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DEPARTMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION, HUD, 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR 2018 

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 30, 2017 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION—EMERGENCY 
RELIEF

WITNESSES

BRANDYE HENDRICKSON, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL HIGH-
WAY ADMINISTRATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION; 
WALTER C. ‘‘BUTCH’’ WAIDELICH, JR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN DIAZ-BALART 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. We will call the subcommittee to order. 
Let me first welcome our witnesses, Brandye Hendrickson, acting 

administrator for the Federal Highway Administration, and Mr. 
Butch Waidelich, the executive director of the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration. They are here to testify on the administration’s re-
quest for additional funding for the hurricane recovery efforts of 
2018.

Obviously, the 2017 hurricane season inflicted billions of dollars 
worth of damage and economic loss in a number of States and ter-
ritories, obviously, including my home State of Florida. And so we 
look forward to working with you and the entire administration to 
help rebuild those communities that have been devastated by Hur-
ricanes Harvey, Irma, and Maria. 

So, today, we are going to focus this hearing on the $415 million 
request for the Federal Highway Administration’s Emergency Re-
lief Program. This program supports both urgent repairs, which are 
needed in response to the disaster, as well as rebuilding projects 
needed for long-term recovery. 

And the beauty of this program is that it leverages the regular 
highway program to get projects moving quickly and responsibly. 
And so we look forward to learning more about what is funded in 
the request and understanding how the program will serve the 
needs of those communities that have been impacted by these hor-
rible storms in this last year. 

So as I said before, I thank both of you for your service and for 
appearing before us today. 

Let me now recognize my friend and partner and colleague here, 
the ranking member, Mr. Price. 
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OPENING STATEMENT OF RANKING MEMBER PRICE 
Mr. PRICE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I want to add my welcome to our witnesses, Administrator 

Hendrickson, Director Waidelich. We appreciate you joining us 
today. We look forward to what you will have to say. 

We, of course, are examining the administration’s supplemental 
funding request for disaster relief and your programs, the pro-
grams you oversee. The Highway Administration’s Emergency Re-
lief Program is critical to any major recovery effort. We have got 
to restore highways, roads, quickly to facilitate the flow of aid and 
emergency resources and to set the foundation for long-term recov-
ery.

I appreciate that your agency has routinely authorized quick re-
lease to jump start the recovery process and that you have re-
quested an additional $415 million to help the States and terri-
tories affected by Hurricanes Harvey, Irma, and Maria. 

I am concerned; will want to explore this later. I remain con-
cerned that the supplemental request fails to address the existing 
backlog of ER projects in dozens of States that have suffered from 
other recent disasters. And in addition, the request doesn’t include 
funding to respond to the wildfires in California. 

Finally, there are ongoing challenges associated with the cost es-
timation in hard-hit areas like Puerto Rico. And the committee will 
need to continue to receive updated information as those estimates 
are received. 

So we have a lot of work to do, and we look forward to this as 
a useful opportunity to exchange information as we look to the task 
ahead. We thank you for being here. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, sir. 
Administrator Hendrickson, again, your full testimony will be in-

cluded in the record, obviously. And so now we thank you again for 
being here and we will recognize you for 3 minutes. 

STATEMENT OF BRANDYE HENDRICKSON, ACTING 
ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. Chairman Diaz-Balart, Ranking Member 
Price, and members of the subcommittee, thank you for inviting me 
here today to discuss how Federal Highway responds to disasters, 
and the administration’s request for additional funding for Emer-
gency Relief Program. Joining me today is Butch Waidelich, Fed-
eral Highway’s executive director. 

Having served as the CEO of a State DOT, I know firsthand how 
important the Emergency Relief Program is to restoring essential 
transportation infrastructure following a disaster and how critical 
that is to other recovery efforts, commerce, and the return to a 
higher quality of life for those impacted. 

As you know, over the course of 4 weeks, three major hurricanes 
caused widespread devastation across Texas, Florida, Puerto Rico, 
and the U.S. Virgin Islands. The administration took quick action 
to respond to these events, and under the leadership of Secretary 
Chao, U.S. DOT was no exception. 

Most of Federal Highway’s disaster response efforts are provided 
by Federal Highway’s Emergency Relief Program. This program 
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provides funding to States, territories, Federal land management 
agencies, and Tribal nations for the repair and reconstruction of 
Federal transportation assets that suffer serious damage as a re-
sult of natural disasters or catastrophic failures. 

Through the ER program, Federal Highway has already provided 
over $130 million to respond to recent hurricanes. This funding al-
lowed the recovery process to start almost immediately after the 
events ended. However, due to the magnitude of these storms, 
more is needed and, therefore, the administration is requesting an 
additional $415 million programs for the ER program to aid in the 
recovery.

Federal Highway’s response has not been limited to funding. The 
recovery from these storms would not be possible without the dedi-
cated work of our division offices in Texas, Florida, and Puerto 
Rico. I would like to recognize staff from these offices, some of 
whom were personally impacted by these storms, for their nonstop 
and continued efforts in providing assistance to the states and ter-
ritories.

In addition, Federal Highway deployed its Federal Lands High-
way staff to complete damage assessments, offer technical assist-
ance, and provide turnkey engineering and contract administration 
support in these impacted areas. Our headquarter’s Crisis Manage-
ment team and other Federal Highway employees from across the 
country, who have volunteered to assist in recovery efforts, also de-
serve recognition for their efforts. 

I spent a lot of time in the Crisis Management Center, on many 
phone conferences, and also had the opportunity to visit our folks 
on the ground in Texas. While it is difficult for me here to convey 
their passion and their heart for service in the setting here today, 
I assure you that Federal Highway will be there every step of the 
way and is committed to supporting these communities in rebuild-
ing their roads and bridges. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for the opportunity to appear be-
fore you today, and I look forward to answering your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Hendrickson follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF 
BRANDYE L. HENDRICKSON 

ACTING ADMINISTRATOR 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

BEFORE THE 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION. HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, 

AND RELATED AGENCIES 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENT A T!VES 

HEARING ON 

Disaster Relief 

NOVEMBER 30, 2017 

Chairman Diaz-Balart, Ranking Member Price, and Members of the Committee, thank you for 
the opportunity to testify before you today regarding the Federal Highway Administration's 
Emergency Relief(ER) Program and the Administration's recent request for additional funding 
to aid in the recovery from Hurricanes Harvey. Irma, and Maria. As you know. on November 
17, the Office of Management and Budget requested an additional $415,500,000 for the ER 
program to help impacted States, Territories. Federal Land Management Agencies. and Tribal 
nations recover from these devastating events. 

Emergency Relief Program 

The ER program provides funding to States and Territories for the repair and reconstruction of 
Federal-aid highways, and to Federal Land Management Agencies and Tribal nations for the 
repair and reconstruction of transportation facilities on Federal and Tribal lands that have 
suffered serious damage as a result of a natural disaster or catastrophic failure from an external 
cause. Examples of natural disasters include hurricanes. floods. earthquakes. tornadoes, severe 
storms. and landslides. A catastrophic failure is defined as the sudden failure of a major element 
or segment of the highway system. In addition, the cause of the catastrophic failure must be 
determined to be external to the facility. The March 30. 2017. collapse of a section of the 
Interstate 85 (1-85) bridge in Atlanta after a fire underneath the highway is an example of a 
catastrophic failure from an external cause. Failures due to gradual and progressive deterioration 
or lack of proper maintenance do not qualify for assistance under the ER program. 

Congress has funded the ER program through a permanent annual authorization of $100 million. 
although in recent years sequestration has reduced this amount to approximately $93 million per 
year. When ER program needs exceed available funding (for example. after large scale 
disasters). Congress has often provided supplemental appropriations to cover the ER program 
needs. Since 2005, Congress has provided over $10 billion in supplemental appropriations for 

1 
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ER. Since 2012. FHW A has approved ER funding for 220 events, encompassing 53 States and 
Territories. Currently, including the costs associated with the recent hurricanes, there is $1.37 
billion of needs that have not yet been addressed. 

Eligibility 

For an event to be eligible for ER funding, there must be a disaster declaration by either the 
President or the Governor of the impacted State. The ER program will participate in repairs if 
the application for assistance is for more than $700,000 of damage. ER program participation 
for events of less than $700,000 in eligible damage (Federal share) require justification because 
damage below this amount is typically considered heavy maintenance or routine emergency 
repair. 

Two major categories of repair are eligible under the ER program: emergency repairs and 
permanent repairs. Emergency repairs include repairs needed to restore essential traffic, 
minimize the extent of damage, or protect the remaining facilities. Such repairs generally must 
be made within 180 days of the event. Emergency repairs can begin immediately following a 
disaster using flexible contracting methods with approval of a preliminary letter authorization. 
Permanent repairs are those repairs that do not meet the criteria for emergency repairs. 
Permanent repairs result in a comparable facility that meets current design and construction 
standards. FHW A approval and authorization is required prior to permanent repairs unless such 
repairs are made as part of the emergency repairs. 

Funding under the ER program is intended to aid Federal, State, and local highway agencies with 
unusually costly repairs to Federal-aid highways, and to aid Federal Land Management Agencies 
and Tribal nations for transportation facilities on Federal and Tribal lands resulting from natural 
disasters or catastrophic failures trom an external cause. The ER program provides for repair or 
reconstruction of a comparable facility meeting current design and construction standards 
required for the types and uses of the facility over its design life. The usc of current standards, 
which are continuously updated, supports the incorporation of features, if cost etrective, to make 
facilities more resilient. ER funds are not intended to replace other Federal-aid, State, Tribal, or 
local funds for new construction to increase capacity, correct non-disaster related deficiencies, or 
otherwise improve highway facilities. 

The Emergency Relief for Federally Owned Roads (ERFO) program assists Federal Land 
Management Agencies and Tribal nations with emergency and permanent repairs on Federal and 
Tribal lands. The ERFO program is authorized and funded under the ER program, typically 
receiving approximately I 0 percent of the ER program funds, which is the average relative share 
of needs on Tribal and Federal roads compared to State-administered needs. 

Release ()lFunds 

The ER program is a federally-assisted, State administered reimbursable program. In other 
words, the allocation ofER funding does not result in an immediate distribution of a cash outlay, 
but instead, ER funding reimburses States tor eligible expenses incurred as work progresses and 
repairs are completed. Decisions regarding whether to seek ER program assistance rest with the 

2 



6

States. For example, the State perfonns a disaster assessment to detennine the extent of damage 
on Federal-aid highways. The State notifies FHWA of their intent to seek Federal assistance to 
fund repairs and provides supporting documentation. The FHWA acknowledges the receipt of 
the notice of intent and provides preliminary authorization for the State to begin emergency 
repairs and conduct detailed site inspections. The State provides a Damage Survey Summary 
Report (within 6 weeks of the notice of intent) to document total estimated repair needs. The 
State conducts detailed inspections of damages (within 3 months of the event) to detennine 
repair needs and to estimate costs. The FIIWA reviews the inspections to detennine funding 
eligibility. Impacted sites can be identified up to 2 years from the date of the event. The State 
develops a program of projects that will be carried out to repair or replace damaged 
infrastructure. Similar processes are in-place for Territories, Federal Land Management 
Agencies, and Tribal nations. 

FHWA generally distributes ER funding in two ways: through "Quick Release" or through a 
semi-annual allocation. The Quick Release method provides a State an immediate infusion of 
funds, which helps communities with the recovery process soon after an event. Quick Release 
funds act as a down payment on additional ER requests a State may make later, as it assesses the 
full extent of damage following a large-scale disaster. These funds are typically used for 
emergency repairs. In addition to Quick Releases, FHW A also allocates ER funds nationwide 
twice during the fiscal year. These semi-annual allocations arc based on availability offunds, 
outstanding needs, and State readiness to obligate the funds in the fiscal year. If FHW A lacks 
sufficient funding to meet State needs, it distributes the allocation at a proportional share. In 
certain circumstances, Congress has directed that FHWA distribute ER funds in response to a 
specific event. In these instances, FHW A distributes the funds as soon as they arc available to 
the impacted recipients. When Congress has provided supplemental appropriations with the 
intent to address the total backlog of unfunded needs, these funds are distributed through the 
semi-annual allocation. Allocation of funds are typically limited to projects that can be obligated 
within a 6-month period to ensure that available funds are not left inactive. 

Federal Share 

If accomplished within the first 180 days after the disaster occurs, emergency repair work 
perfonned by States and Puerto Rico to restore essential traffic, minimize damage, or protect the 
remaining facilities may be reimbursed at I 00 percent Federal share. The Secretary has the 
authority to extend the 180-day period for I 00 percent Federal share of emergency repair work 
for a specific site if there is a delay in the State's or Puerto Rico's ability to access the site. For 
the costs of pennanent restoration work not meeting the emergency repair criteria, the Federal 
share for States and Puerto Rico is based on the type and ownership of the facility that is being 
repaired. For Interstate highways, the Federal share is generally 90 percent and subject to a 
sliding scale. For all other Federal-aid highways, the Federal share is 80 percent and subject to a 
sliding scale. For all territories except for Puerto Rico, the Federal share for pennanent repairs is 
I 00 percent for all Federal-aid highways. The ER eligible transportation facilities on Federal 
and Tribal lands have a Federal share of I 00 percent. 

3 
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Oversight 

The Federal-aid highway program is a federally-assisted, State-administered partnership between 
the FHW A and the States or Territories. FHW A's Federal-aid Division Offices, located in every 
State, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia, are available to provide technical and 
engineering assistance to State, territory, and local officials on the ER program; offer advice 
regarding the eligibility of repairs for funding; assist in performing on-site damage surveys and 
preparing estimates of the costs of repairs; expedite the flow of ER funding and the advancement 
of projects; provide technical assistance on the design and construction of repair projects; and 
coordinate damage surveys with other Federal agencies. 

The Federal Lands and Tribal Transportation programs are a portion of the FHWA program that 
provides funding, technical assistance, and engineering services to Federal Land Management 
Agencies and Tribal nations. FHW A has three Federal Lands Division Offices and a 
Headquarters Office that provides administration and delivery services, including for the ER 
program. These offices provide the same services as those in the Federal-aid highway program, 
with a couple exceptions. This unit of FHW A will also complete damage assessments and 
estimates to prepare for emergency and permanent repairs. In addition, this unit will typically 
complete the design, procurement, and construction contract administration for project delivery. 

FHWA manages ER projects in accordance with typical Federal-aid or Federal Government 
project requirements. Contracts for both permanent repairs and emergency repairs must 
incorporate all applicable Federal requirements. FHWA conducts project-level oversight under 
the ER program in accordance with the FHW A stewardship agreement with the recipient. 

Hurricane Harvey 

Hurricane Harvey was an extremely destructive hurricane-the first major hurricane to hit the 
United States since Wilma in 2005. The storm made landfall near Rockport, Texas, on August 
26, and in the following days inundated a large area of the Texas coast from the Coastal Bend in 
the south to the Texas/Louisiana border with torrential rain accompanied by high winds of 
extraordinary tbrce and intensity. In all, the storm directly affected more than 60 counties and 
left a path of damage and destruction along 300 miles of coastline and extended l 00 miles 
inland. 

FHWA has been proactive in its response to Hurricane Harvey, and had a team of individuals on 
the ground in Texas providing technical assistance to the Texas Department of Transportation 
(TxDOT) before the storm first made landfall on August 25. On August 29, within an hour of a 
request from Governor Abbott, Secretary Chao directed the FHW A to make $25 million in 
Emergency Relieffunds immediately available (through Quick Release) to restore emergency 
access and initiate critical repairs to damaged roads and bridges. 

FHW A supported its intra and interagency partners throughout the event and during the 
recovery. To support the State and Federal response, 36 FflWA employees were deployed 
during the response to Hurricane Harvey. These employees worked various missions. including 

4 
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supporting the USDOT Crisis Management Center, the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) National Response Coordination Center (Washington, DC), the FEMA Region VI 
Regional Response Coordination Center (Denton, TX), and the Louisiana State Emergency 
Operations Center (Baton Rouge, LA). In addition, both our Texas and Louisiana Division 
Offices provided incident reporting, and the Texas Division continues to support TXDOT during 
these recovery efforts. To support the needs of the Federal Land Management Agencies and 
Tribal nations, FHWA also deployed its Federal Lands Highway staff to complete damage 
assessments, develop estimates of repair and reconstruction needs, and prepare designs and 
construction contracts to deliver emergency and permanent repair projects. 

Recovery is ongoing, and approximately 90 percent of damage assessments of Federal-aid 
highways, roads, and bridges have been completed. The more than 500 roads that were closed 
due to Harvey were re-opened within 37 days. All emergency repairs have been completed, and 
work is underway to develop plans, specifications, and estimates for permanent repair work. On 
November 17, TxDOT submitted, and the FHWA Texas Division approved, the first wave of 
these ER projects-a total of29 projects with the Federal share exceeding $1 million. As of 
November 20, Texas's Federal-aid highways are estimated to have suffered $168 million of 
damage as a result of Hurricane Harvey, with an unmet need of$143 million. 

