RECOVERY ACT: 160-DAY PROGRESS
REPORT FOR TRANSPORTATION
AND INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAMS

(111-56)

HEARING

BEFORE THE

COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ONE HUNDRED ELEVENTH CONGRESS
FIRST SESSION

JULY 31, 2009

Printed for the use of the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure

&

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
51-436 PDF WASHINGTON : 2009

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office
Internet: bookstore.gpo.gov Phone: toll free (866) 512—-1800; DC area (202) 512—-1800
Fax: (202) 512-2104 Mail: Stop IDCC, Washington, DC 20402-0001



COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
JAMES L. OBERSTAR, Minnesota, Chairman

NICK J. RAHALL, II, West Virginia, Vice
Chair

PETER A. DEFAZIO, Oregon

JERRY F. COSTELLO, Illinois

ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, District of
Columbia

JERROLD NADLER, New York

CORRINE BROWN, Florida

BOB FILNER, California

EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, Texas

GENE TAYLOR, Mississippi

ELIJAH E. CUMMINGS, Maryland

LEONARD L. BOSWELL, Iowa

TIM HOLDEN, Pennsylvania

BRIAN BAIRD, Washington

RICK LARSEN, Washington

MICHAEL E. CAPUANO, Massachusetts

TIMOTHY H. BISHOP, New York

MICHAEL H. MICHAUD, Maine

RUSS CARNAHAN, Missouri

GRACE F. NAPOLITANO, California

DANIEL LIPINSKI, Illinois

MAZIE K. HIRONO, Hawaii

JASON ALTMIRE, Pennsylvania

TIMOTHY J. WALZ, Minnesota

HEATH SHULER, North Carolina

MICHAEL A. ARCURI, New York

HARRY E. MITCHELL, Arizona

CHRISTOPHER P. CARNEY, Pennsylvania

JOHN J. HALL, New York

STEVE KAGEN, Wisconsin

STEVE COHEN, Tennessee

LAURA A. RICHARDSON, California

ALBIO SIRES, New Jersey

DONNA F. EDWARDS, Maryland

SOLOMON P. ORTIZ, Texas

PHIL HARE, Illinois

JOHN A. BOCCIERI, Ohio

MARK H. SCHAUER, Michigan

BETSY MARKEY, Colorado

PARKER GRIFFITH, Alabama

MICHAEL E. McCMAHON, New York

THOMAS S. P. PERRIELLO, Virginia

DINA TITUS, Nevada

HARRY TEAGUE, New Mexico

VACANCY

JOHN L. MICA, Florida

DON YOUNG, Alaska

THOMAS E. PETRI, Wisconsin
HOWARD COBLE, North Carolina
JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR., Tennessee
VERNON J. EHLERS, Michigan
FRANK A. LoBIONDO, New Jersey
JERRY MORAN, Kansas

GARY G. MILLER, California

HENRY E. BROWN, JR., South Carolina
TIMOTHY V. JOHNSON, Illinois

TODD RUSSELL PLATTS, Pennsylvania
SAM GRAVES, Missouri

BILL SHUSTER, Pennsylvania

JOHN BOOZMAN, Arkansas

SHELLEY MOORE CAPITO, West Virginia
JIM GERLACH, Pennsylvania

MARIO DIAZ-BALART, Florida
CHARLES W. DENT, Pennsylvania
CONNIE MACK, Florida

LYNN A WESTMORELAND, Georgia
JEAN SCHMIDT, Ohio

CANDICE S. MILLER, Michigan

MARY FALLIN, Oklahoma

VERN BUCHANAN, Florida

ROBERT E. LATTA, Ohio

BRETT GUTHRIE, Kentucky

ANH “JOSEPH” CAO, Louisiana
AARON SCHOCK, Illinois

PETE OLSON, Texas

(1)



C ONTE NTS Page

Summary of Subject Matter ........ccccoociiiiiiiiienieeiieee et v

TESTIMONY

Ashley, Hon. W. Ross, Assistant Administrator, Grant Programs, Federal
Emergency Management AENCY ......ccccccccueeeeirieeeiureeeiieeeniieeesveeeesereeessseessssneas
Costa, Anthony E., Acting Commissioner, Public Buildings Service, General
Services Administration ......c..ccoceooiiiiiiiiiiiin e
Hooks, Craig E., Acting Assistant Administrator for Administration and Re-
sources Management, Environmental Protection Agency ........cccccccceevcveeieenen.
Rajk, Martin J., Deputy Assistant Commandant for Resources and Deputy
Chief Financial Officer, U.S. Coast GUard ............cccoeevvveeeeeeiiiiineeeeeeeeeciveeeeeennn
Salt, Terrence C., Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works),
U.S. Army Corps of ENGINEers ........cccccccevviiiiiieiiiiiieiiieceieeeceeeevee e e snee e
Siggerud, Katherine A., Managing Director, Physical Infrastructure Issues,
U.S. Government Accountability Office .........ccccerviiriiiiiieniiiieieeeeeeeeee e,

PREPARED STATEMENTS SUBMITTED BY MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

Carnahan, Hon. Russ, of MISSOUTIT  ....cciviviiiiiiieieiiiie ettt ere e eve e 52
Johnson, Hon. Eddie Bernice, of Texas
Mitchell, Hon. Harry E., of Arizona ........ 58
Oberstar, Hon. James L., of Minnesota

PREPARED STATEMENTS SUBMITTED BY WITNESSES
Ashley, Hon. W. ROSS  ..ooooiiiiiiiiieiteecteee ettt ettt et 65

© ©W © © ©O ©

Costa, Anthony E. .... 71
Hooks, Craig E. .. . 79
Rajk, MArtin d. ...ooocieiiiiiioiieeeeee ettt ettt ettt 90
Salt, TEITENCE C. .ooooeiiieeiieieeee ettt e e et e e e e eeeenareeeeeeeesassaaeeeeeeennrnnees 97
Siggerud, Katherine A. ........cooooiiiiiiiiiicieeece e eee e e e e e e ve e e ear e e e s raeeenees 101

SUBMISSIONS FOR THE RECORD

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Majority Staff: .....................
Chart entitled, “Putting to Work Recovery Act Highway Formula
Funds” oo XX
Chart entitled, “T&I Committee Transparency and Accountability In-
formation by States and Formula Funding under the American Re-
covery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (P.L. 111-5) (“Recovery Act”)
Submissions Received by T&I Committee (Data Reported as of June
80, 2009) .ouiiiieieeet ettt ettt e et e b e aa e b e reebaeraebaereenbanaaas xiii
Graph entitled, “Percentage of Recovery Act Highway and Transit For-
mula Funds Associated with Projects Out to Bid as of June 30,
20097 ettt ettt et et e at e teera e b e eaeesbaeteenbesteensebeeraentans xxii
Report entitled, “"The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
Transportation and Infrastructure Provisions Implementation Status
as of July 17, 20097 ....ooiiiieie ettt e XXV
Costa, Anthony E., Acting Commissioner, Public Buildings Service, General
Services Administration, response to request for information from Rep.
Mica, a Representative in Congress from the State of Florida ..........c.c.......... 25

ADDITIONS TO THE RECORD

Economic Development Administration, Dennis Alvord, Acting Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary of Commerce for Economic Development, written testimony ... 117

(I1D)



v

Page
International Boundary and Water Commission United States and Mexico,
C.W. “Bill” Ruth, United States Commissioner, written testimony ................ 121
Natural Resources Conservation Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Dave White, Chief, written teStimony ........ccccccceeevveeeriiieeeiieeeeiee e evee e 123

Smithsonian Institution, Dr. G. Wayne Clough, Secretary, written testimony .. 128



.5, Houge of Representatives
Conmpittee on Trangportation and Infragtructure

Yomes L. Gberstar TWaghington, BE 20515 Tobn L. fMica
Chaienman Basking Bepubliran Howber

David Haymstold, Chiof of St JSames W, Conn 11, Republican Chiel of St

Ward W. MeCarragher, Chief Cone}
July 30, 2009
SUMMARY OF SUBJECT MATTER
TO: Members of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
FROM: Comunittee on Transportation and Infrastructure Staff

SUBJECT: Heating on “Recovery Act: 160-Day Progtess Report for Transportation and
Infrastructure Programs”

PURPOSE OF HEARING

The Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure will meet on Friday, July 31, 2009, at
10:00 a.m., in room 2167 of the Rayburn House Office Building to examine progress to date on
implementing the American Recovety and Reinvesttment Act (P.L. 111-5) (Recovery Act). The
hearing will primarily address implementation efforts in non-transportation programs under the
Committee’s jutisdiction, including environmental, inland waterways, and public buildings
infrastructure. The hearing will also address implementation of the highway program.

BACKGROUND

State of the Economy

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), as of June 2009," there were 14.7 million
unemploved persons in the United States, for all sectors of the economy combined. In addition,
when patt-time and discouraged workers who want full-time jobs are included, the number of
unemployed/under-employed workers increases to 25.9 million.

The unemployment tate in June 2009 was 9.5 percent— the highest it has been in 26 years.
When part-timé and discoutaged wotkers who want full-time jobs ate included, the unemployment
rate was 16.5 percent.

! The latest month for which data is available.
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The National Buteau of Economic Research has determined that the current recession
began in December 2007. At 19 months and counting, the current recession has lasted longer than
any recession since the Great Depression. From the start of the recession in December 2007
through June 2009, the number of unemployed persons has increased by 7.2 million.

The construction sector has been particularly hard-hit. It has lost 1,283,000 jobs since the
recession began in December 2007. The unemployment rate in construction was 17.4 percent in
June 2009 —up 9.2 points since June 2008. This is the highest unemployment rate of any industrial
sector. As of June 2009, there were 1,601,000 unemployed construction workers in the nation — that
is 816,000 more unemployed construction workers than in June 2008, and 1,001,000 more than in
June 2007.

Within the overall construction sector, seasonally adjusted employment in heavy and civil
engineering construction” has fallen by 144,700 since the recession began in December 2007. Heavy
and civil engineering construction employment is now the lowest it has been since April 1998.

Moreover, after wotkers have lost their jobs, they have had more trouble finding new jobs.
As of June 2009, the average length of unemployment was 24.5 weeks, compared to 16.5 weeks in
December 2007 at the start of the recession. The number of workers who have been unemployed
for longer than six months was 4.4 million, compared to 1.3 million in December 2007. One-balf of
the unemployed have been out of work for more than 17.9 weeks, and more than one in four has
been out of work for more than six months.

With this urgent need for jobs as the backdrop, Federal agencies along with State and local
governments are working together to implement the Recovery Act, to create and sustain family-wage
jobs now and, at the same time, address the nation’s long-term infrastructure investment needs.

% This term includes highway, street, and bridge construction; utlity system construction; land subdivision construction;
and other heavy and civil engineering construction.
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Recovery Act

On February 17, 2009, the Recovery Act was signed into law. The Act provides $27.5 billion
for highways and bridges. The Act also provides approximately $16 billion of non-transportation
investment for programs within the jutisdiction of the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, including:

$5.26 billion for environmental infrastructure;

$4.6 billion for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers;

$5.575 billion for Federal buildings;

$150 million for the Econormic Development Administration;
$210 million for emergency management; and

$240 million for the U.S. Coast Guard.

VVYVVVYVY

I

Implementation Highlights of Non-Transportation and Highway Investment

Environmental Protection Agency

> Of the $4 billion in Recovery Act funds provided for the Clean Water State
Revolving Fund, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has awarded $3.35
billion in capitalization grants to States, representing approximately 83 percent of the
total apportionment, as of July 28, 2009. Nineteen States have put out to bid 195
projects totaling $512 million, as of June 30, 2009. These funds ate assisting in the
construction, rehabilitation, and modernization of the nation’s wastewatet
infrastructure.

» Since April 2009, EPA has issued four guidance documents to further clarify the
implementation of the Buy American provisions the Recovery Act, and to provide
nationwide waivers of its application to certain categoties of projects. For mote
information, please see pages 30-31 of the attached report.

> On April 15, 2009, EPA announced its disttibution of $600 million in new
Superfund cleanup funding through the Recovery Act. EPA is using these funds to
initiate new construction or accelerate ongoing cleanup activities at Superfund sites,
boosting local economies and protecting public health and the environment. Of the
$600 million apportioned for Superfund cleanup, EPA has moved $409 million into
existing contracts for 33 projects in 22 States, as of July 15, 2009. This represents 68
percent of the total apportionment for Superfund cleanup.

> As of July 15, 2009, of the $100 million provided to the Brownfields program, EPA
has awarded grants of moved funds into existing contracts or grants for 21 projects
(totaling $11 million).
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General Services Administration

»

On March 31, 2009, the General Services Administration (GSA) released a plan
detailing how it will spend the $5.55 billion provided to GSA, including $4.5 billion
to convert Federal buildings to high-performance green buildings, $750 million for
repair, alteration, and construction of Federal buildings and U.S. courthouses (of
which $450 million is for a new headquarters for the Department of Homeland
Security), and $300 million for border stations and land ports of entry.

GSA selected the best projects for accomplishing the goals of the Recovery Act
based on two over-arching criteria: the ability of the project to put people back to
work quickly; and transforming Federal buildings into high-performance green
buildings.

As of July 10, 2009, GSA has awarded contracts worth $325 million in Federal
Buildings Recovery Act funds for 85 projects. GSA has announced plans to use
Recovery Act funds for 508 projects.

U.S. Corps of Engineers

>

On April 28, 2009, the U.S. Corps of Engineers (Corps) posted its lists of Civil
Works work packages funded by the Recovery Act. The Corps selected and Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) approved approximately 178 Construction work
packages, 892 Operation and Maintenance work packages, 45 Mississippi River and
Tributaries work packages, nine Formerly Utilized Remedial Action Program work
packages, and 67 Investigations studies and work packages. Selected projects are
geographically distributed across the United States to provide the nation with inland
and coastal navigation, environmental, flood risk management, hydropower, and
recreation improvements.

As of July 1, 2009, the Cotps bas committed funds for 72 projects (totaling $226
million) for its Construction program, 427 projects (totaling $231 million) for its
Operation and Maintenance program, 29 projects (totaling $34 million) for its
Mississippi River and Tributaries program, three projects (totaling $40 million) for its
Formerly Utilized Remedial Action Program, 20 projects (totaling $2.8 million) for
its Investigations program, and three projects (totaling $1.1 million) for its
Regulatory Program.

In total, as of July 17, 2009, the Corps has committed $693.7 million in funds,
representing 15 percent of the total amount of Recovery Act funds provided to the
Corps. Small businesses account for 73 percent of the total number of contract
actions and 35 percent of the total dollar amount obligated.

Federal Emergency Management Agency

»

On May 29, 2009, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) released
guidance for the $210 million Firefighter Assistance Grants program. The program
is aimed at creating and saving jobs in recession-hit areas and achieving firefighter
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safety and improved response capability and capacity based on need. Non-Federal
Fire Departments and State and local governments that fund/operate fite
departments are eligible for these grants. Program guidance limits funds for each
project within a grant application to $5 million.

> Applications for grants were due to FEMA by July 10, 2009. FEMA expects to
award between 60 and 80 grants and will make these awards in September through
December 2009.

U.8. Coast Guard

> Of the $98 million provided for the Acquisition, Construction, and Improvements
progtam, the U.S. Coast Guard has entered a binding agreement to spend $459,000
for the 378-foot High Endurance Cutter project, as of July 17,2009. The Coast
Guatd has also entered a binding agreement to spend $7 million for its Sycamore
Cordova Housing project in Cordova, Alaska.

> The Recovety Act provided $142 million for the Alteration of Bridges program. The
Coast Guard has completed bid documents, advertised bid solicitations, and held
pre-bid meetings for three bridge alteration projects: the Mobile Bridge project over
the Mobile River in Hutricane, Alabama; the Burlington Bridge project over the
Mississippi River, Iowa; and the Elgin, Joliet, and Eastern Railway Co. Bridge project
over the Illinois Waterway in Divine, Illinois.

Federal Highway Administration

> Of the $27.5 billion provided for highways and bridges, all 50 States, four Territories,
and the District of Columbia have submitted to and received approval from the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for 5,808 projects totaling $17 billion, 62
percent of the Recovery Act highway funds, as of July 17, 2009.

» All States met the Recovery Act requirement that at least one-half of all highway
funds apportioned to States be obligated within 120 days (June 30, 2009) of the-date
of apportionment.

For additional information, see the attached report entitled The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
of 2009, Transportation and Infrastracture Provisions Implementation Status as of July 17, 2009.

® This project total includes Federal-aid Highway formula investments and roads on Federal and Indian Jands (total
allocation: $27.4 billion). This total does not include the Ferry Boat capital grants program, On-the-Job training, and
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise bonding assistance (total allocation: $100 million).
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1. Additional Transparency and Accountability Information

Project Data

The Committee requested that Federal agencies implementing programs receiving Recovery
Act funds under the Committee’s jurisdiction submit a specific list of announced Recovery Act
projects, as of July 17, 2009,

Of the $64.1 billion provided for both transportation and non-transportation programs under
the Recovery Act, Federal agencies, States, Metropolitan Planning Organizations, and public transit
agencies have announced 9,356 projects, totaling $30.5 billion.

To download a complete list of projects, please visit the Transparency and Accountability
section of the Committee’s website at: http://transportation house.gov/, and click on
“Transparency and Accountability Information by Project (Data Reported as of July 17, 2009)”.
The list may be searched by State, Congressional District, Federal agency, or program.

Highway and Transit Data

According to the latest submissions by States, Metropolitan Planning Organizations, and
public transit agencies, as of June 30, 2009:

> 5,079 highway and transit projects in all 50 States, four Territordes, and the District
of Columbia have been put out to bid, totaling $16.7 billion. This represents 49
percent of the total available formula funds for highway and transit projects;

> 50 States, one Territory, and the District of Columbia have signed contracts for
3,553 highway and transit projects totaling $10.6 billion, representing 31 petcent of
the total available formula funds;

> Work has begun on 2,522 projects in 50 States, one Territory, and the District of
Colutnbia totaling $7.7 billion, an increase of 75 percent in just the 30 days since the
previous reporting deadline; )

» These 2,522 highway and transit projects have created ot sustained more than 48,000
direct, on-project jobs. According to DOT, “an example of a direct job is a worker
employed to construct a facility or to maintain equipment on-site whose time is
charged directly to the project;”* and

> These projects have also created or sustained tens of thousands of indirect and
induced jobs, including jobs at companies that produce construction matetials such
as steel, and manufacture equipment including new transit buses.

+DOT TIGER, “Frequently Asked Questions” about Recipient Reporting: Section 1201(c) of the ARRA,
https://arrareporting.dot.gov/FAQ.cfm#q16.
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According to DOT:

An example of an indirect job is a worker who makes the steel or
other construction materials used at the project site, or who
manufactutes a bus purchased by a transit authority using [Recovery
Act] funds. These indirect jobs are not charged directly to the project
but ate embedded in materials costs. An example of an induced job
is a fast food worker who sells lunches to your workers.®

For additional information by State and formula program, visit the Transparency and
Accountability section of the Committee’s website and click on “Transparency and Accountability
Information by State and Program (Data Reported as of June 30, 2009)”.

Future Reports

The Committee will require Federal agencies, States, Metropolitan Planning Organizations,
public transit agencies, and other grant recipients to report regulatly to the Committee regarding
implementation of the Recovery Act.

5 Id.
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Putting to Work Recovery Act Highway Formula Funds

Step 1: President Obama signs Recovery Act into law (P.L. 111-5)
(February 17, 2009)

4

Step 2: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) apportions highway formula funds to States
(March 2, 2009)
States have 120 days (June 30, 2009) from date of apportionment to obligate at least one-half of State-adwministered funds
and one year (March 2, 2010) to obligate all funds.

3

Step 3: Maintenance of Effort and Other Certifications
Within 30 days of enactment (Maxch 19, 2009), Governor certifies to DOT that State will maintain its effort with
regard to funding for transportation projects. Within 45 days of enactment (Apsl 3, 2009), Govermor certifies that
funds will be used to create jobs and promote economic growth. Prior to receiving funds, Governor also accepts
ibility that the i i isan iate use of taxpayer dollars.

P PP

3

Step 4: State obligates specific Recovery Act project
The point of obligation occurs when FHWA approves a project that 2 State has already vetted and submitted to a
FHWA division office. FHWA normally approves a project within one or two days.

&4

Step 5: State sends out invitation for bids
{Within one to 30 days)
Contractors hormally have 21 days to bid, depending on the complexity and size of project.

3

Step 6: State reviews bids and awards contract(s)
(Within four to 30 days)

3

Step 7: Contractor immediately mobilizes and prepares to start work by hiring new workers
and retaining employees in anticipation of starting Recovery Act project

3

Step 8: State issues notice to proceed: Work can now begin on Recovery Act project and
contractor puts equipment on job site
(Within 10 to 30 days)

3

Step 9: Work begins on project
{Within one to 30 days)

43

Step 10: Job creation reported
By the 10th day of the month following work on job site, reports direct, on-project job creation/sustainment
to State. By the 20th day, State reports to FHWA and T&I Committee.

4

d work

Step 11: State makes progress pay tto ot for
{Approximately seven to 30 days from the start of work)

3

Step 12: State submits reimbursement voucher to FHWA
(Within one to 30 days)

3

Step 13: FHWA outlays funds to State
B {Within one 10 15 days)

To‘tal time between job creation and first Federal outlay:
k : : e 60 to 90 days

Federal
Action
Complete

Job
Creation

» .
a'a

45 t0 90
Days

Job
Creation <~
Reported

Federal
Qutlay
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Process for Ensuring Transparency and Accountability in Use Om ;
Highway Recovery Act Funds — Year 1 ;

j Apportionment of Funds
(21 Days: 3/10/09) DOT apportions highway formula funds.

- g
(30 Days: 3/19/09)

Govenor nmuammm maintenance of State funding for projects
eligible for W»no&mnw Act funds (P.L. 111-5,§ »Noc -

-
{Before States May
Receive Funds) Govemot, mayor, ot other chief executive certifies that investment has received
full review and vetting required by law and is an appropriate use of taxpayer dollars (§ 1511).
-> : .
(45 Days: a\w\cov Governot certifies the funds will be used to
create jobs and promote economic growth (§ 1607).
<>

bl @5 Dayer 473705 © L&L Report1

States report to T&I Committee.

> 9 T&] Report 2
(87 Days: m\um\ocv States repost to T&I Committee.
- <
* (90 Days: 5/18/09) . 2OT Report1
States snust na_uo: o DOT.
- @ T&J Report3
(118 Days: 6/15/ cav States report to T&I Committee.
- o UseltOrloselt
(Receipt of Allocation) {120 Days from Date of States must obligate 50% of funds.
Apportionment; 6/30/09)  DOT sedistributes half of unobligated funds.
-> - T&I Reportd
(148 Days: 7/15/09) States teport to T&I Committee.
- (130 Dayer /16705 DOT Repost2
States must teport to UO 1. 2N
- - .
O Receipt of Allocation) (1 Year: 2717710y . DOT Reportd
States must epoit to UC
<> > : 1t ¢ 1t
{1 Year from Date of
: ‘States st obligate Moocé Om ?:m
A :3/2/10 :
ppordonment: 3/2/10) . . 5T redistibistes sl anobligit
I ] | | | i -
& & & 2 o s
) e2) 03 Y OF o7 W
»Y s N & D ) Y
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March 15
April 1
April 21 - May 10

- State reviews bids

foate awirds contract May 11

May 12

§ Junetl
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THE AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT OF 2009
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE PROVISIONS

$64.1 BILLION FOR TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT

>

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (P.L. 111-5) (“Recovery Act”™)
provides $64.1 billion of infrastructure investment to enhance the safety, security, and
efficiency of our highway, transit, rail, aviation, environmental, flood control, inland
waterways, public buildings, and maritime transportation infrastructure.

The $64.1 billion of Federal transportation and infrastructure investment will create or

sustain more than 1.8 million jobs and $323 billion of economic activity.

Specifically, the Recovery Act provides:

>

Highways and Bridges: $27.5 billion

including Federal-aid Highway formula ($26.8 billion), Indian Reservation Roads
($310 million), National Park Roads ($170 million), Fotest Roads ($60 million),
Refuge Roads ($10 million), Ferry Boats and Ferry Terminal facilities (360 million),
On-the-Job Training ($20 million), and Disadvantaged Business Enterprise bonding
assistance ($20 million)

Transit: $8.4 billion

including Transit Urban and Rutal formula ($6.8 billion), Transit Greenhouse Gas
and Energy Reduction program ($100 million), Fixed Guideway Modernization
formula ($750 million), and New Starts grants ($750 million)

Rail: $9.3 billion
including High-speed Rail and Intercity Passenger Rail grants ($8 billion), Amtrak
Capital grants ($850 million), and Amtrak Safety and Security grants ($450 million)

Surface Transportation: $1.5 billion
including highway, bridge, public transit, intercity passenger rail, freight rail, and port
infrastructure grants

Aviation: $1.3 billion
including Airport Improvement Program ($1.1 billion) and Federal Aviation
Administration Facilities and Equipment ($200 million)

3
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TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT CONTINUED

»

Environmental Infrastructure: $5.26 billion

including Clean Water State Revolving Fund loans and grants (§4 billion), Superfund
cleanups ($600 million), Brownfields grants ($100 million), Watershed and Flood
Prevention Operations ($290 million), Watershed Rehabilitation Program ($50
million), and International Boundary and Water Commission ($220 million)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: $4.6 billion

including Construction ($2 billion), Operation and Maintenance ($2.075 billion),
Mississippi Rivers and Tributaries ($375 million), Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial
Action Program ($100 million), Investigations ($25 million), and Regulatory Program
($25 million)

Federal Buildings: $5.575 billion

including High-Performance Green Federal buildings ($4.5 billion), repair, alteration,
and construction of Federal buildings and courthouses ($750 miilion) and border
stations and land ports of entry (3300 million), and Smithsonian Institution (§25
million)

Economic Development Administration: $150 million
including Economic Adjustment grants ($50 million) and Regional Economic
Development Commissions (up to $50 million)

Emergency Management: $210 million
including Firefighter Assistance grants to construct non-Federal fire stations
($210 million)

Coast Guard: $240 million
including Bridge Alterations ($142 million) and construction of shore facilities and
aid-to-navigation facilities and repair of vessels ($98 million)

Maritime Administration: $100 million
including Small Shipyard grants ($100 million)
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> The Recovery Act generally requires these funds to be invested in ready-to-go projects.
Section 1602 of the Recovery Act requires States and other grant recipients to give
preference to projects that can be started and completed expeditiously, including a goal of
using at least 50 percent of the funds for projects that can be initiated not later than 120 days
(June 17, 2009) after the date of enactment.’ In addition, several transportation programs
have specific deadlines to invest a percentage of the funds. For example, for Federal-aid
Highway formula funds, 50 percent of state-administered funds must be obligated within
120 days (June 30, 2009) of the date of apportionment and all funds must be obligated
within one year (March 2, 2010} of the date of apportionment. For transit formula grants,
50 percent of funds must be obligated within 180 days (September 1, 2009) of the date of
apportionment and all funds must be obligated within one year (March 5, 2010) of the date
of apportionment.

> The Recovery Act creates green collar jobs and invests in projects that decrease our
dependence on foreign oil and address global climate change. It provides $4.5 billion
for High-Performance Green Federal buildings to fund projects that incorporate energy and
water conservation elements, such as installing photovoltaic roofs and geothermal
technology. In addition, the Recovery Act provides a significant investment in public transit,
high-speed rail, intercity rail, and Amtrak projects to provide alternatives to traveling by car,
and help public transit and intercity passenger rail providers increase the percentage of their
fleets that are alternative fuel vehicles. Finally, the Recovery Act directs that 20 percent of
each State’s Clean Water State Revolving Fund allotment be used for investments in energy
and water efficient techniques and technologies (i.e., green infrastructure).

» The Recovery Act tequites the steel, iron, and manufactured goods for these projects
to be produced in the United States.’

> The Recovery Act creates family-wage construction and manufacturing jobs.”

> The Recovery Act requires the Governor of each State to certify that:

" the State will request and use funds provided by the Recovery Act and the
funds will be used to create jobs and promote economic growth;’

- the State will maintain its effort with regard to State funding for transpottation
projects;” and

' American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, Pub. L. No. 111-3, § 1602 (2009).

214§ 1605.

% Id. § 1606. The Recovery Act requires all laborers and mechanics employed by contractors on projects funded by this
Act to be paid prevailing wages. 1d.

4 1d. § 1607. The Governor shall make this certification within 45 days (April 3, 2009) of the date of enactment. If the
Governor does not make such certification, the State legislature may accept the funds. Id
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. the Governor accepts responsibility that the infrastructure investment is an
appropriate use of taxpayer dollars.®
» Pinally, the Recovery Act ensures transpatency and accountability by including regular

reporting requirements to track the use of the funds, State investments, and the
estimated number of jobs created or sustained. This information will be publicly
available through Recovety.gov. Pursuant to section 1512 of the Act, States and other
direct grant recipients will provide quarterly reports (beginning October 10, 2009) to the
Federal agency that provided the funds on the total amount of recovery funds received; the
amount of such funds that were expended or obligated; a detailed list of all projects or
activities for which recovery funds were expended or obligated, including the name and
description of the project, an evaluation of the completion status of the project, and an
estimate of the number of jobs created or sustained by the project; and, for infrastructure
investments made by State and local governments, the purpose, total cost, and rationale of
the agency for funding the infrastructure investment. Each Federal agency receiving these
quarterly reports will make the information publicly available by posting the information on
a website.”

> Section 1201 of the Recovery Act requires additional reporting requirements for funds
administered by the U.S. Department of Transportation. Under this provision, each
State and other grant recipient shall submit periodic reports to the U.S. Department of
Transportation on the use of Recovery Act funds provided for highway, public transit, rail,
surface transportation, airport, and maritime programs. The States and other grant
recipients will report:

- the amount of Federal funds obligated and outlayed;

= the number of projects that have been put out to bid, and the amount of Federal
funds associated with such projects;

. the numbet of projects for which contracts have been awarded, and the amount of
Federal funds associated with such projects;

- the number of projects for which work has begun under such contracts and the
amount of Federal funds associated with such contracts;

" the number of projects for which work has been completed under such contracts
and the amount of Federal funds associated with such contracts;

5 Id. § 1201, The certification shall include a statement identifying the amount of funds the State planned to expend
from State sources as of the date of enactment during the period from the date of enactment through September 30,
2010. Id

6 Id. § 1201. The certification shall include a description of the investment, the estimated total cost, and the amount of
covered funds to be used, and shall be posted on a website and linked to the Recovery.gov website. Id

7IHd § 1512,
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- the number of direct, on-project jobs created or sustained by the Federal funds
provided and, to the extent possible, the estimated indirect jobs created or sustained
in the associated supplying industries, including the number of job-years created and
the total increase in employment since the date of enactment; and

. information tracking the actual aggregate expenditures by each grant recipient from
State sources for projects eligible for funding under the program during the period
from the date of enactment through September 30, 2010, compared to the level of
expenditures that were planned to occur during such period as of the date of
enactment.

The first periodic report is due not later than 90 days (May 18, 2009) after the date of
enactment, and subsequent reports are due not later than 180 days (August 16, 2009), one
year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011), and three years (February 17, 2012)
after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act.®

READY-TO-GO INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS

While certain infrastructure projects may require years of engineering and environmental
analysis, followed by a lengthy contract award process, a subset of projects — such as projects
involving rehabilitation and repair of existing infrastructure — can move much more quickly,
with work beginning within 90 to 120 days.’

The Recovery Act requires funds to be invested in ready-to-go projects. Prority will be
given to projects that can be started and completed quickly." For instance, State
Departments of Transportation (DOT's) have a tremendous backlog of highway resurfacing
needs. State DOTSs often have open-ended contracts in place for tesurfacing projects, which
means that wotk could begin immediately upon receipt of additional funds. Similarly, many
State DOT's have bridge deck overlay projects, in which the top two or three inches of
concrete on the surface of the bridge (e.g., the deck) is replaced, which are ready-to-go.

Even before the U.S. Department of Transportation apportioned formula funds to States,
cities, and public transit agencies, State DOT's put out bids (typically for a period of 30 days)
for ready-to-go projects. After receipt of the bids and contract award, work can begin on
the project within an additional 30 days. In this way, the Recovery Act has “put shovels
in the ground” within 90 to 120 days of the date of enactment.

$ 1d. § 1201,

9 The Federal Highway Administration’s

>

‘August redistribution” of highway funds ilhustrates the ability of States to.

obligate additional funds quickly when they become avatlable. In August of each year, States that cannot use their entire
obligation authority return the unused authority to the Federal Highway Administration, which then redistributes it to
States that can use the funds prior to the end of the fiscal year on September 30.

W See id. § 1602.



xXxXXi1

Page 8
ECONOMIC IMPACT: MORE THAN 1.8 MILLION JOBS AND
$323 BILLION OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITY
> The $64.1 billion of Federal infrastructure investment will cteate or sustain more than 1.8

million jobs and $323 billion of economic activity. Fach $1 billion of Federal funds
invested in infrastructure creates or sustains approximately 34,779 jobs and $6.2 billion in
economic activity."’

> A national survey found that transportation construction contractors hire employees within
three weeks of obtaining a project contract. These employees begin receiving paychecks
within two weeks of hiring.

» In addition, this infrastructure investment will increase business productivity by reducing
the costs of producing goods in virtually all industrial sectors of the economy. Increased
productivity results in increased demand for labor, capital, and raw materials and generally
leads to lower product prices and increased sales.

> The proposed investment will specifically help unemployed construction workers. The
construction sector has lost 1,283,000 jobs since the recession began in December 2007.
The unemployment rate in construction was 17.4 percent in June 2009 — up 9.2 points since
June 2008, This is the highest unemployment rate of any industrial sector. As of June 2009,
there were 1,601,000 unemployed construction workers in the nation — that’s 816,000
more unemployed construction workers than in June 2008, and 1,001,000 more than in June
2007. Within the overall construction sector, heavy and civil engineering construction
employment is now the lowest it has been since April 1998.

> In contrast to the economic stimulus effect from tax cuts, virtually all of the stimulus effect
from public infrastructure investment will be felt in the United States. Not only would the
construction work be done here, but most transportation construction materials and
equipment are manufactured in the United States, as well.?

1t These estimates are based on 2007 Federal Highway Administration (FFWA) data on the correlation berween highway
infrastructure investment and employment and economic activity, and assume a 20 percent State or local matching share
of project costs. Some infrastructure programs have slightly higher or lower estimares of the number of jobs created or
the economic activity generated per $1 billion of Federal funds invested. To enable easy comparisons among the
elements of the bill, this document presumes the FHWA model for employment and economic activity. In the
overwhelming majority of cases, the requirement for State or local matching funds would be waived under this proposal.
Where appropriate, estimates of employment and economic activity have been adjusted to reflect these match waivers.

12 Previous experience with using public infrastructure investment to stimulate the economy can be found with the
Public Works Acceleration Act (P.1.. 87-658), signed by President Kennedy on September 14, 1962. Under this
program, 2 total investment of $1.8 billion ($880 million Federal investment and $920 million in local investment)
generated 250,000 job-years. See Public Works Acceleration Act, 42 U.S.C. § 2641 (1962).
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MINORITY-OWNED AND WOMEN-OWNED BUSINESS IMPACT:

>

This investment will also help address the disproportionate effect that the increase in
unemployment has had on people of color. In June 2009, the rate of unemployment for
African Americans was 14.7 percent — 69 percent higher than the rate for whites. The
unemployment rate for Hispanic or Latino Americans was 12.2 percent, 40 percent more
than the rate for whites.

Congress has established a national 10 percent aspirational program goal for firms certified
as Disadvantaged Business Enterprises (“DBEs”), including minority- and women-owned
businesses, with respect to highway, transit, aviation, and other infrastructure programs. As
a general rule, States, cities, and infrastructure financing authorities are required to establish
an annual DBE participation goal that reflects what DBE participation would be in the
absence of discrimination. The DBE program applies to all Recovery Act transportation and
infrastructure programs.
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HiGHWAYS AND BRIDGES — $27.5 BILLION

Recovery Act:

1. Provides $26.66 billion in funding for Federal-Aid Highway formula investments.
2. Provides $150 million for Puerto Rico and Territorial Highway Programs.

3. Provides $550 million for roads on Federal and Indian lands, including $170
million for National Park Roads, $310 million for Indian Reservation Roads, $60
million for Forest Roads, and $10 million for Refuge Roads.

4. Provides $60 million for competitive discretionaty Ferry Boat capital grants to
States.

5. Provides $20 million for On-the-Job Training.

6. Provides $20 million for Disadvantaged Business Enterprise bonding assistance.

Distribution: Distributes Federal-aid Highway funds through a hybrid formula to States (50
percent through Surface Transportation Program formula and 50 percent apportioned via the FY
2008 obligation limitation ratio disttibution). States must sub-allocate 30 percent of funds to local
governments. Distributes National Park, Indian Reservation, Forest, and Refuge Road funds
pursuant to existing administrative processes. Of all the funds provided to a State, three percent
must be used for transportation enhancements. Formula funds must be apportioned by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) within 21 days (March 10, 2009) of the date of enactment.

Additional Uses of Funds: Expands uses to include stormwater runoff, passenger and freight rail,
and port infrastructure projects.

Priotitization: Prioritizes funds on projects that could be completed in three years (February 17,
2012) and are in economically distressed ateas of the State, except that, for Ferry Boat projects,
priority shall be given to projects that can be completed within two years (February 17, 2011) of
enactment.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: Requires 50 percent of the funds apportioned to the States to be
obligated within 120 days (June 30, 2009) after the date of apportionment. Funds not obligated in
accordance with this requirement will be withdrawn and redistributed to other States that had no
funds withdrawn. Funds suballocated to local governments are not subject to the 120-day
redistribution. One hundred percent of funds must be obligated within one-year (March 2, 2010) of
apportionment. Funds not obligated as of this date will be withdrawn and redistributed to other
States that had no funds withdrawn. The Secretary of Transportation has authority to provide an
extension of the one-year period if a State is experiencing extreme conditions.
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Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to FHWA on the use of Recovery Act funds no later than 90 days (May 18, 2009), 180 days (August
16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011), and three years (February 17,
2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. These reports will be collected and compiled
by the U.S. Department of Transportation and transmitted to Congress. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds apptopriated, allocated, obligated, and outlayed, the number of
projects that have been put out to bid and awarded, where work has begun and been completed, and
the amount of Recovery Act funds associated with such projects, job creation statistics, and
maintenance of effort data.”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: On March 2, 2009, eight days earlier than required by the
Recovery Act, FHWA issued Federal-aid Highway formula apportionments to States. These
apportionments are summatized on the Committee’s website:

http:/ /transportation.house.gov/singlepages/singlepages.aspx?NewsID=930

Of the funds provided for the highway formula program, in the past five months, all 50 States, 4
Territories, and the District of Columbia have submitted and received approval for 5,808 projects
totaling $17 billion, approximately 62 percent of the Recovery Act highway funds.”® All 50 States
met the Recovery Act requirement that at least one-half of funds apportioned to the States be
obligated within 120 days (June 30, 2009) of the date of apportionment. According to submissions
received by the Committee from States, as of June 30, 2009, 1,989 highway projects across the
nation are underway, totaling $6.1 billion.

In addition to the formula programs, FHWA has moved ahead with discretionary programs funded
by the Recovery Act. As of July 17, 2009, Federal Lands had authorized 31 projects totaling $103.6
million. Examples of other actions include:

» On March 30, 2009, FHWA issued a solicitation for the Ferry Boat capital grants program
and received 102 applications by the May 15, 2009 deadline;

> On April 2, 2009, FHWA allocated the remainder of Refuge Road funds for repairing Fish
and Wildlife Service roads;

3 American Recovery and Retnvestment Act of 2009, Pub. L. No. 111-5, § 1201 (2009).

H I § 1512

5 This project total includes Federal-aid Highway formula investments and roads on Federal and Indian lands (total
allocation: $27.4 billion). This total does not include the Ferry Boat capital grants program, On-the-Job training, and
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise bonding assistance (total allocation: $100 million).
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» On April 6, 2009, FHWA allocated $72.3 million to repair and rehabilitate roads and bridges
in National Parks;

» On April 13, 2009, FHWA awarded the first Recovery Act Forest Highway Project ($1.06
million project in Medicine Bow National Forest, Wyoming);

> On April 22, 2009, FHWA allocated $150 million to the Bureau of Indian Affairs for
improving roads and bridges within and providing access to Tribal lands, and $24 million to
the Federal Lands Highway Division field offices for repairing National Park Service roads
and bridges;

» On April 24, 2009, FHWA allocated $17 million to the National Parks Service for pavement
preservation projects;

> On May 7, 2009, FHWA allocated $257,500 to Federal Lands Highway Division field offices
fot repairing National Park Service roads and bridges;

» On June 15, 2009, FHWA allocated $1.3 million to the Ramah Navajo Chapter and Pawnee
Nation for repaiting and improving Indian Reservation Roads;

» On July 9, 2009, FHWA awarded training grants worth $6.7 million in 14 States. These
grants fund training centers and apprenticeships for underrepresented or disadvantaged
people seeking careers in transportation, engineering, or construction; and

» On July 10, 2009, FHWA announced $60 million in Ferry Boat capital grants for 29 projects
in 19 States and the Virgin Islands.

FHWA took many steps to ensure consistency and timeliness in reporting and implementation. The
agency issued reporting guidance to States and hosted an implementation webcast that more than
400 people attended. On April 13, 2009, FHWA finalized its risk management plans for
implementation and oversight of Recovery Act projects. In May 2009, FHWA completed its “Fraud
Prevention and Awareness” training, presented by the U.S. Department of Transportation Office of
the Inspector General and the Department of Justice, Anti-Trust Division. In June 2009, FHWA
conducted risk management training for 750 Division Office staff. FHWA continues to conduct
on-site project level reviews across the country, focusing on disadvantaged business enterprises,
contract administration, and quality assurance.

