TEXAS GENERAL LAND OFFICE
GEORGE P. BUSH, COMMISSIONER

October 3, 2018

Lonnie Hunt

Executive Director

Deep East Texas Council of Governments
210 Premier Drive

Jasper, TX 75951

Re: Deep East Texas Council of Governments Method of Distribution (MOD) — 2017
Hurricane Harvey CDBG-DR Funds

Dear Mr. Hunt:

The Texas General Land Office Community Development and Revitalization program (GLO-
CDR) has completed its review of materials submitted in support of Deep East Texas Council of
Governments’ (DETCOG) proposed MOD for the Community Development Block Grant Disaster
Recovery (CDBG-DR) funds reserved for communities affected by Hurricane Harvey. We are
happy to inform you that DETCOG’s MOD submitted on July 13, 2018, with supplemental
material submitted on August 7, 2018, and August 14, 2018, is approved.

GLO-CDR approves DETCOG’s proposed allocation of Local Buyout and Acquisition Program
and Local Infrastructure Program funds to the identified entities. The terms of the approval are
noted below:

1. As part of the application process, subrecipients are required to hold a public hearing and
conduct outreach to local governments; housing advocacy organizations; faith-based
organizations; community groups representing protected classes and vulnerable
populations; groups interested in fair housing issues; and limited English proficient (LEP)
persons.

2. Acceptance of the MOD does not indicate eligibility or approval of funding for any
proposed projects.

3. DETCOG?’s allocation must meet the requirement that 70 percent of funds benefit low- to
moderate-income persons. Projects that do not meet HUD’s national objective for
benefitting low- to moderate-income persons may not be approved until this allocation
requirement is met.
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4. Acceptance of the MOD does not indicate approval of any proposed re-allocation
recommendations.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (512) 475-5027, or Alexandra Gamble,
Manager, Policy Development, at alexandra.gamble.glo@recovery.texas.gov or (512) 475-5021.

Sincerely,

Heather Lagrone, Deputy Director
Community Development and Revitalization
Texas General Land Office

cc: Bob Bashaw, Regional Planner, DETCOG
Alexandra Gamble, Manager, Policy Development, GLO-CDR
Shawn Strange, Program Manager, Policy Development, GLO-CDR
Zachary Stern, Planner, Policy Development, GLO-CDR
Christopher Smith, Planner, Policy Development, GLO-CDR
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Adopted by DETCOG Board of Directors 06-28-2018

Council of Government (COG) Method of Distribution for
2017 Hurricane Harvey CDBG-Disaster Recovery Allocation

Summary Information
Contact Information

Council of Government (COG): Deep East Texas

Principal Contact Name, Title: Lonnie Hunt, Executive Director

Principal Contact Telephone: 409-381-5254

Principal Contact Email: lhunt@detcog.org

Principal Contact Address: 210 Premier Drive

City, State, Zip: Jasper, TX 75951

Allocation Summary
COG Allocation for All Programs:  $ 43,331,256

Local Buyout and Acquisition Program Total: $ 35,867,032

Local Infrastructure Program Total: $ 7,464,224

Citizen Participation

Below is a description addressing how the COG complied with their Citizen Participation Plan regarding citizen and non-
governmental organization outreach, and any additional efforts exceeding GLO minimum public participation
reguirements:

Prior to development of the proposed Method of Distribution, DETCOG conducted two public hearing planning meetings
in Buna, TX and Shepherd TX, both of which are located within the HUD-defined most impacted areas of our region.
Comments were also accepted by mail, email, or fax. A Solitication of Public Comment notice was published in English
and Spanish in eight newspapers which are published in Jasper, Newton, Polk, San Augustine, San Jacinto, Sabine, and
Tyler Counties. Notices were sent to the County Judge and County Clerk of each of these counties with a request for the
notice to be posted publicly in the same location that meetings of the County Commissioners Court are posted. Notices
were also be sent to Cities, School Districts, and the local Housing Authorities within these seven counties. The notice
was posted at the DETCOG office in an area that is available for public viewing 24 hours a day. The notice was posted on
DETCOG’s website and was linked to on DETCOG’s social media pages (Facebook and Twitter). Notices were also be
mailed, emailed, or faxed to identified housing advocacy organizations which are active within our region, including the
Jasper Branch of NAACP, Texas Appleseed, Texas Low Income Housing Information Service, Texas Association of
Community Development Corporations, Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas and the Crockett Resource Center for
Independent Living. In addition, the notices were sent to members of the DETCOG Board of Directors, which includes a
Minority Representative from each county within the region. Notice of the public hearings was also posted in the Texas
Register at the Texas Secretary of State website. Notices were also sent by mail, email, or fax to the following agencies:
DETCOG Regional Housing Authority, DETCOG Housing Assistance Program, Hemphill Housing Authority, Jasper
Housing Authority, Livingston Housing Authority, Newton Housing Authority, Pineland Housing Authority, San
Augustine Housing Authority, Woodville Housing Authority, Texas
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(Citizen Participation, continued)

Department of Health/Human Services Offices in Polk, Sabine, and Tyler Counties, the Jasper-Newton County Public
Health District, and Burke (Regional Mental Health Authority). On June 13, 2018, the proposed Method of Distribution
was posted on the DETCOG website and made available for public viewing at the DETCOG office in Jasper TX and at
the County Judge’s offices in Jasper, Newton, Polk, Sabine, San Augustine, San Jacinto and Tyler Counties. A second
Solicitation of Public Comment notice was posted, published, and distributed to the same organizations and agencies
listed above announcing the posting of the proposed Method of Distribution, a 14-day public comment period, and a third
public hearing to be held at the DETCOG Board of Directors meeting on June 28, 2018 in Nacogdoches TX. The public
comment period began on June 13, 2018 and ended on June 28, 2018 after the conclusion of the third public hearing.
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First Public Hearing Information

Date/Time:

Attendance:

May 29, 2018 — 6:00 pm

9 Persons

Location: Jasper County JP Courtroom, Buna TX

Public
Planning
Meeting:

Personal Notice. As required, personal notice was sent to eligible entities at least five (5) days in advance of the public
hearing using the following method(s) (at least one must be selected):

Method Date Sent Documentation
X Electronic Mail | May 22-23, 2018 | Notarized statement listing recipients
X | Fax May 22-23, 2018 | Notarized statement listing recipients
X | Hand Delivery May 22-23, 2018 | Notarized statement listing recipients
X | u.s. Mail May 22-23, 2018 | Notarized statement listing recipients

Internet Notice. As required, public notice was distributed on the Internet at least five (5) days in advance using the
following method:

Method

Date Published

Documentation

X

COG Website

May 22, 2018

Notarized statement

Published Notice. As required, notice of the public hearing was published in at least one regional newspaper at least three

(3) days in advance. Notice of public hearing was published in the following regional newspaper(s):

Newspaper Name

Date

Published

Documentation

Buna Beacon'?

Kirbyville Banner!
Newton County News'?

Sabine County Reporter !

1 5/23/2018

= Polk County Enterprise? | ? 5/24/2018 Publisher Affidavits
San Augustine Tribune?
San Jacinto News-Times?
Tyler County Booster 2
Citizen Comment Documentation
i The required copy of a sign-in sheet from the public hearing is attached.
X

A summary of the citizen comments, responses,meeting discussion is attached.

Describe any efforts to notify and accommodate those
with modified communication needs, such as posting
information and providing interpretive services for
other languages (persons with Limited English

Proficiency).

received.

The Solicitation For Public Comment offered special accomodations if
requested 24 hours in advance, and language interpreters or other
special communication needs if requested 48 hours in advance. No
requests for special accomodations or communication needs were
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Second Public Hearing Information

Date/Time:

Attendance:

May 30, 2018 — 6:00 pm

17 Persons

Location: Shepherd Community Center, Shepherd TX
Public

Planning

Meeting:

Personal Notice. As required, personal notice was sent to eligible entities at least five (5) days in advance of the public
hearing using the following method(s) (at least one must be selected):

Method Date Sent Documentation
X Electronic Mail | May 22-23, 2018 | Notarized statement listing recipients
X | Fax May 22-23, 2018 | Notarized statement listing recipients
X | Hand Delivery May 22-23, 2018 | Notarized statement listing recipients
X | u.s. Mail May 22-23, 2018 | Notarized statement listing recipients

Internet Notice. As required, public notice was distributed on the Internet at least five (5) days in advance using the
following method:

Method

Date Published

Documentation

X

COG Website

May 22, 2018

Notarized Statement

Published Notice. As required, notice of the public hearing was published in at least one regional newspaper at least three
(3) days in advance. Notice of public hearing was published in the following regional newspaper(s):

Newspaper Name

Date

Published

Documentation

Buna Beacon ?

