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Senator Landrieu:  Good morning.  Let me welcome everyone to our Subcommittee on Homeland Security Appropriations field hearing.  We will begin in just a moment.  I would like to recognize Senator Vitter and Senator Cedric -- Congressman Cedric Richmond -- promoting you already.  It is early this morning.
[Laughter.]
Senator Landrieu:  Congressman Cedric Richmond, who is here with us today, and I appreciate them joining me on this field hearing.  I want to begin by thanking Mayor Ronnie Harris, President John Young, and the parish council for hosting us this morning, this congressional hearing in historic Gretna.

Less than 4 weeks ago on the anniversary of Katrina, Hurricane Isaac dumped over 18 inches of rain and caused a man here to lose his life in a fire that destroyed Laruth's restaurant.  He was one of 6 people killed by this hurricane, which also pushed a wall of water 11 feet high onto Louisiana's shores, knocked out power to 871,000 households, and hovered over region frighteningly for almost 60 hours.

Last year in the United States, there were over 99 disasters that were so severe they were declared eligible for Federal assistance by the President of the United States.  That is the most disasters ever recorded in a single year since the Federal government began keeping records in 1953.  It eclipses the previous record of 81 that was set in 2010, and it is more than one decade ago, in 2002 when FEMA declared just 49.

In addition to the 99 disasters last year, there were another 508 events in the country that did not qualify for presidential disaster declaration, but which did prompt emergency declarations from State and local officials.  That is one of the reasons it is so important for the government -- the Federal government to maintain a robust disaster fund, and important for State and local governments to do the same.

Louisiana has certainly had its share of disasters, including the most destructive natural disaster in the history of the United States, Hurricane Katrina, and coupled with Hurricane Rita 3 weeks later that hit our State and the Gulf Coast.  There is no comparison since records have been kept.

In addition, Gustav and Ike, the Deep Water Horizon several years later, then Tropical Storm Lee, which acted like a hurricane, and now Isaac that was a one, but came on land like a three.

We all know disasters will happen every year.  We cannot prevent them.  But with smart planning, responsible budgeting, and effective response, we can significantly minimize the loss of life and property and prevent widespread economic or ecological damage.

This hearing is part of a comprehensive 7-year effort that I have undertaken as chair of this committee, and previously as chair of the Disaster Recovery Subcommittee, to evaluate and improve our Nation's ability to cost-effectively prepare for, respond to, and improve our Nation's ability to respond to disasters, natural and man-made, of all types and sizes.

I chaired a previous hearing in October 1911 -- I am sorry -- 2011.  Was enacted into law -- I am sorry.  I chaired a previous hearing in October of '11 that laid the groundwork for disaster relief financing reform, which I am happy to say was enacted into law in December of '11.  That hard fought battle helped to ensure that adequate appropriations to the FEMA Disaster Relief Fund is now available to Commissioner Fugate.

For the first time in over a decade, FEMA received the resources it needed through its annual budget to help families and communities recover without having to stop projects recovering from past disasters in order to fund ongoing disasters.  That is not happening today as a result of the fight and the battle that I led, and I am very proud of that and our committee.

But the Federal role in responding to disasters cannot be limited to FEMA alone.  Today we have 2 panels of officials from the Federal, State, and local level to explore how local government as a whole can better protect, prepare, and respond to these evermore frequent events.  Today we will focus in particular on flood protection investments, or the lack thereof, and the process of recovery families and communities recover by assisting them with assistance, food, housing, transportation, debris removal, et cetera.

We must do more to protect our communities in south Louisiana and in other parts of our State and country.  We must do it as quickly as possible to reduce the loss of life and property and reduce the burden on taxpayers who continue footing the bill for disaster cost that could have been avoided.

A recent study by the Multihazard Mitigation Council found that for every taxpayer dollar invested in mitigation, the Federal government will save $4 on future FEMA assistance.  Up until 2000, the Federal government provided assistance to repair disaster damaged buildings without targeting any money to mitigate against the damage that occurred.  I want to underscore this point:  until the year 2000, FEMA rebuilt what was there before storms, and that you were charged a penalty if you tried to improve the structure.  We removed that penalty and are building in a much smarter way, rebuilding without penalties to rebuild stronger and better.

So to correct that failed policy, we passed a law 5 years ago that has resulted in billions of dollars to State and local governments for mitigation measures, like levee repairs, drainage improvements, wetland restoration, and home elevations, in order to lessen the consequences of future events.

If they are not properly planned and executed, these projects -- if they are properly planned and executed, these projects will actually save taxpayers money in the long term.  But let me be clear.  We simply cannot protect southeast, southwest, or south central Louisiana or any part of Louisiana or any part of the Nation with mitigation grants alone.  We need a more consistent, more robust funding mechanism for building our levees, securing our pump stations, flood protection, internal drainage, and wetlands restoration.  We need the Corps of Engineers and the State to commit additional resources to this effort, and we need a multi-layered system of defense that incorporates smarter planning and stronger building codes as well.

For the sake of historical context, since 1992 FEMA has spent over $131 billion through the Disaster Relief Fund.  In 20 years, FEMA spent $131 billion of Federal funds.  Louisiana alone out of that $131 has received more than $60 billion.  That is including the $14 billion from the Corps, so it is a little bit exaggerated, the $60 billion, but that includes some Corps funding from the Federal government to recover from hurricanes that struck our State only between the years of 2005 and '08.  That is $60 billion between 2005 and 2008.

We can and must find a way to reduce costs to the U.S. taxpayers by reducing the loss of life and property in future events.  Yet shockingly, we only spent $1.6 billion on the Corps of Engineers' annual construction budget nationwide, a level that is 25 percent below what we spent in 2007, and only 100th of a percent of our gross domestic product.  It is shocking.

Federal funding for transportation infrastructure, on the other hand, just to give comparison, like highways and airports, which is by no means adequate, however, to support the long-term economic growth, has increased as a percentage of GDP over the past 15 years, and has nearly doubled since 1998 from $29 billion a year to $52 billion.

So I just want to repeat  transportation of all sources has doubled from $29 to $52.  The Corps of Engineer budget has decreased by 29 percent since 2007 for new construction.  In stark contrast, the Federal Corps budget over that same period has gone up by less than $200 million and declined as a percentage of GDP.

Most people in the world would probably expect that our Nation's presidents and members of Congress finally realized the fatal consequences of under investing in flood protection after the Federal levee failure overwhelmed the most power Nation in the world, while the rest of the world watched.  But leaders apparently still do not get it because the Corps of Engineers' construction budget as a percentage of GDP has gone down every single year since Katrina.  We should be outraged by that fact.  I am.

We owe it to the taxpayers of our Nation, and, most importantly, to the citizens of Louisiana that are on the wrong side of the levee, and the Gulf Coast to reverse the Federal government's trend of shortchanging vital flood protection, and incurring exorbitant disaster costs as a result.

Sadly, in this year, Fiscal Year 2012, the Corps spent only $6.4 million for construction in Louisiana, which is just .38 percent of its annual construction budget.  That is short-sighted, dangerous, and irresponsible.  Louisiana is desperately in need of more levees, pumps, flood control structures, wetlands restoration, and we need it now.

We are all grateful for the Federal government's $14.5 billion investment in flood protection post-Katrina that no doubt prevented tens of millions of dollars happening in this happening in this last storm during Hurricane Isaac, and helped protect communities inside the system.  But people that live in those protection zones are not only the ones that are here today, and one does not have to look any further than Braithwaite on the east bank of Plath on the River 4 Division in Laplace, Indian village in Slidell, or Lafitte in Jefferson Parish to realize that we still have a long way to go.
The people who are here today still do not have the flood protection they need and deserve.  They are rightfully upset, and so am I.

A flood protection effort of this magnitude should have started 50 years ago, but now our political agendas, short-sighted budget gridlock, gridlock in Congress, a lack of knowledge in civic engagement, prevented that effort from beginning when it should have.  And now we are playing a very dangerous and expensive game of catchup.

Our local governments, some of whom are represented here today, know where the protection gaps are within their communities.  But sadly, we always seem to be working so much on recovering from previous disasters -- Katrina, Rita, Gustav, Ike, now Isaac -- we do have the difficult time focusing on investing in the future.  We have built up resilience at the local level through some mitigation efforts, smarter planning, and better building codes, but we have a tremendous amount of work to do.

FEMA is only the tip of the spear when it comes to Federal government response for the disasters, and I want to underscore tip, not the entire weapon.  It is important to remember that FEMA plays also a coordinating role, and other Federal agencies are equally vital to our recovery, including the Small Business Administration, the Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Department of Agriculture, the Federal Highway Administration, and the Corps of Engineers, all of whom responded to Hurricane Isaac, all of whom are on the ground here, but many of them have very few resources to operate.

Inevitably there will be more hurricanes and more flooding, but we cannot abandon and neglect this vital region.  General, as you said in your opening testimony, which I read every word of both your testimonies this morning, you said, "Coastal Louisiana is home to one of the large port complexes in the world.  It is the top producer of domestic oil, and it is the top fisheries producer in the lower 48 States."

That is, in fact, true.  And we must find a way to protect it, not just for the benefit of the people that live here, but the people in the Nation that count on us to live here and deliver the goods.  And that will require a more serious and sustained Federal investment in flood protection through your agency, the Corps of Engineers, and the emergency management system that better anticipates and accommodates whatever is thrown at it.

That is what we will examine in today's hearing, what is going right, what is going wrong, and where we go from here.

I will introduce our first panel in a minute, but first I want to spend a short time talking about what I observed personally during Hurricane Isaac.

I was here in Louisiana when the storm hit, as was our congressional delegation.  I waited anxiously through 30 hours of rain with my family in Broadmoor, one of the lowest-lying neighborhoods in the region, hoping the levees would hold and the pumps would work for the first time since1 1978, and praying for all those in harm's way.

After the rain finally let up, I visited parish after parish, as did my colleagues.  We spoke with corps of citizens and local officials alike.  I traveled by boat and air boat to survey the Braithwaite community in Upper Plaquemines Parish.  My visit came less than 30 hours after Jesse Schaeffer and his son, Jesse, Jr., heroically saved 120 neighbors during the worst part of the storm that saw water rising a foot every 10 minutes out of their homes in the middle of the night in Braithwaite.  And I firsthand witnessed the heroic efforts of the Plaquemines Parish sheriff and his deputies.

I surveyed other areas of Plaquemines Parish by helicopter and witnessed the devastation in Murder Grove and Ironton on my way to Grand Isle, where I walked the beaches and the ravished burrito-levees with Mayor David Carmadelle. I hosted Secretary Janet Napolitano on her visit to Louisiana post-Isaac, where we visited one of the food distribution sites with Parish President Brister in St. Tammany, where storm survivors came for help from places like Indian Village, Lacombe, South Mandeville, Madisonville, and I will be visiting there this afternoon.

I toured Lafitte in a high water vehicle with President John Young, Councilman Chris Roberts, and Mayor Timmy Kerner to visit the citizens of Lafitte, who, just like the residents of Crown Point, Grand Isle, and Barataria are storm weary and worn out after another flood in their communities, which is so vital to this Nation's fisheries and oil and gas infrastructure.

And finally, I welcomed President Obama to St. John Parish where we surveyed the damage of the hardest-hit areas with parish president Natalie Robottom.  In neighbors such as New 51, River Forest, and Cambridge subdivisions, which have never had flooding like that in 20 years, I held people as they wept with 6 or 7 feet of water in their homes.

I had the opportunity to thank the President for his assistance, for what his Administration has provided so far. But I warned him of the woefully insufficient Corps of Engineer budget, and was encouraged by his offer to convene a high level meeting in Washington on this subject, which we will do in the next 2 weeks.

With that, I would like to introduce our first panel.  The members, Senator Vitter and Congressman Richmond, will have an opportunity for questions to this panel, and they have come prepared to ask some tough ones.  First, Mr. Fugate, who is the administrator of FEMA, a position he has held for almost 4 years.  After Mr. Fugate, we will hear from General Peabody, who is the commander of the Corps, Mississippi Division in which Colonel Fleming, our colonel, reports to.

So, Mr. Fugate, we will start with you.  You understand the purpose of this hearing.  If you could bring us up to date, you have got 5 minutes.  And then we will have questions after General Peabody takes his 5 minutes of testimony.  Thank you.

Mr. Fugate:  Well, thank you, Madam Chair, and Senator and Congressman.  The response to Hurricane Isaac is a combination of several key pieces of legislation and tools.  The response to Hurricane Isaac was based upon the capability and resources that Congress has provided FEMA, most specifically the post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act, which radically changed the way that FEMA has been structured to approach disasters.
In Hurricane Katrina and other disasters, Congress found that many of the authorities that FEMA had were not clear.  Did we have to wait until the State was overwhelmed before we could even begin mobilizing resources?  Did we have to wait for formal requests from the Governor to start expending resources to be prepared to support the State?  Did we have the authorities to coordinate recovery activities beyond that of the Stafford Act?

