Kim Shugar, City of Longmont, CO:  Good afternoon, my name is Kim Shugar, I’m with the City of Longmont Natural Resources Manager.  So, couple things I wanted to talk about.  One, the city is embarking on what we call the St. Vrain Creek Improvement Project.  It is a project that has come out of, obviously, the 2013 flooding and as we move forward to restore the damage which is restoring our Saint Vrain Greenway, which is a trail system, repairing the creek and repairing bridges that we lost that went over the creek.  We’re, I guess, forward-thinking, looking at how we can make our community more resilient.  So not only is it flood recovery, we’re looking at rebuilding to make it better, so we actually don’t need to rebuild in a flood similar to this.  So, at this point we’ve just started the collaboration process through this unified permitting program, and so far it has actually become very helpful in that we’ve been able to up-front, as we start designing, identifying data we need, working with appropriate agencies to come up with the data collaboratively.  And as we’ve been working, obviously a lot of things have been changing from what are actually the hundred-year flood flows for the St. Vrain.  So we’ve been fortunate, we’ve been part of that process, evaluating it, the Federal agencies have been great as we developed our FEMA project worksheets they’ve acknowledged that these are changing and that that is appropriate to incorporate into our flood recovery.  So, and this is a multi-objective project.  Not only are we trying to rebuild our trail, repair our river, repair our roads, but we want to make this a great space, for whether it’s wildlife or for the community to enjoy.  We want to rebuild it right.
So this is quick example, we want to just show the 2013 year flood.  The flood flows were about a half-mile wide.  And so we’re finding now that what we did have is more similar to a hundred-year flow than what people might have thought that it was a lot larger.  So this project would narrow that flood flow pathway to accommodate the hundred-year flows.  And at the top I just did the example of what we once thought was our hundred-year flows through the city which was 10,000 CFS, that is actually much greater.  So, depending on where you are in the city and as other tributaries come in, it can be up to 15,000.
Our creek is unique.  It’s twofold.  On the eastern end of the city downstream it’s actually more of a natural system.  So we’re actually working with our partners in Boulder County as we jointly own some property our here to restore, stabilize the creek, restore the Greenway for the public usage of the area, but we want to do it in an environmentally sensitive, restore the habitat, but yet be fiscally responsible.  And then in the heart of the city the upstream area is actually a very urbanized area so it’s going to be a very different feel in the system.  It’s going to be a lot narrower as development has existed for 150 years along the creek - whether it’s right or wrong it already exists so we need to work with that in restoring our system.  So we do have some of the same goals but in addition this is where we do want to protect the community from the hundred-year flood flows.
And so just an example of what we’re working with, and we are working with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Colorado Parks and Wildlife, to make this a good system, an environmentally system, a resilient system.  So it’s going to be widening the floodplain area, and so, with, as well as corresponding keeping the development where it exists today.  So this is just a preliminary example.
So, while we’re in the beginning of the process we have learned from some of our other flood recovery projects.  One, that coordination of regular communication is really important and this framework has been great to help move that forward because it’s really easy to lose pieces, lose paper, and as, in the breakup groups we talked about as staff kind of leave and come and go.  Things kind of get lost, but I think this framework is helping because at least others are aware of what’s going on and that we need to keep it moving.  And so most of it’s been positive.  You know, just a couple areas that we recommended from our previous work for some improvements is just making sure there is some clear guidance, and so I know those are being developed now, but it definitely will help.  So when local groups and local agencies come in, we know what we need to try to accomplish.  And then need more streamlines submittal approval process for culture and historic clearance through the Colorado State Preservation Office.  And some of this is after we talked to them.  It was turned over, that was the problem.  An example I got, over two months, five emails with the same questions from five different people, but we’re all working through that so I think it’s good not to — It’s not a criticism.  We have the same problem locally.  There’s a lot going on.  Staff turnover is a common issue.  And then just with the Army Corps permits it’s the same thing.  We’ve had, depending on who you talk to, I’ve had some projects right next to each other and we get a whole separate list of requirements even though it’s the exact same habitat.  So that was just some of the things and I know we’re all working through this and locally we’re all trying to work through our own guidance and needs.  So with that if there’s any questions?
