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INTRODUCTION

In the June 2012 issue of the Kiplinger Newsletter, Louisiana had the dubious

distinction of being named the “most disaster-prone state in the Union.”

Louisiana is currently managing the recovery from nine (9) Presidentially declared
major disasters since Hurricanes Katrina and Rita struck in 2005. These nine (9) do
not include the BP Qil Spill in 2010, and numerous other emergency events that did

not meet the threshold of a Stafford Act event.

Hurricane Katrina in 2005, by any measurable standard, delivered catastrophic
damage to the State and the entire Gulf Coast. Hurricane Katrina has been
determined to be the most damaging disaster in FEMA history. Prior to Hurricane
Sandy, the damage from Hurricane Katrina was four (4) times greater than the next
largest disaster. Combined with Hurricane Rita, which struck Louisiana less than
thirty (30) days later, these two (2) events caused more damage than the remaining

top ten (10) disasters combined.

Hurricanes Gustav and lke (which barely missed the top ten [10] list) struck
Louisiana three (3) years later. Louisiana is now recovering from the collective

damages of four (4) of the worst disasters in recorded history. The challenges keep
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coming. Louisiana was hit again by Hurricane Isaac earlier this year, another major

storm that seriously impacted communities across the State.

As a result of those events, Louisiana has a lot of experience in catastrophic
recovery. We think of Louisiana as the largest living laboratory for recovery in the
Nation. You will hear recurring themes throughout our remarks: Size of the disaster
changes disaster-assistance delivery significantly; time is critical; the FEMA Public
Assistant (PA) program is complex and not conducive to a rapid recovery; policy and
processes are inconsistent in their implementation and inconsistent with Stafford Act
language and intent; capacity — organizational, funding and human resources — for
recovery from catastrophic events is limited at all levels, but especially at the

local level.

On behalf of the State of Louisiana, | would like to thank this Committee for the
opportunity to discuss our experiences with the disaster recovery programs made
possible through the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance
Act (Stafford Act). Thank you Chairman Mica, Ranking Member Rahall and
distinguished members of the Committee for taking an interest in, and providing

leadership, for this very vital discussion.

| am Kevin Davis, the Director of the Louisiana Governor’s Office of Homeland

Security and Emergency Preparedness (GOHSEP), the lead agency in Louisiana for
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recovery. | also serve as the Governor’s Authorized Representative under the

Stafford Act relative to the open disaster declarations in Louisiana.

Unless one has personally experienced a catastrophic disaster, it is not possible to
fathom the depth and breadth of the devastation that can occur. For example, all 117
public school campuses in the City of New Orleans were damaged or destroyed
during Katrina and will require an estimated $2.6 billion to restore. The Louisiana
Office of Facility Planning and Control (FP&C) is responsible for $1.4 billion repairs
or replacements of thousands of disaster-damaged facilities including hospitals,
libraries and college campuses in Louisiana. More than 25,000 homes and business
were destroyed in a five (5)-parish area alone during Katrina. More than 1.4 million
Louisiana citizens were either temporarily or permanently displaced. Only one (1)
building remained standing in Cameron Parish in the wake of Hurricane Rita. The list

goeson. ..

Today, Louisiana is managing more than $14.5 billion in current recovery grant
funds in the FEMA PA and Hazard Mitigation (HM) programs as a result of Stafford

Act events.

To put our recovery into context, the national average for FEMA PA funding per
major disaster is approximately $60 million. The $14.5 billion of disaster relief

funding Louisiana is managing represents more than 1,700 Applicants and 32,523
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projects that rely on FEMA PA supplemental support for repairs to

damaged property.

We believe as a result of our recent and ongoing catastrophic recovery experiences,
Louisiana has a unique perspective on what works, what does not work and what
can be done to improve the delivery of Federal disaster assistance. While any size
disaster is catastrophic to those directly impacted by it, what we have learned is that
there are significant differences in effectively delivering assistance to those
recovering from a disaster with smaller impacts and one of catastrophic proportions.
What works in a disaster with a smaller footprint, does not work as well, or
sometimes at all, in recovering from disasters with larger footprints. In a catastrophic
disaster resources in both the private and public sectors at the local, State and
Federal levels are stretched beyond capacity; cash flow to begin the recovery while
waiting on Federal assistance is nonexistent; demographic shifts are significant;
decision-making models are different; and risks are greater. For example, in the
smaller disaster a local government can “float” some level of cash flow by moving
monies around within their existing budgets, so that construction on damaged
facilities can begin while eligible work and scope alignments between the Applicant
and FEMA are being worked out. However, in a catastrophic event when revenue
streams are seriously compromised for long periods of time and damages are in the

billions of dollars, state and local governments do not have the resources to finance
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the start of recovery and state laws prohibit beginning projects until all funding

sources are identified.

To say the current process for delivering the FEMA PA program delays catastrophic
recovery is an understatement. The fact is, there is no recovery until the issues in
Federal assistance delivery are resolved and as we will demonstrate, under the

current process it will take years to do it.

It is important to restore normalcy as quickly as possible after any disaster,
especially a catastrophic one. Delayed recoveries take an emotional toll on impacted
citizenry, increase the cost of temporary measures and administrative cost, and
reduce the chances of implementing mitigation measures before a next event.

Leadership at all levels of government is frustrated.

The challenges of timely identifying and agreeing on eligible work and getting
financing lined up quickly are not unique to Louisiana. What we have experienced,
others will experience anywhere in the Nation where a catastrophic event occurs.
New York, New Jersey and other impacted states will experience the same
challenges as they recover from Hurricane Sandy. We stand ready to offer our

knowledge and experience to assist them in any way that we can.

There are some who think the Louisiana recovery is taking too long. We could not

agree more. We hear there is “Katrina fatigue” in Washington. Believe me when | tell
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you that no one is more fatigued than Louisiana citizens and leaders who, seven (7)

plus years after Katrina, are still struggling to get eligible work agreed to by FEMA.

There are others who believe Louisiana is constantly looking for a never-ending
handout and will never stop asking for money. The truth is: We are looking for full
recovery and that requires additional funding. Local funding has long since been
exhausted and there is still a need for assistance if we are to rebuild our schools, fire

stations, hospitals, jails and police stations.

As any community recovering from disaster, we are looking for funding for work that
is indisputably eligible for Federal assistance. The fact that we are looking for it more
than seven (7) years later is a powerful testament to the inefficiencies within the

bureaucracy of disaster assistance delivery.

Currently, there is considerable conversation among recovery professionals in both
the public and private sectors that Federal recovery assistance needs to be
rethought. We agree. That is why we are before you today. We want to share our
experiences with you as together we try to rebuild a recovery structure that is truly

responsive to those in greatest need.

Let me be quick to say: FEMA is a good partner. However, it is our experience that
the regulatory process and its implementation is — unnecessarily — highly

bureaucratic and cumbersome, seriously complicating a community’s recovery from
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a disastrous event. And, through inconsistent policy application and subjective
interpretations in the field, the process is not always true to the intent and specific
language found in the Stafford Act. Our experience has been that current FEMA
implementation of the Stafford Act does not allow for the type of recovery support

necessary when entire communities are devastated by catastrophic events.