During my confirmation hearing, Madam Chair, you reminded me of a to do list that FEMA had not completed.  Isaac is really, I think, a culmination of that and the Budget Stabilization Agreement last year to fully fund the disaster account.  If you remember last year during Hurricane Irene, we were questioning whether we had money to continue to respond to an active disaster.  This year the Disaster Relief Fund currently has a balance of almost $1 billion going into the next Fiscal Year, meaning that not only can we respond to the current disasters, but we are prepared for the next disaster, whether it is a forecast event, such as a hurricane, or a no-knows event, such as an earthquake.
But other activities that have taken place in the last three and a half years that I have been at FEMA are also at play, one of which was a national disaster recovery framework.  We learned after Hurricane Katrina you cannot State and local governments who are so overwhelmed in a disaster, to go through the Federal catalog and try to determine what Federal agencies can help them beyond the original help that is provided in the Stafford Act.

But not only are we able to implement that plan, we are working with the State to utilize that framework to coordinate some of the longer-term recovery issues that some of the communities that were hardest hit by Isaac faced.  We have more staff.  We have more resources.  We have equipment that is ready to go.  This response, based upon a storm tracked originally was threatening the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico throughout much of the Gulf Coast, and ultimately the majority of the impact on the Mississippi coast and here in Louisiana, also demonstrated that those investments that were made after Katrina paid dividends.

Mitigation -- oftentimes we talk about the amount of money that we will spend on mitigation and how much it saves us.  I think what Isaac showed us what not only is it the reduction in damages, it is the preservation of key critical functions of local government.  Throughout the Gulf Coast region, we saw numerous examples where structures that were hardened and elevated to protect them against a hurricane allowed local officials and first responders to remain in their communities and operate safely.  This, in turn, sped up the response, and in many cases the initial response to much of the impacts was the local responders, because they were able to stay in their communities.  They had safe locations to work from.  Their communications and other systems that had been enhanced since Katrina allowed them to speed up their response.

The State and our partnership with the Governor's team at GOHSEP, as well as our Federal agencies, also has expanded beyond what the government does.  We know that the lessons of Katrina that in many cases, it was the private sector that oftentimes was first in communities getting open and providing services.
This storm allowed us to exercise our National Business Emergency Operations Center, where we are coordinating with national chains as well as through States, Emergency Operations Center and their connection with the business community, not to duplicate, but to complement where businesses are providing services so we can focus on those areas that are not being served.

As we saw with this storm, a slow-moving storm was a challenge because in many cases, although we had resources and teams ready to go, we couldn't respond until the storm meandered its way up through the area.  And that meant that in many cases, communities were not hit and then responding. They were hit responding and still being hit and responding.

And I think the story of mitigation really comes back to not only is it the dollar savings and losses that were prevented.  It is the ability of those key local responders and critical functions to remain operational through such a long duration storm and continue to provide those services without necessarily having to wait for outside assistance to get there.

Many other lessons have been learned.  Many other challenges have been revealed by this storm.  We continue to work with our partners both in the volunteer community, and faith-based communities, and the private sector, but most importantly, with our partners at the State and local level.

And I would like to end with this:  I have been here for three and a half years.  The team I get to work with is the best team I have ever had an opportunity to serve with. And I am very proud of the caliber of people that President Obama brought in.  I was doing a little count.  We have over 7 former State directors that now are working at FEMA at senior levels. We have never before had that many representatives of State and local government.  Our deputy administrator, Rich Reno, was formerly the EMS chief for the City of Boston.

I think the President's decision to infuse FEMA with local and State officials who have been in the trenches, have dealt with the same thing the parishes here have dealt with and the State of Louisiana has dealt with means that we may not always be right the first time, but we are working as a team, as partners, to get it right.

And with that, I will thank you, Madam Chair, Senator Vitter, and Congressman Richmond.  And I will await your questions.

[Statement follows:]

Senator Landrieu:  Thank you.
General Peabody.

STATEMENT OF MAJOR GENERAL JOHN W. PEABODY, COMMANDER, 


MISSISSIPPI VALLEY DIVISION, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS
General Peabody:  Thank you, Madam Chair, Senator Vitter, Congressman Richmond.  I appreciate the opportunity to testify here today on behalf of the hundreds of Corps professionals who have not only built the hurricane storm damage reproduction system, which you remarked on as performance, ma'am, during the storm, but also prepared for, responded to, and are continuing to help recover from Hurricane Isaac.
I am going to make 5 main points, and I've got a great written statement which I was editing last night.  But I am going to dispense with that, I think.

The first point I would like to make -- maybe 6 points -- is that Hurricane Isaac reminded us once again that extreme weather events are dangerous and are capable of potentially overwhelming, damaging, or destroying the built and the natural environments.  This is an important reminder that those of us who do not experience extreme weather events as often as the citizens of the coastal United States, especially Louisiana, have in recent years need to be reminded of.
Now the Corps extends our deepest and heartfelt sympathies to all the citizens of Louisiana and Mississippi who suffered losses from this storm, especially those who lost family members.  We had a large number of our own New Orleans District employees who suffered losses, some of whom continued to man their duty positions during the storm.

To build a little bit on Administrator Fugate's remarks, I would generally say that the emergency management and disaster response system that the Corps has developed, which builds on 2 authorities -- the Stafford Act, for which we work as FEMA's public works and engineer agency, and the Flood Control and Coastal Emergency Act -- enabled us to respond, in my view, quite well to this particular event.

All of our regions have specific operational plans for the types of weather events that could impact them in this region that primarily focused on hurricanes, flooding, and, to a lesser extent, a potential seismic event in New Mandarin.  But we energized our capacity.  We pre-deployed about 11 folks prior to landfall, and then another 300 Corps professional after landfall.  And in concert with our contracting professionals and under the direction of FEMA, we were able to respond -- and in coordination -- close coordination with the State, we were able to respond quickly to the disaster.  And we also were able to close the system around greater New Orleans to prevent the flooding that you remarked on, ma'am.

Third, it is, I think, important to continue to emphasize that the enormous investment of the Nation in the Hurricane storm damage risk reduction system, which to date we have obligated $11 billion -- we have expended a little more than $10 billion -- worked in this storm.  That is a testament to the Corps' intensive scientific research, careful investigation of lessons learned from Katrina, leveraging a wide number of professionals from both inside and outside the Corps, and the Nation's commitment to support executing this program, as well as a number of factors which I can address later if you have questions that I think made a significant difference, probably the most important of which was we had full appropriations for the programmatic cost estimate due to a number of supplements that, Madam Chair, you, Senator Vitter, and your colleagues passed a couple of years after the storm.

Fourth, we must always and everywhere continue to investigate, research, and learn from each extreme weather event.  Hurricane Isaac was unexpectedly, I think, for many people damaging.  We tend to think of a category system and associate the likely damages with that.  But because the system was so large and so very slow moving, it generated an enormous amount of storm surge and rainfall, which created flooding that, I think, many of the citizens who were impacted did not expect, and I do not think many of us expected.
The Corps is committed going forward to researching the impacts from this storm, seeing where we had issues that did not work quite like they should have, and improving our operations and maintenance capabilities, and our construction methodologies to address that.

Second to last, it is very obvious, you can see from some of the photographs up here, that there is quite a contrast between the impacts to citizens inside the Hurricane storm damage risk reduction system and the impacts to many of the citizens in the coastal and Lake Pontchartrain areas outside of that system where much of the flooding occurred.

We continue -- we are not finished with the Hurricane storm risk reduction system.  We have got a few more years of work to do, not the least of which is focused on the New Orleans to Venice nine-foot of levees in Plaquemines Parish, where we continue to work diligently to execute this program as quickly as possible.

And I will finish with a couple of notes.  You know, much of coastal and southern Louisiana continues to be at risk.  The Corps is working very hard on a large number of study authorities.  Not advancing as quickly as many would like, but we are working to ensure that we have confidence in the scientific underpinnings and the engineering judgments that will enable policymakers, such as yourselves, to make decisions on whether or not to continue investing in some of these areas.

So, ma'am, just to conclude, I just want to say the Corps is very proud to serve the citizens across the entire United States.  We are proud of the partnership we had with our other Federal agencies, particularly FEMA, and the States -- both States, Louisiana and Mississippi, in this event.  And I look forward to your questions, and thank you for the opportunity.

[Statement follows:]

Senator Landrieu:  Thank you.  We will have our first round.  First to you, Mr. Fugate, and please try to be as brief as you can because we really have a substantial number of questions.

The first question is on the waterway debris removal, which is a real problem for some of our local entities.  As you know, we are surrounded by bayous, rivers, lakes, et cetera.  At least 4 different Federal agencies have jurisdiction over water debris removal -- FEMA, Corps, coast guard, Natural Resources Conservation Service at the Department of Agriculture.

There is no uniform Federal procedure to determine responsibilities for water debris removal.  Therefore, parishes might have to follow different rules, et cetera.  In addition, bureaucratic tangles in agencies:  different type of debris trigger types of rules.  Sunken vessels must be treated different than vegetation or silt.  It is a patchwork, it is a cluster, and it is a headache for those of us that live through these hurricanes season after season.

Please describe what you are doing to coordinate this, and how the Debris Taskforce is operating, and what hope can you give to our parish presidents that this is going to be improved?

Mr. Fugate:  Well, hopefully it has been improved, this response, based upon work we have done with the States and the other agencies.  It is, as you point out, because of the different funding authorities and because of the structure of committees, differing authorities to different Federal agencies have that overlap.
There is no single agency, so our job is to make sure that we coordinate among the agencies as much as possible to reduce the --
Senator Landrieu:  Well, would it be possible after each storm to designate at least a lead coordinating agency for debris removal instead of having these parishes go from agency to agency, whether it is a limb, or a plastic bag, or a sunken barge?

Mr. Fugate:  It would be possible as long as we still have to deal with each Federal agency's different requirements and authorities that they have.  But I will take the recommendation and look at what we are currently doing with the State.  I know that one of the challenges that we have had working with GOSHEP is to make sure that it is Federal agencies we --

Senator Landrieu:  Well, we are going to pursue that because this was a nightmare after Katrina, Rita, Gustav, and Ike, and we will hear from the parish presidents.  I think it still is a nightmare.  We have got to find a better way forward.

Secondly, case managers help to connect disaster affected families with resources like employment assistance, temporary housing, and food.  We found this to be one of the key lessons after Katrina, just delivering individual stovepipe assistance to families without having a case management coordinating it.  So the job people find you a job in Orleans Parish, but the housing people find you a house in, you know, East Feliciana Parish.  It does not necessarily work.

So the case management came in to be for the first time in large measure after Katrina because we realized you have got to deal with the family unit together and not individually.  So the wife and husband can get their jobs back in the same area.  The kids can figure out schools, et cetera.

Since we did Katrina, authorized Federal support for case managers, FEMA has entered into an interagency agreement with the Administration of Children and Families through a contract with Catholic Charities.  When Isaac hit, local case managers deployed, but FEMA and ACT did not activate their contract with Catholic Charities.  Can you tell me why?

Mr. Fugate:  Working with the State, it was determined to utilize the State capabilities to do the case management. Many of the elements of case management were being done through enhancements we made in our community relations and our, what we call, our NPCes, or national processing centers.  And we are currently in the State on implementing their crisis -- or their case management grant to be able to fund those services.

Senator Landrieu:  Well, we are going to look into how the State did their case management and hear from the parish presidents whether that is working or not or whether they would prefer to have the Catholic Charities contract, which I think many of them are familiar with some of the non-profits and the faith-based.  And we are going to look into that.

Let me ask you, General Peabody.  The Corps has agreed -- Senator Vitter and I both asked, and he initiated it, and I supported his request -- for an independent review of the impact of the New Orleans Metropolitan Area Flood Protection System on the communities that were left out, obviously the ones that you can see suffering on these charts.

When do you expect that this report will be completed and released to the public?  Can you provide any detail up to this point regarding your initial storm surge modeling that was done by the Corps prior to the system's construction and the impact that it had on the outlying areas?

General Peabody:  Yes, Senator.  That modeling is ongoing.  We put together a team that includes professionals from the National Weather Service.  In fact, the director of the National Hurricane Center visited here last week.

Senator Landrieu:  And when is that going to be complete?

General Peabody:  We expect our internal modeling to be complete by mid-October.  It will probably take us about 2 weeks to do a quality assurance review, after which time in probably early November we will publish the results.  That would be probably the latest.  Then we will put it forward to independent external peer review, which will take several months, and that is a timeline that is controlled by the independent reviewers.

Senator Landrieu:  And what details can you provide about the initial storm surge modeling that you did before this system was built and its impacts to outlying areas?

General Peabody:  Yes, ma'am.  We did extensive modeling of 152 storm tracks, literally thousands of variations on those storms.  And what that told us was that there would be very minor induced flooding, but on the order of magnitude of a tenth of a foot, maybe 2, 3, 4 inches at the most.

However, the Hurricane Isaac storm track and pace was not one of the track and paces that was modeled.  So while we do not believe it is likely that we are going to see significant induced flooding from the Hurricane storm damage risk reduction system as a result of Isaac, that possibility can work, and so we are taking an open mind in looking at this objectively to see what our modeling shows us.

Senator Landrieu:  Well, this community is very interested in that study.

Senator Vitter?  And we will do a second round of questions as well.  Go ahead.

