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BEYOND TRAILERS: CREATING A MORE
FLEXIBLE, EFFICIENT, AND COST-EFFECTIVE
FEDERAL DISASTER HOUSING PROGRAM

TUESDAY, APRIL 24, 2007

U.S. SENATE,
AD HoCc SUBCOMMITTEE ON DISASTER RECOVERY
OF THE COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY
AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m., in Room
SD-342, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Mary Landrieu,
Chairman of the Subcommittee, presiding.

Present: Senators Landrieu, Pryor, and Stevens.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN LANDRIEU

Chairman LANDRIEU. Good morning. The Subcommittee on Dis-
aster Recovery will come to order. I thank my colleagues Senator
Stevens and Senator Pryor for joining us this morning, and I thank
the panels for being available.

We have two excellent panels to talk about a very important as-
pect of the recovery, which is housing, but transitional and tem-
porary housing, some of the problems associated with trailers and
some of the options that we have for moving to a more effective
procedure.

Before we start, I will give a brief opening statement and then
ask my colleagues to join me, and then I would be happy to hear
the testimony from the panelists assembled.

One of the quotes that I came across which was stirring to me
was one by Mary Comerio, a professor of architecture at the Uni-
versity of California, Berkeley, who studied disaster recovery
agrees, noting, “The U.S. is facing a situation similar to what many
developing countries have faced after massive disasters: How to
house large displaced populations. The solution is often to lay down
as many units of housing in a grid as quickly as possible. This is
g}ll'eat for politicians and terrible for the people who end up living
there.”

Another quote that caught my attention was, “Katrina taught us
much about ourselves, but for all that New Orleans lays claim to
eccentric ways and a special place in our culture, it is at heart an
American city—a great American city now testing the greatness of
America to save it for and from itself.”

As I have said many times, this disaster did not affect just New
Orleans. It just happens to be the largest city that was affected, a
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city that once had 460,000 people that today is housing less than
200,000.

The Federal Disaster Housing Program, in my view, is inflexible,
wasteful, and unimaginative. It is a program full of inefficient pro-
visions that cause difficulties to disaster victims and cost taxpayers
millions of dollars. In Hurricane Katrina, 205,000 homes were com-
pletely destroyed in Louisiana and 68,729 in Mississippi, displacing
nearly 605,000 people. Estimates show as much as $82 billion in
property damage, with insured losses exceeding $40 billion. Then
4 weeks later, Hurricane Rita made landfall near Texas and Lou-
isiana, causing approximately $10 billion in estimated damage, de-
stroyed 23,600 homes.

The Trailer Program makes trailers available to eligible appli-
cants as soon as they are shipped and installed. The program is de-
signed to last 18 months, but that time period is allowed to be ex-
tended if the President decides to do so. In February, the 18-month
deadline passed. President Bush extended it for 6 months. That ob-
viously may be too short to deal with the situation that we are
dealing with now.

Disaster assistance is delivered through provisions in Section 408
of the Stafford Act, which addresses intermediate or transitional
housing. Obviously, there are many problems, one of which is it is
capped at $26,000 per family, regardless of whether you are a fam-
ily of one or a family of ten, which makes virtually no sense.

Today there are 9,412 people in Louisiana and 557 people in Mis-
sissippi receiving direct assistance and rentals. There are 56,000
people in Louisiana in trailers and 27,000 in Mississippi in trailers.
There have been significant problems with the management of this
program, which range from site locations to multiple trailer parks
to the situation in Arkansas, which I am sure my colleague, Sen-
ator Pryor, will address, trailers deteriorating in an open field at
a great waste to taxpayers, and frustrating to all those trying to
find appropriate housing and shelter for people in such desperate
need. It is obvious to me that this transitional housing program is
grossly flawed. It needs to be basically completely rewritten.

So the first panel will address the current program. On the sec-
ond panel, we will hear from former Federal officials associated
with the program that we asked to test out some new and alter-
native models and what happened when this directive went to the
Executive Branch.

I will submit the rest of my statement for the record, and I will
just end with, we have got a popular saying in the South: “You can
put lipstick on a pig, but it is still a pig.” You can put porches or
air conditioning in a trailer, but if it is still on wheels, it is still
a trailer, and we need to talk about how to get a better system of
temporary and transitional housing for the hundreds of thousands
of people that are desperate for us to get it right.

[The prepared statement of Chairman Landrieu follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT SENATOR LANDRIEU

Today we will talk about perhaps one of the most pressing of disaster recovery
issues: Disaster housing. The 2005 hurricane season exposed our methods and ap-
proaches as narrow-minded and uncreative. It became clear—quickly—that America
has not taken the time to truly consider what can happen when an even larger ca-
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tastrophe strikes and millions of individuals are forced from their homes indefi-
nitely.

In Hurricane Katrina, 205,330 homes were destroyed in Louisiana and 68,729 in
Mississippi, displacing nearly 605,000 people. Estimates show as many as $82 bil-
lion in property damage with insured losses exceeding $40 billion. Then, to add in-
sult to injury, Hurricane Rita displaced many of those same people again. Hurricane
Rita made landfall near the Texas and Louisiana Border causing approximately $10
billion in estimated property damage. Hurricane Rita created and caused significant
damage from Alabama to eastern Texas and caused flooding in some areas of Lou-
isiana that had seen flooding from Hurricane Katrina about a month earlier. Hurri-
cane Rita severely damaged or destroyed more than 23,600 housing units in South-
west Louisiana and Southeast Texas. The storms of the 2005 hurricane season
brought about perhaps the greatest housing challenge faced in this country’s his-
tory.

As the levees broke and our communities filled with water, people had to wade
out of their homes, taking whatever belongings they could physically carry with
their hands, and loading their elderly relatives on makeshift rafts. As these people
tried to reestablish their lives, they made their homes temporarily with relatives,
with friends, in hotels, and on cruise ships. Then, they were told, they would be
given FEMA trailers. The trailer program makes trailers available to eligible appli-
cants as soon as they are shipped and installed. The program is designed to last
18 months, but that time period is allowed to be extended if the President decides
to do so. In February, the 18 month deadline passed and President Bush extended
it for 6 months—a ridiculously short amount of time for a disaster recover expected
to last another 10 years.

Disaster housing assistance is delivered through provisions in Section 408 of the
Stafford Act, which addresses intermediate- to long-term housing needs. Section 408
assistance is referred to as the Individual and Households Program (IHP), which
provides both financial and direct assistance to approved applicants.

e THP’s financial assistance provides up to $26,200 for home repair, home re-
placement, and

e “Other Needs Assistance,” which includes replacing clothes, TV’s, furniture
etc.

That $26,200 cap also includes rental payments for individuals unable to remain
in their homes following a disaster. IHP’s direct assistance program enables the
President to provide dwellings for individuals and has traditionally used trailers
and mobile homes as the model.

According to a March 25th FEMA document:

o Rental assistance is being provided to:
e 9,412 people in Louisiana and
e 557 in Mississippi.
e Direct assistance in the form of trailers and mobile homes is being provided
to:
* 56,668 people in Louisiana and
e 27,198 in Mississippi.

These are still huge numbers nearly 2 years away from the storms.

There have been significant problems with the management of FEMA’s trailer
program, which range from problems locating sites for multi-trailer “parks” for large
groups of disaster victims, to problems maintaining the parks, to issues with utility
hook ups, and as in Arkansas, problems with FEMA’s storage of thousands of trail-
ers which are wasting away.

To be sure, FEMA housed a historic number of individuals through its trailer pro-
gram. Because of Hurricane Katrina’s devastation, FEMA made the decision on Au-
gust 31, 2005, to procure 20,000 manufactured housing units, for approximately $1
billion, to address anticipated housing needs and planned to purchase over 100,000
units. By September 6, 2005, FEMA’s priority issues in Louisiana were stabilizing
shelter operations and food distribution; in Mississippi it was supporting shelters
and the relocating of evacuees as well as identifying emergency group sites for trav-
el trailers; and in Alabama it was coordinating the installation of travel trailers on
individual private sites and developing group sites. FEMA began moving approxi-
mately 5,000 manufactured homes from its inventory to staging areas, had 60,000
travel trailers being produced at the rate of approximately 120 per day, and award-
ed a contract for 1,500 modular structures. The first family to be placed in a travel
trailer occurred 12 days after the disaster was declared, but it would be hundreds
of days before large numbers began to be moved.
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FEMA experienced difficulty in identifying acceptable sites to place units and was
slow in identifying applicants to occupy units. For example, several sites initially
identified by FEMA in Louisiana to place multiple units were not well coordinated
with local officials, and local officials determined placement was not acceptable. Be-
cause of their lack of planning and preparation, FEMA over purchased manufac-
tured homes and they also purchased the wrong type of homes. FEMA regulations
prohibit using manufactured homes in flood plains; therefore, the manufactured
homes and modular homes cannot be used where most needed, i.e., in parts of Lou-
isiana and Mississippi. In the most famous case, due to FEMA’s failure to procure
the proper types of manufactured homes, thousands were left in a lot in Arkansas
to rot and waste away. Many remain in that same spot as we speak.

Before Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, housing 40,000 individuals in trailers was
a record number and had pushed FEMA to its limits. However, after the storms of
2005, over 120,000 were needed.

We have invited Dave Garratt, the acting FEMA official in charge of this pro-
gram. We will ask him to address some of the concerns that have become apparent
through press articles and other reports of issues and concerns facing the program
participants. We will also ask that he provide a report on the progress of the devel-
opment and implementation of the National Disaster Housing Strategy and the In-
dividuals and Households Pilot Program, both created as part of the Homeland Se-
curity Appropriations Act of 2007 enacted late last year. We will hear from Henry
“Junior” Rodriguez, President of St. Bernard Parish, who will provide a State per-
spective. He will talk about his experiences with FEMA and the program, specifi-
cally as it relates to trailers. We will also hear from Sheila Crowley of the National
Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC) who has been an advocate for disaster vic-
tims receiving this assistance. The NLIHC worked hand and hand with the Lawyers
Committee on Civil Rights, who brought a suite against FEMA that resulted in
FEMA restarting benefits to some of the individuals who lost their assistance in the
transfer from Section 403 to Section 408 assistance. Lastly, we will hear from Bill
Croft of the Shaw group who will talk about trailer management from the industry/
contractor point of view.

After the storms, Congress began to look for ways to provide more flexibility for
disaster housing. In an attempt to explore new models for transitional housing, in
the fourth emergency supplemental appropriations bill last year, the Congress cre-
ated the Alternative Housing Pilot Program (AHPP). This program was created with
the specific purpose to better serve the housing needs of homeowners displaced by
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita and, at the same time, to spur new alternatives to the
trailer housing traditionally deployed by FEMA following such disasters. The pro-
gram received $400 million which was to go to the “hardest hit areas” from the 2005
hurricanes with the goal both to provide immediate housing for victims of Hurri-
canes Katrina and Rita and to allow FEMA to look beyond its existing model, which
only allows for temporary housing projects.

The program was created with these goals in mind and was given a sizable
amount of funding with which to fully explore innovative and different ways to move
away from the standard FEMA approaches. Unfortunately, it is not clear that this
has been the result. That is why we are holding this hearing today—to see if the
goals Congress set have been met, to ensure that FEMA is utilizing the taxpayers’
funds effectively, to encourage FEMA to fully explore the best new ways to provide
immediate housing to provide significant benefits and immediate housing for our
Gulf Coast residents.

At this point, let me state for the record that I believe FEMA failed miserably
in effectively utilizing this $400 million and this one-time exemption from Stafford
Act regulations. FEMA was consistently contacted by Members of Congress to en-
sure that the AHPP was not a wasted opportunity and I submit for the Record six
letters to FEMA from the Louisiana Congressional delegation on this issue. I should
note that the first of these letters was sent on July 7, 2006—at least 3 months be-
fore FEMA issued its guidelines for the program. I would also like to submit for the
record three letters from FEMA.

FEMA took an opportunity to “think outside the box” and instead created a pro-
gram that was flawed from the start. First, FEMA created the AHPP as a competi-
tive grant program, which under normal circumstances should allow the best pro-
posals to win out. However, FEMA did not cap individual awards for the program,
allowing for the possibility, however remote it might have seemed at the time, of
a “winner-take-all” program. Second, with very vague guidelines, the agency gave
States 35 days to develop as many project proposals as they wanted to submit by
October 25, 2006 deadline. For a massive $400 million program, and the fact that
they were asking for new, innovative proposals this seems to many, including my-
self, as a very short timeframe in which to fully develop substantive proposals. I
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am aware that the State of Louisiana requested an extension of this short deadline,
but was declined by FEMA.

Next, after all the States submitted their proposals, 29 in total, FEMA convened
an AHPP Review Panel in Denver, Colorado in November 2006 to review and rank
the various proposals. I am pleased that Mr. Duany is here today because when I
think of someone who should have been on this panel, I think of experts like him
who can really “think outside the box” and bring a wealth of expertise to the table.
Not to sell FEMA or DHS staff short, but when I think of new and innovative hous-
ing, I do not picture FEMA as being at the cutting edge of new housing alternatives.
However, on this panel in Denver, FEMA and DHS comprised seven of the eight
Federal panelists, with only three outside experts. To be fair, the outside experts
were a State government housing official and experts in architecture and construc-
tion from the private industry but the panel was clearly weighted towards Federal
officials. This begs the inevitable question—“If you are looking for ways to move be-
yond FEMA trailers, why in the world would you have most of the people who cre-
ate and use FEMA trailers score proposals?”’

Lastly, as I have indicated this panel, compromised of mostly Federal officials,
ranked and scored the 29 proposals. In the final rankings of these new and different
proposals, it just so happens that the panel ranked a proposal No. 2, a proposal
which by FEMA’s own documents is described as:

“Similar to FEMA’s travel trailers with enhancements such as an air condi-
tioned attic for additional storage, Energy Star HVAC system, no roof pene-
trations, rot/mold/moisture resistant materials, and a front porch. . . .
Similar to travel trailers the Park Model will remain on wheels perma-
nently.”

I would like to submit this document for the Record. We have a very popular
Southern saying that “You can put lipstick on a pig, but it is still a pig.” Well, this
“pig” just happened to request $400 million—the entire allocation for AHPP! So you
have a panel comprised mostly of Federal officials and few outside experts, it is not
surprising they liked a proposal to put air conditioners or porches on FEMA trailers!
However, I believe that does not meet the intent of Congress for this program and,
in the end, the decision to fund five of the top six competitive proposals, including
$275 million for this one project, limited the ability to fully explore more competitive
proposals. This decision, made by one official alone, led to over 70 percent of the
funds going mostly to two proposals when another option on the table would have
funded 10 total proposals. It effectively sucked up all the funds which could have
gone to an additional five proposals in the competitive range.

So from the start, this program was flawed and I believe that the end result, the
final allocations of funding is in itself flawed. There was not enough time to truly
come up with innovative proposals, FEMA did not have enough outside expertise
on the panel to critically judge the new alternatives on the table, and one person
was allowed to make a critical $275 million decision. I am hopeful that, out of the
five “winning” proposals, some great new alternative housing models will come out.
The residents of the Gulf Coast, as well as those impacted by future disasters, de-
serve nothing less.

With that, I turn to my colleagues for their opening statements.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman. I
would ask to put my opening statement in the record, and I have
two questions I would like to submit for the record. But I have a
conflict at 10 o’clock in the Commerce Committee. That was set be-
fore this one. I will have to leave soon. I appreciate it.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Correct.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Senator Stevens follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR STEVENS

Hurricane Katrina is the largest natural disaster the United States has ever
faced. Given both the extensive and intensive nature of the damage, our ability to
provide emergency housing, among other services, was pushed to its limit.

When a system is put under this kind of stress, one of the most useful things we
as a Nation can do is to critically examine our response and to determine how we
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can better address our needs in the future. It is one of the things we do best. I hope
we can begin that self-examination process here today by looking at our response
to the Hurricane Katrina created housing needs throughout the Gulf Coast region
and by beginning to identify where we need to change our response methodology.

In particular, I want to hear more about the possible replacements to traditional
FEMA trailers that are supposed to be developed through the Alternative Housing
Pilot Program. I do not need to tell you that those trailers would not work in Alaska
or any number of places in the lower 48 that experience severe winter conditions.
Furthermore, we all know that trailers are useless where there are no roads, wheth-
er that location is bush Alaska where the nearest road may be hundreds of miles
away, or a barrier island on the East Coast cut off by the destructive force of a hur-
ricane. I want to know if these needs are being addressed.

This Alternative Housing Pilot Program is our first attempt at making our overall
disaster housing program more responsive to the actual needs of our fellow Ameri-
cans and, even though the program has just started, we need to examine whether
we are going to get a true alternative to trailers for our $400 million.

I look forward to hearing from the Federal officials who administer both the cur-
rent housing program and the new alternative program, but more importantly we
need to hear from the beneficiaries of these programs as to what kind of real benefit
they are actually receiving.

In conclusion, I look forward to learning more about the problems we faced and
are still facing after Hurricane Katrina and how we are changing our response sys-
tem to ensure that FEMA will better provide for our housing needs both for this
disaster and future ones.

Senator Pryor.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR PRYOR

Senator PRYOR. Thank you, Madam Chairman. It is an honor to
serve on this Subcommittee with you. Like Senator Stevens, I have
a conflict, and will not be able to stay for the duration of the hear-
ing. But I do want to thank you and Senator Stevens for your lead-
ership on this issue. I know that you have given me some flexibility
here to make the opening statement, and I appreciate that.

The aftermath of Hurricane Katrina revealed gaps in disaster re-
sponse planning at all levels of government. I think this hearing
is an important step in analyzing a way forward. Creating a more
flexible emergency housing program will increase our ability to re-
spond to catastrophic events in a timely and constructive manner.

As you know, concerns have surfaced regarding FEMA’s pur-
chase of over 10,000 mobile homes and travel trailers in the wake
of Hurricane Katrina. These homes were purchased at higher-than-
market prices in a haphazard competitive bidding process. Since
that time, they have been used inefficiently. Almost 8,000 of them
are still sitting at the airport in Hope, Arkansas, nearly 2 years
after the storm. Miscalculation on this scale must not be repeated.

I believe we should closely examine the way the Federal Govern-
ment surplus travel trailers and mobile homes are being used
today. On February 24, an F3 tornado in Arkansas destroyed a
large part of the city of Dumas in Desha County. In this small
town of only 5,300 people, the level of damage was immense. Ar-
kansans affected by the storm have already begun the process of
rebuilding their community. The Federal, State, and local govern-
ment have some responsibility to assist them to the extent nec-
essary.

However, on March 8, FEMA declined to declare a tornado-rav-
aged area in Arkansas a Federal disaster area despite multiple
phone calls and letters from myself, Governor Beebe, and the entire
Arkansas delegation. This decision took FEMA 12 days, and it re-
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vealed a troubling aspect of the organization’s decisionmaking proc-
ess. The fact is that FEMA does not have standardized criteria in
place to determine when a region meets the requisite level of dam-
age for an emergency declaration.

When pressed by the Arkansas congressional delegation, FEMA
released 30 mobile homes and travel trailers for use by residents
in Dumas. This was a good first step, but it did not go far enough.
Senator Lincoln, Congressman Ross, and I also called on the Small
Business Administration to make a disaster declaration for the
purpose of making long-term low-interest loans available to small
businesses that sustained physical and economic losses from the
tornadoes. The SBA met our request, and I commend the SBA for
their support and their rapid response.

Finally, excess travel trailers and mobile homes pose a serious
risk to the mobile home market nationwide. My office has been
given several different explanations as to what will happen to these
trailers and mobile homes. I hope that the process of disposing of
these homes can be explained. Any action that would, in effect, col-
lapse the mobile home market and travel trailer market in any re-
gion is of concern.

Now, unfortunately, I cannot stay today, but I am going to sub-
mit a number of questions for the record. More or less they focus
on two broad areas: One is the disposal of surplus property and
what our policy currently is and what the best public policy should
be; and second is contracting problems. We saw a lot of contracting
issues in the aftermath of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita and other
natural disasters, and I have some questions I will submit for the
record that relate to those.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Chairman LANDRIEU. I thank both of my colleagues for joining us
this morning, and they will stay as long as they can. They both
have conflicting meetings, which sometimes happens here, but they
have both been excellent in their contributions thus far to this Sub-
committee, which just started 2 weeks ago.

Our first panel is comprised of four expert witnesses. David
Garratt is responsible for the Federal Government’s Major Disaster
Assistance Program and Policies, including the Public and Indi-
vidual Assistance Program. Mr. Garratt, you are the one that runs
this program that has come under such questioning by this Sub-
committee and many others.

Robert Hebert is the Director of Hurricane Recovery and Com-
munity Initiatives for Charlotte County, Florida. After being im-
pacted by several of the 2004 hurricanes that swept across Florida,
which sometimes gets left out in our discussions—which should not
because Florida was extremely hard hit in the last several years—
Charlotte County became home to thousands of FEMA trailers
which housed victims of the disaster. A remote site near the airport
became known as “FEMA-ville.” It revealed many problems that
can occur, but Mr. Hebert utilized his diverse background in dis-
aster recovery and business development to help fill some critical
gaps. He is here to tell his story.

Sheila Crowley is a Ph.D., President and Executive Officer of the
National Low Income Housing Coalition. Welcome. She is a trained
social worker and adjunct faculty member, Virginia Commonwealth
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University. She teaches social policy and social justice. Currently,
she is President of the National Low Income Housing Coalition,
where she has helped lead the advocacy effort for people with low
income who were displaced by the hurricane.

And, finally, William Croft, Director of Response and Recovery
for the Shaw Group, which is one of our largest contractors, served
as Director of Hurricane Katrina Housing Task Force following ac-
tually for Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. Prior to that role, he
served for decades in the U.S. Army and went on to become Assist-
ant Director for the Louisiana Office of Emergency Preparedness.
He is going to share his perspective from the Shaw Group.

So why don’t we begin with you, Mr. Garratt. We have asked you
to keep your statement to about 3 to 5 minutes, if you would.

TESTIMONY OF DAVID E. GARRATT,! ACTING ASSISTANT AD-
MINISTRATOR, DISASTER ASSISTANCE DIRECTORATE, FED-
ERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY, U.S. DEPART-
MENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

Mr. GARRATT. Thank you. Good morning, Madam Chairman,
Senator Stevens, and Senator Pryor. It is a pleasure to be here
with you today to discuss the elements and responsibilities of
FEMA’s temporary housing mission, our progress in addressing the
temporary housing challenges facing the Gulf Coast, and the status
of some key housing initiatives.

First, a brief overview of our housing authorities. Under Section
408 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist-
ance Act, FEMA is authorized to provide individual and household
assistance to the eligible victims and families of Presidentially de-
clared emergencies and disasters. Broadly speaking, this assistance
falls into two general categories: Housing assistance and other
needs assistance. Housing assistance authorized under the Stafford
Act includes financial rental assistance, home repair assistance,
home replacement assistance, and direct housing assistance, the
last usually provided in the form of transportable, manufactured
housing. Direct housing is only provided as a last resort, when
other forms of alternative housing are either unavailable or prac-
tically unworkable. Other Needs Assistance authorized under the
Stafford Act includes financial assistance to address disaster-re-
lated medical and funeral expenses, replace eligible personal prop-
erty items, provide transportation, help with moving and storage
expenses, and meet other serious needs faced by eligible disaster
victims.

The Stafford Act as currently written caps the amount of finan-
cial assistance, but it allows that amount to be adjusted annually
for inflation. Financial assistance for disasters declared during fis-
cal year 2007 is capped at $28,200; however, for victims of Hurri-
canes Katrina and Rita, which were declared in fiscal year 2005,
that cap is $26,200. This is the maximum amount of non-direct as-
sistance any eligible disaster victim, or household, can receive in a
given disaster.

1The joint prepared statement of Mr. Garratt and Mr. Jamieson appears in the Appendix on
page 41.
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In response to Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, FEMA has provided
over $7.5 billion in financial assistance to over 1 million households
through its Individual Assistance programs. This includes over $5.3
billion in housing assistance and $1.7 billion in other needs assist-
ance. These numbers include: $2.3 billion of rental assistance, dis-
tributed to over 870,000 households. As of March 25, 2007, 32,885
households continue to receive some form of rental assistance pay-
ment.

Provided over $436 million in home repair payments, helping
make more than 185,000 Hurricane Katrina- or Hurricane Rita-
damaged homes habitable across the Gulf Region.

Provided more than $339 million to over 33,000 households to as-
sist them with the purchase of replacement housing.

In Louisiana alone, approximately $5.5 billion has been provided
to individuals and families under our Individual Assistance pro-
grams, with more than $270 million distributed since the 1-year
anniversary of Hurricane Katrina.

Under the authorities granted to us by the Stafford Act, FEMA
can provide direct housing support to eligible victims and house-
holds either through the lease of existing housing resources, such
as apartment buildings, or through the provision of manufactured
housing units, such as travel trailers and mobile homes. Following
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, both options were employed. Direct
leases were secured to provide housing to eligible evacuees outside
the impacted area, and manufactured housing was provided within
the most heavily damaged areas of Louisiana, Mississippi, Ala-
bama, and Texas. While manufactured housing, particularly travel
trailers, do not offer all the amenities of a fixed housing resource,
they nevertheless allow disaster victims who lack alternative op-
tions to remain in their communities and close to their jobs, fami-
lies, and schools, while they pursue a permanent housing solution.

Over the course of the last 20 months, FEMA has housed more
than 120,000 households in travel trailers and mobile homes. As of
April 12, the total number of households currently living in tem-
porary housing has decreased to 83,463, including 54,986 in Lou-
isiana and 26,181 in Mississippi. Eighty-one percent of our tem-
porary housing units are on private sites where individuals are re-
building their homes.

However, while we have made and continue to make progress,
we are not there yet. Recognizing that many Hurricane Katrina
and Rita victims and households have still not obtained permanent
housing or achieved self-sufficiency, the President has directed
FEMA to continue providing housing assistance to all eligible appli-
cants until August 31, 2007. FEMA’s financial and direct housing
assistance must, by statute, end 18 months after a disaster dec-
laration unless the President grants an extension. The President
has recognized the need for an extension, and this extension gives
both disaster victims and assistance providers, at every level of
government and within the voluntary agency community, addi-
tional time to methodically and compassionately help challenged
victims reach a state of enduring self-sufficiency.

President Bush, Secretary Chertoff, Administrator Paulison, and
the men and women of FEMA are dedicated to the mission of dis-
aster and victim recovery and staunchly committed to improving
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the speed, efficiency, and accountability with which we perform
that mission. That commitment is not only to the victims and com-
munities of those disasters that we expect to face in the future, but
to those victims and communities still struggling with the personal,
professional, and social consequences and challenges of past disas-
ters. Together, with our outstanding partners throughout the Fed-
eral, State, local, private, and voluntary agency communities, we
will continue to advance ideas and pursue assistance solutions that
will effectively, and compassionately, help individuals and commu-
nities recover, re-establish, and reclaim their neighborhoods and
communities.

Thank you. I look forward to discussing our recovery efforts with
the Subcommittee.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Thank you. Mr. Hebert.

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT P. HEBERT,! DIRECTOR OF
HURRICANE RECOVERY, CHARLOTTE COUNTY, FLORIDA

Mr. HEBERT. Good morning, Madam Chairman, Senator Stevens.
On behalf of Charlotte County, we would like to express our grati-
tude for the invitation to speak to you today. It is indeed a high
honor and privilege to share our experiences and offer our input
into the process, and we are hopeful that this will serve to improve
the emergency response system that we have.

To put it in perspective, Charlotte County has about 174,000
population residents. During the winter season, it expands signifi-
cantly because of tourists, but at the time that the hurricanes hit,
that was our base population. So when we talk about this, the mag-
nitude of our problem is proportionally equally or maybe worse
than some of the other cases that we have had. As you spoke in
your opening remarks about Florida is kind of left out of some of
the discussions at this point because Hurricane Katrina caused sig-
nificantly higher levels of devastation, and I think in the future
some issues that are going to come up that we do not have a clue
are going to hit until they actually occur. But we have experienced
some of that in Charlotte County, so I will just give you a brief
summary of what we went through.

Charlotte County with the temporary housing started out with
2,252 families in FEMA housing. That equated to about 9,000 indi-
viduals that lived in trailers of different types. We had 551 mobile
homes or manufactured homes in one county-owned site near the
airport that was controlled by FEMA; 75 mobile homes and manu-
factured homes that were on two commercial mobile home parks in
the county, in the community; 1,042 travel trailers on private
sites—and on private sites, they were installed there so that the
people that lived on those sites could rebuild or rehab their house
after the hurricane damage that we had in 2004; and we had 584
travel trailers in commercial travel trailer parks that the families
did not have a house to go back to.

That was our beginning problem, but I think the importance of
the program to us is absolutely critical to start up the recovery
process in our community. As I said, our population is about
174,000. We had two neighboring counties that were much smaller

1The prepared statement of Mr. Hebert appears in the Appendix on page 50.
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than ours that were much more heavily devastated. Very low to
moderate-income individuals to begin with, a lot of the rural mi-
grant population lived in De Soto and Hardee County, which are
our neighbors. So they are still recovering. At this point, we would
estimate that in Charlotte County we are probably about 70, 75
complete, and now we are approaching 3 years after Hurricane
Charley, so it is a long-time process.

Without the FEMA program or with the Temporary Housing Pro-
gram as administered by FEMA, there would have been thousands
more individuals that were homeless and had significant threats to
life and limb and property damage because they just basically had
nowhere to go after the storm. Most of them were mobile home
population that lived in mobile homes in the community.

I need to preface this by saying the partnership we have with
FEMA was excellent. We had a lot different experience in the be-
ginning. FEMA brought to bear, as well as our State Emergency
Response Team through the Governor’s office, brought resources to
bear in the community we could have never brought here in any
kind of a time frame. What we had to do is basically ask for it and
it arrived, and it was helpful that way.

The overall issues that we had—and I think some have been ad-
dressed already—there is significant lack of some of the controls in
the trailer parks that we had. We had a high crime rate, and that
we kind of attributed to there was no social structure within the
trailer park, that there was no human services, there was no vent
or release for the children, there were no playgrounds, no rec-
reational activities, no community center. It basically was a park-
ing lot with trailers about 10 feet apart that housed all these folks.

That became problematic because the people then had nowhere
to go, and because of the size of it, in our community it was a rural
installation. It was 10 miles away from the nearest store or any-
thing else. That caused significant problems for the people that
lived there in that in the middle of the night if they ran out of dia-
pers for their child, for example, they would have to travel 10 miles
to find them. So there was no retail operation that was available
close enough for them to take care of it, and at some of the peak
periods when we were paying $2.50 to $3 a gallon of gas and people
were not able to feed their family, they were not going to get in
the car to drive to go get diapers in the middle of the night. So that
just added to the frustration.

The park was justifiably closed by FEMA for confidentiality
issues, and that became one of the problems. Social service agen-
cies did not have access to these people to help them get housing
until about 8 months before the lease was up. If we had been able
to start that sooner and quicker, we probably could have placed
people a lot quicker, because one of the things we found, once we
started to have those folks in those communities, our social service
agencies, faith-based groups, we placed over 450 families within 60
days. So our feeling was that if we had been earlier involved, we
could have probably taken care of the problem sooner and been
able to remove people quicker and put them into permanent hous-
ing solutions.

One thing we have to remember in all of this process is that
these are human beings. They are not just cattle that we are trying
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to herd. We are trying to find them some kind of a stable, secure
housing environment, of which we had no inventory of rentals
within the community.

Chairman LANDRIEU. If you can wrap up in the next 30 seconds.

Mr. HEBERT. OK. Very good. I will do kind of a summary thing.

If the need arises again—and we truly hope and pray that we do
not have this problem again in Charlotte County with another hur-
ricane, coming into the new season—we would have the following
recommendations. One is that the trailer complexes should be
much smaller, 50 or less units, which is probably not possible in
the bigger devastated areas. But the issue is because of our county
and the way it is made up, if it is any bigger than that, it has to
be remote. It has to be away from town because we do not have
any sites with that kind of a land mass within a community, being
a coastal community type area.

We would also feel if we could put them closer to the neighbor-
hoods where the people lived before the hurricane hit, they would
then have some pride and some ownership in rebuilding that com-
munity instead of basically becoming what a lot of people called
“squatters.” They just basically were in the trailers and were not
going to move until they had to be moved out.

We would look for stricter criteria for housing eligibility and con-
tinuance once the immediate concerns about the disaster have
passed to do a real evaluation process and look at people and see
where they are from. We had at one time about 30 percent of the
occupants of our travel trailers were not from the county or in a
close community. They just basically came, established a residency
in the county, and became housing—and most of those were home-
less folks before or people that were just looking for free housing
and got it for 2 years. That is an issue.

There needs to be a stronger partnership earlier, as I said, with
the local community and the faith-based groups and the people
that can help train people into new jobs, train them into being able
to go to work for somebody if they have not been employed before,
or work out their legal issues, their financial issues, and help them
find permanent housing someplace that is adequate to suit them.

Chairman LANDRIEU. OK. Can you wrap up?

Mr. HEBERT. Yes, ma’am. I will.

Our final opinion and point is that FEMA in our opinion is an
excellent response agency for emergency response. They are not a
housing corporation, not a financing corporation. That becomes the
problem as we get further away from the disaster. Thank you.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Thank you very much. Dr. Crowley.

TESTIMONY OF SHEILA CROWLEY, PH.D.! PRESIDENT AND
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, NATIONAL LOW INCOME HOUS-
ING COALITION

Ms. CROWLEY. Good morning, Senator Landrieu. Thank you very
much for the invitation to testify today.

I would like to open by urging the Senate, urging you and your
fellow Senators, to take up H.R. 1227, the Gulf Coast Hurricane

1The prepared statement of Ms. Crowley with attachments appears in the Appendix on page
56.
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Housing Recovery Act of 2007, as quickly as possible. As you know,
this bill passed the House on March 21. We think it is quite a good
bill, and many of the provisions in this bill will address some of the
concerns that I raise today.

Hurricanes Katrina and Rita damaged nearly a million homes;
one-third of them were destroyed or severely damaged. And NLIHC
estimates that over 70 percent of the most severely damaged homes
were affordable to low-income families prior to the disaster. Given
the slow pace of rebuilding, the vociferous opposition to develop-
ment of affordable rental housing in many Gulf Coast communities,
and the failure of the States to set aside adequate funds for replen-
ishing the lost rental housing stock, we think there is little chance
that the majority of the homes that once were affordable to low-in-
come families will ever be replaced to pre-storm levels.

Thus, it is important to understand that unlike less catastrophic
disasters, when displacement from one’s home is temporary, a large
number of the people displaced by Hurricane Katrina will never re-
turn to their homes. Indeed, a significant percentage of people who
were displaced now do not intend to return home. A February 2007
Zogby poll of all evacuees still in the Houston area found that 73
percent intend to make Houston their home, 14 percent do not, and
13 percent are unsure.

It is past time for these people to be in permanent homes. But
the loss of affordable housing stock caused by Hurricane Katrina
added to an already acute shortage of housing in the United States
that the lowest-income people can afford. Nationwide, there are 9
million extremely low-income renter households and only 6.2 mil-
lion homes renting at prices that these households can afford, pay-
ing the standard of 30 percent of their income for their housing.
Extremely low-income households are those with incomes at or
below 30 percent of the area median. In Baton Rouge, that is in-
come of $16,740 a year or less. These are elderly and disabled peo-
ple on fixed incomes or people in the low-wage workforce. Whatever
ways low-income families on the Gulf Coast coped in this housing
market before the disaster are no longer available to them.

In order to fully comprehend the complexity of what faces us, we
must both distinguish between the temporary housing response
and the housing rebuilding response and understand how they are
interrelated. My written testimony goes into a great deal of detail
on both, but I am just going to focus my few moments here on tem-
porary housing.

In the days immediately after the disaster, in response to the
prospect of tens of thousands of trailers and trailer camps across
the South, numerous voices from across the political spectrum
called for housing assistance for displaced people to be in the form
of Section 8 housing vouchers issued by HUD and managed by local
public housing agencies. The Senate passed legislation to that ef-
fect on September 15, 2005, but the measure was rejected by the
House and the Administration. Instead, on September 23, 2005, the
Secretaries of DHS and HUD announced a bifurcated temporary
rent assistance approach with approximately 32,000 previously as-
sisted HUD households the responsibility of HUD and FEMA hav-
ing responsibility for everybody else. Attached is a time line that
describes the ups and downs of the temporary housing programs,
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and I have an updated version I would like to submit for the
record.l

Let me just say that in my 30 years as a social worker, I have
seen my share of poorly conceived and poorly executed human serv-
ice programs. Nothing comes close to the horrors of the FEMA rent
assistance program. The very best description of the program is
from U.S. District Court Judge Richard Leon who ordered FEMA
to “free these evacuees from the ‘Kafkaesque’ application they have
had to endure.” Another lawsuit, Ridgely v. FEMA, was filed just
last Thursday. The complaint includes equally vivid descriptions of
what people have been put through by FEMA.

It is impossible for me to know precisely how many low-income
households remain displaced because FEMA continues to withhold
detailed and up-to-date information from the public. But my writ-
ten testimony offers an analysis that gets us to what might be a
rough estimate.

We conclude that minimally 55,000 households—and these are
households, not people, so it is a multiple of 2.5 to almost 3 to get
to the number of people—to potentially as many as 132,000 total
households remain displaced and in need of assistance. And we
know that most of them are quite poor. The February 2007 Zogby

oll found that 86 percent had household incomes of less than
525,000 a year, 69 percent with incomes less than $15,000 a year.
Prior to their evacuation, 72 percent of these folks were employed.
Now only 38 percent are employed.

The disconnect between the reality of being poor and perma-
nently displaced and the fiction that one’s displacement is tem-
porary dictating the terms of housing assistance creates consider-
able stress and anxiety.

We offer several recommendations on temporary housing. I will
close by highlighting three.

First, transfer all income-eligible households still receiving
FEMA rental assistance into the Section 8 housing voucher pro-
gram. Congress must appropriate sufficient funds for these vouch-
ers. We know that this will be less expensive than the FEMA rent
assistance program.

Further, offer all low-income households currently living in trail-
er camps the option of receiving a Section 8 housing voucher in-
stead of the trailer. This will at least allow them the choice of mov-
ing elsewhere. H.R. 1227 takes care of both of these provisions.

Second, require GAO to undertake a comprehensive review of all
households whose temporary housing assistance from FEMA was
terminated. This is also provided for in H.R. 1227. For all house-
holds who were wrongfully terminated, FEMA should reinstate
them if they can demonstrate continuing eligibility and financial
need, and these households should be moved into the Section 8
housing voucher program.

And, third, develop and enact legislation that will make HUD re-
sponsible for all disaster housing aid needed for 30 days or more
in future disasters. Thank you.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Thank you, Doctor, and I am looking for-
ward to the next testimony, but I am struck at the completely op-

1The timeline list submitted by Ms. Crowley appears in the Appendix on page 66.
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posite testimony from both of you—you claiming that the program
is the worst you have seen, and, Mr. Hebert, you are claiming that
FEMA did an excellent program. So I am going to be interested in
some questions to see if we can ferret out what might be the accu-
rate view.

Go ahead, Mr. Croft.

TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM J. CROFT,! DIRECTOR OF RESPONSE
AND RECOVERY, THE SHAW GROUP, INC

Mr. CrROFT. Thank you, Senator. Thanks for the invitation to be
here today. I would like to set the record straight that I am not
representing Shaw today. I am representing the Governor’s Hurri-
cane Housing Task Force and some of the processes we went
through.

I joined the Governor’s Housing Task Force shortly after Hurri-
cane Katrina made landfall to assist with the Temporary Housing
Program and served as the Director of the Governor’s Housing
Task Force from September 2005 to June 2006.