Kirbyville Banner !
Newton County News !

Sabine County Reporter !

1 5/23/2018

X Publisher Affidavits
Polk County Enterprse? | 2 5/24/2018
San Augustine Tribune?
San Jacinto News-Times?
Tyler County Booster 2
Ll
Citizen Comment Documentation
i The required copy of a sign-in sheet from the public hearing is attached.
X

A summary of the citizen comments, responses, and meeting discussion is attached.

Describe any efforts to notify and accommodate those
with modified communication needs, such as posting
information and providing interpretive services for

other languages.

The Solicitation For Public Comment offered special accomodations if
requested 24 hours in advance, and language interpreters or other special
communication needs if requested 48 hours in advance. No requests for
special accomodations or communication needs were received.

Third Public Hearing Information
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Date/Time:  June 28, 2018 — 12:30 pm  Location: Nacogdoches County Annex, Nacogdoches TX

Public
Attendance: 47 Persons Planning O
Meeting:

Personal Notice. As required, personal notice was sent to eligible entities at least five (5) days in advance of the public
hearing using the following method(s) (at least one must be selected):

Method Date Sent Documentation
& Electronic Mail | 6/14/2018 Notarized statement listing recipients
X | Fax 6/14/2018 Notarized statement listing recipients
X | Hand Delivery 6/14/2018 Notarized statement listing recipients
DI | certified Mail 6/14/2018 Notarized statement listing recipients

Internet Notice. As required, public notice was distributed on the Internet at least five (5) days in advance using the
following method:

Method Date Published Documentation

X COG Website 6/13/2018 Notarized Statement and Images captured by screenshot

Published Notice. As required, notice of the public hearing was published in at least one regional newspaper at least three
(3) days in advance. Notice of public hearing was published in the following regional newspaper(s):

Newspaper Name Date Documentation
Published

Buna Beacon *

Jasper Newsboy ?
Kirbyville Banner *
Newton County News !

1 6/20/2018

H 1
X | Sabine County Reporter  io1o01s | Publisher Affidavits

Polk County Enterprse?
San Augustine Tribune 2
San Jacinto News-Times?

Tyler County Booster 2

[

Citizen Comment Documentation

X

The required copy of a sign-in sheet from the public hearing is attached.

X A summary of the citizen comments, responses, and meeting discussion is attached.

Describe any efforts to notify and accommodate those The Solicitation For Public Comment offers special accomodations if
with modified communication needs, such as posting requested 24 hours in advance, and language interpreters or other special
information and providing interpretive services for communication needs if requested 48 hours in advance.

other languages.

Page 5 of 10




Long-Term Planning and Recovery

Below is an explanation of how the COG’s method of distribution fosters long-term community recovery that is forward-
looking and focused on permanent restoration of infrastructure, housing and the local economy and primarily, how these
activities will contribute to the long-term recovery and restoration of housing in the HUD-identified most impacted and
distressed areas and/or other impacted areas.

DETCOG has been tasked with developing the Method of Distribution for the Buyout/Acquisition and Local
Infrastructure programs.

Buyout/Acquisition: The Buyout/Acquisition program supports hazard mitigation, floodplain management
goals, and resiliency by removing homeowners from the floodplain, thus eliminating vulnerability to future
flooding situations. This program will help prevent repetitive loss and extreme risk to human health and safety.
Eligible counties and cities will administer the program under the guidelines established by GLO and HUD.
Subiject to approval by GLO, the counties and cities may allocate all or a portion of their funding to other
eligible entities within their boundaries. This Method of Distribution allocates $26,504,840 to HUD-identified
Most Impacted areas in the DETCOG region, which exceeds the State Action Plan’s requirement of $25,728,769.

Local Infrastructure: Restoration, repair, and enhancement of local infrastructure is vital not only for the long-
term recovery and restoration of housing but for the long- term recovery and viability of communities. Our first
priority has been a fair and equitable allocation of the funds available to our region. To ensure that the most
effective use of the limited infrastructure funds available, maximum flexibility is needed at the local level.
Therefore, all eligible activities will be allowed. Decisions about specific projects to be undertaken will be made
by the governing boards of counties and cities, with input from the residents of their jurisdictions and in
conformity with program guidelines established by GLO and HUD. This Method of Distribution ensures at least
$2,368,164 is directed to the HUD-identified Most Impacted areas in the DETCOG region, which exceeds the
State Action Plan’s requirement of $1,214,779.

Unmet Housing Needs

Below is an explanation of how unmet housing needs will be addressed or how economic revitalization or infrastructure
activies will contribute to long-term recovery and restoration of housing in the HUD-identified most impacted and
distressed areas and/or other impacted areas.

The Buyout/Acquisition program will address unmet housing needs of the most vulnerable survivors — those
living within the floodplain. This program will improve resiliency, prevent repetitive loss, and reduce extreme
risk to human health and safety.

The Local Infrastructure program will contribute to long-term recovery and restoration of housing in the HUD-
identified most impacted and distressed areas and all other areas by restoring, repairing and enhancing critical
infrastructure that provides services and access to homes. This includes roads, bridges, drainage systems, water
and sewer, communication systems, backup power systems and other eligible projects.

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Statement
All subrecipients will certify that they will affirmatively further fair housing (“AFFH”) in their grant agreements, and will
receive GLO training and technical assistance in meeting their AFFH obligations. Additionally, all project applications
will undergo AFFH review by GLO before approval of projects. Such review will include assessment of a proposed
project’s area demography, socioeconomic characteristics, housing configuration and needs, educational, transportation,
and health care opportunities, environmental hazards or concerns, and all other factors material to the AFFH
determination. Applications should show that projects are likely to lessen area racial, ethnic, and low-income
concentrations, and/or promote affordable housing in low-poverty, nonminority areas in response to natural hazard related
impacts.
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Low-to Moderate Income Requirement

Below is an explanation of how the method of distribution meets the 70 percent low-to moderate income (LMI)
requirement for each program. This means that 70 percent of the funds must benefit areas that are 51% or more LMI
households or benefit households with incomes below 80% of the Area Median Income (AMI).

This Method of Distribution requires that all subrecipients to which funds are allocated must adhere to all
program rules as established by GLO and/or HUD. The rules currently include a requirement that at least 70
percent of the funds must benefit areas that are 51% or more LMI households or benefit households with
incomes below 80% of the Area Median Income (AMI). Subrecipients must obtain a waiver from GLO and/or
HUD in order to deviate from GLO/HUD rules.

Local Buyout and Acquisition Program Method of Distribution Detail

The COG is required to prepare a method of distribution for the local buyout and acquisition program funds between the
eligible cities, counties, and entities with eminent domain authority. The GLO has directed the COG to use a direct
allocation technique based on objective and verifiable data.

Distribution Factors
The COG has selected the following distribution factors:

Distribution Factor Weight | Documentation Source Explanation of Factor Selection and
Weighting
Verified Housing Damages 100% “FEMA Individual Assistance | Most reliable and comprehensive
Weighted by Severity Housing Registrants Large data available. Claims are verified
Disasters-V1” by FEMA & categorized by

severity. Number and severity of
claims are best indicator of overall
impact of the disaster. Claims are
weighted with the following
multipliers:

Minor Low: 0.5

Minor High: 1.0

Major Low: 2.0

Major High: 4.0

Severe: 5.0

All allocations must meet or exceed a floor of $1,000,000 to help ensure sufficient funds for the Local Buyout and

Acquisition program. Based on the formula/distribution factors, Sabine County’s allocation was $231,061 (23.1 percent of

the floor). San Augustine County’s allocation was $5,850 (5.9 percent of the floor). Because they were so low, Sabine and
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San Augustine Counties did not receive an allocation, and their funds were re-allocated to other eligible entities based on
the formula/distribution factors. The City of Jasper’s allocation was $924,242 (92.4 percent of the floor). Because it was
so close to the floor, $75,758 was re-allocated from Jasper County to the City of Jasper to help the City reach the
$1,000,000 floor.

Eligible Activities
Activities must be specifically related to Hurricane Harvey, and must meet the following criteria as outlined in the State of
Texas Plan for Disastery Recovery: Hurricane Harvey (Section IV.F.2.d).

The COG has addressed prioritization of eligible activities as follows:

X] | The COG has chosen not to limit Grantees in the region to projects meeting regional priority activities.
-OR-

[ 1 | The COG has limited Grantees in the region to selecting projects meeting the following regional priority activities:

L] | Buyout L] | Activities designed to relocate families outside of
floodplains

[ | Acquisition (] | Public service within the 15 percent cap (e.g. housing
counseling, legal counseling, job training, mental
health, and general health services)

[] | Relocation Assistance with buyout or acquisition [ | FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP)

activities cost share
[ | Demolition only

Ineligible Activities
Incentive patyments to households that move to disaster-impacted floodplains. Activities located within the city limits of
Houston and/or within Harris County are ineligible to participate in the program.

