkansas .... 44,059 ... 66,434 66,434 29,094 1.28
California ... 238,587 359,752 359,752 157,546 6.92
Colorado 92,595 ... 139,620 139,620 61,144 2.69
Connecticut 16,190, ... 24,412 24,412 10,691 0.47
Delaware ............... 1,874 ... 2,826 2,826 1,237 0.05
District of Columbia 17371 26,192 26,192 11,471 0.50
Florida 162,574 ... 245,136 245,136 107,353 4.72
Georgia 81,281 ... 122,559 122,559 53,673 2.36
Hawaii ... 33,035 . 49,812 49,812 21,814 0.96
...... 14,311 21,579 21,579 9,450 0.42
..... 172,667 260,355 260,355 114,018 5.01
69,258| ... 104,430 104,430 45,733 2.01
1241 L 62,186 62,186 27,233 1.20
32,051 ... 48,328 48,328 21,165 0.93
Kentucky 57,767 . 87,103 87,103 38,145 1.68
Louisiana ... 61,813 ... 93,204 93,204 40,817 1.79
Maine ......... 30,425 .. 45,877 45,877 20,091 0.88
Maryland .... 18,445 ... 27,812 27,812 12,180 0.53
Massachusetts 80,988 ... 122,118 122,118 53,479 2.35
Michigan ........ 66,808) ... 100,736 100,736 44115 1.94
Minnesota 52217 78,735 78,735 34,481 1.51
Mississippi 49549 ... 74,712 74,712 32,719 1.44
Missouri 63,967 . 96,452 96,452 42,239 1.86
Montana 45644 ... 68,824 68,824 30,140 1.32
Nebraska 37554 L. 56,625 56,625 24,798 1.09
Nevada 55230 . 83,278 83,278 36,470 1.60
New Hampshire . 30,051 45,312 45,312 19,844 0.87
New Jersey ........ 68,530 103,332 103,332 45,252 1.99
New Mexico ... 29,866 . 45,034 45,034 19,722 0.87
New York ........ 131,370 ... 198,086 198,086 86,748 3.81
North Carolina ... 85,081 ... 128,289 128,289 56,182 247
North Dakota 31457) . 47,432 47,432 20,772 0.91
Ohio 85283 ... 128,594 128,594 56,316 247
Oklahoma .. 39,967 . 60,264 60,264 26,392 1.16
Oregon ........... 62,546 ... 94,310 94,310 41,301 1.81
Pennsylvania . 73879 . 111,397 111,397 48,785 214
Rhode Island ..... 5913 ... 8,916 8,916 3,904 0.17
South Carolina ... 46,929] ... 70,762 70,762 30,989 1.36
South Dakota 38454 ... 57,982 57,982 25,392 1.12
Tennessee 73361 ... 110,618 110,618 48,443 2.13
Texas 237,804 ... 358,571 358,571 157,030 6.90
Utah 63,894 ... 96,342 96,342 42,191 1.85
Vermont 9,046 ... 13,640 13,640 5,973 0.26
Virginia 45583 ... 68,732 68,732 30,100 1.32
Washington ... 94,926 ... 143,133 143,133 62,683 2.75
West Virginia .. 25856 ... 38,987 38,987 17,074 0.75
Wisconsin .. 54672 ... 82,437 82,437 36,102 1.59
Wyoming ............ 24750 .. 37,319 37,319 16,343 0.72
American Samoa 1,900 ... 2,865 2,865 1,255 0.06
Guam 5680 8,565 8,565 3,751 0.16
Northern Mariana Islands 10,781 ... 16,257 16,257 7,119 0.31
Puerto RiCO ........ccouene 19,888 ... 29,987 29,987 13,132 0.58
Freely Associated States 30,310 . 45,703 45,703 20,015 0.88
Virgin Islands ............. 3,002 4,526 4,526 1,982 0.09
INAIAN TADES ..o ||| e ] e
UNIStHDUIEA ..o seeseessesesssesssesssssssssnnnees | vl v e v v e,
Total 3447803 @ .. 5,198,750 5,198,750 2,276,700 1100.00

" Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration 69-8083-0-7-401
Table 18-34. HIGHWAY PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION (20.205)
(Obligations in thousands of dollars)
Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:
State or Territory . FY 2013
Previous FY 2013 Percentage of

FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

Alabama 854,635 698,064 698,064 723,693 2.00
Alaska .... 594,781 421,295 421,295 330,377 0.91
Arizona .. 763,340 674,516 674,516 710,073 1.96
Arkansas .... 617,330 466,584 466,584 457,374 1.26
California ... 3,387,033 3,302,820 3,302,820 3,307,300 9.14
Colorado ... 591,071 491,462 491,462 472,750 1.31
Connecticut 478,608 ... 456,212 456,212 491,120 1.36
Delaware 182,449 152,048 152,048 143,549 0.40
District of Columbia 161,966 146,278 146,278 142,931 0.40
Florida .......ccoovevnees 1,906,838 1,748,260 1,748,260 1,828,456 5.05
Georgia .. 1,325,576 1,189,847 1,189,847 1,296,584 3.58
Hawaii 144,428/ ... 155,166 155,166 154,044 0.43
283,842 ... 263,537 263,537 268,270 0.74

[linois ..... 1,572,259 1,307,088 1,307,088 1,198,439 3.31
Indiana ... 1,027,213 878,904 878,904 916,655 2.53
lowa ....... 507,068 438,807 438,807 397,271 1.10
Kansas ... 365,835 346,646 346,646 371,197 1.03
Kentucky ... 826,806 611,601 611,601 620,715 1.72
Louisiana ... 674,992 624,146 624,146 576,385 1.59
Maine ......... 191,557 169,174 169,174 159,542 0.44
Maryland ........ 548,939 541,043 541,043 570,826 1.58
Massachusetts ... 631,424 557,234 557,234 603,244 1.67
Michigan ........ 1,131,485 968,324 968,324 1,073,815 2.97
Minnesota .. 677,241 580,357 580,357 564,903 1.56
Mississippi . 485,463 435,094 435,094 430,802 1.19
Missouri ..... 962,259 831,235 831,235 850,090 2.35
Montana ..... 426,486 355,257 355,257 346,710 0.96
Nebraska ... 314,194 265,401 265,401 264,586 0.73
Nevada .......... 341,691 334,009 334,009 252,465 0.70
New Hampshire . 192,944 151,855 151,855 166,695 0.46
New Jersey 853,247 914,451 914,451 952,243 2.63
New Mexico 372,811 329,911 329,911 346,787 0.96
New York ........ 1,672,001 1,541,845 1,541,845 1,650,875 4.56
North Carolina ... 1,082,129 957,048 957,048 1,027,174 2.84
North Dakota 322,784 227,967 227,967 224,416 0.62
Ohio 1,274,413 1,210,840 1,210,840 1,295,736 3.58
Oklahoma 736,555 582,952 582,952 554,381 1.53
Oregon ........... 480,412 449,036 449,036 410,482 1.13
Pennsylvania . 1,455,213 1,507,976 1,507,976 1,645,782 4.55
Rhode Island ..... 292,137 197,442 197,442 179,958 0.50
South Carolina ... 706,777 578,390 578,390 596,028 1.65
South Dakota ..... 330,645 253,335 253,335 241,664 0.67
Tennessee ... 917,900 761,406 761,406 797,074 2.20
Texas ..... 2,882,935 2,909,878 2,909,878 3,050,880 8.43
Utah ....... 394,970 296,272 296,272 264,564 0.73
Vermont . 233,182 182,537 182,637 151,347 0.42
Virginia ....... 1,025,971 919,013 919,013 965,711 2.67
Washington ... 752,985 606,800 606,800 603,390 1.67
West Virginia .. 471,284 396,179 396,179 389,681 1.08
Wisconsin .. 741,853 669,436 669,436 706,703 1.95
Wyoming ............ 251,814 224,063 224,063 246,405 0.68
American Samoa 21,111 16,227 16,227 13,767 0.04
[CIVE:1 28,739 22,091 22,091 18,742 0.05
Northern Mariana Islands .. 7,656 5,885 5,885 4,993 0.01
Puerto Rico 142,291 122,216 122,216 142,454 0.39
Freely Associated States ... || e e || e
Virgin Islands 19,040 14,635 14,635 12,417 0.03
INAIAN TADES ... | ||| ] ] e
UNGISHDUIEA .....vvevirceece e | e 14,422,487 4,422,487 16,004,485 ...
Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 80714 | | ],
Total 39721322 ... 39,882,582 39,882,582 42,189,000 2100.00

NOTE: This table also includes Budget account number 69-0504-0-1-401.

NOTE: The FY 2012 and FY 2013 columns are estimated distributions of Federal-aid highways obligation limitation plus exempt contract authority.
NOTE: The estimated FY 2013 obligation limitation distribution is calculated based on average annual apportionment shares under the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) and does not reflect any reauthorization proposal on apportionment formulas.

1This amount includes limitation/exempt funding for allocated programs, which has not been identified as being provided to a specific State at this time.

2 Excludes undistributed obligations.



338

ANALYTICAL PERSPECTIVES

Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration 69-8350-0-7-401
Table 18-35. TRANSIT FORMULA GRANTS PROGRAMS (20.507)
(Obligations in thousands of dollars)
Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:
State or Territory : FY 2013
Previous FY 2013 Percentage of

FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total
Alabama 40,027 38,187 27,197 65,384 74,365 0.78
Alaska ... 76,774 6,352 38,950 45,302 39,410 0.41
Arizona .. 194,032 53,398 65,280 118,678 125,390 1.32
Arkansas .... 24,792 1,381 22,337 23,718 19,462 0.20
California ... 1,358,588 540,712 692,873 1,233,585 1,294,725 13.62
Colorado .... 171,382 79,330 91,737 171,067 182,164 1.92
Connecticut 183,045 182,587 110,198 292,785 339,983 3.58
Delaware ............... 18,408 16,806 15,162 31,968 35,236 0.37
District of Columbia 316,971 71,205 178,436 249,641 238,988 2.51
Florida .......cccoevuvenee 247,448 202,759 235,802 438,561 466,639 491
Georgia .. 135,769 120,163 126,520 246,683 266,161 2.80
Hawaii ... 39,369 57,811 39,139 96,950 110,982 117
Idaho ...... 11,758 7,036 23,610 30,646 28,310 0.30
[llinois ..... 504,962 72,901 337,775 410,676 366,499 3.86
Indiana ... 81,424 24,680 70,528 95,208 89,653 0.94
lowa ....... 60,341 6,237 31,482 37,719 33,386 0.35
Kansas ... 26,591 14,436 19,108 33,544 35,045 0.37
Kentucky ... 42,024 20,273 31,587 51,860 52,949 0.56
Louisiana ... 60,392 6,465 41,770 48,235 41,783 0.44
Maine ......... 16,742 5,267 9,697 14,964 15,000 0.16
Maryland ........ 103,031 75,476 134,754 210,230 210,604 2.22
Massachusetts 316,176 291,628 135,525 427,153 511,222 5.38
Michigan ........ 112,430 37,232 100,866 138,098 130,905 1.38
Minnesota .. 165,428 32,286 90,377 122,663 115,801 1.22
Mississippi . 19,370 16,706 15,044 31,750 35,005 0.37
Missouri ..... 103,586 31,494 78,280 109,774 105,199 1.11
Montana ..... 15,991 2,611 6,262 8,873 8,551 0.09
Nebraska ... 22,340 15,293 18,634 33,927 35,863 0.38
Nevada .......... 55,710 10,339 30,916 41,255 38,634 0.41
New Hampshire . 12,328 7,508 8,241 15,749 16,894 0.18
New Jersey ... 559,478 98,084 152,864 250,948 256,208 2.70
New Mexico ... 34,808 17,427 21,347 38,774 40,956 0.43
New York ........ 1,319,813 929,334 804,490 1,733,824 1,921,712 20.22
North Carolina ... 126,512 68,610 80,923 149,533 158,792 1.67
North Dakota ..... 15,296 3,773 7,956 11,729 11,486 0.12
Ohi0 ..o 260,754 55,661 121,012 176,673 172,307 1.81
Oklahoma .. 47,707 3,296 24,045 27,341 23,462 0.25
Oregon ........... 125,989 20,480 51,182 71,662 68,628 0.72
Pennsylvania . 414,260 68,894 274,357 343,251 311,124 3.27
Rhode Island ..... 44,085 24,683 20,880 45,563 50,660 0.53
South Carolina ... 32,671 25,511 28,408 53,919 57,722 0.61
South Dakota ..... 9,376 1,601 6,944 8,545 7,677 0.08
Tennessee ..... 76,026 19,259 57,662 76,921 72,023 0.76
Texas ... 451,018 238,793 280,094 518,887 551,444 5.80
Utah ....... 264,512 12,508 69,578 82,086 72,013 0.76
Vermont . 31,059 2,720 3,175 5,895 6,269 0.07
Virginia ....... 136,378 112,232 90,003 202,235 226,469 2.38
Washington ... 354,169 55,233 161,835 217,068 203,780 2.14
West Virginia .. 21,181 8,636 13,830 22,466 22,850 0.24
Wisconsin ...... 81,368 12,638 66,158 78,796 69,506 0.73
Wyoming ............ 8,621 840 5,204 6,044 5,254 0.06
American Samoa 1,062 223 223 175 *
GUAM oo 992 1,116 1,116 877 0.01
Northern Mariana Islands .. 933 627 627 493 0.01
Puerto RiCO ........cocvenee. 37,311 69,471 36,331 105,802 124,961 1.31
Freely ASSOCIAted SALES .........ccvivrieiireeneieeiseseseesssesensenes | s 1,378 1,378 1,913 0.02
ViIrgin ISIaNdS ......cvovveevereececeseeeessnseeeeeeeeenes || ||| e e
INAIAN THDES ..o ssseeeeenseens ||| || ] e
Undistributed 154,018 268,658 847,285 115,943 4120631 ...
Total 9,046,626 3,968,279 5,255,616 9,223,895 9,624,200 5100.00

*$500 or less or 0.005 percent or less.

NOTE: In addition to CFDA program number 20.207, this table also reflects obligations from CFDA program numbers 20.500, 20.505, 20.509, 20.513 and 20.521.

NOTE: The FY 2012 and 2013 columns are estimated distributions of transit obligation limitation.

NOTE: The FY 2013 obligation limitation distribution is calculated based on an average annual apportionment shares under the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) and does not reflect any reauthorization proposal on apportionment formulas.

TFY 2011 Undistributed is the Oversight takedown.

2FY 2012 previous authority Undistributed line includes the Oversight takedown of $35,782 and a undistributed amount of $32,876.

3FY 2012 new authority Undistributed line is the Oversight takedown.

4FY 2013 Undistributed includes the Oversight takedown of $75,000 and a undistributed amount of $45,631.

5 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Water

Table 18-36. CAPITALIZATION GRANTS FOR CLEAN WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND (66.458)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

68-0103-0-1-304

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

State or Territory . FY 2013

Previous FY 2013 Percentage of

FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total
167 16,101 31 16,132 12,876 1.10
8927 8,601 8,601 6,892 0.59
Arizona 16,182 ... 9,707 9,707 7,778 0.66
Arkansas .... 9,757 9,401 9,401 7,533 0.64
California ... 110,412 102,399 102,399 82,356 7.01
Colorado .... 12,509 11,496 11,496 9,211 0.78
Connecticut 25,150 17,606 17,606 14,107 1.20
Delaware ............... 7,340 7,055 7,055 5,653 0.48
District of Columbia 24,448 ... 7,055 7,055 5,653 0.48
Florida 50,440 ... 48,511 48,511 38,869 3.31
Georgia .. 25,252 24,299 24,299 19,469 1.66
Hawaii .... 27,4921 ... 11,131 11,131 8,918 0.76
Idaho .. 7,322 21 7,034 7,055 5,653 0.48
[linois ..... 66,784 658 63,954 64,612 52,079 443
Indiana .. 36,288 34,635 34,635 27,751 2.36
lowa 27,756 19,489 38 19,527 15,585 1.33
Kansas 31891 L. 12,972 12,972 10,394 0.88
Kentucky .... 44916 ... 18,291 18,291 14,656 1.25
Louisiana ... 22,562 15,830 31 15,861 12,659 1.08
11,547 11,125 11,125 8,914 0.76
Maryland 36,075 34,759 34,759 27,850 2.37
Massachusetts 50,642 48,794 48,794 39,096 3.33
Michigan ........ 151,743 ... 61,794 61,794 49,513 421
Minnesota .. 27,415 64 26,350 26,414 21,165 1.80
Mississippi . 13,438 .. 12,948 12,948 10,375 0.88
Missouri ..... 56,483 40,322 482 40,804 31,922 2.72
Montana 10,322 7,055 7,055 5,653 0.48
Nebraska 7629 7,351 7,351 5,890 0.50
Nevada .......... 7,322 7,055 7,055 5,653 0.48
New Hampshire . 35267 14,362 14,362 11,507 0.98
New Jersey ... 60,342 595 58,133 58,728 47,056 4.00
New Mexico ... 13,811 5,626 1,429 7,055 5,653 0.48
New York ........ 168,657 . 158,242 158,242 127,099 10.82
North Carolina 671 25,747 190 25,937 20,782 1.77
North Dakota 10,103 7,042 14 7,056 5,653 0.48
(0] 3110 IR 199,830 ... 80,520 80,520 64,825 5.52
Oklahoma .. 14,332 11,611 11,611 9,303 0.79
Oregon 16,850 .. 16,235 16,235 13,008 1.1
Pennsylvania 59,159 ... 56,927 56,927 45,613 3.88
Rhode Island ..... 10,015 ... 9,650 9,650 7,732 0.66
South Carolina ... 21,046 14,751 29 14,780 11,797 1.00
South Dakota . 7,322 ceeeees 7,055 7,055 5,653 0.48
Tennessee ..... 21,668 20,877 20,877 16,728 1.42
Texas ..... 68,175 65,301 65,301 52,631 4.48
Utah 7859 7,572 7,572 6,067 0.52
Vermont 7,322 7,055 7,055 5,653 0.48
Virginia ....... 30,584 29,412 29,412 23,566 2.01
Washington ... 25,939 24,992 24,992 20,025 1.70
West Virginia .. 23,658 R 22,403 22,403 17,951 1.53
Wisconsin ...... 55,486 38,930 77 39,007 31,131 2.65
Wyoming ............ 7322 7,055 7,055 5,653 0.48
American Samoa 8,065 ... 7,786 7,786 6,238 0.53
Guam 7,317 5,122 512 5,634 4,514 0.38
Northern Mariana Islands .. 3774 L 3,619 3,619 2,899 0.25
Puerto RiCO ......ccccovvenee. 27,958 18,971 227 19,198 15,019 1.28
Freely Associated States ... | ||| ] e
Virgin Islands 6,606 4,565 49 4,614 3,621 0.31
Indian Tribes 16,556 17,652 11,677 29,329 23,500 2.00
UNISIDUIE ..o | vl el e v e,
Total 1,863,904 231,486 1,234,970 1,466,456 1,175,000 100.00

1 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Water

Table 18-37. CAPITALIZATION GRANTS FOR DRINKING WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND (66.468)

(Obligations in thousands of dollars)

68-0103-0-1-304

Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:

. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of

FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total

......... 11,157 33 11,190 10,300 1.21

9,418 2,355 6,621 8,976 8,310 0.98

Arizona 21970 18,025 18,025 16,689 1.97
Arkansas .... 20,539 13,242 340 13,582 12,575 1.48
California ... 87,587 773 82,239 83,012 77,739 9.17
Colorado .... 16,439 627 15,292 15,919 14,739 1.74
Connecticut 13,573 8,747 229 8,976 8,310 0.98
Delaware ............... 22,841 127 8,848 8,976 8,310 0.98
District of Columbia 18,235 743 8,233 8,976 8,310 0.98
Florida 75,067 . 28,361 28,361 27,133 3.20
GIBOIGI vvvvvereverciaereieesi et essesssnensensnnnensns | e 24,059 2,852 26,911 19,636 2.32
Hawaii .... 22,841 127 8,848 8,976 8,310 0.98
Idaho .. 9,418 677 8,299 8,976 8,310 0.98
[linois ..... 35,644 453 32,481 32,934 31,366 3.70
Indiana .. 15,709 370 14,600 14,970 13,860 1.63
lowa 23,169 14,940 382 15,321 14,185 1.67
28,127, 10,981 10,981 10,167 1.20

Kentucky .... 32,971 189 12,768 12,956 11,996 1.41
Louisiana ... 7,695 16,817 145 16,961 15,704 1.85
9,268 486 8,489 8,976 8,310 0.98

Maryland 20,066 609 13,316 13,926 12,893 1.52
Massachusetts 17,278 829 15,904 16,732 15,492 1.83
Michigan ........ 28,703 308 26,010 26,319 25,242 2.98
Minnesota .. ceeres 14,969 93 15,062 13,945 1.64
MISSISSIPPI .vovvvveerereriresieeseriesiere et sesineennesens | e 9,519 178 9,697 8,648 1.02
Missouri ..... 26,234 16,918 431 17,348 16,062 1.89
Montana 9,268 7,034 1,942 8,976 8,310 0.98
Nebraska 9,418 265 8,711 8,976 8,310 0.98
Nevada .......... 9,268 405 8,571 8,976 8,310 0.98
New Hampshire . 22,841 127 8,848 8,976 8,310 0.98
New Jersey ... 20,120 265 17,965 18,230 17,752 2.09
New Mexico ... 18,560 4,109 4,867 8,976 8,310 0.98
New York ........ 62,099 465 57,728 58,193 54,753 6.46
North Carolina 35,593 22,957 580 23,537 21,792 2.57
North Dakota 13,573 8,747 229 8,976 8,310 0.98
(0] 3110 IR 89,194 ... 27,895 27,895 26,701 3.15
Oklahoma .. 11,571 386 9,822 10,208 10,325 1.22
Oregon 9,418 755 8,221 8,976 8,310 0.98
Pennsylvania 27,154 674 24,678 25,352 24,347 2.87
Rhode Island ..... 13,573 8,747 229 8,976 8,310 0.98
South Carolina ... 13,573 8,747 229 8,976 8,310 0.98
South Dakota . 9,268 405 8,571 8,976 8,310 0.98
Tennessee ... 10,300 436 9,539 9,975 9,235 1.09
TEXAS vveevrreirreierieereeses sttt | e 56,727 311 57,038 52,810 6.23
Utah 9,268 405 8,571 8,976 8,310 0.98
Vermont 13,573 8,749 226 8,976 8,310 0.98
Virginia ....... 15,711 605 14,610 15,215 14,087 1.66
Washington ... 24,044 496 21,474 21,970 21,215 2.50
West Virginia .. 9,597 518 8,458 8,976 8,310 0.98
Wisconsin ...... 23,399 17,131 1,658 18,789 14,327 1.69
Wyoming ............ 10,421 405 8,571 8,976 8,310 0.98
American Samoa 1,404 228 1,132 1,360 1,259 0.15
Guam 7,175 737 2,661 3,398 3,146 0.37
Northern Mariana Islands .. 4,251 15 4,051 4,066 3,764 0.44
Puerto RiCO ....ccovvvrrennee 13,573 8,747 229 8,976 8,310 0.98
Freely AssoCiated Sates ... ||| || e e
Virgin Islands 7,851 3,739 901 4,640 4,296 0.51
Indian Tribes ...... 13,980 7,760 10,598 18,358 17,000 2.00
Undistributed ! 924 1,001 999 2,000 20000 ...
Total 1,102,752 310,824 607,069 917,893 850,000 2100.00

" Undistributed includes all funds, FY 2011-2013, for the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule.

2 Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Federal Communications Commission 27-5183-0-2-376
Table 18-38. UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND E-RATE
(Obligations in thousands of dollars)
Estimated FY 2012 obligations from:
. FY 2013
State or Territory Previous FY 2013 Percentage of
FY 2011 Actual authority New authority Total (estimated) | distributed total
AlBDAMA ..o 44,059 ... 45,499 45,499 42,203 2.34
Alaska 22913 23,662 23,662 21,948 1.22
Arizona .. 50,624 ... 52,278 52,278 48,491 2.69
Arkansas .... 16,501 ... 17,040 17,040 15,806 0.88
California ... 270,798 . 279,646 279,646 259,388 14.36
Colorado .... 24,069 ... 24,856 24,856 23,055 1.28
Connecticut 17291 ... 17,856 17,856 16,562 0.92
Delaware 2,065 . 2,132 2,132 1,978 0.11
District of Columbia 5913 ... 6,106 6,106 5,664 0.31
Florida ........ccoevvennee 69,038 ... 71,294 71,294 66,130 3.66
Georgia .. 62,345 ... 64,382 64,382 59,719 3.31
Hawaii .... 2,892 ... 2,986 2,986 2,770 0.15
ldaho ...... 6,993 ... 7,222 7,222 6,699 0.37
lllingis ..... 68,159 ... 70,386 70,386 65,288 3.62
Indiana ... 29,998 ... 30,978 30,978 28,734 1.59
lowa ... 10,465 ... 10,807 10,807 10,024 0.56
Kansas ... 12,605 ... 13,016 13,016 12,073 0.67
Kentucky ... 34,332 35,454 35,454 32,886 1.82
Louisiana 45311 L. 46,792 46,792 43,402 2.40
Maine 7135 7,368 7,368 6,834 0.38
Maryland ........ 15240 ... 15,737 15,737 14,597 0.81
Massachusetts 24501 . 25,302 25,302 23,469 1.30
Michigan ... 35,145 ... 36,293 36,293 33,664 1.86
Minnesota .. 17,946 ... 18,532 18,532 17,190 0.95
Mississippi . 20,439 . 21,107 21,107 19,578 1.08
Missouri 33637 34,736 34,736 32,219 1.78
Montana 3126 . 3,228 3,228 2,994 0.17
Nebraska ... 8718 ... 9,003 9,003 8,351 0.46
Nevada .......... 5071 5,237 5,237 4,857 0.27
New Hampshire . 2,334 L 2,410 2,410 2,236 0.12
New Jersey ........ 49,168/ ... 50,775 50,775 47,097 2.61
New Mexico ... 28316 ... 29,241 29,241 27,123 1.50
New York ........ 150,126 ... 155,031 155,031 143,801 7.96
North Carolina ... 57,045 ... 58,909 58,909 54,642 3.03
North Dakota ..... 3391 L 3,502 3,502 3,248 0.18
Ohio .ovvvrnee. 59,669 ... 61,618 61,618 57,155 3.17
Oklahoma 50,798 ... 52,458 52,458 48,658 2.69
Oregon 12,582 ... 12,993 12,993 12,051 0.67
Pennsylvania . 57,334 ... 59,208 59,208 54,919 3.04
Rhode Island ..... 7685 7,936 7,936 7,361 0.41
South Carolina ... 43585 ... 45,009 45,009 41,748 2.31
South Dakota ..... 3381 3,492 3,492 3,239 0.18
Tennessee ..... 44819 .. 46,284 46,284 42,931 2.38
Texas 207,953 214,748 214,748 199,191 11.03
Utah 14,487 ... 14,960 14,960 13,876 0.77
Vermont . 1,431 1,478 1,478 1,371 0.08
Virginia ....... 32917 33,993 33,993 31,530 1.75
Washington 25640 . 26,477 26,477 24,559 1.36
West Virginia .. 12,098 ... 12,493 12,493 11,588 0.64
Wisconsin ...... 24499 ... 25,299 25,299 23,467 1.30
Wyoming ............ 4880 ... 5,040 5,040 4,675 0.26
American Samoa ... 3641 L 3,760 3,760 3,487 0.19
[CTUE= 1 RO 142 L 147 136 0.01
Northern Mariana Islands .. 646 .. 667 619 0.03
Puerto Rico 11419 ... 11,792 10,938 0.61
Freely Associated States .......cccovvvinciniinicivvsvsssisissssineeees ||| ] ]
Virgin Islands 7829 8,085 7,499 0.42
INAIAN THDES ..ovvvieiicesee s ||| e
UNIStHDULEA <...oveeeccccee e | v v vl i),
Total 1,885144] ... 1,946,740 1,946,740 1,805,718 1100.00

" Excludes undistributed obligations.
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Federal statistical programs produce key information
to illuminate public and private decisions on a range of
topics, including the economy, the population, agriculture,
crime, education, energy, the environment, health, sci-
ence, and transportation. The share of budget resources
spent on supporting Federal statistics is relatively mod-
est—about 0.04 percent of GDP in non-decennial census
years and roughly double that in decennial census years—
but that funding is leveraged to inform crucial decisions
in a wide variety of spheres. The ability of governments,
businesses, and the general public to make appropriate
decisions about budgets, employment, investments, taxes,
and a host of other important matters depends critically
on the ready availability of relevant, accurate, and timely
Federal statistics.

The Federal statistical community remains alert for
opportunities to improve these measures of our Nation’s
performance, which is critical to fostering long-term glob-
al competitiveness. For example, during 2011, Federal
statistical agencies: (i) developed new tools to increase
the transparency of information on college costs for par-
ents, students, and policy makers (National Center for
Education Statistics); (ii) expanded upon FBI data to
provide the first publicly available national arrest esti-
mates broken down by sex, age group, and race (Bureau
of Justice Statistics); (iii) initiated collection of data on
the number of “green jobs” by industry and State (Bureau
of Labor Statistics); (iv) continued the timely release of
major 2010 Census products and expanded the American
Community Survey sample size to increase the accuracy
of this fundamental data source (Census Bureau); (v) pub-
lished the first estimates of data on veterans and military
service members pursuing undergraduate or graduate
studies (National Center for Education Statistics); (vi)
published an Internet-based mapping tool that pinpoints
the location of “food deserts” (i.e., low-income communi-
ties that lack ready access to healthy food) to identify new
opportunities for business and employment and expand
the availability of nutritious food (Economic Research
Service); (vii) completed a new Cropland Data Layer for
the 2010 crop year with higher resolution that improves
the accuracy of cropland classification and the precision
of the acreage estimates generated (National Agricultural
Statistics Service); (viii) developed and released some of
the first official estimates of gross domestic product for
American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands, Guam, and the U.S. Virgin Islands
(Bureau of Economic Analysis); (ix) released a new report
on domestic ethanol fuel production capacity (Energy
Information Administration); (x) produced an analytic re-
port mapping the results from individual State student
assessments to results from the National Assessment for
Educational Progress to provide a framework for com-

parisons across State assessments (National Center for
Education Statistics); (xi) initiated work on a pilot survey
to gather information about innovation among firms with
fewer than five employees (National Center for Science
and Engineering Statistics/NSF and Statistics of Income
Division, IRS); (xii) developed a capacity to project select-
ed income items for Social Security Disabled Worker ben-
eficiaries (Office of Research, Evaluation, and Statistics,
SSA); and (xiii) developed new data items related to eco-
nomic stimulus programs, and other recently enacted leg-
islation, that are administered through the tax system
(Statistics of Income Division, IRS).

For Federal statistical programs to be useful to their
wide range of users, the underlying data systems must
be credible. To foster this credibility, Federal statistical
programs seek to adhere to high-quality standards and
to maintain integrity and efficiency in the production of
data. As the collectors and providers of these basic statis-
tics, the responsible agencies act as data stewards—bal-
ancing public information demands and decision-makers’
needs for information with legal and ethical obligations
to minimize reporting burden, respect respondents’ pri-
vacy, and protect the confidentiality of the data provided
to the Government. The Administration remains commit-
ted to maximizing the cost-effective use of resources for
the collection of Federal statistics within a constrained
fiscal environment. Accordingly, the President’s plan to
consolidate agencies focused on trade and competitive-
ness would merge statistical programs currently in the
Department of Commerce, the Department of Labor, and
the National Science Foundation into the new depart-
ment; this proposal would be submitted to the Congress
following enactment of consolidation authority, as pro-
posed by the “Reforming and Consolidating Government
Act 0of 2012.” This chapter presents highlights of principal
statistical agencies’ 2013 budget proposals.

Highlights of 2013 Program Budget Proposals

The programs that provide essential statistical informa-
tion for use by governments, businesses, researchers, and
the public are carried out by agencies spread across every
department and several independent agencies. Excluding
cyclical funding for the decennial census, approximately
40 percent of the total budget for these programs provides
resources for 13 agencies or units that have statistical ac-
tivities as their principal mission (see Table 19-1). The re-
maining funding supports work in more than 80 agencies
or units that carry out statistical activities in conjunction
with other missions such as providing services, conduct-
ing research, or implementing regulations. More com-
prehensive budget and program information about the
Federal statistical system, including its core programs,
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will be available in OMB’s annual report, Statistical
Programs of the United States Government, Fiscal Year
2013, when it is published later this year. The following
highlights elaborate on the Administration’s proposals for
the programs of the principal Federal statistical agencies,
giving particular attention to new initiatives and to other
program changes, including terminations or reductions.

Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA): Funding is
requested to continue BEA’s core programs and to: (1)
continue to implement a critical modernization of the
Bureau’s information technology system that would lead
directly to an increase in the operational efficiency and
security of BEA’s statistical production and analysis; (2)
produce gross domestic product by industry on a quar-
terly basis to provide real-time information on the health
and stability of sectors within the U.S. economy; and (3)
provide measures of median, as well as mean, income and
other measures of the distribution of income across house-
holds to improve understanding of how the business cycle
affects U.S. households. In order to fund these priorities,
BEA will seek operational efficiencies as well as modifi-
cations to reporting thresholds and published detail on
surveys of operations of multinational corporations.

Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS): Funding is re-
quested to: (1) improve BJS’ criminal victimization sta-
tistics derived from the National Crime Victimization
Survey (NCVS) and continue to address recommenda-
tions of the 2008 National Research Council report,
Surveying Victims: Options for Conducting the National
Crime Victimization Survey with special emphasis on
sub-national estimates and the crimes of rape and sexual
assault; (2) explore the use of administrative records data
in police and correctional agencies for providing statis-
tical data in these areas including recidivism informa-
tion, arrests, and offenses known to the police; (3) expand
the surveys of inmates of prisons and jails to inform the
process of re-entry; (4) maintain BJS’ core statistical
programs that provide law enforcement data from more
than 3,000 local agencies on the organization and admin-
istration of police and sheriffs’ departments; nationally
representative prosecution data on resources, policies,
and practices of local prosecutors; court and sentencing
statistics, including Federal and State case processing
data; data on correctional populations and facilities from
Federal, State, and local governments; and information
about prisoner re-entry and recidivism; and (5) continue
to support the enhancement of criminal justice statistics
available through State analysis centers.

Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS): Funding is re-
quested to provide support for ongoing BLS programs,
and to: (1) modify the Consumer Expenditure survey
to support the Census Bureau in its development of a
supplemental statistical poverty measure; and (2) add
an annual supplement to the Current Population Survey
to capture data on contingent work and alternative work
arrangements in even years, and on other topics in odd
years. The funding request also includes program re-
ductions that: (1) continue the elongation of National
Longitudinal Surveys of Youth started in 2012; and (2)
eliminate the International Labor Comparisons program.

Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS):
Funding is requested to maintain BTS’ core statistical
programs, and to: (1) continue implementation of the
2012 Commodity Flow Survey; (2) develop and man-
age the International Freight Data System to support
the Automated Commercial Environment/International
Trade Data System; (3) enhance production of a core set
of transportation performance indicators including the
Transportation Services Index; (4) establish a Safety Data
portal to serve U.S. DOT and other transportation safety
communities; (5) initiate a long distance travel data pro-
gram for use in making transportation investments; (6)
deploy the performance metrics program to safeguard the
quality of DOT data; and (7) reintroduce the international
Journal of Transportation and Statistics. The budget pro-
poses to move BTS along with the rest of the Research
and Innovative Technology Administration to the Office
of the Secretary of Transportation.

Census Bureau: Funding is requested to continue
Census Bureau core programs, and to: (1) conduct the 2012
Economic Census and the 2012 Census of Governments,
including distribution of, and data capture from, millions
of census forms; (2) continue research and testing for the
2020 Census to support fundamental changes to program,
business, operational, and technical processes; (3) com-
plete the 2010 Count Question Resolution program and
publish the Public Use Microdata Sample as well as the
2010 Census data products for Guam, American Samoa,
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, and the
U.S. Virgin Islands; and (4) expand research and produc-
tion capacities in order to complement the official poverty
measures with annual supplementary measures of pov-
erty from the Current Population Survey.

Economic Research Service (ERS): Funding is re-
quested to continue ERS’ highest priority core programs,
including research: (1) exploring how investments in ru-
ral people, business, and communities affect the capac-
ity of rural economies to prosper in the new and chang-
ing global marketplace; (2) on economic issues related to
developing natural resource policies and programs that
respond to the need to protect and maintain the environ-
ment and the challenges of climate change while improv-
ing agricultural competitiveness and economic growth;
(3) on production agriculture, domestic and international
markets, Federal farm policies, and trade to develop and
disseminate analysis of the U.S. food and agriculture sec-
tor’s performance in the context of increasingly global-
ized markets; and (4) to evaluate the Nation’s nutrition
assistance programs, to study the relationship among the
many factors that influence food choices and health out-
comes including obesity, and to focus on enhancing meth-
odologies for valuing societal benefits associated with re-
ducing food safety risks.

Energy Information Administration (EIA):
Funding is requested to maintain core energy statistics,
analyses, and forecasting programs, and to: (1) restore
important electricity trade data collection and add col-
lection of monthly oil production data; (2) revitalize the
energy consumption data program to enhance under-
standing of energy use and provide benchmarking and
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performance measurement of energy efficiency programs;
(3) modernize the systems and tools used to produce EIA’s
weekly petroleum and natural gas statistical reports, on
which industry and market participants heavily rely; (4)
enhance energy modeling and analytic capabilities to ad-
dress a range of important topics, including international
markets, short-term forecasts, end-use efficiency, refinery
activities, the interrelationship of energy and financial
markets, and the analysis of refined product markets; (5)
leverage technology to more efficiently manage data col-
lection and processing across the agency; and (6) enhance
customer access and usability of EIA’s information by de-
veloping more integrated and interactive dissemination
platforms.

National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS):
Funding is requested to continue NASS’ core programs,
and to: (1) fully fund the Census of Agriculture during the
peak data collection and processing year 2013; and (2) im-
prove the quality of county estimates. Increases to sup-
port these initiatives will be partially offset by suspend-
ing the following programs for 2012 and 2013 -- Distiller
Co-Products for Feed Survey, Nursery Report, and Post-
Harvest Chemical Use Survey. In addition, NASS will
reduce the frequency of chemical use reports and model
Milk Production data in eight out of twelve months dur-
ing the year.

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES):
Funding is requested to continue NCES’ core programs,
and to: (1) conduct the National Assessment of Educational
Progress, including administration of the 2013 nation-
al and State reading and mathematics assessments at
grades 4, 8, and 12; (2) pilot a State-representative sam-
ple of the Program of International Student Assessment
of 15 year-olds in reading, mathematics, and science for a
limited number of participating States; (3) conduct a col-
lege choice follow-up data collection for the High School
Longitudinal Study of 2009 cohort as it enters postsecond-
ary education; (4) conduct field testing and development
work for the Longitudinal Study of Early Adolescence; (5)
continue developmental work on measuring adults’ ac-
quisition of education and training oriented toward work,
including certificates and certifications, and begin collect-
ing related data in partnership with other Federal statis-
tical agencies; and (6) continue the development of State
longitudinal data systems by assisting States in expand-
ing their systems to include unit record data on students
from prekindergarten through K-12 as well as postsec-
ondary levels and by furthering the voluntary Common
Education Data Standards to ensure interoperability of
State systems.

National Center for Health Statistics (NCHS):
Funding is requested to continue data collection, analysis,
and dissemination activities for key national health data
systems, including the National Vital Statistics System,
National Health Interview Survey, National Health and
Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES), and National
Health Care Surveys, and to continue to: (1) provide
timely, accurate estimates of high priority health mea-
sures; (2) enhance the quality and usability of health
data through improved access tools and tutorials; (3) use

birth and death data collected by the States for tracking
priority health initiatives in prevention, cancer control,
out-of-wedlock births, and teenage pregnancy; (4) moni-
tor health care utilization through the family of provider
surveys; 5) provide NHANES data on diet and nutrition,
blood pressure, chronic diseases, and other health indi-
cators; and (5) provide information annually and quar-
terly on the health status of the U.S. civilian non-insti-
tutionalized population through confidential household
interviews conducted by the National Health Interview
Survey. Requested funding would also support the expan-
sion of Vital Statistics to fully implement electronic birth
records in the eight remaining jurisdictions.

National Center for Science and Engineering
Statistics (NCSES), NSF: Funding is requested to
maintain and enhance ongoing programs, and to explore
and increase support for emergent areas of responsibil-
ity ascribed to NCSES in Section 505 of the America
COMPETES Reauthorization Act of 2010, including us-
ing the data it collects to support research on method-
ologies in areas related to NCSES’ work, and supporting
the education and training of researchers in the use of
large-scale, nationally-representative data sets. As a
cost-saving measure, NCSES will accelerate efforts to
rely more heavily on data from the National Survey of
College Graduates built from the American Community
Survey to meet its needs for data on the overall science
and engineering workforce.

Office of Research, Evaluation, and Statistics
(ORES), SSA: Funding is requested to continue ORES’
core programs, and to continue to: (1) modernize ORES’
processes for developing and disseminating data from the
Social Security Administration’s major administrative
data files for statistical purposes; (2) support outside sur-
veys and linkage of SSA administrative data to surveys;
(3) create new public use files of administrative data,
such as earnings histories for a sample of Social Security
Numbers, and information on samples of Social Security
and Supplemental Security Income beneficiaries; (4)
strengthen microsimulation models that estimate the dis-
tributional effects of proposed changes in Social Security
programs; (5) develop a topical module for the redesign of
the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) to
address Social Security’s data needs for microsimulation
models, program evaluation, and analysis; (6) provide sta-
tistical and analytical support for initiatives to improve
Social Security and other government agency programs;
(7) fund retirement research through three Retirement
Research Centers; and (8) expand disability research and
commission expert studies on critical program design is-
sues through the Disability Research Consortium.

Statistics of Income Division (SOI), IRS: Funding
is requested to continue SOI’s core programs, providing
high quality statistical data derived from tax and infor-
mation returns. Areas of special emphasis in 2013 will
include: (1) further modernizing tax data collection sys-
tems by efficiently assimilating data captured from the
electronic filing of tax and information returns to the SOI
program; (2) integrating population and information re-
turn data with SOI-edited data to provide rich longitu-
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dinal and/or cross-sector data that can be used to better
understand the complex interaction between taxes and
economic behavior; (3) developing improved statistical
techniques for identifying and correcting outliers and
data anomalies in IRS administrative population files;

(4) contributing data and analytical support to IRS’ ongo-
ing efforts to improve customer service, compliance, and
employee satisfaction; and (5) partnering with tax policy
experts within and outside of government to produce top
quality research on important tax administration issues.

Table 19-1.  2011-2013 BUDGET AUTHORITY FOR
PRINCIPAL STATISTICAL AGENCIES'

(In millions of dollars)

Estimate
2011
Actual 2012 2013
Bureau of ECONOMIC ANAIYSIS ........ovviiiiiiriiniieineiesseenisiesiesiseins 93 92 97
Bureau of Justice Statistics? . 68 53 68
Bureau of Labor Statistics 610 609 618
Bureau of Transportation Statistics ..o 24 25 38
CONSUS BUIBAUS ..o ss s ssssssnssssssnnees 1180 910 1000
Salaries and EXPENSES? .........cooorvvvvverieressssssssseessssssssssssssssssssns 289 276 289
Periodic Censuses and Programs ............ceeereeseesenseenscennn. 891 634 711
Economic RESearch SErViCe ... 82 78 77
Energy Information AdMIniStration ..............ccoeeveemeeneiniinernenseneeneiennns 95 105 116
National Agricultural Statistics SEIVICe* ...........ccouwvvrrmmerveresrerirsssssiis 156 159 179
National Center for Education Statistics® ...............oremevverenrereorirrreirne. 265 266 266
Statistics ® 126 127 133
Assessment 130 130 125
National Assessment Governing Board ............cccovcvveinennieneineennenn. 9 9 8
National Center for Health Statistics® ..............cccoecvvovmecrriiieereriissessi, 139 139 162
National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics , NSF7 .............. 42 44 42
Office of Research, Evaluation, and Statistics, SSA 29 29 29
Statistics of Income Division, IRS ... 39 40 40

" Reflects any rescissions.

2Includes funds for management and administrative costs of $8.3, $8.3, and $8.3 million in 2011, 2012, 2013,

respectively, that were previously displayed separately.

3 Salaries and Expenses funds include discretionary and mandatory funds.

4Includes funds for the periodic Census of Agriculture of $33.1, $41.6, and $62.5 million in 2011, 2012, and
2013, respectively. The annual increases of $8.5 million and $20.9 million in Census funding are for the 2012
peak preparation year and 2013 final data collection and processing, respectively.

5Includes funds for salaries and expenses of $18, $18, and $18 million in 2011, 2012, and 2013, respectively,
that are reflected in the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) budget. In addition, NCES manages the |IES grant
program for the State Longitudinal Data System which is funded at $42 million, $38 million, and $53 million in

2011, 2012, and 2013, respectively.

6 All funds from the Public Health Service Evaluation Fund. The estimates do not include resources from the

Prevention and Public Health Fund.

7Includes funds for salaries and expenses of $6.9, $7.6, and $7.6 million in 2011, 2012, and 2013, respectively,

that were previously displayed separately.
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The Administration is committed to building a 21st
century Government that is more efficient and effective
for the American people. The strategic use of Federal
information technology (IT) enables this transformation
by maximizing the return on investment in IT through
continued oversight and accountability; using technology
to improve Government productivity and saving money;
lowering barriers to citizen and business interaction with
the Government; and bolstering cybersecurity. The cor-
nerstone of the Administration’s information technology
strategy is the 25-Point Implementation Plan to Reform
Federal Information Technology Management (referenced
in this chapter as the Administration’s 25-Point Plan)?,
which was released in December 2010.