Steven Hardegen, FEMA Region VIII Environmental Officer:  Kim, thank you for that perspective.  It is important and, I think what’s unique about Longmont right now is there’s a very large scale undertaking that has multiple facets with multiple partners.  Federal and state and local funding and other agency funding, non-profit.  In that case we’ve looked at an environmental assessment to kind of corral everything into one document that it could fit under pieces under programmatically but to have it all on one document that says “no matter where your funding is for this project, this is what we need to look at.”  And that started some time ago so I think that’s going to be a good accomplishment.  And Longmont has been a beneficiary of past FEMA projects where one of the success stories, I’m not sure we have the mitigation best practices, but earlier in the disaster of 2013 we had done a project that we basically deepened the channel, cleaned debris, and were able to map property on a floodplain and in fact those properties that were technically mapped out did not flood.  So it was very rewarding for FEMA to walk into a recovery meeting shortly after the disaster and say “holy cow, the project really worked, and we were really thankful we spent the time and money to do it because we just saved 140 people from being inundated, so it was a good success story in this disaster.  Great.  
Charlie Bello, you are next.  Charlie is with FEMA.  He is the travel Environment and Historic Preservation Liaison Officer we have and we’re very happy to have Charlie here.  He brings a lot of expertise. We included this portion because tribes are a big part of operating in Region 8 and in the west.  
Charlie Bello, FEMA EHP Advisor, Tribal Relations Specialist:  Thank you Steve.  So Jeff tells me I have 6 or 7 minutes.  I’ll be very brief.  I have a lot to say about tribes.  First of all I am the EHP adviser, tribal liaison here in Region VIII.  I deal with all the tribes in our region.  So far there’s been no mention of tribal activity on disaster 4155 here in Colorado.  That’s because the Southern Ute and the Ute Mountain Ute had no impact to the reservations in this disaster.  I don’t know if they’re going to be mitigation activities down there or not.  However, we have 26 other tribes within our region, six state region that do have disasters a lot of the time.  So I wanted to say I like reading from a script so forgive the formality.
I want to say the Sandy Recovery Improvement Act amended the Stafford Act with Section 429 enhancing the approach for EHP reviews.  But also importantly, it mandated increased engagement and collaboration with tribal nations.  Of course, EHP’s focus is on both natural resources and cultural historic properties, but also including sacred and tribal and traditional cultural properties of importance to tribes.  With respect to working in Indian country, the UFR is particularly effective in leveraging Federal context for efficiency and speed of reviews.  This is especially coordinating the major players with involvement in tribal lands.  That includes, well, generally the EPA, the Department of Ag, Fish and Wildlife Service, Army Corps, Rural Utilities Service, Department of the Interior, Federal Highway Administration, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and of course the Bureau of Indian Affairs.  FEMA has a great record working with the 28 recognized tribes located within Region VIII.  I won’t go into one but we have two tribes already mentioned in Colorado.  We had seven tribes in Montana, six tribes in North Dakota, eight tribes in South Dakota, two tribes in Wyoming and four tribes in Utah.  We as a region are focused on identifying the needs and interests of all the tribes related to disaster response recovery and mitigation.
Region VIII has a dedicated support staff whose role is to coordinate tribal engagement.  I want to add that the 28 tribal nations in our region occupy 24 million acres.  Huge area, and over the years have experienced floods, snowstorms, tornadoes, and wildfires on a regular basis.  About five years ago, fully half of our 28 tribal nations in Region VIII were part of a variety of simultaneously declared disasters within one year.  We had a lot of work.  Additionally, Standing Rock Sioux tribe located in both North and South Dakota, was the third tribal nation in the U.S.  to request a direct Presidential Disaster Declaration on the provisions of the Sandy Recovery Improvement Act.
Okay, so working in Indian countries, of course not quite the same as what we do when we work in other states.  Suffice it to say the concept of sovereignty and nation to nation consultation is key.  There’s also the myriad of socioeconomic factors that come into play.  I made a couple notes earlier.  