Senator Vitter:  Great.  Thank you, Madam Chair, for hosting this hearing.  Very much appreciate it.  Thanks to all of our witnesses, first, for being here, and, second, and more importantly, for all of your work through Hurricane Isaac.  We all appreciate it.
I wanted to focus in my questions on the hurricane and flood protection issues since those are really paramount in a lot of our minds who live in the area, and also since I serve on the relevant Corps subcommittee as the top ranking Republican.

General, let me go right to that and build on Senator Landrieu's question.  I just want to confirm publicly, you all are doing an immediate analysis modeling of the Hurricane Isaac event, which was not done in terms of these other models prior to the building of the system.  Is that correct?

General Peabody:  Yes, sir, that is correct.

Senator Vitter:  Okay.  And also pursuant to my specific request, that will be completely peer reviewed by outside independent experts.

General Peabody:  Yes, sir, through the Louisiana Water Resource Council, I believe.

Senator Vitter:  Okay.  That council was created in the last water bill.  I drafted the language.  And it is completely outside and independent, but they do this work for the Corps.  And so you all do have some control of their schedule.  Can you nail down with them what their schedule will be, because we do not want a year-long peer review.  We want a month peer review with some immediate usable conclusions.

General Peabody:  Yes, sir.  Senator, we will be happy to convey to them the urgency of the information, but because it is an independent, to use the term -- verb "control," I think is an overstatement.  I think we probably have some influence.  We will try to ask them to go as quickly as possible.

Senator Vitter:  I will do this as well.  If you can specifically ask them for a deadline and communicate that to me, that would be great.
General Peabody:  We will make that request, sir.

Senator Vitter:  And just so that you all know, we have also asked the Water Institute of the Gulf, Dr. Charles Groat -- the State has participated in that as well -- to do a completely separate review of the same issue.  I think it is very important to understand what happened during Isaac, why did it happen, what, if any, any impact did the post-Katrina system have on that flooding.

General Peabody:  We agree, Senator, yeah.  The more sharp minds we can get looking at this, the better and more confidence we will have in our judgments.  And Dr. Groat contacted me personally.  I was grateful for his offer of assistance.  He has team members who are embedded with us, and then they can do whatever they want with that information going forward.

Senator Vitter:  Right.   And, General, the good news is, we have said, that the post-Katrina work performed as designed.

General Peabody:  Right.  
Senator Vitter:  The bad news, as we have also said, is that there was major, in some cases, catastrophic and unprecedented flooding outside that core system.  And what is particularly disheartening about that, as you know, is that these are not areas we simply never talked about protecting.  Most or all of these are areas with Corps projects on the books that have taken forever and dragged on forever, and/or been cancelled since the post-Katrina work has been completed.  And that is more frustrating.  That is really maddening for those of us who live in the area.
I want to talk about 5 specific areas outside the system.  Number one, and this is actually related to the system, Plaquemines and Lower Plaquemines, and the New Orleans to Venice project.

Because prices and costs rose post-Katrina, the original 34 miles of that protection was reduced to 20 because basically costs went up.  Number one, did the Corps ever ask Congress for the additional money needed to complete all 34 miles, which was what was envisioned in the post-Katrina appropriation bills?

General Peabody:  Senator, I am not aware of any requests by the Administration to the Congress for that purpose.  But I will have to take it for the record to be sure.

Senator Vitter:  Okay.  The answer is no, and the obvious question is why not.  The post-Katrina appropriation bills talked about those 34 miles.  Costs went up, and the Corps cut it to 20 with a big gap in the middle, and never even identified the price to do all of the work.  Secondly, to deal with the costs going up in July 2011, the Corps itself hosted a three-day project delivery summit with stakeholders.  The outcome of that summit was, okay, we think it is better to build 50-year protection for all 34 miles and have that as a basis to build on for the future.
And that was the outcome of the Corps hosted summit.  Yet nonetheless, 5 days before that was to be presented to your superiors in Washington, General Walsh unilaterally said, I do not care what you are talking about.  We are doing the heightened post-Katrina standards 20 miles only with a big gap in the middle.

Why was that decision made in Washington, and will it be reviewed now to consider the product of that July 2011 summit?

General Peabody:  Senator, President -- Parish President Nungesser from Plaquemines sent Colonel Fleming a letter on this specific issue, I believe, last week, and Colonel Fleming shared that letter with me.

As a result of discussions that Colonel Fleming and I had, I have decided that I am going to review that precise issue.  And let me be clear on a couple of things.

First, there are two aspects to this.  One is level of protection, which generally equates to a probabilistic flood event.  In the case of Plaquemines Parish, we are building to a 2 percent, or what is commonly called a 50-year level of protection standard.  The thing that drove the cost estimate up was the application of the Hurricane Storm Damage Risk Reduction Design guidelines without any consideration for variations to the Plaquemines Parish levees.

Now what I intend to do is take a very detailed look at exactly what came out of that 3-day summit, and then potentially, depending upon a site specific risked-based analysis, potentially make modifications or alterations to those design guidelines for application to the NOVNFL area, because the legislation is very clear that the primary purpose is to preserve Highway 23 as an evacuation route.  And our current approach does not accomplish that.

What I cannot predict at this stage, Senator, is how long this is going to take.  I do not think it will take too long, maybe a month or two.  And I cannot predict what the exact outcome will be.  But I can commit to you that I am going to take a very hard look at this with the effort to try to find a way to deliver that system for the entire length of the authorized project for the Highway 23 reach.  And we will take a look at it, and then we will let you know once we have done our analysis, as well as Mr. Nungesser and others, what we plan to do.
Senator Vitter:  Right.  I will save the rest for my second round.  But I urge you to do that re-look.  That is very similar to the re-look we met about and discussed regarding Morganza.

General Peabody:  Exactly, that same principle.

Senator Vitter:  We have to do it to build some protection, not to have some perfect model that stays on paper and is never built.

General Peabody:  Senator, if I could just say one last thing.  I think a certain amount of flexibility on the details of the application guidelines is an important principle.  But the general principles of the design guidelines are also very important.  And so I would not make any recommendations to change the principles behind the design guidelines.  It is the application of the design guidelines I think that we need to look, as John Bostick discussed with you.

Representative Richmond:  Thank you, Senator Landrieu, and thank you, Senator Vitter.

I will start with Administrator Fugate.  And first let me just thank you for your effort and your work during the storm, and your willingness to partner and your willingness to not only listen, but to coordinate and cooperate with local agencies.  And I know that when the President was here, in private when we met, everyone applauded your effort and the President's efforts.  So I wanted to say it publicly because so often we do not say it publicly when things are  -- and people are working very well and diligently.  Do we have lessons to learn?  Absolutely.  But it is very refreshing coming from Katrina to today with the level of cooperation that we have and the sincerity of the effort.

Let me just start with an easy one, and I know that we are wrapping the presence of our FEMA office in the area.  Are we changing or delaying that now that we have another event that we are going to have to continue to have a large response to?
Mr. Fugate:  No.

Representative Richmond:  So we are still closing that office?

Mr. Fugate:  It will be phased down as the work is completed with Katrina.

Representative Richmond:  What will we do then for Isaac?  Will we set up another one?  Are we transitioning?

Mr. Fugate:  Well, hopefully we will not be here that long.  One of our goals is to speedily right -- and I think this is something listening to the parish presidents specifically.  We want to get the debris and protective measures written and paid over the next couple of months, not next couple of years.  And then we will work the permanent repairs and the mitigation through the regional office.

We will maintain a presence here with GOHSEP and the parishes as we get through those projects.  But rather than creating a separate entity to manage Isaac, we are going to use our regional structure and regional capabilities to manage it.

Again, Katrina was extraordinary in its size.  That work needs to continue.  What we do not want to do is take away focus on the continued recovery efforts in Katrina, Gustav, and Ike.  So we want to manage Isaac as part of the regional structure and complete it as quickly as possible while continuing to be focused on post-Katrina recovery.

Representative Richmond:  One of the frustrations that I watched in post-Katrina, and I would hope that we do not duplicate here, and I will just give you an example of the police station around the corner from my house, which was 3,000 square feet.  If I can come in as a private citizen and get my house back in order and fixed, it does not make sense to me that it takes the government or the city 3 years to do that police station.

And when you really drill down into the slowdown, it is because there is this big fight over the 50 percent designation or 50 plus 1 designation where FEMA will come in and pay replacement costs as opposed to fixing it.  And when you have that sort of probably internal conflict, in my opinion, because it makes sense to continue to fight for 50 plus 1.  But at the same time, you hold the community hostage, and progress is delayed.
So have we looked at addressing that or figuring out a way that we can somehow move forward with construction or repair in the process while the fight goes on?  And thankfully Senator Landrieu and our delegation inserted the language for arbitration into the recovery bill.  But we just cannot have the fight over the 50 plus 1 designation.

Mr. Fugate:  Well, unfortunately I have a fiduciary responsibility to make that case.  Fifty-one percent should not be an argument.  It should be what exists and what we find.  And I think that is part of the process, as Senator Landrieu as chairwoman has told us many times.  We need to be clear on what the program is so everybody understands the ground rules and we do not change them in process.

So it should not be a debate about what is 51 percent. It should be if there is more than 51 percent damages, it makes sense to replace the structure.  When it is less than 51 percent, it not only is going to be cost effective to replace that structure, to repair that structure, and mitigate it.

So we continue that balance.  But the worse thing we can do is to speed this process up to the point of haste and only find ourselves with the inspector general coming in and begin de-obligating funds because we could not demonstrate that the structure was damaged to the point that it was more cost effective to replace than repair.

So my goal is in working the State and parishes is to get to the correct answer.  What is eligible is eligible, and get construction going whether it is repair or replacement.

Representative Richmond:  And I would like to work with you to see if we cannot somehow find a way to make sure that, one, it is accurate, but, two, make sure that we do not paralyze the recovery effort in the process.

Mr. Fugate:  And that I do agree.  I think we have -- oftentimes when FEMA could not get to a yes, we were prevented because we could no support it.  And if we had, it would have been overturned.  We have not always been forthcoming in saying we cannot do that.  We oftentimes have delayed and asked for more information and hope that we will get a better answer.
As I talked to the many of the parish presidents, I say let me be honest with you.  If the answer is no, I need to tell you no on the front end, not delay that answer and hope it gets better.  And if the answer is yes, get to it definitely, and if it is maybe, let us find the right answer.  But we want to speedy, not hasty.  As we have seen, and as many of the parishes are dealing with post-Katrina issues, we have IG coming in and finding that original decisions were not correct, asking for money back.

Our goal is to get it right the first time.  I think I heard this loud and clear from the chairwoman, and she made it very clear to me.  She said, Craig, no matter what we do, let us get it right the first time.  Let us do not go in 6 months from now and start changing the answers.  So that has been our focus.

And again, some of this becomes, as we get into insurance and other things, very technical.  But what my commitment to the parishes and the States has been, let us get to the answer quickly.  Let us get resolution and know what the next steps are.  And let us just do not just kick the can down the road because I may not like the answer I am going to give you, so I am going to delay it.  If the answer is no, I need to tell you no so you know what the next steps are versus to keep any false hope or to merely delay saying something you may not want to hear.  I need to give you what you need to know so you know what the next steps are.

Representative Richmond:  Senator, I will yield back for the second round.
Senator Landrieu:  Thank you.  We are going to do a 4-minute round real quick because we do have some questions, and we will get to the parish presidents in just a moment.

But Colonel -- I mean, General Peabody, I want to say this as respectfully as I can.  I appreciate your demeanor before this committee.  But from where I sit, it really looks like -- your budget to me just looks like a disaster waiting to happen.  And I know that you are very focused on the specific projects that Senator Vitter, and I, and the Congressman have raise about the Plaquemines Parish, and you can make some adjustments there, and we hope you can.
But let me just give you an example of why I am not sleeping well at night, and I do not know how you are.  One, the west shore project.  In your budget was first authorized in 1971 for 40 years, the river parishes, one of whom is represented here.  Two others, because we could not have all 19 coastal parishes testify today.  So we have 4 parish presidents, but they are representative of dozens.

This study has been in your budget for 40 years, and it has not progressed one iota.  Why is that?  And why are you not concerned about it or seem to be worried about it, or press for additional funding to not only complete the study, but start building in St. John, St. James, St. Charles, so this could have been avoided?

General Peabody:  Madam Chair, I sleep well at night because I think I was born with a special talent I guess.

Senator Landrieu:  Well, we are glad for that.

General Peabody:  It is a gift.  But, no, to be very serious, and I take your question very seriously, I think the reality of the situation -- to put this in a larger context is, you know, the Corps is just one very small element of a much larger Federal agency equation under which all of our budgets are under pressure given the Nation's fiscal challenges.

Senator Landrieu:  But how do you justify -- how do you when you appear before your superiors, what do you tell them looking in your region, which is the Mississippi, how much  -- and you could ask -- give us that for your testimony today.  What is your backlog in your region, your authorized backlog today of necessary, authorized, critical infrastructure projects?

General Peabody:  I do not have the precise number for the region, but I can tell you nationally our construction  -- just construction -- this is not operations and maintenance backlog -- is on the order of $60 billion.  So that is significant.

Senator Landrieu:  That is not operation and maintenance.