The task force was formed to facilitate the delivery and manage-
ment of shelter and transitional housing programs necessary to
support the displaced disaster victims of Hurricane Katrina, and
later Hurricane Rita, in Louisiana. There were a number of chal-
lenges but the priority was to provide temporary housing for those
disaster victims who had no housing solution and for those who
were living in shelters throughout the Nation.

The primary goal was to provide temporary housing in or as close
as we could to the evacuated family’s pre-storm neighborhood. For
the most part, this was an impossible task due to the magnitude
of the devastation and the duration of effects of the storm on the
infrastructure. The concept was to bring the disaster area back to
life in a coordinated effort. Housing of the general population was
not the only focus. We had to restart business and industry, gov-
ernment, health care, education as well as public safety.

The task force devised a process flow chart which outlined the
procedures FEMA contractors should follow for each site in order
to ensure the local and State governments were included in the de-
cisionmaking process as to size and site selection. We established
the sites to be Private Sites, Commercial Sites, Group Sites, which
included Emergency Group Sites and Exclusive Use Sites, and In-
dustry Sites.

Private Sites are defined as the placement of a travel trailer on
the property of a homeowner or renter whose dwelling is uninhabit-
able which allows the family to expedite repairs and rebuilding.

A Commercial Site is an existing RV or mobile home park with
available pads that FEMA leases. This was an expedient way to
move units, primarily mobile homes, with minimal site prepara-
tion.

A Group Site is developed to temporarily house eligible FEMA
registrants when there is a lack of feasible private sites and com-
mercial sites. Group sites generally consist of 50 to 200 trailers or
mobile homes in a pre-planned location where the surrounding in-
frastructure can support such a development. There are three

1The prepared statement of Mr. Croft appears in the Appendix on page 88.
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types: General population sites, emergency group sites, and exclu-
sive use sites.

An industry site program was intended to provide travel trailers
to house displaced workers who were essential to the operation of
business and industry. The State Department of Economic Develop-
ment identified critical industrial operations such as petrochemical
plants, distribution centers, and ports which FEMA provided trail-
ers for. The industry was required to install the units and house
disaster victims only. This restriction slowed the restart process by
not allowing more flexibility for industry to house other critical
workers. I applaud FEMA’s “out of the box” approach to this indus-
try program, but the program should be better designed for future
disasters.

Realizing the need for a large number of temporary housing
units outside the disaster area, we began working with FEMA to
identify sites throughout Louisiana and working with all of the
host States for help. One of the major challenges in providing hous-
ing outside of the disaster area was the impact on the community
where the temporary housing was to be located. Prior to Hurricane
Katrina, major cites and rural communities were struggling to
meet the infrastructure demands of their existing residents. It was
not prudent to now overburden a community of 1,000 families with
another 200 or 300 families for which they were unprepared. Lou-
isiana proposed that impact fees be provided by FEMA to assist
local governments with the capacity to help, as is the usual case
when a developer proposes new development in a community. This
was considered, but never approved.

Another important topic to consider is support of the residents of
shelters and temporary housing. We continually focused on the
need for wrap-around services, such as laundries, community facili-
ties, playgrounds, postal facilities, and others, at each location
where our citizens were located. To merely place hundreds of fami-
lies in a group site and consider the mission accomplished is wrong
and shortsighted. We made some progress, but it was not adequate.
In some cases the hosting area provided services from existing
strained resources. The FEMA program, through the Stafford Act
changes or through policy changes, should address this inadequate
approach.

It is my opinion that we have an opportunity to create a more
flexible, efficient, and cost-effective Federal disaster housing pro-
gram by making a paradigm shift in the definition and execution
of the mission. We should depart from the current concepts and
move to a more definable and logical approach. The future program
should be structured to provide emergency shelters which will pro-
vide immediate needs during the emergency phase and for 30 to 60
days. The extended shelters phase should include large congregate
care facilities which can support sustained operations, which will
include travel trailers and hotel/motel rooms, as well as large shel-
ters. The transitional housing program should include mobile
homes, apartments, prefabricated housing, USDA facilities, HUD
facilities, and other types which would support a much longer-term,
even permanent housing. The final and ultimate program is perma-
nent housing. The Federal Government role in all of this is para-
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mount to the success of providing direct housing to disaster vic-
tims.

Thank you for your time and attention to this very important
topic. I look forward to answering your questions.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Thank you very much, and I thank all of
you for your testimony. It was well within the time and very spe-
cific and appropriate.

Mr. Hebert, let me ask you this, if I could. Having lived through
many hurricanes myself, remind me again when Hurricane Charley
struck. What year was it?

Mr. HEBERT. It was in August 2004.

Chairman LANDRIEU. And what category storm was it?

Mr. HEBERT. I think at its highest point it was a Category 4 or
5. But I think the issue was more that we had 170 tornadoes that
spawned off the hurricane that did most of the damage.

Chairman LANDRIEU. And one of the counties that it hit pri-
marily were yours, Charlotte County?

Mr. HEBERT. Charlotte, De Soto, Hardee, some of Lee, and the
tip of Sarasota.

Chairman LANDRIEU. And how many people do you say are still
in trailers after these 3 years?

Mr. HEBERT. At this point in our county we just have five units
that are occupied in temporary trailers. The rest have been put
into permanent housing, or we had a program where we purchased
some of the trailers from FEMA and sold them immediately to the
occupants and put them into permanent trailer parks and so forth.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Do you know what percentage of your
housing is in trailers in the county? Is it 10 percent or 15 percent
or less than that?

Mr. HEBERT. I do not have an exact number, Madam Chairman,
but I think by nature of the community, we are probably about 40
percent mobile homes.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Forty percent mobile homes in the country?

Mr. HEBERT. Of the total population. Yes, we have a lot of retired
folks in retirement villages that are mobile homes.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Now, what is the evacuation plan if you
face another Category 3, 4, or 5 where you have to evacuate? Be-
cause I do not think those trailers can sustain the new building
codes for the coastal area. Do they?

Mr. HEBERT. The new trailers now have to meet post-Hurricane
Andrew specifications, which are 120-mile-an-hour, I think, or bet-
ter impact. Certainly the county is about 70 percent rebuilt on all
the other structures, which are also built to new code, so we are
hoping that they will sustain a higher level of wind and we will not
have the problem we had with the initial Hurricane Charley hit.

Chairman LANDRIEU. But you are testifying that you think that
the trailers that are now built in your county—which is maybe 30
to 40 percent of the population, can sustain the 120- to 130-mile-
an-hour wind?

Mr. HEBERT. Not all of them, but the ones that were replaced in
recent years after Hurricane Andrew hit down in the Miami area.
And the reason I say that is that we had trailer parks where we
had some mobile homes that were completely wiped out right next
to another one that withstood the storm. They might have lost
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their carport or storage shed, but the trailer withheld, and it was
anchored properly and was strong enough to withhold the winds.
So, yes, I think we will be in better shape after that.

If T could offer one other comment to discuss the difference be-
tween Dr. Crowley’s testimony and myself. In the testimony I sub-
mitted, about 80 to 85 percent of the original people that were in
their trailers rotated out within 12 months because they either had
the means to move into permanent housing or had insurance or
had the ability to rebuild their houses. What ended up after that
point was basically a housing project, and you ended up with low-
to moderate-income people that do not have the means to rebuild,
and they become much more troublesome. We had a higher crime
rate. We had people that we were not able to place because they
simply could not afford to be placed anywhere.

My comments about the program was good, it was excellent in
the first phases of it because it was absolutely essential to our re-
covery process. As we got further from the event date itself in Au-
gust 2004, it got more and more onerous and more troublesome be-
cause we just had a much tougher population to then place and get
into housing, and at that point we had no access because it was
still being protected through the confidentiality issues.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Has that confidentiality issue been ad-
dressed fully, in your view? Was it fixed?

Mr. HEBERT. No, ma’am. I do not think there has been any
change.

Chairman LANDRIEU. So what you are testifying for is the pro-
gram that you have testified is excellent is actually excellent only
relative to trailers being an option for families with financial
means to stay there temporarily and move themselves out.

Mr. HEBERT. I think as an immediate solution

Chairman LANDRIEU. Would you testify that it is excellent for the
other category of people who have limited financial means?

Mr. HEBERT. No, because then it just becomes a housing project.
I think we need to look for some more permanent type of solution
for that. And you need to understand that in our county, all of our
public housing buildings were destroyed. It was almost 300 units,
which we are just now starting to rebuild. So all those folks had
to have housing in the meantime.

I think to me there are absolute definite phases of recovery, and
I think at some point you need to get on with the HUD and the
Department of Labor and Department of Agriculture, the other De-
partments that have more expertise in these areas, because it is
not an emergency response now 3 years after the storm. It is a sta-
bilization issue.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Well, I think you have hit on one of the im-
portant aspects that this Subcommittee is going to try to hone in
on and force the Homeland Security Department to, either by stat-
ute or by Administration, to divide the emergency temporary hous-
ing, whether it is the 30- to 60-day sheltering and the transitional
housing, which FEMA should coordinate as the premier emergency
Federal response agency, to then shift it to the other agencies,
whether it is HUD, Labor, Agriculture, depending on whether it is
urban or rural, that could have a tremendous impact on getting
adequate, more permanent shelter and housing for individuals,
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hopefully promoting homeownership and, of course, decent and af-
fordable rental housing.

Mr. Garratt, you are Acting Director, correct?

Mr. GARRATT. Actually, Acting Assistant Administrator. Would
you just restate for the record your one or two most frustrating as-
pects of your job, what you would like to see changed that you just
cannot seem to get either Congress or others to understand for you
to accomplish your mission?

Mr. GARRATT. In terms of frustrations, I would have to say that
it is the continuing situation that we face in the Gulf Coast. And
it is not necessarily one or two areas; it is the comprehensive na-
ture of what is a compelling social situation that we face and that
we recognize that, unlike most of the disasters that we deal with,
where the disaster victims can see the light at the end of the tun-
nel, 12 months away or 18 months away, most of the victims or
many of the victims that we are still dealing with in this disaster
cannot yet see that light at the end of the tunnel. And we are not
able to shine that light in a way that they are able to see that.

So we recognize and are, I think, institutionally frustrated by the
fact that it is going to be a long time before we are able to help
everyone who needs to be helped achieve self-sufficiency, and it is
going to be a long time before the sorts of services and assistance
that we are providing, that we are going to see the end of that. And
I just mean that is frustrating not in the sense that we are not pre-
pared to continue to provide that assistance. It is frustrating that
we have to continue providing that assistance, that these folks are
going to continue to be living in a less than perfect living environ-
ment—travel trailers, mobile homes—for an extended period of
time.

So just institutionally I would say those of us in the disaster as-
sistance business, that is our biggest frustration.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Well, let me ask you this. Do you think
that providing a Section 8 voucher to give people a choice to move
out of a trailer that is too cramped into something that might be—
would give them some light at the end of the tunnel? And if so, is
there some reason you cannot make that recommendation?

Mr. GARRATT. Well, first off, the Section 8 program is a HUD
program, so in terms of answering if that is effective, I would have
to leave that to HUD. In terms of a vouchering program, I am pre-
pared to address that. Incidentally, we are working very closely
with HUD to see what our options are for dealing with the existing
population of individuals receiving both financial—or principally fi-
nancial assistance and looking at what our options are for
partnering with HUD to move in potentially a vouchering direction.

However, handing someone a voucher who is in a travel trailer
is only worthwhile if that individual has some place to take that
voucher to. If there is no public housing, if there are no other forms
of housing available at or near the fair market rent, then having
a voucher in your hand is not worth a lot. What we need is the
ability—what we need is housing—housing for these individuals,
public housing and more commercially developed housing to sup-
port the population that is still living in those group sites.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Well, I know that you understand that part
of the problem with New Orleans and South Louisiana is not just
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the lack of labor to build housing and the lack of resources to build

it, but it is difficult to start building housing when you do not have

flood elevations to know how high the houses have to be built off

flh?dground or if the levees that protect the houses are going to
old.

So instead of saying we cannot do anything because we need
more housing, and the housing people saying we have to do some-
thing until we get housing, we might want to think about the
uniqueness of this challenge that is before us and come up with
some additional options.

When we can try to get families back into the region or to give
them options other than staying in a trailer for the next 5 years
or struggling to rebuild a house over the next 10 years. Is there a
formal conversation that happens between FEMA and HUD on a
regular basis? And if so, who chairs that? Is it the Secretary of
HUD, or is it Director Paulison?

Mr. GARRATT. Formal conversations take place between FEMA
and HUD at all levels of the organization, both here at the national
level between the leadership of the agencies and of the depart-
ments, as well as at the senior manager level. I talk with senior
HUD officials on a weekly basis to discuss partnering and moving
forward and addressing the issues, as well as at the field level, Gil
Jamieson, the Director of our Gulf Coast Recovery Office, and his
{,)eam deal with HUD representatives at their level on a regular

asis.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Have you all submitted to this Sub-
committee or any committee any formal document of shared rec-
ommendations between HUD and FEMA? Or do you just do it in
such an informal way that we would not see such a document like
that?

Mr. GARRATT. We have not presented any formal documents that
I am aware of to the Subcommittee yet, Senator, but I am reason-
ably certain that the current discussions taking place between
FEMA and HUD will bear some fruit and that we will be submit-
ting some documentation to this Subcommittee in the very near fu-
ture.
hCh%irman LanprIEU. OK. Dr. Crowley, do you want to add any-
thing?

Ms. CROWLEY. A couple of things. One is that the issue of wheth-
er or not a voucher would do you any good if you are in a trailer
is a really important issue because there is a lack of stock in the
area for people to rent. It does give people the option of potentially
taking the voucher and going someplace else, and so that is a
choice. It is not the perfect answer.

But the people who are receiving FEMA rental assistance, the
20,000 households that are still in Texas and then the other 15,000
or 17,000 households or so, moving them onto a Section 8 voucher
right now makes absolute sense because it would be a seamless
transition, and the voucher would continue as long as they were in-
come eligible for that. And it would be administered locally by local
housing authorities who know what is going on as opposed to—I
mean, the descriptions that we have heard from people about their
dealings with FEMA are absolutely bizarre. But most of the time,
what happens is that you call an 800 number and you talk to a dif-



21

ferent person every single time. One of the advantages of using the
Section 8 voucher program is that you go to a local agency with
human beings that you can talk to across the table, who can follow
your case and have a much greater understanding about what is
going on. So I think that there is a lot of advantages to moving to
that program.

I understand that there has been lots of discussions about what
role HUD should play in this disaster and future disasters, and
there certainly have been many recommendations that HUD should
be the primary agency to deal with housing after the initial shel-
tering requirements are over. And, in fact, the President’s own Les-
s}(;ns Learned report that came out in February 2006 recommended
that.

I think there is some kind of ambivalence about that, however,
because this Administration has not been particularly friendly to
the housing programs. And so one of the reasons that we think
that the Section 8 voucher program was not used initially, as it had
been successfully used in other disasters, most particularly the
Northridge earthquake disaster, was because the voucher program
had been under serious attack by the Bush Administration trying
to ratchet it down, trying to change the rules, trying to block grant
it. And so part of it is are we ready to acknowledge that HUD is
an agency that is valued and that we can depend on housing pro-
grams for the kind of response that is needed in this kind of dis-
aster? I think we can if we strengthen them, but I do not think
that there has been a sense that HUD is the agency that is valued.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Are you aware that there was a new aspect
to the Section 8 program that—you are correct—has not been fund-
ed adequately by the Administration, but it has some broad-based
support in Congress to turn Section 8 vouchers into potential mort-
gage payments to increase homeownership as sort of a ladder up
for low-income and moderate-income families to actually move from
renters to homeowners? Are you at all familiar with that program?

Ms. CROWLEY. Sure. There is a program now where a very small
number of people who are receiving Section 8 vouchers have been
able to turn those into—use them to obtain a mortgage and then
they can use that to make their payments for a relatively short pe-
riod of time.

We think that is a reasonable thing to do. It is not an answer
for the vast majority of people who are on Section 8 housing, re-
ceiving Section 8 housing vouchers, because their circumstances
are such that homeownership is not the right answer at this point.
Given what we see about the numbers of people who have been
thrust prematurely into homeownership and under all of these ex-
otic loans that have been made in the last couple of years and now
the high foreclosure rate, we do think that it is—the pendulum is
going to swing back to a more reasonable sense about what a good
housing system is, both homeownership and rental housing.

The key to why it is that housing assistance is so vital for people
who are low income is that it provides for housing stability. It
means that they can stay in the same place for a period of time.
They can afford—they pay a certain percentage, 30 percent of their
income, for their housing. They are not subject to sort of constant
pressures to keep moving because they are getting evicted. They
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can create a stable housing record. And that is necessary in order
to move into being able to save enough money to move into home-
ownership in a more conventional fashion.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Well, I am not going to disagree with you
that not everyone that rents is a candidate to be a homeowner. But
I will testify, as the Senator that represents the State and commu-
nity, that many people aspire to homeownership.

Ms. CROWLEY. Well, absolutely.

Chairman LANDRIEU. And that homeowners usually do not pay
30 percent of their income for housing. If you have equity in your
house and you are moving up on the economic ladder, you can
sometimes pay 20 percent or 25 percent or, depending on your in-
come, some extremely wealthy people pay less than 1 percent of
their income to housing because their income is so high. But the
poor, under the rules that we have, end up paying sometimes 30
percent, 40 percent of their income for housing, which makes it
very difficult, particularly if you are not building any equity. So
one of the goals of the Gulf Coast, at least for the State that I rep-
resent—1I cannot speak for Mississippi—is to try through this tran-
sition to increase homeownership where possible.

The other concern—and I am going to ask Mr. Croft to make a
statement, and then call our next panel—is while I believe Section
8 is a real option here—and I think we need to pursue it—it should
be a question as to what percentage of Section 8 housing is natural
or normal to a community that we would maintain that balance be-
tween non-subsidized and subsidized for the overall health of the
community. So if Section 8 represents 10 or 15 percent of normal
rentals, it cannot then in a disaster area become 80 percent of the
recovery. It needs to maintain its balance with regular, unsub-
sidized rental or housing. And that is a question that we have to
really, as we pursue additional Section 8, think about doing it in
balance with non-subsidized housing as well so that the community
recovers in a balanced way.

So be thinking through that issue and trying to resolve the feel-
ings about HUD. I mean, we have got to choose. You are testifying
that FEMA is not necessarily doing what it needs to do; HUD may
not either. And do we need to create another agency——

Ms. CROWLEY. No.

Chairman LANDRIEU [continuing]. Or do we need to make HUD
be better? Do we need to make FEMA be better?

Mr. Croft.

Mr. CroFT. Well, I would like to just restate the fact that vouch-
ers and money really do not provide housing, and we ran into that
in New Orleans and throughout Louisiana, as well as Atlanta, New
York, Houston, all the places our citizens were evacuated to. Just
to say we are going to give you $2,000 and later more money, now
go find a place to stay, it did not happen because there were no
places to stay. A voucher does not create a house. And, I think the
approach to FEMA being the housing coordinator is good. I think
HUD should play a major role, and as I said in my testimony, I
think it is time to bring all of those agencies together and develop
a better strategy for future disasters.
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Chairman LANDRIEU. OK. Thank you all very much. Our second
panel will consist of Matthew Jadacki, Gil Jamieson, General Jack
D’Araujo, Andrés Duany, and John Badman.

Matthew Jadacki oversees the Department of Homeland Security
Disaster Assistance Program on behalf of the Inspector General’s
office. In his role, he is responsible for ensuring that these disaster
funds are wisely spent. He is a certified public accountant. His of-
fice conducted a review of the Alternative Housing Pilot Program,
which I requested, and he will be giving us some information about
that. I am particularly interested in one of your findings that you
stated, “As a consequence of FEMA decisions, the communities
hardest hit by the 2005 hurricanes did not receive proportionate
shares of the $400 million appropriated for the program. . . . The
award amounts that were decided upon and the decision to award
71 percent of the available funds to one project . . . were solely the
decision of [one] Primary Selecting Official.” And we will go more
into that report as this panel goes on.

Gil Jamieson is the Deputy Director of Gulf Coast Recovery for
FEMA. He has testified many times before a variety of different
committees. He is the principal point of contact for the Federal Co-
ordinator for Gulf Coast Rebuilding, Don Powell, and directly re-
ports to Dave Paulison.

General Jack D’Araujo served as Primary Selecting Officer for
the program, so we will be talking with you specifically about that.

Andrés Duany is a renowned architect and urban planner who
has pioneered the movement to end suburban sprawl and urban
disinvestment, known as “new urbanism.” I have seen some of your
work, and I am extremely impressed with your work, and I thank
you for the focus that you have been spending on not just New Or-
leans and the region but the entire South Louisiana and the entire
Gulf Coast, and I thank you for the new thought you are bringing
to what we are attempting.

Jack Badman is CEO of RE: Formed Systems, a structural engi-
neering firm that has developed an innovative approach to disaster
housing. It involves the construction of Force 5 hurricane-proof ac-
commodations for endurable-effective, cost-effective concrete mate-
rials. He will be talking to us about alternative housing outside of
trailers that may or may not stand up under hurricane force winds.

Let’s start with the Inspector General, if we could. Mr. Jadacki,
I requested this report on alternative housing. Given the testimony
of the first panel, I just want to stage this: That it became clear
to many of us trying to oversee the recovery that what we were
doing was not really working in a major disaster. So we scheduled
some additional funding to come up with some alternatives. It was
then designated in such a way that was really disappointing to
those of us that had thought we were trying to pilot some new
ideas. I have asked the Attorney General for a study, and it is pre-
pared. I think it will be released today.

If you will go ahead and begin with your testimony, Mr. Jadacki.
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TESTIMONY OF MATTHEW A. JADACKI,' DEPUTY INSPECTOR
GENERAL FOR DISASTER ASSISTANCE OVERSIGHT, U.S. DE-
PARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

Mr. JADACKI. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Good morning. My
name is Matt Jadacki. I am the Deputy Inspector General for Dis-
aster Assistance Oversight in the Office of Inspector General at the
Department of Homeland Security. Thank you for the opportunity
to discuss the Alternative Housing Pilot Program.

In 2006, $6 billion supplemental appropriations were designated
for disaster relief, of which $400 million was made available to
FEMA for an Alternative Housing Pilot Program in the areas hard-
est hit by Hurricane Katrina and other hurricanes of the 2005 sea-
son. In response, FEMA officials developed and implemented a
grant competition to identify, develop, and evaluate alternatives to
and alternative forms of disaster housing. The competition was lim-
ited to the State-designated agencies of the Gulf Coast States, in-
cluding Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas. By
awarding competitive grants, FEMA officials sought to identify the
best alternatives for housing disaster victims. By restricting the
competition to the five Gulf Coast States, FEMA officials sought to
comply with the congressional intent that the areas hardest hit by
Hurricane Katrina and the 2005 hurricanes receive the housing de-
veloped under these grants.

When the Alternative Housing Pilot Program Guidance and Ap-
plication Kit was issued by FEMA in September 2006, the des-
ignated agencies of the five Gulf Coast States were given 35 days
to develop as many project proposals as they wished to submit by
an October 20, 2006, deadline. A total of 29 project proposals were
received, consisting of several from each of the eligible States.
Some of the proposals envisioned developing more than one type of
innovative housing, but most were focused on a single proposed
type of unit.

Based on the results of the evaluation panel, three options were
proposed for selecting and funding projects:

First, fully fund the highest scoring projects, until money is ex-
hausted. This would have funded two projects.

Second option, optimize the number of housing alternatives fund-
ed within the competitive range. This would have funded 10
projects.

The third option, maximize the number of competitive States
that receive funds. This would have funded five projects.

The FEMA selecting official chose option three. Today I will ad-
dress five issues regarding the Alternative Housing Pilot Program:
Whether the $400 million appropriated by Congress was propor-
tionately allocated to the hurricane-affected communities, the deci-
sions of the awards panel and the FEMA officials that led to the
funding of innovative and creative emergency housing solutions;
whether the panel reached fair and balanced decisions; whether the
panel review process meet the basic requirements of openness and
transparency required of all Federal advisory committees; and
whether there were any violations of law in the manner in which
the grant selections and awards were conducted.

1The prepared statement of Mr. Jadacki appears in the Appendix on page 92.
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The communities hardest hit by the 2005 hurricanes did not re-
ceive proportionate shares of the $400 million appropriated for the
program. The State of Mississippi’s proposals were awarded a $281
million share or 73 percent of the available $388 million—a share
greater than its proportion of the damages from the 2005 hurri-
canes. Consequently, the other Gulf States, which have to make do
with the remaining 27 percent of funds among them, did not re-
ceive funds proportionate to the damages their communities sus-
tained.

A number of innovative and creative disaster housing solutions
were not funded because the vast majority of the available funds—
71 percent—was awarded to one project. Had option two been se-
lected, 10 project proposals would have been funded and the grant
funds would have been much more effective in exploring and test-
ing innovative and creative alternative solutions to disaster hous-
ing. Doing so would have resulted in the State of Mississippi re-
ceiving about 40 percent of the available funds, Louisiana receiving
37 percent, Alabama 13 percent, Texas 11 percent, and Florida 0
percent. Instead, only five project proposals received funding, half
as many that could have been funded, and the majority of funds
went to one State.

We did not note any evidence of lack of fairness or balance in the
panel deliberations or conclusions. Although the majority of the
panel members were FEMA employees, there was no obvious bias
in how they conducted their reviews. The reviews were possibly un-
balanced in that every rating factor was given the same weight as
all of the other factors rather than being weighted, as is often the
case. It is unusual when some factors are not considered to be more
important than other factors. But FEMA officials made the decision
for each factor to have the same weight, not the panel members.

FEMA officials concluded that the requirements of the Federal
Advisory Committee Act (FACA), for openness, public access to
records, and fairness did not apply to this awards panel review
process. We concluded that FEMA’s position was justified, given
the facts of the situation. In addition, the panel process was not the
key process that determined how many projects would be funded,
what projects would be funded, or how much funding each of the
selected projects would receive. Those decisions were the sole pur-
view of the selecting official. More openness and transparency in
the panel process would not necessarily have had any noticeable ef-
fect on the FEMA decisionmaking process.

We did not find any violations of law in the grant process, al-
though the grant awards could have been made to fund and assess
a greater variety of alternative disaster housing options, and while
doing so would have resulted in a more proportionate distribution
of the funds to the States. Moreover, the projects that have now
been funded should expand the alternatives available for disaster
housing in the future and should provide improved interim housing
for many residents of the hurricane-stricken areas of the Gulf
Coast. FEMA officials said they intend to closely monitor the fund-
ed projects to ensure that these projects are carried out in compli-
ance with applicable laws and the terms of the grant program.

Madam Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Thank you. Mr. Jamieson.
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TESTIMONY OF GIL H. JAMIESON,! ASSOCIATE DEPUTY AD-
MINISTRATOR, GULF COAST RECOVERY, FEDERAL EMER-
GENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
HOMELAND SECURITY

Mr. JAMIESON. Good morning, Chairman Landrieu. My name is
Gil Jamieson, and I am the Associate Deputy Administrator for
Gulf Coast Recovery in the Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy and within the Department of Homeland Security. It is my
pleasure to be here with you today to update you on the back-
ground and status of the Alternative Housing Pilot Program.

Senator if I may, I know Junior Rodriguez, President of St. Ber-
nard Parish, was due to testify in the first panel, and his wife fell
ill. I wish for the record to state that the FEMA team wishes his
wife, Evelyn, a speedy recovery.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Thank you.

Mr. JAMIESON. In the 2006 emergency supplemental, Congress
appropriated $400 million out of the Disaster Relief Fund for the
pilot program that could identify and evaluate new alternatives for
housing disaster victims. The appropriations language required
that the pilot be conducted in those areas hardest hit by the hurri-
canes of 2005, which FEMA subsequently determined to be the
States of Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas.

The Alternative Housing Pilot Program Grant Guidance was re-
leased on September 15, 2006, and applications from the five eligi-
ble Gulf Coast States were requested by October 20, 2006. All of
the five eligible States submitted applications that collectively con-
tained 29 separate project proposals totaling almost $1.2 billion in
requested grant funding.

A Technical Review team composed of FEMA experts assessed
the soundness of each project from a building science, engineering,
historic preservation, logistics, and mitigation perspective. Subse-
quently, a National Evaluation Panel composed of experts from the
Office of the Federal Coordinator for Gulf Coast Rebuilding, HUD,
American Institute for Architects, FEMA, DHS Preparedness, and
the National Emergency Management Association, as well as a rep-
resentative from the private sector—these folks met in seclusion for
one week to review each proposal. After a period of review, discus-
sion, and assessment, each panelist on the National Evaluation
Panel individually and independently rated each submission, based
on pre-established grant guidance criteria. Panelists were prohib-
ited from sharing these final scores with one other. Panelists were
also invited to provide written comments on each project. All of this
information was provided to the Primary Selecting Official.

The following projects were selected for Alternative Housing Pilot
Project grants: Mississippi Green Mobile project, the Mississippi
Park Model, and Mississippi Cottage projects; Louisiana Cypress
Cottage Partners; Texas Heston Group; and Alabama City of Bayou
La Batre. These successful projects were announced on December
22, 2006. Since then, the FEMA Grants Office and Gulf Coast Re-
covery Office have been working with the States to clarify and re-
solve issues prior to the actual award. Upon award of the grant,

1The joint prepared statement of Mr. Jamieson and Mr. Garratt appears in the Appendix on
page 41.
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the grantees may access up to 50 percent of the grant funds. The
remainder of the grant funds will be accessible when the grantee
successfully completes all pre-construction activities.

On April 11, FEMA awarded the State of Mississippi approxi-
mately $275 million for the Park Model and Mississippi Cottage
Project. We expect the other States with successful projects will re-
ceive funding in the very near future.

The evaluation of pilot projects will be led and managed by HUD
and supported by FEMA. We are very encouraged and optimistic
about the outcome of this process and believe there are real oppor-
tunities to improve the housing alternatives that FEMA can draw
upon in future disasters.

Thank you, and I look forward to your questions and discussing
FEMA’s Alternative Housing Pilot Program with the Sub-
committee.

Chairman LANDRIEU. General D’Araujo.

TESTIMONY OF MAJOR GENERAL JOHN R. D’ARAUJO, JR.,!
(U.S. ARMY-RETIRED), FORMER PRIMARY SELECTING OFFI-
CIAL, ALTERNATIVE HOUSING PILOT PROGRAM, FEDERAL
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
HOMELAND SECURITY

General D’ARAUJO. Good morning, Chairman Landrieu. I am
John R. D’Araujo, Jr., and it is an honor to appear before this Com-
mittee to discuss my role as the Primary Selecting Official for the
Alternative Housing Program.

From July 2006 until January 2007, I was the Director of the Re-
covery Division within the Department of Homeland Security’s
Federal Emergency Management Agency. Additionally, from July
2002 to March 2003, I served as the Assistant Director of what was
then known as the Readiness, Response, and Recovery Directorate
of FEMA. In that capacity, I coordinated the Federal response for
all-hazard disasters, directing the activities of more than 22 Fed-
eral agencies under the previous Federal Response Plan. I recently
retired and am testifying today as a private citizen.

During my time with FEMA, I had the privilege to serve as the
Primary Selecting Official for the Alternative Housing Pilot Pro-
gram, authorized by Congress in the 2006 Emergency Supple-
mental Appropriations Act. Though I served as the Primary Select-
ing Official, it is important to note that I was not responsible for
the decisions creating the program or the general course that it
took. As a result, I would defer questions on that issue to my col-
leagues from FEMA.

As the Primary Selecting Official, my role in the process was to
take the results and recommendations from the Evaluation Panel
and make the final decision about the award of funding under this
competitive grant. I was not involved in any way in their delibera-
tions or scoring of the projects, though I did receive periodic up-
dates as to their progress but not the substance of their delibera-
tions. To the best of my ability, I carried out my responsibility in
accordance with established grantmaking procedures. In accord-
ance with those competitive grant procedures, as the Primary Se-

1The prepared statement of General D’Araujo appears in the Appendix on page 99.
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lecting Official, I considered the ranking, comments, and rec-
ommendations from the independent reviewers, as well as my own
thoughts on the projects, before deciding which applications to ap-
prove and their order of approval. I made my selection based on the
projects deemed most meritorious. Also, in accordance with estab-
lished competitive grant procedures, as the Primary Selecting Offi-
cial, I put in writing my reasons for each deviation from the rank-
ing determined by the National Evaluation Panel, as well as my
reasons for disapproval of a recommendation. I indicated in writing
why I did not choose the third Mississippi project, Modular town-
house, which fell within the top-scored projects. My disapproval of
projects was based on their ranking, and thus required no special
explanation.

In early December 2006, Gil Jamieson, the Deputy Director for
Gulf Coast Recovery, sent me a memorandum that summarized the
comments of the National Evaluation Panel for each project and
presented the overall ranking of each project. Three funding op-
tions were outlined in this memorandum: First, fully fund the eligi-
ble projects in the order that they were ranked by the panel; sec-
ond, provide a minimal amount of funding to all eligible projects,
dividing the funds between as many as 10 projects; or, third, pro-
vide significant funding to the top project from each eligible State,
and then use the remainder of the funding to fund projects based
on their relative rankings.

Under a funding scheme that stuck to traditional competitive
grant processes and fully funded projects based solely on their
ranking, the second highest-ranked project would have consumed
the entire amount of funding. However, because I considered it im-
portant that there be a diversity of competitive projects funded, I
selected and recommended partial—85 percent—funding for the top
project from each competitive State. With the remainder of the
funding, the second project—ranked second overall—was funded at
66 percent of this request.

By funding the top project from each State, FEMA is able to test
emergency, interim, and permanent housing solutions. While I am
aware that the Inspector General does not agree with this decision,
it was my opinion that providing a minimal amount of funding to
many projects would not have been consistent with the competitive
grant process and could jeopardize the overall program by not al-
lowing a full and fair evaluation of the highest-ranked proposals.
Based on my selections, the projects previously described by both
Mr. Jamieson and the Inspector General were the top five projects
that were funded.

Madam Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity to appear be-
fore you, and I would be pleased to answer any questions you have
regarding my role as the Primary Selecting Official for the Alter-
native Housing Pilot Program.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Thank you. We will have a great deal of
questions about this. Go ahead, Mr. Duany.
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TESTIMONY OF ANDRES DUANY,! FOUNDING PRINCIPAL,
DUANY PLATER-ZYBERK AND COMPANY

Mr. DUuANY. Madam Chairman, thank you. A little bit of history.
Myself and our firm, we have been involved for most of the time
since Hurricane Katrina, beginning by preparing the 11 charrettes
that were done for the cities of Mississippi for Governor Barbour.
We were also the firm selected to do all the charrettes in Lou-
isiana, from east to west, as you know. And then we did three of
the neighborhoods in New Orleans.

We have in some ways seen it all and done it all, and we find
that there is nothing nearly as important, of all the things we have
done—infrastructure, schools—as the provision of houses. The
amount of human suffering that is being undergone in these States
is truly astounding, and the people that I knew 3 months into the
hurricane are not the people that you find now. There was a resil-
ience, there was an anger to the people of Louisiana and Mis-
sissippi, a can-do attitude that is absolutely gone. The people have
been destroyed, and the source is the absence of housing. There is
nothing as important as the housing and nothing as important as
doing it speedily. Time is of the essence, whatever happens.

Now, about this issue and this process, which is magnificent. I
was involved actually in the design of the original Hurricane
Katrina cottages before Governor Barbour’s charrettes. We knew
that this would be necessary. What drove us was, when we first re-
alized that the cost of the trailers was between $60,000 and
$90,000 for these temporary and uncomfortable structures, when
the average cost of the housing, at least in Mississippi, including
a lot, was $70,000. These lousy little trailers were actually costing
more than the average house in Mississippi, and possibly Louisiana
and the coast.

There was a fantastic opportunity to actually deliver housing bet-
ter than the housing that was destroyed, which, after all, is the
hope of these charrettes.

The competition has been actually a brilliant idea, and we must
bear in mind that at the heart of it is design. There is a lot of scru-
tiny about process and about numbers, but this is about design.
This is how we will do it better now as the trailers collapse and
delaminate and fall apart, but also how we will do it better next
time. So I am going to confine my statements to design.

First of all, cost and permanence. As I have said, for the up to
$90,000 that is being provided by FEMA, both for provision and
maintenance and removal, this magnificent sum is literally thrown
away in disposable quarters. It is not the best use of our taxes.
This magnitude of investment can and should create very good
housing of a permanent or quasi-permanent type. The Louisiana
proposal, our competition proposal, does that. The housing can stay
there essentially for good.

Liveability and resilience. Hurricane Andrew—and I was in-
volved in Hurricane Andrew 15 years ago; we did the charrettes for
Hurricane Andrew—has shown that some FEMA trailers are still
in place 15 years later. It is astounding after the event. And de-
spite the smaller scale of devastation and the ability of Florida to

1The prepared statement of Mr. Duany appears in the Appendix on page 102.
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have a construction industry which neither Louisiana nor—particu-
larly Louisiana does not have a construction industry to speak us,
South Florida does, and we still have FEMA trailers from Hurri-
cane Andrew up. This means that a child could have been born and
completed junior high school while inhabiting one of these trailers.
Effectively for that individual, the FEMA house is his or her child-
hood home. Our Louisiana proposal is for real houses where such
a child can grow up with pride and without unnecessary dysfunc-
tion.

The contextual aesthetics. As you might know, the provision of
the FEMA trailers has been made unnecessarily difficult because
many neighborhoods did not want them. They were rejected every-
where. The public process charrettes actually led very often to peo-
ple saying, “We do not want them,” regardless of how necessary.
They are associated with “trailer parks” of the kind that decrease
real estate value. A very well-designed and permanent unit similar
in appearance to permanent housing can and will go a long way to-
ward mitigating this political problem. Our proposal looks as good
as most houses in the Gulf. And I hesitate to say they look better,
but they do. And, furthermore, it can be adjusted to match any
local vernacular in the future. Remember, this test is for problems
of the future, for catastrophes of the future. Sometime in the future
a hurricane will hit Virginia, will hit North Carolina, will hit, for
example, the New England States. One of the things we would like
to explore is the possibility of this FEMA housing being adjustable
to the vernacular of these other places so they will be accepted by
the neighbors. And we would like to do that as part of the experi-
ment.

Flexibility. FEMA housing should be transitional in one specific
sense, and only one, which is that their earliest use would be as
dormitories housing first responders. Our proposal, at least half the
units we intend to build include those that would house between
6 and 12 first responders comfortably, and they would be trans-
formable. This housing would actually then transition—because
what we need are the workers. The first responders come first.
They must be the ones in housing first because they are the labor
that will build the subsequent housing. Our units will house up to
12 of these workers, and then, with nothing other than a coat of
paint, I suppose, they are transitional to full-time housing. And
that is an extraordinary need.

Production in quantity. One of the problems in providing housing
for large-scale catastrophes is the reality of production bottlenecks.
When you have a single system, it can easily bottleneck. The Lou-
isiana proposal mitigates that in the most efficient way with tech-
nology supplied by multiple construction systems, some of which
are “open shelf” systems. Ours is keyed to Lowe’s. Any Lowe’s can
actually provide the materials for some of our Hurricane Katrina
cottages, which means they are available in containers ready to go.
And as you know, Lowe’s has a distribution system that is second
to none. You may know that Wal-Mart and Lowe’s were the first
people in after the hurricane right behind the National Guard, and
they provided the water and the supplies. It is a fantastic system,
built in, it requires no public subsidies to actually have this ready
to go. That is only one of the open shelf systems we have. The Lou-
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isiana proposal, if permitted, will explore this aspect of emergency
housing, the fact that it can be supplied, and we are now consid-
ering up to five different technologies so that the bottlenecks are
virtually impossible. Also, this failure, technical failure of a type,
and some of the FEMA trailers by the very few manufacturers that
were used, the current ones, if they fail technically, the failure is
cataclysmic because you do not lose one, you lose tens of thousands.
This is impossible in a system that actually uses many tech-
nologies.