Portia Ross said, mentioned that working, yeah Portia raises her head right now, working in Colorado with small-scale municipalities, local governments, is difficult.  It’s a stressor.  Well you go to tribes where every single department is like working with the Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, etc.  They often only have one or two people in their office.  I know, to pose, Tribal Historic Preservation Officers who have to use, because of budget constraints, their own personal computers from home.  That’s really something else.
Stephanie from FHWA, excuse me, also mentioned the concept of personal relationships, of the importance.  Well, certainly this goes a very long way in Indian country.  Tribes won’t really work with you until they trust you, and it’s a matter of respect and gender, and FEMA cooperation.  So, in any event, I want to say in any tribally-related disaster, FEMA EHP, and really our whole region follows a series of standard operating procedures when engaged in disaster work with tribes.  We follow guidelines outlined in the national FEMA tribal policy of 2013.  The regional FEMA tribal disaster agreement and tribal public assistance plan, which essentially outlines how a tribe will manage its own disaster and then the tribal mitigation plan which is a long-term strategy for risk-based decision making.  Our aim in EHP, PA also, is to establish protocols that standardize coordination and consultation with tribes and to establish effective relationships.  And these are not platitudes, these are real world real-world things we trying to achieve.
We never forget the tribes possesses special knowledge about the environment and properties of cultural and religious significance.  The tools available to our reviews in Indian country are the same as Jeff mentioned that we used throughout all our states, FEMA’s GeoPlatform, Programmatic Environmental Assessments for NEPA compliance, and especially programmatic agreements related to Section 106, the National Historic Preservation Act, signed on an individual tribal basis and applicable, which is really interesting, to all FEMA’s grant programs.  PAs, and I’m sure most of you know this, but I’ll just say it anyway, PAs establish coordination at the beginning of disasters, set the stage, they exclude routine activities from review and streamline the process of other projects.  Useful documents: programmatic agreements are either specific or procedural.  FEMA uses both quite often.  Specific PAs cover known and adverse effects.  Procedural programmatics focus on the process taken to meet broader responsibilities from an agency’s program, wide range of stuff.  FEMA Region VIII has recently, when it entered into an agreement with the Chippewa Cree in Montana, and we’re in the process right now of negotiating programmatic agreements with six other tribes, we’re really on a roll.  An important aspect of the procedural programmatic agreements is that they establish categorical exclusions, allowances and standard treatments on importantly, a program basis, rather than the case by case consultation which, of course, requires time.  They also allow agencies such as FEMA to fit our regulatory compliance to our mission.  These documents, by the way, are fully vetted and encouraged by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation as an adjunct to Section 106 consultation.
So FEMA Region VIII has also a really great track record with working with the THPO, Tribal Historic Preservation Officers.  We’ve effectively utilized Section 106 agreements for many years for the interim use of certain stipulations: allowances, time frames etc. covering all aspects of historic preservation to come to light as a result of, we have here in Region VIII, fires, flooding, winter storms, tornadoes, earthquakes, etc.  So far most of the tribes I have worked with have really embraced the streamlining tool, the consultations, and they fully realize that the consultations that do in fact occur are going to be, then, more focused, consistent and predictable.  Okay, it’s good for everyone.  The process of using the PA, at least from our prospective, in EHP is that it’s transparent.  We welcome input from the tribal council, a variety of departments within the tribe, allied Federal agencies, and the public.  We operate within the concept of, Steve Hardegen calls, the “old fashioned whole community” concept or the collective team approach.  It’s just the way to do it.
