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Shown on the following pages is Exhibit 1. HUD Comment Compliance Matrix.  This matrix is 
provided to help visually and  quickly locate where the City has addressed HUD's comments 
and/or concerns. 



HUD Detailed Concern HUD Comment

Page and Section 
Where Now Addressed 

in Action Plan

1

General Action Plan Requirements (Needs Assessment 
Section 1) Question (c):  Does the grantee assess wheth-
er public services are necessary to complement activities 
intended to address housing and economic revitalization 
needs?
HUD Checklist Answer: No - grantee did not include whether 
public services (i.e. job training, mental health and general 
health) are necessary to complement activities intended to 
address housing and economic revitalization needs.

The City should at least ad-
dress these things in the AP. 
If there is no need they at the 
very least should mention that 
these things were looked at 
and considered

See Section III.A.1.f and 
VI.D.1

2

General Action Plan Requirements (Planning & Coordina-
tion) Question (a): How the grantee will promote sound, sus-
tainable long-term recovery planning informed by a post-di-
saster evaluation of hazard risk, especially land-use decisions 
that reflect responsible flood plain management and take into 
account possible sea level rise (for example, by using FEMA 
floodplain maps, frequency and intensity of precipitation 
events, and designs applying the new Advisory Based Flood 
Elevations (ABFE) or higher)? 
HUD Checklist Answer: No - grantee included information re-
garding Sustainable and Resilient Building Methods (page 28) 
but no mention of land-use decisions that take into account 
possible sea level rise. 

Although this is not necessary 
we would like to see land-use 
decisions discussed

See Section V.A.1-5

3

General Action Plan Requirements (Leveraging Funds): How 
the grantee will leverage CDBG disaster recovery funds to 
generate a more effective and comprehensive recovery? 
HUD Checklist Answer: No on page 28 it states that Grantee 
is currently exploring other sources of funding and will amend 
the Action Plan when those sources are identified

Again, although this is not 
necessarily required at this 
point we would like more de-
tailed information here

See Sections III.A.1.f, 
III.E, and IV.B

4

General Action Plan Requirements (Protection of People 
and Property; Construction Methods) Question (c): De-
scribe the grantee’s standards for housing and small business 
rehabilitation contractors performing work in the jurisdiction, 
including a mechanism for homeowners and businesses to 
appeal the quality of rehabilitation work?
HUD Checklist Answer: No - there is no discussion of a 
mechanism for homeowners and businesses to appeal the 
quality of rehabilitation work. 

This is required and must be 
included in the AP. There must 
be some appeals process 
established.

See Section IX.G and 
Appendix E

5

General Action Plan Requirements (Protection of People 
and Property; Construction Methods) Question (d): Indi-
cate the grantee’s dam/levee work will include registration 
with the USACE Levee Database or Dam Inventory; ensure 
the structure is admitted under the USACE P.L. 84-99; ensure 
the structure is accredited under the FEMA National Flood 
Insurance Program; will upload the location of the structure 
and area served and protected into DRGR; and maintain file 
documentation of a risk assessment prior to flooding the 
flood control structure and that the investment includes risk 
reduction measures?
HUD Checklist Answer: No mention of this registration 
requirement or any other elements detailed in this question. 
They do mention a possible levee project under Infrastructure 
on page 37.

This is required and must be 
included in the AP. There must 
be some appeals process 
established. 

See Section VIII.D - The 
City will not be engaging 
in Levy Projects
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HUD Detailed Concern HUD Comment

Page and Section 
Where Now Addressed 

in Action Plan

6

General Action Plan Requirements (Public Housing, 
HUD-assisted Housing, and Housing for the Homeless) 
Question (b): How the grantee will identify need (and sources 
to fund that need) and address the rehabilitation (as defined 
at 24 CFR.570.202), reconstruction and replacement of: (b) 
HUD-assisted housing (as defined by the Notice)
HUD Checklist Answer: No - no mention of how the grant-
ee identified need (and sources to fund that need) and/or 
address the rehabilitation, reconstruction and replacement 
of HUD-assisted housing (as defined by the Notice). Page 30 
does address transitional and permanent supportive housing 
and homeless prevention for LMI individuals and families. Dis-
cussion centers around care taken to protect very low income 
individuals from being further burdened by participating in a 
housing program.

This information is required 
but if there is truly no need 
then the City needs to say 
that and explain why there is 
no remaining need.

See Section III.A.2.D un-
der HUD Assisted Hous-
ing Needs

7

General Action Plan Requirements (Public Housing, 
HUD-assisted Housing, and Housing for the Homeless) 
Question (c): McKinney-Vento funded shelters and housing 
for the homeless (including emergency shelters, transitional 
and permanent housing for the homeless, and private market 
units receiving project-based assistance or with tenants that 
participate in the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher pro-
gram)?
HUD Checklist Answer: No

The City only mentions 1 
emergency shelter (Hays – 
Caldwell Women’s Center – for 
victims of domestic violence) 
in their Needs Assessment. 
They made no mention of the 
other small emergency shelter 
in the City which is operated 
by the Southside Community 
Center. Need to remind the 
City that they can use DR 
funds to rehabilitate and/or re-
construct this type of housing. 
City needs to add more details 
to this section. 

See Sections III.A.1.c, 
III.A.1.f, and VI.D.1

8

General Action Plan Requirements (Disaster-Resistant 
Housing) Question (a): How the grantee will encourage 
provision of housing for all income groups that is disaster-re-
sistant, including a description of how it plans to address: 
(a)Transitional housing, permanent supportive housing and
permanent housing needs of individuals and families (in-
cluding subpopulations) that are homeless or at risk of being 
homeless?
HUD Checklist Answer: No - no mention of how the grantee
will encourage provision of housing for all income groups 
that is disaster-resistant. No description of how it plans to 
address transitional housing, permanent supportive housing 
and permanent housing needs of individuals and families (in-
cluding subpopulations) that are homeless or at risk of being 
homeless. Page 30 does address transitional and permanent 
support housing and homeless prevention for LMI individuals 
and families. Discussion centers around care taken to protect 
very low income individuals from being further burdened by 
participating in a housing program.

If the City is choosing not 
to fund this special needs 
population they need to add 
information and details to the 
AP and explain why.





 See Sections VI.D.1,

VIII.C.1, 2, 3, 4
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HUD Detailed Concern HUD Comment

Page and Section 
Where Now Addressed 

in Action Plan

9

General Action Plan Requirements (Public Housing, Gener-
al Action Plan Requirements (Disaster-Resistant Housing) 
Question (b): How the grantee will encourage provision of 
housing for all income groups that is disaster-resistant, in-
cluding a description of how it plans to address: (b) Prevention 
of low-income individuals and families with children (espe-
cially those with incomes below 30 percent of median) from 
becoming homeless? 
HUD Checklist Answer: No - the grantee did not include its 
plans to address the prevention of low-income individuals and 
families with children (especially those with incomes below 30 
percent of median) from becoming homeless. On pages 8-9 
the City briefly discussed the percent of families at imminent 
risk of becoming homeless. They also mention that there is 
a lack of homeless prevention dollars in the City. They stated 
that the City does not have receive rapid re-housing assis-
tance or Emergency Solutions Grant funds and that the City 
does not have resources to provide this form of assistance.

With the DR funds the City 
does have a resource to pro-
vide this form of assistance 
but if they are choosing not to 
fund this special population 
they need to add information 
and details to the AP and 
explain why. 

10

General Action Plan Requirements (Minimize or Address 
Displacement): How the grantee plans to minimize displace-
ment of persons or entities and to assist any persons or 
entities displaced?
HUD Checklist Answer: No - page 31 - the City plans to 
minimize displacement of person or entities and assist any 
person or entity displaced as a result of implementing a proj-
ect with CDBG Disaster Recovery funds. No mention of how 
the grantee plans to minimize displacement. The action plan 
also makes a general statement that the City will make sure 
the assistance and protection afforded to persons or entities 
under the URA are available.

We need more information 
from the City on specific 
displacement functions or ac-
tions it plans to take. The City 
has a huge rental population 
and they will likely encounter 
URA issues either with the 
work at the Housing Authority 
and/or with the Infrastructure 
projects. Either way, there is 
also a concern here regarding 
rental rehabilitation not being 
included in the AP as a major 
part of their recovery efforts 
considering almost half their 
population are renters. 

11

Local Government Grantees Only (Program/Activity De-
tails) Question (b): For each program or activity that will be 
carried out by the UGLG or through a subrecipient: (b) The 
threshold factors or applicant eligibility criteria, grant size 
limits and proposed start and end dates? 
HUD Checklist Answer: For Infrastructure, page 37 – the 
City listed the 5 general categories that the potential 
eligible projects may fall under. No threshold factors or ap-
plicant eligibility criteria listed because the projects have 
not yet been identified. The grant size limit is $12.5 million. 
No proposed start or end dates. The City makes a general 
statement on page 38 that they anticipate expending all 
funds awarded within 6 years of grant contract execution 
between HUD and the City.

It’s concerning that the City 
has not made more progress 
it identifying the infrastruc-
ture projects they would like 
to fund with the DR funds. 
Considering it has been a 
year since the disasters we 
would expect to see projects, 
national objectives and start 
and end dates identified. The 
City’s Risk Analysis doc-
umentation identified the 
City’s capacity gaps to fully 
administer the DR funds but 
they did include a timeline in 
which they identified Decem-
ber 2016 as their target date 
to hire additional staff. HUD 
would like to know where they 
are at with the hiring process. 
Have job descriptions been 
developed? When will these 
jobs be posted and where? 







See Sections III.A.1.d

and f, III.A.2.d under

"homelessness", VI.D.1,

and VIII.C.4
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HUD Detailed Concern HUD Comment

Page and Section 
Where Now Addressed 

in Action Plan

12

Local Government Grantees Only (Program/Activity De-
tails) Question (c): For each program or activity that will be 
carried out by the UGLG or through a subrecipient: (c) How the 
projected use will meet CDBG eligibility criteria and a national 
objective? 
HUD Checklist Answer: For Infrastructure, no National Objec-
tive information was included because the specific projects 
under this Activity have not currently been identified. The list 
provided on page 37 is illustrative not definitive and serves to 
give the public an idea of what the City may be able to under-
take throughout the process. The guiding principle for all City 
infrastructure projects will be to protect the LMI population 
from future losses due to flooding events

It’s concerning that the City 
has not made more progress 
it identifying the infrastruc-
ture projects they would like 
to fund with the DR funds. 
Considering it has been a 
year since the disasters we 
would expect to see projects, 
national objectives and start 
and end dates identified. The 
City’s Risk Analysis doc-
umentation identified the 
City’s capacity gaps to fully 
administer the DR funds but 
they did include a timeline in 
which they identified Decem-
ber 2016 as their target date 
to hire additional staff. HUD 
would like to know where they 
are at with the hiring process. 
Have job descriptions been 
developed? When will these 
jobs be posted and where? 

13

Local Government Grantees Only (Program/Activity De-
tails) Question (e): For each program or activity that will be 
carried out by the UGLG or through a subrecipient: (e) Has the 
grantee identified any ineligible activities (e.g., use of CD-
BG-DR for forced mortgage payoff, construction of dam/levee 
beyond original footprint, incentive payments to households 
that move to disaster-impacted floodplains, assistance to pri-
vately-owned utilities, not prioritizing assistance to business-
es that meet the definition of a small business , or assistance 
for second homes)? Are all activities and uses authorized 
under title I of the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1974 or allowed by waiver or alternative requirement 
published in this Notice?
HUD Checklist Answer: No pages 35 & 37 - the City has not 
identified any ineligible activities. The Housing activities and 
projected uses are authorized under Title 1 of the Housing 
and Community Development Act. The general Infrastructure 
categories identified included possible repairs or construc-
tion of levee systems. The City did not indicate or acknowl-
edge the prohibition of using CDBG-DR funds to enlarge 
a levee beyond the original footprint of the structure that 
existed prior to the disaster event.

Same comments regarding 
levee projects from above. 

See Section VIII.D - 
The City will not be 
engaging in levee
projects

14

Conclusion (Pre-Award, Pre-Agreement, and Reim-
bursement: The Department expects Grantees to identify 
pre-agreement costs in their Action Plans.  Did the grantee 
consult with the State Historic Preservation Officers, Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS) and National Marine Fisheries Services 
(NMFS) when designing a reimbursement program?
HUD Checklist Answer: No pre-agreement or pre-award 
costs included in the Action Plan.

These costs must be included 
in the AP if they want to be 
reimbursed. They should also 
include the eligible pre-award 
eligible activities that they 
have undertaken. 

See Appendix F
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HUD Detailed Concern HUD Comment

Page and Section 
Where Now Addressed 

in Action Plan

15

Conclusion (Pre-Award, Pre-Agreement, and Reim-
bursement: The Department expects Grantees to identify 
pre-agreement costs in their Action Plans.  Did the grantee 
consult with the State Historic Preservation Officers, Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS) and National Marine Fisheries Services 
(NMFS) when designing a reimbursement program?
HUD Checklist Answer: No pre-agreement or pre-award 
costs included in the Action Plan.

These terms should be de-
fined in the AP.  

See Appendix F

16

Conclusion (Uniform Relocation Act): Grantees must also 
define “demonstrable hardship” and “not suitable for rehabili-
tation” in the Action Plan or in policies and procedures. 
HUD Checklist Answer: No these terms were not defined in 
the Action Plan.

By this point HUD would 
expect the City to provide a 
more detailed projection of 
expenditures and outcomes 
based on a more defined list 
of Infrastructure projects. 
The City should have more 
specifics with regards to what 
projects they will be funding 
for Infrastructure. 

17

Two issues identified in the Required Certifications: Certifications have been
corrected; please see  
Section XI
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I. Introduction
The City of San Marcos, Texas (hereafter referred to as “the City”) was inundated with historic flash and river 
flooding in Hays County on two separate occasions within six months of each other in 2015.  

The first event, now called the “Memorial Day Floods”, occurred overnight on May 23rd and early May 24th. May 
2015 has been documented by the National Weather Service as the wettest month in Texas History, with well 
above-normal rainfall during the first two to three weeks of the month. A persistent area of low pressure over the 
western United States brought multiple rain events throughout the month of May that saturated soil throughout 
south-central Texas. By the time Memorial Day weekend arrived, much of the region was at least 2-4 inches (100-
300%) above normal. These wet antecedent conditions meant that any new rain, and especially heavy rain, would 
become rapid run-off directly into rivers, streams, and flash flood prone areas.  

This “worst-case” scenario came to pass Memorial Day weekend. A thunderstorm cluster organized west of Hays 
County on Saturday afternoon and produced upwards of 12 inches of rain in less than 6 hours. The majority of 
this rain fell in the upper reaches of the Blanco River watershed at rates that exceeded 4 inches per hour as 
thunderstorms merged and regenerated for hours over southern Blanco and eastern Kendall Counties.  

Most of the rain fell from Saturday afternoon into the overnight hours of early Sunday morning, leading to a rapid 
rise in the Blanco and San Marcos Rivers. The Blanco River at Wimberley rose from near 5 feet at 9 p.m. on May 
23rd to near 41 feet by 1am on May 24th. The Blanco River rose 5 feet every 15 minutes just before midnight, 
equating to a 20 foot rise along the river within a one-hour time frame. Numerous high water rescues occurred 
throughout the late evening and morning hours along the banks of the Blanco River and eventually the San 
Marcos River. The resulting flash flooding caused a tragic loss of life and extreme property damage. 

Rescue and recovery efforts stalled on May 25th as another round of severe weather struck the neighboring 
counties of Williamson, Travis, Bastrop and Caldwell. Large areas of these counties experienced flash flooding 
and tornados. 

Another catastrophic flood event took the area on October 30, 2015, referred to as the “All Saints Flood”, where 
water caused portions of Interstate 35 to be closed for a second time that year.  

The impacts of this event were widespread, leading to the closing of Austin-Bergstrom International Airport, 
approximately 30 miles away. The National Weather Service reported “nearly 6 inches of rain…within an 
hour…flooding the ground floor of the Austin Air Traffic Control Tower and Terminal Radar Approach Control 
facility.” Elsewhere in Texas, some areas received more than 10 inches of rain with heavy rains washing away 
RVs, boats and trailers along the Guadalupe River in New Braunfels, Texas. 

The powerful waters of the All Saints Flood struck Cypress Creek in Wimberley, the Blanco River, and the San 
Marcos River, causing additional property damage and delaying recovery efforts from the previous flood. 
However, the community’s heightened sense of awareness and improved reaction to alerts translated to no loss 
of life during the All Saints Flood.  

Both events were considered historical flood events for Central Texas, but for different reasons. The Memorial 
Day Flood was noted for its extreme water velocities, analogous to the velocities of Niagara Falls. The All Saints 
Flood was noted for the extreme volume of precipitation in such a short period of time in various locations around 
Hays County quickly inundating the rivers, ditches and ephemeral streams.  
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II. Funding Background
Combined, these two disasters accounted for damage to 1,558 homes and 35 businesses, severely impacting the 
recovery and growth potential for this community nestled between San Antonio and Austin. The lingering 
devastation brought by these two floods prompted the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) to allocate $25,080,000 to an initial Community Development Block Grant Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) 
Fund to assist with ongoing recovery needs. These funds must be utilized for disaster recovery work in the most 
impacted and distressed areas of the City, as declared in the 2015 disaster declarations and authorized under 
Title IV of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42.U.S.C. 5121 et seq.). 
Pursuant to this Act, CDBG-DR funds may only be used for disaster related purposes. 

In order to assist in the allocation of these funds, the City has completed the following Needs Assessment. This 
document will quantify the funding needed to repair damage and recoup losses, factoring in the funds already 
received by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) grants, U. S. Small Business Administration 
(SBA) loans, insurance proceeds from the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), other CDBG funds and 
other funding sources available. The Needs Assessment also assists in prioritizing funds by type and location 
based on concentration of damage and community needs, with a particular focus on low and moderate income 
areas, households with special needs and displaced populations. 
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III.Needs Assessment
HUD requires that the Needs Assessment evaluate the three core aspects of recovery – housing (interim and 
permanent, owner, rental, single-family and multi-family, affordable and market rate), infrastructure, and the 
economy (e.g., estimated job losses or tax revenue loss due to the disaster). By understanding where its critical 
needs lie, the City will be able to more effectively allocate the funds as needed and described further on in this 
Action Plan. The City recognizes that there is still data missing from these calculations and therefore cautions that 
this is an estimate of need, not a statement of fact. Information regarding NFIP payout amounts, FEMA Public 
Assistance payment amounts, unidentified disaster impacted projects, and more will be continually coming in and 
will need to be reviewed and incorporated into future revisions of this Needs Assessment and Action Plan. Finally, 
the City also wants to note that the current allocation is $25,080,000, which is not anticipated to be enough to 
cover the needs outlined below. Therefore, the City will need to seek additional ways to leverage these funds and 
extend the use of this very limited resource. 

A. Housing

1. Prior to the Flooding

a) Baseline Information and Data

The City, home to Texas State University (enrollment approximately 39,979) and a frequent tourist 
destination, has a very young demographic. Data from the American Community Survey (ACS) Data 2010 
– 2014 shows that over 42.4% of the population falls in the 18-24 age cohort, with another 24.3% of the
population in the 25-44 bracket, while only 6.7% are older than age 65. This young population, and the
transient nature of students, lends the housing environment in the City to heavily lean towards rental
housing rather than home ownership.

As of 2014, there were 18,782 occupied housing units within the City, with 72.8% of all housing units being 
rentals and only 27.2% of the housing units being owner occupied (ACS Data 2010 – 2014). Based on the 
total occupied households from all income brackets including both renter and owner occupied units: Less 
than 1% live in substandard housing without complete plumbing and/or complete kitchens. 

• 1.3% are considered to be “severely overcrowded” with more than 1.51 persons per room.

• 2.3% are considered to be “overcrowded” with 1.01 to 1.5 persons per room.

• 36.6% of homeowners (1,121 households) expend over 30% of their monthly income on housing
costs.

• 75.1% of renters (9,660 households) expend over 30% of their monthly income on rent.

HUD considers any family that expends more than 30% of their monthly income on housing to have a 
housing cost burden. This is just one of the serious housing problems that HUD looks for in a community. 
Others include the presence of a disability in the household, substandard or unsafe housing and 
overcrowding. Of all of these, the primary statistically significant serious problem in the City is the 
existence of a high cost burden on families, especially for those who rent. Additionally, 33% of housing 
units are more than 35 years old ‐ this imparts maintenance costs that can be prohibitive for low income 
households. 

There are 5,630 non‐family households in The City that have a cost burden that exceeds 30% of their 
monthly income and 3,925 non‐family households with a cost burden exceeding 50% of their montly 
income. The majority of these are renters. By contrast, there are only 30 non‐family households who live 
in overcrowded (more than 1/per room) conditions. The 2010‐14 ACS indicates that 32.8% of the 
population is individuals living alone and 13.5% of the population has less than a high school diploma. 
Medium Gross Rent is $919/month (ACS 2010-14) with median non‐family income $1,788/month 
($21,456/year). The City of San Marcos has the lowest per capita income along the IH35 corridor 
between Austin and San Antonio.  
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b) Race and housing choices

The residents of the City, as indicated in the most recent census data, are primarily White or Hispanic in 
origin; the two races combined make up over 83% of the citizenry. By contrast, the minority population 
(not including the Hispanic or Latino origin) of the City is just 16.2% as of the 2014 ACS data, however, 
as in many jurisdictions, this cohort of population is severely cost burdened and impacted by low wages 
and high housing costs. Over 30% of the minority families (African American, Asian, or “Some Other” race 
as identified in the Census) were at or below the Poverty Level in 2014, and 20.4% of the Hispanic 
families were as well. As the majority of these families will be renters (given assumptions on income and 
housing units that can be afforded), any housing assistance program that supports recovery efforts in the 
most impacted areas identified below will be serving this cohort of the LMI population that HUD requires. 
These families will also be those most impacted by the housing cost burden listed above, and could 
therefore be seen as having 2 (or more) housing problems as identified by HUD. The City will make sure 
that these populations are provided every opportunity to make use of any appropriate CDBG-DR funds 
from this allocation. 

c) Disabled households or victims of domestic violence

The Hays‐Caldwell Women’s Center, a San Marcos non‐profit organization that provides services, 
including an emergency shelter, for victims of family violence estimates in 2014 approximately 250 adult 
clients asked for housing assistance. Of those adults, 135 were families with children; 3 were disabled; 
and 4 were male adults. Following the floods in 2015, shelter assistance requests have gone up strikingly, 
over 200% in some instances as shown in the chart below. For most shelter residents, the primary barrier 
to securing housing was the lack of affordable housing in our area.  

Within the city limits of San Marcos, the number of persons with a disability that need housing assistance 
is difficult to ascertain. However, a review of the 2008‐2012 CHAS‐‐Table 6 data shows that where at 
least one person has a self‐care or independent living limitation, 11% reported a disability, including 5% 
under 18; 9% aged 18 to 64; and 45% over 65. It can be assumed that many of the households with self‐
care/independent living limitations need some form of housing assistance, especially renter households 
with an annual income less than 50% AMI, housing cost burden and the need for accessibility 
improvements. Through housing applications and case management the City will continue to engage the 
community during implementation so that the households with disabled family members receive 
appropriate assistance.  