Specific initiatives and accomplishments over the past
year include the following:

e The Data Center Consolidation effort resulted in

agencies committing to close nearly 1,100 data cen-
ters by 2015 (exceeding the original goal of 800),
with 525 of those closures expected to be completed
by the end of 2012 (over 25 percent of these closed
in 2011). Consolidations are expected to save the
Government $3 billion by 2015, and result in more
savings in the years beyond 2015.

¢ Based on the Cloud First policy, which makes the safe
and secure adoption of cloud computing the default op-
tion for the Government, agencies reported that 40 ser-
vices have already moved to the cloud. This movement
to the cloud is consistent with industry best practices.
An additional 79 services are slated for transition by
June 2012, and more than 50 legacy systems have
been eliminated. The adoption of cloud solutions has
eliminated duplicative systems, while also integrating
new levels of security, reliability, and functionality, to
include collaboration, virtual meetings, and other inno-
vations. As examples, the USDA is migrating 120,000
users across 5,000 locations to the cloud, which will
reduce costs by $27 million over five years, while the
GSA has shifted 17,000 users to the cloud, and antici-
pates savings of $15 million over five years.

e The past year has also demonstrated the continued
success of the TechStat initiative, which provides ev-
idence-based reviews of agency IT investments con-
ducted between OMB and agency leadership. This
approach has reduced the life-cycle costs for major
IT investments by $3 billion. The TechStat model
has now been scaled to the agency level and each
agency has strengthened their investment review
process, ensuring a greater return on America’s in-
vestment in IT through this rigorous process. The

L http:/ lwww.cio.gov / documents/ 25-Point-Implementation-Plan-to-
Reform-Federal%20IT.pdf:

result across all agencies is over $900 million dollars
in reduced costs, in addition to hundreds of manage-
ment improvements stemming from these oversight
and accountability reviews, bringing total cost impli-
cations of this accountability tool to nearly $4 billion.

e IT workforce initiatives have also yielded success
over the past year. To address a recognized need for
strengthening the IT workforce, the Administration
created a new job title (and a specialized position
description) for IT program managers within the
IT specialist job series, as part of ensuring that the
largest, most complex IT investments in the Govern-
ment are managed by experienced, talented individ-
uals. Additionally, the Presidential Technology Fel-
lows Program was launched, which will reduce the
barriers to entering public service, and provide ac-
cess to unique career opportunities in Federal agen-
cies to highly talented technology professionals.

In 2012-2013, building on the progress of the last two-
and-a-half years, the Administration will continue to
drive innovation in Government and make investments
in technology that better serves the American people
through the following priority focus areas.

MAXIMIZING RETURN ON INVESTMENT (ROI)

The first focus area will be on maximizing the return
on American taxpayers’ investment in the Government’s
nearly $80 billion IT budget (described below), by driv-
ing efficiency throughout the Federal enterprise. As indi-
cated above, improved oversight of Government IT proj-
ects through the TechStat process over the last two years
has avoided future costs of almost $4 billion, while at the
same time accelerating the delivery of modular, usable,
components. By continuing to hold each agency account-
able for driving these kinds of reforms, savings can be
driven across Government and reinvested in services that
benefit the American people.

Federal Spending on I'T—The total planned spend-
ing on IT in FY 2013 (see Table 20-1) is $78.9 billion, a
1.2 percent decrease from the 2012 enacted level of $79.8
billion. As Table 20-1 shows, this overall reduction is
driven by declines in Department of Defense IT spending,
which dominates the smaller increases in major civilian
agencies. Spending estimates displayed in Chart 20-1
depict how the historical growth in overall IT spending
(7.1 percent per year over 2001-2009), has effectively been
halted (zero growth over 2009-2013). Further, as more de-
tailed data on the IT Dashboard (see: http:/ /www.itdash-
board.gov/) show, even as overall spending is restrained,
the civilian agencies’ share spent on enhancement and
modernization of IT assets is increasing.
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Table 20-1. FEDERAL IT SPENDING 2011-2013, INCLUDING MAJOR FEDERAL IT INVESTMENTS
(Spending in millions of dollars)
2011 2012 2013
Major IT Investment Spending (DEfENSE) .........cuuiueereriireineieeinieeise e 12,796 14,460 13,422
Major IT Investment Spending (Major Civilian AGENCIES) ........c.vvervrvrererniereerneesrineinns 26,591 26,732 26,866
Major IT Investment Spending (Total) ............ccveeeeereennen. 39,387 41,192 40,288
AILIT Investment Spending (Defense) .........cccoceeveennee 35,413 38,593 37,203
AllIT Investment Spending (Major Civilian Agencies) . 41,094 41,243 41,702
AILIT Investment Spending (TOtal) .........cc.rveeivcreiieiiniieririeriesseseerire e 76,507 79,835 78,906

Note: Agency estimates for the FY 2013 Budget. Department of Defense estimates for some investments, for which details are classified, are
not reported to the IT Dashboard. However, summary information on spending for these investments is not classified, and these investments

are therefore included in the above totals.

Shifting the Focus from Capital Investment to
Operating Expenses—In 2012-2013, having realized
significant economies through better management of
agencies’ capital investments in IT over 2010-2011, the
Administration will broaden its approach by encouraging
a shift from a capital intensive model to a more agile, op-
erational focus. In 2012 agency CIOs will be reviewing en-
tire agency IT portfolios for potential savings, prioritizing
cloud implementation, commodity IT, and intra-agency
shared services.

Data Center Consolidation—In 2010-2011, the
Administration prioritized data center consolidation to
maximize the effectiveness of Federal IT assets and de-
liver improved return on investment for infrastructure.
By shutting down, optimizing and consolidating data cen-
ters, we can save taxpayers billions of dollars, curb spend-
ing on underutilized infrastructure, focus more resources
on modernizing services the American people depend on,
reduce our cyber security threat posture, increase sus-
tainability within data centers, unlock capital, and enable
agencies to reinvest in transformational IT investments,
including cloud solutions.

A second important element of the data center consoli-
dation efforts is to focus on enhancing the productivity of

the data centers that remain in our inventory. This means
a shift from the historical model where the Government
set up redundant data centers that used too much energy,
wasted valuable real estate and failed to take advantage
of the installed computing capacity. Moving forward, the
Government will shift to a newer operating model that re-
quires Agencies to review existing data center capacity for
use before investing in a potentially duplicative capability.

Recently, the Administration announced that agencies
plan to close nearly 1,100 data centers through 2015, with
525 of those closures expected to be complete by the end of
2012 (over 25 percent of these closed in 2011). Agencies’
planned closures exceed the Government’s goal to close
over 800 data centers set forth the Administration’s
25-Point Plan, a goal currently being revised upward. More
importantly, consolidation efforts are expected to save the
Federal Government $3 billion by 2015, and result in more
savings in the years beyond 2015.

In 2012-2013, the Federal Data Center Consolidation
Task Force, an interagency body that drives consolida-
tion within Federal agencies, will further advance a data
center marketplace designed to allow agencies to leverage
unused capacity across the Government, improve a total
cost model which provides a consistent way to derive con-

Chart 20-1. Trends in IT Spending for
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solidation savings, and continue sharing best practices
and lessons learned from the public and private sectors.

Cloud Computing—Since the Federal Cloud
Computing Initiative was launched in 2009, the
Administration has made a Cloud First Policy an impor-
tant part of the 25 Point Plan2. This policy explains how
cloud computing will enable the Government to eliminate
duplicative systems and applications, fragmented re-
sources, and underutilized technology assets.

The Cloud First policy is intended to accelerate the
pace at which the Federal Government will realize the
value of cloud computing. It requires agencies to evalu-
ate safe, secure cloud computing options before making
any new investments. Under this policy, the Government
will fundamentally change the way it buys information
technology by shifting from an asset mindset to one of ser-
vice delivery. As a result, Federal agencies using cloud
solutions will improve their IT portfolio to save money,
increase innovation, maximize asset utilization, and im-
prove IT responsiveness.

In 2011, under the IT Reform Plan, Federal agencies
migrated 40 services to cloud computing environments,
with an additional 39 services to be migrated in 2012.
With these migrations, cloud computing has become an
integral part in helping the Federal Government operate
its IT assets more efficiently, thereby providing increased
service delivery to citizens. As more Government systems
and users move to cloud computing environments, the
Federal Government needs to ensure the safety, security
and reliability of its data.

In order address these issues and meet the increasing
demand of cloud migrations, the Administration has es-
tablished the Federal Risk Authorization Management
Program (FedRAMP). The Program introduces an innova-
tive policy approach to developing trusted relationships
between agencies and cloud service providers. Currently,
the Federal Government spends hundreds of millions of
dollars a year securing the use of IT systems in a duplica-
tive, inconsistent, and time consuming manner. FedRAMP
establishes a standardized approach to security assess-
ment, authorization, and continuous monitoring for cloud
solutions. Using a “do once, use many times” framework,
Federal agencies will reduce the cost, time, and staff cur-
rently associated with conducting agency security as-
sessments. Agencies will also be able to take advantage
of a uniform risk management approach that utilizes a
standard set of security controls, thereby increasing the
Government’s overall cybersecurity posture. FedRAMP is
intended to reduce approximately 30-40% of government-
wide costs associated with assessing, authorizing, and
continuously monitoring cloud solutions.

Improved IT Dashboard—As experience with real-
time monitoring of agency IT investment data on the IT
Dashboard has grown, the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB), in close collaboration with agencies and
with input from the General Accounting Office (GAO), has
undertaken to improve the quality and focus of data col-
lection for this flagship transparency site. In 2012, the IT

2 Federal Cloud Computing Strategy, February 8, 2011, U.S. Chief
Information Officer, The White House. See: http:/ /www.cio.gov/docu-
ments/ Federal-Cloud-Computing-Strategy.pdf.

Dashboard will be updated with all new data schema and
historical trend data, building on the recommendations of
an interagency working group and providing even greater
transparency into the Federal IT investment portfolio.
More targeted and detailed data on major IT development
activities will allow closer oversight, and assist Agency
Heads and CIOs in intervening early to prevent schedule
delays, cost overruns, and failures to deliver key function-
ality needed by Federal programs.

Greater focus on operational metrics will be empha-
sized in 2012, supporting the drive for greater efficiency
through policies on managing spending on commodity IT,
and a renewed emphasis on shared services. Additionally,
improved interfaces of agency IT management systems
with the IT Dashboard will further improve oversight and
the quality of the data. Already, the IT Dashboard is set-
ting an example for a more open, accessible approach to
the evolution of Federal Government systems, through its
open source policy, with IT Dashboard application code
available since March 31, 2011 at http:/ / sourceforge.net/
projects/it-dashboard/. This approach was expanded in
late in 2011 to include open discussion forums at this site.

IT Management Oversight (TechStats)—Since
January 2010, the IT Dashboard has been used by OMB
to inform an oversight process of “TechStat” accountabil-
ity sessions. A TechStat is a face-to-face, evidence-based
review of an IT investment, where all stakeholders in a
project are convened to diagnose problems and agree on
solutions. TechStat reviews address what had been a ma-
jor weakness in prior oversight models, by accelerating
the intervention in troubled projects to produce immedi-
ate impacts through timely corrective actions, and often
avoid significant costs, particularly in cases where proj-
ects are halted or terminated.

With the release of the 25 Point Plan in December
2010, the second phase of TechStat was initiated, in which
agency CIOs led TechStats at the departmental level. In
order to ensure TechStats built upon existing best prac-
tices within agencies that had already launched aggres-
sive Investment Review Boards (IRBs), OMB worked
with a task force of agency leads to develop, document,
and release the TechStat Toolkit, a comprehensive guide
to holding TechStats at the agency-level. To ensure that
the desired outcomes were well-understood by agency
TechStat leads, OMB held in-person training sessions
through February 2011 in which all CFO-Act agencies3
sent at least one representative.

By March 2011, all CFO-Act agencies were required to
hold at least one agency-led TechStat. Since then, agen-
cies have continued to hold sessions on an ongoing basis.
In August 2011, OMB took an additional step to support
the rollout of the TechStat governance model to the agency
level with the issuance of the OMB’s Memorandum enti-
tled “Chief Information Officer Authorities”. This memo-

3The CFO Act refers to the Chief Financial Officer and Federal Fi-
nancial Reform Act of 1990, Public Law 101-576. This law addresses,
in particular, requirements targeting 24 Federal agencies, including all
Cabinet-level Departments and some independent agencies, generally
referred to as “CFO Act” agencies.

4 OMB Memorandum M-11-29, dated Aug. 8, 2011. Subject: “Chief

Information Officer Authorities.” See: http:/ /www.whitehouse.gov/
sites/default/ files/ omb/memoranda/2011/m11-29.pdf
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randum directs “changing the role of Agency CIOs away
from just policymaking and infrastructure maintenance,
to encompass true portfolio management for all IT” As
noted in the memorandum, the goal of such reviews is to
terminate or turn around “one third of all underperform-
ing IT Investments by June 2012.” To date, CIOs across the
Government have held 294 agency-led TechStats, and the
results of these reviews have enabled agencies to achieve
over $900 million in cost implications (e.g. cost savings, life
cycle cost avoidance, and/or reallocation of funding).

Shared First—Shared First is an initiative aimed at
rooting out waste and duplication across the Federal IT
portfolio. Through the Shared First initiative, agencies
will identify opportunities to shift to intra-agency com-
modity IT shared services, leverage technology, procure-
ment, and best practices across the whole of government,
and build on existing investments rather than support-
ing a multitude of agency efforts. OMB Memorandum
M-11-29, referenced above, was the first step towards
establishing and communicating the Shared First initia-
tive. This memorandum directs Agency CIOs to pool their
agency’s purchasing power across the entire organization
to drive down costs and improve service for commodity
IT, while capitalizing on shared services (intra- and in-
ter- agency) instead of standing up duplicative services.
OMB’s Shared IT Services Strategy, to be issued in 2012,
will detail how Agencies should plan for, and implement,
a short- and long- term shared services approach in fiscal
year 2012 and beyond.

Strengthening the IT Workforce—The Admin-
istration has worked with the Office of Personnel
Management (OPM) to professionalize program manage-
ment by creating a formal, Government-wide IT program
manager career path. Project success also depends on
cross functional teams skilled in key disciplines to sup-

port comprehensive program management approaches.
Improving IT acquisition outcomes is also improved by
developing specialized IT acquisition cadres which focus
on requirements development and provide targeted sup-
port where program risks are the greatest. Now no ma-
jor IT project is allowed to proceed until senior agency
officials ensure that a complete and dedicated integrated
program team is in place. The Administration’s improved
Federal Acquisition Certification for Contracting Officer’s
Representatives strengthens this key role in Federal ac-
quisition to ensure that contractors meet the commit-
ments of their contracts.

To attract critical new talent the Administration cre-
ated the Presidential Technology Fellows Program, which
will reduce barriers to entry for talented graduate-level IT
professionals. Designed to integrate the next generation
of IT professionals, this program will allow the Federal
Government to tap into an emerging talent pool and be-
gin to build a sustainable pipeline of human capital. The
Entrepreneur in Residence program was also initiated,
which enables the Government to capitalize on subject
matter experts across various communities to bring in-
novative practices and technologies into the government.

IT Reform - Employing Best Practices—As part
of the 25-Point Plan, the Federal CIO Council in 2011
launched a Best Practices platform on CIO.gov to pro-
vide agency case studies that demonstrate best prac-
tices in managing large-scale Federal IT systems.? This
platform will be expanded in FY2012 and beyond. The
Administration has encouraged agencies to develop prac-
tices that will ensure early, frequent, and constructive
communication during the acquisition process to ensure
that the government clearly understands the marketplace
and can obtain an effective solution at a reasonable price.

5 Federal CIO Council, http:/ / www.cio.gov/ modules/ best practices/.


CIO.gov
http://www.cio.gov/modules/best

20. INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

351

CLOSING THE PRODUCTIVITY GAP—A
21ST CENTURY GOVERNMENT

To help close the productivity gap between the private
sector and the Federal Government, the Administration is
focused on enabling a “future ready” workforce equipped
with the modern tools and technologies they need to serve
the American people effectively. This includes initiatives
such as developing smart telework policies that give em-
ployees increased flexibility, reducing the real estate foot-
print, and better enabling the Government to function ef-
fectively during an emergency. Additionally, this strategy
will enable the Government to think strategically about
how it buys, manages and uses mobile devices and col-
laboration tools cost-effectively and securely.

Overall, the Government needs to shift away from a
paper-based mindset and focus on delivering information
efficiently and effectively using digital tools. The follow-
ing initiatives will support this strategy.

Future-Ready Architecture -- Agencies continue to
face the challenge of having to provide new or updated
IT services with limited resources. In 2012-2013, the
Administration will develop guidance that promotes more
agile, modular development, and contracting practices,
and emerging technologies to speed the delivery of value
and lower the risk of failure in IT projects.

Transition to Internet Protocol Version 6 (IPv6)—
In September 2010, OMB issued a memorandum® requir-
ing Executive Branch agencies to operationally deploy na-
tive Internet Protocol Version 6 (IPv6) for public Internet
servers and internal applications that communicate with
public servers. This directive builds upon an August 2005
memorandum’, Transition Planning for Internet Protocol
Version 6 (IPv6), which led to the key early step of IPv6
being deployed in all Federal Government agency net-
work backbones in 2008.

Accelerating Federal Mobility—Agencies are in-
creasingly using mobile technologies (e.g., laptops, smart-
phones, tablets, location-based services, hand-held scan-
ners, wi-fi, etc.) to provide information, products, and
services to customers and to facilitate internal and ex-
ternal communications, collaboration, and operations.
However, agencies need stronger policies and procedures
to ensure that mobile technologies/services are acquired
and used strategically and securely. Mobility efforts are
frequently developed and managed at the program-level,
and valuable resources or lessons learned are not shared
across the enterprise. Recent GAO and OMB internal re-
ports have found gapsin security in current mobile systems
and controls. The procurement of mobile devices is often
scattered across the agency, bypassing enterprise-wide ef-
forts designed to leverage bulk purchasing discounts. The
Administration will publish a Mobile Strategy in FY2012
to ensure that the Federal Government cost-effectively
capitalizes on mobility solutions.

6 Memorandum dated Sept. 28, 2011. Subject: “Transition to IPv6.”
See: http:/ /www.cio.gov / Documents / IPv6MemoFINAL.pdf.

7Memorandum dated Aug. 5, 2005. Subject: “ Transition Planning for
Internet Protocol Version 6 (IPv6).” See: http:/ /www.whitehouse.gov/
sites/default/files/ omb/assets/ omb/ memoranda/fy2005/m05-22.pdf.

BUSINESS/CITIZEN INTERACTION
AND NATIONAL PRIORITIES

Creating a more transparent and open Government
which better serves national priorities is one of the fun-
damental objectives of this Administration. In the areas
of transparency, key recent initiatives include two projects
stemming from recommendations of the President’s Council
on Jobs and Competitiveness®—the Federal Infrastructure
Projects Dashboard (Permitting Dashboard) and Business
USA. The Administration also continues to make advanc-
es in Health IT, responding particularly to the Affordable
Care Act, as well as to important health and productivity
rationales that motivate the Nation to continue moving for-
ward in this area. And, in a world that is increasingly see-
ing all aspects of our daily lives reflected on the Internet,
the Administration has recognized that the growth of the
Federal presence on the web has led to a need for a reform
of “.Gov” domains controlled by Federal agencies. The spe-
cific focus areas under this priority include the following.

The Federal Infrastructure Projects Dashboard—
The Federal Government plays a critical role in helping
infrastructure projects advance as quickly as possible by
making the permitting process more efficient, expediting
environmental reviews, and improving coordination be-
tween agencies to ensure that timely progress is made on
projects that support the vital economic growth of our na-
tion. In November 2011, the beta version of the Federal
Infrastructure Projects Dashboard (htip:/ / permits.perfor-
mance.gov /) was launched to increase transparency around
Federal permitting processes by providing the public with
easy access to data on 14 high priority infrastructure proj-
ects across five lead agencies: HUD, DOT, USDA, Interior,
and Commerce. These projects were identified pursuant to
an August 2011 Presidential Memorandum?, in which the
President directed Federal agencies to expedite environ-
mental review and permitting processes for selected infra-
structure projects that will create a significant number of
jobs, and to improve the accountability, transparency, and
efficiency of these processes.

BusinessUSA—When businesses work with the
Federal Government, they should feel like they are deal-
ing with one entity, not dozens of separate bureaucratic
silos. To provide a suite of business services for our en-
trepreneurs, we need to break down silos in the Federal
Government, both in Washington and across the country,
and across all levels of Government and industry. On
October 28th, 201110, the President issued a challenge to
Federal agencies to make it easier for businesses to access

8 http:/ | www.whitehouse.gov / administration / advisory-boards / jobs-
council.

9 Presidential Memorandum dated Aug. 31, 2011. Subject: “Speed-
ing Infrastructure Development through More Efficient and Effective
Permitting and Environmental Review.” See: http:/ /www.whitehouse.
gov/the-press-office/2011/08/ 31/ presidential-memorandum-speeding-
infrastructure-development-through-more.

10 Presidential Memorandum dated Oct. 28, 2011. Subject: Making
it Easier for America’s Small Businesses and America’s Exporters to Ac-
cess Government Services to Help Them Grow and Hire. See: http://
www.whitehouse.gov / the-press-office/2011/ 10/ 28/ presidential-memo-
randum-making-it-easier-americas-small-businesses-and-a.
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the full range of Government programs and services. As a
result, the BusinessUSA initiative was established to cre-
ate a comprehensive online platform for business and for
all firms seeking to export their products, providing easy
access to the wide range of relevant and timely Federal
Government data, information and services. Moreover,
this platform is being designed to be portable and re-us-
able for easy adoption by other mission areas throughout
government.

Transforming Data.gov—Free open Government data
is critical to the efficiency of agencies and the Nation’s
economy. Data.gov, launched in early 2009, has enabled
the public to easily find, access, understand, and use data
generated by the Federal Government. It was launched
with just 47 datasets, but today, the count of datasets is
400,000 and growing. Additionally, Geodata.gov has been
integrated with Data.gov so that users can locate geospa-
tial data and other data types in one location. A primary
goal of improved access to Federal data is to expand cre-
ative uses of agency data beyond government, through in-
novative private sector web-based applications, strength-
ening democracy and the economy.

Through revolutionary communities such as Health.
data.gov and Energy.data.gov, Data.gov is able to bring
together American citizens and people from across the
globe to share information, collaborate to solve problems,
and organize collective action. Data.gov is also a leader in
the international Open Government movement. As part
of the India-U.S. Dialogue on Open Government launched
in November 2010, the two countries have committed to
jointly develop an open source Data.gov platform by the
first quarter of 2012 to be taken to interested countries
globally. This initiative will lead to an open source plat-
form available for implementation by nations around the
world, encouraging governments to stand up open data
sites that promote transparency, citizen engagement, and
economic benefits worldwide. By relying on a design us-
ing modern development strategies, this will facilitate
technical innovations from a wider community, and pro-
vide more flexibility to users adopting the code.

Health IT—The Federal Health IT Task Force has
made critical progress in the government-wide devel-
opment, implementation and coordination of health IT
policy; one high-priority area has been the alignment of
Federal investments in health IT. In August 2011, the
Deputy Administrator of E-Government & Information
Technology and the National Coordinator for Health IT
(ONC) issued guidancell re-emphasizing key health IT
policy and technology principles developed through a con-
sensus process by members of the Federal Health IT task
force, including all major agencies with health IT pro-
grams.

The goal of these principles is to encourage better
strategic alignment of health IT investments by guiding
modernization strategies for existing systems, as well as
new investment decisions. Agencies were asked to dem-
onstrate how they plan to incorporate the policy and tech-

11 Memorandum dated Aug. 1, 2011; Subject: Health Information
Technology Guidance, from the Deputy Federal CIO and National
Coordinator for Health Information Technology, to selected agencies.

nology principles into future health IT investments and
to provide specific examples for improving health and
health care, promoting open government, securely shar-
ing health information between providers for treatment
purposes to enable better care, being a trusted steward
of taxpayer dollars, and protecting privacy and security.
Agencies will continue achieving alignment with the key
health IT policy and technology principles for FY 2013
and beyond.

In September 2011, the Federal Health IT Strategic
Plan: 2011-2015 was published.1? This strategic plan was
developed under the leadership of ONC, in close collabora-
tion with other Federal partners, and incorporated public
feedback. This strategic plan reflects Federal priorities to
help eligible providers become meaningful users of health
IT, support implementation of the Affordable Care Act,
protect individuals’ privacy, empower consumers with ac-
cess to their health information, and support enhanced
learning and innovation.

Government Web Domain (.GOV) Reform—The
.gov reform effort, part of the Administration’s Campaign
to Cut Waste, is identifying unnecessary websites that can
be consolidated to reduce costs and improve the quality
of service to the American public. The President signed
Executive Order 1357113, “Streamlining Service Delivery
and Improving Customer Service,” April 27, 2011, which
requires Federal agencies to take specific steps to
strengthen customer service, including how services and
information are delivered on Federal “.gov” websites. This
effort will eliminate and improve websites that are redun-
dant, outdated, hard to use, or have poorly maintained
content, which will lead to an improved online experience
when the public interacts with Federal agencies. While
many Federal websites provide taxpayers with valu-
able services and information, the proliferation of sepa-
rate websites over many years, resulting in thousands of
unique Federal .gov domains and websites, has made it
sometimes difficult for users to find the content they need.
The Administration, guided by input from the public, has
moved to address these problems.

USASpending.gov/ FFATA / Grants/Contracts—In FY
2012 USASspending.gov will continue to provide prime
award information on contracts, grants, direct pay-
ments, insurance, loans, and other federal spending in
one searchable location. USASpending.gov will also go on
providing subaward data on contracts and grants while
evolving to improve functionality. Additionally, the IT
Dashboard continues to provide linkages from its IT in-
vestments data on major IT investments, to the contracts
data pertaining to IT acquisitions.

Performance—The first version of Performance.
gov, launched in FY 2011, continues to deliver value to
agencies and the Administration, by serving as a central
source for Federal performance information. This initial
release was an important step toward meeting the trans-

12 Federal Health IT Strategic Plan 2011-2015. See: http://heal-
thit.hhs.gov/portal / server.pt/community/ federal_health_it_strategic_
plan_-_overview/1211

13 http: | lwww.whitehouse.gov / the-press-office/2011/04/27/

executive-order-13571-streamlining-service-delivery-and-improving-
custom.
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parency requirements of the Government Performance
and Results Modernization Act (GPRAMA), which re-
quires performance information to be published to a cen-
tral website in machine readable format, along with a list
of Federal programs. Updates to the site will continue
through 2012, to including agency strategic goals and
objectives, and culminating in the full set of information
required by the GPRAMA in machine readable format.
This information will provide easier access to information
on the work the Federal Government does, and how well
it is doing at delivering results. This is useful for both
external audiences, in terms of transparency, but also as
a tool for internal management.

CYBERSECURITY AND PRIVACY

America depends on Federal agencies for essential ser-
vices, ranging from disaster assistance to Social Security
to national defense. These services, in turn, rely on a safe,
secure, and resilient Government information and com-
munications infrastructure. Threats to this infrastruc-
ture—whether from criminal elements or nation-states—
continue to grow in number and sophistication, creating
the potential that essential services could be degraded
or interrupted, and confidential information stolen or
compromised, with serious effects.

¢ Securing the Nation’s IT Infrastructure—In or-

der to address the challenges ahead, the Adminis-
tration’s cybersecurity team will continue its vigor-
ous and extensive build-out of technical and policy
protection capabilities for Government systems, ex-
pand its partnerships with the private sector, and
work with Congress to clarify roles and authorities.
The Administration will assist and strengthen the
abilities of Federal agencies to protect their infra-
structure and data. Specifically, the Administration
will:

¢ Assess and Improve the Effectiveness of Cyber-
security Defenses. The Department of Homeland
Security (DHS) will work with agencies to conduct
objective assessments of agency infrastructures to
determine operational readiness and cybersecurity
risk. The results of these objective assessments will
directly inform mitigation efforts to improve our
overall security posture.

e CyberStat Sessions. DHS will continue work
with agencies to identify and correct weaknesses
in cybersecurity programs. The reviews provide
the opportunity for Agencies to identify the cy-
bersecurity capability areas where they may be
facing implementation maturity roadblocks, (e.g.
technology, organizational culture, internal pro-
cess, or human capital/financial resource chal-
lenges). In addition, CyberStat Reviews highlight
areas where Agencies are meeting and exceeding
required standards.

e Enhance Cybersecurity Program Monitoring,

14PL.111-352, 124 Stat. 3866 (2011). GPRAMA amends P.L. 103-62,
107 Stat. 285 (1993).

Management, and Reporting Under the Fed-
eral Information Security Management Act
(FISMA). DHS will continue to focus FISMA on
outcome-oriented measures that are quantitative,
specific, and focused on reduction of risk. This will
include an expansion of continuous monitoring.

e Mature Critical Standards and Guidance. The
Administration will collaboratively develop and is-
sue an outcome-focused set of metrics, reference
architectures, and implementation guidance that
support broad security improvements and improved
management of critical security controls by Federal
agencies.

¢ Enhance the Cybersecurity Workforce. The Ad-
ministration will maintain a strong cadre of cyberse-
curity professionals to design, operate, and research
cyber technologies, enabling success against current
and future threats. In addition, the Administration
will work to provide the cybersecurity professionals
with tools, tips, education, training, awareness, and
other resources appropriate to their positions that
enable them to implement existing cybersecurity
features and configurations in protocols, products,
and services.

¢ Reduce Vulnerabilities. The Administration will
work to design, build, and operate information and
communication technology to specifically reduce
the occurrence of exploitable weaknesses and en-
able technology to sense, react to, and communicate
changes in its security or its surroundings in a way
that preserves or enhances its security posture.

e Prepare for Incidents. The Administration will
work to unify efforts to collaboratively respond to
and rapidly recover from significant cyber incidents
that threaten public health or safety, undermine
public confidence, have a debilitating effect on the
national economy, or diminish the security posture
of the Nation.

e Improve Identity Management. Version 2.0 of
the “Federal Identity, Credential and Access Man-
agement (FICAM) Roadmap and Implementation
Guidance” was issued by the Federal CIO Council in
December 2011.15 This guidance helps steer agency
efforts as they plan and upgrade their architectures,
aiming to leverage existing investments and promot-
ing efficiency in designing, deploying, and operating
IT systems. As of September 1, 2011, more than 5.1
million Personal Identity Verification (PIV) creden-
tials (89 percent of those needed) were issued to the
Federal workforce, and over 5 million background
investigations (87 percent of those needed) were
completed, in accordance with Homeland Security
Presidential Directive 12 (HSPD-12). Agencies are
expected in 2012 to accelerate the use of PIV creden-

15 Federal Identity, Credential, and Access Management (FICAM)
Roadmap and Implementation Guidance Version 2.0, December 2, 2011.
See:  hittp:/ | www.idmanagement.gov /documents/ FICAM_Roadmap_
and_Implementation_Guidance_v2%200_20111202.pdf:


http://www.idmanagement.gov/documents/FICAM_Roadmap_and_Implementation_Guidance_v2 0_20111202.pdf
http://www.idmanagement.gov/documents/FICAM_Roadmap_and_Implementation_Guidance_v2 0_20111202.pdf
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tials in securing Federal facilities and IT systems.
The National Institute for Standards and Technol-
ogy (NIST), charged with revising the HSPD-12
standard (FIPS 201), is also moving to address the
integration of PIV credentials with mobile devices
and related advances in technology. And the Admin-
istration released the National Strategy for Trusted
Identities in Cyberspace (NSTIC) in April 201116, to
promote public-private collaboration on an online
identity environment to facilitate secure, efficient,
easy-to-use, and interoperable identity solutions to
access online services.

Protecting Privacy—Ensuring the privacy of per-
sonal information for all Americans remains a top
Administration priority, especially as Federal agencies
leverage emerging technologies such as cloud computing,
mobile computing devices, and social media. The privacy
implications in the use of these technologies must be con-
sidered, and agencies should collaborate on solutions and
best practices to mitigate privacy risks. Federal agencies
are expected to demonstrate continued progress in all as-
pects of privacy protection and to ensure compliance with
all privacy requirements in law, regulation, and policy.
Agencies must review their information systems to ensure

16 Document released April 15, 2011. Title: National Strategy for
Trusted Identities in Cyberspace. See: http:/ /www.whitehouse.gov/
sites/default/files/rss_viewer /| NSTICstrategy_041511.pdf.

that they eliminate unnecessary holdings of personally
identifiable information such as unnecessary collection
and use of Social Security numbers. In addition, Federal
agencies will continue to develop and implement policies
outlining rules of behavior, detailing training require-
ments for personnel, and identifying consequences and
corrective actions to address non-compliance. Agencies
will work with their Senior Agency Officials for Privacy
to ensure that all privacy impact assessments and system
of records notices are completed and up-to-date. Finally,
agencies will continue to implement appropriate data
breach response procedures.

CONCLUSION

The Administration is committed to fostering an effi-
cient, effective, and transparent Federal Government by
harnessing the power of technology. This commitment
will be met by developing and implementing a Federal
strategy that focuses on maximizing ROI; increasing the
productivity of the Federal Government workforce; en-
hancing business and citizen engagement; and protecting
critical assets through continued improvements in cyber
security.


http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/rss_viewer/NSTICstrategy_041511.pdf
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/rss_viewer/NSTICstrategy_041511.pdf

21.

Federal investment is the portion of Federal spend-
ing intended to yield long-term benefits for the econo-
my and the country. It promotes improved efficiency
within Federal agencies, as well as growth in the na-
tional economy by increasing the overall stock of capital.
Investment spending can take the form of direct Federal
spending or of grants to State and local governments.
It can be designated for physical capital, which creates
a tangible asset that yields a stream of services over a
period of years. It also can be for research and develop-
ment, education, or training, all of which are intangible
but still increase income in the future or provide other
long-term benefits.

Most presentations in this volume combine invest-
ment spending with spending intended for current use.

FEDERAL INVESTMENT

This chapter focuses solely on Federal and federally fi-
nanced investment. It provides a comprehensive picture
of Federal investment spending, but because it disregards
spending for non-investment activities, it provides only
a partial picture of Federal support for specific national
needs, such as defense, transportation, or environmental
protection.

In this chapter, investment is discussed in the follow-
ing sections:

e a description of the size and composition of Federal
investment spending; and

e a presentation of trends in the stock of federally fi-
nanced physical capital, research and development,
and education.

PART I: DESCRIPTION OF FEDERAL INVESTMENT

The distinction between investment spending and
current outlays is a matter of judgment. The budget
has historically employed a relatively broad classifi-
cation of investment, encompassing physical invest-
ment, research, development, education, and training.
The budget further classifies investments into those
that are grants to State and local governments, such
as grants for highways, and all other investments, or
“direct Federal programs.” This “direct Federal” cate-
gory consists primarily of spending for assets owned by
the Federal Government, such as weapons systems and
buildings, but also includes grants to private organiza-
tions and individuals for investment, such as capital
grants to Amtrak or higher education loans directly to
individuals.

The definition of investment in a particular presenta-
tion can vary depending on specific considerations:

e Taking the approach of a traditional balance sheet
would limit investment to only those physical assets
owned by the Federal Government, excluding capital
financed through grants and intangible assets such
as research and education.

e Focusing on the role of investment in improving na-
tional productivity and enhancing economic growth
would exclude items such as national defense assets,
the direct benefits of which enhance national secu-
rity rather than economic growth.

e Examining the efficiency of Federal operations
would confine the coverage to investments that re-
duce costs or improve the effectiveness of internal
Federal agency operations, such as computer sys-
tems.

e Considering a “social investment” perspective would
broaden the coverage of investment beyond what is
included in this chapter to include programs such
as maternal health, certain nutrition programs, and
substance abuse treatment, which are designed in
part to prevent more costly health problems in fu-
ture years.

This analysis takes the relatively broad approach of
including all investment in physical assets, research and
development, and education and training, regardless of
ultimate ownership of the resulting asset or the purpose
it serves. It does not include “social investment” items
like health care or social services where it is difficult to
separate out the degree to which the spending provides
current versus future benefits. The definition of invest-
ment used in this section provides consistency over time
(historical figures on investment outlays back to 1940 can
be found in the separate Historical Tables volume). Table
21-2 at the end of this section allows disaggregation of
the data to focus on those investment outlays that best
suit a particular purpose.

In addition to this basic issue of definition, there are
two technical problems in the classification of investment
data: the treatment of grants to State and local govern-
ments, and the classification of spending that could be
shown in multiple categories.

First, for some grants to State and local governments it
is the recipient jurisdiction, not the Federal Government
that ultimately determines whether the money is used
to finance investment or current purposes. This analysis
classifies all of the outlays into the category in which the
recipient jurisdictions are expected to spend a majority of
the money. Hence, the Community Development Block
Grants are classified as physical investment, although
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some may be spent for current purposes. General pur-
pose fiscal assistance is classified as current spending,
although some may be spent by recipient jurisdictions on
investment.

Second, some spending could be classified in more than
one category of investment. For example, outlays for con-
struction of research facilities finance the acquisition of
physical assets, but they also contribute to research and
development. To avoid double counting, the outlays are
classified hierarchically in the category that is most com-
monly recognized as investment: physical assets, followed
by research and development, followed by education and
training. Consequently, outlays for the conduct of re-
search and development do not include outlays for the
construction of research facilities, because these outlays
are included in the category for investment in physical
assets.

When direct loans and loan guarantees are used
to fund investment, the subsidy value is included as
investment. The subsidies are classified according to
their program purpose, such as construction or edu-
cation and training. For more information about the
treatment of Federal credit programs, refer to the sec-
tion on Federal credit in Chapter 12, “Budget Concepts,”
in this volume.

This section presents spending for gross investment,
without adjusting for depreciation.

Composition of Federal Investment Outlays

Major Federal Investment

The composition of major Federal investment outlays
is summarized in Table 21-1. They include major pub-
lic physical investment, the conduct of research and de-
velopment, and the conduct of education and training.
Combined defense and nondefense investment outlays
were $537.9 billion in 2011. They are estimated to in-
crease to $591.7 billion in 2012 and decrease to $549.1
billion in 2013. The major factors contributing to these
changes are described below.

Major Federal investment outlays will comprise an
estimated 14.4 percent of total Federal outlays in 2013
and 3.4 percent of the Nation’s gross domestic product.
Greater detail on Federal investment is available in Table
21-2 at the end of this section. That table includes both
budget authority and outlays.

Physical investment. Outlays for major public physi-
cal capital investment (hereafter referred to as “physical
investment outlays”) were $287.2 billion in 2011 and are
estimated to rise to $304.6 billion in 2012 before falling to
$291.6 billion in 2013. Physical investment outlays are
for construction and rehabilitation, the purchase of major
equipment, and the purchase or sale of land and struc-
tures. Approximately two-thirds of these outlays are for

Table 21-1. COMPOSITION OF FEDERAL INVESTMENT OUTLAYS
(In billions of dollars)
Estimate
Federal Investment Actual
2011 2012 2013
Major public physical capital investment:
Direct Federal:
INGHONAI BEIENSE ... vveeeetir ettt bbb s e 141.6 155.8 143.0
NONAEENSE ...ooeeieiite s 491 52.4 40.2
Subtotal, direct major public physical capital INVESIMENL ...t 190.6 208.2 183.2
Grants to State and 10Cal GOVEIMMENLS ........cucuuiuiiriieiieieeieii bbb 96.5 96.5 108.3
Subtotal, major public physical capital INVESTMENT ...t 287.2 304.6 291.6
Conduct of research and development:
NAHONAI AEIENSE ......ovuviieiiiiitiit bbb bbb 79.7 80.8 77.6
NONAEIENSE ...t 64.0 64.2 61.6
Subtotal, conduct of research and AEVEIOPMENL ..........cuuiuuiiiiriieineieieie bbb 143.6 145.0 139.2
Conduct of education and training:
Grants to State and 10Cal GOVEIMMENLS ..........cuuiiiiiiieiiiii bbb 84.4 105.2 773
DIFECE FEURBTAI ...ttt bbbt 22.7 36.8 411
Subtotal, conduct of edUCALION AN TAINING ........veueeriireirieii bbb 1071 1421 118.4
Total, major Federal investment outlays 537.9 591.7 549.1
MEMORANDUM
Major Federal investment outlays:
NGLONAI GEIENSE ...t 2212 236.6 220.6
NONTEIENSE ... vvuveesiseie sttt 316.7 355.1 328.5
Total, major Federal iNVESTMENT OULIAYS ..........c.uivmiiiiiiiiiei bbb 537.9 591.7 5491
Miscellaneous physical investment:
COMMOUILY INVENTOTIES ..v.veeieeiueeiseiseiseese sttt -34 -0.1 *
Other physical INVESTMEN (AIFECE) ......vuevurerrercrrrieeseiees ettt 4.7 3.0 2.9
Total, miscellaneous PhySICal INVESIMENT ..ottt 1.3 29 29
Total, Federal investment outlays, including miscellaneous physical iNVESIMENT ... 539.2 594.6 552.0

* $50 million or less.
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direct physical investment by the Federal Government,
with the remainder being grants to State and local gov-
ernments for physical investment.

Direct physical investment outlays by the Federal
Government are primarily for national defense. Defense
outlays for physical investment are estimated to be $143.0
billion in 2013. Almost all of these outlays, or an estimat-
ed $124.7 billion, are for the procurement of weapons and
other defense equipment, and the remainder is primar-
ily for construction on military bases, family housing for
military personnel, and Department of Energy defense fa-
cilities. Defense outlays for physical investment increase
from $141.6 billion in 2011 to $155.8 billion in 2012, pri-
marily due to spending from prior-year balances of bud-
get authority. The decrease in outlays between 2012 and
2013 results from reductions in budget authority in 2012
and 2013 due to the reduced need for the Department of
Defense to upgrade equipment and replace combat losses
because of the drawdown in the Iraqi theater.

Outlays for direct physical investment for nondefense
purposes are estimated to be $40.2 billion in 2013. This is
a reduction from the $52.4 billion in outlays in 2012, at-
tributable to a decline in outlays from the obligation of sig-
nificant one-time resources in the Advanced Technology
Vehicle Manufacturing and other loan programs in the
Department of Energy, and completion of most Recovery
Act outlays in the Energy Efficiency and Renewable
Energy program. Outlays for 2013 include $21.4 billion
for construction and rehabilitation. This amount includes
funds for water, power, and natural resources projects of
the Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation within
the Department of the Interior, and the Tennessee Valley
Authority; construction and rehabilitation of veterans’
hospitals and Indian Health Service hospitals and clinics;
facilities for space and science programs; Postal Service fa-
cilities; energy conservation projects in the Department of
Energy; construction for the administration of justice pro-
grams (largely in Customs and Border Protection within
the Department of Homeland Security); construction of
office buildings by the General Services Administration;
and construction for embassy security. Outlays for the
acquisition of major equipment are estimated to be $18.3
billion in 2013. The largest amounts are for the air traf-
fic control system; railroad system preservation; weath-
er and climate monitoring in the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration; law enforcement activities,
largely in the Department of Homeland Security and the
Federal Bureau of Investigation; and information systems
in the Department of Veterans Affairs.

Grants to State and local governments for physical in-
vestment are estimated to be $108.3 billion in 2013, up
from $96.5 billion in 2012. Nearly 75 percent of these
outlays, or $80.8 billion, are to assist States and localities
with transportation infrastructure, primarily highways;
this category represents the majority of the increase in
physical investment grants from 2012 to 2013. Other ma-
jor grants for physical investment fund sewage treatment
plants and other State and tribal assistance grants, com-
munity and regional development, and public housing.

Conduct of research and development. Outlays for
the conduct of research and development are estimated
to be $139.2 billion in 2013. These outlays are devoted
to increasing basic scientific knowledge and promoting
research and development. They increase the Nation’s
security, improve the productivity of capital and labor for
both public and private purposes, and enhance the qual-
ity of life. More than half of these outlays, an estimated
$77.6 billion, are for national defense. Physical invest-
ment for research and development facilities and equip-
ment is included in the physical investment category.

Nondefense outlays for the conduct of research and de-
velopment are estimated to be $61.6 billion in 2013. These
are largely for the National Institutes of Health, National
Aeronautics and Space Administration, the Department
of Energy, and the National Science Foundation.

A more complete and detailed discussion of research
and development funding can be found in Chapter 22,
“Research and Development,” in this volume.

Conduct of education and training. Outlays for the con-
duct of education and training were $107.1 billion in 2011
and are estimated to rise to $142.1 billion in 2012 before
falling to $118.4 billion in 2013. These outlays add to the
stock of human capital by developing a more skilled and
productive labor force. Grants to State and local govern-
ments for this category are estimated to be $77.3 billion
in 2013, roughly 65 percent of the total. They include ed-
ucation programs for the disadvantaged and individuals
with disabilities, training programs in the Department of
Labor, Head Start, and other education programs. Grants
for education and training rise from $84.4 billion in 2011
to $105.2 billion in 2012, largely due to one-time grants
to States for elementary, secondary, and vocational edu-
cation included in the Administration’s temporary mea-
sures for jobs growth. Direct Federal education and train-
ing outlays are estimated to be $41.1 billion in 2013, up
from the levels in 2011 and 2012. Programs in this cate-
gory primarily consist of aid for higher education through
student financial assistance, loan subsidies, veterans’
education, and health training programs. Downward re-
estimates of student loan subsidies reduced net outlays
for direct Federal education and training in 2011 and by
lesser amounts in 2012, leading to an increase in this cat-
egory in 2012 and 2013.

This category does not include outlays for education
and training of Federal civilian and military employees.
Outlays for education and training that are for physical
investment and for research and development are in the
categories for physical investment and the conduct of re-
search and development.

Miscellaneous Physical Investment

In addition to the categories of major Federal invest-
ment, several miscellaneous categories of investment out-
lays are shown at the bottom of Table 21-1. These items,
all for physical investment, are generally unrelated to im-
proving Government operations or enhancing economic
activity.
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Outlays for commodity inventories are for the purchase
or sale of agricultural products pursuant to farm price
support programs and other commodities. Sales are esti-
mated to exceed purchases by $21 million in 2013.

Outlays for other miscellaneous physical investment
are estimated to be $2.9 billion in 2013. This category
consists entirely of direct Federal outlays and includes
primarily conservation programs.