Local Infrastructure Program Method of Distribution Detail
The COG is required to prepare a method of distribution for the local infrastructure program funds between the eligible

cities and counties. The GLO has directed the COG to use a direct allocation technique based on objective and verifiable
data.

Distribution Factors
The COG has selected the following distribution factors:

Distribution Factor Weight Documentation Source Explanation of Factor Selection and
Weighting

$100,000 Set-Aside for Each | N/A Presidential Disaster Ensures each county in Disaster

County in Presidential Declaration DR-4332 Declaration receives an allocation

Disaster Declaration equal to or exceeding the GLO-
established floor of $100,000
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Verified Housing Damages 100% “FEMA Individual Assistance | Most reliable & comprehensive data

Weighted by Severity After Housing Registrants Large available. Claims are verified by
Set- Disasters-V1” FEMA & categorized by severity.
Aside Number and severity of claims are

best indicator of overall impact of the
disaster. Claims are weighted with
the following multipliers:

Minor Low: 0.5

Minor High: 1.0

Major Low: 2.0

Major High: 4.0

Severe: 5.0

All allocations must meet or exceed a floor of $100,000 to help ensure sufficient funds for at least one eligible project.

Eligible Activities
Activities must be specifically related to Hurricane Harvey, and must meet the following criteria as outlined in the State of
Texas Plan for Disastery Recovery: Hurricane Harvey (Section IV.F.7.d).

Each infrastructure activity must demonstrate how it will contribute to the long-term recovery and restoration of housing.

The COG has addressed prioritization of eligible activities as follows:

X] | The COG has chosen not to limit Grantees in the region to projects meeting regional priority activities.
-OR-

[ ] | The COG has limited Grantees in the region to selecting projects meeting the following regional priority activities:

(] | Water Facilities [] | Specially Authorized Public Facilities &
Improvements

[] | Sewer Facilities [] | Public Services

[] | Other Public Utilities (gas, et al) [] | Clearance & Demolition Activities

[] | Street Improvements [] | Code Enforcement

L] | Flood and Drainage Improvements L] | Senior Centers

[ ] | Debris Removal [ ] | Economic Development

(] | Community Centers & Emergency Shelters [] | Parks, Playgrounds and other Recreational Facilities

(Existing)

[ | Fire Protection Facilities and Equipment (] | Other CDBG-DR eligible activities related to

infrastructure

Ineligible Activities
Ineligible activities for the local infrastructure program are outlined in the State of Texas Plan for Disastery Recovery:
Hurricane Harvey (Section IV.F.7.e) and should be referenced accordingly.

Reallocation of Unused Funds

Subject to GLO approval, the following process will be used to reallocate any unused funds in either the
Buyout/Acquisition Program or the Local Infrastructure Program:

1. Any unused funds that were allocated to a city will be reallocated to the county where the city is located. It is not
necessary to reallocate a county’s unused funds to a city because the county already has the ability to fund
projects within any of its cities.

2. Any unused funds that were allocated or reallocated to a county shall be reallocated to the following entities in the
order listed, assuming the entity has an eligible use for the funds which is approved by GLO. Should an entity not
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have an eligible project, or not require all of the reallocated funds, remaining funds will be offered to the next
entity on the list that has an eligible project, until all funds have been exhausted.

a.

S@ o oo o

San Jacinto County

Newton County

Jasper County

Polk County

Tyler County

Sabine County (Infrastructure only)

San Augustine County (Infrastructure only)
Back to DETCOG for a decision on reallocation

Approval and Signatory Authority

A Resolution of the COG is attached approving the method of distribution and authorizing its submittal to the Texas
General Land Office. | certify that the contents of this document and all related attachments are complete and accurate.

Sy Mt

07-12-2018
Signature Date
Lonnie Hunt Executive Director
Printed Name Title
Ihunt@detcog.org 409-384-5704 ext. 5254

Email Address

Telephone Number
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COG: DETCOG

Hurricane Harvey

Regional Method of Distribution Allocation Summary

Required Local Buyout and Acquisition Program Local Infrastructure Program Total
Required Required Required Required Required Required Required
Percentage of 70% Low-to-
. . . . . . . Percentage of ) i
City, County or Eligible Entity Allocation Percentage of Allocation Allocation Allocation Total Allocation Total Regional | Moderate Income
Allocation [Benefit Requirement
Jasper County $6,820,960 19.02% $1,298,067 17.39% $8,119,027 18.74% $5,683,319
Newton County $8,005,224 22.32% $1,609,719 21.57% $9,614,943 22.19% $6,730,460
Polk County $4,746,977 13.23% $995,241 13.33% $5,742,218 13.25% $4,019,553
Sabine County 0.00% $160,124 2.15% $160,124 0.37% $112,087
San Augustine County 0.00% $101,103 1.35% $101,103 0.23% $70,772
San Jacinto County $11,807,489 32.92% $2,155,799 28.88% $13,963,288 32.22% $9,774,302
Tyler County $3,486,382 9.72% $757,502 10.15% $4,243,884 9.79% $2,970,719
City of Jasper $1,000,000 2.79% $174,304 2.34% $1,174,304 2.71% $822,013
City of Kirbyville 0.00% $102,597 1.37% $102,597 0.24% $71,818
City of Shepherd 0.00% $109,768 1.47% $109,768 0.25% $76,838
$35,867,032 100.00% $7,464,224 100.00% $43,331,256 100.00% $30,331,879
Low-to-Moderate
Percentage of Total Income Benefit
Allocation: 82.77% 17.23% Requirement 70% 70%
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Unweighted FEMA Housing Claims® Weighted FEMA Housing Claims®
Share of DETCOG Total

Minor| Minor| Major| Major Total Total DETCOG Buyout Infrastructure| Infrastructure| Add $100k| Infrastructure Final

County Impact | Minor| Minor| Major| Major Total Low| High Low| High| Severe| Weighted| Weighted| Total Buyout Formula| Final Buyout| Allocation Less Allocation| Floor Per Formula| |nfrastructure

FIPS County Name Jurisdiction Status’ Low| High Low| High| Severe| Damages| (x0.5)] (x1.0)] (x2.0)| (x4.0)] (x5.0)] Damages Damages| Allocation Amounts’ Allocation’ Floor| Before Floor County Amounts® Allocation

48241 |Jasper County Jasper County A+B 621 160 112 76 15 984 310.5 160 224 304 75 1073.5| 17.50795%| $35,867,032| $6,279,582 $6,820,961 $6,764,224 $1,184,277| $100,000 $1,284,277 $1,298,067
48241 |Jasper County Browndell city B 5 2 2 1 0 10 2.5 2 4 4 0 12.5 0.20387%| $35,867,032 $73,120 $6,764,224 $13,790 $13,790

48241 |Jasper County Jasper city B 186 23 8 4 2 223 93 23 16 16 10 158 2.57686%| 535,867,032 $924,242 $1,000,000 $6,764,224 $174,304 $174,304 $174,304

48241 |Jasper County Kirbyville city A 50 15 8 8 1 82 25 15 16 32 5 93 1.51676%| $35,867,032 $544,016 $6,764,224 $102,597 $102,597 $102,597

48351 [Newton County Newton County A+B 435 143 152 140 23 893 217.5 143 304 560 115 1339.5| 21.84620%| $35,867,032| $7,835,585 $8,005,224 $6,764,224 $1,477,726]  $100,000 $1,577,726 51,609,719
48351 |Newton County Newton city B 36 2 2 0 1 41 18 2 4 0 5 29| 0.47297%| $35,867,032 $169,639 $6,764,224 $31,993 $31,993

48373 |Polk County Polk County A+B 462 94 56 48 17 677 231 94 112 192 85 714 11.64479%| $35,867,032| $4,176,639 $4,746,978 $6,764,224 $787,679| $100,000 $887,679 $995,241
48373 |Polk County Corrigan town B 20 0 0 0 0 20 10 0 0 0 0 10| 0.16309%| $35,867,032 $58,496 $6,764,224 $11,032 $11,032
48373 |Polk County Goodrich city A 5 2 0 2 0 9 2.5 2 0 8 0 12.5] 0.20387%| $35,867,032 $73,120 $6,764,224 $13,790 $13,790
48373 |Polk County Livingston town B 53 4 1 4 0 62| 26.5 4 2 16 0 48.5 0.79100%| $35,867,032 $283,707 $6,764,224 $53,505 $53,505
48373 |Polk County Onalaska city B 27 4 1 1 0 33 135 4 2 4 0 23.5| 0.38327%| $35,867,032 $137,466 $6,764,224 $25,925 $25,925
48373 |Polk County Seven Oaks city B 6 0 0 0 0 6 3 0 0 0 0 3[ 0.04893%| $35,867,032 $17,549 $6,764,224 $3,310 $3,310