So to sum up right now I just want to say the UFR, in my perspective does work with an Indian country and a good example, and a case study I’m going to leave you with, of this efficiency was a recent winter storm in South Dakota where 60,000 head of cattle died from winter time exposures, winter storm Atlas.  These occurred both on the Cheyenne River Sioux Indian Reservation and across half a dozen other counties within and surrounding the Black Hills, western South Dakota.  There are many issues with the cattle deaths that had to be dealt with in an all-fired hurry.  FEMA was the lead agency in our consultation for removal and then subsequent burial of all the cattle involved consultations with: tribal and state emergency managers, THPOs and SHPOs - state historic preservation officers - state and tribal health departments, state and tribal fish and game departments, the USDA, the NRCS, Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S. Forest Service National Grasslands.  Could there have been more people involved in these consultations?  I don’t know.  However, everyone came together in the spirit of the, then, newly established UFR process.  I was taken out of Colorado 2013 when it started and I was sent to South Dakota, so UFR was going on here and this was our activity of UFR in South Dakota.  I think we successfully carried out all the necessary and time constrained projects dealing with these biohazards.  This was real so I’m going to conclude by saying FEMA Region 8 is fully committed to developing programmatic agreements with all our tribes across our six state region.  This effort has been give and take, certainly among our participants.  It ain’t been easy.  However, we’ve been working together very well and we’re certainly standing on common ground.  
Any questions?  Okay, thanks.
Steven Hardegen, FEMA Region VIII Environmental Officer:  And again, what’s unique about the PA, that programmatic agreement that Charlie refers to is based on a prototype that was in development for seven years has been endorsed by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.  Currently, the state of Colorado, has been signed on to be a part of that.  Which has enabled its REs, its responsible entities, to independently sign on as well.  That allows them to use the same allowances that we’ve already negotiated and identified.  They are not the end-all be-all but they are supposed tone for the atypical projects that we can kind of clear without having to go through a procedural process.  We’re a little over time but we are going to push into the break then and push things back because I think we still have some great presenters still left.
Kelly.  Kelly was at the Department of Transportation and unfortunately this is my first time meeting you so thank you again for coming.
Kelly Maiorana, CO Department of Transportation:  I’m Kelly Maiorana.  I’m working at the CDOT Flood Recovery Office.  I’m the Environmental Lead Coordinator for all of the local agency projects.  
Okay, so obviously my examples stem from the 2013 flood and all the coordination that has gone on from that point.  So I’ll kind of give you a little background about what CDOT is facing at the moment and how we got to this point.  Right now, oh right, I didn’t know that they dropped it.  Okay so right now CDOT is transitioning from the emergency response period into permanent repairs.  We had 37 projects that were CDOT projects, 86 local agency projects, and now as we move into the permanent repairs there’s 32 CDOT projects and 35 local agency projects.  Sounds manageable.  What CDOT did from the beginning is had to go out and really take a look at all the sites that came up during the flood event.  
These were the CDOT flood action areas.  They had to go out and decide, you know, what is the damage?  Does it qualify under the ER manual?  In addition, they looked at all the local agency projects.  So this is the stretch of local agency projects that they had to go out and look at.  When you put those together you have a pretty big area of where CDOT had to pull in resources to be able to evaluate all these projects to get down to the now 123 ER projects and 67 PR projects.  So this is way more than those projects, but a lot of this projects didn’t qualify under the ER program, so but, all the work that went into getting down to what seems like manageable numbers, but still a lot of projects for CDOT.
There’s two examples that I was just going to share quickly here of what CDOT has done.  One is the Larimer County project, Fish Creek Road.  This was a road that was severely damaged.  It’s four and a half miles long, but of that four a half miles only 1.7 miles actually sustained severe damage, damage like this.  So, really tough because you have the entire corridor of this pretty much shut down, but only portions of it that are going to be repaired.  The interesting part about this one is that it has multiple pieces to it.  It has bike lanes, or bike usage.  It has pedestrian trails.  It has wastewater.  Wastewater pipes broke along here and tons of other utilities and the tricky part was when CDOT went in and started helping them, they had to form an IGA and just to get the IGA set so that one agency could take over all of these entities had to be part of the IGA because there are so many things in this corridor that needed to be repaired.  It had to be a combined effort.  So not only did we have FHWA funding, we also had FEMA funding and it’s one of the few projects that we really see the collaboration and needed to have everybody on board so that the corridor was going be repaired once and repaired correctly.  So, kind of an exciting project we were able to go in and use the Programmatic Agreement that was established between FEMA and FHWA.