General Peabody:  No, ma'am, that is construction.

Senator Landrieu:  It is construction backlog.  I would like for the record of this committee for you to submit your region backlog for operations and maintenance.

General Peabody:  Yes, ma'am.  We will follow --

Senator Landrieu:  And for construction, because our parish presidents are incredulous when I tell them -- Senator Vitter is on the authorizing committee, he knows this.  I am on the Appropriations Committee.  Yes, we can help get your project authorized.  But any indication that we could actually get it built any time soon, you would have to get behind $40 or $50 billion of other projects.

This is an unworkable -- if it was not so sad it would be a laughable budget, but it is nothing to laugh about.  And I do not under what system -- do you not report this to the superiors?  Do you not say this is our backlog?  Do you not say, okay, our plan is to get 10 percent a year until we catch up?  Because it looks like to us what the Corps does is simply ignore the pain and suffering around the country, and your budget reflects that neither your superiors or the President's -- it is not just this President, but former Presidents.
And until Katrina came along, which we -- our delegation had to wrestle $14 billion out.  I think the country was so ashamed, they gave it to us.  It was an anomaly, extremely unusual, and probably unprecedented, and may not be able to ever happen again.  But that is the kind of determination and action is necessary, not just after Katrina, but day in and day out in Washington.  There does not seem to be any sense of urgency about this.

General Peabody:  The reality is that our budget cap is set.  It is then -- when we send our budget proposals up to the higher headquarters, we start with a 75 percent baseline from the year prior, and then --

Senator Landrieu:  That is your mistake.  That is your mistake, and that has to be changed.  You have to send your total requirements for the Nation.  You cannot send 75 percent of your former year budget.

General Peabody:  That is the starting point.

Senator Landrieu:  Well, I am going to change that starting point because it is not appropriate for your agency, for this agency.  It may be for transportation.  It may be for housing.  It is wholly inadequate for the people that I represent, and I might be able to speak for other people in the country that would feel the same way.

And I do not want to take too much time.  Senator Vitter, go ahead.

Senator Vitter:  Okay.  Thank you.  General, let me go back to that list of areas hard hit that are not in the post-Katrina system.  And again, the angst and the outright anger many of us feel is that there are Corps projects.  And actually during the process of building the post-Katrina system in a very expedited way.

These areas outside the system were reassured, oh, we have a project for you.  We have a project for you.  The problem is as that core post-Katrina system was finished, we went back to the core normal, and those other projects either slowed to a snail's pace or, in some cases, were outright cancelled.

Let us go back to the west shore and Laplace, 41 years on the books.  Still do not have an alignment.  What is the schedule for a final alignment to move forward with authorization?

General Peabody:  Senator, the schedules depend upon appropriations, but we need approximately a million dollars to finish the study, and 18 to 24 months.  So if we got the appropriation, we could finish the study.  But this particular study, to my knowledge, has never received any funding in the President's budget.  It has all been from congressional ads at various points in time.

Senator Landrieu:  It has been outlawed.  Go ahead.

Senator Vitter:  Has any action been taken with the Corps since the Laplace flooding to accelerate or find that million dollars?  In the grand scheme of things, that is a small amount of money, but tight of money.  You all move around within the Corps budget every month of every year.

General Peabody:  Senator, all of our projects, our entire backlog competes for the amount of money above the 75 percent baseline that all the regions get.  So we generally get year over year about what we got the year before.  Our budgets, as you pointed out, Senator Landrieu, however, have been under extreme pressure and have been coming down year over year.

Senator Vitter:  Let me move on to the very impacted areas.  Lower Jefferson.  Lower Jefferson is exactly the sort of area I am talking about that was promised protection.  Oh, do not get in the way of this post-Katrina work.  Let it happen.  We have a project for you.  Then their project was cancelled.  I mean, to those of here locally, that sort of seems like a bait and switch.  What do you tell the people of Lower Jefferson who did not obstruct help for their neighbors to the north, and are now left out in the cold?
General Peabody:  Senator, I cannot speak to promises or decisions that were made in the past.  But I was the decision maker on terminating that study.  And the reason I made that decision was because we looked at several alternatives, and the best case scenario was that we could only get to about a .55, I believe, benefit cost ratio.

And so there is no way that that can compete on economic basis with all the other -- and we spent $10 million.  We could have continued to spend money -- the taxpayers' money -- studying this problem.  That was clearly never going to meet the policy requirements.

Senator Vitter:  For that same area, Section 205 projects are also available.

General Peabody:  That is correct.

Senator Vitter:  Why can the Corps not move forward with smaller Section 205 projects?

General Peabody:  There is a limit in general on those projects, Senator, I think, around $5 or $7 million.  Yeah.  And I think it is a matter of having alignments that allow to deliver a risk reduction measure within that available cap.

Senator Vitter:  Okay.  The north shore.  One great help to the north shore, including all the areas that were flooded by Isaac, would be some sort of surge barrier near the Rigolets in the Chef Pass.  That is exactly the sort of additional project that we were talking about to have the Corps study in the appropriation and authorization language immediately post-Katrina.

In my opinion, the Corps read all meaning out of that language and did a very vague analysis so it would come up with no actionable items for new projects.  Will the Corps look back at that language and look specifically at a surge barrier?

General Peabody:  Senator, I was not aware of that, so I will take that on.  I will look at that.  I will tell you that my understanding is that the last time we took a hard look at the barrier plan was in the 1984 reevaluation report, where concluded that the so-called high level plan was more beneficial.  It was less environmentally damaging, and it was more acceptable to the public.

Senator Vitter:  I will send you the post-Katrina language because I think it gets clear, not just the authority, but mandates to the Corps to look at significant additional protection like that.
And finally, I mentioned Morganza in the Gulf.  We missed another deadline.  Now since then we did have a productive meeting in my office to try to come up with an actionable plan.  Could you describe the consensus coming out of that meeting?

General Peabody:  In broad terms, Senator, what the core is doing is an economic re-analysis, which we should have complete in the next month, month and a half.  And that analysis will take into consideration the likely rebuild rates in the event of future storms.  Once we have that analysis, we will have a tentative benefit cost ratio associated with that.  And that will inform the specific analysis going forward to complete the project.

The other thing that we committed to doing was to look at the design guidelines from the Hurricane storm damage risk reduction system.  And just like I committed to doing with Plaquemines Parish, General Bostick committed that we would take a hard risk-based, site-specific look at the areas -- study are of Morganza, the Gulf.  And I would hope that we could find ways to reduce some of the costs associated with that project and make it more competitive from a fiscal stewardship standpoint.
Senator Vitter:  Right.
Senator Landrieu:  And we will make sure that is on the agenda, Senator Vitter, for our meeting in a couple of weeks.

Congressman Richmond.

Representative Richmond:  General Peabody, some of my parishes up and down the coast are complaining about the Charleston method for mitigation, and the fact that it will triple their costs to do their own flood protection, and do some of their projects.

Why can we not grandfather those projects in that were before the decision to use the Charleston method?  Why can we not just allow them to use the formal method to calculate mitigation needs?

General Peabody:  Congressman, I am not sure the basis that we would have for grandfathering, so I would have to take your specifics for the record and maybe follow up with you.

But I think the bottom line with the modified Charleston method, which is really just a name for an approach in Louisiana, is that prior to implementing this method, we were not following the intent of the law in executing our mitigation stewardship requirements -- 404(c) requirements in Louisiana.  And so as a result of a very long, three- for four-year process of internal evaluation, extensive public engagement, the previous and the current district commanders, both of them moved forward with development of this process.

Now the average change -- before I think the mitigation cost ratio was around 1.6.  Now it is 2.4.  So it has gone up, not insignificant, but not enormous.  There are some cases where the mitigation costs have actually gone down.  There are other cases where the mitigation costs are even higher than that 2.4 average.

Representative Richmond:  Well, for especially St. Charles Parish, it becomes an issue with some of the things that they are trying to do.  And what we would like to do is work with you all to makes sure that their budget and their plan to do levy protection and things to protect their citizens is not completely stopped because now the increased costs are just cost prohibitive.

Let me move on to where Senator Vitter was just talking about -- and Senator Landrieu, the modeling of the west shore and the flood protection are the results of Orleans and if it had an impact.  I do not understand it.  I guess most people I have talked to do not understand government language.  If we are already doing the modeling to see if the Orleans and Jefferson flood structures had an impact on the west shore, and you are telling me it is a million dollars to finish the study for west shore.  Why can we not marry those and do them all together?

That is the frustrating part for us is really if there is a will to do it, there is a way to do it.  And we are already asking for peer review, and we are already working on a modeling.  Why can we not somehow combine those?
General Peabody:  Yeah, that is a great question, Congressman.  I think it boils down to legislative authorities and language in those authorities.  So when we get an authority to do a project, it tends to be very focused very strictly on that specific project.  So our ability to combine purposes across different authorities is, in general, limited and in general, not always, but in general we are not able to do it. And so that is kind of a systemic issue.

Representative Richmond:  The other thing is you mentioned the cost benefit ratio on a number of things.  And at least what my understanding is that -- Senator Landrieu and I just came under fire from the L.A. Times, and we had to take a moment to educate them on the importance of South Louisiana to the Nation.
But it appears that we have to do the same with the Corps in terms of the cost benefit ratio because we have to now argue that we should look at the fact that how important we are to the country in terms of oil and gas, how important we are in terms of seafood, and that the areas we are protecting are the same places where the people who go out and catch the fish and work on the rigs, where they live.

And also if you look at this storm in the pictures, Interstate 10 was shut down.  And if you look at our impact, not just the port, but the interstate to the national economy, those things, I think, would severely impact a cost benefit ratio when we are talking about whether something is justified or not.  And that would help us, I think, meet some of those needs, and I think it is something that should absolutely be considered what Louisiana does contribute to the economy looking at the Port of New Orleans, oil and gas, the interstate, rail, and all of those things.
General Peabody:  Congressman, I will take your suggestions and take a hard look at them, and convey your concerns to the higher headquarters.

Senator Landrieu:  Thank you.  I am sorry this is going to lead us to the end of this round.  I do have 2 additional questions.  I have several that I am going to submit for the record, 2 I will mention.  I want to get your feedback in writing, Commissioner Fugate, about what States use their rainy day funds and disaster funds, and what States are doing a good job of budgeting in advance.  We are going to have some questions to our State about that.

And then I want to follow up also the mitigation issue and the cost benefit analysis.  We are going to send you some detailed questions.  We need responses.

General Peabody:  Sure.

[Information follows:]
Senator Landrieu:  What we are operating under now is not -- is just not practical.  And so we are going to have to have some serious changes there.

But thank you all very much, and I know you are going to wait around to hear the testimony from our parish presidents.  Thank you very much, and if the parish presidents, the second panel, will come forward:  Garrett Graves representing the State, O'Neil Marlbrough representing -- do we have enough chairs?  And if not, we are going to have to seat the parish presidents and pull up an extra chair.

Thank you all very much, and thank you for, of course, your patience.  I know that you are happy that we are here to be able to have this discussion publicly.  I want to thank all of you for your leadership, the parish presidents, and what you have provided for your citizens in the last few weeks.

I want to thank particularly again Mr. Young, Parish President Young, for hosting us here.  And why do we not start with you, Mr. Young, since we are in your parish?
STATEMENT OF JOHN F. YOUNG, JR., PRESIDENT, JEFFERSON PARISH
Mr. Young:  Thank you, Madam Chair.
Senator Landrieu:  And please limit your remarks to 5 minutes, and I will be somewhat lenient.  But we will do 5 minutes and then rounds of questions.

Mr. Young:  I will try to do that.  Thank you, Madam Chair, Senator Vitter, Congressman Richmond.  On behalf of the Jefferson Parish Council, my colleagues here at the table, and myself, I want to thank you for having this hearing in the historic City of Gretna, Louisiana, which is the parish seat of Jefferson Parish.

As we all know, the last 7 years have been very trying for this entire metropolitan community.  We have been through Katrina, Rita, Gustav, Ike, the BP oil disaster.  Let us not forget about Tropical Storm Lee because I would be talking about that in a minute.  Lafitte, Crown Point, and Barataria were flooded from Tropical Storm Lee.  Yes, a tropical storm that set on us for 5 days and, through the southeast winds, flooded those communities.  And of course, our latest, Hurricane Isaac.

After Katrina and the failure of the Federal levee system, the Federal government, through much of your efforts, and your colleagues in Congress, appropriated about $14.5 billion to protect us -- increase our level of protection.  Although Isaac was not the most robust test of that system, the improvements in the hurricane protection risk reduction system worked.  Those areas within the levee protection system did not flood from storm surge or tidal surge.

Our primary threat for those areas within the levee protection system, as we anticipated prior to the storm making landfall, was excessive rainfall, because I can speak for Jefferson and Orleans, our system, our internal drainage system, is only designed to drain one inch the first hour and a half an inch every hour thereafter.  So the SELA Program has vastly improved our internal drainage system, but continued investment in the SELA Program is needed.