48403 |Sabine County Sabine County B 49 7 2 1 0 59| 245 7 4 4 0 39.5| 0.64421%| $35,867,032 $231,061 $6,764,224 $43,576( $100,000 $143,576 $160,124
48403 |Sabine County Hemphill city B 8 1 2 0 0 11 4 1 4 0 0 9 0.14678%| $35,867,032 $52,647 $6,764,224 $9,929 $9,929
48403 |[Sabine County Pineland city B 10 1 0 0 0 11 5 1 0 0 0 6| 0.09786%| $35,867,032 $35,098 $6,764,224 $6,619 $6,619

48405 [San Augustine County San Augustine County B 2 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0.01631%| $35,867,032 $5,850 $6,764,224 $1,103| $100,000 $101,103 $101,103

48407 [San Jacinto County San Jacinto County A 638 226 152 169 55 1240 319 226 304 676 275 1800| 29.35660%| $35,867,032| $10,529,342| $11,807,487 $6,764,224 $1,985,746| $100,000 $2,085,746 $2,155,799
48407 |[San Jacinto County Coldspring city A 32 5 7 3 0 47 16 5 14 12 0 47| 0.76653%| $35,867,032 $274,933 $6,764,224 $51,850 $51,850
48407 |San Jacinto County Point Blank city A 7 1 2 2 0 12 3.5 1 4 8 0 16.5| 0.26910%| $35,867,032 $96,519 $6,764,224 $18,203 $18,203

48407 |San Jacinto County Shepherd city A 47 17 13 7 1 85 23.5 17 26 28 5 99.5 1.62277%| $35,867,032 $582,039 $6,764,224 $109,768 $109,768 $109,768

48457 [Tyler County Tyler County A+B 393 61 54 34 4 546| 196.5 61 108 136 20 521.5| 8.50526%| $35,867,032| $3,050,584 $3,486,382 $6,764,224 $575,315| $100,000 $675,315 $757,503
48457 [Tyler County Chester town B 7 1 0 0 0 8 3.5 1 0 0 0 4.5 0.07339%| $35,867,032 $26,323 $6,764,224 $4,964 $4,964
48457 |Tyler County Colmesneil city B 8 0 0 0 0 8 4 0 0 0 0 4]  0.06524%| $35,867,032 $23,399 $6,764,224 $4,413 $4,413
48457 |Tyler County Ivanhoe city A 49 4 1 0 1 55 245 4 2 0 5 35.5| 0.57898%| $35,867,032 $207,662 $6,764,224 $39,163 $39,163
48457 |Tyler County Woodville town B 31 5 1 2 0 39] 15,5 5 2 8 0 30.5| 0.49743%| $35,867,032 $178,414 $6,764,224 $33,647 $33,647

Total 6131.5( 100.00000% $35,867,032| $35,867,032 $6,764,224 $700,000 $7,464,224 $7,464,224
! Impact Status A: Hud-identified Most Impacted Area > Final Buyout Allocation to HUD-defined and State Most Impacted Areas (Combined Total $35,867,032)

B: State Most Impacted Area Jasper County Zips 75956, 77612 $4,625,744 City of Jasper $1,000,000

2 Claims listed for counties are only those claims in unincorporated areas Newton County Zips 75956,77612,77632 $5,093,130 Jasper County Other $2,195,216

2 Weights: Minor Low (0.5); Minor High (1.0); Major Low (2.0); Major High (4.0); Severe (5.0) Polk County Zip 77335 $2,787,935 Newton County Other $2,912,094

3 Cities within 80% of GLO-established floor of $1 million receive funds from their county to reach floor San Jacinto Count (All) 511,807,489 Polk County Other $1,959,042

® Formula funds for cities that do not reach floor are allocated to the county Tyler County Zip 75979 | $2,190,542 Tyler County Other $1,295,840

* Formula funds for counties that do not reach floor are allocated to eligible entities based on the formula Total HUD Most Impacted Areas $26,504,840 Total State Most Impacted $9,362,192

% Formula funds for cities that do not reach GLO-established floor of $100,000 are allocated to the county
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DETCOG

Deep East Texas
Council of Governments

Deep East Texas Council of Governments

Approval of Method of Distribution for 2017 Hurricane Harvey
CDBG-Disaster Recovery Allocation for DETCOG Region

June 28, 2018

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors of the Deep East Texas Council of Governments and
Economic Development District (DETCOG) is responsible for adopting the Method of
Distribution for $35,867,032 in Local Buyout and Acquisition Program funds and $7,464,224 in
Local Infrastructure Program funds included in the State of Texas Action Plan for Hurricane
Harvey Round 1 CDBG Disaster Recovery; and

WHEREAS, a proposed Method of Distribution was developed through a public participation
process which included input from citizens, local governments and other organizations which
were impacted by Hurricane Harvey; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Method of Distribution was carefully reviewed and approved by the
Hurricane Harvey Disaster Recovery Subcommittee, which includes representation from all

seven counties in the DETCOG region that are a part of Hurricane Harvey Presidential Disaster
Declaration DR-4332; and

WHEREAS, following a public hearing on this date, in an open meeting for which proper
notice was given, on a motion by the Honorable Joe Warner Bell, seconded by the Honorable
Samye Johnson, and approved by a unanimous voice vote, the DETCOG Board of Directors
approved the Method of Distribution for the 2017 Hurricane Harvey CDBG-Disaster Recovery
Allocation for the DETCOG Region and authorized its submittal to the Texas General Land
Office;

Now THEREFORE, the Method of Distribution for the 2017 Hurricane Harvey CDBG-
Disaster Recovery Allocation for the DETCOG Region is hereby adopted and its submittal to the
Texas General Land Office is authorized.

O?g%%, T,

Thé/f—lonorable Lynn Torres, President
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Citizen Participation Plan
COG Method of Distribution
Hurricane Harvey CDBG-Disaster Recovery Allocation

Summary Information
Contact Information

Council of Government (COG):
Principle Contact Name, Title:
Principle Contact Telephone:
Principle Contact Email:
Principle Contact Address:
City, State, Zip:

Deep East Texas

Lonnie Hunt, Executive Director

409.381.5254

Ihunt@detcog.org

210 Premier Dr.

Jasper, TX 75951

Citizen and Non-Governmental Organization Outreach

The COG will encourage citizens, with particular emphasis on persons of low-to-moderate income and other vulnerable
populations to submit their views regarding community development and housing needs resulting from the disaster(s) in
the following ways:

DETCOG will encourage citizens to submit their views regarding community development and housing needs resulting
from the disasters by soliciting written comments and both written and verbal submissions at three public hearings.

Emails, faxes and letters requesting that the enclosed bilingual public notice of the hearings be posted on their public
bulletin boards will be sent at least five days in advance of the two initial hearings to County Judges; Mayors; City
Managers; School Superintendents; Local Housing Authorities; Health and Human Services offices in Sabine, Tyler
and Polk Counties; Tri-County Community Action; Burke (the regional mental health authority) and approximately 160
churches in the seven disaster counties.

Notice of the public hearings will also be posted on the DETCOG website and in the Texas Register at the Texas
Secretary of State website at least five days in advance.

Notice of the first two public hearings were published in both Spanish and English in the San Augustine Herald, Sabine
County Reporter, Newton News, Buna Beacon, Kirbyville Banner, Tyler County Booster, Polk County Enterprise and
the San Jacinto News-Times newspapers at least three days before the hearings.

Notice of the third public hearing will be published in both Spanish and English in the Lufkin Daily News, which is the
daily newspaper of record in the region.

