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Friday, June 2, 2006 (202) 226-9600

Chairman King Letter to Secretary Chertoff

WASHINGTON, D.C. (Friday, June 2, 20006)- Today, Peter T. King (R-NY),
Chairman of the Committee on Homeland Security, sent the following letter to Michael
Chertoff, the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS), regarding the
recent cuts to anti-terrorism grant funding for New York City:

The Honorable Michael Chertoff

Secretary

U.S. Department of Homeland Security

Washington, D.C. 20528

Dear Secretary Chertoff:

The House Committee on Homeland Security is gravely concerned about the Department of
Homeland Security's dramatic reduction in FY 2006 anti-terrorism grant funding to certain
high threat urban areas, including New York City, the District of Columbia and other cities
at high risk of terrorist attacks. As part of the Committee's legislative and oversight
responsibilities, it is imperative that the Department provide the Committee with all
information, including both classified and unclassified, pertaining to the FY 2006 Homeland
Security Grant Program (HSGP).

Accordingly, and pursuant to Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, please
provide the following records, information and supporting documents relating to: (1) the
risk analysis and assessment process for States and urban areas; (2) the application and peer
review process; (3) the Department's integration of the risk analysis and assessment and peer
review scores, (4) the Department's process for finalizing the funding allocation amounts to
States and urban areas; and (5) the Department's final review and approval process for
funding allocation amounts for the Urban Area Security Initiative (UASI), the State
Homeland Security Grant Program (SHSGP), and the Law Enforcement Terrorism
Prevention Program (LETPP). These include:

Risk Analysis

1) All documents regarding any modifications by DHS officials to the risk methodology
used to review and award FY 2006 HSGP grants.

2)  All documents regarding modifications to the risk methodology used to review and
award FY 2006 HSGP grants, including comments by stakeholders, such as States and urban
areas, emergency response providers, emergency managers, public health officials, and the



private sector, consultants, outside experts, and others involved in the risk methodology
modification process.

3)  All documents regarding the risk analysis and assessment for New York and New
York City and all other jurisdictions, including any information related to the factors of
threat, vulnerability, and consequences.

4)  All documents regarding asset-based and geographically-based terrorist risk
calculations for New York and New York City and all other jurisdictions, including any
information related to the Department's combination of these risk calculations to determine
relative risk and the names of those DHS officials involved in the preparation of the analysis
for New York and New York City and their familiarity with New York and/or New York

City.

5)  The Department's rationale and all documents pertaining to such rationale regarding
the failure of the Department to designate the Statue of Liberty, the Brooklyn Bridge, and
the Empire State Building as national icons.

6)  The Department's rationale and all documents pertaining to such rationale regarding
the Department's failure to include no more than four financial institutions in its review of
New York City's grant application.

7)  The list of the assets designated by the Department in its risk based analysis for New
York and New York City.

8)  The list of all States and urban areas in rank order based on risk, as determined by the
Department, considered during the peer review process.

9) A graphic depicting the four quadrants of risk and effectiveness and which States and
urban areas fell into which quadrants.

10)  An explanation as to why the Department utilized only four levels of overall risk
values of top 25%, top 50%, lower 50% and lower 25%.

Peer Review Process

1) All applications submitted by State and urban areas for the FY 2006 HSGP.

2)  All documents related to the peer review process used to evaluate the effectiveness of
the applications.

3)  All documents regarding the nomination of peer reviewers by State and urban areas,
including the names, titles, and contact information for those individuals nominated by State
and urban areas and any information related to whether the Department vetted peer
reviewers for any potential conflicts of interest.

4)  All documents regarding the Department's review and selection of nominated peer
reviewers, including the names, titles, and contact information for all peer reviewers involved
in the peer review process.



5) A description of the assignments made by the Department to each peer reviewer.

6)  All documents regarding the criteria used to evaluate State and urban area applications,
including any information related to the selection of the criteria for the evaluation of the
overall application and each investment justification therein.

7)  All documents regarding the review of State and urban area applications by peer
reviewers, including any information related to the scoring of applications by criteria and
comments and analyses from all peer reviewers.

8)  An analysis of how the Department grouped the FY 2006 HSGP applications for
consideration.

9)  An analysis of how the Department assigned the FY 2006 HSGP applications to
respective peer review groups, including a list of each peer panel and the applications which
were assigned to them.

Department Review and Approval Process

1) Alist of all DHS officials who were involved in the review, assessment, and award of
the FY 2006 HSGP grants, including the officials' names, titles, and specific roles played in
the process.

2)  All documents regarding the Department's integration of the risk and effectiveness
scores for New York, New York City and other jurisdictions and any changes made by DHS
officials to those risk and effectiveness scores.

3)  An analysis of the role that risk analysis and assessment of natural disasters played in
the review and award process.

4)  An analysis of how the Department weighed each element of the risk assessment
process, including an analysis of how the Department weighed risk vs. effectiveness.

5)  All documents related to the role of Tracy Henke, Assistant Secretary for Grants and
Training, in the review, assessment, and award of the FY 2006 HSPG grants.

6)  All documents related to the role of George Foresman, Under Secretary for
Preparedness, in the review, assessment, and award of the FY 2006 HSPG grants.

7)  All documents related to the role of Michael Jackson, Deputy Secretary, in the review,
assessment, and award of the FY 2006 HSGP grants.

8)  All documents related to the role of Michael Chertoff, Secretary, in the review,
assessment, and award of the FY 2006 HSGP grants.

9)  All documents related to the review, assessment, and award of the funds to New York
and New York City, including documents related to awards to other jurisdictions where New
York and New York City was discussed or otherwise considered.



10) A list of which Department officials had final sign-off authority on the FY 2006
HSPG awards.

In light of the serious nature and associated security risks related to this matter, I request
that the Department produce these records, documents and information by no later than
Friday, June 9, 2006. If you have any questions regarding this request, please contact Mr.
Robert O'Connor, Staff Director, Committee on Homeland Security, at (202) 226-8417.

Thank you for your personal and immediate attention to this request.

Sincerely,

PETER T. KING

Chairman
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