The following chart shows the households in both rental and owner‐occupied housing. Those with at least 
one housing problem (as identified above) are shown and sorted by annual household income: 

Households where at least one 
member has a self‐care or 
independent living limitation 

Renter 
Occupied 

Renter % 
of Income 
Category 

Owner 
Occupied 

Owner % 
of Income 
Categories 

Total 

All Households 550 50% 555 50% 1,105 
Households w/income at or below 30% AMI 140 78% 40 22% 180 
Households w/income above 30% but less than 
50% AMI 180 97% 5 3% 185 

Households w/income above 50% but less than 
80% AMI 20 20% 80 80% 100 

Households w/income above 80% AMI 55 20% 220 80% 275 
(Source: www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp/chas/data_download_chas.html) 

d) Increased risk of homelessness

Approximately 8% of all households with an annual income at or below 50% AMI have children six years 
old or younger. If we assume that the percent of households with children having a housing cost burden is 
similar to the population as a whole, then it can be estimated that 284 rental and 20 owner‐occupied 
extremely low income households have a housing cost burden of 50% or greater. A cost burden this high 
puts the families at imminent risk of becoming homeless. There is a lack of homeless prevention dollars in 
the City. The City does not receive rapid re‐housing assistance or Emergency Solutions Grant funds. The 
City does not have resources to provide this form of assistance. 
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The high cost of rental housing in the City creates instability and an increased risk of homelessness as a 
by‐product. Very low income households living in aging housing have limited resources for maintaining 
and repairing their homes; if no repairs are made, serious deficiencies can leave the home uninhabitable 
and create a risk of homelessness or overcrowding. The low or extremely low income households with at 
least one person 75 years or older are also in danger of becoming homeless or having to double‐up with 
families or friends as options for affordable living decrease and assisted living is not affordable. 

e) Pre-Flood Sources of Housing Funds

Prior to the Floods, the City regularly programmed approximately $500,000 annually in CDBG funding. As 
of 2015, these funds had been allocated into the following “High Priority” categories:  
• Affordable Housing
• Public Services
• Public Facilities/Infrastructure/Transportation
• Clearance Activities
• Program Administration

Given pre-existing contracts and set asides, the ability of the City to utlize these funds on disaster related 
activities can be difficult and therefore should not be relied upon as actual post-disaster funding. The 
amount of CDBG funding that the City can use to assist in disaster related activities is approximately 
$311,000. These funds have been allocated to third party contractors who have already used $35,812 to 
assist in the repair and rehabilitation of houses damaged by the floods.  

f) Additional Sources of Funding

While there are many non-profit and philanthropic organizations in the City, the majority of them exist for 
very specific and limited purposes. This does not enable them to provide long term disaster recovery 
assistance, so cannot reliably be counted as a source of long term funding. Organizations such as the 
United Way, Red Cross and the Blanco River Regional Recovery Team (BR3T) all provided assistance 
immediately following the floods, however, the ability to continue providing ongoing funding is very limited. 

The City does use up to $450,000 from the General Fund budget to provide annual grants to local non-
profit organizations that provide services to the low, very low, and homeless population, including support 
to the three shelters located within the City. The City also utilizes their regular annual CDBG funding to 
provide public services such as supporting the Hays-Caldwell Women's Center. The City has also 
provided funding over the past several years to the Southside Community Center for a housing 
rehabilitation program. This program helps prevent homelessness by ensuring that the owner occupied 
housing for low and very low income families remains decent, safe, and sanitary.  

g) Conclusion

The pre-flood housing needs in the City centered around the lack of affordable housing.. Though few 
units are lacking plumbing or kitchen facilities, there is a need for minor to moderate housing rehabilitation 
to prevent further deterioration as well as a need to demolish unsafe/unsound housing, replacing with a 
safe and code-compliant home where appropriate. The remainder of this section will discuss the unmet 
need and provide recommendations on the allocation of CDBG-DR funding.  

2. Unmet Needs

a) Damage and Areas of Greatest Impact

The majority of the damage occurred within the 100-year floodplain or right up against the banks of the 
Blanco and San Marcos Rivers. The Blanco Gardens area, immediately to the South of Interstate 35 and 
State Hwy 80, had the most claims submitted for insurance payouts, as seen in the map in Appendix A. 
Over 1,200 properties are in this area alone, and are at continued risk for additional flood impacts. The 
City is investigating mitigation measures for this area, and this information is described in more detail in 
the Infrastructure portion of this assessment. Additionally, the majority of the households within the 
impacted area are well below 50% of AMI, shown by the map in Appendix A. Therefore, any assistance 
that is rendered within the impacted areas of the City will ultimately serve the LMI populations that HUD 
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has established as needing the greatest assistance. Graphical display of damage areas and impact can 
be found in Appendix A. 

b) FEMA Damage Assessment

One of the largest and most important tasks of disaster recovery is identifying, documenting, and 
reporting the costs of all damages incurred by the disaster event. Immediately following a disaster, 
resources are scarce and expediency and timeliness are critical. However, it is important to identify the 
impact of those damages to the City and its residents through:  
• Data collection;
• Housing and Business Surveys; and
• Planning and initiating housing inspections.

Immediately after the flood waters receded, the City, in a joint effort with FEMA, initiated planning to 
conduct residential damage assessments. The following activities were performed:  
• Critical data sources were identified in order to calculate estimated damage values;
• Geographic Information Systems (GIS) was implemented to map damage assessment;
• U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Housing Quality Standards were identified as

the acceptable minimum standard for health and safety; and
• Total FEMA Verified Loss (FVL) was determined from the 1,738 claims to be $7,093,633 – this

represents the total cost that FEMA estimates residents were subjected to as a result of their loss. It is
important to note that FVL is not a direct measure of total damage, simply a snapshot in time of how
impacted a particular applicant was by the flood. Additionally, multiple claims on the same property
may not be funded, thereby increasing the number of claims (1,738) versus the actual damaged
properties (1,558).

Conducting Damage Assessment Inspections 

Initial damage inspections involved calculating a Damage Level (DL) from “Level 0” to “Level 4”, with 
“Level 0” meaning the unit suffered no damage in the flood and “Level 4” meaning the flood completely 
destroyed the unit and it could not be salvaged. Housing units that scored a “Level 3” or “Level 4” are 
considered uninhabitable; however, units that score a “Level 3” are considered repairable. These damage 
levels equate to established and well defined FEMA damage levels. The “Damage Percentage” 
represents the percentage of the structure that was damaged.  

Damage Percentage by Damage Level 
Damage Level FEMA Description Damage Percentage Range 

Level 0 No Damage 0% 
Level 1 Affected 0-25%
Level 2 Minor 26-50%
Level3 Major 51-75%
Level 4 Severe 76-100%

Initial Inspection Findings 

According to initial disaster estimates, flood insurance claims and other data sources, 1,558 housing units 
were damaged in the two floods. The vast majority of the damage, impacting 1,246 homes, occurred in 
the Blanco Gardens neighborhood and immediately adjacent areas. Consequently, this Needs 
Assessment will base the majority of its calculations on this population. As shown in the table below, 
within the areas most impacted by the floods, 675 were rental units and 571 were owner occupied units. 
In the same area, 136 housing units received no damage to the primary housing structure, or had 
damage well below the threshold to be considered in FEMA’s estimate. This indicates that over 89% of 
the units within this area were damaged in some manner, with initial estimates indicating that 
approximately 109 units received “Severe” or significant structural damage and will need to be completely 
rebuilt or replaced.  
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Following the floods, the City conducted multiple public workshops to determine the extent of damage to 
homes; minutes from these meetings are available and attached as exhibits to the City’s Action Plan for 
Disaster Recovery.  

From these meetings, and from flood insurance data, we know that over 78% of the housing units were 
not covered by flood insurance, and are therefore eligible for assistance from FEMA. FEMA has provided 
the victims in the City $4,333,990 for Individual Assistance related to housing, while the SBA has 
approved $3,357,700 in low-interest loans for home repair or replacement. 

c) Overall HUD Unmet Needs Methodology

The method that HUD uses to determine Unmet Need is described in great detail in the Federal Register. 
Unmet Need, at its very basic level, is defined as that amount of funds necessary to make the City 
whole again following a disaster. Unmet Need also takes into account the amount of funds and 
resources that a city has already received from other external sources such as FEMA, NFIP or the SBA, 
as well as any other sources of funds that the City might have that could be directed to help solve these 
needs. Finally, no responsible jurisdiction would consider a Needs Assessment complete without 
discussing the cost of completing activities that will keep the City from incurring this same type of damage 
in the future. Unfortunately, this number is very hard to quantify, so as a result, unless a project has 
recently been studied or engineered, knowing exactly what “cost” mitigation activities will add to the 
formula of unmet needs is very difficult to determine. 

For the purposes of this Needs Assessment, the City will use the following HUD established methodology 
to determine the remaining unmet need under Housing as well as the other categories of Infrastructure 
and Economic Development. 

HUD has published guidance documents for the establishment of Unmet Housing Needs as attached to 
the Federal Register authorizing this allocation (published June 9, 2016). According to this guidance, 
HUD uses the following methodology for estimating unmet needs. The following information is taken from 
the Appendix to the Federal Register. It should be noted that this is guidance on how HUD would 
calculate unmet need; the City will endeavor to follow this guidance as much as the data permits. 

The data HUD staff have identified as being available to calculate unmet needs for qualifying disasters 
come from the following data sources: 1 
• FEMA Individual Assistance program data on housing-unit damage as of December 21, 2015;

1 NFIP dollar amounts have been requested, but are currently unavailable. 
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• SBA for management of its disaster assistance loan program for housing repair and replacement as of
January 13, 2016;

• SBA for management of its disaster assistance loan program for business real estate repair and
replacement as well as content loss as of January 13, 2016; and

• FEMA- estimated and -obligated amounts under its Public Assistance program for permanent work,
Federal and State cost share as of February 3, 2016.

d) Calculating Unmet Housing Needs
FEMA and SBA 

According to HUD: The core data on housing damage for both the unmet housing needs calculation and 
the concentrated damage are based on home inspection data for FEMA's Individual Assistance program. 
For unmet housing needs, the FEMA data are supplemented by SBA data from its Disaster Loan 
Program. HUD calculates "unmet housing needs" as the number of housing units with unmet needs times 
the estimated cost to repair those units less repair funds already provided by FEMA (and other sources), 
where:  

• Each of the FEMA inspected owner units are categorized by HUD into one of five categories:

0. Minor-Low: Less than $3,000 of FEMA-inspected real property damage.
1. Minor-High: $3,000 to $7,999 of FEMA-inspected real property damage.
2. Major-Low: $8,000 to $14,999 of FEMA-inspected real property damage and/or 1 to 4 feet of

flooding on the first floor.
3. Major-High: $15,000 to $28,800 of FEMA-inspected real property damage and/or 4 to 6 feet of

flooding on the first floor.
4. Severe: Greater than $28,800 of FEMA-inspected real property damage or determined destroyed

and/or 6 or more feet of flooding on the first floor.

• For the purposes of categorizing damage in San Marcos, the levels above correspond to the Levels 0-
4 listed above as follows (applicable to Rental units as well):
- None: No Damage
- Minor-Low = San Marcos Level 1, Affected
- Minor-High = San Marcos Level 2, Minor
- Major-Low = San Marcos Level 3, Major
- Major-High and Severe = San Marcos Level 4, Severe

To meet the statutory requirement of "most impacted," homes are determined to have a serious level of 
damage if they have damage of "major-low" or higher. That is, they have a real property, FEMA-inspected 
damage of $8,000 or flooding over 1 foot. Furthermore, a homeowner is determined to have unmet needs 
if the homeowner received a FEMA grant to make home repairs. For homeowners with a FEMA grant and 
insurance for the covered event, HUD assumes that the unmet need "gap" is 20 percent of the difference 
between total damage and the FEMA grant.  

• FEMA does not inspect rental units for real property damage so personal property damage is used as
a proxy for unit damage. Each of the FEMA inspected renter units are categorized by HUD into one of
five categories:

- Minor-Low: Less than $1,000 of FEMA-inspected personal property damage.
- Minor-High: $1,000 to $1,999 of FEMA-inspected personal property damage.
- Major-Low: $2,000 to $3,499 of FEMA-inspected personal property damage and/or 1 to 4 feet of

flooding on the first floor.
- Major-High: $3,500 to $7,499 of FEMA-inspected personal property damage and/or 4 to 6 feet of

flooding on the first floor.
- Severe: Greater than $7 ,500 of FEMA-inspected personal property damage or determined

destroyed and/or 6 or more feet of flooding on the first floor.

For rental properties, to meet the statutory requirement of "most impacted," homes are determined to 
have a high level of damage if they have damage of "major-low" or higher. That is, they have a FEMA 
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personal property damage assessment of $2,000 or greater or flooding over 1 foot. Furthermore, 
landlords are presumed to have adequate insurance coverage unless the unit is occupied by a renter with 
income of $30,000 or less. Units occupied by a tenant with income less than $30,000 are used to 
calculate likely unmet needs for affordable rental housing. For those units occupied by tenants with 
incomes under $30,000, HUD estimates unmet needs as 75 percent of the estimated repair cost. 

• The average cost to fully repair a home to code for a specific disaster within each of the damage
categories noted above is calculated using the average real property damage repair costs determined
by the SBA for its disaster loan program for the subset of homes inspected by both SBA and FEMA.
Because SBA is inspecting for full repair costs, it is presumed to reflect the full cost to repair the home,
which is generally more than the FEMA estimates on the cost to make the home habitable. If fewer
than 100 SBA inspections are made for homes within a FEMA damage category, the estimated
damage amount in the category for that disaster has a cap applied at the 75th percentile of all
damaged units for that category for all disasters and has a floor applied at the 25th percentile.

Given that the SBA awarded 88 loans to citizens of San Marcos, the City will utilize the average of these 
loans as the basis for the estimate to completely repair a substantially damaged housing unit. This 
number is pro-rated based upon the damage percentage ratios shown in the charts below and estimates 
that the current cost to repair homes to a pre-flood state is approximately $80,176. It is understood that 
this “damage universe” is a small percentage of the actual number of damaged units, however, the 
current lack of NFIP payout information makes this the only solid and reliable piece of data to represent 
reconstruction costs. 

To obtain estimates for unmet needs, only properties receiving a FEMA grant are included in the 
calculation (since these are the cases assumed to have insufficient insurance coverage). Furthermore, 
the FEMA grant amount and all SBA loans are subtracted out of the total estimated damage to obtain a 
final unmet needs estimate. Although flood insurance payouts have been issued, and must be counted 
against the Unmet Need, the amount of those payouts is unavailable at this time.  

The following chart shows the latest comprehensive damage estimate for housing units within 
the most impacted area of the City, and represents the basis for our unmet needs calculation. 
Given that the total costs to repair are not fully known at this time and that the majority of the 
impacted units are less than 50% damaged, it should be noted that the final costs may 
deviate significantly from this estimate. Therefore, this number should be seen as the 
maximum cost to repair at this point in time. Once firm costs to repair are determined, and 
additional NFIP payout information is included, this damage estimate will most likely change. 

Damage Repair Estimate of Unmet Need in Affected Flood Areas 

Damage Type Damage % 
Est. Cost to 

Repair 
(as % of SBA 

average) $ 
Area Units # Total Damage 

Estimate $ 

None 0% $0.00 136 $0.00 
Affected 25% $20,044.00 506 $10,142,264.00 

Minor 50% $40,088.00 315 $12,627,720.00 
Major 75% $60,132.00 180 $10,823,760.00 

Severe 100% $80,176.00 109 $8,739,184.00 
Total 1,246 $42,332,928.00 

* This total does not include the 136 homes in the area that received no structural damage to the main housing unit or
were below the damage threshold established by FEMA.

Insurance Proceeds 
Standard homeowner’s insurance does not cover flooding, however it is important to have protection from 
the floods associated with hurricanes, tropical storms, heavy rains and other conditions that impact the 
U.S., FEMA created the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) to help provide a means for property
owners to financially protect themselves. The NFIP offers flood insurance to homeowners, renters, and
business owners if their community participates in the NFIP. Participating communities agree to adopt
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and enforce ordinances that meet or exceed FEMA requirements to reduce the risk of flooding. Properties 
that were located in the FEMA flood zone along the Blanco and San Marcos Rivers were able to collect 
insurance proceeds from the NFIP. To date, NFIP claims have been processed for 503 properties (409 
owner occupied and 94 rental). This represents potentially an additional $28,901,437 in funding that has 
been provided to the citizens of the City to assist with their flood recovery, and will reduce the overall 
unmet need for housing. 

Owner Occupied Housing Needs 

FEMA data shows that 1,103 of the 5,102 owner occupied units (city-wide) applied for assistance 
immediately after the floods. Of these homes, 1,013 units (from all sources: 925 FEMA IA, 88 SBA,) have 
already received either Individual Assistance or payouts from other sources including insurance or SBA 
loans. This leaves 90 of the FEMA applicants with no current source of rehabilitation funding, and the City 
may need to provide assistance to these families under this CDBG-DR allocation. Based upon the SBA 
data, the current cost to repair homes to a pre-flood state is approximately $80,176. Once their level of 
damage has been accurately determined, the remaining need for these affected homeowners may be as 
high as $7,215,840.  

While the City may choose to repair homes that are classified as “Affected” or “Minor” related to damage, 
it should be noted that any home classified “Major” or “Severe” within the 100-year flood plain receiving 
CDBG-DR assistance from this allocation will be required to be elevated to at least two feet above Base 
Flood Elevation (BFE), as required under FR-5938-01. The cost to carry flood insurance for homeowners 
taking advantage of a potential CDBG-DR housing program should not be understated, as it will most 
likely create a cost burden on an applicant, thereby making maintaining that home no longer affordable 
for the income levels that are required to be assisted with these funds. The City will need to determine 
during implementation whether these homeowners will be offered buyout and relocation assistance in lieu 
of elevating their property. Homes that are in the “Major” or “Severe” categories will need to be completely 
reconstructed, or possibly, if within the flood plain as described above, bought out which would afford the 
homeowner the opportunity to move to a lower risk area. 

Rental Property Needs 

According to initial City estimates, out of 13,680 rental units citywide, the flood damaged over 675 rental 
housing units within our most impacted area. Citywide, these rental units, as mentioned previously, 
typically house the LMI population of the City, as well as a large portion of the student population of 
Texas State University. The rental housing market can define its unmet needs as rental programs to 
repair/replace damaged rental units, create additional rental programs to house displaced households 
(homeowners and renters), and rental housing to assist special needs populations who have difficulty 
finding affordable housing in the restricted and expensive rental housing market. Of the 675 units that 
were damaged, insurance payouts have already been provided to 94 units. While residents within the 
remaining units may have received FEMA IA, the assistance they have received would not have covered 
the property damage as they are not the owners of record. Therefore, the City estimates that there are 
still 581 rental units within this area, and possibly more across the City, that may need Disaster Recovery 
assistance. Units within the 100-year flood plain that received significant damage (meeting the FEMA 
classifications of Major or Severe), may be reconstructed, but will at minimum have to be elevated to two 
feet above the Base Flood Elevation. Those adjacent to the flood plain will not require elevation and can 
be rehabilitated or reconstructed depending on the level of damage. In all circumstances, LMI residents 
within these units may be provided relocation assistance to other units within the City while their unit is 
being repaired or replaced.  

Public and HUD Assisted Housing Needs 
During the Memorial Day and All Saints floods of 2015 the San Marcos Housing Authority sustained 
damages of approximately $1,300,000 to 100 units of their 287-unit inventory. The repairs are now 94% 
complete and are expected to be 100% complete by January 2017. The majority of the units are occupied 
by persons/families well below 30% of the local median income. The San Marcos Housing Authority has 
been forced to use resources originally intended for improvements to other facilities and has delayed 
those improvements for an indefinite period since other sources of revenue have been exhausted. Since 
the floods, the San Marcos Housing Authority has received approximately $1,161,000 in assistance, 
broken out as follows: 
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Therefore, based upon the revised damage estimate and work completed to date, the San 
Marcos Housing Authority no longer has a need for additional funds to repair and rehabilitate the 
remainder of their impacted units. Due to Federal budget restrictions, the San Marcos Housing 
Authority is unable to increase the number of public housing units or Section 8 Vouchers and 
therefore the City will not be exploring the creation of additional public housing units with CDBG-DR 
funding.  

The San Marcos Housing Authority is authorized to issue up to 228 Section 8 Housing Choice 
Vouchers. Of this total, 4 households were impacted by the Memorial Day flood and 3 by the All Saints 
Flood. All 7 families were able to be rehoused by the Housing Authority at different locations 
following the floods and therefore no outstanding or unmet need exists for HUD assisted housing 
residents. 

Other Sources of funds 
Thanks to the generosity of many of the non-profit organizations that volunteered their time and 
assistance to victims of these floods, over 45 families have received over $183,000 of housing 
assistance. The assistance provided to date has been for temporary shelter, damage repair and 
relocation. Other agencies are still providing assistance to affected residents of the City, and their funds 
will be calculated as they become known.  

Multiple non-profit organizations came to the City and provided volunteers, food and other non-housing 
related assistance. While this help is certainly significant in assisting the citizens to recover from the flood, 
it was not directed to address housing needs and therefore is not a part of the unmet needs calculation 
for housing.  

Displaced Households 
Based upon information provided by the San Marcos Housing Authority, of the 100 families displaced 
from San Marcos Housing Authority properties as a result of the two floods, 53 families have returned 
to their homes, 34 families have chosen not to return, 13 families have returned to other San Marcos 
Housing Authority properties, and one family has transferred to the San Marcos Housing 
Authority’s Section 8 Program and relocated away from the area. While it is discouraging that 35 families 
have voluntarily left the City, it is important to note that this will provide the San Marcos Housing Authority 
a chance to bring additional families off their waiting list and into secure housing. Beyond this information, 
the City does not have evidence, anecdotal or otherwise, that citizens remain displaced or have relocated 
to other jurisdictions as a result of continuing housing issues from the floods.  

Homelessness 
The Texas Homeless Coalition, the organization that provides the Balance of State homeless service, 
was contacted by the City and they do not have any data on homelessness in San Marcos for 2015. 
However, there are three homeless shelters within the City; one targeted to victims of domestic violence, 
one for youth under the age of 18, and one open to the general homeless population. Overall, the City 
cannot state that homelessness has increased as a result of these floods. While there is evidence of 
increased activity (such as an increased use of shelter showers) at the local shelters immediately 
following both events, that increase in activity could partially be as a result of the influx of volunteers who 
came in to assist with the recovery, not only as families displaced from their homes. Additionally, tracking 

San Marcos Housing Authority Assistance 
United Way Contribution $70,000.00 
Private Cash Donation $40,000.00 
TML Flood Insurance (All Saints) $168,000.00 
FEMA $233,000.00 
San Marcos Investiment Corp Grant $100,000.00 
San Marcos Investiment Corp Loan/Advance $400,000.00 
Housing Authority Capital Funds $150,000.00 

Total $1,161,00.00 
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the numbers at the shelters since the floods occurred indicates that the overall homeless count in the City 
has remained statistically constant. There remains a high risk for homelessness given that the pre-flood 
conditions of high cost burden and high maintenance costs of housing due to the age of the housing stock 
still exist, however the City cannot positively conclude that the floods contributed to a rise in homeless 
populations. 

e) Hazard Mitigation Activities for Housing

One of the more prevalent needs related to housing is the ability to remove chances for repetitive loss. In 
these two floods, of the 1558 housing units damaged in the floods, FEMA and NFIP claim data indicates 
that 75 of them were damaged in both events, causing a repetitive loss situation that equaled $760,165 of 
repetitive payments. Since the events were so close together in time, many residents were not able to 
elevate their home to come in compliance with Base Flood Elevation (BFE) regulations, nor were they 
able to secure Flood Insurance as required under the FEMA programs. Subsequent to the flood events, 
the City is in the process of adopting new BFE regulations and revised the Flood Maps for the City. 
Consequently, the City needs to conduct additional research to find ways to reduce the possibility of 
future flood impacts.  

The City has investigated potential mitigation measures for the properties in the Blanco Gardens Area, 
the area most impacted by the Floods. The research provides recommendations regarding the relative 
benefit and cost of two options for flood mitigation to properties in an area generally described as “Blanco 
Gardens”. The options include the acquisition of flood prone properties and the elevation of structures. 
Based on preliminary data, the acquisition of all properties within the flood prone areas would cost 
upwards of $42M; a prohibitive cost once the cost of building new housing and relocating current 
homeowners, as well as the mental stress such a process would place on the residents is included. A 
more feasible alternative would be the elevation of those structures that are currently below the BFE, a 
process that would cost an estimated minimum of $14.9M.  

While this Needs Assessment does not recommend specific projects, the City will investigate the 
possibility of Hazard Mitigation activities similar to the two listed above as part of their housing allocation 
in order to increase sustainability and resilience within the community.  

f) Conclusion and Summary of Unmet Need for Housing

The housing needs in the City center around the lack of affordable housing – especially rental units, as 
well as the need to prevent continued damage from future floods. Though few units are lacking plumbing 
or kitchen facilities, there is a need for minor to moderate housing rehabilitation to prevent further 
deterioration as well as a need to demolish and reconstruct unsafe/unsound housing. The chart below 
summarizes the City’s funding sources, and represents an estimate of unmet need related to housing to 
the best of our ability with the current data; discussions with the public and with City leadership will 
continue to refine this information and prioritize the assistance needed. At this time, it appears that the 
priority for utilization of CDBG-DR funding (related to housing) will be for housing rehabilitation and for the 
implementation of repetitive loss and hazard mitigation activities which may include buyouts or housing 
elevation 

Remaining Unmet Housing Need 
Total Need $ 
Cost to repair $42,332,928.00 

Hazard Mitigation needs $14,900,000.00 
Previous Benefits $ 

FEMA IA provided ($4,333,990.00) 
SBA Loans ($3,357,700.00) 

NFIP claims ** ($17,037,400.00) 
Other Sources ($461,000.00) 

Total Unmet Housing Need $32,042,838.00 
* Indicates only potential Elevation measures as discussed in the narrative above; a combination of buyout and elevation will
significantly change this number.