However, those areas outside the Levee protection system did not fare as well.  Areas in several parishes outside the levee protection system flooded, many for the first time.  We have talked about St. John and Laplace, Plaquemines, and Braithwaite, St. Tammany, Slidell.  But let us not forget that Lafitte, Crown Point, and Barataria have flooded 4 times -- 4 times -- within the last 7 years.  Lafitte, Crown Point, and Barataria were flooded from Rita, Ike, Tropical Storm Lee, and now Isaac.  In fact, Lafitte, Crown Point, and Barataria were flooded twice within one year when you look at Tropical Storm Lee and Isaac.

Many of those citizens down there had just finished repairing their homes from the flood damage from Tropical Storm Lee, and this was tidal and coastal flooding, not rainfall flooding, when Isaac hit.  Isaac, by the way, being the worst in 52 years.

The western enclosure complex was built to protect Upper Jefferson, and you have mentioned that in your remarks, Senators Vitter and Landrieu.  And we were promised at that time -- and Mayor Kerner is here, and he can attest to this -- that we would have Donaldson built to the Gulf to protect Lafitte, Crown Point, and Barataria.  But that has since been scrapped by the United States Army Corps of Engineers because of a cost benefit analysis.
That makes it even more imperative that we find a way to protect these communities.  In the interim, it would be elevation, elevation of homes, and in the long term ring levees in the coastal restoration system with locks and gates.

I have not mentioned the most famous island in the United States as we have talked about, Senator Landrieu, and that is Grand Isle, because Grand Isle is in a class all by itself.  Grand Isle gets hit every time -- every time.  All of these communities were also -- I am talking about Lafitte, Crown Point, Barataria, and Grand Isle, ground zero for the BP oil disaster.

Fortunately through your efforts and your colleagues' efforts, we have some relief coming in the RESTORE Act in the Gold Mesa, and we have a State master plan that I want to give credit to Gary Graves and the Governor -- a $50 billion master plan where we will invest over $1 billion over the next 50 years.

But I want to stress that it is time for studies -- the time for studies is over.  We do not have the luxury of time.  We are literally losing land mass the size of a football field every 30 minutes.

We talk about cost benefit analysis, but here is what I want to stress.  We need as a Nation to plant our flag in Grand Isle, Louisiana, because if we do not do that, the tides and waves of the Gulf of Mexico will be literally lapping at the door of metropolitan New Orleans in the not too distant future.

It is not just a State or a local issue, as has already been discussed.  It is a national issue.  We produce 30 to 35 percent of the oil and natural gas consumed in this country.  We produce 30 to 35 percent of the domestic fisheries consumed in this country.  The Barataria Basin is one of the most productive estuaries in the world.

We need to continue to build on the significant level of protection achieved since Katrina.  But we also need to take the steps and appropriate the necessary funds to protect those areas outside of the levee protection system, and I will talk about Jefferson Parish.  I am sure my colleagues will talk about their particular needs -- Lafitte, Crown Point, Barataria, and Grand Isle.

Just as an aside, I thought there would be some -- well, there are some staff members not from here, and I know Senator Landrieu, and Vitter, and Richmond know this.  But it is interesting to note that Lafitte, the town of Jean Lafitte is named after a famous pirate, Jean Lafitte, who hid out on those waterways.  But one of the things he did was he assisted the American troops in the Battle of New Orleans, and to his credit, part of the victory was accredited to him.  So that community is named after Jean Lafitte, the pirate.

These communities deserve protection.  They are part of our community.  They are part of our country.  In all respect, if we can rebuild cities in foreign and sometimes hostile countries, we need to make them deliver upon a commitment to our fellow U.S. citizens and assure them that we will not only rebuild and rebuild better, but we also protect them from future events.
It is also not lost that Isaac made landfall exactly 7 years to the day after Katrina hit, and we still have some unresolved Katrina issues.  Number one, forgiveness of about a $55 million special community disaster loan, which we have not been successful in obtaining despite the efforts of you, Senator Landrieu, you, Senator Vitter, Congressman Richmond, and our entire congressional delegation.  We have been penalized because Jefferson Parish had a false economy after the storm, but we helped rebuild the entire metropolitan area.  There have been events since Katrina -- the storms, the BP oil disaster, the sluggish national economy, and now Isaac.  These events, in my humble opinion, merit forgiveness of that CDL loan, and we request that again.  I know Commissioner -- Secretary Fugate is here, and certainly we make that request again, and we thank you for your language in the bill.  And we hope that the Obama Administration does not oppose moving forward with that language in that bill.

The other thing that is quite frustrating is we are still trying to get reimbursement for improvements that we made as a parish with our own money post-Katrina.  And we were told that we would get reimbursed from that by the Corps.  These are the monies we spent in constructing safe rooms, detention ponds, and pumps.  And that has been authorized.  We went through an extensive and frustrating audit process by the Corps.  That money has been now approved, but now we are told by the Corps despite money in the budget, we need a specific appropriation.
Senator Landrieu:  How much is that?

Mr. Young:  That is about $40 million, Senator, most of which comes to Jefferson.  Some of it goes to New Orleans Sewage and Water Board, and some of it, I believe, goes to St. Tammany.
But again, this is a situation where we have been fighting with the Corps.  And again, no disrespect to anyone who is here.  We have a much better relationship with them since Katrina.  But I do want to make this editorial comment.  The Corps need some reformation at the top, but where they really reform is at the Office of Counsel because the MO on the Motacapalani Office of Counsel of the Corps is, the answer is no.  What is your question?  And I am not being facetious in that a regard.

A lot of the disagreements we have based upon, and we have had discussion with you, Senator, and the rest of our congressional delegation.  We go up to Washington.  We get legislation passed.  We think we are all on the same page, and then the Corps comes back to the Office of Counsel and says that is not the intent.

Senator Landrieu:  Figure out a way not to do it.

Mr. Young:  Right.  But again --

Senator Landrieu:  Okay, 30 seconds.

Mr. Young:  We have relocation expenses.  This is where we have relocate for the SELA Program for utilities.  We now -- they did a reprogramming.  It just a coincidence, so they say, that the $60 million that was reprogrammed is now the amount of relocation costs that New Orleans Sewage and Water Board and Jefferson Parish have to come up with up front instead of paying it over 30 years, which was part of the legislation when we did the SELA in the local Chef at 25 or 35 percent.  So we are asking for a 30-year payback on the relocation costs, as well as the entire costs of these ongoing SELA projects.

I am going to close by saying the path forward we have to look at our communities, those both inside the levee protection system and those outside the levee protection system.  And obviously our priority outside the Flood Protection System should be ring levees and house elevations for Lafitte, Crown Pointe, and Barataria, upgrading existing pump stations, generators, and 3 additional pump stations, gates for Lafitte, Crown Point, and Barataria, armoring the Grand Isle levees on the Gulf side, and completing the segmented break well on the north side of Grand Isle, and restoring and armoring Fifi Island.

I would like to make one comment about areas within the Hurricane Protection System, Senator, if you would.  We had have had a disagreement with the Corps about option 1, 2, and 2(a) and pump to the river.  And all of you all have been very helpful in that regard.  We did have a very successful response to Hurricane Isaac, but I think I would be remiss if I did not say this.

During the storm I got a call from Marcia St. Martin, and when you call from Marcia during the storm, you know it is not good news.  She is not calling to tell me hello.  We had an issue at the outfall pump station.  Fortunately it did not develop into a major issue, but again, for the record we have been saying this since the Corps decided to go with option 1, our modified option 1, which they all admit is technically inferior to option 2 and 2(a) pump to the river.

You have to tandem pump between pump station number 6 and the outfall station, which is now an interim station.  We do not think that is the best way to go.  We think that station, pump station number 6, should be decommissioned.  That canal should be taken down.  The street level should be drained by gravity and should only have one station at the end for all three outfalls, because what happened was we were instructed -- Marcia was because the Sewage and Water Board operates the pump station -- to pull back on the pump when the rain was at its height.

And when I had a lot of people I was concerned about, we were keeping them dry thus far.  If that delay would have lasted longer than it did, we may have flooded from rainfall.  And that is the problem we have with tandem pumping.  And because they would only let the water get so high in those walls.  So that is an issue we need to look at it.  And let us do it right this time while we have that opportunity.
Senator Landrieu:  I really hope the Corps is listening to that final explanation, or we are going to be sitting here a couple of years from now wishing, wishing, we could have, we should have, but we did not.

Mr. Young:  And I am going to close now.  I do not want to be sitting here a few years from now on another storm when something drastic happens, and despite what we have been saying --  I want to be on the record -- this is a disaster waiting to happen.
Thank you very much, Senator.

[Statement follows:]

Senator Landrieu:  And we are going to go by seniority now.  So I think that is you, Mr. Nungesser?

STATEMENT OF BILLY NUNGESSER, PRESIDENT, PLAQUEMINES PARISH
Mr. Nungesser:  Thank you.  Thank you, Senator.  Thank you, Senator Vitter, Congressman Richmond, for having us here today.
I gave you all little handouts so I do not have to go through everything, where we are in this particular -- Craig's team on the ground has been doing a good job in Plaquemines Parish.

The one issue that we are dealing with is the right on personal property.  As you will see from those pictures, the dead animals is massive in the parish.  And we do not go on those private properties until they clean up the debris.  And initially, we went out and started cleaning the properties.  Now they do not even inspect these properties. And only in the flooded areas, which we understand that is the only areas.  We are asking for assistance on private property, because the debris is 10 to 12 feet deep.  It runs from the levee across Highway 23, and on the East Bank between the levees it is massive.
And we are asking that Craig try to expedite that.  To date in the last week, only 17 properties have been cleared, and those animals out there rot.  And until we get on those properties and start moving debris -- you will see in the second picture that was one driveway that was cleaned, and the amount of dead corpses that were uncovered in that property.  People cannot get back and start working on their home because of the smell and the sickness that this causes.  We have put out that this is a major health issue in the parish to get these properties cleaned up.

We, too, have asked for the forgiveness of the Katrina loan.  Because of the 9010 -- hopefully 9010 -- split, it is going to put a financial burden on Plaquemines Parish for this storm once it is done.  The good news is the Federal levees held up.  Everywhere we had Federal levees, we did not -- we saw those levees over top in a couple of areas, but they held up, and we saw no flooding in those areas.

I appreciate the general looking into covering the whole 34 miles on the West Bank.  On the East Bank, we do not meet the criteria by the Corps for a Federal levee.  Plaquemines Parish had a $30 million levee.  They bonded out under construction.  We just did not get it finished.  It would not have mattered for this storm anyway.

But you can see the picture of the great wall in St. Bernard, and why the people on the East Bank of Plaquemines are so upset that they have got an 80-foot levee next to their 30-foot wall.
Senator Landrieu:  Because you did not get the cost benefit ratio.

Mr. Nungesser:  Absolutely.  And I got to tell you, Senator --

Senator Landrieu:  Because the mouth of the Mississippi River is obviously not important to the country in any way, so that is no benefit to the mouth of the Mississippi.  But go right ahead.

Mr. Nungesser:  We got Federal authorization on the West Bank to bridge that gap.  We have got Federal levees in South Plaquemines, and Federal levees in North Plaquemines. But we are going to bridge those 34 miles on the West Bank.

On the East Bank, we have got St. Barnard with a 30-foot wall.  We have got 18 miles -- just 18 miles of levee that is a parish levee.  Then we have a Federal levee in South Plaquemines on the East Bank.  Those people were trapped.  We got some of them out by levee, some by air boat.  Some people risked their lives rescuing people.

But to have that 18 miles with no Federal levee, but keep up the Federal levee in South Plaquemines --

Senator Landrieu:  It does not make any sense.

Mr. Nungesser:  -- does not make sense.  And when you look at the coal facilities, the export and import of goods along both sides of the Mississippi and Plaquemines Parish, part of the reason we have such great walls is the amount of tonnage that moves out of Plaquemines Parish.  And also all those fishing docks where that great seafood comes in are shut down for weeks.

We keep rebuilding and paying with Federal dollars to rebuild these areas.  And we asked the President when we met with him weeks ago, you know, this is an opportunity to get these two gaps in Plaquemines Parish in the Federal system, get them built.  And as we saw in South Plaquemines, both sides of the river, they are up and running again.  We just could not get there.  It does not make a lot of sense to fund those Federal levees and not fund the gaps in between them.

Thank you so much.

[Statement follows:]

Senator Landrieu:  Thank you.  Would it be Ms. Brister or Ms. Robottom?  Okay.  Next in seniority.  Go right ahead. I am relatively new, so I am not 100 percent sure, but go right ahead.

STATEMENT OF NATALIE ROBOTTOM, PRESIDENT, ST. JOHN THE 


BAPTIST PARISH
Ms. Robottom:  Madam Chairman, and Senators, and Congressman Richmond, first of all, thank you for hosting us today.

Over the last 25 days, St. John the Baptist Parish has worked hard to recover from the devastation caused by Hurricane Isaac.  More than 7,000 homes were damaged, but through the grace of God no lives were lost.

St. John Parish has never flooded in the past.  Flooding occurs in our streets and along the interstate, but not in our homes.  Preparedness is ongoing.  As our staff are trained, we update standard operating procedures and our residents were informed.  We were prepared, but no one anticipated the disaster that unfolded in our community.