Detailed Table on Investment Spending

The following table provides data on budget authority
as well as outlays for major Federal investment divided
according to grants to State and local governments and
direct Federal spending. Miscellaneous investment is not
included because it is generally unrelated to improving
Government operations or enhancing economic activity.

Table 21-2. FEDERAL INVESTMENT BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS: GRANT AND DIRECT FEDERAL PROGRAMS

(In millions of dollars)

Budget Authority Outlays
Description
2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate || 2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate
GRANTS TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
Major public physical investment:
Construction and rehabilitation:
Transportation:
HIGNWAYS .ottt s 38,426 40,949 41,710 44,323 41,691 43,827
Mass transportation 11,076 10,403 10,555 11,783 12,513 12,531
Rail transportation -389 0 1,000 319 1,296 1,936
Air and other transportation .... 3,887 53,850 2,757 3,495 10,013 22,468
Subtotal, transPOrtation ..o 53,000 105,202 56,022 59,920 65,513 80,762
Other construction and rehabilitation:
Pollution control and abatement ..... 3,931 2,551 2,309 5,050 4,088 2,050
Community and regional development 5,587 19,742 3,983 9,945 10,899 12,974
4,528 3,658 4,818 11,143 6,291 4,844
4,120 3,999 4,425 8,627 7,404 5,294
Subtotal, other construction and rehabilitation 18,166 29,950 15,535 34,765 28,682 25,162
Subtotal, construction and rehabilitation 71,166 135,152 71,557 94,685 94,195 105,924
Other PhySICal ASSELS .......vuurvurriireeieieereriesie et 1,565 1,572 1,615 1,861 2,258 2,416
Subtotal, major public physical iNVESTMEN? .............cveeerrimirrreneieiernene 72,731 136,724 73,172 96,546 96,453 108,340
Conduct of research and development:
Agriculture ... 324 325 320 315 432 338
185 183 224 138 135 153
Subtotal, conduct of research and development ...........ccoevereererneeniensininnns 509 508 544 453 567 491
Conduct of education and training:
Elementary, secondary, and vocational education .............cceeeerinisenreireenenns 38,131 98,638 40,202 64,514 85,104 57,385
Higher education ...........cccocveneene 337 331 1,336 520 538 463
Research and general education aids .. 744 744 763 832 991 828
Training and employment .. 3,788 3,949 3,999 4,059 3,846 4,344
Social services 10,896 11,321 11,119 11,891 11,988 11,378
404 405 403 361 577 613
2,276 2,215 2,191 2,230 2,206 2,242
Subtotal, conduct of education and training ............ccceeeeereerrinerniineerniiseiniinns 56,576 117,603 60,013 84,407 105,250 77,253
Subtotal, grants for investment 129,816 254,835 133,729 181,406 202,270 186,084
DIRECT FEDERAL PROGRAMS
Major public physical investment:
Construction and rehabilitation:
National defense:
Military construction and family hOUSING .........ccccreerrrniineneniinnssseeis 13,504 11,060 8,882 12,885 15,247 17,691
Atomic energy defense activities and other 49 79 86 69 87 63
Subtotal, national defense 13,553 11,139 8,968 12,954 15,334 17,754
Nondefense:
International affairS ..........ccoveieirieee e 869 894 752, 271 681 599
General science, space, and technology ............occveeerneeeeeinerneeinsnis 850 895 974 873 745 938
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Table 21-2. FEDERAL INVESTMENT BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS: GRANT AND DIRECT FEDERAL PROGRAMS—Continued

(In millions of dollars)

Budget Authority Outlays
Description
2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate || 2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate
Water resources projects 3,076 2,855 2,595 5,375 5179 4,083
Other natural resources and environment .. 1,234 1,136 1,053 2,118 1,438 1,346
Energy 7,178 9,212 5,034 8,521 14,957 5,983
Postal service 520 343 574 598 481 519
Transportation 221 567 178 325 710 281
Veterans hospitals and other health facilities 5,732 2,730 2,696 4,542 3,609 2,817
Administration of justice 671 646 513 1,072 949 77
GSA real property activities .... 403 330 551 3,099 2,459 1,760
Other construction 4,211 11,968 1,748 5,773 3,052 2,336
Subtotal, nondefense 24,965 31,576 16,668 32,567 34,260 21,379
Subtotal, construction and rehabilitation 38,518 42,715 25,636 45,521 49,594 39,133
Acquisition of major equipment:
National defense:
Department 0f DEENSE ........ccucuurireriireiiiieriiereere e 132,026 120,591 108,662 128,154 139,895 124,679
Atomic energy defense activities 526 574 614 470 510 546
Subtotal, national defense 132,552 121,165 109,276 128,624 140,405 125,225
Nondefense:
General science and basic reSEArCh ... 668 77 77 904 980 877
Space flight, research, and supporting activities 152 152 147 139 152 148
Postal service 306 522 1,397 573 586 912
Air transportation 3,594 4178 4,265 3,510 3,902 3,965
Water transportation (Coast Guard) 1,374 1,243 1,103 1,101 1,647 1,876
Other transportation (railroads) 1,484 1,418 1,546 1,862 1,456 1,089
Hospital and medical care for veterans 1,411 1,676 1,817, 1,099 1,481 1,533
Federal law enforcement activities 1,144 1,039 958 1,304 1,342 1,227
278 330 337 322 373 392
1,335 1,818 1,977 1,320 1,301 1,534
............................................... 3,689 3,762 4,511 4,465 4,536 4,786
Subtotal, nondefense 15,435 16,909 18,829 16,599 17,756 18,339
Subtotal, acquisition of major equIPMENt ..........ccveemrerrenrrrerneirienes 147,987 138,074 128,105 145,223 158,161 143,564
Purchase or sale of land and structures:
-9 -26 -17 -18 46 0
221 257 321 281 292 316
113 127 120 130 128 120
-451 1,809 -247) -506 -56 78
Subtotal, purchase or sale of land and structures .. -126 2,167 177 -113 410 514
Subtotal, major public physical invesStment ............ccovrninininisinenns 186,379 182,956 153,918 190,631 208,165 183,211
Conduct of research and development:
National defense:
Defense military 77,410 72,634 71,129 75,576 76,623 73,248
Atomic energy and other 3,922 4,084 4,486 4,099 4,183 4,330
Subtotal, national defeNSE ........cccvvevvecirieieeeee s 81,332 76,718 75,615 79,675 80,806 77,578
Nondefense:
International @ffairs ..........coerriririeee s 196 196 196 185 184 183
General science, space, and technology:
NASA 8,397 8,643 8,885 7,825 8,524 8,696
National Science Foundation 5,091 5,228 5,446 5,233 6,031 5,273
Department of Energy 3,899 3,839 4,010 4,042 4,012 4,069
Subtotal, general science, space, and technology 17,387 17,710 18,341 17,100 18,567 18,038
Energy 2,246 2,382 2,718 3,679 4,363 3,593
Transportation:
Department of Transportation ..o 777 779 871 766 777 709
NASA 442 473 467 498 462 467
Other transportation 24 28 20 20 18 24
Subtotal, tranSPOrtAtioN ..........cceueeererrieirreeeese e 1,243 1,280 1,358 1,284 1,257 1,200
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Table 21-2. FEDERAL INVESTMENT BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS: GRANT AND DIRECT FEDERAL PROGRAMS—Continued

(In millions of dollars)

Budget Authority Outlays
Description
2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate || 2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate | 2013 Estimate

Health:
National Institutes of Health .............ccocvveueieeiicccccscesesssssesenenns 29,773 29,913 29,919 33,249 30,591 29,617
Other NEAIN ..o 1,139 1,120 1,535 1,264 1,709 1,495
Subtotal, NEAIH ..o 30,912 31,033 31,454 34,513 32,300 31,112
AGFCURUIE ..ottt 1,592 1,550 1,558 1,618 1,813 1,690
Natural resources and €NVINMENL ............cceveverireriveriiesseeeieee e 2,197 2,115 2,158 1,862 1,930 1,940
National Institute of Standards and Technology ... 437 475 1,386 545 573 682
Hospital and medical care for veterans 1,160 1,164 1,166 1,138 1,145 1,146
All other research and development ... 1,565 1,313 1,640, 1,573 1,507 1,517
Subtotal, nondefense ..........ccoverererereriennns 58,935 59,218 61,975 63,497 63,639 61,101
Subtotal, conduct of research and development ...........cocovvvrvenereneennnnnnnne 140,267 135,936 137,590 143,172 144,445 138,679

Conduct of education and training:

Elementary, secondary, and vocational education ..............ccceeeeinisrnreineenenn. 1,343 1,398 1,228 1,516 1,827 1,606
HIGher €AUCALION ...t 5,781 19,245 16,982 1,019 13,082 16,473
Research and general eduCation @ids ............c.eeueereirireeniennenenenseeseeees 2,202 2,100 2,170 2,218 2,135 2,050
Training and employment 2,090 2,725 2,106 2,511 2,669 2,534
Health ... 1,854 1,531 1,261 1,768 1,556 1,488
Veterans education, training, and rehabilitation ... 10,825 12,574 13,090 11,112 12,571 14,211
General science and basic research ............... 929 916 1,023 891 1,065 1,108
International affairs ..... 656 620 608 671 799 674
(0101 S 888 899 775 990 1,111 969
Subtotal, conduct of education and training . 26,568 42,008 39,243 22,696 36,815 41,113
Subtotal, direct Federal investment 353,214 360,900 330,751 356,499 389,425 363,003
Total, Federal investment 483,030 615,735 464,480 537,905 591,695 549,087

PART II: FEDERALLY FINANCED CAPITAL STOCKS

Federal investment spending creates a “stock” of capi-
tal that is available for future productive use. Each year,
Federal investment outlays add to this stock of capital. At
the same time, however, wear and tear and obsolescence
reduce it. This section presents very rough measures over
time of three different kinds of capital stocks financed by
the Federal Government: public physical capital, research
and development (R&D), and education.

Federal spending for physical assets adds to the
Nation’s capital stock of tangible assets, such as roads,
buildings, and aircraft carriers. These assets deliver a
flow of services over their lifetime. The capital depreci-
ates as the asset ages, wears out, is accidentally damaged,
or becomes obsolete.

Federal spending for the conduct of R&D adds to an
“intangible” asset, the Nation’s stock of knowledge.
Spending for education adds to the stock of human capital
by providing skills that help make people more produc-
tive. Although financed by the Federal Government, R&D
or education can be carried out by Federal or State gov-
ernment laboratories, universities and other nonprofit or-
ganizations, local governments, or private industry. R&D
covers a wide range of activities, from the investigation
of subatomic particles to the exploration of new frontiers
of science; it can be “basic” research without particular

applications in mind, or it can have a highly specific prac-
tical use. Similarly, education includes a wide variety of
programs, assisting people of all ages beginning with pre-
school education and extending through graduate stud-
ies and adult education. Like physical assets, the capital
stocks of R&D and education provide services over a num-
ber of years and depreciate as they become outdated.

For this analysis, physical and R&D capital stocks are
estimated using the perpetual inventory method. Each
year’s Federal outlays are treated as gross investment,
adding to the capital stock; depreciation reduces the capi-
tal stock. Gross investment less depreciation is net in-
vestment. The estimates of the capital stock are equal to
the sum of net investment in the current and prior years.
Conversely, the year-to-year change in the capital stock
estimates is annual net investment. A limitation of the
perpetual inventory method is that the original invest-
ment spending may not accurately measure the current
value of the asset created, even after adjusting for infla-
tion, because the value of existing capital changes over
time due to changing market conditions. However, alter-
native methods for measuring asset value, such as direct
surveys of current market worth or indirect estimation
based on an expected rate of return, are especially diffi-
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cult to apply to assets that do not have a private market,
such as highways or weapons systems.

In contrast to physical and R&D stocks, the estimate
of the education stock is based on the replacement cost
method. Data on the total years of education of the U.S.
population are combined with data on the current cost
of education and the Federal share of education spend-
ing to yield the cost of replacing the Federal share of the
Nation’s stock of education.

It should be stressed that these estimates are rough ap-
proximations, and provide a basis only for making broad
generalizations. Errors may arise from uncertainty about
the useful lives and depreciation rates of different types
of assets, incomplete data for historical outlays, and im-
precision in the deflators used to express costs in constant
dollars. Details about the methods used to estimate capi-
tal stocks appeared in a methodological note in Chapter
7, “Federal Investment Spending and Capital Budgeting,”
in the Analytical Perspectives volume of the 2004 Budget.

The Stock of Physical Capital

This section presents data on stocks of physical capital
assets and estimates of the depreciation of these assets.

Trends. Table 21-3 shows the value of the net federally
financed physical capital stock since 1960, in constant fis-
cal year 2005 dollars. The total stock grew at a 2.4 per-
cent average annual rate from 1960 to 2011, with periods
of faster growth during the late 1960s, the 1980s, as well
as presently since the mid-2000s. The stock amounted
to $3,054 billion in 2011 and is estimated to increase to
$3,235 billion by 2013. In 2011, the national defense capi-

tal stock accounted for $925 billion, or 30 percent of the
total, and nondefense stocks for $2,129 billion, or 70 per-
cent of the total.

Real stocks of defense and nondefense capital show
very different trends. Nondefense stocks have grown con-
sistently since 1970, increasing from $531 billion in 1970
to $2,129 billion in 2011. With the investments proposed
in the Budget, nondefense stocks are estimated to grow to
$2.256 billion in 2013. From 1970-1979, the nondefense
capital stock grew at an average annual rate of 4.4 per-
cent. Over the 1980s, however, the growth rate slowed
to 3.0 percent annually, with growth continuing at about
that rate since then.

Real national defense stocks began in 1970 at a rela-
tively high level, and declined steadily throughout the de-
cade as depreciation from investment during the Vietnam
War exceeded new investment in military construction
and weapons procurement. Starting in the early 1980s,
a large defense buildup began to increase the stock of de-
fense capital. By 1987, the defense stock exceeded its ear-
lier Vietnam-era peak. By 1993, however, depreciation on
the increased stocks and a slower pace of defense physical
capital investment began to reduce the stock from its pre-
vious levels. The increased defense investment in the last
few years has reversed this decline, increasing the stock
from a low of $639 billion in 2001 to $979 billion in 2013.

Another trend in the Federal physical capital stocks is
the shift from direct Federal assets to grant-financed as-
sets. In 1960, 37 percent of federally financed nondefense
capital was owned by the Federal Government, and 63
percent was owned by State and local governments but
financed by Federal grants. Expansion in Federal grants

Table 21-3. NET STOCK OF FEDERALLY FINANCED PHYSICAL CAPITAL
(In billions of 2005 dollars)

Direct Federal Capital Capital Financed by Federal Grants
Fiscal Year Community
National Total Water and Natural
Total Defense |Nondefense |  Total and Power | Other Total  |Transportation | Regional |Resources | Other
Five year intervals:

890 620 270 99 62 37 171 104 31 24 12

993 602 391 128 77 51 263 185 38 26 15

1,182 651 531 152 92 60 379 269 55 31 24

1,225 554 671 173 106 67 498 330 89 49 30

1,334 476 858 200 126 74 658 396 140 91 31

1,584 580 1,004 229 140 89 775 460 169 116 30

1,904 754 1,150 265 151 114 885 537 184 131 33

1995 s 2,060 740 1,320 307 161 146 1,013 621 195 143 53
2000 ..o 2,164 643 1,522 349 165 184 1,173 720 213 152 88

Annual data

2005 ..o 2,483 695 1,788 414 173 241 1,373 860 230 160 123
2006 ..... 2,552 719 1,833 425 174 250 1,408 887 233 161 128
2007 ..... 2,629 749 1,880 435 175 260 1,444 911 239 162 133
2008 ..... 2,718 790 1,928 449 177 272 1,479 935 244 163 137
2009 ..... 2,824 839 1,986 474 180 294 1,512 960 246 163 142
2010 ..... 2,947 889 2,058 499 187 312 1,559 990 250 166 153
2011 3,054 925 2,129 523 193 329 1,606 1,017 254 169 165
2012 est. .. 3,156 960 2,196 547 203 344 1,649 1,047 259 171 173
2013 €St oo 3,235 979 2,256 558 207 351 1,698 1,085 264 171 177
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Table 21-4. NET STOCK OF FEDERALLY FINANCED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT '
(In billions of 2005 dollars)

National Defense Nondefense Total Federal
Fiscal Year Reomeh Feoieth Reomeh
Basic and Basic and Basic and
Total Research  [Development Total Research |Development Total Research  [Development
Five year intervals:

294 18 276 242 75 166 535 93 443

311 23 288 296 109 186 607 133 474

315 28 287 350 148 202 665 176 489

362 34 328 382 196 186 743 230 513

454 41 413 431 258 173 884 298 586

476 48 428 519 331 188 995 379 616

484 55 429 611 414 197 1,095 469 626

543 63 480 747 531 217 1,291 594 697

561 64 496 773 554 219 1,334 618 716

579 66 513 798 577 221 1,377 642 734

594 67 527 822 600 223 1,416 667 749

605 69 536 851 626 226 1,456 694 762

615 70 545 883 652 232 1,499 722 777

2011 s 623 72 551 913 677 236 1,536 749 787
2012 85t oo e 631 74 557 941 702 239 1,572 775 796
2013 St oo 634 75 559 966 725 241 1,600 800 800

T Excludes stock of physical capital for research and development, which is included in Table 21-3.

for highways and other State and local capital, coupled
with slower growth in direct Federal investment for wa-
ter resources, for example, shifted the composition of the
stock substantially. In 2011, 25 percent of the federal-
ly financed nondefense stock was owned by the Federal
Government and 75 percent by State and local govern-
ments.

The growth in the stock of physical capital financed by
grants has come in several areas. The growth in the stock
for transportation is largely grants for highways, includ-
ing the Interstate Highway System. The growth in com-
munity and regional development stocks occurred largely
following the enactment of the Community Development
Block Grant in the early 1970s. The value of this capital
stock has grown only slowly in the past few years. The
growth in the natural resources area occurred primarily
because of construction grants for water infrastructure
projects. The value of the stock of grants for physical
capital that are federally financed has increased by over
twofold since the mid-1980s.

The Stock of Research and Development Capital

This section presents data on the stock of research and
development (R&D) capital, taking into account adjust-
ments for its depreciation.

Trends. As shown in Table 21-4, the R&D capital stock
financed by Federal outlays is estimated to be $1,536 bil-
lion in 2011 in constant 2005 dollars. Roughly half is the
stock of basic research knowledge; the remainder is the
stock of applied research and development.

The nondefense stock accounted for about three-
fifths of the total federally financed R&D stock in 2011.
Although investment in defense R&D has exceeded that
of nondefense R&D in nearly every year since 1981, the
nondefense R&D stock is actually the larger of the two,
because of the different emphasis on basic research and
applied research and development. Defense R&D spend-
ing is heavily concentrated in applied research and devel-
opment, which depreciates much more quickly than basic
research. The stock of applied research and development
is assumed to depreciate at a ten percent geometric rate,
while basic research is assumed not to depreciate at all.

The defense R&D stock rose slowly during the 1970s, as
gross outlays for R&D trended down in constant dollars
and the stock created in the 1960s depreciated. Increased
defense R&D spending from 1980 through 1990 led to a
more rapid growth of the R&D stock. Subsequently, real
defense R&D outlays tapered off, depreciation grew, and,
as a result, the real net defense R&D stock stabilized at
around $475 billion. Renewed spending for defense R&D
in recent years has begun to increase the stock, and it is
projected to increase to $634 billion in 2013.

The growth of the nondefense R&D stock slowed from
the 1970s to the 1980s, from an annual rate of 3.4 percent
in the 1970s to a rate of 1.9 percent in the 1980s. Gross
investment in real terms fell during the early 1980s, and
about three-fourths of new outlays went to replacing de-
preciated R&D. Since 1988, however, nondefense R&D
outlays have been on an upward trend while depreciation
has edged down. As a result, the net nondefense R&D
capital stock has grown more rapidly.
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The Stock of Education Capital

This section presents estimates of the stock of educa-
tion capital financed by the Federal Government.

As shown in Table 21-5, the federally financed educa-
tion stock is estimated at $2,051 billion in 2011 in constant
2005 dollars. The vast majority of the Nation’s education
stock is financed by State and local governments, and by
students and their families themselves. This federally fi-

nanced portion of the stock represents about 3.5 percent
of the Nation’s total education stock. About three-quar-
ters is for elementary and secondary education, while the
remainder is for higher education.

The federally financed education stock has grown
steadily in the last few decades, with an average annual
growth rate of 5.1 percent from 1970 to 2011. The expan-
sion of the education stock is projected to continue under
this budget, with the stock rising to $2,275 billion in 2013.

Table 21-5. NET STOCK OF FEDERALLY FINANCED EDUCATION CAPITAL
(In billions of 2005 dollars)

Total Elementary
Fiscal Year Education and Secondary Higher
Stock Education Education
Five year intervals:
81 58 22
116 84 32
266 209 57
397 321 76
548 431 118
656 493 163
833 620 213
997 727 269
1,286 937 349
1,543 1,126 416
1,637 1,179 458
1,736 1,250 486
1,842 1,332 509
1,901 1,397 504
1,964 1,465 499
2,051 1,533 518
2012 €St e 2,172 1,630 542
2013 €St v 2,275 1,709 566







22. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

The President is focused on expanding near-term eco-
nomic growth and job creation, while at the same time
strengthening our economy for long-term resilience and
prosperity. In order to be globally competitive in the 21st
Century and to create an economy that is built to last, we
must not only put this Nation on a sustainable fiscal path,
as this Budget does, but we must also create an environ-
ment where invention, innovation, and industry can flour-
ish. That starts with continuing investment in the basic
research, science, and technology from which new prod-
ucts, new businesses, and even new industries are formed.
Scientific discovery, technological breakthroughs, and in-
novation are major engines for expanding the frontiers
of human knowledge and are indispensable for promot-
ing sustainable economic growth, moving toward a clean
energy future, improving the health of the population,
addressing global climate change challenges, managing
competing demands on the environment, and safeguard-
ing our national security.

The President’s 2013 Budget provides $141 billion
for Federal research and development (R&D), including
the conduct of R&D and investments in R&D facilities
and equipment. Even in the current highly constrained
budget environment, the Administration continues to
champion R&D, providing a 1 percent funding increase
over 2012 levels for all R&D, and an increase of 5 per-
cent for non-defense R&D. This investment reinforces
the Administration’s commitment to science, technology,

and innovation that will help the country make progress
toward increasing U.S. productivity and competitiveness,
and underpin the industries and jobs of the future. In
conjunction with this investment, the 2013 Budget’s pro-
posed expanded, simplified, and permanent extension of
the Research and Experimentation tax credit will spur
private investment in R&D by providing certainty that
the credit will be available for the duration of the R&D
investment.

The 2013 Budget continues to strengthen U.S. inter-
national leadership by investing in the 21st century’s
high-tech knowledge-based economy, including advanced
manufacturing that will enable us to lead the world in
clean energy, agriculture, and healthcare while protect-
ing the environment for future generations. The Budget
will help ensure that the U.S. continues its long-standing
and overwhelming leadership in public and private sector
R&D and maintains the high quality of our R&D institu-
tions and entrepreneurial nature of our R&D enterprise.

As required by the America COMPETES Act of 2007,
the Budget’s priorities generally align with the con-
clusions of the report from the National Science and
Technology Summit held in August 2008. In January 2011,
the President signed into law the America COMPETES
Reauthorization Act of 2010, reauthorizing various pro-
grams intended to strengthen research and education in
the U.S. related to science, technology, engineering, and
mathematics.

I. PRIORITIES FOR FEDERAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT'!

The Budget provides support for a wide spectrum of re-
search and development, including multidisciplinary re-
search and promising exploratory and high-risk research
proposals that could fundamentally improve our under-
standing of nature, revolutionize fields of science, and
lead to radically new technologies. The Budget will fund
key programs to improve our productivity and to create
new technologies that can meet our Nation’s needs better,
cheaper, and with fewer environmental consequences.

Promoting Sustainable Economic
Growth and Job Creation

The Administration recognizes the Government’s role
in fostering scientific and technological breakthroughs,
and has committed significant resources to ensure
America leads the world in the innovations of the future.
The Budget provides $64 billion for basic and applied re-

I Note that some numbers in the text include non-R&D activities
and thus will be different from the R&D numbers reflected in Table
22-1.

search, targeting 3 percent growth over the 2012 levels
because such research is a reliable source of new knowl-
edge to drive job creation and lasting economic growth.
The President’s 2013 Budget maintains his commit-
ment to double Federal investment in key basic research
agencies: the National Science Foundation (NSF), the
Department of Energy (DOE) Office of Science, and the lab-
oratories of the Department of Commerce (DOC) National
Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), as called
for in the America COMPETES Act of 2010. The Budget
proposes $13.1 billion in 2013 for these three agencies, an
increase of $0.6 billion (4.4 percent) over 2012 funding.
Priorities for 2013 include: core research programs, sus-
tainability, and wireless communications at NSF; basic
energy sciences, frontier research activities, and innova-
tive materials at DOE; and advanced manufacturing and
cybersecurity at NIST. Many of the basic research efforts
at these agencies contribute to Administration priorities
in advanced manufacturing, clean energy, global climate
change, and math and science education.
Private sector R&D investments remain essential to
foster innovation as they provide a much wider range of
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technology options than the Government alone can pro-
vide and play a critical role in translating scientific dis-
coveries into commercially successful, innovative prod-
ucts and services. In order to provide businesses with
greater confidence to invest, innovate, and grow, the
Budget proposes to simplify and expand the Research and
Experimentation tax credit, and make it permanent.

Moving Toward a Clean Energy Future

The Administration intends for the United States to
lead the world in research, development, demonstration,
and deployment of clean-energy technology to reduce de-
pendence on oil and other energy imports and to mitigate
the impact of climate change while creating high-pay-
ing, high-skilled clean energy jobs and new businesses.
The Budget reflects the Administration’s comprehensive
strategy on clean energy, which starts with basic and ap-
plied research to address some of the fundamental un-
knowns to advancing clean energy technologies, such as
developing advanced light-weight, ultra-strong materials;
followed by research and development to create clean en-
ergy products, like solar panels, batteries and electric ve-
hicles, wind turbines, and modular nuclear reactors; and
then providing appropriate assistance to American entre-
preneurs to commercialize the technologies that will lead
the world in new clean energy technology.

We will dedicate nearly $6.7 billion to clean energy
research, development, demonstration, and deployment
government-wide to accelerate the transition to a low-
carbon economy and position the United States as the
world leader in clean energy technology. This increase of
about $760 million is 13 percent above the 2012 enacted
level. The Department of Energy will invest an additional
$580 million, or 13 percent above 2012 levels, to advance
the state of the art in clean energy technologies such as
industrial and building energy efficiency, next generation
biofuels, and renewable electricity generation from solar,
wind, and geothermal resources.

Specifically, the 2013 Budget provides a total of $1.2
billion for energy efficiency activities at the Department
of Energy, including initiatives to improve the energy pro-
ductivity of our industries, vehicles, and buildings, with
a focus on improving clean-vehicle technologies and ad-
vanced manufacturing materials and processes. It sus-
tains crucial support for renewable electricity research,
development, and demonstration (RD&D) activities, in-
cluding: $310 million for the SunShot Initiative to make
solar energy cost-competitive without subsidies across
the nation by the end of the decade; $95 million for wind
energy, including off-shore wind technologies; and $65
million for geothermal energy and enhanced geothermal
systems. It also includes $770 million to support nucle-
ar energy, including research and development in areas
of fuel cycle and reactor technologies, and $276 million
for an R&D portfolio of carbon capture and storage tech-
nologies and advanced coal-fueled power systems that
reduce the carbon emission intensity of fossil fuel-based
power systems. The Budget includes funding to maintain
and expand new models of energy research pioneered

in the last several years, including $350 million for the
Advanced Research Projects Agency-Energy (ARPA-E),
a program that seeks to fund transformational energy
R&D. The Budget also proposes $292 million in the U.S.
Department of Agriculture and $493 million at the U.S.
Department of Energy for bioenergy RD&D including de-
velopment of next-generation biofuels like cellulosic and
algae-based biofuels that displace oil consumption and
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Defeating Dangerous Diseases and
Achieving Better Health Outcomes

The Administration is committed to funding Federal
R&D investments in biomedical and health research and
supporting policies to improve health. The 2013 Budget
strongly supports research that has the potential to accel-
erate the pace of discovery in the life sciences, especially
imaging, bioinformatics, and high-throughput biology,
that also has the potential to support the bioeconomy of
the future.

The 2013 Budget proposes $30.7 billion for the National
Institutes of Health (NIH) to support high-quality, innova-
tive biomedical research both on-campus and at research
institutions across the country. Through implementa-
tion of the National Center for Advancing Translational
Sciences and the Cures Acceleration Network, NIH will
increase its focus on bridging the translational divide be-
tween basic science and therapeutic applications. To get
the most from these investments, NIH will increase its
focus on reducing barriers along the path to clinical tri-
als, which will facilitate the development of new thera-
peutics to treat diseases and disorders that affect millions
of Americans. NIH will implement new grants manage-
ment policies to increase the number of new research
grants awarded and continue focusing resources on new
investigators.

The Budget includes approximately $312 million in
mandatory R&D funding for the independent Patient-
Centered Outcomes Research Institute (PCORI) to con-
duct clinical comparative effectiveness research, as au-
thorized by the Affordable Care Act. PCORI and the
Department of Health and Human Services receive fund-
ing from the Patient-Centered Outcomes Research Trust
Fund, which will begin to receive increased collections in
2013.

The Budget also proposes more than $1 billion for
medical and prosthetic research across the Department
of Veterans Affairs.

Understanding Global Climate
Change and Its Impacts

The U.S. Global Change Research Program (USGCRP)
integrates Federal research and solutions for climate and
global change. Within coordinated USGCRP interagency
investments under a new strategic plan, the 2013 Budget
supports an integrated and continuing National Climate
Assessment of climate change science, impacts, vulner-
abilities, and response strategies. The 2013 Budget pro-
vides $2.6 billion for USGCRP programs.
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Stewardship of Natural Resources

Sustainable stewardship of natural resources re-
quires strong investments in research and development
in the natural sciences. The 2013 Budget provides $2.6
billion in R&D funding for environmental stewardship
at the Department of the Interior (DOI), Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), and Department
of Agriculture (USDA). Highlights include new spending
and coordination between DOE, EPA, and the DOI’'s U.S.
Geological Survey to understand and address potential im-
pacts of natural gas development using hydraulic fractur-
ing which, with appropriate safeguards, can provide an im-
portant domestic supply of energy and stimulate economic
development. The Budget provides strong support for
R&D related to the management of ecosystems, invasive
species, public lands, and water. The Budget also provides
strong scientific support for the National Ocean Policy with
investments in marine sensor technology, oceanographic
observations, expanded fisheries science and stock assess-
ments, and understanding coastal issues such as harmful
algal blooms and rising sea levels. The Budget strength-
ens investments in the safety and security of the Nation
through research and development related to hazards such
as earthquakes, floods, and extreme weather. USDA direct
spending for environmental R&D supports improvements
in water quantity and quality, sustainable agricultural pro-
duction, and climate change adaptation.

Science and Technology for Security

Federal R&D investments in security assure that we
have the technologies needed to protect our troops, citi-
zens, and National interests against current and emerg-
ing threats, including technologies needed to verify arms
control and nonproliferation agreements essential to our
security and to the security of cyberspace. R&D invest-
ments made in the 2013 Budget for Security focus on
those areas deemed to have the greatest payoff for warf-
ighting success in the future. The 2013 Budget provides
$71 billion for Department of Defense (DOD) R&D, in-
cluding construction of military R&D facilities, a decrease
of $1.5 billion from the 2012 enacted level, mostly due to
reductions in development activities as programs mature
and transition to production.

The 2013 Budget sustains DOD’s critical role in fos-
tering technological advances in support of U.S. military
forces with $2.8 billion for the Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency (DARPA) for its support of longer-term
breakthrough research.

The Budget proposes $6.6 billion for DOD basic and
applied research divided among the military services,
DARPA and other DOD agencies. In this way, the Budget
maintains scientific and technological preeminence for
our Armed Forces.

The Budget invests in the technological capabilities
necessary to monitor nuclear nonproliferation compliance
and to prevent weapons of mass destruction from entering
the country. The Budget proposes $548 million for DOE’s
nonproliferation and verification R&D portfolio.

The Budget increases investments to develop state-
of-the-art technologies and solutions for Federal, State,
and local homeland security operators. The Budget pro-
poses $831 million to restore funding to Department
of Homeland Security R&D programs that protect the
Nation’s people and critical infrastructure from chemical,
biological, and cyber attacks.

Responding to the President’s Council of Advisors on
Science and Technology (PCAST) 2011 report, “Ensuring
American Leadership in Advanced Manufacturing”, the
2013 Budget invests in DOD capabilities which control
weapon system costs and ensure that the defense in-
dustrial base is innovative and responsive to warfighter
needs.

Strengthening Key Cross-cutting Areas

In order to address these priorities effectively, the
Administration recognizes the need to strengthen key
cross-cutting areas.

Science, technology, engineering, and mathemat-
ics (STEM) education: Students need to master sci-
ence, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM)
in order to thrive in the 21st Century economy. Steadily,
we have seen other nations eclipse ours in preparing their
children in these critical fields. That is why the President
is committed to strengthening STEM education, from el-
ementary school to post-graduate education to lifelong
learning. Over the past year, the National Science and
Technology Council’s (NSTC) new Committee on STEM
Education (CoSTEM) has conducted a comprehensive in-
ventory of Federal STEM education programs as the foun-
dation for a forthcoming 5-year Federal STEM Education
Strategic Plan. The 2013 Budget invests $3.0 billion in
STEM education programs throughout the Federal gov-
ernment.

The Budget emphasizes support for researchers at
the beginning of their careers to sustain and expand the
Nation’s scientific and technical workforce, including $243
million for NSF’s Graduate Research Fellowship Program
to support 4,900 fellows in 2013.

The Budget also proposes significant investments
in STEM education at the Department of Education.
Through the reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, the Administration is seeking
to create the Effective Teaching and Learning: STEM pro-
gram, which would support State and local efforts to imple-
ment a comprehensive strategy for the provision of high-
quality STEM instruction to students from pre-K-12. In
conjunction with its investment in the Effective Teaching
and Learning: STEM program, the Budget dedicates an
additional $30 million to the Fund for the Improvement of
Education for an evidence-based mathematics initiative
to be jointly administered with a comparable $30 million
effort at NSF. The Budget also invests $80 million in the
Department of Education for preparing 100,000 effective
STEM teachers over the next decade, as announced in the
2011 State of the Union address and reserves a portion of
funds within the Investing in Innovation program to sup-
port the Advanced Research Projects Agency-Education
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(ARPA-ED) to promote breakthrough innovations in edu-
cational technologies.

Advanced Manufacturing: In June 2011, the
President launched the Advanced Manufacturing
Partnership (AMP), a national effort that brings togeth-
er industry, universities and the Federal government to
invest in emerging technologies that will create high-
quality manufacturing jobs and enhance our global com-
petitiveness. The 2013 Budget provides $2.2 billion for
Federal advanced manufacturing R&D at NSF, DOD,
DOE, DOC, and other agencies. For example, the Budget
provides DOE with $290 million to expand R&D on inno-
vative manufacturing processes and advanced industrial
materials that will enable U.S. companies to cut the costs
of manufacturing by using less energy, while improv-
ing quality and accelerating product development. The
Administration also provides additional funding at DOC
NIST to enhance the competitiveness of U.S. manufac-
turing by promoting development of new manufacturing
technologies with broad applications. In addition, as part
of the broader effort, the Budget invests in the National
Robotics Initiative (NRI) to develop robots that work with
or beside people to extend or augment human capabili-
ties because, in addition to having applications in space,
biology, and security, robots have the potential to increase
the productivity of workers in the manufacturing sector.
Another important component of the advanced manufac-
turing R&D agenda is the Materials Genome Initiative:
in the same way that the Human Genome Project acceler-
ated a range of biological sciences by identifying and deci-
phering human genetic code, this initiative will speed our
understanding of the fundamentals of materials science,
providing a wealth of practical information that entrepre-
neurs and innovators will be able to use to develop new
products and processes for U.S. firms.

Aerospace capabilities: The Budget provides
$17.7 billion for the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA) to support NASA’s efforts to drive
innovation through the aerospace sector by increasing
funding for space technology programs that will enhance

our capabilities in space. Such capabilities are essential
for communications, geopositioning, intelligence gather-
ing, Earth observation, and national defense. As part of
these efforts, NASA will embark on technology develop-
ment and test programs aimed at increasing these capa-
bilities and reducing the cost of NASA, other government,
and U.S. commercial space activities. NASA will also sup-
port innovative fundamental research and systems-level
applications to reduce fuel needs, noise, and emissions of
aircraft. Within NASA, the Budget provides $1.8 billion
for Earth Science to sustain progress toward important
satellite missions and research to advance climate sci-
ence and to sustain vital space-based Earth observations.
The Budget also provides $1.8 billion for NOAA to fund
development of the next generation of polar-orbiting and
geostationary satellite systems, as well as satellite-borne
measurements of sea level and potentially damaging so-
lar storms, which are critical to weather forecasting and
climate monitoring.

Infrastructure: The Administration places a high
priority on improving and protecting our information,
communication, and transportation infrastructure, which
is essential to our commerce, science, and security alike.
As part of the National Wireless Initiative included in the
American Jobs Act, NIST will create a Wireless Innovation
(WIN) Fund to help develop cutting-edge wireless tech-
nologies for public safety users. The WIN Fund will pro-
vide up to $300 million from spectrum auction proceeds
to help industry and public safety organizations conduct
research and develop new standards, technologies and
applications to advance public safety communications in
support of the initiative’s efforts to build an interoperable
nationwide broadband network for first responders.

As part of the Administration’s surface transportation
reauthorization, the Budget provides additional funding
within the Department of Transportation (DOT) for high-
way research, technology deployment, and vehicle safe-
ty activities aimed at addressing current and emerging
needs facing our nation’s transportation system.

II. FEDERAL R&D DATA

R&D is the collection of efforts directed toward gaining
greater knowledge or understanding and applying knowl-
edge toward the production of useful materials, devices,
and methods. R&D investments can be characterized
as basic research, applied research, development, R&D
equipment, or R&D facilities. The Office of Management
and Budget has used those or similar categories in its col-
lection of R&D data since 1949.

Federal R&D Funding

More than 20 Federal agencies fund R&D in the United
States. The nature of the R&D that these agencies fund
depends on the mission of each agency and on the role
of R&D in accomplishing it. Table 22—1 shows agency-by-
agency spending on basic and applied research, develop-
ment, and R&D equipment and facilities.

Basic research is systematic study directed toward
a fuller knowledge or understanding of the fundamen-
tal aspects of phenomena and of observable facts with-
out specific applications towards processes or products
in mind. Basic research, however, may include activities
with broad applications in mind.

Applied research is systematic study to gain knowl-
edge or understanding necessary to determine the means
by which a recognized and specific need may be met.

Development is systematic application of knowledge
or understanding, directed toward the production of use-
ful materials, devices, and systems or methods, including
design, development, and improvement of prototypes and
new processes to meet specific requirements.

Research and development equipment includes ac-
quisition or design and production of movable equipment,
such as spectrometers, research satellites, detectors, and
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other instruments. At a minimum, this category should
include programs devoted to the purchase or construction
of R&D equipment.

Research and development facilities include the
acquisition, design, and construction of, or major repairs
or alterations to, all physical facilities for use in R&D ac-

tivities. Facilities include land, buildings, and fixed capi-
tal equipment, regardless of whether the facilities are to
be used by the Government or by a private organization,
and regardless of where title to the property may rest.
This category includes such fixed facilities as reactors,
wind tunnels, and particle accelerators.

III. MULTI-AGENCY R&D ACTIVITIES

Many research investments into the most promising
areas for future industry and job creation are being ad-
dressed through multi-agency research activities coor-
dinated through the National Science and Technology
Council (NSTC) and other interagency forums. Most of
these challenges simply cannot be addressed effectively
by a single agency. Moreover, innovation often arises from
combining the tools, techniques, and insights from mul-
tiple agencies. Details of three such interagency efforts
—networking and information technology R&D, nanotech-
nology R&D, and climate change R&D — are described be-
low.

Networking and Information Technology R&D:
The multi-agency Networking and Information Technology
Research and Development (NITRD) Program provides
strategic planning for and coordination of agency re-
search efforts in cyber security, high-end computing sys-
tems, advanced networking, software development, high-
confidence systems, health IT, wireless spectrum sharing,
cloud computing, and other information technologies.

The 2013 Budget includes a focus on research to im-
prove our ability to derive value and scientific inferences
from unprecedented quantities of data, and continues to
emphasize foundations for assured computing and secure
hardware, software, and network design and engineering
to address the goal of making Internet communications
more secure and reliable. Budget information for NI'TRD
is available at www.nitrd.gov.

Nanotechnology R&D: To accelerate nanotechnol-
ogy development in support of the President’s priorities
and innovation strategy, the National Nanotechnology
Initiative (NNI) member agencies focus on R&D of mate-
rials, devices, and systems that exploit the unique physi-
cal, chemical, and biological properties that emerge in
materials at the nanoscale (approximately 1 to 100 nano-
meters). Participating agencies continue to support fun-
damental research for nanotechnology-based innovation,
technology transfer, and nanomanufacturing through in-
dividual investigator awards; multidisciplinary centers
of excellence; education and training; and infrastructure

and standards development, including openly-accessible
user facilities and networks. Furthermore, agencies have
identified and are pursuing Nanotechnology Signature
Initiatives in the national priority areas of nanomanu-
facturing, solar energy, and nanoelectronics through close
alignment of existing and planned research programs,
public-private partnerships, and research roadmaps (for
details see nano.gov/initiatives / government/ signature).

The NNI agencies are guided by two strategic docu-
ments developed by the Nanoscale Science, Engineering,
and Technology Subcommittee of the National Science
and Technology Council. The 2011 NNI Strategic Plan
aligns nanoscale science and technology research with
the NNT’s four goals and includes specific, measurable ob-
jectives for each goal (nano.gov/node/581). The 2011 NNI
Environmental, Health, and Safety Research Strategy
(nano.gov/node/681) delineates a research and imple-
mentation framework that will produce the information
necessary to protect public health and the environment,
foster product development and commercialization, and
consider the ethical, legal, and societal issues associat-
ed with technology development. Budget information is
available at nano.gov.

Climate Change R&D: The US. Global Change
Research Program (USGCRP) integrates and coordinates
Federal research and applications to assist the nation and
the world to understand, assess, predict, and respond to
human-induced and natural processes of global change.
The 2013 Budget supports the goals set forth in the pro-
gram’s new decadal strategic plan, which include: advance
scientific knowledge of the integrated natural and human
components of the Earth system; provide the scientific ba-
sis to inform and enable timely decisions on adaptation
and mitigation; build sustained assessment capacity that
improves the United States’ ability to understand, antici-
pate, and respond to global change impacts and vulner-
abilities; and advance communications and education to
broaden public understanding of global change. Reports
and general information about the USGCRP are available
on the program’s website, www.globalchange.gov.


www.nitrd.gov
nano.gov/initiatives/government/signature
nano.gov/node
nano.gov/node
nano.gov
www.globalchange.gov
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Table 22-1. FEDERAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT SPENDING
(Budget authority, dollar amounts in millions)
Percent
Dollar Change: (Change: 2013 to
2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate |2013 Proposed | 2013 to 2012 2012
By Agency

DEIBNSE .ottt bbb bbb 77,500 72,739 71,204 -1,535 -2%
Health and Human Services 31,186 31,153 31,400 247 1%
10,673 11,019 11,903 884 8%
9,099 9,399 9,602 203 2%
5,486 5,680 5,904 224 4%
1,275 1,258 2,573 1,315 105%
Agriculture 2,135 2,331 2,297 -34 -1%
Veterans Affairs 1,160 1,164 1,166 2 0%
Transportation 953 944 1,076 132 14%
Interior 757 796 854 58 7%
Homeland Security 664 577 729 152 26%
Environmental Protection Agency 584 568 580 12 2%
Education ... 362 392 398 6 2%
Patient-Centered Outcomes Research Trust Fund 40 120 312 192 160%
Smithsonian Institution .. 259 243 243 0 0%
581 486 579 93 19%
TOTAL 142,714 138,869 140,820 1,951 1%
1,877 2,111 2,116 5 0%
16,013 16,051 16,010 41 -0%
3,979 3,918 4,096 178 5%
1,197 1,342 1,379 37 3%
National Science Foundation . 4,636 4778 4,987 209 4%
COMMEICE .o 154 166 193 27 16%
Agriculture ..... 933 929 904 -25 -3%
Veterans Affairs 438 444 446 2 0%
U4 010 172 0] 3 O OO PP PP I
Interior 49 56 61 5 9%
Homeland Security 97 7 113 42 59%
Environmental Protection Agency 90 85 86 1 1%
Education 6 6 6 0 0%
Patient-Centered Outcomes Research Trust FUNG ........cccovvvvivicisisisieisisisisieveivsisssseseinnies | vevena] || vl e
201 202 207 5 2%
27 19 23 4 21%
SUBTOTAL 29,697 30,178 30,627 449 1%

Applied Research
Defense 4,328 4737 4,477 -260 -5%
15,066 14,919 15,192 273 2%
3,575 3,857 4152 295 8%
2,343 2,799 2,842 43 2%
455 450 459 9 2%
742 785 1,478 693 88%
Agriculture 1,174 1,143 1,127 -16 -1%
Veterans Affairs 628 630 630 0 0%
Transportation 701 673 821 148 22%
Interior 626 621 669 48 8%
Homeland Security 154 116 176 60 52%
Environmental Protection Agency . 407 398 407 9 2%
Education ........ccoeevvvrereeienesenenennns 221 228 233 5 2%
Patient-Centered Outcomes Research Trust Fund 40 120 312 192 160%
Smithsonian INSHIULION ..........ccceviviiieiccece e sesseineninenes | ||| e
ORI .ottt bbb 373 307 394 87 28%
SUBTOTAL 30,833 31,783 33,369 1,586 5%




22. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

371

Table 22-1. FEDERAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT SPENDING—Continued
(Budget authority, dollar amounts in millions)
Percent
Dollar Change: (Change: 2013 to
2011 Actual | 2012 Estimate |2013 Proposed | 2013 to 2012 2012
Development

DBIBNSE ... 71,205 65,786 64,536 -1,250 2%
Health and Human Services 20 20 20 0 0%
2,361 2,387 2,855 468 20%
5,299 4,975 5,131 156 3%
125 98 270 172 176%
Agriculture 177 167 174 7 4%
Veterans Affairs 94 90 90 0 0%
Transportation 228 246 234 -12 -5%
Interior 80 116 121 5 4%
Homeland Security 261 199 299 100 50%
Environmental Protection Agency 87 85 87 2 2%
Education .......ccovvenininininn. 135 158 159 1 1%
Patient-Centered Outcomes Research Trust FUND ......cccocovvinsiniinnvesisssissneissseeies | || e e
SMithsONiaN INSHUION .......vvueeecieiree e | ||| ] s
174 156 162 6 4%
SUBTOTAL 80,246 74,483 74,138 -345 -0%

Facilities and Equipment
DBIBNSE ..ot 90 105 79 -26 -25%
87 163 178 15 9%
ENergy ..o 758 857 800 -57 7%
NASA ..o 260 283 250 -33 -12%
National Science Foundation . 395 452 458 6 1%
COMMENCE ..o 254 209 632 423 202%
Agriculture ..... -149 92 92 0 0%
VEtErans AffaIrS ........cvieieiieiieireineeeie sttt || || el s
Transportation 24 25 21 -4 -16%
Interior 2 3 3 0 0%
Homeland Security 152 191 141 -50 -26%
Environmental ProteCtion AQENCY .......ccoveriniineininennesensssssissssssssssssssssssnsssssssnsnsees || || el e
EUCAHION ..ot ||| | el e
58 41 36 -5 -12%
7 4 -4 -100%
SUBTOTAL 1,938 2,425 2,690 265 11%







23. CREDIT AND INSURANCE

The Federal Government offers direct loans and loan
guarantees to support a wide range of activities includ-
ing home ownership, education, small business, farm-
ing, energy, infrastructure investment, and exports. Also,
Government-Sponsored Enterprises (GSEs) operate un-
der Federal charters for the purpose of enhancing credit
availability for targeted sectors. Through its insurance
programs, the Federal Government insures deposits at
depository institutions, guarantees private defined-bene-
fit pensions, and insures against some other risks such
as flood and terrorism. Over the last few years, many of
these programs have been playing more active roles to
address financing difficulties triggered by the recent fi-
nancial crisis.