** NFIP dollar amounts have been requested, but are currently unavailable. The chart currently reflects best guess estimates and 
will be updated once that information has been received. 
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B. Infrastructure
Amendment #2 updates the Needs Assessment to reflect the results of the Infrastructure Feasibility
Study.  This study was undertaken to determine those infrastructure projects that meet the National
Objective and provide have the greatest impact on the health, safety and protection to LMI citizens in
the flood impacted area.  Please see Section B-9. and 10.
The two floods combined accounted for $13,382,000 worth of estimated damages to vital City facilities and
infrastructure. The City has applied to FEMA for Public Assistance to cover the original outlay the City has had
to make to cover these costs, and is anticipating that some of these damages will be covered and will be
reimbursed. These funds have been allocated as demonstrated below for the repair, replacement, or restoration
of disaster-damaged infrastructure as well as costs incurred for disaster clean-up or emergency actions taken
to protect lives or property. Immediately following the floods, City officials began the collection and analysis of
the infrastructure data, understanding the need to expedite the review and get the information to FEMA in a
timely manner. The City is diligently following up on its submission to FEMA and is continuing to submit
information related to the October flood even as this Action Plan is being drafted.

The City, in conjunction with FEMA, is working to develop multiple Project Worksheets (PWs) to repair
damages caused by the floods. Federal Declarations #4223 and #4245 were published May 29th and November
25th therefore allowing the process of recovery to begin in San Marcos. As of June 1, 2016 a total of
$6,769,827 has initially been identified by the City as needed in order to repair and/or replace disaster
impacted facilities. The Presidential declaration set for this disaster included a 75 percent cost share therefore
leaving 25 percent of all dollars ($1,642,456 to date) obligated to the City.

The estimated funds are identified in Categories A-G. Each Category is represented by different functions
within the program. Categories A and B are considered Emergency Measures: Category A is specifically for
Debris Removal and Category B is for Emergency Protective Measures. Categories C through G are for the
Permanent Work groups. Category C is defined for Roads and Bridges. Category D is for Water Control
Facilities. Category E addresses damages to Buildings, Contents, and Equipment. Category F is for all Utilities
and Category G addresses Parks, Recreational and Other Facilities. Out of the all of the eligible activities
under the Infrastructure Category that the City has identified to date, there is approximately $1,642,456 left
that the City has to fund. This represents the amount not covered by insurance and anticipated FEMA payouts.
It should be noted that the figures in the Categories listed below are currently estimates (except where noted
as funds being received), reflecting what the City has identified as costs incurred as a result of the floods.

It should be noted that much of the infrastructure unmet need within the City cannot be measured by utilizing
FEMA requests for assistance as it is not related or directly attributable to literal damage to infrastructure, but
rather a failure of existing infrastructure to prevent repetitive flooding and loss to housing stock.
Improvements to the City’s critical drainage and flood prevention infrastructure would assist in resolving the
repetitive damages sustained to the housing stock due to flooding.

1. Category A –Debris Removal
The flooding of 2015 created thousands of tons of debris ranging from damaged houses and infrastructure to
soils and sediments deposited in the City’s storm water system. The City removed debris from 38 designated
collection sites, home sites and public facilities. The citywide debris removal projects, the largest debris
removal projects, are complete at this time. A summary of the costs and needs are as follows:

Category A breakdown 
Flood Damage FEMA PA Unmet need 

Memorial Day $ 62,323.00 $ 46,742.25 $ 15,580.75 
All Saints Day $ 102,181.00 $ 76,636.00 $ 25,545.00 

Total $ 164,504.00 $ 123,378.25 $ 41,126.25 

2. Category B –Emergency Protective Measures
A variety of emergency protective measures had to be taken before and after the flooding in 2015, but most
specifically the Memorial Day Flood. The following activities were undertaken by the City following the two
events:
• Search & rescue.
• Emergency Medical Care.
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• Emergency mass care and shelter was provided.
• Provision of food, water, ice and other essential needs at central distribution points.
• Activation of a Local Emergency Operations Center (EOC) to coordinate and direct the response to

the disaster event.
• Emergency measures to prevent further damage to facilities
• Removal of health & safety hazards and disposal of dead animals.
• Pumping of trapped floodwaters.
• Pumping of septic tanks or decontamination of wells.
• Control of rodents or insects that pose a serious health hazard, but not when they are merely a

nuisance.
• Construction of emergency protective measures to protect lives or improved property.
• Restoration of access when work was done.
• Building inspections. Safety inspections that are necessary to establish if a damaged structure posed

an immediate threat.
• Eliminate or reduce an immediate threat to life, public health, or safety.
• Eliminate or reduce an immediate hazard that threatens significant damage to improved public or

private property.
• Bracing & shoring damaged structures to protect against further damage to the structure to protect

the general public.
• Closure of public parks, particularly those adjacent to the rivers to protect the safety of citizens

attempting to access the inundated areas.

Beyond the activities that the City Emergency Management Division performed, the San Marcos Housing 
Authority has also received $41,000.00 under this Category, specifically to provide improvements for 
the physically challenged and to improve emergency access to the affected units. 

A summary of the remaining costs and needs in this Category are as follows: 

Category B breakdown 

Flood Damage FEMA PA Unmet need

Memorial Day $ 269,950.00 $ 202,462.50 $ 67,487.50 
All Saints Day $ 150,000.00 $ 112,500.00 $ 37,500.00 

Total $ 419,950.00 $ 314,962.50 $ 104,987.50 

3. Category C –Roads Systems and Bridges
As a result of the flooding in 2015 over 25 roadways and culverts, along with a major railroad trestle
and other bridges were damaged in the City. Damages to these roadways included:
• Pavement failures including potholes, spalled and cracked pavement;
• Washouts;
• Missing/damaged signage and traffic signals;
• Damaged railroad trestles and bridging; and
• Blocked and damaged culverts.

The following chart shows the FEMA PA summary for this Category. In addition to the Project Worksheets 
in this area, the City has identified a number of other activities that would be required for Hazard Mitigation. 
The costs associated with these activities are identified in the Hazard Mitigation section further on in 
this section. 

Category C breakdown 
Flood Damage FEMA PA Unmet need 

Memorial Day $ 439,785.00 $ 329,838.75 $ 109,946.25 
All Saints Day $ 2,027,000.00 $ 1,520,250.00 $ 506,750.00 

Total $ 2,466,785.00 $ 1,850,088.75 $ 616,696.25 
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4. Category D –Water Control Facilities
During the floods of 2015, many of the City’s critical drainage facilities were damaged or severely over taxed.
The proper functioning of a City’s drainage system is crucial to protecting the infrastructure of the City and
the safety of its citizens from future weather events. As of the completion of this report, the City has
identified the following funding amounts needed to address the repairs needed for its water control
facilities; a total of 2 major treatment plants and facilities sustained damage as a result of the flood.

Category D breakdown

Flood Damage FEMA PA Unmet need 
Memorial Day $ 44,650.00 $ 33,487.50 $ 11,162.50 
All Saints Day $ 528,000.00 $ 396,000.00 $ 132,000.00 

Total $ 572,650.00 $ 429,487.50 $ 143,162.50 

5. Category E –Buildings, Contents, and Equipment
The floods of 2015 impacted many of the City’s critical and important public and private buildings. A quick
and thorough response to repairing these buildings and replacing their contents is critical to the City’s
recovery. Several projects have been identified and are being submitted to FEMA for the creation of Project
Worksheets for both floods, but the October flood caused considerably more damage to City property. Among
the activities which the City is seeking funding for are projects such as:
• Replacement of ten (10) City-owned vehicles, including multiple damaged fire trucks and emergency

management personnel vehicles; and
• Repairs to fencing and other mechanical components of major City-owned buildings.

The San Marcos Housing Authority has received $291,000 from FEMA for repairs to the required ADA 
compliant and accessibility ramps in its complexes as well as other buildings within their housing 
complexes, however, the City itself has not received any funding to this point. The chart below 
illustrates the Unmet Need calculation for this Category. 

Category E breakdown 
Flood Damage FEMA PA Unmet need 

Memorial Day $ 788,000.00 $ 591,000.00 $ 197,000.00 
All Saints Day $ 1,031,000.00 $ 773,250.00 $ 257,750.00 

Total $ 1,819,000.00 $  1,364,250.00 $ 454,750.00 

6. Category F –Utilities
The City’s principle water main received significant damage as a result of the October flood, at a cost of
$476,550 to repair and return to full capacity. The repairs have been completed, and the City is waiting for
the reimbursement from FEMA for this project. Additional needs under this Category for repairs and
upgrades to sewer and water infrastructure account for another $695,169. All of these activities are included
in the costs listed in the chart below. Additionally, the San Marcos Housing Authority estimates that
another $200,000 is needed to upgrade and repair the storm sewer and drainage systems at their
properties.

Category F breakdown 
Flood Damage FEMA PA Unmet need 

Memorial Day $ 171,719.00 $ 128,789.25 $ 42,929.75 
All Saints Day $ 38,338.00 $ 28,753.00 $ 9,585.00 
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San Marcos Housing 
Authority repairs $ 200,000.00 $ - $ 200,000.00

Total $ 210,057.00 $ 157,542.25 $ 52,514.75 

7. Category G –Parks, Recreational, and Other Facilities
The City saw damage at 17 parks which included: repairs to soccer playing fields, trails, playgrounds and
fencing, replacement of trash cans & BBQ grills, replacement of park entry gates and signage as well as
damage to a park foot bridge. Damage to fencing also occurred at the San Marcos Regional Airport. The
chart below again summarizes the infrastructure need under this Category.

Category G breakdown 
Flood Damage FEMA PA Unmet need 

Memorial Day $ 1,365,400.00 $ 1,024,050.00 $ 341,350.00 
All Saints Day $ 80,000.00 $ 60,000.00 $ 20,000.00 

Total $ 1,445,400.00 $ 1,084,050.00 $ 361,350.00 

Of note, but cannot be categorized in dollars, the City’s Community Activity Center was to serve as the 
emergency shelter location during the flooding. Access to the Activity Center is restricted to entrance and 
exist on E. Hopkins Street and is bordered to the west by the San Marcos River. As a result of the flooding, 
the Activity Center was inaccessible to the community during the flooding event, and in fact, cars became 
trapped on E Hopkins Street just southeast of the Activity Center during the flooding event, as can be seen 
in the photo below. An unmet need identified, as a result, is an alternate location within the City that can 
serve as both a community center/activity center and a fully functional emergency sheltering location in times 
of disaster. 

Photo courtesy of Expressnews.com 
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8. FEMA Public Assistance Unmet Need
Due to the damages incurred from the flooding of 2015, the City needs approximately $1.7Mto restore and
complete projects identified throughout the community that received direct damage from the flooding. The
goals of these projects are to allow damaged buildings, parks, and other facilities to return to pre-flood
conditions. To date, the City has received funding of approximately $330,000 for these projects.  A summary
of the total damages (referred to as project cost), funding received (FEMA and others), and unmet
needs is outlined in the table below.

Summary of Calculable FEMA PA Program Unmet Need 

FEMA Public Assistance Category Project Cost FEMA PA Unmet Need

A - Debris Removal $164,504.00 $123,378.00 $41,126.00 
B - Emergency Protective Measures $419,950.00 $314,962.50.00 $104,987.50 
C - Road Systems and Bridges $2,466,785.00 $1,850,088.75.00 $616,696.25 
D - Water Control Facilities $572,650.00 $429,487.00 $143,163.00 
E - Buildings, Contents, and Equipment $1,819,000.00 $1,364,250.00 $454,750.00 
F – Utilities $210,057.00 $157,542.75.00 $52,514.25.00 
G - Parks, Recreation and Other Facilities $1,445,400.00 $1,084,050.00 $361,350.00 

Total $7,098,346.00 $5,323,759.00 $1,774,587.00 

9. Unmet Need for Public Infrastructure/Resilient Critical Infrastructure Activities
As noted in the Housing section above, the City is determined to address the conditions that have allowed
for repetitive losses due to flooding. Not only have there been these two events within six months of each
other, but in the last 20 years there have been multiple flooding events that have caused loss within the
City. Residents of the City have increasingly indicated to the City Council and other leaders that they want
the infrastructure improved to prevent this ongoing occurrence. Additionally, research indicates that had the
infrastructure prior to these events been of a sufficient and appropriate nature, much of the damage to homes
and businesses could have been alleviated or mitigated. Therefore, it is the opinion of the City leaders
that much of the damage to Housing was exacerbated by a failure of the infrastructure in place, and to
stop this from happening in the future, the City must invest its Recovery money in upgrades to its
Infrastructure system.

The City has evaluated multiple projects with activities under each Category from above that could
provide the repair and replacement of public infrastructure resulting in the improvement in the
resiliency and sustainability of the City in the face of future floods and other events. The CDBG-DR
Infrastructure Study analyzed eight projects located in the areas most damaged by the floods.  These
project costs for Public Infrastructure improvements are enumerated in the table below.
In addition, City staff has been working on options to reduce the floodwater overflow into the across the
City in addition to the overflow channel and upstream detention being analyzed by the Army Corps of
Engineers. While this Action Plan is not the location to fully flesh out these projects, and HUD specifically
limits the amount of funding that the City can use on Army Corps projects, the City will likely reserve the
HUD allowed amount for Planning. Using these funds to amend the City’s Hazard Mitigation Plan, whether
stand alone or as part of a larger Comprehensive Plan update, will provide the City with a perfect opportunity
to fully evaluate the costs and benefits of multiple alternatives, and then choose the projects that best
accomplish the goals of this Action Plan. Incorporating these types of activities into this Needs Assessment
will add roughly $50 million to the overall need total. It should be noted, however, that many of these activities
and projects are inter-related, and therefore will have an overlapping of cost and potentially benefit.
Therefore, once all potential projects are vetted as the City enters its implementation phase, this cost may
go down as activities are combined or streamlined for efficiency and to remove potential duplications of effort.
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This Needs Assessment recommends the categories that were addressed by the projects from 
the Feasibility Study.  Based upon the results of the study the City will s e l e c t  p r o j e c t s  that 
meet the National Objective of benefit to low mod citizens of the City through the repair and 
replacement of public infrastructure and address the greatest priorities. 

 Public Infrastructure Categories Public Infrastructure needs 
A - Debris Removal $ - 
B - Emergency Protective Measures $ - 
C - Road Systems and Bridges $ 616,700 
D - Water Control Facilities $ 19,633,300 
E - Buildings, Contents, and Equipment $ - 
F – Utilities $ 1,000,000 
G - Parks, Recreation and Other Facilities $ 1,100,000 

Total $ 28,350,000 

10. Conclusion and Summary of Unmet Need for Infrastructure
The Chart below summarizes the City’s unmet need related to Infrastructure from both the
FEMA Public Assistance Unmet Need and Public Infrastructure projects identified in the CDBG-
DR Infrastructure Feasibility Study.  Discussions with the public and with City leadership will
refine this information and prioritize the assistance needed. At this time, it appears that the
priority for utilization of CDBG-DR funding (related to infrastructure) will be for the
implementation of Public Infrastructure projects (See Appendix J).

Remaining Unmet Infrastructure Need 
Category Amount 

FEMA PA Categories $ 1,774,587 
Hazard Mitigation Categories $ 28,350,000 

Total Unmet Need (Infrastructure) $ 30,124,587

C. Economic Revitalization
While the commercial and economic sectors of the City experienced damage and loss as a result of the
two Flood Events, current data leads us to believe that the impacts, as well as the eventual recovery
needs, are not as steep as those in the Housing and Infrastructure sectors. Most businesses in the
flood path were covered by insurance, and anecdotal evidence gained from multiple business surveys and
damage assessment “walks” conducted on behalf of the City indicate that even those businesses that
may not have had insurance have recovered and are moving forward. While some small businesses had
issues reopening due to the need to comply with recent changes to the flood ordinances, the assistance
they need may more likely be able to come from outside sources and not the City.

Initial damage estimates indicated that 35 businesses were damaged as a result of the floods, with the
hardest hit group being the hotel trade and the Industrial Park: five (5) hotels were within the flood path
and reported loss of use of the first floor and lobby areas, with 124 rooms being damaged or unavailable
for use immediately after the events. This accounted for approximately 50% of the hotel rooms in that
specific area and prevented those hotels from being able to provide shelter to families who were forced
from their homes, thus exacerbating an already tenuous housing situation and preventing the hotels from
“selling” their rooms to travelers. Other hotels in the City were able to make rooms available, but as the
initial May event occurred during an already busy tourist season, the loss of those 124 rooms
accounted for an aggregate loss of $39,329.43 in revenue for the May flood time period.
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As of April 30, 2016, SBA loan data shows that from the two Flood events, 29 businesses applied for SBA 
assistance, with 15 of those applications being approved. SBA has currently provided the City business 
owners with $4,227,300 of assistance. Additionally, 30 businesses have filed insurance claims with the NFIP. 

One final critical piece of information to note, of the businesses that were impacted in these flooding events, 
none of them were forced to lay off or relocate workers as a result of the loss in operations capacity or 
damage. Therefore there was no negative effect on the size of the workforce after the floods, further indication 
that the need for assistance in this Category is minimal to non-existent. 

Conclusion and summary of Unmet Economic Development Need 
Given that the business industry seems to have recovered itself, and that it has the adequate resources to 
affect any additional recovery needed, the City does not anticipate allocating any CDBG-DR funds under the 
Economic Development category. 

D. Additional Hazard Mitigation activities
As has been mentioned in each of the above sections, Hazard Mitigation activities will need to be undertaken
in nearly all sectors of the City to safeguard against the losses incurred by these floods, and the multitude of
floods that have inundated the area over the last 20 years, so that they do not continue to occur. While some
activities are currently being researched and vetted, the City knows that many more projects will be required in
order to keep the City safe over the upcoming years. To that end, the City will most likely engage in multiple
planning activities, both internally and as part of the greater region that includes Austin and San Antonio, to
determine what Hazard Mitigation projects will be required. It is anticipated that the City will complete a new
Comprehensive Plan that includes a detailed and specific Hazard Mitigation Plan, complete with
implementation schedules and projects. The cost for these activities is unknown at this time, but the City
anticipates allocating a portion of its CDBG-DR funds for the planning necessary, as well as to early infrastructure
projects that are cost beneficial and reduce the potential for loss in the LMI populations that HUD expects us to
serve.

E. Final Unmet Needs Summary and Application to the Action Plan
Just over a year and a half into the recovery process following the first of the 2015 floods, the City is steadily
making progress in defining its need and the activities that we will need to continue making our community
whole. Unfortunately, given the nature of all disaster recovery efforts, fully defined and enumerated need
requirements will not be completely known even once the CDBG-DR funds are expended and the citizens feel
that they are whole again. This estimate is simply that, and should be used to guide the direction of funds
under this Action Plan, but not accepted as final fact. The City will continue to refine the data listed throughout
this Needs Assessment and will take action to address additional needs as they come up. The chart below
details the current Unmet Need estimate for the City.

Total Unmet Need 
Category Amount 

Housing $ 32,042,838 
Infrastructure $ 30,124,587 

Economic Development $ - 

Total Unmet Need $ 62,167,425

The City anticipates that this number will grow as the Action Plan is finalized and moves into implementation, 
specifically in the infrastructure and hazard mitigation categories. The Hazard Mitigation category alone will 
significantly increase as we begin to propose projects that will help eliminate or reduce repetitive losses and 
will improve the long-term sustainability of our City. As noted in the introduction to this Needs Assessment, 
the current allocation of CDBG-DR funds, $25,080,000, is well below the amount necessary to solve the 
“problem” for everyone affected by these floods. However, these funds are not provided to the City to solve 
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every problem: they represent an effort by HUD to assist the City in initiating our long term recovery, and 
get the ball rolling. 

The City has explored and continues to explore alternate funding streams that could supplement the 
CDBG- DR funding. Those funding sources are identified within Section IV.B. (Leveraging Funds) of this 
document. During implementation of these activities, the City will need to continue to seek ways to 
leverage these funds against other grants, General Funds and other sources to further extend the 
use of this very precious resource. 

The remainder of this Action Plan will enumerate the potential programs that the City will create under 
the Housing and Infrastructure categories, focusing primarily on activities that will repair still damaged 
houses within the City’s most impacted areas and begin to lay the groundwork for the Hazard Mitigation 
activities. It is anticipated that the Infrastructure projects will actually produce the greatest cost/benefit 
and impact on the resiliency of the City and benefit the LMI population, therefore it is likely that the 
City will spend the larger portion of its allocation in that Category. However, given that this is still a 
HUD funded program, the City understands that its first priority will be to undertake activities that 
will affect the still unmet repair and recovery needs of impacted citizens. 
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IV. Funding Allocation and Prioritization Method
The City anticipates expending all funds awarded within the six year required time frame. The City 
will identify specific project related timelines as each project plan is identified and finalized. 

A. Budget Table
City of San Marcos 

Housing $7,524,000 

22%
SF Owner Occupied Rehabilitation, Reconstruction, or 

Buyout $5,000,000

SF 1-4 Unit Rental Rehabilitation, Reconstruction, or 
Buyout $2,524,000

Infrastructure - See below for itemized projects $12,540,000 $19,511,200 58% 

Planning $3,762,000 $5,069,100 15%

Admin $1,254,000 $1,689,700     5%

$25,080,000  $33,794,00 

Infrastructure Projects Budget 
Midtown/Aquarena Springs $    850,000 
Blanco Gardens $ 5,000,000 
Clarewood/Barbara $ 2,500,000 
Uhland Road 
Blanco Riverine 

$ 4,190,000 
$ 6,971,200 

The infrastructure projects were presented in Substantial 
Amendment No. 2 and Substantial Amendment No. 4 and are 
described in Appendix J of the Action Plan. 

C. Management of Program Income
The City does not intend to undertake activities that will generate income, but in the event program
income is generated, those funds will be used first before requesting or drawing down new CDBG 
Disaster Recovery funds. If program income is generated as a result of any activity or activities 
funded by this grants, the City will comply with the requirements found at 24 CFR 570.489. 

V. Post Disaster Long Term Recovery Planning
The City will take an integrated approach when developing recovery projects relative to housing, 
infrastructure, economic revitalization, and overall community recovery. 
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A. Comprehensive and Land Use Planning
In conformance with Federal Register requirements, the City will use a variety of measures to plan, 
identify and implement sustainable long-term recovery. The following are examples of some of these 
measures: 

1. FEMA Flood Map Revisions:
A new FEMA study of the Blanco/San Marcos/Guadalupe River Basin has been completed

and revised Federal Insurance Rates Maps (FIRM) will be adopted in 2017. The study, in which the City 
was an active participant, was developed using an FIRM Hydrologic Study for the San Marcos River 
Basin and calibrated with the 2015 flood events. The FIRM is an interagency study (FEMA, US Army 
Corps of Engineers, US Geological Service and National Weather Service) which uses best scientific 
data to develop precipitation frequency and intensity levels not typical in FEMA studies and more 
reflective of the increasing severity of weather events. The City will adopt the models and data from the 
update prior to the FEMA 2017 adoption date and use the information in its flood recovery programs. 

2. Floodplain Ordinance Revisions
By December 2016 the City will have adopted a revised Floodplain ordinance to minimize

flood hazard risk in the community. The revisions will include requirements for elevation to 2 feet 
above the base flood elevation (increased freeboard), maintenance of access during flood events 
and limits on floodplain filling in addition to other language changes to strengthen floodplain 
management. The newer and more stringent standards are consistent with Executive Order 11988 
and will be used as part of the City’s Flood Recovery Program. 

3. Comprehensive Master Plan/Land Use Update:
In 2017 CDBG-DR Planning funds will be used to update the Comprehensive Plan to reflect the

updated FEMA floodplain information. This process will revise any conflicts with proposed development 
intensity areas and flood risk zones. The Comprehensive Plan’s future land use map (Preferred Scenario 
Map) guides future zoning decisions and land use patterns. Identifying flood risk areas with 
appropriate land use designations will help prevent future damage to structures and loss of life. 

