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Texas Appleseed appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed Amendment to the Plan for Disaster Recovery under the Consolidated Security, Disaster Assistance, and Continuing Appropriations Act, Public Law 110-329.  Texas Appleseed, a non-partisan, non-profit, 501(c)(3) organization, is part of a national network of public interest law centers.  Our mission is to promote justice for all Texans by leveraging the volunteered skills and resources of lawyers and other professionals to identify practical solutions that create systemic change in broad-based issues of social equity, including disaster recovery. 
The State’s proposed Amendment to the Action Plan approved by HUD in March 2009 covers a second allocation of CDBG disaster recovery funding of $1,743,001,247 to Texas, announced by HUD on June 10, 2009.  TDRA (formerly ORCA) has issued a revised version of its original proposed Amendment based on initial feedback and public comment.  Texas Appleseed respectfully provides the following comments on the revised version of the proposed Amendment, and incorporates its comments and testimony on the Action Plan for Disaster Recovery, Administrative Complaint to HUD, housing plans submitted under the Action Plan, and first draft of the proposed Amendment by reference herein.  

PROPOSED AMENDED PLAN FOR DISASTER RECOVERY

The Consolidated Security, Disaster Assistance, and Continuing Appropriations Act requires that, “each State shall submit a plan to the Secretary detailing the proposed use of all funds, including criteria for eligibility and how the use of these funds will address long-term recovery and restoration of infrastructure.” (PL 110-329)  According to TDRA, the proposed Amendment “adds the second allocation to the initial Action Plan and allows for the “mid course adjustments” as had been anticipated in the initial Action Plan.”
    Unfortunately, the “mid course adjustments” fail to address previous criticisms of the Action Plan, misallocate $3 billion in CDBG disaster recovery funds using a model inconsistent with both HUD’s allocation model and the purpose of the CDBG program, fail to adequately fund unmet housing recovery needs, and fail to prioritize activities serving low and moderate income disaster victims in violation of federal law and regulations. 
The State’s proposed Amendment, like the initial Action Plan, allocates CDBG disaster recovery funds among 11 COGs without specifying an amount that must be spent on housing recovery or providing guidance or enforcement mechanisms to ensure that local government subrecipients prioritize activities that primarily benefit low and moderate income families.  TDRA has not adjusted the distribution or administration of CDBG funds, despite its concrete knowledge that “[j]urisdictions have prioritized projects other than those serving LMI residents” to the extent that “the State’s ability to fulfill its obligation to expend 50% of the total funds to meet the LMI national objective” is unmet.

I. The proposed Amendment fails to address previous comments that the Action Plan  does not give sufficient structure and guidelines for communities to follow to ensure that priority is given to rebuilding affordable housing, and assisting low-income and moderate-income persons in the recovery process.
The purpose of CDBG disaster recovery programs is to target the low and moderate income communities that have the most difficulty recovering from a disaster.


Low-income families and communities are disproportionately affected by natural disasters, and are disadvantaged again when the recovery process does not take their unique needs into account
  “Socioeconomic status is a significant predictor . . . for physical and psychological impacts of disasters.  [Vulnerable populations] are. . . more likely to die, suffer injuries, and have proportionately higher material losses; have more psychological trauma; and face more obstacles during phases of response, recovery, and reconstruction.”
  Low income families, seniors, and persons with disabilities often live in vulnerable housing, older homes and mobile homes, for example, and lack the resources to do disaster mitigation, carry sufficient insurance, or comply with evacuation measures.
  Low income homeowners also are more likely to take on repairs themselves, or hire an (unlicensed) friend or acquaintance to do home repair work in order to reduce costs.  These repairs often are not up to building code standards, or are carried out with substandard materials.  Low income residents of rental housing are particularly vulnerable: they must rely on private landlords or public housing authorities to ensure that their homes are well-maintained and disaster-resistant, and to rebuild and reopen damaged or destroyed housing after a disaster.
  When housing is destroyed by a disaster, rents generally increase significantly, which prevents low-income households from returning to their previous community.
  
Prioritizing rebuilding affordable and rental housing and associated infrastructure across the region will prevent permanent displacement, preserve the jobs, populations, and tax base of many communities, and increase the quality of Texas housing stock.  