The Recovery Act requires Governors, mayors, or chief executive officers to make specific
certifications. On April 22, 2009, the Secretary of Transportation sent letters to the Governors of
the States, Territories, and District of Columbia, regarding their section 1201 Maintenance of Effort
certifications. The letters stated that the Recovery Act does not authorize the use of conditional or
qualified certifications. Governors had until May 22, 2009, to amend their certifications, as needed.
DOT reviewed these certifications and determined that all certifications meet the statatory
requirements, as to form. FHWA is currently conducting a review of how States determined their
planned and actual expenditures. DOT established a website where the agency posts submitted
certifications, by State: htp://testimony.ost.dot.gov/ARRAcerts/.

Economic Impact: Creates more than 765,000 jobs and $136 billion of economic activity.
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TRANSIT — $8.4 BILLION
TRANSIT URBAN AND RURAL FORMULA GRANTS — $6.8 BILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $6.8 billion in transit capital and operating grants for ready-to-go
projects, including $5.44 billion using the current transit urban formula, $680 million using
the current transit rural formula, and an additional $680 million to both urban and rural
areas using the current Growing States and High Density States formula.

Distribution: Distributes transit urban and rural formula funds to States, cities, and public transit
agencies pursuant to existing statutory transit formulas under 49 U.S.C. § 5307, 49 US.C. § 5311,
and 49 US.C. § 5340.

Prioritization: Formula funds must be apportioned by FTA within 21 days (March 10, 2009) of
enactment.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: Requires States, cities, and public transit agencies to obligate at least
$3.4 billion (50 percent) of these funds within 180 days (September 1, 2009) of the date of
apportionment. Funds not obligated in accordance with this requirement will be withdrawn and
redistributed to other urbanized areas or States that had no funds withdrawn. One hundred percent
of funds must be obligated within one-year (March 5, 2010) of apportionment. Funds not obligated
as of this date will be withdrawn and redistributed to other urbanized areas or states that had no
funds withdrawn. The Secretary of Transportation has authority to provide an extension of the one-
year period if a State or urbanized area has encountered an unworkable bidding environment or
other extenuating circumstances.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to FTA on the use of Recovery Act funds no later than 90 days (May 18, 2009), 180 days (August

16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011), and three years (February 17,
2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. These reports will be collected and compiled
by the U.S. Department of Transportation and transmitted to Congress. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds appropriated, allocated, obligated, and outlayed, the number of
projects that have been put out to bid and awarded, where work has begun and been completed, and
the amount of Recovery Act funds associated with such projects, job creation statistics, and
maintenance of effort data.'®

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and

1 4, § 1201.
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obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: Of the $6.8 billion apportioned on March 3, 2009, for the Transit
Capital Assistance program, $2.8 billion for 334 projects in 48 States and 1 Territory has been
awarded by FTA.

These apportionments are summarized on the Committee’s website:
hitp:/ / transportation.house gov/singlepages/singlepages.aspx?NewsID=930.

The deadline for submitting proposals to the Tribal Transit Program passed on May 22, 2009.
Under this program, $17 million in Federal funding was made available to recognized Indian Tribes
or Alaska Native villages, groups, or communities for capital expenditures including transit
equipment and facilities. FTA received more than 80 proposals totaling $50 million.

FTA has also received $267.3 million of transfers from FHWA. Transfers occur when States and
local authorities choose to use their Recovery Act highway funds for transit projects in their
respective locale. As of July 17, 2009, four States (totaling $18.1 million) and 17 metropolitan areas
(totaling $249.2 million) had opted to take advantage of this provision.

FTA also reached out to transit agencies to ensure accuracy and consistency in reporting and
implementation by issuing detailed guidance. In March 2009, FTA held a seminar on the Recovery
Act at the American Public Transportation Association Legislative Meeting. In April 2009, FTA
patticipated in a webinar to provide transit agencies with up-to-date Recovery Act information. The
agency additionally worked to finalize its risk management plan to ensure effective and efficient use
of Recovery Act funds. FTA recently hosted a workshop titled “A Vision for Recovery: CFO
Workshop on the State of the Economy”, to provide public sector managers with ideas about
overcoming the current economic downturn.

Economic Impact: Creates more than 189,000 jobs and $34 billion of economic activity.

14 § 1512,
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TRANSIT GREENHOUSE GAS AND ENERGY REDUCTION FUNDING — $100 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $100 million of discretionary transit capital grants to public transit
agencies to reduce energy consumption or greenhouse gas emissions of their public
transportation systems.

Distribution: Distributes transit energy funds to public transit agencies as discretionary grants.

Prioritization: Prioritizes funds for projects based on the total energy savings that are projected to
result from the investment, and projected energy savings as a percentage of the total energy usage of
the public transit agency.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: Requires public transit agencies to obligate at least 50 percent of these
funds within 180 days (September 1, 2009) of the date of allocation. Requires public transit agencies
to obligate all of the funds within one year (March 5, 2009) of the date of allocation. The Secretary
of Transportation may provide an extension of time if a city or State has encountered an unworkable
bidding environment or other extenuating circumstances.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to FTA on the use of Recovery Act funds no later than 90 days (May 18, 2009), 180 days (August
16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011), and three years (February 17,
2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. These reports will be collected and compiled
by the U.S. Department of Transportation and transmitted to Congress. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds appropriated, allocated, obligated, and outlayed, the number of
projects that have been put out to bid and have been awarded, where work has begun and been
completed, and the amount of Recovery Act funds associated with such projects, job creation
statistics, and maintenance of effort data.'

Bach recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Actfunds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: On March 24, 2009, FTA issued notice in the Federal Register
soliciting proposals for this program, the Transit Investments for Greenhouse Gas and Energy
Reduction Grants (TIGGER Program). On April 8, 2009, FTA hosted a webinar for potential

8 Id § 1201
W[4 § 1512,
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applicants to this program. Proposals were due May 22, 2009. FTA received 200 proposals
identifying 450 possible projects and requesting over $1.56 billion in funding.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 2,800 jobs and $500 million of economic activity.

FIXED GUIDEWAY INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT — $750 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $750 million for transit fixed guideway modernization projects.
Distribution: Distributes funds through the existing fixed guideway modernization formula.

Prioritization: Formula funds must be apportioned by FTA within 21 days (March 10, 2009) of
enactment.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: Requires public transit agencies to obligate at least $375 million (50
percent) of these funds within 180 days (September 1, 2009) of the date of apportionment. Requires
public transit agencies to obligate all of the funding within one year (March 5, 2010) of the date of
apportionment. The Secretary of Transportation may provide an extension of time if a city or State
has encounteted an unworkable bidding environment or other extenuating circumstances.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to FTA on the use of Recovery Act funds no later than 90 days (May 18, 2009), 180 days (August

16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011}, and three years (February 17,
2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. These reports will be collected and compiled
by the U.S. Department of Transportation and transmitted to Congress. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds appropriated, allocated, obligated, and outlayed, the number of
projects that have been put out to bid and have been awarded, where work has begun and been
completed, and the amount of Recovery Act funds associated with such projects, job creation
statistics, and maintenance of effort data.”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, 2 detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

2[4 § 1201
2 1d § 1512,



xlii
Page 18
Recovery Act Implementation: On March 5, 2009, FTA announced the allocation of these

formula funds. These apportionments are summarized on the Committee’s website:
http://transportation.house.gov/singlepages /singlepages.aspx?NewsID=930.

As of July 17, 2009, FTA has awarded 28 grants worth $334 million in 18 States and the District of
Columbia.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 20,900 jobs and $3.7 billion of economic activity.

TRANSIT NEW STARTS CONSTRUCTION — $750 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $750 million in transit capital grants for New Starts construction
projects.

Distribution: Distributes New Starts project construction funds to public transit agencies pursuant
to existing authority under SAFETEA-LU, FTA Full Funding Grant Agreements, and FTA Project
Construction Grant Agreements. FTA would determine the distribution of funds through its
existing competitive process.

Prioritization: Prioritizes funds on projects that are currently in construction or are able to obligate
funds within 150 days (July 16, 2009) of enactment.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: FTA must obligate 100 percent of the funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to FTA on the use of Recovery Act funds no later than 90 days (May 18, 2009), 180 days (August

16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011), and three years (February 17,
2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. These reports will be collected and compiled
by the U.S. Department of Transportation and transmitted to Congress. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds appropriated, allocated, obligated, and outlayed, the number of
projects that have been put out to bid and have been awarded, where work has begun and been
completed, and the amount of Recovery Act funds associated with such projects, job creation
statistics, and maintenance of effort data.™

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each

2 4 § 1201,
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calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: On May 11, 2009, FTA announced its allocation of New Starts
funding for the following projects:

Central/Phoenix East $36,000,000
Valley Light Rail
California Los Angeles Metro Gold Line $66,740,000
FEastside Extension
Colorado Denver West Corridor Light $40,000,000
Rail Transit
New York New York Long Island Rail Road $195,410,000
East Side Access
New York New York Second Avenue $78,870,000
Subway Phase I
QOregon Portland South Corridor I- $32,000,000
205/Portland Mall
ILRT
Oregon Springfield Pioneer Parkway EmX $2,940,000
BRT
Texas Dallas Northwest/Southeast $78,390,000
Light Rail Transit
Minimum Operable
Segment
Utah Salt Lake City Mid Jordan Light Rail $90,890,000
Transit
Virginia Northern Virginia Dulles Corridor $77,260,000
Metrorail — Extension
to Wiehle Avenue
Washington Seattle University Link Light $44,000,000
Rail T it E. i

Arizona Phoenix

As of July 17, 2009, FTA has awarded four grants worth $234 million.

Economic Impact: Creates more than 50,000 jobs and $9 billion of economic activity.
Furthermore, the additional $750 million of New Starts funding will make available an
additional $1.5 billion of contingent commitment authority to enable FTA to sign more New
Starts funding agreements for future transit construction projects.

2 1d. § 1512
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Ran. —$9.3 BILLION

Recovery Act:

1. Provides $1.3 billion for capital grants to Amtrak, of which $450 million shall be
used by Amtrak for safety and security improvements.

2. Provides $8 billion for high-speed rail, intercity passenger rail, and congestion
capital grants to States.

Distribution: Distributes $1.3 billion of capital grants to Amtrak; distributes $8 billion of high-
speed rail, intercity passenger rail, and congestion grants to States on a competitive basis to pay for
the cost of capital projects, as provided for in section 501 of the Passenger Rail Investment and
Improvement Act of 2008 (Division B of P.L. 110-432) and chapter 244 of Title 49, United States
Code.

Prioritization: For capital grants to Amtrak, priority shall be given to projects for the repair,
rehabilitation, or upgrade of railroad assets or infrastructure, and for capital projects that expand
passenger rail capacity, including the rehabilitation of rolling stock. For high-speed rail, intercity
passenger rail, and congestion grants, priority shall be given to projects that support the
development of high-speed rail service.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: For capital grants to Amtrak, the Secretary shall ensure that projects
funded with economic recovery funds provided to Amtrak shall be completed within two years
(February 17, 2011) of enactment. 100 percent of the funds must be obligated by September 30,
2010. For high-speed rail, intercity passenger rail, and congestion grants, 100 percent of the funds
must be obligated by September 30, 2012.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) on the use of Recovery Act funds no later than 90

days (May 18, 2009), 180 days (August 16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February
17, 2011), and three years (February 17, 2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act.
These reports will be collected and compiled by the U.S. Department of Transportation and
transmitted to Congress. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds appropriated,
allocated, obligated, and outlayed, the number of projects that have been put out to bid and have
been awarded, where work has begun and been completed, and the amount of Recovery Act funds
associated with such projects, job creation statistics, and maintenance of effort data.™

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009} after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each

2 14 § 1201
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calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, 2 detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: On March 19, 2009, FRA executed a grant agreement with
Amtrak for $1.3 billion. Since then, Amtrak has approved approximately 700 projects totaling nearly
$1.3 billion. These projects include:

> a project to replace a moveable bridge over the Niantic River in Connecticut ($100 million);

> a project to rehabilitate Amfleet cars (§58.5 million); and

» a project to repair the approximately 80-year-old Lamokin frequency converters in
Pennsylvania, which form a key element of the Northeast Corridor’s power supply system
($60 million).

On April 23, 2009, FRA provided its first disbursement under the Recovery Act to Amtrak in the
amount of $23 million. As of July 17, 2009, Amtrak has allocated $136 million for 94 projects,
including improving stations and upgrading electrical traction systems on the Northeast Corridor.
For a list of other Amtrak projects to be funded by the Recovery Act, see:

http:/ /www.fradotgov/us/press-releases /243,

Besides working with Amtrak to expand rail capacity and upgrade rail infrastructure, FRA received
Amtrak’s preliminary list of security projects funded by the Recovery Act. On April 9, 2009, FRA
met with the Department of Homeland Security to establish a process to ensure consistent intra-
agency procedures governing grants to fund Amtrak security projects.

FRA also selected a program management support contractor for the $8 billion high-speed rail and
intercity passenger rail grant programs. On April 16, 2009, FRA announced its strategic plan for
high speed rail. Recently, FRA completed a series of outreach workshops around the country.
These workshops sought to solicit stakeholder and public input to assist in the development of
guidance for this program.

On June 17, 2009, FRA issued interim guidance on the high-speed intercity passenger rail program,
which describes the program’s requirements and funding opportunities. Preference will be given to
projects that, “Improve transportation mobility, options, service, convenience, safety and efficiency;
Promote economic recovery and development, particularly in economically-distressed regions and
communities through job creation and revitalization of industrial manufacturing capacity; Yield
other public benefits and return on investment, including improved energy efficiency and
independence, environmental quality, and livable communities; Ensure project success through
effective project management, financial planning, and sustainable regional cooperation and
partnerships; Achieve balance among and between different types of projects, geographic regions,
technological innovations, and timeliness of project completion; Effectively leverage local, state,
private sector and railroad resources and investments.”

314§ 1512,
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Applications will be evaluated according to the following criteria: “improvements to intercity
passenger service, as evidenced by increased ridership (measured in passenger-miles), increased on-
time performance (measured in reductions in delays), reduced trip time, additional service frequency
to meet anticipated or existing demand; cross-modal benefits, including positive impacts on air or
highway traffic congestion, capacity, or safety; intermodal integration through provision of direct,
efficient transfers among intercity transportation and local transit networks at train stations,
including connections at airports, bus terminals, subway stations, ferry ports, and other connectors;
promoting standardized equipment {or rolling stock), signaling, communications and power; and
improving the overall state of repair and physical plant for intercity lines; improved freight or
commuter rail operations, in relation to cost-sharing and equitable financial participation in the
project’s financing by freight and commuter rail carriers commensurate with the benefit expected to
their operations.”

States, groups of States, interstate compacts, and public agencies established by one or more States
may apply for capital improvements grant funding. Public comments and pre-applications are due
by July 10, 2009. Applications for “ready-to-go” projects, service planning activities, and
appropriations-funded projects are due by August 24, 2009. Applications for service development
programs are due by October 2, 2009.

During the week of July 13, 2009, FRA began its review of the 278 pre-applications the agency
received. The pre-applications total $103 billion. The pre-application process will help FRA identify
possible ineligible projects and allow potential applicants to receive feedback prior to submitting
final applications.

'To view a national map showing the designated high-speed rail corridors, see:

p g gn gh-sp
hetp://wansportation.house.gov/Media/file/Full%20Committee/Stirnulus / Designated¥s20HSR %2
0Corridors%20at%201019055%:20(2).pdf.

To view descriptions of designated high-speed rail cortidors, see:
hitp:/ /transportation.house.gov /Media/ file/ Full%20Committee/Stimulus / High%208peed%20Rail
% 20Corridot%20Descriptions.pdf.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 259,000 jobs and $46 billion of economic activity.
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NATIONAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DISCRETIONARY GRANTS - $1.5 BILLION

The Recovery Act: Provides $1.5 billion to the Secretary of Transportation to make
competitive discretionary grants for surface transportation projects that will have a
significant impact on the Nation, a metropolitan area, or a region. Projects eligible for
funding under this program include highway or bridge projects eligible under title 23, U.S.C.; public
transportation projects eligible under chapter 53 of dtle 49, U.S.C,, including investments in projects
participating in the New Starts or Small Starts programs that will expedite the completion of those
projects; passenger and freight rail transportation projects; and port infrastructure investments,
including projects that connect ports to other modes of transportation and improve the efficiency of
freight movement. The Secretary may use up to $200 million of the $1.5 billion to provide credit
assistance to projects under the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act
("TIFIA") program.

Distribution: The Secretary of Transportation shall award discretionary grants to State and local’
governments or transit agencies based on project selection criteria to be published not later than 90
days (May 18, 2009) after the date of enactment. A grant funded under this program shall be not
less than $20 million and not more than $300 million, although the Secretary may waive the
minimum grant size for the purpose of funding significant projects in smaller cities, regions, or
States. Not more than 20 percent of the funds under this program may be awarded to projects in a
single State. The Secretary shall ensure an equitable geographic distribution of funds and an
appropriate balance in addressing the needs of urban and rural communities.

Prioritization: Proritizes funds on projects that require a contribution of Federal funds in order to
complete an overall financing package, and to projects that are expected to be completed within
three years (February 17, 2012) of the date of enactment.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: Grant applications must be submitted not later than 180 days
(November 14, 2009) after the publication of project selection criteria. The Secretary shall announce
all projects selected for funding not later than one year (February 17, 2010) after the date of
enactment.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to the Office of the Secretary of Transportation (OST) on the use of Recovery Act funds no later

than 90 days (May 18, 2009), 180 days (August 16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years
(February 17, 2011), and three years (February 17, 2012} after the date of enactment of the Recovery
Act. These reports will be collected and compiled by the U.S. Department of Transportation and
transmitted to Congress. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds appropriated,
allocated, obligated, and outlayed, the number of projects that have been put out to bid and have
been awarded, where work has begun and been completed, and the amount of Recovery Act funds
associated with such projects, job creation statistics, and maintenance of effort data.™

% 14§ 1201.
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Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: On May 18, 2009, the Department of Transportation published a
notice of funding availability and solicitation of applications from applicants seeking Transportation
Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TTIGER) Discretionary Grants. Applications are due
by September 15, 2009. On June 19, 2009, the Department published revised guidance, responding
to public comments received on the interim guidance released on May 18, 2009.

Eligible projects include “capital investments in: (1) highway or bridge projects; (2) public
transportation projects; (3) passenger and freight rail transportation projects; and (4) port
infrastructure investments, inclading projects that connect ports to other modes of transportation
and improve the efficiency of freight movement.” Selection criteria include contributing to the
medium- to long-term economic competitiveness of the nation and improving the condition of
existing transportation facilities and systems, the quality of living and working environments through
livable communities, energy efficiency and reducing greenhouse gas emissions, and the safety of U.S.
transportation facilities. The Department plans to give priority to projects that are expected to
quickly create and preserve jobs and stimulate rapid increases in economic activity, particulatly
projects that will benefit economically distressed areas.

State and local governments, including Territories, tribal governments, transit agencies, port

authorities, and other political divisions of State or local governments, and multi-State or multi-
jurisdictional applicants are eligible to apply.

Economic Impact: Creates more than 41,000 jobs and $7 billion of economic activity.

2[4 § 1512,
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AVIATION - $1.3 BILLION
AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM —~ $1.1 BILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $1.1 billion for airport capital improvements through the Airport
Improvement Program (AIP).

Distribution: Distributes funds to aitports through the existing AIP Discretionary Grants program.
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) will determine the distribution of funds through its
existing competitive process and national priority system.

Prioritization: Prioritizes funds on projects that can be completed within two years (February 17,
2011) of enactment, and setve to supplement and not supplant planned expenditures from airport-
generated revenues or from other State and local funding sources.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The Secretary shall award grants totaling not less than 50 percent of the
$1.1 billion within 120 days (June 17, 2009) of the date of enactment, and award grants for the
remaining amounts not later than one year (February 17, 2010) after the date of enactment.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to the FAA on the use of Recovery Act funds no later than 90 days (May 18, 2009), 180 days
(August 16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011), and three years
(February 17, 2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. These reports will be collected
and compiled by the U.S. Department of Transportation and transmitted to Congress. These
reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds appropriated, allocated, obligated, and outlayed,
the number of projects that have been put out to bid and have been awarded, where work has begun
and been completed, and the amount of Recovery Act funds associated with such projects, job
creation statistics, and maintenance of effort data.™®

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, 2 detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: On March 3, 2009, the FAA issued guidance to airport sponsors
explaining the requirements of the Recovery Act and the agency’s planned process for distributing

% 4, § 1201.
» 14, § 1512,
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AIP funds provided by the Recovery Act. Additional guidance is being issued as program specifics
are defined.

The chart below represents the FAA’s current best estimate of the set of projects that will receive
Recovery Act funding, by type of project. It is subject to change because the FAA may discover that
some projects are not able to proceed and must be replaced, or as bids come in better than expected
and, therefore, the FAA is able to add new projects to the list.

Anticipated American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Airport Projects by
Category”

(miltions)

Other
827 Ecquipment Runway Safety Area
$12

New airport
Aircraft Rescue and Fire 330
Fighting Buildiny
o ga;l 9 Security
$4

Terminal Building
$87

Runway
$474
Apron
$181
Taxiway
$215
Sourcer Federal Aviation Administration.
Examples of projects to be funded include:
> $7 million to rehabilitate a runway at Denver International Airport;
> $8 million to rehabilitate a taxiway at Tampa International Airport; and
> $4.5 million to improve a runway safety area at the Savannah/Hilton Head International
Airport.

As of July 17, 2009, the FAA has identified almost all of the $1.1 billion in Recovery Act funding for
347 airport grant projects. After tentative funding allocations are announced, airport sponsors are
able to solicit bids for construction. Sponsors then submit their grant applications to the FAA based
on the bids received. After a grant application is approved, the funds will be obligated by the FAA.

As of July 17, 2009, the FAA has awarded grants for 247 AIP projects worth $856 million in 48
States and 2 Territories.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 30,600 jobs and $5.5 billion of economic activity.
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FAA FACILITIES & EQUIPMENT — $200 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $200 million for capital improvements to the FAA facilities.

Distribution: Funds may be distributed through the FAA's existing administrative processes or in
the form of grants. Within 60 days (April 17, 2009) of the date of enactment, the FAA
Administrator shall establish a procedure for applying for grants under this program, reviewing such
applications, and awarding grants and cooperative and other transaction agreements under this
program.

Prioritization: Prioritizes funds on projects that will be completed within two years (February 17,
2011) of the date of enactment.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The FAA must obligate 100 percent of funds by September 30, 2010.

Transpatency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit periodic reports
to the FAA on the use of Recovery Act funds no later than 90 days (May 18, 2009), 180 days

(August 16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011), and three years
(February 17, 2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. These reports will be collected
and compiled by the U.S. Department of Transportation and transmitted to Congress. These
reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds appropriated, allocated, obligated, and outlayed,
the number of projects that have been put out to bid and have been awarded, where work has begun
and been completed, and the amount of Recovery Act funds associated with such projects, job
creation statistics, and maintenance of effort data.™

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: The FAA plans to use Recovery Act funds to:

» upgrade power systems at 90 sites ($50 million)
> modernize 18 air route traffic control centers ($50 million)
I § 1201,
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> replace three air traffic control towers and terminal radar approach control facilities ($80
million); and

> improve lighting, navigation, and landing equipment at 145 sites ($20 million).

For the latest list of approximately 300 projects for which tentative funding allocations have been

As of July 17, 2009, the FAA has signed contracts worth $61 million for 242 Facilities and
Equipment projects in 40 States, 1 Territory, and the District of Columbia. The FAA plans to
obligate $129.47 million by September 2009, $158.16 million by March 2010, and $200 million by
July 2010.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 5,600 jobs and $990 million of economic activity.



liii

Page 29

ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE — $5.26 BILLON
CLEAN WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND — $4 BILLION

Recovery Act: Provides an additional $4 billion to construct, rehabilitate, and modernize the
nation’s wastewater infrastructure through the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (SRF)
program. Within the existing Clean Water SRF allocation to States, direct individual State
infrastructure financing authorities to: (1) utilize 50 percent of the capitalization grants for
additional subsidizations in the form of negative interest loans, principle subsidization, or
grants; and (2) utilize 20 percent of the capitalization grant for investment in green
infrastructure projects, environmentally innovative activities, or projects ot technologies that
use energy and water efficient plans or components.

Distribution: Distributes $4 billion for the Clean Water SRF pursuant to the existing Clean Water
Act distribution formula.

Under the Recovery Act, State infrastructure financing authorities are required to utilize 50 percent
of the capitalization grant for additional subsidizations in the form of negative interest loans,
principal forgiveness, or grants to increase the overall affordability of wastewater infrastructure

projects.

In addition, the Recovery Act requires State infrastructure financing authorities to utilize 20 percent
of the capitalization grant for investment in green infrastructure projects, water or energy efficiency
improvements, ot envitonmentally innovative activities.

Priotitization: Notwithstanding the priority rankings projects would otherwise receive under the
program, priotitizes economic recovery funds on projects on a State priority list that are ready to
proceed to construction within 12 months (February 17, 2010) of enactment.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: Requires State infrastructure financing authorities to award contracts for
projects or proceed to construction within one year (February 17, 2010) of the date of enactment.
Funds for projects not under contract or under construction within one year will be withdrawn by
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Administrator and reallocated among the remaining
States.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: EPA must submit a general plan for the

expenditure of Recovery Act funds to the Committees on Appropriations within 30 days (March 19,
2009) of enactment of the Recovery Act. EPA must submit a report containing detailed project
level information associated with the general plan within 90 days (May 18, 2009) of enactment of the
Recovery Act.”

2 14§ 701.
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Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: On March 2, 2009, EPA issued initial guidance on the
requirements of the Recovery Act, and how EPA plans to use Recovery Act funds to make
capitalization grants for the Clean Water SRF. On March 12, 2009, EPA posted Clean Water SRF
allotments by state. These allotments ate summarized on the Committee’s website:
htp://transportation.house.gov/singlepages/singlepages.aspx?NewsID=930.

On April 1, 2009, EPA’s Acting Assistant Administrator for the Office of Water signed a nationwide
waiver of the Buy American provision of the Recovery Act for eligible projects under the Clean
Water SRF “for which debt was incurred on or after October 1, 2009 and before February 17,
2009,” (See 74 Fed. Reg. 157220). Projects eligible for this limited waiver of the Buy American
provisions would include: (1) specific designs; (2) projects that may have solicited bids from
prospective contractors, and (3) projects that may have awarded construction contracts (and, in
some cases, projects that began construction) prior to February 17, 2009.

On April 3, 2009, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) released initial administrative
guidance for the implementation of the Recovery Act, including guidance for the implementation of
the Buy American provision of section 1605 of the Recovery Act. This guidance document provides
additional details on how Federal agencies, including EPA, should interpret the Buy American
provision, and how such provision should be interpreted by the individual States that receive
capitalization grants for the Clean Water SRF under the Recovery Act.

On April 29, 2009, EPA’s Office of Wastewater Management and Ground Water and Drink Water
issued additional guidance on the implementation of the Buy American provisions for wastewater
infrastructure. This guidance document provides a specific, step-by-step process for obtaining a
waiver of the Buy Ametican provision of the Recovery Act in instances where EPA determines that
“(1) applying these requirements would be inconsistent with the public interest; (2) iron, steel, and
the relevant manufactured goods are not produced in the United States in sufficient and reasonably
available quantities and of satisfactory quality; or (3) inclusion of iron, steel, and manufactured goods
produced in the United States will increase the cost of the overall project by more than 25 percent.”
This guidance provides specific materials for the implementation of the Buy American provisions of
the Recovery Act, including sample Buy American Contract language for contractors and
subcontractors, draft Federal Register notices for waivers of the Buy American provisions, and a
checklist for a waiver request.

EPA also published three nationwide waivers of the Buy American provisions for projects funded
under the Recovery Act. The first nationwide waiver, published on April 7, 2009, provides a
nationwide waiver of the Buy American provisions for projects where debt was incurred on or after

5 Id § 1512,
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October 1, 2008, and before February 17, 2009 (the date of epactment). Under existing law, the
Clean Water SRF can be used as leverage to refinance debt obligations incurred for the constriction
of wastewater treatment projects at a lower rate. This waiver allows individual States to continue
this practice, but not require the retroactive application of the Buy American provisions for projects
that may have already been underway. Projects eligible for this nationwide waiver would have

» <

“specified designs”, “may have solicited bids from prospective contractors”, may have “awarded
construction contracts, and in some cases began construction, priot to February 17, 2009.”

The second nationwide waiver was published on June 2, 2009, and provides a waiver of the Buy
American provisions for projects that solicited bids on or after October 1, 2008, and prior to
February 17, 2009. Similar to the previous waiver, this waiver would prohibit the retroactive
application of the Buy American provisions to projects for which bids had already been submitted
prior to the enactment of the Recovery Act.

The third natonwide waiver, published on June 2, 2009, provides a waiver of the Buy American
provisions for “de minimis” incidental components of projects financed through the Recovery Act.
This waiver would allow for the use of non-domestic iron, steel, and manufactured goods in a
project provided that such components “comptise no more than 5 percent of the total cost of
materials used in and incorporated into a project.”

Of the $4 billion in Recovery Act funds apportioned for the Clean Water SRF, EPA has awarded
$3.35 billion in capitalization grants to States, representing approximately 83 percent of the total
apportionment, as of July 28, 2009. Nineteen States has put out to bid 195 Clean Water SRF
projects totaling $512 million, as of June 30, 2009.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 111,000 jobs and $20 billion of economic activity.

SUPERFUND — $600 MILLION
Recovery Act: Provides $600 million for the Superfund program, a comprehensive program
to clean up the nation’s worst abandoned or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites.

Distribution: Distributes $600 million through existing EPA Superfund program.

Prioritization: EPA selects projects for Recovery Act funding based on a variety of factors,
including: construction readiness; human and ecological risk; and opportunities to reduce project
costs and schedules.

EPA anticipates that the benefits of applying Recovery Act funds to the Superfund program will

include: acceleration of existing projects; investment in new projects; faster return of sites to
productive use; and potential acceleration of “green remediation” technology.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: EPA must obligate 100 percent of funds by September 30, 2010.
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Transparency and Accountability Requirements: EPA must submit 2 general plan for the

expenditure of Recovery Act funds to the Committees on Approptiations within 30 days (March 19,
2009) of the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. EPA must submit a report containing detailed
project level information associated with the general plan within 90 days (May 18, 2009) of
enactment of the Recovery Act.™

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit 2 quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: On April 15, 2009, the EPA announced its distribution of $600
million in new Superfund cleanup funding through the Recovery Act. Funds will be used to initiate
new construction or accelerate ongoing cleanup activities at Superfund sites, boosting local
economies and protecting public health and the environment. The sites receiving Recovery Act
funds are:

California Clear Oaks Sulphur Bank Mercury Mine

California Davis Fronter Fertilizer

California Redding Iron Mountain Mine

Colorado Central City Clear Creek

Colorado Del Notte Summitville Mine

Delaware New Castle Standard Chlorine

Florida Clermont Tower Chemical

Florida Marianna United Metals

Florida Pensacola HEscambia Wood

Georgia Brunswick Brunswick Wood

Georgia Fort Valley Woolfolk

Tdaho Kellogg BH Mining; Basin Property
Remediation Program

Illinois Waukegan Qutboard Marine Corporation

Indiana Evansville Jacobsville Neighborhood Soil
Contamination Soil

Indiana Kokomo Continental Steel

Kansas Galena Cherokee County

Massachusetts Lowell Silresim Chemical

Massachusetts Mansfield/Foxborough Hatheway & Patterson

Massachusetts New Bedford New Bedford Harbor

5 14§ 701
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Minnesota Minneapolis South Minneapolis Residential
Soil Contamination

Missouti Fredericktown Madison County

Missouri Joplin Oronogo-Duenweg

Montana Near Helena Upper Ten Mile

Nebraska Omaha Omaha Lead

New Hampshite Kingston Ottati & Goss

New Jersey Camden & Gloucester County | Welsbach

New Jersey Florence Roebling Steel

New Jersey Galloway Emmell’s Landfill

New Jersey Morganville Imperial Oil

New Jersey Pleasantville & Foe Harbor Price Landfill

New Jersey Sayreville Horseshoe Road

New Jersey South Phinfield Cornell Dubilier

New Jersey Vineland Vineland Chermical

New Mexico Grants Grants Chlorinated

New York Garden City Old Roosevelt Field

New York Port Jefferson Lawrence Aviation

North Carolina Roxboro GMH

North Carolina Statesville Sigmons Septic

North Dakota Southeast Arsenic Trioxide

Oklahoma Ottawa County Tar Creek

Pennsylvania Havertown Havertown

Pennsylvania Huffs Church Crossley Farm

South Dakota Near Lead Gilt Edge

Texas Longview Gatland Creosoting

Utah Bountiful Bountiful W/C

Utah Eureka Eureka Mills

Vermont Stafford Elizabeth Mine

Virginia Portsmouth Atlantic Wood Industries

Washington Bainbridge Island Wyckoff/Eagle Harbor

Washington Tacoma Commencement Bay

As of July 17, 2009, EPA has provided $409 million to existing contracts for 33 projects in 22 States.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 16,700 jobs and $3 billion of economic activity.

BROWNFIELDS — $100 MILLION
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Recovery Act: Provides $100 million for EPA’s Brownfields Discretionary Grant Program.

Distribution: Distributes funds to States, cities, and redevelopment agencies through the existing
EPA Brownfields Discretionary Grant program for site assessments, remediation and cleanup
grants, and to capitalize state Brownfield revolving loan programs as authorized under section 104(k)
of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-
510), as amended by the Brownfields Revitalization and Environmental Restoration Act of 2001
(P.L. 107-118).

Prioritization: On April 10, 2009, EPA annouticed the critetia for funding decisions under the
Brownfields Revolving Loan Funds program, including the demonstrated ability of the revolving
loan fund to make loans and subgrants with Recovery Act funds “quickly” (i.e., “shovel-ready”
projects) for cleanups that can be started and completed expeditiously, and the demonstrated ability
to use supplemental revolving loan funds in a manner that maximizes job creation.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: EPA must obligate 100 percent of funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requitements: EPA must submit a general plan for the
expenditure of Recovery Act funds to the Committees on Appropriations within 30 days (March 19,

2009) of the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. EPA must submit a report containing detailed
project level information associated with the general plan within 90 days (May 18, 2009) of the date
of enactment of the Recovery Act.”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation:

Environmental Job Training (85 million): On March 19, 2009, the EPA issued a request for

applications from eligible governmental entities and nonprofit organizations to provide
environmental job training projects that will facilitate job creation in the assessment, remediation, or
preparation of Brownfields sites for sustainable reuse. The closing date for receipt of applications
was April 20, 2009.

3 Id. § 701.
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Brownfields Revolving Loan Funds ($40 million): On April 10, 2009, EPA published a notice in the
Federal Register (74 Fed. Reg. 16386) that the agency was accepting requests for approximately $40

million for supplemental funding of current Brownfields revolving loan funds established under
section 104(k)(4) of the Superfund law. Applications for supplemental Brownfields revolving loan
funds were submitted to EPA Regional offices by May 1, 2009.

Brownfields Environmental Site Assessment and Cleanup Grants (355 million): On May 8, 2009,

EPA announced the availability of $111.9 million in Brownfields environmental site assessment and
cleanup grants for 252 individual applicants. Consistent with EPA’s prior announcement, this
funding represents grant awards from the FY2009 regular appropriations for the Brownfields site
assessment and cleanup grant program, as well as the funding received under the Recovery Act for
these purposes. In all, 252 applicants were selected to receive 389 grants. Specific information on
the awards can be viewed at: http://www.epa.gov/brownfields/grant_announce/recovact5309.pdf.

As of July 17, 2009, EPA has awarded grants or provided funds for existing grants ot contracts
worth $11 million for 21 Brownfields projects.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 2,800 jobs and $500 million of economic activity.
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WATERSHED REHABILITATION PROGRAM — $50 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $50 million for the rehabilitation of deficient flood damage
reduction projects under the Watershed Rehabilitation Program.

Distribution: Funds will be distributed to rehabilitate aging flood control structures nationwide.

Prioritization: Funds must be allocated to projects that can be fully funded and completed with the
funds appropriated in the Recovery Act, and funds must be allocated to activities that can
commence promptly following enactment of the Recovery Act.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) must obligate 100
percent of funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requitements: Each recipient that receives Recovery Act

funds from a Federal agency must submit a quarterly report to that agency no later than 10 days
(beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such
information publicly available by posting the information on-a website no later than 30 days
(beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and obligated, a detailed list of all projects for
which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated, and detailed information on any
subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.™

3 Id § 1512,
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Recovery Act Implementation: On April 6, 2009, NRCS announced the distribution of
approximately $45 million in Recovery Act funds through this program to rehabilitate the following
27 dams:

IArkansas [Poteau River 5 $1,495,00
Georgia [Little Sandy & Trail 1 $840,000
Georgia IMarbury 22 $300,00
Georgia Sandy Creek 15 $1,975,000
Georgia Sandy Creek 23 $1,675,00
Georgia South River 4 $1,375,000)
Georgia South River 10 $150,000
Kansas Switzler Creek 7 $1,135,000
Massachusetts Su-As-Co MA301 $2,357 401
Massachusetts Su-As-Co MA303 $2,007,000f
Missouri ILost Creek B-2 $400,000,
INebraska [Papio W-3 $1,170,00
INew York ILittle Choconut 2 $344 201
New York IConewango 3 $1,200,00
New York IConewango 6 $1,200,00(
IOklahoma Cottonwood Creek 15 $3,610,001
Oklahoma Sallisaw Creek 18 $4,160,00
Oklahoma Upper Clear Boggy Creek 33 $1,010,00
Oklahoma Upper Clear Bogey Creek 34 $960,000
Oklahoma Upper Clear Boggy Creek 35 $840,00
Oklahoma \Washita—Sugar Creek 1.-43 $1,645,00
Oklahoma \Washita-Sugar Creek 1-44 $1,790,001
Texas ICalaveras Creek 6 $2,373,00
Texas Plum Creek 5 ) $2,452,001
Virginia IPohick Creek 2 $2,195,001
Virginia iPohick Creek 3 $2,160,001
irpini P New Creek-Whi

To view a map of projects, see: htip://www.usda.gov/recovery/map/.

As of July 17, 2009, NRCS has obligated $16 million to rehabilitate 26 aging flood control structures
throughout the country.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 1,400 jobs and $250 million of economic activity.
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WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION OPERATIONS ~ $290 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $145 million for watershed operations, and $145 million for
floodplain easements.

Distribution: Funds will be distributed by NRCS to improve water quality, increase water supply,
decrease soil erosion, and improve fish and wildlife habitat in rural communities. Other major
benefits from these projects include improve community safe and health, flood mitigation, sediment
control, and enhanced fish and wildlife habitat.

Prioritization: Funds must be allocated to projects that can be fully funded and completed with the
funds approptiated in the Recovery Act, and funds must be allocated to activities that can
commence promptly following enactment of the Recovery Act.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: NRCS must obligate 100 percent of funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Each recipient that receives Recovery Act

funds from a Federal agency must submit a quarterly report to that agency no later than 10 days
(beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such
information publicly available by posting the information on a website no later than 30 days
(beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and obligated, a detailed list of all projects for
which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated, and detailed information on any
subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recavery Act Implementation: On April 16,2009, NRCS announced the distribution of $84.8
million to State and local governments, and on June 2, 2009, NRCS announced the second phase of
watershed operations totaling an additional $42.3 million. This funding is pursuant to NRCS’s
authority for watershed operations under the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act of
1954 (P.L. 83-566), and designated watersheds authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944 (P.L.
78-534). NRCS is directing technical and financial assistance available through this funding toward
projects that are ready to begin and that will relieve stress on local economies through the creation
of over 1,400 jobs. To view 2 map of projects, see: http:/ /www ; s
Regarding funding for floodplain easements, NRCS received over 4 200 apphcants represennng
more than 478,000 acres of land and totaling more than $1.4 billion. Of those applicants, the
Secretary selected 289 easements covering more than 41,000 acres in 36 States.

As of July 17, 2009, NRCS has obligated $26 million for 163 total projects.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 8,000 jobs and $1.4 billion of economic activity.

¥ Id. § 1512.
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INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION — $220 MILLION

Recovery Act; Provides $224 million to the United States Section of the International
Boundary and Water Commission (IBWC) to carry out immediate repair and rehabilitation
requirements of existing water supply infrastructure along the U.S.-Mexican border.

Distribution: These funds will allow rehabilitation of approximately 170 miles of deficient levees,
including Rio Grande levees as well as levees in the interior floodways in the Lower Rio Grande
Flood Control Project.

Prioritization: The IBWC has prioritized Recovety Act funds for projects necessary to raise levee
heights and make structural repairs to ensure the levees provide adequate protection during the 100-
year flood, a flood that has a 1 percent chance of occurting in any given year. The levee
rehabilitation is intended to meet standards established by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA).

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: IBWC must obligate 100 percent of funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: IBWC must submit a detailed spending plan
for funds appropriated under the Recovery Act to the Committees on Approptiations within 90 days
(May 18, 2009) of enactment of the Recovery Act.®

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: On March 9, 2009, IBWC released a list of projects to be
undertaken with the Recovery Act funds.