4. Building Blocks for Sustainable Communities:
The City has submitted a Letter of Interest to the EPA for technical assistance for “Flood

Resilience for Riverine and Coastal Communities.” If the City is selected, EPA will provide subject 
matter experts to review the City’s flood risk and recommend sustainable options that can be 
incorporated into city codes and projects. Should the City be selected for a January/February 
workshop the outcomes from the workshop will be used in the continued development of flood 
recovery programs and projects. In the interim the City will use the EPA Flood Resilience Checklist 
to identify improvements for our resilience to future floods through policy and regulatory tools. 

5. Planning for Buyouts:
The City has done an initial buyout assessment considering properties that had repetitive flooding 
along with substantial damage assessments. There are LMI areas that are adjacent to the Blanco 
River and existing parkland that may be pursued for buyouts with these HUD funds and Hazard 
Mitigation Grant sources. Additional analysis will be based on the new FEMA base flood elevations 
to determine properties that have the greatest future risks and meet the LMI benefit. 

B. Consideration of Sustainable and Resilient Building Methods
The City will employ sustainable and resilient construction standards and building methods. All new
homes will adhere to construction specifications approved and issued by the City and will emphasize
sustainability, flood resiliency, and resistance to repetitive loss. Additionally, the City will require the
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use of flood resistant building materials in rehabilitation and reconstruction projects where feasible. 
 
C. Consideration of Racial, Ethnic, Low Income Concentrations 

As identified in the Needs Assessment, there are areas within the City that contain higher 
concentrations of minorities and extreme low/low to moderate income households. The City is 
committed to targeted outreach to these areas and to other areas with vulnerable populations that 
have limited access to community assistance and involvement. This targeted outreach will make sure 
that these populations are provided access to CDBG- DR funds from this allocation. 

 
D. Coordination with Local and Regional Stakeholders 

The City has worked with the local community and various stakeholders to assess the community’s 
unmet needs. Specifically, the City established a Task Force that included members from the local 
and regional area to gain input on the affect the disasters had on their respective areas. 

Moving forward, the City will continue to involve local and regional stakeholders including (but not 
limited to) county officials, emergency response staff, public housing officials, local neighborhood 
organizations, businesses, and housing advocacy groups as they develop program plans that will 
assist the community in their recovery. 

 
 

VI. Approach to Housing Rehabilitation, 
Reconstruction, New Construction 
A. General Construction Standards 

Construction methods will be in compliance with Program Construction Specifications and will 
emphasize high quality, energy efficiency, sustainability, and mold resistance. All rehabilitation, 
reconstruction and new construction will be designed to incorporate principles of sustainability, 
including water and energy efficiency, resilience and mitigation against the impact of future 
disasters. Houses rehabilitated or reconstructed in the City Housing Programs will be designed 
and built in accordance with applicable code requirements and inspected for quality and 
compliance by Program Inspectors. 

Since the flooding, the City has enacted three separate ordinances in order to protect citizens from 
future loss: 

• Owners or managers of rental properties identified by damage assessment teams to have been 
flooded in any declared emergency or declared disaster related to any flood event must disinfect 
or cause disinfection of all interior surfaces used for habitation. Disinfection must be performed 
before re- occupancy is allowed inside the habitation or residence following a flood event. 

• Property owners with rental units located in a special flood hazard area are required to 
provide notice to their tenants regarding the potential for flooding. 

• Structures and uses of structures which lawfully exist prior to the effective date of this ordinance 
and which do not conform to this article may be continued subject to the following conditions: 

- In floodway - Existing structures and uses within a floodway shall not be expanded or enlarged 
unless the effect of proposed expansion or enlargement does not cause an additional 
increase in floodway elevation during the occurrence of the base flood discharge, as certified 
by a registered professional engineer. 

- Modifications to existing structure - Any repair, reconstruction or improvement of an existing 
structure within a floodplain which constitutes substantial improvement shall be undertaken 
only in full compliance with this article, and the owner shall be required to obtain a floodplain 
permit before repair, reconstruction or improvement shall begin. 
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B. Compliance with Green Building Standards 

The City is committed to developing an environmentally-conscious Program that incorporates Green 
Building Standards and other resource-efficient techniques where practical. In compliance with the 
requirements of FR- 5938-N-01, new construction and replacement of substantially damaged 
residential buildings will meet an industry-recognized standard that has achieved certification under 
at least one of the following programs: 
• ENERGY STAR (Certified Homes or Multifamily High-Rise) 
• Enterprise Green Communities 
• LEED (New Construction, Homes, Midrise, Existing Buildings Operations and 

Maintenance or Neighborhood Development) 
• ICC-700 National Green Building Standard 
• EPA Indoor AirPlus 
• Any other equivalent comprehensive green building program 

 
1. New Construction 

New construction activities will follow sustainable building guidelines, using efficient options 
from site planning through specification design through construction methods. Reconstructions 
will be built in accordance with all applicable local, state and federal codes, including FEMA 
floodplain regulations, Texas Government Code, local health and safety codes, and locally 
adopted construction codes. 

 
2. Rehabilitation Retrofit Checklist Compliance 

In keeping with the requirements of FR-5938-N-01, rehabilitation of any nonsubstantially 
damaged residential building will be subject to compliance with the HUD Community Planning 
and Development Green Building Retrofit Checklist, found at 
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/CPD- Green-Building-Retrofit-
Checklist.xls. The Retrofit Checklist outlines key areas of energy efficiency and green building 
practices for residential rehabilitation projects, including water and energy conservation and 
indoor air quality. 

 
C. Standards for Quality of Construction Work 

As part of the Program, the City shall require that code compliance inspections be conducted by 
City inspectors. In addition, Program Inspectors shall also perform construction quality and program 
compliance inspections for each project. 

 
D. Disaster Resistant Housing for At Risk Populations 

1. Transitional and Permanent Support Housing and Homelessness 
Prevention for LMI Individuals and Families 
The Needs Assessment shows an increased risk of homelessness as a result of the high cost 
of rental housing, which creates a significant cost burden for LMI individuals and families. 
However, the City cannot state that homelessness has increased as a result of the flooding events, 
as the overall homeless count in the City has remained statistically constant. 

The City has sufficient public services throughout the impacted areas to assist in preventing and 
resolving homelessness and therefore will not need to increase or supplement proposed 
recovery activities with additional public services. Examples of existing and current public service 
providers and non-profit support services that assist in long term recovery are: 

 
 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/CPD-Green-Building-Retrofit-Checklist.xls
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/CPD-Green-Building-Retrofit-Checklist.xls
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/CPD-Green-Building-Retrofit-Checklist.xls
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  Public Service Provides Sample List   
 

Organization Service Provided 
Blanco River Regional Recovery 
Team (BR3T) Coordination Efforts for Voluntary Agencies 

Austin Disaster Relief Network Unmet Needs Funding Partner of BR3T 
Christian Aid Ministries Volunteer Construction 
World Renew Disaster Response Volunteer Construction 
Texas Baptist Disaster Recovery Volunteer Construction 
Southern Baptist Disaster Relief Volunteer Construction 
United Methodist Committee on Relief Case Management 
Presbyterian Disaster Assistance Volunteer Construction 
Lutheran Disaster Response Construction Management 
St. Vincent de Paul Providing House in a Box Program 

 

Texans Recovering Together Mental Health Benefits 
Southside Community Center Case Management for All Saints Flood victims 
Community Action Inc. of Central 
Texas Case Management and Immediate Needs Funding 

Catholic Charities Unmet Needs Funding Partner of BR3T 
United Way of Hays County Unmet Needs Funding Partner of BR3T 
NOMADS Mission Volunteers Volunteer Construction 

The City uses up to $450,000 from the General Fund budget to provide annual grants to local 
non-profit organizations that provide services to the low, very low, and homeless population, 
including support to all three of the aforementioned shelters. The City also utilizes their regular 
annual CDBG funding to provide public services such as supporting the Hays-Caldwell Women's 
Center. The City has also provided funding over a number of years to the Southside Community 
Center for a housing rehabilitation program. This program helps prevent homelessness by 
ensuring that the owner occupied housing for low and very low income families remains 
decent, safe, and sanitary. 

Should the need to provide for additional support services become apparent throughout the 
recovery process, the City will explore ways to provide services such as, but not limited to, 
transitional housing assistance, down payment assistance, case management services, and legal 
services. Case management services will also be a part of the City’s housing program as 
designed. 

Additionally, through the City’s housing program, the City will be rehabilitating and 
reconstructing both owner occupied and rental single-family housing units, therefore providing for 
multiple options for those still in need of recovery assistance. All units that are rehabilitated or 
reconstructed will be built in accordance with the most up to date and resilient construction 
methods. 

The City will take care to protect its very low income individuals from being further burdened by 
virtue of participating in a housing program. The City understands that many potential applicants 
have a robust local support system to assist them in moving their possessions to a storage unit 
and provide them with a place to stay during construction activities. However, some applicants 
may require supportive assistance. The Program will explore options for providing these 
individuals with assistance, such as rental and storage assistance during construction. If pursued, 
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the City will examine reasonable limitations to qualified expenses including HUD Fair Market Rent 
schedule, Section 8 utility allowances and methods of verification for reimbursement purposes. 

In addition, the City recognizes that some housing program applicants may require special 
accommodations that are consistent with the types listed out in the Americans with Disabilities 
Act. Wherever feasible, the City will make sure individuals with such requirements are not further 
burdened by virtue of program participation. Outreach, application intake and all meetings will 
be hosted at sites with reasonable ADA accommodations. Further, the City will explore cost 
reasonable housing solutions for applicants with special needs, including but not limited to 
ramps, visual alarm systems and accessible bathroom accommodations. 

 

E. Plan Installation of Broadband Infrastructure 
In compliance with FR-5938-N-01, any new construction or substantial rehabilitation of a building 
with more than four rental units will also include installation of broadband infrastructure, except in 
instances where not feasible due to location, structure and/or cost. 

 
F. Household Displacement 

The City plans to minimize displacement of person or entities and assist any person or entity 
displaced as a result of implementing a project with CDBG Disaster Recovery funds. This is not 
intended to limit the ability of the City to conduct buyouts or acquisitions for destroyed and 
extensively damaged units or units in the flood plain. 

The City will make sure that the assistance and protection afforded to persons or entities under the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (URA) are available. The 
City accepts the HUD waiver of the Section 104(d) requirements which assures uniform and equitable 
treatment by setting the URA and its implementing regulations as the sole standard for relocation 
assistance under FR-5938-N-01. 

The City may consider exceptions to program policies for applicants who demonstrate undue 
hardship. Applicants in this situation will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis to determine 
whether assistance is required to alleviate such hardship. Demonstrable hardship may include, but 
is not limited to, excessive amounts of debt due to a natural disaster, prolonged job loss, 
substantial reduction to household income (as defined by 24 CFR 5.611 as Annual Income minus 
Deductions), death of a family member, unexpected and extraordinary medical bills, disability, etc. 

 
G. Elevation Standards 

As part of our resilient construction standards, the City will elevate residential structures to protect 
against future losses in compliance with HUD guidance (44 CFR 59.1). Per FR-5938-N-01, any 
residential new construction, repair of substantial damage or substantial improvement of residential 
structures located in an area delineated as a flood hazard area or equivalent in FEMA’s data source 
identified in 24 CFR 55.2 (b)(1) must be elevated with the lowest floor, including basement, at least 
two feet above the 1 percent annual floodplain elevation. Residential structures with no dwelling 
units and no residents below two feet above the 1 percent annual floodplain must be elevated or 
flood-proofed per 44 CFR 60.3(c)(3)(ii) or successor standard. Applicable State, local and tribal 
codes with floodplain management standards that exceed these requirements will be followed. 

To further promote sustainability and responsible use of federal dollars, Program participants who 
reside within the FEMA designated floodplain will be required to acquire and maintain flood 
insurance. This mandated requirement is meant to protect the safety of life and property as well as 
the investment of federal dollars. The City will develop monitoring mechanisms and compliance 
guidelines the make sure that all assisted applicants and property owners comply with flood 
insurance requirements. 

 
 

VII. Monitoring Standards 
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A. Quality Assurance Plan 
The City plans to remain in compliance with applicable CDBG-DR rules, regulations and 
requirements, including non-duplication of benefits. The City staff and Program Manager staff will 
monitor the compliance of applicants. The City will also build monitoring components within all 
contracts executed with vendors – professional services and construction contractors. Program staff 
will provide a Quality Assurance / Quality Control function that will serve as an internal checks-and-
balance. Upon identification of priorities and activities the City will undertake as identified in the 
Action Plan, the City will devise a Quality Assurance Plan. The Quality Assurance Plan will outline 
the activities that will be monitored and the compliance parameters for each activity, including 
frequency of the monitorings. 

The City envisions that it will monitor project activities no less than quarterly to certify compliance 
and timely expenditure of funds. The plan will also include ongoing completeness reviews of project 
files to confirm adequate documentation, accounting reviews of cost documentation to certify 
accuracy of all expenditures, compliance reviews for Fair Housing and Equal Opportunities laws, 
Section 504, Lead Based Paint, Davis- Bacon Standards, Environmental Standards and other rules 
or guidelines as applicable. 

 

B. Duplication of Benefits 
Duplication of Benefits (DOB) is strictly prohibited. In general, Section 312 of the Robert T. Stafford 
Disaster Assistance and Emergency Relief Act (42 U.S.C. 5155), as amended, prohibits any person, 
business concern, or other entity from receiving financial assistance with respect to any part of a 
loss resulting from a major disaster as to which he/she has received financial assistance under 
any other program or from insurance or any other source. In order to comply with this law, the City 
will require that each activity provides assistance to a person or entity only to the extent that the 
person or entity has a disaster recovery need that has not been met. 

Further explanation of the duplication of benefits requirements can be found in Federal Register notice 
76 FR 71060 (published November 16, 2011). 

 
1. Housing 

To avoid DOB, housing awards will be reduced by the following if such benefits were or will be 
paid to the household toward any of the activities included in the housing award: 
• Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) grants; 
• Small Business Administration (SBA) loans identified by SBA; and 
• Homeowner Insurance (HOI) proceeds 
• National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 
• Amounts received from other funding sources, such as non-profit entities, in which the 

intent of the funding has been identified as duplicative 

FEMA, SBA, HOI, and NFIP are considered to be a DOB and will be deducted from the 
construction starting values if the aforementioned assistance was not utilized/spent as it was 
intended by FEMA, SBA, HOI, or NFIP. The amount of DOB will be obtained from the third party 
from whom the benefit is derived. In some cases, if after sufficient attempts it is considered unlikely 
to obtain and verify third party data, an affidavit or inspection may be used in its place as 
necessary. 

All applicable claims (including insurance payments, unpaid claims, lawsuits and settlements) 
paid to applicants not included in the original benefit determination calculation and/or after their 
closing appointment, must be subrogated to the CDBG Disaster Recovery Program to prevent 
a duplication of benefits. 

In addition, documentation of possible duplication of benefits must be included in each applicant 
file even if no funds were received from FEMA, SBA, HOI, NFIP or any other source. A copy 
of this documentation must be provided to the CDBG Disaster Recovery Program as part of the 
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application documentation. 

All applicants will be required to sign a Subrogation agreement upon application to the program. 
Applicant awardees must subrogate any additional funds received for damage caused by the 
flood disaster back to the City. CDBG-DR funding must be funding of last resort and if additional 
funds are paid to applicant awardees for the same purpose as the housing assistance award 
they receive through City CDBG-DR funding (i.e., repair or replacement of the damaged 
structure) after the City has completed repair/rehabilitation project of the housing unit, those 
funds must be returned to the City of San Marcos. 

 
2. Infrastructure 

DOB includes any payments or potential payments made to the grantee by identified parties that 
represent disaster assistance for activities reimbursable by, or for which funds are made 
available for the same loss that the CDBG Disaster Recovery Program is providing assistance, 
which is not limited to flooding recovery payments. Any portion of the DOB that has been 
determined to be funds spent by the grantee on “Allowable Activities” will reduce the amount 
considered to be a DOB. 

The CDBG Disaster Recovery Program should receive, as part of the grantee file, 
documentation of a review of possible duplication of benefits from sources such as FEMA, SBA 
and HOI, among others. This review extends to instances where no funds were received. 

 
C. Internal Audit Policy 

To ensure that fraud, waste, and misuse of funds does not occur, effective controls will be in place 
and monitored for compliance. Part of that control process includes the City hiring an internal 
auditor to perform independent audit functions for the CDBG Disaster Recovery Program. The 
internal auditor will audit the disaster funds to certify that all expenditures are for eligible CDBG 
Disaster Recovery uses as defined in 24 CFR 570. Audit results will be reported directed to the City 
Council. An independent single audit, as required by 2 CFR 200, will be conducted annually to 
certify that all grant funds are used in accordance with program requirements. 

 
VIII. Identification of National Objectives and Eligible 
Activities 
A. Administration 

In order to effectively administer the Funding, consistent with these federal requirements, and to 
make sure that the necessary safeguards are provided, and monitoring processes and procedures 
are established and followed, the City intends to utilize the full allotment of administrative funds 
allowed under the Federal Register Notice, $1,689,700. 

 
1. Projected Use of Funds 

The City will act as the lead agency for the administration of the Funding. While the City will 
administer and disburse the Funding directly to benefit homeowners and other eligible 
beneficiaries of the Funding, the City may also elect to procure a consultant or a subrecipient to 
manage the individual programs. Administration of the Funding by the City will provide the 
assurance that program activities reach affected residents in a consistent and coordinated 
manner. The City will implement the programs and activities detailed in this Action Plan primarily 
through dedicated staff, consultants and third-party contractors. 

City staff (or designee) dedicated to the administration of the Funding will be responsible for 
complying with the significant federal requirements related to financial management and control, 
programmatic compliance and monitoring, affirmatively furthering fair housing, the prevention of 
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fraud, waste and abuse. These staff members will be responsible for administering all aspects of 
the City’s CDBG-DR Program, including oversight of all consultants and subrecipients, reporting 
in the Federal Disaster Recovery Grants Administration (DRGR) system, as well as coordinating 
the activities of other agencies in relation to the flooding recovery. All administrative processes 
will be managed in a manner consistent with the Certifications offered by the City prior to 
submission of this Action Plan. 

The City staff and their designees will also oversee the extensive federal requirements 
associated with programmatic compliance and monitoring. Staff members will be responsible for 
ensuring the overall administration of the Funding complies with all applicable federal 
requirements. They will monitor other City staff, consultants, subrecipients, and contractors to 
certify the proper implementation of consistent processes and procedures, particularly as they 
relate to the identification and prevention of the duplication of benefits. This compliance team 
will also be responsible for monitoring all the City’s contractors and service providers as 
detailed in the CDBG-DR Compliance and Monitoring Manual, as outlined in the City’s Risk 
Analysis. 

 
B. Planning 

1. Projected Use of Funds 
To facilitate the long-term recovery of the City, the City is reserving the maximum amount 
allowed by the Federal Register ($5,069,100) for Planning Activities. Under this Program, the 
City will potentially utilize planning funds for the following critical activities: 
• An update to the City Capital Improvements Plan. The objective of the Capital Improvements 

Plan is to provide the City with the ability to plan for the long-term recovery of the City 
(infrastructure; drainage; storm water; storm sewer; water & sewer); 

• Feasibility studies for the construction of infrastructure drainage and hazard mitigation 
projects that are intended to protect selected neighborhoods from future flooding, thereby 
reducing the number of homes receiving requiring damage assistance in the future and 
reducing the repetitive loss amounts incurred by the City; 

• A revised and updated Comprehensive Plan to include hazard mitigation and resiliency goals 
and objectives; An updated Hazard Mitigation Plan, either stand alone or in conjunction with the 
Comprehensive Plan update; and 

• Software and training of staff that will assist the City in meeting Federal requirements and 
engage in long term planning. 

• Further analysis to determine highest priority buyout locations 

In addition, a significant and necessary investment has been made in preparation for the receipt 
and distribution of the CDBG-DR Funding, including the creation of this Action Plan. Accordingly, 
the City will utilize a portion of these Planning funds to offset the costs incurred to develop the 
proposed programs and activities through which the Funding will be administered. 

 
C. Housing – Rehabilitation and Reconstruction 

1. Projected Use of Funds and Relation to Disaster 
The Needs Assessment included at the start of this Action Plan indicates that over 1,500 
homes were damaged as a result of these two floods. Of these, a disproportionately high number 
of the homes were located within or immediately adjacent to the flood affected neighborhoods, 
and, as a result, the City anticipates most of the applicants for these Housing programs will 
come from those locations. The City intends to make the funds available to those in the City who 
meet the criteria identified in Section VIII.C.3 of this document. 

 
The City intends to allocate $7,524,000 of its CDBG-DR funds to the following Housing activities 
and does not anticipate funding more than approximately 100 homes: 
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• Single-Family, Owner Occupied Housing Rehabilitation or Reconstruction 
• Single-Family, Owner-Occupied Housing Reconstruction (for homes incurring damage that 

amounts to greater than 50% of the home’s pre-storm value the home will be elevated as 
required); 

• Single-Family, 1-4 Unit Rental Housing Substantial Rehabilitation or Reconstruction for which 
Elevation will be required 

• Elevation w/ Minor Repair; and 
• Buyout 

The breakout of funds between owner occupied and rental is as follows and was based on the 
outstanding proportion of owner occupied and rental units that received substantial damage from 
the flooding (excluding manufactured housing units): 

 

Housing Programs Proposed Breakout of Funding 
Single Family Owner Occupied 
Rehab/Recon/Buyout 

$5,000,000 

Single Family 1-4 Unit Rental 
Rehab/Recon/Buyout 

$2,524,000 

A graphical depiction of the affect the flooding had on the owner occupied and rental populations 
can be found in Appendix K, Maps 3 and 4. 

The City will not be exploring the option of reimbursement to individuals for work that has already 
been completed on their damaged or destroyed unit due to the complexity of a reimbursement 
program as it would be cost prohibitive with the limited funding available to the City at this time. 
The City would also prefer to concentrate efforts on the most in need within the community and 
therefore will be focusing on those that do not or have not had the ability to recover on their own. 

CDBG-DR funds may be utilized to provide an applicant with up to one year of Flood Insurance, as 
allowed under the HUD guidelines for this program. The City understands that the cost of carrying 
flood insurance can become burdensome, especially on LMI households. Elevation of homes that 
require flood insurance coverage can significantly reduce the cost of flood insurance coverage. 

Section 582 of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1994 requires that property owners receiving 
disaster assistance that triggers the flood insurance purchase requirement be informed that they 
have a statutory responsibility to notify any transferring owner that they are also required to 
obtain and maintain flood insurance on the property in perpetuity. 
As noted in previous portions of this Action Plan, any home suffering damage at the Major, 
Severe or Destroyed levels will be required to elevate the home to a level that corresponds to at 
least two (2) feet above the Base Flood Elevation as currently defined by the City and on the 
corresponding FEMA flood maps. The City anticipates that any buyouts required by the CDBG-
DR guidelines may be in conjunction with the Infrastructure program and those requirements will 
be detailed under that Activity. 

 
2. Meeting the National Objective 

The City intends to utilize the funds allocated for Housing to meet two of the identified National  
Objectives: 
1) direct benefit to the LMI population and 2) to meet Urgent Need. By including the second 
Objective, the City will be able to serve applicants who otherwise might not qualify based on income 
alone, yet still meet the criteria defined by HUD for incurring an Urgent Need. The priority of 
application approval, however, will default to those meeting the LMI criteria. 

For all applicants, the following questions will be considered when approving or denying an 
application. Does the proposed project: 

• Benefit LMI persons and/or are located in LMI Areas (i.e. an area where at least 51% of the 
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households have incomes at or below 80% of the area median income); 
• Enable the City to satisfy the federal requirement that at least 70% of the Funding benefit low 

moderate income persons; 
• Address conditions that threaten the health and safety of either the occupants or the public; 
• Contribute significantly to the long-term recovery and economic revitalization of the affected area; 

and 
• Enhance hazard mitigation efforts to reduce the chance of loss in future floods or disaster events. 

 

3. Threshold Factors and Eligibility Criteria 
Each site must undergo a complete environmental review prior to any commitment of funds. No 
work can start on a site until the environmental assessment is complete. The City is responsible for 
the preparation of the environmental review and will provide notice when rehabilitation activities can 
commence. 