Hurricane Irma 

Hurricane Irma was a powerful Category 5 hurricane that caused devastation throughout the 
Caribbean, impacting both Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. The storm eventually made 
landfall in the mainland United States on September I 0. Upon Governor Scott's request, FHW A 
allocated $25 million in ER quick release funds to the Florida Department of Transportation on 
September II. On September 13, FHW A allocated $2 million in quick release ER funding to the 
U.S. Virgin Islands and $2.5 million in quick release ER funding to the Puerto Rico Department 
of Transportation and Public Works (PR DTOP). 

In Florida, work began immediately on impacted roads, embankments and bridges to help restore 
traffic flow on major roadways. Approximately 70 percent of damage assessments have been 
completed. As ofNovember 20, Florida's Federal-aid highways are estimated to have suffered 
$130 million of damage, with an unmet need of $105 million. 

FHWA 's response to Hurricane Irma was not limited to funding, as 62 FHWA employees were 
involved during the response. These employees worked on various missions, including 
supporting the US DOT Crisis Management Center. The FHWA Division Offices in Puerto Rico, 
Florida, Georgia, Alabama, North Carolina, and South Carolina were all actively engaged in 
monitoring the situation on the ground in their respective States and reported incidents as they 
arose. FHW A employees were also deployed to the FEMA National Response Coordination 
Center (Washington, DC), the FEMA Region II Regional Response Coordination Center (Colts 
Neck, NJ), the FEMA Region IV Regional Response Coordination Center (Atlanta, GA), the 
Florida State Emergency Operations Center (Tallahassee, FL), the Georgia Transportation 
Management Center (Atlanta, GA). and the MARAD Training Ship Empire State (Key West. 
FL). To support the needs of the Federal Land Management Agencies and Tribal nations, FHWA 
also deployed its Federal Lands Highway staff to complete damage assessments. develop 
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estimates of repair/reconstruction needs, and prepare designs and construction contracts to 
deliver emergency and permanent repair projects. 

Hurricane Maria 

Following on the heels of Hurricane Irma, Hurricane Maria struck the U.S Virgin Islands and 
Puerto Rico on September 20, causing unprecedented damage. As with the other hurricanes, 
FHW A acted swiftly to provide necessary relief. In addition to the funding FHW A had already 
provided in response to Hurricane Irma, on September 27, FHW A allocated another $40 million 
of ER funds to PR DTOP. On November 16, FHW A approved another $30 million request, 
resulting in a total of$72.5 million in Quick Release funds that can be used by PR DTOP for 
Hurricane Irma and Hurricane Maria-related activities. 

On November I, FHW A approved a request for $2.5 million in ER funds through Quick Release 
under the ERFO program. These funds will be used to restore essential access on Forest Route 
191, which serves as the main entrance to Puerto Rico's El Yunque National Forest. Funds will 
also be used to access the route to telecommunication antennas used by the Department of 
Homeland Security at El Yunquc Peak. 

On November 17, FHWA approved a request for $6 million in ER funding for the U.S Virgin 
Islands through a Quick Release to support emergency needs to replace damaged traffic signals 
and roadways across the islands. The Virgin Islands Department of Public Works (VI DPW) has 
requested that $7.6 million of their $8 million Quick Release funding available (including Quick 
Release from Hurricanes Irma and Maria) be transferred to FHW A's Office of Federal Lands 
Highway, for FHWA to complete the design, procurement. and construction contract 
administration work to complete these emergency repairs. 

In addition to ER funding. FHW A has recently allocated over $41 million of program funding to 
Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands. These funds can be used to address emergency repair 
needs with the assurance that the program funding will be reimbursed when ER funds are 
allocated. 

FHW A has also acted promptly to provide necessary support, as we have deployed 31 staff 
members to Puerto Rico and 8 staff members to the U.S. Virgin Islands. These employees are 
assisting the FHW A Puerto Rico Division Office to allow FHW A to continue to carry out the 
Federal aid highway program in Puerto Rico, as well as providing staff and technical assistance 
to the FEMA Surge Capacity Force, and carrying out the Department of Transportation's mission 
as the lead of Emergency Support Function # 1, as identified in the National Response 
Framework. FHW A engineers continue to work alongside PR DTOP, the VI DPW. and Federal 
Land Management Agency staff to perform road and bridge damage assessments, to develop 
designs, drawings, and estimated quantities for emergency repair projects. and manage 
construction contracts. 

6 
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Finally, in response to a request from PR DTOP, FHWA has received $59.5 million in 
reimbursable authority from FEMA to assist DTOP in completing emergency repairs to the 
Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation Authority (PRHTA) non-Federal aid road 
infrastructure. A group of engineers from FHWA 's Office of Federal Lands Highway deployed 
on November 1, 2017. These engineers will assist in performing site assessments, providing 
engineering design services, and managing construction contracts. 

Over 91 percent of the Federal-aid damage assessments in Puerto Rico have been completed, 
with the damages to Federal-aid highways, roads and bridges estimated to be at least $285 
million. Even with the substantial amount of funding already provided, Puerto Rico has unmet 
Federal-aid needs of over $200 million, with needs for federally-owned lands still to be 
determined. ln the U.S. Virgin Islands, approximately 80 percent of the Federal-aid damage 
assessments have been completed, with the damage estimated around $31 million. As of 
November 20, the U.S. Virgin Islands still has unfunded Federal-aid needs of over $22 million, 
with needs for federally-owned lands still being determined. 

Supplemental Funding Request 

Hurricanes Harvey, Irma, and Maria caused widespread destruction. including well over $50 
billion in damage. These were historic storms, and the damage was catastrophic. For programs 
administered by FHWA, the amount needed for recovery is far less than other needs, but it is still 
substantial. As described above, FHW A has already provided $130.5 million in Quick Release 
funds, but the net remaining need still approaches $500 million. As noted, damage assessments 
are still ongoing in Texas, Florida, Georgia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, so the estimates 
of needs can change daily. The Administration is continuing to work with the impacted States. 
Territories, and Federal Land Management Agencies to identify and refine additional emergency 
recovery requirements. The $415.5 million that the Administration has requested in 
supplemental ER funding will greatly assist in the repair, protection, and reconstruction of 
impacted highways, roads, and bridges damaged within Texas, Florida, Georgia, Puerto Rico, 
and the Virgin Islands. Consistent with all ER events, as damage assessments are completed, the 
Administration will continue to keep Congress apprised of newly identified needs. 

Conclusion 

Thank you again for the invitation to appear before you today as we work together to recover 
from these unprecedented storms and make these roads safe for travel again. I am happy to 
answer any questions that you may have. 

7 
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Brandye Hendrickson 

Acting Administrator 
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Administrator. By the way, I 
would be remiss if I didn’t mention that, during those storms—and 
I didn’t call the Secretary, she called me. Basically, the storm was 
barely over and she was already calling me. And so I think it is 
important to note that. And that is greatly appreciated. I greatly 
appreciate it. 

Members, we will proceed in the standard 5-minute rounds, al-
ternating sides, recognizing members in order of seniority as they 
were seated at the beginning of the hearing. And obviously, as you 
know, those 5 minutes include not only the question, but also the 
answer.

Ms. CLARK. Are you looking at me? 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I am not looking at you, because you are actu-

ally very concise. 
Let me just start. It is my understanding that the Emergency 

Relief Program—and Mr. Price spoke about this in his opening re-
marks—has an obligation backlog. And it is my understanding it 
is over $1 billion in expected funding shortfall of over $800 million. 
And as Mr. Price said, the request falls short of this amount, not 
to mention the additional funding needed to address the 2017 hur-
ricane damage. 

So it would be great if you could explain how the ER backlog 
works and what happens when there is a shortfall. 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. The total backlog to date is about $1.4 billion, 
and that includes the total need estimated for Harvey, Irma, and 
Maria. While we are certainly cognizant of all the other needs 
across the country, we update that information twice a year with 
revised estimates on what States feel that they can obligate. We 
certainly continue to support them in those efforts, but the destruc-
tion relative to these hurricanes is widespread and the need is im-
mediate. And thus, the request to address those needs with this 
supplemental request. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. So let me ask you, so if the request were not 
to be adequate to cover the current shortfall, and then so how will 
any new costs associated with the 2017 storm damage be ad-
dressed?

Ms. HENDRICKSON. We have a semiannual allocation of funds 
that goes out to the States. And we send those out on a prorated 
basis based on need and what States feel that they can obligate. 
And so, you know, just depending on the available funds would de-
termine how those funds would be allocated. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And I don’t know if this is something you can 
answer, but any idea why the administration didn’t request enough 
funding to clear the backlog and also support the 2017 damage? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. I know that the urgency was to get funding 
to the hurricane-impacted areas because of the devastation and be-
cause of the immediate need. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Is there a scenario where projects could poten-
tially be delayed because of—you know, of a shortfall in funding? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. States are free to use their normal funding, 
their normal Federal aid funding, to complete projects, and so I 
don’t anticipate that there could be a delay. In some cases where 
absolutely there were no funds available, it is possible. But we 
don’t expect that. 
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And obviously when you think of Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands, where the damage is obviously large, par-
ticularly large relative to the size of their regular highway pro-
grams, and potentially waiting years to get reimbursed might be 
more challenging for those. Not that it wouldn’t be challenging for 
others, but I would just imagine that for particularly those two ter-
ritories it might be a lot more challenging. 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. So we allocate funds to States on a semi-
annual basis. As funding becomes available, the amount of funding 
is determined based on what is available and what is requested. 
And so we look every 6 months at the need associated with what 
projects can actually get accomplished based on what the States 
tell us. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Right. So any idea how much progress has 
been made in the actual damage assessments in each of the areas 
affected by the hurricanes? Obviously, you know, I am keenly inter-
ested in Florida, but not only in how it is going in Florida. Any 
idea how that assessment is taking place? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. Sure. In Texas, relative to Hurricane Harvey 
damage, about 90 percent of the inspections have been completed. 
In Florida, with Hurricane Irma, about 70 percent of the inspec-
tions have been completed. In Puerto Rico, with Irma and Maria, 
about 91 percent of the inspections have been completed. And with 
the Virgin Islands, about 80 percent of the inspections have been 
completed.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Great. Mr. Price. 
Mr. PRICE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to just pick up on 

the same line of questioning. 
I am not sure, Madam Administrator, exactly what you are say-

ing, so let’s try to make sure. The request is for $415 million, and 
that request is specifically pegged to the known damage in Texas, 
Florida, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. Is that correct? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. That is correct. 
Mr. PRICE. So the request has no reference, makes no reference 

to the $751 million in unmet need, in backlog? 
Ms. HENDRICKSON. That is correct. 
Mr. PRICE. All right. And I thought I heard you say that the 

money went out in—the sequence of payment had to do with the 
request being complete, the assessments being complete. But this 
backlog, that is not the problem, is it? These assessments have 
been there quite a while. 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. We allocate funding based on what the States 
tell us their needs are and what they can obligate within the next 
6 months. And so while—so as of the last distribution of funds, we 
are up to date based on what the States tell us that they can obli-
gate. We have done another call to ask what the future looks like 
in fiscal year 2018, and that is the need that is represented in the 
$1.4 billion that also includes the hurricane, the total hurricane re-
quest.

Mr. PRICE. All right. Well, the money that went out the door pre-
viously, of course, was appropriated in the 2017 Omnibus, signed 
into law pretty late, admittedly, in May of this year. That included 
$528 million. And there was a major delay in obligating that. The 
bulk of that funding wasn’t released until this month. 
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Ms. HENDRICKSON. That is right. 
Mr. PRICE. And as you know, Ranking Member DeFazio, others, 

have expressed concerns about this delay. I share those concerns. 
Did that delay have to do with waiting on the States to make their 
needs clear and to meet their obligations? Question A. 

And question B, are you saying that now that that $528 million 
has gone out the door, that is all you can do now, that the rest of 
that $751 million can’t be committed until you get more informa-
tion from the States? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. So Federal Highway carefully considered the 
impacts of the hurricanes before we released the funds to make 
sure that the immediate needs from the hurricanes could be ad-
dressed.

Mr. PRICE. Which hurricanes now are we talking about? 
Ms. HENDRICKSON. Harvey, Irma, and Maria. 
Mr. PRICE. This year’s. 
Ms. HENDRICKSON. Yes. 
Mr. PRICE. All right. 
Ms. HENDRICKSON. So we wanted to make sure, before we sent 

out the semiannual allocation, that we were going to have enough 
funds to cover the immediate quick-release needs of the impacted 
areas from the hurricanes. 

Mr. PRICE. That is the source of the $415 million request. 
Ms. HENDRICKSON. The $415 million request is for the total dam-

age associated, estimated with the hurricane. 
Mr. PRICE. That is what is left after the quick release. 
Ms. HENDRICKSON. Yes. 
Mr. PRICE. I see. OK. I still don’t understand what is hanging up 

the unmet needs from previous hurricanes, though. $751 million, it 
is not included in this request. It is not clear how we are going to 
meet those obligations, is it? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. States tell us what they can obligate in the 
next 6 months. So the backlog includes the most up-to-date num-
bers that States have told us they can obligate in the next year. 
So that is what that number represents. 

Mr. PRICE. Well, the fact that last year’s money, the 2017 money 
wasn’t released until November 2016, is that par for the course or 
do you consider that to be a delay that you really wouldn’t want 
to repeat in the future? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. I would not expect that in the future. The 
reason for the delay, again, was, as we considered all of the needs 
due to the unprecedented hurricanes, we wanted to make sure that 
we had enough funds on hand to get immediately through quick re-
lease to the impacted areas to restore essential traffic. 

Mr. PRICE. All right. So there was a tradeoff between the quick- 
release needs, which none of us would dispute, the need to respond 
immediately to the horrible storms of this year, and that longer 
term need. 

It is still—unless I am missing something, it still appears to me 
that we are missing the—that there is going to be an appropria-
tions—there should be an appropriations request that we are going 
to need to consider that will address these unmet needs from pre-
vious years. Or is the money in hand to do that whenever the pa-
perwork is in order or whatever needs to happen? 
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Ms. HENDRICKSON. The money is not in hand. 
Mr. PRICE. OK. 
Ms. HENDRICKSON. As you know, we have a permanent annual 

authorization of $100 million for the Emergency Relief Program. 
And historically, we have had supplemental appropriations each 
year, over $10 billion, actually, since 2005. And generally, over the 
course of the year, the average supplemental is about $1.5 billion 
each year, on average, over those years. So that would be expected. 

Mr. PRICE. All right. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Dent. 
Mr. DENT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Hurricanes Harvey, Irma, and Maria left a trail, I think, of un-

precedented devastation, and consequently, there are a wide range 
of recovery needs. 

Ms. Hendrickson, I wanted to ask you, when examining all these 
needs, how does a State or a territorial government prioritize re-
pairs under this particular program? And is there the opportunity 
for citizens, businesses, and nonprofits to provide their input or 
flag needed repairs? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. Sure. So this is a federally assisted and 
State-administered program. So States, you know, they do the as-
sessments. We determine the eligibility for quick—I am sorry, for 
emergency relief funding. But the States really identify the prior-
ities based on a lot of different factors, including economic develop-
ment, safety, and mobility in their areas. So it would be up to them 
to prioritize those projects. 

We do, you know, certainly encourage and require public engage-
ment as a part of the Federal aid program. So stakeholders, includ-
ing residents and businesses, should certainly have the opportunity 
to weigh in on those priorities at the State level. 

Mr. DENT. OK. Now, if you take it a step further, Hurricane 
Maria, it hit Puerto Rico, which affected all aspects of day-to-day 
life and industry in that territory. And as you know, people are 
still recovering. What capacities do they have to recover? So many 
of them are devastated right now in that so many workers and con-
tractors themselves are probably recovering from the disaster. 
What is your assessment of the territory’s ability to make use of 
emergency funding made available through the program? Are they 
able to utilize it at this moment? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. We are aware that several contracts have al-
ready been—several emergency contracts have already been exe-
cuted in Puerto Rico. And, in fact, our Federal Lands staff across 
the impacted areas are also performing contract administration 
work in the impacted areas. So we know that contracts are under-
way.

It would be something—contractor capacity would be something 
to keep an eye on as more funding and needs assessments are de-
termined. Moving forward, we would want to just keep a close eye 
on that. 

Mr. DENT. Do you have any information about the ability to se-
cure qualified workers for these contractors? Are there qualified 
workers available down there right now? 
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Ms. HENDRICKSON. We have not heard that that is an issue at 
this point but, again, that would be something to keep an eye on. 

Mr. DENT. OK. And you also indicated in your statement that 
good progress has been made in Puerto Rico in assessing the dam-
age to Federal-aid highways, roads, and bridges. What do you be-
lieve is the timetable for completing all damage assessment in the 
territory? And are there specific characteristics or impediments in 
the remaining areas that are going to make them more difficult to 
reach?