This chapter discusses the roles of these diverse pro-
grams:

e The first section emphasizes the roles of Federal

credit and insurance programs in addressing mar-

ket imperfections that may prevent the private mar-
ket from efficiently providing credit and insurance.

e The second section discusses individual credit pro-
grams and the GSEs. Credit programs are broadly
classified into five categories: housing, education,
small business and farming, energy and infrastruc-
ture, and international lending.

e The third section reviews Federal deposit insurance,
pension guarantees, disaster insurance, and insur-
ance against terrorism and other security-related
risks.

e The last section is devoted to some special issues
that merit more attention and analyses. The focus
this year is on issues surrounding “fair value” cost
estimates for Federal credit programs. The discus-
sion of fair value is followed by a brief discussion of
public-private partnership.

I. THE FEDERAL ROLE

Credit and insurance markets sometimes fail to func-
tion smoothly due to market imperfections. Relevant mar-
ket imperfections include information failures, monitoring
problems, limited ability to secure resources, insufficient
competition, externalities, and financial market instabil-
ity. Federal credit and insurance programs may improve
economic efficiency if they effectively fill the gaps created
by market imperfections. But the presence of a market
imperfection does not mean that Government interven-
tion will always be effective. To be effective, a credit or
insurance program should be carefully designed to reduce
inefficiencies in the targeted area without disturbing ef-
ficiently functioning areas.

Information Failures. When lenders have insuffi-
cient information about borrowers, they may fail to eval-
uate the creditworthiness of borrowers accurately. As a
result, some creditworthy borrowers may fail to obtain
credit at a reasonable interest rate, while some high-risk
borrowers obtain credit at an attractive interest rate.
The problem becomes more serious when borrowers are
much better informed about their own creditworthiness
than lenders (asymmetric information). With asymmetric
information, raising the interest rate can disproportion-
ately draw high-risk borrowers who care less about the
interest rate (adverse selection). Thus, if adverse selec-
tion is likely for a borrower group, lenders may limit the
amount of credit to the group instead of raising the inter-
est rate or even exclude the group all together. In this sit-
uation, many creditworthy borrowers may fail to obtain
credit even at a high interest rate. Ways to deal with this
problem in the private sector include equity financing and
pledging collateral. Federal credit programs play a crucial

role for those populations that are vulnerable to this in-
formation failure and do not have effective means to deal
with it. Start-up businesses lacking a credit history, for
example, are vulnerable to the information failure, but
most of them do not have access to equity financing or suf-
ficient collateral. Another example is students who have
little income, little credit experience, and no collateral to
pledge. Without Federal credit assistance, many in these
groups may be unable to pursue their goals. In addition,
a moderate subsidy provided by the Government can al-
leviate adverse selection by attracting more low-risk bor-
rowers, although an excessive subsidy can cause economic
inefficiency by attracting many borrowers with unworthy
projects.

Monitoring Needs. Monitoring is a critical part of
credit and insurance businesses. Once the price (the in-
terest rate or the insurance premium) is set, borrowers
and policyholders may have incentives to engage in risky
activities. Insured banks, for example, might take more
risk to earn a higher return. Although private lenders
and insurers can deter risk-taking through covenants, re-
pricing, and cancellation, Government regulation and su-
pervision can be more effective in some cases, especially
where covering a large portion of the target population is
important. For a complex business like banking, close ex-
amination may be necessary to deter risk-taking. Without
legal authority, close examination may be impractical.
When it is difficult to prevent risk-taking, private insurers
may turn down many applicants and often cancel policies,
which is socially undesirable in some cases. To the extent
possible, bank failures should be prevented because they
can disrupt the financial market. If private-sector pen-
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sions were unprotected, many retirees could experience
financial hardships and strain other social safety nets.

Limited Ability to Secure Resources. The ability of
private entities to absorb losses is more limited than that
of the Federal Government. For some events potentially
involving a very large loss concentrated in a short time
period, therefore, Government insurance can be more re-
liable. Such events include large bank failures and some
natural and man-made disasters that can threaten the
solvency of private insurers. In addition, some lenders
may have limited funding sources. Small local banks, for
example, may have to rely largely on local deposits.

Insufficient Competition. Competition can be insuf-
ficient in some markets because of barriers to entry or
economies of scale. Insufficient competition may result in
unduly high prices of credit and insurance in those mar-
kets.

Externalities. Decisions at the individual level are
not socially optimal when individuals do not capture the
full benefit (positive externalities) or bear the full cost
(negative externalities) of their activities. Education, for
example, generates positive externalities because the
general public benefits from the high productivity and

good citizenship of a well-educated person. Pollution, in
contrast, is a negative externality, from which other peo-
ple suffer. Without Government intervention, people will
engage less than the socially optimal level in activities
that generate positive externalities and more in activities
that generate negative externalities.

Financial Market Instability. Another rationale
for Federal intervention is to prevent instability in the
financial market. Without deposit insurance, for example,
the financial market would be much less stable. When an
economic shock impairs the financial structure of many
banks, depositors may find it difficult to distinguish be-
tween solvent banks and insolvent ones. In this situation,
a large number of bank failures might prompt depositors
to withdraw deposits from all banks (bank runs). Bank
runs would make bank failures contagious and harm the
entire economy. Deposit insurance is critical in prevent-
ing bank runs.

Reducing Inequality and Increasing Access. In
addition to correcting market failures, Federal credit
programs are often used to provide subsidies that reduce
inequalities or extend opportunities to disadvantaged re-
gions or segments of the population.

II. CREDIT IN VARIOUS SECTORS

Housing Credit Programs and GSEs

Through housing credit programs, the Federal
Government promotes homeownership and housing
among various target groups, including low-income peo-
ple, veterans, and rural residents. Recently, the target
market served has expanded dramatically due to the fi-
nancial crisis.

During the Great Depression, a typical mortgage re-
quired a down-payment of around 50 percent and a bal-
loon payment of principal within a few years. Limitations
in financial and communication technologies and restric-
tions on financial institutions made it difficult for surplus
funds in one part of the country to be shifted to other parts
of the country to finance residential housing. Starting in
1932, the Congress responded by creating a series of enti-
ties and programs that together promoted the develop-
ment of long-term, amortizing mortgages and facilitated
the movement of capital to support housing finance.

A key element of this response was the creation of the
Federal Housing Administration (FHA) in 1934. Another
element was the establishment of several entities de-
signed to develop secondary mortgage markets and to
facilitate the movement of capital into housing finance.
These entities were chartered by the Congress with pub-
lic missions and endowed with certain benefits that gave
them competitive advantages when compared with fully
private companies.

The consequences of inflated house prices and loose
mortgage underwriting during the housing bubble that
peaked in 2007 are perilous conditions for many American
homeowners. As broader economic conditions soured and
home prices declined, millions of families have been fore-

closed upon, millions more find themselves owing more on
their homes than their homes are worth, and many com-
munities have been destabilized. To make matters more
difficult, private capital had all but disappeared from the
market. Without the unprecedented Federal support pro-
vided to the housing market over the last four years, the
situation would be far more problematic.

Federal Housing Administration

The Federal Housing Administration (FHA) guaran-
tees mortgage loans to provide access to homeownership
for people who may have difficulty obtaining a conven-
tional mortgage. FHA has been a primary facilitator of
mortgage credit for first-time and minority buyers, a pio-
neer of products such as the 30-year self-amortizing mort-
gage, and a vehicle to enhance credit for many moderate
and low-income households. It continues to have an im-
portant place in the mortgage market, but its roles, and
hence its risks, also continue to shift.

FHA and the Mortgage Market

In the early 2000s, FHA’s market presence diminished
greatly as low interest rates increased the affordability
of mortgage financing and more borrowers used emerg-
ing non-prime mortgage products, including subprime
and Alt-A mortgages. Many of these products had exotic
and risky features such as low “teaser rates” offered for
periods as short as the first two years of the mortgage,
high loan-to-value ratios (with some mortgages exceeding
the value of the house), and interest-only loans requiring
full payoff at a set future date. The Alt-A mortgage made
credit easily available by waiving documentation of in-
come or assets. This competition eroded the market share
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of FHA’s single-family loans, reducing it from 9 percent in
2000 to less than 2 percent in 2005.

Starting at the end of 2007 and continuing through
the present day, the availability of FHA and Government
National Mortgage Association (which supports the sec-
ondary market for federally-insured housing loans by
guaranteeing securities backed by such mortgages) credit
guarantees has been an important factor countering the
tightening of the private credit markets. With fewer con-
ventional options, borrowers and lenders have flocked to
FHA mortgages that have the advantages of being widely
understood in the mortgage market, and offering ready
access to the secondary markets. The annual volume of
FHA’s single-family mortgages soared from $52 billion in
2006 to $330 billion in 2009.

FHA’s presence has supported the home purchase mar-
ket and enabled many existing homeowners to re-finance
at today’s lower rates. If not for such re-financing options,
many homeowners would face higher risk of foreclosure
due to the less favorable terms of their current mortgages.

While the provision of FHA insurance is serving a
valuable role in addressing the needs of the present, the
potential return of conventional finance to the mortgage
market—with appropriate safeguards for consumers and
investors including proper assessment and disclosure of
risk—would broaden both the options available to bor-
rowers and the sources of capital to fund those options.
The Administration supports a greater role for non-feder-
ally-assisted mortgage credit, while recognizing that FHA
will continue to play an important role in the mortgage
market going forward.

Following its peak in 2009, FHA’s new origination loan
volume declined in 2011 to $218 billion. There is also evi-
dence that FHA’s market footprint is contracting. FHA’s
share of new home purchase loans declined to 24 percent
in the first half of 2011, after peaking at 30 percent in
2009. Part of this decline is likely due to the increased
price of FHA insurance, as discussed in detail below.

FHA’s Budget Costs

Throughout the recent period of stress in the mortgage
market and into the Budget’s projections for 2013, FHA,
like all other mortgage market participants, has faced sig-
nificant financial risk and incurred large costs associated
with defaults on loans made prior to the housing bubble’s
burst. Since 1992, the net cost of FHA Mutual Mortgage
Insurance (MMI) Fund insurance (comprised of nearly
all FHA single-family mortgages and, beginning with
2008 originations, Home Equity Conversion Mortgages)
has been reestimated and increased by a total of $49.1
billion excluding interest, with $20.0 billion of that reesti-
mate occurring in the last three years.

FHA’s budget estimates are volatile and prone to fore-
cast error because default claim rates are sensitive to eco-
nomic developments which are hard to predict. Insurance
premium revenues are spread thinly but universally over
pools of policyholders, making those inflows generally
stable and easy to predict with low error. Mortgage in-
surance costs, however, are concentrated in the small mi-
nority of borrowers who default and become claims, with

the average per claim cost much larger than the average
premium income. Therefore, if claims change by even a
small fraction of borrowers (e.g., 1 percent), net insurance
costs will move by a multiple of that change. For other
forms of insurance, such as life and health, these changes
tend to gradually occur over time, allowing actuaries to
anticipate the effects and modify risk and pricing models
accordingly. The history of FHA, however, has been spot-
ted with rapid, unanticipated changes in claim costs and
recoveries. FHA is vulnerable to “Black Swans,” outlier
events that are difficult to predict and have deep effect.
For FHA, these include the collapse of house prices na-
tionwide and the emergence of lending practices with very
high claim rates, such as the now illegal seller-financed,
down-payment mortgage. These amplify otherwise nor-
mal estimation errors, contributing to large reestimates.

One of the major benefits of an FHA-insured mortgage
is that it provides a homeownership option for borrow-
ers who make only a modest down-payment, but show
that they are creditworthy and have sufficient income to
afford the house they want to buy. In 2010, 68 percent
of new FHA loans were financed with less than five per-
cent down. The disadvantage to these low, down-payment
mortgages is that they have little in the way of an equity
cushion should house prices decline. When house price de-
clines or stagnation combines with household income loss,
limited equity makes mortgage claims more likely, as the
market price for a home may not be sufficient to pay off
the debt.

FHA has safeguards (such as requiring documented
income) to protect it from the worst credit-risk exposure,
such as that experienced in the private sector subprime
and Alt-A markets. All parties with credit-risk, however,
have been significantly hurt by house price depreciation
and the prospect of continued weakness in the near-term.
FHA’s exposure is more limited than many other mort-
gage market participants, however, due to a relatively
lower number of mortgages in higher cost markets and a
low volume of originations until 2008.

Combining all these factors, FHA recorded a reestimate
excluding interest of $6.6 billion in 2012 in the expected
costs of its outstanding loan portfolio of the MMI Fund.
Under the provisions of the Federal Credit Reform Act,
these subsidy reestimate costs are recorded as mandatory
outlays in the year the reestimates are performed and will
increase the 2012 budget deficit. According to its annual
actuarial analysis, FHA has been below the target mini-
mum capital ratio of 2 percent since 2009. As the housing
market recovers, the actuarial review projects that the
ratio will again exceed 2 percent by 2015. However, it is
important to note that a low capital ratio does not threat-
en FHA’s operations, either for its existing portfolio or for
new books of business. Unlike private lenders, the guar-
antee on FHA and other Federal loans is backed by the
full faith and credit of the Federal Government and is not
dependent on capital reserves to honor its commitments.
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Policy Responses to Enhance FHA’s Risk
Management and Capital Reserve

Since 2008, FHA has increased insurance premiums
and tightened underwriting criteria to reduce risk, bol-
ster its capital resources, and encourage the re-entry of
private finance into the mortgage market. These steps re-
sult from analyzing: 1) the ongoing broader housing mar-
ket stabilization and recovery; 2) the credit risk of spe-
cific targeted populations; and 3) FHA MMI Fund capital
reserves. This approach balances the goal of rebuilding
FHA’s capital reserves quickly against the risks of com-
promising FHA’s mission and overcorrecting during this
critical time in the housing market recovery.

To increase FHA’s capital resources and to encour-
age the return of large-scale private mortgage financing,
there have been four premium increases since 2008. Later
this year, FHA will implement another increase of 0.1
percentage points in annual premiums. For a typical bor-
rower, the cumulative increases since 2008 are roughly
equivalent to an increase in annual premiums of 0.65 per-
centage points. While this is a significant increase, its im-
pact on the housing market should be modest. With high
housing affordability resulting from low interest rates
and decreased house prices, the main obstacle to housing
market recovery is not high financing costs but limited
credit availability.

To increase FHA support of credit while the housing
market is troubled, several temporary higher loan limits
have been enacted since 2008. These limits cap the size of
FHA mortgages at the lesser of $729,750 or 125 percent of
area median house price while the permanent limits are
the lesser of $625,500 or 115 percent of area median price.
The temporary limits expire at the end of 2013. Similar
temporary loan limits for Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac
expired at the end of September 2011. As a result, FHA
faces less competition for eligible mortgages between
$625,500 and $729,750, the “jumbo” mortgages. FHA has
increased insurance premiums in part to encourage the
return of private financing to the mortgage markets. To
further this objective and provide balance against FHA’s
advantage in jumbos, FHA will increase the annual pre-
miums for jumbos by 0.25 percentage points in addition to
the 0.10 percentage point increase for all FHA single-fam-
ily mortgages that was enacted at the end of December in
the Temporary Payroll Tax Cut Continuation Act of 2011.

In 2010, FHA implemented new loan-to-value (LTV)
and credit score requirements. FHA’'S minimum credit
score was raised to 580 for borrowers making low down-
payments of less than 10 percent (loan-to-value ratios
above 90 percent). Other borrowers, having the security of
possessing a high amount of home equity relative to low
down-payment borrowers, are eligible for FHA assistance
with a credit score as low as 500. FHA also is reducing
allowable seller concessions from 6 percent to 3 percent
or $6,000, whichever is higher. This will conform closer
to industry standards and reduce potential house price
over-valuation.

In addition to the single-family mortgage insurance
provided through the MMI program, FHA’s General

Insurance and Special Risk Insurance (GISRI) loan guar-
antee programs facilitate the construction, rehabilitation,
or refinancing of tens of thousands of apartments and
hospital beds in multifamily housing and healthcare fa-
cilities each year. Annual loan volumes in these programs
have exploded over the last several years, from less than
$5 billion in 2008 to more than $17 billion in 2011 as al-
ternatives to FHA financing have all but disappeared for
many properties due to general stress in financial mar-
kets. However, this new countercyclical demand is con-
centrated in “market rate” housing properties and large
hospital loans rather than FHA’s traditional business of
affordable housing properties receiving other forms of
Federal assistance. FHA has struggled to keep up with
demand and currently has an application backlog of $9
billion. In order to improve targeting in these demand-
driven programs and reduce the administrative burden
and processing delays caused by the current influx of de-
mand, beginning in 2013, FHA will selectively increase
annual premiums on market rate housing loans as well as
healthcare and hospital facilities. The premium increases
will range from 0.05 percentage points to 0.20 percent-
age points. Properties that provide affordable housing for
low-income families and receive HUD rental assistance or
low-income housing tax credits will be exempted. These
modest premium increases will generate additional re-
ceipts and will help level the playing field with private
mortgage credit for these projects.

VA Housing Program

The Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) assists vet-
erans, members of the Selected Reserve, and active duty
personnel in purchasing homes as recognition of their ser-
vice to the Nation. The housing program substitutes the
Federal guarantee for the borrower’s down-payment, mak-
ing the lending terms more favorable than loans without
a VA guarantee. VA provided 129,479 zero down-payment
loans in 2011. The number of loans VA guaranteed re-
mained at a high level in 2011, as the tightened credit
markets continued to make the VA housing program more
attractive to eligible homebuyers. Additionally, the con-
tinued historically low interest rate environment of 2011
allowed 89,563 Veteran borrowers to lower the interest
rate on their home mortgages. VA provided $72 billion in
guarantees to assist 343,556 borrowers in 2011, compared
with $63 billion and 303,701 borrowers in 2010.

VA also assists borrowers through joint servicing ef-
forts with VA-guaranteed loan servicers via home reten-
tion options and alternatives to foreclosure. VA intervenes
when needed to help veterans and service members avoid
foreclosure through the acquired loan program, loan mod-
ifications, and assistance to complete a short sale or deed-
in-lieu of foreclosure. These joint efforts helped resolve
over 83 percent of defaulted VA-guaranteed loans in 2011.

Rural Housing Service

The Rural Housing Service (RHS) at the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA) offers direct and guar-
anteed loans to help very-low to moderate income rural
residents buy and maintain adequate, affordable housing.
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RHS housing loans and loan guarantees differ from other
Federal housing loan programs in that they are means-
tested, making them more accessible to low-income, rural
residents.

The 2013 Budget continues to reflect a re-focusing of
USDA single family housing assistance programs to im-
prove effectiveness by providing single family housing
assistance primarily through loan guarantees. Within its
$24 billion loan level, the Budget expects to provide at
least $5 billion in loans for low income rural borrowers,
which will provide 37,000 new homeownership opportu-
nities to that income group. Overall, the program could
potentially provide 179,000 new homeownership opportu-
nities to low to moderate income rural residents in 2013.

For the single family housing guarantees, the Budget
assumes a fee structure similar to that introduced in
2012, which is consistent with HUD’s FHA guaranteed
loan program. The maximum up-front fee on loans will
be 2 percent, with an annual fee of 0.4 percent. This fee
structure serves to reduce the overall subsidy cost of the
loans without adding significant burden to the borrowers,
given that the up-front fee may be financed and repaid
over a long period, and that the annual fee will only be a
nominal amount added to the borrower’s payment each
month.

For USDA’s single family housing direct loan program,
the Budget provides a reduced loan level of $653 million
for 2013. The reduced level represents a minimum level
to allow targeted support for teachers in rural areas and
beneficiaries of the mutual self-help housing program
along with other very-low and low income individuals in
rural areas still needing mortgage credit assistance de-
spite historically low interest rates.

For USDA’s multifamily housing portfolio, the Budget
focuses primarily on portfolio management. The Budget
fully funds this rehabilitation effort by providing $34 mil-
lion for the multifamily housing revitalization activities,
which include loan modifications, grants, zero percent
loans, and soft second loans. These activities allow bor-
rowers to restructure their debt so that they can effective-
ly rehabilitate properties within the portfolio in order for
them to continue to supply decent, safe, affordable hous-
ing to the low and very-low income population in rural
America. In addition, rental assistance grants, which are
vital to the proper underwriting of the multifamily hous-
ing direct loan portfolio, are funded at $907 million, which
is sufficient to renew outstanding contracts. The Budget
also authorizes $150 million in guaranteed multifamily
housing loans and $18 million in budget authority for the
Farm Labor Housing grants and loans program. The com-
bined 2013 Budget request in the rural development mul-
tifamily housing portfolio reflects the Administration’s
support for the poorest rural tenant population base.

Government-Sponsored Enterprises
in the Housing Market

The Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) System, cre-
ated in 1932, is comprised of twelve individual banks
with shared liabilities. Together they lend money to fi-
nancial institutions — mainly banks and thrifts — that are

involved in mortgage financing to varying degrees, and
they also finance some mortgages using their own funds.
Recent financial market conditions have led to strong net
interest income for the FHLBSs, but several banks have
experienced significant losses on their investments in
private-label mortgage-backed securities. These securi-
ties constitute 4 percent of their total portfolio. Strict col-
lateral requirements, superior lien priority, and joint debt
issuances backed by the entire system have helped the
FHLBs remain solvent and stronger regulatory oversight
has led to growth in FHLB system-wide capital from just
above the regulatory ratio of 4 percent in 2008 to almost
7 percent in 2011.

The Federal National Mortgage Association, or Fannie
Mae, created in 1938, and the Federal Home Loan
Mortgage Corporation, or Freddie Mac, created in 1970,
were established to support the stability and liquidity of a
secondary market for residential mortgage loans. Fannie
Mae’s and Freddie Mac’s public missions were later broad-
ened to promote affordable housing.

Together these three GSEs currently are involved, in
one form or another, with approximately half of the $11
trillion residential mortgages outstanding in the U.S. to-
day. Their share of outstanding residential mortgage debt
peaked at 55 percent in 2003. Subsequently, originations
of subprime and non-traditional mortgages led to a surge
of private-label Mortgage-Backed Securities (MBS), re-
ducing the three GSEs’ market share to a low of 47 per-
cent in 2006. Recent disruptions in the financial market,
however, have led to a resurgence of their market share.
The combined market share of the three GSEs was 51
percent as of September 30, 2011, a two percentage point
decline from the previous year largely attributable to re-
ductions in the retained investment portfolios of Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac.

The growing stress and losses in the mortgage markets
over the last four years seriously eroded the capital of
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, and responsive legislation
enacted in July 2008 strengthened GSE regulation and
provided the Treasury Department with authorities to
bolster the GSEs’ financial condition. In September 2008,
reacting to growing GSE losses and uncertainty that
threatened to paralyze the mortgage markets, the Federal
Housing Finance Agency put Fannie Mae and Freddie
Mac under Federal conservatorship, and Treasury began
to exercise its authorities to provide assistance to stabi-
lize the GSEs. The Budget continues to reflect the GSEs
as non-budgetary entities in keeping with their tempo-
rary status in conservatorship. However, all of the cur-
rent Federal assistance being provided to Fannie Mae
and Freddie Mac, including capital provided by Treasury
through the Senior Preferred Stock Purchase Agreements
(PSPA), is shown on-budget, and discussed below.

Mission

The mission of the housing GSEs is to support certain
aspects of the U.S. mortgage market. The mission of the
FHLB System is broadly defined as promoting housing
finance, and the System also has specific requirements
to support affordable housing. Its principal business re-
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mains lending (secured by mortgages and financed by
System debt issuances) to regulated depository institu-
tions and insurance companies engaged in residential
mortgage finance.

Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac’s mission is to provide
liquidity and stability to the secondary mortgage market
and to promote affordable housing. Currently, they en-
gage in two major lines of business.

1. Credit Guarantee Business — Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac guarantee the timely payment of prin-
cipal and interest on mortgage-backed securities
(MBS). They create MBS by pooling mortgages ac-
quired through either purchase from or swap ar-
rangements with mortgage originators. Over time
these MBS held by the public have averaged about
one-quarter of the U.S. mortgage market, and as of
November 30, 2011 they totaled $3.8 trillion.

2. Mortgage Investment Business — Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac manage retained mortgage portfolios
composed of their own MBS, MBS issued by others,
and individual mortgages. The GSEs finance the
purchase of these portfolio assets through debt is-
sued in the credit markets. As of November 30, 2011,
these retained mortgages, financed largely by GSE
debt, totaled $1.4 trillion. As a term of their PSPA
with Treasury, the combined investment portfolios
of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac were limited to no
more than $1.8 trillion as of December 31, 2009, and
will decline by 10 percent each year. The effective
limitation as of December 31, 2011 is $1.46 trillion.

As of November 30, 2011, the combined debt and guar-
anteed MBS of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac totaled $5.3
trillion. Historically, investors in GSE debt have included
thousands of banks, institutional investors such as insur-
ance companies, pension funds, foreign governments and
millions of individuals through mutual funds and 401k
investments.

Regulatory Reform

The 2008 Housing and Economic Recovery Act (HERA)
reformed and strengthened the GSEs’ safety and soundness
regulator by creating the Federal Housing Finance Agency
(FHFA), a new independent regulator for Fannie Mae,
Freddie Mac, and the Federal Home Loan Banks. The FHFA
authorities consolidate and expand upon the regulatory and
supervisory roles of what were previously three distinct reg-
ulatory bodies: the Federal Housing Finance Board as the
FHLB’s overseer; the Office of Federal Housing Enterprise
Oversight as the safety and soundness regulator of the other
GSEs; and HUD as their public mission overseer. FHFA was
given substantial authority and discretion to influence the
size and composition of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac invest-
ment portfolios through the establishment of housing goals,
through monitoring GSE compliance with those goals, and
through capital requirements.

FHFA is required to issue housing goals for each of the
regulated enterprises, including the FHLBs, with respect

to single family and multi-family mortgages and has the
authority to require a corrective “housing plan” if an en-
terprise does not meet its goals and statutory reporting
requirements, and in some instances impose civil money
penalties. In August of 2009, FHFA promulgated a final
rule adjusting the overall 2009 housing goals downward
based on a finding that current market conditions have
reduced the share of loans that qualify under the goals.
However, HERA mandated dramatic revisions to the
housing goals, which were implemented the following
year. The revised goals for 2010 and 2011, promulgated
by FHFA on September 14, 2010, provide for a retrospec-
tive and market based analysis of the GSEs contributions
toward the goals by expressing the goals as a share of the
GSEs total portfolio purchase activity. The revised goals
for Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac comprise four single-
family goals and one multifamily special affordability
goal.

The expanded authorities of FHFA also include the
ability to place any of the regulated enterprises into con-
servatorship or receivership based on a finding of under-
capitalization or a number of other factors.

Conservatorship

On September 6, 2008, FHFA placed Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac into conservatorship. This action was tak-
en in response to the GSEs’ declining capital adequacy
and to support the safety and soundness of the GSEs and
their role in the secondary mortgage market. HERA pro-
vides that as conservator FHFA may take any action that
is necessary to return Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac to
a sound and solvent condition and to preserve and con-
serve the assets of each firm. As conservator, FHFA has
assumed the powers of the Board and shareholders at
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. FHFA has appointed new
Directors and CEOs that are responsible for the day-to-
day operations of the two firms. While in conservatorship,
FHFA expects Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac to continue
to fulfill their core statutory purposes, including their
support for affordable housing discussed above.

Department of Treasury GSE Support
Programs under HERA

On September 7, 2008, the U.S. Treasury launched
three new programs to provide temporary financial sup-
port to the GSEs under the temporary authority provid-
ed in HERA. These authorities expired on December 31,
2009.

1. PSPA with Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac

Treasury has entered into agreements with Fannie Mae
and Freddie Mac to make investments in senior preferred
stock in each GSE in order to ensure that each company
maintains a positive net worth. In exchange for the sub-
stantial funding commitment, the Treasury received $1
billion in preferred stock for each GSE and warrants to
purchase up to a 79.9 percent share of common stock at a
nominal price. The initial agreements were for up to $100
billion in each of these GSEs. On February 18, 2009, Trea-
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sury announced that the funding commitments for these
agreements would be increased to $200 billion each. On
December 24, 2009, Treasury announced that the funding
commitments in the purchase agreements would be modi-
fied to the greater of $200 billion or $200 billion plus cumu-
lative net worth deficits experienced during 2010-2012, less
any surplus remaining as of December 31, 2012. In total, as
of December 31, 2011, $182.7 billion has been invested in
the GSEs, and the redemption face value of GSE preferred
stock held by Treasury has increased accordingly. Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac must pay quarterly dividends to
Treasury based on the redemption value of Treasury’s se-
nior preferred stock; $36.3 billion in dividends have been
paid as of December 31, 2011. The Budget assumes that
Treasury will make cumulative investments in Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac of $221 billion from 2009 through
2013 and receive dividends of $73 billion over the same
period. Starting in 2013, the Budget forecasts that Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac will have sufficient earnings to pay
part but not all of the scheduled dividend payments. The
Budget assumes additional net dividend receipts of $121
billion from 2014-2022. The cumulative cost of the PSPA
agreements from the first PSPA purchase through 2022 is
estimated to be $28 billion.

2. GSE MBS Purchase Programs

Treasury initiated a temporary program to purchase
MBS issued by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, which carry
the GSEs’ standard guarantee against default. The pur-
pose of the program was to promote liquidity in the mort-
gage market and, thereby, affordable homeownership by
stabilizing the interest rate spreads between mortgage
rates and Treasuries. Treasury purchased $226 billion in
MBS from September 2008 to December 31, 2009, when
the statutory authority for this program expired. In
March of 2011, Treasury announced that it would begin
selling off up to $10 billion of its MBS holdings per month,
subject to market conditions. As a result of these sales
and regular borrower repayments, Treasury’s MBS hold-
ings declined to $31 billion as of December 31, 2011.

3. GSE Credit Facility

Treasury promulgated the terms of a temporary se-
cured credit facility available to Fannie Mae, Freddie
Mac, and the Federal Home Loan Banks. The facility was
intended to serve as an ultimate liquidity backstop to
the GSEs if necessary. No loans were needed or issued
through December 31, 2009, when Treasury’s HERA pur-
chase authority expired.

4. State Housing Finance Agency Programs

In December 2009, Treasury initiated two additional
purchase programs under HERA authority to support
state and local Housing Financing Agencies (HFAs). Un-
der the New Issue Bond Program (NIBP) Treasury pur-
chased $15.3 billion in securities of Fannie Mae and Fred-
die Mac to be comprised of new HFA housing issuances.

The Temporary Credit and Liquidity Program (TCLP)
provides HFAs with credit and liquidity facilities support-
ing up to $8.2 billion in existing HFA bonds. Treasury’s
statutory authority to enter new obligations for these
programs expired on December 31, 2009. Historically,
HFAs have funded their activities by issuing tax-exempt
mortgage revenue bonds (MRBs), keeping the associated
mortgage collateral produced on HFA balance sheets. The
bond performance of HFAs has generally been strong.
However, due to the uncertainties and strain throughout
the housing sector and the widening of spreads in the
tax-exempt market, HFAs have experienced challenges in
issuing new bonds to fund new mortgage lending. They
have also faced difficulties in renewing required liquidity
facilities on non-punitive terms. In November 2011, Trea-
sury announced a one year extension of the contractual
deadline for HFAs to use existing NIBP funds to Decem-
ber 31, 2012.

Federal Reserve Agency Mortgage-
Backed Securities and Direct GSE
Obligation Purchase Programs

On November 25, 2008, the Federal Reserve Board
announced new programs to purchase agency MBS, in-
cluding Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, and Ginnie Mae issu-
ances, and direct debt obligations of the GSEs (including
the FHLBs). In total, the Federal Reserve purchased $1.1
trillion in GSE MBS and $172 billion in GSE debt. The
purchase programs were wound down in March 2010 and
are widely credited with pushing down mortgage interest
rates. Mortgage rates have remained very low by histori-
cal standards and according to the Freddie Mac Primary
Mortgage Market Survey (PMMS) reached an all-time
low of 3.88 percent for the average 30-year fixed-rate the
week ending January 20, 2012.

Recent GSE Role in Administration Initiatives
to Relieve the Foreclosure Crisis

While under conservatorship, Fannie Mae and Freddie
Mac have continued to play a leading role in Government
and market initiatives to prevent homeowners who can no
longer afford to make their mortgage payments from los-
ing their homes. In November, 2008 the mortgage indus-
try's HOPE NOW Alliance announced the Streamlined
Modification Program (SMP). The SMP established indus-
try standards for voluntary mortgage modifications to as-
sist distressed borrowers by reducing their monthly mort-
gage payments to no more than 38 percent of a borrower’s
gross monthly income. However, only a small number of
modifications were initiated under the SMP program. The
limited success of the SMP program was due in part to
securitization agreement restrictions on mortgage ser-
vicers regarding permissible modifications, put in place
to protect investors. These restrictions included requiring
a finding of imminent default, or a demonstration that
the net present value to the investor would be maximized,
before a loan can be modified.

In March 2009, the Administration announced its
Making Home Affordable (MHA) program, which includes
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the Home Affordable Modification Program (HAMP), and
the Home Affordable Refinance Program (HARP).

Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac are participating in the
HAMP both for mortgages they own or guarantee and as
the Treasury Department’s contractual financial agents.
Under HAMP, investors, lenders, servicers, and borrowers
receive incentive payments from Treasury’s TARP fund
for actions taken to reduce the monthly mortgage pay-
ment for troubled borrowers to 31 percent of their gross
income, fixed for 5 years, establishing a new standard
for mortgage modification affordability. As of November
30, 2011, more than 1.75 million trial modifications have
been initiated, resulting in nearly 910,000 permanent
mortgage modifications.

Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac are also integral to HARP.
Under the program, borrowers with a mortgage that is
owned by Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac may be eligible to
refinance their mortgage to take advantage of the current
low interest rate environment regardless of the their cur-
rent loan-to-value (LTV) ratio. Prior to HARP, the LTV
limit of 80 percent for conforming purchase mortgages
without a credit enhancement such as private mortgage
insurance also applied to refinancing of mortgages owned
by the GSEs. Borrowers whose home values had dropped
such that their LTVs had increased above 80 percent
could not take advantage of the refinance opportunity.
On October 24, 2011, FHFA announced that the HARP
program would be extended through 2013 and enhanced
by lowering the fees charged by Fannie Mae and Freddie
Mac, streamlining the application process, and removing
the previous LTV cap of 125 percent. (See Chapter 4 for
more information).

The Administration is also working with FHFA to de-
velop pilot programs that will convert foreclosed homes
into rental properties. These real estate owned (REO)
to rental property conversion programs will both in-
crease rental housing opportunities and support home
prices by reducing the supply of foreclosed homes on
the market.

Risks that GSEs Face

Like other financial institutions, the GSEs face a full
range of risks, including market risk, credit risk, and op-
erational risk. The housing market downturn in the last
four years has significantly increased the credit risk for
mortgage delinquencies and defaults faced by Fannie Mae
and Freddie Mac, which poses systemic risk. Systemic
risk is the risk that liquidity or solvency problems at a
financial institution or group of institutions could lead to
problems more widely in the financial system or economy
— the risk that a small problem could multiply to a point
where it could jeopardize the country’s economic well-be-
ing. Before conservatorship, the failure of Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac posed a significant systemic risk because of
their size, high leverage, and the critical role of mortgage
financing in the economy. However, this risk has been
substantially reduced as a result of the additional risk
capital provided to them through the Senior Preferred
Stock Purchase Agreements with the U.S. Department of
Treasury.

Future of the GSEs

In February 2011 the Administration transmitted a
white paper to Congress that outlined a commitment to
wind down the GSEs, facilitate the return of private cap-
ital to the housing market, and work with Congress to
reform the larger housing finance system. The paper out-
lined three broad options for a future system of housing
finance ranging from a mostly private mortgage market,
with the Government role limited to FHA and other exist-
ing programs, to a system with explicit Government guar-
antees for the majority of the secondary mortgage mar-
ket. In addition to reforming the housing finance system,
the white paper stated continued support for a dedicated
budget-neutral mechanism to fund affordable housing
programs, similar to the Housing Trust Fund enacted in
the Housing and Economic Recovery Act of 2008, which
would have been funded by assessments on the GSEs but
has not been capitalized due to their conservatorship. The
white paper also identified mechanisms to wind down
the GSEs, including reducing the conforming loan limits,
shrinking the GSE investment portfolios, and increasing
pricing for GSE guarantees.

While the Administration and Congress continue to
evaluate long-term housing finance reform, meaningful
steps have already been taken to reduce the role of the
GSEs. As proposed in the 2012 Budget, the temporary
GSE conforming loan limits of up to $729,750 were al-
lowed to expire on September 30, 2011, and the allowable
investment portfolios of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac will
continue to be reduced by 10 percent each year, according
to the terms of Treasury’s PSPA agreements with the en-
terprises. Recent legislation will also increase the guaran-
tee fees charged by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, thereby
enhancing the price-competitiveness of non-GSE mort-
gages. The Temporary Payroll Tax Cut Continuation Act
of 2011 signed into law on December 23, 2011, requires
that the GSEs increase their fees by an average of at least
0.10 percentage points above the average guarantee fee
imposed in 2011. FHFA announced on December 29, 2011,
that the fee increase would be implemented no later than
April 1, 2012. Revenues generated by these fee increases
will be remitted directly to the Treasury for deficit reduc-
tion, and the Budget estimates resulting deficit reduc-
tions of $37 billion from 2012 through 2022.

Education Credit Programs

Historically, the Department of Education (ED) helped
finance student loans through two major programs: the
Federal Family Education Loan (FFEL) program and
the William D. Ford Federal Direct Student Loan (Direct
Loan) program. In March 2010, President Obama signed
the Student Aid and Fiscal Responsibility Act (SAFRA)
into law which ended the FFEL program and used the
$67 billion in savings estimated by CBO to increase Pell
Grants, provide more beneficial student loan repayment
terms, and create a new program supporting community
colleges and job training run by the Department of Labor.
On July 1, 2010, ED became the sole originator of Federal



23. CREDIT AND INSURANCE

381

student loans through the Direct Loan program, and de-
spite the significant challenge of transitioning, ED made
all loans on time and without disruption.

The Direct Loan program was authorized by the
Student Loan Reform Act of 1993. Under the Direct Loan
program, the Federal Government provides loan capital
directly to over 5,500 domestic and foreign schools, which
then disburse loan funds to students. Loans are available
to students regardless of income. However, borrowers
with low family incomes are eligible for loans with more
generous terms. For those loans, the Federal Government
provides a variety of subsidies including paying interest
while undergraduate borrowers are in school, and during
certain deferment periods.

The program offers a variety of flexible repayment
plans including income-based repayment, under which
annual repayment amounts vary based on the income of
the borrower and payments can be made over 25 years
with any residual balances forgiven. In October 2011, the
Administration announced an initiative that would ac-
celerate these benefits for current college students and
borrowers. Under the plan, students pay no more than 10
percent of their discretionary income for their monthly
student loan payments, starting in 2012, instead of 2014,
as current law allows. Additionally, an estimated 5.8 mil-
lion students and recent college graduates will be able to
consolidate their loans and reduce their interest rates.

As part of the Administration’s broader focus on edu-
cating a globally competitive workforce while also put-
ting the Nation on a sustainable fiscal path, the 2013
President’s Budget makes several significant proposals
on Federal student loans:

o FExtend the 3.4 percent interest rate on subsidized
Stafford loans for one year. The Administration is
proposing to hold the subsidized Stafford student
loan interest rate flat at 3.4 percent for new loans
issued to undergraduates between July 1, 2012 and
June 30, 2013, rather than letting the rate return to
6.8 percent, as provided for in current law.

o Reform and Expand the Perkins Loan Program. This
proposal, similar to the 2012 Budget proposal, would
create an expanded, modernized Perkins Loan pro-
gram providing $8.5 billion in new loan volume
annually. Instead of being serviced by the colleges,
loans would be serviced by the Department of Edu-
cation along with other Federal loans. The savings
from this proposal would be re-appropriated to the
Pell Grant program.

o Eliminate the in-school interest subsidy for subsi-
dized Stafford loans after 150 percent of normal
program length. Students who do not complete their
program within 150 percent of the prescribed com-
pletion time would see interest on their loans start
to accrue while they are in school. The savings from
this proposal would be re-appropriated to the Pell
Grant program.

e Reducing payments to guaranty agencies in the
FFEL program. This proposal would eliminate cer-
tain payments to guaranty agencies that “rehabili-

tate” defaulted student loans, and bring the fees
they earn in line with those associated with other
debt collection measures. The guaranty agencies
would bear the cost of this reform; affected borrow-
ers would actually experience a modest reduction
in the debt they owe under this policy. The savings
from this proposal would be re-appropriated to the
Pell Grant program.

o Eliminate the TEACH program. The 2013 Budget,
similarly to the 2012 Budget, would eliminate this
program and replace with a new Presidential Teach-
ing Fellows program.

Small Business and Farm Credit
Programs and GSEs

The Government offers direct loans and loan guaran-
tees to small businesses and farmers, who may have diffi-
culty obtaining credit elsewhere. It also provides guaran-
tees of debt issued by certain investment funds that invest
in small businesses. Two GSEs, the Farm Credit System
and the Federal Agricultural Mortgage Corporation, in-
crease liquidity in the agricultural lending market.

Loans to Small Businesses

The President has said small businesses are “the en-
gine of job growth in America,” and his 2013 Budget re-
flects his commitment to creating a climate where innova-
tion and entrepreneurship can thrive. The Small Business
Administration (SBA) helps entrepreneurs start, sustain,
and grow small businesses. As a “gap lender,” SBA works
to supplement market lending and provide access to
credit where private lenders are reluctant to do so with-
out a Government guarantee. SBA also helps home- and
business-owners, as well as renters, cover the uninsured
costs of recovery from disasters through its direct loan
program. At the end of calendar year 2011, SBA’s out-
standing balance of direct and guaranteed loans totaled
approximately $93 billion.

The 2013 Budget requests $352 million in credit subsi-
dy costs and $145 million in administrative funds for SBA
to support more than $25 billion in financing for small
businesses. The 7(a) General Business Loan program will
support $16 billion in guaranteed loans that will help
small businesses operate and expand. This includes an es-
timated $14 billion in term loans and $2 billion in revolv-
ing lines of credit; the latter are expected to support $46
billion in total credit assistance through draws and repay-
ments over the life of the guarantee. The 504 Certified
Development Company (CDC) program will support $6
billion in guaranteed loans for fixed-asset financing. SBA
will supplement the capital of SBICs with up to $4 billion
in long-term, guaranteed loans to support SBIC financing
assistance for venture capital investments in small busi-
nesses. In addition, the Budget supports SBA’s disaster
direct loan program at its 10-year average volume of $1.1
billion in loans, and includes $167 million to administer
the program and use of $122 million in carryover balanc-
es for loan subsidy costs.
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During the past year, SBA experienced higher than
expected defaults in its outstanding portfolio, largely on
loans guaranteed prior to the economic downturn. For the
2013 Budget credit reestimates of the liability of the guar-
antees outstanding at the end of 2011, SBA recorded a
$1.8 billion net upward cost reestimate. This additional
cost reflects actual and expected losses on loans issued
prior to 2012. It is covered by mandatory appropriations,
and increases the 2012 Budget deficit.

Due to higher than expected actual and projected de-
faults, the subsidy cost of the 7(a) program — largely the
difference between the program’s net default costs and
the share of costs covered by fees — is projected to increase
in 2013 from 2012. The Budget provides $349 million in
subsidy budget authority for the 7(a) and 504 programs to
provide loan volumes that exceed the historical program
levels but are below the maximum authorized.