 
Both the site and the homeowner/applicant must meet eligibility requirements as detailed below. 
This program is not intended to be a first-come, first-served program; prioritization criteria is 
established in the following Section 4. Potential applicants may be referred by other organizations 
or may apply directly to the program administrator. 

 
a) Owner Occupied Applicant Eligibility Requirements 

 

The following are threshold requirements, which must be met for an applicant to be eligible for 
assistance. Eligibility does not assure assistance, since a prioritization strategy will be used and it is  
expected that there will be more eligible applicants than can be served with available funds. 
Applicant’s home must be located within the updated 100 year floodplain. Income eligibility. The 
annual household income will be calculated using the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) 
Adjusted Gross Income Method of income determination. To be eligible, the annual 
household income must be less than 80% of the Area Median Income for the appropriate household 
size. Proof of ownership. The applicant must have been the owner of the damaged home at the 
time of the flood(s) as well as the current owner. Standard proof of ownership is a valid deed of trust 
or warranty deed which cites the applicant’s name and that is recorded in the county records. The 
Texas  Administrative Code Section 54.3 allows alternative proof of ownership for the purposes of 
federally funded disaster recovery programs. Primary residency. The unit to be rehabilitated, 
reconstructed, or replaced must have been occupied by the applicant as the applicant’s principal 
residence prior to May 23, 2015; for units impacted only by the All Saints Flood, principal residency 
must have been established prior to October 30, 2015. Principal residency for applicants can be 
documented through property tax homestead exemptions. If a homestead exemption was not in 
place at the time of the disaster, an Affidavit of Principal Residency (form to be provided by the 
City) may be utilized as an alternative method of verification of principal residency.  The  affidavit  
must  be  supported  by  documentation  such  as  asset  verification  (income tax returns, credit 
check, etc.) or utility bills specific to the property address and name of the applicant which were 
active as of the applicable, above-referenced dates. 

1) Temporary Voluntary Relocation. The applicant must acknowledge that there are available 
resources (such as family or friends) that will allow the residents to temporarily relocate if 
necessary during the rehabilitation period. The City may consider providing temporary 
relocation assistance to households that qualify as very low income; i.e. 30% AMI or under. 

2) Property taxes. Applicant must furnish evidence that property taxes are current, have an 
approved payment plan, or qualify for an exemption under current laws. If property taxes 
are not current, applicant must document that one of the following alternatives have been 
met: 

• The property owner qualified for and received tax deferral as allowed under Section 33.06 of 
the Texas Property Tax Code; 
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• The property owner qualified for and received a tax exemption pursuant to section 11.182 of 
the Texas Property Tax Code; or, 

• The applicant entered into a payment plan, and is current, with the applicable taxing 
authority. 

3) Child support. All applicants and co-applicants must be current on payments for child 
support. If the applicant or co-applicant is not current on child support, that person will be 
required to enter into a payment plan. Any applicant that enters into a payment plan must 
supply a copy of the payment plan signed by all applicable parties, along with 
documentation that they are current on their payment plan. 

4) Residency status. The applicant and co-applicant must be U.S. citizens or a legal resident 
aliens. 

5) Mortgage Payments. The applicant must be current on mortgage payments, if 
applicable. 

 
b) Single Family 1-4 Unit Rental Applicant Eligibility Requirements 

The Sing Family 1-4 Unit Rental applications will be taken on a first come-first served basis. 
Only homes that sustained substantial damage or were destroyed will be considered for 
program participation. The owner of the rental unit will need to certify that the rental unit(s) will 
be rented to low to moderate income households for a period of five years. The owner must 
also be able to show the following: 

1) Applicant’s home must be located within the updated 100 year floodplain. 

2) Proof of ownership. The applicant must have been the owner of the damaged home at 
the time of the flood(s) as well as the current owner. Standard proof of ownership is a 
valid deed of trust or warranty deed which cites the applicant’s name and that is recorded 
in the county records. The Texas Administrative Code Section 54.3 allows alternative 
proof of ownership for the purposes of federally funded disaster recovery programs. 

3) Property taxes. Applicant must furnish evidence that property taxes are current, have an 
approved payment plan, or qualify for an exemption under current laws. If property taxes 
are not current, applicant must document that one of the following alternatives have been 
met. 

4) Below please note the Affordability period per amount of assistance per unit: 
Affordability Period 

Amount of Assistance per unit Length of Affordability Period 
Less than $15,000 5 years 
$15,001 to $40,000 10 years 
More than $40,000 15 years 
New Construction 20 years 

 

Uniform Relocation Act requirements will apply to landlords that have tenants at the time of application. 
The City is exploring options on the best way to approach temporary relocation needs for tenants during 
the program planning process. 
 
4. Owner Occupied Applicant Prioritization to Address provision of 

housing for all income groups and those at risk of homelessness 
The following household characteristics indicate a funding priority: 

 
• Household income. Priority is given to households with the lowest annual income as 

calculated. 
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• Disability. If one or more members of a household have a documented disability 
• Age. If one or more member of the household is/are less than 18 years of age or 62 years 

of age or older 
Housing program awards are based on the financial need of the household and the condition of the 
dwelling. Should households have identical financial needs as established by the prioritization 
system, the condition of the dwelling structure will determine priority. Dwelling condition will be 
determined by the inspection. If scores remain tied, the application with the earliest date of 
completion will have precedence.  Assistance will be provided in the order of ranking to the extent 
funding is available. The City may determine a maximum number of households to be assisted 
regardless of the number of completed applications based on the amount of funds available. The 
ranked list and ranking calculations will be available for public review. 

 
a) Prioritization Criteria 

Each application will be assigned a score or number value based on the following criteria in 
order to establish the order of those that will be served: 

1) Income/Family Size – The program income limit is 80% of the Area Median Income. 

2) Number of Handicapped or Disabled 

3) Number of Elderly in the Household 

4) Household Contains One or More Persons Under the Age of 18 

5) Condition of Damaged Dwelling 

5. Improving Long-Term Recovery 
The City understands that this funding source will not cover all of the unmet need for Housing. 
However, utilizing these funds in the manner described above will have the following intended 
outcomes related to the City’s long-term recovery. First, it will greatly assist those populations 
considered the most vulnerable and who have not been able to effect repairs and live in safe/sanitary 
conditions since the floods. This will set their mind at ease and bring them back into safe and 
sustainable living conditions. Secondly, and perhaps most importantly to the long-term vitality of this 
area, targeting the funds to those areas hardest hit, and then elevating those homes who were 
severely damaged or destroyed, will help to  reduce the repetitive loss situation the City experienced. 
By elevating homes at greatest risk within the flood affected neighborhoods, future losses to floods 
should be reduced, thereby reducing the City’s administrative and physical cost as well as reducing 
the insurance cost burden for the LMI population. 

The City is considering the following maximum benefit amounts for the housing program: 
 

 
Housing Activity 

 
Cap 

Single Family Owner Occupied Rehabilitation  
no elevation $45,000 

with elevation $60,000 
Note: Elevation will be required if rehab costs reach 50% of appraised preflood home value 

 

Single Family Owner Occupied Reconstruction w/ Elevation $150,000 
Buyout to Convert to Greenspace or Limited Use $250,000 
Acquisition for Redevelopment $250,000 
Elevation Only (with minimal interior rehab) $50,000 
Single Family Rental Rehabilitation (1-4 Unit)  
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no elevation $45,000 
with elevation $60,000 

Single Family Rental Reconstruction w/ elevation (1-4 Unit) $150,000 

D. Infrastructure 
The City will designate $12.5 million to infrastructure projects that will alleviate repetitive loss, 
inundation, and recurring flooding. Any match funding activities will be compliant with CDBG-DR 
eligibility requirements as well as other federal regulations that may apply. Activities undertaken will 
focus on projects under the FEMA Public Assistance Categories as listed in the Needs 
Assessment above, as well as address the Hazard Mitigation measures designed to reduce 
future repetitive losses. Eligible projects (defined by the Category they may fall under) may 
include but are not limited to : The projects highlighted in the blue color are projects that will 
be implemented using CDBG DR funds as directed by City Council. 
A. Debris Removal (none proposed as this is an immediate Disaster Recovery level activity and 

not eligible for CDBG-DR funds); 
B. Emergency Protective Measures; 

a. Develop early warning systems 
b. Deploy Reverse Callback systems 
c. Construct Flood gates and barriers 

C. Road Systems and Bridges; Midtown, Clarewood/Barbara, Blanco Gardens, Uhland 
Projects 
a. Culvert repair/replacement 
b. Drainage ditch repair/replacement 
c. At risk road segment repair/replacement 
d. Bridge repair/replacement 

D. Water Control Facilities; 
a. Repairs to water treatment plants 

E. Buildings, Contents, and Equipment; 
a. Repair and replacement of City owned buildings, equipment, facilities and vehicles if not 

covered by insurance or another funding source 
F. Utilities; Midtown, Clarewood /Barbara, Blanco Gardens, Uhland Projects 

a. Storm sewer system upgrades 
b. Creation of new drainage systems and lines 

G. Parks, recreation and other facilities; and 
H. Hazard Mitigation activities:  Blanco Riverine Improvements 

 
The City may also elect to participate in a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers projects as well by 
contributing the Chief’s Report, with a max contribution of $250,000.00, but specific projects 
under this Activity have not currently been identified. 

Potential flood recovery projects were included within the 10-year Capital Improvement Plan 
adopted by City Council and are attached in Appendix J. The projects were identified through the 
unmet needs process and are all located in the area most impacted by the floods and in census 
tracts meeting LMI requirements. The list includes anticipated funding needs and project schedules. 

Using HUD-DR planning funds, a Feasibility Study was conducted to prioritize the infrastructure 
projects. The privatization matrix included, in order of most important and that will have the 
most positive impact on the community: 

• Impact to low to moderate income population; 
• Reduction in water surface elevations; 
• Benefit to cost ratios; 
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• Permitting requirements and ability to achieve project completion within funding timeframes; 
• Environmental Impacts; 
• Ability to qualify for additional funding sources; 
• Creation of emergency access routes; and 
• Phasing considerations. 

Substantial Amendment No. 2 and  Substant ia l  Amendment  No .  4  were  drafted 
detailing the description of infrastructure projects and the use of infrastructure  dollars  
under  this  grant.  See  the  Prioritization  Matrix  in  Appendix  J along with the  
Infrastructure  Project  Budgets  and  Project  Descriptions.  The  City  will  be responsible 
for implementation of the infrastructure projects through the use of City staff and procured 
professional services. 

 
Prioritization Results & Ranking - Top Projects 
 

• Midtown/Aquarena Springs 
• Blanco Gardens 
• Clarewood/Barbara Drive 
• Uhland Road 
• Blanco Riverine 

 
E.  Implementation and Performance Schedule 

 
As mentioned under §V. Funding Allocation and Prioritization Method, the City anticipates expending 
all funds awarded within 6 years of grant contract execution between HUD and the City. At this time, 
because the City is still evaluating various infrastructure projects, the City is providing a high level 
Implementation and Performance Schedule and will amend the Action Plan once more solid 
information becomes available. 

IX. Citizen Participation 
A. Identification of Public Meetings Held 

The City has made a concerted effort to involve the public prior to and following the release 
of Federal Register FR-5938-N-01 announcing the availability of $25,080,000 in disaster recovery 
funding. The public meetings held to date are listed below: 

 
• April 12, 2016; 6pm; Hill Country Church, 1401 Davis Lane, San Marcos, TX 78666 
• April 16, 2016; 6pm; Fire Station 5, 100 Carlson Circle, San Marcos, TX 78666 
• July 6, 2016; 6pm; San Marcos Activity Center, 501 E Hopkins St, San Marcos, TX 78666 

Public meetings included a slide presentation, a community unmet needs survey, and a question 
and answer session. All materials for these meetings were translated into Spanish, in accordance 
with City policy related to accessibility of information to non-English speaking families. All 
information related to these meetings can be found on the City’s CDBG Disaster Recovery Website: 
http://smtxfloodrecovery.com/. 

All three public meeting locations were fully accessible to persons with disabilities. The meeting 
announcements included information on accessibility requests for individuals requiring an 
interpreter, auxiliary aids, or other services and were posted on the City’s established website. 

The City took both verbal and written comments from citizens during the meeting and provided an 
email address for a contact at the City should they have additional questions. 

Of note, the public meetings and surveys resulted in a majority of citizens that indicated a 
preference for spending funding on much needed infrastructure projects in order to avoid repetitive 

http://smtxfloodrecovery.com/
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loss in the future. The City supported those requests and preferences by allocating a majority of the 
CDBG-DR funding for infrastructure projects that would reduce the number of homes that are 
located within the floodway or 100 year floodplain as well as reduce the likelihood of repetitive loss 
moving forward. 

 
B. Creation of Community Stakeholder Task Force 

The City’s disaster recovery team established a CDBG-DR Needs Task Force. The Task Force is 
made up of impacted citizens, community leaders, and representatives from human service 
organizations that served to assist the City in identifying and articulating to HUD the needs of our 
community. Task Force meetings were held on the following dates and times: 
• June 22, 2016; 11:30am; San Marcos Activity Center, 501 E Hopkins St, San Marcos, TX 78666 
• July 7, 2016; 11:30am; Fire Station 5, 100 Carlson Circle, San Marcos, TX 78666 

Task Force meetings were comprised of a slide presentation which included a refresher of how 
funding could be spent, survey results from the public meetings, and an open discussion that 
included a question and answer session about technical requirements of the funding. 

 
C. Publication Methods 

The Action Plan was posted at the following locations for a period of 15 days, beginning on August, 19, 
2016: 
• The City’s Disaster Recovery website (http://smtxfloodrecovery.com/) 
• At City Hall; 630 E Hopkins St, San Marcos, Texas 78666 
• At the Public Library; 625 E Hopkins St, San Marcos, Texas 78666 

A copy of the Action Plan may be requested via an open records request if citizens would like a 
physical copy provided to them rather than downloading it from the City’s website. 

 
D. Certification of 14 day Comment Period 

1. Method Comments Accepted 
Comments were accepted online and via written comment boxes placed at City Hall and the Public 
Library. Online comments were accepted via a form provided on the City’s disaster recovery 
website; the system will assign a number to each comment as it is received. In addition to 
comment boxes, written comments will be accepted at City hall in person, via email 
(floodrecovery@sanmarcostx.gov), or via USPS mail. As physical or email comments are 
received the City staff will enter those comments into the online tracking system. 

 
2. Inclusion of Comments Received 

A summary of the comments received during the public comment period and the reasoned 
responses and actions have been provided in Appendix H of this Action Plan. 

 
E. Website Development 

The City, in anticipation of the CDBG-DR process, began developing a disaster recovery website 
in April 2016. The City worked with government website vendor Civic Plus to create 
www.smtxfloodrecovery.com to provide information and interaction with residents. The intent was 
to create a user-friendly, easy to navigate portal for flood survivors and residents to gather 
information and leave input. 

The site launched in May 2016 and includes sections for policies, community outreach, reports, 
projects and program information. Additionally, the site also includes a calendar of events and 
a news section that is updated weekly. The site allows residents to sign up for notification of news 
and calendar items. Citizens can also interact with the City by using the fillable forms on the website. 

http://smtxfloodrecovery.com/
http://www.smtxfloodrecovery.com/
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Forms are available for the Action Plan public comment period, as well as to report fraud, waste or 
abuse. 

The City believes this online tool will allow the community to take an active role in steering the 
CDBG-DR process and move the City down the road to recovery. 

 
F. Accessibility of Plan 

The City follows ADA-compliant standards for website accessibility and readability. Content and 
webpage layout is designed with best practices for adaptive aids use in mind. The City also 
supports accommodation for citizens with limited English proficiency and will publish program 
documents to the public website in languages other than English based on the need of non-English 
speaking communities. 

 
G. Citizen Complaint and Appeal Process 

The City will appoint a team of City staff and Program Manager staff members who will investigate, 
resolve and follow-up each citizen complaint. The goal of the City is to resolve complaints within 15 
business days when possible. During program operations, citizens may not agree with decision 
made by the program on specific projects and wish to appeal the program’s decision. The program 
guidelines will include specific procedures and contact information for citizen to file formal appeals 
or complaints. The program will make every effort to provide a written response within 15 business 
days when possible to every appeal or complaint. 

 
Information about the right and how to file a complaint shall be printed on all program applications, 
guidelines, the City’s public website, as appropriate and reasonable. Procedures for appealing a 
City decision on a complaint shall be provided to complainants in writing as part of the complaint 
response. 

 
A record of each filed complaint or appeal that the City receives will be kept on file.  When a complaint 
or appeal is filed, the City will respond to the complainant or appellant within 15 business days where 
practicable. For expediency, the City will utilize telephone communication as the primary method of 
contact, email and postmarked letters will be used as necessary to document conversations and 
transmit documentation. 

 
The full complaint and appeals process can be found in Appendix E of this document. 

 

X. Amendment Definition and Approach 
A. Substantial Amendments to the Action Plan 

A Substantial Amendment to the Action Plan shall be defined as: 
1) a change in program benefit or eligibility criteria; 

2) the addition or deletion of an activity; or 

3) the allocation or reallocation of more than $1 million between activities. 

Only those amendments that meet the definition of a Substantial Amendment are subject 
to the public notification and public comment procedures previously identified within the 
Federal Register and this Action Plan. Specifically, a public notice will be published and 
comment will be sought when assistance programs are further defined (i.e. change in 
program benefit or eligibility criteria) or when funding allocations are further refined by type of 
activity and location, if applicable. 

Citizens, other local governmental entities, and our community partners will be provided 
with advanced notice and the opportunity to comment on proposed Substantial Amendments 
to the Action Plan. An electronic copy of the proposed Substantial Amendment will be 
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posted on the official San Marcos Disaster Recovery website. Hard copies will also be made 
available upon request. Translations and accommodations for residents with disabilities will 
be made in accordance with the Citizen Participation plan as detailed above. No less than 
fourteen (14) days will be provided for review and comment on the Substantial Amendment. 
Comments will be accepted electronically or in writing. A summary of all comments received 
and responses will be included in the Substantial Amendment that is submitted to HUD for 
approval. 

 

• Non-Substantial Amendments to the Action Plan 
Non-Substantial Amendments are defined as minor, one that does not materially change the 
activities or eligible beneficiaries. This provision should not be construed as allowing the general 
administrative budget to exceed the allowable limit. Additionally, a Substantial Amendment is not 
required in the case where the City is simply requesting additional funding from HUD. HUD must 
be notified f ive days in advance of a Non-Substantial Amendment becoming effective. 
Non-Substantial Amendments are not subject to the public notification and public comment 
procedures previously identified in the Federal Register or this Action Plan, however the 
City will publish all Amendments, Substantial or Non-Substantial, to the Disaster Recovery 
website and will be numbered sequentially for ease of identification and reference. 

• Leveraging Funds 
The City is currently exploring other sources of funding and will amend the Action Plan when those 
sources become apparent or available. The City’s 2016 regular CDBG Action Plan includes the 
allocation of $211,104 specifically awarded to a subrecipient for minor rehabilitation of flood-
damaged homes. To date, the City has explored the following options for additional funding to 
support community recovery: 

• Clean Water State Revolving Funds administered by the Texas Water Development Board. 
The City is in the process of being awarded a $2 million grant for flood mitigation. 

• Private funding in the amount of $500,000 specifically identified to address draniage/flooding in 
the Blanco Gardens neighborhood. 

• Hazard Mitigation Grant Programs 404 and 406. The City has applied for funding to both the 
State and FEMA. The applications are still under review. It is unclear at this time whether this 
funding will become available during this recovery process. 

 
 
 

XI. Certifications 
In accordance with HUD guidelines and the Federal Register requirements, the City certifies that: 

A. The City will affirmatively further fair housing, which means that it will conduct an analysis to identify 
impediments to fair housing choice within its jurisdiction and take appropriate actions to overcome 
the effects of any impediments identified through that analysis, and maintain records reflecting the 
analysis and  actions in this regard (see 24 CFR 570.487(b)(2) and 570.601(a)(2)). In addition, 
the City certifies that agreements with subrecipients will meet all civil rights related requirements 
pursuant to 24 CFR 570.503(b)(5). 

B. The City has in effect and is following a residential anti-displacement and relocation assistance 
plan in connection with any activity assisted with funding under the CDBG-DR program. 

C. The City is compliant with restrictions on lobbying required by 24 CFR part 87, together with 
disclosure forms, if required by part 87. 

D. The Action Plan for Disaster Recovery is authorized under State and local law (as applicable) 
and that the City, and any entity or entities designated by the City, possess(es) the legal authority 
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to carry out the program for which it is seeking funding, in accordance with applicable HUD 
regulations and this Notice. The City certifies that activities to be administered with funds under 
this Notice are consistent with its Action Plan. 

E. The City will comply with the acquisition and relocation requirements of the URA, as amended, and 
implementing regulations at 49 CFR part 24, except where waivers or alternative requirements are 
provided for in this Notice. 

F. The City will comply with section 3 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968 (12 U.S.C. 
1701u), and implementing regulations at 24 CFR part 135. 

G. The City is following a detailed citizen participation plan that satisfies the requirements of 24 CFR 
91.105 or 91.115, as applicable (except as provided for in notices providing waivers and alternative 
requirements for this grant). Also, the City follow a detailed citizen participation plan that satisfies 
the requirements of 24 CFR 
570.486 (except as provided for in notices providing waivers and alternative requirements for this 
grant). 

H. The City is complying with each of the following criteria: 
a. Funds will be used solely for necessary expenses related to disaster relief, long-term recovery, 

restoration of infrastructure and housing, and economic revitalization in the most impacted  and 
distressed areas for which the President declared a major disaster in 2015 pursuant to the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and emergency Assistance Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5121 et 
seq.) related to the consequences of Hurricane Joaquin and adjacent storm systems, 
Hurricane Patricia, and other flood events. 

b. With respect to activities expected to be assisted with CDBG-DR funds, the Action Plan 
has been developed so as to give the maximum feasible priority to activities that will benefit 
low- and moderate- income families. 

c. The aggregate use of CDBG-DR funds shall principally benefit low- and moderate-income 
families in a manner that ensures that at least 70 percent of the grant amount is expended 
for activities that benefit such persons. 

d. The City will not attempt to recover any capital costs of public improvements assisted with 
CDBG-DR grant funds, by assessing any amount against properties owned and occupied by 
persons of low- and moderate-income, including any fee charged or assessment made as a 
condition of obtaining access to such public improvements, unless: (a) disaster recovery grant 
funds are used to pay the proportion of such fee or assessment that relates to the capital 
costs of such public improvements that are financed from revenue sources other than under 
this title; or (b) for purposes of assessing any amount against properties owned and occupied 
by persons of moderate income, the City certifies to the Secretary that it lacks sufficient CDBG 
funds (in any form) to comply with the requirements of clause (a). 

I. The City (and any subrecipient or recipient) will conduct and carry out the grant in conformity with 
title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d) and the Fair Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 
3601–3619) and implementing regulations. 

J. The City has adopted and is enforcing the following policies: 
 

a. A policy prohibiting the use of excessive force by law enforcement agencies within its 
jurisdiction against any individuals engaged in nonviolent civil rights demonstrations; and 

b. A policy of enforcing applicable State and local laws against physically barring entrance to or 
exit from a facility or location that is the subject of such nonviolent civil rights demonstrations 
within its jurisdiction. 

K. The City (and any subrecipient or recipient ) has the capacity to carry out disaster recovery 
activities in a timely manner; or that the City will develop a plan to increase capacity where such 
capacity is lacking to carry out disaster recovery activities in a timely manner; and that the City 
has reviewed the requirements of the notice and the requirements of Public Law 114-113 
applicable to funds allocated by this notice, and certifies to the accuracy of Risk Analysis 
Documentation submitted to demonstrate that this has in place proficient financial controls and 
procurement processes; adequate procures to prevent any duplication of benefits as defined by 



42 | P a g e  
 

 

 

section 312 of the Stafford Act, to ensure timely expenditure of funds; to maintain a comprehensive 
disaster recovery website; to ensure timely communication of application status to applicants 
for disaster recovery assistance , and that its implementation plan accurately describes it current 
capacity and how it will address any capacity gaps. 

L. The City will not use grant funds for any activity in an area delineated as a special flood hazard 
area or equivalent in FEMA’s most recent and current data source unless it also ensures that the 
action is designed or modified to minimize harm to or within the floodplain in accordance with 
Executive Order 11988 and 24 CFR part 55. The relevant data source for this provision is the 
latest issued FEMA data or guidance, which includes advisory data (such as Advisory Base Flood 
Elevations) or preliminary and final Flood Insurance Rate Maps. 

M. The City’s activities concerning lead-based paint will comply with the requirements of 24 CFR part 
35, subparts A, B, J, K, and R. 