Ms. HENDRICKSON. Given the fact that now 91 percent of the as-
sessments have been completed, we anticipate that it would be a 
fairly short turnaround time for the remaining facilities. For emer-
gency repairs, there is a 180-day requirement, that the emergency 
repairs are completed within 180 days. So, certainly, before the 180 
days has expired, we would expect all of the assessments to be 
complete.

We also really, in most cases, require that the detailed inspec-
tions are completed within 3 months. 

Mr. DENT. I yield back, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you very much, Mr. Dent. 
The always concise and quick, Congresswoman Clark. 
Ms. CLARK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you for being 

here today. 
I am not quite understanding how you got to your allocation yet. 

So let me give you an example; maybe you can help me understand 
it. In Florida, in the chairman’s home State, my understanding is 
they have about $105 million in net-remaining need. So out of this 
allocation, which is the $415 million, is approximately 30 percent 
of the total no need. Would Florida get $105 million or did they get 
30 percent of that? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. The total need that is being described in-
cludes $105 million for Florida. So if the $415 million was ap-
proved, Florida would get a substantial portion of that $105 million 
total need. 

Ms. CLARK. OK. So you are not going to do 30 percent across the 
board, even though you are only asking for 30 percent of the total 
need. You are going to prioritize those needs in Texas, Florida, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. The request is specifically for these hurri-
cane-impacted areas. And so it would depend on if that is what 
Congress tells us to do, then that is how the funds would be allo-
cated. But that is how the request has currently been made. 

Ms. CLARK. OK. And did you say that there is an average supple-
ment on an annual basis of $1.5 billion to this, to the emergency 
relief funding? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. Historically, yes. 
Ms. CLARK. Historically. But you have not received that this 

year, and you are not asking for supplemental in addition to this 
$415?

Ms. HENDRICKSON. Correct. That is not a part of this request. 
Ms. CLARK. And why did you decide not to do a request that 

would meet anywhere near historical standards, especially in this 
time of huge need? 
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Ms. HENDRICKSON. This request was specifically to address the 
immediate need of the hurricane-impacted areas and, you know, 
given the unprecedented damage and widespread need, it was spe-
cifically focused on these areas. 

Ms. CLARK. Yeah. I am just sort of, you know, curious about why, 
you know—I certainly understand prioritizing these high-need 
areas, and I appreciate the efforts that have been made, but it 
seems like the ideal time to at least get to a historical supplement 
request. If you could tell me a little bit more about why you de-
cided not to do that. 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. Again, the specific request was really to ad-
dress the hurricane, the hurricane-impacted areas, and given the 
magnitude and the historic nature of the hurricanes, the $415 mil-
lion was identified as the need for those specific events. 

Ms. CLARK. OK. Going back to follow up on my colleague’s ques-
tion. There’s about 91 percent of the damage inspections are done 
in Puerto Rico. And did you say it is about 81 percent in the Virgin 
Islands?

Ms. HENDRICKSON. Eighty percent. 
Ms. CLARK. Eighty percent? And I appreciate that you have given 

access to about $41 million to address emergency repair needs 
while waiting. Is there any estimate that you have at this time— 
and I know you have 180 days usually, you said, to get this—of the 
additional amount needed? And if we do not provide emergency re-
lief funding sufficient to cover all that existing need, what impact 
is this going to have on funding the loan on transportation projects 
in Puerto Rico and Virgin Islands? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. I did want to clarify that, for Puerto Rico, we 
have released $72.5 million in quick-release funds. And for the U.S. 
Virgin Islands, we have released $8 million already. And the total 
quick release for Hurricanes Harvey, Irma, and Maria is over $130 
million. I just wanted to clarify that. 

Ms. CLARK. OK. So I guess my question is, with the $415 million 
that you have decided to ask for, with these outstanding inspec-
tions still needing to go forward, do you have any estimate how 
short you might be based on what you are seeing as the need at 
this point? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. The initial damage inspections have been 
done. So as contracts are put together and as estimates are refined, 
the numbers could change, could change positively or negatively, 
depending on if the damage isn’t as extensive as we originally 
thought. So this is typical in our Emergency Relief Program, is that 
as it gets closer to actual time for construction, estimates get re-
fined. And so the final numbers come at the time of construction. 

Ms. CLARK. OK. Thank you. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Young. 
Mr. YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And hello, colleagues, 

good to be with you. And thank you for coming today. This is very 
important.

These hurricanes, these disasters, they just wreak havoc on peo-
ple and their lives and communities. And we want to make sure 
that the funds that we are disbursing here are getting to the right 
place in a timely manner. And we also want to be accountable with 
these taxpayer funds as well. 
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When we talk about the assessments, my understanding is you 
say the States do the assessments and the inspections. And so is 
that the State highway engineers and inspectors that do all this? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. That is right. The State DOT’s, through, you 
know, their employees, their inspectors, do the damage assess-
ments, with our assistance. 

Mr. YOUNG. I mean, your assistance would be sending some Fed-
eral Highway Administration folks down? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. We have Federal Highway staff in all 50 
States.

Mr. YOUNG. OK. So they come from other States? They will come 
down from other States and leave a void in some other States? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. No. We have Federal Highway employees in 
every State. 

Mr. YOUNG. In every State, OK. 
Ms. HENDRICKSON. So it would be those division offices that 

would provide that technical assistance. 
You know, in cases where there is some kind of special expertise 

necessary or some kind of, you know, substantial need, as in the 
cases of these hurricanes, we have sent supplemental staff from 
other parts of the country to assist in the effort. 

Mr. YOUNG. You want to make sure you have the smartest peo-
ple there inspecting in the right way, knowing what to look for, be-
cause there are a lot of nuances, and it is case by case sometimes. 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. It can be, yes. 
Mr. YOUNG. And then the States, they do the prioritizing of what 

needs fixed first? 
Ms. HENDRICKSON. Yes. 
Mr. YOUNG. OK. How do you know that, within the 

prioritization, that those—that it is legitimate, that there is real 
accountability there, and that it is a real need? You work with 
them?

Ms. HENDRICKSON. Absolutely. We work hand-in-hand with the 
States. As they complete the damage assessments and as they pro-
gram their projects into their program, we review those damage as-
sessments to ensure they are eligible for the emergency relief funds 
based on the conditions and the scope of the project. 

Mr. YOUNG. OK. Because, you know, I have some—you know, 
maybe other people worry about it, but sometimes I think maybe 
folks try to slip in some projects in there that may have just been 
a wanting to be fixed for a while, and they see an opportunity, that 
the Federal tax dollars are coming in, a lot of it, to take care of 
some projects. And I just want to make sure that there is some ac-
countability there to make sure what has been damaged because 
of the storm is what is the priority. And then you assess what the 
localities, the prioritization, what needs to be done. OK. 

Is it just the Federal Government that is sending the taxpayer 
dollars or is there—do the States have any financial skin in the 
game as well when it comes to this? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. Sure. So the emergency repairs in the Emer-
gency Relief Program are funded at 100 percent Federal with no 
local match. 

Mr. YOUNG. OK. 
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Ms. HENDRICKSON. The permanent repairs, they are funded at 
80/20 or 90/10, depending on the project. For territories, those are 
funded at 100 percent Federal match. 

Mr. YOUNG. OK. That is all I have for right now. 
I yield back. Thank you. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you very much, sir. 
Mr. Valadao? 
Mr. VALADAO. Thank you, Chairman. Thank you very much for 

attending today. 
I am sure you are aware of the fires that devastated California 

in October. Unfortunately, much of the State had experienced simi-
lar wildfire situations for most of the summer. 

Last month, the President declared a disaster for these most re-
cent fires, which burned through about 240,000–245,000 acres. Can 
you please give me an update of what funding the Federal High-
way Administration has provided so far in relation to the Cali-
fornia wildfires? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. I do not have a total of what has been allo-
cated specifically for the wildfires. I know that California’s request 
that was—it was met in the $519 million allocation—I am sorry, 
supplemental appropriation that went out in November. 

Mr. VALADAO. OK. And this past Friday, the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget submitted a request for $44 billion for additional 
supplemental disaster. Unfortunately, the State of California was 
not included in that package. I understand that the California 
damage assessments are ongoing and the administration will con-
tinue to work with the State in support of the recovery process. 

Does the Federal Highway Administration plan on requesting ad-
ditional relief dollars funding in any forthcoming disaster relief 
supplement? I mean, are there any questions that need to be ad-
dressed? Are you guys getting all the information that you need as 
we move forward? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. I feel like we are—we do have the informa-
tion that we need. We have done a request to all States about their 
ongoing need. And California has identified $889 million that they 
say can be obligated in 2018. And that is part of the $1.4 billion 
backlog that I identified earlier. 

Mr. VALADAO. All right. Well, thank you. 
I yield back. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, sir. 
By the way, I was actually, in a positive way, taken aback about 

the numbers that you gave from Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands 
as far as the assessment. And I would imagine that assessments 
in place, you know, doing that in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Is-
lands, must pose some special challenges. 

So does the DOT have the resources it needs to evaluate the 
damage and to approve projects within a reasonable timeframe in? 
My question is really about the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico. But 
why don’t we just kind of through that open in general. 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. It has been a commitment of resources on be-
half of Federal Highways, but I feel like this is when we are at our 
finest when we all can rally around the most important cause. And 
so we have pulled resources and prioritized this as, you know, a 
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very important aspect of our business, and feel that this is the time 
we shine. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Do you know if that 9 percent remaining, 
right, in Puerto Rico, is that just because—I mean, by the way, 
that number is, particularly the challenge, is exceedingly high. I 
mean, it is an incredible achievement that you all have been able 
to do. 

Is that remaining 9 percent going to be a lot more difficult be-
cause it is in the boonies, it is harder to get to? Any idea what you 
foresee?

Ms. HENDRICKSON. I wouldn’t want to speculate. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Speculate on that, right. 
Mr. WAIDELICH. You know, it has been, quite frankly, remark-

able, the speed that we have been able to give these assessments. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Yes, absolutely. 
Mr. WAIDELICH. And something I just wanted to mention. We 

have got this tool that it is an application that one of our engineers 
in our Federal Lands organization developed called a mobile solu-
tion for assessing and reporting. And essentially it is an app on an 
iPad.

Now, when the event occurred in Texas, Harvey occurred in 
Texas, we actually had trained engineers in Texas. We trained en-
gineers in our office to actually use it. And it saves quite a bit of 
time as far as getting those assessments done. In Puerto Rico and 
in the Virgin Islands, we ran into issues with the, you might want 
to say, WiFi necessary and the cell coverage necessary. But as that, 
you know, was overcome, it became easier and easier. 

So maybe what I am getting at is, is that 91 percent is remark-
able, and we wouldn’t be there if it wasn’t for that tool that we 
have.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. No, that is a remarkable number and, you 
know, again, I congratulate you all for doing that. 

The committee has received some requests to waive or to at least 
adjust, certain statutory requirements for this program on items 
such as expenditure caps and the cost share. And so has the DOT 
identified any requirements that potentially could prove problem-
atic for one or more of the areas impacted by the 2017 hurricanes? 
Are there issues that we need to be looking at? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. Well, Federal Highway doesn’t have the dis-
cretion to waive the territorial cap. That would be—you know, con-
gressional action would be required to do that. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Right. But are there any areas you have seen 
that would be helpful for Congress to help you do that if, in fact, 
there are some specific areas you have seen that particularly prob-
lematic that maybe a waiver of a cap could help in one way or an-
other, or something like that? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. As more damage inspections come in and we 
understand the total need in the U.S. Virgin Islands—— 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. It would be great if you could just stay in 
touch with us if, in fact, you see something like that that might be 
helpful to you all. 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. OK. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Again, just know that we are here to try to 

help in things like that, if at all possible. 
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Let me just throw out one kind of a general open-ended question, 
which is what are some of the lessons that DOT has learned with 
respect to oversight? You know, there were a lot of stories and I 
don’t want to say horror stories, but some issues particularly after 
Katrina and Sandy. And I have had conversations about lessons 
learned.

But if you just want to kind of take a stab at that. Any specific 
lessons learned after particularly those two storms, and other 
major storms that have made it, again, have made the process, bet-
ter, more efficient? You mentioned, obviously, this new process that 
you are using. But what other kind of lessons are out there that 
you think we should hear about that we may not have heard? 

Mr. WAIDELICH. I don’t know if this is considered a lesson, but 
it is preparedness. You know, what you do prior to an event makes 
a huge difference as to what happens during an event. 

We work with the States, both Puerto Rico and Florida and 
Texas, prior to an event, training them on what to do in these 
areas. We work with them in their operation centers. We, you 
might want to say, game and have exercises to see how evacuations 
would take place. 

So when you actually practice, and I think, you know, for a good 
part of this, in Texas, for example, it was incredible, the speed of 
that recovery because of what they were doing prior to that event 
even happening, and the same thing in Florida. 

Another lesson learned is, you know, we have learned from An-
drew with standards. You have the State of Florida that was hit 
by one of these hurricanes that was, you know, one of the largest 
that has ever hit the United States with some of the greatest 
winds. And the light standards remained. They learned from An-
drew to, you might want to say, develop resiliency into their stand-
ards, so when an event like that occurred again, we didn’t have the 
issues with those standards coming down. 

So, again, I think those are best practices that I think we need 
to continue and to follow into the future. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you. 
Mr. Price. 
Mr. PRICE. Again, let me pick up on the chairman’s brilliant line 

of questioning, because the lessons learned theme, it is resonant. 
We had an earlier informal discussion with this subcommittee, and 
we were talking along the same lines about the standards to which 
we build back. And the mitigation, the possibilities to encourage 
mitigation and the limits on future damage. 

You suggested at that time, and you seem to be suggesting now, 
that you try to build back to better standards. You encourage that, 
you review proposals with that in mind. We know how especially 
important that is in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. But are 
you saying that this is standard operating procedure in a way that 
you take satisfaction with now or is this more aspirational? 

Mr. WAIDELICH. I wouldn’t say it is aspirational. Now, the ER 
program itself allows you to rebuild to current standard. Many 
times when an event occurs—— 

Mr. PRICE. That is why the question came up in the first place. 
How do you interpret that and how do you go beyond it? 
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Mr. WAIDELICH. You know, first, many times the current stand-
ard is a greater standard than was there before. And resiliency is 
built in that standard because as highway agencies around the 
country move forward, those standards, you know, are raised to in-
clude resiliency. 

The program also allows to look at cost benefit for a betterment. 
That includes life-cycle costs, the additional cost of ER down the 
road that could occur if it isn’t raised to a higher standard than 
the actual standard. But we all have to remember also in the FAST 
Act, what was included in that is something called a risk-based 
asset management system, which includes resiliency. And States 
are going through that right now as far as identifying and looking 
at their system. And when you incorporate risk in there, you have 
to include resiliency. 

And an example of that would be maybe an evacuation road, we 
would build to a little higher standard to ensure that that would 
be always available, versus another road that had very low ADT 
and wasn’t needed in that. Or a road that goes to the power plant 
that would need to be accessed, or the hospital. Those are the types 
of things in the normal program that are being identified by States 
now.

Mr. PRICE. Right. And by way of wrapping up, pulling together 
earlier themes, let me go back to Puerto Rico here and ask you 
about the process of collecting data and getting the information you 
need there. This has been touched on, but at—I know our staff at 
a briefing about a month ago was talking with you about the par-
ticular difficulties in getting the data you need in the interior of 
Puerto Rico because of the lack of electricity, the lack of wireless 
connectivity, in many cases. So that has been a problem. It could, 
of course, hobble our entire effort. 

What can you report on your progress in getting that data and 
getting it more expeditiously? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. I will say that, again, in Puerto Rico, you 
know, 91 percent of the inspections have been complete, and so we 
feel like a lot of progress has been made since our last encounter 
here in presenting the information to you. Again, we feel like the 
estimate of the additional need of $212 million is a good estimate, 
but, again, those estimates will be refined over time. 

Mr. PRICE. Well, you know, the picture that came out earlier, and 
it wasn’t that long ago, the picture that came out was we wouldn’t 
have anticipated a 91 percent completion of the data. How have 
you pulled this off or what has happened to overcome these prob-
lems? Because they really aren’t problems that are prevalent in the 
50 States. 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. We have deployed about 100 employees for 
hurricane response relative to Maria. Our Federal Lands Highway 
staff is there onsite, along with the Puerto Rico division employees, 
to assist the Puerto Rico Department of Transportation in com-
pleting these assessments. And so we feel like with the additional 
support of Puerto Rico and the priority that they have put on this 
as well, that we are getting close to having the damage assess-
ments complete. 