DETCOG will also utilize social media to reach citizen and non-governmental organizations, posting information on
both the DETCOG Facebook and Twitter pages.
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The following local organizations that provide services or housing for low-to-moderate income persons, including but not
limited to, the local Public Housing Authorities, the local Health and Human Services offices, the local mental health and
MHMR offices, Community Development Corporations and Community Housing Development Organizations, will
receive written notification concerning the date, time, location and topics to be covered at the method of distribution
public hearings:

Deep East Texas Regional Housing Authority, DETCOG Housing Assistance Program,

Hemphill Housing Authority, Jasper Housing Authority, Livingston Housing Authority,

Newton Housing Authority, Pineland Housing Authority, San Augustine Housing Authority,

Woodville Housing Authority, Texas Department of Health/Human Services - Polk Co.,

Texas Department of Health/Human Services - Sabine Co., Texas Department of Health/Human Services - Tyler Co.,

Jasper-Newton County Public Health District ,Burke Center (Regional MHMR Agency)

The following organizations interested in fair housing issues and representing protected classes of individuals will be
contacted to gain additional perspective on fair housing and civil rights issues in the region, and how the people they
represent were affected by the disaster(s). Approaches beyond simple written notification of public hearings are required
and detailed below:
Jasper Branch NAACP, Texas Appleseed, Texas Low Income Housing Information Service, Texas Association of
Community Development Corporations, Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas and the Crockett Resource Center for
Independent Living will receive a fax, letter or email with the Public Hearings Notice attached inviting them to submit
comment and attend the hearings. The letters will be followed up with a phone call to the organization’s leadership
inviting them to submit comments and to have a representative at the meetings.

The COG acknowledges that language differences may play a role in effectively reaching non-English speaking residents.
The COG will address these potential barriers by providing notification efforts as follows:

The “Solicitations for Public Comments” notices that were published in the San Augustine Herald, Sabine County
Reporter, Newton News, Buna Beacon, Kirbyville Banner, Tyler County Booster, Polk County Enterprise and the
San Jacinto News-Times newspapers, as well as the notice posted on the DETCOG web site are both in English
and Spanish.

Public Hearing Content
The public hearings will include a discussion of the following topics:
e The development of housing and community development needs resulting from the disaster(s);
e The amount of funding available;
o All eligible activities under the Community Development Block Grant-Disaster Recovery program, including
linking activities to the disaster(s) through direct damage or failure to function;
e Proposed objective factors;
e The COG’s draft Method of Distribution.
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Required Meeting and Public Hearing Information
To the extent possible, the COG will adhere to the following schedule of hearings and notifications:

Posting of Draft Method of Distribution for Public Review
Date/Time:  6/13/2018 9:00 a.m. Website Address:  www.DETCOG.org

Public Hearings Scheduling Information

Public Planning Meetings — Two Meetings Including Public Hearings

. ) . Jasper County JP Courtroom
Date/Time:  5/29/2018 6:00 p.m. Location: 33625 US 96, Buna, TX 77612

Shepherd Community Center

5/30/2018 6:00 p.m. 11020 Hwy 150, Shepherd TX 77381

Public Hearing During Comment Period

Nacogdoches County Courthouse Annex

Date/Time:  6/28/2018 12:30 p.m. Location: 208 W. Main Street, Nacogdoches TX 75961

Notification consistent with GLO requirements will be provided on or before the following dates:

Dates Personal Notice of Hearings will be sent to entities: May 22-23, 2018
Dates Notice of Hearings will be published on the COG's Website: May 22, 2018
Dates Notice of Hearings will be published in regional newspaper(s): May 23 thru 25, 2018

The COG understands public hearings shall be held at a time and location compliant with the Americans with Disabilities
Act, and convenient to potential or actual beneficiaries. The hearing must include accommodations for persons with

disabilities.. The COG will accommodate these needs in the following ways:

to the function. Individuals can call (409) 384-5704 ext. 5302 or (800) 256-6848 extension 5302 or email
“bob.bashaw@detcog.org” for assistance.

DETCOG will provide for reasonable accommodations for persons attending its functions. Requests from persons
needing special accommodations should be received by Deep East Texas Council of Governments staff 24-hours prior

The COG understands its responsibility to provide interpretive services when a significant number of non-English
speaking residents can be reasonably expected to participate in the public hearing. If these services are determined to be

necessary, the COG will address this need as follows:

DETCOG will conduct the public hearings in English. Requests for language interpreters or other special

384-5704 ext. 5353 or (800) 256-6848 extension 5353 or email “cstephenson@detcog.org” for assistance.

communication needs should be made at least 48 hours prior to the start of the hearings. Individuals can call (409)
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Efforts Exceeding Minimum Participation Requirements

The GLO has encouraged the COG to seek public participation when developing the method of distribution. In pursuit of
this goal, the COG held additional meetings and took other additional actions as follows:

Deep East Texas Council of Governments will conduct three public meetings in its efforts to solicit public comments.
We will place notices of the meetings in English and Spanish in eight newspapers which are published in the seven
counties of the DETCOG region that are included in the Presidential Disaster Declaration (Jasper, Newton, Polk, San
Augustine, San Jacinto, Sabine, and Tyler Counties. Notices will be sent to the County Judge and County Clerk of each
of these counties with a request for the notice to be posted publicly in the same location that meetings of the County
Commissioners Court are posted. Notices will also be sent to Cities, School Districts, and the local Housing
Authorities within these seven counties. The notice will be posted at the DETCOG office in an area that is available for
public viewing 24 hours a day. DETCOG will also post the notices on the agency’s website and social media pages
(Facebook and Twitter). Notices will also be mailed, emailed, or faxed to identified housing advocacy organizations
which are active within our region, including the Jasper Branch of NAACP, Texas Appleseed, Texas Low Income
Housing Information Service, Texas Association of Community Development Corporations, Alabama-Coushatta Tribe
of Texas and the Crockett Resource Center for Independent Living. In addition, the notices will be sent to all members
of the DETCOG Board of Directors, which includes a Minority Representative from each county within the region.
Notice of the public hearings will also be posted in the Texas Register at the Texas Secretary of State website at least
five days in advance.
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conflict with its certifications or unfairly prevent LMI households--the very people that CDBG
funds are to primarily benefit--from receiving assistance for disaster recovery.

The City of Houston is an example of the outcome of incorrect methodology. Years after
Hurricane lke affected the city in 2008, hundreds, if not thousands of blue tarps remained on
homes throughout low income communities of color. These serve as a clear indicator of where
the long-term disaster recovery process fell short, Even in the days leading up to Harvey's
landfall, these blue tarps remained on many homes throughout these low- and moderate-
income neighborhoods across Houston. The long-term recovery failed to help these households
after a disaster nearly 10 years ago, and it can be attributed to flawed unmet LM! need
determination methods that resulted in inadequate funding to serve these communities,

The following analyses demonstrate how the unmet needs methodology used in the draft Action
Plan is flawed.

Table 1: Total Households in Unmet Housing Need Categories by Income Level

Owners No Unmet | Major- | Major- Severe Grand
Need tow High Total
ELI 29411 5643 5655 11807 42516
VL 14356 3538 3513 1176 22583
LI 18592 5424 6080 2121 32217
Not LMI 32007 14178 21471 9522 77178
Not Reported | 14691 3729 5168 2536 26124
Grand Total 109057 32512 41887 17162 200618

Renters No Unmet Severe Grand
Need Total
ELI 18576 1840 32290
VLI : 6044 1805 2871 540 11260
Ll 5402 1985 3277 802 11466
Not LMI 5072 2312 4042 911 12337
Not Reported | 6065 1755 2310 514 10644
Grand Total 41158 12851 19380 4607 77997

Key: ELI= <30% AMFI; VLI= 30%-50% AMFI; LI= 50%-80% AMFI; Not LMI= >80% AMFI

Table 1, above, displays aggregated data that the draft Action Plan uses to determine the
number of households by income level that experienced different levels of damage based on
their FEMA Verified Loss (FVL} of real property (owners) or loss of personal property (renters).
Overall, 54 percent of owners and 53 percent of renters were found to have no unmet needs on
the basis that their FVL was below the thresholds set in the draft Action Plan. When focusing on
the lowest income households, 69 percent of extremely low income {ELI} owners and 58 percent



of ELI renters were found to have no unmet needs. Conversely, only 41 percent of both non-LMI
owners and renters were found to have no unmet needs.

There are three major flaws with GLO's approach to estimating unmet need:

1. The conclusion made in the draft Action Plan Is that lower-income households have
proportionately fewer unmet needs than non-LMI households. That informs decision
makers across the state there are fewer unmet housing needs among LMI groups than is
actually the case. The GLO falsely certifies the draft Action Plan principally benefits LM|
populations, yet this methodology has the clear, disproportionate effect on LMI
populations of incorrectly reducing their numbers in the unmet needs assessment.

2. Damage levels are found to be lower on average for LMI households than non-LM)
households, as demonstrated by LMI groups’ underrepresentation in higher damage
categories, particularly among owners, It is unclear what the expected activity will be for
each of these damage levels (repair, rehabilitation, or rebuilding), but presumably the
higher the damage category, the more likely that rebuilding will be required. This means
that the GLO is under-budgeting for unmet housing needs based on their flawed
conclusion that most LMI households are not severely damaged and will not need their
homes rehuilt,

3. The draft Action Plan makes allocation decisions between the City of Houston, Harris
County, COG regions, and statewlde recovery activities to be administered by GLO.
Because the aforementioned methodology is flawed, recovery activities in some or most
of these areas will fall well short of the need, particularly in areas where there are
concentrations of LMI populations.