Last, I would like to say that the community aspect is important.
If these are essentially—and, by the way, we have submitted up to
six different designs. The designs are for in-fill for individual lots
but also for the creation of new communities. These new commu-
nities are relatively dense, but they look single-family, up to 35
Enits to the acre while looking like single-story, single-family

ouses.

One of the things we would like to further explore with the
FEMA funds available is to provide the services that are necessary.
Anything from barbershops, banks, post offices, daycare centers,
small markets, FEMA offices, and so forth must be simultaneously
provided in a dignified way. These sort of concentration camps that
FEMA trailer parks have turned into fulfill the worst, absolutely
the worst fears of the neighbors who think that they are going to
turn into slums, which indeed they have. The Louisiana housing
proposals are of quality that you can achieve a mix of poor people,
lower-middle-class, and upper-middle-class. People of different
classes can live comfortably in these communities because of the
nature of our design.

Now, to speak a little bit about Mississippi and

Chairman LANDRIEU. If you could wrap up in about one minute.

Mr. Duany. Right. To speak a little bit about Mississippi and
Louisiana and the nature of their—the Mississippi trailers are dif-
ferent from the Louisiana ones. The Mississippi ones, they can
come faster; they can be the absolute first responder. They can be
stocked somewhere, and they can be in within weeks. Ours will
take a little longer. But gradually those, which essentially are mo-
bile homes, very good-looking mobile homes but mobile homes, nev-
ertheless, could gradually evolve into the next ones, which is to say
they are both necessary. I think the selection was brilliantly done.
The only thing we do not understand is why there are 9,000 of
those, essentially, of a certain type which are vulnerable to
monocultures. You know, 9,000 of anything is a problem right
there. It is not that they are inferior. They are excellent and nec-
essary. But I do not understand why there are 9,000 of those and
only 400 to 500 of ours, when actually we have greater diversity
and ours are the ones that provide actually the more permanent so-
lution to the problem.

So I would say what is necessary is a rebalancing, not so much
opening it up to more types, which would be a tremendous delay,
because the array that is available is very substantial, but there
may be a rebalancing in types. I do not think that the 400 that we
have and the funding that we have would allow suitable experi-
menting in terms of providing the stylistic differences and the tech-
nical differences that are necessary to break the problem of the
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monoculture. Nor have we been funded to do the neighborhood cen-
ters which are necessary, the ones that contain the banks and the
administration buildings, post offices, and so forth, that we could
certainly use some additional funding for that.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Thank you. Mr. Badman.

TESTIMONY OF JOHN BADMAN III,' FOUNDER AND CHIEF
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, RE: FORMED SYSTEMS, INC

Mr. BADMAN. Thank you, Senator Landrieu. I am Jack Badman,
CEO of RE: Formed Systems. First, let me say that better and
cheaper approaches to providing disaster planning, response, and
recovery do exist. They exist now and are available to FEMA, to
the Federal Government, and to the American taxpayer.

Five years ago I founded our firm to find a way to build Force
5 hurricane-proof houses for the price of wood housing, hence pre-
vent having to rebuild every time a hurricane hits. This was ex-
panded into our comprehensive Emergency Planning, Response,
and Recovery System, which we submitted to Alabama for consider-
ation in the Alternative Housing Pilot Program. Alabama and Mo-
bile County ranked our system No. 1 and featured it in their pro-
posal—Mobile County Alternate Housing Pilot Program. We had
discussed doing a demonstration of our emergency housing, and
how quickly a lot of it could be assembled by unemployed workers,
then show how it all transitions into temporary housing, then how
all these materials could be incorporated into truly permanent
housing. We had hoped to do a large emergency response develop-
ment, but Mobile County said FEMA controlled how much money
we would get. FEMA did not select us, and we have not received
a debriefing. We are unaware of a selected concept that better met
their RFP’s criteria. We also hope to better understand their ra-
tionale in a debriefing.

We offer a “pay one time” and “ship one time” approach that re-
sults with virtually indestructible housing suitable for any location
that Hurricane Katrina struck. Our emergency housing, which
competes with tents, hotel rooms, and cruise ships, is highly flexi-
ble and far more cost-effective. It can be a studio or a 1- to 5-bed-
room shelter. Each family is allocated what they need, in a private,
secure facility. They do not have to cohabitate in a tent with other
families. Thousands of various sized shelters can be erected at var-
ious sites within 12 hours of a storm’s passing. We anticipate being
able to construct and furnish shelters faster than emergency work-
ers can sort out who will be assigned which shelter. Lots of
preplanning is involved, but it is highly cost-effective and very re-
sponsive to evacuees’ needs in a time of crisis.

While families inhabit our shelters, without disturbing them ex-
cept for 2 hours, their shelters can be expanded quickly into tem-
porary housing by adding our toilet and kitchen modules and a
long list of amenities and wrap-around services. This replaces
FEMA trailers with a long list of benefits. When no longer needed,
the materials for our emergency to temporary housing is disassem-
bled and locally reassembled into our permanent Force 5 hurri-

1The prepared statement of Mr. Badman with an attachment appears in the Appendix on
page 103.
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cane-proof, submergible housing. All material is shipped one way
and is consumed locally. Money spent for emergency to temporary
housing materials is not wasted since all the materials are incor-
porated into our permanent housing. Nothing becomes surplus or
obsolete, nor needs to be shipped to storage yards, stored or refur-
bished. There are no disposal problems.

During the next emergency response everybody gets fresh, new,
next-generation materials. In future storms no one will feel they
are getting used trailers or less-than-the-latest. In summary, in-
stead of paying first for emergency housing via tents, then paying
for temporary housing via FEMA trailers, then paying for perma-
nent housing—which really may be destroyed again—our system
has all the materials in our emergency housing included in our
temporary housing, and all that is included in our permanent hous-
ing, which will never have to be replaced. Each phase just adds
more materials to the previously used materials. Our permanent
housing conceals all materials behind new finishes, so nothing
looks used. This approach was honored as the “Disaster Response”
cover story of CM magazine, the official magazine of ACMA, the
American Composite Manufacturers Association, and the world’s
largest trade organization for polymers. It’s on our website,
ReFormedSystems.Com. A photo from the first of my four trips to
New Orleans is on the cover. What it does not show is right behind
the teddy bear is its owner’s body.

Saving money has not been our only objective. We feel FEMA
failed to recognize some of the benefits we bring. Our system is
one-third the cost of their current system. It is far faster and pre-
vents having to spend money for future damage; hence, it has an
extremely low life-cycle cost. In the future, we suggest FEMA ad-
dress what should be their most important goals, make these goals
their primary focus and ensure that they select the new, vitally
needed innovative approaches that work toward meeting these
goals.

The greatest problem is in pre-hurricane planning. FEMA should
be seeking new innovative approaches that can provide permanent
units that can be sited anywhere, including on the coast and under
sea level. This requires a variable wall system to develop the flexi-
bility needed. We are unaware of any of the selected systems that
can do any of the above or the following: FEMA should look for sys-
tems which do not use wood, gypsum, SIP panels, or other mate-
rials prone to flood or mold damage. Seek structures designed to
be submergible, which can have the muck and mold cleaned. Evac-
uees will lose the use of their houses until cleaned out, but no
structural damage should be likely. In floodable areas, FEMA
should not use materials such as wood and SIP panels that float
and add buoyancy forces if underwater. Seek materials that are
very compact and only ship one way via high-speed common car-
rier, so the highways and commuters are not affected by slow traf-
fic, trucks pulling trailers, etc.—hence, with shipping costs and ag-
gravation that are far lower.

Ideally, nothing has to be eventually returned to storage yards,
refurbished, or disposed. A great advantage would be in systems
that require very few skilled workers to assemble it, and do not
compete for scarce carpenters. Hence, unemployed persons seeking
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hard but rewarding work can earn money while taking pride in
helping their communities respond or rebuild.

Systems should not have a fixed sized, not be design specific or
copyrighted like a Hurricane Katrina cottage. This allows commu-
nities to determine how their units will look and aids community
buy-in. Key is taxpayers should not be asked to keep paying for
disaster recovery over and over again. The criteria should be fix it
once and never have to have it fixed again. This is in the Gulf’s
best interest. By rebuilding with what will not be destroyed, tax-
payers will back it. More money will gladly flow into the Gulf.
Mortgages and insurance with be available. Tax incentives should
pass to back this new approach. Find systems which are ideal for
the areas that now cannot get mortgages or insurance.

Because FEMA did not recognize the need for all the above,
which we offered, we are concerned that FEMA is not asking the
right questions. As CM magazine explained in more detail, there
are approaches such as ours that can be of great benefit to FEMA,
the evacuees, the communities, the States, and the taxpayers. As
such, we feel Congress should now add an additional pilot project
that encourages the development of additional projects in order to
test the additional diverse ideas available. We suggest this new
pilot project be viewed a venture capital and suggest FEMA draw
on the technical community to help rank and select those projects
with the greatest potential return on investment and long-term
payback.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Can you wrap in just a minute?

Mr. BADMAN. Yes. With such an enhanced selection process, tax-
payers should see new hope that there will be improvements, new
approaches, new effective planning, real progress. By investing ad-
ditional pilot program funds effectively now, trillions can be saved
over time, making it of outstanding help to the community, not just
taxpayers. We hope Congress and FEMA will give us an oppor-
tunity to work together for the common good.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Thank you all very much.

Let me just begin by saying the time is going to be so short this
morning that I anticipate we are going to have to do a second hear-
ing on this subject sometime shortly because we have really just
scratched the surface with the problems and challenges for hous-
ing. And I recognize that we are not the only Subcommittee focus-
ing on this, and you all have testified before other committees. But
while I have heard a lot of problems, I have not heard many solu-
tions this morning, and we are going to have to get to some better
solutions.

But for the purposes of this panel, as one of the key architects
of the $400 million pilot program that was supposed to be to seek
alternatives from the trailer situation that was described not just
by Louisiana officials or Mississippi officials but by Florida offi-
cials, who said people had been in trailers not for 3 years, not for
5 years, but for 15 years, with no way out and no good options. We
put this $400 million in to explore alternatives, only to find out re-
cently that of the $400 million, $275 million was awarded to one
State for the Park Model project, which was Mississippi; $74 mil-
lion to Louisiana, which had three times the housing loss of Mis-
sissippi, but we got one-third or less of this particular funding pool;
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and then projects like Mr. Badman has suggested did not get any
consideration and still to this date, since the award, has not re-
C(éived any information about why their project did not get award-
ed.

So I guess, Mr. Jamieson, this is for you and General D’Araujo
to try to explain to the public at large how this was done. I know
that you all say it was done competitively, but I am holding in my
hand the competitive grant document. Unless my information is in-
correct, there is no competitive process, this is still in draft form?
Or is there one that has been finalized? Because I cannot find it.

Mr. JAMIESON. Senator, in relation to your specific question, I am
not aware of any final document.

Chairman LANDRIEU. So there is no final competitive process
that everybody keeps saying was used. There is no final competi-
tive process.

Mr. JAMIESON. Well, there was a process——

Chairman LANDRIEU. There was one made up for the purposes
of this program, but there is not a standard one, because this is
the draft.

Mr. JAMIESON. Actually, Senator, we engaged in competitive
grant processes after September 11, 2001, for communication inter-
operability and a variety of different supplemental funding——

Chairman LANDRIEU. So you used that process for this process
because we do not have a standard one.

Mr. JAMIESON. Yes, we did.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Is it also true that you gave the States only
30 days to respond?

l\gr. JAMIESON. I believe it was in the neighborhood of 30 days,
35 days.

Chairman LANDRIEU. And was there some reason that could not
be extended?

Mr. JAMIESON. Just the urgency in terms of trying to run this
process as quickly as we could to get different alternatives in ad-
vance of the upcoming hurricane season.

Chairman LANDRIEU. So you must have assumed the next hurri-
cane was going to hit Mississippi and not Louisiana or Alabama or
Florida or North or South Carolina since $275 million went to Mis-
sissippi. So how did we know that the next hurricane would hit
Mississippi? Because we would be happy to pass that information
on.
Mr. JAMIESON. Senator, we do not presuppose that the next hur-
ricane is going to hit

Chairman LANDRIEU. But you sent the majority of the money to
Mississippi in case a hurricane did?

Mr. JAMIESON. What we attempted to do through the pilot pro-
gram and through using the Gulf Coast States as a laboratory is
explore different alternatives that could be used nationally, any
hurricane, any natural disaster——

N Ch‘;iirman LANDRIEU. So how many Gulf Coast States do we
ave’

Mr. JAMIESON. We have five that were involved in the pilot pro-
gram.

Chairman LANDRIEU. And do you disagree that the end result of
a competitive process that was never fully established, that 75 per-
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cent of the money basically went to one of the Gulf Coast States?
Was their project so superior—I see the ranking here, and I just
will submit it to the record, that was a score of 182. The Cypress
Cottage was next at 156; Texas Heston was 159; Modular
Townhome in Mississippi was 157. So there is only a one-point dif-
ference between these in the ranking. Mobile County I do not think
got anything. They were 146.

Was the Park Model so superior? And if it was superior in its de-
sign—which let’s just grant for the sake of this argument. Let’s just
say we are going to prove through a series of these hearings beyond
a shadow of a doubt that the one design was so far superior than
everything else that was submitted. Why do they need—how many
are we going to provide for them?

Mr. JAMIESON. Senator, you will see in the documentation that
I think their proposal came in at something in the neighborhood
of 7,000 or something like that based on

Chairman LANDRIEU. So we are going to provide 7,000

Mr. JAMIESON. No, we are not. As a matter of fact, the panel spe-
cifically—there are two housing alternatives

Chairman LANDRIEU. So how many are we going to provide?

Mr. JAMIESON. In the neighborhood of 1,800.

Chairman LANDRIEU. For $275 million?

Mr. JAMIESON. Well, the other part of their proposal is the Mis-
sissippi Cottage, and that is—we thought

Chairman LANDRIEU. OK. So let’s just get for the record: How
many cottages and how many trailers on wheels?

Mr. JAMIESON. There will be 1,858 mobile park units that will be
awarded to Mississippi with the funding that they received. Mis-
sissippi Cottages, there will be: Two-bedroom, 1,397; three-bed-
room, 1,396; for a total of 4,651 units.

Chairman LANDRIEU. So my point is, based on being one of the
key authors of this total amount of funding, that the idea of it was
to promote alternatives, not to build communities. And if the alter-
natives worked, then we could expand it fairly across the Gulf
Coast and, frankly, the Atlantic Coast, that has similar vulner-
ability here.

Mr. JAMIESON. Sure.

Chairman LANDRIEU. But evidently, that thought obviously never
got communicated to FEMA in the way this grant was put out. You
just decided that we just needed to get these houses in Mississippi
in case a hurricane hit them again and too bad for Louisiana, Flor-
ida, or anybody else that might have people in harm’s way. Is that
the thought or the argument, the process that you went through?

Mr. JAMIESON. No, Senator. It clearly is not the thought or the
process that we went through.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Then why is it necessary to have 1,800 of
something to prove it works?

Mr. JAMIESON. Well, we did not prejudge what States could pro-
pose. To overemphasize to make a point, I was prepared to say that
if no State submitted a competitive proposal, that all of the funding
could go to one State—Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, or Texas.
The intent of this was to let the marketplace speak to us and tell
us how we could do better than the current manufactured housing,
travel trailers and mobile homes that we were currently using. And




37

so what we did is we evaluated what was given to us by the States.
A technical panel looked at it. They told us what they thought were
the most and the best solutions.

Now, I think there is an argument that can be made in terms
of what is the right number of units to constitute a fair evaluation.
Is it 7,000? Is it 1,500? Is it 10? But what we have to do is react
to what the States gave us, look at the technical evaluation that
we received, and make a decision.

Chairman LANDRIEU. See, I disagree with that. I do not think
you had to react to what the States gave you. You are the agency
trying to evaluate different models and projects for the benefit of
the Nation. You were supposed to look at alternatives to trailers,
which have been proven to work only in a very certain cir-
cumstance. They are expensive, and they can be vulnerable, and
they might be appropriate in certain circumstances. And the record
was replete with meeting after meeting, document after document.
And so we said, OK, since we are spending billions of dollars in a
system that seems to not be meeting the needs of our constitu-
ents—rich, poor, black, white—let’s provide some funding to seek
alternatives. It wasn’t let’s provide funding to keep one State safe
or safer from the next disaster. It was to explore. And there was
no mandate to spend all the money in the first 6 months. I do not
know where that came from. This was supposed to be money avail-
able to explore options. That was turned into, “Let’s hurry up and
give 75 percent of the money to one State to build communities.”

Mr. JAMIESON. Senator

Chairman LANDRIEU. And that is a violation of the intent of the
funding.

Now, I am going to submit the memos to the record, and we are
going to have another hearing on this because it is a pattern, I
want to say, a pattern of not allocating money fairly between
States to not meet the great challenges that we have to find ade-
quate housing and response to disasters. And it is just another evi-
dence in my view to that.

And I will just say this for the record, and I know I am taking
the prerogative as the Chairman, but that is what chairmans get.
It is making it extremely difficult for a person like myself or any
Senator representing any State to actually do anything about this,
because every time we specifically direct funding to a State, we are
told that we cannot do that any longer. There are no more ear-
marks. There is no more direct funding. So we trust—which will
probably be the last time I do this—trust administrators with fund-
ing, hoping that you all will make appropriate decisions because we
have some restrictions on earmarks, self-imposed but nonetheless,
and ones that I do not necessarily agree to for this exact purpose.
So it makes it even more frustrating in trying to get funding for
a variety of different alternatives to try out, let us see what would
happen over the course of the year, and then decide among all
these what is the best and maybe move our entire Federal program
closer to that. But that effort has now been thwarted by the award-
ing of this contract, in my view.

Now, the time is short. Does anybody want to add anything else
to this record? And we will probably have another hearing on it.
Mr. Badman.
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Mr. BADMAN. Just one comment to back up Mobile County’s sub-
mission. We feel that we offered the only one that actually ad-
dressed emergency, temporary, and permanent housing. In fact, all
the housing that was selected is permanent housing, and I think
the real need is to find a way to transition through each of the
phases and not have it be three times the current cost. And that
is what we propose.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Any closing comments, General D’Araujo?

General D’ARAUJO. Just a couple, if I could, Senator. Let me add
from my perspective that, in my view, I thought the structure of
the competitive guidance that was put together for this particular
program—and I know you referred to the draft guidance there—but
there was a specific competitive guidance document that guided me
in this process. That is what I attempted to follow: The objectives
for providing alternative solutions for future disasters, the life-cycle
costs, the applicability across not only the Gulf Coast but across
the country for future disaster operations.

I think it would be remiss on all of us if we do not take those
many lessons learned, some of them extremely painful, and use a
mechanism like this to adjust for catastrophic events in the future.
I think this does that.

It is arguable about how the money was allocated, which projects
were most meritorious. But keep in mind, I would ask, that we re-
ceived requirements for $1.2 billion, and taking away administra-
tive costs, we had about $388 million to allocate. Lots of good ideas
that came out of them, a number that you heard here.

One of my last comments in the memo that I sent to the Director
of Management was that we not discard the other solutions that
were not funded by this program and that FEMA, through its Joint
Housing Solutions Group, keep those active in their review for
other possible support. I am led to believe that that is being done.

Those are the only comments that I would leave you with, Sen-
ator.

Chairman LANDRIEU. I appreciate that, but I will just say that
the chance to highlight some of the worthy aspects of many of
these other programs has virtually been lost. FEMA can say what
it wants to about what it liked to do. Maybe it could buy a bill-
board and promote how good some of them were. But the money
that we allocated is gone, and the chances of me going back to an
Appropriations Committee and saying please give me money for the
projects that were not identified because they were good is non-ex-
istent.

So whatever chance you all had to take a little bit of money that
we gave you and highlight across the board some interesting pro-
posals, you chose not to do that. You chose to go to mass production
of one, and that is either what we are going to be stuck with—let’s
hope it is really good because that is what you all did.

Go ahead, Mr. Jamieson.

Mr. JAMIESON. Senator, thank you, first of all, for the oppor-
tunity to be here with you. I would like to say—and the other ven-
dors who proposed, as a matter of fact, I think Mr. Badman’s point
is a good point, and that is that all of those who proposed have an
opportunity to review and have a back-brief in terms of the award
process——
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Chairman LANDRIEU. Well, when are you going to do that with
each of them, so I could send them a note and let them know that
FEMA will talk with them

Mr. JAMIESON. Senator, I will go back and I will follow up with
your staff in terms of getting a date when we can do that.

Chairman LANDRIEU. OK.

Mr. JAMIESON. I do think there are opportunities—as General
D’Araujo pointed out, there were a lot of good proposals in there.
There were a lot of tough decisions that were made by technical ex-
perts and architects in terms of those proposals. I do think the Post
Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act (PKEMRA) in terms
of the Stafford legislation does offer us the opportunity to explore
some of those.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Let me just say this one other thing. The
reason that this is so hard for me to understand is because under
the general community development block grant funding which
went to the States in question, the State of Mississippi received
$5.5 billion for the community development block grant program,
of which their general housing program only needed $3 billion. So
they had an additional $2 billion. They could have bought these
themselves, and they could buy all of them with the $2 billion they
have extra.

So I am very puzzled as to how this was a free market or how
this was based on demand or need. So we are going to visit that
aspect of it, too. In other words, if the State of Mississippi thought
that this program was so valuable, it actually has money in its
bank account, it could have bought 5,000 of these if it wanted to.

Mr. JAMIESON. As does Louisiana, Senator.

Chairman LANDRIEU. No. I will say this: Louisiana does not have
any extra community development block grant because—let me just
say this for the record, because we are going to have many hear-
ings until the truth comes out. The community development block
grant funding that came to Louisiana was $10.5 billion. If you mul-
tiply three times three—we had three times three more houses de-
stroyed than Mississippi. So if you want to use that as a basis—
you do not have to, but it is one objective criteria—other than the
political criteria that has been used. If you want to use objective
criteria, then we should have gotten $15 or $16 billion. We got
$10.5 billion. So we are either short $6 billion or we are short $17
billion, depending on what portion you want to use.

Now, that is a fact. It is not Mary Landrieu’s opinion. It is a fact.

So we are going to be pressing this fact about how these commu-
nity development block grant monies were distributed, and I under-
stand that it was Congress itself that put a cap that no State could
get more, which started this distortion. But that distortion is going
to be corrected sooner or later.

Mr. JAMIESON. Senator, if I could make one final point, I think
that the subject of need keeps coming up in terms of whether or
not this Alternative Housing Pilot Program was designed to meet
need. And I think the other statistic that needs to be looked at is
the assistance that went into Louisiana for individual assistance
where $5.5 billion went in for individual assistance and $1.2 billion
went in for Mississippi, and
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Chairman LANDRIEU. Well, it is only because there were more
people displaced in Louisiana.

Mr. JAMIESON. That is precisely right, but that is my point.

Chairman LANDRIEU. It is only more people displaced

Mr. JAMIESON. I think in terms of the housing need, that is an
adequate barometer in terms of FEMA’s desire to meet the imme-
diate and emergency housing needs in the State. That was my only
point.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Anything else?

Mr. JADACKI. Senator, I believe our report speaks for itself, so I
have no additional comments. Thank you.

Chairman LANDRIEU. I thank the panel very much, and I appre-
ciate—go ahead, Mr. Duany.

Mr. DuaNy. I would just add one thing, which actually could be
functionally. The funds that we have are substantial funds, and
they can be used to greater effect if FEMA would manifest some
flexibility in the proposals. When we only had 30 days to do it, we
had thoughts, we had ideas, but not all the thoughts and ideas that
could possibly be explored. And many have emerged, and the Lou-
isiana program can actually make substantial contributions to the
intention of the bill if you could—if FEMA would retain a flexible
mind about additional good ideas that have emerged since. And it
is not necessarily happening, and I would say that if you would
urge them to do so, it would be a much better outcome.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Well, I am not sure how much my urging
is getting FEMA to do anything, but I will continue to try. But if
you would submit those in writing to me, I will present them to
this agency. I will do my best.

Mr. Duany. Thank you.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Mr. Badman.

Mr. BADMAN. Senator, may I suggest strong focus be addressed
to pre-hurricane planning. I think the greatest failure of all has
been the failure to set up emergency response. With our system, if
properly set up, we will be there instantly. And I think other sys-
tems can do that, too, and that is really where we have to start.
We cannot have a knee-jerk reaction. We cannot be trying to figure
out solutions after the disaster. We have to be ready for them
ahead of time. And I think all the planning that was done after it
was excellent, but a greater focus has to be on planning ahead of
time.

Chairman LANDRIEU. Thank you, Mr. Badman. But you might be
shocked to know that in another committee that I sit on, most of
the planning money that goes from the Federal Government block
grant to the States has been cut out substantially. We have learned
very little lessons from Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, because we
needed that money to fund interoperability. So instead of finding
additional funding, we cut the planning money to give it to inter-
operability. So we have got some interesting work ahead.

Thank you very much. The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:32 a.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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Good morning, Chairwoman Landrieu, Senator Stevens, and members of the
Committee. It is my pleasure to be here with you today to update you on the
elements and aspects of our housing mission and responsibilities, and how FEMA
utilizes its authorities to meet the housing needs of those impacted by

Presidentially declared disasters.

As part of the recent FEMA restructuring mandated by the Post-Katrina
Emergency Management Reform Act, and in keeping with Administration’s vision
for a new FEMA, the agency has realigned its housing assistance programs under
the Individual Assistance program area within the new Disaster Assistance
Directorate, formerly the Recovery Division. In addition, Administrator Paulison,
recognizing the importance of the logistics mission, realigned the Emergency
Housing Unit, which is responsible for the storage, maintenance, and delivery of
temporary housing units, under a newly independent Logistics Directorate, headed

by an Assistant Administrator. I will address both.

Under Section 408 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency
Assistance Act, FEMA is authorized to provide individual and household
assistance to the eligible victims and families of Presidentially declared major
disasters. Broadly speaking, this assistance falls into two general categories:
housing assistance and other needs assistance. Housing assistance authorized
under the Stafford Act includes financial rental assistance, home repair assistance,
home replacement assistance, and direct housing assistance, the last usually
provided in the form of transportable, manufactured housing. Direct housing is
only provided as a last resort, when other means of providing housing are either
unavailable or practically unworkable. Other Needs Assistance authorized under
the Stafford Act includes financial assistance to address disaster-related medical

Page 2



43

and funeral expenses, replace certain limited categories of personal property,
provide transportation, help with moving and storage expenses, and meet other
serious needs faced by eligible disaster victims. The Stafford Act as currently
written caps the amount of financial assistance, but it allows that amount to be
adjusted annually for inflation. Financial assistance for disasters declared during
fiscal year 2007 is capped at $28,200, however, Katrina and Rita were declared in
fiscal year 2005, so the cap is $26,200 for victims of these storms. This is the
maximum amount of aggregate financial assistance any eligible disaster victim, or

household, can receive in a given disaster.

For those eligible Katrina and Rita disaster victims reaching the $26,200 limit on
financial assistance, but still needing housing assistance, FEMA is providing
temporary housing through direct housing assistance options, which are forms of

in-kind housing assistance funded completely by the Federal government.

The Federal government funds 100% of all housing assistance, but is limited by
statute to funding 75% of Other Needs Assistance; the other 25% must be
provided by the State. It is important to note that FEMA’s housing assistance
programs and authorities were not designed to provide long-term housing
solutions, but rather to provide eligible victims with temporary accommodations
while they pursue a permanent housing solution on their individual road to
recovery. Moreover, the assistance FEMA provides was not designed, nor is it
intended, to take the place of private insurance, which is usually much more
comprehensive in nature. Finally, FEMA assistance is not intended to make a
household whole after a disaster; at best, it serves only to provide limited

assistance as a helping hand to start a household on the road to self-sufficiency.

In response to Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, FEMA has provided over $7 billion in

financial assistance to over 1 million households through its Individual Assistance
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programs. This includes over $5.3 billion in housing assistance and $1.7 billion in

other needs assistance. These numbers include:

¢ $2.30 billion of rental assistance, distributed to over 870,000 households.
As of March 25, 2007, 32,885 households continue to receive some form of

rental assistance payment.

e Over $436 million in home repair payments, helping make more than

185,000 Katrina or Rita-damaged homes habitable across the Gulf Region.

*  More than $339 million to over 33,000 households to assist them with the

purchase of replacement housing.

¢ In Louisiana alone, approximately $5.5 billion to individuals and families
under our Individual Assistance programs, with more than $270 million

distributed since the one year anniversary of Katrina.

In the vast majority of disasters to which we respond, FEMA is able to help
individuals and households address their temporary housing needs entirely through
financial assistance, by providing rental assistance to displaced residents to
temporarily lease available rental units, and through financial assistance for
limited housing repairs. However, Hurricanes Katrina and Rita destroyed or
resulted in major damage to tens of thousands of homes and apartments, greatly
limiting the number of rentable resources throughout southern Louisiana and
Mississippi, and requiring that FEMA aggressively employ our direct housing

authorities.

Under the authorities granted to us by the Stafford Act, FEMA can provide direct
housing support to eligible victims and households either through the lease of

Page 4



45

existing housing resources, such as apartment buildings, or through the provision
of manufactured housing units, such as travel trailers and mobile homes.
Following Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, both options were employed. Direct
leases were secured to provide housing to eligible evacuees outside the impacted
area, and manufactured housing was provided within the most heavily damaged
areas of Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, and Texas to make up for the severely
limited supply of housing stock. While manufactured housing, particuiarly travel
trailers, do not offer all the amenities of a fixed housing resource, they
nevertheless allow disaster victims who lack alternative options, to remain in their
communities and close to their jobs, families, and schools, while they pursue a

permanent housing solution.

o QOver the last 20 months, FEMA has housed more than 120,000 households

in travel trailers and mobile homes.

s Asof April 12, 2007, the total number of households currently living in
temporary housing has decreased to 83,463, including 54,986 in Louisiana
and 26,181 in Mississippi.

e 81 percent of our temporary housing units are on private sites where

individuals are rebuilding their homes.

o In order to house pre-disaster renters or those without access to a private
site, FEMA constructed 162 group sites across the Gulf, including 115 in
Louisiana. As of April 12, 2007, 141 group sites were still open along the
Gulf Coast (106 in Louisiana, 35 in Mississippi).

Recognizing that many Hurricane Katrina and Rita victims and households have

still not obtained permanent housing or achieved self-sufficiency, the President
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has directed FEMA to continue providing housing assistance to eligible applicants
until the end of August 2007, 24 months after the disaster declaration. FEMA’s
financial and direct housing assistance must, by statute, end 18 months after a
disaster declaration unless the President grants an extension. This extension gives
both disaster victims and assistance providers, at every level of government and
within the voluntary agency community, additional time to help challenged
victims reach a state of enduring self-sufficiency methodically and
compassionately. Critical to that goal is the reconstitution and development of
permanent housing, and a key initiative supporting that objective is the Alternative

Housing Pilot Program.

In the 2006 Emergency Supplemental, Congress set aside $400 million out of the
Disaster Relief Fund for the purpose of having FEMA conduct a pilot program to
evaluate alternate forms of temporary housing that would, in the aftermath of a
disaster, provide alternatives to our traditional reliance on travel trailers and
mobile homes. The Appropriations language required that this pilot be conducted
in those areas hardest hit by the hurricanes of 2005, which FEMA subsequently
determined to be the States of Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and
Texas. Recognizing that a competitive grant strategy promised the greatest
opportunity for success, FEMA developed a supporting process to ensure that
those proposed projects that maximized the selection criteria received first
consideration in the awards. The Alternative Housing Pilot Program Grant
Guidance was released on September 15, 2006, and applications from the five
eligible Gulf Coast States were due October 20, 2006. All of the five eligible
States submitted applications that collectively contained 29 separate project
proposals totaling almost $1.2 billion in requested grant funding. However, $388
million has been made available for award, with three percent of the overall

amount dedicated to administrative and management costs, evaluations, and
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amendments, as needed. Our partner in this effort, the Department of Housing and

Urban Development (HUD), will lead the formal evaluation of the pilot projects.

A Technical Review Panel composed of FEMA experts assessed the soundness of
each project from a building science, engineering, historic preservation, logistics,
and mitigation perspective. Subsequently, a National Evaluation Panel composed
of experts from the Office of the Federal Coordinator for Gulf Coast Rebuilding,
HUD, American Institute for Architects, F EMA, DHS Preparedness, the National
Emergency Management Association, and a private sector
construction/engineering firm met in seclusion for one week to review each
proposal and the assessments of the Technical Review Panel. Afier a period of
review, discussion, and assessment, each panelist on the National Evaluation Panel
individually and independently rated each submission, based on pre-established
grant guidance criteria. Panelists were prohibited from sharing these final scores
with each other. Panelists were also invited to provide written comments on each
project. All of this information was provided to the Primary Selecting Official,
who determined that the most meritorious construction project - if competitive -
from each State should be awarded an Alternative Housing Pilot Project grant,

maximizing the number of competitive States receiving funding, The following

five projects were selected for Alternative Housing Pilot Project grants:

Mississippi | Green Mobile 5930450 | 85% 55,890,882 !
oo | Park Model and . .

b Qb STTR 4 2
Mississippi Mississippi Cottage $400.000,000 69% $275,427,730
Louisiana | C7Press Cottage $87,696.906 |  85% $74,542,370 3

Partners

Texas Heston Group 519,378,500 85% $16,471,728 4
Alabama g:ge"f Bayoula | gisami100| 8% $15,667,293 6
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Projects selected for possible funding under AHPP were announced on December
22, 2006. Since then, the FEMA Grants Office and Guif Coast Recovery Office
have, as part of the pre-award negotiation procedures, been working with the
States to clarify and resolve issues, and ensure each selected project is viable.
Some of the issues include: site/location of projects, compliance with local zoning,
permit and flood zone regulations, blue prints, architectural and engineering
drawings, budget and cost information, and disability provisions. Upon
completion of all pre-award procedures, the grantee may access up to 50 percent
of its grant funds. The remainder of the grant funds will be accessible when the
grantee successfully completes all pre-construction activities, to include
compliance with any and all Federal requirements that apply to a particular
project. States will be required to provide additional information for appropriate

FEMA review before any remaining funding for the projects will be released.

On April 11, FEMA awarded the State of Mississippi $275,427,730 for the Park
Model and Mississippi Cottage Project. The project will include state-of-the-art
engineering standards, designed to maximize energy efficiency with
environmentally sound materials. Both units are designed to withstand 150 mile
per hour winds, incorporating an advanced anchor system to substantially secure
the unit to the ground. Once tested and proven, these models could be used in
response to future major disasters. We expect several of the other grantees to

receive its funding in the very near future.

As previously stated, the evaluation of the pilot projects will be led and managed
by HUD, and supported by FEMA’s Joint Housing Solutions Group and
Transitional Recovery Office field staff, who will assist with the day-to-day
monitoring of the projects. These responsibilities will be fully articulated in an

Inter-Agency Agreement.
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Finally, we want to provide a brief discussion of our temporary housing inventory.
The FEMA Logistics Directorate maintains several manufactured housing storage
locations across the nation, which host approximately 15,000 never-used
manufactured homes and travel trailers, as well as many more thousands of units
which, after providing disaster victims many months of temporary housing
service, have successfully fulfilled their mission and been returned to FEMA.
Because the pace and volume of these returning units threatens to overwhelm
existing storage space, FEMA has been working closely with the General Services
Administration (GSA) to accelerate disposal, primarily through GSA’s Exchange
Sales Authority and GSA’s Surplus Property program. In addition, the new
FEMA, together with our partners at GSA, has pioneered a proactive disposition
initiative that allows previously used but habitable units to be expedited through
disposal processing to become available to States that have suffered an event
requiring temporary housing support, but which do not necessarily qualify for a
Presidential disaster declaration. We are proud of the success of this initiative,

and believe it reflects a new, more flexible, more proactive FEMA.

President Bush, Secretary Chertoff, Administrator Paulison, and the men and
women of FEMA are dedicated to the mission of disaster and victim recovery, and
staunchly committed to improving the speed, efficiency, and accountability with
which we perform that mission. That commitment is not only to the victims and
communities of those disasters that we expect to face in the future, but to those
victims and communities still struggling with the personal, professional, and social
consequences and challenges of past disasters. Together, with our outstanding
partners throughout the federal, state, local, private, and voluntary agency
commuﬂities, we will continue to advance ideas and pursue assistance solutions
that will effectively, and compassionately, help individuals and communities
recover, re-establish, and reclaim their neighborhoods and communities.

Thank you. Ilook forward to discussing FEMA’s recovery efforts with the
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On behalf of Charlotte County, we would like express our gratitude to
the Committee for the invitation to speak to you today. It is indeed a
high honor and privilege to share our experiences and offer our input.
We are hopeful that through this process we can help improve this
vital emergency response system.

During the Hurricane season of 2004 Charlotte County, Florida
experienced four named storms/hurricanes crisscrossing the County
over a six week period. The devastation was overwhelming with the
county still recovering in many areas of this small coastal community.
With a population of just over 174,000, the human loss as well as the
economic loss was in many cases not able to be quantified even
though our loss of life was minimal. The Federal Emergency
Management Agency immediately arrived in Charlotte County and
was strongly involved in direct recovery in the urgent aftermath of
these natural disasters. This included the construction, assembly and
mobilization of a temporary housing program that was essential to our
recovery progress.

Charlotte County started with 2,252 family units in FEMA temporary
housing. This equates to roughly 9,000 individuals. Of these, 551
mobile/manufactured homes were installed on County owned land
leased to and controlled by FEMA near our rural county airport. This
facility received most of the notoriety over the months of its existence.
There were 75 mobile/manufactured homes at two commercial
mobile home parks in the county, 1,042 travel trailers on private sites
(during reconstruction of damaged property) and 584 travel trailers in
commercial travel trailer parks.

The existence of these temporary housing units was absolutely
critical to the start up of the regional recovery process. Thousands of
individuals would have been homeless without the availability of
these housing units. There would have been a much higher level of
risk factors for the community as it relates to disease, injury and life
threatening situations, due to challenges and handicaps.

As with any program of this size and importance, a number of
significant issues related to the operation of this program became
evident. There was a lack of significant control or criteria for
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continued occupation of sponsored housing. Those requirements in
place were loose and prevented the vacating of units in a timely
manner. There was limited local input into the decision process for
the renewal of housing placements. We experienced little interaction
between FEMA housing staff and local housing agencies/staff to
expedite placements. The rental inventory was received from real
estate lists on line or listings in the newspaper. Most were outdated
before they were available to the public. There was a conscious
decision, by FEMA, to prevent direct access to residents by social
service agencies to help with placements due to confidentiality
policies. When this access was allowed in July of 20086 it resulted in
the placement of over 450 families within 60 days.

In May of 2006 a decision was made by FEMA to charge rent to
those remaining occupants of temporary housing. Collection of rent
was not enforced, so for the most part — no rent was paid. There was
no incentive nor was there any aggressive action to make the trailers
a disadvantage and advance the recovery process by moving more
individuals into permanent housing when available, sooner.

There were specific issues related to the mobile homes in the FEMA
Park. These issues were related to the many social forces that came
into play. The park was closed to County and other agencies until
eight months prior to initial lease end. There was significant crime
from occupants due to lack of police protection and security. There
was, at the highest point, an average 450 calls per month to the
County Sheriff's Office at the Airport FEMA site alone for vandalism,
domestic violence, theft and fear of safety. There was an ever
present drug culture in the park, the root of most of the problems.
There was no social support, i.e., ho activity alternatives, no energy
release for children, no recreational facilities, no central community
center facility for families to congregate and have a sense of
community, no worship facilities, no retail or convenience store for
essential supplies and necessities.