Texas Appleseed, along with other statewide and local community organizations, provided both written and oral comments, including an Administrative Complaint to HUD, on the proposed Action Plan, expressing our belief that the proposed Action Plan did not meet statutory requirements that it “detai[l] the proposed use of all funds, including criteria for eligibility and how the use of these funds will address long term recovery,”
 and our concerns that both housing recovery and activities benefiting primarily low and moderate income families would be underfunded.  The distribution of Round 1 CDBG funds demonstrated that these concerns were well-founded.
A. The Action Plan underfunds housing recovery.

The total amount of CDBG funding directed at housing recovery in Round 1 was inadequate. Only 48% of the funding distributed to the COGs was allocated for housing recovery.  If the City of Houston (which allocated 80% of its funding to housing) and the City of Galveston (which allocated 60% of its funding to housing) are excluded, only 27% of the money allocated by COGs was set aside for housing.  Texas, Louisiana, and Mississippi all allocated at least 70% of their Katrina and Rita related CDBG disaster recovery funding to housing.
  Even within the COGs, the proposed home rehabilitation programs are underfunded and not correlated with unmet need.  For example, Deep East Texas Council of Governments (DETCOG) estimates that its program will serve only 99 households out of 989 with unmet housing needs (10%). Fort Bend County estimates it will serve 38 households out of 5100 damaged owner-occupied homes.
    

Only three Round 1 subrecipients, the City of Houston, Galveston County, and the City of Galveston, set aside funds for rebuilding affordable rental housing stock, and only Galveston County and the City of Galveston dedicated funds for a small rental repair program.
 Recognizing the importance of rebuilding affordable rental housing, Congress mandated by statute that a minimum of 10.6% ($342,521,992) of the State’s total allocation “shall be used for repair, rehabilitation, and reconstruction . . .of the affordable rental housing stock . . .in the impacted areas.” (PL 110-329) The proposed Amendment, however, allocates $174 million for an Affordable Rental Housing Recovery Program using the weather-based model, resulting in allocations to counties which sustained no housing damage.
 The City of Galveston estimates that is has $247 million in affordable housing needs, and the City of Houston has proposed spending $180 million on multifamily housing – the affordable housing recovery needs of these two cities alone are over  $85 million more than the minimum allocation and $65 million more that the State’s proposed total spending.

The proposed Amendment emphasizes that “[f]or all aspects of this Action Plan Amendment, local choice shall be emphasized, and the COGs shall have the right . . . to make determinations as to the allocations of funds within their regions among housing, infrastructure, and economic development programs, except as provided by the requirements of the pooled competitions.”
    The proposed Amendment “recommend[s]” that round 2 funds be split equally between housing and non-housing activities, but imposes no requirement that COGs meet this “goa[l].”
  The proposed Amendment in fact specifically contemplates allowing regions to utilize housing funds for other activities “[i]f it is determined that the unused housing funds cannot be utilized within the region.”
   
The failure to prioritize unmet housing needs is exacerbated by TDRA’s provision of extensive technical assistance only to certain jurisdictions, and only for infrastructure projects.  This means that some jurisdictions did not have access to assistance that others received in applying for CDBG disaster recovery funds.
In response to stakeholder feedback regarding the validity of FEMA damage assessments and concurrent with development of the MODs, TDRA engaged the engineering firm HNTB to identify and assess potential projects and provide documentation of damage, scoping and cost estimating services in 29 counties most affected by Hurricane Ike. HNTB’s technical assistance was targeted to non-entitlement communities during the immediate aftermath of the storm to provide independent analysis of damage and preliminary screening and specifications for selected projects. This formed the basis for additional opportunities for requests for FEMA funding, documentation of urgent need, and project descriptions for grant applications. The 2,751 individual projects assessed by HNTB formed a database of needs and overall non-housing damage for these communities.

HTNB (the same firm that created the weather funding allocation model) actually started work on the described contract on November 20, 2008, two months after Hurricane Ike.
  While TDRA acknowledges that “almost all communities in the region impacted by Hurricanes Ike and Dolly would need assistance,” no assistance was provided to any jurisdiction affected by Hurricane Dolly, and neither the City of Galveston nor the City of Houston, as entitlement communities, were included in the survey.
  No explanation is offered for the lack of technical assistance to Hurricane Dolly jurisdictions.  It is also somewhat difficult to credit the assumption that the City of Galveston, in particular, “[had] resources not available to smaller communities” simply by virtue of its status as an entitlement community, particularly after  bearing the full force of the 3rd most destructive hurricane in American history.
  Similarly, no explanation is offered for the exclusive focus on infrastructure projects to the exclusion of all other disaster recovery needs, though the majority of initial calls to a disaster recovery hotline set up by TDRA and HTNB were requests for housing assistance.