The Budget also requests $3 million in subsidy budget
authority for $18 million in direct loans, and $20 million
in technical assistance grant funds for the Microloan pro-
gram. The Microloan program provides low-interest loan
funds to non-profit intermediaries who in turn provide
loans of up to $50,000 to new entrepreneurs.

In 2012 and 2013, SBA will be using the SBIC deben-
tures program to support up to $200 million of annual
lending to SBIC Impact Funds that invest in economical-
ly distressed regions or sectors that have been identified
as national priorities. SBA will also leverage up to $200
million annually from its Innovation Fund program to ad-
dress the capital gap many start-ups face between early-
stage “angel investor” financing and later-stage venture
capital financing.

To help small businesses drive economic recovery and
create jobs, the Small Business Jobs Act of 2010 created
two new mandatory lending-related programs adminis-
tered by the Department of the Treasury, in addition to
other forms of support, such as tax cuts for entrepreneurs
and small business owners.

Treasury’s State Small Business Credit Initiative
(SSBCI) is designed to support state programs that make
new loans or investments to small businesses and small
manufacturers. SSBCI offered states and territories (and
in certain circumstances, municipalities) the opportunity
to apply for Federal funds to finance programs that part-
ner with private lenders to extend new credit to small
businesses to create jobs. These funds allow States to
build on new or existing models for small business pro-
grams, including collateral support programs, Capital
Access Programs (CAPs), loan guarantee programs, loan
participation programs, and state venture capital pro-
grams. SSBCI expects that all approved programs dem-
onstrate a minimum overall leverage of $10 in new pri-
vate lending for every $1 in Federal funding. Treasury is
providing approximately $1.5 billion for SSBCI, which is
expected to spur up to $15 billion in new lending to small
businesses. As of January 1, 2012, SSBCI had approved
funding for 47 states, 3 territories, and the District of
Columbia for a total of nearly $1.4 billion, and disbursed
$460 million. During 2011, Treasury provided techni-
cal assistance to states that focused on elements of good

program design and the mechanics of successfully com-
pleting the SSBCI application form, which has resulted
in SSBCI making funds available to over 150 state-run
programs that provide new small business financing.
During 2012 and 2013, Treasury plans to spend nearly
$3.5 million on dedicated technical assistance to states as
they implement these programs and deploy funds to eli-
gible small businesses in order to maximize participation
in the program. Additionally, SSBCI will host a National
Conference for all states on March 8-9, 2012, at the San
Francisco Federal Reserve Bank for states to share suc-
cess stories on how to maximize lending support to small
businesses.

The second Treasury program created by the Act is the
Small Business Lending Fund (SBLF), a $30 billion fund
that encourages lending to small businesses by provid-
ing capital to qualified community banks and community
development loan funds (CDLFs) with assets of less than
$10 billion. Because participating institutions leverage
their capital, the SBLF will help increase lending to small
businesses in an amount significantly greater than the to-
tal capital provided to participating banks. In addition to
expanding the lending capacity of all participants, SBLF
creates a strong incentive for banks to increase small
business loans by tying the cost of SBLF funding to the
growth of their portfolio of small business loans. The ini-
tial dividend rate on SBLF funding is capped at 5 percent.
If a bank’s small business lending increases by 10 percent
or more, the rate will fall to as low as 1 percent. Banks
that increase their lending by amounts less than 10 per-
cent can benefit from rates set between 2 percent and 4
percent. For participants whose lending does not increase
in the first two years, however, the rate will increase to
7 percent, and after 4.5 years, the rate on all outstand-
ing SBLF funding will increase to 9 percent. The applica-
tion period for the program closed in June 2011, with 332
institutions receiving slightly over $4 billion in funding
by the end of 2011. Participants estimate that this fund-
ing could help spur a $9 billion increase in loans to small
businesses within two years of receiving the funds. The
current reestimate rate and actual program volume of
$4.03 billion result in projected budget savings of $0.08
billion, representing a decrease in projected budget cost
of $1.34 billion. As of publication of the Budget, SBLF is
working on a robust survey to help track performance of
the program, establish best practices, and determine how
to continually increase opportunities for small businesses’
access to credit. The survey is slated to be administered,
and results are expected to be disseminated, before the
end of 2012.

Loans to Farmers

The Farm Service Agency (FSA) assists low-income
family farmers in starting and maintaining viable farm-
ing operations. Emphasis is placed on aiding beginning
and socially disadvantaged farmers. FSA offers operating
loans and ownership loans, both of which may be either di-
rect or guaranteed loans. Operating loans provide credit to
farmers and ranchers for annual production expenses and
purchases of livestock, machinery, and equipment, while
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farm ownership loans assist producers in acquiring and
developing their farming or ranching operations. As a con-
dition of eligibility for direct loans, borrowers must be un-
able to obtain private credit at reasonable rates and terms.
As FSA is the “lender of last resort,” default rates on FSA
direct loans are generally higher than those on private-
sector loans. FSA-guaranteed farm loans are made to more
creditworthy borrowers who have access to private credit
markets. Because the private loan originators must retain
10 percent of the risk, they exercise care in examining the
repayment ability of borrowers. The subsidy rates for the
direct programs fluctuate largely because of changes in the
interest component of the subsidy rate.

The number of loans provided by these programs has
varied over the past several years. In 2011, FSA provided
loans and loan guarantees to approximately 32,000 fam-
ily farmers totaling $4.8 billion. Direct and guaranteed
loan programs provided assistance totaling $1.8 billion to
beginning farmers during 2011. Loans for socially disad-
vantaged farmers totaled $565 million, of which $274 mil-
lion was in the farm ownership program and $291 million
in the farm operating program. The average size of farm
ownership loans continues to increase, with new custom-
ers receiving the bulk of these loans. In contrast, the ma-
jority of assistance provided in the operating loan pro-
gram is to existing FSA farm borrowers. Overall, demand
for FSA loans — both direct and guaranteed — continues
to be high. More conservative credit standards in the pri-
vate sector are moving additional applicants from com-
mercial credit to FSA direct programs. Also, the increase
in market volatility and uncertainty is driving lenders
to request guarantees in situations where they may not
have in the past. In the 2013 Budget, FSA proposes to
make $4.8 billion in direct and guaranteed loans through
discretionary programs.

Lending to beginning farmers was strong during
2011. FSA loaned or guaranteed loans to nearly 15,000
beginning farmers. Loans provided under the Beginning
Farmer Down Payment Loan Program represented over
36 percent of total direct ownership loans made during
the year, maintaining the substantial increase made in
2010 over previous years. Fifty one percent of direct op-
erating loans were made to beginning farmers. Overall,
as a percentage of funds available, lending to beginning
farmers was 4 percentage points above the 2010 levels.
Lending to minority and women farmers was a signifi-
cant portion of overall assistance provided, with $565 mil-
lion in loans and loan guarantees provided to more than
5,000 farmers. This represents an increase of 10 percent
in the overall dollar value of loans to minority borrowers.
Outreach efforts by FSA field offices to promote and in-
form beginning and minority farmers about FSA funding
have resulted in increased lending to these groups.

The 2013 Budget does not request budget authority for
subsidized guaranteed farm operating loans. The Budget
also only requests funding for the guaranteed conserva-
tion loans. The overall loan level for conservation loans is
unchanged from the 2012 level.

FSA continues to evaluate the farm loan programs in
order to improve their effectiveness. FSA is developing a

nationwide continuing education program for its loan offi-
cers to ensure they remain experts in agricultural lending,
and transitioning all information technology applications
for direct loan servicing into a single, web-based applica-
tion that will expand on existing capabilities to include all
special servicing options. Its implementation will allow
FSA to better service its delinquent and financially dis-
tressed borrowers. FSA is also working to increase lend-
ing to small niche producers and minorities.

The Farm Credit System and Farmer Mac

The Farm Credit System (FCS or System) is a
Government-sponsored enterprise (GSE) composed of a
nationwide network of borrower-owned cooperative lend-
ing institutions originally authorized by Congress in 1916.
The FCS’s mission continues to be providing sound and
dependable credit to American farmers, ranchers, produc-
ers or harvesters of aquatic products, their cooperatives
and farm-related businesses.

The financial condition of the System’s banks and
associations remains fundamentally sound. Between
September 30, 2010, and September 30, 2011, the ratio
of capital to assets increased from 15.0 percent to 15.8
percent. Capital consisted of $32.6 billion of unrestricted
capital and $3.4 billion in restricted capital in the Farm
Credit Insurance Fund, which is held by the Farm Credit
System Insurance Corporation (FCSIC). For the first nine
months of calendar year 2011, net income equaled $2.99
billion compared with $2.63 billion for the same period
of the previous year. The increase in net income resulted
primarily from a decrease in provision for loan losses and
an increase in net interest income.

Over the 12-month period ending September 30, 2011,
nonperforming loans as a percentage of total loans out-
standing decreased from 2.22 percent to 1.94 percent,
primarily because of an improvement in the credit qual-
ity of loans to borrowers in certain agricultural sectors.
System assets grew a moderate 3.2 percent over the past
12 months as growth in the agribusiness portfolio offset
declines in loans outstanding for livestock, forestry and
ethanol. The number of FCS institutions continues to
decrease because of consolidation. As of September 30,
2011, the System consisted of five banks and 84 associa-
tions, compared with seven banks and 104 associations in
September 2002. Of the 89 FCS banks and associations,
76 had one of the top two examination ratings (1 or 2 on a
1 to 5 scale), 11 FCS institutions had a rating of 3, and 2
FCS institutions had a rating of 4.

Over the 12-month period ending September 30, 2011,
the System’s loans outstanding grew by $2.1 billion, or 1.3
percent, while over the past five years they grew by $67.4
billion, or 65.2 percent. As required by law, borrowers are
also stockholder-owners of System banks and associa-
tions. As of September 30, 2011, the System had 488,043
stockholders. Loans to young, beginning, and small farm-
ers and ranchers represented 11.4 percent, 16.0 percent,
and 20.4 percent, respectively, of the total dollar volume of
all new farm loans made in 2010. All three categories ex-
perienced increases in new lending activity during 2010,
with the volume of new loans made during the year up
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10.3 percent to young farmers, 10.0 percent to small farm-
ers, and 8.6 percent to beginning farmers. Young, begin-
ning, and small farmers are not mutually exclusive groups
and, thus, cannot be added across categories. Maintaining
special policies and programs for the extension of credit
to young, beginning, and small farmers and ranchers is a
legislative mandate for the System.

The System, while continuing to record strong earnings
and capital growth, remains exposed to a variety of risks
associated with its portfolio concentration in agriculture
and rural America. While there have been improvements
in certain stressed sectors of the rural economy, notably
forestry, livestock and ethanol, the weakness in the hous-
ing market will continue to stress the forestry sector. The
run-up in grain prices that began in the summer of 2010,
while benefiting crop producers, continues to negatively
influence profit margins for livestock and ethanol produc-
ers. As financial markets have improved from the finan-
cial crisis, the System has maintained its capacity to issue
longer-term debt at extremely low yields. The agricultural
sector is also subject to future risks such as a farmland
price decline, a rise in interest rates, volatile commodity
prices, rising production costs, weather-related catastro-
phes, and long-term environmental risks related to cli-
mate change.

The FCSIC, an independent Government-controlled
corporation, ensures the timely payment of principal and
interest on FCS obligations on which the System banks
are jointly and severally liable. On September 30, 2011,
the assets in the Insurance Fund totaled $3.4 billion. As of
September 30, 2010, the Insurance Fund as a percentage
of adjusted insured debt was 2.15 percent. This was above
the statutory secure base amount of 2 percent. During the
first nine months of calendar year 2011, growth in System
debt has been negative, at -2.9 percent.

Federal Agricultural Mortgage
Corporation (Farmer Mac)

Farmer Mac was established in 1988 as a federally
chartered instrumentality of the United States and an in-
stitution of the FCS to facilitate a secondary market for
farm real estate and rural housing loans. Farmer Mac is
not liable for any debt or obligation of the other System
institutions, and no other System institutions are liable
for any debt or obligation of Farmer Mac. The Farm Credit
System Reform Act of 1996 expanded Farmer Mac’s role
from a guarantor of securities backed by loan pools to a
direct purchaser of mortgages, enabling it to form pools
to securitize. In May 2008, the Food, Conservation and
Energy Act of 2008 (2008 Farm Bill) expanded Farmer
Mac’s program authorities by allowing it to purchase and
guarantee securities backed by rural utility loans made
by cooperatives.

Farmer Mac continues to meet core capital and regu-
latory risk-based capital requirements. As of September
30,2011, Farmer Mac’s total outstanding program volume
(loans purchased and guaranteed, AgVantage bonds pur-
chased and guaranteed, and real estate owned) amounted
to $11.8 billion, recording an increase of 3 percent from
the level a year ago. Of total program activity, $8.3 billion

were on-balance sheet loans and guaranteed securities,
and $3.5 billion were off-balance sheet obligations. Total
assets were $11.4 billion, with non-program investments
(including cash and cash equivalents) accounting for $2.7
billion of those assets. Farmer Mac’s net income for the
first three quarters of calendar year 2011 was $0.5 mil-
lion, a significant decrease from the same period in 2010
during which Farmer Mac reported net income of $9.6
million. Farmer Mac’s earnings are often substantially
influenced by unrealized fair value gains and losses. For
example, fair value changes on financial derivatives re-
sulted in an unrealized loss of $82.4 million for the first
three quarters of 2011 compared with $28.5 million for the
same period in 2010 (both pre-tax). Although unrealized
fair value changes experienced on financial derivatives
temporarily impact earnings and capital, those changes
are not expected to have any permanent effect if the fi-
nancial derivatives are held to maturity, as is expected.

Energy and Infrastructure Credit Programs

This Administration is committed to constructing a
new foundation for economic growth and job creation, and
clean energy is a critical component of that. The general
public, as well as individual consumers and owners, ben-
efits from clean energy and well-developed infrastructure.
Thus, the Federal Government promotes clean energy
and infrastructure development through various credit
programs.

Credit Programs to Promote
Clean and Efficient Energy

The Department of Energy (DOE) administers two
credit programs that serve to reduce emissions and en-
hance energy efficiency: a loan guarantee program to sup-
port innovative energy technologies and a direct loan pro-
gram to support advanced automotive technologies.

The DOE’s Title 17 loan guarantee program is autho-
rized to issue loan guarantees for projects that employ in-
novative technologies to reduce air pollutants or man-made
greenhouse gases. The program was first provided $4 billion
in loan volume authority in 2007. The 2009 Consolidated
Appropriations Act provided an additional $47 billion in
loan volume authority, allocated as follows: $18.5 billion for
nuclear power facilities, $2 billion for “front-end” nuclear
enrichment activities, $6 billion for new or retrofitted coal-
based power facilities equipped with carbon capture and
sequestration (CCS) technologies, $2 billion for advanced
coal gasification, and $18.5 billion for energy efficiency,
renewable energy, and transmission and distribution proj-
ects. 2011 appropriations effectively reduced the available
loan volume authority for energy efficiency, renewable en-
ergy, and transmission and distribution projects by $17
billion and provided $170 million in credit subsidy to sup-
port renewable energy or energy efficient end-use energy
technologies. In 2012, Congress provided no new loan au-
thority or credit subsidy for DOE’s Title 17 program. The
President’s 2013 Budget requests no new authority as the
program will focus on deploying the remaining resources
appropriated in prior years.
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The American Reinvestment and Recovery Act of 2009
amended the program’s authorizing statute to allow loan
guarantees on a temporary basis for commercial or ad-
vanced renewable energy systems, electric power trans-
mission systems, and leading edge biofuel projects. The
Recovery Act initially provided $6 billion in new budget
authority for credit subsidy costs incurred for eligible
loan guarantees. After funds were transferred to support
the Department of Transportation’s “Cash for Clunkers”
program in 2009 and $1.5 billion was rescinded to off-
set the Education Jobs and Medicaid Assistance Act in
2010, the program had $2.5 billion available for credit
subsidy. Early solicitations for the guarantee program
attracted many projects requesting 100 percent guaran-
tees of DOE-supported loans. Consistent with Federal
credit policies, loans with 100 percent guarantees in this
program are made through the Federal Financing Bank,
and therefore do not involve private sector lenders. The
program’s “Financial Institutions Partnership Program”
solicitation, however, invited private sector lenders to
participate whereby DOE would provide guarantees for
up to 80 percent of loan amounts financed by private sec-
tor financial institutions. This structure utilizes private
sector expertise, expedites the lending/underwriting pro-
cess, and leverages the program’s funds by sharing proj-
ect risks with the private sector, while increasing private
sector experience with financing energy technologies. The
program also added a new solicitation in 2010 specifically
targeting projects in the United States that manufacture
renewable energy systems or related components. While
the authority for the temporary program to extend new
loans expired September 30, 2011, DOE has provided
loan guarantees to 28 projects totaling over $16 billion
in guaranteed debt including: 12 solar generation, 4 solar
manufacturing, 4 wind generation, 3 geothermal, 2 biofu-
els, and 3 transmission/energy storage projects.

The DOE’s direct loan program, the Advanced
Technology Vehicle Manufacturing (ATVM) Direct Loan
program, was created to support the development of ad-
vanced technology vehicles and associated components
in the United States that would improve vehicle en-
ergy efficiency by at least 25 percent relative to a 2005
Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards baseline. In
2009, Congress appropriated $7.5 billion in credit subsidy
costs to support a maximum of $25 billion in loans under
ATVM. The program provides loans to automobile and au-
tomobile part manufacturers for the cost of re-equipping,
expanding, or establishing manufacturing facilities in the
United States, and for other costs associated with engi-
neering integration.

Electric and Telecommunications Loans

Rural Utilities Service (RUS) programs of the United
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) provide loans
for rural electrification, telecommunications, distance
learning, telemedicine, and broadband, and also provide
grants for distance learning and telemedicine (DLT).

The Budget includes $6.1 billion in direct loans for
electricity distribution, construction of renewable energy
facilities, transmission, and carbon capture projects on fa-

cilities to replace fossil fuels. The Budget also provides
$690 million in direct telecommunications loans, $94 mil-
lion in broadband loans, $13 million in broadband grants,
and $25 million in DLT grants.

USDA Rural Infrastructure and
Business Development Programs

USDA provides grants, loans, and loan guarantees to
communities for constructing facilities such as healthcare
clinics, police stations, and water systems. Direct loans are
available at lower interest rates for the poorest communi-
ties. These programs have very low default rates. The cost
associated with them is due primarily to subsidized inter-
est rates that are below the prevailing Treasury rates.

The program level for the Water and Wastewater
treatment facility loan and grant program in the 2013
President’s Budget is $1.4 billion. These funds are avail-
able to communities of 10,000 or fewer residents. The
Community Facility Program is targeted to rural commu-
nities with fewer than 20,000 residents. For 2013, it will
have a program level of $2 billion in direct loans and $25
million in grants.

USDA also provides grants, direct loans, and loan
guarantees to assist rural businesses, cooperatives, non-
profits, and farmers in creating new community infra-
structure (i.e. educational networks or healthcare coops)
and to diversify the rural economy and employment op-
portunities. In 2013, USDA proposes to provide $821 mil-
lion in loan guarantees and direct loans to entities that
serve communities of 50,000 or less through the Business
and Industry guaranteed loan program and communities
of 25,000 or less through the Intermediary Relending pro-
gram. These loans are structured to save or create jobs
and stabilize fluctuating rural economies.

The Rural Business Service is responsible for five ru-
ral renewable energy and small business programs. The
Budget includes $23 million in funding to support over
$57 million in loans and grants for the following pro-
grams: the Rural Microentrepreneur Assistance Program,
the Value-Added Agricultural Market Development Grant
Program, and the Rural Energy for America Program.
These programs are targeted to promote energy efficien-
cies, renewable energy, and small business development
in rural communities.

Transportation Infrastructure

Federal credit programs, offered through the
Department of Transportation (DOT), fund critical
transportation infrastructure projects, often using in-
novative financing methods. The two predominant pro-
grams are the program authorized by the Transportation
Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA), and
the Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing
(RRIF) program.

Established by the Transportation Equity Act of the
21st century (TEA-21) in 1998, the TIFIA program is
designed to fill market gaps and leverage substantial
private co-investment by providing supplemental and
subordinate capital to projects of national or regional sig-
nificance. Through TIFIA, DOT provides Federal credit
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assistance to highway, transit, rail, and intermodal proj-
ects. The 25 projects that have received TIFIA credit
assistance represent approximately $33 billion of infra-
structure investment in the United States. Government
commitments in these partnerships constitute nearly
$8.7 billion in Federal assistance with a budgetary cost of
approximately $611 million.

TIFIA can help advance qualified, large-scale projects
that otherwise might be delayed or deferred because of
size, complexity, or uncertainty over the timing of rev-
enues at a relatively low budgetary cost. Each dollar of
subsidy provided for TIFIA can provide approximately
$10 in credit assistance, and leverage up to $30 in trans-
portation infrastructure investment. In recent years the
demand for the TIFIA program has exceeded available
resources. In 2013, the President’s Budget requests ad-
ditional budget resources for the TIFIA program to meet
growing demand. At the requested level, TIFIA could pro-
vide approximately $5 billion in credit support for up to
$15 billion in new infrastructure projects. This funding
will accelerate critical transportation improvements and
attract private investment by lowering financing costs
and mitigating market imperfections.

DOT has provided direct loans and loan guarantees to
railroads since 1976 for facilities maintenance, rehabilita-
tion, acquisitions, and refinancing. Federal assistance was
created to provide financial assistance to the financially-
challenged portions of the rail industry. However, follow-
ing railroad deregulation in 1980, the industry’s financial
condition began to improve, larger railroads were able
to access private credit markets, and interest in Federal
credit support began to decrease.

Also established by TEA-21 in 1998, the RRIF program
provides loans with an interest rate equal to the Treasury
rate for similar-term securities. TEA-21 also provided
that non-Federal sources pay the subsidy cost of the loan,
thereby allowing the program to operate without Federal
subsidy appropriations. The RRIF program assists proj-
ects that improve rail safety, enhance the environment,
promote economic development, or enhance the capacity
of the national rail network. While refinancing existing
debt is an eligible use of RRIF proceeds, capital invest-
ment projects that would not occur without a RRIF loan
are prioritized.

The Safe,Accountable,Flexible, Efficient Transportation
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) increased
the amount of total RRIF assistance available from $3.5
billion to $35 billion, and the Rail Safety Improvement
Act (RSIA) extended the maximum loan term from 25 to
35 years. Since enactment of TEA-21, nearly $800 mil-
lion in direct loans have been made under the RRIF pro-
gram. Due to the recent disruptions in the credit markets
caused by the financial crisis, the RRIF program has seen
renewed interest from the railroad industry — both tradi-
tional short-line railroads and commuter rail operators
— as a means of project financing.

International Credit Programs

Seven Federal agencies -- the Department of Agriculture
(USDA), the Department of Defense, the Department of
State, the Department of the Treasury, the Agency for
International Development (USAID), the Export-Import
Bank, and the Overseas Private Investment Corporation
(OPIC) -- provide direct loans, loan guarantees, and insur-
ance to a variety of foreign private and sovereign borrow-
ers. These programs are intended to level the playing field
for U.S. exporters, deliver robust support for U.S. manu-
factured goods, stabilize international financial markets,
and promote sustainable development.

Leveling the Playing Field

Federal export credit programs counter subsidies that
foreign governments, largely in Europe and Japan, pro-
vide their exporters, usually through export credit agen-
cies (ECAs). The U.S. Government has worked since the
1970’s to constrain official credit support through a mul-
tilateral agreement in the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD). This agreement
has significantly constrained direct interest rate subsi-
dies and tied-aid grants. Further negotiations resulted
in a multilateral agreement that standardized the fees
for sovereign lending across all ECAs beginning in April
1999. Fees for non-sovereign lending, however, continue to
vary widely across ECAs and markets, thereby providing
implicit subsidies.

The Export-Import Bank attempts to “level the play-
ing field” strategically and to fill gaps in the availability
of private export credit. The Export-Import Bank pro-
vides export credits, in the form of direct loans or loan
guarantees, to U.S. exporters who meet basic eligibility
criteria and who request the Bank’s assistance. USDA’s
Export Credit Guarantee Programs (also known as GSM
programs) similarly help to level the playing field. Like
programs of other agricultural exporting nations, GSM
programs guarantee payment from countries and entities
that want to import U.S. agricultural products but cannot
easily obtain credit.

Stabilizing International Financial Markets

Consistent with U.S. obligations in the International
Monetary Fund regarding global financial stabil-
ity, the Exchange Stabilization Fund managed by the
Department of the Treasury may provide loans or credits
to a foreign entity or government of a foreign country. A
loan or credit may not be made for more than six months
in any 12-month period unless the President gives the
Congress a written statement that unique or emergency
circumstances require that the loan or credit be for more
than six months.

Using Credit to Promote Sustainable Development

Creditis an important tool in U.S. bilateral assistance to
promote sustainable development. USAID’s Development
Credit Authority (DCA) allows USAID to use a variety of
credit tools to support its development activities abroad.
DCA provides non-sovereign loan guarantees in targeted
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cases where credit serves more effectively than tradition-
al grant mechanisms to achieve sustainable development.
DCA is intended to mobilize host country private capital
to finance sustainable development in line with USAID’s
strategic objectives. Through the use of partial loan guar-
antees and risk sharing with the private sector, DCA
stimulates private-sector lending for financially viable
development projects, thereby leveraging host-country
capital and strengthening sub-national capital markets
in the developing world.

OPIC also supports a mix of development, employment,
and export goals by promoting U.S. direct investment in
developing countries. OPIC pursues these goals through
political risk insurance, direct loans, and guarantee prod-
ucts, which provide finance, as well as associated skills
and technology transfers. These programs are intended
to create more efficient financial markets, eventually en-
couraging the private sector to supplant OPIC finance in
developing countries. OPIC has also created a number of
investment funds that provide equity to local companies
with strong development potential.

Ongoing Coordination

International credit programs are coordinated through
two groups to ensure consistency in policy design and cred-

it implementation. The Trade Promotion Coordinating
Committee (TPCC) works within the Administration to
develop a National Export Strategy to make the delivery
of trade promotion support more effective and convenient
for U.S. exporters.

The Interagency Country Risk Assessment System
(ICRAS) standardizes the way in which most agencies
that lack sufficient historical experience budget for the
cost associated with the risk of international lending. The
cost of lending by these agencies is governed by propri-
etary U.S. Government ratings, which correspond to a set
of default estimates over a given maturity. The methodol-
ogy establishes assumptions about default risks in inter-
national lending using averages of international sover-
eign bond market data. The strength of this method is its
link to the market and an annual update that adjusts the
default estimates to reflect the most recent risks observed
in the market.

Promoting Economic Growth and Poverty
Reduction through Debt Sustainability

The Enhanced Heavily Indebted Poor Countries
(HIPC) Initiative reduces the debt of some of the poorest
countries with unsustainable debt burdens that are com-
mitted to economic reform and poverty reduction.

III. INSURANCE PROGRAMS

Deposit Insurance

Federal deposit insurance promotes stability in the
U.S. financial system. Prior to the establishment of
Federal deposit insurance, depository institution failures
often caused depositors to lose confidence in the bank-
ing system and rush to withdraw deposits. Such sudden
withdrawals caused serious disruption to the economy. In
1933, in the midst of the Great Depression, a system of
Federal deposit insurance was established to protect de-
positors and to prevent bank failures from causing wide-
spread disruption in financial markets.

Today, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
(FDIC) insures deposits in banks and savings associa-
tions (thrifts) using the resources available in its Deposit
Insurance Fund (DIF). The National Credit Union
Administration (NCUA) insures deposits (shares) in most
credit unions (certain credit unions are privately insured)
using the resources available in the National Credit
Union Share Insurance Fund (SIF). As of September 30,
2011, the FDIC insured $6.8 trillion of deposits at 7,436
commercial banks and thrifts, and the NCUA insured
$786 billion of shares at 7,179 credit unions.

Since its creation, the deposit insurance system has un-
dergone a series of reforms. The Dodd-Frank Wall Street
Reform and Consumer Protection (Wall Street Reform)
Act, enacted July 21, 2010, allows the FDIC to more effec-
tively and efficiently manage the DIF. The Act authorized
the FDIC to set the minimum DIF reserve ratio (ratio of
the deposit insurance fund to total insured deposits) to
1.35 percent by 2020, up from 1.15 percent. In addition

to raising the minimum reserve ratio, the Wall Street
Reform Act also:
e Eliminated the FDIC’s requirement to rebate premi-
ums when the reserve ratio is between 1.35 and 1.5
percent;

e Gave the FDIC discretion to suspend or limit re-
bates when the DIF reserve ratio is at least 1.5 per-
cent, effectively removing the 1.5 percent cap on the
DIF; and

e Required the FDIC to offset the effect on small in-
sured depository institutions (defined as banks with
assets less than $10 billion) when setting assess-
ments to raise the reserve ratio from 1.15 to 1.35
percent.

In order to implement the Wall Street Reform Act, the
FDIC has issued a final rule setting a long-term (greater
than 10 years) reserve ratio target of 2 percent, with the
goal of maintaining a positive fund balance during eco-
nomic crises and maintaining a moderate, steady long-
term assessment rate that provides transparency and
predictability to the banking sector. This rule, coupled
with other provisions of the Wall Street Reform Act, will
significantly improve the FDIC’s capacity to resolve bank
failures and maintain market stability during economic
downturns.

The Wall Street Reform Act also permanently increased
the insured deposit level to $250,000 per account at banks
or credit unions insured by the FDIC or NCUA.
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Recent Performance of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Funds

For the quarter ending June 30, 2011, the fund balance
of DIF stood at $3.9 billion on an accrual basis, represent-
ing the first quarter since June 2009 that the fund had a
positive balance. The DIF fund balance nearly doubled to
$7.8 billion as of September 30, 2011, which is equivalent
to a reserve ratio of 0.12 percent, or $83.7 billion below
the level that would meet the minimum target reserve
ratio. The growth in the DIF fund balance is a result of
fewer bank failures and higher assessment schedules. In
each of the three calendar quarters of 2011, assessments
earned have exceeded the provision for loan losses.

As of September 30, 2011, the number of insured in-
stitutions on the FDIC’s “problem list” (institutions with
the highest risk ratings) decreased to 844 institutions.
Although this number represents only a 2 percent de-
crease from that in September 2010, the assets held by
problem institutions decreased by 11 percent.

The SIF ended September 2011 with assets of $12 bil-
lion and an equity ratio of 1.31 percent, which is slightly
above the NCUA normal operating ratio of 1.30, set by
the NCUA Board. If the equity ratio increases above the
normal operating level, a distribution is normally paid
to member credit unions. The Budget estimates a $130
million distribution to the Temporary Corporate Credit
Union Stabilization Fund (TCCUSF) in 2012, which was
created under the authority of the Helping Families Save
Their Homes Act of 2009 (P.L. 111-22). Under this Act,
distributions are paid to the TCCUSF when this fund
has an outstanding loan from the U.S. Treasury, which at
September 30, 2011 totaled $3.5 billion.

The losses in the credit union industry appear to be on
a decline. The ratio of insured shares in “problem institu-
tions” to total insured shares has decreased to 3.9 percent
in September 2011 from a high of 5.7 percent in December
2009. As of September 2011, the SIF has set aside $1.0
billion in reserves to cover potential losses, less than the
$1.2 billion set-aside as of September 2010. There has
also been a decline in GAAP-based losses, from $912 mil-
lion for FY 2010 to nearly zero for FY 2011.

The NCUA also administers the Central Liquidity
Facility (CLF), which serves as a back-up lender for credit
unions when market sources of liquidity are unavailable.
By statute, the CLF is authorized to borrow up to 12 times
its subscribed capital stock and surplus. As of 2011, this
would allow the CLF to borrow up to approximately $50
billion. Throughout the economic crisis, liquidity advanc-
es into the corporate credit union system totaled $19.5
billion, all of which was repaid by December 2010. The
CLF did not borrow in 2011, due in part to the creation
of the TCCUSF in 2009. The TCCUSF has access to $6
billion in borrowing authority, which is reduced propor-
tionally by any borrowings potentially made by the SIF.
This borrowing authority serves as a resource available
to the NCUA to support the corporate credit union sys-
tem. In 2011, TCCUSF has net borrowings of $3.5 billion
to support the Corporate System Resolution Program

(CSRP), which was created in September 2010. The CSRP
is a multi-stage plan for stabilizing the corporate credit
union system, providing short-term and long-term fund-
ing to resolve a portfolio of residential mortgage-backed
securities, commercial mortgage-backed securities, other
asset-backed securities and corporate bonds (collectively
referred to as the Legacy Assets) held by the failed cor-
porate credit unions, and establishing a new regulatory
framework for corporate credit unions. Under the CSRP,
NCUA created a re-securitization program to provide
long-term funding for the Legacy Assets through the is-
suance of NCUA Guaranteed Notes (NGNs), which has
re-securitized nearly $30 billion in legacy assets to date.
The NGNs require the long-term monitoring, managing,
and reporting on very complex transactions for at least
the next 10 years. Accordingly, NCUA is working on a
long-term, stream-lined solution to oversee the daily re-
quirements and activities in connection with the NGN
Program.

Restoration Plans

Pursuant to the Wall Street Reform Act, the restoration
period for the DIF reserve ratio to reach 1.35 percent was
extended to 2020 (prior to the Act, the DIF reserve ratio
was required to reach the minimum target of 1.15 percent
by the end of 2016). The Budget projects that the DIF re-
serve ratio will slip back into negative territory in the near
term, driven in part by updated modeling estimates of fu-
ture bank failures and a constant assessment schedule,
which slows down the DIF reserve growth rate. However,
the DIF’s reserve ratio is expected to rebound and become
positive in 2015, reaching the statutorily required 1.35
percent level by 2020. In late 2009, the FDIC Board of
Directors adopted a final rule requiring insured institu-
tions to prepay quarterly risk-based assessments for the
fourth quarter of 2009 and for all of 2010, 2011, and 2012.
The FDIC collected approximately $45 billion in prepaid
assessments. Unlike a special assessment, the prepaid as-
sessments will not immediately affect bank earnings; it
is booked as an asset and amortized each quarter by that
quarter’s assessment charge. This prepaid assessment,
coupled with annual assessments on the banking indus-
try, will provide the FDIC with ample operating cash flow
to effectively and efficiently resolve bank failures during
the short period the Budget projects the DIF balance to be
negative. Although the FDIC has authority to borrow up
to $100 billion from Treasury to maintain sufficient DIF
balances, the Budget does not anticipate FDIC utilizing
their borrowing authority because the DIF is projected to
maintain positive operating cash flow over the entire 10-
year Budget horizon.

For FY 2010 and FY 2011, the NCUA Board approved
assessments of $727 million and $930 million respectively
on federally insured credit unions in order to maintain
the target equity ratio of 1.30 percent. With the equity
ratio slightly above the target, the Budget does not antici-
pate assessments on federally insured credit unions in FY
2012 and FY 2013 The Budget reflects NCUA targeting
an equity ratio of 1.3 percent over the next ten years.
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Budget Outlook

The Budget estimates DIF net outlays of -$199.0 billion
(i.e. net inflows into the fund) over the 10-year Budget
window. The projected inflows are larger than the 2012
Mid-Session Review (MSR) projection by $59 billion, as
increases in projected premium collections outweigh in-
creases in projected resolution costs. The latest public
data on the banking industry led to an upward revision
to bank failure estimates, which are consistent with long-
term, historical averages in terms of failed bank assets
as a percentage of GDP. With the bank failure projection
increased, the Budget projects much higher FDIC premi-
ums, which are necessary for the FDIC to reach the min-
imum Wall Street Reform Act DIF reserve ratio of 1.35
percent. The higher premiums will disproportionally af-
fect the largest banking institutions, as nearly 70 percent
of the assessment base is concentrated in the banks with
over $50 billion in assets.

Pension Guarantees

The Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation (PBGC) in-
sures the pension benefits of workers and retirees in cov-
ered defined-benefit pension plans. PBGC pays benefits,
up to a guaranteed level, when a company’s plan closes
without enough assets to pay future benefits. PBGC’s
claims exposure is the amount by which qualified benefits
exceed assets in insured plans. In the near term, the risk
of loss stems from financially distressed firms with un-
derfunded plans. In the longer term, loss exposure results
from the possibility that healthy firms become distressed

and well-funded plans become underfunded due to inade-
quate contributions, poor investment results, or increased
liabilities.

PBGC monitors companies with underfunded plans
and acts to protect the interests of the pension insur-
ance program’s stakeholders where possible. Under its
Early Warning Program, PBGC works with companies to
strengthen plan funding or otherwise protect the insur-
ance program from avoidable losses. However, PBGC’s
authority to prevent undue risks to the insurance pro-
gram is limited. Most private insurers can diversify or
reinsure their catastrophic risks as well as flexibly price
these risks. Unlike private insurers, PBGC cannot deny
insurance coverage or adjust premiums according to risk.
PBGC’s premiums are set in statute.

Claims against PBGC’s insurance programs are highly
variable. A single large pension plan termination may re-
sult in a larger claim against the Corporation than the
termination of many smaller plans. Future results will
continue to depend largely on the infrequent and unpre-
dictable termination of a limited number of very large
plans.

As a result of a flawed pension funding system and ex-
posure to losses from financially troubled plan sponsors,
PBGC’s single-employer program incurred substantial
losses from underfunded plan terminations in years be-
tween 2001 and 2006. The table below shows the ten larg-
est plan termination losses in PBGC’s history. Nine of the
ten have come since 2001.

As of September 30, 2011, the single-employer and
multi-employer programs reported deficits of $23.3 bil-
lion and $2.8 billion, respectively. Notwithstanding

Table 23-1. TOP 10 FIRMS PRESENTING CLAIMS (1975-2011)

Single-Employer Program

Fiscal Year(s) Percent of
Firm of Plan Total Claims
Termination(s) Claims (by firm) (1975-2011)
1 United AIrliNS .....ccvvvvvvveriins 2005 $7,347,077,849 16.09%
2 DEIphi e 2009 6,387,323,184 13.99%
3 Bethlehem Steel .......ccccervevneen. 2003 3,702,771,655 8.11%
4 US AIWAYS oo 2003, 2005 2,751,534,173 6.02%
5 LTV Steel oo 2002, 2003, 2004 2,134,985,884 4.67%
6 Delta AirLiNes .......ccccomuvvvreveenne 2006 1,720,156,504 3.77%
7 National Steel ........ccconuvrvrerrenn. 2003 1,275,628,286 2.79%
8  Pan American Air 1991, 1992 841,082,434 1.84%
9 Trans World Airlines ...........c...... 2001 668,377,106 1.46%
10 Weirton Steel .......cc.ovevvrnerrinens 2004 640,480,970 1.40%
Top 10 total wooovvev $27,469,418,046|  60.15%
Allother total ... 18,202,055,547|  39.85%
$45,671,473,593|  100.00%

Sources: PBGC Fiscal Year Closing File (9/30/11), PBGC Case Management System, and

PBGC Participant System (PRISM).

Due to rounding of individual items, numbers and percentages may not add up to totals.
Data in this table have been calculated on a firm basis and, except as noted, include all

trusteed plans of each firm.

Values and distributions are subject to change as PBGC completes its reviews and establishes

termination dates.

* Does not include 1986 termination of a Republic Steel plan sponsored by LTV.
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these deficits, the Corporation has $81 billion in assets
and will be able to meet its obligations for a number of
years. However, neither program has the resources to
fully satisfy PBGC’s obligations in the long run. PBGC
estimates its long-term loss exposure to reasonably pos-
sible terminations (e.g., underfunded plans sponsored by
companies with credit ratings below investment grade) at
approximately $250 billion. For FY 2011, exposure was
concentrated in the following sectors: manufacturing (pri-
marily automobile/auto parts and primary and fabricated
metals), transportation (primarily airlines), services, and
wholesale and retail trade.

The 2013 Budget proposes to give the PBGC Board
the authority to adjust premiums to better account for
the risk the agency is insuring. This proposal would raise
much-needed revenue for PBGC while providing incen-
tives for firms to improve plan funding so they can keep
their pension promises.

The proposal consists of two parts: 1) a gradual increase
in the single-employer flat-rate premium that will raise
approximately $4 billion by 2022 and 2) PBGC Board dis-
cretion to increase the single-employer variable-rate pre-
mium to raise $12 billion by 2022. Under the proposal, the
flat-rate premium would increase from its current level of
$35 per participant to $40 per participant in 2014. Each
year, the premium would increase incrementally until it
reached $71 in 2022. The premium would be indexed to
average wages in each year thereafter.

Beginning in fiscal year 2014, the Board would be giv-
en discretion to increase variable-rate premiums, which
are based on plan underfunding. Currently, premiums are
set at $9 per $1,000 of underfunding. Under the proposal,
two-thirds of the Board would have to certify that chang-
es to the variable premium schedule would be enough to
generate at least $12 billion through 2022. If the Board
were unable to certify the premium schedule, it would be
required to make adjustments to ensure the minimum
revenue of $12 billion. The Board would be prohibited
from raising premiums to generate more than $13 billion.
In determining variable-rate premiums, the Board would
consider a number of factors, including a plan’s risk of
losses to PBGC, the amount of a plan’s possible claims,
and other factors the Board’s directors determine appro-
priate. In addition, the Board would be required to consult
with stakeholders prior to setting a new premium sched-
ule and would also establish a hardship waiver and other
limitations on plan-specific premium increases. PBGC
would be required to publish a notice of its determina-
tion in the Federal Register, including the basis for the
determination and the amount of the expected increase
in income.

This proposal would save $16 billion over the next de-
cade.

Disaster Insurance
Flood Insurance

The Federal Government provides flood insurance
through the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP),

which is administered by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency of the Department of Homeland
Security (DHS). Flood insurance is available to homeown-
ers and businesses in communities that have adopted and
enforce appropriate flood plain management measures.
Coverage is limited to buildings and their contents. By
the end of 2010, the program had over 5.6 million policies
in more than 20,200 communities with over $1 trillion of
insurance in force.

Prior to the creation of the program in 1968, many fac-
tors made it cost prohibitive for private insurance compa-
nies alone to make affordable flood insurance available.
In response, the NFIP was established to make affordable
insurance coverage widely available. The NFIP requires
building standards and other mitigation efforts to reduce
losses, and operates a flood hazard mapping program
to quantify geographic variation in the risk of flooding.
These efforts have made substantial progress. However,
structures built prior to flood mapping and NFIP flood-
plain management requirements, which make up 20.5
percent of the total policies in force, pay less than fully
actuarial rates.

A major DHS goal is to have property owners be com-
pensated for flood losses through flood insurance, rather
than through taxpayer-funded disaster assistance. The
agency’s marketing strategy aims to increase the number
of Americans insured against flood losses and improve re-
tention of policies among existing customers. The strategy
includes:

1. Providing financial incentives, to the private insur-
ers that sell and service flood policies for the Federal
Government, to expand the flood insurance business.

2. Conducting the national marketing and advertising
campaign, FloodSmart, which uses TV, radio, print
and online advertising, direct mailings, and public
relations activities to help overcome denial and re-
sistance and increase demand.

3. Fostering lender compliance with flood insurance
requirements through training, guidance materials,
regular communication with lending regulators and
the lending community.

4. Conducting NFIP training for insurance agents via
instructor-led seminars, online training modules,
and other vehicles.

5. Seek opportunities to simplify and clarify NFIP pro-
cesses and products to make it easier for agents to
sell and consumers to buy.

While these strategies have resulted in steady policy
growth over recent years, the growth slowed what since
2009 due to the severe downturn in the economy. In 2011,
the program lost 20,000 policies.

DHS also has a multi-pronged strategy for reducing
future flood damage. The NFIP offers flood mitigation as-
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sistance grants to assist flood victims to rebuild to cur-
rent building codes, including base flood elevations, there-
by reducing future flood damage costs. In addition, two
grant programs targeted toward repetitive and severe
repetitive loss properties not only help owners of high-
risk property, but also reduce the disproportionate drain
on the National Flood Insurance Fund these properties
cause, through acquisition, relocation, or elevation. DHS
is working to ensure that all of the flood mitigation grant
programs are closely integrated, resulting in better coor-
dination and communication with State and local govern-
ments. Further, through the Community Rating System,
DHS adjusts premium rates to encourage community and
State mitigation activities beyond those required by the
NFIP. These efforts, in addition to the minimum NFIP re-
quirements for floodplain management, save over $1 bil-
lion annually in avoided flood damages.

Due to the catastrophic nature of flooding, with
Hurricane Katrina as a notable example, insured flood
damages far exceeded premium revenue in some years
and depleted the program’s reserve account, which is a
cash fund. On those occasions, the NFIP has to borrow
funds from the Treasury in order to meet flood insurance
claim obligations. While the program needed appropria-
tions in the early 1980s to repay the funds borrowed dur-
ing the 1970’s, it was able to repay all borrowed funds
with interest using only premium dollars between 1986
and 2004. In 2005, however, Hurricanes Katrina, Rita,
and Wilma generated more flood insurance claims than
the cumulative number of claims from 1968 to 2004.
Events of 2005 resulted in over 213,000 paid claims with
total claims payments expected to be nearly $18 billion.
As a result, the Administration and the Congress have
increased the borrowing authority to $20.8 billion to date
in order to make certain that all claims could be paid. The
debt is currently $17.75 billion.

The catastrophic nature of the 2005 hurricane season
has also triggered an examination of the program, and the
Administration is working with the Congress to improve
the program. FEMA engaged in a multi-stage process
designed to involve stakeholders and consider a range of
policy options to reform the NFIP. FEMA believes this im-
portant process will ensure that the program efficiently
and effectively meets the needs of the public. FEMA es-
tablished guiding principles for the reform to provide the
foundation for any proposed policy solution. These prin-
ciples are: protect lives, property, and environmental and
cultural assets; motivate people to voluntarily participate
in reducing society’s risk; make the best use of public
resources; ensure selection of an adoptable and sustain-
able policy; consider notions of equity with regard to risk
and socioeconomic status; and recognize and consider the
governance and responsibility of states, communities and
tribes as a means to achieve sustainability and resiliency.