Mr. PRICE. All right. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 



24

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Young? 
Mr. YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I just want to clarify the issue regarding waiver authority. And 

you say that you have—in certain instances, you can issue that au-
thority when it is dealing with States, but not territories? Is that 
what I understand? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. Ask that again. 
Mr. YOUNG. Like, you know, caps or cost share, something like 

that.
Ms. HENDRICKSON. You know, we do not have the discretion at 

Federal Highway to waive those caps. 
Mr. YOUNG. OK. 
Ms. HENDRICKSON. Now, you know, the emergency repairs are 

funded at 100 percent and the permanent repairs are funded at 80 
percent Federal share with a 20 percent match, but those match 
requirements are not within the discretion of the Federal Highway 
Administration. Congressional action would be required to waive 
that.

Mr. YOUNG. OK. That’s very, very helpful. Thank you. 
That is maybe something we may want to look at sometime, Mr. 

Chairman.
And also, just to dovetail on what the ranking member and 

chairman have already talked about, just lessons learned and rec-
ommendations. You mentioned to be prepared, but on the back end 
of that, you know, what do we learn when it comes to responsive-
ness. And I think it could be very helpful to both folks who unfortu-
nately may come under some disasters in the future, and with Con-
gress and for the taxpayer to really understand what these lessons 
learned are and try to make sure that we make things better in 
the future. So thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Aguilar. 
Mr. AGUILAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I know that my colleague, Mr. Valadao, asked some questions re-

lated to California, so I just had one. And that was specific to the 
quick-release funds. Can you walk me through whether the Cali-
fornia disaster qualifies for quick release, and what has been the 
discussion with California on that funding? I know the priorities 
were kind of debris clearing initially. Of course, as my colleague 
knows, 5,000 structures, 200,000 acres burned, 40 deaths as a con-
sequence. So can you talk with me a little bit about that specific 
category?

Ms. HENDRICKSON. We have not currently received a quick-re-
lease request from California, but what would go into that decision-
making would be, you know, looking at the intent of the funds, the 
urgency of the request, how the funds would be intended to be 
used, on what types of projects. But we would certainly consider a 
request, if received. 

Mr. AGUILAR. Thank you. That is it, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Price, I want to make sure that unless you 

have—oh, no, wait, Mr. Valadao. I apologize. I almost, because you 
are such a small guy out there quiet in the corner that I almost 
forgot you. 
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Mr. VALADAO. So far down the road here. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. You are recognized. My apologies. 
Mr. VALADAO. Oh, no problem. Just a real quick question I 

should have touched on earlier. 
Moving forward, how do you plan on balancing the needs of those 

in the southeast dealing with the hurricane-related damages and 
those in the West dealing with very different kinds of damage 
caused by wildfires? Will the funding be disbursed competitively or 
will it be disbursed specifically to the hurricane-stricken States, 
and is there a timeline? 

Ms. HENDRICKSON. So the way that the emergency relief funds 
are distributed are through, again, through the semiannual alloca-
tion, which basically is distributed through a proportional share of 
the funding, based on the needs identified by the States. So the 
States tell us what they can obligate over the next 6 months or the 
next year. And when funding is not enough to meet 100 percent of 
those needs, they are distributed on a prorated share. 

They are also distributed through quick release. So if there are 
requests for quick release, that would be another way that funds 
get distributed. And then also, as directed by Congress. So if Con-
gress tells us specifically to allocate funds for these events, then 
those funds would be distributed similar to how quick-release funds 
go out. 

Mr. VALADAO. Thank you, Chairman. I yield back. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, sir. 
Well, let me first, Madam Administrator and Mr. Executive Di-

rector, thank you for your time. As this subcommittee has had, we 
had an informal Members’ briefing or a roundtable, which I think 
was very helpful in getting all our members to understand, frankly, 
the intricacies of the program itself. And now we want to thank 
you today for your testimony. It has really broadened our under-
standing of the supplemental request, and it will help inform the 
subcommittee in our funding and policy decisions dealing with dis-
aster recovery. So, again, I want to thank you for what you do, for 
your service, and also for being exceedingly accessible to this sub-
committee.

And so, with that, we will adjourn the subcommittee. 
Thank you very much. 
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URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN DIAZ-BALART 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Good morning. Let’s call the subcommittee to 
order.

This morning we want to welcome Mr. Neal Rackleff, Housing 
and Urban Development’s assistant secretary for Community Plan-
ning and Development. 

Mr. Secretary, we look forward to hearing your testimony on the 
administration’s supplemental request for Community Develop-
ment Block Grants Disaster Recovery. Mr. Rackleff, as I read your 
bio—which is rather impressive, I may add. 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Thank you. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I was struck by the fact that you are coming 

to HUD with, frankly, a great deal of experience. And it is particu-
larly relevant, Mr. Secretary, to our current challenges, as you 
spent years running Houston’s Department of Housing and Com-
munity Development. And so, again, I think that, nobody better 
than you to be in this position particularly at this time. So, again, 
we are grateful for that. 

I am confident that your experience in Houston will serve you 
very well, sir. In fact, will serve all of us this subcommittee, the 
committee, and the entire country well. As you know, you face 
some great challenges in deploying CDBG resources to help our 
communities rebuild and recover from this year’s disaster. 

Now, the administration has requested $12 billion in additional 
funding for HUD to establish a new, a brand-new competitor pro-
gram for flood mitigation projects. This request assumes that we 
have done all that we need to do, I assume—that is the assump-
tion—all that we need to do for the regular CDBG-DR program 
when we provided the $7.4 billion in the first supplemental for the 
2017 disasters. 

Now, let me say upfront, I don’t believe that we have done 
enough in the regular CDBG-DR Program. I have personally wit-
nessed the devastation in Florida, throughout different parts of the 
State, and particularly in the district that I am privileged to rep-
resent, where significant portions of Collier County were hit hard 
by Hurricane Irma. There are a couple of communities in the dis-
trict that I represent that are still working awfully hard to get 
back on their feet. When you look at the Everglades City, 
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Chokoloskee Island area, or Immokalee, those areas are still strug-
gling. And, obviously, the Keys are still struggling as well. Folks 
in those communities know that the road to recovery will be long 
and a very difficult one. And so they are more than ready for the 
task of rebuilding. Their attitude is great. 

But we need to make sure that the full, appropriate Federal com-
mitment is there for the long-term recovery. And I think all of us 
are committed to that, just as the Federal Government has stepped 
up in previous storms. 

So I would like to first take this opportunity, not just to discuss 
the administration’s proposal for a new CDBG program, or a new 
CDBG type program, but also to look at the existing CDBG pro-
gram and the remaining funding needs. I have heard from several 
members that we need to make sure that we are meeting pressing 
immediate needs of communities that have been affected by Hurri-
canes Harvey, Irma, and Maria, and those that have been affected 
by also the California wildfires. 

In addition to looking at the policy issues and funding require-
ments for CDBG Disaster Recovery, we will maintain a high pri-
ority on oversight, obviously, of these funds. And so we must make 
sure that this program is executed in a way that ensures, frankly, 
that there is as little room as possible for waste, fraud, and abuse. 

The traditional CDBG-DR program, as you know, Mr. Secretary, 
is run as a block grant program with funding provided directly to 
the States. That is how the program, I think, should be run, with 
flexibility in decision-making powers at the local level. That, by the 
way, has always been a big Republican priority. So, however, the 
block grant approach presents challenges for financial oversight as 
we balance flexibility with accountability. 

So we want to make sure, Mr. Secretary, that you have the tools 
that you need to make sure that every last dollar in the program 
goes to the intended purpose, which is obviously helping commu-
nities recover and prosper. 

Again, I am grateful that we have somebody of your experience 
in this position, and we look forward to engaging with you on that 
issue today, and obviously, continuing that oversight in months 
and years to come. Again, so I want to welcome you to this com-
mittee.

And before we go and listen to your statement, let me turn it 
over to my colleague and my dear friend and ranking member, Mr. 
Price.

Mr. Price, you are recognized, sir. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF RANKING MEMBER PRICE 

Mr. PRICE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am also pleased to be 
here this morning and to work on this supplemental funding re-
quest from the administration for disaster relief. 

Secretary Rackleff, thank you for joining us today. We congratu-
late you on your appointment. Look forward to working with you. 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Thank you. 
Mr. PRICE. The HUD CDBG Disaster Relief Program is critical 

to disaster recovery. We have learned that through many disasters 
in many States. These flexible dollars from HUD have become, in 
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many instances, the primary Federal funding source for long-term 
recovery and for rebuilding activities. 

North Carolina knows all too well what it is like to recover after 
being hit by major storms. After Hurricane Floyd made landfall in 
1999, our State was one of the early pioneers when it came to inno-
vative ways to leverage CDBG dollars for disaster recovery. 

Just last year, Hurricane Matthew inflicted more than $3 billion 
in damage to North Carolina communities. And we have subse-
quently received more than $220 million in CDBG-DR funding to 
facilitate long-term Matthew recovery efforts. So I am grateful for 
this funding stream and for the cooperation of HUD in working 
with us. 

There have been some disagreements about how HUD measures 
unmet need in getting this aid to our State. But there is certainly 
no disagreement that CDBG-DR funding helps our constituents 
and remains a vital tool in the government’s disaster recovery tool-
kit. So we have got to ensure that States and territories suffering 
from disasters receive adequate funding. 

To that end, I am interested in when we can expect full disaster 
estimates for unmet needs in Texas, Florida, Puerto Rico, the Vir-
gin Islands. I also want more information about how HUD and its 
grantees will address rental housing needs during the recovery. In 
addition, I have several questions about the administration’s re-
quest for national mitigation competition using $12 billion in addi-
tional CDBG dollars. 

I applaud the administration for emphasizing resiliency in miti-
gation. But we do need more information about how this competi-
tion is actually going to work and how it intersects with remaining 
unmet needs. It may be premature to fund such a program, or at 
least to totally rely on it, when we have yet to completely fund base 
unmet needs in States that were affected by Harvey, Irma, and 
Maria.

So there is a lot to talk about, a lot to work on. And I look for-
ward to hearing more about your request and how HUD plans to 
address ongoing disaster recovery needs. 

Thank you. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you. 
Again, Mr. Secretary, thank you for being here. Your full written 

testimony will be included in the record. Thank you for being here. 
You are recognized for the 5 minutes. 

STATEMENT OF NEAL J. RACKLEFF, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
OFFICE OF COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, DE-
PARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Thank you, first, for being so generous in your 
comments regarding my past experience. 

I want to start by complimenting this body with the speed with 
which you all reacted after these hurricanes. The $7.4 billion ap-
propriation came in record speed, and it is a testament to the com-
mitment that you have to the people who are suffering and who 
have undergone so many difficult challenges. We stand with you in 
working to the very best of our ability to find the best ways to help 
folks as quickly as possible. 
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More than $50 billion since 2001 for CDBG-DR purposes has 
been allocated to States and communities to help with really a very 
broad array of needs, everything from the 9/11 attacks, from hurri-
canes, floods, to wildfires. And I am pleased to tell you that for the 
past 25 years, I have been deeply involved in working out public- 
private partnerships to rebuild from disasters, to revitalize cities, 
and to provide quality, affordable housing. 

My most recent public service was in Houston as the director of 
Housing and Community Development. In that situation, I was 
plugged into an ongoing disaster recovery project relating from 
Hurricane Ike. And our group turned around a program that was 
plagued with inefficiencies and problems, got it back on track, and 
then moved through a subsequent allocation of funding in a man-
ner that I think was really respectful to the families that we 
served. We found ways to do things much more quickly than they 
have done in the past, and we were more efficient with the re-
sources that we were entrusted with. 

I want you to know that these resources, I have always felt, are 
a sacred stewardship. We have folks who sweat and bleed to earn 
a living, and those tax resources that are generated from that toil 
need to be used in the most prudent way possible. 

The $7.4 billion that was appropriated earlier is money that we 
try to use in a very rational and consistent and equitable way. Mr. 
Price mentioned concerns about the way that we measure unmet 
need. I am very happy to visit with you and your staff and look 
at those issues in depth, because I want to do the right thing to 
meet those needs. And, you know, if it means changing and doing 
things differently than we have done, I really don’t care. The over-
riding goal that I have as the assistant secretary over CPD is to 
help families as quickly and as effectively as possible. 

This supplemental request, I think, actually is a really wonderful 
opportunity to look at these situations in a more proactive and pre-
ventive way. You know, the question regarding how much unmet 
need remains is one that we have analyzed. And, according to our 
analysis, we have made huge strides in terms of the amount of 
unmet need we are able to meet with the $7.4 billion. We also 
think it is critically important that we don’t only look at disaster 
relief when we are looking down the barrel of a hurricane or major 
flooding. You know, we have got to get into a more proactive mode. 
Often, the old maxim that a pound or a—what is it, a pound of— 
no, a penny worth of prevention is worth a pound of relief. Thanks. 
I am going off script. So folks back there are probably going, oh, 
please, don’t. 

But, anyhow, you know, we want to make sure that we are smart 
with the resources that we have. And, you know, I can tell you 
from being in the trenches at the local level, there are a lot of juris-
dictions that know of projects that would be extremely helpful for 
them to mitigate future flooding, but they just don’t have the 
money to be able to afford them. So through a competitive process, 
which is fundamentally different, certainly, than what we typically 
do with CDBG-DR, we think that we can hone the analysis more 
finely and we can help communities leverage the resources that 
they have and find the best ways to avoid families experiencing 
flooding in the future. 
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The eligible applicants for this program would be those States in 
insular areas with more than one flood-related major disaster be-
tween January 1, 2014, and December 31, 2017. So that would in-
clude 33 States, Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands, and Guam. 

I can tell you that, you know, I got here, I was sworn in on Au-
gust 16. And just about 2 weeks later, the hurricanes started hit-
ting. And so I have been working around the clock with really a 
remarkable staff of professionals at the senior levels that I have 
been privileged to work with at HUD. And we are doing everything 
we can to get as much help to folks as quickly as possible. 

Thank you, very much, and I look forward to your questions. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Rackleff follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Price and members of the committee, my name is Neal 
Rackleff, and I'm presently serving as the Assistant Secretary for Community Planning and 
Development at the Department of Housing and Urban Development ("HUD" or "The 
Department"). On behalf of President Trump and Secretary Carson, thank you for the 
opportunity to appear today to discuss long-term disaster recovery efforts that are supported by 
the Department through the Community Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery (CDBG
DR) program. 

Congress has appropriated more than $50 billion since 2001 for CDBG-DR purposes. States and 
communities across the country have used these supplemental appropriations for recovery from a 
range of devastating events, including the 9/11 attacks on Lower Manhattan, Hurricane Katrina's 
heavy blow to the Gulf Coast in 2005, Iowa flooding and Hurricane Ike's foray into Texas in 
2008, Hurricane Sandy's landfall in the New Jersey-New York area in 2012, and Hurricane 
Matthew's impact on the South Atlantic coast and Louisiana flooding in 2016. 

As a nation, we are now faced with significant long-term recovery needs arising from Hurricanes 
Harvey, Irma, and Maria that struck the nation over a four-week span during August and 
September of 20 17. We also are closely monitoring the destruction caused by the recent 
wildfires in California. Unfortunately, the effects of these disasters will be long-lasting. 
Comprehensive recovery will take years. Nevertheless, we will not shy away from that effort as 
millions of Americans now need their nation's help. Please know that President Trump, 
Secretary Carson, and the entire Administration are committed to helping our fellow citizens in 
this time of need. 
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I have worked extensively in the public and private sectors over the past 25 years, focusing on 
private/public partnerships forged to revitalize communities and develop affordable housing. My 
most recent public service was in Texas as director of the City of Houston's Department of 
Housing and Community Development from 2012 through early 2016. 

In Houston, I managed the City's $178 million CDBG-DR program with funds allocated by the 
State of Texas to the City in response to recovery needs arising from Hurricane Ike. My team 
turned around a troubled program-we got the projects back on track and generated some of the 
finest examples of affordable housing in the country. Just before I left the City to resume 
practicing law in2016, the City was directly awarded additional CDBG-DR funding to address 
the impacts of flooding events that occurred in 2015. I feel these experiences give me unique 
insight into how CDBG-DR assistance can be a valuable tool for recovery as well as a keen 
understanding of the obstacles that can diminish effectiveness of the program. 

It is important to understand the various roles that HUD plays in the Federal disaster response 
and recovery effort. In the immediate wake of a major disaster, HUD works within the National 
Disaster Response Framework and works closely with the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) to address housing needs and issues in impacted areas. HUD's initial focus 
during response is to ensure that households that were receiving housing assistance through 
HUD programs, primarily public housing, housing choice vouchers, and project-based rental 
assistance, prior to the event, continue to be housed in the aftermath of the crisis. As efforts tum 
to recovery in the wake of a significant major disaster, HUD leads the Housing Recovery 
Support Function to coordinate and facilitate the delivery of housing solutions that effectively 
address the needs of the whole community. The Department's role expands when the CDBG-DR 
program is funded and implemented to address long-term recovery needs at the state and local 
level. 