40 I, Title XI.
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pper Rio Grande River

Anapra West Levee
Borderland Bridge to near Country Club Bridge | East Levee
Downstream from Ysleta-Zaragoza Port of U.S. Levee
Entry to Fort Quitman :

Pabens area U.S. Levee
Fort Hancock area U.S. Levee
Hatch Siphon to Bignell Arroyo West Levee
Mesilla Dam to Vinton Bridge East Levee
Rio Grande Power Plant to American Dam East Levee
Shalem Bridge in Dofia Ana County to near West Levee
Country Club Bridge in El Paso County

Vinton Bridge to Borderland Bridge East Levee/Canutillo Floodwall
Lower Rio

ivisor Dike to Hidalgo- Arroyo Colorado
Granjefio to Hidalgo-Cameron County line North Levee of the Main and North Floodways
Hidalgo Loop Levee Phase I and II U.S. Rio Grande Levee
Lateral A to Retamal Dam U.S. Rio Grande Levee
Mission Levee and Culverts at Edinburg Pump | U.S. Rio Grande Levee
Start of floodway to Baseline Road South Levee of the Main and North Floodways

As of July 15, 2009, IBWC has obligated $22.5 million for four projects funded by the Recovery Act.
These obligations include $6.6 million in Dona Ana County, New Mexico, and $12.7 million in
Hidalgo County, Texas, to rehabilitate deficient levees along the Rio Grande River. IBWC expects
all geo-technical analysis and design and the remaining environmental documentation will be
completed by October 2009. IBWC anticipates that construction will begin this fall and all
construction will be awarded by the end of 2009.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 6,100 jobs and $1.1 billion of economic activity.
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U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS — $4.6 BILLION

Recovery Act:

1. Provides an additional $2 billion for the Corps of Engineers Construction program;

2. Provides an additional $2.075 billion for the Coti)s of Engineers Operation and
Maintenance program;

3. Provides an additional $375 million for the Corps of Engineers Mississippi River and
Tributaries program;

4. Provides an additional $100 million for the Corps of Enginecers Formerly Utilized
Remedial Action Program;

5. Provides an additional $25 million for the Corps of Engineers Investigations
program; and

6. Provides an additional $25 million for the Corps of Engineers Regulatory Program.

Distribution: Distributes funds to the Corps of Engineers (Corps), which will determine the
distribution of funds through its existing project selection process. Water resources development
projects include navigation, flood control, hurricane and storm damage reduction, shoreline
protection, hydroelectric power, recreation, water supply, environmental infrastructure,
environmental protection, restoration and enhancement, and fish and wildlife mitigation projects.

Prioritization: Requires that funds be used for programs, projects, or activities (or elements of
programs, projects, or activities) that can be completed within the funds made available in the
Recovery Act, and that will not require new budget authority to complete.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The Corps must obligate 100 percent of the funds by September 30,
2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Beginning 45 days (April 3, 2009) after the
date of enactment of the Recovery Act, the Corps must submit quartetly reports to the Committees
on Appropriations detailing the allocation, obligation, and expenditures of these funds.”

Fach recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of cach
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and

2 Id. Tide IV,
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obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: On April 28, 2009, the Corps posted its lists of Civil Works work
packages funded by the Recovery Act. The Corps selected and OMB approved approximately 178
Construction work packages, 892 Operation and Maintenance work packages, 45 Mississippi River
and Tributaries work packages, 9 Formerly Utilized Remedial Acton Program wortk packages, and
67 Investigations studies and work packages. Selected projects are geographically distributed across
the United States to provide the nation with inland and coastal navigation, environmental, flood risk
management, hydropower, and recreation improvements. On May 1, 2009, initial funds were
assigned to selected Civil Works projects to initiate Recovery Act funded work. Additional funds
will be assigned to those projects on a weekly basis as needed for contract obligations. On May 8,
2009, the Corps circulated its draft Civil Works Agency Recovery Act Plan for review.

As of July 1, 2009, the Cotps has committed funds for 72 projects (totaling $226 million) for its
Construction program, 427 projects (totaling $231 million) for its Operation and Maintenance
program, 29 projects (totaling $34 million) for its Mississippi River and Tributaries program, three
projects (totaling $40 million) for its Formerly Utllized Remedial Action Program, 20 projects
(totaling $2.8 million) for its Investigations program, and 3 projects (totaling $1.1 million) for its
Regulatory Program.

As of July 17, 2009, the Cotps has committed $693.7 million in funds, representing 15 percent of the
total amount of Recovery Act funds allocated to the Corps. Small businesses account for 73 percent
of the total number of contract actions and 35 percent of the total dollar amount obligated.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 139,000 jobs and $23 billion of economic activity.

I, § 1512.
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FEDERAL BUILDINGS — $5.575 BILLION
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION — $5.55 BILLION

Recovery Act:

1. Provides $4.5 billion to convert General Services Administration (GSA) Federal
buildings to High-Performance Green Buildings as defined in section 401 of P.L. 110-
140, the Enetgy Independence and Security Act of 2007;

2. Provides $750 million for repair, alteration, and construction of Federal buildings and
U.S. courthouses, and according to Joint Explanatory Statement of the Committee of
Conference, of which $450 million shall be for a new headquarters for the
Department of Homeland Security; and

3. Provides $300 million for border stations and land ports of entry.

Distribution: Distributes funds through existing GSA prospectus and non-prospectus programs.
GSA will determine the distribution of funds through its existing administrative processes.

Prioritization: According to Joint Explanatory Statement of the Committee of Conference, with
regard to funding for High-Performance Green Buildings, funds are focused on projects that will,
throughout the life-cycle of the building, reduce energy, water, and material resource use, improve
indoor environmental quality, and reduce negative impacts on the environment, including air and
water pollution and waste generation.” With regard to funds that are used for new U.S. courthouse
construction, GSA is advised to consider projects for which the design provides courtroom space
for senior judges for up to 10 years from eligibility for senior status, not to exceed one courtroom
for every two senior judges.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: Requires GSA to obligate not less than $5 billion of the funds by
September 30, 2010, and the remainder not later than September 30, 2011.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: GSA must submit a detailed plan, by project,
regarding the use of funds made available in this Act to the Committees on Appropriations within

45 days (April 3, 2009) of enactment of the Recovery Act, and shall provide notification to said
Committees within 15 days prior to any changes regarding the use of these funds.®

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each

# See Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, Pub. L. No. 110-140, § 401 (2007).
¥ American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, Pub. L. No. 111-5, Title V (2009).
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calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.*

Recovery Act Implementation: The Recovery Act provides $5.55 billion to GSA, including $4.5
billion to convert Federal buildings to high-performance green buildings, $750 million for repair,
alteration, and construction of Federal buildings and U.S. courthouses (of which $450 million is for
a new headquarters for the Department of Homeland Security), and $300 million for border stations
and land ports of entry. GSA has established a national Program Management Office to oversee
Recovery Act projects. The Office is now staffed and operational. As of July 10, 2009, GSA has
awarded contracts worth $325 million in Federal Buildings Recovery Act funds for 85 projects.

On March 31, 2009, GSA released a plan detailing how it will spend the $5.55 billion provided by
the Recovery Act. GSA selected the best projects for accomplishing the goals of the Recovery Act
based on two over-arching criteria:

> the ability of the project to put people back to work quickly; and
> transforming Federal buildings into high-petformance green buildings.

The plan comprises hundreds of projects in all 50 States, Washington, DC, and two U.S. Tetritories,
inchading:

> constructing 10 Federal buildings and courthouses in five States, Washington, DC, and
Puerto Rico ($733.7 million);

> constructing five border stations and land ports of entty in five States on the U.S.-Mexico
and U.S.-Canada borders ($300 million);

» modernizing 43 Federal buildings and courthouses in 20 States, Washington, DC, and Puerto
Rico with major projects to convert facilities to high-performance green buildings ($3.17
billion);

> modernizing 194 Federal buildings and courthouses in 48 States, Washington, DC, Puerto
Rico, and the Virgin Islands with limited-scope projects to convert facilities to high-
performance green buildings ($806.9 million); and

> modernizing Federal buildings and courthouses with small projects to convert facilities to
high-performance green buildings ($298.6 million).

Each major modernization project will meet the energy efficiency and conservation requirements of
the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (P.L. 110-140). Each limited-scope
modernization project will all include advanced meters for electricity and water. In addition, if the
limited-scope project includes roof replacement, the roof will be replaced with integrated
photovoltaic membrane (if flat and in the appropriate geography), maximum reasonable insulation
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for the climatic zone (R-50 in colder climates), or a green roof if an integrated photovoltaic roof is
not warranted.

Fxamples of projects to be funded include:

> construction of the Department of Homeland Secunty headquarters at St. Elizabeths in
Washington, DC ($450 million);

> construction of the Nogales West U.S. Land Port of Entry in Nogales, Arizona ($199.5
million);

> modernization of the Whipple Federal Building in Fort Snelling, Minnesota, to convert the
building to a high-performance green building ($115 million); and

> modernization of the Edith Green-Wyndell Wyatt Federal Building in Portland, Oregon
($133 million).

The spendmg plan, mcludmg the complete list of pro)ects is posted at:
hup: Sa. hics/pbs

On April 14, 2009, GSA awarded a contract for the final phase of the renovation of the Thurgood
Marshall Building in New York City, New York. This will complete the modernization of this
historic U.S. courthouse. GSA has since made additional awards, including over $26 million for
construction of the Peace Arch Port of Entry in Blaine, Washington, and $31 million for the Lake
Denver Federal Center in Denver, Colorado.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 154,000 jobs and $27.5 billion of economic
activity.
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SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION ~ $25 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $25 million for repair and revitalization of existing Smithsonian
Institution facilities.

Distribution: Distributes funds through the Smithsonian Institution’s existing administrative
processes.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The Smithsonian Institution must obligate 100 percent of the funds by
September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: The Smithsonian Institution must submit a
general plan for expenditures of such funds to the Committees on Appropriations within 30 days
(March 19, 2009) of enactment of the Recovery Act.”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.®

Recovery Act Implementation: The Smithsonian Institution has announced that the funds will be
used as follows:

Arts and Industries Building - Washington, DC ($4.6 million):
> masonty repointing of failed joints to stop the ingress of water; and

> hazardous material removal and selective demolition.

National Zoological Park ($11.4 million):

> fire protection projects at Rock Creek campus (Washington, DC) and Conservation
Research Center (Front Royal, Vitginia);

» replace roofs at Rock Creek campus and Conservation Research Center;
> replace deteriorated animal-holding facilities at Conservation Research Center; and
14§ 701,
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»> repair bridges at Rock Creek campus.

Other Smithsonian Projects ($9 million):

> install high-voltage electrical safety improvements at muldple locations on the National Mall
(Washington, DC);

> install sewage backflow preventers on potable water lines at multiple locations off the
National Mall, including the Museum Support Center (Suitland, Maryland);

> install two emergency generators at the Smithsonian Environmental Research Center
(Edgewater, Maryland);

> refurbish or replace elevators and escalators at the National Air and Space Museum and

National Museum of American History (Washington, DC); and

> temporary/contract support - approximately four personnel.

OMB has approved this apportionment and Smithsonian project managers have finalized
independent government estimates of project costs. The Office of Contracting has received the
Recovery Act funds to start the acquisition process and pre-solicitation notices have been posted at:

https://www.fbo.gov/.

As of July 17, 2009, funds have been obligated for 13 projects, totaling $18 million. Smithsonian
expects to submit requests for proposals by July 31, 2009, award all contracts by September 30,
2009, and complete all construction by December 31, 2010. For the latest progress information on
Smithsonian Recovery Act projects, see: http://www.si.edu/recovery/.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 700 jobs and $124 million of economic activity.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION ~ $150 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $150 million for EDA’s economic development programs, of which
not less than $50 million shall be for economic adjustment assistance under section 209 of
the Public Wotks and Economic Development Act of 1965, and up to $50 million may be
transferred to federally authorized regional economic development commissions.®

Distribution: Distributes funds to local partners through EDA’s existing regional allocation and
project selection processes. EDA may transfer funds to the Appalachian Regional Commission, the
Delta Regional Authority, the Northern Great Plains Regional Authority, the Northern Border
Regional Commission, the Southeast Crescent Regional Commission, and the Southwest Border
Regional Commission. These Federally authorized regional economic development commissions
may assist cligible applicants in submitting applications to EDA, or may seek transfers directly from
EDA.

Prioritization: Of the $150 million provided, not less than $50 million must be allocated for
economic adjustment assistance under section 209 of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965. EDA will allocate the remaining $100 million to either the Public Works
and Economic Development Facilities Program or the Economic Adjustment Assistance Program,
depending on demonstrated needs.

With regard to funding for economic adjustment assistance, the Secretary of Commerce shall give
priority consideration to areas of the nation that have experienced sudden and severe economic
dislocation and job loss due to corporate restructuring.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: EDA must obligate 100 percent of the funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Each recipient that receives Recovery Act
funds from a Federal agency must submit a quarterly report to that agency no later than 10 days
(beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. Fach agency shall make such
information publicly available by posting the information on a website no later than 30 days
(beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and obligated, a detailed list of all projects for
which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated, and detailed information on any
subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: On March 11, 2009, EDA published guidance explaining the
requirements of the Recovery Act and EDA’s planned process for distributing the funds provided
by the Recovery Act. The guidance is posted at:

htep:/ /www.eda.gov/PDE/FYQ9%20ARRA%20FFQ%20-%20FINAL pdf.

4 T4 Title 11,
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Priority consideration will be given to those areas that have experienced sudden and severe
economic dislocation and job loss due to corporate restructuring. Funds will be disbursed through
EDA's six Regional Offices in the form of grants to States, local government entities, and eligible
non-profits to create jobs and generate private sector investment by promoting comprehensive,
entrepreneurial, and innovation-based economic development efforts. EDA will work with the
federally authorized regional commissions to identify infrastructure and other grant investments that
may be eligible for EDA assistance and that EDA will consider as part of its competitive review of
prospective ARRA applications.

On April 22, 2009, EDA issued a Recovery Act Spending Plan, detailing how it intends to allocate
the $150 million in Recovery Act funding. Within the $150 million total, EDA intends to fund at
least $135 million in public works grants, which support the "brick and mortar” infrastructure
investments contemplated by the Recovery Act. EDA will give preference to projects that have the
potential to quickly stimulate job creation and promote regional economic development, such as
investments that support science and technology patks, industrial parks, business incubators, and
other investments that spur entrepreneurship and innovation.

In response to the requirement that EDA "give priority consideration to ateas of the Nation that
have experienced sudden and severe economic dislocation and job loss due to corporate
restructuring”, EDA has decided to allocate funding to its regional offices using a hybrid of its
traditional allocation formula. EDA's proposed allocation drops lagging economic indicators in
favor of a single allocation metric, three-month unemployment figures. According to EDA, these
are the most contemporary data on unemployment and best represent cutrent economic conditions
for the purposes of EDA’s allocation. As such, the allocation of funds to EDA's regional offices
will be as follows based on the most recent three-month unemployment figures available:

Philadelphia $32,903,866
Atlanta $30,392,752
Denver $9,237,948
Chicago $27,749,378
Seattle $33 473,004
Austin $13,243,052

During the week of June 1, 2009, EDA obligated its first four grants totaling $6.97 million, including
$2.25 million for storm water drainage and infrastructure improvements to expand the Elk City
Industrial Park in Elk City, Oklahoma, and $420,000 for infrastracture improvements at Rockcastle
Industrial Park South in Mount Vernon, Kentucky. As of July 15, 2009, EDA has announced 15
grants totaling $23 million. EDA regional offices continue to develop extensive pipelines of
potential Recovery Act projects, which range in size from less than $200,000 to more than $4
million.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 4,200 jobs and $744 million of economic activity.
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY — $210 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $210 million for Firefighter Assistance Grants, for modifying,
upgrading, or constructing non-Federal fire stations.

Distribution: Distributes funds through FEMA's existing competitive grant processes. No grant
shall exceed $15 million.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: FEMA must obligate 100 percent of the funds by September 30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Each recipient that receives Recovery Act

funds from a Federal agency must submit a quarterly report to that agency no later than 10 days
(beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. Fach agency shall make such
information publicly available by posting the information on a website no later than 30 days
(beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each calendar quarter. These reports include the
amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and obligated, a detailed list of all projects for
which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated, and detailed information on any
subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: On May 29, 2009, FEMA released guidance for the Firefighter
Assistance Grants program. The program is aimed at creating and saving jobs in recession-hit areas
and achieving firefighter safety and improved response capability and capacity based on need. Non-
Federal Fire Departments and State and local governments that fund/operate fire departments are
eligible for these grants. Program Guidance limits funds for each project within a grant application
to $5 million.

Applications for grants were due to FEMA by July 10, 2009. FEMA expects to award between 60
and 80 grants and will make these awards in September through December 2009.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 5,800 jobs and $1 billion of economic activity.
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COAST GUARD — $240 MILLION

ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, AND IMPROVEMENTS — $98 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $98 million for the Coast Guard’s Acquisition, Construction, and
Improvements program to fund ready-to-go Coast Guard shore facility repair projects. This
funding cannot be used for pre-acquisition survey, design, or construction of a new polar
icebreaker.

Distribution: Distributes funds through the Coast Guard’s existing administrative processes.

Prioritization: Funds are to be used for shore facilities and aids to navigation facilities; for
materials and labor cost increases of priority procurements; and for costs to repair, renovate, assess,
or improve vessels.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The Coast Guard must obligate 100 percent of the funds by September
30, 2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: The Coast Guard must submit a plan for the
expenditure of these funds to the Committees on Appropriations within 45 days (April 3, 2009) of
enactment of the Recovery Act.”

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: The Coast Guard has committed to spend $7 million for its
Sycamore Cordova Housing project in Cordova, Alaska, and $459,000 for the 378-foot High
Endurance Cutter project. Analysis, planning, and preliminary engineering design documentation
have been completed on vessel repair/acquisition projects, including the National Security Cutter.
Preliminary planning documentation and outlay projections have also been completed on all eight
shore infrastructure projects.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 2,700 jobs and $500 million of economic activity.
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€oAsT GUARD
BRIDGE ALTERATIONS — $142 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $142 million for the Coast Guard's Alteration of Bridges progtam,
which funds the removal or alteration of bridges that are safety hazards or unreasonable
obstructions to navigation.

Distribution: Distributes funds through the Coast Guard’s existing administrative processes.

Priotitization: The Coast Guard shall award these funds to those bridges that are ready to proceed
to construction.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The Coast Guard must obligate 100 percent of funds by September 30,
2010.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: The Coast Guard must submit 2 plan for the
expenditure of these funds to the Committees on Appropriations within 45 days (April 3, 2009) of
enactment of the Recovery Act.

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.”

Recovery Act Implementation: The Coast Guard completed bid documents, advertised bid
solicitations, and held pre-bid meetings for three bridge alteration projects:

> Mobile Bridge project over the Mobile River in Hurricane, Alabama;

> Burlington Bridge project over the Mississippi River, Iowa; and

> Elgin, Joliet, and Eastern Railway Co. Bridge project over the Illinois Waterway in Divine,
Tllinos.

54 T4 Tide VL.
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In the near future, the Coast Guard plans to complete bid documents for the Galveston Bridge
project over the Gulf Intercoastal Waterway, Texas.

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 4,000 jobs and $700 million of economic activity.
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MARITIME ADMINISTRATION
SMALL SHIPYARD GRANTS - $100 MILLION

Recovery Act: Provides $100 million for grants to small shipyards for capital improvement
and worker training as authorized by section 54101 of title 46, United States Code.

Distribution: Distributes funds through the Maritime Administration’s existing competitive grant
program. The purpose of the grants is to make capital and infrastructure improvements that
facilitate the efficiency, cost-effectiveness and quality of domestic ship construction, conversion or
repair for commercial and federal government use. This program generally provides 75 percent
Federal funds with 25 percent matching funds from the grant recipient. Grant funds may also be
used for maritime training programs to foster technical skills and operational productivity.

Of the $100 million, §75 million is reserved for shipyards with 600 employees or fewer, and up to
$25 million may be awarded to shipyards with up to 1,200 employees.

Shovel-Ready Deadlines: The Secretary of Transportation shall ensure that funds provided under
this program shall be obligated within 180 days of the date of their distribution.

Transparency and Accountability Requirements: Grant recipients must submit petiodic reports
to the Maritime Administration on the use of Recovery Acts no later than 90 days (May 18, 2009),

180 days (August 16, 2009), one year (February 17, 2010), two years (February 17, 2011), and three
years (February 17, 2012) after the date of enactment of the Recovery Act. These reports will be
collected and compiled by the Maritime Administration and transmitted to Congress.

Each recipient that receives Recovery Act funds from a Federal agency must also submit a quarterly
report to that agency no later than 10 days (beginning October 10, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. Each agency shall make such information publicly available by posting the
information on a website no later than 30 days (beginning October 30, 2009) after the end of each
calendar quarter. These reports include the amount of Recovery Act funds received, expended, and
obligated, a detailed list of all projects for which Recovery Act funds were expended or obligated,
and detailed information on any subcontracts or subgrants awarded by the recipient.*

Recovery Act Implementation: Grant applications were due April 20, 2009. The Maritime
Administration received 454 grant applications (totaling $1.25 billion).

On July 9, 2009, the Maritime Administration announced $17.1 million in grants to 14 small
shipyards in 10 States. The Administration plans to announce plans for the remaining funds soon.
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For more information about these pro;ects see:

news releases summary/news_release/dot

96 09. htm

Economic Impact: Creates approximately 2,800 jobs and $500 million of economic activity.






HEARING ON RECOVERY ACT 160-DAY
PROGRESS REPORT FOR TRANSPORTATION
AND INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAMS

Friday, July 31, 2009

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE,

WASHINGTON, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:10 a.m., in Room
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. James Oberstar [Chair-
man of the Committee] presiding.

Mr. OBERSTAR. The Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture will come to order. For our work today we will review our
third in our series of oversight of the operation, effectiveness and
implementation of the Recovery Act, also known as stimulus. I
would like to project on the screen three presentations that I think
are important for understanding.

There has been a great deal of discussion in the secular press of
the Recovery Act and its ability to put money out into the job
arena. And there are indeed other aspects of the stimulus recovery
that are not working effectively, but the highway and transit por-
tion, especially the highway formula funds, are in place and are
working as we anticipated, except for a few States.

And can we call up the first? Percentage of Recovery Act, high-
way projects, 59 percent obligated. That means States have com-
mitted their money to specific projects. 41 percent not obligated.
That is still within the parameters of the law, although had our
Committee version been the final language I think all of that would
have been obligated. Remember, it was our Committee that moved
a bill through Committee, and through the House to require obliga-
tion and projects within 90 days. That was changed in conference
and at the request of the administration to 120 days. And that half
of the funds needed to be out in the first 120 days and the other
half in the next portion. But at any rate the 59 percent obligated
is within the parameters.

The next chart, projects out to bid. And there 49 percent, or
$16.7 billion, out to bid and $17.6 billion not out to bid.

Now I want to go to the flow charts. I think you need binoculars
1{)0 read that. There are copies that will be handed out to all Mem-

ers.

Step one, February 17th the President signs the Recovery Act.

Step two, the Federal Highway Administration apportions the
highway formula funds to States. That was March 2nd. That was
roughly 13, 14 days after signing the Federal Highway Administra-
tion told all the States what their entitlement would be.

o))
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Step three, within 30 days of enactment our legislation required
each Governor to certify to DOT that the State will maintain its
effort in funding of the regular 80/20 program of transportation
projects. Within 45 days, April 3rd, Governors had to certify that
funds will be used to create jobs and promote economic growth and
accept responsibility that infrastructure investment is the appro-
priate use of taxpayer dollars. We wanted that signed off, we want-
ed all Governors to buy in on it. We made that clear going back
to 2008 when this Committee moved such legislation and it passed
the House. We include that in the Recovery Act.

Step four, this is now the point at which Federal Highway Ad-
ministration approves the projects that the State has already
signed off on and said they are going to commit to these projects.
They were submitted to the Federal Highway Administration divi-
sion office, normally approved within 1 or 2 days.

At step five the Federal role is complete, except for the periodic
sending out of funds.

The next steps are all up to the States. State following normal
contracting procedures sends out invitation for bids. Contractors
normally have 21 days to bid, depending on the size or complexity
of the project. The bids come in, the State reviews the bids and
awards contracts, and that process normally takes 4 to 30 days,
again depending on complexity of the project. Then the contractor
mobilizes and prepares to start work hiring new workers or calling
back their existing staff. And then the State issues a notice to pro-
ceed. Work begins on those Recovery Act projects. That is another
10 to 30 days. So in 90 days States have largely complied with the
requirements of the act. It obligated the funds, they sent out the
IFBs, they have received bids, they have awarded bids, they have
resolved any disputes, as far as I can tell there haven’t been any,
and they have projects under way and they are continuing this
process, it now continues, it is just rolling along. Then the latter
part of that the State then submits its voucher to the Federal
Highway Administration. And typically that voucher is fulfilled by
an electronic overnight deposit by the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration for each State.

So let’s go to the final fourth chart. So beginning March 15th
States are obligating projects, April 1st bids were going out, bids
reviewed April 1st to May 10th, May 11th contracts have been
awarded, May 12th, not the earliest actually, 13 days after Recov-
ery Act signed Maryland had the first project under way on-site.
And work begins on the project. Contractor reports job creation to
the State and they are reporting to us every 30 days.

Now, I have asked for review of the best States. Wyoming has
done the best job. 95.7 percent of their funds have been out to bid.
They are the number one out of 51 jurisdictions, 85 percent of their
funds are under contract, 76 percent of projects are actually under
way on the job site.

Oklahoma, well, let’s see, lowa was second with 88 percent out
to bid and 50 percent of projects under way. Unfortunately, Hawaii,
Florida, and South Carolina rank at the bottom. Florida is 51st.
And I notice Mr. Mica has impatience and even outright anger,
with justification, a very high unemployment rate, as in my State,
but for some reason only 2 percent of the funds are underway in
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the State of Florida, only 12 percent of the funds are under con-
tract. And Hawaii and South Carolina are in that same neighbor-
hood.

We need to find out why. We have sent inquiries to State DOT's
to find out what is causing their delay. But I can say this, that for
the Federal side there was no red tape. The Federal Highway Ad-
ministration and DOT did their job. They moved the funding out,
got the projects under way, and we do have, as of June 30, 48,600
jobs on construction sites. That number is another 10,000 higher
today, but that is not an official tabulation.

Today we are going to concentrate more on the nontransportation
features of the Recovery Act 160 days after enactment. I am trou-
bled that there is considerable unevenness in the implementation
in nonhighway and transit agencies. As of the end of June 1,
600,000 construction workers were out of work. That is 1 million
construction jobs lost since the recession began in December of
2007.

So we are today going to review the environmental projects; that
is, those of the State revolving loan funds, the inland waterways,
the public buildings. We are going to hear from the Government
Accountability Office, whose report is splendid and agonizing for
some, I should think, but on the whole I read every word of it late
last night.

While I have already cited the direct on-site jobs in our next re-
port in September, we will have accounting for those supply chain
jobs that were stimulated by on-site projects. Sand and gravel pit
operators, the asphalt producers, the cement and ready mix pro-
ducers, the steel and others, including landscaping business jobs
that result from these stimulus projects. All of these account for
jobs created, but we won’t have those numbers until September,
mid-September.

Federal agencies under our Committee’s jurisdiction have an-
nounced 9,356 transportation and nontransportation projects total-
ing $30.5 billion. The funds have been obligated for 8,200 projects,
totaling $24 billion. However, State revolving loan funds are not
moving their projects out as fast as I anticipated and as fast as the
SRF managers told us and this Committee that they would be able
to do last December and early in January. And the American road
and transportation builders have, and associated general contrac-
tors, have expressed their dismay that projects in these non-
highway portions of the stimulus are not moving out as quickly as
they had hoped and we anticipated.

So we are going to be hearing from EPA, Corps of Engineers,
General Services, FEMA, Coast Guard, and the GAO this morning.

I am happy to yield to my friend and Ranking Member Mr. Mica.

Mr. MicA. Well, thank you. And thank you again for conducting
this oversight hearing on the stimulus money. It is something we
all pledged to do as that legislation moved forward, and very well
intended legislation to improve the Nation’s infrastructure and get
people working.

The Chairman has pointed out that we do have some concerns
about the rate of which some of the money actually is being put
into projects. I also have some concerns I want to express this
morning about that. We saw the amount of obligated funds, and
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that has now increased to over the 50 percent mark. The problem
is as of July 27th only $919 million, that is not billion, $919 mil-
lion, of $48 billion of DOT money has actually been spent. Given
the calculation—and you know we estimate for every billion dollars
in transportation infrastructure spending you can create 28,000 to
32,000, and if we use an average of—well, if we even take the high
number it is less than 32,000 jobs have been created so far by the
money that has been spent. Now, we do have of course obligated
nﬁ)ney. But in the meantime we have lost 1.5 million jobs nation-
ally.

Then I think we have to turn ourselves to some of not what we
say but what some of those will testify. And I had a chance to pre-
view the GAO testimony. And I am also concerned about that. We
find that they say with most funded projects relating to transpor-
tation they focus on paving improvements. And there is nothing
wrong with that, and I have to compliment the Department of
Transportation and State Departments of Transportation for trying
to pick the low hanging fruit, get the money out as soon as pos-
sible. But many of those jobs are short-term. Some of the money
has been spent, and the jobs are already closed down.

The problem we have is building the larger infrastructure
projects that are multi-year, and you know significant in com-
plexity, I have to admit that. But for example, we have heard many
people take to the floor. Mr. Oberstar and I worked on the Min-
neapolis bridge restoration. That was done in record time, within
budget. It sped up in less than 437 days, which normally takes 7
to 8 years to go.

However, there are almost no projects of that nature that have
been undertaken. And some of the efforts in the beginning when
we looked at stimulus, as I said last time, were thwarted in the
Senate to speed up the process and give the States the flexibility
that they need to move forward, and also the encouragement and
the kick in the pants, if necessary, to get those big projects going.
But the information from GAO says only 12 percent of the funds
has been obligated for bridge projects, and of that—well, an addi-
tional 6 percent is all we are going to see for new bridges. So while
we have bridges crumbling, we have very few projects on the hori-
zon of a large significant nature that will employ people long-term.

The other problem Mr. Oberstar and I have is we made a—well,
we made a deal this week and we had an agreement to supply $7
billion to the trust fund. We tried to put in as much as we can to
be responsible to keep the fund whole. We hope that gets done in
the Senate now. But we are on a collision course to disaster, be-
cause in addition to not having stimulus authority to move forward
in an expedited fashion to take on these big projects that employ
people long-term, we are about to shut down the whole process if
we don’t have an authorization, with the current authorization, as
we all know, expiring the 30th. And we put money in, we have cur-
rent authorization, but we are approaching a collision course, folks.

So we are going to need everybody’s help to get behind us to find
sources of funding, sources of backing, ways to expedite these
projects. You can’t tell me there isn’t a community from sea to
shining sea that doesn’t need infrastructure improvements, and
many of them need large projects. But unfortunately the stimulus
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package is leaving the big projects behind. We want no bridge or
no project of national significance, regional or community signifi-
canfie, left behind. So we will hear that report today. It is not my
words.

And then finally the red tape. President Obama went to Elkhart,
Indiana in February to push for passage of his stimulus package.
In July, Jeff Taylor, the county highway engineer in Elkhart said,
I have got, and I have said this before publicly and repeated not
his words but my words, I have got an engineer working full time.
And that is just about all he is doing is red tape every day, filling
out forms, filling out forms. You will not see, you will not see stim-
ulus used until next year because this is going to be all he is doing
is that red tape.

The final thing is again I went up to Boston recently. In the
South I don’t think of seasonable construction. We have got 18 per-
cent unemployment in construction in central Florida, and we
would love to have those jobs now. The Chairman also said Florida
is unfortunately lagging behind in getting the money out, too, for
any projects, let alone big projects. But what scares me is we have
got the winter season setting in which you don’t think of again in
the South. But many of the DOTs across the northern tier of the
Nation will be shut down and it could be pretty grim this winter.

So I am not a happy camper with this report, Mr. Chairman. But
hopefully we can get some. And there are agencies that have gotten
the money out pretty quickly. DOT has done I think the best they
can. FAA, excellent work on their part, and others. So we just have
to redouble our effort and roll up our sleeves.

I yield back.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentleman for those observations.
And I am too concerned about the report from Indiana about red
tape. I have no idea why they have any kind of process issue, be-
cause in 2008 and beginning even in 2007 and all through 2008 we
asked AASHTO to survey their members, every State to give us
through AASHTO a list of projects that were through right-of-way
acquisition, EIS, design and engineering, down to final design and
engineering, ready to go to bid, all they need is the money. There
should have been no red tape. If there is some processing, I think
then we need to know about it. But it is at the State level, and I
have no idea why several States are lagging behind in getting their
projects out.

So that is going to be the subject of continuing inquiry. And I
said at the beginning we have this program, it is supposed to cre-
ate jobs. We are not going to shield it behind a curtain. We are
going to expose warts and all and find out what the problems are
and fix it. Because if we can’t create the jobs in this program how
do you expect to do it in the long-term, how do you expect to get
those longer term 3, 4-year type projects out if you can’t do the
ones that already at the bid stage. So we are ready to roll here.

Ms. Norton for 2 minutes.

Ms. NORTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. This is a
very important hearing as we go out for August break. There is a
significant difference between the funds that my Subcommittee has
jurisdiction over, GSA, and in particular also FEMA, but particu-
larly GSA. The difference is that unlike the States it is our Sub-



6

committee and it is the Congress and the administration that is re-
sponsible for the work that has to be done, because that work is
owned Federal buildings, and converting them into high perform-
ance green buildings, with a double bang for the taxpayer, that
these buildings that serve the public, part of our Federal inventory
going down the drain get fixed and we save enormous sums in en-
ergy.

But we are accountable and the White House is accountable be-
cause there is no States involved here. Fifty States and four terri-
tories and the District of Columbia benefit from these funds, but
it all leads back to GSA.

Now, GSA is going to testify this morning, and I am going to
allow them to indicate how far they have gone. I must say that I
am right up front, Mr. Chairman, and I am very concerned about
really a very small part of what they had to do, and that has to
do with the apprenticeship program, particularly focusing on
preapprenticeship so that there would not be unnecessary division
between what amounts to hundreds of thousands of mostly white
construction workers and minorities and women who have not been
trained for many years because there has been no consistent train-
ing. So there is a small amount in the DOT, and there is a small
amount in GSA.

And I have to say, Mr. Chairman, I am very, very distressed that
160 days later, February 17th is when this bill was signed, they
knew about this and worked on it even before. The RFP to award
the small amount of money, only $3 million, is due back September
8th. So they have you know blown much of the building season.

I think that what you are doing, Mr. Chairman, in insisting that
we have these oversight hearings is very, very important. On the
training money, for example, in 2000 you put in and this Com-
mittee put in money that would have allowed half a percent of
State highway dollars to be used for training. The trained journey-
men are aging out. States didn’t use that money for training, they
just used it to build. And so we have an aging construction work-
force, and we have got to use this occasion when we are putting
this big lump sum into construction and infrastructure to train for
the first time people to replace those who are aging out and who
we will need to rebuild our country.

And thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you for raising that issue. For that very
person I designating Ms. Napolitano to chair a task force to review
the progress on minority workers and minority enterprises under
the Recovery Act. And I think that you and she and I should get
together and talk about this matter.

Mr. LoBiondo. Mr. Boozman.

Mr. BoozMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this impor-
tant hearing. Whether you voted for the American Recovery Rein-
vestment Act or opposed the legislation, we in Congress have the
responsibility to ensure the money is spent for its intended pur-
poses. Since the stimulus bill short-changed infrastructure invest-
ment, we have to conduct rigorous oversight on the allocation of
these scarce resources, and I appreciate Mr. Oberstar’s effort to do
so. In some cases Congress did a poor job of picking and choosing
which programs to fund. In other cases the administration seems
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to be rushing money out the door with little control over how the
money is to be spent.

Given the fact that the navigation projects and the flood damage
reduction projects provide economic benefits to the Nation, I would
like to see the administration and the Congress place a higher in-
terest in the work of the Army Corps of Engineers. All of the Corps
projects put people to work, which is another reason to put these
investments high on the priority list.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, again for holding this very important
hearing, and I look forward to hearing from the witnesses. And I
yield back.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you very much, Mr. Boozman. I share your
concern about the lagging investment from the Corps of Engineers.
They were slow to get off the blocks with this program. There
should have been much more money in the Corps. We had more in
our House version of the bill. It was cut back in conference. And
we are going to keep up the rigorous oversight. As I said, we have
to show everything, warts and all. If it is working, fine. If it is not,
we have to understand why, and there will be another hearing in
60 days.

Ms. Johnson, Chair of the Water Resource Subcommittee.

Ms. JOHNSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for con-
tinuing on implementation of the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act. Successful implementation of this legislation is essential
to our collective efforts to turn our economy around and create good
well paying jobs here in America. While I understand some of the
public criticism that the Recovery Act is not working fast enough
and the recovery and the economy continues to lose jobs, if they
heard the news earlier, the Gross National Product is improving.
I would suggest that but for the enactment of the Recovery Act we
would be in far worse shape today.

That being said, I agree that the primary focus of the legislation
was creation of jobs, and I am concerned that the creation of jobs
has not been uniform across the agencies and programs under the
jurisdiction of this Committee. Hopefully today we will hear some
assurance that agencies understand the primary intent of this leg-
islation to create jobs, while at the same time promoting account-
ability and openness in expenditures.

I read the written testimony of the witnesses here this morning,
and I commend them for the progress made thus far. I applaud the
efforts of the Environmental Protection Agency for obligating over
83 percent of the clean water State revolving fund dollars to the
individual States and for working through some of the implementa-
tion challenges of the buy-American provisions in the Recovery Act.

And Mr. Chairman, I thank you for this time, and I am going
to ask unanimous consent to file the rest of my statement. Thank
you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Without objection, the statement will be included
in the record. Mr. Cummings.

Mr. CuMMINGS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And I
thank you for continuing to hold these regular hearings to ensure
that we have visibility and accountability and transparency over
the expenditure of every dime of funding provided for transpor-
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tation-related purposes through the American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act.

As Chairman of the Subcommittee on Coast Guard and Maritime
Transportation, I am particularly pleased to have the opportunity
to review the Coast Guard’s expenditure of the funding provided to
it through the Recovery Act. The Coast Guard received Recovery
Act funding for two main purposes: To fund the alteration or re-
moval of bridges that pose a hazard to navigation through the Tru-
man-Hobbs program, and to fund its own projects through its Ac-
quisition Construction and Improvements accounting, the AC&I.
For the Truman program the service received $142 million, which
is being combined with monies previously appropriated to the pro-
grams to support the alteration of four bridges. For its AC&I ac-
count the service received $98 million, of which the service has in-
dicated $88 million will be expended to address the repair and re-
habilitation needs of shore utilities.

These Recovery Act funds were sorely needed, particularly those
directed to the AC&I account, given that the Coast Guard has an
estimated $1 billion backlog of on-shore facility maintenance and
repair needs. That said, however, the President’s fiscal year 2010
project requested only $10 million in capital funding for the Coast
Guard’s shore-based facilities and aid to navigation recapitalization
projects. Failure to adequately fund the Coast Guard’s shore-based
facilities will only increase later maintenance and placement costs
while leaving personnel in substandard conditions. Thus I would
hope that the Recovery Act funds are not seen, Mr. Chairman, as
a replacement for what should be regular and robust AC&I fund-
ing.

Given the backlog of on-shore maintenance needs, however, I am
also concerned by what appears to be the Coast Guard’s very slow
expenditure rate for these funds, and I anxiously look forward to
discussing planned projects in more detail today.

With that, I look forward to the testimony of all of our witnesses.
And Mr. Chairman, with that I yield back.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentleman for the comments. And I
want to assure Chairman Cummings that Federal agencies are
subject to the same requirements of the States on maintenance of
effort. These recovery funds should not be a replacement for their
regularly scheduled program, and we will pursue that matter in
the course of this hearing. You are right to raise that.

And now Mr. Hooks, you are in the hot seat for EPA, and not
so much EPA, but the State SRFs, who I must say I am very dis-
appointed are lagging behind our expectations, including in my
own State of Minnesota. So the floor is yours. I read your testi-
mony last night.
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TESTIMONY OF THE HON. W. ROSS ASHLEY, ASSISTANT AD-
MINISTRATOR, GRANT PROGRAMS, FEDERAL EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT AGENCY; ANTHONY E. COSTA, ACTING COM-
MISSIONER, PUBLIC BUILDINGS SERVICE, GENERAL SERV-
ICES ADMINISTRATION; CRAIG E. HOOKS, ACTING ASSIST-
ANT ADMINISTRATOR FOR ADMINISTRATION AND RE-
SOURCES MANAGEMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY; MARTIN J. RAJK, DEPUTY ASSISTANT COM-
MANDANT FOR RESOURCES AND DEPUTY CHIEF FINANCIAL
OFFICER, U.S. COAST GUARD; TERRENCE C. SALT, ACTING
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (CIVIL WORKS), U.S.
ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS; AND KATHERINE A.
SIGGERUD, MANAGING DIRECTOR, PHYSICAL INFRASTRUC-
TURE ISSUES, U.S. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE

Mr. Hooks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Chairman Oberstar,
Ranking Member Mica, and Members of the Committee, thank you
for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss EPA’s im-
plementation of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of
2009. As Members of this Committee well know, we are in the
midst of one of the most severe economic crises our Nation has
seen. The Recovery Act provides $7.2 billion for specific programs
administered by the EPA, the Clean Water Act SRF, the Drinking
Water SRF, Superfund, Brownfields, Underground Storage Tanks
and the Clean Diesel Programs.

The programs targeted by EPA’s portion of the Recovery Act
funding addresses local specific community-based public health and
environmental needs. Investing in these areas ensures that job cre-
ation, economic growth, and beneficial environmental results occur
at the local level. Funding these programs will not only help our
economic recovery, but they will protect and increase the number
of green jobs, sustain communities, restore and preserve the eco-
nomic viability of property, promote scientific advances and techno-
logical innovation and ensure a safer healthier environment.

The majority of EPA’s Recovery Act funds totaling $4.7 billion
are specified for programs under the jurisdiction of this Committee.
The Clean Water Act SRF $4 billion, Superfund $600 million and
Brownfields $100 million. As we award these funds, we continue to
place a high priority on oversight, transparency and accountability.

As the agency’s senior accountable official, I established a steer-
ing committee comprised of senior managers from across the agen-
cy to monitor Recovery Act planning and implementation on a
weekly basis. The Inspector General sits on this committee, and
the Office of Management and Budget representatives are also rou-
tinely included. When recipient reporting begins in October we will
be able to provide on the ground level details of spending and more
importantly tangible results.

Of the $7.2 billion made available to EPA thus far, we have al-
ready obligated to the States over $5.9 billion, over 82 percent. And
I am pleased to report that this number has nearly quadrupled
since Administrator Jackson appeared before this Committee 3
months ago.