During the history of the temporary housing program there was a
rotation of occupants during the first twelve months. Those with the
means to do so moved out into permanent housing. The early
occupants were able to replace or rebuild housing, find rental housing
or move into apartments that became available over time. The
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emptying of units offered the opportunity to fill them with families on a
FEMA waiting listt The park became a continual changing
neighborhood without any neighborhood characteristics. After the
initial twelve months, the Park no longer was a traditional housing
project. It became a concenfration of low to moderate income
individuals that included persons on disability, fixed Social Security
retirement, other retirement funds, welfare recipients, persons with
mental and physical challenges and squatters. The occupants were
of all ages, with many having their place of origin out of Charlotte
County.

The travel trailers had fewer and less difficult problems associated
with their use. Most were on private property with a much higher
degree of motivation to move on. There were, in many cases, large
families or numbers of people in each unit. It was reported, in some
cases that up to twenty individuals were living in very limited and
small units. Recreation vehicles are compact and not designed to
live in for an extended period of time. As with the mobile homes,
there was little interaction with local governments regarding local
codes and the continuation of occupancy requirements. Some units
were not where they were recorded to be and found on alternative
sites without FEMA or County knowledge. Units were vandalized
regularly by occupants and others because there was no vested
ownership by occupants and no concern for them after the need left.

The Temporary Housing experience that started as “a necessary
adventure in living” for most involved, quickly turned into cramped
living space, extreme unit closeness to neighbors, filth, and problem
ridden housing. Even though, for the most part, it was free housing, it
became tense and very insecure after about six months.

If asked what we would like to see changed or done differently should
the need for temporary housing arise again in this community, we
would offer the following observations:

e The trailer complexes should be much smaller, fifty or less
units. Larger facilities, by nature, require an “"out of town”
location because of the massive land requirements. This
results in access problems as well as the lack of “ownership” of
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occupants in their own rebuilding efforts and that of their
community.

o We would seek stricter criteria for housing eligibility and
continuance soon after the initial shock of the disaster has
passed and a legitimate evaluation can be started.

¢ Individuals should be located as close to their original
community as possible. This could result in participation in the
rebuilding of their neighborhood by being closely involved.

¢ We would ask that there be stricter local code adherence
enabling the local building and zoning officials’ involvement in
solving the long term housing problems related to rebuilding.

¢ In our opinion, there needs to be absolute deadlines enforced
when housing is or becomes available and when the program
will end under normal circumstances,

e The FEMA “partnership” with locals should be started and
enhanced in the beginning to expedite the process of
placement. Local community management should be instituted
as soon as possible and practical. it is our opinion that FEMA
is not and should not be a long term housing organization.
FEMA needs to become an emergency response agency and
then move onto other response needs.

¢ At some point early in recovery, FEMA should relinquish control
of temporary housing to the agencies of federal, state and local
governments that have expertise needed to assure that the
goal of the program is adapted to local needs and is effective.

¢ The federal sources of funds that were used to staff this project
could be redirected for a shorter time period, at a lower level to
support the local efforts to place these people.

In conclusion, the Disaster Recovery Federal Temporary Housing
Program as administered by FEMA was and is essential to protecting
citizen life, limb and property after the event. Without these
temporary housing units, the effects of such an event would be much
more devastating. This program allows the victims of the disaster to
have a relatively safe, dry and secure dwelling to bridge housing
availability due to the loss of properties and the funds to rebuild or
replace housing.
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The Charlotte County units were well used. Approximately 80% of
the original housing clients rotated out to permanent housing in the
first twelve months after the event. FEMA then worked through their
waiting list for placement from travel trailers to mobile homes. [t was
this transition that affected the viability of the program from this point
forward. Placement was hindered by the lack of access to the
residents for agency assistance to move the project on to closure.
The unit occupant demographics became individuals that had no
urgency or intention of moving on until forced. The program would
not allow local FEMA staff to “evict” these individuals therefore
causing a standoff with the trailer residents building resentment in the
general County population and in the media.

Currently the land lease between FEMA and the County has expired
without renewal. The mobile home park is now empty and being
reclaimed by the removal of infrastructure and electrical services.
The remaining units that were occupied have been vacated and
seven remaining occupants have been moved into travel trailers in a
commercial park with no date certain for finalization of this program.
FEMA officially ended this program in early 2007. There remain two
units that are being worked through by FEMA and the county with
agency resources. The rest are not progressing through a placement
process with any zeal. Charlotte County purchased seventeen (17)
units from FEMA and has sold them to the occupants for continued
temporary housing. Two are mobile homes that are being
permanently placed in mobile home parks outside of the county.
Fifteen are travel trailers that are on private property and are
occupied until the adjoining property is rebuilt or replaced. If there is
no building permit or if a permit expires, the travel trailer must be
moved to a suitable properly zoned property. Titles for these
properties have not been transferred to the final owners due to FEMA
not being able to locate certificates of origin, as per FEMA staff. The
price paid by the County to FEMA and then paid by the occupants to
the county is $500.00.
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Chairwoman Landrieu, Ranking Member Stevens, and Members of the Subcommnittee,
thank you for the opportunity to testify today about the housing circumstances of low income
people whose homes were damaged or destroyed in the 2005 Gulf Coast hurricanes.

T am Sheila Crowley, President of the National Low Income Housing Coalition; our
members include non-profit housing providers, homeless service providers, fair housing
organizations, state and local housing coalitions, public housing agencies, private developers and
property owners, housing researchers, local and state government agencies, faith-based
organizations, residents of public and assisted housing and their organizations, and concerned
citizens. The National Low Income Housing Coalition does not represent any sector of the
housing industry. Rather, NLIHC works only on behalf of and with low income people who need
safe, decent, and affordable housing, especially those with the most serious housing problems.
NLIHC is entirely funded with private donations.

Immediately after the immense destruction of Hurricane Katrina became apparent,
NLIHC and several of our national partners convened what has come to be known as the Katrina
Housing Group. Our purpose was to learn about the housing conditions of displaced low income
people, to transmit information about federal policy and programs, and to advocate for an
effective federal response. This group continues to meet weekly and now includes 30 national
organizations and dozens of Gulf Coast organizations in Louisiana, Alabama, Mississippt, and
Texas. We have co-convened two meetings of national and Guif Coast housing organizations
here in Washington to help bring the housing problems of low income evacuees to the attention
of Congress, and spounsored three Congressional briefings. We have written innumerable letters
to and had countless meetings with the Administration and Congress advocating for
improvements to policy and programs for housing for low income evacuees. Our weekly
publication on federal housing policy that now includes a section on hurricane recovery.

We were active in the development of H.R. 1227, the Guif Coast Hurricane Housing
Recovery Act of 2007, which passed the House by vote of 302-125 on March 21. We urge the
Senate to take up H.R. 1227 without further delay. I hope that at least one outcome of today’s
hearing will that the members of the Homeland Security Committee urge Senator Dodd,
chairman of the Banking Committee, to move H.R. 1227 to the top of his list.
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The consequences of Hurricane Katrina for the citizens of the Gulf Coast were
catastrophic in all aspects of family and community life, but perhaps no more so than to the most
basic of human needs — a safe and decent place to call home. The scope of physical destruction of
homes caused by Katrina has not been experienced in the United States since the Civil War,
Nearly a million homes were damaged,; a third of them were destroyed or damaged severely.!

NLIHC estimates that over 70% of the most severely damaged homes were affordable to
low income families prior to the disaster.> Very few of these homes have been replaced. Given
the slow pace of rebuilding, the vociferous opposition to development of affordable rental
housing in many Gulf Coast communities, and the failure of the states to set aside funds for
replenishing the lost rental housing stock, there is little chance that the majority of the homes that
once were affordable to low income families will ever be replaced to pre-storm levels.

Thus, it is important to understand that unlike more typical disasters, that is, less
catastrophic disasters, when displacement from one’s home is temporary, a large number of the
people displaced by Hurricane Katrina will never return to their homes - or their communities or
their jobs. Indeed a significant percentage of people who were displaced do not intend to return
and have made the choice to settle elsewhere. A February 2007 Zogby poll of all evacuees still
in the Houston area commissioned by the United Way found that 73% intend to make Houston
their home, 14% do not, and 13% are unsure.? It is past time for them to be in permanent homes.

But the loss of affordable housing stock caused by Katrina added to an already acute
shortage of housing in the United States that the lowest income people can afford. There are
9,022,000 extremely low income renter households and only 6,187,000 homes renting at prices
these households can afford, paying the standard of 30% of their income for housing. This is an
absolute shortage of 2,835,000 units.* Extremely low income households are those with incomes
at or below 30% of the area median. In Baton Rouge, that is $16,740 a year or less. In
Anchorage, it is $23,070 a year or less. In Houston, it is $18,270.5 These are elderly and disabled
people on fixed incomes or people in the low wage workforce. Whatever ways low income
families on the Gulf Coast coped in this housing market before the disaster are no longer
available to them. They will require federal assistance.

In order to fully comprehend the complexity of what faces us, we must both distinguish
between the temporary housing response and the housing rebuilding response and to understand

t. U.S Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and Research. (2006).
“Current Housing Unit Damage Estimates: Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, and Wilma, February 12, 2006.” Unpublished
document.

2. National Low Income Housing Coalition, (2005, September 22). Hurricane Katrina’s Impact on Low Income
Housing Units Estimated 302,000 Units Lost or Damaged, 71% Low Income. Research Note #05-02.”. Washington,
DC: NLIHC.

3 Zogby International. (2007, March). “Tracking Poll: Hurricane Katrina and Rita Residing in Houston.” Submitted
to the United Way of the Texas Gulf Coast.

4. Pelletiere, D. (2007). American Community Survey estimate shows larger national, state affordable rental
housing shortages. Research Note #07-01. Washington, DC: NLIHC.

5.Wardrip, K., Pelletiere, D., & Crowley, S. (2006). Our of reach 2006. Washington, DC: NLIHC.
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how they are interrelated. Here we must grapple with the responsibilities of FEMA and HUD, as
well as the thorny issues of Congressional jurisdiction over policy and funding for both agencies.
I will start with temporary housing.

TEMPORARY HOUSING

Beyond mass shelters, temporary housing for displaced people has taken the form of hotel
rooms, cruise ships, tents, travel trailers and mobile homes, and rent assistance provided in at
least four different ways. With the exception of rent assistance for displaced households who
were living in some form of HUD-assisted housing prior to the hurricanes, all of the temporary
housing has been administered by FEMA.

In the days immediately after the disaster, numerous voices from across the political
spectrum called for housing assistance for displaced people to be in the form of Section 8
housing vouchers issued by the Department of Housing and Urban Development and managed by
local public housing agencies. The Senate passed legislation to that effect on September 15,
2005, but the measure was rejected by the House and the Administration.

Instead, on September 23, 2005, the Secretaries of Homeland Security and Housing and
Urban Developmient announced a bifurcated temporary rent assistance approach with
approximately 32,000 previously assisted HUD households the responsibility of HUD and
FEMA assistance for everyone else.

Attached is a time line that describes the ups and downs of the temporary housing
programs. Let me just say that in my 30 years as a social worker, I have seen my share of poorly
conceived and poorly executed social service programs. Nothing comes close to the horrors of
the FEMA rent assistance programs in response to Katrina. The best description of the program
is from U.S. District Court Judge Richard Leon who ordered FEMA to “free these evacuees from
the ‘Katkaesque’ application they have had to endure.” Also attached are exhibits from the case
filed against FEMA in which four social workers and an attorey in Texas describe their
experiences in dealing with FEMA on behalf of their clients. They speak for themselves. Another
lawsuit, Ridgely v. FEMA was filed just last Thursday, The complaint includes equally vivid
descriptions of what people have had to endure.” I urge the Subcommittee members to take time
to read the complaint.

It is impossible for me to know precisely how many low income households remain
displaced and temporarily housed these nineteen months later, because FEMA continues to
withhold detailed and up-to-date data from the public.® But let me offer an analysis that will give
you a rough estimate of the scope of the problem.

6 ACORN v. FEMA, Case 1:06-cv-01521-RJL, Document 17. (U.S. District Court of the District of Columbia,
2006, November 29).

7 Ridgely v. FEMA, filed in U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana, April 19, 2007.

8. Afier repeated unsuccessful attempis to get FEMA to disclose what should be publicly available data, NLIHC filed
suit against FEMA in the U.S. District Court of the District of Cotumbia on April 20, 2007 for failure to respond to
our FOIA request.
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According to the most recent posting on FEMA’s website, 127,848 households displaced
by Katrina and Rita are still receiving FEMA housing assistance. Of these 90,791 are in trailers
or mobile homes.” We understand that FEMA believes approximately 20% of these trailers are
in trailer camps. The remaining 80% are on individually owned property. We can reasonably
assume that families who are living in camps were renters prior to the storm. It is homeowners
who are living in trailers on their own property while their homes are being rebuilt. We can also
reasonably assume that anyone who still is living in a FEMA trailer camp does not have the
resources to make other arrangements. Thus of the 90,791 household in trailers, approximately
18,000 are permanently displaced.'

The other 37,057 households still receiving FEMA housing assistance are receiving
monthly rent assistance. While almost 20,000 are in Texas, these families are found in every
state.!! Both the trailer and rent assistance programs were scheduled to end on February 28.
Under great pressure not to turn people out on the streets, FEMA extended temporary housing aid
until August 31, at which point another crisis decision will be needed.

We believe that a large number of households that were receiving FEMA rent assistance
have been erroneously or wrongfully terminated, as is asserted in Ridgely v. FEMA. At its peak,
the FEMA 408 program served 723,786 houscholds. By May 2006, 246,786 had requested
continued assistance, but only 180,636 were granted such aid.'>!* Another 60,000 households
received rent assistance through the 403 program; some, but not all, were transferred to the 408
program in the summer of 2006.'4

In one of the early lawsuits against FEMA, a federal judge ordered FEMA to reassess
about 5,000 cases of rent assistance that had been terminated and FEMA reinstated
approximately 25% of the households.!S Applying the 25% error rate to the combined program
participants of approximately 307,000 households, perhaps as many 77,000 more households
continue to eligible for and in need of FEMA housing assistance than are currently receiving it.
Thus, minimally 55,000 FEMA assisted households and potentially as many as 132,000 total

9. U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency. (2007, February 25). “Katrina
and Rita (DR-1603 - DR-1607) Direct and Financial Housing Assistance Breakdown as of 2/25/2007.”

10. A study of a sample of 576 randomly selected families living in FEMA trailers found that trailer living was taking
its toll. The lower one’s income prior to Katrina, the more likely one was not to be working now. The children
showed many symptoms of persistent emotional distress. Adults who are parents or caregivers report heightened
levels of depression and anxiety. Rates of health insurance coverage have plummeted as former workers remain out
of the workforce and one in six children in need of medical attention did not try to receive care. And rates of
absenteeism from schoo! are rising among elementary and high school students alike. See Abramson, D., R.
Garfield, & 1. Redlener. (2007). The Recovery Divide: Poverty and the Widening Gap Among Mississippi Children
and Families Affected by Hurricane Katrina. NY: Columbia University National Center for Disaster Preparedness
11 U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency. (2007, February 25).

12, U.8. Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency. (2006, May 3). “Hurricane
Katrina and Rita Rental Assistance and Recertification.” Unpublished document.

13.We can assume that some portion of the 723,786 households who got rent assistance from FEMA in the months
immediately after the hurricanes have reestablished themselves and no longer need aid. Receipt of disaster rental
assistance is not means-tested.

14, U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency. (2006, February 27). “FEMA
News: Frequently Asked Questions.” Press Release Number FNF-06-03.

15 ACORN v. FEMA, Case 1:06-cv-01521-RJL, Document 17, (U.S. District Court of the District of Columbia.
2006, November 29).
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households remain displaced.

We know that most of them are quite poor. The March 2007 Zogby poll found that 86%
had household incomes of less than $23,000 a year, with 69% with incomes less than $15,000 a
year. Prior to their evacuation, 72% were employed. Now only 38% are employed. Twenty-four
percent are 55 years of age or older and 6% of the under 55 evacuees are disabled.'® Regular
anecdotal reports from caseworkers and legal services attorneys who are assisting evacuees who
remain displaced confirm that their clients have very little income. 7

The disconnect between the reality of being poor and permanently displaced and the
fiction that one’s displacement is temporary dictating the terms of housing assistance creates
considerable stress and anxiety. Consider the absurdity of the letter that FEMA sent housing aid
recipients informing them that their eligibility for aid had been extended from February 28 to
August 31, 2007. “Although the Temporary Housing Program has been extended, you have a
responsibility to become independent of this assistance.” This indicates either a lack of
understanding of the circumstances of the displaced people or a lack of empathy for their plight.
The same can be said for the local government officials who are agitating to close down FEMA
trailer camps in their jurisdictions. Just where do they expect people to go?

Recommendations:

1. Transfer all households still receiving FEMA rent assistance into the Section 8 housing
voucher program and continue to provide assistance as long as they remain income eligible. Once
the displaced household is no longer eligible for the voucher, the voucher itself will terminate.
Congress must appropriate sufficient funds for these vouchers. Further, offer all low income
households currently living in trailer camps the option of receiving a Section 8 housing voucher
instead of the trailer. This will at least allow them the choice of moving elsewhere. For people in
trailer camps in or near the affected areas, there will be little housing they could rent with
vouchers in the foreseeable future. H.R. 1227 includes provisions to authorize these transfers.'®

The Section 8 housing voucher program has many advantages over FEMA housing

16. Zogby International. (2007, March).

17. Of the approximately 32,000 low income evacuee households who were receiving HUD assistance prior to the
storm and whose temporary housing assistance was provided through the HUD Disaster Voucher Program (DVP),
HUD reports that 11,483 households were still receiving Disaster Vouchers as of April 19. Please note that some
10,000 of the households that HUD says were eligible for DVP never enrolled in the prograra. Their whereabouts
remain a mystery, but certainly some may be in FEMA trailers. Disaster vouchers are due to expire on September 30,
2007.

An unknown number of low income displaced households were aided by their receiving communities with existing
federal housing resources intended for their own citizens, including public housing, Section 8 housing vouchers, and
Section 8 project-based units. At a time when every community in the country faces an extreme scarcity of housing
affordable for the lowest income families, to divert these resources away from local needy people to assist people
who should have assisted by FEMA is a scandal. | learned recently of a jurisdiction in the DC metro area that created
a special program out of their federal HOME funds to provide ongoing rent assistance to several displaced families
from the Gulf Coast who had been denied FEMA rent assistance.

18. HR 1227, Title IX, Section 902).
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assistance. First, vouchers require that the tenant contribute 30% of their income towards the
rent. This is both a more normal way of living for the tenants and means rent assistance through
HUD is less costly than rent assistance through FEMA. Second, vouchers are locally
administered, where services are delivered by local people who are knowledgeable about their
local housing markets and not by anonymous people at the other end of the FEMA 800 number.
Third, the voucher program has long established rules, regulations, and procedures that are
known or knowable to all, unlike the FEMA program where there are few known rules and
constantly shifting interpretations of what rules there are.

2. Require GAO to undertake a comprehensive review of all households whose temporary
housing assistance was terminated.!® For all households who were wrongfully terminated, FEMA
should reinstate them if they can demonstrate continuing eligibility and financial need for
housing assistance using HUD criteria, i.e. incomes at or less than 80% of the area median and
paying more than 30% of their income for their housing. Further, all reinstated households
should be transferred to the HUD Section 8 housing voucher program and continue to receive
assistance as long as they remain eligible.

3. Require FEMA to establish data collection, analysis, and management systems such
that its service delivery can be made transparent and accountable.

4. Require GAO to undertake an assessment of the amount of local housing resources that
have had to be used to assist people displaced by the disaster and require that FEMA reimburse
these jurisdictions.

5. Require HUD to determine the number of displaced HUD-assisted households who do
not want to reoccupy their assisted units when and if these units are repaired or replaced.
Congress must appropriate sufficient funds to provide these households with Section 8 vouchers.
Once the displaced household is no longer eligible for the voucher, the voucher itself will
terminate. H.R. 1227 includes such provisions. 20

6. Enact legislation that will make HUD responsible for all disaster housing aid needed
for 30 days or more in future disasters. In its own “lessons learned” report issued in February
2006, the White House called for HUD to lead housing efforts in future disasters. In the last
Congress, Representatives Richard Baker (R-LA) and Barney Frank (D-MA) co-sponsored
legislation to transfer all disaster housing aid that would be needed for 30 days or more to HUD.
H.R. 5393 was voted out of the Financial Services Committee on June 14, 2006. Senator
Landrieu introduced a companion bill, $.2983.

HOUSING REBUILDING

The State of Louisiana estimates 82,000 rental homes in the state sustained severe or
major damage, that 47% of the housing in the affected areas was rental housing, as were 55% of

19 HR 1227, Title 111, Section 308
20 HR 1227, Title 11, Section 201 and Title I1I, Section 306).
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the homes in New Orleans.2! Even if there were sufficient resources to reproduce that level of
rental housing, there appears to be very little will to do so. Assisting home owners is the top
priority of both Louisiana and Mississippi plans for their CDBG allocations, with attention to
rental housing as an afterthought.

The major federal resource for rental housing was the allocation of Low Income Housing
Tax Credits. Tax credit properties must have rents set to be affordable for people with incomes at
50% or 60% of the area median. The initial estimate of units these tax credits would produce was
54,000 units of rental housing.?2 The reality is that the GO-ZONE LIHTCs will likely produce as
few as 25,000 units in Mississippi and Louisiana because the costs of construction and operation
of housing, most notably insurance rates, have skyrocketed.

Moreover, many of these units will be lost if Congress fails to extend the placed-in-
service date for tax credit properties. Again the House has acted by passing H.R. 1562, the
Katrina Housing Tax Relief Act of 2007, which would extend the placed-in-service date through
December 2010. Last Congress, Senator Landrieu introduced legislation to do the same. Itis a
mystery to housing advocates why the Senate has not acted on this simple provision. Any
resemblance of economic recovery in the Gulf Coast depends on increasing housing for the
workforce that is needed. Having investors pull out of already approved housing development
deals will send a strong signal to the nation that Congress is not really committed to the recovery
of the Gulf Coast.

Of the $16.7 billion that Congress appropriated in disaster CDBG funds, $1 billion was
designated to repair or replace the affordable rental housing stock, including public and assisted
housing. Moreover, Congress granted the states unusual flexibility in who can be served by their
CDBG funded programs. Instead of 70% of the funds benefiting people with incomes at or below
80% of the area median (low income), only 50% were required to serve this income group and
HUD was allowed to waive even the 50% threshold.

In Mississippi, HUD did grant such a waiver. Of Mississippi’s $5.6 billion CDBG
allocation, $3.2 billion was dedicated to what has turned out to be an undersubscribed home
owner grant program. One hundred and five million dollars were set aside for repair of public
housing. Mississippi has not yet publicly released for comment its rental repair program, but
some details have emerged. The state will set aside $262 million for a rental repair program that
will provide $30,000 grants to small landlords to repair properties with four or fewer units. In
exchange for these grants, landlords must agree to keep the units affordable to primarily middle
income households for a period of five years. Mississippi still has $1.5 billion for which it has no
plans at this point.

The Louisiana Road Home plan pays more attention to rental housing needs than does the
Mississippi plan. Some of the state’s $10.4 billion CDBG funds were set aside to capitalize an
operating fund to provide rental subsidies to make LIHTC units more affordable to lower income

21, State of Louisiana, The Road Home. (2007). Small Rental Property Program Small Owner & Owner Occupant
Round 1 Application Handbook. Baton Rouge: Author.

22 Fischer, W. & Sard, B. (2006, February 27). Housing Needs of Many Low-Income Hurricane Evacuees Are Not
Being Adequately Addressed. Washington, DC: Center on Budget and Policy Priorities,



63

households. The high cost of construction means more CDBG funds have gone to gap financing
of LIHTC developments and less for the operating subsidy. Advocates argued strenuously for an
allocation of Section 8 project-based vouchers to be the operating subsidy for LIHTC units and
continue to assert that Section 8 is the best method for filling the gap between the operating costs
of a rental unit and what a tenant can afford. H.R. 1227 authorizes 4,500 Section 8 projected-
based vouchers.2? We think at least 25,000 are needed.

Louisiana has also dedicated $869 million of its CDBG allocation to a “small rental
property program.” The purpose is to assist private landlords with repairs to one to four unit
rental properties that have damage estimates of more than $5,200. Landlords will receive
forgivable loans of $20.000 to $72,000 in exchange for renting to tenants with incomes at 80%,
65% and 50% of the area median, with rents set at affordable rates. The longer affordability is
maintained, the more of the loan is forgiven. The number of units that can be repaired under the
program is approximately 20,000. None will be affordable to the lowest income families.

It has been widely noted that while Louisiana sustained 75% of the housing damage
caused by the 2005 hurricanes, Louisiana did not receive a concomitant share of the federal
housing resources. Texas and Alabama were shortchanged as well and low income housing in
those states has also been neglected.

Clearly more resources are needed if the Gulf Coast is to have enough housing for the
people who live there now and the people who will come there in the future. To date, no
resources have been dedicated to rental housing for people with incomes below 30% of the area
median. This is precisely the population who would be assisted with housing built or repaired
with the Affordable Housing Fund in H.R. 1427, the Federal Housing Financial Reform Act of
2007. H.R. 1427 was passed by the House Financial Services Committee on March 29 and is
expected to come to the House floor with easy passage in the next month. For the first year the
fund will be directed to Louisiana and Mississippi to replenish their low income housing supply.
Again, we need the Senate to take action as well.

A final note on rebuilding — much of the public discussion about low income housing in
the Gulf Coast has unfortunately focused on the future of public housing in New Orleans, a very
controversial subject. It has become the vehicle by which the deeply embedded and unresolved
divisions of race and class in New Orleans are being played out. New Orleans and the rest of the
Gulf Coast can ill afford to lose the housing resource that public housing provides. This does not
mean that existing physical units that have been long neglected and have served to perpetuate
racial and economic segregation should be preserved. It does mean that the federal housing
resources coming to the Gulf Coast prior to Katrina must not be lost.

The National Low Income Housing Coalition and many of our national and local partners
developed a set of principles to guide redevelopment of public and assisted housing in the
affected areas. They are attached. Much of what we suggest is included in H.R. 122724 The two
most important are that each unit of public or assisted housing that is demolished must be
replaced with a unit of housing that is affordable to a family of similar economic status to the one

23. HR 1227, Title 11, Section 305.
24, HR 1227, Tide 1
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who lived there before. The new units can be anywhere in the region and should be in
developments that are economically integrated. The second is the right to return for all residents
who were in good standing at the time of evacuation.

Recommendations:

1. Immediately enact legislation to extend the placed-in-service date of the LIHTCs
allocated for Gulf Coast recovery.

2. Conduct careful oversight of the use of the CDBG funds allocated for Gulf Coast
recovery. Are the programs that the states have developed, including those in Texas and
Alabama, doing what they are intended to do? Who is being served?

3. Appropriate funding for 25,000 Section 8 project-based vouchers to provide operating
subsidies for new rental housing produced in the Gulf Coast affected areas.

4. Enact GSE regulatory reform legislation that includes an Affordable Housing Fund to
support the production and preservation of rental housing affordable to extremely low income
families and direct the resources to states where the housing supply has been affected by the Guif
Coast hurricanes for the first year.

5. Enact legislation that reflects the principles for redevelopment of public and assisted
housing in the Gulf Coast reviewed earlier.

CONCLUSION

Hurricane Katrina will be remembered as a seminal event in American history. The
emptying of whole communities happened overnight. The dimensions of the diaspora are
unknown in modern America. The destruction is so vast that it is only possible to comprehend by
going to the Gulf Coast and seeing for oneself. Katrina is about wrenching hundreds of thousands
of people from homes to which most will never return. Katrina is about the sudden and complete
loss of all that home means — safety, respite, privacy, comfort, and security.

Katrina is also about the generosity of ordinary people. One of the ways Katrina will be
remembered is by the common decency of many people who traveled to the Gulf to volunteer to
put a new roof on for a stranger or to strip moldy sheetrock out of houses still standing. Would
that it could be enough for the considerable charitable instincts of the American people to suffice
in the face of a disaster of this scope.

But it will not. Human beings organize governments to do what individuals cannot do for
themselves, with protection and recovery from wholesale catastrophe at the top of the list.
Unless policy and practice take a different turn from where they appear to be heading at this turn,
Katrina will be remembered as a massive public failure - a failure of political will to “do what it
takes.”
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Massive dislocation and loss have already happened and cannot be undone. But how
Americans decide to ameliorate the suffering that it caused is a choice we still can make. A
commitment to a national housing agenda that assures a sufficient supply of affordable housing
for everyone in neighborhoods and communities of their choosing, including those of limited
means, is a good place to start.

The prospect of families, especially poor, Black families who are already burdened by the
legacy of American racism, never having the chance to go home after Katrina should weigh
heavily on the hearts of all Americans. The pain of their forced exile will be embedded in the
narratives of their families and shape their sense of themselves as Americans for generations to
come. Unless everyone who was displaced by Katrina experiences genuine choice about where
he or she will settle at the end of the day, Katrina will leave an indelible stain on the American
soul.

Thank you for the invitation to come before you today and for your consideration of my
remarks.
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Dedicated solely to ending America’s
affordable housing crisis

. NATIONAL LOW INCOME
HOUSING COALITION

Timeline of the Federal Government’s Temporary Housing Response to Hurricane Katrina

September 1, 2005 - HUD places on its website its proposed response to the storm: a housing subsidy of $10,000 per
household displaced, regardless of household income, to supplement temporary housing costs for one year. Private
landlords, family members, faith-based organizations, shelters or friends would be eligible to receive the money for
housing a displaced family. This proposal was removed from HUD's website that day, and never referred to again.

September 1 - September 22, 2005 — FEMA encourages local governments to create housing programs for evacuees.
FEMA promises reimbursement as authorized by Section 403 of the Stafford Act. Such temporary rental housing
programs become known as “Section 403 housing.”

September 7, 2005 - FEMA announces no-bid contracts with five major corporations to provide trailers and mobile
homes for displaced hurricane victims. These contracts call for identifying and leasing targe plots of land in Louisiana to
house settlements of tens of thousands of trailers and mobile homes.

September 8, 2005 — Senator Sarbanes requests $3.5 billion for 350,000 emergency Section 8 vouchers to house
families displaced by the Hurricane. Advocates agree that HUD should be responsible for displaced households’
housing needs.

September 14, 2605 - Vice Admiral Thad Allen tells the Associated Press he is in discussion with states about where to
locate the government’s temporary “trailer cities” for tens of thousands of evacuees.

September 18, 2005 —350,000 emergency Section 8 vouchers for households’ displaced by the storms are approved by
Unanimous Consent in the Senate, and attached to an FY06 Appropriations bill.

September 15, 2006 — During a House Financial Services Subcommittee on Housing and Community Opportunity
hearing, Representative Maxine Waters (D-CA), Ranking Member of the Subcommittee, stresses the urgency of moving
people from shelters into transitional and permanent housing. She cautions against current FEMA proposals to erect
small towns of up 1o 25,000 manufactured homes in one space. “This is absolutely unacceptable. T am not in the
business of creating ghettos.” Representative David Scott (D-GA) is equally adamant in his objections to the creation of
densely concentrated trailer parks, calling them relocation “camps.”

September 16, 2005 — HUD issues guidance encouraging local Public Housing Authorities to use their existing
resources to house evacuees, despite long waiting lists in most communities.

September 18, 2005 ~ FEMA tells USA Today that it does not plan to set up huge tracts of trailers and mobile homes.
“That option is not even being considered.”

September 23, 2005 - FEMA and HUD announce transitional housing assistance programs. HUD’s program, named
the Katrina Disaster Housing Assistance Program (KDHAP) will serve all previously assisted HUD households, or
previously homeless individuals. HUD estimates that 65,000 households will be eligible for KDHAP, KDHAP is paid
for through a mission assignment with FEMA.

FEMA'’s housing assistance program will serve all other eligible households displaced by Hurricane Katrina. This
program is authorized by Section 408 of the Stafford Act and becomes known as “Section 408 housing.” Households

27 45" Swreet, KW, Sixth Floor « Washington, DC 20005 » Tel: 202/662-1530 o fax: 202/393-1973 » email: info@nlthcorg o hatp:/Avwwnlibeorg
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receive checks of $2358, meant to cover three months of rental payments. They can continue to receive such payments,
if they can prove continuing need, up until the statutory cap of $26,200.

September 30, 2005 - In a letter to President Bush, Senator Sarbanes urges that HUD have a more central role in
responding to evacuees’ housing needs. Thousands of families will need long-term housing assistance, wrote Senator
Sarbanes, and such assistance should not come from an emergency response agency such as FEMA,

October 12, 2005 — Six weeks after Hurricane Katrina made landfall, 22,847 people remain in emergency shelters,
while 576,136 people are living in motels, and 6,306 individuals are living on cruise ships. At this time, only 7,819
travel trailers and mobile homes are oceupied.

October 18, 2005 - Representative Nydia Velazquez (D-NY), a member of the Housing and Community Opportunity
Subcommittee of the House Financial Services Committee, writes to President Bush expressing concerns about the
Administration’s wasteful spending and uncoordinated efforts to house victims of Katrina. She advocates the use of
emergency Section 8 vouchers to meet the housing needs of displaced households.

October 28, 2005 — HUD announces a new disaster housing sub-program for those evacuated households that were
homeless prior to the disaster, persons with HIV/AIDS, or persons who were permanently housed in HUD Special
Needs housing units: Katrina Disaster Housing Assistance Program - Special Needs (KDHAP-SN). The program would
have the same benefits as the original KDHAP but be administered through a community’s Continuum of Care (CoC)
structure, This program never gets off the ground.

November 2, 2005 - FEMA announces it will give the full $26,200 to 60,000 households that lived in the most
damaged areas of New Orleans. Few people receive this check and FEMA subsequently denies having made such an
announcement.

November 3, 2005 - Widespread reports from the Gulf indicate that many households in need of rental assistance from
FEMA are not receiving their checks. Many are being denied assistance for no obvious reason.

November 4, 2005 — The provision of 350,000 emergency Section 8 vouchers is dropped in conference committee from
the final FY06 appropriations bill.

November 10, 2005 — A class action lawsuit is filed against FEMA, (McWaters vs. FEMA4), asserting that large
numbers of households in need remain unhoused because of FEMA’s poor handling of the housing program.

November 15, 2005 — FEMA announces that on December 1, immediately after the Thanksgiving holiday, it will stop
paying the room costs for more than 150,000 displaced people living in more than 53,000 hote! and motel rooms across
the country. FEMA said such a move is necessary to make evacuees more “self-reliant” and to help them “reclaim some
normalcy.” At this time, only 27,842 travel trailers and mobile homes are occupied, out of an estimated need of over
100,000 trailers. Over 2,000 people remain in shelters and aimost 7,000 people continue to be housed on cruise ships.

FEMA also announces that as of March 1 they will no longer reimburse cities and states for households in the housing
assistance programs that FEMA encouraged the cities and states to create,

November 15— 18, 2005 - Governor Rick Perry of Texas, Governor Haley Barbour of Mississippi, the congressional
delegation of South Carolina, San Francisco Mayor Gavin Newsome, three city agencies in New York and numerous
advocacy organizations appeal to FEMA to reconsider the deadline for motel room payments.

November 22, 2005 — Amidst criticism from national and state leaders as well as countless advocates, FEMA
announces it will continue to pay for the hotel rooms of hurricane evacuees until December 15. FEMA says that
displaced residents in ten states with the largest number of evacuees still in hotel or motel rooms have an opportunity to
extend that deadline until January 7.

December 2, 2005 — National housing advocates hold a press conference, calling on the Administration and Congress
to improve the federal government’s re-housing performance. They recommend that a unified and comprehensive
program of housing assistance be established for all displaced houscholds, relying primarily on the existing federal
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housing programs.

December 9, 2005 — The House Financial Services Committee holds hearing to investigate FEMA and HUD's housing
response to the disaster. HUD declines to attend, causing Ranking Member Barney Frank to threaten to issue a
subpoena for Secretary Jackson to testify.

At the hearing, Representative Maxine Waters says, “We cannot express how dissatisfied we are, how upset we are,
how embarrassed we are, [at the response to evacuees’ housing needs.] ...FEMA is not working,” said Ms. Waters.
“The federal government’s response to the housing needs of displaced people seems to be a case of the right hand
doesn’t know what the left hand is doing,” said Representative Nydia Velazquez. “Individuals don’t know how to
navigate the system to get assistance, so at end of the day, they aren’t getting any.”

Representative Barney Frank said, “The announcement of the hotel deadline on the eve of the Thanksgiving holiday was
one of the most heartless actions I have ever seen government do.” Representative Artur Davis (D-AL) called it “one of
the dumbest decisions that has ever been made in government.”

Also on December 9, 2005 — In testimony before the House Financial Services Committee, FEMA further explains
their March 1 deadline for reimbursing cities and states for their housing programs. By March 1, FEMA expects to
have a clear idea of where each houschold being housed under a state-administered program is, and what its needs are.
If eligible, the household will be transferred to the FEMA Transitional Housing Program (Section 408).

Also on December 9, 2005 — In written testimony to the Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental
Affairs, Scott Wells, Federal Coordinating Office for FEMA Joint Field Office in Baton Rouge, LA, testifies that
FEMA'’s Individual Assistance process must be reformed. “It is too complicated, which often resulits in confusion and
delays in timely delivery of cash and assistance to individuals,” He specifically notes as problematic sending checks
separately from letters explaining eligible expenditures.

Also on December 9, 2005 — Senator Sarbanes sends a letter the Chairman and Ranking Member of the Senate
Appropriations Committee, proposing that the Committee require that FEMA guarantee at least 12 months of rental
assistance for families displaced by Katrina. The letter says that rental assistance would be much more effectively
administered by HUD, The letter also asks the Committee to require that FEMA reimburse state and local governments
for rental payments for Katrina victims made pursuant fo existing leases for up to one year. Finally, the letter urges that
the Committee require that FEMA reimburse local housing authorities for the cost of the vouchers used to house Katrina
evacuees,

December 10, 2005 Senator Susan Collins, Chair of the Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental
Affairs tells the Washington Post, “I have long believed that it would have been far more effective at this stage for
FEMA to have given vouchers for housing and to assist people in finding private-sector housing. 1 think it still is a
possibility.”

December 12, 2005 — U.S. Judge Stanwood Duval, Jr. of the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana
issues a ruling that temporarily stops FEMA from ending its hotel/motel subsidy program on December 15. After calling
the disaster agency “numbingly insensitive™ and “unduly callous,” Judge Duval orders FEMA to continue its short-term
lodging program unti] at least January 7, 2006 for all evacuees nationwide still in hotels and motels. Judge Duval
further rules that those individuals who have yet to receive any assistance may remain in their federally subsidized
hotel/motel rooms untif February 7, 2006,

December 14, 2005 - HUD testifies before the House Financial Services Committee. Representative David Scott
questions whether the “call that individuals and housing advocates are increasingly raising, for FEMA’s housing
responsibilities to be transferred to HUD” should be answered. Brian Montgomery, HUD Assistant Secretary for
Housing and FHA Commissioner, responds, “1 am aware of that idea, but it is a decision for others to make.”

December 15, 2005 — The House Financial Services Committee approves H.R. 4100, the Hurricane Katrina Response
Act by a vote of 50-9, The bill authorizes $2.5 billion of funding for emergency Section 8 vouchers, among other things.

December 16, 2605 — By mid-December, 653,531 households displaced by Hurricane Katrina are receiving FEMA
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rental assistance.

December 18, 2005 — In an FY06 Appropriations bill, Congress authorizes $390 million for a Disaster Voucher
Program, to be administered by HUD. By early February, HUD transitions the KDHAP program into the DVP program,
allowing households previously assisted by HUD or previously homeless to receive Section 8-like vouchers.