N. The City will comply with 

applicable laws. Signed and 

Certified by: 

 
 
 
 

Jared Miller, City Manager 
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Figure 1 - Concentration of NFIP Claims May and October 
 

 
Figure 2 – Overview of LMI Census Blocks relative to damage impacted areas. 
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City of San Marcos 
CDBG-DR Needs Assessment Task Force 

 
Meeting Agenda 

July 6, 2016 
6pm – 8pm 

 
1. Welcome – City of San Marcos (6pm-6:15pm) 

2. Presentation of Community Development Block Grant Disaster 
Recovery (CDBG-DR) Funding Details (6:15pm-7pm) 

• Action Plan Timeline 

• National Objectives and Eligible Activities 

• What is a Duplication of Benefit? 

• What are the National Flood Insurance Plan requirements? 

• Community Needs Assessment Survey 

3. Question and Answer (7pm-7:30pm) 

4. Public Comment (7:30pm-8pm) 
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9/8/2016 Action Plan Sent to HUD for Review and Comment or Approval 
 

9/6 – 9/7/2016 Finalize Action Plan for City Manager’s signature 
 

8/19 – 9/2/16 14 Day Public Comment Period 
 

8/3 – 8/18/16 Completion of Draft Action Plan 
 

8/2/2016 Council Action to Award Action Plan Allocations 

7/25/16 City Council CDBG-DR Action Plan Workshop 

7/7/2016 2nd  Disaster Recovery Task Force Meeting 

7/6/2016 Town Hall Public Meeting 

6/22/2016 1st Disaster Recovery Task Force Meeting 

 
6/22/2016 Effective Date of Federal Register (day 1 of 90 day process) 

 

6/17/2016 Federal Register publication 
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All CDBG-DR activities must clearly address a direct or indirect impact of the disaster and meet a 
National Objective. National Objectives are: 

 

• Activities Benefiting Low/Moderate Income (LMI) Persons; 
• Prevention/Elimination of Slums or Blight 

• Urgent Needs; requires that the activity or activities alleviate conditions which pose a 
serious and immediate threat to community health/welfare 

 
Grantees may use CDBG-DR funds for recovery efforts involving the following categories of eligible 
activities: 

 
Housing 
Examples of activities typically undertaken: 

 

• Single Family Owner Occupied 
o Rehabilitation 
o Reconstruction/New Construction 
o Buy Out/Acquisition 

 

• Single and Multifamily Rental Units 
o Rehabilitation 
o Reconstruction/New Construction 
o Buy Out/Acquisition 

 
Infrastructure 
Examples of activities typically undertaken: 

• Improvements to Roads/Bridges, Water Treatment Facilities, Sewer and Water Lines 

• Drainage 
• Repair/Replacement/Relocation of Public Facilities 
• Erosion Control 

 
Economic Development/Revitalization 
Examples of activities typically undertaken: 

• Providing loans and grants to businesses 
• Funding job training 
• Making improvements to commercial/retail districts 

 
Prevention of Further Damage to Affected Areas 
Examples of activities typically undertaken: 

• Hardening of infrastructure in flooded areas 

• Elevation of public utilities 
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All Community Development Block Grant- Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) grantees must go through 
a process of identifying and prioritizing critical unmet needs for long-term community recovery. 
Per the Federal Register Notice, at least 80% of the $25,080,000 allocated to San Marcos must 
address unmet needs within the HUD-identified “most impacted and distressed” areas. 

 
The assessment should take into account work already accomplished, community goals, and the 
grantee’s capacity to plan for, manage, and implement a coordinated long-term recovery process. 

 
The following outlines HUD’s suggested process for identifying needs within an affected 
community and how to prioritize based on capacity: 

 
Assessing the Current Situation 
Prior to estimating unmet needs and, ultimately, prioritizing these needs based on capacity and 
funding availability, grantees must assess critical components of their current, post-disaster setting 
by: 

• Collecting and Updating Pre-Disaster Baseline Data, Post-Disaster Market Conditions Data, 
and Data on Assistance Provided 

• Analyzing Data Collected in Light of the Impact of Short-Term Recovery Efforts 
• Identifying Existing, Anticipated, and Potentially Available Funding Sources 

 
Estimating Unmet Needs 

• Understand CDBG-DR definition of unmet needs - Unmet needs are needs that are not 
covered by other sources and can be covered by CDBG-DR funds. CDBG-DR funding should: 

o Addresses broad disaster impacts, not just damages 
o Covers needs not identified in other programs in the areas of housing, 

infrastructure and economic development 
 

Prioritizing Needs 
Given finite dollars to address disaster impacts and build a sustainable, resilient community, a 
grantee must prioritize the needs for long-term recovery and, in turn, the investment of CDBG-DR 
funds. Key questions that are helpful to consider when prioritizing need: 

 
• Does the project meet a post-disaster unmet need? 
• Is the project sustainable and feasible? 
• Can the project be executed in a timely manner? 
• Will the project trigger further reinvestment in the surrounding neighborhood? In the 

community at large? 
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Use of CDBG-DR funding cannot duplicate funding available from any other source. Disaster 
Recovery assistance may be provided by many sources. Examples of those sources are: 

 
• FEMA 
• Insurance (ex: homeowners insurance, NFIP insurance) 
• Small Business Administration 
• Blanco River Regional Recovery Team (BR3T) 
• Social Service Agencies (Red Cross, United Way, Community Action, Southside Community 

Center or other) 
• Religious Organizations 

 
A duplication of benefits (DOB) occurs when a household, person, or entity receives recovery 
assistance from multiple sources and the total amount of that assistance received adds up to 
greater than the need for that assistance type. In order to avoid that duplication of benefit, the 
Federal Register has provided guidance on the best way to calculate unmet need for applicants of 
the CDBG-DR funding: 

 
1. Assess Need 

Ex: How much will it cost to rehabilitate the damaged home, assist the business that suffered 
economic damage or repair needed infrastructure? 

 

2. Identify All Available Assistance 
Calculate total assistance available to cover the damage e.g., insurance proceeds, FEMA award, SBA 
loans, other Federal, State or Local sources, private loan, line of credit, etc. This calculation should 
include what has been received to date by each funding source 

 

3. Calculate Award 
 

Identify beneficiary’s Total Need $100,000 
Total All Assistance Received $35,000 
Total Assistance Determined to be Duplicative $30,000 
Maximum Eligible Award (Item 1 less Item 3) $70,000 

 

It is important to note, funds awarded by any source must have been spent as they were intended. 
That means, for example, that if FEMA awarded a recipient $10,000 for home repair but the 
recipient spent the $10,000 on personal belongings or on replacing a vehicle, CDBG-DR funds in 
the amount of $10,000 must be backed out on the final award because utilizing those funds to 
conduct repairs would be duplicating the funding that FEMA had already provided. 

 
Should the City’s programs include a housing repair or replacement program; each applicant will 
be required to provide documentation to support how they have spent the funds that they have 
received to date. It is important to hold on to receipts or to begin to collect those now. 
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Any CDBG Program must remain in compliance with the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 
requirement. Part of building sustainable communities means elevating homes above Base Flood 
Elevation (BFE), which mitigates future losses by protecting the home from future floods. A 
compliant Program elevates homes based on the latest issued FEMA floodplain maps (FIRM). 
Homes are zoned based on the height that water might rise to in a future flood event. Flood 
insurance rates are calculated based on whether the home is above that height; elevated homes 
have lower insurance rates. 

 
Per the Federal Register, all structures designed principally for residential use and located in the 
100-year floodplain that receive assistance for new construction, repair of substantial damage, or 
substantial improvement must be elevated with the lowest floor, including the basement, at least 
two feet above the 100-year floodplain elevation. 

 
This means that in order for CDBG-DR funds to be expended in the hardest hit areas of the City 
that are within the 100-year flood plain, elevation of the substantially damaged or destroyed 
structure is not an option but required. 

 
Once a structure is repaired or rebuilt in these areas (and possibly elevated), the recipient of the 
funding will be required to carry a flood insurance policy moving forward. 

 
Additionally, there may be affected households within the community that were deemed ineligible 
to receive funds from FEMA following the May and October flooding events due to not carrying 
flood insurance following a prior disaster in which they received assistance. For those affected 
households, you may be ineligible to receive further federal assistance and could be disqualified 
from any CDBG program. Should the City identify a way to assist these households, the types of 
assistance they will be able to receive from this round of funding will be limited to a few very 
specific activities. Those activities will be further defined within the final Action Plan and will be 
open to public comment. 
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Phone Number 
512-393-8147 
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Instructions:  Please read the questions below and circle the answer that applies. 

1. Did your residential property receive flood damage?
A. Yes
B. No

2. If you experienced flood damage – are you able to live in your home?
A. Yes
B. No
C. If no, I have relocated to ___________________________

3. If you received residential property damage – did you rent or own?
A. Own
B. Rent

4. If you received residential property damage – which agencies have you received assistance from?
(Choose all that apply)

A. FEMA
B. Insurance
C. Blanco River Regional Recovery Team (BR3T)
D. Social Service Agencies (Red Cross, United Way, Community Action, Southside Community

Center or other)
E. Religious Organizations
F. Other _____________________________
G. I did not receive any assistance.

5. If you received flood damage - did you have flood insurance during the flood?
A. Yes
B. No

6. Did you receive damage to your commercial property?
A. Yes
B. No

7. If you received commercial property damage – did you rent or own?
A. Rent
B. Own

8. The best solution to community unmet housing needs:

A. Repair homes (this may require elevation of the home)
B. Tear down and rebuild homes
C. Relocate to a less flood prone area
D. Purchase/buyout flood impacted properties



9. The best infrastructure solutions for unmet community needs:

A. Improve drainage to make neighborhoods more flood resistant
B. Improve roads, bridges, other city infrastructure
C. Repair, replace or relocate public facilities (i.e. emergency shelters, public housing)

10. What is the best economic development solution to the community’s flood related unmet needs.

A. Provide loans and grants to businesses
B. Fund job training
C. Make improvements to commercial retail districts
D. Financing other efforts that attract and retain workers in the flood impacted area

11. What is the best solution to the community’s community preparedness unmet needs?

A. Enhanced emergency notification
B. Technology (flood gauges, warning systems, etc.)
C. Comprehensive plans and other planning tools
D. Flood response and public safety equipment

12. Which area of unmet needs should the City focus most on improving?

A. Housing
B. Infrastructure
C. Economic Development/Revitalization
D. Community Preparedness

 Please provide the address of your flood-impacted property: 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 
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Community Unmet Needs Survey 

Instructions: Please read the questions below and circle the answer that applies. 

1. Did your residential property receive flood damage?

2. If you experienced flood damage-are you able to live in your home?
A. Yes

� 
C. If no, I have relocated to ___________ _

3. If you received residential property damage -did you rent or own?

�
B. Renf 

4. If you received residential property damage -which agencies have you received assistance from?
(Choose all that apply)

A. EMA 

B. Insurance 
C. Blanco River Regional Recovery Team (BR3T) 
D. Social Service Agencies (Red Cross, United Way, Community Action, Southside Community

Center or other) 
E. Religious Organizations 
F. Other ___________ _
G. I did not receive any assistance.

5. If you received flood damage - did you have flood insurance during the flood?
0 Ve£::, 

B. No

� Did you receive damage to your commercial property?
/' A. Yes

t-J� B. No

;I'. If you received commercial property damage -did you rent or own?
A. Rent
B. Own

8. The best solution to community unmet housing needs:

t A.' Repair homes (this may require elevation of the home)
(]) Tear down and rebuild homes 

C. Relocate to a less flood prone area 
D. Purchase/buyout flood impacted properties

� Cf/� � _,<l/f �'--7 //\ c4--e. � cI



9. The best infrastructure solutions for unmet community needs:
I 

�!Y'-e:> {/' A. Improve drainage to make neighborhoods more flood resistant

, f'. v\», B. Improve roads, bridges, other city infrastructure 
\ 1 f C. Repair, replace or relocate public facilities (i.e. emergency shelters, public housing)

\ �u D-9- � °"��
10. What is the best economic development solution to the community's flood related unmet needs.

@Provide loans and grants to businesses 1.--oc...::;,.l � (Y\,.,__,l l b ,.,._5 ?"Y'- e �.s-e<;
B. Fund job training
C. Make improvements to commercial retail districts

iJ . p. Financi_ng other efforts that attract and retain workers in �he flood impacted area 
ct:..tnv_. t-o n-u?c:le,.i1 � �c v}Yl....(___,

. 
,,, QAtD-4/ �o( �Yf hA,;1,- J1J"vc{o-p-t r t� '--7'i O 0hOu. �'---luuO(· U f- . 

11. What is the best solution to the community's community preparedness unmet needs?

A. Enhanced emergency notification
�Technology (flood gauges, warning systems, etc.)

+� �omprehensive plans and other planning tools
c;rt"� D. Flood response and public safety equipment

. j 
A. . _# ,, J 

- AM_j� -1:1--.c;-vf � 'f/U, c>vuLa__, 
T 

- ooc�

12. Which area of unmet needs should the City focus most on improving?

A. Housing
�nfrastructure 

C. Economic Development/Revitalization
D. Community Preparedness

Please provide the address of your flood-impacted property: 



Instructions: Please read the questions below and circle the answer that applies. 

1. Did�ntial property receive flood damage?

(�
B. No

2. If �etie ced flood damage - are you able to live in your home? l�
A. y __.;> 

/) 11B. No [,,(/ 
C. If no, I have relocated to------------

3. If you r residential property damage - did you rent or own? 
A. Own
B. Rent

4. If you received residential property damage - which agencies have you received assistance from?
(Choose all that apply)

A. FEM
��·-a-n-ce�

C. Blanco River Regional Recovery Team (BR3T)
D. Social Service Agencies (Red Cross, United Way, Community Action, Southside Community

Center or other)
E. Religious Organiz1a:_ions
F. Other Sb!\ 'fJ 8.A\.,
G. I did not receive any assistance.

5. If �eeeived-fl.Q..o_d damage - did you have flood insurance during the flood?

B. No

6. Did you receive damage to your commercial property?
A. Yes , l A 
B. No tJ I l 

A. Rent t l {\,. 

7. If you received comm

\

ercial property damage - did you rent or own? 

B. Own N fl 

8. The best solution to community unmet housing needs:

�air homes (this may require elevation of the home)
. Tear down and rebuild homes 

C. Relocate to a less flood prone area
D. Purchase/buyout flood impacted properties



9. The best infrastructure solutions for unmet community needs:

Improve drainage to make neighborhoods more flood resistant
Improve roads, bridges, other city infrastructure 
Repair, replace or relocate public facilities (i.e. emergency shelters, public housing)

10. What is the best economic development solution to the community's flood related unmet needs.

� rovide loans and grants to businesses
B. Fund job training 
C. Make improvements to commercial retail districts
D. Financing other efforts that attract and retain workers in the flood impacted area

is the best solution to the community's community preparedness unmet needs?

( 

I, A. 
B. 

Enhanced emergency notification 
Technology (flood gauges, warning systems, etc.)
Comprehensive plans and other planning tools 
Flood response and public safety equipment l �· 

\_:; 
12. Which area of unmet needs should the City focus most on improving?

Housing 
Infrastructure
Economic Development/Revitalization

D. Community Preparedness 

Please provide the address of your flood-impacted property:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 



Instructions: Please read the questions below and circle the answer that applies. 

1. Did �r residential property receive flood damage?
(YYes 
B. No

2. If you experienced flood damage - are you able to live in your home?
rAJ Yes
',( No 

C. If no, I have relocated to------------

3. If you received residential property damage - did you rent or own?
(!) Own 

B. Rent

4. If you received residential property damage - which agencies have you received assistance from?
(Ch

i 
all that apply) 

A FEMA iJZ. f ZJ
. Insurance .._ CJ'J,9 'f 1) 

C. Blanco River Regional Recovery Team (BR3T)
D. Social Service Agencies (Red Cross, United Way, Community Action, Southside Community

Center or other)
E. Religious Or

:
anizations 

� (v Other Vl5f..1111..f<1'9:,"S" tir
G. I did not receive any assistance.

5. If you received flood damage - did you have flood insurance during the flood?
IA:-,. Yes 
",(' No 

6. Did you receive damage to your commercial property?
A. Yes , A,
B. No Ju fl

7. If you received commercial property damage - did you rent or own?
A. Rent

• 1 
h,

B. Own IV fl 

8. The best solution to community unmet housing needs:

@Repair homes (this may require elevation of the home) 
B. Tear down and rebuild homes
C. Relocate to a less flood prone area
D. Purchase/buyout flood impacted properties



1!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!'!!!!!!!'!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!:"0!II 

9. The best infrastructure solutions for unmet community needs:

($) Improve drainage to make neighborhoods more flood resistant
B. Improve roads, bridges, other city infrastructure
C. Repair, replace or relocate public facilities (i.e. emergency shelters, public housing)

10. What is the best economic development solution to the community's flood related unmet needs.

A. Provide loans and grants to businesses
B. Fund job training

© Make improvements to commercial retail districts 
D. Financing other efforts that attract and retain workers in the flood impacted area

11. What is the best solution to the community's community preparedness unmet needs?

A. Enhanced emergency notification
(!) Technology (flood gauges, warning systems, etc.)

C. Comprehensive plans and other planning tools
D. Flood response and public safety equipment

12. Which area of unmet needs should the City focus most on improving?

A. Housing
(a.) Infrastructure 
Y. Economic Development/Revitalization

D. Community Preparedness

Please provide the address of your flood-impacted property: 

{:; j j_ {! �jt /1.)4 y' Dr,. -S" ,i.-lt Mp. �c 2f .S
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Community Unmet Needs Survey 

Instructions: Please read the questions below and circle the answer that applies. 

1. Did your residential property receive flood damage?
�
B. No 

2. If �need flood damage - are you able to live in your home?

::No. ����-� 
C. If no, I have relocated to //'0-- °'- v': �

3. If you received residential property damage - did you rent or own?
a-a� 

B. Rent

4. If you received residential property damage - which agencies have you received assistance from?
(Choose all that apply)

dC?FEMA
_..e:>1nsurance
C. Blanco River Regional Recovery Team (BR3T)
D. Social Service Agencies (Red Cross, United Way, Community Action, Southside Community

Center or other)
E. Religious Organizations
F. Other ___________ _
G. I did not receive any assistance.

5. If you received flood damage - did you have flood insurance during the flood?
�es

B. No

6. Did you receive d;")_;ge to your commercial property?
A. Yes I)/ z;--
B. No 

7. If you received commercial property damage - did you rent or own?
A. Rent M�
B. Own �/; 

8. The best solution to community unmet housing needs:

� Repair homes (this may require elevation of the home)
B. Tear down and rebuild homes
C. Relocate to a less flood prone area
D. Purchase/buyout flood impacted properties



9. The best infrastructure solutions for unmet community needs:

�mprove drainage to make neighborhoods more flood resistant
B. Improve roads, bridges, other city infrastructure
C. Repair, replace or relocate public facilities (i.e. emergency shelters, public housing)

10. What is the best economic development solution to the community's flood related unmet needs.

�rovide loans and grants to businesses
B. Fund job training
C. Make improvements to commercial retail districts 
D. Financing other efforts that attract and retain workers in the flood impacted area

11. What is the best solution to the community's community preparedness unmet needs?

a:.>Enhanced emergency notification
B. Technology (flood gauges, warning systems, etc.)
C. Comprehensive plans and other planning tools
D. Flood response and public safety equipment

12. Which area of unmet needs should the City focus most on improving?

A. Housing
�frastructure

C. Economic Development/Revitalization
D. Community Preparedness

Please provide the address of your flood-impacted property:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 

/ ,..{"" 



Instructions: Please read the questions below and circle the answer that applies. 

1. Di�u� residential property receive flood damage?
� es

B. No

2. If you ex erienced flood damage - are you able to live in your home?
@ve

B. No
C. If no, I have relocated to-----------

3. If yo�d residential property damage - did you rent or own?
(A� 

B. Rent

4. If you received residential property damage - which agencies have you received assistance from?
(Choose all that apply)

A. FE
B. lnsuranc
C. Blanco River Regional Recovery Team (BR3T)
D. Social Service Agencies (Red Cross, United Way, Community Action, Southside Community

Center or other)
E. Religious Organizations
F. Other ___________ _
G. I did not receive any assistance.

5. If y�ed flood damage - did you have flood insurance during the flood?

�..,)
B. No

6. Did you receive damage to your commercial property?
A. Yes

� No

7. If you received commercial property damage - did you rent or own?
A. Rent

@own 

8. The best solution to community unmet housing needs:

@ Repair homes (this may require elevation of the home) 
B. Tear down and rebuild homes

..__ �elocate to a less flood prone area

� 
r urchase/buyout flood impacted properties



9. The best infrastructure solutions for unmet community needs:

Improve drainage to make neighborhoods more flood resistant 
B. Improve roads, bridges, other city infrastructure
C. Repair, replace or relocate public facilities (i.e. emergency shelters, public housing)

10. What is the best economic development solution to the community's flood related unmet needs.

A. Provide loans an grants t
Fund job training
Make · ements to-�mmercial retail districts
mancing other efforts that-attract and retain workers in the flood impacted area

11. What is the best solution to the community's community preparedness unmet needs?

A. Enhanced emergency notification
B. Technology (flood gauges, warning systems, etc.)

Comprehensive plans and other planning tools
Flood response and public safety equipment

12. Which area of unmet needs should the City focus most on improving?

(i) Housing
B. Infrastructure
C. Economic Development/Revitalization
D. Community Preparedness

Please provide the address of your flood-impacted property: 



Instructions: Please read the questions below and circle the answer that applies. 

1. Did your residential property receive flood damage?
y

B. No

Z. If you experienced flood damage - are you able to live in your home?

B.

C. If no, I have relocated to
�����������-

3. If you received residential property damage - did you rent or own?
0 

B. Rent

4. If you received residential property damage -which agencies have you received assistance from?
(Choose all that apply)

A. FEMA 

�
Insurance 
Blanco River Regional Recovery Team (BR3T) 

D. Social Service Agencies (Red Cross, United Way, Community Action, Southside Community
Center or other) 

E. Religious Organizations
F. Other 

������������ 

G. I did not receive any assistance.

5. If y received flood damage - did you have flood insurance during the flood?
A Yes
B. No

6. Did you receive damage to your commercial property?
A. Yes
B. No

7. If you received commercial property damage - did you rent or own?
A. Rent
B. Own

8. The best solution to community unmet housing needs:

@ Repair homes (this may require elevation of the home)
B. Tear down and rebuild homes 
C. Relocate to a less flood prone area 
D. Purchase/buyout flood impacted properties



jp,!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!�� 

9. The best infrastructure solutions for unmet community needs:

&, Improve drainage to make neighborhoods more flood resistant

B. Improve roads, bridges, other city infrastructure

C. Repair, replace or relocate public facilities (i.e. emergency shelters, public housing)

10. What is the best economic development solution to the community's flood related unmet needs.

Vtc' ........ � ..... c.,ements to commercial retail districts 

n other efforts that attract and retain workers in the flood impacted area 

/') oY1 (., 'f; �

11. What is the best solution to the community's community preparedness unmet needs?

A. Enhanced emergency notification

@ Technology (flood gauges, warning systems, etc.)

C. Comprehensive plans and other planning tools

D. Flood response and public safety equipment

12. Which area of unmet needs should the City focus most on improving?

A. Housing

@ Infrastructure

C. Economic Development/Revitalization

D. Community Preparedness

Please provide the address of your flood-impacted property: 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 



Community Unmet Needs Survey 

Instructions: Please read the questions below and circle the answer that applies. 

1. Did your .r:.esidential property receive flood damage?
A. Yes
B. No

2. If you e.we.,eienced flood damage - are you able to live in your home?
A.(� 
B. No

C. If no, I have relocated to-----------

3. If you
cz
e . �d residential property damage - did you rent or own?

A. Ow'
B. ent

4. If you received residential property damage -which agencies have you received assistance from?
(C�e all that apply)

l_YFEMA 
B. Insurance
C. Blanco River Regional Recovery Team (BR3T)

,:;7o.Jsocial Service Agencies (Red Cross, United Way, Community Action, Southside Community 
L7 Center or other) 

E. Religious Organizations
F. Other ___________ _
G. I did not receive any assistance.

5. If you received flood damage - did you have flood insurance during the flood?
A. Yes

� 
6. Did you receive damage to your commercial property?