Recent CDBG-DR Allocations 

On September 8, 2017, President Trump signed into law Public Law 115-56 which appropriated 
$7.4 billion in CDBG-DR funding in response to major disasters declared in 2017. Consistent 
with past practice, HUD's intent is to allocate the funds to affected jurisdictions in a rational, 
consistent, and equitable manner, using the best data available from FEMA and the Small 
Business Administration (SBA). 

On November 17, 2017, HUD announced an allocation of $5.024 billion to the State of Texas to 
address recovery needs arising from the flooding caused by Hurricane Harvey. An additional 
$615 million was allocated to the State of Florida earlier this week (November 28, 20 17), leaving 
a balance of$1.75 billion, which may be allocated to other 2017 disasters as data improves. 

The States of Texas and Florida are existing CDBG-DR grantees and, as a result, have the basic 
knowledge and structures in place to accept and properly manage these funds. However, the 
amount ofCDBG-DRjust allocated to each state significantly exceeds prior CDBG-DR grants to 
these states. Therefore, each state will need to add significant additional administrative and 
management capacity to provide effective oversight for the funds. 

2 
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The Department will closely examine implementation plans required from each state to ensure 
that they will be properly prepared to organize, staff, and execute the recovery effort. HUD's 
expertise concerning CDBG-DR best practices and our overall understanding of what is required 
to effectively manage grants of this magnitude has grown considerably over the past decade. 
HUD will bring that experience to bear in the overall management of these grants. 

This initial round of CDBG-DR funding for 2017 disasters is allocated based upon unmet 
housing and business recovery needs that HUD has identified using FEMA and SBA data. 
While this process generally follows HUD's approach to allocations of recent years, we did alter 
some assumptions this time around. 

First, the Administration believes that managing flood risk is a shared responsibility. Households 
living within the I 00-year flood plain that had the financial ability to insure against flood loss 
should have done so, and funds were not allocated to address the unmet flood-related needs of 
such households. 

Second, HUD has revised its assumptions for the average cost to repair housing damage. The 
last time these cost multipliers were updated was in the wake of Hurricane Sandy, and the 
revised assumptions use data that is more specific to recent events, types of damage, and the 
housing markets impacted. 

Third, HUD has expanded the concept of"'most impacted areas" in recognition of the fact that 
the previous approach had a county-based focus and did not adequately take into consideration 
concentrated damage in smaller and rural communities. To account for this circumstance, HUD 
is now also identifying unmet needs in "most impacted zip codes,'' thereby covering smaller, yet 
well-defined, geographies to ensure that all areas with concentrated damage are taken into 
account in the CDBG-DR allocation. 

The Department is in the process of finalizing the Federal Register Notice that will govern the 
$7.4 billion CDBG-DR appropriation. These changes will be reflected in the notice and HUD is 
considering a range of additional CDBG-DR policy updates that would reflect Administration 
policy and make adjustments based on past outcomes and experiences. The Department expects 
to issue the notice in the next few weeks to enable Texas and Florida to develop and finalize their 
actions plans to put the most recent CDBG-DR appropriation to work. 

My goal is to speed up the process and get help to the families that need it faster and more 
efficiently than past efforts. We will accomplish this by working closely with grantees to design 
more effective programs, streamline their processes, and identify and remove unnecessary 
delays. The timeline included as Exhibit "A" illustrates which steps in the implementation 
process are handled by grantees and which are handled by HUD. Note that many of the steps 
can take place on parallel tracks and we have identified ways for grantees to move more quickly 
than they have traditionally. From my experience in Houston, I've found that there are multiple 
small changes that can be made in the CDBG-DR program at Federal, state and local levels that. 
collectively, can improve recovery outcomes. Some of these changes will be incorporated in the 
forthcoming Federal Register Notice and some of these efforts will be delivered through 
technical assistance to grantees. Regardless of the method, I commit that the Department will be 
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a strong partner to our grantees in the pursuit of rapid recovery that makes the best use of 
available Federal financial resources. 

Supplemental Request for CDBG-DR 

With regard to financial resources, the Administration announced its most recent disaster 
supplemental request on November 17, 2017. The package totals more than $44 billion and 
includes $12 billion in CDBG-DR funding for mitigation activities to help high-risk communities 
become more resilient to future floods and hurricanes. 

This $12 billion CDBG-DR proposal reflects the Administration's approach to funding resilience 
and risk mitigation by investing in cost effective flood mitigation solutions that will reduce risk 
and lower the potential cost of future disaster recoveries. This approach will also incorporate the 
Administration's Infrastructure Initiative policy principles, such as leveraging state, local, and 
private resources and using public-private partnerships to expedite project delivery and support 
ongoing maintenance. Under this competition, the Administration expects to transform how 
mitigation projects are funded, delivered, and maintained. 

Funding could be used for a wide range of risk mitigation or resilience activities including large
scale buyouts in areas of high risk or repetitive loss, elevation and structure hardening, forward 
looking land-use planning, adoption of disaster resistant building codes, and green or grey 
infrastructure investments, including completing projects authorized by the Army Corps of 
Engineers. 

Eligible applicants will be states and insular areas with more than one flood-related major 
disaster declarations between January 1, 2014 and December 31, 2017. As of November 17, 
2017, thirty-three (33) states. Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands, and Guam would be eligible 
to apply for the funds. 

The Department has prior experience in conducting a competition for disaster recovery purposes 
and we will apply the lessons learned to the proposed mitigation competition. Among the 
specific changes will be a narrower focus on mitigation activities, directives for states to 
prioritize their investments, and a simpler, straight forward application rating structure. 
Concurrently, we will focus on projects that have a strong benefit-cost analysis profile and will 
promote an interagency review effort that incorporates the use of expertise from agencies across 
the Federal government. If funded by Congress, it would be HUD's goal to launch this 
competition expeditiously. 

We have been working tirelessly since these disasters hit, with homeowners and businesses who 
have suffered losses as well as state and local officials that have seen their infrastructure 
damaged or destroyed. We will coordinate with our Federal partners at FEMA. SBA, and the 
Army Corps of Engineers to speed the delivery of assistance to affected communities and reduce 
or eliminate frustrating delays that slow the pace of recovery. Finally, HUD and the 
Administration look forward to working with Congress to reshape Federal disaster recovery 
ctlorts through implementation of initiatives. like the CDBG-DR Mitigation Fund. to achieve the 
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best possible outcomes with Federal funds and work collaborativcly with state, local, and private 
stakeholders to reduce risk from future floods and hurricanes. 

Thank you and I would be pleased to take questions from the Committee. 
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EXHIBIT A 

COI!G-DR Grantee Timeline of Events 

Note: 
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Neal J. Rackleff 
Assistant Secretary 
Office of Community Planning and Development 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Mr. Rackleff was confirmed by the United States Senate on August 3, 2017, to serve as Assistant Secretary 

for the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Office of Community Planning and 

Development (CPO). CPO is responsible for administering grants to alleviate homelessness, develop viable 

communities by promoting integrated approaches that provide quality affordable housing and expand 

economic opportunities for low-and moderate-income persons. The CPO division within HUD administers 

various grant programs which help communities plan and finance their growth and development, increase 

their capacity to govern, and provide shelter and services for low-to-moderate income persons. CPO 

oversees the Community Development Block Grant program (CDBG), HOME Investment Partnerships 

program (HOME), Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG), Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS 

program (HOPWA), and Special Needs Assistance Programs (SNAPS), as well other grant offices within 

CPO. Additionally, CDBG Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) funding is administered through CPD. 

Prior to assuming his current role as Assistant Secretary with HUD, Mr. Rackleff was a Partner at locke 

Lord, a nationally recognized law firm, where he focused his practice on community and economic 

development, affordable housing, and inner-city revitalization. Prior to his tenure with Locke Lord, he 

previously served as Director of the City of Houston's Housing and Community Development Department. 

During his Houston tenure, the Department financed production of approximately 10,000 high-quality 

affordable multifamily housing units and assisted 1,700 single-family homeowners with reconstruction of 

hurricane-damaged homes, financial assistance to low-income homebuyers and emergency home repairs 

to ameliorate health and safety issues. Additionally, during this period, Houston became the first major 

city to effectively end Veterans' homelessness, while chronic homelessness declined over 70%. Key 

revitalization projects Mr. Rackleff led include developing a grocery store in a food desert and the historic 

preservation and conversion of a blighted office building into the new JW Marriott Houston Downtown 

hotel. Mr. Rackleff graduated cum laude from Brigham Young University and received his law degree from 

the University of Southern California. 



39

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Again, thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 
We are going to go through the regular process as we always do 

as far as questioning in order, which I will not repeat here. 
Secretary, I agree with you that these are issues that we should 

not only deal with when we are looking down the barrel, as you 
said. But right now, we are looking down the barrel. 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Yes, sir. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And I agree with you that these are issues 

that should be looked at, but I would argue that through the reg-
ular process with hearings, through potential legislation. Right 
now, obviously, we have this emergency that we are dealing with. 

So let me talk a little bit about the administration’s proposal for 
CDBG, you know, setting up this entire new program at HUD for 
flood mitigation projects, which is run as an interagency competi-
tion, as you mentioned. But part of the challenge we face, Mr. Sec-
retary, is twofold. One is because we don’t have a lot of time. We 
have folks that are suffering. We have got to deal with that right 
now through a supplemental. 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Yes, sir. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And the fact that we face a challenge in evalu-

ating this new program, one of the challenges is that we, frankly, 
have very little details right now. It is very thin. The supplemental 
request describes the program in a single brief paragraph. Obvi-
ously, you have provided some limited bill language for this pro-
gram, but there is no authorizing language proposed. For example, 
the program would largely be defined by a notice in the Federal 
Register.

So, again, not telling you that it may not be the best thing since 
sliced bread, but this is a process that is going to have to be looked 
at, I think, through the authorizing process as well. 

So the first question most of us have is when a new program is 
proposed, really the first program, is what other Federal efforts 
currently have the same or similar mission? Avoiding, obviously, 
program duplication is a no-brainer for all of us. And I think our 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle would agree. 

Let me throw some issues. The Army Corps of Engineers, for ex-
ample, does major construction projects, many of which address 
flood mitigation. Why should we consider duplicating that activity 
at HUD that doesn’t have the expertise or the experience? The Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency has a hazard mitigation 
grant program, which also supports flood mitigation projects. You 
know, how would this new program differ from FEMA’s program? 

There are a lot of questions. I have got others, but let me just 
not overburden you with—I would like to kind of hear from you on 
some of your thoughts on some of these pretty basic issues that we 
have to deal with when you are creating a new program. 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Thank you very much. I think those are great 
questions.

The Army Corps of Engineers certainly owns and operates many 
of the flood-related infrastructure projects and facilities throughout 
the country. But I can tell you that, from working in the local level, 
that there are numerous floodway, storm drainage, retention pond, 
spillways, levies, et cetera, that are operated by State and local 
governmental entities. I will also tell you too that what we plan to 



40

do with this new program is to really embark on an interagency 
effort.

So, as you mentioned, there are other agencies that have greater 
expertise with regards to infrastructure. We are fully aware of 
that. We will work very closely with the Army Corps and with 
FEMA in developing the criteria for the competition that we are 
proposing.

I will also tell you that one of the reasons that we are looking 
to use CDBG-DR funding is because of the legal capabilities of this 
funding. We are able to go in and not just get communities back 
to the level they were at before a disaster, but, as you know, we 
can exceed that level and build in resiliency and mitigation that 
wasn’t there prior. So this is the best funding source to use, and 
we will work with our agency partners, as we have been already, 
to make sure that we develop criteria that makes sense. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And I get that. HUD’s mission, as you know, 
is focused on housing and community development. And I think, as 
such, personnel at HUD, including yourself and others, have great 
expertise in that area. I believe it would be, respectfully, fair to say 
that HUD’s personnel do not typically have a high level of expertise 
in large-scale flooding mitigation construction projects. And I am 
not being critical of HUD’s staff, obviously. And, as you mentioned, 
there are some incredible people there. But it is just not the mis-
sion.

So why is it appropriate for HUD to be, all of a sudden, the lead 
on such a new mission rather than another agency that has the ex-
pertise and practical experience and, you know, experience in man-
aging those types of projects? 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Well, I can tell you that I appreciate your com-
pliment to our staff. They are really incredible folks. I, personally, 
do have quite a bit of experience with infrastructure finance and 
construction in the last 25 years. About half that time has been in 
the private sector. I have represented municipal utility districts on 
water and sewer projects, flooding projects. And, also, when I was 
the director of housing, we found innovative ways to accelerate the 
development of storm drainage infrastructure using CDBG-DR 
funding that our public works department wasn’t able to figure out 
how to expedite, because I had had experience doing tax increment 
financing and local development of infrastructure. 

So I would argue that I have a lot of that expertise. I am cer-
tainly no civil engineer. But, again, we are not going to rely just 
on our reservoir of expertise. We are going to work with FEMA and 
with HUD. The funding that they—with the Army Corps, rather. 
The funding that FEMA has, as I mentioned earlier, allows you to 
just get back to the place that you were previously and doesn’t 
allow you to do the kind of flexible, proactive extra work that we 
hope to achieve here. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Mr. Price, you are recognized, sir. 
Mr. PRICE. I want to ask you about the environmental waiver 

provisions, but I also want to register my concern about this new 
departure.

On the one hand, the mitigation emphasis is important and I 
think should be built in, to the extent we can, to all disaster relief 
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efforts. There are concerns, though, about the unmet needs that re-
main in terms of the base CDBG-DR program and the kind of reli-
ance we have had on that program in past disasters. And we want 
to make sure that, as we move toward this kind of competitive pro-
gram focused on mitigation, that we don’t shortchange the unmet 
needs. And we still feel that those two objectives need not be in-
compatible.

Let me, though, ask you about the environmental waiver request, 
because I really want to lead with that. I think it is important, and 
we are not certain of our time here. So I want to take my time with 
this.

You included a proposal related to environmental reviews. The 
request would allow the Secretary of HUD to waive environmental 
reviews for single-family homes outside FEMA’s flood plain. Now, 
that is a change. Previous appropriations have allowed the Sec-
retary to have broad waiver authority to administer the program, 
but has required continued compliance with fair housing, with non-
discrimination, and with labor and environmental laws. 

The flooding in Houston reached many homes outside the flood 
zones indicated on the flood maps. We have read reports of flood-
waters that contained elevated levels of E. Coli, lead, arsenic, other 
toxins. Yet the proposal as requested by the administration would 
exempt these types of properties from environmental review. I 
know at the staff level we have worked to narrow the application 
of this waiver. But I am still concerned that this request doesn’t 
adequately balance public health concerns with efforts to speed the 
process along. 

So my questions have to do with why HUD feels they need a 
statutory change to expedite environmental review. And what regu-
latory or administrative actions have you taken up to this point to 
address the issue? 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Thank you. I want to assure you, Mr. Price, that 
we are not intending to do anything that would put families or oc-
cupants of the homes that we are looking to improve in harm’s 
way. We just absolutely wouldn’t do that. However, I will tell you 
that, as you rightly pointed out, there is a very difficult balance be-
tween speed of assistance and desires to achieve other objectives. 
Right? And I have spoken extensively with folks who have run dis-
aster recovery programs in Texas, in Louisiana, in New York—we 
visited New York recently—and in Mississippi. And while we need 
to be careful in making sure that we protect families, I can tell you 
that in many cases, we have single-family home subdivisions that, 
for example, were built 15 years ago, had extensive environmental 
reviews done before the development of those subdivisions. And we 
are spending a crazy amount of money, in my opinion, in doing en-
vironmental reviews at single-family homes. We really don’t need 
to be doing endangered species analysis. We don’t need a historic 
review analysis for a 15-year-old tract home. Right? 

So we looked at the data. And let’s—taking the $5 billion that 
has been allocated to Houston, if you assume 75 percent of that is 
used for housing, and you assume $150,000 per housing improve-
ment project and $1,000 per environmental review, that is $25 mil-
lion that we are spending to do pretty exhaustive environmental 
reviews on single-family homes, that, you know, if a family lives 
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there and for some reason we find that there is a failure and they 
can’t participate in the program, they are not moving. They are 
going to stay there. So this is fundamentally different. 

I have done real estate development for many years. This is not 
an urban situation where you wonder if there is a dry cleaner that 
was there before or underground storage tanks. So every leader of 
these programs has said if you can do one thing to speed the deliv-
ery of repairs to families and dramatically reduce costs, it is use 
a prudent single-family waiver for properties on the same footprint, 
because, in most cases, we don’t need it. 

Mr. PRICE. My time has expired. We can return to this. We are 
ready to work with you on this. But we are also talking here about 
contaminants, environmental hazards that may have been intro-
duced as a result of the disaster. 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Yes, sir. 
Mr. PRICE. And that is something that it would seem would need 

to be—we would need to address. And we would hope a waiver 
would be very selectively and responsibly exercised. 