The first part of the project we called Phase One which was all the utility repairs, and the nice part about doing this was that with everybody on board, everybody on the same page, although that Phase One was just utilities, we had the existing conditions reviewed by all of the agencies so even CDOT and FHWA took a look at the existing conditions so we are all in the same page for the entire project.  So the Phase One has currently kicked off.  They’re almost done with those utility repairs and right now we’re working on Phase Two, which is the roadway damage and the nice part is that the entire team is on board and familiar with the corridor.  We’re able to go through and easily look at the impacts because we’re all familiar with the existing conditions based on the early, early out FEMA work that was done.  And this project is anticipated to kick off next year.  Should take about another year to complete.  So, had both FEMA and FHWA funding.  We don’t see that a lot because the lines are usually very defined.  Anything outside the right of way is FEMA and anything inside is FHWA and it’s easy to draw those lines.  This project was much, much different.  We use the FEMA Programmatic Agreement for historic properties for Phase One when we are able to clear those and everybody was on board, used that agreement.  We’re using the programmatic EA checklist for Phase Two and then we were able to use the Section 4 de minimis for the trails and park properties and historic properties within the corridor.  So, lots of coordination.  Lots of collaboration.
Lessons learned was: be proactive about the public information.  The public doesn’t understand, they don’t understand the funding.  They don’t really care.  They just want to know when the road’s going to be built.  So, what’s the timing, what’s the schedule?  That was really, really helpful.  The agency meetings got everybody on board.  Everybody sat at the table which is great all the time.  Whether, you know, we weren’t really involved in Phase One being on the CDOT FHWA side, but we sat there and learned the project, learned the corridor.  And to document the field changes - because we weren’t involved in Phase One we needed to know if anything was going to change as far as resource impacts and when those were documented it made it really easy to move into Phase Two and know what the changes were.  So, that’s that for that one.
And then the second time that we really came across being able to work on a unified level was with the FHWA and CDBG DR grants.  This one was interesting because working with local agencies, we didn’t know a lot of times they were applying for these grants.  The hard part was that these local agencies are small, they’re trying to get their projects done, they know they have FHWA money.  Well, their project managers are working on that specific piece while they sometimes have a grant person who’s applying for other grants.  And so, unfortunately the first time we really started seeing this come up was when would get a call from SHPO and they said, how come somebody else is applying for review of your project?  We said, oh we don’t know.  So, we had to take a step back there and really figure out, you know, how come our project manager didn’t know that their own entity is applying for a grant.  How do we figure this out and then, you know, how do we rewind a little bit and figure out who should take the lead.  So we don’t have this double review.  And so that’s what we had to do it was an interesting process obviously the local agencies want only to have one review.  They don’t want to have to jump through the hoops of having lots of environmental rules and regs, they want, you know, one solid process so, we’ve been able to go back and define with them that you know, CDOT is the lead for these projects and they’ve been really on board the local’s been great on accepting our process and all of our documentation.  So, that’s it from the CDOT side.
Steven Hardegen, FEMA Region VIII Environmental Officer:  I just wanted to add to the Programmatic EAs that you’re hearing about so far that Jeff talked about and Stephanie earlier - were written in house with FEMA as the lead.  There was no cost to Federal dollars.  The Jamestown Programmatic gets specific and actually CWCB contributed a certain amount of money that the contractor on board could help, edit, and create the maps and that was only during the disaster process, but again, I repeat, zero contracting dollars, all written in-house, which was a pretty good accomplishment.  And the reason why this was successful, especially this latest round of PEA for Watershed Resiliency is that it was reviewed by everyone on the steering committee.  Everyone had comments.  Not just you missed a comment here.  Real substantive comments that added to a better document.  So I want go in and talk about this more and say cost savings.  We estimated last year we had a cost savings of around 800,000 dollars in not contracting out.  That’s nothing to wink too much about so…great.  Our next presenter, Crystal Andrews is from the Department of Local Affairs, and you just saw a great segway into that with CDOT and DOLA working together.  So Crystal, thank you.