We are also continuing to improve our processes in order to
adapt to the new requirements of the Recovery Act, such as the
Buy-American provision and the green project reserve. And you
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will see in my written testimony we have already made several
success stories to tell as well.

I look forward to continuing the work with this Committee, our
Federal, State and tribal partners, and members of the public as
we work to effectively implement the American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act of 2009 with oversight, accountability and trans-
parency.

Thank you again for inviting me to testify today, and I look for-
ward to answering any questions that you might have.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you, Mr. Hooks. We will have a number
of questions for you. Mr. Salt, welcome back. When you first came
before this Committee you had kind of a hard time. And you were
very candid, and I appreciate that. So welcome back.

Mr. SALT. Thank you, sir. Chairman Oberstar, Ranking Member
Mica, distinguished Members of the Committee, I am Terrence
“Rock” Salt, Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil
Works. Thank you for the opportunity to testify again to discuss
the Army’s implementation of the civil works appropriation within
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.

The accomplishment of Corps of Engineers civil works projects
through the Recovery Act funding has begun to contribute to the
Nation’s safety, economy, environment, and quality of life. The Act
provides funding to the Corps to achieve these results through the
development and restoration of the Nation’s water and related re-
sources. Funding also supports our permitting activities for protec-
tion of the Nation’s regulated waters and wetlands and cleanup of
sites contaminated as a result of the Nation’s early efforts to de-
velop atomic weapons.

All told, the discretionary funding for the civil works in the Re-
covery Act is $4.6 billion and is provided in six accounts. Within
the total program, the majority of funds was provided for activities
in the Operation and Maintenance and Construction accounts. As
of July 17th, financial obligations totaled $694 million, of which
$648 million were for contracts and outlays that totaled $84 mil-
lion. Our most recent update as of July 24th raises the obligations
total to $768 million; $708 million of that is for contracts, with the
outlay total raised to $100 million.

More than half of the available Recovery Act funds for civil
works are scheduled for financial obligation from May through Sep-
tember of 2009. During that period over 1,000 contract actions are
scheduled such as award of new contracts, options, or task orders.
This brisk pace will continue through December 2009, at which
time about two-thirds of the Civil Works Recovery Act funds will
have been obligated.

Through July 17th, awards to small businesses totaled $222 mil-
lion, or 34 percent of the total obligated. 73 percent of our contract
actions to date involve small businesses, over 460 actions. These
numbers do not include the local small businesses that are hired
by the larger companies as their subcontractors as they proceed
with this work.

The civil works projects funded with Recovery Act funds were se-
lected to achieve most of the work through contracting and to
award the contracts in a short period of time. We believe this ap-
proach maximizes private sector employment impacts. Stimulus ef-
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fects begin with the contract award because that is when the con-
tractor begins to hire workers, order materials and equipment, and
take other steps to complete the work creating additional indirect
benefits throughout the economy. As a result, we are finding that
the stimulus impacts are more closely related to the visible start
of Recovery Act projects and the contract awards for these projects
rather than the subsequent outlays which provide payments to con-
tractors for work they have completed or for supplies and equip-
ment they have already purchased.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your chart that you started our hear-
ing with because it makes that point I was trying to make; a point
you were making here as to how that stimulus part works.

Just last week I was in Arizona and visited one of our Recovery
Act project sites, the Tres Rios Ecosystem Restoration Project, and
spoke to the representative of the contractor. In June, he was
awarded a $12 million contract for work, and I asked him what the
impact of this Recovery Act project was. He said, but for the Recov-
ery Act, he would have shut down, he would have had to let go the
contract team that he had on-site. He said he had 120 people di-
rectly related on the work, and when he added in his subcontrac-
tors it added up to 250 people just on that one contract.

More importantly to me, though, was when I met with folks from
the City of Phoenix. Their enthusiasm and their support for the
project was partly with respect to the employment, but more impor-
tantly the fact that important work that wasn’t able to be budgeted
was being accomplished, work that is important to the city, impor-
tant to the Federal interest and work that was meeting the goals
of the Stimulus Act.

I think we have to do a better job of explaining how this, not just
in the job creation, but in the work that we are doing and the over-
all effect of the stimulus, is actually happening, and we are not
doing a good enough job of explaining that.

Overall, the investment of Civil Works Recovery Act funds will
be invested in over 800 projects directly supporting over 50,000
jobs. In addition to the direct job support, these investments will
support numerous indirect jobs in industries supplying material
and equipment.

Finally, investment civil works projects create lasting positive
economic impacts long after the short-term effects of the funded
construction and maintenance or repair activities have faded. At
$4.6 billion, the Recovery Act provides resources for the civil works
program to ensure investments for important and high priority
projects that will support the stimulus goals directed by the Con-
gress.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, for
this opportunity to testify on the Recovery Act program for the
Army Corps of Engineers Civil Works program.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for your testimony. I
will have a number of questions when we conclude all the wit-
nesses. And now Mr. Costa for Public Building Service.

Mr. CostA. Thank you. And good morning, Chairman Oberstar,
Ranking Member Mica, and Members of the Committee. My name
is Tony Costa, and I am the Acting Commissioner of the General
Services Administration’s Public Building Service.
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Thank you for inviting me to appear before you today to discuss
GSA’s contributions to our Nation’s economic recovery through the
green modernization and construction of our buildings. I have sub-
mitted my written statement for the record. Today I will highlight
the significant progress we have made since our Acting Adminis-
trator Paul Prouty testified in front of this Committee in April.

On March 31st you received a list of 254 projects in all 50 States,
the District of Columbia and four U.S. Territories where GSA will
spend $5.5 billion of Recovery Act funding to repair and green our
existing Federal buildings and construct new high performance
green buildings.

Three months ago Mr. Prouty committed to this Committee that
GSA would award $1 billion of Recovery Act funding by August 1st.
I am pleased to report that we not only met that goal, we exceeded
it. As of this morning our obligation stood at just under $1.1 bil-
lion. This first billion will fund 120 projects in 42 States, plus the
District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. It will allow GSA to con-
struct six new land ports of entry, eight new Federal buildings and
implement over 100 high performance green building projects in ex-
isting GSA buildings. At least 20 of these 120 projects are already
under construction, the rest will begin soon.

We intend to award the remaining funds on an equally aggres-
sive schedule. The second billion dollars will be awarded by the end
of the calendar year, with an additional $2 billion by the end of
March 2010. In one year GSA will obligate $4 billion, over three
times the volume of work the Public Building Service typically
awards in a year, and we are on track to obligate $5 billion by the
end of fiscal year 2010. Over 70 percent of the funding will flow
into the economy within the next 8 months.

To get this work done we have streamlined our business proc-
esses to ensure these projects are delivered on time, on budget, and
on green. We established standard scopes of work, performance
specifications, technical guides, and contract templates to facilitate
rapid project award. We have awarded national and regional con-
tracts to support recovery reporting, tracking and contract manage-
ment, and we are taking additional steps to accelerate contract exe-
cution.

The investments we make in our public buildings will help stim-
ulate job growth, reduce our backlog of repair and alteration needs,
reduce energy consumption and improve environmental perform-
ance of our inventory. According to a 2008 study assessing green
building performance, green Federal buildings on average use one-
quarter less energy than the national average, cost 13 percent
lower to maintain, have higher tenant satisfaction, and emit one-
third less carbon dioxide.

Although behind schedule, I am also pleased to provide an up-
date on the $3 million of Recovery Act funding provided for on-the-
job preapprenticeship and apprenticeship training programs. Under
these programs GSA will provide training opportunities for individ-
uals affected by the economic downturn. A request for proposals for
the apprenticeship and preapprenticeship programs was issued this
morning to interested firms and community-based organizations.
We anticipate multiple awards for preapprenticeship programs on
September 9th.
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In closing, I would like to highlight that we have taken advan-
tage of the current market conditions and have awarded projects
at lower costs than we originally estimated. Our preliminary anal-
yses show that our larger projects were awarded at 8 to 10 percent
below the estimated cost. We will continue to take advantage of
market conditions and identify and track all project savings.

Chairman Oberstar, Ranking Member Mica and Members of this
Committee, this concludes my prepared statement. I am thrilled to
report that we have exceeded our original commitment of $1 billion
by August 1st. We look forward to working with you and Members
of the Committee as we continue with this important work. I am
pleased to answer any questions that you or any other Members of
this Committee may have.

Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you, Mr. Costa. We will have questions for
you.

And Mr. Ashley, Assistant Administrator For Grant Programs at
FEMA, welcome. Glad to have you here.

Mr. AsHLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Chairman Oberstar,
Ranking Member Mica, and Members of the Committee, my name
is Ross Ashley, and I serve as the Assistant Administrator at the
Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Grant Programs Direc-
torate.

On behalf of the Administrator Fugate, it is a privilege to appear
before you today to discuss how FEMA is implementing the Assist-
ance to Firefighters Fire Station Construction Grant Program as
provided for under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
of 2009, which will improve the capabilities of the Nation’s Fire
Service while aiding the economies of many American communities.

FEMA’s Grant Programs Directorate is comprised of dedicated
professionals with years of experience in the planning, execution,
management and monitoring of Federal grant programs. Currently,
GPD manages 52 different disaster and nondisaster programs.
GPD makes between 6,000 and 7.000 individual grants annually,
which total between $7 billion and $10 billion in Federal financial
assistance. GPD is proud of its professionalism. It is also proud of
its record of cooperation with both the field, the constituents it
serves, and with the Congress and the development of the pro-
grams it administers. Every grant program GPD develops and ad-
ministers is marked by a high level of outreach, discussion, and col-
laboration with the communities, the individuals, and the stake-
holders the grant program is designed to help.

The Assistance to Firefighters Fire Station Construction Grant
Program is no different. FEMA and GPD have a long record of
working closely with the Nation’s Fire Service. GPD’s portfolio in-
cludes the Assistance to Firefighters Grant Program and the Staff-
ing For Adequate Fire and Emergency Response or SAFER Grant
Program. Our partnership with the Fire Service is demonstrated
through the process by which each near AFG and SAFER programs
are developed. Each year FEMA convenes a panel of Fire Service
professionals to assist in the development of funding priorities for
the coming year. This also provides an opportunity to discuss any
changes in program requirements.
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The development of the Assistance to Firefighters Fire Station
Construction Grant Program did not differ from the development of
GPD’s other AFG programs. As with the other AFG programs, GPD
consulted and worked with a panel of Fire Service professionals
representing the nine major Fire Service organizations to develop
funding priorities and other implementation for the Fire Station
Construction Grant Program. In keeping with the goals of the ARA
to not only assist the Fire Service but more broadly assist in the
economic revitalization of the communities fire departments serve,
GPD collaborated with additional stakeholder organizations in the
development of the Fire Station Construction Grant Program.
These groups represent the Nation’s towns, cities, counties and
States and included the National Association of Counties, the Na-
tional Governors’ Association, the National League of Cities, U.S.
Conference of Mayors, and many others.

Our collaboration and outreach will extend through the Fire Sta-
tion Construction Grant award process. Fire Station Construction
Grant awards are competitive and will be based on the funding pri-
orities provided by the Fire Service and on peer reviews by panels
comprised of representatives of the Fire Service. The ARA provides
a total of $787 billion, including additional Federal assistance to
State and local communities. Of that, $510 million was provided to
support FEMA’s efforts to enhance the security of our Nation’s
ports and transit systems and to enhance the capabilities of the
Nation’s Fire Service by funding the construction, renovation or
modification of fire stations. Specifically, the ARA designated $210
fmillion to support these fire station construction and renovation ef-
orts.

On May 29, 2009, 100 days after ARA enactment, FEMA re-
leased the grant guidance and application materials for the Fire
Station Construction Grant Program, thus opening the application
period. It is our belief that this initiative will directly assist the
Nation in achieving the objectives of the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act. Under the Fire Station Construction Grant Pro-
gram, funds will be awarded directly to non-Federal fire depart-
ments or to State and local governments that fund or operate fire
departments.

Under Fire Station Construction Grants there is no match or cost
share requirement, and Fire Station Construction Grant funds will
cover 100 percent of the project’s cost. The immediate result will
be an infusion of funding that supports local construction. This
local construction will in turn create new jobs, services, purchases
and enhance essential services.

The Fire Station Construction Grant funds are also a direct in-
vestment in public safety. Funding under this program will enable
fire departments to replace or renovate unsafe or uninhabitable
structures. These investments in infrastructure will enable fire de-
partments to enhance response capabilities and fire protection cov-
erage, better protecting communities from fire-related hazards and
help ensure firefighter safety.

To maximize the benefit of the ARA funding FEMA limited for
each individual project within a grant application to $5 million.
There is, however, no limit on the number of projects that can be
included in an application, as long as the total amount of funds re-
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quested does not exceed the $15 million statutory cap set forth by
ARA.

Fire Station Construction Grants application period closed on
July 10, 2009. By the close GDP received over 6,000 Fire Station
Construction Grant applications requesting a little over $9 billion
in Federal assistance. Application reviews are currently under way,
and we expect that all grants under the Fire Station Construction
Program will be awarded before the end of the fiscal year.

Mr. Chairman, I will conclude my statement by emphasizing the
commitment that we at the Department of Homeland Security from
Secretary Napolitano to Administrator Fugate to myself have for
the goals of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act in pro-
viding the critical assistance being made available through the Fire
Station Construction Grant Program.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Mica, and Members
of the Committee, for allowing me to testify today. I am happy to
answer any questions you may have on the subject.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you for your presentation. I do have a
number of questions which I will come to.

And now we have Mr. Rajk, Deputy Assistant Commandant for
Resources at the Coast Guard. Welcome.

Mr. RaJk. Thank you, sir. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and dis-
tinguished Members of the Committee. Thank you for the oppor-
tunity to speak with you today on the Coast Guard’s progress in
executing funding received through the American Recovery and Re-
investment Act. The strength of our service relies squarely on the
dedication and courage of our people.

Over the past year Coast Guard men and women continue the
consistent trend of premier service to the public. They perform su-
perbly in the heartland, the ports, at sea, and around the globe to
safeguard America’s maritime interests. Men and women of the
Coast Guard require capable, safe, and reliable assets and facilities
and funding to achieve mission success. I appreciate the Congress’
recognition of these needs through your continued strong support
of the Coast Guard.

Specifically, with the $240 million appropriated in the Recovery
Act, the Coast Guard is addressing critical priorities for the safe
and unobstructed navigation on the Nation’s waterways, service-
wide shore infrastructure deficiencies, and replacing obsolete and
often inoperable equipment on our high endurance cutters.

With respect to bridges, there is $142 million, which permits
completion of four projects to alter bridges identified by the Coast
Guard under its Truman-Hobbs Act authority as unreasonably ob-
structive to navigation. These four bridges are older, with more
narrow navigable openings, which result in significant risk to the
people and cargo traveling on the bridges and the mariners
transiting the openings.

Completion of these construction projects will improve the safe
and efficient navigation on U.S. waterways, will benefit the con-
struction sector in local communities, avoids future costs to repair
or fix structures and vessels and leverages the $120 million pre-
viously appropriated to these projects.

Mr. RAJK. In total, the act funding results in a $262 million posi-
tive stimulative impact on the economies of Iowa, Illinois, Alabama
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and Texas, as well as through national suppliers of equipment and
materials associated with the bridge construction.

Without the act funding, these projects would not have been able
to begin construction this soon.

As of today, we have obligated just over $51 million, or 36 per-
cent of the Iraq funds, and expect to have obligated 100 percent by
the end of this fiscal year. These four projects will create an esti-
mated 1,200 jobs. Of the $98 million appropriated the for acquisi-
tion construction improvement of the Coast Guard’s capital ac-
count, $88 million will be used for the construction, renovation and
repair of vital shore facilities that provide support necessary to exe-
cute a full range of mission needs.

An estimated 19 percent of this amount has been set aside for
small business. This includes the $7 million already under contract
for completing a 26-unit family housing project in southeast Alaska
for the crew of the Coast Guard Cutter Sycamore.

The remaining $10 million will address high-endurance cutter
engineering changes. Over the past several years, the Coast
Guard’s aging high-endurance cutters have experienced a signifi-
cant increase in major system casualties, resulting in over 300 lost
cutter days per year.

These engineering changes target the top mechanical and elec-
trical system mission degraders and are necessary to improve exist-
ing capabilities and to reduce system casualties. We expect to exe-
cute 25 to 30 percent of these funds this fiscal year, with another
50 percent executed in the first quarter of fiscal year 10.

Mr. Chairman, there was no question that the funding provided
through the Recovery Act will improve the Coast Guard’s ability to
execute its missions. Additionally, with an estimated 1,400 jobs cre-
ated, this funding is expected to have a significant impact on local
economies.

I am grateful for your continued support of the United States
Coast Guard and the opportunity to speak with you today. I am
pleased to answer your questions.

Thank you, sir.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Wender tells me your name is properly pro-
nounced Rajk.

Mr. RAJK. Rajk, sir. If we were in Slovakia it would be pro-
nounced Rajk.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thought it had to be a Slovak name, but there
are some consonants missing from your name, from the spelling of
it. It was Anglicized when they came through Ellis Island.

Mr. RAJK. Yes, sir, 1911 through Ellis Island.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I know. It happened to our family too, the Ober-
stars and the Posta Schlemcheks, they all got their names changed
by those Irish immigration officers.

That’s true.

Mr. OBERSTAR. All right. Ms. Siggerud, you are the clean-up bat-
ter here. We look forward to your testimony.

Ms. SIGGERUD. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, 1
am pleased to be here to discuss our work examining selected
States’ use of funds for highway infrastructure projects under the
Recovery Act. As you know, the act is far-reaching and includes a
number of transparency and oversight mechanisms.
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GAO’s role, as established in the act—excuse me, I am sorry.
GAO’s role in establishing the act is to review use of funds by
States and localities. We are doing so by following major Recovery
Act programs in 16 States in the District of Columbia, as well as
monitoring trends nationwide.

The highway program is one of our major focuses. My statement
today will draw from our July 8 update on the Recovery Act and
will cover first how States have used the $26.7 billion apportioned
to them in the Recovery Act for highway projects. Second, the steps
they have taken to meet the act’s requirements; and, third, GAO’s
other work on transportation under the Recovery Act.

As of 2 weeks ago, $16.8 billion of apportioned funds for high-
ways have been obligated for over 5,700 projects nationwide. This
is 63 percent of apportioned funds.

Page 3 of my statement shows the types of projects States have
selected. Almost half of these funds are for pavement improvement
projects, like reconstructing or rehabilitating deteriorated roads.
State officials told us they selected these types of projects because
they did not require extensive environmental clearances, could be
quickly obligated in bid, could employ people quickly and could be
completed within 3 years.

About 17 percent of Recovery Act funds were obligated for in-
creasing capacity through pavement-widening projects, while 12
percent is going for bridge projects. FHWA’s reimbursements to
States, which occur after contracts have been awarded and contrac-
tors paid, are proceeding at a slower rate. As of 2 weeks ago, DOT
had outlaid $401 million or 2.4 percent of obligations for highway
projects.

However, we noted a significant increase in outlays in the last
month. In fact, outlays grew significantly faster than obligations
over that time period. States have been getting good deals in bid-
ding these projects. They told us that due to competition and other
factors, the bid prices had been between 5 to 30 percent below esti-
mated costs.

Turning now to the act’s requirements, every State met the re-
quirements that 50 percent of funds be obligated by June 30. We
found more variation in how States were implementing the require-
ment to give priority to projects that can be completed within 3
years and that are located in economically distressed areas, as de-
fined by the Public Works and Economic Development Act.

While the State officials said that they considered project readi-
ness, including the 3-year completion requirement, we found incon-
sistent approaches to giving priority to selecting projects in eco-
nomically distressed areas and how they identified these areas.

Because States had known for some time that the so-called
ready-to-go-projects would be a priority, States had taken steps to
identify projects months before the act. But the act added priorities
for economically distressed areas, requiring States to apply a new
criterion within a relatively short time. Any inconsistencies we saw
included applying criteria not identified in the Public Works Act;
for example, States using long standing allocation formulas they
typically use for distributing Federal aid highway funds within the
States.
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Several States also developed their own criteria, like foreclosure
rates and percentage increases in unemployment. This variation re-
sults in part from unclear guidance from the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration on how to apply this part of the act. Lack of coordina-
tion within the Department of Commerce, which defines economi-
cally distressed areas for its grant programs, was also a program.

We recommended the DOT clarify its guidance, and the Depart-
ment has committed to working with Commerce to develop new
guidance. We review that and continue to follow this issue.

Finally, while there were some initial bumps in the road, DOT
has determined that all States but one met the requirement that
the Governors certify they will maintain their level of effort. This
means the States committed to maintaining their level of highway
spending at the level planned on the date of enactment. However,
given the significant fiscal distress in some States and the tech-
nical challenges in determining whether the States are actually
maintaining their planned spending, we will also continue to follow
this issue.

Mr. Chairman, our future work in the States will add key transit
capital programs for our September report. We will also look at ob-
ligations of highway funds at the local and metropolitan planning
organization level and contracting practices in the States.

We also recently issued a positive review of DOT’s initial actions
in implementing the Secretary’s $1.5 billion discretionary grant
program. We also provided observations and testimony on FRA’s
strategic plan for allocating high-speed rail funds, and have addi-
tional work planned in the rail area.

We will, of course, also be happy to work with the Committee to
select other areas for review.

This concludes my statement. I am happy to answer any ques-
tions the Committee may have.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you, Ms. Siggerud.

As always, GAO’s work is splendid, it is precise, it is thought-
provoking, and you have provided a better chart on utilization than
DOT has done. And it is very instructive, because you break down,
as we expected you would do, the obligation of funds on highway
projects, pavement improvement, widening, new road structure,
bridge improvement, replacement, new bridge construction and so
on.

It is very, very instructive for us to see how these dollars are
used and where they are being allocated, and I will come back to
you a little bit later.

But I want to start with EPA, and I know each of our Sub-
committee Chairs and Ranking Members and other Members of the
Committee will have very specific questions on their respective
areas of jurisdiction.

Mr. Hooks, your testimony was considerably lacking in specifics
about projects and projects underway and jobs created. EPA was
slow out of the blocks because we heard that—we heard that there
are problems with the Buy American Act; that many communities
in building interceptor sewer projects or pump stations—pumps
aren’t made in America. The act requires Buy American, and we
all thought that was a good thing. But it would have been useful
if EPA had said, oh, there is a problem here; some of the equip-
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ment to be purchased here isn’t made in America. We could have
crafted exemptions.

So tell me—and I also heard from members of the Canadian Par-
liament who were concerned about their major producer pumps,
and regularly sell them in the U.S. marketplace, but they were not
allowed to do so under the Recovery Act.

So what have you done to address that issue and how widespread
is this Buy American Act as an impediment getting projects under-
way?

Mr. HOOKS. In some respects I think it is almost too early to tell.
At this point in time, we have actually awarded ten waivers for the
Buy American provisions associated with the act. And I think we
are doing that fairly expeditiously.

One of the things that I know that we are trying to do and that
we are doing, is meeting quite extensively with the contractors that
are involved with producing and constructing these projects within
the form of Web sites, Webinars, what have you.

Right now we are turning these waiver requests around in 2
weeks, as we are learning more and we are able to modify and
produce national waivers and also site-specific waivers as time goes
on.

To date we haven’t denied any waivers. I think we are doing a
good job in terms of educating the contracting community, and also
we are learning as we go along as well. So at this point in time,
we anticipate that there will be additional waivers from the Buy
American provisions.

Of course, our goal is for all of the projects to be bought in Amer-
ica. But, in some instances, we are finding that is not possible.

Mr. OBERSTAR. As you proceed—and thank you for that re-
sponse—but as you proceed and you encounter these issues and
questions, please have your staff consult with our Committee staff
on both sides of the aisle here so that we understand what is going
on.
But, you know, the front line of this program, as at the highway
and the bridge program and the transit program, is at the States
and MPO and transit agency level. In this case, the SRF, the State
Revolving Loan Funds, I noted as I went through our State-by-
State tabulation that, surprisingly, South Carolina doesn’t have
any funds allocated. Is that because they don’t have an SRF?

Let me ask, first, Mr. Brown. Are you aware of this; that the
State of South Carolina does not have a State revolving loan fund
program?

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. Well, they do have a revolving
fund program. I am not sure why they are not requesting those
funds.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Well, they stuck out like a sore thumb to me last
night, as I read through the chart, that South Carolina has no
funds allocated to it.

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. I noticed that same thing, and
I noticed that Mississippi doesn’t have any either.

}ll\/Ir‘.? OBERSTAR. Is that that they didnt report, Mr. Hooks, or
what?

Mr. HOOKs. At this time there are six States that have not re-
ceived their allocation. I would predict they are within one or 2
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weeks of receiving their allocation. But you are right. At this point
in time, South Carolina has not received their allocation.

Mr. OBERSTAR. They have not received——

Mr. Hooks. We have not obligated the money to South Carolina
at this point; yes, sir.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Is that because they did not request—or what is
the reason for that?

Mr. Hooks. Well, all of the States will submit intended use plans
to the agency for us to review, where they are in that process. I
believe they have actually submitted their use plans. We are in the
process of approving it now.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Brown, I will yield to you now at this time
if you want to follow up on that matter.

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I
noted that we had some problems at the administrative level ac-
cepting some of these stimulus funds. These funds were include in
that original 700 million, was it?

Mr. HOOKS. Actually, I am not sure what funds you are referring
to.

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. I know the Governor had prob-
lems accepting stimulus money. I am sure you must have been
somewhat involved in that. So I guess what I am trying to find is
the right question to ask you—why that South Carolina is not in-
cluded, and what should I do in order to be able to implement the
progress?

Mr. HOOKS. I am not sure if that contributed to part of the delay
or not.

I do know that for the six States that have not received their
funding, we actually are personally visiting those States to offer
any sort of technical assistance that we can. We have visited South
Carolina and intend to expedite it as quickly as possible.

Again, I would predict that probably within a week or 2 weeks,
those funds will be available.

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. Okay. If you could keep me in
the loop on that, I would appreciate it. Anything we might do from
this level to make it work.

Mr. Hooks. I appreciate that.

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. I know we have funded this,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I am not taking away from your time, Mr. Brown.
I am yielding you my time. I thought it was an appropriate mo-
ment to intercede.

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. You also report that State revolving loan funds
are leveraging funds. I know in Minnesota I got a report that of
the $123 million, the SRF had planned to use some State funds
and local dollars and various programs to leverage that into $502
million. But they are woefully behind. I don’t understand this. You
have done your job. They have allocated their money. Why don’t
they have these out to contract? We have only eight projects on
which work has begun.

In fact, I asked the Underground Utility Contractors Association
to give me a list of the sites. I expected 15 or 20 that I could visit



21

during August and personally observe a project. They had only four
or five. You have eight listed here.

Have you followed up with these States and prodded them and
said, what’s going on?

Mr. HoOOKs. Yes. Again, like I said, we actually are visiting the
States. We are concerned as well. We do know that everybody is
working as expeditiously as possible. We have accelerated many of
our activities, and we know that the States are accelerating many
of their activities as well.

One of the things that I think we had always predicted was
starting in the months of July and August, particularly because of
the construction season, we expected these numbers to ramp up
significantly. We are starting to see that. In fact, the past 4 weeks
the pace of outlays has actually increased 85 percent. I suspect in
August it will probably even double that, maybe even exponen-
tially.

I think just based on the bidding process, on the borrowing proc-
ess and the State processes, which vary from State to State, it has
taken this long to get to this point. Some States have been more
aggressive in terms of their pace versus others, but we are trying
to get everybody up as quickly as possible.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I am not going to pursue through all of the wit-
nesses—I just have to ask, Mr. Salt, the legislation prohibited the
Corps from funding new starts. Is that a mistake?

Mr. SALT. Sir, I would never say you made a mistake.

Mr. OBERSTAR. We didn’t make the mistake. It wasn’t our job. It
was the Appropriations Committee that said no new starts. We
were all for new starts.

Mr. SALT. Sir, sorry I can’t tell if it was a mistake or not. I think,
obviously, we would have had a different list of work.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I probably could have worded it differently, or
you can rephrase your answer. But what the question is really get-
ting at: Don’t you have a number of new-start projects that could
have been, bang, underway, just like that?

Mr. SALT. Yes, sir.

Mr. OBERSTAR. All right. That is enough. I am sure in the Atlan-
tic Intracoastal Waterway Mr. Brown has cited a number of
projects.

I will cease there and recognize the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. MicA. Thank you. First let me turn to the GAO representa-
tive, Ms. Siggerud. You testified again about some of the difficulty
that you all reviewed, and uncovered in trying to get some of this
money out. You talked about the—I thought you said Federal High-
way Administration and DOT failed to clarify some of the terms,
and then you also said that the Department of Commerce also had
difficulty, I guess, in defining the economically depressed areas.
Can you elaborate on that?

Ms. SIGGERUD. Yes. The act, the Recovery Act did require that
State detainees give priority to projects that had two characteris-
tics: They could be completed within 3 years and were in an eco-
nomically distressed area. And that definition of economically dis-
tressed area is within the Public Works Act that uses a definition
that Department of Commerce uses to provide grants.
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The initial guidance from the Federal Highway Administration
was much vaguer in the way that it described what an economi-
cally distressed area was, and provided a fair amount of, shall we
say, flexibility to the States, rather than referring specifically to
the set of criteria laid out in the Public Works Act and as adminis-
tered by the Department of Commerce. We are seeing progress as
the Department of Commerce and Department of Transportation
now work together to arrive on a set of criteria that can be used.

Mr. MicA. They haven’t agreed on the criteria yet, or there is
confusion at least.

Ms. SIGGERUD. Yes.

Mr. MicA. And is it true that 70 percent of the 17 billion obli-
gated so far is going to go primarily for repaving or some widening?
Is that what you found in your study?

Ms. SIGGERUD. What we found is that 49 percent is going for
paving and 17 percent for widening, the capacity addition-type
projects.

Mr. MicA. So we add them up?

Ms. SIGGERUD. Right.

Mr. MicA. And, again, I use the figure of 6 percent for new—Ilet
me see here.

Ms. SIGGERUD. There is 6 percent for new road construction, yes.

Mr. MicA. For new road construction, new road and bridge con-
struction. So those would be bigger, longer-term projects.

Ms. SIGGERUD. Right.

Mr. MicA. So a very small amount.

Ms. SIGGERUD. Mr. Mica, we did find in the State of Florida, the
discussion earlier that the State of Florida planned to spend a sig-
nificantly higher portion on new bridges and on new highways than
other States.

Mr. MicA. I don’t know if you have seen this, but what we did
was take the amount of money that was spent as of the 27th—I
guess it is 9/16, but it is still under a billion—47, $48 billion total.
And then we took the States with the highest unemployment and
the figures show just a few million dollars in some of the States
with very high unemployment.

Rhode Island is interesting, too. They are supposed to have a
bridge project—I think it was touted—some of their bridge defi-
ciencies, and it looks like most of the money didn’t—well, the little
bit that has been spent, nothing has been going for those major
bridge or deficient obsolete bridge projects.

Are you aware that this—what is happening here with money
not going to places with high unemployment?

Ms. SIGGERUD. Yes. Let me mention. Excuse me, I am sorry, I
am getting over a cold. Let me mention a couple of things. The way
the Recovery Act set up the highway portion of the act was using
an existing formula to distribute these funds. It is not based nec-
essarily on economic

Mr. MicA. There is a problem of clarification of that. And then
you said there are problems on the Department of Commerce even
defining the depressed area.

Ms. SIGGERUD. Right.

Mr. Mica. Again, we are trying to get to the root of what the
problem is, as opposed to why we don’t have major amounts of
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money going on significant projects that will be longer term, and
you have done a good job in compiling some of that information for
us.

Let me turn, since I don’t have too much time, to the FEMA rep-
resentative. Mr. Ashley, is it? You have 6,000 requests. It seems to
take sort of an inordinate amount of time. You said that you won’t
get those—the money out until when—or the contracts out until
the end of the year?

Mr. ASHLEY. 30 September.

Mr. MicA. How many do you have out right now?

Mr. ASHLEY. None, absolutely zero. The application period just
recently closed and they are currently in the peer-review process.

Mr. MicA. Are you going to do it incrementally?

Mr. AsHLEY. No, sir. Unlike in the AFG program, we are going
to roll these out to get them out faster at the time they are re-
viewed.

Mr. Mica. It won’t be until the end. Maybe we could loan you
some staff during the recess to speed up the process on both sides
of the aisle.

Mr. ASHLEY. You have to remember, sir, that this is a completely
new program, zero authorization language for this program, and
the development and the staff-

Mr. Mica. I know. But, again, our job and our intent was to get
this money out in a hurry.

GSA, Mr. Costa. Mr. Costa, you have got—you outlined 5.5 bil-
lion for green Federal buildings and 4.5 for converting green—
buildings to green. Do you know how much money has gone out so
far in that effort?

Mr. CosTA. Of the $5.5 billion we have obligated, 1.1 billion as
of this time.

Mr. MicA. And actually how much has gone out?

Mr. CosTA. The contracts have been awarded.

Mr. MicA. Yes. I have $34 million; is that correct?

Mr. CoSsTA. I have no idea what that number refers to, to be hon-
est.

Mr. MicA. Well, I can’t imagine you coming to a hearing without
knowing the amount of money that has been expended so far. Can
you get that to the Committee?

Mr. CosTA. Yes, sure can.

Mr. MicA. But the information I have is 34 million—it is from
your Web site.

And then I also notice—and we will make this part of the
record—that you have a total of $11.7 billion in unobligated GSA
funds as of 7/28/09. I will put this in the record. And you have out-
lined ways of which you are going to dispose of a fair portion of
that.

When will you be able to tell the Committee a good schedule on
which you will be able to deal with all of the unobligated funds?

Mr. CosTAa. We can follow up with a detailed schedule. Much of
those, for instance

Mr. MicA. But 34 million out of 4.5 billion doesn’t sound like you
are really greening. Sounds like a little bit of lagging behind, even
in that program.
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Mr. Costa. Well, Congressman, again, I can’t really—the $34
million

Mr. MicA. I know. But you are the contracting agency. This isn’t
like maybe FEMA has new responsibilities. You guys do this all the
time, don’t you, or the Federal Government?

Mr. CosTA. Congressman, the way—I am sure the $34 million
must refer to outlays, actual expenditures.

Mr. MicA. Yes.

Mr. CosTA. And just like any other project, even a home renova-
tion, it is not a good idea to pay your contractor before they do the
work.

Mr. MicA. Before the job is done. But so far

Mr. OBERSTAR. They make progress payments.

Mr. CosrtA. Yes, they do.

Mr. MicA. But 34 million out of 4.5 billion, that is like the high-
way money, too. They have obligated now 59 percent. But we have
actually spent 1 billion today.

So, you know, the money has to be spent to pay people to work,
to get them employed, to get them to jobs. And, unfortunately, it
appears in a couple of areas we are falling behind. But we know
you can do better, and maybe we can send you some Majority or
Minority staff during the recess to help you along, or at least to
nudge you along. Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. We will be continuing this review of that. That
is the purpose of this—to this review—is to understand how
projects are moving, and perhaps why they are not.

Now the Chair of the Subcommittee, Ms. Norton.

Mr. MicA. Before we go to Ms. Norton, just one second.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I am happy to.

Mr. MicA. I do want for the record and request in writing that
we get the rest of the plan for utilization of those—the total
amount that I gave, $11.7 billion—to the Committee as part of the
record. I would ask that. Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Without objection. That document will be made
part of the record, and we look forward to GSA explaining the un-
obligated balance issue.

Mr. CosTA. We will be happy to, thank you.

[The information follows:]
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Mr. OBERSTAR. Ms. Norton.

Ms. NORTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Indeed, the dialogue
you have just been having about expenditures versus obligation is
an important one to have, since the point here was to get the
money into the economy. Now, once something is obligated, the
money can be spent.

You have testified that you expect in the first 8 months 70 per-
cent will be, quote, flowing into the economy. Now, are you refer-
ring to funds going to people who are working? Are you simply re-
ferring to the amount of obligation in funds GSA shall have been
done? Because this is an important difference here?

Mr. CosTA. Yes. No question that 70 percent refers to obliga-
tions, not outlays.

Ms. NORTON. To what extent can you hasten outlays? You are ab-
solutely right, you are not going to pay somebody before the work
is done. But the Ranking Member is right. You know, if somebody
is doing some work, he has to be paid on a—what basis, what basis
are people paid?

Mr. CosTA. Basically when we award a contract, a construction
contract, the contractor and GSA negotiate a schedule and pay-
ments are based on that schedule andcomplete

Ms. NORTON. Well, you have got a billion dollars obligated, right?

Mr. COSTA. Yes.

Ms. NORTON. And so how do you explain the difference, what the
Ranking Member pointed out, between what appears to show up,
$34 million, and all of that money having been obligated?

Mr. CosTA. Well, the majority of our billion dollars of obligations
occurred over the last 3 weeks. And so what happens very quickly
is that contractors start to ramp up, design work occurs, hiring oc-
curs. Hiring really can’t occur before a contract is awarded.

Ms. NORTON. I understand that is an important difference.
Would you get the Committee and the Subcommittee on a monthly
basis the obligation and the expenditure amounts so that we can
understand how much money is flowing into the economy?

Because you do appear to be doing a good job in getting these
funds obligated, and I do know that that is difficult, because of the
necessary—necessary competition that we must do in all Federal
contracts. As you could tell by my opening remarks, I am concerned
about the apprentice and pre-apprenticeship program. Today the
RFP is out; you expect it to be awarded in September.

Given what you know and the preparations you were making all
along, the fact that we are just getting an RFP out is extremely
disappointing to me. I understand the preliminary work that has
been done, but in light of that work, I would like to focus you on
the fact that before you have done—before you even did an RFP,
you had done a lot of preliminary work on where the unemploy-
ment is, on the kinds of organizations that are available.

In light of that work, could we not shorten the time to award a
contract so that we don’t blow the entire building season? Because
the way it is—your schedule has it now— is you don’t even award
a contract until September. And it looks like we are about to wave
goodbye to much of the building season, at least in parts of the
country.
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Since you have done so much preliminary work, done so much
preliminary screening, could you not shorten the amount of time to
review the folks who have responded to your RFP so that you, per-
haps, could get it out in the middle of August, say, instead of wait-
ing until September or some kind of bureaucratic time frame that
you usually set?

Mr. CosTA. We will do our best to quicken the pace.

Ms. NORTON. I would very much appreciate that quickening the
pace, if at all possible, to the middle of August.

I have to do double duty here.

I do want to ask a question about St. Elizabeth’s. Here we have
half a billion dollars that you have for the Department of Home-
land Security headquarters. You also have some preliminary money
that we had also gotten for you.

The reason I was able to get the remainder of the money in-
cluded in the stimulus package is jobs. Pure and simple jobs. This
is your biggest project. It is the biggest project you have ever done.
It is a compound. So you could have a real effect on the economy,
certainly of this entire region.

There are two parts of this project. One is building a building,
and that building is the first building

Mr. CosTA. Yes, the Coast Guard building.

Ms. NORTON. The Coast Guard building. But the other is
reusing—rehabilitation of historic sites, including the building that
the Secretary will be in.

Is there any reason, given the focus on the economy and on get-
ting jobs, why GSA could not be doing the rehab work and the con-
struction work at the same time, getting that money right out into
the economy with jobs and all that implies?

Mr. CosTA. We expect to award our first contract

Ms. NORTON. Now, that contract is for buildings. Please, I have
limited time. I am talking about two different kinds of work, both
involving infrastructure, but very different work. Construction,
that is what you have been focused on. I am putting another ques-
tion to you.

Is there any reason why you couldn’t have, given the focus on
work, on jobs, and the fact that this is a huge project, that you
could not begin with RFPs and all that goes with it, the rehabilita-
tion work of the reused buildings, buildings to be reused on the old
St. Elizabeth’s Campus, simultaneously with building the first new
building?

Mr. CosTA. The $350 million will be awarded in August.

Ms. NORTON. For?

Mr. CostA. For the U.S. Coast Guard. And then the next tranche
of money, which is in the stimulus package for $450 million, we
have actually moved up the award from the beginning of fiscal year
2011 to fiscal year 2010. That package includes construction, infra-
structure, and renovation of:

Ms. NORTON. When will that be awarded? Excuse me.

Mr. CosTA. By the end of fiscal year 2010, which is actually soon-
er than we expected 3 months ago.

Ms. NorTON. Well, why could it not be awarded sooner?
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Mr. CosTA. Just because we have to complete design to actually
provide the construction documents so they can go out to bid. So
that work is ongoing.

Ms. NORTON. I think that I would like to have a discussion with
staff on simultaneously pursuing very different kinds of work; that
if we hastened the work and didn’t see them as two separate kinds
of work, almost sequencing them, could get a fair amount of money
into the economy.

Mr. Chairman, I didn’t get to ask—you are having me do double
duty here—FEMA is here.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Yes, but I have to go to other Members. They will
stay. We are not going to let them go away.

Ms. NORTON. I will wait until the next round.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. LoBiondo.

Mr. LoBioNDO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thank the panel for
being here today.

Earlier this year the Coast Guard informed the Committee—and
Mr. Rajk, this is basically for you—the Coast Guard informed the
Committee that it had a shore-side infrastructure backlog of about
$1.1 billion. Mr. Cummings has talk about this. Mr. Oberstar, I
know you are keenly aware of it.

To say I was very disappointed that the stimulus bill only in-
cluded 88 million is a tremendous understatement. It is only about
7 percent of what is needed to address the backlog. And then to
add to this high level of disappointment, the administration fol-
lowed up with a one-time emergency appropriation, with the re-
quest of no funding for the construction. And this is very troubling.

So my question is: Is the Coast Guard simply using the stimulus
money to meet recurring annual needs? And if this is what they
are doing, how is that stimulative?

Mr. RAJK. Sir, thank you for your question. Essentially what we
have looked at over the last several years, sir, is a capacity pro-
vided through the appropriations process to address our shore in-
frastructure. The Congress has been very supportive of that over
the last 2 fiscal years in providing between 450- and $470 million
for some of our highest priority shore infrastructure needs.

This includes the funding that was provided in fiscal years reg-
ular appropriations 2009 and 2010—excuse me, 2008 and 2009—as
well as the almost $300 million that was applied to the shore infra-
structure in the hurricane supplemental at the end of fiscal year
2008, sir.