I also want to get into, in the next round of questioning, the very 
broad application of this waiver to other agencies and what those 
implications are. 

But, at this point, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Mr. Price. 
Mr. Valadao, you would be next, but I know that you would not 

mind yielding to the ranking member of the full committee here, 
Mrs. Lowey. So if that is all right with you—— 

Mrs. Lowey, great to you have here, ma’am. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am honored to be here 

to discuss these important issues. 
Assistant Secretary Rackleff, I am sorry I was detained at an-

other meeting. 
Mr. RACKLEFF. Quite all right. 
Mrs. LOWEY. This request includes a proposal for a national miti-

gation competition, but includes no new money to address the 
unmet needs in Puerto Rico or the U.S. Virgin Islands. If you could 
explain to me how this competition process is different from what 
we saw during Superstorm Sandy, and why are there differences? 
It seems to me the two disasters are quite similar, Maria being po-
tentially more devastating in scope. 

And, as I understand it, HUD relies on data obtained through 
FEMA field estimates. HUD then takes that data and determines 
the unmet need. Puerto Rico has requested $46 billion in CDBG, 
with an additional $10 billion for community development projects 
like hospital reconstruction, school investment, small business 
grants. And these estimates, having been there with the Speaker 
not too long ago, these estimates do seem reasonable to me. 

Can you tell me why this request doesn’t include Puerto Rico, or 
does this administration contemplate a fourth supplemental to deal 
with Puerto Rico’s clear need? 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Thank you very much. If I could correct one 
misstatement earlier. I apparently said $5 billion was allocated to 
Houston. It is Texas that that $5 billion was allocated to. 

This particular program is one that the U.S. Virgin Islands and 
Puerto Rico would be able to participate in. But regarding the 
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amount of unmet need relating to the $7.4 billion already appro-
priated, and others that could be appropriated, the challenge that 
we have is that we have very good data for Texas and Florida. And 
so we were able to accurately calculate unmet need in those areas. 
The data that we have in Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands 
is far, far behind what we had there. So we simply don’t have 
enough information yet to accurately determine the unmet need. 

I will also tell you that Puerto Rico, as you all are aware, has 
systemic economic challenges and capacity issues that are very, 
very real. The dollars we are talking about, I can tell you from hav-
ing worked on one of these programs before, are going to tax the 
capacity of the most sophisticated States and jurisdictions that re-
ceive these funds. And we have recently received a report from the 
inspector general regarding the level of capacity in Puerto Rico, 
and there are grave concerns about allocating more money in a con-
text where there are systemic economic problems and capacity 
issues that may not allow that funding to be used in an appro-
priate and effective way. So it is a totally different ball game there. 
But when we get better data, we will perhaps make other rec-
ommendations. Right now, we are focused on the $12 billion. 

Mrs. LOWEY. May I just follow up with you on that, because hav-
ing been there and talking with the people, we know—I mentioned 
the hospital reconstruction. The system is disastrous. Schools, 
small businesses, need help in getting going again. I have no doubt 
that the data is not sufficient. But these sources of funds are where 
they can really be of most help. So my question to you, to what ex-
tent do you provide technical assistance? In other words, if they 
need your funds and they are not doing a good—I am not going to 
get into the Governor, and staff, and who is capable and who is 
not.

Mr. RACKLEFF. Right. 
Mrs. LOWEY. So my question is, what kind of technical assistance 

can you provide, knowing that these are really important sources 
of funds for Puerto Rico dealing with the hospitals, the schools, the 
small businesses? 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Thank you. We actually have great technical as-
sistance. And over the last few years, HUD has done a lot to 
streamline the application of those resources to areas that need it. 
So we have great resources. I am actually traveling to Puerto Rico 
on Monday with our deputy secretary and a contingency from HUD 
there. We have had staff on the ground there that are from Puerto 
Rico since the disaster hit. One of our very senior officials, Nelson 
Bregon, who is from Puerto Rico, has been down there, and we re-
ceive daily updates on what is happening. 

But with regard to specifically to technical assistance, we are 
doing a lot there. We have in the past. We even, in the past, fund-
ed a long-term affordable housing recovery plan for Puerto Rico, 
with Puerto Rican officials, which was really quite well done. 

So as we get more data, and as we are able to better understand 
the situation, we will be able to do a lot more to help. 

Mrs. LOWEY. You mentioned this gentleman, Nelson? 
Mr. RACKLEFF. Bregon. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Bregon. Is he there permanently or temporarily on 

assignment?
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Mr. RACKLEFF. He has been assigned there. He is from head-
quarters, but he has been there for several weeks now and will be 
there for the foreseeable future. 

Mrs. LOWEY. And how many people does he have to work with 
him? Because I think what you said is they don’t have the statis-
tics, they don’t have the documentation that is adequate or good 
enough to compete for these funds. But the needs are extraor-
dinary.

Mr. RACKLEFF. Yes, ma’am. The needs certainly are extraor-
dinary. The data that we utilize to measure unmet need comes 
from FEMA inspections and from the SBA. So that data doesn’t 
come from our group, which relatively is very small in Puerto Rico. 
Right now, there are 4,609 FEMA inspectors at work in Puerto 
Rico, and 125 in the U.S. Virgin Islands. Those 4,600 inspectors in 
Puerto Rico have issued 685,000 inspections and completed 248,000 
inspections. So that is about 36 percent of the inspections that need 
to be done. 

I will also tell you that we actually have 250,000 individuals who 
receive HUD assistance in terms of rent through public housing, 
project-based Section 8, and the housing choice voucher program. 
We have 101,000 units of housing that we are responsible for in 
those different areas in Puerto Rico. So we are absolutely focused 
on doing whatever we can to help the families that are in those sit-
uations. Thank you. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Mrs. Lowey. 
Again, Mr. Valadao, thank you for your patience and your consid-

eration. You are always a gentleman and, of course, you are recog-
nized.

Mr. VALADAO. Thank you, Chairman. 
Assistant Secretary, thank you for being here today. I am sure 

you are aware of the fires that devastated California in October. 
Unfortunately, much of the State had experienced similar wildfire 
situations most of the summer. The President declared a disaster 
for these most recent fires, which burned through about 245,000 
acres.

Can you please give us an update on CDBG Disaster Recovery 
funding in reaction to the California wildfires so far this year? And, 
moving forward, how do you plan to balance the needs of those in 
the southeast dealing with hurricane-related damages and those in 
the West dealing with very different kinds of damages caused by 
wildfires?

Mr. RACKLEFF. Thank you. I actually grew up in California, and 
went to law school in L.A., and lived in central California for a 
while. So that disaster is, again, another heartbreaking situation. 
And our thoughts and prayers are with the good people who have 
suffered so much there. 

We are looking at the—measuring unmet need through the same 
kind of FEMA data that we look at in the areas where the hurri-
canes are. We don’t have enough data yet to be able to make a de-
termination as to how much of the $7.4 billion should be appro-
priately allocated to the wildfires. But we would be very happy to 
visit with you and go through the methodology that we are looking 
at. We can show you—my team may say I am not supposed to say 
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this, but I would be happy to show you the preliminary data that 
we have got that we are not going public with yet until it is appro-
priate.

But one of the things to bear in mind is that when we look at 
unmet need, if folks have insurance that covers their need, then we 
don’t provide funding for that. And so one of the unusual situa-
tions—or distinguishing characteristics of fire damage versus flood 
damage is that in a fire, you know, most everybody has got home-
owners insurance that covers fire. And in a flood, you frequently 
have situations where your regular property homeowners insurance 
covers wind-driven rain and wind damage, but doesn’t cover rising 
waters, unless you specifically have flood insurance. So that is one 
of the things that we are looking at when we are measuring the 
unmet need there. 

Mr. VALADAO. Last Friday, the Office of Management and Budget 
submitted a request for $44 billion for additional supplemental dis-
aster funding, with $12 billion specifically designated for CDBG 
Disaster Recovery funds. Will the disaster recovery fund be dis-
bursed competitively or will it be disbursed specifically to the hur-
ricane-stricken States? 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Regarding the $12 billion? 
Mr. VALADAO. Yes. 
Mr. RACKLEFF. Yes. It is our intent that this be a competitive 

program. And I know that is controversial. It is—we think what 
some call controversial, we would say is cutting edge, and is a bet-
ter way to allocate resources. As I mentioned earlier, an ounce of 
prevention is worth a pound of cure. Avoiding mixing metaphors 
again.

So, no, sir, we look forward to this being a competitive process. 
Mr. VALADAO. I understand the Community Development Block 

Grant Disaster Recovery Program funding cannot duplicate funding 
available from FEMA, the Small Business Administration, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers. If funding is granted, how does HUD 
plan to monitor spending to avoid misuse and waste of these funds? 
And is there something this committee can do to help HUD ensure 
that those funds won’t be misused and get funds to communities 
that are in need of them most? 

Mr. RACKLEFF. We work very, very carefully with all of the 
grantees to ensure that these funds are used properly. And so, here 
again, this is one of the big balancing efforts that we undertake. 
We all want recovery to go as quickly as possible. At the same 
time, we are talking about billions of dollars that need to be pro-
tected. And so one of the things we do when an allocation is made 
is that we go through a certification process to ensure that the 
grantee has appropriate financial controls in place, procurement 
controls in place, and also, that they have the capacity, meaning 
the humans on their staff who know how to utilize these funds and 
implement these programs. 

Mr. VALADAO. Can you describe Federal resources that are avail-
able to local government, small businesses, and residents to rebuild 
private infrastructure? Are there opportunities under CDBG pub-
lic-private partnerships? And, if so, what are some examples? And 
what has worked well and what not so well? 
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Mr. RACKLEFF. Yes, there are opportunities for public-private 
partnerships. And I can tell you one that I participated in that I 
alluded to earlier. We were developing a beautiful, affordable hous-
ing complex. Mr. Culberson, it is in the Hardy Yards area of Hous-
ton just north of downtown. It was going to be mixed-use on the 
new light-rail line, a very cool project. 

And we were trying to figure out how to fund infrastructure at-
tendant to that. Went to our public works department, they said 
this will take us 4 to 7 years to do a major infrastructure project. 
We worked with the developer of the facility who had already de-
signed and permitted about $12 million of street reconstruction, 
drainage capacity increase, new signalized intersection. And then 
we looked at, with a civil engineer, to see how much benefit would 
accrue in terms of mitigating flooding to the surrounding area, not 
just on that developer’s project. And then we structured an upfront 
program where the developer fronted the cost and we contracted 
with a tax increment finance district to be able to use CDBG-DR 
funds to reimburse the developer on a progress payment basis. It 
was win-win because we got a project done in about 6 months rath-
er than the normal several year process. The community benefited 
and the developer benefited as well. 

So there are ways to flip these infrastructure models and do pub-
lic-private partnerships that put the development risk on the devel-
opers and then utilize some type of revenue stream to be able to 
repay them. 

Mr. VALADAO. Thank you. And I look forward to continuing the 
conversation.

Chairman, I yield back. Thank you very much. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you. By the way, usually I am very 

strict about keeping folks to the time. But since they are going to 
be probably calling votes anywhere between 10:30 to 10:45, we may 
not get a second round, which is why I am kind of allowing folks 
to go a little bit over. 

But the gentlewoman from the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
rarely does. So, you are recognized. 

Ms. CLARK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you for being with us, Secretary Rackleff. I had a question 

for you about some of the assumptions that seem to be altered in 
how HUD allocates its CDBG-DR funding. Specifically, you said in 
your testimony that managing flood risk is a shared responsibility, 
and that households within the 100-year flood plain that had finan-
cial ability to insure against flood loss should have done so. And 
I believe that you had pegged this at 120 percent of area median 
income, and that they will not qualify for these funds any longer. 

Is my understanding correct? 
Mr. RACKLEFF. Yes. 
Ms. CLARK. And what criteria did you use when determining that 

120 percent of area median income was sufficient to purchase flood 
insurance?

Mr. RACKLEFF. Well, actually, let me correct my earlier state-
ment. It is more nuanced than that, right. So we used the 120 per-
cent area median income measure to determine unmet need. Right? 
But 70 percent of the total amount, say of the $7.4 billion already 
appropriated, would typically need to go to LMI households, which 
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are 80 percent and below area median income. Thirty percent of 
that money can be used for families that are actually at higher in-
come levels through the urgent need national objective under the 
Community Development Block Grant fund. 

So it is not the case that families that are over 120 percent AMI 
are completely shut out of the $7.4 billion. But what we are saying 
is that there needs to be a level of responsibility. So if you are a 
family that has the wherewithal to repair, and you have chosen not 
to get flood insurance, even though you are in a flood zone, we 
think that that family should be looked at differently than a lower 
income family who may not have the economic capability to meet 
that need. But we are happy to visit with you in greater depth and 
look at the assumptions that we are using. 

And, you know, we want to find the right measure. It is hard. 
We draw lines at places that we think are equitable, but we are 
very open to your—— 

Ms. CLARK. Can you tell me how many families or households 
you think will be affected by this sort of new means testing you are 
putting in place? And what was the notification process before 
these storms to let people know that this was going to be a change 
in the flood insurance and give them a chance to buy it? 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Well, it is certainly not a change in the Flood In-
surance Program. The Flood Insurance Program, you know, is not 
affected by this. 

Ms. CLARK. Sorry. I misspoke there. But what was the notifica-
tion before these latest hurricanes that future assistance might be 
tied to your income levels? 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Well, we have to issue a Federal Register notice, 
which would have that kind of criteria embedded within it, unless 
any of my smarter team members behind me correct me. 

Ms. CLARK. So when was that done? 
Mr. RACKLEFF. We have yet to issue the Federal Register notice 

for the $7.4 billion. 
Ms. CLARK. So will this apply retroactively or you are only going 

to apply this prospectively after you issue that? 
Mr. RACKLEFF. Are you talking about the $7.4 billion or the $12 

billion?
Ms. CLARK. The $12 billion. 
Mr. RACKLEFF. OK. I am sorry. Going forward, on the $12 billion, 

we would issue notices, a Federal Register notice as well, that 
would provide that notification to everybody involved. 

Ms. CLARK. So this won’t—so will anyone’s flood insurance that 
they might have thought they would get Federal assistance for be 
affected by this change in this income that they weren’t antici-
pating?

Mr. RACKLEFF. No. Their flood insurance won’t be affected by 
this at all. 

Ms. CLARK. Not the flood insurance, the disaster relief under the 
CDBG?

Mr. RACKLEFF. I may be mixing a little bit of apples and oranges, 
and I apologize if I am. But with regard to the $7.4 billion, families 
that are above the 120 percent median income can be served. We 
don’t want to serve families, though, that are in the flood plain and 
didn’t have that insurance. So that is the line that we have drawn 
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with regards to basic eligibility. I think I was not clear in that ear-
lier.

Ms. CLARK. I think I am not being particularly clear either. Was 
there any notice about that to those families before this disaster? 

Mr. RACKLEFF. No. No, there was not notice about that prior to 
this disaster. That is a new policy that we have introduced. And 
it would be rolled out with the notices that we are required by law 
to give. 

Ms. CLARK. I see that I am out of time. I will let my colleague, 
Mr. Culberson, pursue my—— 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, ma’am. 
Mr. Joyce, you are recognized, sir. 
Mr. JOYCE. Good morning. 
Mr. RACKLEFF. Good morning. 
Mr. JOYCE. Mr. Rackleff, when allocating CDBG funds based on 

unmet recovery needs, how does the program balance grants for 
short-term disaster relief, mitigation activities, and long-term re-
covery activities? 

Mr. RACKLEFF. We do the best that we can to balance those 
issues, and we provide flexibility to local jurisdictions to be able to 
come up with an action plan that they think appropriately balances 
those different needs. The CDBG-DR funding is typically long-term 
recovery. There, as I mentioned earlier, because we are talking 
about an allocation of billions of dollars, we have to make sure that 
appropriate financial controls are in place. And we also have to go 
through a process where the jurisdictions develop an action plan 
and let us know how they are going to use that money responsibly. 

Mr. JOYCE. In your written testimony, you are discussing incor-
porating the administration’s infrastructure initiative policy prin-
ciples such as leveraging State, local, and private resources and 
using public-private partnerships to expedite project delivery and 
support ongoing maintenance. Can you elaborate on the types of 
public-private partnerships we should expect to see as the funding 
is used in disaster areas? 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Sure. Now, I will say that that is pertaining to 
the $12 billion, and we would be looking at competitive proposals 
to come in. So, you know, I hope that we are surprised with some 
great ideas that are out there. 

I have worked on projects, as I mentioned, in the past where we 
have worked with the private sector to structure projects where 
they put the money upfront, they do the design and construction 
of infrastructure projects, which they can do much more quickly 
than governmental entities, and then we have a reimbursement 
structure that is set up. So that is one broad framework that can 
be used. 