A. Yes

7. If you received commercial property damage - did you rent or own?
A. Rent l 
B. Own "J {\ 

8. The best solution to community unmet housing needs:

&Repair homes (this may require elevation of the home) 
Tear down and rebuild homes 
Relocate to a less flood prone area 

D. Purchase/buyout flood impacted properties



9. The best infrastructure solutions for unmet community needs:

�mprove drainage to make neighborhoods more flood resistant 
B. Improve roads, bridges, other city infrastructure
C. Repair, replace or relocate public facilities (i.e. emergency shelters, public housing)

10. What is the best economic development solution to the community's flood related unmet needs.

A. Provide loans and grants to businesses
B. Fund job training
C. Make improvements to commercial retail districts

vinancing other efforts that attract and retain workers in the flood impacted area 

11. What is the best solution to the community's community preparedness unmet needs?

A. Enhanced emergency notification 

J·� Technology (flood gauges, warning systems, etc.)
(:;/ Comprehensive plans and other planning tools 

D. Flood response and public safety equipment 

12. Which area of unmet needs should the City focus most on improving?

A. Housing
@Infrastructure 

C. Economic Development/Revitalization
D. Community Preparedness

Please provide the address of your flood-impacted property: 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 

. .--
t-1J. (l:, H(A, (A> u r, .1..:, fl.")r....,
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Instructions: Please read the questions below and circle the answer that applies. 

l. Did your residential property receive flood damage?
@Yes 
B. No

2. If you experienced flood damage - are you able to live in your home?
€)Yes 
B. No

C. If no, I have relocated to------------

3. If you received residential property damage - did you rent or own?
@ Own 
B. Rent

4. If you received residential property damage - which agencies have you received assistance from?
(Choose all that apply)

(&� FEMA

Insurance 
Blanco River Regional Recovery Team (BR3T) 
Social Service Agencies ed Cross United Way, Community Action, Southside Community 
Center or other) 

® Religious Organizations 
F. Other ------------
G. I did not receive any assistance.

5. If you received flood damag - did you have flood insurance during the flood?
@ Yes (!) ct -f:lj v 

B.@.ffi�� 

6. Did you receive damage to your commercial property?
A. Yes
B. No ;rJ IP:

7. If you received commercial property damage - did you rent or own?
A. Rent j ()
B. Own 11 / (

8. The best solution to community unmet housing needs:

(N Repair homes (this may require elevation of the home) 
CE) Tear down and rebuild homes 
C. Relocate to a less flood prone area
D. Purchase/buyout flood impacted properties



9. The best infrastructure solutions for unmet community needs:

A. Improve drainage to make neighborhoods more flood resistant

Improve roads, bridges, other city infrastructure

C. Repair, replace or relocate public facilities (i.e. emergency shelters, public housing)

10. What is the best economic development solution to the community's flood related unmet needs.

A. Provide loans and grants to businesses

B. Fund job training

C. Make improvements to commercial retail districts

@ Financing other efforts that attract and retain workers in the flood impacted area

11. What is the best solution to the community's community preparedness unmet needs?

@ Enhanced emergency notification

B. Technology (flood gauges, warning systems, etc.)

C. Comprehensive plans and other planning tools

D. Flood response and public safety equipment

12. Which area of unmet needs should the City focus most on improving?

@ Housing

(!) Infrastructure

C. Economic Development/Revitalization

D. Community Preparedness

Please provide the address of your flood-impacted property: 



Community Unmet Needs Survey 

Instructions: Please read the questions below and circle the answer that applies. 

l. Did �tial property receive flood damage?
c__A.�

B. No

2. If yo� �ced flood damage - are you able to live in your home?

� 
B. No
C. If no, I have relocated to

����������� 

3. 
�

ived residential property damage - did you rent or own? 
wn 
nt 

4. If you received residential property damage - which agencies have you received assistance from?
(Choose all that apply)

A. FEMA
B. Insurance
C. Blanco River Regional Recovery Team (BR3T)

�ocial Service Agencies (Red Cross, United Way, Community Action, Southside Community
Center or other) 

E. Religious Orga
�

ns
C: 

��her _)_k_ 

�
uid not receive any assistance. 

5. If you received flood damage - did you have flood insurance during the flood?

� 
6. Did you receive d

'P
a age o your commercial property? 

A. Yes
� B. No

7. If you received commercial property damage - did you rent or own?
A. Rent
B. Own

8. The best solution to community unmet housing needs:

<::Opair homes (this may require elevation of the home)
B. Tear down and rebuild homes
C. Relocate to a less flood prone area
D. Purchase/buyout flood impacted properties



9. The best infrastructure solutions for unmet community needs:

�prove drainage to make neighborhoods more flood resistant
B. Improve roads, bridges, other city infrastructure
C. Repair, replace or relocate public facilities (i.e. emergency shelters, public housing)

10. What is the best economic development solution to the community's flood related unmet needs.

A. Provide loans and grants to businesses
B. Fund job training
C. Make improvements to commercial retail districts
D. 

�
rts

�; 
retain workers in the flood impacted area 

11. What is the best solution to the community's community preparedness unmet needs?

A. Enhanced emergency notification
�echnology (flood gauges, warning systems, etc.) 

C. Comprehensive plans and other planning tools
D. Flood response and public safety equipment

12. Which area of unmet needs should the City focus most on improving?

A. Housing
d) Infrastructure

C. Economic Development/Revitalization
D. Community Preparedness

Please provide the address of your flood-impacted propert(/

�tlh· �vz -- 1 ��

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 



Community Unmet Needs Survey 

Instructions: Please read the questions below and circle the answer that applies. 

1. Did_)9J�r residential property receive flood damage?
�Yes 

B. No

2. If you experienced flood damage - are you able to live in your home?
(j:) Yes

B. No
C. If no, I have relocated to-----------

3. If you received residential property damage - did you rent or own?
@own

B. Rent

4. If you received residential property damage - which agencies have you received assistance from?
(Choose all that apply)
Ci) FEMA

B. Insurance
C. Blanco River Regional Recovery Team (BR3T)
D. Social Service Agencies (Red Cross, United Way, Community Action, Southside Community

Center or other)
E. Religious Organizations
F. Other ___________ �
G. I did not receive any assistance.

5. If you received flood damage - did you have flood insurance during the flood?
A. Yes t . , , Y\..Q__ 0 v- ·-\' l trZJ J__o__.aJ... I')/\ , �-"-

+o � o I�-
(!) No VV l VZ. � ,- ��· 

6. Did Au receive damage to your commercial property?
i.y Yes 

B. No

7. If you received commercial property damage - did you rent or own?
A. Rent

@own

8. The best solution to community unmet housing needs:

{;) Repair homes (this may require elevation of the home)
B. Tear down and rebuild homes
C. Relocate to a less flood prone area
D. Purchase/buyout flood impacted properties



'-11" dA .t � '> r\D 
}' '--"' - - J "'2-c:f 

6A. SJ f .-oJ 
'J� .p

A 

9. The best Infrastructure solutions for unmet community needsv

Q Improve drainage to make neighborhoods more flood resistant 
B. Improve roads, bridges, other city infrastructure
C. Repair, replace or relocate public facilities (i.e. emergency shelters, public housing)

11. What is the best solution to the community's community preparedness unmet needs?

(Y Enhanced emergency notification
B. Technology (flood gauges, warning systems, etc.)
C. Comprehensive plans and other planning tools
D. Flood response and public safety equipment

12. Which area of unmet needs should the City focus most on improving?

A. Housing
� Infrastructure 

C. Economic Development/Revitalization
D. Community Preparedness

Please provide the address of your flood-impacted property: 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 



















































































































































12. l Que area de las necesidades insatisfechas de la cuidad deberfa centrarse mas
en la mejorar?

(3. Alojamiento 
B. Infraestructura
C. Desarrollo econ6mico

@Preparaci6n de la comunidad 

Por favor proporcione la direcci6n de su propiedad afectada a la inundaci6n: 

Comentarios Adicionales: 



BLANK

City of San Marcos Action Plan for Disaster Recovery 
Disaster Relief Appropriations Act of 2016 (Public Law 114-113, Approved Dec. 18th, 2015) 

Draft Posted for Public Comment on 8/19/2016 Submission to HUD on 9/9/2016 
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City of San Marcos 
CDBG-DR Needs Assessment Task Force

Meeting Agenda 
June 22, 2016 

11:30am 

1. Welcome – City of San Marcos

2. Introductions of City Council and Task Force Members – Collette
Jamison, Assistant City Manager

3. Video of Flooding Impact – Kristi Wyatt, Communications Director

4. Overview of CDBG Disaster Recovery Funding – Marisa Mason and
Esrone McDaniels, AECOM

• Presentation of Required Schedule

• Presentation of Eligible Activities and Needs Assessment
Requirements

• Citizen Information and Engagement

5. Task Force Discussion – facilitated by AECOM

• How has each Task Force member been involved in the
community’s recovery?

• What are areas of greatest vulnerability?

• What are some continuing challenges within the community?

6. Identification of Next Steps – Marisa Mason

7. Closing Remarks – Jared Miller, City Manager



 
Grantees may use CDBG-DR funds for recovery efforts involving housing, economic development, 
infrastructure and prevention of further damage to affected areas. Use of CDBG-DR funding 
cannot duplicate funding available from the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the Small 
Business Administration, and the US Army Corps of Engineers.  
 
All CDBG-DR activities must clearly address a direct or indirect impact of the disaster and meet a 
national objective. National Objectives are: 
 

• Activities Benefiting Low/Moderate Income (LMI) Persons; historically, the Federal Register 
will stipulate that at least 50% of the funding must go to LMI households; however, there is 
precedence in applying for waivers if provision is a detriment to the City’s priorities. 

• Prevention/Elimination of Slums or Blight 
• Urgent Needs; requires that the activity or activities alleviate conditions which pose a 

serious and immediate threat to community health/welfare 
 

Examples of what types of activities are eligible under these categories: 
 
Housing 

• Single Family Owner Occupied 
o Rehabilitation 
o Reconstruction/New Construction 
o Buy Out/Acquisition 

 
• Single and Multifamily Rental Units 

o Rehabilitation 
o Reconstruction/New Construction 
o Buy Out/Acquisition 

 
Infrastructure 

• Improvements to Roads/Bridges, Water Treatment Facilities, Sewer and Water Lines 
• Drainage 
• Dam failure due to inundation (cannot enlarge beyond original footprint) 
• Repair/Replacement/Relocation of Public Facilities 
• Erosion Control 

 
Economic Development/Revitalization  

• Providing loans and grants to businesses 
• Funding job training 
• Making improvements to commercial/retail districts 
• Financing other efforts that attract/retain workers in devastated communities 



Rank CATEGORIES 1 – 3 based on priority (with 1 being the greatest priority). Then rank 
ACTIVITIES in order of priority (with 1 being the greatest priority). 

Housing 
• Single Family Owner Occupied:  _____

_____ Rehabilitation
_____ Reconstruction/New Construction
_____ Buy Out/Acquisition

• Single and Multifamily Rental Units:  ____
_____ Rehabilitation
_____ Reconstruction/New Construction
_____ Buy Out/Acquisition

Infrastructure 
 _____ Improvements to Roads/Bridges, Water Treatment Facilities, Sewer and Water Lines 
 _____ Drainage 
 _____ Dam failure due to inundation (cannot enlarge beyond original footprint) 
 _____ Repair/Replacement/Relocation of Public Facilities 
 _____ Erosion Control 

Economic Development/Revitalization 
 _____ Providing loans and grants to businesses 
 _____ Funding job training 
 _____ Making improvements to commercial/retail districts 
 _____ Financing other efforts that attract/retain workers in devastated communities 



9/8/2016 Action Plan Sent to HUD for Review and Comment or Approval 

9/6 – 9/7/2016 Finalize Action Plan for City Manager’s signature 

8/19 – 9/2/16 14 Day Public Comment Period 

8/3 – 8/18/16 Completion of Draft Action Plan 

8/2/2016 Council Action to Award Action Plan Allocations 

July 2016 2nd Disaster Recovery Task Force Meeting 

July 2016 Town Hall Public Meeting 

6/22/2016 1st Disaster Recovery Task Force Meeting 

6/22/2016 Effective Date of Federal Register (day 1 of 90 day process) 

6/17/2016 Federal Register publication 



All Community Development Block Grant- Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) grantees must go through 
a process of identifying and prioritizing critical unmet needs for long-term community recovery. 
Per the Federal Register Notice, at least 80% of the $25,080,000 allocated to San Marcos must 
address unmet needs within the HUD-identified “most impacted and distressed” areas.   

The assessment should take into account work already accomplished, community goals, and the 
grantee’s capacity to plan for, manage, and implement a coordinated long-term recovery process. 

The following outlines HUD’s suggested process for identifying needs within an affected 
community and how to prioritize based on capacity: 

Assessing the Current Situation  
Prior to estimating unmet needs and, ultimately, prioritizing these needs based on capacity and 
funding availability, grantees must assess critical components of their current, post-disaster setting 
by: 

• Collecting and Updating Pre-Disaster Baseline Data, Post-Disaster Market Conditions Data,
and Data on Assistance Provided

• Analyzing Data Collected in Light of the Impact of Short-Term Recovery Efforts
• Identifying Existing, Anticipated, and Potentially Available Funding Sources

Estimating Unmet Needs 
• Understand CDBG-DR definition of unmet needs - Unmet needs are needs that are not

covered by other sources and can be covered by CDBG-DR funds. CDBG-DR funding should:
o Addresses broad disaster impacts, not just damages
o Covers needs not identified in other programs in the areas of housing,

infrastructure and economic development

Prioritizing Needs 
Given finite dollars to address disaster impacts and build a sustainable, resilient community, a 
grantee must prioritize the needs for long-term recovery and, in turn, the investment of CDBG-DR 
funds. Key questions that are helpful to consider when prioritizing need:  

• Does the project meet a post-disaster unmet need?
• Is the project sustainable and feasible?
• Can the project be executed in a timely manner?
• Will the project trigger further reinvestment in the surrounding neighborhood? In the

community at large?
• Does the project/program exacerbate pre-disaster market vulnerabilities? For example, if

the community had a soft housing market prior to the disaster and the community is
choosing to rebuild an overabundance of housing projects, the recovery efforts could
recreate the original pre-disaster market vulnerability.



 
THE FINE PRINT:  
 
According to § VI.A.a.(1) of the Federal Register published on June 17, 2016: 
 
“The action plan must include an impact and unmet needs assessment. Each grantee must develop 
a needs assessment to understand the type and location of community needs to enable it to target 
limited resources to areas with the greatest need. Grantees receiving an award under this notice 
must conduct a needs assessment to inform the allocation of CDBG-DR resources. At a minimum, 
the needs assessment must evaluate three core aspects of recovery-housing (interim and 
permanent, owner and rental, single-family and multifamily, affordable and market rate, and 
housing to meet the needs of pre-disaster homeless persons), infrastructure, and the economy 
(e.g., estimated job losses).  
 
The assessment must also take into account the various forms of assistance available to, or likely 
to be available to, affected communities (e.g., projected FEMA funds) and individuals (e.g., 
estimated insurance) to ensure CDBG-DR funds meet needs that are not likely to be addressed by 
other sources of funds. Grantees must also assess whether public services (i.e., job training, 
mental health and general health services) are necessary to complement activities intended to 
address housing and economic revitalization needs.”   
 
“A needs assessment must take into account the costs of incorporating mitigation and resilience 
measures to protect against future hazards, including the anticipated effects of climate change on 
those hazards.” 
 
Additionally, according to § VI.A.a.(8), the Needs Assessment process and Action Plan must 
include: 
 
“A description of how the grantee will encourage the provision of housing for all income groups 
that is resilient to natural hazards, including a description of the activities it plans to undertake to 
address: (a) the transitional  housing, permanent  supportive housing, and   permanent housing 
needs of individuals and families (including subpopulations) that are homeless and at-risk of 
homelessness; (b) the prevention of low-income individuals and families with children (especially 
those with incomes below 30 percent of the area median) from becoming homeless; and (c) the 
special needs of persons who are not homeless but require supportive housing (e.g., elderly, 
persons with disabilities, persons with alcohol or other drug addiction, persons with HIV/AIDS and 
their families, and public housing  residents,  as  identified in 24 CFR 91.315 (e) or 91.215(e) as 
applicable). Grantees must also assess how planning decisions may affect racial, ethnic, and low-
income concentrations, and ways to promote the availability of affordable housing in low-poverty, 
nonminority areas where appropriate and in response to natural hazard-related impacts.” 
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CITY OF SAN MARCOS CDBG AND CDBG-DR COMPLAINT 
AND APPEAL POLICY 

A. Resolution of complaints and appeals 
(“Complaint(s)”) will be handled sensitively and fairly. Complete and thorough program documentation and 
contractual agreements, careful implementation of policies and procedures, and clear and respectful methods of 
communication will help prevent and resolve complaints.  

B. Information about the complaint process and how to file 
A complaint shall be printed on all program applications, guidelines and subrecipient web sites in all local 
languages, as appropriate and reasonable.  

C. Types of Complaints:  
a. Policy: There are two types of complaints; formal and informal.  

i. Informal: Informal complaints may be verbal and can come from any party involved in the 
application process, including the homeowner or building contractor. A written procedure 
for handling these complaints is not required. 

ii. Formal: Formal complaints are written complaints, including faxed and emailed 
statements. A written procedure for dealing with formal complaints is required.  

D. Informal Complaints  
a. Informal complaints may be verbal, and can come from any party involved in the process, 

including the homeowner or building contractor.  
b. The person receiving the complaint will obtain all pertinent details including: 

i. Name, address, and contact information for the person lodging the complaint; 
ii. Address of the property that is the subject of the complaint; 
iii. Details of the complaint to include the names of program personnel previously 

contacted;.  
c. Program administration staff will provide a response that explains the relevant policy. 
d. A person who calls the City to file an Informal complaint (“Complainant”) will be advised on how to 

file a formal complaint if their complaint cannot be immediately resolved.  
e. The person receiving the complaint will log all informal complaints into the City’s complaint 

tracking system, including details of the response provided. 

E. Formal Complaints  
a. Formal complaints are written statements of grievance and are resolved through a documented 

set of procedures that comply with federal regulations. 
b. The City will accept formal complaints as follows: 

i. Appeals of eligibility determinations; 
ii. Allegations of discrimination or other violations of the Fair Housing Act; 
iii. Complaints regarding construction quality or methods; 
iv. Appeals of an inspection result or interpretation of the City’s construction codes and 

policies; 
v. Complaints regarding the conduct of a contractor, construction personnel, or program 

support personnel.  
c. The Director of Planning and Development Services (Director) or her designee is responsible for 

resolving formal complaints.  



i. Allegations of Fair Housing Act violations will be referred to the San Antonio office of the
FHEO Division of the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. The
complainant will be notified of this action and provided with contact information for the
FMEO office.

ii. Complaints regarding construction quality or methods or appeals of an inspection result
or interpretation of the City’s construction codes and policies may be referred to the City’s
Construction Board of Appeals when appropriate. A meeting of this Board will be
scheduled within 20 calendar days of acceptance of the complaint. The complainant will
be informed that the complaint is being referred to the Board and will be provided written
notice of the time and date of the Board’s meeting.

d. Formal complaints must be in writing and may be submitted in the following ways:
i. By mail to City of San Marcos, Attention: Director, Planning and Development Services,

630 E. Hopkins, San Marcos TX  78666;
ii. By delivery to the attention of the Director of the City’s Planning and Development

Services Department, 2nd Floor of the Municipal Building, 630 E Hopkins, San Marcos TX
78666.

iii. By fax to the attention of the Director at 855-759-2843;
iv. By email to: floodrecovery@sanmarcostx.gov

e. The City will provide assistance in the preparation of the written complaint upon request for
persons with a disability. Requests for assistance should be made to the City of San Marcos
ADA Coordinator at 512-393-8065 (voice) or by e-mail to ADArequest@sanmarcostx.gov.

f. Formal complaints must be submitted within 15 calendar days of the occurrence of the event
leading to the complaint/appeal.

g. Formal complaints shall include:
i. Name of the complainant;
ii. Contact information of the complainant;
iii. Description of the circumstances of the complaint and date of incident occurrence;
iv. Name(s) of any contractor, construction workers, and/or program administrative staff who

have knowledge of the incident;
v. Address of the property that is the subject of the complaint;

h. Complaints with insufficient data or submitted by a third party with no standing in the incident
about which the complaint is being submitted need not be accepted.

i. The Director or designee will review and investigate the formal complaint including making an
initial determination that the complaint/appeal is complete, relevant, and has standing.

j. If the complaint is found to be incomplete, the complainant will be allowed a reasonable time, not
to exceed ten calendar days, to provide the missing information.

k. When a complaint is not accepted, the City will notify the complainant in writing within 5 working
days with an explanation of why the complaint was not accepted. The complaint that was not
accepted will be logged into the City’s complaint tracking system with a notation that the
compliant was not viable.

l. Complaints that are accepted will be logged into the City’s complaint tracking system with a
notation of the date the complaint was accepted.

m. A written Notice of Complaint Resolution Determination will be provided to the Complainant
within 20 calendar days of the complaint acceptance date. Complainants will receive review by
the Construction Board of Appeals

n. The documentation of the complaint will include:
i. Name and contact information of the complainant;
ii. Description of the complaint;
iii. Name of each person contacted in relation to the complaint;
iv. Summary of the results of the review or investigation of the complaint;

mailto:floodrecovery@sanmarcostx.gov
mailto:ADArequest@sanmarcostx.gov


v. Summary of the resolution of the complaint and any corrective action that was 
implemented, where warranted; and, 

vi. Date the complainant was notified of the resolution of the complaint and the date the 
complaint was closed. 