So the combination of that with the stimulus money, as we are
trying to address those that appeared in the highest priority list or
the highest portion of that list that we provided to the Congress
previously.

Mr. LoBioNDoO. Well, how is the Coast Guard going to manage
the over $1 billion backlog, and isn’t this going to affect mission
readiness and performance?

Mr. RaJK. Sir, I would expect in future years the Coast Guard
would address additional funding that would be required to ad-
dress most of those needs, in the order of priority, with meeting the
highest needs, sir.

Mr. LoBioNDoO. Well, through you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Oberstar,
I just can’t begin to find the words.
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We always talk about the job that the Coast Guard does, and,
once again, they are underrecognized, underappreciated and now
tremendously underfunded.

And I know, Mr. Chairman, you have called the shots as you see
them—the good, the bad and the ugly—but I think we are miss-
ing—I think the administration missed a real opportunity here. We
could have made a much needed investment into the Coast Guard.

We keep talking about how much more we are asking them to
do and how much we are depending on them.

And I hope, Mr. Chairman, that through your influence and that
of Mr. Cummings and this Committee and our Subcommittee, that
we will find a way to remedy this tragedy that is once again hap-
pening to the Coast Guard right in front of our eyes.

And just finally, Mr. Rajk, for you, in your testimony you said
that there are seven shore-side projects that are being funded with
the 88 million. Can you tell the Committee how much funding each
project will receive?

Mr. RAJK. Yes, sir. I think it is in my written statement that was
submitted for the record, sir.

Mr. LoBioNDoO. Okay. I thank you.

Again, Mr. Oberstar, we have talked about this on many occa-
sions, and, with Mr. Cummings, I think we have got a very bipar-
tisan effort on behalf of the Coast Guard.

And as we go through these tremendous trying times with home-
land security challenges and maritime antiterrorism initiatives, I
think that we have got to find a way to raise a level of awareness
for the Coast Guard and ensure that they have at least minimum
funding necessary. And 88 million out of a $1.1 billion backlog, in
my book, doesn’t even come close. Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Well, I concur with the gentleman, and when our
Committee reported or contributed our portion to the Recovery
Act—of course, this was done as an appropriation bill—we had over
$8 billion for the Coast Guard. That got cut back before it went to
the floor, but then it got cut back even more in conference.

We anticipated funding. We envisioned funding for Coast Guard
assets—cutters, and for the new ice breaker, a second ice breaker
for the Great Lakes to facilitate coal and iron ore shipments and
other agricultural products that shipped through the St. Lawrence
Seaway but need the Great Lakes to get there.

All that was cut back—and I have to be candid about it, with the
participation of the White House—it was shortsighted, and that is
why we are having these hearings.

So the good, the bad and the ugly.

Mr. LoBioNDo. The good, the bad and the ugly. I appreciate that.
We went through this with the previous administration, with the
Bush administration. Much to my dismay we got rolled—our Com-
mittee got rolled. Appropriators and the White House went out on
these things.

Mr. Chairman I have tremendous confidence in your ability to
raise the level of awareness and be effective, along with other
Members of the Committee, to make sure we don’t get rolled again.
Not us being rolled, but the Coast Guard being shortchanged.

These men and women who are putting their lives on the line,
they don’t have these shore-side projects. If they don’t have the
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money necessary, we are doing a terrible disservice to their service
to our Nation, what they are giving back to this country, and we
are doing a terrible disservice to the mission of the Coast Guard.

And I thank you very much for the opportunity.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you for your continued vigilance and pas-
sion for—as Mr. Cummings—for this very, very important agency
of government.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Ms. Brown.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN OF FLORIDA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Many Members think when we pass a bill, that it is the end. But
I know, having been here for 17 years, it is the beginning. So I
want to thank you, Mr. Oberstar, for having these hearings so we
can do our job as far as accountability and oversight, and find out
where we are.

The Wall Street Journal recently did a study and said that only
20 percent of the dollars was out and that Florida ranked dead last
with the amount of funds.

I want to know why that is the case, and is it something that
the State of Florida—did we not apply for a waiver?

What is the problem in getting the money out? Twenty percent
of the dollars that we have put in the stimulus package, and Flor-
ida dead last.

Everybody doesn’t have to speak at once.

Ms. SIGGERUD. Ms. Brown, if I may.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN OF FLORIDA. Yes, ma’am.

Ms. SIGGERUD. If you are referring to the highway projects, we
looked at a number of States across the country, including the
State of Florida, in our work.

And the State of Florida does stand out somewhat from other
States in terms of choosing projects that are largely new construc-
tion, both on the highway side and on the bridge side of the work.
These are projects that are more complex and appear to be taking
longer to bid and to get out to contract than some of the other
States that we have reviewed.

Mr. OBERSTAR. The gentlewoman wasn’t here at the outset, but
I pointed out the States who were doing the best and those that
were doing the worst. And Wyoming was doing the best, and Flor-
ida was 49th or 50th in getting their recovery funds under contract.
Now, this is a partial explanation.

But Mr. Mica and I are going to follow up on this hearing. And
before our next hearing in September, we are going to write to
those lagging States and DOTs and find out why you are not get-
ting the projects out.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN OF FLORIDA. Well, Mr. Chairman, you spoke
to the Secretary of Transportation yesterday.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I did.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN OF FLORIDA. So why don’t we invite her to
come and give us an update at the next hearing?

Mr. OBERSTAR. This hearing was to be on the other Federal agen-
cies, and the next hearing will include those. So during August we
will write to all these lagging indicator States and put them on no-
tice and ask them for information and invite them to our next
hearing, yes.
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Ms. CORRINE BROWN OF FLORIDA. Thank you. Well, but water.
Can you speak to water? We need it.

Mr. Hooks. Well, I would agree with you. In fact, the difference
between obligations and outlays is tremendous. I don’t know what
the specifics are for your particular State. The reporting require-
ments don’t start until October, and then we will have that data.

But, you are right. The delta between obligation and outlays is
tremendous.

I think of the things—and when I first started this process, I ac-
tually kind of do this in two chunks. You know, I thought we need-
ed—we, as Federal, speak to EPA. EPA needed to accelerate what
we needed to do to make the money available to the States, obli-
gate the fund. And then I thought we were really going to move
into kind of a management and oversight mode.

What I am realizing is that we have basically had to create an-
other section of work for EPA, and that is to help the States get
this money out. And that is what we are kind of readjusting our-
selves to do now by either visiting the States, making our contract
dollars available to the States, to a system with their solicitation
and bids, to help them with difficulties in the Buy American provi-
sions, doing whatever we can to facilitate the States increasing
their outlays.

You know, I think it is important to also bear in mind that the
work actually starts before outlays actually start to be paid out. So
there is a little bit of a small delta between how much work is ac-
tually taking place versus the outlays that you will see in some of
the charts.

But I agree with you, the overall work between delta and outlays
is so large, there is a lot of work that has yet to be done.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN OF FLORIDA. My last question: Have you
found that the States are trying to use these dollars to balance the
budget? I mean, we are all in a crunch. But if we bit the bullet to
raise this revenue to stimulate the economy, are the States doing
what we are asking them to do? Are they trying to circumvent
what we are trying to do; in other words, take our dollars and use
theirs to balance the budget?

Mr. HOOKS. Sure. To date we have not seen any evidence of that
taking place.

Ms. SIGGERUD. Congresswoman Brown, on the highway side,
GAO is looking at this maintenance-of-effort issue. As you know, it
was a requirement in the act. Every State, including the State of
Florida, has certified that it will not supplant Federal dollars
with—State dollars with Federal dollars. But the actual following
of those dollars is a more complex challenge that we will be taking
on and reviewing the Department of Transportation’s work as well.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN OF FLORIDA. We will count on you doing it.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you, Ms. Brown, and we will be following
up on those matters, as I previously announced.

Mr. Brown.

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Hooks, back to the original question that we were talking
about, I noticed that maybe we have some 40 million that has been
assigned to South Carolina but hasn’t been actually dispatched yet.
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Does anybody in your group that is with you, could they give me
an answer, why that has not taken place?

Mr. HoOKS. Perhaps. I am not sure. It would probably be—some
of those questions can be fairly complex in trying to determine
where exactly in the many steps that are involved in getting money
out the door.

. I would be happy to get back and report back to you, to your of-
ice.

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. Okay. We have gotten a report
back that you all were waiting on having a press conference before
the money was distributed. Is that normal procedure?

Mr. Hooks. I think there have been many press conferences in-
volved in announcing various releases of money for a variety of pro-
grams that EPA is responsible for. Typically those time frames are
fairly short; that once the money has been approved, the award an-
gouncement follows almost the very next day or within a couple of

ays.

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. Okay. If you really see a prob-
lem along the line, I appreciate you contacting me and my office
so we could try to expedite it.

Mr. Hooks. I appreciate that.

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. Thank you.

Mr. Salt, I noted the Chairman asked a question about new
starts. Is that a policy that you are following with the stimulus
funds, too?

Mr. SALT. I think the question was how big an impact was the
part of the legislation that prohibited new starts?

Before the act was finally passed, we had started putting lists to-
gether of projects that would qualify, and a number of those were
new starts. When that part of the legislation was included, those
projects dropped out.

And so I think—was it a mistake? Well, it is a different list. We
had our criteria for ranking and selecting projects, and when those
projects fell out, we just went down to the next projects in our cri-
teria of ranking.

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. And so there are no new starts
in the stimulus funding either, then?

Mr. SALT. That is correct, sir. But that is by statute.

1\{[)1‘. BrOWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. So we need to change a stat-
ute?

Mr. SALT. Well, yes, sir. Were the statute to be changed, then we
would have had other projects on the list. All but just a small
amount of the funding has been allocated to projects. I think, if you
were to change the law now, that would mean taking something off
the list to put something else back on.

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. I know Mr. Hooks said they
were able to override the policy based on Made in America. But you
don’t have that option in new starts?

Mr. SALT. That is correct, sir. In fact, we inadvertently included
projects within programs that had been funded. But the determina-
tion was that the specific wording in the act talked about pro-
grams, projects, or activities. And we had to withdraw certain
projects from our original allocations because of that.

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. Okay. Thank you.
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Ms. Siggerud, we talked about, I guess, the slowness of the proc-
ess moving. And my question is: How many States are at risk of
losing their funds by not meeting the deadline?

Ms. SIGGERUD. Well, there are a number of different deadlines.
All States met the first deadline to obligate 50 percent of funds by
June 30. There is another deadline in March of next year when 100
percent of funds need to be obligated, and then, finally, another
deadline 2 years later, by which time the funds must actually have
been outlaid.

So at this point, it is early to say whether any States are in par-
ticular jeopardy. The first deadline has been met by all States.

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. Okay. So I guess the proposal
would—then it could be 2 years before this money has to be spent?

Ms. SIGGERUD. Yes, because of the nature of the Federal Aid
Highway Program. And that is the model being used here in the
Recovery Act. It is a reimbursable program. So once projects are
identified, the contracts do need to be bid and let. And then as con-
tractors submit vouchers to the State, the State can be reimbursed
by the Federal Government for those projects. So it is something
that plays out over time, even if you do identify the projects early
on.
Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. Thank you very much. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate you holding this hearing.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentleman for that question. It is a
very important one, and I think the outcome would have been con-
siderably different if our Committee language had prevailed.

What we proposed, what we submitted to the Recovery Act
team—which consisted of the Appropriations Committee, Ways and
Means Committee and the Obama team—was 90 days. Under con-
tract, no obligation, or lose the funds.

We met with great resistance from the Senate and from the
White House team who said, oh, that is too hard on the States.

I said, no; ASHTO submitted to us in December and again in
early January and testified right here in this Committee room that
they had 5,800-and-some projects that were designed, engineered,
right away acquired, EIS completed, ready to go to bid, and we will
hold them to that.

But putting funds obligated language into the bill gave an escape
hatch for the States. It is easier to obligate than it is to put it
under contract. Keeping our original language would put a blow-
torch on the behind of these State DOTSs, and they would have had
projects under contract sooner.

Mr. BROWN OF SOUTH CAROLINA. And get people back to work.

Mr. OBERSTAR. It would have been a lot better.

But we were undercut in this process by Senators and others
who were claiming, oh my goodness, this won’t work; be too bur-
densome on the States.

Baloney. They all testified right here in this Committee room
saying we can do this. And then after they thought about it for a
while they said, oh, maybe we can’t.

Well, we should have kept our original language.

Mr. Cummings.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. Rajk, of the $98 million provided to the Coast Guard RACI
account, $88 million to be directed to the rehabilitation of shore fa-
cilities of the Coast Guard, the Committee has received extensive
testimony regarding the backlog. And I think Mr. LoBiondo—who,
by the way, I agree with every syllable that he said.

But I am particularly concerned about housing. As I travel
throughout the country speaking to Coast Guard personnel, one of
the biggest complaints is housing.

And I have told them that as a Chairman, I am their number
one constructive critic, but I am also their number one advocate
and cheerleader. And certainly if we don’t, you know, have housing
gor our people, it is kind of hard for them to be at their very, very

est.

And that said, I understand that only one contract for sure, for
shore facility project, the $7 million project for the Cordova build-
ing project in Alaska, has been executed to date.

And I further understand that this was an option on an existing
contract; is that correct?

Mr. RAJK. Yes, sir; that is correct.

Mr. CUMMINGS. And so what did that mean? In other words, it
was already—I mean, that was just ready to go, and what does
that entail?

Mr. RAJK. Yes, sir. There was a four-phase project for the hous-
ing crew and family of the Coast Guard Cutter Sycamore in Cor-
dova. This was phase 4, which was actually completed; four struc-
tures or duplexes for eight housing units, for a total of 26 family
housing units at that location, sir.

Mr. CUMMINGS. And that was—was that the only one?

Mr. RAJK. I am sorry, sir?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Is that the only housing project?

Mr. RAJK. Specifically in terms of the family housing, yes, sir.
That is the only project. The way we looked at this, sir, if I might,
is there are two other aspects of providing housing, safe and capa-
ble housing for our personnel, sir, is at Yorktown where we have
a training center.

What we have done there, sir, is the stimulus money will be used
to upgrade and enhance the water system on Yorktown Training
Center, and to include safety for the sprinkler system, fire and
safety system.

In addition, sir, we are constructing the first phase of a multi-
phase project, in Elizabeth City, North Carolina, for the Aviation
Technician Training Center, to replace an aged building which in
and of itself does not have fire suppression systems in it. So we are
bringing that up to code and bringing it closer to the actual train-
ing center at that location, as well as moving it away from the run-
way at the airfield there.

Mr. CUMMINGS. So with regard to the treatment—our bridge pro-
gram—it is my understanding your testimony indicates that $142
million provided for the program through the Recovery Act is being
combined with $120 million, is that correct—from earlier funding—
is that correct?

Mr. RAJK. Yes, $120.22 million previously appropriated.

Mr. CuMMINGS. And that all of the bridge projects are expected
to begin construction this year; is that right?
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Mr. RAJK. Yes, sir; that is right.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Now it is also my understanding that no dis-
advantaged business requirements attached to the funding distrib-
uted through Truman Hobbs; is that correct?

Mr. RAJK. Yes, sir; again, unless the bridge owner is the con-
tracting activity in this particular case, and then we would reim-
burse the bridge owner. So the extent to which they award the pro-
curement processes in the State in which they will conduct the
business may have requirements for that, sir. But that has been in-
corporated. But there is nothing in particular here.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Even if there is no specific requirements, is the
Coast Guard making any effort to promote the use of disadvan-
taged enterprises on the bridge projects? And the reason why I ask
you that is you probably know there was a scathing report about
the Coast Guard with regard to the Office of Civil Rights which
was actually—the Coast Guard actually requested a report.

And the report came back and had some very not-so-kind things
to say about the Coast Guard with regard to their Civil Rights Of-
fice.

We have been able, with the help of our Chairman—and cer-
tainly are able to correct a lot of that. But I am just wondering,
is there any encouragement that goes out to—although there is not
a requirement—to at least suggest that some of these people look
at disadvantaged businesses and give them opportunities?

Mr. RaJK. Sir, I don’t know that there is anything specific. I
think that on each of these four projects, the program office is in
constant dialogue with the bridge owner, and will continue to do
that. If that is an area that we should look at, we will go back and
work through the program to do that, sir.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I see my time has run out. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. We will follow up on those issues. The gentleman
is right on.

And as I said, I designated Ms. Napolitano to coordinate the Mi-
nority issues involved here, and she and Mr. Clyburn’s staff are
working together on it. So we should have a meeting probably in
September to look at this. But over the recess, staff will continue
to follow up on these matters.

Mr. Shuster.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your patience and
for having this hearing today. I have learned a lot.

My question deals with Ms. Siggerud. Did I pronounce that cor-
rectly?

Ms. SIGGERUD. Yes.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thanks. I have been working on it for the last 20
minutes.

In your testimony, in your written statement, you talked about
maintenance requirement efforts. And that is something I was very
concerned about when the stimulus went out, and I thought the
States were going to struggle, and what was going to happen was
the Federal money would fill the hole in the State budgets. And it
appears in your written statement that you address that a little
bit, mentioning Illinois and Mississippi facing challenges.
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Mr. SHUSTER. So could you talk about that? How many States
did you talk to? You just have the two here. I assume you talked
to a lot more than that, and what was the across the board——

Ms. SIGGERUD. We have an ongoing case study until September
of next year of 16 States and the District of Columbia on highway
and transit programs and a variety of other Recovery Act issues.
In every State we did talk with the State DOT about what I call
both the form and the substance of the maintenance of effort.

The actual letter that was required to be given to the Depart-
ment of Transportation, that took some time to work out in a num-
ber of States, as well as in the substance the extent to which the
State is actually able to fulfill that requirement.

Many States are in very significant fiscal distress. I think this
is something that the Department and GAO needs to keep an eye
on. We won’t really know how this all turned out, though, for some
time because it is a requirement that applies over a period of time.

Mr. SHUSTER. Again, the numbers were 16 States.

Ms. SIGGERUD. Sixteen States and the District of Columbia. And
Pennsylvania is one of the States we are following.

Mr. SHUSTER. And they have all—they are all obviously experi-
encing the same kind of:

Ms. SIGGERUD. Yes, to different levels, depending on the budget
situation in the States, but everyone is worried about it, yes.

Mr. SHUSTER. And it always seems to me that, whether it is the
Federal Government, the State government, or local government,
transportation infrastructure always seems the easiest to cut; and
when we cut it takes so long for us to catch—and that is what, of
course, we are facing now with the Chairman trying to move a bill
that the States are crying out for, that we leave the funding out
there. So, again, I was concerned that would happen; and it ap-
pears that it is.

A second question, directed to Mr. Costa and Mr. Salt. A lot of
this money—very small amounts of this money has not—or has
gone out, and there is huge pots of money that we don’t seem to
be moving that quickly on. It seems to me that in the situation that
we face we should have looked to Minnesota and what they did on
the I-35 bridge and the speed with which the money went out. And
I think a big component of that, and I may be wrong, but was de-
sign-build. And how much are we doing that at the GSA?

And I don’t think we are doing much. I don’t know if you are
doing anything on the design-build at the Corps of Engineers. And
it seems to me with stimulus money this is the time to employ that
strategy.

So can you talk about how much design-build you have put out
there? Because my understanding is it saves maybe 20 to 30 per-
cent of the time that it takes when you go through the normal proc-
ess.

So either of you want to take that first? What are we doing on
design-build?

Mr. CosTA. Traditionally, GSA had not used design-build exten-
sively, but with Recovery Act projects we actually are—a majority
of our projects will be design-build contracts.

Mr. SHUSTER. What kind of percentage are you talking about?

Mr. CosrtA. I was just searching through. I can provide that.
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Mr. SHUSTER. Is that something you can get?

Mr. CoSTA. Yes.

Mr. SHUSTER. It would seem to me this is a situation where we
need to employ this strategy to get the money out there, so I would
be real curious to see what you are doing on that at GSA.

Mr. SALT. Sir, as we did the project lists and started getting the
money, we had more projects ready to go than we had dollars, and
so part of what we are seeing right now is just, particularly in the
O&M, as soon as those projects are ready we are taxiing those out
and it is happening.

On the construction side, there are other factors that affect a
schedule for a construction project. But in our criteria I think the
Corps does design-build. As you say, that is an effective technique.

In the case of the stimulus, we were focusing on projects that
had designs completed or that were nearly complete so that we
could just go ahead and proceed with that.

I don’t know the direct answer to your question. I don’t know
how many design-builds were built into our Recovery Act program.

Mr. SHUSTER. My understanding is that the Corps has typically
not utilized a design-build that frequently, and I would like to see
what you are doing on design-build. Because as we come out of the
economic downturn I believe that is something that the Corps
ought to be looking at. Because I have talked to many folks in
Pennsylvania that say that is something they haven’t seen the
Corps use, so I would encourage you

First of all, if you could report back to me what you are doing
on that, both of you, and as we go down the road look to that de-
sign-build technique.

I see my time is expired. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. The gentleman raised a very important issue
here. And GSA, I noted in the details of testimony, are moving to
a design-build approach on a number of these larger projects in
particular.

The Corps of Engineers generally has not used this practice. Be-
cause of the nature of the Corps work, they are the design people,
and they have the engineering staff that puts the projects together,
lays out the details of how they are to be undertaken in, say, build-
ing a lock or doing a lock pool construction or harbor maintenance
project and then they put it out to bid.

We will have to explore that in a future hearing with a lot of re-
sources of the Subcommittee on the extent to which design-build
might work. You raised a very important issue and a very inter-
esting one.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Ms. Hirono.

Ms. HiroNO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have been visiting a lot of projects throughout my district that
is using our funds, and I am sure my colleagues are doing likewise.
It is a good way for us to find out what is happening on the ground,
so to speak; and I am going to describe a situation which I am sure
other States face.

This has to do with the Army Corps having selected in my dis-
trict two harbor dredging projects for our funding use. Shortly
thereafter, an hour was passed before we passed the Omnibus Ap-




38

propriations Act. So when Congress passed the Omnibus Appro-
priations Act I am told by the Honolulu District of the Army Corps
that appropriated funds must be used first. Therefore, we will be
having to turn back most of the RA funds for these projects. And
we already have a lot of new start projects ready to go, ready to
move to the construction phase.

So, Mr. Chairman, I hope that there is something we can do to
make sure that these RA funds that are coming to the various
States actually are able to be used for that purpose; and if that
means that we need to amend the law so that new starts can ac-
cess these funds I think we need to do that.

And, Mr. Salt, if you have some other suggestion or a way that
we can make sure this happens I would be happy to hear it, al-
though that is just part of my question. If you can keep your re-
sponse short.

Mr. OBERSTAR. If the gentlewoman would yield, I did raise this
matter earlier with Mr. Salt. We did not have a limitation on the
types of projects that the Corps could undertake when we contrib-
uted our portion, our Transportation and Infrastructure Committee
portion, to the Recovery Act. But when it got into the appropriation
process, in the hands of the White House and to the Senate, they
put this limitation in its part of the law. So you are right. We
would have to change that. We would have to change the law. And
I think it was a mistake.

Ms. HIRONO. Yes. And it is really manifesting itself in a real way
on the ground.

In addition, on these two particular harbor projects sand is being
dredged from those harbors and they could be cleaned and used to
replenish eroded areas. However, I have been told that our funds
from these projects cannot be used for this purpose because sand
cleaning is not considered construction, even if the sand is as a re-
sult of the construction activity. So all these tons and tons of sand
will have to go to a landfill, which is already a huge problem for
us in Hawaii.

So, Mr. Salt, is this a matter of interpretation or is this again
a limitation that we have put into the use of our funds?

Mr. SALT. Congresswoman, I don’t think this is a Recovery Act
issue. As I have gone around, I, too, have been concerned that we
don’t seem to think very completely about how we best use dredge
material and particularly how we use it; if it is contaminated, obvi-
ously, we have to deal with that in a safe and appropriate way. But
if it is available to put it on a beach, our cost-sharing protocols for
doing that are sometimes disincentives for doing things that are
the smartest answer for our people and for the public, for the Na-
tion.

I don’t have an answer for that, other than it is an issue that
we are trying to work through, not just with the Recovery Act but
with the beneficial use of dredge material in general. I know the
Committee has given us authority with respect to that, and I think
we are trying to look hard at it. I agree with your point, that if
we are not careful, we constrain yourself into answers that don’t
make a lot of sense. So in that sense I agree. I don’t think it is a
Recovery Act issue. I think it is a more general policy issue that
we are working on.
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Ms. HirONO. And what is the time frame? Because this dredging
activity is happening right now, and there is all these piles and
piles of sand that we could use in a beneficial way. So could you
just move rapidly and can my office talk with you so that we can
resolve this in a sensible way?

Mr. SALT. Yes ma’am. We will get back with you.

Ms. HIRONO. And apparently this is a situation that affects other
districts.

Mr. SALT. Yes.

Ms. HirONO. Since I have a little bit more time, I commend you,
Mr. Salt, for the fact that you are sending—a lot of your contracts
are with small businesses. And I hope that the other testifiers are
doing the same thing, especially GSA, with regard to the contracts
that you are letting, that you are focusing on small businesses and
encouraging the use of smaller contractors.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I will look forward to your response.

I think your comment is correct, Mr. Salt, that this is a broader
issue than Recovery Act funds, and it is a question of basic under-
lying policy. And that is a matter that will be properly disposed of
in our next Water Resources Development Act.

Mr. Boozman.

Mr. BoozMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First of all, I would like to thank Mr. Ross Ashley from FEMA.
I understand that he’ll be leaving government service this fall, and
I want to take this opportunity to thank him for his service.

Mr. Ashley took over the Department of Homeland Security’s
grants department at a time when it was having a fair amount of
problems. At the time, the grant dollars and guidance were coming
out late; and the States and first responders were pretty unhappy
about that. Mr. Ashley made a concerted effort to work closely with
its stakeholders to improve its programs and release grant funding
more quickly.

Again, I just appreciate you for your hard work and for your
service; and I and I know the rest of the Committee wishes you the
best of luck in your future endeavor. So thank you very much.

Mr. AsHLEY. Thank you, sir.

Mr. BoozMAN. Mr. Salt, the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act provides more than $2 billion for operation and mainte-
nance to the Army Corps of Engineers, the intention which was to
adequately operate and maintain our water resources and provide
jobs. However, in the tables that we were provided, a large portion
of the funding will go to surveys and upgrading tide gauges, things
of that nature. Can you explain how these activities help stimulate
the economy and provide jobs?

Mr. SALT. Well, I would say that all of the work that we are talk-
ing about in the Recovery Act is provided through contracts or con-
tract instruments to the private sector to get the work done. So, in
that sense, those kinds of operation and maintenance activities are
work for people, not government employees but for people, private-
sector folks, who do that work.

I would say that by far the majority of the dollars that we are
spending are going to the kinds of things you would expect, the
larger kinds of things, dredging and maintenance of our facilities
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and those sorts of things. I would say there are items, as you de-
scribed, but none of our work is done in-house in that sense.

Mr. BoozMAN. Thank you.

I guess you know again Water Resources, the entire Committee,
I think all of our efforts are really trying to see how we can really
get people-to-work work.

Kind of a related thing, the Congress has not received an Army
Corps of Engineers report in 3 years. Are stimulus funds being
used to complete the chief's reports? How many chief reports
should Congress expect by the end of 2009 and how many by the
end of 20107

Mr. SALT. I can’t speak for the Administration on that. My goal
would be to have many.

When I ask that question—and we have those conversations—the
comfortable answer is less than 10; the aggressive answer is up to
25 or so. And in that delta are projects that will fall out because
they aren’t ready.

I think it is a priority at the Administration to engage in con-
versations with the Committee over the next year and to not sit on
our hands and force the Committee to do all the lifting but rather
to come forward with some ideas about how we would proceed and
then to have a good effort between the Executive branch and the
Congress about not only a new set of projects with a Chief’'s Report
but also with a series of policy initiatives like the Chairman was
talking about before, such as a beneficiary use of dredged material
and things like that.

I think there are a number of areas that we are discussing now,
and it would be premature for me to get too far along that line
other than to say it is an important priority for us.

Mr. BoozMAN. What I would like to do is yield the remaining few
seconds that I have to Mr. Shuster. He has a follow-up question.

Mr. SHUSTER. Just a question.

And the Chair made a point about the Corps set up to do much
of the design. And I am not sure. So the question is, I thought the
Corps was giving up or putting some of that design responsibility
out there to the private sector. Is that—what percentage? I still
think you do quite a bit of design, but I am not sure, actually.

Mr. SALT. A lot. I am told more than half of our design work
went out to the private sector.

As the Chairman pointed out, there is not a big market for a
number of the things the Corps does, such as, great big concrete
structures; and so there are types of work that the private sector
isn’t really tuned to do.

Mr. SHUSTER. So about 50 percent.

Mr. SALT. About 50 percent.

Mr. SHUSTER. I see I have exceeded Mr. Boozman’s time, so I
yield back.

Mr. OBERSTAR. That is a very important point. I am glad you
raised it. And thank you for your response, Mr. Salt.

Ms. Richardson.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

When I looked at the intentions of the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act, if we looked at the objectives which are—right
now I am looking at Mr. Ashley’s testimony on page 4. The Recov-
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ery Act was signed into law on February 17th in 2009 and its ob-
jectives were straightforward: To preserve and create jobs and to
promote economic recovery and to assist the most impacted areas
by the recession. So my question is, Mr. Ashley, of the 6,000 appli-
cations that were submitted how many meet those top two objec-
tives and are they in economically distressed areas.

Mr. ASHLEY. Great. Thank you very much for that question.
When we went and did our outreach with all of these different or-
ganizations to include the fire services, as well as the National As-
sociation Towns and Townships, Conference of Mayors, NGA, and
all others, we did take their inputs into what did they mean by eco-
nomically distressed. So one of the large factors inside of the pro-
gram is, we are determining in the 6,000 applications that are cur-
rently under review, is how many more firefighters is it going to
put on a fire faster, how is it going to provide for firefighter safety
and then also balancing that with a heavily weighted factor of is
it coming from an economically depressed area. Because actually
we want to do two things at the same time; one stimulate the econ-
omy with the jobs that are anticipated to be created under this pro-
gram, but we also want the dollars to be going towards a place
Wherellit is going to provide an added capability to the fire service
as well.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Well, Mr. Ashley, with all due respect, I rep-
resent California’s 37th Congressional District. In that district 1s
the city of Compton, which prior to this whole collapse, had an un-
employment rate of 19 percent and now it exceeds 22 percent. So
it is my intention, and the only reason why I voted for this bill, is
that you would maintain the first two objectives of the stimulus.
And so I would like to go back for you that although you have the
goal that you have, and I agree with it and I think it is important,
but your top two objectives of what we authorized for this bill is
to preserve and create jobs and promote economic recovery, and to
assist those most impacted by the recession. So again, I am going
to ask you the question, do you know of those 6,000 applications,
which ones meet these two criteria?

Mr. ASHLEY. To some degree, I would imagine all 6,000 do.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Can you supply to this Committee a map of the
6,000 applications and where they in fact do follow this particular
area and that they are in economically distressed areas?

Mr. ASHLEY. Define economically as distressed.

Ms. RicHARDSON. Well, I think we through this——

Mr. OBERSTAR. Excuse me, the Act defines economically dis-
tressed as described by the Economic Development Administration
and the U.S. Department of Commerce. It is spelled out in the Act.
It was my language.

Mr. ASHLEY. We can provide that data as provided by the indi-
vidual applicants that have put the applications in.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. So what I would
like, Mr. Chairman, as we can hear from the testimony, that al-
though we took great pains in this Committee to ensure that it was
clear, the actual implementation into the communities is not nec-
essarily consistent. So if you would agree, maybe we can send a let-
ter to the various agencies that are using these funds to reiterate
what the objectives are of the Act that we passed, and to make
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sure if they are not clear, which it seems like today I don’t think
Mr. Ashley is clear, of what that definition is so we can ensure that
the money is being spent appropriately. Further, Mr. Chairman,
what I would like to suggest maybe that we request, this is an ex-
cellent tool, and I am using it in my district, and I am sure other
Members are as well, but it might be helpful to expound upon it
a little further and to include information of what were the existing
or saved jobs that we achieve through these, through all of these
projects.

Mr. OBERSTAR. That information, if the gentlewoman will yield,
will be available in our September report, end of August report.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Perfect. And if we could, since we have time to
plan, the numbers I would be looking for are what were the exist-
ing and saved jobs that were preserved, what were the new jobs,
which I think there is a category here, of these projects, how many
are in economically distressed areas, how many are benefiting
small businesses, minority owned and women businesses. And I
know you are always on it, so I look forward to September of us
having this information. And you were kind, Mr. Chairman. And
I would like to say for the record when we talked about supporting
this bill, you committed to the fact that yes, these were our objec-
tives and you would work on our Committee to achieve it. So thank
you, sir.

Mr. OBERSTAR. And we are following up on that. And we have
sent notices to all the agencies and to the States Departments of
Transportation, transit agencies and all the rest, that that level of
detail is expected in the end of August, mid September report on
which we will have a further hearing.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Thank you sir.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Carney, you have been very patient. You are
one of the first ones here, and unfortunately one of the last to have
at it with our panel.

Mr. CARNEY. The trials of being a sophomore sir, but thank you
for the recognition. I would like to continue, Mr. Ashley, along this
vein with fire grants. There are 6,000 or so applications. What are
you doing to make sure that there is going to be sort of regional
equity when you are distributing these funds?

Mr. ASHLEY. As you are aware, there is no authorization lan-
guage. This is a brand new program start. What we set out for in
the guidance was a goal to, but not a strict adherence to, the exist-
ing AFG allocations, which is pretty straightforward in looking at
rural, volunteer, urban and such as a goal. Until we go through the
complete review of the applications, looking at economic need and
looking at does a community need a new fire station, we won’t
know exactly how that regional distribution will look.

Mr. CARNEY. Well, there is an aspect of this, of the air money
for the fire grants that is somewhat troubling to me. It is not that
I disagree with its intent, but there seems to be a waiting toward
sort of a response to terror.

Mr. ASHLEY. No, sir, there is no categorical inclusion nor criteria
that ties to any nexus of terrorism.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Will the gentleman yield? That is not correct.
Every volunteer fire department is required to submit in this appli-
cation for funding a showing of connection to Homeland Security



43

and terrorism. And I have raised that issue with the previous ad-
ministration and with Secretary Napolitano. And that is unneces-
sary and an obstacle and an impediment and it is wrong, and I am
glad you raised that point.

Mr. CARNEY. Well, I appreciate it. Because as we sit here at this
moment, I have been on my BlackBerry with my staff. Several
counties in my district are now under flood warnings. And it is the
local fire that responds to these floods. And they are disadvantaged
if they have to find some terror nexus here in terms of getting
funds. Now, that is quite a concern to me and to the 14 counties
in the rural areas that I represent. And these are the local commu-
nity volunteer responders that we are trying to help here. And they
will be pulling on their boots and have pulled on their boots and
are monitoring the creeks and sandbagging right now. And they
are doing it with frankly antiquated equipment. And if they are
disadvantaged because they can’t find a terror nexus in this par-
ticular job, I think we need to rethink this whole thing.

Mr. AsHLEY. If I might, sir, there is no selection criteria under
any of these grants that require any of the categories when you go
through the 12 categories of what they are applying for that ties
it to terrorism.

Mr. CARNEY. Well, the administration’s fiscal year 2010 budget
seems to go the other way on that. I think we need to get to the
bottom of this. I also had a question for Mr. Salt and Mr. Costa.
When we talk about projects, and Mr. Salt this probably more for
you, do we look at life cycle costs of a project when the Corps wants
to do something.

Mr. SALT. As the project is formulated and brought to this Com-
mittee for authorization the overall analysis includes a life cycle
analysis of the project.

Mr. CARNEY. Do we consider alternative sorts of construction ma-
terials, maybe composite materials, versus steel or iron or any
other kind of materials in terms of what it costs over the life cycle
of a project.

Mr. SALT. I think you should expect us to do that. I can’t report
to you how well we are doing those sorts of things. I would want
to say yes that is part of our responsibility.

Mr. CARNEY. Okay. Very good. Well, if that is not the case truly,
perhaps Mr. Chairman, we could look into drafting some legislation
to that effect. Thank you very much. Mr. Costa do you.

Mr. CosTA. Congressman yes, we do include life cycle cost anal-
ysis in basically choosing our project’s materials. It is a pretty core
part of how we look at doing our business.

Mr. CARNEY. And do you look at—Mr. Salt.

Mr. SALT. I just wanted to as a follow-on to my answer, as part
of our regular process there is a value engineering step where out-
side experts take a look at our designs and make the kinds of cost
saving recommendations that you are talking about as appropriate.

Mr. CARNEY. Mr. Costa, go ahead.

Mr. Costa. Well, I have just been handed a card.

Mr. CARNEY. So it is good.

Mr. CosTA. No, it is good, it is good. That this Committee
changed the law so that—you all extended the life cycle analysis
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from 25 to 40 years, which, of course, is helpful looking at new en-
ergy and management kinds of techniques.

Mr. CARNEY. And building materials and things of that nature?

Mr. CosTA. Yes.

Mr. CARNEY. Very good. Excellent. My time has expired. You are
very patient with me Mr. Chairman. Thank you so much.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I interrupted you. You can have another minute.

Mr. CARNEY. I am done. Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Ms. Edwards.

Ms. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thanks also Mr.
Chairman for your attention and this Committee’s attention to
oversight, transparency and accountability, because I think it is
really important, especially for taxpayers and for job seekers. I
would note that just yesterday my State of Maryland came in sort
of number one in its transparency and accountability for telling the
public and telling the story in our State Web site about the expend-
iture and allocation of Recovery Act funds, where they are going,
in very good detail. It was actually number one rated among all the
States by an independent nonprofit group Good Jobs First. But I
think it highlights what our obligation is here on this Committee,
to look in great detail about how these funds are being expended.
I have a question really directed—a lot of questions. But I am
going to direct these to Mr. Hooks, about the clean water State re-
volving funds.

I look down the list, and although in your testimony you cite 45
programs across the country that have—I guess for which funds
have been obligated. I counted in our Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee chart that only 24 States out of all of the
States and territories have actually obligated funds. And when you
look at the charts across obligations, contracts put out to bid, jobs
created, there are a lot of zeroes there. And so I am really con-
cerned about whether we are meeting our goals and deadlines and
what is happening to those resources, because this is about cre-
ating jobs. And I just don’t see that except in really a handful of
States. And I am concerned about that. Also, I wonder if you could
describe for us ways that we can track the State Revolving Fund
implementation progress.

And then I wonder if you could also describe for me what actu-
ally is happening and what projects are going on regarding the
green water—the green infrastructure 20 percent allocation. I
would love to see a State-by-State analysis of those specific projects
because I think it would actually help this Committee.

Mr. HoOKs. I think there has been some confusion in terms of
the use of the term obligation. While we have obligated our re-
sources to 45 States the States also obligate monies to borrowers,
and I think there might be a little bit of a disconnect in terms of
the numbers. And we would be happy to try to work with you to
try to reach some clarification.

Ms. EDWARDS. So you have actually obligated funds for 45
States?

Mr. Hooks. Correct. We have made those resources available to
45 States. There are six States that are still in the balance.

Ms. EDWARDS. And so where are the contracts then?
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Mr. Hooks. The States are now going through their bidding proc-
ess as well. Some States have already started. There is a little bit
of a lag in terms of outlays, which I mentioned earlier. But be-
tween 1dentifying the borrowers that have been selected, putting
these contracts out for bid and then proceeding on the work, that
has taken some time. Right now based on what we are seeing now,
bear in mind the reporting requirements from the States, at least
to the Federal Government, doesn’t begin until October. We have
been launching a pilot at EPA to start to go out and start to receive
some of these State specific and recipient specific data to try to
identify really what is happening on the ground. And so back in
terms of our tracking, we will have much more data, much more
comprehensive data, come October.

Ms. EDWARDS. So are you saying to me though that when we look
at the number—the amounts of obligations and the number of con-
tracts put out to bid that that is incomplete.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Would the gentleman yield—gentlewoman yield?
See, this is the problem. This is budget speak. Obligation is a budg-
et term of art. All it does is make a step, it doesn’t accomplish any-
thing, which is why I insisted in our submission to the Recovery
Act program, and we are crafting it in the Committee, that the
funds be under contract within 90 days at the behest of States, at
the urging and complaint of the Senate whose knees buckled under
this issue. And the big think pieces over in the White House in
OMB they submitted this budget speak term obligate. Obligate just
says, yep, we are going to put the money onto this project, that is
all. You know, for the highway projects the States just signed off
and said we obligate the money for this project. That doesn’t put
a single contract on—doesn’t put a single project under contract.

Ms. EDWARDS. Well, Mr. Chairman, if you would yield, this is ex-
actly my question, because when I look at the number of contracts
that are out to bid, they are just State after State, zero after zero,
the number of jobs that are created or sustained zero after zero.
And if we are out there telling the American people we, you know,
put out all of this money that is being paid for by their children
and by their grandchildren, surely we have got to be creating jobs.
And so I think if that data is out there, it really would behoove the
administration to let us all know that, because it looks as though
somebody is just holding onto the money and it is not really going
to these projects. I look at my State of Maryland, for example, and
what I see is that the fund has $19 million. There is obligated
$7,127,000. And then after that it is just projects under contract
zero, recovery funds associated with projects under contract zero,
projects in which work is begun zero, direct job’s total job hours
zero, zero, zero. And that is State after State. And I just think
that—I mean, I am very supportive of the State Clearwater revolv-
ing fund, but we have got to create jobs with these funds. This is
really intense infrastructure. We know that it is needed infrastruc-
ture. And I just think at some point or other the American public
is going to start asking where are the jobs, and we deserve to have
an answer for them.

Mr. Hooks. I agree with you, which, in part, is why I talked ear-
lier about kind of the three phases that I now view this work in.
Again, before it was make the monies available, and then I thought
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we would move into the management and oversight of what the
State was doing. Now, however, you are right, you are absolutely
right, we actually are concentrating our efforts to try to assist the
States in breaking down any sort of barriers that they might have,
whether that is with Buy America provisions, Davis-Bacon, getting
their bids out. We are making our contracts available, our con-
tracting resources available, we are actually making our contract
vehicles available in one state’s instance, so we are trying to do
whatever we can to assist the States in facilitating getting the
work started.