Crop Insurance

Subsidized Federal crop insurance administered by
USDA’s Risk Management Agency (RMA) assists farm-
ers in managing yield and revenue shortfalls due to bad
weather or other natural disasters. The program is a co-

operative effort between the Federal Government and the
private insurance industry. Private insurance companies
sell and service crop insurance policies. These companies
rely on reinsurance provided by the Federal Government
and also by the commercial reinsurance market to manage
their individual risk portfolio. The Federal Government
reimburses private companies for a portion of the admin-
istrative expenses associated with providing crop insur-
ance and reinsures the private companies for excess in-
surance losses on all policies. The Federal Government
also subsidizes premiums for farmers.

Standard Reinsurance Agreement (SRA) negotiations
were formally completed on July 12, 2010, with the sign-
ing of the 2011 SRA by all insurance providers that had
been approved for the 2010 reinsurance year. The result-
ing SRA produced a net $4 billion in deficit reductions,
and was fully implemented over the most recent crop year.

The 2013 Budget continues to block spending for a good
performance refund (GPR) program, which is projected to
save $75 million per year. The GPR would have provided a
refund of a portion of the farmer paid premium to produc-
ers who had a favorable loss experience. Producer premi-
ums are already highly subsidized by taxpayers, and the
Administration does not believe that providing an addi-
tional premium refund is warranted.

The 2013 Budget also maintains support for poli-
cies recommended to the Joint Committee for Deficit
Reduction, which included four crop insurance proposals:

1. Lower the cap for the crop insurance companies’ re-
turn on investment to 12 percent,

2. Lower the cap on the companies’ administrative ex-
pense reimbursement to $0.9 billion, adjusted annu-
ally for inflation,

3. More accurately price the premium for catastrophic
coverage, and

4. Lower subsidy for producer premiums by 2 percent-
age points for policies where the Government subsi-
dizes more than 50 percent of the premium.

The most basic type of crop insurance is catastrophic
coverage (CAT), which compensates the farmer for losses
in excess of 50 percent of the individual’s average yield
at 55 percent of the expected market price. The CAT pre-
mium is entirely subsidized, and farmers pay only an ad-
ministrative fee. Higher levels of coverage, called “buy-
up”, are also available. A premium is charged for buy-up
coverage. The premium is determined by the level of cov-
erage selected and varies from crop to crop and county
to county. For 2011, the 10 principal crops, (barley, corn,
cotton, grain sorghum, peanuts, potatoes, rice, soybeans,
tobacco, and wheat) accounted for over 87 percent of total
liability, and 78 percent of total U.S. planted acres of the
10 crops were covered by crop insurance. RMA offers both
yield and revenue-based insurance products. Revenue in-
surance programs protect against loss of revenue stem-
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ming from low prices, poor yields, or a combination of the
two. These programs extend traditional multi-peril or
yield crop insurance by adding price variability to produc-
tion history.

RMA is continuously working to develop new products
and to expand or improve existing products in order to
cover more agricultural commodities. In 2011, RMA re-
ceived 4 section 522(b) Concept Proposal submissions,
which are in various stages of review. The Federal Crop
Insurance Act and Federal Crop Insurance Corporation
(FCIC) corresponding procedures allow for an advance
payment of up to 50 percent of expected reasonable re-
search and development costs for FCIC Board approved
Concept Proposals prior to the complete submission of the
policy or plan of insurance under section 508(h) of the Act.
Nine privately developed proposals were submitted to the
Board under section 508(h) as of December 2011.

Pasture, Rangeland, and Forage Pilot Programs are
based on vegetation greenness and rainfall indices to meet
the needs of livestock producers who purchase insurance
protection for losses of forage produced for grazing or har-
vested for hay. In 2011, there were 13,420 vegetation and
rainfall policies sold, covering over 34 million acres of pas-
ture, rangeland and forage. There was over $520 million
in liability, and to date nearly $152 million in indemnities
paid to livestock producers who purchased coverage.

For more information and additional crop insurance
program details, please reference RMA’s web site: (www.
rma.usda.gov).

Insurance against Security-Related Risks
Terrorism Risk Insurance

The Terrorism Risk Insurance Program (TRIP) was au-
thorized under P.L. 107-297 to help stabilize the insurance
industry following the terrorist attacks of September 11,
2001. Initially, TRIP was a three-year Federal program
that provided a system of shared public and private com-
pensation for insured commercial property and casualty
losses arising from certified acts of foreign terrorism. In
2005, Congress passed a two-year extension (P.L.109-
144), which narrowed the Government’s role by increas-
ing the private sector’s share of losses, reducing lines of
insurance covered by the program, and adding a thresh-
old event amount triggering Federal payments.

In 2007, Congress extended TRIP for an additional
seven years (P.L.110-318) and expanded the program
to include losses from domestic as well as foreign acts
of terrorism. For all seven extension years, however, it
maintains a private insurer deductible of 20 percent of
the prior year’s direct earned premiums, an insurer co-
payment of 15 percent of insured losses above the deduct-
ible, and a $100 million event trigger amount for Federal
payments. The 2007 extension also requires Treasury to
recoup 133 percent of the Federal payments made under
the program, and accelerates deadlines for recoupment of
any Federal payments made before September 30, 2017.

The Budget baseline includes the estimated Federal
cost of providing terrorism risk insurance, reflecting the

2007 extension of the TRIP through 2014. Using market
driven data, the Budget projects annual outlays and re-
coupment for TRIP. While the Budget does not forecast
any specific events, the estimates for this account repre-
sent the weighted average of TRIP payments over a full
range of possible scenarios, most of which include no no-
tional terrorist attacks (and therefore no TRIP payments),
and some of which include notional terrorist attacks of
varying magnitudes. On this basis, the Budget projects
net spending of $584 million over the 2013-2017 period
and $780 million over the 2013-2022 period.

Airline War Risk Insurance

After the September 11, 2001 attacks, private insur-
ers cancelled third-party liability war risk coverage for
airlines and dramatically increased the cost of other war
risk insurance. In addition to a number of short term re-
sponses, the Congress passed the Homeland Security Act
of 2002 (P.L. 107-296). Among other provisions, this Act
required the Secretary of Transportation to provide addi-
tional war risk insurance coverage for hull losses and pas-
senger liability to air carriers insured for third-party war
risk liability as of June 19, 2002. Congress has continu-
ally extended this requirement, most recently in Surface
and Air Transportation Programs Extension Act of 2011
(P.L. 112-30). Acting on behalf of the Secretary, the FAA
has made available insurance coverage for (i) hull losses
at agreed value; (ii) death, injury, or property loss liability
to passengers or crew, the limit being the same as that of
the air carrier’s commercial coverage as of November 25,
2002; and (iii) third party liability, the limit generally be-
ing twice that of the air carrier’s commercial coverage as
of November 25, 2002. The Secretary is also authorized to
limit an air carrier’s third party liability to $100 million,
when the Secretary certifies that the loss is from an act
of terrorism.

This program provides airlines with financial protec-
tion from war risk occurrences, and thus allows airlines to
meet the basic requirement for adequate hull loss and lia-
bility coverage found in most aircraft mortgage covenants,
leases, and government regulation. Without such cover-
age, many airlines might be grounded. Currently, aviation
war risk insurance coverage is generally available from
private insurers, but premiums are significantly higher
in the private market. Also, private insurance coverage
is very limited for occurrences involving weapons of mass
destruction and nuclear, chemical and biological perils.

Currently, 55 air carriers are insured by the
Department of Transportation. Coverage for individual
carriers ranges from $100 million to $4 billion per car-
rier, with the median insurance coverage at approxi-
mately $1.5 billion per occurrence. Premiums collected by
the Government for these policies are deposited into the
Aviation Insurance Revolving Fund. In 2011, the Fund
collected approximately $196 million in premiums for in-
surance provided by DOT. At the end of 2011, the balance
in the Aviation Insurance Revolving Fund available for
payment of future claims was $1.7 billion. The balance in
the Fund would be inadequate to meet either the cover-
age limits of the largest policies in force ($4 billion) or to
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meet a series of large claims in succession. The Federal
Government would pay any claims by the airlines that
exceed the balance in the Aviation Insurance Revolving
Fund. Therefore, the Administration’s goal is to incentiv-
ize the commercial marketplace to underwrite most, al-

though not all, aviation war risks. Now that commercial
underwriters are expressing a stronger interest in writ-
ing small policies with limited exposure to war risks, the
Budget proposes to establish a $150 million deductible for
hull and liability exposure in all FAA War Risk policies.

IV. TOPICS FOR IN-DEPTH ANALYSES

Fair Value Budgeting for Credit Programs

The Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990, as amended
(FCRA), improved budgeting for Federal credit programs
by requiring agencies to budget for the estimated cost to
the Government on a net present value basis. The main
goals of FCRA are to more accurately measure the costs
of credit programs, to improve the allocation of Federal re-
sources, and to make credit program cost estimates com-
parable to those in other programs, such as grants. Some
have raised concerns that FCRA cost estimates are not
a comprehensive estimate of the cost to taxpayers, and
propose adoption of “fair value” cost estimates as an alter-
native measure. A fair value cost estimate would be based
on the price investors would be willing to pay in a volun-
tary and orderly transaction in a liquid market.

Any change to credit program cost estimates should be
consistent with the goals articulated by FCRA. Fair value
is a complex concept; it merits further analysis to deter-
mine whether changes to budgetary treatment to align
the costs of credit programs with fair value would be con-
sistent with these goals. This section explores both theo-
retical and practical issues surrounding fair value. The
challenges in both dimensions are significant.

To choose the right uses of Federal resources, policy-
makers need accurate measures of the social benefit and
social cost of each potential use. The Federal budget esti-
mates the dollar amount of Federal resources needed to
carry out each program. In most cases, including but not
limited to Federal credit programs, however, the full so-
cial costs differ from the budgetary cost.

Budget estimates reflecting social costs could facilitate
resource allocation decisions. In some cases, the price that
is observed or would prevail in a well-functioning market
may be closer to the social cost than what is currently re-
corded in the budget as the cost to the Government. This
price, which is commonly called fair value, reflects the
preference and willingness of market participants to pay
for the commodity or the asset of interest. For commodi-
ties and assets that do not trade in the market, fair value
can be estimated with varying degrees of accuracy.

It is debatable whether aligning budgetary costs with
social costs would improve resource allocation, even if it
could be done successfully. Resource allocation should be
based on cost-benefit analyses, weighing the social benefit
of each program against its social cost. Tying budget esti-
mates to social costs goes a step further. When budgetary
estimates focus on the accuracy and transparency of costs
to the Government, policy decisions can still be guided by
more comprehensive analyses incorporating social costs
and benefits.

Under the FCRA, the cost of direct loans and loan guar-
antees is the net present value of estimated cash flows
to and from the Government, excluding administrative
costs. For direct loans, the cost equals loan disbursements
minus the present value of anticipated repayments net
of default, recoveries, and fees. For loan guarantees, the
cost equals the present value of any guarantee claims mi-
nus the present value of fees paid to the Government and
estimated recoveries. Estimated cash flows adjusted for
expected losses are discounted by Treasury rates of com-
parable maturity.

The current FCRA method for estimating cost provides
a different measure of cost than the fair value method,
which takes different risks and costs into account. To cal-
culate fair value, cash flows unadjusted for expected loss-
es would be discounted with a market interest rate that
reflects the characteristics of the cash flows of the loan
or loan guarantee (comparable market rate), instead of
Treasury rates. The comparable market rate would differ
from the maturity-matched Treasury rate in most cases
and vary across credit programs, and even across indi-
vidual loans and guarantees in some cases.

Fair value is conceptually appealing in that it reflects
closely the preferences of market participants. It is de-
batable, however, whether fair value estimates for credit
programs also represent the preferences of taxpayers and
the society as a whole. In addition to this conceptual is-
sue, several practical and implementation issues would
need to be carefully considered in evaluating fair value
proposals. Key issues include: how to develop accurate es-
timation methods; comparability of cost estimates across
programs; and whether agencies would be able to imple-
ment fair value, particularly given limited administra-
tive resources. A fair value proposal that does not address
these conceptual and practical issues would probably fail
to improve resource allocation and could even be counter-
productive.

Treasury Rates versus Market Interest Rates

A key determinant of the estimated cost of credit pro-
grams is the discount rate of future cash flows. The mar-
ket interest rate on a private loan depends on various fac-
tors, most of which are not reflected in the Treasury rate.
Those factors are:

e Time preference (present versus future, included in

FCRA cost estimate)

e Expected loss from default (included in FCRA cost
estimate)

e Compensation for uncertain returns - uncertainty
premium
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e Compensation for lower liquidity - liquidity premi-
um

¢ Cost of administering the loan
e Tax rate on the interest income

e Contract terms determining lenders’ and borrowers’
rights.

This decomposition of market rates helps to identify
the factors that make fair value estimates different from
current FCRA estimates, and determine whether those
factors are as relevant to taxpayers as they are to inves-
tors. When the Government lends money, the taxpayer
has a stake in the loan repayment that is similar, but not
identical to the stake an investor has in its loan portfolio.
When the borrower of a privately-held loan defaults, in-
vestors suffer a financial loss that will impact how much
they can consume or leave to their heirs. When the bor-
rower of a Government loan defaults, the Government
suffers a financial loss that may eventually require it to
cut Government programs or raise taxes, either way im-
pacting the value taxpayers get for their money. While
investors and taxpayers face a similar situation in that
regard, there are also some differences in their situation
that make some of the elements of fair value less relevant
to taxpayers than they are to investors.

Time preference, reflecting the higher value that people
give to money received now than to money received in the
future, is incorporated in both Treasury rates and market
rates. The difference between the Treasury rate and the
comparable market rate (yield spread) reflects all other
factors. The FCRA, however, fully accounts for the expect-
ed loss from default by deducting the expected amounts of
default from future cash flows, in lieu of discounting with
a higher rate. The factors other than the time preference
and the expected loss from default are not currently part
of the FCRA budgetary cost but would be part of a fair
value estimate. The following describes each of those ele-
ments and discusses their relevance to taxpayers.

Uncertainty Premium

The uncertainty premium is an extra expected return
that investors demand as compensation for uncertain
returns. (See the box below, “Uncertainty Premiums:
Diversifying across Assets and Distributing among a
Large Number of Investors,” for detailed discussions of
key issues and numerical examples.) For a debt instru-
ment, two main sources of uncertainty are default risk
and interest rate risk. Long-term debt is subject to inter-
est rate risk because its value changes with the prevail-
ing interest rate. Both the comparable market rate and
the Treasury rate reflect the uncertainty premium arising
from interest rate risk. The uncertainty premium arising
from default risk, on the other hand, is reflected in the
comparable market rate but not in the Treasury rate be-
cause Treasury securities are considered to be free of de-
fault risk.

Federal credit programs face default risk which results
in uncertain returns to taxpayers. If uncertainty is un-
desirable to private investors, it may also be undesirable

to taxpayers. Then shouldn’t the Government, on behalf
of taxpayers, demand the uncertainty premium arising
from default risk? Notwithstanding the parallels between
taxpayers and investors, there are two main reasons
why the uncertainty premium might be less relevant or
irrelevant to taxpayers: the Government has a superior
ability to diversify risk across assets because it engages
in various activities; and the Government can distribute
risk among a large number of taxpayers to the extent that
per-taxpayer uncertainty becomes negligible. There are
also counter-arguments: in advanced financial markets,
private investors may have effective tools, such as mu-
tual funds and insurance, to diversify risk to the same
extent as the Government does; and the portion of risk
tied to economy-wide outcomes cannot be reduced much
by distributing among a large number of taxpayers. The
relevance of these arguments depends on the characteris-
tics of Government programs, especially the type of uncer-
tainty that they face. As discussed in the box, the portion
of the uncertainty premium relevant to taxpayers is com-
plex to determine and may vary across programs.

Liquidity Premium

To hold an illiquid asset, investors have to sacrifice the
flexibility to sell it quickly or accept a below-market price
in doing so. Thus, they demand a higher interest rate, a
“liquidity premium,” if an asset is less liquid. The yield
spread reflects a liquidity premium because most private
assets are less liquid than Treasury securities, which
trade in the most liquid market. This component is ir-
relevant to taxpayers. Even though a Federal loan itself
may be illiquid, the illiquidity of the loan does not restrict
other activities of the Government which can easily bor-
row in the Treasury securities market at a minimal trans-
action cost. The Government and hence taxpayers benefit
from the high liquidity of the Treasury securities market
without incurring an extra cost.

Tax Differential

Interest income from Treasury securities is exempt
from State income tax. This tax advantage results in a
higher spread between Treasuries and private interest
rates; investors in private loans will demand a higher
before-tax return to compensate for the impact that State
taxes have on their after-tax return. The Treasuries’ tax
advantage lowers the cost to the Government of financ-
ing direct loans. But that same tax advantage results in
lost tax revenue at the State level, which may ultimately
have to be made up by taxpayers. Thus, unlike the liquid-
ity premium, this may not be a costless benefit.

Prepayment Risk

Among many contract terms affecting the interest rate,
the borrower’s option to prepay the loan may be the most
important feature present in both private and Federal
loan contracts. If borrowers are allowed to prepay without
a penalty, lenders need to be compensated with a high-
er interest rate. Borrowers want to refinance when the
market interest rate is low to benefit from the lower pay-
ments. Thus, the prepayment rate is likely to be higher
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when the market interest rate is lower and vice versa.
Investors will receive more funds than expected when
they have only low-return alternatives in which to invest
those funds.

This component is relevant to taxpayers, but probably
to a lesser extent than to investors. If prepayment is neg-
atively related with the market interest rate, an above-
average prepayment rate decreases the Government’s
funding need when the borrowing cost is lower, while a
below-average prepayment rate increases it when the
borrowing cost is higher. Thus, prepayment risk (vari-
ability of prepayment, as opposed to the expected amount
which is already considered in FCRA cash flow estimates)
can similarly affect taxpayers and investors. Some char-
acteristics of Federal loans, however, make prepayment
risk less relevant. Some Federal credit programs impose
a prepayment penalty. In addition, most Federal loans are
more attractive than private loans, regardless of the of-
ficial subsidy rate. Thus, at a given interest rate, many
borrowers who would prepay a private loan might not
prepay a Federal loan, except in situations where the
Government itself offers a lower cost alternative.

Administrative Costs

Lending involves various administrative costs, related
to loan processing, servicing, and debt collection, that are
necessary to preserve the value of the loan portfolio. Since
the Government cannot avoid these costs, this component
is relevant to taxpayers. Currently the budget includes
the administrative costs of running credit programs on a
cash basis separately from the credit subsidy, consistent
with all other Federal administrative costs.

Estimating the Fair Rate of Return for Taxpayers

As shown in the previous section, some of the factors
determining fair value are less relevant to taxpayers than
they are to investors. Thus, in most cases, a fair rate of
return for taxpayers — one that compensates taxpayers
for the relevant costs associated with credit programs —
would equal neither the Treasury nor the market rate of
return. The fair rate of return would equal the Treasury
rate plus the portion of the yield spread that is relevant to
taxpayers. Since the yield spread consists of several com-
ponents with differing relevance to taxpayers, it is neces-
sary to estimate the contribution of each component to
separate out the relevant portion of the yield spread. Of
these components, the uncertainty premium is the most
challenging to estimate properly. There are some estab-
lished methods to calculate the uncertainty premium and
other components, but all of them have weaknesses.

Capital Asset Pricing Model

The Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM) offers the
most standard method to calculate the uncertainty pre-
mium directly. In the CAPM, the required return on an
asset is the risk-free rate of return plus an uncertainty
premium which increases with the co-movement between
the return on the asset and the economy-wide return, rep-
resenting a composite return on all assets available for
investment. The uncertainty premium is calculated based

on the risk-free rate of return, the economy-wide return,
the variance of the economy-wide return, and the covari-
ance between the return on the asset and the economy-
wide return.

The CAPM has a strong theoretical appeal, but its ap-
plication involves several challenges and judgment calls.
Experts disagree on the most appropriate measure for
economy-wide return (for example, stock market return,
GDP growth, or consumption growth). The estimation
of key variables also requires rich historical data, which
may not be available, especially given that one of the
goals of Federal credit is to encourage lending in areas or
on terms that private markets have avoided.

Other Components

Measuring other components of the yield spread also
involves some complexities. Under the FCRA, the expect-
ed loss from default is already estimated. The estimation,
which often is based on historical data, is subject to large
errors. The actual performance of a loan can significantly
deviate from the historical performance if the tail risk
(chance that an extremely large loss occurs due to a cata-
strophic event, such as a large decrease in house price)
is significant. The liquidity premium can be estimated
based on some market variables, such as the bid-ask
spread (the difference between what the dealer charges
to buyers and what the dealer pays to sellers) and the
trading volume. However, the estimation is complex, and
the result can differ across models. The effect of the State
tax exemption on the yield spread is relatively straight-
forward to estimate. Still, there are some complications
arising from differing income tax rates across States and
differing marginal tax rates across investors. Financial
market experts developed many models estimating pre-
payment risk, but few are free of criticism. It is difficult
to estimate the distribution of future interest rates and
the relation between the interest rate and the prepay-
ment rate. By refining accounting practice, Federal agen-
cies should be able to estimate the administrative costs of
credit programs. However, it may not be straightforward
because the expenses necessary for efficient operations of
credit programs may be mingled with other expenses in
many cases.

Inference from Pricing of Related Products

For assets that actively trade in a well-developed mar-
ket, such as home mortgages, there are many related
products whose prices reflect different combinations of
factors discussed above. For example, the interest rate
on the original mortgage reflects all factors; the yield on
mortgage-backed securities (MBS) guaranteed by Fannie
Mae or Freddie Mac reflects prepayment risk and the tax
differential; and the price of private mortgage insurance
reflects the expected loss from default and the uncer-
tainty premium. In these cases, it is possible to infer the
contributions of individual factors by netting out common
factors. For example, the difference between the mortgage
interest rate and the MBS yield is composed of all factors
other than prepayment risk and the tax differential. This
method, however, may not be applicable to most Federal
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credit programs which have few or no related products.
Even for a mortgage guarantee program, it may be a chal-
lenge to find sufficient combinations of factors.

Option Pricing Model

Many Federal credit programs can be likened to op-
tions. The option pricing model (OPM), for example, can
be useful to estimate the market value of a loan guaran-
tee which is analytically equivalent to a put option (right
to sell an asset at a pre-specified price); a lender with a
loan guarantee receives the face value of the loan (equiva-
lent to selling the loan to the guarantor at the face value)
if the loan defaults. The option value is calculated based
on the current price, estimated future volatility of the un-
derlying asset (the guaranteed loan in this case), and a
few additional parameters. The future volatility is usually
estimated based on the past volatility or inferred from the
price of existing widely-traded options. The applicability
of the OPM to Federal credit programs is limited to situ-
ations where market pricing data are readily available,
and where the key assumptions of options pricing models,
such as the normality of return distribution, hold.

Availability of Market Information
and Historical Data

Given the complexities discussed above, estimating the
fair rate of return to taxpayers is difficult, and the degree
of difficulty depends on the availability of market infor-
mation and historical data. For a credit program with a
private-market counterpart that trades actively in a well-
functioning market, the fair rate of return to taxpayers
can be derived from the comparable market rate and the
prices of related products. If a credit program has rich
historical data spanning several business cycles, it is
possible to estimate the uncertainty premium using the
CAPM. Historical data also facilitate the estimation of
other relevant variables, such as prepayment risk which
is typically estimated based on the historical relationship
between the interest rate and the prepayment rate.

For most Federal credit programs, the availability and
the usefulness of market information are very limited.
The Government typically intervenes to improve efficien-
cy in inefficient markets, where either comparable prod-
ucts do not exist or their prices are distorted. For example,
information problems discussed in the first section of this
chapter prevent markets for student loans and small busi-
ness loans from functioning smoothly. In those cases, mar-
ket interest rates may reflect some other complex factors
that cannot be captured easily, making the decomposition
much more difficult. Even in well-developed markets, the
presence of Federal programs can distort market prices.
For example, mortgage rates may be lower than they
would be without Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. Market
information, including interest rates, can be also mis-
leading during periods of financial instability. The avail-
ability of historical data varies widely across programs.
For newer programs, particularly those with large loans
and varied terms, such as transportation and energy in-
frastructure programs, sufficient historical data may not
be available even in ten years. For some credit programs,

therefore, estimating the fair rate of return for taxpayers
would be extremely difficult.

Any attempt to try to estimate uncertainty premiums
and other components of fair value based on limited data
is likely to require controversial assumptions that may
hold only in some special cases. For example, one could
assume that Government loans might have the same un-
certainty premium as private loans with equal expected
default rates. However this assumption would not be
consistent with financial theories such as the CAPM and
could lead to serious errors, for reasons that are explored
in the box.

Consistency across Programs

It is also unclear whether fair value budgeting only for
credit programs would make the budget costs of credit
programs more comparable to the budget costs of other
programs, apart from estimation issues. The uncertainty
premium may also be relevant to some other Federal pro-
grams, of which outlays are tied to economic condition,
such as unemployment insurance. The administrative
cost is not included in the budget costs of most Federal
programs, and the tax rate differential benefits virtually
all Federal programs. In addition, for programs involv-
ing externalities, their social costs can differ significantly
from the market prices. For example, the market price
that the Government pays for a truck does not include the
social cost of pollution, and the budget cost of building a
highway does not include the social cost of environmental
damages. The allocation of Federal resources might fail to
improve if fair value budgeting makes the budget costs of
credit programs more comparable to some programs, but
less comparable to others.

Practical Implementation Issues

Beyond the conceptual issues of fair value, there are
practical implementation issues that would need to be
addressed. Premature or piecemeal implementation of
fair value could prove extremely costly, with little long-
term benefit in terms of more accurate cost information
and efficient resource allocation. Depending on the na-
ture of a fair value proposal, it could require a significant
investment in OMB, Treasury, and Federal credit agency
resources to implement, or it could divert limited admin-
istrative resources from management and oversight of af-
fected programs.

Methods for estimating fair value would need to be
explored and developed, along with guidance to ensure
consistent and appropriate application across programs.
The budgetary treatment for various components would
have to be considered. For example, if credit program cost
estimates included premiums to compensate for uncer-
tainty or liquidity, it raises questions of how the budget
should reflect the anticipated income from such premi-
ums. While fair value estimates would capture some costs
not currently reflected under the FCRA, as noted above,
not all of the components of fair value may be relevant to
Government. Some components are already reflected in
FCRA estimates or elsewhere in the budget, so pricing
these components accurately would be necessary to avoid
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double counting or understating costs, and the degree of
accuracy in estimating component prices can vary widely.
Often there are not comparable market instruments for
Federal credit programs, and market prices can be volatile
for reasons that may not relate to the underlying asset. As
these component prices will vary greatly by program and
to some extent by individual project, there may be limited
ability to compare assumptions against actual experience
to improve or inform future cost estimates. Such volatility
could lend to deficit swings that may not be accurate, or
relevant to the Government. Guidance would also need to
be developed to account for actual costs over time to en-
sure transparency and accuracy in the costs of outstand-
ing loans and guarantees, and to use experience to inform
cost estimates for both new assistance, and the effects of
policy changes on program costs.

Implementation of fair value for some credit programs
and not others could distort resource allocation decisions
across programs. For example, if fair value were used only
for programs where market information was more read-
ily available, such as mortgage guarantees, policy makers
would not have a comparable basis for comparing invest-
ment in these areas to other forms of credit assistance.
Further, for programs that may invest in similar areas,
such as energy infrastructure, reasonable analysis may
yield very different views of the fair value based on the
timing of the market data used, or differences in methods
where market data may not be available. Absent consis-
tency across programs, fair value could lead to distorted
cost estimates, and create incentives to overinvest or un-
derinvest in various programs.

In implementing current FCRA requirements, some
Federal credit programs have faced significant adminis-
trative challenges in building staff with the right technical
skill sets, and developing critical management infrastruc-
ture, including financial accounting systems, monitoring,
and modeling capabilities. Fair value complexities would
place much greater demands on agencies in all of these
areas. For some of these programs, greater investment in
FCRA estimates might do more to improve cost measure-
ment than investment in fair value estimates.

The Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP) imple-
mented a form of fair value cost estimate per the direc-
tion in the Economic Emergency Stabilization Act of 2008.
The Act provided Treasury permanent indefinite budget
authority, in contrast to the funding for administrative
expenses of most other credit programs, which are annu-
ally appropriated and constrained by the discretionary
caps. Implementation has been extremely resource inten-
sive, requiring large investments in private sector finan-
cial advisors, datasets, and systems. Agencies with lim-
ited administrative resources may not be able to support
necessary investments for accurate fair value estimates,
or doing so could draw resources away from mitigating
risks and costs that otherwise may be within the agency’s
ability to control, such as defaults or recoveries, or effec-
tive delivery of services to beneficiaries. Ultimately, the
lifetime cost to Government under TARP is expected to
be far lower than originally estimated, as premiums for
market risk are returned to Treasury through downward
reestimates over time, raising the question of the benefit
of the original fair value estimates.

Summary

Fair value budgeting for Federal credit programs has
the potential to capture elements of cost that are not in-
cluded in FCRA cost estimates. A decision on whether to
shift to fair value budgeting, however, should be preceded
by careful consideration of many complex issues. At the
conceptual level, more analyses are needed to clarify the
extents to which factors relevant to private investors are
also relevant to taxpayers. At the implementation level,
choosing the best way to estimate the fair value cost
for taxpayers would require extensive testing of vari-
ous methods in relation to Federal credit programs. The
cost of implementing fair value budgeting should also
be a serious consideration, as the implementation would
require a high level of financial expertise and extensive
data work. The effectiveness of fair value budgeting for
credit programs in improving resource allocation should
be compared with other alternatives, including fair value
budgeting for all programs for consistency across credit
and non-credit programs and strengthened cost-benefit

sate for the uncertainty. See numerical examples below.

Uncertainty Premiums:
Diversifying across Assets and Distributing among a Large Number of Investors

Most people dislike uncertainty, preferring a certain return to an uncertain return. For this reason, investors must usually
be paid an uncertainty premium to hold a riskier asset. The premium is measured by the extra return required to compen-

Investors can reduce uncertainty through diversification across assets. Holding a mix of assets will generally yield a less
volatile return than investing in only a few alternatives. In a mixed portfolio, when the realized return is low on some al-
ternatives, it is likely to be high on others, and the total return will reflect a combination of both high and low individual
returns. Investors will not demand an extra return for the portion of uncertainty that they can diversify away in this fashion.
For example, consider a “pro-cyclical” stock which pays more in the boom than in the recession. Imagine pairing that stock
with a “countercyclical” stock which pays more in the recession than in the boom. If investors could freely mix countercyclical
stocks and pro-cyclical stocks without restrictions, they could eliminate uncertainty.

In practice, investors can diversify only to a limited extent. There may not exist enough countercyclical assets with returns
that balance those of the pro-cyclical alternatives to allow all investors to create a zero-risk portfolio. In the U.S. stock market,
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for example, the pro-cyclical stocks tend to far outweigh the countercyclical stocks. Provided that diversification cannot elimi-
nate the risk associated with pro-cyclical stocks, investors will continue to demand an uncertainty premium on those stocks.

It is important to note that the uncertainty premium on an individual asset can be negative because some uncertainties are
desirable. Countercyclical stocks, for example, have high returns during recessions and lower returns during booms. This is
an uncertain profile of returns, but it can be used to balance the more common pro-cyclical returns on other stocks. Holding
the countercyclical stock in a mixed portfolio has value in excess of its expected return because it reduces overall uncertainty.

Uncertainty can also become insignificant when it is distributed among a large number of investors. The well-being of an
individual is little affected by uncertainty when the amount subject to uncertainty is only a small fraction of wealth. Many
of those who buy insurance to protect themselves from major financial losses are willing to gamble for small stakes. This
pattern of behavior is consistent with a disproportionately smaller uncertainty premium for smaller uncertainty. Thus, when
moderate uncertainty is distributed among a large number of investors, the uncertainty premium can be zero, provided that
the uncertainty is unrelated to economy-wide uncertainty, such as the boom and the recession.

If uncertainty is closely related to economy-wide uncertainty, however, distribution among a large number of investors is
ineffective; it does not eliminate the portion of uncertainty that is related to the market risk. Even very small uncertainty
matters when it is added to existing uncertainty.

In sum, although investors dislike uncertainty, they demand compensation only for the portion of uncertainty that cannot
be avoided. Thus, the uncertainty premium for an asset does not necessarily increase with the variability of its return, and
it can even be negative. Even for an asset with a highly variable return, the uncertainty premium is low or negative if its
return is weakly or negatively correlated with the economy-wide return. The uncertainty premium is also low for an asset of
which uncertainty can be effectively distributed among a large number of investors.

Numerical Examples

In this simple example, the economy will be either in a boom or in a recession next year with a 50-50 chance. Each investor
has $100, and each asset costs $100.

Uncertainty Premium. Suppose that a safe asset (SAFE) returns $105 both in the boom and the recession, and a risky
asset (RISKY) returns $130 in the boom and $90 in the recession. Then the expected return on SAFE is $105[($105 x 0.5)
+($105 x 0.5)], and the expected return on RISKY is $110 [($130 x 0.5) + ($90 x 0.5)]. In this example, the risk-free rate of
return is 5 percent, which is the expected rate of return on SAFE, and the uncertainty premium on RISKY is 5 percent, which
is the difference between the expected rate of return on RISKY and the risk-free rate of return.

Complete Diversification. Suppose that there are two investors and two assets named RISKY1 and RISKY2. RISKY1
returns $120 in the boom and $90 in the recession, while RISKY2 returns $90 in the boom and $120 in the recession. If each
investor invests $50 in RISKY1 and $50 in RISKY2, the return will be $105 both in the boom and in the recession. With this
complete diversification, there is no uncertainty and hence no uncertainty premium.

Incomplete Diversification. Suppose that there are three investors, two RISKYs, and another asset named RISKY3.
RISKYS3 returns $90 in the boom and $114 in the recession. A risk-free portfolio yielding $105 both in the boom and the re-
cession can be formed with a $37.5 investment in RISKY and a $62.5 investment in RISKY3. The expected return is $102 for
RISKY3, $107.3 for the market portfolio consisting of two thirds of RISKY and one third of RISKY3, and $110 for RISKY. In
this example, the risk-free rate of return is 5 percent, the risk premium is -3 percent for RISKY3, 2.3 percent for the market
portfolio, and 5 percent for RISKY. Given that the risk-free portfolio is a combination of RISKY and RISKY3, the risk pre-
mium on RISKY3 must be negative when the risk premium on RISKY is positive. In the real world, the interaction between
demand and supply of assets ensures this outcome.

Distribution among a Large Number of Investors. Suppose that there are 100 investors, 100 SAFEs, and another asset
named RISKY4, which yields $120 if new technology succeeds and $90 if it fails, with a 50-50 chance. RISKY4 is very risky
if chosen by a single investor. If every investor invests $99 in SAFE and $1 in RISKY, the return is $105.15 if the technology
succeeds and $104.85 if it fails. Provided that investors do not mind having a small fraction of their wealth exposed to un-
certainty, this return profile is as good as $105 with certainty. Distribution among a large number of investors is an effective
way of eliminating uncertainty if the uncertainty is unrelated to economy-wide uncertainty (boom or recession).

Uncertainty Related to Economy-wide Uncertainty. Suppose that there are 100 investors, unlimited SAFEs, unlimited
RISKYs, and one RISKY4 and that new technology succeeds in the boom and fails in the recession. This uncertainty for
RISKY4, which is the same as economy-wide uncertainty, cannot be distributed away. Looking at market prices is a straight-
forward way to illustrate this point. It can be shown that an investor can replicate the return profile of RISKY4 by investing
$21.43 in SAFE and $75.00 in RISKY ($96.43 in total). Thus, investing $100 in RISKY4 is equivalent to overpaying $3.57
for the same good. The overpayment is a real loss. Even if the loss is distributed among 100 investors, it still adds back to
the same amount.
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analyses at the program level apart from budgeting. The
Administration has already been working to evaluate
Federal programs more thoroughly and pursuing a range
of initiatives that would lead to more effective and effi-
cient uses of Federal resources (see chapters 7, 8, and 9 of
this volume).

Public-Private Partnership

Credit and insurance are largely provided by private
entities, and managing credit and insurance businesses
requires substantial expertise. Thus, the Government can
significantly improve the efficiency of credit and insur-
ance programs through partnership with the private sec-
tor.

To successfully implement public-private partnership,
the Government should combine the strengths of the pub-
lic sector and the private sector, and design the incentive
structure carefully. The management of credit and insur-
ance programs involves many functions: marketing, fi-
nancing, pricing/screening, monitoring, servicing, absorb-
ing losses, and recovering losses. When proper incentives
are presented, the private sector can carry out some of
these functions more efficiently.

Marketing. To improve the effectiveness of a program,
the Government should inform and encourage the target
population to use the program. The marketing effort is
particularly important for the programs that can reduce
the need for taxpayer-financed assistance later (e.g., flood
insurance). The Government can benefit from the private
sector’s marketing network. The potential gain from pub-
lic-private partnership may depend on the clarity of eligi-
bility. If eligibility is ambiguous, private partners, whose
profits are usually tied to business volume, may go much
beyond the target population, resulting in inefficiency.

Financing. Lenders need funds to make loans, and
they finance loan capital in various ways, such as bor-
rowing, raising equity, and securitizing loans (pooling
loans and selling shares of the pool to investors). The
Government has a clear advantage in financing because
the Treasury market is the most liquid and stable market.
Thus, transferring the financing function alone to private
partners, without other functions that private partners
perform better, would result in higher financing costs but
no offsetting benefits. Securitizing Government loans, for
example, is undesirable unless private investors bear and
manage the risk of those loans more efficiently.

Pricing and Screening. A main challenge for credit
and insurance providers is to find the price (lending terms
and insurance premiums) corresponding to the risk spe-
cific to each customer or to identify better-risk customers
given a preset price. The private sector has an advantage
in pricing and screening because accurate pricing and
screening usually take profit motives and relevant exper-
tise. To benefit from the superior pricing and screening
ability of the private sector, however, the Government
must provide appropriate incentives to private-sector
partners. For loan guarantees, for example, the guaran-
tee percentage should not be too high. Also the pricing
and screening expertise of private-sector partners is ir-

relevant for programs in which the price is preset and eli-
gibility is based only on social characteristics rather than
risk characteristics.

Monitoring. After loans and insurance policies are
issued, lenders and insurers need to prevent borrowers
and policyholders from engaging in high-risk activities
(“moral hazard”). Monitoring may be more effective when
lenders and insurers have profit motives and relevant ex-
pertise. Monitoring also takes enforcement mechanisms.
While the private sector uses contractual devices, such as
cancellation (e.g., calling loans and cancelling insurance
policies) and re-pricing, the Federal Government relies on
regulation. For example, the FDIC regulates banks and
thrifts to protect the deposit insurance fund. Transferring
the monitoring function to private-sector partners can be
beneficial, but the potential benefit may be limited only to
those cases where regulation is not necessarily more ef-
fective or desirable than private contractual devices.

Servicing. Efficient processing of loan repayments
and insurance premiums improves customer satisfaction
and reduces losses. With advanced computing technology,
expertise may have become less important for these activ-
ities. Nevertheless, experienced private entities may ser-
vice loans and insurance policies at lower costs. Moreover,
processing insurance claims (e.g., assessing damages)
may still require substantial expertise.

Absorbing Losses. Loan losses and insurance claims
sometimes turn out to be significantly greater than ex-
pected. Although lenders and insurers maintain capital
to absorb losses, their capacity to absorb losses is limited.
The Federal Government with general taxing authority
has an advantage in absorbing extremely large and high-
ly uncertain losses, such as those resulting from massive
bank failures and natural disasters.

Recovering Losses. Private lenders are highly moti-
vated to recover a large portion of defaulted loans, in or-
der to increase the overall return on loans. They may also
have more expertise in debt collection than Government
agencies. The Government, however, has some special col-
lection tools, such as withholding tax refunds. In cases
where the Government does not use special tools, the
private sector may have an advantage in recovering loan
losses.

There are many ways to utilize the private sector’s
strengths. When lending decisions are delegated to pri-
vate-sector partners, a partial loan guarantee forcing
them to bear some risk is one way to take advantage of
the screening ability of private-sector lenders. Providing
reinsurance for catastrophic losses can combine the
Government’s strength in absorbing losses with the pri-
vate sector’s strengths in marketing, pricing, and servic-
ing. The Government may improve the cost efficiency of a
direct loan program by outsourcing the servicing to a pri-
vate entity through competitive bidding. The Government
can also increase its recovery rate by auctioning off de-
faulted loans to private investors.

Realizing the potential gains from public-private part-
nership requires thorough understanding of the character-
istics of each program and the incentives of private-sector
partners. An ill-designed partnership would unnecessar-
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ily raise the cost of the program by combining weakness-
es and allowing profit margins for private partners. An
example is the Federal Family Education Loan program,
which was eliminated in 2010. Under the loan-guarantee
program, participating banks lent to all eligible students.
Due to this nature of the program, there were few oppor-
tunities to utilize the private lenders’ strengths. Colleges
effectively performed marketing and eligibility screening.

Lenders serviced the loans, but the Government also out-
sourced the servicing of direct student loans to a private
entity, negating the potential advantage of the guarantee
program. Lenders were not involved in collection because
defaulted loans were taken over by the Government. The
main function performed by lenders in that case was fi-
nancing, in which the Government had a clear advantage.

Chart 23-1. Face Value of Federal
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Table 23-2. ESTIMATED FUTURE COST OF OUTSTANDING FEDERAL CREDIT PROGRAMS

(In billions of dollars)

Estimated Future

Estimated Future

Program Costs of 2010 Costs of 2011
Outstanding 2010 OQutstanding ! Outstanding 2011 Outstanding
Direct Loans: 2
Federal StUAENt LOANS ......c..ovuiviiiiiiircsisse s 254 10 378 -14
GSE Mortgage-Backed Securities Purchase Program ... 164 -9 71 -2
Troubled Asset Relief Program 3 ..........co.c..oceviineeviinenessisesssssssessssssessssssnans 135 37 100 42
Education Temporary Student Loan Purchase AUthority ..o 100 -9 98 -13
Farm Service Agency (excl. CCC), Rural Development, Rural Housing 49 10 52 10
Rural Utilities Service and Rural Telephone Bank ... 45 2 47 2
State Housing Finance Authority Direct LOans ... 15 -1 15 1
Disaster Assistance 9 3 8 2
Housing and Urban Development 9 8 9 7
Export-Import Bank 9 3 9 2
Public Law 480 6 2 5 2
Agency for International Development 5 2 4 1
Department of Energy, Title 17, ATVM 3 1 7 1
Small Business Lending FUNA 3..............ccooocvvommeceroimnmeriisenescesssesissssmssvssssssissssssieeenss | ] e 4 =
Other direct loan programs 3 24 5 31 11
Total direct loans 827 64 838 52
Guaranteed Loans: 2

FHA-Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund ... 891 26 1,043 28
Federal Student Loans 390 15 328 10
Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) MOItgages ........cocoeureemrmeeniverinerssineinnes 225 5 258 5
FHA-General and Special Risk Insurance Fund ............cccccoenineineinnincinsineinnees 134 9 138 8
Small Business AdminiStration (SBA) 4............cevvvveevvvneeessisssesssssssssssssssssenns 76 4 82 5
Farm Service Agency (excl. CCC), Rural Development, Rural Housing 69 3 83 4
Export-Import Bank 45 2 49 1
International Assistance 21 3 20 3
Commodity Credit COrporation ............ceuerecrniirerniieinesierssesssesiseieenens 7 * 6 *
Government National Mortgage Association (GNMA) # ........ccevvimmciimmmciissneiieeens| e ol *
Other guaranteed loan programs ... 8 * 10 1
Total guaranteed loans 1,866 67 2,017 64
Total Federal credit 2,693 131 2,855 116

* $500 million or less.

" Direct loan future costs reflect the financing account allowance for subsidy cost and the liquidating account allowance for estimated uncollectible principal and interest. Loan

guarantee future costs reflect estimated liabilities for loan guarantees.