In the same bill, Congress directs FEMA to provide written guidelines for transitioning evacuees into longer-term
assistance by January 13, 2006. FEMA does not comply.

December 25, 2005 - Corporate Lodging Consultants (CLC), the firm contracted by FEMA to manage the hote!
program, sends notices to hotels across the country asking them to participate in an Evacuee Census. Hotel managers are
asked to provide FEMA with the number of evacuees lodging in their hotels. They also distribute flyers to hotel
managers stating that, “The (hotel lodging) program will continue for all evacuees in all states until further notice
pending the resolution of certain issues now in litigation.”

December 30, 2005 — Hundreds of thousands of people remain on waiting lists for trailers and mobile homes, Only
53,429 trailers have been occupied to date.

January 2, 2006 - FEMA extends the deadline to end the hotel program until further notice. FEMA acknowledges that
they still do not know the identities of all displaced households currently living in hotels, nor do they know the location
of the hotels housing evacuees.

January 12,2006 - Judge Duval directs FEMA to extend hotel stays for hurricane evacuees if they are registered with
FEMA for temporary housing assistance and they have obtained a hotel authorization code by January 30. For these
evacuees, the hotel deadline is extended until two weeks after they have received (or been rejected for) temporary
housing assistance. The Judge rules that the earliest evacuees can be terminated from the hotel program is February 13;
those living in hotels {and who have registered with FEMA and have a hotel authorization code) in New Orleans or
Jefferson parish cannot be terminated from the program until after March 1.

January 13 and 14, 2006 - The Housing and Community Opportunity Subcommittee of the House Financial Services
Committee hold field hearings in New Orleans, Louisiana and Guifport, Mississippi. Mr. Scott Wells, the Louisiana
Federal Coordinating Officer for FEMA testified that that FEMA is beginning to investigate new methods of meeting
the demand for temporary housing in Louisiana. The agency announces it is looking into renting an entire apartment
complex in New Orleans, in order to place eligible applicants into apartments. But, said Mr. Wells, “The cold, hard fact
is that people may not be able to move back to their communities for months or years, because the housing stock does
not exist.”

Mr. Wells said that, soon after the storm, FEMA was putting 30 trailers online each day; they have ramped up to the
current average of 500 trailers per day. Mr. Wells acknowledged that this rate is stifl not fast enough to meet the
overwhelming demand, and said that his agency is working to further increase the number of trailers installed.

Representative Maxine Waters (D-CA), Subcommittee Ranking Member, said, “We are hearing about a lot of
bureaucratic nonsense in the siting of these trailers.” Indeed, Ms. Elise Boyer, an evacuee currently living in a hotel for
lack of a trailer, later testified that FEMA has refused to place a trailer in the driveway of her 9th Ward home because
the trailer would go four inches over her property line, even though she has obtained permission from her neighbor to do
50.

January 20, 2006 -HUD Secretary Alphonso Jackson responds to concerns of local officials from Houston, Texas over
how rent will be paid for the city’s 150,000 evacuees when FEMA stops reimbursing the city’s emergency rental
vouchers on March 1. Mr. Jackson says, “If they have not been able to find any other housing, FEMA will switch them
over to our program, and we will take up that process for the rest of the time that they’il be on the program,” he said.
“We’re not going to cut anybody off,” he said.

February 1, 2006 — During a press conference, U.S. Comptroller General David Walker says, “Housing beyond short-
term shelters also...remains a major problem, especially for victims who either cannot return to their community or
require housing options in their community if they do return.”
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February 3, 2006 - Several House Democrats send a letter to Department of Homeland Security Secretary Michael
Chertoft, expressing “exasperation with the failure of FEMA to comply with a Congressional directive 1o issue timely
guidance with respect to eligibility for housing assistance under the Section 408 program....FEMA’s continued failure
to issue guidance clarifying criterfa for ongoing eligibility for FEMA rental housing under the Section 408 program is
unconscionable.”

February 7,2006 - 10,777 fully furnished, unoccupied manufactured homes are being stored at the Hope, Arkansas
airport. To avoid having the homes sink into the muddy ground, FEMA orders jacks for all homes, and begins
accepting bids to gravel 293 acres under the homes at an estimated cost of $6 - $8 million. The homes cannot be placed
where they are most needed, in Louisiana and Mississippi, because FEMA’s own rules prevent it from siting
manufactured homes in flood zones. This rule was not considered when the homes were ordered.

February 8, 2006 - House Minority Leadership holds hearing on the post-Katrina housing crisis. Referring to the need
for emergency Section 8 vouchers, House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi said, “We did that successfully after
Northridge earthquake in California in 1994, If it was good enough for the California earthquake, it’s good enough for
Katrina.”

February 15, 2006 - The House Select Committee to Investigate the Preparation for and Response to Hurricane Katrina
released its final report, “A Failure of Initiative.” One of the Committees findings states that FEMA “failed to take
advantage of HUD’s expertise in large scale housing challenges.”

The report notes that, although FEMA has provided rental assistance to over 500,000 households, a key problem with
the provision of such assistance was households receiving their rental assistance checks days, and sometimes weeks,
befare receiving guidance as to how and on what the money should be used. “Use of a voucher system similar to the one
administered by HUD could have prevented this mistake...FEMA failed to take full advantage of HUD’s expertise and
perspective on large-scale housing challenges, such as the agency’s experience with voucher programs. HUD and public
housing authorities have the expertise and infrastructure to help non- HUD clients during disasters.”

Also on February 15, 2006 — HUD testifies before the Senate Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs Committee that it’s
initial estimate of 65,000 households eligible for KDHAP was too high; HUD now estimates that 24,000 to 32,000
households are eligible for its Disaster Voucher Program (DVP).

February 17, 2006 - A group of disability rights advocates file suit against FEMA, challenging FEMA’s failure to
provide accessible temporary housing.

February 23, 2006 - The White House releases “The Federal Response to Hurricane Katrina: Lessons Learned.” The
report finds that HUD, “with extensive expertise and perspective on large-scale housing challenges and its nation-wide
relationships with State public housing authorities,” was mistakenly not engaged in the housing response by FEMA
untif “late in the effort.” Noting that “HUD’s expertise lies in the provision of mid and long-term housing...for those in
need,” the report recommends that HUD be designated the lead Federal agency for the provision of temporary housing.

Also on February 23, 2006 — FEMA announces it will once again extend the hotel/motel subsidy program that has
been providing shelter for hurricane evacuees. FEMA says it will continue to pay for the hotel/motel rooms of evacuees
in Louisiana and Mississippi for two additional weeks, until March 15, citing a “severely depleted” housing stock in
those states. Only 69,775 trailers and mobile homes are occupied at this time.

March 3, 2006 - To date, 35,631 households in need of continuing rental assistance have been denied by FEMA.

March 8, 2006 — To date, 17,260 households have received Disaster Vouchers from HUD, though only about haif have
successfully leased apartments with the vouchers. HUD estimates that an additional 9,351 DVP-eligible households are
instead receiving some form of FEMA temporary housing assistance. Of the tens of thousands of people believed to

_ have been homeless prior to the disaster, only 20 are receiving disaster vouchers, despite their eligibility for the
program.

March 14, 2006 - Senate Hometand Security Committee Chair Susan Colilins {(R-ME) and Ranking Member Joseph
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Lieberman (D-CT) send a joint letter to Homeland Security Secretary Michae! Chertoff expressing concern about
FEMAs shortfalls in providing temporary housing assistance to survivors of Hurricane Katrina.

“Almost six months after Hurricane Katrina ravaged the Gulf Coast, housing remains among the most pressing
challenges facing thousands of residents in the region,” wrote the Senators as they cited problems with FEMA’s
implementation of the hotel/motel program, delivery of mobile homes and provision of Transitional Housing Assistance.

March 15, 2006 — Families continue to wait for needed trailers and mobile homes. 90,547 have been occupied to date.

March 26, 2006 — 5 days before the originally announced deadline, FEMA extends state and local bousing programs
until May 31.

May 3, 2006 — To date, 51,486 families that applied to FEMA for continuing rental assistance have been denied any
further assistance.

May 16, 2006 - Representatives Richard Baker (R-LA) and Barney Frank (D-MA) introduce H.R. 5393, the Natural
Disaster Housing Reform Act of 2006. The bill would establish HUD as the lead agency for long-term housing needs
resulting from disasters, among other things. Senator Mary Landrieu (D-LA) introduces companion legislation on May
23,

May 19, 2006 — A new class action lawsuit is filed, Watson vs. FEMA, to stop FEMA from ending rent assistance to
some 17,000 families on May 31, 2006,

May 25, 2006 - 62 Democratic Members of the U.S. House of Representatives file an amicus curiae brief in support of
Waston vs. FEMA. Representatives Regarding FEMA, the amicus brief states that, “the agency continues to engage in a
process that is marked by inefficiency, a lack of discernable standards, and seeming disregard for the plight of the
vulnerable survivors who are depending on the aid that FEMA is statutorily obligated to provide.”

May 29, 2006 — FEMA extends the deadline for 10 local rental assistance programs in Texas, through June 30.

May 30, 2006 - U.S. District Court Judge David Hittner refuses to order federal officials to continue emergency
housing programs for Hurricane Katrina evacuees through June 30.

June 16, 2006 ~ Judge Duval issues his decision in McWaters vs. FEMA. The Judge states, “The Court hesitates to
seemingly ‘reward” FEMA for what could be considered cagey behavior with regards to FEMA’s ever-changing
requirements. As the Court has previously found, FEMA's indecision and internal bureaucratic bumbling has strained
even the most patient of citizens.”

June 16, 2007 - The House Financial Services Committee approves by voice vote sending H.R. 5393, The Natural
Disaster Housing Reform Act of 2006, out of Committee with a favorable recommendation.

July 13, 2006 - Judge Hitter grants a preliminary injunction in Watson v. FEMA ordering FEMA to pay amounts for
utilities for all recipients of Temporary Housing Assistance under the Section 408 program, among other things.

July 25, 2006 — The Sierra Club releases results from its findings of FEMA trailers: 83% of the trailers tested show a
high level of formaldehyde, a toxic gas that could pose both immediate and long-term health risks

July 26, 2006 - FEMA’s new Director of Recovery, John D’ Araujo, fr., issues a memorandum changing FEMA’s
recertification policies for households transitioning from the 403 Emergency Sheltering Apartment Program to the 408
Temporary Housing Program.

According to Mr, D’ Araujo, the “difficult transition has created some communication and program challenges that
require immediate 408 assistance processing modifications...as a result of the multiple and varying 403/408

_ communications made to State/local governments, landlords and individual evacuees, FEMA has determined that an
extension of the 408 recertification period is warranted,” but only for households transitioning from 403 to 408.
FEMA has been requiring all 408 recipients to show proof of their continued need for temporary housing assistance
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every three months. However, under the new guidelines issued in the memorandum, those households that recently
made the transition from the 403 program after being determined eligible for 408 temporary housing will only have to
recertify once in order to have their assistance extended through October 31, 2006. Evacuees eligible for this extension
who do not meet FEMA’s recertification requirements prior to October 31 will not be eligible for additional assistance
beyond that date. Those households that do meet the requirements may be eligible for an additional recertification
period ending February 28, 2007.

August 1, 2006 — Travel trailers and mobile homes reach their peak occupancy rate: 119,625 occupied.

October 12, 2006 - FEMA extends rental housing assistance for some evacuees of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. The
extension applies to households that originally received rental assistance through a city- or state-administered program,
funded through FEMA’s Section 403 program, and have successfully transitioned to receiving rental assistance under
FEMA’s Section 408 rental assistance program. Households displaced from Hurricane Katrina will have their rental
assistance extended, without need for recertification, through February 24, 2007. Before the extension, these
households were required to recertify for continuing assistance by October 31,

October 17, 2006 - 92 nationa} and Gulf Coast housing and poverty advocacy groups write a letter to Department of
Homeland Security (DHS) Secretary Chertoff, HUD Secretary Jackson and FEMA Director Paulison, urging the
agencies to address the impending expiration of FEMA's transitional housing programs and subsequent displacement of
almost 300,000 households. The letter requests an extension of housing assistance through February 2008.

The letter states, "The scope of the assistance programs still does not match the scale of this catastrophic disaster.
Without adjustments to these programs, many families who survived Hurricanes Katrina and Rita are likely to find
themselves homeless within the next four to five months. This mass displacement will severely tax the already-stretched
resources of Gulf Coast communities trying to rebuild and cities like Houston that generously received and are still
hosting over 100,000 displaced families. For the families themselves, another displacement could dismantle any
progress gained after last year's hurricanes. Waiting until the last minute to extend deadlines and ensure continued
funding, as FEMA infamously did for households living in motels, will impede proactive recovery activities and put
more families at risk in the coming months.”

November 29, 2007 - U.S, District Judge Richard Leon rules that FEMA must resume rental assistance payments and
pay three months of retroactive payments to certain households denied continuing rental assistance from February
through August 2006. The agency must continue rental assistance to these households until FEMA can provide clear
reasons for a denial of continuing assistance and an opportunity for households to appeal the denial.

Judge Leon ruled in favor of the plaintiffs, agreeing with their claim that letters sent to those denied continuing
assistance were "ambiguous and unintelligible,” and often gave contradictory information. "It is unfortunate, if not
incredible, that FEMA and its counsel could not devise a sufficient notice system to spare these beleaguered evacuees
the added burden of federal litigation to vindicate their constitutional rights," Judge Leon wrote. "FEMA's notice
provisions are unconstitutionally vague and uninformative, and a more detailed statement of FEMA's reasons for
denying long-term housing benefits...must be provided in order to...free these evacuees from the ‘Kafkaesque'
application process they have had to endure.”

December 3, 2006 — FEMA assures Congressional staff that an extension of the 18-month deadline for FEMA housing
assistance will be announced sometime during the month of December.

December 5, 2006 — Mississippi Governor Haley Barbour sends a letter to FEMA Director Paulison, urging FEMA to
extend housing assistance to households displaced by Katrina through February 2008. He receives no answer.

December 22, 2006 - The US Court of Appeals grants FEMA's request to stay part of US District Judge Richard Leon's
order against the agency in the case of ACORN vs. FEMA. This means that, contrary to Judge Leon's order, FEMA does
not have to reinstate housing benefits for 4,200 Katrina evacuees until after the appeal of the ruling is heard. The Court
of Appeals is not likely to take up the case until March.

January 3, 2007 - FEMA tells reporters and Congressional staff that they plan on maintaining the February 28
deadline for assistance for the 33,000 households remaining in FEMA s rental assistance program. FEMA states it will
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consider extensions of assistance for the 95,000 households living in FEMA trailers and mobile homes, on a case-by-
case basis. No official announcement is made.

January 9, 2007 — The Louisiana Congressional delegation sends a letter to FEMA Director Paulison, urging FEMA to
extend housing assistance to households displaced by Katrina through February 2008,

January 12, 2007 - Congressional members meet with FEMA Director Paulison, urging an extension of the deadline
for temporary housing assistance. During the meeting, Mr. Paulison states that he will meet with the President later that
day, to request an extension for all FEMA housing assistance programs. According to reports from the meeting, Mr.
Paulison is optimistic that the President will approve the extension. Mr. Paulison acknowledges the urgency of the
matter and says he hopes to announce an extension sometime the week of January 22.

January 12, 2007 — Representative Al Green (D-TX) sends a letter to FEMA Director Paulison, urging FEMA to
extend temporary housing assistance to households displaced by Katrina.

January 17, 2007 — Louisiana Governor Kathleen Blanco sends a letter to FEMA Director Paulison, urging FEMA to
extend housing assistance to households displaced by Katrina through February 2008.

January 19, 2607 — FEMA staff inform Congressional offices that the President has granted a six month extension,
through August 31, 2007, for all temporary housing programs, No formal announcement is made. FEMA staff indicate
an awareness that temporary housing needs will likely remain in August, and plans to tatk with HUD staff about longer-
term solutions.

January 29, 2007 - In written testimony before the Senate Homeland Security Committee, Gil Jamieson, FEMA
Deputy Director for Guif Coast Recovery, affirms that President Bush has directed FEMA to provide an extension,
through August 31, of direct housing and financial assistance programs supporting victims of Hurricanes Katrina and
Rita. “This extension will give us additional time to work with disaster victims, Federal, State and local partners, and
volunteer organizations, to transition victims to more permanent housing solutions,” Mr. Jamieson says.

FEMA has still made no formal announcement of the 6-month extension, leaving many questions unanswered.

January 31, 2007 - After successfully reinstating more than 1000 households to FEMA’s rental assistance program,
ACORN dismisses its lawsuit against FEMA. A full 25% of households covered by the lawsuit were found to have been
wrongfully terminated by FEMA. “Despite the government’s promises to care for the hurricane victims they failed to
protect during the storms, thousands of evacuees were literally left out in the cold by FEMA,” said Michael Kirkpatrick,
a lawyer for Public Citizen who litigated the case. “Our lawsuit has held the agency accountable for its failures and
resulted in about $6 million in additional benefits to flow to the hurricane survivors.”
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Declaration of Susanne Seré

1. My name is Susanne Seré. I am an attomney licensed to practice law in the State of Texas. My
State Bar Number is 18032340. I also am licensed to practice law in the United States District
Courts for the Southern District of Texas.

2.Tam employed by Lone Star Lega] Aid as the Attorney Manager for the Public Benefits and
Special Projects Units, Houston office. As part of my duties with Lone Star Legal Aid, I
supervised seminars designed to provide hurricane evacuees with assistance in the preparation of
pro se letters to appeal FEMA's denial of eligibility for Section 408 housing assistance. We have
assisted hundreds of evacuees from Hurricanes Katrina and Rita.

3. Based on discussions with the evacuees, it was clear that very few, if any, knew the criteria for
Section 408 housing assistance eligibility. The overwhelming majority is completely confused by
the circumstances, did not understand the reason(s) for the denials of housing assistance and did
not know what information must be provided to establish eligibility. Many evacuees had entered
into 12 month leases and did not know why their assistance and their leases are being terminated.

4. Many evacuees received scveral letters from FEMA. Some evacuees had a series of letters
resulting in multiple reasons for denial, Evacuees had letters that were confusing and at times
appeared to be contradictory. For example, one evacnee received a denial letter based on
“insufficient darmage"; approximately one month later she received another letter stating that the
basis for denial is that "spplicant withdrew voluntarily”. At least one evacuee received a letier
from FEMA stating that she was eligible for Section 408 assistance and then received a
subsequent letter stating that she was ineligible,

5. Many evacuees received vague denial letiers from FEMA. Some letters gave the reason for
denial as "other" or "other reason”. Some letters stated that FEMA was "sending this letter to
help clarify the termination of FEMA's subsidy of your current rental unit” but gave no

reason for the denial. Evacuees' attempts to obtain clarification from FEMA frequently resulted
in further confusion.

6. One evacuee who had been denied on the basis that he had withdrawn his request for
assistance called FEMA 1o discuss his denial. When he explained that he had not withdrawn his
application, he was advised that the denial might be based on "insufficient damage” because he
failed to meet the inspector at his pre-disaster residence.

7. Several evacuees belicved the reason for their denials was because of a failure to meet with an
inspector to assess damages 1o their pre-disaster residences, One evacuee was in the hospital at
the time of the scheduled inspection and so notified FEMA. Another evacuee had met with an
inspector to survey the damage but failed to meet with a second inspector when notified of the
inspection at the time it was in progress over 100 miles away. Many evacuces simply were
unable to travel the distance to retumn to their pre-disaster residences and were unaware that they
could request a representative to act on their behalf.
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8. Several evacuces that we have seen were denied on the basis that they are receiving other
housing assistance, but the only housing assistance they are receiving is the Section 403
assistance that is being terminated. Another evacuee was advised by FEMA that she would need
to obtain a statement from HUD indicating that she is not receiving housing assistance from
HUD.

9. | have been with legal aid for over 27 years. Afler meeting with these evacuees and listening to
their stories, T have to conclude that their plight with FEMA. may be the most confusing and
chaotic circurustances 1 have seen.

10. FEMA has scheduled the termination of the 403 program for the majority of evacuees in
Houston for August 31, 2006 based on FEMAs position that a final determination regarding 408
eligibility has been made. It is my understanding that approximately 1800 evacuee households
will continue 1o receive 403 rental assistance for the month of September because FEMA has not
made a “final” determination regarding 408 cligibility. Because many of the evacuees have little
income, they will undoubtedly face eviction when September rent is due.

11. In Texas, the eviction process is very short. A landlord first needs to give a three day notice
to vacate (or one day if the lease allows), After the notice to vacate expires, the landlord can file
the eviction case with the justice court. The justice court schedules an appearance within six to
ten days. If the court rules for the landlord, the writ of possession can be issued after five days.
However, once a tenant defaults, a landlord does not have to accept the rent and can instead
choose to evict the tenant. In my experience, landlords that end up filing eviction cases usually
do not want the rent, but instead require the tenant to vacate.

12. Unless FEMA is required to provide proper explanations of denials to evacuees and is
required to continue the 403 program until they do, many evacuces that would otherwise be
entitled to housing assistance will likely be evicted,

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and
correct.

ﬁ/{m C &/IQ{, Date: 8/30 /{Jcoé

SUSANNE SERE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
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Exhibit 17

To Plaintiffs’ Motion for a Temporary Restraining Order
(Emergency Injunctive Relief)

This Exhibit 17 consists of declarations (sorted in alphabetical order) from the following four
advocates for disaster survivors:

1. Michelle A. Akers
2. Zeynep Kleiman
3. Nova McGiffert
4.

Kirsten Mindrum
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
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§
V. §
. §
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Declaration of Michelle A. Akers
I, Michelle A. Akers, declare the following baged on my personal knowledge: -
1. ] am over 21 years of age and competent to make this declaration.

2. Ihave been a Hurricane Relief Case Manager from September 26, 2005 to August 1, 2006. 1
work for a nonprofit agency called Caritas of Austin that works with the low income and working
poor as well as the homeless population. 1have a degree in social work a Masters in Counseling
and am license to practice in Texas. .

3. In this capacity I have worked with all types of hurricane survivors and their families to
become self sufficient in Austin. Thave seen in some capacity over 60 individuals/families as
well as completed outreach activities on behalf of the needs of the survivors.

4, I have numerous problems with FEMA. One problem of late has been been proof of identity.
FEMA has told people that a state identification card and a social secuxity card are not enough.
One client had to provide verification of a social security number and copies of IRS documents
even though she had sent in the typical identification information. Another concemn is lack of
information. The notices from FEMA are unclear and usually fail to deseribe the problem with
any specificity. Appeals take months in many cases. Often people do not have one week if it
involves rental payment because the client will face eviction without assistance, Because the
information system is so poor and the appeals take so long, people who are otherwise entitled to
sssistance are evicted while the red tape is being sorted out. If the notices and information were
approved, the problem could hopefully be addressed the first time before it is too late.
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Page 3

5. FEMA’s system, even now, has been the most difficult system to deal with compared to all
the other systems I navigate. FEMA. appears to change the guidelines, deadlines and definitions
of what they require in mid stream. It is frustrating and very demeaning for the residents of the
Gulf Coast to have to continue to prove they ars worthy of these benefits when they are victims
of a natural disaster.

Pursuaot to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and
correct.

Muehitle QR e /5]or

Michelle A. Akers, LSW, MA
ReEntry Case Manager
Caritas of Austin

- 479-4610 Ext #242
makers@caritasofaustin.org
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

ASSOCIATION OF COMMUNITY
ORGANIZATIONS FOR REFORM
NOW {(ACORN), et al.

Plaintiffs, Civil Action No. 06-1521-RJL

V.

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
AGENCY (FEMA),

U LY OB SO N SO EN D LN O W W

Defendant.
Declaration of Zeynep Kleiman

1, Zeynep Kleiman, declare the following based on my personal knowledge:
1.1 &y over 21 years of age and competent to make this declaration.

2.1 am a social worker and have been a part-time employee at Caritas of Austin Hurricane Relief
Program since February 2006. I've worked with about 20 Katrina survivors.

3. Tt has been a very frustrating process to deal with FEMA. in general. About 90 percent of my
clisnts have been disabled and their needs have been very high. ] have found communications
with FEMA to be very confusing, unclear, and intimidating for my clients. The letters FEMA
gent out do not specify the reason for denial clearly and sometimes no reason is piven at all. You
can get even have two contradicting letters one after another. FEMA’s documents are vague and
confusing enough to me, but they are totally worthiess to many of my clients who have literacy
issues or low education. Calling FEMA does not always solve the problem ejther. My
experience calling FEMA to get specifics about a case or to check on a claim has varied
according to who answers the phone. Ihave talked to some FEMA. workers that claim to know
exactly what I needed to do and attempted to be very helpful. Of course, the information they
provided did not always work. In fact, most of the time FEMA workers were not able to give me
a decent answer ot any assistance after being on the phone with them for 45 minutes.

4. As frustrating ag it is, I will continue to work with hurricane survivors and help them go
through obstacles because 1 know a lot of them would have quit fighting if they didn’t have
supportt.

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and
correct,

;%MW K/b//‘/‘f_‘:b Date: 0[ - 8' 0L
Z’e/yﬁ,epmmau, LCSW

Hurricane Relief Team Case Manager
Caritas of Austin
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

ASSOCIATION OF COMMUNITY
ORGANIZATIONS FOR REFORM
NOW (ACORN), ez al.

Plaintiffs, Civil Action No. 06-1521-RJL

V.

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
AGENCY (FEMA),

T LTS XD SO U U LI LOD SO0 SO P L

Defendant.
Declaration of Nova McGiffert

1, Nova McGiffert , declare the following based on my personal knowledge:
1. I am over 21 years of age and competent to make this declaration.

2.1am a case manager with a nonprofit called Caritas in Austin, Texas. I have worked with 19
evacuee households from Hurricanes Katrina and Rita since July. Of those households, 17 have
had difficulty with FEMA in either the recertification process or securing benefits at all, Many of
my clients have lost valuable time in the appeal and recertification process because of lack of
information from FEMA's denial letters and phone representatives.

3. One client, a survivor from Hurricane Rita, has been going back and forth with FEMA on what
they call an “Insufficient Damage” appeal for months. He receives contrary information about
needed documnentation virtually every time he calls FEMA, The letters from FEMA are of little
help. Because he lives far from his hometown, securing photographic documentation of his
home's damage took over one month. When he finally cailed FEMA with the photographs in
hand to ask how to best send the pictures, the FEMA representative told him that photographs are
insufficient proof of damage. The reasoning she gave is because FEMA's scanners do not present
a clear enough picture to use as evidence. Now he is told that he needs a formal estimate from a
licensed contractor of the amount of damage. He is now one month closer to homelessness and
without emergency rental assistance, this client and his 13 year-old son would be in line at the
shelter. He is on social security disability and has been actively looking for a part-time job.

4. If FEMA had to specifically state the problem in writing, and provide an explanation of what
is required to address the problem, my clients would be better able to qualify for assistance
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timely. The current system wastes valuable time and places an unfair burden on evacuee
families. FEMA’s system has been confused from the beginning and has yet to be improved. I
am hoping something can be done to prevent another family from becoming homeless that

should not be.

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and
correct.

w9 lefore

Nova McGiffert
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

ASSOCIATION OF COMMUNITY
ORGANIZATIONS FOR REFORM
NOW (ACORN), et al.

Plaintiffs, Civil Action No, 06-1521-RJL
V.

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
AGENCY (FEMA),

O O U D Y A S Iy S S e AT

Defendant.
Declaration of Kirsten Mindrum

1, Kirsten Mindrum, declare the following based cn my personal knowledge:
1. 1am over 21 years of age and competent to make this declaration.

2. 1am a cose manager for survivors of Hurricane Katrina at the Arc of the Capital Area, a local
nonprofit in Austin, Texas. My involvement with FEMA began when I volunteered with FEMA
fram Ootober 26 to November 24, 20085, as a part of a collaboration botween FEMA and the US
Peace Corps. During this time [ met with evacuees in the state of Oklahoma who, two months
Tater, were stil] living in hotels. I assisted them with their FEMA application, and gave
information and guidance on how to obtain long-term shelter and resources. Beginning Feb, 21,
2006, I began my job at the Arc of the Capital Area, providing case management to Katrina
survivors with disabilities. Ihave worked with about 35 families at this agency, 25 of which
needed assistance with acquiring their FEMA benefits.

3. Thave found many FEMA employees to be helpful and straightforward with the information
they have available to them, [knew some FEMA employees who were working 80 hours per
week and doing everything that they could. However, 1 have come across major inconsistencies
and contradictory information relayed by FEMA employees in what seems to be 4 process that
intentionally weeds out disaster victims by being unclear about the information that FEMA
requires. For example, Client A was deemed ineligible for continued rental assistance. Client A
and 1 are informed that an inspection needs to be done at the damaged dwelling. Though the
house has been torn down, and rebuiit, the inspector still needs to see the inside of the house.
Though this is purposeless in acquiring any information about the damaged dwelling, Client A
finds a family member with a key Lo meet the inspector. Two weeks later, we check with
FEMA's helpline (1-800-621-FEMA) again. Now, there s a problem with shared houscholds.
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. Applicant A lived with her mother in New Orleans. They were separated after the hurricane and
Client A ended up in Austin, TX and mother in Atlanta, GA. Both have acquired jobs in their
respective cities and Client A is supporting her ['/-year-old brother who iy enrolled in school in
Austin, TX. Anappeal is written to explain. Several weeks later, another call to FEMA is made,
and now there is a problem with the mother baving flood insurance and there being no lagdlord
tenant relationship between the mother and Client A. None of the FEMA notices explain this,
what to do, or how to address the problem. The notices are so vague FEMA uses them to claim a
multitude of problems, one after another. There is no transparency, and information is being
withheld which drags out the process of appeal and leads to evictions and homelessness.

4. Tl procesy of finding out what documentation is needed by FEMA can be extremely difficult.
Applicant B has written three housing plans (a requirement for continued rent assistance FEMA
says), all deemed inadequatc by FEMA. The FEMA hotline representative is unable or
unwilling to tell the survivor or me why the housing plan is inadequate. After waiting two weeks
for the housing plan to be processed each time, Applicant B is now in court being evicted. Now
she will not be eligible for HUD’s Public Housing either. FEMA withheld information that was
needed by my client, and has done so in many other cases. This is wrong, Disaster victims
should know what is needed from them, These are only two examples amongst 25. As I stated
earlier, [ trust FEMA Helpline employees on the phone to be straightforward with the
information that they have available to them. The problem may lie here-—the complete
information is not available to them either, and it is certainly not available to the evacuees or
their advocates. Of course I canmot imagine what evacuses face without assistance from a
caseworker. FEMA s system is extremely difficult with assistance from a caseworker like me
who has an office, internet access and 2 fax machiue. It must be even more difficult for a
survivor without help. FEMA’s notices must be improved at the very least so the process is fair
for everyone.

Pursuant to 28 U.8.C. § 1746, I declarc under penalty of perjury that the foreguing is true and
correct,

gMAﬁa__—Dam: Q{ﬂ é

Kirsten Mirdrum
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Principles for Redevelopment of Public Housing Damaged by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita

The need for rentat housing affordable to the lowest income people is acute in the communities
affected by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. HUD and local public housing authorities (PHA) have an
obligation to repair and reopen as much public housing as possible as soon as possible.

Some public housing in the Gulf Coast affected areas has been reoccupied by its residents or the
residents never evacuated. Given the acute shortage of rental housing that is affordable to the
lowest income people in the Gulf Coast affected areas, HUD should declare a moratorium on
any demolition, disposition, or redevelopment of public housing that is currently occupied in the
Gulf Coast affected areas for the foreseeable future.

However, for those public housing buildings that are currently closed and where it is independently
determined that partial or complete redevelopment is required to assure the long term sustainability
of housing affordable to the people who lived there prior to evacuation, the following principles
should apply.

1. No redevelopment of public housing damaged by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita will
result in a net loss of the number of physical publicly assisted rental units, including
accessible units, that were in the jurisdiction prior to Katrina or Rita nor will any
redevelopment result in a net loss of any rental housing units that were in the
jurisdiction prior to Katrina and Rita that are affordable and targeted to extremely low
income households. New development will not decrease the number of rental units with
three or four bedrooms needed by large families.

2. Redevelopment must take place with all deliberate speed, so that residents can return
home and reoccupy units as soon as possible.

3. All residents of public housing in good standing at the time of evacuation must have the
absolute right to return to a publicly assisted housing unit that is at least comparable to,
and preferably an improvement of, the unit from which the household evacuated.

4. If the exact unit from which the household evacuated is not habitable, the household
must be offered the following choices:
e for a household living outside of the jurisdiction where its public housing
unit is located:

o the household can continue to occupy the unit it is currently in with
guaranteed continued Disaster Voucher assistance (DVP) until such
time as its new unit in its home jurisdiction is ready for occupancy. If
the PHA in the jurisdiction where the household is now living is not
participating in DVP, HUD shall provide an alternative means by
which the household can participate in DVP. HUD shall obtain an
extension of the 18 month limitation on use of DVP assistance.

o the household can return to its home jurisdiction and reside in
another rental unit that the PHA will provide (either public housing
or private housing rented with continued Disaster Voucher
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assistance) until such time as its new unit is ready for occupancy.
HUD shall obtain an extension of the 18 month limitation on use of
DVP assistance.

o the household can opt to receive a portable Housing Choice Voucher
(HCV) and give up its lease on its public housing unit. If at a later
point, a household who has given up its public housing lease returns
to its original jurisdiction and wishes to live in public housing, the
household will be given a preference on the public housing waiting
list.

o for a household living in the jurisdiction where its public housing unit is
located:

o the household can continue to occupy the unit it is currently in with
guaranteed continued Disaster Voucher assistance until such time as
its new unit in its home jurisdiction is ready for occupancy. HUD
shall obtain an extension of the 18 month limitation on use of DVP
assistance.

o the household can opt to receive a portable Housing Choice Voucher
and give up its lease on its public housing unit. If at a later point, a
household who has given up its public housing lease returns to its
original jurisdiction and wishes to live in public housing, the
household will be given a preference on the public housing waiting
list.

. Every displaced public housing head of household must be informed of his or her
housing choices now and provided with appropriate counseling and other support
services needed to make the best possible choice for his or her household. If the
household has reconfigured, the current head of household must be provided with the
appropriate counseling.

. Every displaced adult public housing resident, wherever he or she may be, whose
household makes the choice to return to redeveloped public housing must be offered a
genuine opportunity to be an active participant in the redevelopment planning including
the design of the new homes and projects.

. When a household gives up a lease, thereby creating a public housing vacancy, the
PHA must first offer the unit to another displaced public housing household and then go
its waiting list if there are no other displaced public housing households who are
interested. The offer of a unit shall be on the same conditions as outlined in #4 above. If
the PHA exhausts all names of displaced public housing households who want to return
and of applicants on its waiting list and still has vacancies, it must open up a new round
of applications and offer eligible applicants the same choices outlined in #4 above until
all vacancies are filled.

. HUD must provide or assure sufficient funding to fully implement these requirements.
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9. HUD must provide all public housing households displaced by Hurricanes Katrina and
Rita with timely and complete information about these and other policies and about the
status of public housing redevelopment in the jurisdictions from which they evacuated.

October 10, 2006

Catholic Charities USA

ENPHRONT (Everywhere Now Public Housing Residents Organizing Nationally Together)
Enterprise Community Partners

Florida Legal Services

From the Lake to the River: The New Orleans Coalition for Legal Aid and Disaster Relief
Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under Law
National AIDS Housing Coalition

National Alliance to End Homelessness

National Community Reinvestment Coalition

National Fair Housing Alliance

National Housing Conference

National Housing Law Project

National Housing Trust

National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty
National Low Income Housing Coalition

New Orleans Legal Assistance

New Orleans Neighborhood Development Collaborative
Oxfam America

PolicyLink

Providence Community Housing, New Orleans
Technical Assistance Collaborative

Texas Low Income Housing Information Service

U.S. Jesuit Conference
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Testimony of William J. Croft
The Shaw Group, Inc.
before the
Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
Subcommittee on Disaster Recovery
Tuesday, April 24, 2007, 9:30 a.m.

INTRODUCTION

Madam Chairman and members of the Committee, I want to thank you for your
gracious invitation allowing me to outline my involvement and my views pertaining to
the housing programs in Louisiana following Hurricanes Katrina and Rita.

Having served as the Assistant Director of the Louisiana Office of Emergency
Preparedness from 1991 through 1997, as well as a FEMA Disaster Assistance
Employee in Florida following the 2004 Hurricane Season, I have experience dealing
with a number of federal disaster programs including housing.

I joined Governor Blanco’s office shortly after Hurricane Katrina made landfall to assist
with the Temporary Housing Program and served as the Director of the Governor’s
Hurricane Housing Task Force from September 2005 to June 2006.

THE TASK FORCE

The Governor’s Hurricane Housing Task Force was formed to facilitate the delivery
and management of shelter and transitional housing programs necessary to support the
displaced disaster victims of Hurricane Katrina, and later Rita, in Louisiana. The Task
Force operated under the direction of the Governor’s Policy and Planning Director. The
Task Force was comprised of representatives of various state agencies as well as
individuals with expertise in disaster shelter and temporary housing operations and
disaster recovery. Through an alignment with the Federal Emergency Management
Agency {(FEMA) Housing Area Command (HAC), the Task Force closely coordinated
with state and local government officials, represented the state and local governments in
the execution of the sheltering and transitional housing programs and established, and
monitored, housing strategies, goals, objectives and progress. Even though FEMA
leadership agreed with the justification for the Task Force it was not a recognized
FEMA program, therefore the State did not qualify for financial assistance for the costs
incurred to execute the housing program. Returning National Guard soldiers from the
Iragi War who were still on active duty provided the bulk of the staff necessary to
perform the mission of the Task Force. The Task Force continues to function today.
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FOCUS

There were a number of challenges but the priority was to provide temporary housing
for those disaster victims who had no housing solution and for those who were living in
shelters throughout the nation. The primary goal was to provide temporary housing in
or as close as we could to the evacuated family’s pre storm neighborhood. For the most
part, this was an impossible task due to the magnitude of the devastation and the
duration of effects of the storm on the infrastructure. The concept was to bring the
disaster area back to life in a coordinated effort. Housing of the general population was
not the only focus. We had to restart business and industry, government, health care,
education as well as public safety.

SITE DEFINITIONS

One of the initial recommendations was to clearly define the different types of travel
trailer and mobile home sites. The Task Force devised a process flow chart which
outlined the procedures FEMA’s contractors should follow for each site in order to
insure the local and state governments were include in the decision making process as
to size and site selection. We established the sites to be Private Sites, Commercial
Sites, Group Sites which included Emergency Group Sites and Exclusive Use Sites, and
Industry Sites.

Private Sites are defined as the placement of a travel trailer on the property of a home
owner or renter whose dwelling is uninhabitable which allows the family to expedite
repairs and rebuilding.

A “Commercial Site” is an existing RV or Mobile Home park with available pads that
FEMA leases. This was an expedient way to move units, primarily mobile homes with
minimal site preparation.

A “Group Site” is developed to temporarily house eligible FEMA registrants when
there is a lack of feasible private sites and commercial sites. Group sites generally
consist of 50 to 200 travel trailers or mobile homes in a pre-planned location where the
surrounding infrastructure can support such a development. There are three types of
group sites: general population sites, emergency group sites (EGS), and exclusive use
sites. Emergency Group Sites have above-ground utilities and are typically constructed
on top of a hard surface such as a parking lot. Exclusive use sites are constructed to
house qualifying applicants employed or belonging to a specific organization or agency
that provides necessary or essential services to the disaster area.