Ms. EDWARDS. And so when we see your—you said that there
will be reports back from the States in October because we haven’t
come to that deadline yet. I guess I am presuming looking at the
charts that we have here all of a sudden we are going see a glut
of projects because there are very few. And hopefully with our job-
%‘e?ls numbers and stuff that means that people will have jobs in the
all.

Mr. Hooks. We anticipate these numbers starting to ramp up
significantly over the next couple of months. They have gone up 85
percent just over the last four weeks. And I suspect again that the
numbers actually in the fall will be dramatically different.

Ms. EDWARDs. Well, hopefully we are not then getting into a win-
ter season which then we can’t do these jobs in States that have
climate issues. And so we thought, I guess we thought in this Com-
mittee, and I am greatly exceeding my time, that given the spring
time frame and the deadlines for contracts going out that we would
actually be able to get to those States that have seasonable and cli-
mate issues. And it feels like we are bumping right up against that
yet again. And so there is the prospect that in some of these States
really work is not going to be able to happen until next spring,
which that is a lot of time for somebody who is out of a job.

Mr. Hooks. The legislation does specify that all of the SRF work
under the clean water and drinking water, that they all be under
contract or construction within one year, February 17, 2010. And
based on what my staff is telling me, based on the personal visits
that we are making, all of the States will meet that goal.

Ms. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Just before I go to Mr. Mica, I want to again un-
derscore this issue of budget speak term, the budget speak term ob-
ligation. If our language had prevailed, there would have been no
escape hatch. States and the executive branch agencies would have
had to have projects under contract within 90 days or lose the
money to someone who could use them. And your point is well
taken. Mr. Mica commented on it and said, well, you are right on.
Well, that is the way most of the Members of the Committee feel.
We committed these funds with the anticipation they put people to
work. But when the OMB got into it and when the White House
staff got into this thing and when the Senate stuck their nose into
it and said, oh, well, you have to give them a little leeway that they
can obligate the funds and have 120 days to do that, that obligation
is a very different term from having the project under contract. It
was an escape hatch. Mr. Mica.

Mr. MicA. Well, I do have to compliment the gentlelady from
Maryland. Her questioning and commentary was so refreshing.
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And you know we are going to go home in a few hours, whether
it is up the road or to Florida, and you have got to face people who
haven’t had jobs for months. And you go back and say, well, we
have got $11 billion unobligated here, we have got billions here,
and all they want is an opportunity to work and provide for them-
selves. And that solves all the other problems, it really does. But
you two are magnificent, Ms. Edwards and Mr. Chairman. I want
to make sure that gets in the record.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you.

Mr. MicA. A final thing, and this is just a point, particularly to
the agency folks that are trying to get the money out. We will
never get projects cheaper than you can right now. There is a fire
sale going on to do every kind of project in this country. People
want business, they want—contractors want work and contracts.
And in my district—I met with my district transportation secretary
who covers my area of Florida. He said the prices they are getting
in are 25 and 30 percent cheaper than what they had budgeted,
which is a fire sale to do these projects. So getting this money out
now is so important. And I am just asking you all to find ways—
to support Ms. Norton here, St. Elizabeth’s, I have a project that
I am interested in doing. NoMa, right to the north of Union Sta-
tion, we will never find real estate bargains, opportunities to renew
leases, opportunities to save the taxpayers billions of dollars and
get more for less.

Now, we can screw around and let this go on to next year. You
already see the signs of some recovery in spite of what government
has done, but maybe we could wait longer and pay more. Again,
hopefully you all have taken away from us the message, particu-
larly again the agencies. I appreciate GAO’s honest assessment
here today too. I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you. That is very, very important. Now I
committed to Ms. Norton that she could pursue her line of inquiry.

Ms. NORTON. I appreciate that Mr. Chairman, because I did not
get to ask Mr. Ashley a question. I do want to associate myself
with the remarks of Ms. Edwards and the Ranking Member, al-
though I promise the Ranking Member we will not buy a building
in NoMa. That is what he was really talking about, but he is still
working on it, and I always work with him. But a fire sale is ex-
actly correct. That is why I pressed the GSA not only to begin work
on the first building, the Coast Guard building, but for goodness
sake, begin work on the same grounds on the rehabilitation of
otll)ler buildings which are not construction but which also make
jobs.

Now, Ms. Edwards’ question really went to what I asked Mr.
Costa to do. On a monthly basis, to get us obligation on one line
and expenditure on the other, because those are the—that is the
real deal. So although GSA and I commend you, Mr. Costa, have
made—have set goals and are meeting the goals for obligation, I
will require a monthly expenditure report as well.

Mr. CosTA. The only distinction I would add is that that billion
dollars that we have obligated, they are contract awards.

Ms. NORTON. But when the Ranking Member asked you about
$34 million you were not able to say that there was more money
being expended in light of the billion dollars.
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1\}/{1". CosTA. Because we made progress payments, that is exactly
right.

Ms. NORTON. But even so, if there is $1 billion out there and
somebody is being paid to do work, you would expect a whole lot
more than $34 million to show up at this time. If you want to ex-
plain that to staff, we will be glad to hear it, but that is an impor-
tant point. I want to ask Mr. Ashley something that has been on
the mind of this Committee, especially the Chairman, and on the
mind of me with respect to my work on the Homeland Security
Committee. I am not sure it applies to stimulus funds, although it
is related to Mr. Carney’s question, and that is the award of fire
grants in relation apparently to terrorist programs.

Now, the fire grants are for basic fire fighting capability because
they are for all hazards. You don’t go to a hazard that they haven’t
called out your firefighters as well. We had to go after the last ad-
ministration persistently for attempting to use the President’s
budget to focus fire grants on terrorism. The Congress, in a bipar-
tisan fashion, consistently rejected this attempt by the prior admin-
istration. I was very disappointed to see that in the 2010 budget
of the new administration what appear to be, unless you can show
me this is not the case, a continued attempt to focus fire grants on
preparedness by words such as in the event of a terrorist attack as
opposed to all hazards, which, of course, deals with terrorist at-
tacks, as well as with what we in this country face 99.9 percent of
the time, which are hazards unrelated to terrorism.

Can you explain why the administration’s budget describes, and
apparently attempts to continue to focus fire grants as a program
on preparing fire departments for terrorism notwithstanding the
very clear language of the law and congressional intent as repeated
several times over during the last administration. And just let me
ask you straight out, does the fire grant program today, whether
for the stimulus package or for fire grants generally, require or
give any preference to fire departments that show a nexus to ter-
rorism in their applications.

Mr. AsHLEY. None whatsoever.

Ms. NORTON. So you say that is completely gone. Why did the ad-
ministration’s 2010 budget request attempt in some language to
focus on terrorism then.

Mr. ASHLEY. I wasn’t party to those specific discussions on the
request as far as you know tying the 2010 budget to whether it is
terrorism or risk-based allocations of that nature, so I was not part
of those discussions.

Ms. NORTON. I wish you would carry back then to FEMA the
Subcommittee’s very substantial interest in making sure that all
hazards are covered, firefighters go out for all hazards. And we in-
tend to enforce that we have the backing of the entire Congress on
it. We don’t want to repeat that with this Congress. Thank you
very much, Mr. Chairman. I thought it was my obligation to get
that question on the record.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I appreciate you raising that. And I also appre-
ciate the questions raised by Mr. Carney on this particular issue.
I raised it, and I have been incensed about this matter, because in
2008, there was a fire caused by a very negligent camper within
the bounty waters canoe area wilderness of the Superior National
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Forest in northeastern Minnesota in Cook County, right, oh, just
a mile or so from the Gunflint Trails, so it was in the wilderness.
These campers left the fire going and left their camp site. Wind
came up, blew the sparks and flame into a nearby brush and a fire
broke out of a significant amount. And the volunteer fire depart-
ment rushed to the site with their pumper, which they knew was
defective, and the pumper truck could not operate. It could not
draw water from the lake, could not attack the fire. Maybe they
would not have been able to contain the whole thing, but I think
they would have significantly impeded its progress so that it could
have been contained to just a few acres. Instead 76,000 acres
burned, half in the U.S., half in Canada.

When I went up for a town meeting with all the residents, 134
structures burned to the ground. Fortunately, there were no fatali-
ties and no injuries. And part of the reason for that was that
FEMA'’s preparedness program, the mitigation program, had sup-
plied funding for homeowners and residences to install sprinkler
systems to draw water from lakes and underground aquifers. And
those homes and facilities that had availed themselves of the fund-
ing put the systems, the sprinkler systems into work and they
saved those structures, but others burned to the ground.

And I asked why, why didn’t you have an adequate pumper
truck? And they said because we were turned down 2 years ago,
and again this year because we did not show a connection between
our pumper truck and Homeland Security. That is about the
remotest place in the world or in America, except perhaps Nome,
Alaska, that a terrorist attack is likely to occur. So I called Mr.
Paulson in, your predecessor over there, and raised literal hell with
him over this. It turned down twice because it doesn’t show a con-
nection to terrorism. He said, well, we will address that, we will
get to it. There were a number of other small projects, small fund-
ed, $2,500, $25,000, I think a pumper truck probably runs a little
bit more than that, that were turned down because they didn’t
have, they didn’t show a nexus to, in effect, terrorism. Our terror
in the northland is blizzards, fire, high winds, a storm that blew
down 26 million trees. That is our terror. It happens every year.
We never had one of these terrorist attacks in the northland.

So I asked two of the fire departments. These are the documents
they have to file. And I have just spent the last few minutes going
through there. There is no current showing, and I am happy to see
that, no showing requested of a nexus to terrorism. Well, whoever
did it, thank you for that, whether it was Paulson on his departure
or the new team. You have at least addressed that issue. But I
don’t want to see that appearing again in a firefighter grant appli-
cation. Can you assure me that won’t happen?

Mr. AsHLEY. Well, between now and August 30th I can.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Oh, you are leaving?

Mr. ASHLEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Good Lord. Well, you just get these people trained
up and then they leave.

Mr. AsHLEY. I stayed past January 20th so.

Mr. OBERSTAR. All right. Well, thank you for that. Let’s see, I
had some other. The Corps, you have 800 projects, you have out-
lays of $84 million. When do you expect those outlays, that is ac-
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tsualll?payments to contractors to ramp up from that number, Mr.
alt?

Mr. SALT. Sir, I think I really like your chart. I think your chart
makes the point that in our case over 90 percent of our obligations
are to contracts, to private sector contractors. And as your chart
points out, you award the contract, they then hire, they then order
materials, the money, the stimulus starts to happen. After that,
they send the request for progress, payments or bills. And so the
outlays always lag. The other issue this chart raises which is when
the State is involved it goes up, even when you get down to the ac-
tual contract, the points you were making earlier, there is another
lig behind that that is there. I think there are two important
things:

Number one, the points you made, when you award the contract,
the work starts, people start getting hired, all those things start to
happen. And secondly, people in the community start to see good
things happen. The other point that you made, that these are for
things that otherwise wouldn’t get done, that they start to see that
work happening, and I think that starts to create the sense that
this is happening. And although the outlays are important, I mean,
we must pay, I would say that the real important part is up at the
other end of that.

Mr. OBERSTAR. The awarding of contracts is critically important
here. And each of you has submitted, each of you agencies has sub-
mitted that information, and I invite you to supplement your cur-
rent testimony in the coming months with updates as we have re-
quested on our Committee Web site of contracts not only awarded,
bids awarded and projects under contract, but actual work under-
way, supplement that information. This is a lagging indicator. I
mean, the highway program, the Federal Government did all of its
work, DOT did its job, the Federal highway did its job and notified
the States. Next it is up to the States. And if there is some red
tape, we want to know about it. They had plenty of time to tell us
from December until February, from actually September of 2008
when we passed, the House passed the first stimulus bill, it died
in the Senate, but they had plenty of time to say, well, we might
have this problem, we might have that paper work problem. They
never did. Not a single one of them came in to us. It was yes we
can, it was a we-can-do-this.

So Mr. Mica and I are going to send a letter to these States who
are lagging behind and say what is your problem, what is the red
tape, what are the obstacles. We are going to find that out. But
meanwhile, you tell us, you are through the first phase, contract
is awarded, update those, update that information by the third
week of August, by the end of the third week of August.

Ms. Siggerud, do you agree with that?

Ms. SIGGERUD. In terms of:

Mr. OBERSTAR. That is not the right question. Would you com-
ment on what I just said?

Ms. SIGGERUD. Yes, I can comment.

Yes, I can comment. We are seeing, with regard to the lagging
concept obligations and then moving to the outlays, we are seeing
a pretty significant uptick—that was July—as we are are hitting
the construction season, and as States have had time to put these
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bids out for contract, and I expect to see a real difference as we
go forward over the next couple of months in that area.

But there are still a number of projects that have not been obli-
gated and so there will still be—this will play out over several
years, especially the more complicated projects, as we mentioned,
that will need to have a longer bid time and that will take longer
to construct.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I know there was some hand-wringing by the
economists who said, well, as constructed, and with these time con-
straints, the Federal Highway Administration, the State DOTs and
transit agencies are only going to do those projects that are quick-
hitters. That is what we expected.

The longer-term projects are going to be covered in our upcoming
bill, 6 years.

Ms. SIGGERUD. And, Mr. Oberstar, that is what we are seeing.
That is why you see such a percentage of repaving rehabilitation,
because these are the projects that could be built quickly and done
during this construction season.

Mr. OBERSTAR. That is what we want to see.

Mr. Mica, do you have any closing statements?

Mr. MicA. No, just thank you. I think it was a very informative
hearing.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I appreciate that, and I appreciate the contribu-
tion that each of you has made.

And for the record, our next hearing will occur about the third
week of September and we will make a further in-depth review.
Thank you again for your participation.

Mr. Ashley, I wish you well in whatever your next pursuit is.

Ms. Siggerud, keep your eye on them.

Ms. SIGGERUD. Will do.

Mr. OBERSTAR. The Committee is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 1:08 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF
THE HONORABLE RUSS CARNAHAN (MO-03)
HOUSE TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE

Hearing on
Recovery Act: 160-Day Progress Report for Transportation Programs

Friday, July 31, 2009
2167 Rayburn House Office Building

Chairman Oberstar and Ranking Member Mica, thank you for holding this hearing on
assessing the progress to date on the implementation of the Recovery Act, especially the
_green buildings programs under the jurisdiction of the committee.

As a co-founder of the High-Performance Building Caucus, I have advocated for both
high-performance buildings and green buildings. I believe that the federal government
should lead by example in the ways we construct and operate our buildings. An update
released on July 10™ indicated that the General Services Administration has awarded
contracts for 85 projects, worth 325 million dollars in Federal Building Recovery Act
funds. Although there is still a long way to go in terms of allotting the 4.5 billion dollars
of Recovery Act funding to high performance green buildings, I am pleased with the
progress that has been made thus far. Green buildings exist at the intersection of energy
policy, green collar job growth, and real estate development, therefore they show
enormous potential on multiple Recovery fronts. I hope that the GSA will be able to
answer some questions regarding visible progress and sustainable methods.

I also have questions regarding the production methods of green federal buildings;
specifically whether approaches such as total building commissioning, building
information modeling and integrated project delivery are currently being considered. By
participating in these periodic hearings, the committee can work with GSA in order to
ensure that green building project guidelines and recommendations are applied
effectively.

In closing, I'd like to thank the panelists for their testimonies and presence at the hearing

today. We appreciate your input and I appreciate our cooperative efforts to responsibly
monitor Recovery Act funding.

SYNAIR
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THE HONORABLE EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, CHAIRWOMAN
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
HEARING ON “RECOVERY ACT: 160-DAY PROGRESS REPORT FOR
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAMS”

JuLY 31,2009
et

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for continuing this
series of hearings on implementation of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act.

Successful implementation of this legislation is
essential to our collective efforts to turn our economy
around, and create good, well-paying jobs here in

America.

While | understand some of the public criticism
that the Recovery Act is not working fast enough, and
that the economy continues to lose jobs, | would
suggest that, but for the enactment of the Recovery
Act, we would be in a far worse place today.



54

That being said, | agree that the primary focus of
this legislation was the creation of jobs, and | am
concerned that the pace of job creation has not been
uniform across all of the agencies and programs

under the jurisdiction of this Committee.

Hopefully, today, we can hear some assurance
that the agencies understand the primary intent of this
legislation to create jobs, while at the same time,
promoting accountability and openness in
expenditures.

, | have read the written testimony of the witnesses
here this morning, and | commend them for the
progress made thus far.
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For example, | applaud the efforts of the
Environmental Protection Agency for obligating over
83 percent of the Clean Water State Revolving Fund
dollars to the individual states, and for working
through some of the implementation challenges of the
Buy American provisions of the Recovery Act.

However, | would encourage the agency to take a
greater role in encouraging further expenditures of
Clean Water SRF funds by the individual states.

Clearly, the success of the Clean Water SRF
investment is the implementation of vital clean water

projects on the ground.
This is where more progress is essential.
Similarly, for the Corps of Engineers, | applaud

your efforts to allocate roughly 75 percent of
Recovery Act funding to individual Corps projects.
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However, what is less clear is the measure of
progress in carrying out the individual elements called
for in the Corps work-plan.

| would encourage the Corps to provide the
Committee with a clearer understanding of how to
measure progress, in terms of jobs created and
percentage of work completed, for these elements.

My assumption is that all of the members of this
Committee want the Recovery Act to succeed.

Every member of this Committee should want the
infrastructure investment made by this Act to improve
the economy, to help create good paying jobs, and to
begin the long-forgotten obligation to invest in our

nation’s infrastructure.

| see hopeful signs in today’s testimony, but |
suggest that all Americans need to see actual results
in their everyday lives and wallets.

4
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The reality is that your window to demonstrate

results is small.

Your job is to show those results.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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W& Wity

Statement of Rep. Harry Mitchell
House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee
7/31/09

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, H.R. 1, is making important investments
in transportation and infrastructure, and today we will review its progress.

As of July 17, 2009, the Federal Highway Administration has approved $17 billion in
Recovery Act funding, which represents 62 percent of Recovery Act highway funds.

Arizona is continuing to receive Recovery Funds, many of which are being invested in
planned highway, bridge, transit, and other shovel ready infrastructure projects. As of
June 30, 2009, approximately $120 million in Recovery funds had been invested in
projects that are already underway. More than $124 million had been invested in projects
that were already under contract. In addition, another $296 million were associated with
projects that had been put out to bid.

When combined with the tax cuts and other relief contained in the Recovery Act, these
investments are creating jobs and economic activity.

I look forward to hearing more from our witnesses on the current implementation and
progress of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.

I yield back.
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THE HONORABLE JAMES L. OBERSTAR
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
HEARING ON “RECOVERY ACT: 160-DAY PROGRESS REPORT FOR
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAMS”
JuLry 31,2009

The transportation and infrastructure investments of the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (P.L. 111-5) (Recovery Act), have already begun to
play a key role in putting Americans back to work. Federal agencies, States, and their
local partners have demonstrated they can deliver transportation and infrastructure
projects and create urgently needed employment in the tight timeframes set forth in
the Recovery Act. These projects have already resulted in tens of thousands of

wotkers getting off the bench and back on the job.

T am pleased to report that, as of June 30, 2009, neatly 50 percent of the total
available formula funds for highway and transit projects have been put out to bid.
Approximately 31 percent of these formula funds are under contract and 22 percent

are associated with projects underway.

Monitoring the petcentage of allocated funds associated with projects out to
bid, under contract, and underway helps us measure the Recovery Act’s progress.
Critics of the Recovery Act focus exclusively on the amount of outlays of Federal

transportation funds. This approach does not provide a good sense of Recovery Act
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progress because transportation projects primarily operate on a reimbursement mode.
For example, States seek reimbursement for highway projects after construction is
underway. Federal outlays, therefore, come months after jobs are created and
necessary infrastructure projects have begun. Knowing how many funds are
associated with projects out to bid, under contract, and underway better captutes the

extent to which Recovery Act funds have arrived on Main Street.

However, there is much work left to be done. As of June 2009, construction
unemployment was 1,601,000 — that’s 1,001,000 lost construction jobs since the
recession began in December 2007. And, while I am encouraged by what Federal,

State, and local governments have already accomplished, more must be done.

Against this backdrop, I scheduled this oversight hearing to hear from Federal
officials who are implementing programs receiving funding under the Recovery Act.
This hearing will focus primarily on the non-transportation programs under the
Committee’s jurisdiction, including environmental, inland waters, and public building
infrastructure. T have also invited the Government Accountability Office (GAQ) to

testify about its oversight of the highways and bridges program.

To provide additional insight into what progress has been made to date, I

would like to share the results of the vigorous oversight that the Committee has
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already conducted. Just ten days after the Recovery Act was signed into law, the
Committee requested transparency and accountability information directly from
States, metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), and public transit agencies.

Since then, recipients have reported regularly to the Committee.

According to the most recent submissions received by the Committee, as of
June 30, 2009, a total of 5,079 highway and transit projects in all 50 States, four
Territories, and the District of Columbia have been put out to bid, totaling $16.7
billion. That’s almost 50 percent of the total available formula funds for highway and

transit projects.

Of these 5,079 projects that have been put out to bid, 3,553 highway and
transit projects in 50 States, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia are already

under contract. These projects under contract total $10.6 billion.

Work has begun on 2,552 projects in 50 States and the District of Columbia
totaling $7.7 billion, an increase of 75 petcent in just the 30 days since the previous

reporting deadline.
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These 2,552 highway and transit projects underway have resulted in over
48,000 direct, on-project jobs. Direct, on-project jobs include workers employed to

repair or build a new facility or maintain on-site equipment.

However, these direct, on-project job totals only tell part of the story. These
projects have also resulted in thousands of indirect and induced jobs. Indirect jobs
include jobs created at companies that produce construction matetials such as steel,
and manufacture equipment such as new transit buses. Induced jobs include
employees at restaurants who serve lunch to employees working on job sites. When
you combine the direct, on-project jobs with all the jobs that are created down the

supply chain, the tally of jobs is much higher.

The Committee also requested that all Federal agencies implementing programs
that receive Recovery Act funds under the Committee’s jurisdiction provide a table of
specific Recovery Act projects. As of July 17, 2009, Federal agencies under the
Committee’s jurisdiction have announced 9,356 transportation and non-transportation
projects totaling $30.5 billion. Funds have been obligated for 8,276 projects totaling
$24 billion. Within this total, State Departments of Transportation have obligated
funds for 5,777 highway projects worth $16.9 billion, 63 percent of the total highway

formula funds.
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This transparency and accountability information speaks for itself: Federal
agencies, States, and their local partners are putting Ametricans back to work in family-

wage, construction jobs all across the nation.

The Act further requires that at least one-half of all highway funds apportoned
to States be obligated within 120 days (June 30, 2009) after the date of apportionment.

I am pleased to report that all States met this requirement.

The success of meeting this “use it ot lose it” provision should send a clear
message to all Federal, State, and local governments implementing Recovery Act
projects: you can quickly deliver transportation projects, put shovels into the ground,
and in doing so imptove our nation’s infrastructure and lift our economy out of

recession,

Throughout development of the Recovery Act, I emphasized the importance
of transparency and accountability and ensured that the transportation and
infrastructure provisions would be subject to the most rigorous transparency and
accountability requirements of the Act. I am pleased that the Obama Administration
adopted many of these ideas, not just for transportation, but for all programs funded

under the Act.
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1 also promised that the Committee would vigorously oversee implementation
of the Recovery Act. The Committee will continue to require petiodic direct
reporting to the Committee by recipients of transportation and infrastructure funds
under the Recovery Act as well as Federal agencies implementing Recovery Act
programs under the Committee’s jurisdiction, to ensure that the funds are invested
quickly, efficiently, and in harmony with the job-creating purposes of the Act. In
addition, the Committee will continue to hold public hearings to examine the

successes and challenges under the Act.

While much work remains, I am pleased with the progress that has been made
in the first 160 days since enactment of the Recovery Act. I look forward to hearing
the testimony of today’s witnesses and discussing what is being done to ensure that
Recovery Act funds will continue to create good, family-wage jobs as quickly as
possible, while at the same time improving our deteriorating infrastructure and laying

the foundation for future economic growth.
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Chairman Oberstar, Ranking Member Mica, and membe;s of the Committee, my name is Ross Ashley
and I serve as Assistant Administrator for the Federal Emergency Managerﬁent Agency’s (FEMA) Grant
Programs Directorate. On behalf of Administrator Fugate, it is a privilege to appear before you today to
discuss how FEMA is implementing the Assistance to Firefighters Fire Station Construction Grant
Program as provided for under the American Recovery and Reinvestmént Act 0f 2009 (ARRA) (Public
Law 111-5), which will improve the capabilities of the Nation’s fire service while aiding the economies

of many American communities.

FEMA'’s Grant Programs Directorate (GPD) is comprised of dedicated professionals with years of
experience in the planning, execution, management and monitoring of federal grant programs. Currently
GPD manages 52 different disaster and non-disaster grant programs. GPD makes between 6,000.and
7,000 individual grants annually which total between $7 billion and $10 billion in federal financial
assistance. GPD is proud of its professionalism. It is also proud of its record of cooperation with both
the field — the constituencies it serves — and with the Congress, in the development of the programs it
administers. Every grant program GPD develops and administe‘rs‘ is marked by a high level of outreach,
discussion and collaboration with the communities, the individuals, and the stakeholders the grant

program is designed to help.

The Assistance to Firefighters Fire Station Construction Grant Program is no different. FEMA and GPD
have a long record of working closely with the Nation’s fire service. GPD’s portfolio includes the
Assistance to Firefighters Grant Program (AFG). The AFG Program provides competitive grants to
address the training, safety, apparatus, personal protective gear, firefighting equipment, and firefighter

wellness and fitness needs of fire departments large and small, career and volunteer. Through the Fire
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Prevention and Safety Grant Program (FP&S), the AFG Program provides resources to fire departments
and non-profit organizations to address fire prevention issues, while AFG’s companion program, the
Staffing for Adequate Fire and Emergency Response Grant Program (SAFER), addresses staffing needs

by enhancing these departments’ ability to hire, recruit and retain firefighters.

Our partnership with the fire service is demonstrated through the process by which each year’s AFG
and SAFER Programs are developed. Each year FEMA convenes a panel of fire service professionals to
assist in the development of funding priorities for the coming year. This also provides an opportunity to
discuss any changes in program requirements. The development of the Assistance to Firefighters Fire
Station Construction Grant Program (FSCG) did not differ from the development of GPD’s other AFG
programs. As with the other ARG programs, GPD consulted and worked with a panel of fire service
professionals representing the nine major fire service organizations to develop funding priorities and
other implementation criteria for FSCG. These fire service organizations included:

¢ The Congressional Fire Services Institute;

e The National Volunteer Fire Council;

e The International Association of Arson Investigators;

e The International Aséociation of Fire Fighters;

» The National Fire Protection Association;

s The National Association of State Fire Marshalls;

* The Intérnational Association of Fire Chiefs;

¢ . The International Society of Fire Service Instructors, and

¢ The North American Fire Training Directors.
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In keeping with the goals of the ARRA to not only assist the fire service, but more broadly to assist in
the economic revitalization of the communities fire departments serve, GPD collaborated with additional
stakeholder organizations in the development of the FSCG. These groups represent the Nation’s towns,
cities, counties and states and included:

e The National Association of Counties

» The National Governors Association

o The National League of Cities

e The U.S. Conference of Mayors

Our collaboration and outreach will extend throughout the FSCG award process. FSCG awards are
competitive and will be based on the funding priorities recommended by the fire service and on peer

reviews by panels comprised of representatives of the fire service.

The ARRA was signed into law on February 17, 2009 and its objectives are straightforward:

¢ To preserve and create jobs and promote economic recovery;

* To assist those most impacted by the recession;

* To provide investments needed to increase economic efficiency by spurring technological
advances in science and health;

e To invest in transportation, environmental protection, and other infrastructure that will provide
long-term economic benefits, and

s To stabilize State and local budgets in order to minimize and avoid reductions in essential

services and counterproductive state and local tax increases.



69

The ARRA provides over $800 billion including additional federal assistance to State and local
communities. Of that, $510 million was provided to support FEMA’s efforts to enhance the security of
the Nation’s ports and transit systems and to enhance the capabilities of the Nation’s fire service by
funding the construction, renovation or modification of fire stations. Specifically, the ARRA designated

$210 million to support these fire station construction and renovation efforts.

On May 29, 2009, 100 days after ARRA enactment, FEMA released the grant guidance and application
materials for the FSCG Program, thus opening the application period. It is our belief that this initiative>
will directly assist the Nation in achieving the objectives of the ARRA. Under FSCG, funds will be
awarded directly to non-Federal fire departments or to state and local governments that fund or operate
fire departments. Under FSCG there is no match or cost share requirement and FSCG funds will cover
100 percent of a project’s cost. The immediate result will be an infusion of funding that supports local
construction. This local construction will in turn create new jobs, services and purchases, erthancing

essential services.

FSCG funds are also a direct investment in public safety. Funding under the FSCG will enable fire
departments to replace or renovate unsafe or uninhabitable structures. These investments in
infrastructure will enable fire departments to enhance response capabilities and fire protection coverage,

better protect communities from fire-related hazards and help ensure firefighter safety.

To maximize the benefit of ARRA funding, FEMA limited funding for each individual project within a
grant application to $5 million. There is, however, no limit on the number of projects that can be
included in an application as long as the total amount of funds requested does not exceed the $15 million

statutory cap set forth by ARRA
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FSCG’s application period closed on July 10, 2009. By the close, GPD received over 6,000 FSCG
applications requesting over $9 billion in federal assistance. Application reviews are currently
underway and we expect that all grants ‘under ARRA’ FSCG Program will be awarded before the end of

the fiscal year.

Mr. Chairman, I will conclude my statement by emphasizing the commitment that we at the Department
of Homeland Security - from Secretary Napolitano, to Administrator Fugate, to myself - have for the
goals of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and for providing the critical assistance being
made available through the Fire Station Construction Grant Program. Thank you Mr. Chairman,
Ranking Member Mica and members of the Committee, for allowing me to testify today. Iam happy to

answer any questions you may have.
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Good Morning Chairman Oberstar, Ranking Member Mica, and members of this
Committee. My name is Tony Costa and | am the Acting Commissioner of the
General Services Administration’s Public Buildings Service. Thank you for
inviting me to appear before you foday to discuss GSA’s contribution fo our
nation’s economic recovery through the green modernization and construction of
our buildings.

GSA’s Public Buildings Service (PBS) is one of the largest and most diversified
public real estate organizations in the world. Our inventory consists of over 8,600
owned and leased assets with nearly 354 million square feet of space across all
50 states, 6 territories, and the District of Columbia. Our portfolio is composed
primarily of office buildings and courthouses, land ports of entry, and
warehouses. GSA's goal is to manage these assets responsibly while delivering
and maintaining superior workplaces at best value to our client agencies and the
American taxpayer. :

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (the Recovery Act) gave
us an unprecedented and exciting opportunity to contribute to our nation’s
economic recovery. The investments we make in our public buildings will help
stimulate job growth and retention in the construction and real estate sectors,
help us reduce energy consumption in our buildings, improve the environmental
performance of our real estate inventory, and help us reduce our backlog of
repair and alteration needs, increasing the overall value of our assets. In
addition, our investments in our buildings are helping to further the development
of energy efficient technologies, alternative energy solutions and green building
technologies.

Progress

On April 29, 2009, GSA had the opportunity to describe our strategy for investing
these funds in our public buildings. As of this afternoon, we met our goal of
obligating $ 1 billion of Recovery Act funds by August 1, 2009. Our goal is to
obligate another $1 billion by the end of the calendar year. We have set interim
target dates for project awards in each quarter to ensure we obligate $5 billion of
the $5.5 billion we received in Recovery Act funds by the end of fiscal year 2010.

We will provide you with a list of all obligations we have made as of today. Major
projects awarded as of July 22 include:

CA Bakersfield New Courthouse

CA Los Angeles 300 North LA Federal Building-

CA Otay Mesa Land Port of Entry

CO Boulder David Skaggs Research Center

CO Denver Byron Rogers Federal Building-

Cco Denver Custom House Federal Building and Courthouse
Cco Denver Chavez Federal Buiiding
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CO Denver Federal Center Infrastructure-

Cco Denver Byron White U.S. Courthouse-

CO Fort Collins Federal Building Post Office-

CcO Lakewood Denver Federal Center

DC Washington Lafayette (Phase 1)

DC Washington St. Elizabeths West Campus Infrastructure

DC Washington Mary Switzer (Phase 1)

DE Wilmington J. Caleb Boggs Courthouse Federal Building

FL Tampa Sam M. Gibbons U.S. Courthouse (escalation)

GA Atlanta Peachtree Summitt Federal Building

Hi Honolulu Prince Kuhio Kalanianaole Federal Building-
Courthouse

IL Chicago Federal Center

IN Indianapolis Minton-Capehart Federal Building

IN Indianapolis Birch Bayh U.S. Courthouse

IN indianapolis Major General Emmett J. Bean

KS Kansas City Robert J. Dole U.S. Courthouse

K8 Wichita U.S. Courthouse

MA Andover IRS Service Center

MA Boston JFK Federal Building

MA Boston Thomas P. O'Neill Jr. Federal Building

MD Woodlawn CMS Headquarters Complex

ME Bangor Margaret Chase Smith U.S. Post Office Courthouse

ME Calais U.S. Land Port of Entry

ME Van Buren U.S. Land Port of Entry

Mi Detroit McNamara Federal Building Complex

MN Fort Snelling Whipple Federal Building

MO Kansas City 8930 Ward Parkway

MO St Louis Thomas Eagleton U.S. Courthouse

MO St. Louis Robert Young Federal Building

M8 Jacksen U.8. Courthouse (escalation)

MT Billings U.S. Courthouse.

NE North Platte Federal Building

NE Omaha Hruska Courthouse

NE Omaha Edward Zorinsky Federal Building

NJ Newark Peter Rodino Federal Building

NY Brooklyn Emanuel Celler U.S. Courthouse

NY New York Thurgood Marshall Building

OR Portland Edith Green-Wendell Wyatt Federal Building

PA Philadelphia US Customs House

PA Philadelphia Veterans Administration Center

TX Galveston U.S. Post Office and Courthouse

X Houston G.T. Leland Federal Building

X San Antonio Hippolito Garcia U.S. Courthouse

VA Richmond Robert Merhige U.S. Courthouse

WA Blaine Peace Arch Port of Entry

WA Seattle Federal Center South

wv Charleston Robert C. Byrd Federal Building and Courthouse

WV Huntington Federal Building
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WV Martinsburg Federal Building
WY Cheyenne Joseph C. O'Mahoney Federal Center

The projects we have funded are varied; they cover our entire portfolio.
Examples include a key contract for utility system upgrades at the Denver
Federal Center using current, more efficient technologies and built to current
code requirements. At this facility, we currently have 50 year old utility
infrastructure that includes 13.4 miles of underground fire lines, 11.3 miles of
domestic water and drain lines, and 8.3 miles of sanitary sewer lines. Over the
past 10 years, utility systems have become increasingly unreliable with the most
serious failure in 2001 when the entire campus was shut down as a result of the
main domestic water line break. We had previously scheduled the infrastructure
repair project to be funded in fiscal year 2010 as a phased project. The
Recovery Act provided the opportunity to fully fund and accelerate this project as
a single project in fiscal year 2009, saving all of the extra costs associated with
multiphase projects. As of July 17", $47 million has been awarded for the
project, $7 million ahead of schedule.

in Montana, GSA has acquired the site for the U.S. Courthouse in Billings. The
demolition contract for two buildings located on the site will be awarded to a
Service Disabled Veteran business.

In addition to funding new project starts, we are improving projects already
underway by adding new high performance green features. In many cases,
these features were not previously available on the market or may not have been
possible given other constraints. For example, we are incorporating $1.5 million
in additional energy conservation measures to the existing design of the Edith
Green-Wendell Wyatt Federal Building in Portland, Oregon. At the Hruska
Courthouse in Omaha, Nebraska, the aging roof will be replaced with a brand
new, energy efficient roof system including additional insulation; if feasible, it will
include an integrated photovoltaic system. These high performing green features
will help us shave our peak load, reduce our energy consumption and reduce our
energy costs.

Our progress toward the consolidation of the Department of Homeland Security
(DHS) at St. Elizabeths in Washington, D.C. is on track. We will build this project
in 3 phases. Phase 1 includes a new headquarters for the U.S. Coast Guard and
as we committed, we anticipate awarding the first design/build contract for the
Coast Guard Headquarters in mid-August. This award will contain our first
significant obligation of Recovery Act dollars for the DHS Headquarters
consolidation. Most recently, we awarded a $1.2 million contract for abatement
and demolition services to L&M, a small business contractor located in Capitol
Heights, Maryland. We are planning a groundbreaking ceremony to
commemorate the DHS initiative in September and we hope you will accept our
invitation to attend.
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Jobs

To date, PBS has obligated $1 billion for federal construction projects funded by
the Recovery Act. The Council of Economic Advisers estimates that 10,854
direct, indirect (from manufacturing materials), and induced (from people
providing goods and services to the direct and indirect workers) job-years are
created for every billion in Recovery Act dollars spent.

We are excited that apprenticeship and pre-apprenticeship programs will be an
integral part of our Recovery Act projects. With regard to pre-apprenticeship
programs, we have identified key locations with the highest unemployment rates
and with the greatest Recovery Act project opportunities. We have issued a
Request for Information (RFI) — Sources Sought to identify providers of pre-
apprenticeship training programs who are interested in seeking Recovery Act
funds to establish, continue, enhance, or further pre-apprenticeship training
opportunities. On August 1, 2009, we will then issue a Request for Proposals
(RFP) to qualified organizations and associations who can most effectively
leverage Recovery Act funds for pre-apprenticeship programs. These pre-
apprenticeship programs may include on-the-job-training, classroom training and
work-life training.

We have drafted contract provisions modeled on our National Capital Region's
Apprenticeship program. These clauses have been included in the construction
contract for St. Elizabeths and will be included in all our major construction
contracts effective August 1, 2009.

We are working with the Department of Transportation to find ways of optimizing
our resources and contract vehicles to more effectively implement apprenticeship
programs. in addition, GSA and the Department of Labor signed a Memorandum
of Understanding effective July 1, 2009, to promote apprenticeship and pre-
apprenticeship programs in our Recovery Act projects.

Finally, we have identified 10 large Recovery Act projects, representing $1.25
billion in Recovery Act spending, located in 7 states and the District of Columbia,
where Project Labor Agreements (PLAs) may be used, as appropriate. APLAis
a collective bargaining agreement with one or more labor organizations that
establishes the terms and conditions of employment for a specific construction
project, promoting the efficient and expeditious completion of the project. This is
consistent with the President’s new executive order promoting the use of PLAs in
connection with large-scale federal construction projects.

Managing the Work
Staffing
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The Recovery Act has dramatically increased PBS’s workload. To address this
increased workload, we have moved experienced existing personnel to support
Recovery Act work. We have completely staffed our National Program
Management Office (PMO) for Recovery Act activities with subject matter
experts, oversight and program managers, zone executives and managers and
regional recovery executives in each region. The nationally managed PMO tracks
and monitors the regional execution of Recovery Act projects. At our GSA
Regional Offices, projects are executed with speed, tempered by careful
consideration of our procurement responsibilities and our ultimate accountability
to the American taxpayer.

Gaps created by moving staff to Recovery Act work as well as new staffing
requirements created by the burgeoning Recovery Act workload are being filled,
as appropriate, with temporaryfterm Federal personnel or contractors. To
expedite this process, we are requesting additional direct hire authority for
Project Managers (1100) and Interdisciplinary Architects/Engineers (0800) in
addition to existing 1102 (Contracting) and 1170 (Realty Specialist) direct hire
authority. OPM has approved GSA's request for a waiver {o offset the penalty for
reemployed annuitants for specific occupations necessary for delivery of the
Recovery Act program.

We have also established standing registers for Contracting Specialists, Project
Managers, and Interdisciplinary Architect/Engineer positions and we are
developing a marketing campaign that includes job fairs, newspaper
advertisements, and advertising with professional organizations. Over 5,500
people have applied for and been placed on our standing registers, from which
we can select candidates as positions open without the need for further
advertising.

As of July 21, 2009, we had hired:

= 23FTEs
e 9permanent 1102's
e 2 annuitants
s 1industry hire
s 11 —temporary/term
= 6 contractors

Accelerated Procurement

In the area of procurement, we are taking specific actions to accelerate the
award and execution of contracts more quickly. For exampie, fo streamline our
procurement process and to ensure nationwide consistency, we have developed
standard Statements of Work (SOW), performance specifications,
technical/design guides, and contract templates. We are using standardized
SOWs for Advanced Metering, Ground-Mounted and Roof-Mounted Photovoltaic;
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Re-Commissioning/Retro-Commissioning, Relighting, Interior and Bi-Level
Stairwell Lighting and Lighting Controls; Parking Garage and Parking Lot
Lighting. In addition, we have issued Guidance on Cool and Planted Roofs;
Guidance on Water Efficiency, Minimum Performance Criteria for New
Construction and Modernization; and Historic Building Technical Guides for
HVAC, Lighting, Roof and Window Upgrades.

We have awarded national and regional contracts to support Recovery Act
reporting, tracking, and contract management. These tools were provided to our
regions earlier this month. We are currently working on technical guides to assist
our regional staff with relighting and photovoltaic projects.

We are also taking steps to accelerate contract execution. These include:

¢ Increasing project monitoring and oversight to track project milestones
such as Receipt of Bonds, security clearance processing, Notice to
Proceed, mobilization; and on-site preparation work; and

= Determining the feasibility of creating separate contract line items
associated with mobilization, demobilization and preparatory work that
are tied to the schedule of values. This would enable contractors to
invoice for “early” progress payments based on meeting those early
milestones.