2 Excludes loans and guarantees by deposit insurance agencies and programs not included under credit reform, such as Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) commodity price
supports. Defaulted guaranteed loans that result in loans receivable are included in direct loan amounts.
3 As authorized by law, table includes equity purchases under the TARP, the Small Business Lending Fund, and IMF Quota transactions provided in the Supplemental Appropriations

Act of 2009. Future costs for TARP and IMF transactions reflected here are calculated using the discount rate required by the FCRA, adjusted for market risks, as directed in legislation.
4 Certain SBA data are excluded from the totals because they are secondary guarantees on SBA's own guaranteed loans. GNMA guarantee data are excluded from the totals because

they are secondary guarantees on loans guaranteed by FHA, VA and RHS.
SIncludes Department of Energy Title 17 loan guarantees financed by private lenders.
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Table 23-3. REESTIMATES OF CREDIT SUBSIDIES ON LOANS DISBURSED BETWEEN 1992-2011 *

(Outlays and receipts, in millions of dollars)

Agency and Program 2001 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 2012
DIRECT LOANS
Agriculture:
Agriculture Credit Insurance Fund .... -656 921 10 -701 -147 -2 -14 -251 -478 326 -147 93
Farm Storage Facility LOans ...........ccccoenenmemevmincinineinees | v -1 -7 -8 7 -1 50 47 -1 -19 -6
APPIE LOBNS ..o | s -2 1 e * * * * -1 -1 =* =*
Emergency Boll Weevil Loans ... | vvvvee| s 1 * * 3 * * = = -2
Distance Learning, Telemedicine and Broadband Loans ....| ... 1 -1 -1 1 7 1 3 -3 1 -2 -30
Rural Electrification and Telecommunications Loans .......... =17 42 101 265 143 -197 -108 -149 293 248 192 -66
Rural Telephone Bank -1 -3 -7 -6 -17 -48 22 36 1 -4 -2
Rural Housing Insurance Fund 19 -29 -435 -64 -200 109 .. -13 -405 18 170 313
Rural Economic Development LOans .........ccoovvvcvvenne | v -1 -1 -2 * -3 3 -1 -4 -2 *
Rural Development Loan Program ... | cevevns -1 =3 -3 -2 -7 * -4 -4 -4 -3
Rural Community Facilities Program ... | o] | ] vvveend] ] ] 4 77 -19 =31 -100
Rural Business and Industry Program ..o | vveveene| ] | | ] | e -22 -5 -5 4 -20
Rural Water and Waste Disposal Program ... | o] vvvene] | | ]| e -13 72 -124 -52 -84
Rural Community Advancement Program 2 37 3 -1 -34 =TT ] | ]|
PL. 480 23 65| -348 -43 -26 44| 163 171 23 19
P.L. 480 Title | Food for Progress Credits ... | vevveee| v =M12] 4L ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
Commerce:
Fisheries FINANCE ... -19 -1 =3 1 -15 -12 1 -16 = * *
Defense:
Military Housing Improvement FUNd ... | ] ] | e * -4 -1 -8 -2 -13 -8 -29
Education:
Federal Direct Student Loan Program: 3
Volume reestimate ... 6] 43 ] ] ]| ] ] ]
Other technical reestimate ...........vceveevreeenerinerneeiniis 560 . 3,678 1,999 855 2,827| 2,674 408 -45| -1,176| -5,624| 5,511
Temporary Student Loan Purchase Authority: 3
Volume reestimate ........c.oveveveeeveevmeinnsniscisesiinninne | | ||| ] e ]| e M| | ]
Other technical reeStimate ........ccocovveivveivveivieiiieiviieiine | v | v | | e | e 444\ 1,076| -5,529| -1,433
College Housing and Academic Facilities Loans ................. ST ] ] ] ] * * * * * =
Historically Black Colleges and UNiVersities .......ccccovcvees | o] ] ] | ] 11 -16 24 -75 68 -4
TEACH Grants .........ccoveveveeeremnncessenmnsesesssmesssssenines | vovenrene| vvvvenne| vvvenne| vvvvrens| et v | | | e 11 -5 18
Energy:
Advanced Technology Vehicle Manufacturing Fund ... | ] ] ] | ] ] ] ] 12| -712] -985
Title 17 Innovative Technology FuNd ... | o] ] ] ] ] ] ] | = 55 409
Homeland Security:
Disaster Assistance 36 -7 -6 * 4 * * b I -18 -1 -29
Interior:
Bureau of Reclamation Loans 3 -9 14 17 1 1 5 -3 -1 -9 -9
Bureau of Indian Affairs Direct Loans -1 -1 2 * * * 1 -1 1 1 *
Assistance to American Samoa ..o | o] | e * b I 20 ] e -4 * =
Housing and Urban Development:
Green Retrofit Program for Multifamily Housing, Recovery
ACE o | | ||| ] ] ] ] ] ] 5
State:
Repatriation LOANS .......ccovieirececvenenssssensnsnsinsens | vvvveene| | v | e v || ||| v | e
Transportation:
High Priority Corridor LOans ... | vvvvvene| ] | ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
Alameda Corridor LOAN ..........cvverenernrneniseisiisnnciniinee | vvverene| | v 12 ] ] ] ] ] ]|
Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation ......... 18] ] ] 3 -1 7 1 -163 92 17 64
Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Program ... | | vvvend| i -5 -14 -1 -1 15 -8 15 13 -16
Treasury:
GSE Mortgage-Backed Securities Purchase Program ... | ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] -8,165| 2,054| -7,075
Community Development Financial Institutions Fund .......... | o] v * -1 * -1 1 b -2 2 -1
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Table 23-3. REESTIMATES OF CREDIT SUBSIDIES ON LOANS DISBURSED BETWEEN 1992-2011 '—Continued

(Outlays and receipts, in millions of dollars)

Agency and Program 2001 2002 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 2007 | 2008 2009 | 2010 | 2011 2012

Troubled Asset Relief Program Direct Loan *......coccocvvcceeee | covvveeie] vvivena] ] o] e e cvveeeena] ] e -15,499| -4,195| 3,334

Troubled Asset Relief Program EQUItY # .........ccoovmmmmvvcciiees | covvnnene] cvvinea] ] ]| ] || e -90,601| —47,207| 11,829

Small Business Lending FUNA # ...........coooecvemmemeccimnmeiiiiens | vvvveeene| e vvvvenne| | evveeene] v eeveene] ] e e e -368
Veterans Affairs:

Veterans Housing Benefit Program Fund ............ccccoceeeen. -107|  -697 17 -178 987 -44 -76| 402 20 69 45 389

Native American Veteran HOUSING ... | v s -3 * * * 1 1 * ol 2 6

Vocational Rehabilitation LOans ... | vvvven| v * * * -1 1 -1 1 = * =*
Environmental Protection Agency:

Abatement, Control and Compliance .........c..cocvvrverrerrrennnns 3 -1 * -3 * * * * * =* =* *
International Assistance Programs:

Foreign Military Financing ........cc.cocueeeeeneneneneninineineeenns -166 119 -397 -64 41 -7 -6 Tl ] ] 33

U.S. Agency for International Development:

Micro and Small Enterprise Development ... | cevenene b I il SO OO PO NSRRIV IR INPRPOVY IR IR
Overseas Private Investment Corporation:
OPIC DireCt LOANS .....oouvrirciirneirneieirseieiseiseiseississnins | eeveenns -4 -21 3 -7 72 31 -15 -46 6 -4

IMF QUOA # .ooooevvvvessieesssisessssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsss | evvviena]| vvnnenns| evvniina | vvenens|evenvn| s v evveene| v eevsiena| s 17

Debt REAUCHION ..o . I * -47 -104 54 B | ] e ] e
Small Business Administration:

Business Loans 1 -2 1 25| -16 -4 4 7 3 1 1

Disaster Loans
Other Independent Agencies:

Export-Import Bank Direct Loans 157 117 -640 -305 111 -257 227 -120 7 54 394 382
Federal Communications Commission ... -804 92 346 380 732 24 1 -100 -23 12 4
LOAN GUARANTEES

Agriculture:

Agriculture Credit Insurance FUNd ...........ccoveenerenernnecenienne 205 40 -36 -33 -22 -162 20 -36 -48 -4 -58 -75

Agriculture Resource Conservation Demonstration ............ 20 1 -1 * 1] ] ] ] ]

Commodity Credit Corporation Export Guarantees ............. -1,410| ... -13| -230| -205| -366| -232| 225 -39 9 -22 48

Rural Electrification and Telecommunications LOans .........| | o] ] ] ] * * * = =

Rural Housing Insurance Fund 152 -56 32 50 66 440 -19 -24 81 183 312

Rural Business and Industry Program ... | o] | ] vveen] ] ] -9 -1 41 72 178

Rural Community Facilities Program ... | o] | vvveen] ]| ] -1 13 7 11 13

Rural Water and Waste Disposal Program ..o | o] vvvene| | vvvene] ]| ] | e 1 b

Rural Community Advancement Program 2 .. 63 17 91 15 29 -64 =16 ] ] ]

Rural Energy for AMENCa ........cccvevvenenninmneinnveivnineinies | o] | | ]| v e * * 2 4 13

Biorefinery ASSISIANCE ... | || ]| v v ] || s * 20
Commerce:

Fisheries FINANCE ... -3 -1 3 * 1 * 1 * * * b

Emergency Steel Guaranteed LOans ........covevevvivcinies | wovvevene| v 50 * 3 -75 -13 1 B3| ] |

Emergency Oil and Gas Guaranteed Loans .... ¥ * ¥ * * -1 * ] ] ]
Defense:

Military Housing Improvement FUNd ..o | v v v -3 -1 -3 -5 -1 -2 -3 -2 -2

Defense Export Loan GUArantee .........ccovvevmcncvncncinnees | wovvvee| e[| s S5 ] ] ] ] ] ]

Arms Initiative Guaranteed Loan Program ... | vvveene| vvvenne| v v e v e 201 2 =3
Education:

Federal Family Education Loan Program: 3

Volume reestimate ... | =42| 277| ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ]

Other technical reestimate .........cccoeovervevervvrvcivircineen | —3,4841 . -2,483| -3278| 1,348/ 6,837| -3,399| -189| -13,463| -7,008| —14,455| —10,354
Energy:

Title 17 Innovative Technology Fund ... | vvvvene|  vvvee] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] * 12
Health and Human Services:

Heath Center Loan GUarantees ..........ovvmvervcvvineinees | wovevens * b I 1 * * -1 -2 * e

Health Education Assistance Loans ... | vvvvee| v -5 =37 -33 -18 -20 * -15 -5 13 -5
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Table 23-3. REESTIMATES OF CREDIT SUBSIDIES ON LOANS DISBURSED BETWEEN 1992-2011 '—Continued

(Outlays and receipts, in millions of dollars)

Agency and Program 2001 2002 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 2007 | 2008 2009 | 2010 | 2011 2012
Housing and Urban Development:
Indian Housing Loan Guarantee -6 * -1 * -3 -1 * -5 -7 -7 -2 13
Title VI Indian GUArantees ..........coeeeermmevmeeverinmmincnivsnins | vvverna| e -1 1 4 * -4 -3 -2 -2 -1 -2
Community Development Loan GUarantees ... | vevvene|  vevviene| v 19 -10 -2 4 1 -1 -9 -8 -2
FHA-Mutual Mortgage Insurance 2,413| -1,308| 1,100{ 5947 1,979| 2,842 636| 3,923| 9,262| 8435 5,014 6,560
FHA-General and Special Risk -217|  -403 77 352 507 238| -1,254| -362| 6,086 571| 1,848 -1,200
Guarantees of Mortgage Backed SeCUMties ... | o] ] v | ] ]| ] ] e 684 132
Interior:
Bureau of Indian Affairs Guaranteed Loans ... -14 -1 -2 -2 * 15 5 -30 -3 11 4 -19
Bureau of Indian Affairs Insured LOANS ... | ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] =
Transportation:
Maritime Guaranteed Loans (Title XI) -15 187 27 -16 4 -76 -1 -51 23 8 32 3
Minority Business Resource Center .........oovvmcnmecnvinecns | vveeens L * b * b =+ =* =+
Treasury:
Air Transportation Stabilization Program ... | v e 113 -199 292 -109 =95 ]| ] ]
Troubled Asset Relief Program 4 ... | covnen| cvvvvene| ] eevvena] ] e v e v -517 -691 28
Veterans Affairs:
Veterans Housing Benefit Fund Program ............ccccccceveeee. -770|  -163| -184| -1,515| -462| -842| -525 182 -70 494 1,084 654
International Assistance Programs:
U.S. Agency for International Development:
Development Credit AUEOTItY .....c.cocvverimerncnirciniiees | e =1 1 -3 -2 2 1 5 -8 -6 4
Micro and Small Enterprise Development ... | o] o] v 2 2| -3 i I IR -1
Urban and Environmental Credit ... | v -4 -15 48 -2 -5 -1 22 7 -1 -10 -6
Assistance to the New Independent States of the
Former Soviet Union ... | s =341 ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ]|
Loan Guarantees t0 ISFael ... | o] ]| e -76 =111 188 34 -16 -46 283 =21 -316
Loan Guarantees to EQypt .....ccccovvvrvensvccnccninsiviineiniens | vevveeen] || | e 7 14 -12 12 -1 6 -54
Overseas Private Investment Corporation:
OPIC Guaranteed LOans ...........cc.veweeeememmmesmevmnminneins | evveens 5 77 60| -212 21 -149| 268 -26 -23 -13 39
Small Business Administration:
Business Loans -528| 226 304| 1,750| 1,034 -390 -268| 140 931| 3,746| 3711] 1,512
Other Independent Agencies:
Export-Import Bank Guarantees ............ooeereverercrniireinees -1,520 -417| 2,042 -1,133 —655| -1,164 =579 =174 23 571 =370 -312
Total -6,427| -1,854| -142| 3,468 6,008 9,003| -3,441| 2,044| 2,576|-107,214| -63,353| 9,354

*$500,000 or less.

T Excludes interest on reestimates. Additional information on credit reform subsidy reestimates is available in the Federal Credit Supplement.
2Includes Rural Water and Waste Disposal, Rural Community Facilities, and Rural Business and Industry programs through 2007.
3Volume reestimates in mandatory programs represent a change in volume of loans disbursed in the prior years.
4 As authorized by law, table includes reestimated subsidy costs of equity purchases under the TARP and the Small Business Lending Fund, and IMF transactions authorized under
the Supplemental Appropriations Act of 2009. Subsidy costs for TARP and IMF transactions reflected here are estimated using the discount rate required under the FCRA, adjusted for

market risks, as directed in legislation.
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Table 23-4. DIRECT LOAN SUBSIDY RATES, BUDGET AUTHORITY, AND LOAN LEVELS, 2011-2013

(Dollars in millions)

2011 Actual 2012 Estimated 2013 Proposed
Agency and Program Subsidy Subsidy Subsidy
Subsidy budget Loan Subsidy budget Loan Subsidy budget Loan
rate ! authority | levels rate ! authority | levels rate ! authority | levels
Agriculture:
Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund Program Account ...........cc....... 6.43 107 1,674 4.87 84 1,707 4.80 77 1,632
Farm Storage Facility Loans Program Account ............ccccueeneeeeen. -2.01 -5 250 -2.28 -7 303 247 -7 303
Rural Electrification and Telecommunications Loans Program
ACCOUNE ...ttt -3.79 -207 5,462 —-4.34 -335 7,714 -5.55 =377 6,790
Distance Learning, Telemedicine, and Broadband Program ........... 6.84 3 37 3.55 26 736 9.47 9 94
Rural Water and Waste Disposal Program Account ... 8.58 86 1,001 9.58 81 847 8.07 90 1,121
Rural Community Facilities Program Account ............cccoveneienceneen. 1.33 7 490 -3.03 -39 1,300 -2.08 —42 2,000
Farm Labor Program ACCOUNT ..o 38.38 16 401 ] ] ] ] ]
Multifamily Housing Revitalization Program Account ...........ccccceen.. 51.47 12 23 49.64 11 22 60.20 31 51
Rural Housing Insurance Fund Program Account ... 8.03 98 1,219 7.22 73 1,016 7.28 52 707
Rural Microenterprise Investment Program Account .............c......... 21.39 3 15 ] ] 14.95 5 34
Rural Development Loan Fund Program Account .............ccccuvueene. 38.58 7 19 33.88 6 18 32.04 6 19
Rural Economic Development Loans Program Account .................. 17.91 5 29 12.98 10 79 12.39 4 33
Commerce:
Fisheries Finance Program ACCOUNt ........ccc.cooemmuinerinriiinirnniieinnns -11.09 -7 68 -9.46 -1 115 -4.21 -4 83
Defense—Military Programs:
Defense Family Housing Improvement Fund ...........c.ccccvvmernrceenenn. 23.64 60 254 3.09 * 15 ] ]
Education:
College Housing and Academic Facilities Loans Program Account .. 7.24 11 154 5.50 20 368 6.29 20 320
Teacher Education ASSISIaNCe ... 13.31 22 169 11.69 21 178 10.89 11 97
Federal Perkins Loan Program ACCOUNE ......cccoocvcninivininisisinie | | evvvenene| ] || e -29.10 -1,379 4737
Federal Direct Student Loan Program Account -1391| -21,760, 156,473 -15.15| -29,519| 194,817 -20.08| -33,475| 166,707
Energy:
Title 17 Innovative Technology Loan Guarantee Program ............... 14.98 1,404 9,371 0.942 168 17,872 ... 2 15,000
Advanced Technology Vehicles Manufacturing Loan Program
ACCOUNE ...t 22.93 179 781 25.60 4,063 158711 | |
Health and Human Services:
Consumer Operated and Oriented Plan Program Account ... | | o] s 43.21 2,431 5,625 43.05 699 1,625
Homeland Security:
Disaster Assistance Direct Loan Program Account ... | | vvve| -1.17 -1 25 -1.51 -1 25
Housing and Urban Development:
FHA-Mutual Mortgage Insurance Program ACCOUNt ... | | | | | 50| | e 50
FHA-General and Special Risk Program ACCOUNt ..o | | ] | e e 1 ] 1
Emergency Homeowners’ Relief Fund ..o 97.72 205 2100 ] ] ] ] ]
State:
Repatriation Loans Program ACCOUNL ...........ccriereerienieniinerneeiierinenas 58.57 1 3 57.85 1 1 57.67 1 2
Transportation:
Highway Infrastructure Investment, Recovery Act .........cccoecnruenen. 2.58 12 A72) ] ] ] ] ]
TIFIA General Fund Program Account, Federal Highway
Administration, Transportation ... | | s 3.21 19 592 10.34 39 377
Federal-aid HIghWaYS .........ccccovvrincrccnvisnineens | e e 9.05 97 1,077 9.66 478 4,948
Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Program ... | | 566 | 600f | 600
Treasury:
Small Business Lending Fund Program Account ® .........cc.c...ceeeeens 7.24 292 4028) ] ] ] ] e
Community Development Financial Institutions Fund Program
ACCOUNE ...t sesssnsnnenss | vvveene| e e 40.26 4 10 0.78 8 1,025
Veterans Affairs:
Veterans Housing Benefit Program Fund ............ccccoveevencinnineinens -2.33 -6 263 -1.84 -21 1,141 -2.54 -33 1,326
Native American Veteran Housing Loan Program Account ............. -10.27 -1 9 -9.27 -1 14 -13.87 -2 14
International Assistance Programs:
Development Credit Authority Program ACCOUNt ....ccovcvvicvcvnccnccone | ] ] ] ] ] 27.42 3 10
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Table 23-4. DIRECT LOAN SUBSIDY RATES, BUDGET AUTHORITY, AND LOAN LEVELS, 2011-2013—Continued

(Dollars in millions)

2011 Actual 2012 Estimated 2013 Proposed
Agency and Program Subsidy Subsidy Subsidy
Subsidy budget Loan Subsidy budget Loan Subsidy budget Loan
rate ! authority levels rate ! authority levels rate ! authority levels
Overseas Private Investment Corporation Program Account .......... -2.07 -15 712 -2.37 -25 1,050 -3.10 -36 1,150
United States Quota IMF Direct Loan Program Account 34 ........... 2.34 188 8,023] | ] ] ] ]
Loans to the IMF Direct Loan Program Account 34 ...........ccc........... 0.34 331 97,499 ] ]l ] ]
Small Business Administration:
Disaster Loans Program Account 13.53 83 611 11.03 121 1,100 11.11 122 1,100
Business Loans Program Account ... 20.60 11 56 19.61 9 45 15.71 3 18
Export-Import Bank of the United States:
Export-Import Bank Loans Program ACCOUNt ...........ccoueeereriernenes -12.76 -807 6,323 32.99 8 25 30.08 8 25
National Infrastructure Bank:
National Infrastructure Bank Program Account ... | v vvveed] v 15.14 68 450 15.02 338 2,250
Total N/A|  -19,665| 296,304 N/A| -22,638) 254,784 N/A| -33,352| 214,274

*$500,000 or less.

' Additional information on credit subsidy rates is available in the Federal Credit Supplement.
2 Rate reflects notional estimate, including transactions funded through either appropriations or borrower fees. Estimates will be determined at the time of execution, and will reflect the

terms of the contracts and other characteristics.

3 As authorized by law, table includes equity purchases under the Small Business Lending Fund and IMF transactions provided in the Supplemental Appropriations Act of 2009.
4 Subsidy costs for IMF transactions reflected here are calculated using the discount rates required by the FCRA, adjusted for market risks, as directed in legislation.

N/A = Not applicable.
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Table 23-5. LOAN GUARANTEE SUBSIDY RATES, BUDGET AUTHORITY, AND LOAN LEVELS, 2011-2013

(Dollars in millions)

2011 Actual 2012 Estimated 2013 Proposed
Agency and Program Subsidy Subsidy Subsidy
Subsidy | budget | Loan | Subsidy | budget | Loan | Subsidy | budget | Loan
rate ! |authority | levels | rate! |authority | levels | rate' |authority | levels

Agriculture:

Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund Program ACCOUNt ..........cccvceierienciniincisiineines 1.38 43 3,143 0.82 26 3,150 0.52 17 3,150

Commodity Credit Corporation Export Loans Program Account . -0.86 -4 4,767 -0.76 -42 5,500 -0.81 -45 5,500

Rural Water and Waste Disposal Program ACCOUNE ..........ccvveeereenrenemnernrineseeenennns -0.85 =* 32 1.59 1 31 1.06 * 47

Rural Community Facilities Program ACCOUNT .........c..cvuerreneinnerneceeeseeseneenns 3.95 8 196 4.73 9 191 6.75 1 16

Rural Housing Insurance Fund Program ACCOUN ........c..cceereniecrnmierneereceeenenens -0.16 -29| 16,890 -0.03 -7\ 24,130 -0.28 —67| 24,150

Rural Business Program Account 5.06 70 1,387 5.58 48 869 6.86 67 981

Rural Energy for America Program 46.36 16 34 26.19 13 48 24.01 28 118

Biorefinery Assistance Program ACCOUNE ..........covveeeerreeennimeenessenenieesseseenenns 31.10 89 285 26.80 185 691 ] ]
Commerce:

Economic Development ASSIStance Programs ... | vevvvrne| | e 15.32 10 65 18.06 7 39
Energy:

Title 17 Innovative Technology Loan Guarantee Program ...........ccveeeenersreneenees 7.56 419 5546 ... 2 2,200) | | e
Health and Human Services:

Health ReSOUICES and SEIVICES ..........owwuurererireeieeiieiieeiseseniessiseesessseseesssenes 2.72 1 32 4.63 * 15 3.70 * 12
Housing and Urban Development:

Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund Program Account ............ccccoueeveenreennneonnns 0.83 5 577 1.46 5 360 0.83 7 900

Native Hawaiian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund Program Account ............ccccceeue.. 0.83 * 42 0.93 1 33 0.50 1 38

Native American Housing Block Grant ..........ccccocrinrininnincinnen. 10.20 2 20 10.80 2 20 10.91 2 18

Community Development Loan Guarantees Program Account ... 2.34 6 275 2.48 9 365 | e 500

FHA-Mutual Mortgage Insurance Program ACCOUN ..........ccvvueenrerrinrnreeerineneeenennns -2.86| -6,740| 236,017 -1.71]  -3,937| 230,633 -3.73| -8,188| 219,562

FHA-General and Special Risk Program ACCOUNt ........c..ceeeeerneeerineirernneereessennenens -2.73 -468| 17,175 -1.89 -364| 19,285 -4.01 -661| 16,435

Home Ownership Preservation Equity Fund Program Account .............ccccouveenveennes 10.90 11 101 ] ] ] ] ]
Interior:

Indian Guaranteed Loan Program ACCOUNt .........c.cewerrrmmeeemrererireessneesensssesenesenes 7.87 6 84 8.38 6 73 5.53 4 73
Transportation:

Minority Business Resource Center Program ... 1.79 * 4 1.81 * 18 1.73 * 22

Federal-aid HIGhWAaYS .......c.ccccorimiininiieinieiieniessesseesssessssssiesssesinsies | vevenne| vevenne| v 10.00 20 200 9.50 20 211

Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Program ... | vvvveee| v | v e 100 ] 100

Maritime Guaranteed Loan (Title XI) Program ACCOUNt ........cccovuviuvieeeneereiniinenenes 7.50 60 798 7.26 27 370 ] ]
Veterans Affairs:

Veterans Housing Benefit Program Fund ... -0.30 =219 72,117 0.06 37| 65,060 0.27 135 50,821
International Assistance Programs:

Loan Guarantees to Israel Program ACCOUNt .......c.coeververemenmeineisncsnsssnneens | vvvveene] | | ] s 3814 ] |

Tunisia Loan Guarantee Program ACCOUNt ..........c.eeivrecrnrreeninmensennesineeinees | vovevens|  vvvvvens| vvveveens| e 30 400 ] ] e

Development Credit Authority Program Account ................. 6.93 7.56 45 595 47 729

Overseas Private Investment Corporation Program Account ...........cc.veeeeveeennenn. -8.10 -5.66 -116 2,050 -185 2,900
Small Business Administration:

Disaster Loans Program ACCOUNT ..........cccvurreenrninminennnisisseseenenenseeeeees | vvevens | vvvveves| v 1.96 * 18 2.31 1 57

Business Loans Program Account 0.95 561| 58,824 0.30 250 83,123 0.45 374| 83,440
Export-Import Bank of the United States:

Export-Import Bank Loans Program ACCOUN ... -0.85 -225| 26,404 -0.93 -295| 31,694 -2.83| -1,049| 36,949
National Infrastructure Bank:

National Infrastructure Bank Program AcCOUNt ... | ] v v e 8.51 17 200

Total N/A| -6,553| 446,705 N/A|  -4,037| 475,101 N/A|  -9,467| 446,968
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Table 23-5 LOAN GUARANTEE SUBSIDY RATES, BUDGET AUTHORITY, AND LOAN LEVELS, 2011-2013—Continued

(Dollars in millions)

2011 Actual 2012 Estimated 2013 Proposed
Agency and Program Subsidy Subsidy Subsidy
Subsidy | budget | Loan | Subsidy | budget | Loan | Subsidy | budget | Loan
rate ! |authority | levels | rate! |authority | levels | rate! |authority | levels
ADDENDUM: SECONDARY GUARANTEED LOAN COMMITMENT LIMITATIONS
GNMA:
Guarantees of Mortgage-backed Securities Loan Guarantee Program Account ..... -0.24 -841| 350,398 -0.19 -553| 291,000 -0.23 -550{ 239,000
Treasury:
Troubled Asset Relief Program, Housing Programs °..................cooeerereevvveiesserrernnns 1.26 1 73 5.34 2,769 51,862 4.76 2,466 51,862
SBA:
Secondary Market Guarantee Program ..o | sveenee| evene 4446 ] 14571 ] 12,000
Total, secondary guaranteed loan commitments N/A -840| 354,917 N/A 2,216| 357,433 N/A 1,916 302,862

* $500,000 or less.

T Additional information on credit subsidy rates is available in the Federal Credit Supplement.

2 Rate reflects notional estimate, and assumes borrowers pay fees to cover the subsidy cost. Estimates will be determined at the time of execution, and will reflect the terms of the
contracts and other characteristics.

3 Amounts reflect the TARP FHA Refinance Letter of Credit program. Subsidy costs for this program are calculated using the discount rate required by the FCRA, adjusted for market
risks, as directed in legislation.

N/A = Not applicable.

Table 23-6. SUMMARY OF FEDERAL DIRECT LOANS AND LOAN GUARANTEES

(In billions of dollars)

Actual Estimate
2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013
Direct Loans:
OBIIGALIONS ...vvvvvereesrssriieese bbbt 42.0 56.3 57.8 425 756| 8129| 246.0| 296.3| 254.8/ 2143
DISDUISEIMENIS ......ovvvrvirciieees i bbb 387 50.6 46.6 4.7 41.1| 669.4| 2189 186.7| 2325 1939
New subsidy budget AUHNOTIY 2 ............c..v.ceererereeceisesseeesssessssesss s ssssssenas 0.4 2.1 47 1.4 3.7| 14041 -92| -157| -22.8| -334
Reestimated subsidy budget authority 22 ..........c.....coeeerviiererviiessssisssessessssiens 2.6 3.8 3.1 3.4 -0.8 -0.1] -125.1] -66.8 179 .
Total subsidy budget authority 3.0 6.0 7.8 4.8 -1.3| 140.0| -134.3| -825 -49| -334
Loan guarantees:
COMMIIMENES 4 ~....ooovvveteee ettt e sss s 300.6| 248.5| 280.7| 270.2| 367.7| 879.2| 507.3| 446.7| 475.1| 447.0
Lender diSOUISEMENTS % ............rvveerereceeeeeesieeses s ssssssesssseses s ssssssesssssse 279.9] 221.6| 256.0/ 251.2| 3546| 8415 4948 384.1| 3976/ 3754
New subsidy budget AUtNOIIY 2 ...........c...erevireeeriesese s 7.3 10.1 17.2 5.7 -14 -7.8 -4.9 74 -1.6| -10.9
Reestimated subsidy budget aUthOrity 22 ................coimmrrrrrvveiienrereesieisssseeesesissonns 2.0 35 70, 68 36 0.5 76 40 -38] ...
Total subsidy budget authority 9.3 13.6 24.2 -1.1 2.2 -7.2 28| -114 54| -10.9

1Table includes equity purchases under the TARP and the Small Business Lending Fund, and IMF increases provided in the Supplemental Appropriations Act of 2009, as authorized by
law.

2 Credit subsidy costs for TARP and IMF transactions reflected here are calculated using the discount rate required under the FCRA, adjusted for market risks, as directed in legislation.

3 Includes interest on reestimate.

470 avoid double-counting, totals exclude GNMA secondary guarantees of loans that are guaranteed by FHA, VA, and RHS, SBA’s guarantee of 7(a) loans sold in the secondary
market, and the TARP FHA Refinance Letter of Credit program.
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Table 23-7. DIRECT LOAN WRITE-OFFS AND GUARANTEED LOAN TERMINATIONS FOR DEFAULTS

In millions of dollars As a percentage of outstanding loans !
Agency and Program 2011 2012 2013 2011 2012 2013
Actual Estimate Estimate Actual Estimate Estimate
DIRECT LOAN WRITE-OFFS

Agriculture:

Agricultural Credit INSUrANCE FUNG .......cuuiimiiiiieieieiie et 42 77 56 0.45 0.81 0.56

Rural Business and INdUStry Program ...........ccoerernneneseeeenenenesessssssssssssssnens | e 1 ] 4000

Rural Community Facilties ........... 9 ] 023 ]

Rural Electrification and Telecommunications FUN ............cccuenimnrncnnnnniiscinneinees | e 31 271 1.19 1.18

Rural Housing Insurance Fund ..... 45 56 56 0.16 0.20 0.21

Rural Water and Waste Disposal 1 ] 0.01] ]
Commerce:

Economic Development Revolving Fund Liquidating ACCOUNt ... | v 1 1 20.00 33.33
Defense—Military:

Family Housing Improvement FUNQ ...........covneeeeeeesesesssssssssssssssniens | e 1 2l 0.09 0.15
Housing and Urban Development:

Emergency Homeowners’ Relief 24 24 11.43 13.19

Guarantees of Mortgage-Backed Securities ... 4 4 50.00 100.00
International Assistance Programs:

Debt Reduction (Agency for International Development) 40 a0 4.06 517

Overseas Private Investment Corporation 9 12 22 0.55 0.65 1.14
Small Business Administration:

Business Loans 7 8 8 3.98 4.7 457

Disaster Loans 207 196 193 2.50 2.39 2.29
Transportation:

Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Program ... | vvveenns| e 1 ] 0.06
Treasury:

Community Development Financial INSHUtONS FUN ...........ccocvvnnincnissisisiee | v 1 L I 1.61 1.61

Small BUSINESS LENAING FUNA 2 .......oocovevmrmriirsssssssenreeeesssessssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnnnnnss | eoveenens 18 23] 0.45 0.65

Troubled Asset Relief Program Equity PUICNESES 2 ............eeveeeemimnreeseeesssnseenesessssssseesssssssonns 47,628 83 33.94 0.09] ...
Veterans Affairs:

Veterans Housing Benefit Program ...........ccocoeeirnirneecssessessesnsesssessessesssnens 5 21 11 0.55 1.16 0.56
Other Independent Agencies:

Debt Reduction (Export-Import Bank) .. 724 ] 86.29] ]

Export-Import Bank 475 10 10 4.72 0.12 0.13

SPECHIUM AUCHON o.vvevveeceireiseireeseee ettt s s s sesres 43 24 24 21.61 18.18 22.22

Total, direct loan write-offs 49,235 609 463 21.85 0.35 0.29
GUARANTEED LOAN TERMINATIONS FOR DEFAULT

Agriculture:

Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund 77 78 78 0.52 0.50 0.48

Biorefinery Assistance Guaranteed LOANS ...........cccuveeeermrieeinerininseeissisenesssesessseneees | e 38 4 13.33 0.89

Commodity Credit Corporation Export Loans 179 161 92 1.52 1.39 0.76

Rural Business and Industry Program 170 210 242 2.27 2.63 2.98

Rural Community Facility 8 8 8 0.72 0.63 0.57

Rural Energy for America Program 2 8 10 2.1 6.56 7.30

Rural Housing INSUraNCe FUNG ..o 296 403 500 0.46 0.47 0.50
Defense—Military:

Family Housing Improvement FUNG ..o | e 5 5/ 112 1.15
Education:

Federal Family Education Loans 15,077 8,237 7,175 3.86 2.51 2.80

Health Education ASSIStANCE LOANS 3 ..........oooerervvveemmnnrnereesssssnnessssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssnnensss | ovveneens| e 14 ] e 2.46
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Table 23-7. DIRECT LOAN WRITE-OFFS AND GUARANTEED LOAN TERMINATIONS FOR DEFAULTS—Continued

In millions of dollars As a percentage of outstanding loans !
Agency and Program 2011 2012 2013 2011 2012 2013
Actual Estimate Estimate Actual Estimate Estimate
Energy:
Title 17 Innovative TECANOIOGY .......cceivuiiiiiiriiiirisr s | e 6 5 0.15 0.10
Health and Human Services:
Health Education Assistance Loans ° ... 18 16 2.47 263
Health Center Loan GUATANIEES ..........ccvviririiiiirineiniessississsiesise s | e 1 L I 1.08 1.09
Housing and Urban Development:
FHA-General and Special Risk Insurance ... 1,828 3,201 3,085 1.21 2.01 1.85
FHA-Mutual Mortgage Insurance 14,416 32,920 29,526 1.27 2.59 2.17
Home Ownership Preservation EQUity FUNG .........ccoeirirnieeeeeesenesesssesssssssssnsniens | eeveiens 2 2] 1.67 1.72
Indian Housing Loan Guarantee 17 19 16 0.75 0.75 0.47
Native American Housing BIOCK Grant ............cccueuriunciniineineisinsienissssseisessssessssssesesnees | aeveis 2 2l 1.41 1.31
Interior:
Indian GUArANTEEA LOANS ......vuvueirireirririeieisieiee ettt 3 5 3 0.56 0.90 0.55
International Assistance Programs:
Development Credit AUENOIY ...ttt 1 2 3 0.26 0.34 0.46
Foreign Military Financing 6 3 1 0.87 0.68 0.51
Housing and Other Credit Guaranty Programs 14 4 4 2.04 0.69 0.78
Overseas Private Investment Corporation 60 94 72 0.89 1.43 1.00
Urban and Environmental Credit Program 4 4 4 1.48 1.62 1.79
Small Business Administration:
BUSINESS LOANS ...ttt 4,166 4,221 4,088 4.34 4.30 3.87
Transportation:
Maritime Guaranteed Loan (Title XI) Program ...........ocninensensesssssessssiisnes | veeeees 41 36 e 1.38 1.33
Treasury:
Troubled Asset Relief Program, Home Affordable Modification ... | e 4 85 0.01 0.08
Veterans Affairs:
Veterans Housing Benefit PrOgram ...t 2,288 2,085 2,185 0.77 0.65 0.60
Other Independent Agencies:
EXPOrt-IMPOrt BANK .......ccciiiiiiiiii i 139 202 193 0.22 0.29 0.23
Total, guaranteed loan terminations for default 38,769 51,980 47,439 1.72 2.13 1.82
Total, direct loan write-offs and guaranteed loan terminations ..........ccoevennesessenens 88,004 52,589 47,902 3.56 2.01 1.73
ADDENDUM: WRITE-OFFS OF DEFAULTED GUARANTEED
LOANS THAT RESULT IN LOANS RECEIVABLE
Agriculture:
Agricultural Credit INSUrANCE FUNG ........cuuimiiiiieeiesie et 13 10 10 10.08 7.19 6.58
Rural Business and Industry Program 69 59 78 39.20 10.67 11.61
Rural Housing Insurance Fund 106 108 126 20.00 16.74 15.87
Commerce:
Federal Ship Financing Fund Fishing Vessels Liquidating ACCOUNt ...........coccveemeeneinrinerniireeees 4 ] e 2857 |
Education:
Federal Family Education Loans 2,757 2,644 2,349 6.08 6.1 5.91
Health Education ASSIStaNCe LOANS 3 ..............cooeervveieeceriieesessieessssessesssssssssssssessssssssssssssesses | o] veeeerns 210 ] 6.05
Health and Human Services:
Health Education ASSIStANCE LOANS 3 ...........ovvvvvvveeriense v sessssssssssssnsssones 22 211 3.88 382
Housing and Urban Development:
FHA-General and Special RiSK INSUFANCE .........cciuuriiiiieieieeiisrise e sssseesees 509 590 590 9.41 9.86 9.13
FHA-Mutual Morgage INSUIANCE .........ceeecreriiiieirercieiseiseiessisssses sttt 364 838 838 23.73 44.86 54.77
Interior:
Indian GUArANtEEA LOANS ......c.uvvuiuuiiiiiieieieiie ittt 8| | 40.00] |
International Assistance Programs:
Housing and Other Credit Guaranty Program ... | e 1 ] 014 ...
Overseas Private Investment COrporation ... 9 10 10 4.81 3.91 3.55
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Table 23-7. DIRECT LOAN WRITE-OFFS AND GUARANTEED LOAN TERMINATIONS FOR DEFAULTS—Continued

In millions of dollars As a percentage of outstanding loans !
Agency and Program 2011 2012 2013 2011 2012 2013
Actual Estimate Estimate Actual Estimate Estimate
Small Business Administration:
Business Loans 2,200 2,337 2,386 18.69 18.71 18.73
Pollution Control Equipment Fund Liquidating Account 100 ] 100.00 |
Veterans Affairs:
Veterans Housing Benefit Program ... 4 3 2 19.05 18.75 18.18
Total, write-offs of loans receivable 6,075 6,621 6,410 9.21 9.95 10.01

" Loans outstanding at start of year plus new disbursements.

2 Equity purchases under the TARP and the Small Business Lending Fund are reflected here as authorized by law.

3The Budget reflects the proposal to transfer the HEAL Loan Guarantee program from the Department of Health and Human Services to the Department of Education.
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Table 23-8. APPROPRIATIONS ACTS LIMITATIONS ON CREDIT LOAN LEVELS'

(In millions of dollars)

Agency and Program 2011 Actual | 2012 Actual |2013 Estimate
DIRECT LOAN OBLIGATIONS

Agriculture:

Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund Direct Loan Financing Account 1,677 1,637 1,632

Distance Learning, Telemedicine, and Broadband Direct Loan Financing Account 37 736 94

Rural Economic Development Direct Loan Financing Account .........c.cccccovvnrineiinnns 29 79 33
Commerce:

Fisheries Finance Direct Loan FINANCING ACCOUNT ........iuiuiuiieiirieieie ettt 68 115 83
Education:

Historically Black College and University Capital Financing Direct Loan Financing ACCOUNE .........c.cuuiuurreunimneerniesirnsissineiesieceeseees 178 368 320
Homeland Security:

Disaster Assistance Direct Loan FINANCING ACCOUNT ........vuvuiieiieirereriereereieses st 25 25 25

Housing and Urban Development:
FHA-General and Special Risk Direct Loan Financing ACCOUN ..o sesssssssssssssssens 20 20 20

FHA-Mutual Mortgage Insurance Direct Loan Financing Account 50 50 50

Emergency Homeowners’ Relief Financing Account 2100 ]
Treasury:

Community Development Financial Institutions Fund Direct Loan Financing ACCOUNt ..o | v 25 1,025
Veterans Affairs:

Vocational Rehabilitation Direct Loan FINANCING ACCOUNT .......uuiuiuriieieicieieie ettt 2 3 3
International Assistance Programs:

Development Credit Authority Direct Loan Financing ACCOUNE ..........cuuuvurrercrimemmieisesesisssiseessssesssessssssssessssssssessssssssssssssnmssessinsnens | wvevena| veveens 10
Small Business Administration:

Business Direct Loan FINANCING ACCOUNT ... 20 200

Total, limitations on direct loan obligations 2,316 3,078 8,032
LOAN GUARANTEE COMMITMENTS

Agriculture:

Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund Guaranteed Loan FinanCing ACCOUNL ..........ccuiuuuriurimierniieisnsissssisssseisssssssssssssseesssessessessssans 3,143 3,150 3,150
Commerce:

Economic Development Assistance Programs FINANCING ACCOUNT .........ccuiiiininiiiininessseeeeenessessee e sensesessessssssssssnsssssessenens | eveneen 70 39
Housing and Urban Development:

Indian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund Financing Account 752 360 900

Title VI Indian Federal Guarantees Financing Account  .................. 19 20 18

Native Hawaiian Housing Loan Guarantee Fund Financing Account . 42 33 38

Community Development Loan Guarantees Financing Account ............ 275 240 500

FHA-General and Special Risk Guaranteed Loan Financing Account 20,000 25,000 25,000

FHA-Mutual Mortgage Insurance Guaranteed Loan FINanCing ACCOUNt ..........cuuiriiiieiiniierinieririisie e 400,000 400,000 400,000
Interior:

Indian Guaranteed Loan FINANCING ACCOUNT ........cuuiiuiuuiiirieeiseeieei e ssse st 84 73 73
Transportation:

Minority Business Resource Center Guaranteed Loan Financing ACCOUNT ...........ccueirumrierseieeseiseeissisiessssiess e s esseees 18 18 22
International Assistance Programs:

Development Credit Authority Guaranteed Loan Financing Account 700 750 750
Small Business Administration:

Business Guaranteed Loan FINANCING ACCOUNEZ .............ovvvuuuererieeeesseseesssssesessisesssssssessssssesssssssesesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnness 26,540 47,064 34,650

Total, limitations on loan guarantee commitments 451,573 476,778 465,140

ADDENDUM: SECONDARY GUARANTEED LOAN COMMITMENT LIMITATIONS
Housing and Urban Development:
Guarantees of Mortgage-Backed Securities FINANCING ACCOUNT ........cvuuiuuiuiimiiciiiierieiiesie et 500,000 500,000 500,000

Small Business Administration:
Business Guaranteed Loan Financing Account 12,000 12,000 12,000

Total, limitations on secondary guaranteed loan commitments 512,000 512,000 512,000

" Data represent loan level limitations enacted or proposed to be enacted in appropriation acts. For information on actual and estimated loan levels supportable by new subsidy budget
authority requested, see Tables 23-4 and 23-5.
2 Amounts reflect the maximum contingent liability for SBA revolving credit facilities.
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Table 23-9. FACE VALUE OF GOVERNMENT-SPONSORED LENDING '

(In billions of dollars)

Outstanding
2010 2011
Government-Sponsored Enterprises:
FANNIE MAE 2 ..o anenen 3,183 3,267
FIEATIE MAC 3 ... 2,061 1,963
Federal Home Loan Banks 500 415
Farm Credit System 166 167
Total 5,909 5,812

" New originations including issuance of securities and investment portfolio purchases, net of purchases of

federally-guaranteed loans.

2 Data for Fannie Mae are net of purchases of federally-guaranteed loans and Freddie Mac issuances, as

reported by the FHFA.

8 Data for Freddie Mac are net of purchases of federally-guaranteed loans and Fannie Mae issuances, as

reported by the FHFA.
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Table 23-10. LENDING AND BORROWING BY GOVERNMENT-
SPONSORED ENTERPRISES (GSEs)

(In millions of dollars)

Enterprise 2011
LENDING
Federal National Mortgage Association:
Portfolio programs:
Net change -80,693
Outstandings 722,158
Mortgage-backed securities:
Net change 162,555
Outstandings 2,567,555
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation:
Portfolio programs:
NEE CHANGE et bbbt -73,923
OUESTANGINGS ..ottt 710,248
Mortgage-backed securities:
NEE CRANGE ..o 48,785
OUISTANAINGS ..ot 1,498,273
Farm Credit System:
Agricultural credit bank:
Net change -1,439
Outstandings 45,028
Farm credit banks:
Net change 1,458
Outstandings 109,778
Federal Agricultural Mortgage Corporation:
Netchange ..o 365
Outstandings 11,841
Federal Home Loan Banks:
NEECRANGE .o -93,316
OULSTANGINGS .vvvvereieiri et 470,665
Less federally-guaranteed loans purchased by:
Federal National Mortgage Association:
Net change 21,098
Outstandings 75,430
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation:
Net change ... -1,556
Outstandings 4211
Federal Home Loan Banks:
NEECANGE ..o 3,146
OUISTANGINGS ..ot 10,112
Other:
NBE CRANGE ..ot N/A
OUESTANGINGS +.vvcvreeeeseisieee bbb N/A
Less purchase of mortgage securities issued by other GSEs: 2
NEE CRANGE .o -46,440
OULSTANINGS .vvvvniieenirie et 113,020
BORROWING
Federal National Mortgage Association:
Portfolio programs:
NEE CHANGE ..o bbb -92,037
OUESTANGINGS +.vvcvvieeeseiriees bbb 738,173
Mortgage-backed securities:
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Table 23-10. LENDING AND BORROWING BY GOVERNMENT-
SPONSORED ENTERPRISES (GSEs) '—Continued

(In millions of dollars)

Enterprise 2011
NEE CRANGE ..o 162,555
OUESTANGINGS .ottt 2,567,555
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation:
Portfolio programs:
Net change -52,633
Outstandings 689,918
Mortgage-backed securities:
Net change 48,785
Outstandings 1,498,273
Farm Credit System:
Agricultural credit bank:
Net change .............. 1,980
Outstandings 56,295
Farm credit banks:
NEE CRANGE ..o 2,404
OUISTANGINGS ..ottt 130,979
Federal Agricultural Mortgage Corporation:
NEE CHANGE .o 3,131
OUISTANGINGS ..ot 10,606
Federal Home Loan Banks: 3
Net change -111,140
Outstandings 702,798
DEDUCTIONS *
Less borrowing from other GSEs:
NEE CRANGE ..ieiei bbb N/A
OULSTANGINGS +.vvvviiiirie bbb N/A
Less purchase of Federal debt securities:
NEEChANGE ..o N/A
OUESTANGAINGS ...t N/A
Less borrowing to purchase federally-guaranteed loans and securities:
NEE CRANGE .o 22,688
OUISTANGINGS +.vvvvveeresriie b 89,753
Less borrowing to purchase mortgage securities issued by other GSEs: 2
Net change -46,440
Outstandings 113,020

N/A = Not available.