An Industry site was designed to provide travel trailers to house displaced workers who
were essential to the operation of the business or industry. The State Department of
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Economic Development identified critical industrial operations such as petro-chemical
plants, distribution centers and ports which FEMA provided trailers for. The industry
was required to install the units and house disaster victims only. This restriction slowed
the restart process by not allowing more flexibility for industry to house other critcal
workers. I applaud FEMA’s “outside of the box” approach to the industry program but
the program should be better designed for future disasters.

SITE SELECTION

Realizing the need for a large number of temporary housing units outside of the disaster
area, we began working with FEMA to identify sites throughout Louisiana and working
with all of our host states for help. One of the major challenges in providing housing
outside of the disaster area was the impact on the community where the temporary
housing was to be located. Prior to Katrina, major cites and rural communities were
struggling to meet the infrastructure demands of their existing residents. It was not
prudent to now overburden a community of 1,000 families with another 200 or 300
families for which they were unprepared. Louisiana proposed that impact fees be
provided by FEMA to assist local communities with the capacity to help, as is the usual
case when a developer proposes new development in a community. This was
considered, but never approved.

WRAP AROUND SERVICES

Another important topic to consider is support of the residents of shelters and temporary
housing. We continually focused on the need for wrap around services at each location
where our citizens were relocated. To merely place hundreds of families in a group site
and consider the mission accomplished is wrong and shortsighted. We must take care
of people who are displaced from their normal services. In many cases hosting local
governments provided services from existing strained resources. The FEMA program,
through Stafford Act changes or through policy changes should address this inadequate
approach.

THE FUTURE

It is my opinion that we have an opportunity to create a more flexible, efficient and
cost-effective federal disaster housing program by making a paradigm shift in the
definition and execution of the mission. We should depart from the current concepts
and move to a more definable and logical approach. The future program should be
structured to provide EMERGENCY SHELTERS which will provide immediate needs
during the emergency phase and for 30-60 days following a disaster. The EXTENDED
SHELTERS phase should include large congregate care facilities which can support
sustained operations as well as travel trailers and hotel/motel rooms. The
TRANSITIONAL HOUSING program would include mobile homes, apartments,
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prefabricated housing, USDA facilities, HUD controlled assets and other types of
housing which would support a much longer term, even permanent housing. The final
and ultimate program is PERMANENT HOUSING. The federal government role in all
of this is paramount to the success of providing direct housing to disaster victims.

CLOSING
Thank you for your time and attention to this important topic.

I will now answer any questions that you may have.
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Good morning, Madame Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee.

My name is Matt Jadacki. I am the Deputy Inspector General for Disaster Assistance Oversight in
the Office of Inspector General for the Department of Homeland Security (DHS). Thank you for the
opportunity to discuss the Alternative Housing Pilot Project (AHPP).

Today I will address five issues regarding the AHPP program, whether:

e The $400 million available for the program was appropriately allocated and hurricane-
affected communities received proportionate shares of the available funds;

* The decisions of the AHPP awards panel and FEMA officials led to the funding of
innovative and creative emergency housing solutions;

e The AHPP awards panel reached fair and balanced decisions;

» The AHPP panel review process was subject to the basic federal advisory committee
requirements of openness and transparency; and

¢ There were any violations of law in the manner in which the AHPP grant project selections
and awards were conducted.

Background

Of the $6 billion appropriated for Disaster Relief by Public Law 109-234," $400 million was
available to carry out Section 2403 of the Act. Section 2403 provided that costs for “alternative
housing pilot programs in the areas hardest hit by Hurricane Katrina and other hurricanes of the 2005
season” were eligible for funding under FEMAs Individual Assistance Program. Furthermore, the
occupants of the housing developed with these funds are to be the victims from those areas hardest
hit by the 2005 hurricanes. The Senate Committee on Appropriations noted in a June 8, 2006, press
release that the $400 million was to fund a pilot study to determine “alternative sources of
emergency housing” that would be evaluated for providing a “better, safer and more cost effective
housing solution than the exclusive use of travel trailers.”

FEMA officials developed and implemented a grant competition to “identify, develop, and evaluate
alternatives to and alternative forms of disaster housing.” The competition was limited to the state-
designated agencies of the Gulf Coast states, Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas.
By awarding competitive grants, FEMA officials sought to identify the best alternatives for housing
disaster victims. By restricting the competition to the five Gulf Coast states, FEMA officials sought
to comply with the Congressional intent that those areas hardest hit by Hurricane Katrina and the
2005 hurricanes receive the housing developed under these grants.

When the AHPP Guidance and Application Kit was issued by FEMA on September 15, 2006, the
designated agencies of the five Guif Coast states were given 35 days to develop as many project
proposals as they wished to submit by an October 20, 2006, deadline. A total of 29 project proposals
were received, consisting of several from each of the eligible states. Some of the proposals
envisioned developing more than one type of innovative housing, but most were focused on a single
proposed type of unit.

! Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act for Defense, the Global War on Terror, and Hurricane Recovery, 2006
(the Act).

2 U.8. Senate Committee on Appropriations Press Release titled, “Senate, House Conferees Approve Final Supplemental
Spending Bill,” dated June 8, 2006,



94

After the proposals were received by FEMA and reviewed by a technical review committee, each of
the proposed projects were reviewed by an 11 member evaluation panel and were scored by each
panel member on 5 factors or criteria:

1. The manner and extent to which the alternative housing solution improves upon the
conditions characteristic of existing temporary housing and improves long term recovery;

2. The extent to which the option can provide ready for occupancy (RFO) housing (obtained,
transported, installed, repaired, constructed, etc.) within time frames and in quantities
sufficient to meet disaster related needs under a range of scenarios, including sudden onset
catastrophic disasters;

3. Life cycle cost, including the cost to acquire, transport, install/construct/repair, and maintain
during the period it is occupied by disaster victims;

4. The capacity of the proposed alternative approach to be utilized in and adapt to a variety of
site conditions and locations; and

5. The extent to which local officials, local neighborhood associations, and other community
organizations are part of or support the pilot program in the community in which it will
oceur.

The panel consisted of eight federal employees and three outside experts, including a state
government housing official, and architecture and construction experts from private industry. Seven
of the federal employees were from the Department of Homeland Security, mostly FEMA, and one
was from the Department of Housing and Urban Development.

The results of the panel’s review were an evaluation and scoring by each member of each of the
proposed projects and a consolidated ranking of all of the 29 project proposals. The total scores of
the 29 projects ranged from a low of 50 to a high of 184. There was one natural break in the scoring
totals with six of the proposals scoring less than 59 and 23 of the proposals scoring more than 103;
none of the proposals’ scores were between 59 and 103.

FEMA Gulf Coast Recovery officials reviewed the panel members’ evaluations and prepared a
decision paper for a DHS senior manager who, as the AHPP “primary selecting official” decided on
the projects to be funded and the amount of funding that each project would receive. In this decision
paper, the selecting official was provided with summary information on the project proposals and the
panel’s evaluations. The selecting official was also provided with three suggested options for
selecting and funding projects and the rationale supporting each of the options.

Option 1. “Fully fund the highest scoring projects, until money is exhausted.” This option would
have funded only the two highest-scoring project proposals and all of the available funds would have
gone to the State of Mississippi.

Option 2. “Optimize the number of housing alternatives funded within the competitive range.” This
option would have funded 10 project proposals. The increase in projects funded would have been
achieved by reducing the award amounts of those project proposals that had requested the largest
budgets, generally for the greatest numbers of units to be constructed. Under this option, the State of
Mississippi would have received 39.3% of the available funds, Louisiana 36.7%, Alabama 13.1%,
Texas, 10.9%, and Florida 0%.
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Option 3. “Maximize the number of competitive states that receive funds.” This option funds five
of the six highest scoring project proposals so that each state having a proposal that scored in the top
six has at least one proposal funded. Under this option, each of the selected projects are funded at
85% of the requested budget amount, except for the Mississippi Park Model and Mississippi Cottage
proposal, which requested all $400 miilion of the appropriated funds and is instead funded at $275.4
million, or 68.9% of the budget amount requested. Under this option, Mississippi would receive
72.5% of the available funds, Louisiana 19.2%, Texas 4.3%, Alabama 4.0%, and Florida 0%.

The AHPP primary selecting official chose to implement the third option, as described above, from
the decision paper. Under this selected option, five projects will be funded:

1. Mississippi’s “Green Mobile” project will be funded for up to $5,890,882 (85% of a
requested $6,930,450). Under full funding of this proposal, 100 “green mobile” housing
units would have been constructed of structural insulated panels.

2. Mississippi’s “Park Model and Mississippi Cottage™ project will be funded for up to
$275,427,730 (68.9 % of a requested $400,000,000). Under full funding of this proposal,
7,261 Park Model trailer units, similar to FEMA’s park model travel trailers but with more
amenities and enhancements and capable of meeting many local building codes, and 1,933
modular cottages would have been constructed.

3. Louisiana’s Katrina Cottages and Carpet Cottages (a multi-family unit) project will be
funded for up to $74,542,370 (85% of a requested $87,696,906). Under full funding of this
proposal, a total of 475 housing units consisting of a mix of single-family cottages and multi-
family “carpet cottages” would have been constructed.

4. Texas’ Heston Group project will be funded for up to $16,471,725 (85% of a requested
$19,378,500). Under full funding of this proposal, 250 units of pre-fabricated, panelized
housing would have been constructed.

5. Alabama’s City of Bayou La Batre project will be funded for up to $15,667,293 (85% of a
requested $18,432,110). Under full funding of this proposal, 194 modular homes would have
been constructed of cement fiber materials.

FEMA grants and program officials are now working with the state agencies whose project
proposals were selected to finalize the terms of the grants.

Results of Review

Issue #1 - Since the funds under these special AHPP grants will not be allocated on a state-by-state
basis or through a needs-based formula, could the communities hardest hit by the 2005 hurricanes
fail to receive a proportionate share of the $400 million appropriated for the program?

Congress authorized the use of the Individual Assistance program to fund alternative housing pilots
in areas hardest hit by Hurricane Katrina and the other hurricanes of the 2005 season. While
providing AHPP funds on a state-by-state basis or needs-based formula would have complied with
Section 2403 of the Act, neither would have been the most effective way of developing new and
innovative types of disaster housing. FEMA officials’ decision to conduct a grants competition
among the hurricane-affected states is a logical approach to implement a pilot program.
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As a consequence of the FEMA decisions, the communities hardest hit by the 2005 hurricanes did
not receive proportionate shares of the $400 million appropriated for the program. The State of
Mississippi was awarded $281.3 million share or 72.5% of the available funds, a share greater than
its proportion of the damages from the 2005 hurricanes. Consequently, the other Gulf States, which
have to make do with the remaining 27.5% of funds among them, did not receive funds
proportionate to the damages their communities sustained.

However, the cause of this lack of balance between needs and awards was not a result of the
competitive grant process or the work of the evaluation panel. Four of the five competing states
actually scored well in the panel’s evaluations and rankings. Officials in the State of Florida, the
only state that did not score well in the panel’s evaluations, attributed this ranking to what they
considered to be discrepancies between the announced purposes of the grants and the FEMA-
designed factors that were used in scoring the proposals - not to the competitive process or the work
of the evaluation panel. The award amounts that were decided upon and the decision to award
70.9% of the available funds to one project, the Mississippi Park Model and Mississippi Cottages
project, were solely the decision of the AHPP primary selecting official.

Had the FEMA guidance and application information to the applicant states requested that each
project proposal include a budget that showed the minimum amounts required to implement each
concept with some adequate-for-testing-and-evaluation number of units, such as 25 or 50, rather than
just allowing the applicants to submit a “wish-list” budget for each proposal, it would have been
easier for FEMA officials to compare the costs of each proposal. FEMA officials could then have
distributed the funds more proportionately among the competing states, while also more effectively
achieving the innovative disaster housing goals of the program.

Issue #2 - In the absence of pre-determined formulas or concrete and objective criteria to guide the
panel review process, will the panel decisions result in the funding of “innovative and creative”
housing solutions or of “ad hoc, discretionary, and subjective determinations?”

Any competitive grant process results in somewhat discretionary determinations and this particular
process has to be considered somewhat “ad hoc” because the FEMA Competitive Grant Standard
Operating Procedures are still in draft and have never been formally implemented. The panel review
process appeared thorough and consistent and evaluated and rated the proposed projects in a manner
that judged their innovation and creativity as well as the practicality and cost-effectiveness of the
submitted proposals. The panels also provided the FEMA officials with the information that would
be needed to effectively carry out the goals of the program. At least 11 of the project proposals were
given support for funding by the evaluation panel.

However, FEMA officials did not fund an optimum number of “innovative and creative” disaster
housing solutions because they awarded the vast majority of the available funds (70.9 %) to one
project — the Mississippi Park Model and Mississippi Cottage proposal. This decision did not allow
ample funds for the remaining projects that qualified for funding. Had the selecting official chosen
the second option presented in the decision paper, which would have funded 10 of the top-scoring 11
project proposals (excluding one that was mostly a duplicate of another project), the AHPP grant
funds would be much more effective in exploring and testing “innovative and creative” alternative
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solutions to disaster housing. Instead, the selecting official chose the option that expended all of the
available funds on only five project proposals.

The official who prepared the decision paper for the AHPP senior manager told us that he agreed
with the selecting official’s decision to fund only the five projects because he believes that in a
competitive grant process most of the funds should go to the top-scoring competitors. However, we
are not aware of any standard competitive grant procedure that prevents funding as many qualified
competing proposals as possible, and the draft FEMA Competitive Grant Standard Operating
Procedures do not contain such a requirement or guidance.

In addition, FEMA officials might have been able to solicit and fund more innovative and creative
disaster housing solutions had they allowed applicants more time. FEMA allowed applicants only
35 days to submit completed grant proposals. Given the amount of time necessary to complete the
paperwork required for a grant submittal, little time was left for developing innovative and creative
ideas. If all of the competing states had been given more than 35 days to develop submittals, the
states may well have come up with more and better concepts for disaster housing that could have
been funded. Several of the competing states indicated that more time was needed to prepare
adequate proposals. FEMA officials told us that such time for developing new and innovative
concepts was not needed because states had already spent a lot of time and effort developing such
housing concepts. We do not doubt that such may be true for the states of Louisiana and
Mississippi, which have had extensive numbers of panels and discussion groups related to these
issues because of the extensive damage they suffered. However, the other three states eligible for the
grants competition may not have had as much focus on developing and discussing such alternatives,
and were probably placed at a competitive disadvantage by the tight time frames of the proposal
submittal requirements.

Issue #3 - Is the review panel as constituted able to reach fair and balanced decisions, unimpeded by
real or apparent conflicts of interest?

We reviewed all of the documentation that FEMA provided concerning the operation of the
evaluation review panel. The panel conducted extensive reviews and evaluations of each project
proposal. We did not note any lack of fairness or balance. Although the majority of panel members
were FEMA employees, there was no obvious bias in how they conducted their reviews. The
reviews were possibly unbalanced in that every factor was given the same weight as all of the other
factors rather than being “weighted” as is often the case. It is unusual when some evaluation factors
are not considered to be more important than other factors. FEMA officials made the decision for
each factor to have the same weight, not the panel members. The panel members did complete
conflict of interest forms, and we did not detect any noticeable conflicts of interest in our reviews of
the panel’s evaluations.

Issue #4 - Will the panel review process meet the basic requirements of openness and transparency
required of all federal advisory committees? Specifically, will the panel review process comply with
the requirements of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) for openness, public access to
records, and fairness?

The FEMA Counsel’s office concluded that the FACA requirements did not apply to this panel
review process because FACA only applies when the agency establishes a committee with members
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who are not federal employees to obtain consensus advice or recommendations. FEMA officials
considered the pane! members to be providing individual recommendations and advice to the
selecting official for the award of potential grant recipients. We reviewed the FEMA position
concerning FACA compliance and concluded that it was justified. In addition, the panel process was
not the key process that determined how many projects would be funded, what projects would be
funded, or how much funding each of the selected projects would receive. Those decisions were the
sole purview of the AHPP selecting official. More openness or transparency in the panel process
would not necessarily have had any noticeable effect upon the FEMA decision-making process.

Issue #35 -~ Were any violations of law found in the conduct of the AHPP grant project selections and
awards?

We did not find any violations of law in the AHPP grant process, although the grant awards could
have been made to fund and assess a greater variety of alternative disaster housing options, and
while doing so would have resulted in a more proportionate distribution of AHPP funds to the states.
Moreover, the projects that have been funded should expand the alternatives available for disaster
housing in the future and should provide improved interim housing for many residents of the
hurricane-stricken areas of the Gulf Coast. FEMA officials said they intend to closely monitor the
funded projects to ensure these projects are carried out in compliance with applicable laws and the
terms of the AHPP grants,

Madame Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement.

I will be pleased to answer any questions you or other Committee Members may have.
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Statement of John R. D’Araujo

Good morning, Chairwoman Landrieu, Senator Stevens, and members of the
Committee. It is an honor to appear before this Committee to discuss my role as

the Primary Selecting Official for the Alternative Housing Pilot Program.

From July 2006, until January 2007, I was the Director of the Recovery Division
within the Department of Homeland Security’s Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA). Additionally, from July 2002 to March 2003, I served as the
Assistant Director of what was then known as the Readiness, Response and
Recovery Directorate within FEMA. 1 coordinated the federal and national
response for all-hazard disasters, directing the activities of more than 22 federal

agencies under the Federal Response Plan

I recently retired from FEMA and am testifying today as a private citizen.

During my time with FEMA, I had the privilege to serve as the Primary Selecting
Official for the Alternative Housing Pilot Program, authorized by Congress in the

2006 Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act.

Though I served as the Primary Selecting Official, it is important to note that I was
not responsible for the decisions creating the program. As a result, I would defer

any questions on that issue to my colleagues from FEMA.

As the Primary Selecting Official, my role in the process was to take the results
and recommendations from the Evaluation Panel and make the final decision
about the award of funding under this competitive grant. I was not involved in any
way in their deliberations or scoring of the projects, though I did receive periodic

updates as to their progress, but not the substance of their deliberations.
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To the best of my ability, I carried out my responsibility in accordance with
established grant-making procedures. In accordance with established competitive
grant procedures, as the Primary Selecting Official, I considered the ranking,
comments and recommendations from the independent reviewers, as well as my
own thoughts on the projects, before deciding which applications to approve and
their order of approval. I made my selection based on the projects deemed most

meritorious.

Also, in accordance with established competitive grant procedures, as the Primary
Selecting Official, I put in writing my reasons for each deviation from the ranking
determined by the National Evaluation Panel, as well as my reasons for

disapproval of a recommendation. My disapproval of projects was based on their

ranking, and thus required no written explanation.

In early December, 2006, Gil Jamieson, Deputy Director for Gulf Coast Recovery
sent me a memorandum that summarized the comments of the National Evaluation
Panel for each project and presented the overall ranking of each project. Three

funding options were outlined in this memorandum.

1. Fully fund eligible projects in the order that they were ranked by the
independent evaluation panel until all money was expended,;

2. Provide a minimal amount of funding to all eligible projects, dividing the
funds between as many as 10 projects; or,

3. Provide significant funding to the top project from each eligible state, and
then use the remainder of the funding to fund projects based on their

relative rankings.

Under a funding scheme that stuck to traditional competitive grant processes and

fully-funded projects based solely on their ranking, the second highest-ranked
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project would have consumed the entire amount of funding. However, because |
considered it important that there be a diversity of competitive projects funded, 1
selected and recommended partial (85%) funding for the top project from each
competitive state. With the remainder of funding, the 2nd project (ranked 2
overall) was funded at 66% of its request. By funding the top project from each

state, FEMA is able to test emergency, interim, and permanent housing solutions.

Based on my selection, projects selected for possible funding under AHPP were

announced on December 22, 2006,

M ippl | Green Mobile $6, $5,890,882

oo | Park Model and ., 0 . 5
MISSISSIPPI | i ciop Cottage | $400000000 | 69% $275,427,730 2
Louisiana ;:g;ﬁrz Cottage $87,696,905 |  85% §74,542,370 3
Texas Heston Group $19,378.500 | 85% $16,471,725 4
Alabama ;‘g :f Bayoula $18432,1100 | $5% $15,667,203 6

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you. T would be pleased to answer
any questions you have regarding my role as the Primary Selecting Official for

FEMA’s Alternative Housing Pilot Program,
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Six Points

Andrés Duany

COST & PERMANENCE

(1) The cost of the FEMA travel trailers and mobile homes is between $60,000 and $90,000. This is
a substantial investment, especially in areas of the Gulf Coast (where the average house with a lot is
estimated at only $70,000). This magnificent sum is literally “thrown away” in disposable quarters. It
is not the best use of our taxes. This magnitude of investment can and should cteate housing of 2
quasi-permanent type. The Louisiana proposal does so.

LIVEABILITY & RESILIENCE

(2) Hurricane Andrew has shown that some FEMA traders are still in place fifteen years after the
event—this despite the smallet scale of devastation. This means is that a child could have been
born, and completed junior high school while inhabiting one of these trailers. Effectively for that
individual, the FEMA house is his ot her childhood home. The Louisiana proposal is for real houses
where such a child could grow up.

CONTEXTUAL AESTHETICS

(3) The provision of FEMA trailers has been made unnecessarily difficult because many
neighborhoods did not want them. They are associated with “tratler parks” of the kind that decrease
real estate value. A very well-designed and permanent unit similar in appearance to permanent
housing could go a long way toward mitigating this political problem. The Louisiana proposal looks
as good——as most houses in the Gulf. And it can be adjusted to match any local vernacular in the
future.

FLEXIBILITY

(4) FEMA housing should be transitional in one specific sense: That their earliest use would be as
dotmitories housing between six and twelve “first responders,” including those who would build the
subsequent housing. The Louisiana FEMA trailers provide this program for as many as twelve
workers with no transformation necessary.

PRODUCTION IN QUANTITY

(5) One of the problems in providing housing for large-scale catastrophes is the reality of production
bottlenecks. The Louisiana proposal mitigates this in the most efficient way: with technology
supplied by multiple construction systems, some of which are “open shelf” systers. Thus, if there is
a failure by any supplier, it is not cataclysmic. The Louisiana proposal if permutted, will explore this
aspect of emergency housing.

THE NATURE OF THE REQUEST

(6) It is impottant to remember that the thrust of this proposal is not just to provide bousing—but
to provide ideas for the next generation of FEMA housing, and test them before the next
catastrophe. As such, FEMA and this committee should support the open potential of the Louisiana
proposal. It is not about the provision of the most housing at the lowest cost. The Louisiana
program is a test of ideas as originally conceived by the bill.



103

John (Jack) Badman HI Testimony - April 19, 2007 for the April 24, 2007 Hearing

T want to thank Chair Mary Landrieu, Ranking Member Stevens and the other distinguished members of
the Subcommittee for this opportunity to talk about my company’s experiences with the Alternative Housing
Pilot Project.

I’m Jack Badman, CEO of RE: Formed Systems. First, let me say that better and cheaper approaches to
providing disaster planning, response and recovery do exist—they exist now, and are available to FEMA, to the
federal government, and to the American taxpayer.

Five years ago I founded our firm to find a way to build Force 5 hurricane proof houses for the price of
wood housing, hence prevent having to rebuild every time a hurricane hits. This was expanded into our
Emergency Planning, Response and Recovery System, which we submitted to Alabama for consideration in the
Alternative Housing Pilot Program.

Alabama and Mobile County selected our system to feature in their proposal they told us was titled,
“Mobile County Alternate Housing Pilot Program,” stating that all thought we best met the RFP’s criteria.
We had discussed doing a demonstration of our Emergency Housing, and how quickly a lot of it could be
assembled by unemployed workers, then show how it all transitions into Temporary Housing. Then how all
these materials would be incorporated into permanent housing. We had hoped to a large Emergency response
development, but Mobile County said FEMA controlied how much money we would get.

FEMA did not select us, and we haven’t received a debriefing. We are unaware of a selected concept
that better met their RFP’s criteria, so we hope to better understand their rationale in a debriefing.

We offer a “pay one time” and “ship one time” approach that results with virtually indestructible
housing suitable for any location that Katrina struck. Our emergency housing, which competes with tents,
hotel rooms and cruise ships, is highly flexible. It can be a studio or a 1 to 5 bedroom shelter. Each family is
allocated what they need, in a private, secure family shelter. They don’t have to cohabitate in a tent with other
families. 1000 various sized shelters can be erected within 12 hours of a storm’s passing. We anticipate being
able to construct and furnish shelters faster than emergency workers can sort out who will be assigned which
shefter. Lots of preplanning is involved, but it is highly cost effective, and very responsive to evacuees’ needs
in a time of crisis..

While families inhabit our shelters, without disturbing them except for 2 hours, their shelters can be
expanded quickly into temporary housing via adding our toilet and kitchen modules. This replaces FEMA
trailers, with a fong fist of benefits.

When no longer needed, the materials for our emergency to temporary housing is disassembled and
locally reassembled into our permanent force 5 hurricane proof, submergible housing. All material is shipped
one way and is consumed locally. Money spent for emergency to temporary housing materials is not wasted
since all those materials are incorporated into our permanent housing. Nothing becomes surplus or obsolete,
nor needs to be shipped to storage yards, stored and refurbished.

During the next emergency response everyone gets fresh, new, next generation materials. In future
storms no one will feel they’re getting used housing or less-than-the-latest.

In Summary, instead of paying first for “Emergency Housing™ via tents, cruise ships or hotel rooms,
then paying for “Temporary Housing” in the form of trailers, then paying for permanent housing, our system
has all the materials in our Emergency housing included in our Temporary Housing, and all that is included in
our permanent housing, which will never again have to be replaced. Each phase just adds more materials to the
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previously used materials. Our permanent housing conceals all materials behind new finishes, so nothing looks
used.

This approach was honored as the “Disaster Response” cover story of CM [holding up a copy of the
magazine], the official magazine of ACMA, the American Composite Manufacturers Association, and the
world’s largest trade organization for polymers. It’s on our website, ReFormedSystems.Com. A photo from the
1" of my 4 trips to New Orleans is on the cover. What it doesn’t show is right behind the teddy bear is its
owner’s body. Saving money has not been our only objective.

We feel FEMA failed to recognize some of the benefits we bring: Our system cost is about 1/3 their
current cost, it is far faster, and prevents having to spend money for future damage ~ hence it has an extremely
low life-cycle cost. In the future, we suggest FEMA address what should be their most important goals, make
these goals are their primary focus and ensure they select the new, vitally-needed innovative approaches that
work toward meeting these goals.

FEMA should be seeking new innovative approaches that can provide permanent units that can be sited
anywhere, including on the coast and under sea level. It requires a variable wall system to develop the
flexibility needed. We are unaware of any of the selected systems can do this or any of the following:

FEMA should look for systems which don’t use wood, gypsum or SIP panels, hence materials that are
not prone to future flood and mold damage. Seek structures designed to be submergible, which can have the
muck and mold cleaned. Evacuees will lose the use of their houses until cleaned out, but no structural damage
should be likely.

In floodable areas, FEMA should not use materials such as wood and SIPs that float and add buoyancy
forces if underwater.

Seek materials that are very compact and only ship one way via high-speed common carrier, so the
highways and commuters are not affected by slow traffic, trucks pulling trailers, etc. Hence with shipping costs
and aggravation that are far lower. Ideally nothing has to be eventually returned to storage yards, refurbished,
efc..

A great advantage would be in systems that require very few skilled workers to assembie it, and don’t
compete for scarce carpenters. Hence unemployed persons seeking hard but rewarding work can earn money
while taking pride in helping their communities respond or rebuild. And not require scare cranes or other
equipment.

Systems should not have a fixed sized unit and not be “design specific” or copyrighted like a Katrina
Cottage — This allows communities determine how their units will look. And aids community buy in.

Key is taxpayers shouldn’t be asked to keep paying for Disaster Recovery over and over again. The
criteria should be:  “Fix it once so it never has to be fixed again.” This is in the Gulf’s best interest. By
rebuilding with what won’t be destroyed, taxpayers will back it. More money will gladly flow into the Guif.
Mortgages and insurance with be available. Tax incentives should pass to back this new approach. Find
systems which are ideal for the areas that now can’t get mortgages or insurance.

Because FEMA did not recognize the need for the above, we are concerned that FEMA is not asking the
right questions. As CM explains in more detail, there are approaches that can be of great benefit to FEMA, the
evacuees, the communities, the states, and the taxpayers.

As such, we feel Congress should now do an additional Pilot Project that encourages the development of
additional projects in order to test the additional diverse ideas available.

We suggest this new Pilot Project be viewed as venture capital, and suggest FEMA draw on the
technical community to help rank and select those projects with the greatest potential return on investment and
long-term payback. With such an enhanced selection process, Taxpayers should see new hope, that there will
be improvements, new approaches, new effective planning, etc. By investing additional Pilot Program funds
effectively now, $Trillions can be saved over time, making it of outstanding help to humanity, not Just
taxpayers. We hope Congress and FEMA will give us an opportunity to work together for the common good.
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* Do adverse impacs resule from the
response;

* How cost effeetive is the response; and

* Does the response pravide permanent
sohutions that prevem fature vecurrences as
well as facilitate availabiliey of mortgages
and insurance at affordable rates

REFS officials claim thar the company’s
system is not only superior in meeting all of
these objectives but does so for all three
phases  (emergency/temporary/
permanent) e a squate foot cost that is
comparable o current stick construcred
permanent homes. This fact ses the

disaseer

company apart from any other alwrnative
since no other ahernative (nor the cursent
FEMA response) transitions from use as an
emergency shelter into temporary housing
and, 1 dusired, ingo 2 permanenc home that

can be sited on a coastline and survive a
Force 5 hurricane. REFS, enables any
disaster response agency, including FEMA,
@ pay once for an integrated, rapid and
effective response. nor muldple times for
discrete, non-complemenrary alternativ

Cost estimates for a T ary
from $60.000 ta over $120,000. The actual
costs of the Park trailers has notr been
disclosed but s expected to cost more than
the current FEMA railers. Karrina cottages
will fikely cost more than $200/square-feer.
fn Louisiana, the average cost for the
Karrina corrages to seporred be $125,000.

When compared o the current FEMA
approach (see below), a pre-planned REFS
systemic  approach  provides  disaster
agencies with unmatched Aexibiliey, speed
and cost-effectiveness in rapidly meeting
emergency. temporary and, when desired,
permanent needs.

Scenario Strateqy

Pre-planning by FEMA or any disaster
resposise agency is a necessary first step for
any alternarive. Preplanning include critical
rasks include idencifying suitable emergency
and remporary response sites, estinwting the
approximate  response  requirement
(depending upon event severity), locating
required utilities and executing appropriate
contingency contracts.

* Phase 1: Emergency Response

Pre-positioning REFS compasite components
near anticipared/high probabitity hurricane
{or other natural disaster) locations is the first
step. The low weight and simple packaging of
components provides disaster planners with
maximum  flexibilic, A ypical US. semi-
wrailer will carry up o 26 emergency shelters
in 4 sizes {192 square-foot shekers consise of
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29 picces on a paflet 4-foot x 8foot x S-foor,
or 160 cubic frer). Trucks hauling compo-
nents will not need escorts, as is the case with
FEMA wraifers. If necessary, components can
also be flown in, a practical impossibility for
any altermative solution. Transport of R
emergency response shelrers Is estimated ac
one-fifticth the current FEMA ransport cost.

So, how would 3 new composite system
deploy in anticipation of a hurricane {or
other disaster)? Assume that 2 hurricane is
expected 10 make kindfall in the Florida
panhandle within the next 36 hours. FEMA

would, at this time, order shipment to the
panhandic area of che estimared required
number of short wrm {(emergency) units, For
this hypothetical scenario, thard be 1,000
upits. Which of the pre-planned FEMA
emergency response focations are used will be
determined by FEMA as the hardcane path

becomes better defined. These locations are
already surveyed, rough-graded i needed and
permanently staked. An estimated 39 semi-
wailers are required per 1,000 emergency
shelters, depending on the number of vach of
the four sizes desired. REFS emurgency
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« Flood control myitigation:

* Seeurity barriers;

« tnfrascructure {schook,
medical. police, etck: and

* Mitirary bases (permanent and expedient).

commercial,

Consider, for example, FRT composite
Bood vonwrol. Fooding is a periodic narural
disaster for which there are no cost-effecrive
solutions excepr the slow process of filling und

deploying sandbags via volunteer workers.
Levees and dams are the eypical enginecring
sespanse, but these are so cosdy that only the
most significant locations in both economic
value and human impaces are typically
protected in this fashion. Morcover, where
imporaant,

acstheric  comsiderations are
pentadic flooding 1 often an accepted cost due
1o the face that fevees and Hoodwalls spoil the
view of the waret rosouree o the community.
Finally, erecting permanent fevees and flood-
walls often intensifies the dowmstream flood
impaces, As & resule, muny communiges in the
and globally wrn 1o sandbags as the
primary flood contsol means.

A reeemt indusory markee sudy concluded
that Booding in the Uniced States is concen-
wrared, with approximarely 75 percent of
flood damage clims occurring in jusr 16
states. At feast 6000 dide
of-thousands of b

nd rowns and wns-
sty schools, ete. are
flood prone and require remporary flood
protecion, Unofficially, the LLS. Army Corps
of Lngineers estimates indicare thar the fength
of remporary flood control walls erecrad
annuafly bas ranged berween 225-350 miles.

At an average heighe of siv feer, the roral
constructed surface area ranges beoween
7.125.000 to 11,150,000 squarc et pes year.
At a conservative cost of 325.00 per vertical
sqnase foot For sandbags. the annual U.S, cost
for flood protection using sandbags is in the
range of $180 1 $275 mitlion, The REFS
FRP system fooks to provade u faster, more
cost-cflective, non-permanent {or permanent,

if desired) respomse, Hood control compo-
nents including owo primary assemblics, the
plate, and the flood barrier. The flood
control compaonents include only three

components; a base plate, panels and tivs.

AREL

S Hoad control composite basrier is:

* One of only o flood control systems
usable as a hngh (8 foot or more) flood
barrier wall;

* A costeffe
low or high flood walk:

* Flexible, adaprable o clianging conditions:
and

The only high
depend upon the underying ermin ©
seserain rotatonal vecrors,

Tve systent, whether wsed as 2

[ sysrem thar does not
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The Bood barrier system when compared
o sansdhags is fas

¢ > o install and remove, less
Tabor intensive, reusable, has minimal infilera-

tion through wall so requires fess pumping.
The component assembly can be done
indoors, then nucked o dhe site and placed,
Fill material is proteced from toxic water and
can be reused.

In a rypical situation, the Hood-prone
location will be analyzed from historical
data and any requircmients for site prepa

don identified.  Site  preparacion s
minimized by the ability w use existing

paths, sidewalks and streers. The site-
spec

baerier tequiremnent will be pre-
planned with each bar
to i precise on-S

T section coded as
te location. Floodwall ties
h site, These also will be
coded. These tes sepresent cight percenc of
the toral syswem,

are unigue o

Ninety-two percent of
usable at any location,
communitics,
cleer their
personnel or comract for flood barrier
assemblyfdisassembly, 1 clients clect to erect
(“Disaster Respossse...” conrinues on p. 45)

components are

Clients fcities, private
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS® Pat Vredevoogd Combs
ABS, CRS, GRI, PMN
President
, The Voice For Real Estate’ Dale A, Stinton
REALTOR CAE, CPA, CMA, RCE
500 New Jersey Avenue, N.W. EVP/CEO
Washington, DC 20001-2020 - N
y GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
igz:é;;::‘: OP;D} g:ﬁﬁ:{:ﬂﬁfmm Jerey Giovaniello, Senior Vice Prcsildcnt
: OrE/B Walter J, Witek, Jr., Vice President

STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
REALTORS®

The National Association of REALTORS® commends the Subcommittee for holding this
hearing and focusing on the need for a coordinated federal response to disasters. There is much

1o be learned from the disasters of 2005, and we applaud your leadership in pursuing this
discussion and identifying solutions that can help mitigate any future catastrophes.

Need for Coordinated Federal Response

NAR believes it is imperative that a coordinated federal response be developed now,
before the next disaster. In the aftermath of Katrina and Rita, the most immediate need was
shelter for the victims. FEMA, HUD and Homeland Security struggled to develop a cohesive
plan to assist evacuees who had then scattered nationwide. Working with a variety of different
housing programs — Section 403 Housing, Section 408 Housing, and the HUD Disaster Voucher
Program — officials found that none worked easily together and all had rules and regulations that
were ill-equipped to address post-disaster housing needs. The Stafford Act, for example, stated
that HUD could only provide housing assistance to those who already had been receiving HUD
assistance. Compounding the problem was the fact that FEMA simply didn’t have the resources
or expertise to house people.

The private housing industry tried to step in, sometimes with the assistance of state or
local governments or charities. These groups found the red-tape and bureaucracy nearly
paralyzing. Victims, housing providers, and often government officials were confused by the
different rules that applied to different people. Victims didn’t receive assistance they were
entitled to, some used monies for food and clothing and medicine and were later told those were
ineligible uses; many others simply didn’t know where to go for help. The federal government
turned to cruise ships, hotels, and trailers in a complicated and ineffective attempt to respond.
The end result of the various forms of chaos is the clear need for a coordinated response plan by
the federal government to adequately respond to future disasters.

HUD had responsibility to find housing for those people who were already receiving
federal assistance. This included families with a Section 8 voucher, families in project-based
Section 8, public housing residents, housing for the eiderly and disabled, and more. HUD
estimates that approximately 32,000 citizens receiving housing assistance were displaced. HUD
has yet to locate nearly 10,000 of these as of today. These numbers do not include the tens of
thousands who were not receiving HUD assistance at the time of the disaster, but due to the loss
of their homes, businesses, and jobs, may now qualify for assistance under HUD programs.
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When a community is declared a national disaster area, we believe that should
immediately trigger a variety of waivers and changes in program requirements. Our members
own and manage Section 8 and Section 515 rural housing properties across the country, some of
which have vacant units. After Katrina and Rita, these units could not be quickly utilized by
evacuees because Public Housing Authorities, owners and agents were still required to adhere to
all program requirements which prohibited or delayed such a use.

In a national disaster area, some program requirements should be temporarily suspended
to allow victims to find immediate shelter. Most important are the requirements related to initial
inspections and income verifications. These requirements are time consuming and may be
impossible to meet in the aftermath of a disaster. An automatic temporary waiver of program
requirements would avoid programmatic delays and provide housing immediately to those in
need. In addition, for those residents who had been receiving project-based assistance, NAR
recommends that HUD immediately convert that subsidy to a portable voucher for use wherever
the resident has been relocated.

Housing Authorities have the names of property owners who participate in the Section 8
voucher program. These properties should be immediately contacted to see if units are available
for all disaster victims — not just those who already were receiving federal assistance. Lastly,
HUD should work with the private sector firms that own and manage rental units nationwide.
Rather than turn to makeshift solutions like trailers and cruise ships, the government should
focus on housing that is readily available in communities.

We believe HUD is the federal agency with the most experience in housing. Therefore,
HUD should be provided the responsibility for this area of disaster response. However, changes
need to be made now to allow the agency — and housing providers — to quickly respond to the
needs of disaster victims.

Without Insurance, Housing Problems Escalate

NAR believes that now is the time for Congress to address a comprehensive natural
disaster policy that includes natural disaster insurance. The inability to obtain affordable
homeowners' insurance is a serious threat to the residential real estate market — and thus, our
economy, in several ways. Because homeowners' insurance is a necessary component in
securing a federally-related mortgage, an otherwise creditworthy potential homebuyer who
cannot obtain the required insurance is priced out of the market. The lack of affordable
insurance makes housing unaffordable. If an existing homeowner is unable to maintain
insurance required by a mortgage lender, the mortgage is in default. In lease situations,
insurance costs incurred by landlords are ultimately passed along to tenants in the form of higher
rents.