TDRA engaged HTNB to provide technical assistance to help some local jurisdictions “understand the program and identify [infrastructure] projects that were critical to their community’s recovery” because “many of the leaders of these small communities needed guidance to fully understand the underlying engineering, environmental, and implementation issues associated with their projects.” 
  However, the Plan for Disaster Recovery assumes that these same jurisdictions have both (1) the capacity to identify, assess, estimate, and implement even more complex housing and economic development recovery programs, and (2) the capacity to prioritize community recovery needs in accordance with federal program requirements. TDRA continues to rely on this assumption in the Amended Plan, despite concrete evidence that most subrecipient jurisdictions do not have this capacity.

In addition to ceding all substantive decision-making and program administration authority to COGs with a demonstrated lack of capacity, TDRA has also provided a specific set of jurisdictions with government-funded services that give them an advantage in competing for CDBG funds.  Not only certain jurisdictions, but certain types of recovery activities, and certain populations have been excluded from the process.
  Neither housing recovery nor low income populations have received this form of assistance, despite their priority status under the CDBG program.

B. The Action Plan fails to give maximum feasible priority to activities benefiting disaster victims with low and moderate incomes.
The primary beneficiaries of all activities conducted with CDBG funds, whether housing, infrastructure, or economic development, must be the low and moderate income persons the CDBG program was developed to assist.  Federal law and regulations require Texas to certify that its Amended Action Plan for Disaster Recovery  “has been developed so as to give the maximum feasible priority to activities that will benefit low- and moderate income families,” and that “[t]he aggregate use of CDBG disaster recovery funds shall principally benefit low- and moderate-income families in a manner that ensures that at least 50 percent of the amount is expended for activities that benefit such persons during the designated period.”
  
In Round 1, the result of ceding decisions on allocations of funds within their regions among housing, infrastructure, and economic development programs to the COGs was not only that housing recovery was severely underfunded, but also that “[j]urisdictions . . .  prioritized projects other than those serving LMI residents” to the extent that Texas would not meet its federal statutory obligation to expend 50% of the total funds to meet the LMI national objective.

Texas Appleseed applauds TRDA’s statement that “[i]f the requirement of

$1,528,995,720 for LMI activities has not been met TDRA will require the COGs not

meeting the 50% LMI requirement to amend their MODs to ensure the requirement is

achieved. All allocations made by the regional COG MODs will be conditional until the State of Texas reaches the 50% LMI requirement for the entire allocation.”
  However, we remain concerned about the state’s commitment to this requirement for several reasons.  First, the requirement that 50% of activities funded must primarily benefit LMI individuals has always been attached to these funds, yet it was not enforced on subrecipients during Round 1.  Second, Texas has already requested and been granted waivers for a number of program requirements related to programs serving low and moderate income families, including an overall waiver of the 70% LMI benefit requirement, one-for-one replacement of lower income housing units, and calculation of the LMI benefit related to economic development programs.
  Third, local and regional jurisdictions have publicly objected to having to meet even a reduced LMI benefit requirement.  For example Lufkin Assistant City Manager Keith Wright expressed concern to the Lufkin Daily News about the requirement because “Hurricane Ike was an 'equal opportunity' disaster” and stated that “[t]here are projects we will not be able to do because we don't meet the criteria,"  including the extension of a highway feeder road.
  This statement illustrates a fundamental misunderstanding - despite DETCOG’s four years of experience administering CDBG disaster recovery funding - of the federal statute’s requirement that priority must go to projects serving low- and moderate- income persons.  

Coastal counties in Texas, which bore the brunt of Hurricane Ike, tend to have higher poverty rates than the state as a whole.
  Of the thirty-seven counties where individuals were eligible to receive Individual Assistance from FEMA after either Dolly or Ike, twenty-two have poverty rates higher than the overall poverty rate for Texas (16.3%) and all three counties struck by Hurricane Dolly have poverty rates over 30%.
  Even within affected counties that have lower overall poverty rates, affected populations are often disproportionately low income.  Galveston County has an overall poverty rate of 12.4%, for example, but the City of Galveston, which was devastated by Hurricane Ike, has a poverty rate of 22%.
  