Knowing that disproportionality exists between LMI and non-LMI unmet needs determinations,
the next step is understanding why the draft Action Plan’s unmet need methodology arrives at
inaccurate results. Table 2, below, sheds light on why this problem exists.

The draft Action Plan sets base thresholds of $8,000 for owner FVL and $2,000 for renter FVL in
order for a household to be classified as having an unmet housing need. The table above shows
that the owner FVL threshold is nearly $1,000 over the average FVL for ELI households, and
about equal to that for househclds earning 30-50 percent of Area Median Income (AMI). As a
result, over half of LMI households—and well over half of ELI households—are not being
considered in the state’s unmet needs calculations while non-LMI populations are
proportionately overrepresented.



Table 2: Average FEMA Verified Loss by Tenure and Income Level

Renters Avg. FVL Owners Avg. FVL
ELI $2,531 | ELI $7,028
VLI 52,624 VL 58,065
u $3,003 | L $9,370
Not LMI $3,233 | Not LM| $13,531
Not Reported $2,474 | Not Reported $10,687
Average $2,717 Average $10,499

Another negative outcome of the GLO's needs assessment is that more LMI households with
unmet needs under this methodology fall into lower damage level categoties, causing the GLO
to inadequately budget for disaster recovery activities by assuming more repair and
rehabilitation activities and less rebuilding for LMI households. After Hurricanes Rita, ike, and
Dolly, many subrecipients failed to meet their goals of homes to be served. The State stands to
repeat these failures if unmet needs are not accurately budgeted for in the draft Action Plan.

For renters, the average FVL for all income groups is over GLO's $2,000 unmet need threshold.
However, 58 percent of ELI renters and 54 percent of renters at 30-50 percent AMI are below
this threshold and not considered to have unmet needs in the draft Action Plan. For renters,
these FVL values are based on personal property loss, rather than real property loss, In other
words, personal property loss is used as a proxy to determine rental housing damage and unmet
needs. This is a flawed approach. It can be assumed that the personal property of LMI
households is going to be warth less on average than that of non-LMI households,

The central question is what funds should be set aside by the State to replace or repair rental
housing. The cost of rebuilding an apartment is not related to the value of the tenant’s personal
property. In fact, it costs more to create rental housing units for extremely low-income
households because poor tenants have less ability to pay to owners the rent required to service
a loan and to operate and maintain the housing unit. The GLO’s methodology underrepresents
LMI rental housing needs by income level. Such underrepresentation gives the impression that
there is less need for replacement rental housing than there actually is and wil} exacerbate the
existing housing affordability crisis in Texas as detailed elsewhere in these comments.

As shown in Table 2, there is an increase in average FVL from ELI to non-LMI households. The
average FVL for ELI owner households is 48 percent lower than that for non-LM! households,
and for ELl renters it is 22 percent lower than that for non-LMI renter households. Disasters
don’t discriminate by income, however, and therefore generally homes at all income levels have
been damaged, are unlivable, and/or destroyed in roughly equal proportions in a given area.
Yet, the GLO's methodology relies on assumptions made in FEMA inspections that the losses for
LMI populations were less severe and consequential than those for non-LMI populations. This Is
a major flaw in the draft Action Plan’s unmet needs determinations that must be corrected to
ensure a fair and equitable recovery that complies with the state’s ohligation to Affirmatively
Further Fair Housing.



Table 3: Average Reported income by Tenure and Income Level

Renters Avg. Income Owners Avg. Income
ELI $10,560 ELI $11,848

VLI $24,249 vul $24,394

LI $37,702 LI $38,989

Not LMI $135,393 Not LM $167,796
Not Reported | SO Not Reported | S50

Average $34,830 Average $76,069

Table 3 puts into perspective how burdened households are at different income levels when
compared to the damages assessed and quantified in FVL calculations as summarized in Table 2.
While the average FVL for non-LMI owners was about twice that of EL| owners, the average
income for non-LM| owners is over 14 times that of ELI owners. Among renters, the average FVL
for non-LMI renters is roughly four times higher than that for ELI renters, but the average non-
LMI income is nearly 13 times that of EL| renters, Among both owners and renters, there is a
huge gap in average incomes. However, the methadology used in the draft Action Plan doesn’t
consider income levels until after damage levels have already been determined using the flawed
methodology described above that underestimates LMI unmet needs,

Proposed Methodology

It is clear that the unmet needs determinations made in the draft Action Plan will result in
significant disparities among who the State’s recovery efforts will serve. As stated earlier in
these comments, we believe that the GLO should approach the recovery considering not just the
impacts on property, but the impacts on people. With this consideration, we propose the
following alternative methodology (“proposed methodology”} that would result in a more
equitable recovery by prioritizing LMI households that are the least able to overcome their
unmet housing needs.

Methodology

An appropriate methodology relates a household’s FVL to their income, thereby considering the
level of impact on a household, acknowledging the loss valuation variations shown in Table 2,
prioritizing households with unmet needs that are the least able to recover from them, and are
the most vulnerable to housing insecurity.

1. Start with the established FVL thresholds for unmet need determination of $8,000 for
owners and $2,000 for owners

2. Calculate the percentage decrease between the average FVL for non-LMI households
and the average FVL for each LMI group

3. Calculate new unmet need thresholds for each income group, as well as the damage
category thresholds, by reducing each threshold by the percentage calculated in #2

4. Recalculate the number of FEMA-eligible owner and renter households based on these
new thresholds



5. Based on the proportions of income groups represented using this methodology,
assume that households not reporting income represent Income levels at similar
proportions to those reporting incomes and add the appropriate number of these
unreported income households to each income group

The resulting new FVL thresholds are shown in Table 4, below:

Table 4: Proposed Thresholds for Unmet Needs Determinations in draft Action Plan

Owners Avg. Reduce New FVL Major-Low | Major- Severe
Fvi by Threshold Upper High Threshol
Limit Upper d
Limit
ELI $7,028 | 48.06% $4,155 $7,790 $14,958 $14,958
VLl 58,065 | 40.39% $4,769 58,940 $17,166 $17,167
LI $9,370 | 30.75% 55,540 $10,386 $19,942 $19,943
Not LMI $13,53 | 0.00% $8,000 514,999 $28,799 $28,800
1.
Renters Avg. Reduce New FVL Major-Low | Major- Severe
FVL by Threshold Upper High Threshol
Limit Upper d
Limit
ELI $2,531 | 21.73% $1,565 $2,739 $5,870 $5,870
VLI $2,624 | 18.85% $1,623 $2,839 $6,085 $6,086
LI $3,003 | 7.11% | $1,858 $3,250 $6,966 $6,967
Not LM| $3,233 | 0.00% $2,000 $3,499 $7,499 $7,500

Applying the Proposed Methodology

We have applied this methodology to the data used by GLO in the creation of the earlier $58
million Action Plan {which had to be procured through multiple public information requests),
This dataset has 12,620 (4.5%) fewer records of households with a FVL of at least $1, and 4,478
(3.5%) fewer households that were determined to have an unmet need according to the GLO
methodology.

We first looked at how the allocations changed among both income groups and damage levels
for the declared region as a whole, as well as the changes in total unmet need when the
multipliers from Table 5 of the draft Action Plan were applied. Table 5 shows the changes for
renters, and Table 6 shows the changes for owners.