On Sunday, a hurricane watch was issued for Louisiana, and I, along with Governor Jindal and President Obama, issued emergency disaster declarations.  The OC was partially activated in employees secured facilities and pre-positioned generators and barricades.  Police officers were sent out to the homes north of I-10 securing contact information for those electing not to evacuate.
On Monday, the OC was fully activated, schools closed, and sandbags distributed.  Daily conference calls were held with GOHSEP, the weather service, States agencies, and surrounding parishes.  And based on updates, slosh modeling, and historical data, a voluntary evacuation was ordered in our low-lying areas.

On Tuesday, Tropical Storm Isaac became a category 1 hurricane, and water levels rose at the lake, and hurricane force winds reached the parish at about 3:00 a.m.  On Wednesday at 6:30 a.m., water was shut off in Laplace, and search and rescue efforts began at 9:00 a.m.  The sheriff's office, fire department, National Guard, wildlife and fisheries, coast guard, and a host of volunteers with their own boats continued search and rescue efforts for more than 48 hours.

Our residents were rescued by boats and high water vehicles, as our greatest fears were realized.  Evacuation routes were shut down.  I-10 and Airline Highway were under water.  And portions of River Road were flooded.  Ninety-five percent of our homes lost power, and 28,000 residents were without drinking water.  Over 4,000 residents were transported to State shelters.

Storm surge closed St. John exists at I-10, I-55, and flooded I-10 between exits 206 and 209.  This has never happened before.  US 61 was closed in St. Charles and St. James Parishes.  Our residents were basically trapped.

Four weeks later, all parish services are restored, parish schools open.  A disaster recovery center is open, and over 12,000 of our residents are registered, and over $20 million in FEMA assistance provided, $3.4 in disaster food stamps.  This is a first for our residents.  As I said before, we do not flood.

Displaced residents are home, but housing is problematic.  There are no hotels, very few rental properties, and all of our residents in hotels are outside of our parish.  Many homes were not in flood zones.  Widespread flooding and closure of the parish's outlets is unacceptable for residents of St. John, the State, and this country.

Homeowners are currently being faced with elevation challenges with little to no funding.  One in 5 Louisiana residents live in southeast Louisiana parishes, including Orleans and Jefferson, which are home to over three quarters of a million people.  With highway and interstate closures, north and westbound evacuation routes were eliminated.
We understand that people evacuate, and if they evacuate they can come back.  But because we are an industrial corridor, there are other incidents that could happen following a storm with our roads closed.

Introduce nuclear water for three serves 2.8 million utility customers in 4 states, and 12 percent of Louisiana residents.  When evacuation routes are closed, Waterford, which is located in St. Charles Parish, is unable to restart, presenting potential problems, supplying petroleum and chemicals outside of the area.  Isaac curtailed refinery production, which resulted in increased gas prices around the country.

The river region supports billions of dollars of investments with over $30 billion more in potential investments in the pipeline.  Investors want to know that they will be protected.  This levee project has been under way for 40 years, the latest study since 1985, with an estimated cost between $300 and $600 million.  All of the areas in the study flooded during Hurricane Isaac.

How many studies are needed before our residents are deemed worthy of protection?  The vulnerability of parishes outside the Federal levee system was exposed, and despite predictions of our area becoming a funnel for Lake Pontchartrain, our levee project has received no Federal funding since 2010.  The State, the Pontchartrain Levee District, and the parish are ready.  We need help fast tracking the Corps and their approval, permitting, and funding

No more studies.  Hurricane Isaac was the ultimate study, and it failed.  We need your help, and I humbly ask you to help us to protect our residents.

Thank you.

[Statement follows:]

Senator Landrieu:  Thank you.
Ms. Brister?

STATEMENT OF PAT BRISTER, PRESIDENT, ST. TAMMANY PARISH
Ms. Brister:  Good morning, Senator Landrieu, Senator Vitter, and Congressman --

Senator Landrieu:  Can you pull that closer to you, if you would?  Thank you.

Ms. Brister:  Is that better?

Senator Landrieu:  Yes.

Ms. Brister:  Okay, thank you.  Thank you for your support during our time of crisis and for convening this hearing today.

It is on now?  I will get closer.  I can usually speak louder.

Hurricane Isaac brought a storm surge between 7 and 10 feet across St. Tammany Parish, as well as 15 to 20 inches of rain.  St. Tammany experienced flood conditions on every river in the parish, from Tchefuncte to the Pearl.  These rivers and bayous could not drain into Lake Pontchartrain due its high level from the storm surge.  The Tchefuncte River was actually flowing north.

Over 600 residents who chose to shelter in place had to be rescued by first responders, and over 1,500 shelters were flooded.

St. Tammany Parish is not the only community on Lake Pontchartrain that suffered devastating effects from Hurricane Isaac.  We are part of a much larger ecosystem, the Lake Pontchartrain Basin.  Every parish surrounding Lake Pontchartrain must come together to find a solution to flooding in the parish -- in the basin.  It must be a plan that protects our citizens and does not put our neighbors in jeopardy, be that our neighbors in Lake Maripa or neighbors in Bay St. Louis.
The citizens of St. Tammany Parish understand how tight tax dollars are.  We also understand that we must get the most of every dollar entrusted to government.  There is a solution to flooding in Lake Pontchartrain that is far less costly than building huge levees along every square inch of lakefront property.  Flood control at the Rigolets Pass provides the most cost benefit ratio for the million citizens who live adjacent to Lake Pontchartrain and are subject to flooding from surge.

Isaac also showed us the dangers of failing to maintain flood control structures already in place.  While Isaac was still making its way through southeast Louisiana, I was notified of the imminent failure of lock number 2 at the Pearl River navigational canal located near Bush in northeast St. Tammany, necessitating the immediate evacuation of over 1,200 homes.

But for the courageous actions of our own public works employees and opening of the values, and reducing the water levels in the lock, hundreds of homes may have been washed away, and thousands of lives put in peril.  While his decision was delayed, I appreciate General Peabody's response to the near failure of lock number 2, and his decision to allow parish personnel to adjust water levels at the lock.  Thankfully the crisis was averted, and the general has pledged that the structural integrity of the lock will be restored and maintained.

Hurricane Isaac provided a triple threat from storm water.  In addition to surge from the lake and the failure of lock 2, the eastern side of the parish was under an apparent threat of catastrophic flooding from the Pearl River.  The National Weather Service projected the Pearl to crest at historic levels, potentially flooding 5,000 homes. The timing of the crest and potential for flooding as forecast by the National Weather Service changed, and ultimately predictions of massive flooding did not occur.

Unreliable forecasting and predictions by our country's lead weather agency is unacceptable.  I am therefore calling for a joint task force made up of Federal, State, and local experts to study the Pearl River Basin and model the effects of differing storm events in the Basin based on current conditions.  Those models are many, many years old.

I think that all can agree that the safety of our citizens is our foremost goal when preparing and responding to severe weather events.  Local officials must have accurate information which they can rely upon in order to make decisions during times of emergency.  There is no place for political boundaries in the fight against storm water.  Just as storm water crosses parish and State lines, a successful storm water management plan must cross those lines so that it will serve us all.

While we are working to find a long-term solution to the threats of surge and river rain flooding, there are smaller steps that we can take today to mitigate against future flood damage.

The post-Katrina building elevation mitigation programs have made a substantial reduction in both the number of flooded structures and the dollar value of flood damage in St. Tammany.  Raising flood prone structures works in St. Tammany Parish by reducing future flood insurance claims.  We are asking that this program be continued and expanded in our parish.

St. Tammany invests millions of local tax dollars every year on storm water mitigation projects.  We have been trying for many years to participate in the SELA Program.  The W-14 Drainage Project has been in the Army Corps of Engineers System for over 15 years and is still not funded. The project is too large for local dollars, and we need Federal partnership in this endeavor.  Over $14 billion has been spent in the past 7 years on levee protection for the South Shore, but we have not been able to get a single project funded in St. Tammany Parish.  We are also asking that funding be dedicated toward moving these SELA projects forward.

Administrator Craig Fugate has pledged a fair and swift decision making process post-Isaac, and we appreciate his forthrightness and his candor.  We are hopeful that our recovery from Isaac is smoother than prior disasters.  In order for this to hold true, I encourage Administrator Fugate to ensure that his straightforward message translates into efficient and speedy processes for providing reimbursement of costs incurred in allowing for quick repair of public facilities and infrastructure.  We will also add our voice in asking for our request for CDL forgiveness to take place.  It is more important than ever.

In closing, I would like to mention a special project. Hurricane Isaac closed the St. Tammany fishing pier just a few months after the first phase was opened.  Both the pier and the new road leading to the pier were heavily damaged.  As you know, this pier was being built from the remains of the twin spans after Katrina destroyed the bridges.
The pier was a testament to the resiliency of our citizens after Katrina made its final landfall in eastern St. Tammany.  In partnership with many private and public agencies, we turned a symbol of destruction into a celebration of community.  I am asking today that you help us find the means to rebuild our pier as quickly as possible.  Tens of thousands of citizens across the region will thank you.

And I thank you for the time today.

[Statement follows:]

Senator Landrieu:  Thank you, Parish President Brister.
Let us move to Garret Graves.

STATEMENT OF GARRET GRAVES, CHAIR OF THE COASTAL PROTECTION 


AND RESTORATION AUTHORITY OF LOUISIANA (CPRA) AND 
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT TO THE GOVERNOR FOR COASTAL 
ACTIVITIES
Mr. Graves:  Thank you, Madam Chair, Senator Vitter, and Congressman Richmond.  Appreciate the opportunity to be here today.  My name is Garret Graves, and I represent the Coastal Protection Restoration Authority of Louisiana.
First, Madam Chair, I would like to thank FEMA, the Corps of Engineers, and NOAA for their assistance in embedding in the emergency operation center in Baton Rouge during Hurricane Isaac.  I think it was the most effective disaster response in regard to communication and coordination that I have been involved in.  Commissioner -- excuse me, Administrator Fugate and General Peabody personally served on behalf of their agencies to ensure that all resources were in place, such as pre-positioning resources, providing technical assistance, and, of course, providing forecast and predictions regarding the storm's impacts in Louisiana.

You made a point in your opening statement with regard to mitigation.  You indicated the study that was done that showed for every $1 we invest in mitigation, you have $4 in benefits.  And I am sure you recall the Congressional Budget Office also did a study that indicated there were $3 in savings for every $1 invested.  General Arnold, I heard him give a very energetic speech years ago where he said that he believes that it is in excess of $10 for every $1 invested in south Louisiana.  Of course, I ran up to him after that speech and asked him for the citation of that, and he said, oh, I made that up.

[Laughter.]

Mr. Graves:  But he said, but I believe it.  And I think that in south Louisiana, Madam Chair, that it is case in point looking at the FEMA dollars that you indicated that have been spent in our State just over the last several years.

Another good example is a hurricane protection system, and I would like to thank the committee, the members here, and of course the Corps of Engineers, for the work that was done there.  Without the hurricane protection system, the work that was done, I have no doubt that your subcommittee would have been challenged with coming up with hundreds of millions of dollars in additional funding to compensate for the flooding -- the re-flooding in the New Orleans area from the same areas that flooded as a result of Hurricane Katrina.

The Inner Harbor navigation canal surge barrier alone hit an excess of 14 feet of water stacked up against us, which would have gone in and flooded areas of New Orleans and areas of St. Bernard Parish, which of course was prevented.  More importantly, lives were saved.  So once again, I want to say thank you to the Corps of Engineers and thanks to our delegation for your efforts in securing those dollars.

But importantly as other members of this panel have discussed, outside the levee system it is a tale of two cities.  We have heard the discussion in the communities of Laplace, Lafitte, Braithwaithe, and other areas of Plaquemines Parish that have experienced extensive flooding. Taking those apart, and the members discussed this, the west shore project has been in the study phase for 4 years.  Lafitte has had an authorization dating back to the early 1990s for a number of continuing authorities projects that were consolidated into a $100 million hurricane protection project in 2007.
The Lake Pontchartrain barrier dates back to the 1960s. Of course the protection was provided for the South Shore, but you still had vulnerabilities on the north shore and west shores that have not been addressed.   And then moving over to the West, you have other bad examples, like the Morganza gulf project, which has been in the study phase for 20 years with an excess of $70 million spent, none of that on construction.
To quote General Arnold once again, it seems that we are stuck on stupid.  This is an academic exercise, and it like someone who is in college and just a career student.  At some point you have got to step out in the real world and actually get a job.  And I feel like this academic exercise of studying is like being stuck in that career student situation.

Funding is important, and the Corps of Engineers certainly needs more funding.  And, Madam Chair, you address the real dollar decrease in the Corps of Engineers funding that we have seen over the last several years.  And it is important to provide the additional funds to the Corps of Engineers.  But I think importantly, we cannot just pour additional dollars into the broken system.