But we do think it is critically important to help local areas to 
leverage the funding that they have got. Many local jurisdictions 
have, say, buyout programs that are already up and running and 
in place that have some funding there to buy out homes that have 
repetitively flooded. But they don’t have enough. So there could be 
a proposal from a group to say, look, we have identified thousands 
of homes that we need to buy out to help families there, but we 
don’t have the resources yet. You know, and we would like to com-
bine our resources with theirs. Does that help? 
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Mr. JOYCE. It does to a degree. But how do you provide oversight 
for the funds that you are going to expend? 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Well, it is actually—the oversight is the same in 
many regards. And, as I mentioned, with some of the public-private 
partnerships, the fact that we shift the development risk of infra-
structure to the private sector and have them take on the upfront 
costs actually protects our resources and those of our local govern-
ment partners working with those developers because you are shift-
ing the construction development risk to the private sector. 

Mr. JOYCE. Thank you. And I would yield the rest of my time, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, sir. 
The gentleman from southern California, Senor Aguilar. 
Mr. AGUILAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I will try to keep 

this short to ensure that our colleague, Mr. Culberson, has some 
time to expand on Ms. Clark’s questions. 

I will pick up a little bit on what Mr. Valadao said. And also 
offer, Mr. Secretary, that I would love to see some of that data. You 
offered to share some of that data, that nonpublic data, at the ap-
propriate time. And I would love to also see that with the type of 
collection of data that FEMA and SBA are mostly responsible for 
but have shared with HUD, damage caused by the northern Cali-
fornia fires. 

I understand HUD has also made some changes to calculating 
the average cost of repair for housing damage caused by disasters. 
Can you spend some time talking about what changes were made? 

Mr. RACKLEFF. You know, that gets to a level of detail that our 
sort of genius folks in our analytical group go through. But I can 
tell you that what we do is we endeavor to make sure that the as-
sumptions that we are making are based on recent economic trends 
and on the best available data that we have got. So it is appro-
priate for us to make sure that we adjust those baseline assump-
tions as we move through different disasters, because average 
amounts of damage, for example, can be dramatically different 
from one disaster to another. So we have worked carefully to make 
sure that we are using the right measures. 

And I would be happy to visit with you about other data we have 
got, to the extent I am legally able to do, so—— 

Mr. AGUILAR. Sure. If that was in response to my first question, 
I was just expanding on what you had offered Mr. Valadao with re-
spect to data. If that is related to this, I think we would like to 
see a little—I would like to see a little bit more detail. I under-
stand, you know, that there may be changes that need to be made. 
I think that what we would want to ensure is when we are talking 
apples to apples, you know, prior hurricane damage, versus this 
hurricane damage, those types of things, I think would be impor-
tant for the committee to at least have a better gauge on if we 
could submit that, you know, maybe for the record, and have that 
expanded on. 

You know, I will ask a follow-up to what my colleague, Ms. 
Clark, mentioned and say, with respect to disaster funding, are 
there any examples at HUD where relief was means tested after 
the disaster? In essence, where residents were denied funding be-
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cause they didn’t make a decision, as you mentioned, with respect 
to flood insurance, yet weren’t told about this prior to this disaster. 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Not that I am aware of. 
Mr. AGUILAR. OK. Thank you, sir. 
I will yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you very much, Mr. Aguilar. 
Mr. Culberson, obviously, very few States were hit as hard as 

yours. And we want to thank you for your leadership. So you are 
recognized, sir. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I sincerely ap-
preciate my colleagues’ attention on this, appreciate your leader-
ship and support, Mr. Chairman, to help the people of Florida and 
Texas recover. 

And if I could, Mr. Rackleff, in following up on Mr. Aguilar and 
Ms. Clark’s questions, there is two aspects, I think, are deeply 
troubling about HUD’s change of policy. Not only did you do so 
after the hurricane took place so people had no prior notice of this, 
but remember also that there were tens of thousands of people in 
the eastern area, for example, on the—along the Trinity River, 
along the San Jacinto River as well. This is the largest housing dis-
aster in the history of the country, and people in those watersheds 
were flooded as a direct result of the deliberate action of the Army 
Corps of Engineers to open the floodgates. 

Now, we understand intellectually that they had to do it. It was 
as though in the San Francisco earthquake, most people suffered 
as a result of the fires after the earthquake, not the earthquake 
itself. So San Francisco had to make the decision to go in and blow 
up houses to create a fire break. If the government deliberately de-
stroys your property to save others, that is something the govern-
ment obviously has a responsibility to help compensate that prop-
erty owner for. 

So by changing these requirements to 120 percent of—changing 
that requirement after the storm, not only is it—it is unprece-
dented, it is unfair, it is damaging and destructive to these home-
owners. But you are also shutting people out of access to funding 
that they will desperately need, and they were deliberately flooded 
by the government. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I join my colleagues in strongly objecting to 
this change, and hope that we will address it in our legislation that 
we are putting together to help the people of southeast Texas, Flor-
ida, and Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands recover. And I know 
we are working on that, Mr. Chairman, and appreciate very much 
your support for this. 

I am also deeply troubled that the administration’s request in re-
sponse to the largest housing disaster in the history of the country 
contains no funds for housing. It is unbelievable that OMB would 
propose something like this. And it is important to remember that 
the Constitution vests the Congress with responsibility for making 
these decisions. OMB’s request is simply that. It is a recommenda-
tion. It is a request. 

I am very grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, to our leadership on 
both sides of the aisle, and to the Speaker and to our full com-
mittee chairman and to Mrs. Lowey for ensuring that the Appro-
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priations Committee is going to be the one that resolves this, that 
we deal with it. 

Because, for example, not only are there no funds in there for 
housing, but this new program, which makes no sense—I would 
just as soon the administration experiment with creating a new 
program on somebody else’s disaster. You know, let’s wait till—you 
know, do this before the next disaster. Don’t experiment on the 
people of Texas, Florida, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. Be-
cause this request will leave nothing for home repairs, rental as-
sistance, small business recovery, and would exclude local govern-
ments from applying. 

So I strenuously object to this proposed new program, Mr. Chair-
man. Glad we are going to move in a different direction. 

And I also want to register my very strong objection, in the brief 
time we have got, if I could, Mr. Rackleff, with the attempts that 
your office is making to build a housing—build the Fountainview 
Project in Houston, which nobody wants. The mayor of Houston 
doesn’t want it. City council doesn’t want it. None of the elected of-
ficials want it. The neighbors don’t want it. Nobody in Houston 
wants this project. 

And it is using Hurricane Ike money, Mr. Chairman. This is an-
other thing we need to do, is make sure that these CDBG money 
disaster relief funds are actually going to people that have been 
displaced or damaged as a result of a storm. HUD is proposing to 
use very precious, hard-earned, and scarce American tax dollars for 
a project that nobody in the local community wants. 

And worse than that, Mr. Chairman, the project that HUD is 
proposing to build—and, Mr. Rackleff, I know you came out of the 
city of Houston. It is my understanding that you are the one really 
aggressively pushing this. So I would ask you to drop it, leave it 
alone. We don’t want it. 

And not only that, Mr. Chairman, the project HUD is proposing 
to build with our precious, hard-earned, and very scarce tax dollars 
would cost about $250,000 a unit. I mean, even a high-end apart-
ment in Houston—I mean, you have to work to make it $150,000 
a unit. I mean, this is a gold-plated, unwanted, unnecessary, ut-
terly wasteful housing project that HUD is attempting to strong- 
arm the mayor of Houston into taking. 

So, Mr. Rackleff, we appreciate your public service. But I, for 
one, am going to be working closely with my colleagues. We have 
got a lot of problems with what you are proposing, what OMB has 
proposed. And please leave the Fountainview Project alone. We 
have got a lot of better uses for the money. They are desperately 
needed elsewhere. And one place it could certainly be used is to 
help the people of Florida, Houston, and Puerto Rico recover by 
getting rid of this 120 percent requirement on eligibility. Do it for 
the next storm, and don’t experiment with a new program on us, 
please.

And I appreciate your help with this, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Mr. Culberson. 
Mr. RACKLEFF. May I respond? 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Absolutely. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Yes. 
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Mr. RACKLEFF. It is great to be with another Houstonian. And 
thank you for your very kind words. I know that your passion is 
directed towards helping the people of Houston that you serve ably. 

Mr. CULBERSON. It is. 
Mr. RACKLEFF. And we both love the people there. And I appre-

ciate your fervor. 
Mr. CULBERSON. And my words are aimed at the Department. 

And I just appeal to you as a Houstonian. You know about the 
Fountainview Project. And let’s just leave it alone. Let’s use the 
money elsewhere. And leave my mayor alone, please. 

Mr. RACKLEFF. I got to respond to that. Right? In a loving, kind 
way——

Mr. CULBERSON. My good friend, Sylvester Turner, a Democrat 
whom I worked with in the Texas House, who is a dear good friend, 
and he is now our mayor. 

Mr. RACKLEFF. I am not pushing that project. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Your agency is. 
Mr. RACKLEFF. And, in fact, I have recused myself from it be-

cause I worked previously on it. I will tell you in generic terms that 
I don’t think that anybody should be doing development projects 
that are $230,000 per unit. 

Mr. CULBERSON. 250. 
Mr. RACKLEFF. Depends what measures you are looking at. But, 

again, I am speaking hypothetically. Right? 
So I share your concern on many of the issues that you have 

raised. I will also tell you that, unless I am corrected anew by my 
colleagues behind me, I misspoke earlier. And, Madam Clark, I 
apologize for not being as clear as I could have been regarding the 
120 percent AMI issue. 

Mr. CULBERSON. And I want to yield any remaining time to Ms. 
Clark, if she—— 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Sure. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. There is no time to yield. 
Mr. RACKLEFF. May I clarify? 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Yes. We will let the secretary clarify. Thank 

you.
Mr. RACKLEFF. All right. So we are not saying that folks are in-

eligible if they are over 120 percent. We simply used 120 percent 
of AMI instead of 80 percent of AMI for those families who are in 
the floodplain to calculate unmet need. But it is not a new criteria 
that is going to knock out a bunch of families that would have pre-
viously been eligible. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And thank you, Secretary, for that clarifica-
tion. Obviously, it is something that we are going to need more in-
formation, so we would all be helped by further information on 
that.

Mr. Young. 
Mr. YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I love these hearings be-

cause I learn so much, and I just learned something from my col-
league here, Mr. Culberson. 

If you have recused yourself from oversight of that project that 
my colleague was talking about, then who is driving this or push-
ing this or monitoring this, or is it on autopilot and just—— 

Mr. RACKLEFF. No, no. The issue involved there—— 
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Mr. YOUNG. My colleague needs to know that. We need to know 
that as a committee, where to direct our questions. 

Mr. RACKLEFF. The division at HUD that handles fair housing is 
our Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity section. So our assistant 
secretary, Anna Maria Farias, is responsible for dealing with that 
issue. It is not within the purview of Community Planning and De-
velopment.

Mr. YOUNG. Well, that is helpful to get a name at least, so thank 
you for that. 

Mr. RACKLEFF. You are welcome. 
Mr. YOUNG. In your testimony, you talked about your goal to get-

ting families help faster and in a more efficient manner. You said 
in your testimony there that you are working to identify and re-
move unnecessary delays. We all appreciate that. You said that 
there is some challenges at the State and local and Federal level, 
and some of these changes to improve recovery efforts and out-
comes, and some of these changes will be incorporated in the forth-
coming Federal Register notice, and that is coming out when? And 
can you give us a preview of what to expect there? Because we 
would like to monitor those, make sure we see them, and be help-
ful.

Mr. RACKLEFF. Sure. I would estimate that that will be out by— 
we are shooting for December 17 right now. We have been working 
very diligently on that notice. 

Mr. YOUNG. Any statutory changes that Congress, that you know 
of, could move on that is blocking you right now that you would 
like to make any recommendations on that are hindering your out-
comes?

Mr. RACKLEFF. The biggest issue that I referenced earlier is envi-
ronmental reviews on single-family homes that are not historic, 
that are not in areas near super fund sites. 

And, Mr. Price, I want to mention to you that one of the things 
I failed to mention earlier is that we would not use the waiver au-
thority for environmental reviews of single-family homes in areas 
where there were reported releases or discharges of chemicals or 
untreated sewage, which happened in some areas of Houston. So 
we would be very circumspect in the way that we use that. 

But I can tell you, we are spending tens of millions of dollars to 
do, you know, environmental reviews of the single-family homes 
that are completely, in most people’s common sense opinion, unnec-
essary, and they take a lot of time. 

Mr. YOUNG. OK. Thank you for your answers. 
And, Mr. Chairman, I have a few minutes left. I know my col-

league here from Texas is very passionate, and would it be OK to 
yield to him? 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Since we are not going to have another 
round——

Mr. YOUNG. Well, there is 2 minutes I am yielding back for any-
one to use, under your direction. Thank you. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Culberson, we are going to give you—be-
cause of how hard your area has been hit, we are going to give you 
any time that you might need. There is an additional 2 minutes. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Thank you very much. And I am happy to yield 
part of that to my colleagues over here if I can. 
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But I do want to ask about the requirement that HUD has as 
70 percent of these dollars go to low to moderate income, and peo-
ple who have flooded in west Houston as a direct result of the de-
liberate action of the Army Corps of Engineers in opening the flood 
gates and flooding them. These are middle- to upper-income homes. 

I submitted a request, along with my colleagues from Houston, 
that that be split 50/50. When are you going to act on that? And 
I hope you will make that change. You have got the authority to 
split that 50/50 between low to moderate income and upper income. 

Mr. RACKLEFF. The tact that we prefer to take is to stick with 
the 70 percent out of the gate, and then look at the data as we 
move forward and see if there, in fact, is a need to modify that. 
May I finish? 

Mr. CULBERSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. RACKLEFF. And the other thing that I will tell you having 

worked one of these programs, is one of the biggest risks that we 
have of slowing down help to the very families that you and I care 
so much about is litigation from fair housing activists, which 
slowed down Ike recovery for a number of years. And they have 
asked us for 80 percent to go to those areas. 

Mr. CULBERSON. I have got tens of thousands of constituents who 
are living on the second floor of their house with all the sheetrock 
torn out on the first level. They have nowhere else to go. These are 
$400,000 and $500,000 houses. These people are not wealthy. 
These are middle income, hardworking Americans who are busting 
their chops. Their entire life savings is sunk into their house. And 
they were flooded deliberately by the Corps of Engineers. And by 
dragging your feet on this, you are really hurting these folks. These 
people need help. 

We need to have this change, Mr. Chairman, so it is a 50/50 
split. This is an unprecedented, the biggest housing disaster in the 
history of the country. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Secretary, we are going to give you—— 
Mr. CULBERSON. Don’t worry about litigation; how about helping 

folks.
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. We are going to give you just a few seconds to 

respond, and then we are going to move on. 
Mr. RACKLEFF. Well, I don’t worry about litigation in terms of 

prioritizing, helping people either, but I will tell you that the thing 
that could bring this stuff—this program to a grinding halt is that 
very litigation that you are not worried about. I have had experi-
ence in the trenches dealing with this, and we need to be concerned 
about it. 

Nevertheless, we have looked at the unmet need that we see, and 
we think that we have made a very fair and equitable estimate of 
the damage that is there. We will work with those percentages if 
we think that it is appropriate moving forward. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Secretary, let me first thank you for—I 
think we are very fortunate, the country, and particularly those of 
us that our States have been hit—we are very fortunate to have 
you in this key position at this moment. 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Thank you. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. So the committee staff will be in contact with 

your budget officer regarding questions for the record. And I know 
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that we have a number of questions to submit, and I would imag-
ine other Members—as you have heard, there are a lot of ques-
tions, so other members will also have questions to submit. 

Sir, if you would please work with them to return the informa-
tion for the record to the subcommittee as soon as possible, that 
would allow us to be able to publish the transcript of today’s hear-
ings, and make, obviously, informed decisions as we move forward. 

We are also inviting other Members to submit additional testi-
mony for the record no later than Friday the 8th. I don’t know if 
that requires a unanimous consent agreement, but if so, without 
objection. I see no objection 

Mr. Price, again, a person who is also very familiar with these 
issues and has been for many, many years. 

Mr. PRICE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I join you in thanking our 
witness and indicating the desire of many of us to follow up. I ap-
preciate your clarification, in particular, on the way that you an-
ticipate the waiver authority would be used. On the other hand, 
this is a really broad waiver request. And another respect in which 
it is broad—and I do want to ask you to follow up on this, another 
respect in which it is broad is to indicate a desire to streamline and 
expedite this, not just at HUD, but across the government agencies 
with which you are coordinating and collaborating: Army Corps, 
FEMA, and so forth. 

I feel like we need to know what you mean by that, and what 
the compatibility is between the proposal you are making and the 
procedures in place in these other agencies, how this coordination 
would work, and so forth. So we will ask you to clarify that for the 
record.

But this is a useful start this morning. And we appreciate your 
being here. We wish you well. 