As a material condition of the receipt of CDBG funds, Texas must certify that “the Action Plan has been developed so as to give the maximum feasible priority to activities

that will benefit low- and moderate income families,” and that “[t]he aggregate use of CDBG disaster recovery funds shall principally benefit low- and moderate-income families in a manner that ensures that at least 50 percent of the amount is expended for

activities that benefit such persons during the designated period.”
  Despite the high level of poverty in the most hurricane affected jurisdictions, TDRA has adopted a funding allocation model that steers money away from these areas, and provided extensive technical assistance to help jurisdictions identify and fund infrastructure projects that generally assist mixed income communities – technical assistance denied to affected jurisdictions in the Rio Grande Valley and on the Gulf Coast.  For these reasons alone, Texas cannot certify that it has “given maximum feasible priority to activities that will benefit low-and moderate-income families,” and has demonstrated an inability to ensure that 50% of funds expended benefit low and moderate-income persons.

II. Use of a weather-based model misallocates funds between disaster-affected areas and contravenes the purpose of the CDBG disaster recovery program.

Traditionally, CDBG disaster recovery funds are allocated using FEMA and other federal damage estimates and data.  However, according to TDRA, “the 2008 Texas hurricane events rendered the FEMA damage assessments method inaccurate, because Hurricane Ike hit before the Hurricane Dolly damage assessments were complete, and FEMA personnel were mobilized away from conducting assessments in the area affected by Hurricane Dolly to attend to the needs of the region affected by Hurricane Ike.”
  
There is no dispute that FEMA damage estimates for Hurricanes Ike and Dolly are inaccurate, and not solely because damage estimates for Hurricane Dolly were incomplete.  Both the State’s experience with Hurricane Rita CDBG disaster recovery funding and publicly acknowledged problems with FEMA’s housing assistance programs after Hurricanes Ike and Dolly demonstrate that FEMA has consistently underestimated housing damage, particularly in low-income communities.  FEMA denied over 22,000 applications for individual assistance out of a total of 38,000 applications after Hurricane Dolly. About 15,000 of these were denials of home repair assistance due to deferred maintenance.
 These denials were made under regulations that a Federal District Court has held failed to provide legally sufficient eligibility standards.
  Following Hurricane Ike, FEMA denied at least 85% of over 578,000 applications for housing assistance.
    
In Galveston County, where three quarters of the structures on Galveston Island were damaged, 58.78% of the housing assistance denials were classified as “insufficient damage.”
  The City of Houston has also stated that the estimated number of damaged homes in Harris County was probably low based on FEMA’s practice of denying applications based on “deferred maintenance.”
  The State knows both that FEMA data is inaccurate, and how that data is inaccurate.
While FEMA data is clearly flawed, Texas has chosen to use an alternative model that is even more problematic - a model that only looks at weather data and high water maps without taking into account actual damage, population numbers in affected areas, housing density, types of economic activity, and the demographics of a community.
  Instead of finding ways to adjust for flaws in the FEMA data, TDRA chose not to use damage data at all, instead basing allocations on windspeed, rainfall, and storm surge.
  The model as used in a previous draft of the Amended Plan also included an “Impact Zone” factor “in order to take into account the exponential damage caused by the eye of the storm’s impact to the Texas coastline and to adequately estimate storm damage.”
 However, that factor was discarded in the revised Amended Plan and replaced with an undefined “LMI population” factor.  The “exponential” damage experienced by coastal counties in the Ike eyewall is no longer accounted for in the model.  It should be noted that the proposed Amendment distributes the full amount of Texas’ $3 billion allocation of CDBG disaster recovery funding, adjusting the initial allocations based on FEMA damage estimates between regional COGs using the weather based funding allocation model.