Support fo other Agencies

We also support the real estate needs of other agencies which have received
Recovery Act funding, such as the Sociai Security Administration (SSA), the
Department of State, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA), DHS, and DHS Customs and Border Protection (CBP). In total, we ™
anticipate receiving approximately $1.5 billion for Recovery Act projects from our
customers.

o As part of the Recovery Act, SSA received a $500 million appropriation for
a new National Support Center to replace the existing National Computer
Center in Woodlawn, Maryland. SSA turned to GSA for assistance in
locating, designing and building this new data center, which will meet the
agency’s redundancy and expansion needs for the long-term. We are
committed fo our partnership with SSA in defining their site, building
infrastructure and space requirements. Currently, we are working with
SS8A to develop the facility design requirements and simultaneously
conducting a search for land fo house the new facility. Land purchase is
scheduled for March 2010, with construction expected to start in March
2011.

o The Department of State (State) plans to use $70 million of Recovery Act
funds for a new Foreign Affairs Security Training Center. GSA is
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partnering with State for the site acquisition, design, and construction of a
new consolidated hard skills training center to support security related
training for the Department and the wider foreign affairs community. We
are currently working with State to develop design requirements and
conducting a land search to house the new facility. Land purchase is
scheduled for December 2009, with construction to start in May 2010.

We are providing acquisition, project management, planning, design/build,
and construction management services in support of CBP's funded Land
Port of Entry (LPOE) Modernization Program. Recovery Act funds will be
utilized to replace seven aging LPOEs in four states along the northern
border. Morgan, Scobey and Wild Horse in Montana; Churubusco in New
York; Antler and Noonan in North Dakota; and Frontier in Washington. All
projects are currently out for bid under existing GSA IDIQ contracts. Bid
opening and proposal evaluation occurred in mid-July. We expect
projects to be awarded by mid-August.

Conclusion

Today, | have described our recent accomplishments and contributions to our
nation's economic recovery through our investments in green fechnologies and
reinvestment in our public buildings. We look forward to working with you and
members of this Committee as we continue to deliver this important work.
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Chairman Oberstar, Ranking Member Mica, and Members of the Committee, thank you
for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s (EPA’s) implementation of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009

(Recovery Act).

Background

As Members of this Committee well know, we are in the midst of one of the most severe
economic crises our Nation has seen. In response, the -President acted quickly with Congress to
pass the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. The purpose of the Recovery Act is to
create and save jobs, jumpstart the economy, and build the foundation for long-term economic
growth. The Recovery Act invests in projects that will modernize the nation’s critical
infrastructure, encourage America’s energy independence, expand educational opportunities,

increase access to healthcare, provide tax relief, and protect those in greatest need.

The Recovery Act provides $7.22 billion for specific programs administered by EPA: the

Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF), the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund
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(DWSRF), Superfund, Brownfields, Underground Stc;rage Tanks, and the Clean Diesel
Programs. The majority of these funds, totaling $4.7 billion, are specified for programs under the
jurisdiction of this Commitiee: the Clean Water State Revolving Fund ($4 billion), Superfund
($600 million), and Browntields ($100 million). The programs targeted by EPA’s portion of
Recovery Act funding address location-specific, community-based public health and
environmental needs. Investing in these areas ensures that job creation, economic growth, ahd

beneficial environmental results occur at the local level.

Of the $7.22 billion dollars made available to EPA thus far, we have already obligated

more than $5.8 billion (nearly 82 percent). Iam pleased to report that EPA’s obligations have
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Drinking Water State Revolving Funds, more than $400 million through the Superfund program,
more than $200 million for the Clean Diesel Program, and nearly $140 million for the Leaking
Underground Storage Tank Program. In addition, the Brownfieids Program grant awards are

being finalized and obligations are beginning to occur.

Funding these programs will help our economic recovery while promoting a safer and
healtﬁier environment. In addition, these funds will protect and increase the number of green
jobs, sustain communities, restore and preserve the economic viability of property, and promote
scientific advances and technological innovation. These programs were chosen carefully, both
for their ability to put people to work and for their environmental benefit. Grants and contracts

are being awarded quickly, and progress and results will be monitored and reported in detail to
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ensure that American workers and taxpayers reap the economic and social benefits of these

investments.

Qversight, Accountability, and Transparency

I serve as the Agency’s Senior Accountable Official. In this role, I am responsible for
meeting the Recovery Act’s requirements for oversight, results, and unprecedented transparency.
I established a Stimulus Steering Committee comprised of senior managers from across the
Agency to monitor Recovery Act planning and implementation on a weekly basis including the
EPA Inspector General, and Office of Management and Budget representatives are routir‘1e1y
included. This structure for managing Recovery Act activities was identified as a management
best practice by OMB.

To ensure that Recovery Act funds are managed and spent effectively, EPA established
the following accountability objectives:

s funds are awarded and distributed in a prompt, fair, and reasonable manner;

+ recipients and uses of all funds are transparent to the public;

¢ the public benefits of these funds aré reported clearly, accurately, and in a timely manner;

s funds are uéed for authorized purposes and instances of fraud, waste, error, and abuse are
identified and addressed;

* projects avoid unnecéssary delays and cost overruns; and

s program goals are achieved, including specific program outcomes and improved results

on broader economic indicators.
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When recipient reporting begins in October 2009, we will be able to provide spending

details, and more importantly, tangible results.

EPA is undertaking a series of important steps to ensure that these accountability
objectives are met. EPA offices ensure that internal financial and management processes
expedite the flow of Recovery Act funds to qualified grant recipients and contractors. EPA gives
funding preference to recipients with a demonstrated or clear potential ability to produce desired
programmatic results, and for j)rojects that can be started and completed expeditiously, will
stimulate economic growth, and will achieve long-term public benefits. Transparency is achieved
through regular reporting to the Agency’s Recovery Web site and the government wide
ccovery sitc

EPA developed quantifiable outputs, performance measures, and reportiné requirements
to ensure that funds are spent as directed and achieve the economic and environmental goals
authorized by the Recovery Act. In order to avoid cost delays and overruns, EPA developed and
implemented a Stewardship Plan, providing a framework for managing common risk areas. In
addition, EPA will report on economic and environmental results achieved through the Recovery

Act and will make these results available to the public through Recovery.gov.

EPA programs receiving Recovery Act dollars put specific measures in place to ensure
oversight, accountability, and transparency. For example, the Clean Water State Revolving Fund
program is examining Intended Use Plans with greater scrutiny and conducting on-site reviews

of states” management of Recovery Act funds on an ongoing, rather than annual, basis. EPA
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monitors progress through the quarterly reports required of each Brownfields grant recipient and
administgrs reviews to ensure that recipients are making sufficient progress. EPA will report
Superfund progress through program performance measures. In addition, the Agency has
established reporting mechanisms to collect the information necessary to ensure accountability
and transparency. EPA will evaluate both Superfund resource utilization on a monthly basis and

performance progress quarterly and will hold additional mid-year and annual reviews.

We are also ensuring that our actions under the Recovery Act are in full compliance with
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and are working closely with the Council on

Environmental Quality to ensure the timely reporting to Congress on NEPA compliance status.

Finally, as 1 mentioned earlier, EPA’s Office of the inspector General (OIG) is
committed to conducting performance audits, financial audits, and investigations in order to
monitor the Agency’s adherence to its accountability objectives. The OIG is taking a number of
actions to alert Agency managers of potential risks and is recommending cost effective controls
to ensure accurate reporting and transparency while helping to prevent fraud, waste, and abuse.
Our work is being closely coordinated with the Recovery Act Accountability and Transparency

Board.

I would now like to provide some additional insight on how we are implementing the

Recovery Act and some of the successes thus far.
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Clean Water State Revolving Fund

As the nation’s largest water quality financing program, the Clean Water State Revolving
Fund supports the overarcizing goal of protecting aquatic systems throughout the country,
inciuding iakes, rivers, coastai water, and wetlands. Since 1987, the Ciean Water SKF has
provided more than $68 billion through more than 22,000 iﬁdividual loans. Projects include
wastewater treatment, nonpoint source pollution control, and watershed and estuary

management.

The Recovery Act provided the Clean Water SRF with $4 billion to help states finance
high priority infrastructure projects needed to ensure clean water. To date, EPA has awarded
more than $3.4 billion in Recovery Act funds to 45 state Clean Water SR¥ programs across the
nation. As HPA works with our state and local partners to use these Recovery Act dollars in the
most effective way, we strive to focus on the basic principles of pollution prevention and

sustainability. We can build infrastructure that minimizes the environmental footprint we leave

for future generations and leverage these investments to maximize environmental progress.

One of the most exciting, yet challenging, aspects of the Recbvery Act is the requirement
that the states allocate 20 percent of their SRF dollars to promote the implementation of green
infrastructure projects. These green infrastructure projects are an effective response to
environmental challenges that is cost effective, sustainable, and provides multiple environmental
benefits. These SRF funds should promote water and energy efficiency and environmentally
innovative projects, such as those that support low impact development, water harvesting and

reuse, and efforts to establish or restore riparian buffers, floodplains, wetlands and other natural
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features. Although meeting the 20 percent goal has beén challenging for some states, we have
been impressed with the creativity and innovations put forward. These types of projects will
support the development of a green workforce and can provide long-term benefits that . xceed

those associated with traditional environmental infrastructure projects.

The Recovery Act places new and challenging requirements on the SRF programs. The
Buy American provision of ARRA has been especially challenging. The Recovery Act requires
that, with limited exceptions and consistent with U.S. international obligations, funded projects
use only iron, steel, and manufactured goods produced in the United States. This requirement
particularly affects SRF programs. EPA has worked closely with the Office of Management and
Budget to ensure that guidance on the Buy American provision can work within the structure of
our existing programs. The Agency is working closely with industry and municipal
representatives to gain a better understanding of the nature of needed equipment and materials

and the costs involved in complying with the provision.

Consistent with the Recovery Act directives to ensure expeditious SRF construction, EPA
has issued, to date, national public interest waivers for projects that were initially financed or had
bids solicited on or after October 1, 2008 and prior to the passage of the Act, and for de minimus
incidental project components. The Agency has also issued a number of project specific waivers
because US made products meetiﬁg project specifications justified by local conditions and
requirements were not available. We expect additional project specific waiver requests in the
coming months as projects plans and specifications are reviewed. We have made significant

progress on this issue and we will continue to closely monitor its implementation,
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Congress intended Recovery Act funds to boost infrastructure improvements, job growth, and
environmental and public health protection. The Recovery Act directed that preference be given to
actiyitie,s that can be started and vcorvnpieted expeditiously, inciuding a goal of using at least 50
percent of the funds for activities that can be initiated not later than 120 days after the date of
enéctment. The State of Maine provides an excellent example of how hard the states have been .
working to meet this objective. Maine’s municipal bond bank, the Department of Environmental
Protection (Clefm Water State Revolving Fund) and the Department of Health (Drinking Water State
Revolving Fund) worked aggressively and by mid June, only 120 days after the Recovery Act was

signed, Maine achieved this goal. The combined programs in Maine include 43 projects under

construction, 11 pr

oiects out to bid, and 14 projects where contracts are awarded with construction to

begin. Maine has obligated 100 percent of its aliocation for both the Clean Water and the Drinking.

Water SRFs.

EPA recently implemented an innovative reporting pilot in cooperatioﬁ with the Office of
Management and Budget and State SRF programs. As part of the pilot, states will use the existing
Clean Water and Drinking Water SRF Benefits Réporting Systems to collect project level data
elements in order to measure the environmental benefits associated with Recovery Act funded SRF
projects. States will have the option of entering required information into either of the two systems.
This option immediately provides states with a single Recovery Act data entry mechanism to
i@prove data quality and consistency of reported information. The reporting pilot will provide EPA
the necessary information to manage the SRF programs and provide timely insight into recipients’

responsiveness to the overall Recovery Act reporting process.
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Brownfields.

Brownfields cooperative agreements facilitate the leveraging of economic investment and

the creation and retention 6f jobs while helping to prevent, assess, safely clean up, and

‘sustainably reuse Brownfields. ‘Since 1995, grantees have leveraged more'than'§
federal, state, local, and private sector cleanup and redevelopment resources; leveraged more

than 54,500 jobs; and supported dssessments at more than 13,900 . properties:

The Recovery Act provides $100 milljon for Brownfields projects. EPA Regional offices
will award Recovery Act funded Cooperative agrceme;xts for the Assessment; Cleanup and
Revolving Loan Fund (RLF) projects to high ranking applicants under a 2008 competition
provided the applicants scored well on criteria related to Recovery Act objectives such as a
commitment to environmental sustainability principles, project readiness, and job creation. In
addition, EPA will use Recovery Act funds for Brownfields Job Training grants, for
supplemental funding for existing RLF recipients, and to conduct targeted assessments of
Brownfields sites. Through continued federal, state and local partnership, the Brownfields
Recovery Act funds are being used to allow problem properties to become productive assets in

communities across the country.

Brownfields projects funded by the Recovery Act are already seeing success. EPA
awarded the St. Paul Port Authority a $200,000 grant for cleanup at the Minnehaha Lanes
Redevelopment Project and cleanup work began in June, as soon as the Port Authority leamed of

their selection. The Port Authority indicated that this project would not have moved forward as
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quickly as it did without Brownfields Recovery Act funding, and future redevelopment plans for
the site include commercial or light industrial buildings, greenspace and a new stormwater

systerm.

Superfund
The EPA Superfund program protects citizens from the dangers posed by abandoned or

uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. Two thirds of the sites listed on the National Priorities List
(NPL) have had cleanup construction completed. In addition to completing construction on the
remaining sites on the NPL, the program is focused on ensuring that these sites are ready to be

returned to beneficial use by the community, putting both people and property back to work.

The Superfund remediai program has continued to evoive over the years. While the
Agency has been able to achieve construction completion at most of its sites, there are remaining
sites that require cleanups that will take decades to complete. In addition, new and challenging

sites have been added to the NPL.

On April 15, 2009, EPA announced $600 million in Recovery Act funds for Superfund
remediél activities at 50 sites in 28 states around the country. With this funding, EPA can
continue Superfuhd program progress by starting new cleanup projects, accelerating cleanup
projects already underway, increasing the number of workers and activities at cleanup projects,

and returning sites to more productive use.

10
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Cleanup activities at Superfund sites receiving Recovery Act funds will also yield
significant econorﬁic benefits, including improved site property values and job opportunities.
Superﬁmd sites are _often located in the areas hardest hit by unemployment and downtu: s in the
economy. EPA anticipates that the Recovery Act funding for the Superfund remedial program
will leverage jobs in communities across the country while also increasing demand for
construction materiéls such as steel and concrete. EPA developed an implementation plan that
will obligate funds ahead of statutory requirements and we expect work to accelerate at many

sites where construction is already underway.

At the Iron Mountain Mine site in Redding, California, Superfund Recovery Act funds
are being used to accelerate the dredging, treatment and disposal of heavy metal contaminated
sediment located in the Spring Creek Arm of the Keswick Reservoir. Manufacturing contractors
have recently begun the initial work to build treatment systems and sediment pumps for
installation this summer. The Recovery Act funds will reduce long-term costs an& accelerate
project construction, with project completion in 18 months instead of the original schedule of

three years.

Conclusion

EPA looks forward to continuing to work with this Committee, our federal, state, and
tribal partners, and members of the public as we work to effectively implement the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 with oversight, accountability, and transparency. Thank

you again for inviting me to testify here today and I look forward to answering your questions.

11
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The Coast Guard thanks the Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee for the
opportunity to provide the Coast Guard’s progress regarding funding received from the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) (P.L. 111-5). The ARRA provided the Coast Guard with
$240 million to address critical priorities within our Alteration of Bridges Program and address
deficiencies in our shore infrastructure and our High Endurance Cutter fleet.

L ALTERATION OF BRIDGES PROGRAM

For the Coast Guard’s Alteration of Bridges Program, the ARRA provided the following:

For an additional amount for “Alteration of Bridges”, $142,000,000 for alteration or
removal of obstructive bridges, as authorized by section 6 of the Truman-Hobbs Act
(33 U.S.C. 516): Provided, That the Coast Guard shall award these funds to those
bridges that are ready to proceed to construction: Provided further, That no later
than 45 days after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Homeland
Security shall submit to the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and the
House of Representatives a plan for the expenditure of these funds.

ARRA funds allow for the completion of four projects to alter bridges found to be unreasonably
obstructive to navigation. These construction projects offer numerous benefits: employment for the
construction sector and local communities; long-term economic returns; and safely and efficiently
navigable waterways. Further, these projects leverage an additional $120.4 million of previously
obligated Bridge Alteration appropriations allocated to these projects. As such, the ARRA
appropriation results in a $262 million stimulative impact on the economies of four different states
as well as national suppliers of equipment and materials associated with the projects.

Summary of the Four Bridge Alteration Construction Projects: A summary of the four bridge
projects, including the current status, funded via the ARRA follows:

1. Mobile Bridge (Mobile River), Alabama
e Background: CSX Transportation, owner of the Mobile Bridge, was issued a Coast Guard
Order To Alter (OTA) in June 1999.
o Execution Strategy: Competitive bid process.
e Accomplishments to Date & Future Milestones:
o Plans, Specifications, and Engineers Estimate are complete.
o Requirements under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) have been completed.
o On April 16, 2009, the Coast Guard authorized CSX Transportation to advertise the
bid solicitation.
o Contract award is anticipated by August 2009.
o Construction completion is anticipated by August 2011.

2. Elgin, Joliet & Eastern (EJ&E) Bridge (Illinois Waterway), Hlinois
e Background: Owners of the EJ&E Bridge were issued a Coast Guard OTA in February
1995. Effective January 2009, the Canadian National Railway Company became the owner
of this bridge.



92

e Execution Strategy: As required by the Truman-Hobbs Act, Bridge owners will use a form
of competitive bidding known as sealed bidding, and bids will be invited from qualified
contractors, licensed to do work in the State of lllinois where the bridge is located. Bids will
be evaluated on the basis of cost, proposed time to complete the contract, and contractor's
qualifications.”

s Accomplishments to Date:

o Plans, Specifications, and Engineers Estimate are complete.

o Both NEPA and NHPA Section 106 requirements have been completed for the EJ&E
Bridge.

o On 15 May 2009, Coast Guard authorized Canadian National Railway Company to
advertise the bid solicitation.

o Contract award is anticipated by August 2009.

o Construction completion is anticipated by August 2011.

3. Barlington Bridge (Upper Mississippi River), lowa

s Background: The Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad Company, owner of the
Burlington Bridge, was issued a Coast Guard OTA in August 1991.
o Execution Strategy: Competitive bid process.
o Accomplishments to Date:
o Plans, Specifications, and Engineers Estimate are complete.
o Both NEPA and NHPA Section 106 requirements have been completed for the
Burlington Bridge.
o On April 27, 2009, the Coast Guard authorized Burlington Northern Santa Fe
Railroad Company to advertise the bid solicitation.
o Contract award is anticipated by August 2009.
o Construction completion is anticipated by Angust 2011,

4. Galveston Causeway Bridge (Gulf Intercoastal Waterway), Texas

® Background: Galveston County, owner of the Galveston Causeway Bridge, was issued a
Coast Guard OTA in June 2001
o Execution Strategy: Competitive bid process.
o Accomplishments to Date:
o NEPA and NHPA Section 106 requirements have been addressed. The project’s
Environmental Assessment, which is estimated to be finished by the end of May
2009, will complete the NEPA process.
o On 1 July 2009, the Coast Guard authorized Galveston County to advertise bid
solicitation.
o Contract award is anticipated by October 2009.
o Construction completion is anticipated by October 2011.

Bridge Alteration Construction Project Schedules and Project Milestones

1-Jul-09

Authorized Owner to Solicit Bids 16-Apr-09 | 15-May-09 | 27-Apr-09

Award Construction Contract 15-Aug-09 | 31-Aug-09 | 15-Aug-09 | 23-Oct-09
Completion of Substructure Work 30-Mar-10 | 31-Apr-10 | 30-Mar-10 | 23-Jun-10
Float out and Float in the Movable Span | 30-Mar-11 | 31-Apr-11 | 30-Mar-11 | 23-Jun-11
Completion of the Project 15-Aug-11 | 31-Aug-11 | 15-Aug-11 | 23-Oct-11

3
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ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, AND IMPROVEMENTS (AC&D)

Specific to the Coast Guard’s AC&I appropriation, the ARRA provided the following:

For an additional amount for “Acquisition, Construction, and Improvements”,
$98,000,000 for shore facilities and aids to navigation facilities; for priority
procurements due to materials and labor cost increases; and for costs to repair,
renovate, assess, or improve vessels: Provided, That no later than 45 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Homeland Security shall submit to
the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and the House of Representatives a
plan for the expenditure of these funds.

Of the $98 million appropriated in AC&I funding, $88 million will be used for the construction,
renovation, and repair of vital shore facilities that provided critical support necessary to execute a full
range of mission needs. The remaining $10 million of the appropriation will address High Endurance
Cutter (WHEC) fleet Engineering Changes (ECs), which are among the Coast Guard’s top mission
priorities.

Shore Facility Projeets: A list of shore facility projects to be completed with ARRA funding is
provided below.

1. Station Coos Bay, OR

Background: The project will provide covered moorings for Coast Guard small boats. The
existing covered mooring structure cannot accommodate the station’s 47° Motor Lifeboats
(MLB). Without adequate covered moorings, boat maintenance and operations are
continually disrupted during periods of adverse weather.

Execution Strategy: Coast Guard management of design and construction.

Accomplishments to Date:

o NEPA and Section 106 NHPA Requirements: An Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact have been completed. NHPA Section 106
requirements will be finished prior to funds execution.

o Contract award is anticipated by March 2010.

o Construction completion is anticipated by September 2011.

2. Coast Guard Cutter (CGC) Sycamore - Cordova, AK Housing

Background: The project will complete the final phase of a housing project to construct 26
housing units. These units are required to support Coast Guard housing needs in Southeast
Alaska.
Execution Strategy: Coast Guard management of design and construction.
Accomplishments to Date:
o NEPA and Section 106 NHPA Requirements: Ongoing, with completion expected
prior to funds execution.
o The Coast Guard exercised an option in June 2009 on the existing contract for Phase
IV of the project.
o Construction completion is anticipated by March 2011.
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. Station Neah Bay, WA

e Background: The project will provide covered moorings for Coast Guard small boats. Without
covered moorings, boat maintenance and operations are continually disrupted during periods of
adverse weather.

»  Execution Strategy: Coast Guard management of design and construction.

o Accomplishments to Date:

o NEPA and Section 106 NHPA Requirements: An Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact have been completed. NHPA Section 106 requirements
will be finished prior to funds execution.

o Contract award is anticipated by September 2009.

o Construction completion is anticipated by September 2011.

. Support Center Elizabeth City, NC
* Background: The project will replace Thrun Hall (Barracks), Phase I. This barracks facility is
functionally obsolete, including numerous code compliance discrepancies, in poor condition, and
beyond economic rehabilitation.
o Execution Strategy: Coast Guard management of design and construction.
o Accomplishments to Date:
o NEPA and Section 106 NHPA Requirements: An Environmental Assessment and NHPA
Section 106 consultation have been initiated and will be finished prior to funds execution.
o Contract award is anticipated by March 2010.
o Construction completion is anticipated by September 2011.

. Station Indian River, DE

®  Background: The project will provide waterfront bulkhead repairs and replacement for a Coast
Guard small boat station.

e Execution Strategy: Coast Guard management of design and construction.

o Accomplishments to Date:

o NEPA and Section 106 NHPA Requirements: A categorical exclusion has been
completed. NHPA Section 106 requirements have been met and there is no impact to
historic resources.

o Contract award is anticipated by March 2010.

o Construction completion is anticipated by June 2011.

. Training Center (TRACEN) Yorktown, VA
® Background: The project will upgrade the water distribution system for a large Coast Guard
training campus to meet life-safety standards.

e Execution Strategy: Coast Guard management of design and construction.

e Accomplishments to Date:
o NEPA and Section 106 NHPA Requirements: An Environmental Assessment and NHPA

Section 106 consultation have been initiated and will be finished prior to funds execution.

o Contract award is anticipated by March 2010.
o Construction completion is anticipated by September 2011.
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7. Group/Air Station North Bend, OR, ENG/AST Building
o Background: The project will demolish six maintenance-intensive and functionally obsolete
buildings and replace with a single, multi-purpose facility.
e Execution Strategy: Coast Guard management of design and construction.
o Accomplishments to Date:

o NEPA and Section 106 NHPA Requirements: A categorical exclusion has been
completed. NHPA Section 106 requirements have been met and there is no impact to
historic resources.

o Contract award is anticipated by March 2010.

o Construction completion is anticipated by September 2011.

High Endurance Cutter (WHEC) Engineering Changes: Of the $98 million appropriated in
AC&I funding, $10 million was provided to address ECs for the 378' WHEC fleet. These ECs
target the most significant mechanical and electrical system issues; they are required to improve
existing capabilities and extend the useful life of these cutters. They also address auxiliary
support systems, safety, and environmental issues, ECs will be completed based on operational
availability of the cutter, equipment, and contractor availability. Of the $10 million provided for
these purposes, $760,599 will be allocated for Engineering Technical Support, which includes
materials market research, engineering drawings, Maintenance Procedure Card development,
installation specifications, spare part lists, and technical publications in support of the below ECs.
EC costs are in addition to normal maintenance. NEPA and NHPA Section 106 compliance is in
progress and will be completed prior to funds execution. The following six ECs will be executed:

1. Boiler Fireside Upgrades & Boiler Reliability Improvement
s Background: The project will replace obsolete and unreliable boiler components with new
burner controls and exhaust gas monitoring system on the ship’s service boilers.
o Impacted Cutters: Coast Guard Cutter (CGC) HAMILTON, DALLAS, BOUTWELL,
GALLATIN, RUSH, MUNRO, JARVIS, and MIDGETT.
o Accomplishments to Date:
o Contract award is anticipated by December 2009.
o Contract completion is anticipated by December 2010.

2. Automatic Bus Transfer Switch Upgrade
e Background: The project will replace the obsolete automatic bus transfer switches to improve
electrical distribution reliability and safety.
e Impacted Cutters: CGC MELLON, BOUTWELL, SHERMAN, GALLATIN,
MORGENTHAU, MUNRO, JARVIS, and MIDGETT.
o Accomplishments to Date:
o Contract award is anticipated by December 2009.
o Contract completion is anticipated by March 2011.

3. Refrigeration System Upgrade
e Background: The project will replace unserviceable refrigeration boxes and improve the
refrigeration system with an environmentally-approved refrigerant.
o Impacted Cutters: CGC MELLON, BOUTWELL, MORGENTHAU, and MIDGETT.
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o Accomplishments to Date:
o Contract for Government Furnished Equipment (GFE) Contract awarded April 2009.
o Contract award of remaining $2,091,000 for installation is anticipated by December
2009.
o Contract completion is anticipated by September 2010.

4. Fire & Smoke Alarm System
e Background: The project will replace an obsolete and unsupportable monitoring system,
providing a more reliable remote sensing capability.
o Impacted Cutters: CGC HAMILTON, DALLAS, CHASE, GALLATIN, RUSH, and
JARVIS.
o Accomplishments to Date:
o Contract award is anticipated by December 2009.
o Contract completion is anticipated by December 2010.

5. Auxiliary Salt Water Pump Replacement
e Background: The project will replace worn out and unsupportable equipment which provides
cooling water to multiple auxiliary support systems.
o Impacted Cutters: CGC HAMILTON, DALLAS, CHASE, BOUTWELL, SHERMAN,
GALLATIN, MORGENTHAU, and RUSH.
o Accomplishments to Date:
o Contract award is anticipated by August 2009.
o Contract completion is anticipated by December 2010.

6. Lube Oil Purifier Replacement
e Background: The project will replace obsolete lube oil purifiers, which provide lube oil
clarification and purification of the main propulsion diesel engines and the ship’s service
diesel electrical generators.
o Impacted Cutters: CGC DALLAS, CHASE, MORGANTHAU, and MELLON.
o Accomplishments to Date:
o Contract award is anticipated by September 2009.
o Contract completion is anticipated by September 2010.

CONCLUSION

1 appreciate your continued strong support of the Coast Guard. Through funding provided in the
ARRA, the Coast Guard is addressing critical infrastructure issues and replacing obsolete and
inoperable equipment throughout the 378” WHEC fleet that impede mission performance. There is
no question that the funding provided through the ARRA is improving the Coast Guard’s operational
capabilities, providing an economic boost to American companies and workers, and helping to
ensure the long-term viability of infrastructure critical to the economic well-being of communities.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. 1am pleased to answer your questions.
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Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee, | am Terrence Salt, Acting
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works). Thank you for the opportunity to testify
before the Committee today to discuss the Army’s implementation of the Civil Works
appropriation within the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery
Act) .

OVERVIEW

The Recovery Act provides funds to meet the intent of the President and Congress to
quickly put our fellow citizens to work and to help in the recovery of the Nation’s
economy. The accomplishment of Corps of Engineers Civil Works projects through
Recovery Act funding has begun to contribute to the Nation's safety, economy,
environment, and quality of life. The Act provides funding to: Preserve and create jobs
and promote recovery; assist those most impacted by the recession; provide investment
needed to increase economic efficiency by spurring technological advance in science
and health; invest in transportation, environmental protection, and other infrastructure
that will provide long term economic benefits; and stabilize State and local government
budgets.

The Recovery Act provides funding to the Corps to accomplish these goals through the
development and restoration of the Nation's water and related resources. There is also
funding to support our permitting activities for protection of the Nation’s regulated waters
and wetlands and cleanup of sites contaminated as a result of the Nation’s early efforts
to develop atomic weapons.

Total discretionary funding for Civil Works in the Recovery Act is $4.6 billion and is
provided in six accounts. Within the total program, $2.075 billion is for activities funded
in the Operation and Maintenance account. The Recovery Act also provides $2 biilion
in the Construction account; $375 million in the Mississippi River and Tributaries
account; $25 million in the Investigations account; $25 million in the Regulatory account;
and $100 million in the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program account.

The Corps will follow the Recovery Act’'s general principle to manage and expend funds
so as to achieve the Act's stated purposes, including commencing expenditures and
activities as quickly as possible consistent with prudent management, and consistent
with the President’s direction provided in the Executive Memorandum of 20 March 2009
- Ensuring Responsible Spending of Recovery Act Funds. In that Memorandum, the
President directed agencies to be sure that Recovery Act funds are spent responsibly
and transparently and that projects are selected on merit-based principles.

Additional project selection criteria suggested in the Joint Explanatory Statement
accompanying the Act states that projects, programs or activities (PPAs) accomplished
with Recovery Act doliars will:
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Be obligated/executed quickly;

Result in high, immediate employment;

Have little schedule risk;

Be executed by contract or direct hire of temporary labor; and

Complete a project phase, a project, an element, or will provide a useful service
that does not require additional funding.

Also as stipulated in the Recovery Act, no funds will be allocated for any PPA that, at
the time of the allocation, had not previously received funds in Acts making
appropriations available for Energy and Water Development. In other words, no new
starts can receive Recovery Act funds.

Other statutory language includes:

+ Recovery Act funds are not to be cost-shared with the Inland Waterways Trust
Fund

« Not less than $200 million for environmental infrastructure (wastewater treatment
and municipal and industrial water supply treatment and distribution)

» Section 902 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended
(establishing a maximum authorized cost for a project and prohibiting
expenditures in excess of this limit), does not apply in Fiscal Year 2009

« All unobligated funds (except for Engineering and Design (E&D), Supervision and
Administration (S&A) and claims for Recovery Act-funded work) expire
September 30, 2010.

STATUS OF RECOVERY ACT EXECUTION FOR CiVIL WORKS

Of the $4.6 billion appropriated for Civil Works, approximately $4.4 billion has been
identified for Civil Works projects and activities, and, as of July 17, 2009, approximately
$3.5 billion has been distributed to the field offices which will be executing this work, as
of July 17, 2009. As of that date, financial obligations totaled $694 million, of which
$648 million was for contracts, and outlays totaled $84 million.

Nearly half of the available Recovery Act funds for Civil Works are scheduled for
financial obligation from May through September 2009. During that same period over
1,000 contract actions are scheduled, such as the award of new contracts, options, and
task orders. This brisk pace will continue through December 2009, by which time about
two-thirds of Civil Works recovery Act funds will have been obligated.

Through July 17, 2008, awards to small businesses total $223 million, or 34 percent of
the total obligated. Contract actions involving small businesses were 465, or 73 percent
of the total of 638 contract actions. In addition, larger companies receiving Civil Works
contracts are encouraged to hire local small business as their sub-contractors.
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The Civil Works investments funded with Recovery Act funds were selected, in part, to
achieve most of work through contracting, and to award the contracts in a short period
of time. This approach maximizes private sector employment impacts. Stimulus effects
begin with contract award, as that is when the contractor begins to hire workers, order
materials and equipment, and take other steps to complete the work, creating ripples
through the economy. As a result, stimulus impacts are more closely related to
obligation of Recovery Act funds, primarily through contract awards, rather than the
subsequent outlays, which provide payments to contractors for work they already have
completed or for supplies and equipment they already have purchased.

Overall, the investment of Civil Works Recovery Act funds will directly support
approximately 50,000 jobs (though job impacts vary depending on the type of work). In
addition to the direct job support, these investments will support numerous indirect jobs
in industries supplying material and equipment. Finally, additional jobs will be
supported as the direct and indirect income generates increased consumer spending.

Investments in Civil Works projects also create lasting positive economic impacts, long
after the short-term effects of the funded construction and maintenance or repair
activities have faded.

CONCLUSION

At $4.6 billion, the Recovery Act provides resources for the Civil Works program to
pursue investments that will create and preserve jobs and yield good returns for the
Nation in the future.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, for this opportunity to testify
on the Recovery Act program for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Civil Works
Program.
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RECOVERY ACT

States’ Use of Highway Infrastructure Funds and
Compliance with the Act’s Requirements

What GAO Found

A substantial portion of Recovery Act highway funds have been obligated,
with most funded projects focusing on pavement improvements. In March
2009, $26.7 billion was apportioned to 50 states and the District for highway
infrastructure and other eligible projects. As of July 17, 2009, $16.8 billion of
the apportioned funds had been obligated for over 5,700 projects nationwide,
About half of the funds has been obligated for p: t impro such
as reconstructing or rehabilitating roads; 17 percent has been obligated for
pavement-widening projects; and about 12 percent has been obligated for
bridge projects. Remaining funds were obligated for the construction of new
roads and safety projects, among other things.

States have generally complied with the act's three major requirements on the
use of transportation funds: (1) Fifty percent of funds must be obligated
within 120 days of apportionment. All states have met this requirement. (2)
Priority for funding must be given to projects that can be cornpleted within 3
years and are located in economically distressed areas, as defined by the
Public Works and Economic Development Act. Officials fror almost all of the
states included in GAO’s review said they considered project readiness,
including the 3-year completion requirernent, when making project selections.
However, due to the need to select projects and obligate funds quickly, many
states first selected projects based on other factors and only later identified
whether these projects fulfilled the economically distressed area requirement.
Additionally, some states identified economically distressed areas using data
or criteria not specified in the Public Works or Recovery Act. In each of these
cases, states told us that DOT’s Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
approved the use of alternative criteria but it is not clear under what authority
it did so as FHWA did not consult with or seek the approval of the Department
of Commerce. (3) State spending on transportation projects must be
maintained at the level the state had planned to spend as of the day the
Recovery Act was enacted. With one exception, the states have certified that
they will maintain their level of spending.

GAO will continue to monitor states’ use of Recovery Act funds for
transportation prograras and their compliance with program rules. In the next
report, in September 2009, GAO plans to provide information on the use of
Recovery Act funds for transit programs and for highway programs. Previous
GAOQ work on the act has addressed other transportation issues, For instance,
GAOQ's work on discretionary transportation grants found that DOT followed
key elements of federal guidance in developing selection criteria for awarding
these grants, and GAQO's work on intercity rail funding found that although
DOT’s strategic plan for high-speed rail generally outlines how the act’s funds
may be invested for high-speed rail development, the plan does not establish
clear goals or a clear role for the federal government.

United States Office
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

1 am pleased to be here to discuss our work examining selected states’ use
of funds made available for highway infrastructure projects under the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act).!
Congress and the administration have fashioned a significant response to
what is generally considered to be the nation’s most serious economic
crisis since the Great Depression. The Recovery Act's combined spending
and tax provisions are estimated to cost $787 billion, including more than
$48 billion in spending by the Department of Transportation (DOT) for
investments in transportation infrastructure such as highways, passenger
rail, and fransit. The Recovery Act specifies several roles for GAQ,
including conducting ongoing reviews of selected states’ and localities’ use
of funds made available under the act. We recently completed our second
review, which examined a core group of 16 states, the District of Columbia
(District), and selected localities.

My statement today is based largely on our recently completed work in
this area and addresses (1) the uses of Recovery Act transportation
funding including the types of projects states have funded, (2) the steps
states have taken to meet the act’s requirements, and (3) GAO’s other
work on transportation funding under the Recovery Act. The states
selected for our review contain about 65 percent of the U.S. population
and are estimated to receive collectively about two-thirds of the

intergover tal federal assi e funds available through the Recovery
Act. We selected these states and the District on the basis of federal outlay
projections, percentage of the U.S. population repr d loyment
rates and changes, and a mix of states’ poverty levels, geographic
coverage, and representation of both urban and rural areas. We aiso
obtained data from DOT on obligations and reimbursements for the
Recovery Act's highway infrastructure funds. We conducted performance
audits for our second review from April 21, 2009, to July 2, 2009, in
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. Those
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient,
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence

'Pub, L. No. 111-5, 123 Stat. 115 (Feb. 17, 2009).

®GAQ, Recovery Act: States’ and Localities’ Current and Planned Uses of Funds While
Facing Fiscal Stresses GAQ-09-820 (Washington, D.C.: July 8, 2009).
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obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions
based on our audit objectives.

Background

In March 2009, $26.7 billion of Recovery Act funding was apportioned to
all 50 states and the District for activities allowed under the Federal-Aid
Highway Surface Transportation Program, including restoration, repair,
and construction of highways, and for other eligible surface transportation
projects. The act requires that 30 percent of these funds be suballocated
for projects in metropolitan and other areas of the state. Highway funds
are apportioned to the states through federal-aid highway program
mechanisms, and states must follow the requirements of the existing
program.®* Under the Recovery Act, the maximum federal fund share of
highway infrastructure investment projects is 100 percent, whereas the
federal share under the existing federal-aid highway program is generally
80 percent.

States Have Used a
Substantial Portion of
Highway Funds, with
Funded Projects Focusing
on Pavement
Improvements

As of July 17, 2009, $16.8 billion of the apportioned funds had been
obligated* for over 5,700 projects nationwide, including $9.8 billion that
had been obligated for over 2,900 projects in the 16 states and the District
that are the focus of our review. About half of Recovery Act highway
obligations nationwide have been for pavement improvements.
Specifically, $8.2 billion is being used for projects such as reconstructing
or rehabilitating deteriorated roads. Many state officials told us they
selected a large percentage of resurfacing and other pavement
improverment projects because they did not require extensive
environmental clearances, were quick to design, could be quickly
obligated and bid, could employ people quickly, and could be completed
within 3 years. In addition, about $2.8 bﬂhon, or about 17 percent of

4 i

Recovery Act funds nationally, has been ¢ d for pavern W

*These requirernents include ensuring the project meets all environmental requirements
associated with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), paying a prevailing wage in
accordance wm\ federat Davis-Bacon reqmremenm complying with goals to ensure

i are not discrimi d against in the awarding of construction
contracts, and using American-made iron and steel in accordance with the Buy America
program.
“The U.S. Department of T ion has d the term obligation of funds to
mean the federal g 's I i to pay for the federal share of the
project. This commitraent occurs at the time the federal government signs a project
agreement.
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projects, and around 12 percent has been obligated for the replacement
and improvernent of existing bridges, and the construction of new bridges.
Figure 1 shows obligations by the types of road and bridge improvements
being made.

Figure 1: F ge of Hi O ide by Project Imp!
Type as of July 17, 2000

Pavement improvement ($8.25 billion)

Pavement widening ($2.77 billion)

New road construction ($1.06 billion)

Bridge improvement ($903 miltion)
Bridge replacement ($736 million)

New bridge construction ($437 million)

Other ($2.62 billion)
M #avement projects total {72 percent, $12.08 bilion)
BB riage projects totw (12 percent, $2.08 biion)
{777 other (18 percent, $2.62 bitiion)
Source: GAQ analysis of FHWA data.

Note: “Other” category includes safety projects such as improving safety at raifroad grade crossings,
transportation enhancement projects such as pedestrian and bicycle facilities, engineering, and right-
of-way purchases.

As of July 17, 2009, $401.4 million had been reimbursed nationwide by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), including $140.8 million that
had been reimbursed for projects in the 16 states and the District.* DOT
officials told us that although funding has been obligated for more than

®The Federal Aid Highway Program is not a “cash up-front” program. No cash is actually
disbursed until states incur costs. Projects are approved and work is started, then the
federal g makes p also called rei to the states for costs
as they are incurred on projects. The amount of cash paid to the states reflects only the
federal share of the project’s cost. .
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5,000 projects, it may be months before contractors mobilize and begin
work. States make payments to these contractors for completed work and
then can request reimbursement from FHWA. Nevertheless, thisisa
notable increase in reimbursements since we issued our report on July 8,
2009. At that time we reported that, according to June 25 data, FHWA had
reimbursed $233 million nationwide, including $96.4 million that had been
reimbursed to the 16 states and the District. This is an increase of about 72
percent and 46 percent respectively over a period of about three weeks,
corapared with increases in obligations in the 6 percent range. We will
continue to monitor these trends in the weeks ahead.

According to state officials, because an increasing number of contractors
are looking for work, bids for Recovery Act contracts have come in under
estimates. State officials told us that bids for the first Recovery Act
contracts were ranging from around 5 percent to 30 percent below the
estimated cost. Several state officials told us they expect this trend to
continue until the economy substantially improves and contractors begin
taking on enough other work.