What is interesting about the Stafford Act is that it provides the FEMA Administrator
a broad base of authority to support recovery after a disaster. That authority is
somewhat dampened by regulation, and regulation is then broadened or limited by
policy and subjective decision making by field staff. Decision making is often
inconsistent from project-to-project, Applicant-to-Applicant, disaster-to-disaster,
state-to-state, region-to-region, and even between FEMA Regions and

Headquarters (HQ).

The average FEMA disaster over the past twenty (20) years is about $60 million in
funding under the FEMA PA program. The definition of a catastrophic event depends
on the community. A significant difference between a catastrophic and non-
catastrophic “average” or “garden-variety” disaster is that, in a non-catastrophic
event, the recovery is the repair of limited infrastructure where, in a catastrophic
disaster, the damages are major and may impact a large portion or perhaps all of a
community’s essential public infrastructure. The recovery process from a

catastrophic event must include a holistic planning approach to address broad

Page 7 of 45




Governor’s Office of Homeland Security and Emergency Preparedness (GOHSEP)

135

136

137

138

139

140

141

142

143

144

145

146

147

148

149

150

151

152

153

154

community needs — including changing needs as a result of the disaster — as
opposed to simply point-repair/replacement of individual structures. It is the
difference between building back a fire station or the strategic plan for restoring an
entire fire department because all fire stations were damaged or destroyed. It is the
difference between building back a single school building or the restoration of an
entire school system. The Stafford Act must allow and the responsible Federal
agencies must be prepared to engage in the full spectrum of community planning
and capacity building that is necessary to fully recover a community that has been

totally devastated by a catastrophic event.

We know through the development of the newly released National Disaster
Recovery Framework (NDRF) and the creation of Recovery Support Functions
(RSFs) — one of which is the Community Planning and Capacity Building (CPCB)
RSF — that Federal leadership recognizes the need for a more holistic approach to

recovery from a catastrophic event. That is a start; much more is needed.

FEMA Administrator Craig Fugate once told us that he wanted his staff not to focus
on the piece of paper they are processing but instead to focus on how that piece of
paper contributes to the recovery of the school or the fire station or the hospital and
the community. The well-established bureaucratic processes that require a very
detailed assessment of damages and a painstaking determination of eligible work

inhibits FEMA PA staff to readily adopt Mr. Fugate’s philosophy.
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Consider . ..

FEMA'’s current approach to implementation of Stafford Act recovery
programs, especially the FEMA PA program, is focused on a time-consuming,
micro-analysis of damaged facilities, door knob-by-door knob, desk-by-desk,
ceiling tile-by-ceiling tile. Eligibility is then evaluated for each of these items
on a proof-beyond-a-reasonable-doubt standard. This micro-approach needs
be replaced with a higher-level view of what it will take to recover a facility,

an Applicant or a community so that we quickly return to some sense

of normality.

The complexity of the process is compounded in a long recovery by the
constant turnover of staff and the lack of qualified personnel. For example, a
decision is made by one FEMA employee who demobilizes, and the
replacement employee reverses the decision made by the first employee.
Additionally, we have FEMA individuals with some “experience” arguing
technical repair requirements with an Applicant’s licensed professional

engineers and architects.

Federal PA support is accessed through the development of a Project
Worksheet (PW), which is submitted by Applicants to FEMA for approval of
eligible scope of work (SOW), followed by the obligation of funding. Since

Hurricanes Katrina and Rita in 2005, Louisiana has averaged an increase in
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obligated dollars of over $1.6 billion per year. We still have 1,138 PWs that

need amending by FEMA to capture remaining eligible work.

The good news is that as additional eligible work is accepted by FEMA,
obligated dollar amounts increase, providing critical additional resources
needed by communities to advance their recoveries. The bad news is that we
are seven plus years into the recovery and are still struggling with FEMA to
gain consensus on eligible work. From a recovering Applicant’s perspective,
they have had to wait more than seven (7) years to realize what funding is
available for their recovery. This matters because communities cannot begin

to rebuild facilities until funding is identified and in place.

In late 2007, when total FEMA PA obligations had just reached $4 billion, the
senior FEMA leadership told us that eligible damages in Louisiana under the
FEMA PA program would not exceed $6 billion for Hurricanes Katrina and
Rita. Today, we are over $11 billion in obligated funding. We continue to
struggle to have all eligible damages recognized by FEMA — estimating an
additional $1.5 billion will be added once remaining eligible work is agreed
upon. What is surprising to those not directly involved, and agonizing to
recovering communities, is that more than seven (7) years after Hurricanes
Katrina and Rita we are still debating eligible work — square foot-by-

square foot.
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* Counting amendments to the 32,527 projects identified in Louisiana’s
recovery, there are nearly 71,000 PWs currently in the system. In the last
twelve (12) months alone, there have been 2,710 PWs written or amended for

an increase in obligated dollars of over $600 million.

The time it takes to agree on eligible work is too long and too costly. The paperwork
required to process through recovery is beyond burdensome; the process itself is
unmanageable and overwhelming — especially to communities that are already
overwhelmed by disaster. Policy issues that are meant to enhance an Applicant’s
recovery instead are used to restrict the application of the Stafford Act. The
decisions of people with operational authority are too subjective and sometimes

reflect personal values not supported in statute or regulation.

The foregoing view of the Stafford Act recovery process is sufficient in and of itself to
conclude that, as it is currently managed, the Federal PA program does not and

cannot support recovery from a catastrophic event.

EXAMPLES
Charity Hospital

To date, one of the most notable examples of the most contentious discussions
regarding recovery is the dispute between the State and FEMA over the eligible

damage to Charity Hospital in New Orleans.
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214  Charity was an accredited and functioning Level 1 Trauma Center, medical patient
215  care/critical care facility and teaching hospital. It was severely damaged in the wake
216  of Hurricane Katrina.

217  To briefly recap their situation:

218 * FEMA and the State disagreed on the level of damage to Charity Hospital.
219 * After the storm, Louisiana engaged three (3) separate and independent

220 groups of highly qualified architectural, engineering, construction and

221 environmental consultants to perform in-depth assessments of Charity

222 Hospital disaster damages.

223 * The three (3) independent consultants unanimously concluded that the

224 estimated cost to repair Charity Hospital far exceeded fifty (50) percent of the
225 estimated cost to replace the hospital.

226 * Based on the determinations made by the independent professional

227 assessment consultants, the State argued that the facility was more than fifty
228 (50) percent damaged. Under FEMA PA program rules, a facility that is more
229 than fifty (50) percent damaged is eligible for full replacement (rather than
230 repair) and in this case should result in a newly constructed hospital.

231 * FEMA disagreed with all three (3) independent consultants. During the first
232 three (3) years of discussions, FEMA offered the State a fraction — $28

233 million — of the cost to repair the facility to its former function and status.
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* In 2009, Congress provided the State the ability to arbitrate eligibility
disputes when it passed the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of

2009 (ARRA).

* The State continued to pursue what it believed to be adequate funding to
restore the hospital, resulting in FEMA increasing the available funding for
repair to approximately $150 million. While a significant increase over
FEMA'’s original repair estimate of $28 million, $150 million was almost half of

what the experts assessed the repair cost to be.

» After years of disagreement, Louisiana opted to bring the Charity Hospital
matter to the Arbitration Panel authorized by ARRA. In January 2010, the
panel ruled in Louisiana’s favor, awarding a replacement hospital valued at

approximately $474 million.