  . 
Weather intensity, however, does not predict damage, and it is an even poorer proxy for the unmet needs that the CDBG disaster relief program is intended to address.
 For example, the first iteration of the TDRA model correctly reflects that the Ike storm surge was highest in Chambers and western Jefferson Counties, generating a surge damage factor of 29.19% for Chambers County while Galveston County has a surge factor of only 17%. But the model fails to take into account that much of Chambers County is pasture land – according to FEMA data, Chambers County has approximately 3,700 damaged homes while Galveston County has approximately 37,000.
  The TDRA model tracks where the weather was most intense, not where damage occurred or where there are CDBG-eligible unmet disaster recovery needs.  
Reliance on a weather based model is problematic enough to discredit the State’s funding allocation, but TDRA’s failure to make public the actual model, and its continued “calibration” of the model according to factors both external to the model and completely undefined is also troubling.  The published “Funding Allocation Model” includes neither the input data nor the calculations on which the model is based.
  The model also fails to show the basis for various ad-hoc assumptions it incorporates.
  Further evidence of the ad-hoc nature of the model (and the inconsistency of its results with the stated goal of allocating funds by amount of storm damage) is presented in the “model calibration” section of the report. This section indicates that the model will be ignored for seven COGs because hearing testimony indicated “[these] regions would not require significant funding during Round 2.”
 The model estimated these seven COGs should received 12.4% of the funding, and the ‘calibration’ reduced the funding of these (primarily rural) COGs to 3.9%. Thus, the model over-estimated damages for the least-impacted COGs by at least 300%. This raises questions regarding the Model’s use allocating funds among the 4 remaining COGs, and suggests the model over-allocates funds to low storm impact areas.

TDRA issued a revised proposed Amendment on September 16, 2009, in response to obvious misallocations of CDBG disaster recovery funding that drew public criticism from the coastal counties most affected by Hurricane Ike and advocacy organizations alike.
  The revised proposed Amendment substitutes an undefined “LMI population factor” for the “Impact Zone” factor used to adjust for the greater damage inflicted by the eyewall of Hurricane Ike in the first version of the model, and fails to deal with the fundamental problems of either the weather-based allocation model or the delegation of all substantive decisions regarding how CDBG funds will be spent to local government entities.  The revision transfers $335 million from State administered programs to locally controlled programs and allocates the federally mandated affordable rental housing set-aside according to the weather model.  The result is that the Houston-Galveston region, which had more than 70% of homes damaged, received more than 70% of  FEMA individual assistance and more than 75% of all SBA disaster loans, sees its allocation drop from 70% of the total funding under the Action Plan to less than 60% of the total allocation under the Amendment allocation model, while every other region receives an increased percentage of CDBG funding, and a greater percentage of total funding than the percentage of damage than even the weather model estimates.
  
HUD allocated Texas half of the total CDBG disaster funding appropriated by Congress for unmet needs related to 2008 disasters.
  For both rounds, HUD used available data on observed damages in a formula designed to estimate unmet need.  The first round formula used the amount and severity of unmet housing need as a proxy for the state’s overall level of unmet need, and for the second round of funding, used available data on observed damages from FEMA’s Individual and Public Assistance programs and the SBA disaster loan program to calculate unmet need not only for housing, but for infrastructure and economic development as well.  The eleven states that received additional second round allocations had estimated unmet needs “represent[ing] more than 97 percent of the estimated unmet needs across all 76 disasters that occurred in 2008.” 
 Clearly, not only can a model and formula that use actual data to estimate unmet need and allocate CDBG funds be created, HUD has already created and used that model, and there is available information quantifying unmet housing, infrastructure, and economic revitalization disaster recovery needs in Texas.  TDRA’s determination to use a weather based model that has no validity as a model, let alone as an appropriate basis for the distribution of CDBG disaster recovery funds, is deeply troubling.
Conclusion
The scope of needs following a disaster is simply larger than the needs the CDBG program is designed to address, and requires more funding than the CDBG disaster recovery program can provide. The role of the state and federal governments in the CDBG process is to ensure that disaster recovery grants are (1) used to meet the most urgent unmet recovery needs of communities, (2) primarily benefit low and moderate income families, and (3) are administered in compliance with federal law and regulations.  
Ensuring that disaster response and recovery programs meet the most urgent needs of disadvantaged individuals and families in an expeditious manner is not only a statutory mandate, but is critical to overall recovery in Texas.  The proposed Amended Action Plan for Disaster Recovery does not meet these requirements or promote this goal, for the reasons laid out above and in previous comments and submissions to TDRA and TDHCA.  
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� PL 110-329 mandates that funds be allocated ‘‘on the best estimates available of relative damage and anticipated assistance from other Federal sources.’’  See also, 74 FR  41146, 41147 (allocation between states is based on estimated unmet needs), and 74 FR 41146, 41153-41156, Appendix 1 (detailing HUD’s formula for allocating CDBG disaster relief funding appropriated by PL 110-239); and 74 FR 7244, 7245 (“In the first quarter of calendar year 2009, HUD will make a final review of long-term disaster recovery needs for all states affected by disasters in 2008 to allocate the remaining $3.972 billion. This review will include unmet housing, infrastructure, and economic revitalization needs.”) 