Mr. RACKLEFF. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Mr. Price. 
Mr. Secretary, as you can see, we are all anxious to work with 

you. There are a lot of concerns about this new proposal, and we 
will have ample opportunity to talk about them as we move for-
ward. Obviously, some of us believe that, as Mr. Culberson said, 
that we should probably—those are things that might have to go 
through regular order, you know, through the other committees to 
make sure that we get this right. It has taken years to work out 
a lot of the bugs of CDBG-DR, and we are, I think, in a position 
where it is working relatively well. But anyway, we will have 
ample opportunity to deal with that. 

We want to thank you for your service. And I want to thank, by 
the way, the members of the subcommittee. We were a little bit 
more flexible this time because I think we could, and we have a 
secretary who is intimately knowledgeable, and again, we are 
blessed to have you there. 

Thank you, sir, for being here. Thank you all. And we are ad-
journed.

Mr. RACKLEFF. Thanks. It was my honor to speak before you. 
[Material submitted for inclusion in the records follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JOSÉ E. SERRANO, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Chairman Diaz-Balart and Ranking Member Price, I deeply appreciate the oppor-
tunity to testify before the committee to stress the need for Community Develop-
ment Block Grant Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) assistance in Puerto Rico. 
Prioritizing the livelihood, health, and safety of the 3.4 million American citizens 
dealing with the devastating aftermath of Hurricane Irma and Maria remains one 
of my top concerns. 

As you may know, administering Federal relief efforts in Puerto Rico has been 
challenging due to the environment and the damaging effects of Hurricane Maria 
on the island’s ports, roads, bridges, communication systems, and electrical power 
grids. As a result, Puerto Rico is still unfortunately operating on temporary emer-
gency power. It is for these reasons that I call upon the committee to include robust 
CDBG-DR funding for Puerto Rico and other hurricane affected areas so that the 
island can expedite restoration of its most essential services including power and 
water treatment. 

I would note that I believe the administration’s request to be inadequate in this 
regard. First, the amount requested by the administration, $12 billion, falls far 
short of what is needed in Texas, Florida, Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands. 
I hope the committee will consider adding additional funds to this account beyond 
what was request. In addition, the request attempts to create a competitive process 
solely for flood mitigation projects. My understanding is that the administration also 
intends to prioritize projects with a significant local funding component already in 
place. I am deeply concerned that these restrictions will effectively eliminate Puerto 
Rico from receipt of any of these funds. In particular, because Puerto Rico’s govern-
ment is in the midst of a fiscal crisis, the local funding component will be almost 
impossible for Puerto Rico to meet. It is also troubling that the administration ex-
pects projects that would more appropriately fall under the U.S. Army Corps of En-
gineers to be shifted to this competitive process instead. 

While I disagree with the restrictions proposed by the administration, I do believe 
that the Committee should ensure that CDBG-DR funding be made available to 
build more resilient infrastructure that withstands future hurricanes and saves tax-
payers’ money in the long term. In short, this committee should provide Puerto Rico 
with the funding and flexibility is needs to adequately rebuild the island while mak-
ing sure that funds are administered in a responsible and transparent manner. 

I have no doubt that we will continue to work hard and do everything possible 
to support Puerto Rico and the people on the Island as they recover from Hurricane 
Maria. I appreciate the committee’s response to date, and look forward to working 
with you further on these issues. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA

Chairman Diaz-Balart, Ranking Member Price, and distinguished members of the 
House Appropriations Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and Related Agencies. Thank you for the opportunity to submit written tes-
timony for the record. 

In January 2017, two destructive storms ravaged the State of Georgia, with the 
Albany / Dougherty County region in my district being particularly impacted. Each 
of the storms were declared major disasters by the President, and together they 
caused hundreds of millions of dollars in damage and affected the lives of tens of 
thousands of Georgians. In the aftermath of those storms, Georgia’s Governor Na-
than Deal and the Georgia Congressional Delegation worked tirelessly to secure 
$200 million in much needed Federal funding from the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD)’s Community Development Block Grant—Disaster Re-
covery (CDBG-DR) Program for disaster recovery in Georgia. I hope that as your 
subcommittee formulates its final fiscal year 2018 appropriations decisions, you will 
support the necessary funding to meet Georgia’s unmet need. 

As you may know, in April 2017, Governor Deal partnered with the Governors of 
West Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Louisiana to jointly request 
Federal relief assistance in the fiscal year 2017 omnibus appropriations package for 
communities impacted by many natural disasters over the past year. In that letter, 
Governor Deal requested $200 million total, $100 million for the Dougherty County 
region and $100 million for other smaller counties in Georgia affected by the Janu-
ary storms. Ultimately the Governors’ request was successful, and Congress in-
cluded vital funding for disaster relief in the fiscal year 2017 spending package. 
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Unfortunately, the Department of Housing and Urban Development later commu-
nicated to the Georgia Congressional delegation that specific language Congress in-
cluded in the April omnibus appropriations bill tied HUD to a previously-issued 
Federal Register notice, and required HUD to look only at unmet housing need in 
determining eligibility for CDBG-DR funding. To expedite the allocation of CDBG- 
DR funds, Congress, in the April spending bill, directed HUD to utilize a formula 
outlined in a 2016 Federal Register notice governing the administration of CDBG- 
DR funds. 

Unfortunately, that 2016 Federal Register notice was written after money was ap-
propriated to assist Louisiana after their storms and flooding in 2016, where over 
40,000 homes were lost. The specific formula in the 2016 Federal Register notice 
did not allow HUD to look more broadly and accurately measure the actual devasta-
tion to communities like Dougherty County and the resulting financial need. In 
Georgia, the most significant portion of property loss was in the Dougherty County 
region was not housing—it was infrastructure, debris, public infrastructure, and re-
development related. 

The congressional delegation attempted to work, in conjunction, with the Georgia 
Emergency Management Agency (GEMA) to urge HUD to reconsider their interpre-
tation of this criteria or grant a waiver for Dougherty County to ensure the region 
was eligible for fiscal year 2017 funds, but thus far those efforts have been unsuc-
cessful.

In September, following the disastrous effects of Hurricane Harvey in Texas, and 
knowing that Hurricane Irma was on the way, Congress swiftly passed $15 billion 
in new funding for disaster relief efforts moving forward. Half of that funding was 
allocated to HUD for CDBG-DR efforts, and HUD is now in the process of consid-
ering the criteria for allotting that assistance. That spending bill provided flexibility 
for HUD to issue a new Federal Register notice, which is appropriate given the vast 
and various impacts from those storms. 

It is now a priority of the Georgia Congressional Delegation and our governor that 
any new allocations of CDBG-DR funding come with a new set of criteria to allow 
places like Dougherty County and other communities in Georgia to be eligible for 
the relief funding they need. It is imperative that HUD issue a new Federal Reg-
ister notice that allows more broad eligibility criteria so Dougherty County can ac-
cess the CDBG-DR funding. My colleagues in the House and Senate and have been 
in regular contact with Secretary Carson and Deputy Secretary Patenaude to make 
this a reality. 

I also urge the subcommittee to support these efforts by including legislative lan-
guage in subsequent disaster relief funding that does not exclude or disadvantage 
Georgia’s needs and ensures that disaster losses related to the January tornados are 
eligible for HUD assistance. Doing so will ensure that those in the Dougherty Coun-
ty/Albany area will be fully eligible for critical funding that will help them recover 
from these devastating storms and assist them in rebuilding their lives and return-
ing to a sense of normalcy and safety. 

I know that compared to the dramatic effects of Harvey and Irma, Georgia’s needs 
look small. However, the January 2017 storms were just as devastating to those 
communities impacted. Simply put, we seek an opportunity for our communities 
who were affected by natural disasters access to funding for unmet recovery needs. 
Thank you for your consideration of this request, and I look forward to working with 
the members of the subcommittee on this important issue moving forward. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT ANSWERS TO
SUBMITTED QUESTIONS

ENVIRONMENTAL WAIVERS

Why does HUD feel that they need a statutory change to expedite envi-
ronmental review? 

Several Community Development Block Grant Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) 
grantees expressed concern that time and cost associated with environmental re-
views for homeowners trying to return to their homes after a disaster prolongs the 
recovery effort and significantly increases costs. Such cost increases mean we serve 
fewer families whose homes have been damaged. To address these concerns, the Ad-
ministration requested legislative action to specify alternative environmental review 
requirements for single-family homes that are rehabilitated outside the floodplain, 
to expedite recovery. This change would apply retroactively to CDBG-DR funds ap-
propriated under Public Law 115-56. 
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What regulatory or administrative actions has HUD taken, up to this 
point, to address this issue? 

HUD has worked to educate grantees on a range of options that can help speed 
execution of environmental review responsibilities in the disaster response and re-
covery process. These options include: 

(1) Expedited comment periods that permit grantees to publish the combined 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and Notice of Intent to Request Release 
of Funds (NOI/RROF) simultaneously with the submission of the RROF. 

(2) Adoption of another agency’s environmental review—HUD grantees are per-
mitted to adopt environmental reviews performed by other Federal agencies when 
the HUD grantee is providing supplemental assistance to actions performed under 
sections 402, 403, 404, 406, 407, or 502 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act. 

(3) Unified Federal Review—The Unified Federal Review (UFR) establishes an 
expedited and unified interagency review process to ensure compliance with envi-
ronmental and historic requirements under Federal law relating to disaster recovery 
projects, to expedite the recovery process, consistent with applicable law. The proc-
ess aims to coordinate environmental and historic preservation reviews to expedite 
planning and decision-making for disaster recovery projects. 

(4) Technical Assistance—HUD has worked with Responsible Entities receiving 
CDBG-DR programs to help in the development of Tiered Environmental Reviews, 
Programmatic Environmental Reviews, and data sharing from FEMA to streamline 
and expedite the environmental review process. 

However, even with the implementation of these options, the cost and time nec-
essary to conduct the reviews is still significant. 

One of the stated purposes for this waiver is to streamline and expedite 
the environmental review process across government agencies. CDBG-DR 
funds interface with many different programs of the Federal Government 
including FEMA and the Army Corps of Engineers. How does this waiver 
request compare to the authority provided in other Federal programs? For 
instance, do FEMA’s Stafford Act programs have similar environmental 
waiver authority? 

HUD does not have in place a statutory waiver to streamline environmental re-
view.

Programmatic agreements allow for a streamlined collaborative process 
between Federal agencies and State Historic Preservation Offices when 
complying with the Historic Preservation Act. FEMA prefers to use pro-
grammatic agreements to comply with their post-disaster obligations under 
the Historic Preservation Act; other Federal agencies, like HUD, could join 
on to an existing programmatic agreement. Does HUD routinely use or en-
courage the use of programmatic agreements? 

Yes, HUD encourages the use of programmatic agreements between CDBG-DR 
grantees and State Historic Preservation Offices to streamline the process associ-
ated with the evaluation of historic properties. Following Hurricane Sandy, HUD 
proposed and negotiated an innovative use of Programmatic Agreements (PAs) to 
expedite historic preservation reviews of CDBG-DR projects, building upon previous 
work by FEMA. New Jersey and New York were able to sign the HUD Addendum 
to the FEMA PA in one month. FEMA PAs include extensive exemptions, shortened 
timeframes, and expedited resolution of adverse effects (like demolitions). The fol-
lowing states have signed on to the FEMA PA via the HUD Addendum: Colorado, 
Louisiana, New Jersey, New York, Oklahoma, South Carolina, and West Virginia. 
Texas has an existing CDBG-DR Programmatic Agreement with the State Historic 
Preservation Office. HUD has started working with Florida to sign a HUD adden-
dum to the FEMA PA, and will focus on Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands 
in the near future. 

RENTAL HOUSING

In many of the disaster-affected areas this year, rental housing was af-
fected, particularly rental housing owned by small operators. What is HUD 
doing to ensure that grantees are adequately addressing rental housing in 
their action plans? 

In previous CDBG-DR appropriations, the Department has required CDBG-DR 
grantees to evaluate all aspects of recovery including rental housing. CDBG-DR 
grantees receiving those funds were required to include a description of how they 
will identify and address the rehabilitation, reconstruction, replacement, and new 
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construction of housing and shelters in the areas affected by the disaster. This in-
cludes any rental housing that is affordable to low- or moderate-income households. 
Additionally, the Department has previously required CDBG-DR grantees to commit 
CDBG-DR funds for the recovery of rental housing. The Department will identify 
ways to incorporate these requirements into future allocations. 

SMALL AREA MITIGATION

While large-scale projects have their place in the mitigation toolkit, effec-
tive pre-disaster mitigation requires small, property level projects like 
house elevations and structure hardening. How will HUD encourage or re-
quire grantees to incorporate best practices for mitigation and resiliency 
when using CDBG-DR funds? 

In previous CDBG-DR allocations, the Department required CDBG-DR grantees 
to comprehensively plan for and incorporate the costs of mitigation and resilience 
measures to protect against the anticipated effects of future extreme weather events 
and other natural hazards. Mitigation costs must be reasonable, and grantee deci-
sions to take certain actions must be cost reasonable relative to other alternatives 
strategies, such as demolition of substantially-damaged structures with reconstruc-
tion of an elevated structure on the same site, property buyouts, or infrastructure 
improvements to prevent loss of life and mitigate future property damage. The De-
partment will specify applicable mitigation-related requirements in future CDBG- 
DR allocation Notices. 

MITIGATION COMPETITION

What kinds of projects do you envision funding under the proposed na-
tional mitigation competition? 

Funding could be used for a wide range of risk mitigation or resilience activities, 
including but not limited to large-scale buyouts in areas of high flood risk or repet-
itive loss, elevation and structure hardening, forward-looking land-use plans, adop-
tion of disaster resistant building codes, green or grey infrastructure investments 
(e.g., projects authorized by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and improvements 
to storm water management systems). Projects need to make sense under a cost- 
benefit analysis of flood mitigation and resilience objectives (some of which may be 
harder to measure). 

Generally, who would operate and maintain the projects? In the pro-
posal, it appears that once an Army Corps of Engineers project receives 
funding via the competition that project is barred from future Federal 
funds.

The Mitigation Fund would incorporate the administration’s Infrastructure Initia-
tive policy principles, such as leveraging state, local and private resources and using 
public-private partnerships to expedite project delivery and support ongoing mainte-
nance. Winning proposals would specify the non-Federal source of sufficient funding 
for operations and maintenance. Projects without such funding would not be com-
petitive.

If an applicant were unable to contribute a significant local cost share, 
how would that affect their ability to compete for funding? 

An objective of the Mitigation Fund is to focus Federal dollars on significant miti-
gation projects in high-risk areas to stretch the use and benefit of taxpayer funds. 
Every state and local government uses its local funds for infrastructure investments 
every day. This fund would incentivize using state/local/private funding to signifi-
cantly increase total risk mitigation funding and to use public-private partnerships 
to improve efficiency in project delivery and ongoing maintenance and operations. 

Please describe the key differences between this competition and the 
NDRC and Rebuilding by Design competitions. 

The objectives of each competition are related to disaster resilience, but focused 
and implemented differently. Rebuild by Design was a design competition adminis-
tered by philanthropic and non-profit organizations under the America Competes 
Act. It was searching for innovative design responses to the impacts of Sandy. Ben-
efit-cost analysis was carried out after the fact and funding leverage was not a com-
petition factor. State and local government implementers got involved late in the 
process.

The National Disaster Resilience Competition (NDRC) involved state and local 
government initiated funding proposals, and was carried out under the strict re-
quirements of the HUD Reform Act. NDRC distributed just under $1 billion in grant 



60

awards to states and local governments. NDRC was a long, two-phased competition 
incorporating a few of the design aspects of RBD, such as considering co-benefits 
of each project, while focusing more on applicant implementation capacity. NDRC 
scoring considered stakeholder engagement (especially with vulnerable populations), 
leverage, and long-term commitment by the applicant, along with more standard ca-
pacity and sound approach factors. Only the largest proposed projects were subject 
to benefit-cost analysis. 

The current Mitigation Fund proposal focuses on reducing future Federal tax-
payer disaster costs by funding significant mitigation projects in high-risk areas, 
emphasizing leverage and benefit-cost analysis. Funding would concentrate invest-
ments for flood mitigation solutions in communities that experience repetitive dam-
age from flood-related disasters, and encourage community and neighborhood-wide 
solutions. This would lower the potential costs of future disaster recovery efforts for 
all Federal taxpayers. 

Although the proposal includes $10 million in HUD salaries and expenses, 
there is no additional funding for other Federal agencies, like the Army 
Corps, to help manage this large-scale program. This proposal would re-
quire HUD to oversee and coordinate a mitigation effort across govern-
ment. Do you believe HUD has the capacity to independently manage such 
a large interagency program? 

HUD has the capacity to manage the grants with the $10 million dedicated to this 
fund. For specific mitigation and environmental expertise related to particular 
projects, HUD would rely on coordination and consultation with Federal partners 
such as FEMA and the Army Corps of Engineers, as it does now. 
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