There was an alternative system that you guys set up for delivery of the hurricane protection system, and I think when you compare and contrast the delivery, the effectiveness of that approach as compared to the traditional approach that the Corps of Engineers is performing the west shore project on, Lafitte, Morganza, the Gulf, and others, I think that you will see that you can generate much more cost savings by taking a more efficient approach.  And there are other models that are out there -- the CWPPRA process, the SEAP.  Pre-disaster mitigation run by FEMA perhaps could be expanded to improve upon the process.
I do not want to give the Corps of Engineers a free pass here.  I think that in many cases, they have made the job harder upon themselves by simply not following the law or getting stuck in dulu in some situations.  Colonel Fleming often notes that the State and the Corps have a love-hate relationship, and I think that I agree with that.  The Corps loves to slow us down and make things more expensive, and we hate it.  And we have got to fix that.

The committee seems interested in the relationship between the local governments, the State, and the Federal government.  And I think it is really important to take a look at that.  Right now under existing law, the State and levee districts pay half the costs for all planning, engineering, and design.  On the construction side, we pay 35 percent of the costs, but then importantly, we pay 100 percent of the life cycle costs:  the operations, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, and replacement.  And we also pay 100 percent of the costs for the smaller projects that often fill the gaps or do not meet the BC ratios, cost of effort ratios discussed earlier.

Over the last 5 years, we have committed collectively  -- the levee districts, the parishes, and the State -- unprecedented levels of funding.  In fact, exponentially higher than at any other time in history.  In addition, the State has fundamentally changed its organizational structure in establishing the CPRA as an implementation body.  As a result of that, outside the hurricane protection system, we have built more miles of levees.  We have protected more citizens, and we restored more per square miles of our coastal wetlands than any other time in our State's history.

But we are still not getting ahead, and that largely goes back to the sustainable management of our resources in south Louisiana.  Right now, Madam Chair, as you are aware, we have lost 1,900 square miles.  We are losing today 16 to 20 square miles of land per year as a result of the management -- the Federal management of the lower Mississippi River system.
We can spend -- we can tax ourselves to the tune of billions of dollars in south Louisiana, and we can develop the most efficient process in the world.  But until the Corps manages the lower Mississippi River system in a sustainable manner, it is going to be difficult for us to get ahead.

I heard discussion earlier about the modified Charleston method of mitigation where the Corps is coming in and requiring others to mitigate wetlands, maybe two or in excess of two times the actual impacts that they cause.  Yet the Corps is in a hypocritical situation in that they are the cause of the largest rate of wetlands loss in the Nation.
Madam Chair, the last thing I just want to make reference to the oil spill.  Prior to the hurricane, we had been in discussions with BP and the coast guard about trying to get them to clean up some additional layers where we knew there was oil.  There are a million barrels of unaccounted oil in the Gulf of Mexico today, 4 or 5 times all that was spilled in Valdez.

BP was trying to move areas out of response, saying they were clean and no longer under threat of re-oiling.  Yet our nightmare came true with Hurricane Isaac with the re-oiling that occurred everywhere from St. Bernard Parish on over to Lafourche Parish with, of course, in excess of 1,000 miles of tidal shoreline in between.

As in the oil spill where BP is going to pay one way or another, I think the Federal government is going to pay one way or another.  If we can get ahead of the problem and make proactive investments like in the hurricane protection system -- sort of like in the hurricane protection system where communities are protected -- or we can come in after the fact and spend exponentially more FEMA dollars on disaster response where you have disrupted communities, disrupted families as opposed to sustainable, resilient communities.

And I thank you for the opportunity to speak, and I of course would be happy to answer questions.

[Statement follows:]

Senator Landrieu:  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Graves.  And I have asked Neil Marlbrough to testify on his focus about some new ways, new approaches, some ideas that could expedite some of this work and the tremendous challenge before us.  Thank you for representing an entire industry.  We should have a whole panel, but, Neil, we think you can do it as well as anyone.
STATEMENT OF O'NEIL P. MARLBROUGH, PRESIDENT, SHAW COASTAL, 


INC.
Mr. Marlbrough:  Well, thank you, Senator.  And again, I want to thank you for allowing me to be here, and I will try to talk about and discuss some things where we have not only talked about, but have been able to demonstrate some fairly significant cost savings and some of the flood control projects that we have worked on.

My experience goes back over 25 years.  We have been primarily in the coastal protection flood risk reduction business in different places.  And we have designed and managed the construction of over 15 flood gates now, okay?

Early on in our process, we were attempting to build flood gates similar to what had been built in Golden Meadow and Rose.  We knew we were going to be part of eventually of the Morganza to the Gulf project, so we had to build projects that met the core criteria.  And quite frankly, the first two flood gates that were designed and built were built exactly like the Golden Meadow gates.  They were, what we call, the monolithic type sector gates, concrete primarily, built in the channel.

Later on and in call cases we were using State and local funds only.  Early on we realized in the Morganza to the Gulf there are 13 flood gates.  We could not afford to build those kind of gates, so we had to look back and do some things.  We had to give up convenience.  As Tony Alfred would say, we had to give up convenience for protection.  We knew it was nothing with those sector gates.  They worked perfect.  If we had enough money, we would build them all exactly that way.  Unfortunately, we did not have that.

So we began looking at other ways of doing that.  And we have now built 5 in the system.  We are actually building -- right now as we speak, there is a 250-foot flood gate being built in the Homem navigation canal.  We are building a 200-foot bayou in Grand Caillou.  And we are designing a 400-foot for Bayou Chene.  In all of those cases, when the client has been driven by economics and can only afford to do certain things, the alternative of what we are doing now and what we would like to have done if we had all the money in the world, we could not do.
So in every case, in the first 5 cases, we were forced to look at alternatives by the clients, and in all cases they selected what we call the steel barge gates.  And all of them are publicly bid.  The Corps build is publicly bid. So the question is, why are they publicly bidding something, and we are all doing the process, and hear every day talking about building things -- building more for less. And I am going to use the phrase loosely.

So I have tried to do that, and I have tried to look back at what we have done in the 15 gates that we have done, and decide how did we get to these cost savings, and what has been driving that.  And I have come up with 10 things, and I will go through them real quick like.

We always look at the least cost alternative at each design phase as we go.  And we openly discuss that, and the client, the engineers, and the public are well aware of the decisions that we make at every one of those stages.  Always do that.  Not do it when we can, do it when we want.  We always do that.

We always break the bid documents in areas of local expertise.  We have driven -- because we were using in some cases local money, we tried to build it with local funds.  We have to publicly bid.  We cannot restrict it to local people.  But in our area, we have grown up in the oil patch. We have everything in the oil patches built out of steel, so we have expertise in industries, contractors, and people.  So we have designed our projects around that local expertise, and we are here to say that in the case of the Homem navigation canal, the $50 million, about $32 of that million dollars is actually being spent in Terrebonne by Terrebonne contractors, building something that meets the core criteria for the particular application.  So we always do that.

We minimize the amount of bids, but always stay in what we call the contractor's experience.  We make sure that there are a number of contractors who can bid specifically on what we do.
Always construct the best available alternative with the dollars at hand.  Again, a very important component because we do not design a project outside the limit of the client.  We are building the Homem navigation canal, as an example, where there are hydraulic pumps, there are backup pumps.  The funding was there to build it right.

When we first built the first one in Petit Caillou, we did not have that.  There was no automatic hydraulic systems.  There was no pumping system to de-water and flood the system.  We used gravity.  We opened the sea chest and sunk the barge.  We had 4 hand-operated winches closing the gate.  Later on as the levee district funding came in place, we converted those hand-operated winches to automation.  Now we have some elaborate system on some of the gates.  But we build -- the idea was if we try to build a Cadillac, we do not have enough money, and having nothing there is the worst thing that could happen. So in all cases, we force ourselves to drive to that.

We tried to maximize wet construction instead of dry construction.  Staying away from coffer dams, and bypass channels, and all the systems that go there just dried the costs.  We you look at the monolithic gate, there is a significant amount of construction that goes in the facility that leaves when the job is finished.  So we -- the oil field has always been built on wet construction, and we try and eliminate dry construction whenever we can.  In some cases, you cannot do away with it, but in 99 percent of the cases you can.
We try to maximize yard fabrication components in that construction.  It is much cheaper to build in a yard and bring it to the site.  If you noticed the 13 sites in Morganza to the Gulf, all at remote sites.  In the case of the Homem navigation canal, there is not even a road to get there.  Grand Caillou, there is no road.

So we design the projects around yard fabrication components that were brought to the site.  If you look in the pictures that I gave you all -- I gave you all this book -- the last picture shows the big Homem navigation canal.  But the idea there is the buttress or the construction of the flood gate was actually built the way they build offshore platforms, built at Gulf Island, loaded on a barge, built with a derrick barge, and sided, and matched to the site.  Those techniques are what is being done.

So when you look at those techniques, we can tell you that if we publicly bid, levees were about 33 to 50 percent cheaper by using the State process.  On flood gates, we are somewhere between 50 to 85 percent cheaper by using barge gates instead of the sector gates.

The process, the policies, the manuals, do not allow that, but if you look at the first picture of the flood gate, which is that monolithic, and you look at the third picture there, you will see both of those gates are 12-foot high.  Both of those gates have a 56-foot opening.  And both of those gates have a minus 8-foot seal.  When the gates are open, the navigation and the channel is exactly the same.  The difference is that one costs 25 percent of the other one.

So what we are talking about is building more for less. If we had 4 times the money that we had, we would always build the gate, the first pictures.  The idea is that you build to suit the project and to build what you can.

So that is what I am here to say.  And the process, we are doing it now.  We are doing it in a number of locations.  And I think we have got to implement -- we have got to build more for less because the dollars, as you know, are tighter and tighter.
[Statement follows:]

Senator Landrieu:  Thank you so much.  We are going to have a round of questions and probably go to about 12:30, and I appreciate your patience.  I think this is so very, very important.
I want to underscore 2 things that I heard.  Everything was important.  But what Garret Graves said, and I think, General Peabody, I know that you were listening intently, and I think this is a point worth underscoring, that the Corps of Engineers is itself responsible for a greater wetlands loss than all of these parishes sitting at the table when we leveed the Mississippi River and the inability of that river to overflow and to create the Delta.

The Corps itself is responsible for significant wetlands loss when you look at it from the big picture, not the specifics.  And so for the Corps to advocate for very, very steep mitigation requirements for other local governments if it does not even apply it to itself is a real issue at the very highest of policy level, which I intend to bring directly to the President of the United States and to the members of Congress that I serve with.  Because it is about time that the Corps of Engineers itself take responsibility for its impacts to the loss of wetlands in Louisiana, and those studies have been well documented from every international, independent enterprise that has looked at what our bigger problem is.

Secondly, the big picture is that we cannot as a State -- it is not fair to ask the citizens of Louisiana to bear the entire cost or a significant cost for the draining of the entire continent.  Forty to 50 percent of the continent drains through Billy Nungesser's parish and the parishes of -- the river parishes.  And what does not drain through rains through the rivers of the Pearl, the Tchefuncte, the Washita.  You could go on and on.  I mean, we are the bottom of the barrel, and it just inconceivable that the Federal government's policies would be, well, that is the problem for the people of Louisiana to solve.  No, it is not.

Which is why 15 years ago I looked at the pitiful Corps budget and decided it would be a long time to fix it -- I did not realize it would be that long -- and started to find other money through revenue sharing, and why we fought so hard and succeeded in that against all odds, and why we have focused recently on passing the RESTORE Act, which you are looking at the 3 of the co-sponsors.  And for the first time in our Nation's history, we will receive when the BP penalty is paid anywhere from $5 billion to $20 billion that is going to be invested in the Gulf Coast with the largest portion of that coming to Louisiana.

So while I recognize, and I am alarmed at the budget of the Corps of Engineers, I am not waiting around for it to be transformed.  I am going to push for it, but we are working on other avenues.
Now, to you, Mr. Graves, and I will let you know that I would ask this question because it is very, very important to ours.  I am aware of what the Federal government has provided, and I am going to get that in just a minute here. Since 1990, the Federal government has authorized and funded programs providing billions of dollars to our State.

First, the SEAP money, which is Federal money, came to the State of $500 million.  CWPPRA, which is again Federal money, has provided over $720 in the last 10 years.  The RESTORE Act, which we just passed, is going to be bring anywhere from $2 billion to $6 billion to Louisiana.  And GOMESA, which was also passed, will bring in millions of dollars starting in 2017 unless I can get it advanced and the cap lifted, which we are working on.

In addition, the Federal money to the State has been $14.5 for the system we just talked about.  Most of that has been obligated.  There are a few billion that have to go.
What is the State contributing to our master plan, and please do not reflect any of these dollars.

Mr. Graves:  Sure.

Senator Landrieu:  What is the State of Louisiana putting up, and how much have you put up in the last 5 years?

Mr. Graves:  Sure.  Madam Chair, first of all, I think it is important to point out that on the hurricane projection system dollars, the State has been asked to cost share.  We have signed agreements cost sharing $1.8 billion on the hurricane protection --

Senator Landrieu:  $1.8 billion that the State has to put up of its own money, not using any of this money?

Mr. Graves:  Right now, yes, ma'am.

Senator Landrieu:  You cannot use any of this money.  You cannot use CWPPRA or RESTORE money?

Mr. Graves:  RESTORE money possibly.  Possibly RESTORE money.  Right now that is not how we budgeted it.

Senator Landrieu:  Okay.  If you did not use RESTORE money, where would you get your $1.8 from?