This decision, which was almost five (5) years in the making, has allowed the State
to finally move forward with plans to partner with the Veterans Administration (VA),
to establish a world-class academic medical center providing high-quality health care
and medical training to our region. Construction started on the new facility in New

Orleans in February of this year, more than seven (7) years after the disaster.

Recovery School District

In another high-profile recovery project, the Recovery School District (RSD) in

New Orleans had 117 schools campuses damaged by Hurricane Katrina. The
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Louisiana Department of Education developed a master plan for an entirely new
school system that accounted for fifty (50) plus years of population shift due to
normal demographic trending and the dramatic population migration in the aftermath

of Hurricane Katrina.

The plan for the new school system configuration presented endless challenges to
the conventional interpretation of Stafford Act policy. Existing policy is restrictive,
discouraging a “smart” recovery that addresses current community needs and

impedes the highest and best use of recovery resources.

» After several years of meeting with FEMA to find a solution that would support
the changed requirements of the City’s school system, Louisiana turned to
Congress. Congress passed the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2008,
which provided the school system critical relief. The legislation eliminated the
Alternate Project funding penalty under the FEMA PA program and better
facilitated the school system to aggregate its combined eligibility into a single
reconstruction fund from which to implement its master plan without negative

funding consequences.

* Even with this legislative support, the school system and FEMA spent 32
months resolving eligible scope of work for the 117 damaged school
campuses by continuing to use a board-by-board, desk-by-desk approach to

resolve cost issues.
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* Five (5) years after the dispute arose, it became clear that the micro-analysis
approach would continue beyond any definition of reasonable time. FEMA
agreed to a more global approach to evaluating eligible scope and cost — an
approach that was reviewed and approved by both FEMA and the Office of

Management and Budget (OMB).

* The legislative relief and the welcomed innovation in applying the Stafford Act
process allowed for a single PW, which could be used by the school district to
recover a “system” that meets its current needs and demographics as
opposed to simply recovering individual buildings, one at a time. In the
process, it took FEMA almost six (6) years to move eligible damages from
less than $300 million to the needed $2.6 billion for the recovery of the

school system.

The result of this unique approach for the RSD recovery has provided the system
with the funding for which it is eligible and desperately needs so that it can finally
and aggressively pursue recovery in a smart, efficient and more resilient manner.
RSD has been extraordinarily successful and should be a model for other recovery
projects. ldentifying this process immediately after the disaster would have saved
countless man hours and expenses and allowed for a much quicker return of an

essential component — the school system — of a community’s recovery.
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City of New Orleans (CNO)

A distinguishing characteristic of a catastrophic event is the magnitude of damage to
a given community and its capacity to arrange not only the funding needed to
recover but the human capital needed to organize, plan, manage, design and
construct the necessary repairs. In a non-catastrophic disaster a community suffers
damage to some infrastructure — one (1), two (2) or maybe a half dozen buildings or
facilities. In most cases, communities can simultaneously proceed with
repairing/reconstructing that infrastructure using other sources of temporary funding.
For example, a governing authority might redirect its annual capital outlay funding
budgeted for other non-critical projects planned prior to the disaster. When
governing authority eventually comes to an agreement with FEMA on eligible work

and funding, the redirected funding can then be replaced.

In a catastrophic event, the damage to public infrastructure is so large that the
community does not have the ability to cash flow the repair/reconstruction of
possibly hundreds and even thousands of projects, so it must wait on a full-funding
agreement with FEMA before it can begin those repair/reconstruction projects. For
example, the City of New Orleans (City) has 1,089 infrastructure projects to repair,
rebuild or replace with an estimated value of $1.4 billion as a result of damage

caused by Hurricane Katrina.
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A year after Hurricane Katrina, FEMA and the City had only agreed to 804 projects
with an estimated value of $302 million. At that time, the City did not have the
funding from any source to cover the $1.1 billion shortfall. Legally, or practically for
that matter, the City cannot contract for repair/reconstruction unless it has all funding
identified and available. Today, seven (7) years later, the City is still pressing FEMA

for agreement on all remaining eligible damage.

The Youth Study Center

To more visually illustrate the challenges within the current FEMA PA delivery
system and to create an understanding of why communities in Louisiana are still
struggling with recovery, we have attached an exhibit that depicts an actual timeline
(Exhibit A) of a specific project. The exhibit chronicles PW development over time for

The Youth Study Center in New Orleans.

* The Youth Study Center had significant wind damage as a result of Hurricane
Katrina and had floodwaters in its interior for more than three (3) weeks. From
the City’s perspective, supported by an analysis from its professional
architects and engineers, the building was over fifty (50) percent damaged,

making it eligible for replacement under the provisions of the Stafford Act.

* FEMA's initial assessment in October of 2006 determined the building was

not eligible for replacement and the damage repair estimate was $1.6 million.
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* On March 2, 2012, six (6) years and six (6) months after Hurricane Katrina
struck, FEMA wrote the eighth amendment to the original PW, authorizing a
replacement cost of $27,171,163 — a cost 17 times more than the original
FEMA estimate. FEMA, the State and the City met more than 182 times on
this one project over seven (7) years to reach this point. When the eighth
amendment was issued, the City was still of the position that the project was
deficient in eligible scope. Nine (9) months later, FEMA and the City are still in
disagreement over $1.2 million of eligible work, and hope to have

agreement by the end of this year.

* Considering the normal design/bid/construction process, if all goes well, it is
anticipated that the City will have a replacement for The Youth Study Center

in 2016, eleven (11) years after Hurricane Katrina destroyed the building.

The Youth Study Center story is not an anomaly. The challenge the City faces on
this project can be multiplied by most of the other 1,000 projects within the City of
New Orleans. A near-identical timeline could be prepared for hundreds, if not
thousands, of similar projects throughout Louisiana. Just for Hurricanes Katrina and
Rita over 2,000 projects have already doubled in funding; more than 450 have
grown by a factor of ten (10), and 1,302 project grants have been amended more
than five (5) times. Clearly, there is a need for a recovery program that results in a

more accurate and timely identification of eligible work.
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FEMA Public Assistance (PA) Grant Program

The nature of the Federal PA grant program is such that each of the thousands of
damaged facilities require a detailed, itemized assessment to determine what was
damaged by the storms and what is a reasonable cost to repair those damages and
restore a facility's pre-disaster function. The contents of each damaged facility have
to be assessed desk-by-desk, chair-by-chair and lamp-by-lamp. Individual damage
and cost decisions are required to determine FEMA's level of participation in the

recovery of these projects.