� Gulf Coast Interfaith analysis.  FEMA data available by county at http://www.fema.gov/hazard/hurricane/2008/ike/portal.shtm.


� “While an observer could attempt to follow the spirit of calculations outlined in this description, the calculation steps are not explicitly presented and may contain unstated assumptions or error. The report’s failure to ‘show the work’ of the Model makes the fund allocation process non-transparent. Citizens


impacted by this model have no way to verify the process has not been affected by error or unelaborated assumption.” Kevin G. Jewell, Comments on ORCA Funding Allocation Model for Texas Appleseed, September 14, 2009.  (submitted as Comments on the previous draft of the Amended Plan)


� For example, a storm surge of 10-12 feet is assumed to be 1.7 times more damaging than one of 8-10 feet, while a storm surge of 12-14 feet is assumed to be only 1.1 times more damaging than one of 10-12 feet. Elsewhere a wind-speed of 85-95 mph is assumed to be 4.5 times more damaging than a wind speed of 65-75 mph. While such assumptions may be justified by empirical data, no such empirical data was presented - in fact, page 5 of the report states ‘[t]his Model determined that the higher sustained winds generated a greater overall wind speed damage factor.’ when in actuality the presented evidence suggests the model assumed this fact in its construction. This wording is misleading. Kevin G. Jewell, Comments on ORCA Funding Allocation Model


� ORCA Funding Allocation Model at 11.


� Kevin G. Jewell, Comments on ORCA Funding Allocation Model.


� See, e.g. Rick Casey, “Commentary: Is God good at politics?” Houston Chronicle, September 5, 2009.  Available: � HYPERLINK "http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/metropolitan/casey/6604739.html" ��http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/metropolitan/casey/6604739.html� ; Heber Taylor, “A formula to heap injury on injury,” Galveston County Daily News, September 23, 2009. Available: http://galvestondailynews.com/story.lasso?ewcd=aa9272e4f7cf9839  ; Mike Snyder, “County may oppose storm recovery plan Allocation of $1.7 billion to fix hurricane damage is called flawed FUNDS: New proposal is second parcel of federal recovery funds,” Houston Chronicle, August 25, 2009, Section B, Page 1.; Mike Snyder, “HURRICANE IKE: ONE YEAR LATER Recovery funds get second look Officials to review process to distribute money , “ Houston Chronicle, September 15, 2009, Section B, Page 3. : Mike Snyder, “Area welcomes change in storm recovery plan Nonprofits still see problems with distributing funds MONEY: Houston has special interest in rental housing ,” Houston Chronicle, September 17, 2009, Section B, Page 1.


� Amended Plan, Appendix E-2.


� PL 110-329 provides“[t]hat the Secretary shall allocate to the states not less than 33 percent of the funding provided under this heading within 60 days after the enactment of this Act based on the best estimates available of relative damage and anticipated assistance from other Federal sources.”  HUD used available FEMA damage estimate data, and focused on two factors to make this first round allocation: (1) Unmet housing needs.  This is each State’s relative share of estimated unmet housing need for property owners experiencing serious damage to their homes; and (2) Concentrated damage. To determine infrastructure and economic revitalization needs, HUD focused on areas of particular concentration of damage – specifically, each State’s share of seriously damaged homes in areas where more than 20 percent of the homes experienced damage.  To allocate the second round of funding, HUD used FEMA Individual Assistance program data on housing unit damage, Small Business Administration (SBA) disaster loan program data on both housing and business repair and replacement loan applications, and FEMA Public Assistance program data. “The allocation was based on two factors: (i) The sum of estimated unmet housing, infrastructure, and business needs, adjusted by (ii) a HUD calculated risk level for recovery challenge.�  HUD too used this funding allocation model for the full $6.1 billion appropriation, and then allocated second round funding based on the model results and states’ first round allocations. 74 FR 7422 and 74 FR 41146, 41147. (Appendix 1)


� 74 FR 41146, 41147. 
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