Table 5a: Renter Unmet Needs Based on GLO draft Action Plan Methodology

RENTERS Major Low | Major High Severe Total Total Amount

ELI 4,996 6,884 1,840 13,720 $984,572,340

VLI 1,806 2,874 540 5,220 $371,269,290

LI 1,987 3,279 802 6,068 $438,225,583

Not LMI 2,316 4,042 911 7,269 $524,414,364

Not Reported 1,755 2,310 514 4,579 $324,459,334
TOTAL 12,860 19,389 4,607 36,856 $2,642,940,911

Table 5b: Renter Unmet Needs Based on Proposed Methodology

RENTERS Major Low | Major High Severe Total Total Amount
ELI 4,884 7,221 3,719 15,824 $1,194,301,559

VLI 1,733 2,984 1,145 5,862 $436,729,042

LI 1,895 3,367 1,029 6,291 $462,386,641

Not LMI 2,316 4,042 911 7,269 $§524,414,364

Not Reported 1,755 2,310 514 4,579 $324,459,334
TOTAL 12,583 19,924 7,318 39,825 $2,942,290,940

Table 6a: Owner Unmet Needs Based on GLO draft Action Plan Methodology

OWNERS Major Low | Major High Severe Total Total Amount
ELI 5,643 5,655 1,808 13,106 $929,782,331
VLI 3,538 3,515 1,177 8,230 $585,152,385
LI 5,426 6,081 2,121 13,628 $980,010,663
Not LMI 14,181 21,474 9,522 45,177 $3,374,501,562
Not Reported 3,730 5,169 2,536 11,435 $855,829,945
TOTAL 32,518 41,894 17,164 91,576 $6,725,276,886

Table 6b: Owner Unmet Needs Based on Proposed Methodology

OWNERS Major Low | Major High Severe Total Total Amount
ELI 3,330 5,764 7,492 16,586 $1,381,399,316
VLI 1,785 4,078 3,763 9,626 $786,770,516
LI 3,019 7,072 4,966 15,057 $1,200,728,792
Not LMI 14,181 21,474 9,522 45,177 $3,374,501,562
Not Reported 3,730 5,169 2,536 11,435 $855,829,945
TOTAL 26,045 43,557 28,279 97,881 $7,599,230,131

Note not only the increased number of LMI households found to have unmet needs using the
proposed methodology, but also the shift in LMI households into higher damage categories.
Overall, the additional unmet need identified for LMI households using the proposed




methodology with the multipliers from Table 5 of the draft Action Plan totals approximately
$1.17 billion, with just under $300 million for renters and $874 million for owners.

Analysis by COG

We then analyzed changes in allocations among the City of Houston, Harris County, and COG
regions from the proposed allocations in the draft Action Plan. The proposed methodology
resulted in allocation shifts between these areas. This analysis was performed using individual
household data with the same geographic data at the zip code level from previous analyses in
these comments. The results of this are below in Table 7.

The proportion of the total unmet need that is attributed to LMI households increases when
thresholds are adjusted. For example, using GLO's methodology, ELI owners are found to have
only $477 million in unmet need, but according to the proposed methodology, this need is
closer to $720 million. A large number of those who fell below the $8,000 threshold were added
to the unmet need determination when the threshold was dropped to account for the
difference in average FVL among different income categories. Based on GLO calculations, ELI
owners account for only 14% of the owner unmet need in the disaster area, but Texas Housers
places this number at 19%. Overall, the total proportion of the unmet need amount that reflects
LMI households goes up, better reflecting the needs of LMI households who lack the resources
to recover without aid.

The amount of unmet need among Non-LMI households is unchanged in the proposed
methodology, as the threshold for inclusion remains the same for Non-LMI households. At the
same time, the relative proportion of unmet need attributed to Non-LMI households drops 7%
for owners and 2% for renters.

Table 7: Comparison of Unmet Need Methodology Income Breakdown

ELI VLI u Not LMI Not Reported | Total

OWNER |GLO $477,232,754 | $264,971,666 | $490,401,023 | $1,773,588,323 | $360,326,587 | $3,366,520,353
Proposed $720,545,868 | $361,715,415 | $604,371,369 | $1,773,588,323 | $360,326,587 | $3,820,547,562
GLO % 14% 8% 15% 53% 11%
Proposed % 19% 9% 16% 46% 9%

RENTER |GLO $376,197,559 | $120,945,457 | $166,327,762 | $ 233,344,339 | $109,760,929 | $1,006,576,046
Proposed $455,376,567 | $142,776,562 | $176,210,774 | $ 233,344,339 | $109,760,929 | $1,117,469,171
GLO % 37% 12% 17% 23% 11%
Proposed % 41% 13% 16% 21% 10%

In terms of the number of households included in the unmet need assessment, the proposed
methodology results in especially large increases in the number of owners making between 50%
and 80% AMI that are included in the unmet need assessment. Renters at 30-50% AMI also see
greater inclusion in the unmet need count. As a result of the application of the proposed
methodology, there is some shift in the geography of unmet need. In Table 8 below, the amount
of unmet need is calculated for each COG region in the disaster area, with the exception of
CTCOG, which had no unmet need according to the FEMA data. (This COG appears in the draft
Action Plan.) From this information, the proportion of unmet need among the COG regions was
calculated.



Table 8: Comparison of Unmet Need by COG Regions (Areas of Direct Allocation Excluded)

Owner U.N. (GLO) |% Owner U.N. (Proposed) |% Renter U.N.(GLO) | % Renter U.N. (Proposed) |%
AACOG ] 233,963 0.0%] 5 587,699 0.0%| S 176,868 0.0%] S 176,868 0.0%
|BVCOG S 777,497 0.0%] S 1,274,508 0.0% S 161,002 0.0%| S 278,914 0.0%)|
CAPCOG S 24,139,467 0.7%| § 28,032,584 0.7%, S 4,074,828 0.4%| S 4,499,167 0.4%
CBCOG $ 161,462,651 4.8%| 5 207,322,710 5.4% S 97,820,976 9.7%) S 115,067,149 | 10.3%)|
DETCOG 5 71,445,853 2.1%| S 92,999,408 2.4% & 10,392,053 1.0%| S 11,820,697 1.1%
GCRPC s 29,805,708 0.9%] S 51,729,520 1.4% S 25,740,118 2.6%] S 31,485,205 2.8%
H-GAC (Except Houston & Harris County) | § 1,713,664,437 50.9%) $ 1,033,657,456 | 50.6% s 411,898,179 | 40.9%) $ 456,839,306 | 40.9%)
SETRPC 5 1,364,990,777 40.5% 1,504,943,677 | 39.4% 5 456,312,022 45.3%) $ 497,301,865 | 44.5%
Total $  3,366,520,353 100.0% 3,820,547,562 | 100.0% S 1,006,576,046 | 100.0%| S 1,117,469,171 | 100.0%

For this breakdown, the two areas of direct allocation were removed from consideration, as
they are receiving targeted funding outside what is being designated for their COG region (H-
GAC). When Houston and Harris County are removed from consideration, H-GAC still occupies
the largest percentage of unmet need for owners (using both GLO and TxLIHIS methodology).
However, SETRPC appears (under both methodologies) to have the largest share of renter
unmet need, as well as a large percentage of the total owner unmet need.

Table 10 compares the breakdown of owner unmet need to the funding allocation by COG.
Columns 2 and 3 are determined based on the GLO’s methodology for qualification as unmet
need. Columns 4 and 5 are TxLIHIS" proposed methodology. The “Action Plan Total” column is a
sum of the three COG-designated programs listed in the chart on page 10 of the draft Action
Plan, while the “AP: HAP” an “AP: Buyouts” columns represent the sums for those particular
programs (also from page 10). The percent figures for each COG are calculated as a percentage
the total sum.

Looking at the unmet need proportions alongside the funding breakdown in the draft Action
Plan raises concerns about the geographic allocation of program funds among the COG regions.
First, in the Action Plan, the SETRPC COG region is allocated less than 20% of both Housing
Assistance Program and the Local Buyout and Acquisition program (according to the chart on
page 10 of the draft Action Plan.) Meanwhile, this area, which includes the cities of Beaumont,
Orange and Port Arthur, represents around 40% of the unmet need for owner households,
according to both unmet need methodologies.

Additionally, even when Houston and Harris County are removed from their COG region,
remaining H-GAC unmet need accounts for more than 50% of the total across the disaster
region. However, the draft Action Plan only allocates 45.5% of HAP funding and 40.3% of buyout
funding to this area — significantly less than its proportional share of the funding based on
unmet need.