Each FEMA eligibility decision is subject to scrutiny and challenge by the Applicant.
In a catastrophic event there are literally millions of these decisions, each requiring
review and analysis, and with such a heavy reliance on Federal funding, Applicants
have to challenge each “no” decision. The process is excruciatingly slow and painful
for the Applicants, who are under a continuous barrage of demands from the public
for the government to restore basic services. Further compounding the problem,
there is generally not enough trained staff on the FEMA, State or Applicant side to
accomplish the mission in a reasonable time frame. When commenting on the
process, one of the Federal Coordinating Officers (FCOs) working in the aftermath of
Hurricane Katrina was quoted as saying, ". . .using the Stafford Act in the wake of

Hurricane Katrina is like bringing a donkey to the Kentucky Derby.”
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It is evident to FEMA grant recipients that FEMA policy regarding PA grants evolved
within the context of non-catastrophic recovery experiences. We believe, as do
countless other recovery professionals, the Stafford Act and regulation should be
reevaluated in consideration of the challenges facing catastrophic recovery
measures. It is also clear that FEMA policy has been influenced by various audits
conducted by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Office of Inspector
General (OIG), which have taken an overly restrictive interpretation of the Stafford
Act, FEMA regulation and disaster-response policy. The interpretation of the Stafford

Act and regulation belongs to FEMA and not DHS/OIG.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Over the years, Louisiana has presented FEMA with a number of requests for policy
changes that allow more flexibility and recovery support for a catastrophic recovery
program. Louisiana submits that the changes requested are not precedent setting or
contrary to law or regulation, and would eliminate unnecessary delays in recovery,
as well as reduce the overall cost of the recovery. Among those are
recommendations regarding Direct Administrative Costs (DAC); Consolidated
Alternate Projects (CAP) and End Game — a strategy to significantly accelerate
Katrina projects to closeout; Insurance Reductions (5903 Reductions and
subsequent-event deductions); and Alternate Dispute Resolution. Except for

legislative relief, FEMA has been unwilling to implement any of these proposals.
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Direct Administrative Cost (DAC)

In 2009, FEMA agreed that eligible costs to an Applicant under the FEMA PA
program are those costs of the Applicant directly related to the development of the
Project Worksheet (PW) and the direct management of the project thereafter. Those

identified expenses are referred to as Direct Administrative Costs (DAC).

DAC is an essential element in providing an Applicant the necessary resources to
effectively engage in the FEMA PA process to ensure project worksheets adequately
identify project requirements and the projects themselves are properly executed. For
three (3) years, the State worked with FEMA to develop the concept and the
documentation necessary to support the claim for reimbursement of DAC by the
Applicant. In that period, several pilot PWs were written and funds disbursed to
support the Applicant’s activity. However, in 2012 FEMA decided that DAC cannot
be provided to Katrina/Rita activities, placing in jeopardy funds that have already

been disbursed to Applicants.

FEMA has recognized the need for supporting the unique work required to facilitate
all PA-funded projects. For Katrina/Rita projects, FEMA has authorized a substitute
provision — the Katrina/Rita Closeout Incentive — to address this unique work. The

Closeout Incentive includes three (3) restrictive provisions.

*  FEMA has artificially limited the amount of funding that an Applicant can

receive for DAC activities to three (3) percent of project costs.

Page 21 of 45




Governor’s Office of Homeland Security and Emergency Preparedness (GOHSEP)

410

411

412

413

414

415

416

417

418

419

420

421

422

423

424

425

426

427

* The incentivized funding is limited to projects that are completed by August

29, 2013, an arbitrary and unrealistic deadline.

* The level of documentation required to support a reimbursement has been

redefined and requires documentation that is unlikely to exist.

FEMA'’s rationale for making this change is that they do not have authority for DAC
for Katrina/Rita activities except under the language of Section 638(f) of the Post-
Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act (PKEMRA). This provision directs the

FEMA Administrator to provide an incentive for closeout in the FEMA PA program.

Although we applaud FEMA'’s intention to attempt to provide Applicants necessary
resources to complete projects and close PWs, the implementation of that intent

is misguided. The overly restrictive provisions render the Closeout Incentive of little
to no value, and therefore FEMA has not met the incentive requirement called for

by PKEMRA.

Further and importantly, the three (3) percent cap on expenses is artificial and will
not fully support the needs of some Applicants. Prior to the change in FEMA policy,
the State and FEMA piloted several Applicants and after review of expenses
incurred, obligated PWs for DAC at the five (5) percent to six (6) percent level,

significantly more than the three (3) percent now allowed in the Closeout Incentive.
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The excessive documentation requirements imposed in FEMA’s new DAC policy
seven (7) years into the recovery simply obviates any Applicant’s ability to take
advantage of this needed resource. Since the requirement did not exist until
recently, Applicants have not kept records to the specificity required by the

new policy.

Finally, the DAC deadline is proposed as a closeout “incentive.” However, as
illustrated by the exhibit detailing The Youth Study Center in New Orleans, the
length of time it takes to develop most PWs has positioned Applicants such that it is

highly unlikely they will be able to finish projects by the deadline.

The State’s analysis is that, in fact, the structure of the new policy, including the
artificially imposed deadline, is not an “incentive” to closeout. By our calculations,
less than three (3) percent of 23,000 projects resulting from Hurricanes Katrina
and Rita will be able to take advantage of this critical resource. In fact, without this
resource many Applicants will struggle with providing the activities that should be
covered by DAC, and, as such, the recovery process will be significantly delayed

and in some cases will stop.

Consolidated Alternate Projects (CAP)

Louisiana has proposed to allow recovering Applicants to “consolidate” the funds

from a number of projects that no longer serve to efficiently support their mission
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and apply those funds to reconfigure their facilities for a “smarter” recovery better

suited to meet current needs.

Using a holistic planning process rather than a building-by-building recovery
approach, the Consolidated Alternate Project (CAP) concept is intended to reduce

cost and speed recovery by:

* Decreasing the administrative burden of developing and writing complex
(sometimes byzantine) “crosswalk” PWs that, absent the CAP tool, must
match eligible work and costs from existing structures to newly configured
campuses and facilities. (See Exhibit B depicting current scope and cost alignment and

Exhibit C that depicts the State’s CAP proposal.)

* Tracking costs and resolving complex eligibility questions during construction.
* Simplifying and expediting closeout.
* Minimizing Applicant confusion and frustration.

Because the CAP approach is an Alternate Project model, the CAP proposal would
be further enhanced with a legislative fix to eliminate the current funding penalty (ten

[10] to twenty-five [25] percent) for Alternate Projects.

The similar related proposal that GOHSEP has advanced is labeled the End Game.
The End Game meets a FEMA HQ request to find a quick resolution to the

remaining plus or minus 1,138 PWs still categorized by FEMA and/or GOHSEP as
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unresolved. The proposal suggests consolidating all projects and all categories of
work into a single fund to finance an Applicant’s remaining recovery needs. The
proposal is clear that such a consolidation of projects and funds might require
legislation to address the ten (10) to twenty-five percent (25) percent Alternate
Project penalty to cover projects other than schools, police and justice facilities

already addressed in recent legislation.

The End Game proposal seemed to intrigue FEMA initially but has since lost its
luster and is no longer being discussed as a viable solution for resolving the 1,138
unresolved PWs noted above. The value of the End Game approach is a
streamlined process that will save FEMA considerable administrative and operating

expenses and produce a more rapid, effective recovery.

The benefit of either of these processes — CAP or the End Game - is that each
allows a community to engage in a holistic planned recovery without the artificial
programmatic boundaries imposed by the strictest interpretation of current Federal
disaster recovery policy. For a community that has been completely devastated by a
disastrous event, it makes little sense to repair/replace every school, every fire
station, every governmental building if those replacements/repairs do not support
community recovery needs or the changed needs of a community as a result of a

catastrophic event. Through innovative recovery tools like CAP and the End

Page 25 of 45




Governor’s Office of Homeland Security and Emergency Preparedness (GOHSEP)

485

486

487

488

489

490

491

492

493

494

495

496

497

498

499

500

501

502

Game, we have an opportunity to bring back communities in a smarter, more

resilient fashion.