Crystal Andrews, Colorado Department of Local Affairs:  My name is Crystal Andrews, I am with DOLA just cater-cornered to this building.  I am the Environmental Review and Compliance Specialist and I work with the CDBG-DR team over there with Dave Bowman and a whole host of other folks.  Basically, we do environmental review for the DR projects through the HUD regulations 24 CFR Part 58.  We do have an environmental firm on contract that does a brunt of the work.  We keep the process going.  Make sure the money’s out the door and make sure we put out the multiple fires that come our way.  Today, I wanted to talk briefly about the adoption of FEMA and Federal environmental reviews.  This is a tremendous time saver for environmental reviews and I’m so thrilled that we have this tool to use.
So we have this provision come to us through HUD and through the Federal Register both back in 2013 after Hurricane Sandy.  The term for the memorandum from HUD is coined “Sandy Memo” and that is the document that we used to be able to adopt these environmental reviews.  It’s pretty brief, it’s only about three or four pages and you can find these both online.  So, there are some stipulations pretty specific that have to occur for this adoptions to occur.  Funds have to be supplemental.  HUD funds are supplementing a larger Federal project.  That Federal assistance project has to be related to disaster, Stafford Act disaster money, and the supplement is really what it says.  The HUD money has to be supplementing that project.  Usually a larger pot of money is the Federal administration that’s running the project and the environmental review.  Projects have to be matched apples for apples and activities have to be exactly the same.  Once you start to add a new activity, you cannot adopt.  Your option to adopt is no longer there.  It’s truly supplementing that money, that pot of money, to the other pot of money for the same exact project, and then submitting the HUD RROF, the request for the release of funds, that has a few things that has to be included in it.  You have to have the Federal agency’s name, the project name as well as the day that they did the environmental review.  I want to also add that when we look at the projects apples to apples the obligations for HUD review are complete.  There’s no need to supplement those environmental requirements by HUD and that comes from that Sandy Memo language.
If the requirements cannot be met we can use that document for additional review to help with our environmental review, but we do have to do a new review.  You would have to go through the same type of THPO, SHPO consultation, tribal, whatever else requirements HUD has.  The normal process for the release of funds letter.  Also add that you do not have to publish or have a comment period.  That is already covered under that initial review from the other Federal agency.  This is a tremendous time saver, like I said.  Some of our level review we have a CEST and an EA level review.  CEST is a level review that typically takes 45 to 80 days.  The EA takes 90 to 100 days and those both include publications.  The EA level is about 30 to 33 days for publication process and public comment time.  So, tremendous time saver.  When we get a project we can basically look at the activities, make sure they match exactly project apples to apples and then release and then… Sorry, I lost my spot again.  Sorry.  I am nervous.  Well, anyway it’s a tremendous time saver.  At the EA level it will take about a week’s time to adopt to that process.  So, we can get the money out the door with another environmental review basically within a week.  So that is it for me, sorry I got really nervous there for you.  
Any questions?  No?  Okay, thanks.
Steven Hardegen, FEMA Region VIII Environmental Officer:  Alright we have one more presenter.  And that is a big key element that we struggled with before.  So, if those HUD dollars are being used to match for a Federal highway project or a FEMA project they don’t need to go through and evaluate whether it’s good enough or okay or missing something.  They could use that and say we’re done.  And that’s a huge time saver not for only us but for resource agencies like SHPO.  Not having to review things again if it’s already been cleared.  So, great process.  
Our last presenter for the panel is the Deputy Director for the Colorado Resiliency and Recovery office.  It’s a new name so Mr. Iain Hyde and we’re glad to have you in here.  Talk a little bit about what’s coming, and what’s next.  
I wanted to say congratulations on being selected, the State of Colorado was made the second round in the HUD Resiliency Challenge.  Thank you.  
Iain Hyde, Governor’s Recovery Office:  All that means is there a lot more work to come and a lot more partnership with local communities.  So, I wanted to talk and thankfully a lot of the message that I’m here to deliver today has already been discussed repeatedly and it’s really to talk about the DURT process as a really great strategic asset for effective recovery.  And I want to talk about what that looks like for what’s coming next.