NAR supports the creation of a federal natural disaster program that will prevent future
disruptions in insurance markets and promote available and affordable homeowners' insurance in
disaster-prone areas. Key elements of a comprehensive natural disaster policy include
encouraging personal responsibility through insurance and appropriate mitigation measures,
recognizing the roles of state and local governments regarding building codes and land use
planning decisions, and addressing infrastructure needs. We strongly urge the Subcommittee to
pursue a federal disaster program.
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Conclusion

Thank you again for your dedication to this important issue. The National Association of
REALTORS® believes the need for a coordinated federal response to disasters is paramount.
Following Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, REALTORS® quickly responded to identify available
housing resources in the community and provide assistance to consumers and government
entities in finding housing for victims. NAR assisted in the development of the internet portal
hurricanehousing.net. The Louisiana REALTORS® Association worked with FEMA, the
Department of Homeland Security and NAR to develop the site, which allowed those with
available housing resources to post valuable information and those with housing needs to access
the details. However, the REALTOR® commitment didn’t end there. NAR entered into a
partnership with Habitat for Haumanity International (HFHI) to build 54 homes in the Gulf region
as part of HFHI's Operation Home Delivery.

Today, we continue to be committed to addressing the nation’s post-disaster needs, and
stand ready to work with you on developing a comprehensive national strategy for disasters.
Thank you for holding this important hearing.
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ltem For Discussion for Congressional Hearing

Lack of Experienced Personnel — Many of FEMA's representatives were
not experienced with FEMA’s Public Assistance Program and therefore
were not certain on how different projects should be addressed by the
Public Assistance Program.
Incorrect Information - There were cases where FEMA's representatives
provided the Parish incorrect information regarding the Public Assistance
Program. Incorrect information would lead the Parish to spend valuabie
time working in one direction, only to learn that the direction we were
going in was incorrect. An example of poor guidance is the situation with
our sewer collection and treatment system, Prior to Katrina, we had
developed plans to consolidate our sewer system into one wastewater
plant to improve the efficiency of our operations. When Katrina hit, our
entire sewer system was flocded, and all equipment was destroyed. We
demonstrated that the cost to consolidate the sewer system, mitigating
future damages, cost less than repairing or replacing the damage facilities
in kind and mitigating future damage of the replace facilities. FEMA
provided a Public Assistance specialist, who led us to believe that the
consolidation project could be done. We worked for 12 months pursuing
the consolidation option, only learning that the consolidation option would
not be approved. We are currently in the process of designing, procuring
contractors, and repairing / replacing our pre-Katrina facilities. Had we
known up front that we could only replace facilities to pre-Katrina
conditions; we would be 12 months further along with our sewer system
repairs.
Project Workshest Development — FEMA has taken as many 14 months to
develop project worksheets. In many cases, contractors have worked for
as much as 12 months without a project worksheet being developed.
While under nomal circumstances, an applicant can afford to make
contractor payments with in-house reserve funds and wait for
reimbursement. Unfortunately, our entire Parish was flooded and virtually
all of our facilities were destroyed. And, our entire tax base was either shut
down for months or moved away. Nineteen months after the storm, we still
are missing _&b % of our population. The Parish spent its reserve funds
literally weeks after the storm, and since then has been dependant on
reimbursements to pay its contractors. Many contractors are then forced
to wait 8 to 12 months for payment. Since our payments to contractors are
late, contractors are telling us that they are increasing their bids to allow
for the carrying cost of the projects. Other contractors are not bidding on
our work in fear of slow payments, thereby reducing competition. In some
cases, we received only one bid on a project causing more uncenainty of
reasonableness of cost, theraby risking eligibility of the costs for the
roject.
gurjther problems with the development of the project worksheets come
when the construction contract does.not match project worksheet exactly.
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The project worksheets are written with such detail that the State does not
make payments unless the project worksheet, contract, and invoices
match perfectly. Unfortunately for our Parish, we need the project
worksheets to be writien before we procure so we have a means to pay
our contractors. Nevertheless, project worksheets that do not match our
contracts and invoices must be corrected by a "version” {o the project
worksheet. Many of which have taken FEMA as much as 6 months to
develop and obligate.

Federal Agency Coordination — The major issue we saw immediately after the
disaster is that FEMA and the Corps of Engineers (COE) indicated to our
Parish, and others, that if the Parish requested COE to perform work during a
100% eligible period, the entire project would be 100% eligible no matter how
long the project took. Certainly a Parish in our shape could not afford to pass
on such an offer, if it were real. After months of meetings and correspondence
with the State and FEMA and the COE we learned that the idea was incorrect.
Again, countless hours wasted on misinformation,

Another example of lack of coordination between federal agencies is in
regards to water resources facilities repairs between FEMA and the National
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS). Since the storm we've been trying
to coordinate the cleaning of our canals between the NRCS and FEMA. To
date, the NRCS has not cleaned a canal, and FEMA has not written a project
worksheet o provide funds to the Parish to clean its own canals.

Hazard Mitigation Delays — FEMA's representatives instructed our staff that
improvements o our facilities could not be made until mitigation of future
damage was considered. Unfortunately, FEMA'’s representatives could not
provide Parish personnel with assistance to determine reasonable mitigation
procedures. In some cases, FEMA representatives suggested that Parish
staff consider unreasonable mitigation procedures in formulating projects and
their costs in order for a project worksheet to be written. Many months later,
the project worksheet would be written as a repair only with no mitigation,

Project worksheet Cost Estimates — Many FEMA representatives would write
project worksheets with inaccurate, undocumented cost estimates, despite
the Parish’'s personnel, experienced in the subject field, offering documented
costs estimates. In many cases, the Parish's estimates or contract costs were
arbitrarily reduced.

Bureaucracy, and the Costs Thereof — St. Bernard Parish received about
$200 million in public assistance funds to date. These funds were much
needed, and are much appreciated. With the exception of the military
assistance provided in the weeks following the hurricane, very little “brick and
mortar” assistance was provided by the State and Federal Government.
Again, the federal Government provided much needed and appreciated
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money. But, I wonder how much money was spent by the federal government on getting
the much needed and much appreciated money to our Parish.

Additional Information

1.) Thus far we have not received any complaints about the *Park™ Model Trailer.
We feel this is the best option for temporary housing,

2.) We feel that FEMA should arrange to have their personnel remain on station for a
longer period. As soon as we start fruitful discussion with FEMA on site
representation, their tour is either complete or transferred to another area.

3.) The Military has been a source of complete cooperation and assistance. We have
been assisted by personnel from the US Coast Guard and US Navy, and their
assistance has been superior.

Included in this position station is a recent recovery “white pages” on suggested
modifications of the Stafford Act.

Thank you for this opportunity.

// J =

Henry J. Rodriguez
President, St. Bernard Parish
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Suggested Modifications to the Stafford Act / FEMA Policy
to Aid in Post-Disaster Recovery
St. Bernard Parish Government
February 6, 2007

Mandatory NFIP Reduction (§ 5172 (d))

The reduction of funding due to the lack of flood insurance for St. Bemard Parish is
approximately $5.2 million. Although the Parish understands the need to encourage local
governments to purchase flood insurance, we feel that punitive measures taken for first
time damage from flood should be waived. Instead, the law should allow funding to be
revoked if the applicant does not obtain and maintain flood insurance post recovery.

Force Account Labor Immediately Following the Disaster

Since essential personnel were required to remain on-site under extremely harsh
circumstances, the Parish paid these employees for 24 hours each day for the first two
weeks after the hwricane. Reimbursement for force labor immediately following the
storm was reduced to 20 hours per day. Reimbursement for force labor immediately
following z disaster should be for all time that an employee is required to remain at work.

While the Stafford Act does not specifically differentiate between emergency (category
B) work and permanent work, it is FEMA policy to reimburse only overtime for
emergency work. Reimbursement should be made for all eligible work.

Commencement of Emergency (70 hour rule)

FEMA requires that all emergency contracts must be procured within the first 70 hours
after a disaster. After hwrricane Katrina, St. Bemard personnel were not able to
communicate with anyone outside of the Parish at all for several days and with great
difficulty for at least 2 month afterward. This post disaster time frame should be at least
30 days and should not commence until after federal (FEMA) officials are able to reach
the disaster area,

Advance Funding for Permanent (Category C through G) Work

In a disaster of this magnitude, the financial resources of a local government can be
extremely strained. It is impossible under these circumstances for St. Bernard to pay tens
of millions of dollars for permanent work and then wait months for reimbursement. At
least 25% of the funds for categories C through G work should be advanced to the
applicant to foster a speedier recovery.

Funding for Operating Costs

In & major disaster such as hurricane Katrina, normal revenue sources for local
government are interrupted. Assistance should be provided for operating expenscs
needed to maintain government services.
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Appeslis Process

The appeals process should not include the same personnel involved in the denial of the
original request. An impartial review should be required and a decision rendered, in
writing, in a timely manner (i.e. within 72 hours).

Procurement Procedures
Procurcment procedures should be firmly established without subjective determinations,

Incidental Damage |

Damage that is a result of the disaster should be eligible for reimbursement even if that
damage is not a “direct” result of the event. One example is damage to residential streets
by debris removal trucks since typical residential streets are not designed for this type of
waffic. Another example is silt deposited by flood waters is washed into storm drains by
subsequent rain events.

Written Explanation of Eligibility Determinations

The applicant should be provided a written explanation for any decision resulting in the
denial of requested assistance. The time limit for appeal should not begin until the
applicant acknowledges receipt of the written explanation.

Navigable Waterways
Cleaning of navigable waterways should be tasked to the Corps of Engineers, not the
Coast Guard.

Canal Debris/Sediment Removal
FEMA requires that debris be removed from drainage canals before sediment is removed.
This results in a duplication of effort and increased cost.

Replacement of Heavy Equipment

The majority of the Parish’s heavy equipment was lost in the storm. FEMA policy is to
replace such equipment in kind, i.e. same make, model, year and condition, Because of
the devastation of the entire region, exact replacements are nearly impossible to locate.
In the event that a close match is found, procurement rules prevent purchage in a timely
manner so the item is bought by another party (like a private contractor) that does not
have to adhere to those rules. Replacement of heavy equipment that is not readily
available with new or newer models should be fully reimbursable.

Access to Personnel with Decision-Making Authority

In order for the applicant to take appropriate actions, it is imperative that they receive
definitive decisions from FEMA.. The applicant should have access to FEMA personnel
with the authority to make decisions that allow the recovery effort to move forward.

Restoration of Medlcal Facilities
Although emergency medical facilities were provided in the immediate aftermath of the
Storm, no help has been provided to restore permanent health care facilities to the Parish.
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Currently, assistance to for-profit health care facilities is not eligible under the Stafford
Act,

Support for Project Worksheet Processing and Record Keeping

In the aftermath of hurricane Katrina, Parish staff was reduced to approximately one half
of pre-storm levels. Keeping up with the record keeping and other clerical work required
to receive assistance has been extremely difficult. It is probable that St. Bernard Parish
has lost funding for which it is entitled “because of insufficient staffing. Staff
augmentation should be provided to assist the applicant with the voluminous paperwork
required in the public assistance process.

Procurement Assistance .
In the weeks following Katrina, comrnunications systems were severely compromised.

Land line phone systems were destroyed, cell phone service was intermittent at best,
there was no intemet service and travel into and out of the Parish was limited. Most of
the vendors that were used by the Parish prior to the Storm were located in the affected
area and could not be reached. FEMA policy mandates that “normal procurement
procedures” be employed after a disaster but there was nothing “normal” about the
situation in St. Bernard post Katrina. Assistance should be provided to the applicant in
the form of finding alternate sources for needed supplies and facilitating getting the

required price quotes.
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Madam Chairwoman, thank you for holding this hearing and for your work on this issue, not
only to help those affected by the current crisis, but also to improve the way in which disaster
housing assistance is provided in the future.

My name is Maria Foscarinis. I am the Executive Director and Founder of the National Law
Center on Homelessness & Poverty (NLCHP). NLCHP is the legal arm of the national
movement to prevent and end homelessness in the United States. The devastation wreaked
by the Gulf hurricanes threatened hundreds of thousands of already impoverished Americans
with homelessness. As an organization dedicated to ending and preventing homelessness,
NLCHP was involved in responding to the disaster from the beginning.

In addition to fielding hundreds of calls and requests for help, NLCHP reached out to service
providers and legal services organizations in the areas affected by the disaster. One of the
requests we received was for basic information about federal resources available to help them
get back on their feet. In response, we talked to federal agencies to about emergency resources
available as well as special procedures designed to help people access entitlements and
educational benefits. As we gathered the information, we disseminated it to groups in the
Gulf Coast Region.

Some federal agencies, such as the Social Security Administration and the U.S. Department of
Education, responded quickly by promulgating clear guidance establishing emergency
procedures designed to help people obtain benefits or educational services to which they were
entitled. But when we tried to obtain information about housing assistance from the
Department of Homeland Security and the Federal Emergency Management Agency, we
found it extremely difficult to obtain.

We began to receive calls from individuals and attorneys assisting individuals in the Gulf
Coast region, telling us they had applied for Section 403 housing assistance and been denied,
but had no idea why. Nor was there an understandable appeals process. A particularly
common problem was that of persons who had lived in group homes. Because of FEMA’s
rule that only one person from a shared household could receive housing benefits, many
people who had lived in group homes were denied assistance. Group homes are a common
way for non-profits to provide housing to homeless and low-income single, unrelated, adults.
Because of FEMA’s policy, many people were denied.

To assist legal aid and social services group in the region, NLCHP attempted to get
information from FEMA, but although FEMA appeared to have developed internal
procedures, they were not forthcoming in providing the written information and guidance
essential to help people in the affected region understand the program—and, most important,
receive the help to which they were entitled and which they desperately needed. After
repeated efforts to get FEMA to provide information, we at last were forced to bring a class
action lawsuit in federal court together with two other non-profits groups, a private law firm,
advocates from the Gulf Coast region Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, Public
Interest Law Project (Oakland, CA), Schulte, Roth and Zabel, and LA attorney John Pierre.
The case, McWaters v. FEMA, challenged numerous problems in the way FEMA
administered emergency housing assistance. In particular, the plaintiffs challenged FEMA’s
practice of discontinuing short-term lodging assistance with almost no warning and before
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recipients of the assistance had a chance to try to make alternative lodging arrangements,
threatening many evacuees with homelessness in the middle of the winter and on the eve of
the holiday season.

The court ruled in our favor on key claims, ordering FEMA to provide more notice to victims
before terminating them from the short term lodging program and prohibiting FEMA from
suggesting to prospective applicants for assistance that they must first seek a loan from the
Small Business Administration before they could qualify for FEMA assistance. On some of
plaintiffs’ other claims, while the Court was sympathetic, the court ruled only Congress had
the authority to address the issues, stating:

It defies reason that a federal agency whose exclusive
provision — and indeed, sole reason for existence — is to assist
fellow Americans in a time of natural disaster in meeting their
utmost needs would fail to notify people of the available
services and the requirements for engaging those services, in
some clear, consistent, and accessible way...Nevertheless, the
Court finds that FEMA is not legally required to notify
applicants or recipients of assistance about what FEMA
provides or how to obtain such assistance. Regrettably, the
Court must leave any dissatisfaction with the law in this regard
for those in the legislative branch to remedy.

Today, over one-and-a-half years after Hurricane Katrina hit the Gulf Coast region, there are
still many people who remain displaced. FEMA policies and practices have exacerbated the
problems of those who still have not been able to return to their community. Some of the
displaced people have been inappropriately cut off from housing benefits. Tt is essential to
emphasize that rental assistance benefits are subsistence benefits. Many evacuees cannot
return to their homes yet, and their continued receipt of rental assistance prevents them from
becoming homeless and slipping further into poverty.

Others who were eligible for additional housing benefits did not receive it because they never
learned they were eligible. Some of those who were cut off or denied assistance received a
letter with an undecipherable code given as the reason for denial or cutoff but no explanation
of what that code meant. Still others are being pursued erroneously by FEMA to re-pay
housing assistance funds that they received and to which they were legitimately entitled under
the Stafford Act. In short, over a year-and-a half after the disaster, its victims are not only
still struggling, but they are not receiving the help to which they are entitled. Even worse, in
some cases the very agencies charged with helping them are not only not doing so, they are
actively adding to the victims’ suffering by improperly pursuing them for the repayment of
funds.
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In response, last week NLCHP, along with a coalition of public interest groups and two law
firms that are working with us on a pro bono basis, filed another lawsuit against FEMA on
behalf of people who were driven from their homes by Hurricane Katrina. The suit, Ridgely
v. FEMA, was filed last Thursday in the United States District Court for the Eastern District
of Louisiana. The plaintiffs’ claims are as follows:

FEMA failed to provide recipients of Section 408 assistance with adequate, written
notice of the reasons for termination prior to terminating assistance

FEMA failed to provide plaintiffs with an opportunity to continue receiving assistance
pending the outcome of an appeal of FEMA’s decision to terminate assistance

FEMA failed to provide plaintiffs with an adequate hearing in front of an independent
decision-maker

FEMA has demanded repayment of disaster assistance from individuals without
adequate written notice about the basis for that decision or an explanation of the
opportunity to a hardship waiver of the overpayment demand

FEMA has withheld Section 408 funds without adequate prior notice of such
withholding

FEMA has withheld Section 408 funds without providing an opportunity for a hearing
prior to withholding

FEMA has failed to give adequate notice of the standards for determining continuing
eligibility for Section 408 assistance or to give adequate notice of the eligibility
standards relevant to the determination of overpayments

In essence, we are alleging that FEMA’s actions violate Katrina victims right to due process
under the Fifth Amendment to the United States Constitution, While we are asking the Court
to provide a remedy to help these victims now, we also urge Congress to provide more
oversight and to enact legislation that will do more to prevent such problems in the future.
Specifically:

Congress should require FEMA to publish clear policies setting forth who is eligible
for assistance, how they should go about applying for assistance, and what appeal
options they have if assistance is denied. These policies should be widely
disseminated. All federal agencies that provide homeless and other emergency
assistance funding under the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act should
receive the information and be required to distribute it to their grantees in regions
affected by the disaster. Publication of clear guidelines will not only help people to
understand their rights, it may also help reduce FEMA’s workload by reducing
applications from ineligible persons and improving documentation by applicants of
their eligibility.

Congress should also enact new protections for disaster victims that emphasize
FEMA’s obligation to provide written, understandable explanations for denials of
housing assistance and allow those already receiving assistance to maintain it until
they have an opportunity for a hearing and appeal. In addition to disseminating this
information to the field, FEMA should be required to disseminate it to Congressional
offices to enable them to better assist their constituents and to facilitate Congressional
oversight.
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In addition, changes need to be made to the Stafford Act in order to improve the provision of
housing assistance in the future:

o Congress should enact the Shared Households language that was included in 8.3721
(Sec.218 (a)), the Post Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006,
introduced by Senators Collins and Lieberman on July 25, 2006.

o Lastly, Congress should ensure that the amount of rental assistance given to displaced
households be no less than HUD’s fair market rent (FMR) and it should be higher if
the President determines that the rental market changes as a result of the disaster have
driven the cost of renting an apartment above the FMR. For persons with disabilities,
who may have a much harder time finding accessible units at any price, FEMA should
be allowed to provide assistance above 120% if necessary to secure accessible units.

1t is shameful that low income Americans were essentially left without recourse or help in
meeting their very basic human needs in the wake of the Gulf hurricanes. Those hurricanes
were natural disasters, but our nation’s response to their impact on the poorest and most
vulnerable members of our society is truly a man made disaster. As such, however, it can and
must be reversed and prevented. We can and should do much better. I urge you to use your
authority to exercise oversight to address the immediate needs of those who are still suffering
and also to amend the Stafford Act to prevent future suffering in the event of such disasters.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this testimony. If you have any questions, please do
not hesitate to contact me or my staff.
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:frr Habitat

for Humanity®

Mr. Jonathan T.M. Reckford, CEO, Habitat for Humanity International
on
Creating a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective Federal Disaster Housing Program
Senate Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs Subcommittee on Disaster Recovery
April 24, 2007

Thank you, Chairman Landrieu and Ranking Member Stevens, for convening today’s important
hearing. All of us have much to learn from the hurricanes of 2005, and Habitat for Humanity
appreciates this opportunity to share its experiences and to work with you to ensure a more
effective response to housing needs when the next disaster inevitably occurs. I would also like to
express my appreciation to the Chair for her recent introduction of legislation (8 1180) extending
the placed in service date for the GO Zone Low Income Housing Tax Credit by an additional two
years. In light of the significant obstacles faced by builders and developers in the aftermath of
the 2005 storm season, it is appropriate to provide the flexibility necessary to allow the tools that
Congtess has provided for redevelopment to succeed.

Habitat Responds to Hurricane Katrina and Hurricane Rita

On Aug. 29, 2005, Hurricane Katrina slammed into the U.S, Gulf Coast, causing far-flung
devastation to people and property in Louisiana, Mississippi and Alabama. Less than a month
later, on Sept. 24, 2005, Hurricane Rita also made landfall on the Gulf Coast, this time extending
weather’s wrath to Texas. The storms’ toll: hundreds of lives lost and more than 500,000 homes
damaged or destroyed. These unprecedented natural disasters called for an unprecedented
response from Habitat for Humanity, from government at all levels, and from the American
people.

Habitat for Humanity enjoys a unique combination of experience and resources to contribute to
Guif housing recovery efforts. Having been on the ground in the Gulf region for more than 20
years, Habitat for Humanity understands the challenges that low-income families in the region
face in acquiring adequate and affordable housing. To help the people of the Gulf Coast rebuild
their homes, communities, and lives, Habitat for Humanity International (HFHI} launched
Operation Home Delivery and has been at work with public and private partners ever since
building a strong foundation for the many years of work ahead. So far, Operation Home
Delivery has already built over 700 houses along the Guif Coast with the helg of over 50,000
volunteers, and on May 21%, Habitat volunteers will raise the walls on the 1000™ home begun on
the Gulf since Katrina.

In addition to its efforts on the ground in the Gulf region, HFHI is also active in efforts to
improve the efficacy of the nation’s disaster response infrastructure. HFHI is working with a
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coalition led by Save the Children and including other representatives from the private and
nonprofit sectors focused on improving how the unique needs of children are met in planning for,
responding to and recovering from disasters. HFHI appreciates this opportunity to inform the
Financial Services Committee of its current efforts both in the Gulif and in Washington and looks
forward to working with Chairman Frank and Ranking Member Bachus to enhance the federal
government’s disaster response capabilities, particularly with regard to meeting housing needs.

Recommendations

In addition to having more than 1,700 affiliates in the United States, Habitat for Humanity is also
at work in more than 90 countries around the world. Habitat’s global presence has afforded it
broad experience in disaster recovery since 1992, Habitat has applied this experience in its
efforts throughout the Gulf region and in its development of recommendations for improving US
disaster response capabilities.

In general, HFHI supports the findings of the Sphere Project: Humanitarian Charter and
Minimum Standards for Disaster Response. The Sphere Project, created by international
nongovernmental organizations working in disaster response, is based on two core beliefs: first,
that all possible steps should be taken to alleviate human suffering arising out of calamity and
conflict, and second, that those affected by disasters have a right to life with dignity and
therefore a right to assistance.

In the immediate term, HFHI, through its work with the Children in Disasters Coalition, supports
Sen. Christopher Dodd’s (D-CT) efforts to build bipartisan consensus on legislation to
systematically and thoroughly review how the federal government relates to the needs of
children in planning for, responding to and recovering from disasters and to make
recommendations on how to better meet their needs in future disasters. This would be
accomplished through the creation of a high-level, public-private federal advisory body to study
and prepare recommendations on US government disaster relief policies and the creation of high-
level state advisory commissions in each state to prepare recommendations on state disaster
relief policies. The federal advisory council will meet with representatives of each state advisory
council to present recommendations on how to proceed with preparing for a disaster and to
coordinate an overall set of recommendations that will include coordinating mechanisms as weil
as federal and state policy. The commission would also fund disaster recovery research and pilot
projects to develop and disseminate information on the best disaster response practices.

With particular regard to addressing housing needs following disasters, there are several
principles that HFHI supports:

¢ Creating a Continuum of Care for Housing — In order to respond effectively to
disasters of differing types and degrees, the federal government should develop a flexible
menu of housing options, allowing families to remain in damaged homes when possible
and to use trailers, hotels, apartments, and other options, as necessary and appropriate.

e Pursuing Community-Based Recovery — Many of the challenges currently faced in
rebuilding New Orleans are consequences of having sent so many residents so far away
following Hurricane Katrina. Communities recover more quickly when families are able
to remain near their homes, jobs, schools, and support structures.
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¢ Streamlining the Housing Response — Following Katrina and Rita, many families were
provided inconsistent housing information and unequal levels of assistance. The federal
government should continue to support efforts already being undertaken to ensure that
families have immediate access to a single point of contact for housing-related services
and that all families should receive equal access to consistent benefits.

o Allocating Permanent Disaster Response and Recovery Resources to Federal
Agencies -- Federal agencies expected to participate in response and recovery efforts
must be provided separate, permanent resources for disaster response activities so that
agencies need not rely on “cannibalizing” staff and funding from other programs in order
to fulfill post-disaster responsibilities.

s Providing Necessary Federal Regulatory Waiver Authority — The Administration
should be provided with sufficient waiver authority to insure that post-disaster federal
regulatory enforcement is reasonable and humane. Often, waivers need only be
temporary, allowing the proper sequencing of regulatory enforcement.

These are a few principles for improving the federal response to housing needs following natural
or man-made disasters. Habitat for Humanity stands ready to work with each member of this
committee, with your colleagues in both the House and Senate, and with your constituents
around the country to insure that the housing response to every future disaster is improved based
on the lessons learned from disasters past. Thank you for taking the time to explore this
important issue.
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UNITED STATES SENATE COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND
SECURITY AND GOVERMENTAL AFFAIRS
SUBCOMMITTEE ON DISASTER RECOVERY

April 24, 2007
i Introduction

Good morning. I am Barbara R. Arawine, Executive Director of the Lawyers’ Committee
for Civil Rights Under Law (“Lawyers’ Committee”). 1 would first like to thank
Chairwoman Landrieu and the members of the Subcommittee for holding hearings on the
recovery effort and, in particular, for providing the Lawyers’ Committee with the
opportunity to participate in this important hearing.

The Lawyers” Committee is a nonpartisan, nonprofit civil rights legal organization that
has been in existence for over 40 years. It was formed in 1963 at the request of President
John F. Kennedy to involve the private bar in providing legal services to address racial
discrimination. The mission of the Lawyers’ Comumittee is to secure, through the rule of
law, equal justice under the law. For more than 42 years, the Lawyers” Commitiee has
advanced racial and gender equality through a highly effective and comprehensive
program involving educational opportunities, fair employment and business
opportunities, community development, fair housing, environmental justice, and
meaningful participation in the electoral process.

Since our inception, the Lawyers’ Committee has represented communities of color,
particularly African Americans, in their struggle for civil rights. Many of our cases have
been against governmental entities in Mississippi, Alabama, Louisiana, and Texas
challenging racial discrimination against African Americans in voting, municipal
services, employment, and other matters. We have also participated in litigation against
the federal government for its failure to provide equal protection in employment and
housing to African Americans and other racial minorities.
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11, The Aftermath

Katrina has truly been a continuing storm: just as many poor communities were
marginalized, segregated, and abandoned before the storm came ashore, they remain left
out of the recovery and rebuilding effort. For notwithstanding President Bush’s
pronouncement days after the storm in Jackson Square that “[t}he storm didn’t
discriminate, and neither will the recovery effort,”" far too many families, and especially
far too many of those most in need, are still being left behind. Indeed, six months after
Katrina, tens of thousands of families were still waiting for Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) trailers. As of today — nearly 18 months after the storm
— an estimated 75,000 Louisiana residents and 80,000 Mississippi residents are still
living in trailers. The story did not end with the Superdome. Rather, FEMA continued to
fail to help those with the least resources rebuild their lives and their communities.

While there are many failures in the programmatic response to Hurricane Katrina at the
local, state, and federal level, my testimony addresses the specific ways in which
FEMA’s emergency disaster relief and housing assistance has proved particularly, almost
deliberately, ineffective for the most vulnerable and marginalized families—those in
predominantly minority communities, those with lower incomes and limited savings, and
renters.

Low-Income Households Suffered Disproportionate Losses in the Storm

While Katrina indiscriminately leveled coastal communities across the Gulf, the data
suggest that, if anything, lower-income households were disproportionately impacted.
For example, households at or below 150% of the Federal Poverty Line (FPL) comprised
some 10% of pre-Katrina households, yet such households represented 13.5% of those
within Katrina’s Surge Inundation Limit (SIL) (10,228 of 75,733)2. Calculations
comparing census data with FEMA flood maps similarly suggest that while low-income
households (those below 80% AMI) were about 38.18% of households in Mississippi’s
three coastal counties, they constituted 43%, 41%, and 39% of households suffering
storm surge damage in Hancock, Harrison, and Jackson counties respectively.3
Moreover, the Mississippi Regional Housing Authority reported that 80% of the

' Bush Gets Ground Tour of Katrina Damage, CNN, Sept. 12, 2005,
http://www.cnn.com/2005/US/09/12/katrina.impact/.

2 GOVERNOR’S COMMISSION REPORT, OFFICE OF GOVERNOR HALEY BARBOUR, ONE YEAR AFTER
KATRINA: PROGRESS REPORT ON RECOVERY, REBUILDING AND RENEWAL 5-6 (2006) at 54, available at
http://www.governorbarbour.com/documents/oneyearafterkatrina.pdf. “About two-thirds of the housing
units in [Harrison, Hancock, and Jackson] counties were occupied by households with income below the
U.S. median level (approximately $42,000 as of the year 2000).”

3 Income and Housing Data for Coastal Mississippi Counties, (Nat’l Low Income Hous. Coal., 2006).
Overall statistics on the number of units impacted may actually understate the effect of Katrina on low-
income households. Low-income families are more likely to reside in older and substandard housing,
which sustained greater wind and water damage from the hurricane. See, e.g., OXFAM AMERICA
RECOVERING STATES? THE GULF COAST SIX MONTHS AFTER THE STORM 4 (2006) (“Studies also show that
low-income and minority housing units are often older and more subject to damage than other housing.”).
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subsidized housing in coastal Mississippi was damaged or completely destroyed.* The
loss of affordable housing, coupled with the skyrocketing post-Katrina rental market, left
low-income families without adequate housing alternatives.

In addition to these inequities, lower-income homeowners are less likely to have the
financial resources necessary to bridge the gap between the value of their damaged or
destroyed home and the cost of rebuilding. Many low-income households are
underinsured or lack the cushion of insurance altogether, which is doubly disastrous
when insurance becomes a prerequisite for certain forms of programmatic assistance.
Income has a significant bearing on whether homeowners purchase insurance, and
research reveals that percentages of homeowners with insurance dropped as household
incomes decreased. It is axiomatic that, given their financial constraints, many elderly,
fixed-income, and low-income households simply do not purchase or maintain insurance.
Without adequate insurance coverage, low-income homeowners living in the seventy-
mile flood zone simply could not afford to rebuild.

Renters, Particularly Low-Income Renters, Face Additional Barriers

Katrina erased a surplus in market-rate rental units and created a nightmare for tenants
facing skyrocketing rents and a wave of illegal, pretextual evictions. Studies revealed
that over 50% of subsidized rental housing on the Gulf Coast was uninhabitable. Renters
are increasingly vulnerable to poor housing conditions because of the rental housing
crisis and the fact that they have been excluded from various forms of governmental
rebuilding assistance—especially the Homeowner Grant Assistance Program in
Mississippi and Road Home Program in Louisiana developed under the special CDBG
federal rebuilding allocation. While renters can receive compensation under FEMA’s
disaster assistance program for personal property loss and temporary housing assistance,
only homeowners can receive compensation for home repair. As a result, low-income
renters subsist in substandard apartment buildings and find themselves increasingly
exposed to threats of eviction.

The loss of such a huge share of rental housing, and serious damage to more, put low-
income tenants on the verge of homelessness long after the storm. Unfortunately,
substandard and uninhabitable conditions, illegal evictions, and spiking rents became
commonplace. Throughout coastal Mississippi, unscrupulous landlords sought to empty
developments full of low-income tenants to take advantage of increasing rents in a
market with little remaining affordable rental housing.

A jarring example of this scenario occurred at Edgewood Manor, a project-based section
8 apartment complex in Gulfport. Following Katrina, over fifty families at Edgewood
Manor were simply deserted by their property manager. The management company
reported to HUD that the building had been *“totally destroyed™ by the storm. Meanwhile,

* Michael Kunzelman, Unhabitable Habitats: Tenants Living in Squalor, SUN HERALD (Biloxi), Apr. 16,
2006, at A19 (“Before Katrina, the coastal office of the Mississippi Regional Housing Authority had 1,592
units of affordable housing. The hurricane damaged roughly 80 percent of those units, displacing 800
families.”).
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residents were left behind without roofs, running water, trash pickup, and in some cases,
basic plumbing. Christine Brice, a North Gulfport resident, witnessed families in
Edgewood Manor starting a fire in a bucket in order to keep warm, while others relied on
gas stoves to heat their apartments. On top of these deplorable housing conditions,
tenants dreaded a mass eviction. In October 2005, just a month after the storm, security
guards told residents that the apartment gates would be welded shut, blocking any reentry
into the complex. On the residents’ behalf, the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights and
the Mississippi Center for Justice forced the landlord to cease eviction threats and allow
tenants to remain at Edgewood Manor.

Individual tenants also face ongoing threats of eviction. For example, one of our clients,
a Biloxi resident who had been living out of his car after the storm, finally located an
apartment for rent in November 2005. While the apartment lacked sheetrock and a
permanent ceiling, he agreed to pay full rent while the landlord remodeled the apartment.
After several months, no repairs were made and the landlord began demanding additional
rent. When he refused to pay, the landlord began the common practice known as “self-
help” eviction, removing the locks and shutting off all utilities. Overnight, our client
joined the ranks of thousands of low-income renters with no place to go.

Unfortunately, coastal Mississippi and New Orleans had a high percentage of such
renters, particularly in areas damaged by Katrina. In low-income communities on the
coast, fully half of the residents were renters. Low-income persons in the disaster area
are also more likely to be renters. In communities like Biloxi, catastrophic damage
besieged these individuals and meeting their needs is all the more imperative to reviving
the community. Over a year after Katrina, the population who weathered the storm
without the financial and emotional asset of homeownership remains saddled with a
prolonged recovery period and inadequate housing alternatives.

Minority Communities Are Increasingly Vulnerable

Lower-income and higher poverty populations within the disaster area are
disproportionately communities of color. For example, nearly one in three African-
American Katrina survivors is at or below the poverty level, leaving thousands of
minority families without financial resources to rebuild.> Significantly, poverty and
homeownership rates among racial minorities are pronounced: of the many renters in the
coastal counties in Mississippi, a disproportionate number were African Americans.
Throughout the Gulf Coast, the African-American poverty rate is 27.1% compared to
10.4% for Caucasians. The homeownership rate is 49.8% for African Americans
compared to 74.0% for Caucasians, with some communities having an even greater
disparity. Studies indicate that there are marked ethnic and racial inequalities in adequate
insurance coverage. Other marginalized groups, such as Vietnamese immigrants and
disabled persons, also face especially high hurdles in the recovery.

The Mississippi Gulf Coast is only a portion of the disaster-devastated area. But the
tenuous position of lower-income and minority populations, particularly renters, is

> RECOVERING STATES, supra note 3, at 8 tb1.1 (citing U.S. Census Bureau Census 2000 data),
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endemic. As the supply of rental housing dwindled due to storm damage, rental prices in
coastal Mississippi skyrocketed over the pre-Katrina rates. Inflated market rents—and
the loss of public and subsidized housing—effectively eliminated much of the affordable
rental housing on the Gulf Coast. These factors, exacerbated by the sluggish pace of new
construction, leave many vulnerable families in a precarious position when FEMA’s
disaster assistance is delayed or denied.

III.  The Continuing Housing Crisis and Role of Non-profits

Today, we are faced with the most pressing long-term recovery challenge — the housing
crisis that has left thousands of hurricane survivors on the verge of homelessness. HUD
estimates that Hurricanes Katrina and Rita caused major or severe damage to 265,000
homes and apartments in Louisiana and Mississippi. Forty-four percent of the damaged
housing was occupied by families with “very low income,” those earning $25,000 or less.
Congress must to develop housing policy solutions that will guarantee safe, affordable
permanent housing for the hundreds of thousands of Katrina victims that remain in
trailers and other temporary housing.

Unfortunately, the special CDBG allocations for disaster recovery have not been
implemented by Louisiana, Mississippi or Alabama in ways that meet the critical housing
needs of low-income renters and homeowners. When Congress provided CDBG funds
for hurricane recovery in 2005, it used that program for a reason — it provides flexibility,
but it also has “[t]he primary objective to provide decent housing principally for persons
of low and moderate income.” The initial state plans left out a huge share of those
devastated by Katrina and Rita, and the most vulnerable part - low- and moderate-income
families and renters. Nonprofits fill this void.

Nonprofit organizations have a proven track record of rebuilding affordable housing in
communities across the Gulf Coast. To date, these organizations have moved mountains
through tremendous innovation, out-of-state technical assistance, and generous, but
relatively small, private grants from foundations and individuals. Stretching far beyond
their capacity, scores of nonprofit organizations have rebuiit homes for thousands of
people left in the gap between government disaster assistance and the cost to rebuild.
With the limited support of private donations, a mere 10 nonprofits working in New
Orleans and the Gulf Coast have reached thousands of low-income families by leveraging
private funds to build and repair 9,000 homes since the storm.

CDBG funds under the 2005 allocation have yet to reach local housing nonprofits that
meet the needs of the most vulnerable communities in New Orleans and on the Gulf
Coast. The creation of a grant program for local housing nonprofits would ensure that
thousands of units of safe, decent affordable housing are rebuilt and that public dollars
are reinvested quickly, efficiently, and creatively in local neighborhood redevelopment.
Unlike the private sector, local nonprofits are required to serve the public interest and
return any surplus funds into programs that serve the community.

€42 US.C. 5301(c).
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Nonprofits affordable housing organizations are uniquely positioned to provide
affordable rental housing and homeownership opportunities to low-income residents. In
Louisiana, Volunteers of America, Catholic Charities, UNITY for Greater New Orleans
are leveraging thousands of dollars from private charities. Local nonprofits came
together to create innovative housing solutions, such as the Permanent Supportive
Housing Coalition to development housing for the chronically homeless and others with
special needs. Habitat for Humanity and many faith- and community-based organizations
in New Orleans are leveraging national networks of volunteers to gut houses and
construct new affordable housing.

Gulf Coast nonprofits also enjoy excellent reputations and solid records of
accomplishments. Back Bay Mission of Biloxi, for instance, has operated successfully
since 1922. Housing 2010 developed an entire community of affordable housing in Moss
Point with modest resources. Turkey Creek Community Initiatives (TCCI) is an
innovative community-development corporation engaged in the comprehensive
revitalization of coastal Mississippi's low-income, historic, and environmentally
challenged Turkey Creek community. Another nonprofit, the North Gulfport Community
Land Trust, helps turn vacant property into affordable housing opportunities.

These organizations have repeatedly demonstrated uncanny innovation in the chaos
following Katrina. Witness the emergence of Unity Homes, a nonprofit project that will
provide “green” modular housing to families in New Orleans on the Gulf Coast at prices
unheard of in the affordable-housing industry. These model programs represent the most
innovative permanent replacement housing for evacuees and residents still living in
cramped FEMA ftrailers, yet they suffer from a lack of public funding at the federal or
state levels.