We have seen the success of this approach with the New Orleans Recovery School
District (RSD). We believe that FEMA has discretion under the Stafford Act to
provide policy supporting this approach for the entire Louisiana recovery effort, and

beyond, providing strategic and appropriate new recovery tools to communities.

Insurance: 5903 Reductions And Subsequent-Event Deductions

It is Congress’ intent under the Stafford Act

“. .. to provide an orderly and continuing means of assistance by the Federal
Government to State and local governments in carrying out their
responsibilities to alleviate the suffering and damage which result from such
disasters by . . . (4) encouraging individuals, States, and local governments to
protect themselves by obtaining insurance coverage to supplement or replace

governmental assistance . ..”

The regulations and policy that implement Congressional intent “to encourage
protection by obtaining insurance” may have at one time been appropriate and
consistent with the intent of the Stafford Act. However, these policies are no longer

consistent with the current insurance market and in our view, and that stated by the
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insurance industry, do not provide proper incentives for sound risk-

management decisions.

As a result of the rigorous work and research required to administer the thousands
of Katrina and Rita recovery grants, Louisiana has identified a number of
unanticipated and unintended consequences of either inartfully drafted or incorrectly
interpreted regulation and subsequent policy. There are two (2) implementation
policies of particular concern: (1) FEMA PA funding penalties when Applicants

use blanket policies; and (2) how deductibles are handled in second and

subsequent events.

Blanket Policies: 5903 Reductions

Nearly every Applicant in Louisiana insures its facilities using what is commonly
referred to as a blanket policy. Such a policy provides for a total maximum
aggregate loss limit but does not provide full coverage for every Applicant-owned
facility. The theory is that there is a low probability that every facility will be damaged
in a single event. The private sector follows the same risk-management philosophy,
as it is simply not cost-effective to insure every facility to its maximum value. Current
FEMA policy and/or regulation (or interpretation thereof) penalize Applicants by
reducing — unfairly in our view — recovery funding when blanket policies are chosen.

This penalty is known by its accounting code: 5903 Reduction.
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We are already seeing the impacts of FEMA’s blanket insurance-penalty policy in
reduced recovery funding to Louisiana FEMA PA grant recipients in post-
Katrina/Rita disasters. The penalty is estimated to reduce future recovery funding in

Louisiana by $4 billion in the next Katrina-like event.

This penalty does not apply to facilities that are covered by individual policies, but
coverage by individual policies limits the breadth of facilities that can be protected
within a community’s operating budget. Applicants have the perverse incentive to
reallocate their limited insurance resources to purchase individual coverage on
facilities to maximize their Federal assistance in a declared event with the
unfortunate consequence of increasing their risk in a non-declared event. We
believe FEMA'’s interpretation of its own regulations does not adequately account for

standards within the insurance industry.

Deductibles

FEMA'’s treatment of insurance deductibles also poses a serious challenge to

recovering communities.

Prior to 2009, insurance deductibles were considered an insurable loss and an
eligible reimbursable expense. That position is consistent with both the Stafford Act
and regulation. In 2009 FEMA changed its policy such that insurance deductibles
are only eligible for the first FEMA Public Assistance (PA) claim on any given facility.

In subsequent declared events, facilities that have received FEMA PA funding in a
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previous similar event are denied eligibility for deductibles. The change in policy is in

direct conflict with regulation. Regulation calls for a reduction of “ . . the eligible
costs by the amount of insurance proceeds which the grantee receives . ..” FEMA’s

new policy is a misapplication of the word “proceeds” in the regulation in that a
deductible is certainly not a “proceed” to the grantee. This has the untenable effect
of reducing critical recovery funding by an estimated $240 million to the State of
Louisiana in the next Katrina-like event. Reduced recovery funding as result of lost

deductibles will rise exponentially in subsequent major disasters.

Insurance deductibles are a requirement of the insurance industry. The fact that
they continue to rise is inescapable. Most Applicants are faced with a take-it or

leave-it deductible amount.

Reducing funding by $240 million (and surely more) in future disaster assistance will

only exacerbate and slow recovery and may bankrupt more vulnerable Applicants.

These insurance challenges are not exclusive to Louisiana. Louisiana is just the first
to experience the harsh impacts of these policies because of the number of facilities
that were damaged by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita and then the quick follow up of
Hurricanes Gustav and lke — three (3) years later — and recently now Hurricane
Isaac. Every Katrina/Rita damaged facility (approximately 24,000) will be denied
critical recovery funding (through the loss of subsequent-event insurance

deductibles) for every storm thereafter. Other vulnerable states such as Texas,
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Alabama, Mississippi, Florida, and now New York, New Jersey and other Sandy-

impacted states will soon be surprised by the effects of these policies.

The deductibles issue, along with the 5903 insurance penalty are having immediate
and substantial impacts on the Louisiana recovery. In addition to slowing the
recovery, the application of FEMA’s position on both policy decisions creates an
environment that necessitates perilous risk-management decisions and ultimately

results in higher overall cost.

The State has offered FEMA specific recommendations for interim solutions to these
insurance challenges. The long-term solutions are far more complex and will require

collaboration with the insurance industry.

Arbitration Option

Since February 17, 2009, the effective date of the arbitration option for Hurricanes
Katrina and Rita established under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of
2009 (ARRA), twenty-six (26) arbitration cases have been filed by thirteen (13)
separate Applicants. Eighteen (18) of those cases had successful outcomes for the
Applicant, either through settlement with FEMA or by ruling of the Civilian Board of
Contract Appeals (CBCA). Those outcomes resulted in an additional $797 million in

obligated recovery assistance funding to the Applicants represented in those cases.
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In only two (2) cases has the CBCA denied requested relief, and the remaining six
(6) cases are still pending. Several new requests for arbitration are currently being

prepared by Applicants for submission to the CBCA.

From the State’s perspective, the ARRA arbitration option has been exceptionally
successful. Specifically, it has accelerated the dispute-resolution process as it was

designed to do and has leveled the playing field for the involved parties.

FEMA'’s current and co-existing two (2)-level administrative appeals process utilizes
FEMA management personnel to make the final determinations regarding disputed
FEMA decisions at each level of appeal (Region and HQ), with Region in each
instance providing an analysis of the dispute. This appeals mechanism allows FEMA
local personnel to potentially influence first-appeal Region determinations, and in
each instance those making first-appeal Region determinations to actively influence
second-appeal HQ determinations. Whether such influence is actual or merely
possible, a system, which either permits such or a perception of such, is
undesirable. The ARRA arbitration option eliminates this perception and the State
believes this has not only provided a fully fair and impartial hearing process, but has
further influenced both Applicants and FEMA to resolve disagreements relating to

significant projects during project formulation.

The State of Louisiana recommends that Congress consider making the existing

arbitration option or similar form of independent dispute-resolution alternative
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available for all current and future disasters. Additionally, we recommend amending
the current FEMA appeals process to have a first appeal conducted Regionally
before an administrative law judge (ALJ) in a manner resembling the trial phase of
civil litigation, followed, if necessary, by an appeal to the agency head. Because of
the clearly positive outcome resulting from the use of the independent CBCA panel
under the ARRA arbitration process, the State believes the public would be
significantly better served by the inclusion of independent review within any

mechanism for challenging agency decisions.