So how far have we actually come in this recovery process?  We’re actually coming pretty close to the two-year anniversary that’ll be in September of this year and in some cases it feels like we’ve still got so far to go but it’s great to take a step back for a second and see how far we’ve come.  These numbers that I have in front of you come from our Community Development Block Grant Disaster Recovery Action Plan.  And what we’ve come up with our assessment, and these numbers are ever-changing as projects become more clear at the local level, as more watershed master plans come in, as engineering reports come in.  But we’re estimating nearly 4 billion dollars in impact across housing, infrastructure, watersheds, and the economy, and then we have roughly 1.6 billion dollars of resources that have been brought to Colorado for many different needs and that’s a big part of the message that I’m here to talk about is that disaster recovery really functions as a big portfolio of a bunch of different resources that helps to magnify big time what the role of something like the Disaster Unified Review Team is.
So the value of what the DURT provides.  First of all, it provides a comprehensive approach to assessing environmental and historic preservation considerations, and it brings all of those key players to the table.  You all know that, you’ve heard that all day long.  The next piece of that that we cannot value enough is relationships and these relationships have a huge value during the disaster.  They’re great to set up before the disaster so folks know each other, what they do, how they can play together, how different programs can work together.  But then they grow over the disaster then they can work after the disaster as well.  You know, certainly we want to have effective compliance on all of the different projects that we have going on.  The DURT also provide a great education opportunity.  I know that I’ve certainly learned a lot talking to folks like Jeff and Steve and everybody else that’s involved in that process.  We’ve talked quite a bit today about efficiency, best practices and again back to this concept of the portfolio of disaster resources.  FEMA programs are a huge part of that, Federal Highways is a huge part of that.  We have state programs, we have HUD, we have Natural Resources Conservation Service, many other programs that have different rules, different regulations, different processes, but they may be working on the same project or the same stream region.  So how we make those all work together? At the end of the day the funding sources don’t necessarily matter.  It’s getting the project done and getting it done right that matters the most.
Looking forward, what are some of the things that we’re going to be addressing with our recovery process?  Certainly, there is a big priority right now on multi objective projects with multiple funding sources.  I’m going to go back to our tried and true example today of our roadways and our watersheds, but they really help to bring into focus this whole concept of multi-objective and multiple funding sources.
What are the things looking a year or two out into the future that we all want to  have our heads around is the new Executive Order 13690, the Federal Flood Risk Management Standard.  That is going to add both a layer of complication as well as additional good, sound floodplain management.  And you’re going to have different Federal agencies that probably interpret that Executive Order a little bit differently.  So it’s worth thinking about both disaster resources, but also everyday business, everyday Federal programs, having a good understanding of what that Executive Order does and what that means for programs is going to be really important and again magnifies the role of something like Unified Review Team.
So, here is a little excerpt from our one year report from, they call it our Recovery Office.  And I’m not going to go through all of those resources but it just puts into perspective how many different funding sources local communities in the state are utilizing to support recovery.  A lot of these are around infrastructure and watersheds, but also economic development.  So we have a lot of different sources that we are trying to piece together for an effective and a holistic recovery process.
[bookmark: _GoBack]So this goes back to that case study.  As we’re looking, there are of course going to be major repairs on US-34 that are coming up that are going to be in conjunction with — we’ve got folks from the Big Thompson Coalition here right now.  And just if we look at this one - and yes, I did steal this from CDOT, I’ll admit that.  If we look at this one cross section there could be potentially three to four different funding sources that go into making this one thing happen.  And certainly I salute all of the state and Federal agencies that have been involved in making this happen already on US-36.  But you got your roadway repair, you’ve got trying to strengthen the bank, you’ve got trying to have a wider floodplain, environmental restoration, that all goes together.  And when we look at that from a resources standpoint we’re looking at Federal Highways money, CDBG-DR.  We’ve got about 33 million that are going into our watersheds.  The 58 million from NRCS that are going into our watersheds as well.  But they each play a slightly different role in coming to that outcome of a comprehensive project.  So that again magnifies the importance of having a group like this and I think we’ve seen some real strong results for our recovery that I also see again applying to everyday business going forward as well.  So I wanted to just keep it brief, but just from our height, sort of strategic level looking at the DURT as a real asset for efficiency, for effective projects and certainly, I think, for those that have come in from around the country this is a tool that is very well worth replicating in other places.  I’ll leave it at that.  