Mr. Graves:  There is a State trust fund that was set up that is actually constitutionally protected that draws money from State oil and gas revenues.

Senator Landrieu:  How much do you have in it?

Mr. Graves:  The trust fund right now probably has a total balance of somewhere around $700 million.

Senator Landrieu:  Is that the rainy day fund?

Mr. Graves:  No, ma'am.  No, ma'am.  That is the coastal protection and restoration fund.

Senator Landrieu:  Okay, $700 million, and that comes from where?

Mr. Graves:  That is from -- primarily from oil and gas revenues on State lands and waters.

Senator Landrieu:  Okay.  So you have $700 million to build the master plan.  What else?

Mr. Graves:  Well, that is the balance of the trust fund, but we have spent -- we have committed about $2 billion in projects over the last probably about --

Senator Landrieu:  Out of this trust fund.

Mr. Graves:  Out of the --

Senator Landrieu:  Not any Federal money.
Mr. Graves:  Out of the trust fund.  That includes -- let me think.  That does include some corporate dollars.  To answer your question --

Senator Landrieu:  Well, what I would like you to do is you could --

Mr. Graves:  Sure.

Senator Landrieu:  -- because this is -- I really need the answer to this question.

Mr. Graves:  Sure.

Senator Landrieu:  I need to know how many State dollars the State of Louisiana has put into this master plan of flood protection, not CWPPRA dollars, not SEAP dollars, not RESTORE dollars, not Federal revenue sharing, your own hard cash, okay?  And I need that submitted to the committee.

Mr. Graves:  Sure.

Senator Landrieu:  All right.  Let me ask one more question.  The parish presidents all represented today you all have been thinking about and you have testified about how you are going to come up with your match.  Right now, you know, the match is 25 percent.  In order to get to a 9010, the State has to file damage in excess of $593 million. We have only filed $168, okay?  We have to get to $593 to be able to get to 9010, and we have only filed to $168.  So it is unlikely that we will get to a 9010 match.

Now, our Governor has sent a public letter asking for 100 percent reimbursement.  Now I want to say on the public record the Governor did not help in any way to put money into this fund when I asked him for his help.  He declined. The fund has a billion dollars in it thanks to this delegation.  He did not help put a dime into that fund, but he has asked for 100 percent reimbursement from it.
Do the State parish presidents know that you have SERF, which the State has a state emergency response fund, which is a balance of $16.5 million.  The FEMA reimbursement fund has a balance -- this is State money -- of $35,000.  The Inter-Emergency Board fund has a balance of $4.6 million.  The budget stabilization fund, also known as the rainy day fund, has a balance of $443 million.  I think we had a rainy day on August 29th.  Would you all agree?  And last week, the State declared a surplus of $130 million.  So right now today as we sit, the State of Louisiana has almost a half a billion dollars of unobligated funds.

Now that you know this, would you be inclined to ask the State to maybe put up your 25 percent or your 10 percent since your parishes have been hit over and over again, Ms. Brister?

Ms. Brister:  Not only are we inclined to, but I have signed a letter to that effect to the Governor.

Senator Landrieu:  Ms. Robottom?

Ms. Robottom:  Yes, we have signed on as well.

Senator Landrieu:  President Young -- Mr. Young?

Mr. Young:  Yes, we will ask.

Senator Landrieu:  Mr. Nungesser.

Mr. Nungesser:  Yes.

Senator Landrieu:  Thank you, because that would be a good place to start.

And then I will turn it over to Senator Vitter.

Senator Vitter:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  I want to follow up with Garret and Neil about Corps reform.  Both of them mentioned ideas in that regard.  I have filed legislation to move the project around responsibility of many Corps projects to the State and local government.  That is the norm with highways.  It is the great exception for some reason.

What do think that could do in appropriate cases to lower costs in the time frame?

Mr. Graves:  Senator, I think that the Morganza to the Gulf project is a perfect example and certainly one that Mr. Marlbrough has a lot of experience in.
There are rumors going around right now that that project's cost estimate could reach numbers as high in excess of $12 billion.  According to protection that the State, the parish, and the levee district have come up with, we believe we can do it for somewhere around a quarter to a third of that amount, saving billions and billions of dollars.

So I think without question we can cut the time periods probably in half if not better, and on the dollars saving as much as two-thirds on the project cost.

Mr. Marlbrough:  Yes.  I agree, too.  And my first inkling would be the funding structure that the highway department -- Federal Highway Department structure would, in fact, drive significantly the thing.

The other thing is, and I talked a little bit about it in my original talk, is innovation.  We have got to be able to use the construction techniques and things that we can do now that we do in most of the construction.  And I do not want to get too technical, but when you talk about semi-lightweight concrete, post inching, and construction, strand post tensioning, and a whole bunch of ways that you see this building was built and a whole lot of other things, in some cases do not meet that criteria.  And technically, there is nothing wrong with that, and we should be looking at innovative construction techniques to do that.

And then the second thing is that to put in place a degree of urgency, the time element to what we are doing.  We talk about in this, we have participated in a number of studies, the Morganza to the Gulf feasibility study, the dollars to the Gulf feasibility study, the AGMAC feasibility study.  We watched the west shore -- Lake Pontchartrain levee district.
We have got to come up with some kind of system that drives the urgency of completing the thing in a timely manner because if you get too long, then the community you are trying to save has changed.  And you end up with things that in some cases do not make sense.  So we have got to do those three things:  a funding structure change, innovation, and a degree of urgency to that planning effort.

Mr. Nungesser:  Yes.  You know, exactly what you are talking about, Plaquemines Parish has just bonded out $50 million for our coastal plan.  And we work with the Corps.  We partner with them to get a certified plan.  And Craig Fugate wrote a letter that said they will recognize this plan once it is in place.

But the reason we decided to bond out $50 million of our money to start the plan, which will lower storm surge 5 feet to our parish, is because we believe by leasing a dredge for 3 years, we are going to cut the costs of moving material, I will go out on a limb and say by half.

You know, we go out and do a dredge project, $7 million, a million and a half is mob and demob.  We come in, we go out 3 months later 100 yards from there and do another project.  The mob and demob, we are spending more money than moving material.  So why do we not long-term lease these dredges and put them to work on a long-term basis and get that cost down so we are moving material, building land, building protection?
And I guess if you take all the projects we have done and look at the money we have spent putting that pipe in my parish -- we have put the pipe in 4 times since I have been parish president at a cost of over $2 million, taking it out and putting it back in the same place.  So we are securing right-of-ways and putting pipes in that we will leave there so the money can go out in the marsh.

And, you know, we got welding jobs.  We do not need to pay these welders to put this pipe in place over and over again.  And by putting these projects together in the long-term -- and we are going to show it.  By the first of the year, we will have a lease on a dredge for 3 years, and we are going to embarrass them hopefully into doing things in a smarter way and spending that money better.

Senator Landrieu:  Yes?

Mr. Young:  Senator, just real quick, I support your effort in that regard, and obviously the model is the Federal highway, the way we deal with the Federal highway through the State and local governments, and we get the highway projects done.

But in the interim, we know that the Corps when they are in emergency mode can do a lot better than when they are in regular Corps mode.  And I will just point out the example being the western closure complex.  That is the largest pump station in the world that the Corps got built since Katrina, and it is operational today.

So when there is a will, as Congressman Richmond said, there is a way.

Senator Landrieu:  And the money.

Senator Vitter:  Thank you.

Representative Richmond:  First of all, let me just thank the parish presidents.  And, President Robottom, you came up to D.C. last week to express the needs of the residents of the Parish of St. John.  And, John, you were up a couple of days before her, and, Billy, you and I have talked.  And, Pat, I know what you are doing.  So just thank you for, one, the coordinated effort to make sure that we are talking with one voice as much as possible.  And I think that that certainly helps.

Garret, you mentioned earlier -- and the analogy I always use, especially during football season, although this is a painful one --

[Laughter.]

Representative Richmond:  -- is that we spend too much time in the huddle, and we do not go run the plays.  And that is what we are going to have to do, and it seems like we are just stuck on planning and not executing.

But one thing, Garret, we could do, and I think it would do a great service to Louisiana, is to make sure that we try as much as possible to speak with one voice.  And I will give Senator Landrieu a lot of credit, although I also introduced a bill to make sure that we did not have to pay-fors for disaster assistance in this country.  It is the wrong way to go.

But when we are fighting for that, it hurts us tremendously when the Governor comes out and endorses a pay-for for disaster assistance when I did not get a chance to ask Administrator Fugate.  But I am sure that if there was a need for Democrats and Republicans to agree on what to cut before we help people in Louisiana, we would be so far behind where we are right now.

So the need to speak with a consistent voice, I think is very important.  And the ability for the State to use Federal resources and to ask for Federal resources to help the great citizens of Louisiana is also important.

So we need to just be consistent with do we want Federal help, do we not want Federal help, do we need pay-fors for disaster assistance?  So the more we can be coordinated on that, I think it would help us.

Mr. Graves:  Congressman, I could not agree with you more.  And one of the greatest things about the job that I get to work on is everybody believes that our coasts need to be restored, and everybody believes we need hurricane protection.  It is not a partisan issue, and it has been great being able to work on something that everybody believes in.

You know, in regard to the Governor's letter and the budget situation and everything else, I think there are a couple of points that are really important.  These communities that are flooded, whether it is Laplace, whether it is Braithwaithe, the north shore -- these communities date back two, 300 years they have been around.  They did not flood like this.  They would not exist if they flooded on a repetitive basis.  Lafitte would not be around if they flooded 4 times every 6 years.  Those folks would have moved.

As a result of the 1,900 square miles of land we have lost, these communities have become more vulnerable.  And as Senator Landrieu said, they are vulnerable because of the Corps' actions.  And so I think there is some justification for asking that FEMA participate financially in some cases more than they do in other areas.  But I agree with you that we need to look at this holistically.  We need to take a better look at this.
The State is the only one right now paying for the Morganza to the Gulf project, the Rose to Golden Meadow project, the work in Lafitte, the LCA project.  And so I think we need to look at this holistically and figure out, instead of fighting about where money comes from and things like that, figure out who is going to do what.  What is the Corps going to do, what is FEMA going to do, and what is the State, and levee districts, and parishes going to do?

One of the most dangerous things we can do is have these projects out there that are in limbo without being to tell these people, you are going to have your project in 10 years.  The people in west shore for 40 years have thought they are going to have protection.  That is not okay.  They do not know if they should move, if they should elevate their home, move their business, make economic development investments.  That limbo situation is more dangerous than anything else, and I think it is very important that we look at this holistically.
The State has incurred billions of dollars in liability over the past few years in expenses that previously we did not cover.  And so, you know, comments about the cost sharing and things like that, I think it would be appropriate to look at it more holistically, including the increased vulnerability that our State experiences as a result of Federal action.

Representative Richmond:  I want to be clear.  I agree with you 100 percent, and I think FEMA should pay, and I think they should pay more.  But my point is still the same. They cannot pay more if the Governor's position is we should have a pay-for before FEMA can do anything because the Congress that I serve in, Democrats and Republicans are not agreeing on anything.  And if they had to agree on where to cut around the country, cut other people's funding to give us money, I think that it would not happy.  And it would certainly slow our progress.

So when I say "one voice in funding," it is the fact that we are a great State that provides a great service to this country, and for that I think that the Federal government should help us, especially for damages that they cause.  But at the same time, I think that we need to be consistent in our position in terms of what we need.
And I say this privately, and I will say it publicly.  Now, the needs of the State of Louisiana are great.  And it is because of those needs and the fact that I think congress people and our senators are the best able to identify needs, which is why, in my opinion, you need to have congressional-directed spending, because you all get a chance to come and meet with us.  You do not get the chance to meet with the President.  You are going to have spending directed from somewhere.  It is either going to be the White House that has a larger disconnect with you all, or it can us where you all can actually talk to us and tell us the needs to have closure complexes and to do those things.

So I would just caution that we do not have the luxury of being very partisan in Louisiana because our needs are too great, and our people are too vulnerable.  And to that extent, the more we can talk with one voice and the more we can work in a bipartisan manner, the better we are going to be.

And the best example is the RESTORE Act, in which the delegation came together -- Senator Vitter, Senator Landrieu, and the congressional delegation -- to do really almost an impossible task, is just the best example of what we can do when we decide to put the party labels and just put Louisiana first.

So, Senator Landrieu, thank you for having this --

Senator Landrieu:  Excellent way to end.  As you all know, I want to thank our witnesses again.  I thank Administrator Fugate, General Peabody, all our parish presidents, and particularly, Mr. Graves, you and Mr. Marlbrough for giving your views as well.

We will keep this record open for 2 weeks.  I encourage the parish presidents to add to this record.  Your statements and testimony were right on point.  But you should submit your cost, you know, estimates and your requirements for your levees.  
[Information follows:]

Senator Landrieu:  We are really going to try to push the envelope.  We do not have an answer, but we can promise you we are going to give it our best effort.
Thank you, and the meeting is adjourned.  The subcommittee staff will be closed -- close this on October 9th.  Thank you so much.

Mr. Graves:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  I appreciate it. Thank you to your staff as well.

Unidentified Speaker:  Thank you.
[Applause.]
[Whereupon, at 12:35 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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