Additional Recommendations for ARRA Arbitration Alternative

If the ARRA arbitration alternative has any shortcoming it is found in that section of

the regulation, which states:

“ .. The expenses for each party, including attorney’s fees, representative
fees, copying costs, costs associated with attending any hearing, or any other

fees not listed in this paragraph will be paid by the party incurring such costs.”

(44 CFR 206.209(1))

It is the State’s belief that this limitation forecloses many small or budgetary-
constrained Applicants from pursuing valid arbitration claims. Further, the State’s
observation has been that unlike the FEMA appeals processes, the ARRA arbitration

option is both sophisticated and time sensitive for which an expectation of success
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typically requires the use of legal counsel and/or other consultants. The current
process requires that Applicants assume the cost of those services whether they
prevail or lose their case. Applicants whose operating budgets are already pressed
to the limit can often not afford to incur the costs associated with arbitration, making

this important dispute-resolution tool unavailable to them.

Conversely, FEMA is already funded to incur these costs. Thus, the defense of
an arbitration case would not normally impose any additional financial burden

upon FEMA.

To make the arbitration process more reasonably available to small Applicants, the
State suggests that consideration be given to modifying 44 CFR 206.209(1) to allow
reasonable costs, as determined by the CBCA panel, to be awarded to an Applicant,
which prevails in whole or part. If the Applicant was unsuccessful in its claim, it

would not be awarded costs.

Awarding reasonable costs to a prevailing Applicant ensures that an Applicant that
has confidence in its claim could pursue such with an expectation that there would
be no funding shortfall if it prevailed. Frivolous claims, on the other hand, would

continue to be unrewarded and therefore likely avoided.

Finally, it is suggested that the statutory threshold for arbitration of $500,000 is too

high. Many Applicants, especially the smaller governmental entities or private
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638  nonprofits, have significant issues with projects of lesser value but are denied

639 equitable recourse to independent third-party review.
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CONCLUSION

The challenges to successful catastrophic recovery are many.

States and communities lack capacity. Whether it is the availability of human
capital or funding, communities facing recovery from catastrophic events lack

critical resources.
FEMA policies and processes are not supportive of catastrophic events.

FEMA policies are inconsistent with the language and intent of the Stafford
Act and inconsistent in implementation from disaster-to-disaster, state-to-
state, region-to-region and between FEMA Regions and HQ; and are highly

bureaucratic and often subjective.

Applicants are confused, critical funding is held up and in some cases

causing recovery to literally grind to a halt.

The availability of Direct Administrative Costs (DAC) reimbursements so that
cash-strapped communities have the resources they need to manage their

recovery.

Adding the Consolidated Alternate Project (CAP) and End Game tools to the
recovery toolbox so that those receiving FEMA PA funding can use those

resources for “smarter” recoveries and more resilient communities. An
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659 important by-product of the availability of both of these tools is that they can
660 significantly expedite recovery.

661 * Eliminating the 5903 Reductions and ensuring that subsequent-event

662 deductibles are reimbursed. With regard to the latter, the Stafford Act is clear
663 in that Federal assistance should be reduced by insurance “proceeds;” by any
664 definition, a deductible is not a proceed. With regard to 5903 Reductions, it
665 simply makes no sense and is in no one’s best interest — the Applicant, the
666 State, FEMA or the U.S. taxpayer — to incentivize communities to make risk-
667 management decisions that result in less insurance coverage and higher risk
668 to the Applicant.

669 * Make arbitration available to all FEMA PA Applicants. Arbitration accelerates
670 the dispute-resolution process and ensures a fair and objective hearing of the
671 issues.

672 Recovery is hard work. It should not be made harder. Working together, we can

673 resolve the barriers.

674  Thank you for the opportunity to come before this Committee. We eagerly look

675 forward to your recommendations.
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Exhibit A

(Full size will be provided at the hearing)

We're not rebuilding a fire station or a school ora public
building. We're building back 605 K-12 schools, fire houses in
74 fire districts and more.

WE'RE BUILDING BACK WHOLE COMMUNITIES!
b= Mot L g

No agreement on:

> CODES & STANDARDS.

> HAZARD MITIGATION.

> REQUIRED ELEVATIONS.

> WHERE FLOOD ZONES ARE.

> ELIGIBLE WORK.

> REIMBURSABLE ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.
> AND MORE.
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The average disaster is valued at $60 mlllion and takes

4.9 years to close out. e

> KATRINA/RITA IS EXPECTED TO BE $14+
BILLION IN FEMA PUBLIC ASSISTANCE (PA)
SUPPORT ALONE.

> A LARGER RECOVERY WILL TAKE LONGER. H -
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REMEMBERING that all damages have NOT yet been

captured 7+ years later . ..

> WE BELIEVE THERE'S $1.7 BILLION STILL LEFT
TO IDENTIFY AT THE 87-MONTH MARK.
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Exhibit A
(Full size will be provided at the hearing)

October 5, 2006
INITIAL DAMAGE

August 22, 2007
REPLACEMENT

April 30,2010
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Life Cycle of a Single Project:

Hurricane Katrina
AUGUST 2005

December 2012
ANTICIPATED TOTAL FEMA PA FUNDING
IN PLACE: $28.371 MILLION

IF all goes well
—

ALTERNATE PROJECT
PRELIMINARY DESIGN
$40,209,167

ANTICIPATED
PROJECT FINISH
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PRELIMINARY
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CITY OF NEW ORLEANS
1,089 projects.

* Current value $950,393,505.

* Projected value $1,350,500.

* 4+ increase in dollar value.

* +446 SWBO projects valued at $505.3 million.

:ITY OF N Ew ORI_EANS Administrative Costs + Excess Cost of Temporary Facility + Demob Cost: ~$4 - 5 million
«ct: Youth Study Center

CITY OF NEW ORLEANS



| FUNDING AND CAPACITY CROSSWALK FOR ST. BERNARD PARISH SCHOOL BOARD (SBPSB)

Basehall
Modular
1,392 SF

y

Function and Capacity of
Pre-Disaster Buildings

July 19, 2011

Function/Cap acity
Crossover

Function and Cap acity of New

Buildings and of Repaired Buildings

Practice Gym
11,000 SF

Alternate Project PW - PW CHS611
PW drafted to transfer funds from the following
4) Dallars only from Bourgnemouth ES (see funding crosswalk)
) Pavement from BES/Driver Ed = 103,468 SF
¢) Baseball Mods= 1,392 5F
d) CHS Practice Gym = 11,000 SF

Rehting Function and Capacity of damaged facilities to
new construction for an Alternate Project is not applicah le.

Chalmette HS (CHS)
The five damaged High 3 chool buildings contained 60 instruc-
tional spaces contained within 186,600 SF; including C/5.

The draft version 5 of this PW transfers funds to replace dam-
aged practice gym to PW CHS611; 60 instructional spaces
and 175,550 SF rem aining

(Alternate Project)

CHS Football/Baseball A thletic Facility
The intension of draft Alternate Project PWisto
produce a funding mechanism to construct a new
athietic facility at Chalmette HS.