States Have Generally
Complied with Program
Requirements

Funds appropriated for highway infrastructure spending must be used as
required by the Recovery Act. States are required to do the following:

Ensure that 50 percent of apportioned Recovery Act funds are obligated
within 120 days of apportionment (before June 30, 2009) and that the
remaining apportioned funds are obligated within 1 year. The 50 percent
rule applied only to funds apportioned to the state and not to the 30
percent of funds required by the Recovery Act to be suballocated,
primarily based on population, for metropolitan, regional, and local use.
The Secretary of Transportation is to withdraw and redistribute to other
states any amount that is not obligated within these time frames.®

Give priority to projects that can be completed within 3 years and to
projects located in economically distressed areas, as defined by the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, as amended.” According
to this act, to qualify as an economically distressed area, an area must
meet one or more of three criteria, two of which related to income and
unemployment based on the most recent federal or state data, and the

®Recovery Act, div. A, title X1, 123 Stat. 115, 206.
.
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third of which is based on a Department of Commerce determination of
special need.

Certify that the state will maintain the level of spending for the types of
transportation projects funded by the Recovery Act that it planned to
spend the day the Recovery Act was enacted. As part of this certification,
the governor of each state is required to identify the armount of funds the
state plans to expend from state sources from February 17, 2009, through
September 30, 2010.*

All states have met the first Recovery Act requirement that 50 percent of
their apportioned funds are obligated within 120 days. Of the $18.7 billion
nationally that is subject to this provision, 69 percent was obligated as of
June 25, 2009. The percentage of funds obligated nationwide and in each
of the states included in our review is shown in figure 2.

BRecovery Act, div. A, title XTI, § 1201.
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Figure 2: Percentage of Ri y Act Highway Funds Obli d as of June 25, 2009
Percentage
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fur:ds that were transferred from FHWA to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for transit
projects. Generally, FHWA has authority pursuant to 23 U.8.C. § 104(k)(1) to transfer funds made
available for transit projects to FTA,

The second Recovery Act requirement is to give priority to projects that
can be completed within 3 years and to projects located in economically
distressed areas. While officials from almost all of the states said that they
considered project readiness, including the 3-year completion
requirement, when making project selections, there was substantial
variation in the extent to which states prioritized projects in economically
distressed areas and how they identified these areas.

Due to the need to select projects and obligate funds quickly, many states
first prioritized projects based on other factors and only later identified
whether these projects fulfilled the requirement to give priority to projects
in economically distressed areas. According to the American Association
of State Highway and Transportation Officials, in December 2008, states
had already identified more than 5,000 “ready-to-go” projects as possible
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selections for federal stimulus funding, 2 months prior to enactment of the
Recovery Act. Officials from several states also told us they had selected
projects prior to the enactment of the Recovery Act and that they only
gave consideration to economically distressed areas after they received
guidance from DOT. States also based project selection on other priorities,
such as geographic distribution, the potential for job creation or other
economic benefits, and state planning criteria or funding formulas.”

DOT and FHWA have yet to provide clear guidance regarding how states
are to implement the requirement that priority be given to economically
distressed areas. In February 2009, FHWA published replies to questions
from state transportation departments on its Recovery Act Web site stating
that because states have the authority to prioritize and select federal-aid
projects, it did not intend to develop or prescribe a uniform procedure for
applying the Recovery Aet'’s priority rules. Nonetheless, FHWA provided a
tool to help states identify whether projects were located in economically
distressed areas. Further, in March 2009, FHWA provided guidance to its
division offices stating that FHWA would support the use of “whatever
current, defensible, and reliable information is available to make the case
that [a state] has made a good faith effort to consider economically
distressed areas” and directed its division offices to take appropriate
action to ensure that the states gave adequate consideration to
economically distressed areas.

We also found some instances of states developing their own eligibility
requir ts for economically distressed areas using data or criteria not
specified in the Public Works and Economic Development Act. According
to the act, to qualify for this designation, an area generally must (1) have a
per capita income of 80 percent or less of the national average or (2) have
an unemployment rate that is, for the most recent 24-month period for
which data are available, at least 1 percent greater than the national
average unemployment rate. For areas that do not meet one of these two
criteria, the Secretary of Commerce has the authority to determine that an
area has experienced or is about to experience a special need arising from
actual or threatened severe unemployment or economic adjustment
problems resulting from severe short-term or long-term changes in

*For example, according to officials in North Carolina, the state used its statutory Equity
Allocation Formula to d ine how hi inft i funds would be
distributed. Similarly, in Texas, state officials said they first selected highway preservation
projects by allocating a specific amount of funding to each of the state's 25 districts, where
projects were identified that add d the most ing needs.
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economic conditions.” In each of the cases we identified; the states
informed us that FHWA approved the state's use of alternative criteria.
However, FHWA did not consult with or seek the approval of the
Department of Commerce, and it is not clear under what authority FHWA
approved these criteria. For example:

Arizona based the identification of economically distressed areas on home
foreclosure rates and disadvantaged business enterprises—data not
specified in the Public Works Act. Arizona officials said they used
alternative criteria because the initial determination of economic distress
based on the act’s criteria excluded three of Arizona's largest and most
populous counties, which also contain substantial areas that, according to
state officials, are clearly economically distressed and include ail or
substantial portions of major Indian reservations and many towns and
cities hit especially hard by the economic downturn. The state of Arizona,
in consultation with FHWA, developed additional criteria that resulted in
these three counties being classified as economically distressed.

Ilinois based the classification of economically distressed areas on
increases in the number of unemployed persons and the unemployment
rate," whereas the act bases this determination on how a county’s
unemployment rate compares with the national average unemployment
rate. According to FHWA, Illinois opted to explore other means of
measuring recent economic distress because the initial determination of
economic distress based on the act’s criteria was based on data not as
current as information available within the state and did not appear to
accurately reflect the recent economic downturn in the state. Using the
criteria established by the Public Works Act, 30 of the 102 counties in
Illinois were identified as not economically distressed. Illinois's use of
alternative criteria resulted in 21 counties being identified as economically

42 U.S.C. § 3161(a). Eligibility must be supported using the most recent federal data
availabie or, in the absence of recent federal data, by the most recent data available
through the government of the state in which the area is located. Federal data that may be
used include data reported by the Bureau of Economic Analysis, the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, the Census Bureau, the Bufeau of Indian Affairs, or any other federal source
determined by the Secretary of Coramerce to be appropriate (42 U.S.C. § 3161((c)).

*T'he state based its classification of economically distressed areas on (1) whether the 2008
year-end unemployraent rate was at or above the statewide average, (2) whether the
change in the uneraployment rate between 2007 and 2008 was at or above the statewide
average, or (3) whether the number of unemployed persons for 2008 had grown by 500 or
more,
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distressed areas that had not been so classified following the act's
criteria.”

California based its economically distressed area determinations on the
January 2009 monthly unemployment rates developed by the California
Employment Development Department. While the use of state data is
allowed under the act, the data must cover a 24-month period. California
officials stated that county-level unemployment data from December 2006
through Novernber 2008 were not sufficiently representative of the current
unemployment situation in California.

Our July 2009 report recoramended that the Secretary of Transportation
develop (1) clear guidance on identifying and giving priority to
economically distressed areas that is in accordance with the requirements
of the Recovery Act and the Public Works and Economic Development Act
of 1965, as amended, and (2) more consistent procedures for FHWA to use
in reviewing and approving states’ criteria. In its response to this
recommendation, DOT said that it has already provided clear and
consistent guidance to assist states and localities in identifying
economically distressed areas and prioritizing projects in these areas, and
that it has also conducted extensive outreach with state and local
governments. However, we believe DOT's existing guidance is insufficient
because, while it emphasizes the importance of giving priority to these
areas, it does not define what giving priority means, and thus does not
ensure that the act’s priority provisions will be consistently applied. DOT
also stated that it is consulting with the Department of Corunerce to
develop additional guidance on criteria that may be used to classify areas
as economically distressed for the purpose of Recovery Act funding. We
will review the additional guidance when it becomes available and plan to
continue to monitor this issue in the weeks ahead for our future reports.

Finaily, the states are required to certify that they will maintain the level of
state effort for programs covered by the Recovery Act. With one
exception, the states have completed these certifications, but they face
challenges. Maintaining a state’s level of effort can be particularly
important in the highway program. We have found that the preponderance
of evidence suggests that increasing federal highway funds influences

“liinois’s criteria resulted in 21 ies being cl d as economicall, d areas
that were not so classified by FHWA and 8 counties not being classified as econormcaﬂy
distressed areas that were so classified by FHWA, for a net difference of 13 counties. The
map tool that FHWA developed to help states identify which projects are located in
economically distressed areas is based on the criteria in the Public Works Act.
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states and localities to substitute federal funds for funds they otherwise
would have spent on highways.” As we previously reported, substitution
makes it difficult to target an economic stimulus package so that it results
in a dollar-for-dollar increase in infrastructure investment."

Most states revised the initial certifications they submitted to DOT. As we
reported in April, many states submitted explanatory certifications—such
as stating that the certification was based on the “best information
available at the time”—or conditional certifications, meaning that the
certification was subject to conditions or assumptions, future legislative
action, future revenues, or other conditions.® The legal effect of such
qualifications was being examined by DOT when we completed our
review. On April 22, 2009, the Secretary of Transportation sent a letter to
each of the nation’s governors and provided additional guidance, including
that conditional and explanatory certifications were not permitted, and
gave states the option of amending their certifications by May 22. Each of
the 16 states and District selected for our review resubmitted their
certifications. According to DOT officials, the department has concluded
that the form of each certification is consistent with the additional
guidance, with the exception of Texas. Texas submitted a revised
certification on July 9, 2009. According to DOT officials, as of July 28,
2009, the status of Texas’ revised certification remained unresolved. For
the remaining states, while DOT has concluded that the form of the
revised certifications is consistent with the additional guidance, it is
currently evaluating whether the states’ method of calculating the amounts

1 2004, we estimated that during the 1983 through 2000 period, states used roughly half

ofthe i in federal hi funds i for funding they would otherwise
have spent from their OWN resources and t.hat the rate of substitution mcreased during the
1990s. The federal-aid higt creates the ity for i

states typlcally spend substantnally more than the amount required to meet federal

‘when federal funding increases, states are able
to reduce their own lughway spending and still obtain increased federal funds, The federal
share under the existing federal-aid highway program is generatly 80 percent and the
matching requirement for states is usually 20 percent. In 2004, we reported that in 2002,
states and localities contributed 54 percent of the nation’s capital investment in highways,
while the federal government contributed 46 percent (in 2001 dollars). GAO, Federal-Aid
Highways: Trends, Effect on State Spending, and Options for Future Program Design,
GAO-04-802 (Washington, D.C.: Aug. 31, 2004).

MGAO, Physical Infrastructure: Chailenges and Investment Options for the Nation’s
Infrastructure, GAO-08-763T (Washington, D.C.: May 8, 2008).

l‘GAO Recovery Act: As Imtud Implementation Unfolds tn States and Localities,
to A ility Issues Is Essential, GAO-09-580 (Washington, D.C.:

Apnl 23, 2009).
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they planned to expend for the covered programs is in compliance with
DOT guidance.

States face drastic fiscal challenges, and most states are estimating that their
fiscal year 2009 and 2010 revenue collections will be well below estimates. In
the face of these challenges, some states told us that meeting the
maintenance-of-effort requirements over time poses significant challenges.
For example, federal and state transportation officials in llinois told us that
1o meet its maintenance-of-effort requirements in the face of lower-than-
expected fuel tax receipts, the state would have to use general fund or other
revenues to cover any shortfall in the level of effort stated in its certification.
Mississippi transportation officials are concerned about the possibility of
statewide, across-the-board spending cuts in 2010. According to the
Mississippi transportation department’s budget director, the agency will try to
absorb any budget reductions in 2010 by reducing administrative expenses to
maintain the state’s level of effort.

GAOQ Has Ongoing and
Related Work on
Transportation Programs
Funded under the
Recovery Act

‘We will continue to monitor states’ and localities’ use of Recovery Act funds
for transportation programs and their compliance with program rules. In our
next report, in September 2009, we plan to provide information on action
taken by states and DOT in response to our recommendation on economically
distressed areas and follow up on the progress states and metropolitan areas
have made in obligating Recovery Act funds for highway infrastructure
programs. We also plan to examine the use of Recovery Act funds for the
Federal Transit Administration's Transit Capital Assistance program-~the
transit program receiving the most recovery act funding—in selected states,
‘We expect that subsequent reports will include information on states’ use of
Recovery Act funds for other transit programs, such as the Fixed Guideway
Modernization program.

In addition to the two reports we have issued to date, we have also
reported or testified on the following issues related to other transportation
programs receiving Recovery Act funding:

Discreti y transportation infrastructure grants. We reported that
DOT followed key elements of federal guidance in developing selection
criteria for awarding grants under this $1.5 billion dollar program.”® These

¥GAO, Recovery Act: The Department of Transportation Followed Key Federal
equi ts in Developing Selection, Criteria for Its Supplemental Discretionary
Grants Program, GAO-08-785R (Washington, D.C.: June 30, 2009).
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key elements include communicating important elements associated with
funding opportunities and using selection criteria that support a
framework for merit-based spending and follow transportation
infrastructure investment principles.

High-speed passenger rail projects. We exarnined the factors that can lead
to econornically viable projects and whether the Federal Railroad
Administration’s (FRA) strategic plan to use the $8 billion of Recovery Act
funds provided for high-speed and other intercity passenger rail projects
incorporates those factors.” We found that factors such as costs, ridership
projections, and determination of public benefits affect which projects are
likely to be economically viable. We also found that FRA's strategic plan
for high-speed rail outlines, in general terms, how the federal government
may invest Recovery Act funds for high-speed rail development but that it
does not establish clear goals or a clear role for the federal government in
high-speed rail. We are beginning follow-up work aimed at, among other,
things, identifying how project sponsors and others have surmounted the
challenges of instituting new rail service and how FRA is positioned to
develop, implement, and oversee its new high-speed rail program. We hope
to have this work completed by next spring.

We will continue to monitor these and other areas in which the committee
might be interested.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. I would be pleased
10 respond to any questions that you or other Members of the Committee
might have.
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Introduction

The Economic Development Administration’s (EDA) mission is to lead the federal economic
development agenda by promoting innovation and competitiveness, preparing American regions
Jfor growth and success in the worldwide economy. For more than 40 years, EDA has been
providing financial assistance in the form of grant investments to state and local governments
and eligible non-profits. Our investments help create the conditions in which jobs and private
investment are created, often in the midst of economic hardship or adjustment. At EDA, we are
proud of the bureau’s accomplishments and continue to work tirelessly to assist economically
distressed American communities, especially in the current economic climate.

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and EDA
On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed into law the American Recovery and

Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act, or the Act). The Act’s primary purpose is to stimulate
economic recovery by making investments that preserve and create jobs, spur technological
advances, and improve infrastructure that will provide long-term economic benefits.

In the Act, EDA received $150 million, $147 million of which was allocated for strategic grant
investments in areas hard hit by the current recession, and $3 million allocated for administration
and oversight of those grants. In the bureau’s continuing efforts to implement the Act and
disburse this funding, EDA has focused its efforts on assisting those communities across the
country in greatest economic distress. Our goal is to not only distribute the funds quickly and
spark short-term job creation, but to ensure that these investments will lead to long-term, higher
skill, higher wage jobs.

On June 4, 2009, EDA announced its first Recovery Act investment, the first discretionary grant
under the Act to be awarded by the Department of Commerce which administers a total of $7.9
billion in Recovery Act funding. Since June, EDA has announced more than $23.4 million in
Recovery Act investments to recipients in 13 states. Examples of these investments include:

s $906,840 to the Cleveland Community College, Shelby, North Carolina, to support
renovation and expansion of an existing building on the college’s campus to create
classroom and laboratory space for a workforce training facility. Workers in transition
will be trained for new, advanced manufacturing positions that are opening up in the
region.

o $2.964 million to the city of Fremont, Ohio, to fund construction of a new reservoir that

will provide safe and reliable water to the entire community. The city's previous water
source is polluted with high levels of toxic nitrates.
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o $843,052 to fund road improvements to the Harris-Shawnee Corridor Development
Project in Muskogee County, Oklahoma. The road will allow commercial development
and a new hospital to locate in the area, bringing new jobs and industries to an area which
has suffered major job losses recently.

o  $2.7 million to create a Revolving Loan Fund (RLF) for the timber and wood products
industry in Montana. This investment addresses capital access needs and will provide
both technical assistance and financing, saving many family wage jobs in the state's
leading industry.

EDA’s six regional offices have developed robust pipelines of economic development projects to
be funded under the Act. Regional office staff is currently in the process of reviewing and
vetting applications for projects totaling approximately $122.6 million and anticipate that at least
an additional $30 million in project applications will be submitted for consideration. EDA’s
current pipeline includes investments ranging from $200,000 to more than $6 million.

Qur field-based staff has collaborated with state and local officials, as well as the federally
authorized regional commissions, to identify infrastructure and other grant investments to be
considered during EDA’s competitive review of prospective Recovery Act applications. In
particular, EDA’s Atlanta and Seattle regional offices have collaborated with the Appalachian
Regional Commission and the Denali Commission respectively to develop five joint projects
currently under review.

Through these efforts, EDA has identified numerous “shovel ready” projects across the country,
including port and dock improvements, rail line expansions, and sewer/water infrastructure
construction, which have already been awarded or are currently in the final stages of review.
EDA anticipates providing a diverse portfolio of cutting-edge investments targeted at spurring
innovation and entrepreneurship. These include business incubators, workforce development
programs, and a green job/alternative energy training center. Furthermore, to address critical
capital access needs, EDA has awarded and is planning further investments in capitalizing
Revolving Loan Funds that will support business retention and enable new lending for
entrepreneurial activities. While the vast majority of the bureau’s Recovery Act investments-- at
least $135 million-- will fund public works grants for “brick and mortar” infrastructure projects,
EDA also anticipates that it will fund a few investments to help create new, long-term
comprehensive economic development strategies for regions that need to initiate a process to
retool and diversify their economy following significant economic dislocations- such as
manufacturing plant closures.

Implementation
Following the Recovery Act’s passage, EDA worked quickly to adapt its existing grant programs

to meet the Act’s goals and requirements and to assure its intent. To date, the bureau has
successfully implemented all of its established milestones and is on track to complete all future
milestones on or ahead of schedule.

Page 2 of 3
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Within three weeks of the Act’s passage, EDA published its Recovery Act funding synopsis, as
well as a Federal Funding Opportunity Notice. The bureau also developed and implemented a
comprehensive Recovery Act-specific Program Plan which identifies possible risks associated
with the Act’s implementation and proposes mitigation strategies. Additionally, in collaboration
with the Department’s Office of Inspector General (OIG), the bureau drafted special award
conditions for “Buy America” and other provisions stipulated in the Act.

Bureau officials are also currently developing EDA-specific recipient reporting guidance based
on the reporting requirements established by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). In
accordance with this guidance, EDA will be implementing a recipient outreach plan in which
EDA Project Officers will personally confer with each EDA Recovery Act grant recipient to
discuss the recipient’s reporting obligations under the Act.

Oversight and Transparency
Prior to the Act’s passage, EDA had in place well-established and highly effective application

evaluation procedures and awards processes, as well as reporting and reconciliation practices,
which the bureau has evaluated and amended to comply with all of the Act’s additional reporting
requirements. EDA continues to work closely with the Department’s Recovery Act Coordinator
and OIG to ensure compliance with all of the Act’s specific requirements and OMB guidance.
Additionally, EDA staff continues to participate in a variety of working groups and training
programs provided by OIG, for example, training provided by OIG for EDA headquarters and
regional office staff on fraud indicators,

EDA'’s longstanding policy and practice is that responsibility for the selection, oversight, and
administration of all grant awards rests with its six regional offices. Accordingly, in May, EDA
leadership held a meeting with all six regional directors and key regional staff to specifically
discuss EDA’s priorities, responsibilities, and requirements under the Act. Furthermore, regional
field-based and headquarters staff involved in the grant-making process have received training
on the Act.

In addition, EDA has developed a public webpage dedicated to the bureau’s implementation of
the Recovery Act available at www.eda.gov/Recovery. This site provides an unprecedented
amount of information to the public about EDA’s Recovery Act investments. Furthermore, all of
the bureau’s Recovery Act grants are posted at www.recovery.gov and www.usaspending.gov on
a monthly basis.

Conclusion

Thank you for the opportunity to update the Committee on EDA’s efforts in implementing the
Recovery Act. At the request of the Committee, EDA has conferred regularly with Committee
staff since the passage of the Act and has provided monthly updates on our progress. EDA hopes
to continue this dialog and looks forward to further cooperation with the Committee to ensure the

success of the Recovery Act.

Page 3 of 3
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Statement of C.W. “Bill” Ruth
United States Commissioner

International Boundary and Water Commission
United States and Mexico

Before the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
U.S. House of Representatives
July 31, 2009

Chairman Oberstar, Ranking Member Mica, and Members of the Committee, thank you
for the opportunity to update you on the progress made by the U.S. Section of the
International Boundary and Water Commission (USIBWC) toward implementation of the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act). We have made
implementing the Recovery Act a top priority and are pleased to report that we are moving
forward quickly, efficiently and with an unprecedented level of transparency and
accountability. Through this process we are putting Americans to work along the U.S.-
Mexico border repairing deficient flood control structures in Dona Ana County, New Mexico
and in El Paso, Hudspeth and Hidalgo Counties in Texas.

The Recovery Act appropriated $220 million to USIBWC’s construction account for
the Rio Grande Flood Control project to fund immediate infrastructure upgrades along 506
miles of flood control levees maintained by the USIBWC along the Upper and Lower Rio
Grande. Of that amount, up to $2 million may be transferred to our salaries and expenses
account in support of this activity.

In 2002, the USIBWC began a multi-year project to rehabilitate deficiencies in the
levee system, which constrains movement of the international boundary and provides flood
protection to many New Mexico and Texas cities including Las Cruces, El Paso, Presidio,
Mission, McAllen, Harlingen, and Brownsville. Levee segments lacking adequate height or
that may be structurally deficient are being rebuilt in order of priority by risk to population,
property and economic development.

The Recovery Act funding will allow rehabilitation of approximately 170 miles of
deficient levees, including Rio Grande levees and levees in the interior floodways in the
Lower Rio Grande Flood Control Project. In doing so, we will enhance the protection of
lives and property of over two million border residents and achieve certification standards
established by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), thereby negating the
need for residents to purchase costly flood insurance. Reducing the risk of flooding along the
Upper and Lower Rio Grande by rehabilitating deficient portions of these levee systems will
provide increased safety to border residents and to business communities and encourage
future economic growth and development.
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We have developed a comprehensive plan and an aggressive schedule for Recovery Act
implementation, designed to fully obligate the Recovery Act funding no later than September
2010. We have prioritized levee segments in the Upper and Lower Rio Grande Valley for
Recovery Act funding based upon greatest impact to the largest number of residents, the
greatest economic benefit and the segments ready for FEMA certification. We undertook
recruitment actions and hired additional term contract specialists and civil engineers.

We have continued to meet our scheduled milestones and expect to continue to do so
until the construction phase is completed. Using Recovery Act funding, we initiated the
procurement phase in March 2009. Within a month, we had issued 83% of the pre-
construction contracts for outstanding environmental work, geo-technical analysis and design
for levee segments to undergo rehabilitation with Recovery Act funding. We have now
completed all of the Environmental Assessments required under the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1972 and cultural resource surveys. Final cultural resource reports were
received in June and July 2009 for the Lower and Upper regions, respectively, pursuant to
the National Historic Preservation Act. Pending environmental requirements include
obtaining two Section 404 permits from the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers.

As of July 24, we have obligated over $21.5 million and committed to award
contracts valued at close to $3.7 million for pre-construction work, such as geo-technical
analysis, aerial surveys and design. We awarded our first construction contract in the amount
of $951,000 on July 24, 2009 for repair work on the Banker Floodway in Hidalgo County,
Texas. We anticipate that the contractor will mobilize within 30 days and that construction
on this segment will be completed by May 2010. We expect to continue to award
construction contracts through the course of the summer and fall and plan to have all
construction contracts awarded by the end of December 2009. All planned construction to be
undertaken with Recovery Act funding is expected to be completed by February 2011.

As noted in my previous testimony, USIBWC’s progress is being reported weekly on
the Recovery web site, www.Recovery.gov, and on the Department of State Recovery web
site, www.state.gov/recovery. Additional details on the scope of our project and our project
schedule can be located at http://www.ibwe.state.gov/Recovery/Index.html. All contracting
actions are being posted on http://www.fedbizops.com and are being reported in the Federal
Procurement Data System (FPDS). We are also providing data to this Committee ona
monthly basis. The public is encouraged to report instances of waste, fraud and abuse to the
Department of State OIG hotline, which can be located on both the Department of State and
USIBWC websites.

USIBWC is proud of the progress we have made to date and pleased to be
contributing to this important effort to bring about economic recovery, while at the same time
providing long-term public benefits and infrastructure improvements to the U.S.-Mexico
border.
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STATEMENT OF DAVE WHITE, CHIEF
NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
BEFORE THE
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
July 31, 2009

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to provide a progress report on the status of
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Recovery Act) funding administered by
USDA’s Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). USDA’s goal through the
Recovery Act is to quickly respond to current economic conditions by preserving and
creating high quality jobs, spurring rural economic activity, and contributing to the
Nation's overall financial health. USDA will be open and transparent and responsive and
accountable to the American people as we deliver Recovery Act funding.

The Recovery Act provided funding for three NRCS programs:

Watershed Rehabilitation Program $ 50,000,000
Watershed and Flood Prevention Operations Program $145,000,000
Floodplain Easements - Emergency Watershed Protection Program ~ $145,000,000

We have made significant strides toward committing funds for these programs and
toward the Administration’s objectives of economic recovery and job creation. Projects
have already been selected for the Watershed and Flood Prevention Operations Program,
the Watershed Rehabilitation Program and the Floodplain Easements Program

The NRCS programs funded through the Recovery Act will provide significant public
and environmental benefits through the restoration of floodplains and investments in
watershed improvements, including critical infrastructure. These benefits include reduced
threats and damage from flooding; floodplains restored to natural conditions; erosion
control; improved water quality; enhanced fish and wildlife habitat; and improved quality
of life through expanded recreational opportunities and added community green space.
Moreover, watershed rehabilitation projects will mitigate the risks of failure and threats
to public safety posed by aging flood control infrastructure.

Following is a brief overview of the three NRCS programs that received Recovery Act
funding.

Watershed Rehabilitation Program
Recovery Act Funding: $50,000,000
The objective of the Watershed Rehabilitation Program is to rehabilitate or decommission

aging or unsafe dams owned and operated by sponsors that are ready and willing to begin
rehabilitation. The authority for rehabilitation of aging watershed dams is included in
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section 14 of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act (Public Law (P.L.) 83-
566). Any of the over 11,000 dams in 47 States that were constructed under the P.1..-534,
P.L.-566, or Resource Conservation and Development (RC&D) program are eligible for
assistance under this authority. Many-of these dams are beyond or are nearing the end of
their design life. Rehabilitation of these dams is needed to address critical public health
and safety issues in these communities. Priority for funding projects was based on a
ranking system that considered the condition of the dam and the number of people at risk,
if the dam should fail. NRCS may provide financial assistance up to 65 percent of the
total rehabilitation project cost.

Twenty-six projects in 11 States have been selected for Recovery Act funding. NRCS
State offices are working to obligate these funds as quickly as possible. These “shovel
ready” projects will help revitalize rural economies by creating jobs and supporting local
businesses that supply products and services needed for construction. These projects will
not only ensure that the flood control dams remain safe and protect lives, but will also
continue to provide flood control, recreation, and wildlife habitat for decades to come.
Here are a few examples of Watershed Rehabilitation Recovery Act projects.

$4.3 million in Recovery Act funding for projects along Pohick Creek in Fairfax,
Virginia will result in the rehabilitation of two flood control structures. The dams will be
upgraded to current safety standards and continue to provide protection for the nearly
112,000 vehicles that use four major roads downstream from the structure on a daily
basis. The dams also provide protection to a number of railroad corridors with a daily
average ridership of approximately 9,000 people. The local sponsor is providing $2.2
million for these projects.

Another $4.2 million in Recovery Act funding for a project in Adair County, Oklahoma
will protect the water supply of the city of Stillwell, Oklahoma, as well as a rural water
district. The local school district served by the project is 94 percent Native American and
has a 21 percent poverty rate. The local sponsor is providing $2.1 million for this project.

At the end of this testimony 1s a list of 26 projects selected for Watershed Rehabilitation
funding.

Watershed and Flood Prevention Operations Program (WFPO)

Recovery Act Funding: $145,000,000

This program provides assistance to sponsoring organizations of authorized watershed
projects, planned and approved under the authority of the Watershed Protection and
Flood Prevention Act of 1954 (P.L. 83-566), and designated watersheds authorized by the
Flood Control Act of 1944 (P.1. 78-534). The NRCS provides technical and financial
assistance to States, local governments and Tribes (as project sponsors) to implement
authorized watershed project plans for the purpose of watershed protection; flood
mitigation; water quality improvements; soil erosion reduction; rural, municipal and
industrial water supply; irrigation water management; sediment control; fish and wildlife
enhancement; and wetlands and wetland function creation, restoration and protection.
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Recovery Act funds will be obligated on WFPO projects for completion of permit
mitigation obligations or structural repairs, or for land treatment through the application
of conservation practices. Recovery Act funds will also be used for new construction
projects that are already authorized, are environmentally beneficial, and have sponsors
that are ready and willing to begin work.

Priority for funding projects was based on NRCS’s merit-based model which will be used
to identify and select the most cost-effective and highest priority projects to meet the
objectives of the program.

USDA Secretary Tom Vilsack announced the selection of 80 projects under the Recovery
Act. Here are a few examples WFPO projects selected for funding through the Recovery
Act: Approximately $300,000 for the Whitewater River Watershed land treatment
project northeast of Rochester, Minnesota. This project will protect the soil resource base
for sustained productivity and improve both surface and ground water quality. The
watershed contains eight designated trout streams extending over 100 miles, two State
parks, State Wildlife Management Areas, and a State operated fish hatchery. Also in
Minnesota, southwest of Minneapolis, the Kanaranzi-Little Rock Watershed project will
provide assistance to local farmers to install conservation practices that will reduce soil
erosion and improve water quality.

Over $10 million for the Neshaminy Creek Watershed project outside Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania. This funding will be used to acquire, elevate and flood-protect 80 homes
and businesses currently located in the 100-year floodplain. This project will improve
public health and safety by substantially reducing flood damage and enhancing 18 miles
of stream corridor and floodplain function.

$2.5 million for the Beaver Creek Watershed project in El Paso County, Colorado will be
used to develop 45 land-treatment contracts with family-owned farms, resulting in
significant water quality improvement, water conservation, and the enhancement of
wildlife habitat. Benefits will be obtained by implementing improved management
strategies and more efficient irrigation system components used on cropland and adjacent
properties. A significant number of producers in this watershed are considered socially
disadvantaged or limited resource producers.

Floodplain Easements - Emergency Watershed Protection Program (FPE-EWPP)
Recovery Act Funding: $145,000,000

Section 382 of the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996, P.L.104-
127, amended the Emergency Watershed Protection Program (EWPP) to provide for the
purchase of floodplain easements as an emergency measure. Since 1996, NRCS has
purchased floodplain easements on lands that qualify for EWPP assistance. NRCS
purchases easements on floodplain lands and restores them to natural conditions.
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Floodplain easements restore, protect, maintain, and enhance the functions of a
floodplain; conserve natural values including fish and wildlife habitat, water quality,
flood water retention, ground water recharge, and open space; reduce long-term federal
disaster assistance; and safeguard lives and property from floods, drought, and the
products of erosion.

Floodplains that have had flooding events twice in the last 10 years or once in the last 12
months are eligible for the program. Easement applications are ranked based on
established National and State priorities. Landowners retain several rights to the property,
including quiet enjoyment, the right to control public access, and the right to undeveloped
recreational use such as hunting and fishing. NRCS currently holds 1,917 floodplain
easements on 126,467 acres nationwide.

NRCS announced a nationwide sign-up for Floodplain Easements Recovery Act funding
on March 9, 2009. The deadline was extended until April 10, due to flooding. North
Dakota and Minnesota deadlines were extended until May 1* to allow additional time
because of on-going flooding events.

Over 4,200 applications for floodplain easements were received from forty seven States
and Territories. States ranked their applications and then sent their ranking lists to
National Headquarters. Applications were evaluated against merit-based ranking criteria
and then funding recommendations were provided to the Chief. On June 2, 2009,
Secretary Vilsack announced the selection of 288 applications for funding. These 288
applications cover more than 36,000 acres of land in 36 States. The Recovery act
specifies that no single State may receive more than $30 million.

Transparency and Accountability

Accountability and transparency are cornerstones of NRCS’s Recovery Act efforts.
NRCS has automated systems which will track the amount of financial and technical
assistance allocated for approved projects and progress toward project implementation
and outcomes. Recovery Act goals and objectives will be integrated into the performance
standards for NRCS line officers.

In addition, the Office of Inspector General has already initiated an audit for oversight of
NRCS Recovery Act activities. The objectives of the audit are to ensure:

1. The Department’s stimulus-related programs are timely and effectively
implemented.

Proper internal control procedures are established.

Program participants meet eligibility guidelines.

Participants properly comply with program requirements; and
Agencies establish effective compliance operations.

bl o

NRCS has already made great strides in communicating the results of our Recovery Act
activities to the general public. USDA Secretary Vilsack held telephone press
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conferences with approximately forty journalists on two separate occasions to announce
the funding for Watershed Rehabilitation and WFPO. NRCS employees have cooperated
with Congress on Recovery Act events in their States and districts. Project-specific fact
sheets for each NRCS Recovery Act project are posted to our website at
www.nires.usda.gov/recovery.

Summary

NRCS has moved quickly to identify meritorious and environmentally beneficial projects
to commit the $340 million in Recovery Act funding provided for Watershed
Rehabilitation, WEPO, and Floodplain Easements. NRCS has obligated over $51 million
as of July 10™, NRCS understands that Congress and the public will hold the Federal
government to the highest standard of accountability for Recovery Act funding. We are
committed to expending these dollars in the most transparent and cost-conscious way
possible.
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House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
Smithsenian Institution
Dr. G. Wayne Clough, Secretary
P.O. Box 37012
Washington D.C. 20013-7012
202.633.5125
31 July 2009

Thank you for this opportunity to submit this statement for the record on the Smithsonian
Institution’s funding under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Recovery
Act) of 2009. The support of the Administration and the Congress is essential to our
work, and we are grateful for that support.

Under the Recovery Act, the Smithsonian Institution has received an appropriation of $25
million for "Facilities Capital,” which will be used for repair and revitalization of existing
facilities. OQur plan to spend this money wisely and in an expeditious manner is
progressing as originally intended. By June 2009, there were 18 procurement actions
totaling $18 million (more than 72% of the total funds appropriated under the Recovery
Act). Another $4 million in contracts will be awarded by late summer 2009. Reporting of
jobs created and correct expenditure of funds is a part of the Act and is currently
underway with the first formal report in October 2009.

Today, the Smithsonian owns or leases hundreds of buildings and structures. Some of our
buildings are new; the oldest is more than 150 years old; and more than half are over 25
years old. The Smithsonian is unique in both the architectural variety and functional
diversity of its buildings. Our buildings support research, education, public programs, and
exhibitions for millions of visitors. But many of these buildings are in need of repair.

The Arts and Industries Building in Washington, D.C. is a good example of a beautiful,
historic building that needs to be revitalized.

The Smithsonian is the largest museum and research complex in the world; it now has 19
museums and galleries, 20 libraries, numerous research centers, 32 education units, and
the National Zoological Park. More than 25.2 million people from around the world
visited us in 2008 and nearly 173 million virtual visitors went to our web sites. Our
museums are free and open 364 days a year. The Smithsonian has unique collections: 137
million artifacts, works of art and scientific specimens. 127 million of these are scientific
specimens that are used by Smithsonian researchers and scientists from Federal agencies
and from around the world to explore important issues such as climate change and
endangered species. The Institution is the steward of many of our nation’s treasures, and
objects that speak to our nation’s bold vision, creativity, and courage: Edison’s light bulb,
Morse’s telegraph, the Wright flyer, the Apollo 11 command module Columbia, Lewis
and Clark’s compass and Mark Twain’s self-portrait. It is our task to preserve these
treasures in a responsible manner so future generations can learn from them also.

Well maintained, safe and efficient facilities are essential for advancing the
Smithsonian’s mission. Building revitalization involves making major repairs or
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replacing declining or failed infrastructure to avoid additional deterioration. Once
completed, these projects will improve the overall condition of Smithsonian
buildings and systems, and will enable the Smithsonian to create safe conditions
in these facilities for visitors, staff, animals, and our priceless national

collections.

Smithsonian Projects

Below are the projects that are being accomplished with Recovery Act funds:

®  Arts and Industries Building (AIB) — Washington, DC ($4.6 million)

o]
o]

Repair exterior masonry
Demolish selected portions of interior and remove
hazardous materials

s National Zoological Park ($11.4 million)

o]

o]

[e]

o]

Install fire-protection equipment (including medium-
voltage switches) at Rock Creek Park campus
(Washington, DC) and Conservation and Research Center
(Front Royal, Virginia)

Replace roofs at Rock Creek Park campus and
Conservation and Research Center

Replace deteriorated animal-holding facilities at
Conservation and Research Center

Repair bridges at Rock Creek Park campus

e  Other Smithsonian Projects ($9 million)

el

O

Install high-voltage electrical safety improvements at
multiple locations on the National Mall (Washington, DC)
Install sewage backflow preventers on potable water lines
at multiple locations off the National Mall; biggest project
is at the Museum Support Center (Suitland, Maryland)
Install emergency generators at the Smithsonian
Environmental Research Center (Edgewater, Maryland)
Refurbish or replace elevators and escalators at the
National Air and Space Museum and National Museum of
American History (Washington, DC)

Hire temporary/contract support personnel

As of this date, we have awarded 10 of the 11 projects (18 separate contract
actions) totaling $18 million. The majority of the proposals received were below
the government estimate and the remaining funds will be reallocated toward
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additional options on the projects. We are in the process of procuring the options
and expect to award all contracts prior to September 30, 2009.

Ongoing Key Events and Major Completed Actions

. Holding senior-level monthly meetings to discuss progress on Recovery Act
projects with facilities, contracting, budget, and IG officials

. Posting weekly project progress list (public notices, requests for proposals, awards)
on the SI webpage
. Submitting weekly obligation and outlay reports on Recovery Act projects

to OMB (which are then posted on Recovery.gov) and posting on the SI webpage

¢ Established draft job creation reporting format and process with contractors in
preparation of October 2009 formal report

Smithsonian Review of Recovery Act Projects

The Institution is tracking the progress on these projects with monthly meetings
and weekly updates. These meetings include representatives from facilities,
contracting, budget, and the Inspector General’s office. These monthly meetings
are held with the leadership of the Institution to review the progress on each
project; identify any risks or issues; and review the actions taken to correct any
deficiencies.

Details on the progress of each project can be found on the Smithsonian’s
Recovery Act website at: http://www.smithsonian.org/recovery. The progress
chart tracks: 1) the posting of pre-award notices on www.fedbizopps.gov; 2) the
posting of Requests for Proposals (RFPs); 3) the RFP due dates; 4) contract award
dates; 5) project obligations; 6) project expenses; and 7) percentage of project
complete. The Institution evaluates progress by tracking whether the project is on
schedule and within the estimated cost projections. Contractors will provide
periodic (generally monthly) progress reports which will be used by the
Institution program managers to validate and assess the contractor’s performance.
In addition to tracking the above major milestones for each project, the Institution
is also tracking:

o Percent of actual obligations as compared to the plan
o Percent of Recovery Act revitalization projects completed
¢ Manpower and Job Creation for each project

Financial, Contracting, and Environmental Information on Projects

The Institution developed a detailed obligation and expense plan for each project.
The Institution’s financial system provides the actual expenditures (obligations
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and outlays) and these data are used to track the progress against the plan.
Monthly updates are presented to the Institution’s Recovery Act working group
and to the Institution’s senior leadership. The data are also posted on the
Institution’s website at: http://www.smithsonian.org/recovery. The Smithsonian is
on track to obligate more than 85 percent of the ARRA funds and award all
contracts by September 30, 2009. Below is a summary of the Institution’s
obligation and expense plan.

: T Updated American Recovery Act O
~. Appropriated': Allocation . A Iy
_Fek

CTAF (Smillions} . ($millions} odan
OBLIGATIONS | 2009

Smithsonian 625 425 QUTLAYS 2003

Facilities Capital OBUGATIONS | 2010 22| 23| 23] 23| 24| 24] 25| 25| 25| 25{ 25{ 25

33-0101 QUTLAYS 2010f 12| 14] 15 16| 18 19{ 20f 21| 22| 23] 24] 25

_Nec

The Institution has maximized competition wherever practical for Recovery Act-
funded contracts. The Smithsonian projects that 85% of anticipated Recovery Act
dollars will be competitively awarded. This percentage is based on estimated costs
of each Recovery Act project. The Institution has also maximized the use of
fixed-priced contracts wherever practical for Recovery Fund-funded contracts.
The Smithsonian projects that 96% of anticipated Recovery Act dollars will be
awarded as fixed-price contracts. This percentage is based on estimated costs of
each Recovery Act project.

The Institution will also meet the energy efficiency and green building requirements of
the Recovery Act. All of the projects on the Recovery Act list are deemed to have some
aspect of increased energy efficiency or other sustainability in their scope of work. For
example, the Arts and Industries Building projects, although mainly exterior masonry
repairs and hazardous material removal, are the precursors to the sustainability efforts of
insulated roof, walls, windows, and replacement of all failing mechanical/electrical
utilities with more energy-efficient equipment. Every Zoo project (e.g., work to replace
deteriorated facilities and repair roads and bridges) includes some form of storm
drainage, high-reflectance, or high-efficiency electrical replacement that is sustainable.
The other sustainable projects will increase safety and concentrate on areas such as
conserving and ensuring a clean domestic water supply, providing more energy-efficient
vertical transportation, and giving the Institution access to a more efficient back-up
power source at a lower cost.

In sum, the Smithsonian is using Recovery Act resources to focus on facilities
revitalization projects to improve the safety and security of our buildings and collections,
and thus enhance our service to the American people.
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