IV.  Policy Problems and Recommendations

Our nation must thoroughly restore and revamp the entire recovery and response process
to ensure that the dire injustices of the Katrina catastrophe never occur again. The
Lawyers’ Committee makes the following recommendations to the Subcommittee as a
first step to achieving this goal.

e Central reforms to the Stafford Act would include changes to better address
“shared household” rule problems and to ease and clarify grounds for permitting
persons who formerly shared an address to obtain appropriate benefits and
temporary housing after a disaster. Congress should correct the “shared
household” rule by expressly authorizing assistance to be provided separately to
different members of a pre-disaster household for reasons of divorce, family
separation, domestic violence, or other good cause.

e Procedurally, reform should focus on introducing clarity and consistency in the
application and recertification process. One of the most critical failings of FEMA
is the confusing and opaque nature of benefits provided and procedural rights
available to each disaster survivor applying for assistance. Certainly, Congress
could seek to establish clearer rules to ensure that in each disaster, applicants are
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adequately apprised of their rights.

e  We recommend that Disaster Relief Centers (“DRCs”) be set-up first where both
evacuees and remaining survivors are actually located. The DRCs must be more
mobile and they must be set-up quickly.

e  We urge Congress to address the affordable housing crisis by supporting
permanent affordable housing alternatives for low-income renters and
homeowners disproportionately affected by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita.
FEMA’s Alternative Housing Pilot Program (AHPP) is focused on temporary
replacement housing and should be retooled to provide funding for non-profits to
rebuild permanent affordable housing for low-income renters and homeowners in
Louisiana, Mississippi and Alabama.

o Congress should call upon local, state, and federal authorities to work to prevent
bias and racial insensitivity and to adopt laws and procedures that will protect the
fair housing rights of its citizens, especially during a time of national crisis. We
recommend developing fair housing policies to prevent jurisdictions from
blocking Low Income Housing Tax Credits and other affordable housing
programs.

V. Legal Response to the Disaster

Weeks after the disaster, Lawyers’ Committee attorneys and other volunteers headed to
Gulfport, Mississippi, with legal guides and emergency supplies to serve in the first wave
of legal responders. What we found was a chaotic process with rules ill-designed to meet
the realities and needs of low-income families. Because FEMA was slow to open
Disaster Recovery Centers (DRCs), families were forced to register for FEMA benefits
by phone or internet. Yet, the hundreds of families we saw at the emergency shelter area
in North Gulfport had no access to working phone lines or internet connections. The few
that found a donated cell phone would have to remain on hold throughout the night,
awaiting a FEMA phone representative.

In response, the Lawyers” Committee developed a series of legal clinics designed to
educate predominantly low-income and minority communities about their rights, and
assist them in the FEMA benefits process. Our legal clinics in North Gulfport, East
Biloxi, New Orleans and elsewhere reached over 1500 families in core disaster areas,
providing assistance with registering for FEMA benefits, and resolving insurance and
mortgage problems and landlord-tenant disputes. Volunteer lawyers worked one-on-one
with disaster survivors to address these issues, as well as employment, small business and
home repair issues. The obstacles to accessing FEMA’s Individuals and Households
Program proved difficult to navigate—often even for the advocates themselves,
confronted with unclear explanations from FEMA, and inconsistent application of ill-
defined and unpublished rules. As became apparent, to overcome the FEMA barriers,
many families needed ongoing individualized representation. Stemming from the legal
clinics, the Lawyers’ Committee and law firms working pro bono created a FEMA
Appeals project that provided continuing representation to over 350 families.
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To address FEMA’s unresponsiveness to the needs of displaced families on a larger scale,
the Lawyers” Committee, in conjunction with other lawyers, brought a class action on
November 10, 2005, on behalf of all displaced persons who had applied or were applying
for FEMA assistance.” Among other things, the suit alleged that FEMA’s response to
Katrina violated the Stafford Act, which governs FEMA’s disaster response, and
FEMA’s constitutional due process obligations. Specifically, the suit challenged
procedural burdens that delayed or denied benefits to families, such as FEMA’s
application of the “shared household rule,” which rendered many applicants ineligible if
they shared an address with other applicants before the storm, but established separate
households after the disaster, and FEMA’s requiring a Small Business Administration
loan application prior to receipt of FEMA housing assistance. In addition, the suit
addressed FEMA's denial or suspension of benefits under circumstances created by its
own failure to inform applicants of their rights and obligations, and the effective denial of
benefits to numerous households due to FEMA’s excessive delays, including 80,000
applications still listed as “pending” three months after the storm.

The first successful ruling on McWaters came on December 12, 2005, when the court
enjoined FEMA’s arbitrarily threatened termination of all households residing in hotels
through FEMA’s emergency housing program. Just before FEMA proposed to displace
all such families on a handful of days’ notice, even though many families had yet to
receive a determination from FEMA as to whether they were entitled to continued
housing assistance in the form of rent or a trailer. In other words, FEMA proposed to
displace families before they could demonstrate they were entitled to continuing shelter.
In entering a preliminary injunction against FEMA’s actions, the court described its
insensitivity towards the needs of low-income households, bemoaning FEMA’s sudden
changes in policy combined with a lack of clarity for those FEMA was charged to assist.
Finding that “these actions by FEMA ... discriminate against victims based on the
grounds of economic status and prohibited in the Stafford Act,”® the court enjoined the
evictions and mandated a more open and fair process. Specifically, prior to displacing
any family, FEMA had to determine the family’s eligibility for continuing housing
benefits and provide at least two weeks notice. As a result of the order, ten of thousands
of evacuees remained in hotel and motels during the holidays and some until the
following spring.

The court also preliminarily enjoined FEMA from imposing the onerous and unnecessary
requirement that applicants for temporary housing assistance complete a Small Business
Administration (SBA) loan application, one of the primary barriers delaying needed
benefits. Overall, the McWaters case complemented individual representation efforts by
attacking systematic barriers. Even on claims where the case did not succeed legally,
such as the challenges to the “shared household rule,” it continued to put in sharp relief
the policy areas where FEMA’s programs fell short of helping those most in need.
Indeed, the court bemoaned the same administrative chaos and impenetrable policies that

" McWaters v. FEMA (McWaters I), 408 F. Supp. 2d 221, 225-27 (E.D. La. 2006).

8 McWaters I, 408 F. Supp. 2d at 236-37. “[Tihe majority of the persons affected by the [hotel eviction}
deadline are the most disadvantaged of our citizens and/or the persons who lost virtually all of their
property, economic livelihood, and in some cases, family members.”
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bedeviled many low-income applicants trying to navigate the benefits process, even
calling for legislative solutions to correct these failures.

V1.  Barriers to Access: FEMA Limits Assistance to Those Most in Need

The federal emergency response to this unprecedented natural disaster suffered from
abysmal planning and a lethargic response to the needs of hurricane survivors in the
devastated Gulf Coast. As we witnessed while assisting families at community legal
clinics in the days and months following the storm, applicants faced several threshold
barriers to even apply for emergency relief:

(1) FEMA eliminated paper applications, instead requiring applicants to register
with FEMA on-line or over the phone—in areas where phone lines were
frequently jammed and internet service down or non-existent for many low-
income families;

(2) FEMA phone lines were overwhelmed with the sheer number of calls and
electronic applications, resulting in busy signals and hours-long holds—even
overnight;

(3) temporary workers hired to handle the deluge of calls were poorly-trained,
with limited knowledge of FEMA’s unclear rules and limitations; and

(4) the local DRCs were inaccessible to many low-income families, particularly
those without personal transportation.

The McWaters court recognized the emotional impact of these bureaucratic roadblocks to
recovery, stating “FEMA’s indecision and internal bureaucratic bumbling has strained
even the most patient of citizens.” These immediate problems were further exacerbated
by procedural barriers to relief under FEMA’s Individual and Household Program and the
SBA loan requirement. The interplay of registration problems and shifting procedural
requirements, resulted in long delays and unwarranted denials of individual assistance for
hurricane survivors—burdens borne particularly by those with little or no resources of
their own to fall back on.

A Flawed Registration and Recertification Process

Families suffered the consequences of a political storm that arose from the lack of
emergency preparedness. For example, Red Cross shelters in Mississippi opened a day
before the disaster, but the locations were at least 160 miles north of the Guif Coast.
Mississippi Emergency Management Agency (MEMA) posted emergency evacuation
routes, but offered no transportation assistance out of coastal Mississippi. Without
adequate resources to evacuate—and no formal evacuation plan in place—poor families
were often resigned to wade out the storm in their communities. The lower-income
families who remained would have to wait in the burgeoning queue of those attempting to

° McWaters II, 436 F.Supp. 2d 802, 820 (E.D. La. 2006).
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apply for emergency relief. This meant unregistered families would face even longer
delays in receiving a FEMA travel trailer or mobile home.

Two weeks after the storm, we found that limiting registration to the toll-free line and the
internet made it nearly impossible for many of our clients to apply for FEMA emergency
benefits. Only those outside of the disaster area had a chance of reaching a live FEMA
representative. Internet access was equally limited. Thus, those with the ability to leave
the area after disaster—or, more specifically, families with the resources to temporarily
relocate —registered more effectively. Volunteer efforts began to fill the gap in disaster
response; companies offered free cell phones for registration, while legal advocates
helped individuals in isolated communities complete the FEMA registration process.

1) Unclear Rules and Procedures

Families who were able to register with FEMA in the early fall months following the
storm often spoke with poorly-trained, temporary workers with unclear rules and
limitations. The lack of training and/or poor implementation of FEMA guidelines, gave
FEMA operators broad discretion and particularly unchecked, unreviewed decisions.
Mary Price, for example, a renter in Gulfport, Mississippi, was told that she was
ineligible for IHP grant assistance until she filed her insurance claims. Perplexed, she
told the operator that she had no insurance. It appeared that the name of her landlord had
been mistakenly entered as her insurance carrier. Similarly, Lucy Bell was told she was
not eligible to receive grant assistance until her home had been inspected by FEMA. Yet,
her entire street was cordoned off by emergency workers, and she had no phone or postal
address, making it impossible for her to meet a FEMA inspector at the place where her
home once stood. Two months after the storm, she and her family remained on
“camping” vacation, awaiting emergency relief.

After hosting the first few legal clinics for hurricane survivors, it was apparent that, with
FEMA, inconsistency is the rule, not the exception. And discretion is likely to be used to
the disadvantage of those least informed of their legal rights, particularly families with
limited resources who lost personal records and had difficulty proving documentary
requirements, such as proof of occupancy, damage, personal property loss, and insurance
coverage.

For example, in late April and early May 2006, FEMA sent about 500 notices summarily
terminating trailer residents from the FEMA trailers in Mississippi alone.'” The thirty-
day eviction notice did not describe why families must leave, but rather cryptically

1 Some 500 eviction notices were sent out, with a total of 3,000 notices planned. (For reference, at the
time, there were less than 40,000 trailers in Mississippi.) See Shaila Dewan, FEMA Halts Evictions from
Trailers in Mississippi, N.Y. TIMES, June 22, 2006, at A16 {detailing the number of families receiving
FEMA travel trailers and mobile homes in Mississippi); Richard Fausset, 30 Days’ Notice at the FEMA
Trailer: Eviction Letters Go Qut to About 3,000 Katrina Victims, Who Are Told They 're Ineligible, L.A.
TIMES, May 20, 2006,. In May, pro bono attorneys at Lawyers’ Committee legal clinics helped six trailer
residents respond to termination notices from FEMA. As of June, 2006, FEMA reversed course and the
hurricane survivors were not evicted. See Don Hammack, Event Answers FEMA Queries: Center Hopes
To Help Evicted Residents, SUN HERALD (Biloxi), May 10, 2006.
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attached a FEMA determination noting that they were “ineligible” for other FEMA
benefits such as “rental assistance.” In the face of confusing and intimidating letters,
many families simply gave up and moved out. One trailer park manager reported that
over a third of her park moved out after receiving the notices.

Families who waited several months to receive a FEMA trailer were now threatened with
the loss of precious temporary housing. They did not understand their rights to challenge
the eviction. When they received the trailer, they were told that they could remain in the
unit up to eighteen months, subject to recertification. In part, the confusion was due to
the fact that notices were silent on the occupants’ rights, such as their ability to prove
eligibility and recertify under the grant program. Finally, in June 2006, FEMA
suspended the eviction of 3,000 families from government-issued trailers.

At the same time, even families who were not being threatened with eviction from their
trailers faced a cumbersome and often contradictory administrative system. FEMA’s
“recertification” process—requiring applicants to establish their continuing eligibility to
remain in the trailer—created a mood of fear and uncertainty. For example, one client
signed a standard FEMA Individuals and Households Program Occupant Dwelling Lease
on April 25, 2006, which expired just S days later. The lease stated that, in order to
remain in her trailer, she would have to renew the FEMA lease every calendar month
subject to recertification of continuing eligibility. This meant that in order to avoid an
eviction after May 1, she would have to enter into a new lease and recertify. She signed
the 5-day lease agreement “under duress” and came to our clinic fearing FEMA would
evict her if she was not present in her trailer if and when an inspector arrived for
recertification. Making matters worse, FEMA issued conflicting statements on
“recertification,” sowing confusion as to how long families could reside in trailers, or
what they must do to remain.

Though there will always be practical problems with administering temporary housing
and verifying eligibility, they were exacerbated in the FEMA context due to the
overwhelming number of policy decisions and guidelines that were not transparent and
accessible in a single, authoritative source so that applicants (or even their attorneys)
could not correct errant decisions by directing FEMA representatives to mistakes in their
determinations. Without transparency, it is difficult to ensure that FEMA workers,
applicants and advocates are all playing by the same rules—heightening confusion and
inconsistency.

2) Limited Access to Disaster Recovery Centers

Hurricane survivors in disaster areas faced the problem of limited access to DRCs—
designed as the staging areas for FEMA’s first responders. In Gulfport, Mississippi, the
first FEMA DRC did not permanently open until over a month after Katrina. The
opening of the DRC was announced September 16™, but when we drove a group of
hurricane survivors to the location after September 22, we encountered a locked building
with a posted sign “temporarily closed due to storm.” The neighboring DRC in Ocean
Springs, Mississippi, opened quickly after the storm, but was located over 15 miles from

11
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the low-income and minority neighborhoods in Gulfport. Without public transportation,
most families—who either did not have a car or lost their car in the storm—could not
reach a DRC outside of their immediate neighborhood.

The obvious solution to the lack of access to DRCs in the hardest hit disaster areas would
include implementing a mobile DRC unit that could travel extensively to neighborhoods
and emergency shelters. As the McWaters court noted, “It defies reason that a federal
agency whose exclusive provision—and indeed, sole reason for existence—is to assist
fellow Americans in a time of natural disaster in meeting their utmost needs would fail to
notify people of the available services and the requirements for engaging those services,
in some clear, consistent, and accessible way.”Il The Red Cross, volunteer churches, and
non-profit organizations stepped in to fill the shoes of immediate disaster relief in the
low-income and minority neighborhoods. Yet, these grassroots efforts alone were
insufficient without a parallel effort by FEMA to link hurricane survivors in core disaster
areas with individual disaster assistance.

VII. Conclusion

Hurricane Katrina reminded those who had forgotten that America still has far to go to
fully include many of its citizens, especially the poorest, in its promise. It should not
require the searing images from August 2005 —or the barren landscape still present in
much of the Gulf Coast and destroyed housing in the Lower Ninth Ward —to take this
call to action seriously. Ensuring that government assistance is effectively designed to
serve all people, regardless of differences in income, race, sex or disability, is one
obvious way to begin.

Regardless of the private sector’s creative and courageous response to this crisis,
Congress enacted the Stafford Act which created FEMA, because our nation believed that
the first responsibility for responding to a disaster and assisting with recovery belongs to
the federal government. It is imperative that Congress adopts policy changes to assure
that FEMA operates in a manner that ensures equal protection for all Americans.

Ms. Chairwoman and members of the Subcommittee, thank you again for the opportunity
to testify on this important subject.

" McWaters II, 436 F. Supp. 2d 802, 820 (E.D. La. 2006).
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TESTIMONY - Homeland Security Subcommittee Hearing on Disaster Recovery
April 24, 2007

Prepared Testimony of:
Mr. Clovice Lewis, CEO — Advanced Housing Technologies LLC

3572 Crestwood Drive
Kelseyville, CA 954510

Tel: 1.866.929.5656
www.AdvancedHousingTech.com

Dear Honorable Members of the Homeland Security Sub-Committee on Disaster
Recovery:

On behalf of AHT, 1 sincerely appreciate this opportunity to participate in the discussion
regarding Federal disaster relief housing. We know the task that rests before you is
monumental. Yet, we are confident that the combination of leadership and
entrepreneurial ingenuity can win the day.

Recent experiences with Hurricanes Andrew, Katrina, and Rita have taught us that the
solutions we are relying on today do not work. There are opportunities to rebuild
communities, but we can’t house the people necessary to do it. There are over 10,000
jobs in the gulf coast waiting to be filled, but we can’t provide the housing for the
workers and the infrastructure to support them. There are people who are to this day left
without electricity twelve years after Andrew hit. In short, we don’t have the right
solutions yet.

These disasters are going to happen. And everything we’ve seen from reports on global
warming lead us to believe they’re going to happen more frequently.

When entire communities are destroyed, rebuilding those communities is not just a
question of providing replacement housing, it is a matter of restoring the infrastructure,
utilities and services that support any vibrant community.

The longer the disruption and the longer it takes to restore not only housing but
infrastructure, the greater the financial burden on government and the greater the losses in
revenue and earnings.

Advanced Housing Technologies has a solution that is comprehensive, quick to deploy,
cost effective, and completely self-reliant (off the grid). Our solution provides all of the
essential elements necessary to restore normalcy to peoples’ lives: homes, infrastructure
(water, electricity, sewage, internet, phone), safety, security and jobs all in a community
setting.

Our homes can be deployed and occupied within three to five days. Our proprietary
Central Service Module can supply utility and communications infrastructure while off
the grid. The factories needed to produce our homes and supporting structures such as
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offices, retail space, classroom buildings, medical facilities and community services, are
portable and can be located close to or even in disaster areas.

The following is a brief synopsis of our solutions:

Homes-to-Go: AHT homes are small, portable homes that use cutting edge technology to
maximize energy efficiency and can be easily integrated into self-sustained
neighborhoods anywhere, anytime. AHT homes come with all major Energy Star
appliances, have an inviting cottage feel and look like real homes. While they are meant
to be temporary, their structural integrity enables them to withstand earthquakes and
winds up to 140 mph. The homes also can be expanded to accommodate larger families.

Neighborhood-to-Go: An integrated solution providing self-sufficient, sustainable
utilities and services to clusters of Homes-to-Go using computerized technology to
generate emergency relief power as well as sewer, water, telephone, cable and Internet
connections.

Office Space-to-Go: A concept using our modular units that can be linked together to
provide power and services to be used as temporary office space, retail space and
emergency space for schools and medical facilities.

Factory-to-Go: Our portable assembly facilities designed to be erected near or within a
disaster area for speedy delivery of our homes to stricken communities. Each Factory-to-
Go creates local job opportunities for assembly, maintenance and management in a
Neighborhood-to-Go installation.

All of our structures can be modified to accommodate persons with disabilities. Our
homes comply with ISO and Dade County standards. They are built from green materials
and include systems that give off no harmful emissions.

The Challenge:

One of the greatest challenges is that there is no agreed upon standard that is accepted by
all levels of government. We believe that it is in the greater common interest for
government at all levels to agree to one set of standards for temporary disaster relief
housing. We propose that these standards should require ISO and Dade County
guidelines for structural integrity and that the disaster relief solution should require the
ability to provide self-sufficient energy, water, sewer, telephony and internet services.

In order to move forward on this issue, there must be alignment between local, state and
Federal governments to approve and implement comprehensive, cost-effective and self-
sustaining solutions. In this way, communities stricken by disaster can finally begin their
recovery and healing processes and return to productivity.

People want to come home to their community. Honorable Members of the Commiittee,
your leadership on this issue to provide a solution for disaster housing is greatly
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appreciated. Advanced Housing Technologies can assist in providing the solution to
bring people and their communities home.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify on this critical matter facing our country. I look
forward to working with the committee on providing the solution for housing those
displaced from their homes during emergencies throughout the nation.

Sincerely, Clovice Lewis - CEO Advanced Housing Technologies LLC
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Responses to Questions from David E. Garratt
Acting Assistant Administrator
Disaster Assistance Directorate

Federal Emergency Management Agency
U.S. Department of Homeland Security

Question#: | 1

Topic: | federal housing assistance

Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program

Primary: | The Honorable Pete V. Domenici

Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: As you know, just over one month ago multiple tornadoes ravaged eastern
New Mexico and west Texas. Two lives were lost as a result of these tornadoes, more
than 30 people were injured, livestock was lost, and multiple homes, schools, and
businesses were damaged. I appreciate FEMA’s efforts to provide timely assistance to
my constituents who were affected by this storm and have a few questions about
individuals who were displaced by the tornadoes. I understand that almost S00 homes
were damaged by the tornadoes, and more than 50 homes were destroyed. How were
these families® housing needs met in the week between their displacement and the
déclaration of a Federal disaster, when Federal housing assistance was first made
available?

Response:

Immediately following the disaster, the State of New Mexico implemented its State
Emergency Disaster Declaration plan. This plan activated State Voluntary Organizations
Active in Disaster (VOAD) and local‘Voluntary Agencies to begin housing displaced
disaster victims in Quay and Curry counties in hotel and motels, as well as encouraged
and supported those who had secondary residences or wished to stay with extended
family and friends.
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Questioni: | 2
Topic: | displaced families
Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program
Primary: | The Honorable Pete V. Domenici
Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: Do you have any thoughts on what actions Congress can take to ease the
burden and stress placed on displaced families until Federal disasters are declared?

Response:

FEMA is proactively addressing the burden and stress placed on displaced families until
disasters are declared. The 2007 Hurricane Contingency Plan has been improved in a
number of ways:

o

Increases emphasis on people with disabilities; coordination with the
private sector; evacuation of pets, companion, and service animals; and
use of multi-discipline modeling and simulation.
Incorporates gap and seam analysis to pre-identify known and suspected
gaps at the local, State, and Federal levels and develop pre-event solutions.
Initial focus of gap analysis is on 7 critical areas, factoring in mutual-aid
(local) and EMAC (State) resources, including:

= Debris
Interim Housing
Sheltering
Evacuation
Commodity Distribution
Medical
Fuel

We look forward to continuing to work with Congress as it develops proposed
legislation relating to FEMA’s authorities.
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Question#: | 3
Topic: | New Mexicans' housing
Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program
Primary: | The Honorable Pete V. Domenici
Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: What has been done to address New Mexicans’ housing needs since the
Federal disaster was declared?

Response:

A Presidential disaster declaration was issued on April 2, 2007, enabling disaster
victims to register with FEMA to receive federal disaster assistance. A total of
594 eligible disasters victims received the following federal assistance under
FEMA’s Individuals and Households Program:

Housing ($623,614): This includes housing and rental assistance, lodging
reimbursement, home repairs, and replacement funds.

Other Needs Assistance ($191,994): This includes funds to cover uninsured losses
of personal property, transportation, medical and dental needs.

In addition, the following disaster assistance was provided through the Small
Business Administration in the form of low interest loans:

SBA Home Loans ($1,110,900)
Business/Economic Injury Disaster Loan ($ 405,500)

Combined, FEMA and SBA have provided more than $2,300,000 in disaster
assistance.
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Question#: | 4

Topic: | Hurricane Katrina

Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program

Primary: | The Honorable Pete V. Domenici

Committee:

HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: What actions have been taken in response to the White House’s Hurricane
Katrina “Lessons Learned” recommendation that the Federal government should develop
integrated and bolstered capabilities for the temporary and long-term housing of

evacuees?

Response:

The Post Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006 enabled FEMA to
implement this recommendation by requiring FEMA to develop, coordinate, and
maintain a National Disaster Housing Strategy (NDHS). The NDHS describes
how disaster victims would likely move through the continuum of disaster
housing, with the goal of facilitating a permanent housing solution for each
victim. The NDHS conveys national guidance, operating principles, and a vision
for public (Federal, local, State, tribal), private, and non-profit cooperation in
providing disaster housing assistance. It defines the roles, programs, authorities,
and responsibilities of all entities, detailing how responsibilities are shared and
emphasizing the cooperative efforts required to provide consistent housing
assistance. Further, the NDHS outlines efficient and cost-effective program
options for meeting disaster housing needs. It will serve as the basis for pre-event
planning by all organizations with roles or responsibilities in disaster housing.
Many of the program options and alternatives presented in the NDHS address
special needs and low income populations to ensure that affected individuals are
provided the necessary services required to meet their disaster housing needs.

The NDHS is intended to be a living document that can provide a model for all
disasters.
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Questioni: | 5

Topie: | surplus travel trailers

Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program

Primary: | The Honorable Mark Pryor

Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: What is the process for disposing of the surplus travel trailers and mobile
homes that are sitting in Hope, AR and in other sites around the country?

Response:

After FEMA established a 2007 minimum inventory level of 13,500 units, it
began disposing of units through the General Service Administration’s (GSA)
transfer, donations, and sales programs. Additionally, FEMA is continuing to
work with the Bureau of Indian Affairs, HUD, and GSA to finalize an MOU that
will guide disposition of mobile homes to Tribal entities.

When the Federal government identifies excess property, GSA brokers, and acts
as an agent, to make excess inventory available to Federal, State and local entities,
as well as the public.
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Question#: | 6

Topic: | surplus travel trailers

Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program

Primary: | The Honorable Mark Pryor

Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: For months my staff has been told that FEMA will not release these trailers
until they have done an assessment of how much and what kind of housing they need to
keep on hand. Has this assessment been completed? If not, what is the estimated
timeline for completion?

Response:

The assessment has been completed, and FEMA has established a 2007 minimum
inventory level of 13,500 units. Accordingly, FEMA has begun disposing of units
above this level through the General Service Administration’s (GSA) transfer,
donations, and sales programs. Additionally, FEMA is working with the Bureau
of Indian Affairs, HUD, and GSA on disposition of mobile homes to Tribal
entities.
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Question#: | 7

Topic: | surpluse travel trailers

Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program

Primary;: | The Honorable Mark Pryor

Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: My constituents continuously see notices that the FEMA trailers are being
sold. This is disturbing to me because I am not aware of the disposal process. What kind
of mechanism does FEMA plan to put in place to ensure that the manufactured housing
market of any particular region is not hurt by the process?

Temporary housing units may be sold through the GSA exchange/sale program. Under
41 CFR Part 102-39, exchange/sale property should be offered for reimbursable transfer
to Federal agencies with a known requirement for such property. To assist agencies in
processing exchange/sale and to make an offer to other federal agencies, GSA encourages
agencies to report exchange/sale property in GSAXcess®. Exchange/sale property is
offered for only two days of screening for federal agencies. Afterwards, property may
be offered for sale to the general public. Interested individuals may purchase temporary
housing units via the GSA Auctions website (www.gsaauctions.gov). The site offers the
general public the opportunity to bid electronically on a wide array of Federal assets. The
auctions are completely web-enabled, allowing all registered participants to bid on a
single item or multiple items (lots) within specified timeframes.

Also, in order to receive the greatest financial recoupment for the units, FEMA is
working with GSA to ensure that, whenever possible, these assets are disposed of as
direct transfers to other Federal entities. A secondary option is donation to States,
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Question#: | §

Topic: | trailer contracts

Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program

Primary: | The Honorable Mark Pryor

Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: The Homeland Security Department’s Office of the Inspector General is set to
release a report this week examining the propriety of 36 trailer contracts designated for
small and local businesses in the Gulf Coast region. The report details a chaotic
competitive bidding process in which contract prices were both unreasonably high and
low. For example, in 2005-6, FEMA accepted bids as low as $74 and as high as $4,720
for the refurbishing of travel trailers. FEMA estimated that this service should cost $295
per trailer. When questioned by the DHS office of the Inspector General, FEMA said
that contracts where “prices appeared unreasonably high... they would be offset with
lower payments on subsequent work orders.” Could you please provide a detailed
explanation of the practice of lowering subsequent work orders when prices are too high
on previous contracts?

Response:

The contracts FEMA has in place with the various Maintenance & Deactivation
contractors are multiple-award Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity, or ID/IQ, type
contracts under which each contractor offers various services associated with
maintenance and deactivation work at negotiated fixed unit prices. FEMA first evaluated
cach contractor by technical acceptability. Of those offerors determined to be technically
acceptable, contracts were awarded to those companies which proposed the lowest total
cost based on calculations of FEMA’s planned frequency of usage of the various services
to meet known requirements. As a result, offers with higher-than-average line item costs
for a particular service may have been offset by lower-than-average line item costs for
another service when evaluating the total aggregate offer.

The Agency recognizes there was some risk associated with its price analysis
methodology; however, in order to meet its objectives of stimulating economic growth
after the storm and efficiently transitioning from large business non-competitive contracts
to competitively-awarded small business contracts, a certain amount of risk was
necessary. In addition, some of this risk was mitigated by the fact FEMA was ina
position to control the task orders and work orders issued to the contractors to meet
requirements. Each Maintenance and Deactivation contractor was guaranteed a
minimum of only $50,000.

The contracts cover a five-year period with pricing established for each year, and orders
are placed against these contracts. In placing orders, the Federal Acquisition Regulation
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Question#: | 8

Topic: | trailer contracts

Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program

Primary: | The Honorable Mark Pryor

Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

requires that each contractor operating in a multiple-award ID/IQ environment be offered
a fair opportunity to compete for each task order over $2,500. FEMA has recently used
this process under the Maintenance and Deactivation contracts, which has enabled
contractors to propose their technical and management approach to support the second
year of performance and to adjust their respective pricing accordingly to remain
competitive. These factors, in addition to a contractor performance review during the
first year, ensure the best value for these critical services.

Contractors were allowed to decrease their unit prices through the task order proposal
process similar to schedule contracts where discounts can be offered in order to improve
a contractor's competitiveness. The contractors were allowed to adjust maintenance
prices to include transportation-related costs based on each performance zone offered in
the task order proposal request; this was based on an administrative change to include
fuel and transportation costs in the unit price for performance rather than accounting for
each mile. In general, the unit prices were based on the prices agreed upon in the
underlying IDIQ contract.
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Question#: | 9

Topic: | contracts

Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program

Primary: | The Honorable Mark Pryor

Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: This report also found that FEMA did not take the necessary legal steps to
ensure that companies were small and locally owned. This resulted in contracts being
awarded to large companies, several of which had ties to the Republican Party.
According to the audit, this contracting error happened because FEMA lacked criteria to
determine whether a contractor should be considered local, did not require corroborating
paperwork, and watered down requirements under federal {aw so that companies with
minimal Gulf Coast ties would be given special consideration. How does FEMA plan to
correct this in the future? What kind of accountability mechanisms does FEMA plan to
put in place to ensure that FEMA employees are properly awarding contracts?

Response:

FEMA acted in accordance with the Federal Acquisition Regulation and the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act in conducting the procurement.
At the time the requirement was issued, the Stafford Act stated that preference should be
given to local companies. At that time, price evaluation preferences were given to those
companies within a local area but there were no strict set-asides for local companies
based on geographic area. The traditional approach under the Stafford Act had been the
use of price evaluation preferences rather than use of strict set-asides.

Subsequent to the award of the contracts, there were several changes made to the Stafford
Act and relevant regulations, including--

= Total set asides by geographic areas were made possible
» FAR criteria were added for use in determining whether a business is “residing” or
“primarily doing business” in a state

Consistent with the traditional Stafford Act approach, FEMA made extensive efforts to
ensure local companies were provided a price evaluation preference. The Agency gave a
30% price evaluation preference to businesses deemed to be local. Under this strategy,
the overall evaluated price was increased by 30% for non-local offerors.

Absent specific regulatory or statutory guidance in determining whether or not a
company was “residing in” or “primarily doing business” in a given area, FEMA defined
local business contractors as those who regularly conducted business in the particular
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Question#: | 9
Topic: | contracts
Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program
Primary: | The Honorable Mark Pryor
Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

State prior to the disaster event (i.e., August 29, 2005 for Hurricane Katrina). As proof,
the offeror was required to submit a copy of its business license or other evidence.

The Federal Acquisition Regulation now contains more specific criteria to be applied in
making determinations regarding local business status. The Agency believes that
contracting officer determinations on these types of issues now are better informed than
in the past, although these determinations necessarily must be made on a case-by-case

basis.
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Question#: | 10

Topic: | AHPP Funding Options

Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program

Primary: | The Honorable Mary L. Landrieu

Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: The memo you presented to General D’ Araujo, and the testimony you
presented here today, described the option of funding the top 5 projects from 4 states, as a
way of “maximizing the number of competitive States receiving funding.” This is
described as Option 3 in your memo to D’ Araujo, and this was the option he decided to
select.

But Option 2 would provide funding to the exact same number of states, and at the same
time, it would fund twice as many projects. The DHS Inspector General’s findings state
that you agreed with General D’ Araujo’s decision to choose Option 3, rather than Option
2.

Please explain how your justification for an approach that funds half as many qualified
projects to the exact same states?

Response:

It was a competitive program. The National Evaluation Panel scored the projects to
identify the most promising projects. If Option 2 was adopted, the second highest
scoring project would only have been funded at 25% of its total cost --~a significant
reduction for one of the best projects. Under Option 3, the other top proposals all took a
smaller reduction in funds (15%) and the second highest scoring project took a 31%
penalty.
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Question#: | 1]
Topic: | no award caps
Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program
Primary: | The Honorable Mary L. Landrieu
Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: Like other Members of Congress from the Gulf Coast, my office was
concerned when FEMA announced that there would be no cap on individual AHPP

awards. This is because, in my view, it could leave open the potential for a ‘winner-take-

all’ program. Much to my dismay, as well as others in the Gulf Coast, this was

essentially the end result of FEMA’s awards which were announced in December 2006.

Why did you decide not to cap the size of the awards under the Alternative Housing Pilot

Program?

Response:

We are confident that the best and most worthy projects received funding. Artificially

capping award amounts could have negatively impacted innovation and reduced the
incentive to produce the best projects possible. Further, capping award amounts could
have resulted in the funding of unworthy projects.
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Question#: | 12
Topie: | grant programs
Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program
Primary: | The Honorable Mary L. Landrieu
Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: Is this consistent with other FEMA and HUD-administered competitive grant

programs?

Response:

The processes were consistent with FEMA’s competitive grant programs; however I
cannot speak to HUD programs.
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Question#: | 13
Topic: | AHPP
Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program
Primary: | The Honorable Mary L. Landrieu
Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: Was there any discussion at FEMA that, in making AHPP a competitive grant
program and not capping individual awards, you were in essence creating a possible
‘winner-take-all” scenario?

Response:

When deciding to use a competitive grant model, FEMA was aware that it was possible
that the most meritorious project might receive all the funds. In describing the
competitive grant program, FEMA was clear in explaining that some projects could
receive the majority, or all, of the funds, while others might not receive any. There were
no minimum allocations set aside for this program.
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Question#: | 14

Topic: | program goal

Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program

Primary: | The Honorable Mary L. Landrieu

Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: The second option you recommended would have given partial funding to 10
of the 29 proposals. This option would have funded fewer units but more projects. Is the
main goal of the program to provide the maximum number of units or to test out the best
available options?

The other projects have more modest building requirements — the Katrina Cottage
provided 475 units, the Texas proposal was 250 units, and Alabama project was for 194 —
all of which seem more like *pilot projects.” Could you not have funded 500 of the Park
Model as test models to allow more proposals to be funded?

Response:

The Mississippi Park Model modular house and Mississippi Cottage project, which
ranked #2 overall in the competitive grant, is funded at 68.86% of the original request.
During the Pre-award Negotiation, we worked with Mississippi to reduce the number of
units based on the actual amount of award funding available for the project. Currently, it
is estimated that 1/3 of units will be the modular Mississippi Park Model, and 2/3rds of
units will be the larger Mississippi Cottage. Pilot projects will demonstrate all aspects of
disaster housing—more than just the unit itself, but also set-up, installation and
implementation.




163

Question#: | 15

Topic: | AHPP

Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program

Primary: | The Honorable Mary L. Landrieu

Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: FEMA sent a letter to my office on April 2nd that refers to the “intent of
Congress.” You created a competitive grant process to maximize the number of
innovative approaches that can be tested, but General D’ Araujo decided to fund half as
many projects.

Wouldn’t competition be better served by funding more projects with high scores?

Response:

3 competitive funding options were provided to the Selecting Official. The Selecting
Official chose to fund each State’s top project at 85% of the State’s funding request. The
remaining funds then went to the 2nd highest scoring project, to fund 68.86% of its
request. The Selecting Official could have chosen to fund more projects, but in doing so,
would have reduced the funding by 75% for the 2" highest scoring project overall.
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Question#: | 16

Topic: | alternative housing approaches

Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program

Primary: | The Honorable Mary L. Landrieu

Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: What did you understand Congress’s intent to be, in relation to promoting an
examination of alternative housing approaches?

Response:

Our understanding was that Congress wanted us to examine housing solutions that ranged
from temporary housing that could be quickly deployed after a disaster to permanent
housing that could be immediately built in areas with catastrophic damage and where
temporary housing solutions were inadequate. The five housing solutions explored in
AHPP fall along this spectrum. The Park Model unit quickly deploys like a travel trailer
but uses modular construction technology that makes it substantially sturdier, safer, and
more attractive. The modular Mississippi Cottage can be a temporary house and then the
same unit can be set on a foundation to be a permanent house, making it a great
transitional housing technology. The Heston Group house is a panelized unit that can be
deployed quickly like a travel trailer but is constructed to last twenty years, serving as an
interim housing solution; the Homes for America style house is sturdy like a permanent
construction but can be moved and reused. The Katrina and Carpet Cottages are examples
of quickly built permanent housing that can be used in lieu of or as a supplement to a
temporary disaster housing mission.
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Question#: | 17

Topic: | remote areas

Hearing: | Beyond Trailers, Part I: Creation a More Flexible, Efficient, and Cost-Effective
Federal Disaster Housing Program

Primary: | The Honorable Ted Stevens

Committee: | HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE)

Question: The purpose of the Alternative Housing Pilot program is, as the name of the
program states, to find alternatives to FEMA’s current methods of providing housing.
Trailers and other wheeled housing are of little to no use in truly remote areas whether on
barrier islands or off the road system. To what extent do any of the five projects you
chose to fund provide for housing in remote locations or housing that could be
weatherized for cold climates?

Response:

Remote Locations - We are optimistic that several of the pilot units could be used in
remote locations. Delivery of trailers and other wheeled housing to remote locations can
be addressed in much the same way as the delivery of other construction materials. In
many coastal areas, construction materials are delivered by barge or boat. FEMA
routinely evaluates the challenges of disaster housing for remote areas, and develops a
housing approach appropriate for the community and people affected. FEMA has had the
authority to build permanent constructions in insular, remote areas for many years due
precisely to the challenges and cost associated with transporting preassembled disaster
housing to such locations.

Climate - The weather in the United States is far too varied to allow design of a “one size
fits all” for any type of housing. Insulation requirements vary depending on the climate
zone in which a structure is placed. The same criteria apply for wind load resistance and
snow load capacity.

The Alternative Housing Pilot Program is being implemented in the Gulf Coast, and as
such the housing solutions were designed to meet local energy and structural standards.
The Alternative Housing Pilot Program evaluated projects based on the capability to be
modified for the area in which they would be needed, whether this modification was to
the thermal, structural or architectural elements. With respect to the use of these design
approaches in extreme climate conditions, the majority of the design principles continue
to apply. As part of our evaluation phase, we will attempt to determine how easily the
design and construction could be modified to colder climates. Regardless of the location
of the units, the value of good design and efficient use of space remains critical to the
livability for the residents, energy efficiency, and durability.

The Units — Many of the units being built under the Alternative Housing Pilot Program
have the potential to be easily deployable to remote areas via train, road, or shipping. The
Heston Group House, a panelized unit, packs flat and is easily transportable. Similarly,
the Park Model modular house can easily be transported through a variety of methods.
The materials for building a Katrina Cottage also come in a box and are assembled in a
temporary assembly site near the disaster location, making it particularly useful for areas
without ready access to construction materials.

O
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