The following is a summary of the SF of the new
facilities:

Football Facility (2-Story) = 39,872 SF

Baseball F acility = 10,975 SF
Storage Facility 600 SF

Total = 54,447 SF

60 sp aces
175,5505F

Total
Transferrable

72 spaces
188,248 SF

(Repair Project Capped at Replacement C osf)
Chalmette HS
The new Chalmette High School is designed with 70
instructional sp aces cortained within 209,570 SF
Applicant has exhausted Capadity
Despite the increase in SF, the school retains it’s
original function (education facility) and slightly less
capacity (from 72 to 70 classrooms)

6 classrooms at 7960 SF

PW 3270
JJ Davies
Total of all
5 classrooms at 3,500 SF Rekw e
PW 1722 2
Driver Education Building spaces
1 classrooras at 1,238 SF 12,698 SF
PW IR /
Graphic Aris B

Maumus (Performing Arts)
The pre-disaster building was an education facility with 12
instructional spaces contained within
33,973 5F or 39,266 SF with C/3 applied

12 spaces
39,266 SF

Arabi ES Planetarium
The damaged Planetarium, built in 1968 is a circular structure
with a diameter of 39 feet. The building contains 72 seats

Phnetarium
1,743 SF

within a footprint of 1,743 SF (600 5F of which is corridor
space). Appling codes and standards the foot print increasesto
4,520 SF.

72 seats
4520 SF

(At Cost Replacement for Eligible 3F)
Maumus Science Center
The new Science Center Bldg will serve as a educa-
tion facility and is designed with 12 instructional
spaces contained within 39,266 SF
Applicant has exhausted Capacity

(mproved Project)
Planetarium
The new Planetarium has a circular dome (46 fi
diameter) that seats 73. The total footprint for the
planetarium and associates space is 10,348 SF
Applicant has exceeded Capacity

FEMA can participate in funding a portion (limited
to 4,520 SF) of the construction cost to build the
planetarium structure.

The applicant will have to provide funding for the
construction cost to build the rem aining 5,828 SF of
the Planetarium as currently designed.

ArabiES
The pre-disaster building was an education facility with 41

instructional sp aces cortained within 107,271 SF with C/S
applied. After versioning the building PW to remove the 3F for
the planetatium, the total transferrable SF is 105,537 SF.

41 space
105 537 SF

Bourgnemouth ES
The pre-disaster building was an education facility with 29
instructional sp aces contained within 52,551 SF with C/&
applied. A draft version to the PW increased SF due to codes
and standards.

The applicant has indicated that they wanted to utilize the PA
funds associated with Bowrgnemouth ES to fund construction
of alternatedmproved projects.

Therefore, the transfer of function and capacity isnot applica-
ble

(At Cost Replacement for Eligible SF /
Change of Location)
New Lacoste ES
The new Lacoste ES will serve as a education facil-
ity and is designed with 45 instructional spaces
contained within 112,308 SF

The cost to build an educational facility with
105,537 SF iseligible for the “At Cost Replacement
Cost”. The Cost associated to build- out the addi-
tional SF is not eligible for PA funding,

However, the applicant may use donor facilities to
fund the addition build-out construction costs(i.e.
Bowgnemouth ET)

Not Applicable

(Improved Project)
Cultural and Performing
Arts Center
The new Cultural and Performing Arts Center will

(transfer of
funds only)

serve as a education facility and is designed with 13
instructional sp aces contained within 85,000 SF
No function or capacity is being transferred from
Bowgnemouth ES ar Lacoste Bldg “C”, only fund-
ing.

PGT Beauregard MS
4 Structures (total) = 102,059 SF (C/3 included)
The pre-disaster buildings were an education facilities with 41
instructional spaces contained within
102,059 SF with C/3 applied

(At Cost Replacement for Eligible SF)
New Gauthier ES
The New Guathier ES will serve as a ecducational
facility and is designed with 46 instructional spaces
contained within 108,772 SF.

The cost to build an ecucational facility with
102,059 SF iseligible for the “At Cost Replacement
Cost”. The Cost associated to build out the addi-
tional 5F is not eligible for PA funding.

However, the applicant may use donor facilities to
fund the addition build-out construction costs(i.e
Bowgnemouth ES)

Note: C/S—denotes Codes and Standards

a specific request for
fthe date of this d

the statu

informat




$ Amount are live numbers and are subject to change due to versions, insurance and change orders

FUNDING CROSSWALK FOR ST. BERNARD PARISH SCHOOL BOARD (SBPSB)

Eligible FEMA Funds
(minus Insurance and Demo cost)

Alternate Project PW-CHS611
This is an draft Alternate Project PW to fand
the Baseball Footb all Fisld Houses and
S torage Facility at Chalmetts HS . The PW
containing scope of work from the following
sources:

Pavement fiom Drivers E/BES

B $200 K fiom BES PW (partial donar)

B Baseball Modular

B8 CHS Practice Gym
In draft form the faceplats vahie (nims

insurance and demo) of the PW totals
$7,012,598.

Conhined
Pavement
(Drivers B/
Bowgnamouh ES)
2,313,420.00
Bourgne-
mouthES
20000000
>
PW 19215
CHS Practice
Gym
3432110700

surarce decuction
of $224000) - desk
topreviw

PW9559
CHS Baseball
Modular

Chalmette HS - Pw1921 v5
Version Sto this PWhas been drafted to
recancile for additional damages/scope of
work identified at CHS .

In duaft form the faceplats vahie (wims
demo costs, intsim repair costs, practice
d insarance deduction

in

Lyt vasion)
$178 7100

based on desk insurance review) of the PW
totals $39,178,351.76. The Practice Gym s
trars fened to PW#CHS 611 inthe amount of
$4,321,107.00

Note: Does not inchide intexim repair cost of
$15,039,935.00

July 19, 2011

Estimated Project Cost
Transferrable Funds
(Altemate Project)
Crossover CHS Baseball/Football Field House
and Storage Facility

The draft Altemate Project PWwould supply partial funding
to comstruct new Foothall and Baseball Fisld Houses and
§ torage Facility.

Estimated Cost= $12,214,239.00
Funding Delta = § - (5,201,621.00)

$39,178351.76

PW 172205
Drivers Ed. Building
385 51300
(demo cost Rt behind; obligited with no insrance
deducted)

PW 03I
Graphic Ark. Bldg
$1,893,179 00
(demo cost kft behind; obligited with no insrance
dedited)

Portio of PW 323006
JJ Davies 5- Classrooms
142434305
(demo and rsurance cost leftbehind)

Maumus (Performing Arts)

The three PWs (Out Eldg #] and 2,plis Café)vrere
used 45 donor P, After travsfemringreplacenent
cost, demo funde willremain in orighalthree PWs.
The total trnsfershle fimds ref ot changes due to
nsuranc e reductiors. The recipiere PW17657v0
contas hurance de ductioms based on initial
damages. Version 1 of PW17657 was writen
nchaded duages to the main building.
‘This PW £ not obligited (i NEMIS queue), so
nsurance decuctims have not been apphed. Based
a4 desktop revievrby the surance group the
atic pated inamrance deduction is estimatedtobe
0732697

\

$3,703,035.05
(all three PWs com-
bined - Denor Funds)

1

(s sticipated insuranc e de ductiom

(At Cost)
Transferrsble fimds

forall four donor fac litks)
$14,434,792.03

7

I—D

Arabi E.S. Planetarium
$2,101,872.00

Planetarium
5204079200 (hased.
on 4,520 SFmodelof
rephcement facility)

—

Arahi E.S.
$24,258,756 D0—nor-cbligated dollars for
version 3 (cost and SF inciease due to codes
and standards)

Remaining Funds thatcan
he transferred to p ariially
fund Planefarium

$61,080.00

Bourgnemouth ES (BES)
A draft PW version contains additional
dollars ($200,000.00) which was added for
Codes & Standards. The PW also contains
the $200,000.00 deductiors thatwas trans-
ferred into PWCHS 811 (see above).