"Data do not reflect an official view of future GSE activity, nor are the data reviewed by the President.
The data for all years include programs of mortgage-backed securities. In cases where a GSE owns
securities issued by the same GSE, including mortgage-backed securities, the borrowing and lending
data for that GSE are adjusted to remove double-counting. Data for Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac, and the
Federal Home Loan Banks as reported by the FHFA.

2Includes Fannie Mae securities purchased by Freddie Mac and the Federal Home Loan Banks, and
Freddie Mac securities purchased by Fannie Mae and the Federal Home Loan Banks.

3The net change in borrowings is derived from a year-over-year comparison of borrowings in the
Federal Home Loan Banks' audited financial statements.

4Where totals and subtotals have not been calculated, a portion of the total is unavailable.






24. HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDING ANALYSIS

Section 889 of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 re-
quires that a homeland security funding analysis be in-
corporated in the President’s Budget. This analysis ad-
dresses that legislative requirement, and covers homeland
security funding and activities of all Federal agencies, not
just those carried out by the Department of Homeland
Security (DHS). Since not all activities carried out by DHS

Table 24-1. HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDING BY AGENCY
(Budget authority in millions of dollars)
2011
Agency 2011 Supplemental/ | 2012 2013
Actual Emergency | Enacted | Request

1 |Department of Agriculture 580.0f ... 570.1 551.4
2 |Department of Commerce . 2619 . 289.6 304.1
3 |Department of Defense 16,9935 ... 17,358.4| 17,955.1
4 |Department of Education 3000 30.9 35.5
5 |Department of Energy 19943 ... 1,923.3| 1,8747
6 |Department of Health and Human Services 41815 ... 4146.8| 4,112.2
7 |Department of Homeland Security 349008 ... 35,124.7| 35,533.7
8 |Department of Housing and Urban Development 300 3.0 3.0
9 |Department of the Interior 57.7) 57.6 56.7
10 [Department of Justice 3,965.8] ... 4,055.4| 3,992.8
11 |Department of Labor 425 L 46.3 36.6
12 |Department of State 1,9491) ... 2,2834| 23538
13 [Department of Transportation 24270 246.6 243.3
14 |Department of the Treasury 12568 .. 123.0 121.1
15 |Department of Veterans Affairs 31 394.5 383.7
16 |Corps of Engineers 355 355 35.5
17 |Environmental Protection Agency . 1081 101.8 102.6
18 |Executive Office of the President ... 94 L 10.4 11.0
19 |General Services Administration ................. 19.00 38.0 59.0
20 |National Aeronautics and Space Administration 2280 228.9 216.1
21 |National Science Foundation ..... 38600 443.9 425.9
22 |Office of Personnel Management 18] 1.3 0.6
23 |Social Security Administration 2125 234.3 252.1
24 |District of Columbia 1500 15.0 25.0
25 |Federal Communications Commission 26 1.7
26 |Intelligence Community Management Account* .... 13.3] 88| .
27 |National Archives and Records Administration 224 L 22.6 22.5
28 |Nuclear Regulatory Commission 729 78.4 76.6
29 |Securities and Exchange Commission 60 8.0 8.0
30 |Smithsonian Institution 984 97.0 100.1
31 |United States Holocaust Memorial MUSEUM ..........cccvveunrireiiniennnen. 100, 11.0 11.0
Total, Homeland Security Budget Authority 66,982.58)] ... 67,988.0| 68,905.2
Less Department of Defense -16,993.5] ... -17,358.4| —17,955.1
Non-Defense Homeland Security BA 49,989.1| ... 50,629.7| 50,950.1
Less Fee-Funded Homeland Security Programs -5386.7) .. -5,832.8/ -5,968.9

Less Mandatory Homeland Security Programs -2,926.4] ... -3,096.5| -3,115.8

Net Non-Defense Discretionary Homeland Security BA ............. 41,676.0f @ ... 41,700.3| 41,865.4

* Funding for the Intelligence Community Management Account was moved under DoD beginning in 2013.

constitute traditional homeland security funding (e.g. re-
sponse to natural disasters and Coast Guard search and
rescue activities), DHS estimates in this section do not
encompass the entire DHS budget. As also required in
the Homeland Security Act of 2002, this analysis includes
estimates of State, local, and private sector expenditures
on homeland security activities.
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ANALYTICAL PERSPECTIVES

The President’s highest priority is to keep the American
people safe. Homeland security budgetary priorities will
continue to be informed by careful, government-wide stra-
tegic analysis and review.

Data Collection Methodology and Adjustments

The Federal spending estimates in this analysis utilize
funding and programmatic information collected on the
Executive Branch’s homeland security efforts. Throughout
the budget formulation process, the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) collects three-year funding estimates
and associated programmatic information from all Federal
agencies with homeland security responsibilities. These esti-
mates do not include the efforts of the Legislative or Judicial
branches. Information in this chapter is augmented by a de-
tailed appendix of account-level funding estimates, which is
available on the Analytical Perspectives CD-ROM.

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

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

Federal Expenditures

Total funding for homeland security has grown signifi-
cantly since the attacks of September 11, 2001. For 2013,
the President’s Budget includes $68.9 billion of gross bud-

get authority for homeland security activities, a $917 mil-
lion (1 percent) increase above the 2012 enacted appro-
priations level. Excluding mandatory spending, fees, and
the Department of Defense’s (DOD) homeland security
budget, the 2013 Budget proposes a net, non-Defense, dis-
cretionary budget authority level of $41.9 billion, which is
an increase of $165 million (0.4 percent) above the 2012
enacted appropriations level (see Table XX-1).

A total of 31 agency budgets include Federal homeland
security funding in 2013. Six agencies—the Departments
of Homeland Security, Defense, Health and Human
Services (HHS), Justice (DOJ), State (DOS), and Energy
(DOE)—account for approximately $65.8 billion (96 per-
cent) of total Government-wide gross discretionary home-
land security funding in 2012.

As required by the Homeland Security Act, this analy-
sis presents homeland security risk and spending in three
broad categories: Prevent and Disrupt Terrorist Attacks;
Protect the American People, Our Critical Infrastructure,
and Key Resources; and Respond To and Recover From
Incidents.

Prevent and Disrupt Terrorist Attacks

Activities in the areas of intelligence-and-warning and
domestic counterterrorism aim to disrupt the ability of
terrorists to operate within our borders and prevent the
emergence of violent radicalization. Intelligence-and-
warning funding covers activities designed to detect ter-
rorist activity before it manifests itself in an attack so
that proper preemptive, preventive, and protective action
can be taken. Specifically, it is made up of efforts to iden-
tify, collect, analyze, and distribute source intelligence
information or the resulting warnings from intelligence
analysis. It also includes information sharing activities
among Federal, State, and local governments, relevant
private sector entities, and the public at large; it does not
include most foreign intelligence collection, although the
resulting intelligence may inform homeland security ac-
tivities. In 2013, funding for intelligence-and-warning is
distributed between DHS (48 percent), primarily in the

Table 24-2. PREVENT AND DISRUPT TERRORIST ATTACKS

(Budget authority in millions of dollars)

Agency 2011 Suppzlggnlantal/ 2012 2013
Actual Emergency Enacted Request
Department of Agriculture ... 2867 248.6 247.0
Department of Commerce ... 45 L 3.9 3.7
Department of ENErgy ...ccocovccvvccnnivcininisissisiississisienes | ||| e
Department of Homeland Security ...........cocoverreneenieneirninnees 27,156.0f ... 28,011.5 27,1035
Department of the INtErior ... 03[ 0.4 0.4
Department of Justice ..... 3333 3,426.0 3,459.5
Department of Labor ... 04 04
Department of State ..o 191400 ... 2,240.1 2,310.0
Department of Transportation ..............cccccvereeneenenineenieninnnns 407 43.3 423
Department of the Treasury ............ 752 71.4 70.6
General Services AdMINIStration ... | ] ] ]
Total, Prevent and Disrupt Terrorist Attacks .......c.oeeuseuees 32,781.0f ... 34,045.5 33,236.9
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Office of Intelligence and Analysis; and DOJ (43 percent),
primarily in the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI).
The 2013 funding for intelligence and warning activities
is 1 percent below the 2012 enacted appropriations level.

Activities to deny terrorists and terrorist-related weap-
ons and materials entry into our country and across all
international borders include measures to protect border
and transportation systems, such as screening airport
passengers, detecting dangerous materials at ports over-
seas and at U.S. ports-of-entry, and patrolling our coasts
and the land between ports-of-entry. Securing our borders
and transportation systems is a complex task. Security
enhancements in one area may make another avenue
more attractive to terrorists. Therefore, our border and
transportation security strategy aims to make the U.S.
borders “smarter” while facilitating the flow of legitimate
visitors and commerce. Government programs do this by
targeting layered resources toward the highest risks and
sharing information so that frontline personnel can stay
ahead of potential adversaries. The majority of funding
for border and transportation security ($24.6 billion, or 91
percent, in 2013) is in DHS, largely for the U.S. Customs
and Border Protection (CBP), the Transportation Security
Administration (TSA), and the U.S Coast Guard. Other
DHS bureaus and other Federal Departments, such as the
Department of State, also play a significant role. Many
of these activities support the Obama Administration’s
emphasis on reducing the illicit flow of drugs, currency,
weapons, and people across our borders as well as target-
ing transnational criminal organizations operating along
the Southwest border and elsewhere. The President’s
2013 request would reduce funding for border and trans-
portation security activities by 2 percent from the 2012
enacted appropriations level.

Funding for domestic counterterrorism contains
Federal and Federally-supported efforts to identify,
thwart, and prosecute terrorists in the United States. It
also includes pursuit not only of the individuals directly

involved in terrorist activity, but also their sources of sup-
port: the people and organizations that knowingly fund
the terrorists and those that provide them with logistical
assistance. In today’s world, preventing and interdicting
terrorist activity within the United States is a priority
for law enforcement at all levels of government. The larg-
est contributors to the domestic counterterrorism goal are
law enforcement organizations, with DOJ (largely for the
FBI) and DHS (largely for ICE) accounting for 58 and 40
percent of funding for 2013, respectively.

Protect the American People, Our Critical
Infrastructure, and Key Resources

Critical infrastructure includes the assets, systems,
and networks, whether physical or virtual, so vital to the
United States that their destruction would have a debili-
tating effect on national economic or homeland security,
public health or safety, or any combination thereof. Key
resources are publicly or privately controlled resources
essential to the minimal operations of the economy and
government whose disruption or destruction could have
significant consequences across multiple dimensions, in-
cluding national monuments and icons.

Efforts to protect the American people include de-
fending against catastrophic threats through research,
development, and deployment of technologies, systems,
and medical measures to detect and counter the threat
of chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear (CBRN)
weapons. Funding encompasses activities to protect
against, detect, deter, or mitigate the possible terrorist
use of CBRN weapons through detection systems and pro-
cedures, improving decontamination techniques, and the
development of medical countermeasures, such as vac-
cines, drugs and diagnostics to protect the public from the
threat of a CBRN attack or other public health emergency.
The agencies with the most significant resources to help
develop and field technologies to counter CBRN threats

Table 24-3. PROTECT THE AMERICAN PEOPLE, OUR CRITICAL
INFRASTRUCTURE, AND KEY RESOURCES

(Budget authority in millions of dollars)

Agency 2011 Suppzlgr1n1ental/ 2012 2013
Actual Emergency Enacted Request

Department of AGHCURUIE ..o 2689 269.1 253.8
Department of COMMENCE ........ccuvveevmnrrerrireereieeierienieni 2032 242.6 245.3
Department 0f DEENSE ........veeeereeirrnricriireeneiseieriesieni 15,9444 ... 16,176.0 16,690.8
Department of ENEIGY ..o 1,7638 ... 1,709.4 1,634.2
Department of Health and Human Services ...........cccovuurennnee 22109 ... 2,154.3 2,337.4
Department of Homeland Security ..........cccocvvencenieneinieneinnee 51972 ... 5,310.1 5,759.1
Department of JUSHCE .........coouririiiiniiciressrsen 6195 ... 617.3 521.2
Department of Veterans Affairs ...........cccocvereinrninnnniincnns 3373 325.4 319.4
National Aeronautics and Space Administration .................... 2280 228.9 216.1
National Science FOUNdation ..o 38600 443.9 425.9
Social Security AdMINISIAtION ........cvveeereierinererreirereeeees 2120 233.8 251.6
Other AGENCIES .....vuvrevreirceeeiieeeieiesie s 6359 661.7 676.0
Total, Protect the American People, Our Critical

Infrastructure, and Key ReSOUICES ........couereresessessensas 28,007.1] ... 28,372.4 29,331.0
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are: HHS, largely for research at the National Institutes
of Health (NTH) and for advanced development of medical
countermeasures ($2.2 billion, or 41 percent, of the 2013
total); DOD ($1.4 billion, or 26 percent, of the 2013 total);
and DHS ($1.2 billion, or 23 percent, of the 2013 total).
Protecting the Nation’s critical infrastructure and key
resources (CI/KR) is a complex challenge for two reasons:
(1) the diversity of infrastructure and (2) the high level of
private ownership of the Nation’s critical infrastructure
and key assets. Efforts to protect CI/KR include unifying
disparate efforts to protect critical infrastructure across
the Federal Government and with State, local, and private
stakeholders; accurately assessing CI/KR and prioritiz-
ing protective action based on risk; and reducing threats
and vulnerabilities in cyberspace. In fact, securing our
cyberspace is a top priority of the Obama Administration
both to protect Americans and our way of life and as a
foundation for continuing to grow the Nation’s economy.
DOD continues to report the largest share of funding in
this category for 2013 ($15.3 billion, or 64 percent), which
includes programs focusing on physical security and im-
proving the military’s ability to prevent or mitigate the
consequences of attacks against departmental personnel
and facilities. DHS has overall responsibility for prioritiz-
ing and executing infrastructure protection activities at
the national level and accounts for $4.5 billion (19 per-
cent) of 2013 funding. Another 25 agencies also report

funding to protect their own assets and work with States,
localities, and the private sector to reduce vulnerabilities
in their areas of expertise.

The President’s 2013 request increases funding for ac-
tivities to protect the Nation’s people, critical infrastruc-
ture and key resources by $959 million, or 3 percent.

Respond To and Recover From Incidents

The ability to respond to and recover from incidents
requires efforts to bolster capabilities nationwide to pre-
vent and protect against terrorist attacks, and also mini-
mize the damage from attacks through effective response
and recovery. This includes programs that help to plan,
equip, train, and practice the capabilities of many differ-
ent response units (including first responders, such as
police officers, firefighters, emergency medical providers,
public works personnel, and emergency management of-
ficials) that are instrumental in their preparedness to mo-
bilize without warning for an emergency. Building this
capability encompasses a broad range of agency incident
management activities, as well as grants and other assis-
tance to States and localities for first responder prepared-
ness capabilities. Response to natural disasters and other
major incidents, including catastrophic natural events
such as Hurricane Katrina and chemical or oil spills, like
Deepwater Horizon, do not directly fall within the defini-

Table 24-4 RESPOND TO AND RECOVER FROM INCIDENTS

(Budget authority in millions of dollars)

Agency 2011 Suppzlgrjnlantall 2012 2013
Actual Emergency Enacted Request
Department of AGHCURUIE .......cccvvvieciiierereeeeeeieies 555 52.4 50.6
Department of COMMENCE .......ccervuivcriiiieireerieeieeicrineies 543 43.1 55.1
Department of DEfENSE ........ovivieeeieireieieeinese e 1,0491 . 1,182.4 1,264.3
Department of EQUCAION ..........cvervrerieieieicineireseieieineis 13 1.2 1.2
Department of ENErgy .......ccoovverreerineineeieineneseiseiseinei 2305 213.9 240.5
Department of Health and Human Services ... 19705 ... 1,992.5 1,774.7
Department of Homeland Security ...........ccccoveunee. 25477 2,044.6 2,671.0
Department of Housing and Urban Development ... 30 3.0 3.0
Department of the INterior ... 41 44 4.4
Department of JUSHCE ... 1200 121 121
Department of Labor .........ccevieieecceeneseiseseinei 169 17.4 17.6
Department of State ........oceveereerenrieineeeeeeeeeieseis 172 25.4 25.8
Department of Transportation 242 21.6 224
Department of the Treasury .. 347 35.9 35.9
Department of Veterans Affairs ...... 758 69.1 64.3
Environmental Protection AGeNnCy .......ccccucvveneneneineineniins 534 53.6 53.6
Executive Office of the President .........c.ccooneevvrrnirineiiniins 42 5.2 41
General Services AdMINIStration ............ccceerrerenrenreenerennns 300 3.0 3.0
Office of Personnel Management ..........ocveeeenererineeneeneens 06 0.4 0.2
Social Security AMINISIrtion ............coceveeerereenriireieninns 04 L 0.5 0.5
District of COIUMDIA .......cvvveeririicreercs 15.00 . 15.0 25.0
Federal Communications Commission 26 e 1.7
Intelligence Community Management Account” .............ccc..... 133 88
National Archives and Records Administration ...................... 13 1.3 1.3
Securities and Exchange CommisSion ... 400 5.0 5.0
Total, Respond To and Recover From Incidents ................ 6,1946| = ... 5,811.7 6,337.3

* Funding for the Intelligence Community Management Account was moved under DoD beginning in 2013.
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tion of a homeland security activity for funding purpos-
es, as defined by section 889 of the Homeland Security
Act of 2002. Preparing for terrorism-related threats in-
cludes many activities that also support preparedness
for catastrophic natural and man-made disasters, how-
ever. Additionally, lessons learned from the response to
Hurricane Katrina have been used to revise and strength-
en catastrophic response planning. The agencies with the
most significant participation in this effort are: DHS ($2.7
billion, or 42 percent, of the 2013 total); and HHS ($1.8
billion, or 28 percent, of the 2013 total). Twenty-three
other agencies include emergency preparedness and re-
sponse funding. The President’s 2013 request would in-
crease funding by $526 million (9 percent) above the 2012
enacted appropriations level.

Continue to Strengthen the Homeland
Security Foundation

Preventing and disrupting terrorist attacks; protecting
the American people, critical infrastructure, and key re-
sources; and responding to and recovering from incidents
that do occur are enduring homeland security responsibil-
ities. For the long-term fulfillment of these responsibili-
ties it is necessary to continue to strengthen the princi-
ples, systems, structures, and institutions that cut across
the homeland security enterprise and support our activi-
ties to secure the Nation. Long-term success across sev-
eral cross-cutting areas is essential to protect the United
States. In addition, an all-of-Nation integration of effort
and the leveraging of resources that exist in local commu-
nities, as manifest in the Obama Administration’s “Whole
of Community” initiative, for example, are essential to ef-
fective preparedness and incident response capabilities.
While these areas are not quantifiable in terms of budget
figures, they are important elements in the management
and budgeting processes. As the Administration sets
priorities and determines funding for new and existing
homeland security programs, consideration must be given
to areas such as the assessment and management of risk,
which underlie the full spectrum of homeland security ac-
tivities. This includes decisions about when, where, and
how to invest resources in capabilities or assets that elim-
inate, control, or mitigate risks. Likewise, research and
development initiatives promote the application of sci-
ence and technology to homeland security activities and
can drive improvements in processes and efficiencies to
reduce the vulnerability of the Nation.

Non-Federal Expenditures!

State and local governments and private-sector firms
also have devoted resources of their own to the task of
defending against terrorist threats. Some of the spend-
ing has been of a one-time nature, such as investment in
new security equipment and infrastructure; some spend-
ing has been ongoing, such as hiring more personnel, and
increasing overtime for existing security personnel. In

1 OMB does not collect detailed homeland security expenditure data
from State, local, or private entities directly.

many cases, own-source spending has supplemented the
resources provided by the Federal Government.

Many governments and businesses, though not all,
place a high priority on, and provide additional resourc-
es, for security. A 2004 survey conducted by the National
Association of Counties found, that as a result of intergov-
ernmental homeland security planning and funding pro-
cesses, three out of four counties believed they were better
prepared to respond to terrorist threats. Moreover, almost
40 percent of the surveyed counties had appropriated
their own funds to assist with homeland security. Own-
source resources supplemented funds provided by States
and the Federal Government. However, the same survey
revealed that 54 percent of counties had not used any of
their own funds.? The survey’s findings were based on the
responses from 471 counties (15 percent) nationwide, out
of 3,140 counties or equivalents.?

A recent study conducted by the Heritage Foundation,
one of the few organizations to compile homeland security
spending estimates from States and localities, provides
data on State and local spending in support of homeland
security activities.* The report surveyed 43 jurisdictions
that are eligible for DHS’ Urban Areas Security Initiative
(UASI) grant funds due to the risk of a terrorist attack.?
These jurisdictions are home to approximately 145 mil-
lion people or 47 percent of the total United States popu-
lation. According to the report, the 2007 homeland secu-
rity budgets for the jurisdictions examined (which include
26 States and the District of Columbia, 50 primary cities,
and 35 primary counties) totaled $37 billion, while the
same entities received slightly more than $2 billion in
Federal homeland security grants.® The report further
states that from 2000 - 2007, these States and localities
spent $220 billion on homeland security activities, which
includes increases of three to six percent a year for law
enforcement and fire services budgets, and received over
$10 billion in Federal grants. California, the most popu-
lous State, is also the largest recipient of Federal home-
land security funds, having received almost $1.5 billion

2 Source: National Association of Counties, “Homeland Security
Funding—2003 State Homeland Security Grants Programs I and I1.”

3 The National Association of Counties conducted a survey through
its various state associations (48), responses were received from 471
counties in 26 states.

4 Source: Matt A. Mayer, “An Analysis of Federal, State, and Local
Homeland Security Budgets,” A Report of the Heritage Center for Data
Analysis, CDA09-01, March 9, 2009, at http:/ /www.heritage.org/Re-
search / HomelandSecurity / upload/ CDA_09_01.pdf. Figures cited in
this report have not been independently verified by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget.

5 The Heritage Foundation report’s methodology in selecting the
states, cities, and counties to include in the report is as follows: the state
had to possess a designated UASI jurisdiction and the city and county
had to belong to a designated UASI jurisdiction that had received at
least $15 million from 2003 to 2007 from the DHS.

6 The Heritage Foundation report’s budget data for homeland securi-
ty included primary law enforcement agencies, fire departments, home-
land security offices, and emergency management agencies. In some
cases, state and local emergency management agency budget data was
embedded in the fire department budget data and was not separately
noted in its own category.
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from 2000 - 2007, while spending over $45 billion in State
and local funding. Over the same time period, the top ten
most populous States (including California) spent $148
billion on State and local homeland security related ac-
tivities.

There is also a diversity of responses in the businesses
community. A 2003 survey of 199 corporate security di-
rectors conducted by the Conference Board showed that
just over half of the companies reported that they had
permanently increased security spending post-September
11, 2001.7 About 15 percent of the companies surveyed
had increased their security spending by 20 percent or
more.8 Large increases in spending were especially evi-
dent in critical industries, such as transportation, energy,

7 Source: Thomas E. Cavanagh and Meredith Whiting, “2003 Corpo-
rate Security Management: Organization and Spending Since 9/11,” The
Conference Board. R-1333-03-RR. July 2003. This survey had a sample
size of 199 corporate security directors, of which 96 were in “critical in-
dustries”, while the remaining 103 were in “non-critical industries.” In
the report, the Conference Board states that it followed the DHS usage
of critical industries, “defined as the following: transportation; energy
and utilities; financial services; media and telecommunications; infor-
mation technology; and healthcare.”

8 The Conference Board survey cites the sample size for this statistic
was 192 corporate security directors.

financial services, media and telecommunications, infor-
mation technology, and healthcare. However, about one-
third of the surveyed companies reported that they had
not increased their security spending after September
11th.° Given the difficulty of obtaining survey results
that are representative of the universe of States, locali-
ties, and businesses, it is likely that there will be a wide
range of estimates of non-Federal security spending for
critical infrastructure protection.

Additional Tables

The tables in the Federal expenditures section of this
chapter present data based on the President’s policy for
the 2013 Budget. The tables below present additional
policy and baseline data, as directed by the Homeland
Security Act of 2002.

An appendix of account-level funding estimates is
available on the Analytical Perspectives CD ROM.

9 The Conference Board survey cites the sample size for this statistic
was 199 corporate security directors.

Table 24-5. DISCRETIONARY FEE-FUNDED HOMELAND SECURITY ACTIVITIES BY AGENCY

(Budget authority in millions of dollars)

Agency 2011 Suppzlgrjnlzntal/ 2012 2013
Enacted Emergency Enacted Request
Department of ENErgy ... 1.6 16.0 18.1
Department of Homeland Security ..........coccoocrriniunienrinninens 3,184.00 ... 3,391.5 3,485.7
Department of State ..o 1,959.00 ... 2,153.0 2,154.0
General Services AdMINIStration ...........cccveeereereeerneennns 1.0 30.0 51.0
Social Security AdMINIStration ............coeveeeeeerneinerneereeeeens 2125 234.3 252.1
Federal Communications COmMMISSION ...........ceerveneecrmniinees 26 ]
Securities and Exchange Commission ... 60 8.0 8.0
Total, Discretionary Homeland Security Fee-Funded
Activities 5386.7] e 5,832.8 5,968.9
Table 24-6. MANDATORY HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDING BY AGENCY
(Budget authority in millions of dollars)
2011
Agency 2011 Supplemental/ 2012 2013
Actual Emergency Enacted Request
Department of AGHCURUIE ........cvuverceririieeieeeieeec e 2156 214.6 216.7
Department 0f DEENSE .........cuurverecrieirecnieeiieicrseeceeesinens 281.00 266.4 275.3
Department of ENETgY ........coeviverincrnireneeieresiesssecseeesicnens 8.0/ 13.0 15.0
Department of Health and Human Services .........cccccovinineiniicnnn. 04 0.2 0.2
Department of Homeland SECUrity ..........ccocrienrinivneineirnineineienene 24129, L 2,591.8 2,606.8
Department 0f LAbOr ... 85 10.6 1.7
Total, Homeland Security Mandatory Programs ............cocceeennees 29264 00 3,096.5 3,115.8
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Table 24-7. BASELINE ESTIMATES—TOTAL HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDING BY AGENCY

(Budget authority in millions of dollars)

Baseline
Agency
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Department of Agriculture 571 582 592 605 616 630
Department of Commerce 290 295 301 308 316 323
Department of Defense 16,604 16,952 17,277 17,640 18,008 18,387
Department of Education 31 32 32 33 33 34
Department of Energy 1,925 1,960 1,995 2,032 2,072 2,111
Department of Health and Human Services 4,148 4,229 4312 4,403 4,495 4,590
Department of Homeland Security ..o 34,870 35,898 36,937 38,001 39,097 40,248
Department of Housing and Urban Development .............ccoecerunnnnee 3 3 3 3 3 3
Department of the Interior 59 60 62 65 68 69
Department of Justice 4,055 4177 4,306 4,441 4,580 4,728
Department of Labor 46 35 36 36 36 36
Department of State 2,283 2,326 2,369 2,417 2,465 2,516
Department of Transportation 253 262 272 281 293 304
Department of the Treasury ... 123 128 131 135 139 143
Department of Veterans Affairs .. 395 401 409 420 430 441
Corps of Engineers ..........cc....... 36 37 37 38 39 39
Environmental Protection Agency . 102 104 106 110 111 117
Executive Office of the President ... 10 10 10 11 11 11
General Services AdMINIStration ..........cccceveveenenineeneieiseenees 38 38 39 39 40 41
National Aeronautics and Space Administration .............ccoeceeeenenee 230 233 237 242 246 250
National Science FOUNAtoN ... 444 452 458 467 475 484
Office of Personnel Management 2 2 2 2 2 2
Social Security Administration 234 252 256 261 265 270
District of COIUMDIA ......veeieiricsnseneeseseenens | s 2 2 2 2 2
Federal Communications Commission 15 15 15 16 16 16
Intelligence Community Management Account .... 2 2 2 2 2 2
National Archives and Records Administration 9 9 9 9 10 10
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 23 23 24 24 25 25
Securities and Exchange Commission 78 80 83 86 88 91
Smithsonian Institution 8 8 8 8 9 9
United States Holocaust Memorial Museum 96 100 105 109 113 117
Total, Homeland Security Budget Authority .......c.ouuesnesnesenns 66,983 68,707 70,427 72,246 74,105 76,049

Less Department of DEfense .........ccvcvnireenierinenenineinsirenieees -16,604 -16,952 -17,277 -17,640 -18,008 -18,387
Non-Defense Homeland Security BA 50,379 51,755 53,150 54,606 56,097 57,662

Less Fee-Funded Homeland Security Programs ............c.ccceeeuue. -5,860 -6,009 -6,110 -6,222 -6,333 -6,449

Less Mandatory Homeland Security Programs ..........c.cccocvevenee. -3,099 -3,114 -3,208 -3,259 -3,311 -3,377
Net Non-Defense, Discretionary Homeland Security BA . 41,420 42,632 43,832 45,125 46,453 47,836
Obligations Limitations

Department of Transportation Obligations Limitation ................... 36 37 37 38 39 39
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Table 24-8. HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDING BY BUDGET FUNCTION
(Budget authority in millions of dollars)
Budget Funcion Ao Enacid Request

NAtONAl DEFENSE .....oucvveieiiieieee e 21,777 21,463 22,989
International Affairs 1,949 2,283 2,353
General Science Space and Technology 697 754 726
Energy 126 120 130
Natural Resources and the Environment 273 270 267
Agriculture 559 559 539
Commerce and Housing Credit . 184 210 1,401
Transportation ...........cecveeveereeneenininns 11,256 11,095 10,975
Community and Regional Development ... 3,434 2,573 3,218
Education, Training, Employment and Social SErvices ............ccouneuniereinniereineeneens 163 168 180
Health 4179 4,139 4,104
Medicare 28 24 22
Income Security 12 15 4
Social Security 212 234 252
Veterans Benefits and Services 415 395 385
Administration of Justice 20,445 21,188 20,950
General GOVEIMMENL ......cvueverreireesereieisiseseese st sessessssse st ssessessessnens 1,261 1,503 1,599
Total, Homeland Security Budget Authority 66,970 66,993 70,094

Less National Defense, DOD ........cccccieierirniieieeiesesesssss s -16,711 -16,336 -17,678
Non-Defense Homeland Security BA 50,259 50,657 52,416

Less Fee-Funded Homeland Security Programs ... -5,367 -5,809 -6,060

Less Mandatory Homeland Security Programs ..........cocceeeeevnecenrierenseenenns -2,926 -3,106 -4,305
Net Non-Defense, Discretionary Homeland Security BA . 41,966 41,742 42,051

Table 24-9. BASELINE ESTIMATES—HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDING BY BUDGET FUNCTION
(Budget authority in millions of dollars)
Baseline
Budget Function
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

NALONAI DEENSE ....vvuiviiiiiieiiet st 21,463 21,924 22,363 22,850 23,349 23,861
International Affairs 2,283 2,326 2,369 2,417 2,465 2,516
General Science Space and Technology 754 766 778 793 807 821
Energy 120 124 128 131 134 137
Natural Resources and the Environment 270 275 281 290 296 305
Agriculture 559 570 579 592 603 616
Commerce and Housing Credit . 210 214 217 223 229 234
Transportation ...........cecveeveereeneeneninne 11,095 11,405 11,793 12,156 12,536 12,928
Community and Regional Development ... 2,573 2,620 2,660 2,712 2,762 2,813
Education, Training, Employment and Social SErVICES ..........ccceierumeenernrineeneersisseineens 168 173 179 184 189 194
Health 4139 4,219 4,301 4,391 4,482 4,576
Medicare 24 25 27 28 29 31
Income Security 15 4 4 4 4 4
Social Security 234 252 256 261 265 270
Veterans Benefits and Services 395 401 409 420 430 441
Administration of Justice 21,188 21,844 22,491 23,173 23,876 24,623
GENEral GOVEIMMENL .....uvuvieririerreieie s ssssses sttt ens s ssesses s s ssessnsnns 1,503 1,573 1,600 1,629 1,658 1,688
Total, Homeland Security Budget Authority 66,993 68,715 70,435 72,254 74,114 76,058

Less National Defense, DOD .......ccccocvicuereiniiiieee ettt nas -16,604 -16,952 -17,277 -17,640 -18,008 -18,387
Non-Defense, Discretionary Homeland Security BA 50,389 51,763 53,158 54,614 56,106 57,671

Less Fee-Funded Homeland Security Programs ... -5,860 -6,009 -6,110 -6,222 -6,333 -6,449

Less Mandatory Homeland Security Programs ... -3,099 -3,114 -3,208 -3,259 -3,311 -3,377
Net Non-Defense, Discretionary Homeland Security BA 41,430 42,640 43,840 45,133 46,462 47,845
Obligations Limitations

Department of Transportation Obligations LIMItation ..............cccceeeeuneneineennieneiniinsinnes 36 37 37 38 39 39




25. FEDERAL DRUG CONTROL FUNDING

The FY 2013 request includes information from two
additional Departments and two new programs to the
National Drug Control Budget. These additions are con-
sistent with the restructuring of the National Drug Control
Budget in FY 2012. The new bureaus or programs, which
will be reflected in the National Drug Control Strategy, FY
2013 Budget and Performance Summary (Summary), are:

e Labor: Employment and Training Administration:
(comprehensive drug prevention and intervention
program for all Job Corps participants)

e Housing and Urban Development: Continuum of
Care (housing and other efforts in support of home-
less with substance abuse disorders)

e Defense: Defense Health Program (drug abuse
treatment provided by military treatment facilities
and private sector care)

e Health and Human Services: Administration for
Children and Families (enhancing the safety of chil-
dren affected by parental methamphetamine or oth-
er substance abuse).

In accordance with Section 202 of the ONDCP
Reauthorization Act of 2006 (P.L. 109-469) and the GPRA
Modernization Act of 2010, the Office of National Drug
Control Policy (ONDCP) working with Federal drug con-
trol agencies has developed a cross-agency performance
monitoring and assessment mechanism — the Performance
Reporting System (PRS). The PRS will monitor the extent
of interagency progress towards achieving the goals and
objectives of the National Drug Control Strategy. The
first PRS Report will be published in 2012 along with the
Strategy.

Table 25-1. FEDERAL DRUG CONTROL FUNDING, 2011-2013 *
(Budget authority, in millions of dollars)
Enacted
Department/Agency
2011 2012 2013 Request
Department of Agriculture:

ULS. FOIESE SEIVICE .vuvvvuireiriseiseiseie e see sttt st esses st s st s s st s st n s s s s s s 15.3 15.2 14.7
Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency for the District of Columbia: 52.8 53.1 524
Department of Defense: 2

Drug Interdiction and Counterdrug ACHVIIES ...........cviuiuiiriiiiieiicrinieie e 1,595.2 1,666.1 1,467.7

OPTEMPOQ? 148.1 162.8 162.6

DEfENSE HEAIN PTOGIAM ..ottt 93.3 96.5 94.9

Total DOD 1,836.5 1,925.3 1,725.2
Department of Education: 123.9 64.9 108.3
Federal Judiciary: 1,126.9 1,133.3 1,164.5
Department of Health and Human Services:

Administration for Children and FAMIIIES ........cccueuiiveuieiiicicese e s bbb s s en 20.0 20.0 20.0

Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services ¢ . 4,643.8 4,467.4 47511

Health Resources and Services Administration 16.9 18.1 18.3

INGIAN HEAIN SEIVICE .o.vvvvieieiicicic ettt n b s s s s 96.0 98.1 96.8

National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism 56.9 57.0 56.8

National INSHLUE ON DIUG ADUSE ......vueureriieicieieeseisetsi sttt bbb bbbt bbbttt 1,048.8 1,052.1 1,054.0

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services AAMINISITAtION 2 ..........co..ovvriinreeeeeerisseeessiesssssssessssssss s ssssssessssssssssssssnssnes 2,576.8 2,565.8 2,470.9

Total HHS 8,459.2 8,278.5 8,467.9
Department of Homeland Security:

CUStOMS ANA BOIABE PrOIECHON ....vucvviceciceeicteictect ettt ettt sttt sttt sttt ettt s bbbt b sttt es st st es st s ten et 2,238.3 2,280.3 2,276.4

Federal Emergency Management Agency® 8.3 7.5 0.0

Federal Law Enforcement Training CENLET ...t 47.8 48.5 46.3

Immigration and Customs ENOrCEMENT ... 504.5 523.5 503.1

Office of Counternarcotics Enforcement 2.9 1.8 0.0

LU0 T A C T LTSS 1,408.1 977.3 1,124.9

Total DHS 4,209.8 3,838.9 3,950.7
Department of Housing and Urban Development:

CONLNUUM OF CAIE .ottt b bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb st st 464.2 446.0 542.4

425



426 ANALYTICAL PERSPECTIVES

Table 25-1. FEDERAL DRUG CONTROL FUNDING, 2011- 2013 '—Continued

(Budget authority, in millions of dollars)

Enacted
Department/Agency
2011 2012 2013 Request
Department of the Interior:
Bureau of Indian Affairs 10.0 10.0 10.0
Bureau of Land Management 5.1 5.1 5.1
NGLONAI PAIK SEIVICE ..vvvvvrveeeerriseiseiseieiseise sttt sttt sss sttt ss s es s s a s en st s s s s s res s 3.3 3.3 3.3
Total DOI 18.4 18.4 18.4
Department of Justice:
ASSEE FOMEIUNE FUNG ...ttt bbb 214.662 224.76 236
Bureau of Prisons 3,287.6 3,396.9 3,517.3
Criminal Division ....... 12.3 12.3 12.6
Drug Enforcement Administration 2,305.9 2,347.0 2,387.9
Interagency Crime and Drug Enforcement .........cccoocveeninceoneens 527.5 527.5 524.8
Federal Prisoner Detention / [Office of Federal Detention Trustee] 533.0 580.0 604.0
Office of Justice Programs 226.3 162.0 244.6
National Drug Intelligence Center 34.0 20.0 0.0
U.S. Attorneys 82.2 79.5 80.6
U.S. Marshals Service 237.7 248.9 250.8
Total DOJ 7,461.3 7,598.8 7,858.6
Department of Labor:
Employment and Training AAMINISIFALION ...........cuuiuiiiiiiiecie bbb 6.6 6.6 6.5
Office of National Drug Control Policy:
Operations 271 245 234
Counterdrug Technology Assessment Center 0.0 0.0 0.0
High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Program 238.5 238.5 200.0
Other Federal Drug Control Programs 140.6 105.6 118.6
Total ONDCP 406.2 368.6 342.0
Department of State:®
Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement AffairS ... 575.3 5132 507.8
Economic Support and DEVEIOPMENT ASSISTANCE ...........vuuierirririeserieieiieieeseeseesessssse bbbt 198.6 283.3 179.1
Total DOS 773.9 796.5 686.9
Department of the Transportation:
Federal Aviation Administration 27.9 28.7 28.8
National Highway Safety Administration 2.7 2.7 4.0
Total DOT 30.6 31.4 32.8
Small Business Administration: 1.0 0.0 0.0
Department of the Treasury:
Internal Revenue Service ... 60.1 60.3 60.6
Department of Veterans Affairs:
Veterans Health AAMINISITAIONT ............c...eiriviiiesisisesisies s ssss s ssss s 532.9 548.7 568.2
Total Federal Drug Budget 25579.6 25184.5 25600.0

' Detail may not add due to rounding.

2DOD amounts include funding appropriated or requested for overseas contingency operations.

3 OPTEMPO funding (flight hours and steaming days) is reported by the military services and is not part of DOD’s counter-drug activities budget request.

* The Department of Health and Human Services’ (HHS) Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) outlay estimates include substance abuse treatment expenditures for
both Medicare and Medicaid. While CMS'’s Office of the Actuary (OACT) developed the Medicare estimates, Medicaid estimates were developed as a placeholder by ONDCP, based
on data in the 2008 Report from HHS entitled ‘SAMHSA spending estimates: MHSA spending projections for 2004-2014". OACT did not develop nor approve the Medicaid estimates.
Medicaid estimates are not consistent with the FY 2013 President’s Budget Medicaid baseline projections, and do not incorporate the impact of recent legislation (including the Recovery
Act and the Affordable Care Act), or recent economic and policy changes to the programs. These estimates are for use while HHS develops a more precise estimate consistent with
current program spending.

5 Includes budget authority and funding through evaluation set-aside authorized by Section 241 of the Public Health Service (PHS) Act.

6 FEMA amount reflects Operation Stonegarden grant funding.

"The USCG budgets by appropriation rather than individual missions. The USCG projects resource allocations by mission through use of an activity-based costing system. Actual
allocations will vary depending upon operational environment and mission need. In FY 2011, the USCG anticipated allocating $1,162.3 toward the drug interdiction mission. According
to the USCG operations database, however, actual EQY allocation totaled $1,408.1 million.

8 State Department amounts include funding appropriated or requested for overseas contingency operations.

9VA Medical Care receives advance appropriations; FY 2013 funding was provided in the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2012 (Public Law 112-74).



26. CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA FEDERAL BUDGET CROSSCUT

The California Bay-Delta program is a coopera-
tive effort among the Federal Government, the State of
California, local governments, and water users, to proac-
tively address the water management and aquatic ecosys-
tem needs of California’s Central Valley. This valley, one
of the most productive agricultural regions of the world,
is drained by the Sacramento River in the north and
the San Joaquin River in the south. The two rivers meet
southwest of Sacramento, forming the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta, and drain west into San Francisco Bay.

The Bay-Delta is the hub of the nation’s largest water
delivery system, providing drinking water to 25 million
Californians. According to the State of California, it sup-
ports about $400 billion of annual economic activity, in-
cluding a $28 billion agricultural industry and a robust
and diverse recreational industry.

The extensive development of the area’s water re-
sources has boosted agricultural production, but has also
adversely affected the region’s ecosystems. Bay-Delta
participants recognized the need to provide a high-qual-
ity, reliable and sustainable water supply for California,
while at the same time restoring and maintaining the
ecological integrity of the area and mitigating flood risks.
This recognition resulted in the 1994 Bay-Delta Accord,
which laid the foundation for the CALFED Bay-Delta
Authorization Act of 2004 (P.L. 108-361). The program
has since adapted and evolved into a broader Bay-Delta
program which includes the Bay-Delta Conservation
Plan, the Delta Science Program, and the soon to be
released Delta Plan (May 2012). Federal activities
are currently coordinated though the Interim Federal
Action Plan (established in 2010), under the leadership
of the White House Council on Environmental Quality,

the Department of the Interior, and California’s Delta
Stewardship Council.

The Interim Federal Action Plan uses an adaptive
management approach to water resources development &
management and continues to develop strategies to bal-
ance achievement among the program’s four objectives:
a renewed Federal-state partnership, smarter water sup-
ply & use, habitat restoration, and drought & floodplain
management. The partners signed a Record of Decision
in 2000 and a Memorandum of Understanding in 2009,
detailing the different program components and goals.
The program uses scientific monitoring to track prog-
ress being made toward reaching near-term objectives
and longer range success. Federal agencies contributing
to the Bay-Delta program include: the Department of the
Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, and U.S. Geological Survey; the Department of
Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation Service; the
Department of Defense’s U.S. Army Corps of Engineers;
the Department of Commerce’s National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration; and the Environmental
Protection Agency.

The 2013 Budget includes a crosscut of estimated Federal
funding by each of the participating agencies, fulfilling the
reporting requirements of P.L. 108-361. Additional tables
and narrative that further account for recent program-
matic and funding changes can be found in the CD-ROM
included with the Analytical Perspectives. Please note that
some funding amounts included in previous budgets have
been updated to align with the programs and activities
outlined in the Interim Federal Action Plan. More informa-
tion about the Interim Federal Action Plan can be found at
http:/ lwww.doi.gov / documents | CAWaterWorkPlan.pdf.

Table 26-1. BAY-DELTA FEDERAL FUNDING BUDGET CROSSCUT
(In millions of dollars)

Enacted Pres.
Agency Budget

1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 |2007 | 2008 {2009 | 2010 | 2011 |2012 | 2013
Bureau of Reclamation ..........c...ccccveevevenrirennnnnnn: 1563.4| 114.7| 1385| 79.8| 103.3| 742 757| 811] 99.8| 101.3| 66.1| 156.8] 94.7| 1855 172.7| 110.8
Corps of ENGINEETS .....coovvvurererieeieirenireeeeseceiseenns 100.7| 103.3| 93.8| 542 582 57.8| 726| 523| 91.3| 87.4| 512| 140.7| 725 78.0] 445 538
USDA - NRCS ........ 00 145/ 129 17.0| 39.1| 384| 488| 36.4| 346| 269 409| 444| 39.7| 56.1| 56.1| 44.2
NOAA Fisheries 03| 04/ 05/ 06/ 06/ 08 08 08 08 05 05 05 05 1.6 1.4 1.4
Geological SUIVEY .......vveererrrierrineiierieeseeseeeneens 32| 32| 43| 54/ 51 49| 49| 54| 52| 44 37/ 37/ 34/ 60/ 60 73
Fish and Wildlife SErvice ...........coomevernrrrerrennnnn: 0.9 1.1 37| 182 56| 11.2| 137 89/ 107| 75| 220/ 242 65 92| 49| 49
EPA Lo 32| 31| 57.3] 534| 543| 207 628 97.7| 36.6| 36.1| 683 161.5| 1237 88.0/ 854 73.1
Totals: 261.6| 240.3| 310.8| 228.4| 266.2| 208.0| 279.3| 282.6] 279.0| 263.9| 252.8| 531.9| 341.1| 424.4| 370.9] 295.4

The FY 2009 total includes American Recovery and Reinvestment Act projects and activities.

427


http://www.doi.gov/documents/CAWaterWorkPlan.pdf




	Special topics
	18. Aid to State and Local Governments
	19. Strengthening Federal Statistics
	20. Information Technology
	21. Federal Investment
	22. Research and Development
	23. Credit and Insurance
	24. Homeland Security Funding Analysis
	25. Federal Drug Control Funding
	26. California Bay-Delta Federal Budget Crosscut