Table 10: Comparison of Percent Owner Unmet Need and Action Plan Allocations by COG
Region

GLO Owner U.N. Proposed Owner U.N. [ Action Plan Total | ap: HAP AP: Buyouts |
AACOG 5 233,963 0.0%| S 587,599 | D.DZ%I S 11,682,165 T.L?ﬂ $ 6,000,000 0.6%) § 4,152,165 151%)
BVCOG S 777,497 0.0%} 5 1,274,508 | 0.03%| S 19,548,511 11%| $ 10,699,908 1.0%] S 5,840,778 2.159?|
CAPCOG S 24,139,467 0.7%) S 28,032,584 | 0.73%| S 59,425,321 3.4%| S 42,190,373 4.0%) $ 12,929.474 4.69%
CBCOG S 161462651 4.8%) S 207,322,710 | 5.43%| S 281,788,402 16.2%| S 121,608,469 116%| S 34,375,695 12.47%
CTCOG 0.0% 0.00%] S 3,894,055 0.2%| S 2,000,000 0.2%) 5 1,384,055 0.50%
DETCOG H 71,445,853 2.1&"5 92,999,408 243%| S 171,215,283 9.9%)| S 127,884,027 122%) S 35,867,032 13.01%
GCRPC S 29,805,708 U.S%l S 51,728,520 1.35%)| S 110,413,925 Eﬁﬂ S 55,938,689 53%| S 18,430,647 6.69%
H-GAC (Except Houstan & Harris County) § 1,713,664,437 SD.S%lS 1933 657,456 | 50.61%| § 717,375,800 413%| S 476,670,600 45.5%) S 110,953,432 40.26%)
SETRPC $ 1,364,990,777 40.5%) S 1,504,943,677 | 39.39%| S 361,720,085 ZD.B%IS 205,019,250 19.6%) S 51,687,614 18.75%
Total $ 3,366.520,353 100.0%] $ 3.820,547,562 |100.00%) S 1,737,063,548 | 100.0%| S 1,048,011,316 lﬁ(],u%l S 275.620.892 [ 100.00%




To give an example of the undercounting of LMI households at a local scale, it is useful to look at
the city of Houston. Table 9, below, shows that the Texas Housers proposed methodology
results in significantly more LM| households being counted, which indicates the need for more
funding in order to meet the needs of those populations. The largest increases are among those
making less than 30% AMI (a 45% increase among owners and a 21% increase among renters),
which suggests that there are a large number of households who were not included because
their FVL did not meet the threshold. These findings indicate that the current GLO count is
severely underestimating the need at this income level in Houston, as weil as many other

impacted cities. Locally, this can have devastating effects on residents and on the recovery of
their communities.

Table 11: Comparison of Unmet Need by Income Level (City of Houston)

'OWNERS RENTERS o
GLO Proposed Difference PctChange |GLO Proposed Difference PctChange
£LI $ 353,867,392)¢% 514586919 |% 160,719,527 45%| $ 501,508,168 | & 509,277,963 | § 107,769,755 21%
vl $ 240,102,040 | $  320,086865 [ § 79,984,825 33%{ & 199174947 | 5 233880611 |4 34,705,664 17%
L) S 349510070 | 5 425,957,280 |5 76,447,210 22%| & 207,308,610 | $ 218,782,052 |$ 11,473,442 6%
Not LMI 966,542,983 15 966,542,983 | § - 0%|$ 203205721 |$ 203,2057211¢ - [
Not Reported 4 338,814,725 338,814,172 |3 - 0% $ 168576867 |5 168,576,867 | § - 0%
$ 2,248,836,657 | $ 2,565,988,219 [ § 317,151,562 14%] $ 1,279,774,313 | § 1,433,723,214 | § 153,948,901 12%
Harris County also displays a similar pattern, as shown in Table 12,
Table 12: Comparison of Unmet Need by income Level {Harris County)
" TH R ; it 5 )
GLO [propesed Difference PctChange GLo [Proposed Difference Petthange
ELt $ 210,673,963 § 308744,665|% 08,070,702 47%| & 203928745 ° % 246325803 }3 42,997,058 21%
VU § 157,319,720 . § 208271348 50,951,625 32%|$ 00083909 $ 105967372 [$ 15883 463 18%
il $ 251935139 § 310,368,762 56,433,673 22% 5 100350385 - § 114519388 [5  5169,003 5%
Not LMI $_B65906065  § 865996968 - 0%|5 117685981 . § 117895981 |$ B 0%
NotReported | $ 250618094818 250618548 | 3 - o%ls  7BA0ESE8 |8 78406588 | - %
% 1,738,544,738 ' 5 1,044000,688 § 205,455,950 12%[ 3 508,865,588 - 5 662,915,112 5 64,049524 11%

The result of this analysis of allocations between COG regions, the City of Houston, and Harrls
County finds that Houston makes up 37.9% of the unmet housing needs, and Harris makes up
24.7% of housing needs. While housing needs do not make up the entirety of the recovery
activities accounted for in the Total Allocation Budget tables in the draft Action Plan, it stands to
reason that the proportion of housing assistance should be roughly proportional to the overall
allocations going to each of these regions. It raises concern that the percentage of CDBG-DR
funding going to Houston and Harris County is so much smaller based on an analysis of housing

unmet needs using either the GLO or the proposed methodology than what is reflected in the
draft Action Pian.

Analysis by Zip Code

Next, we examined in more detail the changes that would take place at a zip code level across
the disaster-declared regicns of Texas. The purpose here was to identify at a more localized
level which areas stand to be the most negatively affected by the underestimations of unmet
need in the GLO's draft Action Plan needs assessment methodology when compared to the
proposed methodology.




The following maps and charts look at undercounting and underfunding. Undercounting relates
to how many more households are considered to have an unmet need. Underfunding relates to
the additional unmet need cost generated by both the undercounted households and
households that moved into a higher damage category. (Because some households move to a
higher damage category as a result of our methodology, they may not be included as

“undercounted”, but will add to the unmet need amount estimate.) These changes are best
displayed in maps, below,









Among the most undercounted and underfunded areas are:
e Port Aransas and Rockport
e Houston and Harris County, particularly to the northeast and southeast
e  Port Arthur
e (Orange County
e Galveston County
e Liberty County
e Victoria

ACTION: We recommend that the GLO use the proposed methodology, or a similar alternate
methodology for the unmet needs assessment in its draft Action Plan so that it appropriately
prioritizes the needs of LMI households as required for the use of CDBG funding, as well as
proportionally funds regions based on the unmet needs determined with this methodology.

ACTION: We also recommend that GLO re-allocate Local Infrastructure Program funding and
Economic Revitalization Program funding in order to cover the additional LMI unmet needs
that exist across the state as revealed through the application of the proposed methodology.

Issue #2: The draft Action Plan fails to adequately provide for affordable housing, which will

result in the failure to appropriately serve renter households and increase the existing severe
affordable shortage.

The rental housing market in the disaster impacted area massively underserved lower income
renters prior to Hurricane Harvey. As a result of Hurricane Harvey, low-income, very low-income
and extremely low-income households find themselves in a rental market that is even more
limited and competitive than it was pre-disaster. Analysts estimate that between 2 and 6
percent of Houston’s apartment stock was damaged in the hurricane.? This has meant fewer
available units to accommodate an increased demand from displaced households (both renters
and homeowners), making finding housing more competitive and expensive.

Even before Harvey hit, there was already a severe shortage of rental units affordable and
available to extremely low-income households.® While this is true across the country, Texas is
among the states with the fewest rental units available and affordable to ELI households (29

# According to a report released by RealPage Inc., a real estate analytics company out of Richardson, Texas, an
estimated 43 thousand Houston apartments alone were damaged. (Reported in the Houston Chronicle. Source: Ill,
Fernando Alfonso. "Houston neighborhoods with the highest percent of damaged apartments following Hurricane
Harvey." Houston Chronicle. December 13, 2017. Accessed February 19, 2018.
https://www.chron.com/news/houston-texas/houston/article/houston-apartments-damaged-hurricane-harvey-
12270464.php.) ApartmentData.com estimated 14,852 units were damaged

5 The NLIHC's Gap Report seeks to demonstrate the gap between the number of households at various income levels
and the amount of rental housing that is affordable and available to them in their area. In Texas, as in many other
areas, the deepest deficits in affordable housing are for units available to Extremely Low and Very Low income
households.

Source: National Low Income Housing Coalition, “The Gap Report: A Shortage of Affordable Homes” March 2017,
Accessed February 19, 2018 http://nlihc.org/sites/default/files/Gap-Report_2017.pdf




units per 100 households). In particular, the Houston metropolitan area ranks third lowest
nationwide for affordable and available ELI units, with only 18 units per 100 households.

UNITS AFFORDABLE AND AVAILABLE PER 100 ELI RENTER
HOUSEHOLDS BY STATE

B 30 or Fewer
[ Between 31 and 40
Between 41 and 45

Between 46 and 61
Source: NLIHC tabulations of 2015 ACS PUMS data.

The 2017 figures should not be compared to previous years, because of a change in the definition of extremely low income,

This data suggests that even before Hurricane Harvey took its toll on the housing stock, there
were already existing deficits in housing for low income households. The effect of the hurricane
has been hugely devastating, decreasing the number of functional, affordable housing units
while increasing the number of people forced into (or back into) the rental market. Not only are
renters looking for new units in an increasingly competitive market, but homeowners are also
looking for rental housing while their homes are repaired. In many areas already experiencing
pre-disaster affordable housing gaps, Harvey further decreased the scope of housing options.



Gap Analysis: Number of Affordable and Available Rental Units per 100 Households

(Source: NLIHC tabulation of HUD CHAS Data 2010-2014)
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