In dnaft form the faceplate vahe (mims
insurance and demo) of the PW totals
$16,319,808 80

PGT Beauregard MS
A draft Altemate Project PW contains fands
from the six damaged buildings at PGT
Beanreganl.

In draft form the faceplats vahie (wims
insurance and demo) of the PW totals
$26,650,247.00

$2,101 872.00

At Cost for eligible
SF

[y

At Cost for eligible
SF

NOTE:

- Allocated funding totals were indicaied by App lcant
$X XXX XXX xx |- Alocated funding totals are assumed

n tm aki

edto add

(Repair Project Capped at Replacement Cost)
Chalmette HS
The building at CHS qualified for e placement, however the
Applicant opted for an“adaptive reuse” method of repair.
Funding to conplete the “adaptive rense” project is limited
1o the Replace ment Cost.
Replacement Cost (Capped)
DonorFund. $ 32030350;
Total Available Funds $ 42,381,336 81

Applicant’s Estimated Project Cest $ 38,527,000.00

$ 39,178351.76

Fundirg Delta = $ 4,354,386.81
Any remaining funds are non-transferable as the total
fanction feapacity of domor and actial project is achieved.

(At Cost Replacement)

Maumus Science Center with Planetarium
The project is still indesign phase; so there is no costesti-
mate at the present time. If the capacity (SF/S paces) of the
newr science center, without Planetarium build out, rerains
the same as the damaged Mannus facility, the project may
be finded at cost

Maumus Science Center
- AtCost Replacenent

The size of the rew plaretarium, based on initial design, has
increased from the orginal damaged facility.
Planetarium

Footprirt has increased
Alternate Project with Applicant Contributions

(At Cost Replacement Project
witha Change of Location)
New Lacoste ES

The designof New Lacoste has incieased the overall SF. The
cost to constuct the ES (nixus the cost tobuild-out the
additional SF - estimated at $498,740.00) can'be finded by
s an altemate project capped at the fimetion and capacity of
ArabiES. Any e mairing fands ave non-transferable since
the fanction and capacity is restored fromthe ArabiES.

(Impioved Project)
Cultural/Performing Arts Center
Functionof rew facility :emairs the same, butbuilding
footprint has increased - Improved Project
Estimated Cost = $30,228,607.00
Funding Delta = § (-24,130,079.00)

CDBG Funds
availahle to
AppBeant
{app roximately
$5,000,000.00)

|
-

Lacoste
Building

C
3,909,399

JJ Davies ES Corridors
Bid Price = $778,000.00
Bid Price with Estimated Soft Cost = $958487.00

New Gauthier ES

At Cost Replacement Project
The designof New Gauthier has increased the overall SF of
PG T facility. The cost to constuct the ES (nims the costto
buildout the additional S F—approximately $225,582.00)
canbe fanded by the PA programas an“At Cost Replace-
ment Project”. Any rmairing fands are non-trans ferable
since the fanctionand capacity is restored fiom the PGT
Beaumgard..

Funding
Source
(Change of Location / Improved Prmject) From
Transportation Facility Applicant
Estimated Cost = $10,275,820.00
Funding Delta = $ 640,115
Increased the S of new facility - Inproved Project
(Alternate Project)
_Arabi ES Gym Trans
Bid Price = $4,309,000.00 portation
Bid Price with Estimated S oft Cost = $5,032,409.00 Facility
$7471,153

am for FEM

should not be

Exhibit B



Exhibit C
FUNDING CROSSWALK FOR

ST. BERNARD PARISH SCHOOL BOARD (SBPSB)
July 19, 2011

Eligible FEMA Funds
(minus Insurance and Demo cost)

Comb ined
Pavement Alternate Project PW-CHS611
(Drivers EAf This is andraft Altermate Project W to fund

oy %) the BaseballFoofall Field Houses and

SIEEH0.0 Storage Facility at Chalmette HS. The FW

cortainirg scope of werk from the following

sources:

Bourgne-
mouthES B Pave et froa Drive s EBES

$200 00000 B B $200 K from BES PW (partial donor)
[ Baseball Modular

— BB CHS Practice Gora

PW 10215 Indraft forva the faceplate valus (xinus
CHS Practice inswance and devac) of the PW totals
$7,012,598.

Gym.
432110700
(inms axticipated
] | Chatmette HS - p 1921 45

T, Version 5 to this PW hasbeen drafled 1o
recorcile for additiora] camages/farope of
workidentified at CHS.

PW 9559
CHS Baseball Indraft forva the faceplate value (rims
Modular dero costs, interira reymiv costs, practice
i mite 25w and articipated insurance deduction
Wt based on desk insurance review) of the PW
RIRATLI totals $39,178,351 7. The Practice Goaa is
transferved to PV CHEE11 inthe avourt of
$432110700
Tote: Does not inelule interiva repair cost of
$15,039,93500

PW1722v5
Drivers Ed. Building
$285,513.00
(demo cost 1t behind; obligited wikno rurance
dechcted)

Grap hic Arts. Bg
$1203,179.00
(demo cost 1eft behind; obligited wikno rewrance
decucted)

Portion of PV 323006
JJ Davies 5-Classrooms
1424 #3.05
(@20 snd inurance cost 1t behind)

Maumus (Performing Arts)

SCOPE St. Bernard Parish
School Board
FUNDS Priority Recovery Projects

‘The three PWs (Out Bz #1:nd 2,phus Café) e
used s dorer PWE. After transferrimgreplacenert
cost, demo fimds vrill iemai i original firee PWS.
‘The total trandferabl fimds reflect changes due to
insurance reductions. The rec pient PWI7657v0
contains namance deductions based on initial
danages. Versim 1 of PWI7657 was writen
incded additima] damages o fhe main building.
T PW is not obliite d (in NEMIS queue), o
ireurance deductions have ot been applied. Based
an4 desk top reviewr by the ieurnce group the
aticipited inurince deduction & estimated o be
§70732697

” Arabi E.S. Planetarium

l_’ $2,101,872.00

Planetarium
2,040 79200 (based
on4 520 SEmodel of
rephcament fac dity)

| I— Arabi E.S.

$24,238,756.00—now-oblizated dollars for

wexsion 3 (cost and SF increase due to codes
and standlards)

$61,080.00

Bourgnemouth ES (BES)
£ draft PWversion contains additional
dollars ($900,000.00) which was added for
Codes & Standards. The PW also contains
the $200,000.00 dednctions that was trans-
faned into PW CHS611 (sze shove).

$ Amount are live numbers and are subject to change due to versions, insurance and change orders

Indaft fora the faceplate value (zims
insurance and devac) of the PW totals
$16,319,608.80

PGT Beauregard MS
A dnft Lltermate Project PW contains funds
fiora the six dareaged buildings at PGT
Beawegard.

Indraft forra the faceplate valus (wirus
insurance and derac) of the FW totals
$26,69,247.00

NOTE:

X XXX XXX x|~ Allocated funding totals were indicaied by Applicant
[ $x X XXX ox |- Allocated funding totals are assumed