F. Complainant has the right to appeal  
The resolution determination of the Director on the grounds that the determination did not follow the procedures 
outlined in this policy. The appeal should be submitted in writing to the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development within ten calendar days of the issuance of the Notice of Complaint Resolution Determination. The 
notice may be delivered: 

i. By mail to CPD Director, U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, H. F. 
Garcia Federal building, 615 East Houston St., Suite 347, San Antonio TX  78205 

ii. By delivery to the address listed above 
iii. By fax to the attention of the CPD Director at 210-472-6825 
iv. By email to: elva.f.garcia@hud.govThe City has the right to change, modify, waive, or 

revoke all or any part of this policy with the concurrence of the City Attorney.  
  

mailto:elva.f.garcia@hud.gov
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PRE-AWARD
DRAW #1 DRAW #2 DRAW #3-4

HOUSING PROJECTS 12/2016 3/2017 6/2017 9/2017 12/2017 3/2018 6/2018 9/2018 12/2018 3/2019 6/2019
Quarterly Projection $0 $0 $0 $810,858 $1,156,582 $1,389,140 $1,389,140 $1,389,140 $1,389,140 $0
Cumumlative Projected Expenditures $0 $0 $0 $810,858 $1,967,440 $3,356,580 $4,745,720 $6,134,860 $7,524,000 $7,524,000
Owner-occupied rehab/reconst $0 $0 $0 $581,398 $697,674 $930,232 $930,232 $930,232 $930,232
Rental rehab/reconstruct $0 $0 $0 $229,460 $458,908 $458,908 $458,908 $458,908 $458,908
Actual Quarterly Expend (from QPRs) -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 
Cum. Actual Expenditures (QPR's) -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 

9/2019 12/2019 3/2020 6/2020 9/2020 12/2020 3/2021 6/2021 9/2021 12/2021 3/2022 TOTAL
Quarterly Projection $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $7,524,000
Cumumlative Projected Expenditures $7,524,000 $7,524,000 $7,524,000 $7,524,000 $7,524,000 $7,524,000 $7,524,000 $7,524,000 $7,524,000 $7,524,000 $7,524,000 $7,524,000
Owner-occupied rehab/reconst
Rental rehab/reconstruct
Actual Quarterly Expend (from QPRs) -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 
Cum. Actual Expenditures (QPR's)
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INFRASTRUCTURE-DRAINAGE PROJECTS 12/2016 3/2017 6/2017 9/2017 12/2017 3/2018 6/2018 9/2018 12/2018 3/2019 6/2019 9/2019
Quarterly Projection $299,000 $687,833 $712,833 $737,833 $1,567,833 $1,758,333 $1,739,333 $2,539,333
Blanco Gardens $210,000 $210,000 $210,000 $210,000 $1,040,000 $1,040,000 $1,040,000 $1,040,000
Clarewood/Barbara Drive $0 $0 $25,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $25,000
Midtown $14,000 $14,500 $14,500 $14,500 $14,500 $205,000 $191,000 $191,000
Uhland Rd $75,000 $80,000 $80,000 $80,000 $80,000 $80,000 $75,000 $900,000
Blanco Riverine $0 383,333 383,333 383,333 383,333 383,333 383,333 383,333
Cumumlative Projected Expenditures $299,000 $986,833 $1,699,667 $2,437,500 $4,005,333 $5,763,667 $7,503,000 $10,042,333
Blanco Gardens $210,000 $420,000 $630,000 $840,000 $1,880,000 $2,920,000 $3,960,000 $5,000,000
Clarewood/Barbara Drive $0 $0 $25,000 $75,000 $125,000 $175,000 $225,000 $250,000
Midtown $14,000 $28,500 $43,000 $57,500 $72,000 $277,000 $468,000 $659,000
Uhland Rd $75,000 $155,000 $235,000 $315,000 $395,000 $475,000 $550,000 $1,450,000
Blanco Riverine $0 $383,333 $766,667 $1,150,000 $1,533,333 $1,916,667 $2,300,000 $2,683,333
Actual Quarterly Expend (from QPRs) -$                 
Cum. Actual Expenditures (QPR's) -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 

12/2019 3/2020 6/2020 9/2020 12/2020 3/2021 6/2021 9/2021 12/2021 3/2022 6/2022 9/2022 TOTAL
Quarterly Projection $2,076,833 $1,845,833 $1,968,750 $968,750 $406,250 $406,250 $406,200 $406,000 $478,000 $506,000 $0 $0 $19,511,200
Blanco Gardens $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,000,000
Clarewood/Barbara Drive $562,500 $562,500 $562,500 $562,500 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,500,000
Midtown $191,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $850,000
Uhland Rd $940,000 $900,000 $900,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,190,000
Blanco Riverine $383,333 $383,333 $506,250 $406,250 $406,250 $406,250 $406,200 $406,000 $478,000 $506,000 $6,971,200
Cumumlative Projected Expenditures $12,119,167 $13,965,000 $15,933,750 $16,902,500 $17,308,750 $17,715,000 $18,121,200 $18,527,200 $19,005,200 $19,511,200 $19,511,200 $19,511,200
Blanco Gardens $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000
Clarewood/Barbara Drive $812,500 $1,375,000 $1,937,500 $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $2,500,000
Midtown $850,000 $850,000 $850,000 $850,000 $850,000 $850,000 $850,000 $850,000 $850,000 $850,000 $850,000 $850,000
Uhland Rd $2,390,000 $3,290,000 $4,190,000 $4,190,000 $4,190,000 $4,190,000 $4,190,000 $4,190,000 $4,190,000 $4,190,000 $4,190,000 $4,190,000
Blanco Riverine $3,066,667 $3,450,000 $3,956,250 $4,362,500 $4,768,750 $5,175,000 $5,581,200 $5,987,200 $6,465,200 $6,971,200 $6,971,200 $6,971,200
Actual Quarterly Expend (from QPRs) -$                 
Cum. Actual Expenditures (QPR's) -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 



$43,000 $57,500 $72,000
$277,000

$468,000
$659,000

$850,000

$235,000$315,000$395,000$475,000$550,000

$1,450,000

$2,350,000

$3,250,000

$4,150,000

$0

$1,000,000

$2,000,000

$3,000,000

$4,000,000

$5,000,000

$6,000,000

$7,000,000

$8,000,000

9/
20

17

12
/2

01
7

3/
20

18

6/
20

18

9/
20

18

12
/2

01
8

3/
20

19

6/
20

19

9/
20

19

12
/2

01
9

3/
20

20

6/
20

20

9/
20

20

12
/2

02
0

3/
20

21

6/
20

21

9/
20

21

12
/2

02
1

3/
20

22

6/
20

22

San Marcos Disaster Recovery Program 
Infrastructure-Drainage Project Expenditures

Blanco Gardens

Clarewood/Barbara Drive

Midtown

Uhland Rd

Blanco Riverine



$- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $-
$0

$5,000,000

$10,000,000

$15,000,000

$20,000,000

$25,000,000
12

/2
01

7

6/
20

18

12
/2

01
8

6/
20

19

12
/2

01
9

6/
20

20

12
/2

02
0

6/
20

21

12
/2

02
1

6/
20

22

San Marcos Diaster Recovery Program
Infrastructure-Drainage Cumlative Expenditures

Cumumlative Projected Expenditures

Cum. Actual Expenditures (QPR's)



ADMINISTRATION 12/2016 3/2017 6/2017 9/2017 12/2017 3/2018 6/2018 9/2018 12/2018 3/2019 6/2019 9/2019
Quarterly Projection $62,000 $42,000 $100,000 $100,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $75,000 $75,000 $75,000
Cumumlative Projected Expenditures $62,000 $104,000 $204,000 $304,000 $354,000 $404,000 $454,000 $504,000 $554,000 $629,000 $704,000 $779,000
Actual Quarterly Expend (from QPRs) -$                  718$                 41,081$           -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  
Cum. Actual Expenditures (QPR's) -$                  718$                 41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           

12/2019 3/2020 6/2020 9/2020 12/2020 3/2021 6/2021 9/2021 12/2021 3/2022 6/2022 9/2022 12/2022
Quarterly Projection $75,000 $75,000 $75,000 $85,700 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $100,000 $50,000 $100,000 $100,000
Cumumlative Projected Expenditures $854,000 $929,000 $1,004,000 $1,089,700 $1,139,700 $1,189,700 $1,239,700 $1,289,700 $1,339,700 $1,439,700 $1,489,700 $1,589,700 $1,689,700
Actual Quarterly Expend (from QPRs) -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  
Cum. Actual Expenditures (QPR's) 41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           41,800$           
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PLANNING 12/2016 3/2017 6/2017 9/2017 12/2017 3/2018 6/2018 9/2018 12/2018 3/2019 6/2019 9/2019
Quarterly Projection $102,000 $350,000 $300,000 $300,000 $600,000 $260,000 $225,000 $300,000 $100,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000
Cumumlative Projected Expenditures $102,000 $452,000 $752,000 $1,052,000 $1,652,000 $1,912,000 $2,137,000 $2,437,000 $2,537,000 $2,837,000 $3,137,000 $3,437,000
Actual Quarterly Expend (from QPRs) 76,538$           244,489$        292,677$        -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  
Cum. Actual Expenditures (QPR's) 76,538$           321,027$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        

12/2019 3/2020 6/2020 9/2020 12/2020 3/2021 6/2021 9/2021 12/2021 3/2022 6/2022 9/2022 TOTAL
Quarterly Projection $100,000 $150,000 $125,000 $125,000 $150,000 $182,100 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $100,000 $100,000 $5,069,100
Cumumlative Projected Expenditures $3,537,000 $3,687,000 $3,812,000 $3,937,000 $4,087,000 $4,269,100 $4,419,100 $4,569,100 $4,719,100 $4,869,100 $4,969,100 $5,069,100 $5,069,100
Actual Quarterly Expend (from QPRs) -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  
Cum. Actual Expenditures (QPR's) 613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        613,704$        
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Total Expenditures 12/2016 3/2017 6/2017 9/2017 12/2017 3/2018 6/2018 9/2018 12/2018 3/2019 6/2019 9/2019 12/2019
Quarterly Projection $164,000 $392,000 $400,000 $400,000 $1,759,858 $2,154,415 $2,376,973 $2,476,973 $3,106,973 $3,522,473 $2,114,333 $2,914,333 $2,251,833
Cumumlative Projected Expenditures $164,000 $556,000 $956,000 $1,356,000 $3,115,858 $5,270,273 $7,647,247 $10,124,220 $13,231,193 $16,753,667 $18,868,000 $21,782,333 $24,034,167
Actual Quarterly Expend (from QPRs) $76,538 $245,207 $333,758 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Cum. Actual Expenditures (QPR's) $76,538 $321,746 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504

3/2020 6/2020 9/2020 12/2020 3/2021 6/2021 9/2021 12/2021 3/2022 6/2022 9/2022 12/2022
Quarterly Projection $2,070,833 $2,168,750 $1,179,450 $606,250 $638,350 $606,200 $606,000 $678,000 $756,000 $150,000 $200,000 $100,000
Cumumlative Projected Expenditures $26,105,000 $28,273,750 $29,453,200 $30,059,450 $30,697,800 $31,304,000 $31,910,000 $32,588,000 $33,344,000 $33,494,000 $33,694,000 $33,794,000
Actual Quarterly Expend (from QPRs) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Cum. Actual Expenditures (QPR's) $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504 $655,504
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Selection of Public Infrastructure Projects 
The objective of the Infrastructure Feasibility Study is to prioritize the potential infrastructure projects 
that best utilize the $19,511,200 CDBG-DR Infrastructure budget allocation within a 6-year (yr) 
timeline for design, permitting, and construction (2016-2022).  The infrastructure projects shall meet 
both the eligibility criteria and national objectives of the HUD CDBG-DR grant as outlined in Federal 
Register 2016-141102:  

• National Objective: establishing that the overall area served by each project can be 
categorized under the low-to moderate Income (LMI) national objective. The LMI objective is 
defined as: 70 percent (%) of the aggregate of CDBG program funds being used to support 
activities benefitting low- and moderate-income persons , and/or established a 50% overall 
low- and moderate income benefit requirement for a CDBG–DR grant. (Federal register page 
39696-97) 

• Eligibility Criteria (Infrastructure): Typical infrastructure activities include the repair, 
replacement, or relocation of damaged public facilities and improvements to include, but not 
be limited to, bridges, water treatment facilities, roads, and sewer and water lines.    

Using the data compiled for the projects in the Project Assessments, projects were further analyzed 
using a Project Ranking Matrix developed in order to measure benefit of the proposed infrastructure 
projects and to meet HUD objectives.  The Project Ranking Matrix is attached.   

Using Project Ranking Matrix prioritization weights, points were calculated for each project, and then 
the projects were prioritized using the Project Prioritization Matrix in terms of top/ranked or projects 
based on “need”.  The point calculations and Matrix results and ranking are attached and a color 
gradation scale is used wherein green indicates the best score per category, yellow indicated middle 
or average point ranks, and red indicated the categories that scored the least points.  

The Matrix Results indicate that the top 5 projects based on points is as follows  

1. Area 3- Midtown/Aquarena Springs (75 points)  

2. Area 1- Blanco Gardens (66 points)  

3. Area 2- Clarewood/Barbara Drive (63 points)  

4. Bank Improvement Trail & Blanco River Improvements (61 points)  

5. Area 4- Uhland Road (56 Points)  

Based on funding objectives, the projects were packaged to complete as many projects as possible 
with CDBG-DR funding.  The sixth ranked project, Rio Vista, was also added for City funding.  All 
projects will be implemented by the City without the use of sub recipients.   

 
Description of CDBG-DR Funded Public Infrastructure Projects 
 

1. Midtown 
 

The Midtown/Aquarena Springs project area is located in San Marcos, TX east of the intersection 
at IH-35 and Loop 82/Aquarena Springs Drive and is generally bounded by development along 
Aquarena Springs on the north, IH-35 on the west, Davis Lane on the south, and the Blanco River 
on the east.  The area is primarily multi-family residential and commercial property with businesses 
located along IH-35. The area is not located within the 100-year flood plain, thus local flooding and 
inadequate conveyance likely cause the drainage issues reported at this location.  City staff has 
indicated that the Loop 82/Aquarena Springs underpass at IH-35 is one of the first major 
intersections in the City to flood during significant rainfall events.  The area falls within 1 census 
tract which is 84.13% low-to-moderate income. 



Existing Infrastructure: This area is primarily drained by TxDOT’s IH-35 storm drain system and 
a small reach of City Storm sewer that both drain to the existing TxDOT ditch continuing south to a 
lake/pit area near the railroad. 

Drainage issues: City staff and emergency management has indicated that the IH-35/Aquarena 
Springs intersection is one of the first major areas within the City to flood when it rains.  Topography 
maps indicate that the lowest point on Aquarena Springs Rd. is located just east of the northbound 
IH-35 feeder road. Record drawings indicate only 4 TxDOT inlets drain the IH-35 intersection and 
there is no overland access to the TxDOT ditch for ponded water. This condition results in ponding 
that limits mobility, and eventually causes flooding of adjacent properties such as the San Marcos 
Rehabilitation facility.  

Proposed Infrastructure:    Intersection improvements are proposed including curb cuts and inlet 
improvements adjacent to the low point locations and inlets for the north side/Rehab 
facility.  Clearing of the existing TxDOT ditch is also proposed as it is currently overgrown, and not 
well-maintained.  Downstream at Davis Road, the existing dual 8’x4’ culverts will be supplemented 
with 2 additional culverts as not to constrict flow.  Lastly the City will consider a future channel along 
Davis Road or the Railroad near the Lake to connect to the Blanco River, as the Lake is reported to 
overflow both west and east in heavy events.  The project will require coordination with TxDOT for 
these improvements.  

Benefits: Approximately 82 properties would benefit during local rainfall events up to 25-year 
frequencies with the proposed improvements.  Mobility will be improved due to decreased ponding 
on Aquarena Springs Rd. The project provides LMI benefit, health and safety benefit, helps long-
term recovery, and enhances hazard mitigation. 

National Objective:  Low Moderate Income 

 
2. Blanco Gardens 

 
The Blanco Gardens subdivision is located in San Marcos, TX on the east side of IH-35 from River 
Road to Bugg Lane and is generally bounded by Bugg Lane on the north, IH-35 on the west, and 
River Road on the east and, south.  The area is primarily residential with various types of housing 
including single family, multi-family, as well as manufactured home locations.  There are a few 
businesses located along IH-35, in the Bugg Lane area, and along River Road. The subdivision is 
entirely located within the 100-year flood plain, as it adjacent to both the San Marcos and Blanco 
Rivers near their confluence.  The subdivision is significantly affected by overflows from the Blanco 
River in river events 20-years and above.  The subdivision falls within 2 census tracts which are 
87.99 and 69.88% low-to-moderate income (area weighted composite = 80.58% LMI).  

Existing Infrastructure: A south side storm sewer system drains parts of Smith Ln, River Rd, 
Sturgeon, Claire & Mary with a 60-inch outfall into San Marcos River off River Road.  A north side 
storm sewer system drains Bugg Lane and River Road with a dual 48-inch outfall to the Blanco 
River.  

Drainage issues: In addition to the Blanco River overflow influence on Blanco Gardens, during 
local rainfall events the existing storm drain system is undersized and does not meet current City 
design Criteria for a 25-year storm.  The project area is fairly flat, and the drainage patterns are 
undefined in some locations. 

Proposed Infrastructure: By adding a new central storm drain system to Conway & Barbara Drives 
connected to the existing storm drain system, and providing a new 60-inch outfall to the San Marcos 
River (supplementing the existing 60-inch outfall); both the existing and proposed systems meet the 
City’s required 25-year criteria.  Additional 24-inch connections across River Road into the Woods 
Apartment Ditch are proposed to provide additional relief during lesser events.  Road regrading is 
proposed for this reach of River Road from Linda to Cape Rd. revising the roadway cross-section 
to drain towards the Woods apartment ditch. Lastly, there is a potential buyout property on Conway 
that may be purchased for use as a drainage easement to add an inlet and lead system to drain the 



alley/easement between Barbara & Conway. (Infrastructure Categories C. Road Systems & Bridges 
and F. Utilities) 

Benefits: Approximately 420 properties would benefit during local rainfall events up to 25-year 
frequencies with the new storm drain system.  Mobility will be improved due to decreased ponding 
in the roadways, and this fairly small system provides relief to a majority of the project area without 
having to remove and replace what is there today. The project provides LMI benefit, health and 
safety benefit, helps long-term recovery, and enhances hazard mitigation. 

National Objective:  Low Moderate Income  

 
3. Clarewood/Barbara Drive 

The Clarewood/Barbara Drive area is located in San Marcos, TX on the east side of IH-35 at the 
intersection of Highway 80/Hopkins Street and is generally bounded by Highway 80 on the north, 
IH-35 on the west, Clarewood on the east, and Bugg Road on the south.  The area is primarily multi-
family residential and commercial with businesses located along IH-35, Clarewood, and Highway 
80. The area is almost entirely located within the 100-year flood plain with the exception of a few 
higher properties along IH-35.  The area is significantly affected by the Blanco River overflows in 
events 20-year and above, as well as backwater from the Bugg Road and Highway 80 storm drain 
systems when the Blanco River is high.  The area falls within 1 census tract which is 87.99% low-
to-moderate income. 

Existing Infrastructure: The Blanco Gardens north side storm sewer system drains Bugg Lane 
and River Road with a dual 48-inch outfall to the Blanco River. There is no existing system on 
Clarewood Drive. 

Drainage issues: As part of Blanco Gardens, this area is influenced by the Blanco River 
overflows.  During local rainfall events, the existing Bugg Lane storm drain system is undersized 
and does not meet current the 25-year City design Criteria.  The project area is fairly flat, Bugg Lane 
topography drains towards IH-35 instead of the Blanco River outfall, and drainage along Barbara 
Dr. from Wendell to Bugg Lane is not well defined.  Clarewood Drive has no existing storm sewer 
system, and coupled with the Bugg Lane topography, the area experiences significant roadway 
ponding in the areas that cannot drain when the system is inundated. 

Proposed Infrastructure: By adding a new storm drain system to Clarewood Dr. with a connection 
to both the Bugg Lane system and with a connection to the existing Highway 80 ditch (where ponded 
water currently flows), the system will meet criteria, and runoff will be captured by the storm drains 
and ditches instead of ponding in the roadway.  Barbara Drive will be regraded to drain to Bugg 
Lane for adequate drainage.   The project will require coordination with TxDOT to outfall into the 
Highway 80 ditch and some addition of storage volume as detention in this ditch may be required. 

Benefits: Approximately 76 properties would benefit during local rainfall events up to 25-years with 
the new storm drain system.  Mobility will be improved due to decreased ponding in roadways, and 
both Clarewood and Barbara Drives will have adequate drainage not available today. The project 
provides LMI benefit, health and safety benefit, helps long-term recovery, and enhances hazard 
mitigation. 

National Objective:  Low Moderate Income  

 
4. Blanco Riverine Project 

Currently for flood events greater than a 20-year and larger, a portion of the river flood flow exits the 
Blanco River channel and proceeds uncontrolled across the Blanco Gardens area to the west, 
eventually entering the San Marcos River upstream of the junction with the Blanco River.  This 
overflow creates the highest concentration of damages in the City.  There are numerous areas in 
the Blanco River overbank that allow this overflow to occur.  The uncontrolled overflow impacts 1 
census tract which is 87.99% low-to-moderate income. 



Existing Infrastructure: The Blanco Gardens north side storm sewer system drains Bugg Lane 
and River Road with a dual 48-inch outfall to the Blanco River. The Blanco Gardens south side 
system drains to an outfall on the San Marcos River.  The current storm water infrastructure is not 
adequate to address drainage issues from local rain events and will be upgraded with two other 
CDBG-DR projects. 

Drainage issues: The Blanco Gardens area is influenced by the Blanco River overflows.  The 
Blanco Gardens and Clarewood/Barbara Drive projects will upgrade the storm sewer system to 
provide capacity for local storm events.  However, the infrastructure which would be required to 
convey the overflow from the Blanco River would be too large to construct within the existing 
neighborhood. 
Proposed Infrastructure: This project will make bank improvements to block low bank areas in the 
Blanco River overbank which allow the overflow to occur.  With the improvements, the Blanco 
Gardens area can gain protection from approximately 3-4 feet of river rise.  The bank improvements 
would have the purpose of setting maximum grade limitations, minimum widths and surface.  It is 
possible that the improvements could also provide a dual purpose of a greenway if desired by the 
community. 

The blockage of diversion flow will cause a minor rise in water surface elevation.  To address this 
minor rise, this project will also include flow capacity improvements to the Blanco River.  These 
capacity improvements could include modifications to the channel and/or an overflow channel on 
the opposite bank. 

Benefits:   The project benefit will reduce the risk for flooding to the Blanco Gardens neighborhood 
by 44% annually by reducing the level of floods from overtopping the bank from a 20-yr or higher 
floods to a 36-yr or higher.  And during higher floods the flow and depth of water will be reduced.  
The graphic below illustrates the additional protection based upon previous flood events. 

 
National Objective:  Low Moderate Income 

 



5. Uhland Road 
The Uhland/County Road project area is located in San Marcos, TX on the east side of IH-35 at the 
intersection of IH-35 and Uhland Road.   The project includes the properties along County Road 
and Uhland Road in this reach with IH-35 on the west and the Blanco River on the east.  The area 
is primarily residential with multi-family complexes on the south side of Uhland, manufactured 
housing areas, some commercial property, and the Hays County Jail on the north side of Uhland 
Road. Two reaches of Uhland Road are located within the 100-year flood plain, and the County Jail 
is within the 500-year floodplain.  The subdivision falls within 2 census tracts which are 55.21 and 
84.13% low-to-moderate income (area weighted composite = 73.07% LMI).  

Existing Infrastructure: County and Uhland Roads currently have limited storm drain and drainage 
systems.  Both roads have a curbs on one side of the road, and limited and/or no defined ditches or 
inlets to drain the roadways and capture runoff from adjacent properties. 

Drainage issues: In addition to the lack of drainage infrastructure and adequate roadway 
drainage, the project area is fairly flat, and the drainage patterns are undefined.  There is a low lying 
area along Uhland Road near the Hays County prison that ponds water and cannot drain. 

Proposed Infrastructure: By converting the roadways to depressed curb-and-gutter sections with 
adequate grading, and adding a new storm sewer system with a new 48-inch outfall to the Blanco 
River, this area would be brought into compliance meeting the City’s 25-year design criteria.   

Benefits: Approximately 166 properties would benefit during local rainfall events up to 25-year 
frequencies with the new storm drain system and roadway improvements.  Mobility will be also 
improved due to decreased ponding in the roadways. The project provides LMI benefit, health and 
safety benefit, helps long-term recovery, and enhances hazard mitigation. 

National Objective:  Low Moderate Income  
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Area 
Benefit

Health & 
Safety 
Benefit

Help Long 
Term 

Recovery

Enhance 
Hazard 

Mitigation

Inside 
City 

Limit?

Census Block 
Group

Census Tract 
LMI %

Residential 
Housing 

Units

Design 
Start 
Date

Const. 
Start 
Date

End Date

C.  Road Systems & Bridges Blanco Gardens Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 010302-1&2 87.99/69.88 420 10/6/17 9/7/18 9/1/19
Culvert repair/replacement Clarewood/Barbara Drive Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 010302-2 87.99 76 12/15/17 5/1/19 4/24/20
Drainage Ditch repair/replace Midtown/Aquarena Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 10303 84.13 82 8/3/17 2/21/19 10/21/19
Road & bridge repair/replacement Uhland Road Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 10303 84.13 166 9/1/17 6/21/19 5/14/20

D.  Water Control Facilities Blanco Gardens Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 010302-1&2 87.99/69.88 420 10/6/17 9/7/18 9/1/19
Drainage system repair Clarewood/Barbara Drive Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 010302-2 87.99 76 12/15/17 5/1/19 4/24/20
Bank repair/stabilization/enhancement Midtown/Aquarena Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 10303 84.13 82 8/3/17 2/21/19 10/21/19

Uhland Road Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 10303 84.13 166 9/1/17 6/21/19 5/14/20
Blanco Riverine Project Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 010302-1&2 87.99/69.88 420 10/18/17 1/1/20 3/30/22

F. Utilities Uhland Road Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 10303 84.13 166 9/1/17 6/21/19 5/14/20

G.  Parks, Recreation Facilities Midtown/Aquarena Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 10303 84.13 82 8/3/17 2/21/19 10/21/19

H.  Hazard Mitigation Activities Blanco Riverine Project Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 010302-1&2 87.99/69.88 420 10/18/17 1/1/20 3/30/22

Summary of Selected CDBG-DR Infrastructure Projects
C.I.P.Low Mod National Objective

Action Plan Public Infrastructure 
Catagories

Applicable 
Infrastructure 

Projects

Location
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Project ID Project Name Project Description 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 PROJECT TOTAL PROJECT MAP
Cost DR City/Other

623**

Midtown/Aquarena 
Springs 

Infrastructure project to resolve local flooding in events up to 25-
years in Midtown/Aquarena Springs Area including: Intersection 
improvements east of intersection of IH-35 and Aquarena Springs Rd. 
(curb cuts and inlet improvements) to address significant roadway 
ponding in a low lying area;  TxDOT outfall ditch improvments to 
address overgrown & unmaintained vegetation to increase drainage 
capacity; and addition of dual 8’x4’ culverts to  supplement exsting 
Davis Road Culverts to increase stormwater conveyance.  

85,000$                   765,000$              $850,000 $850,000 $0
617**

Blanco Gardens 

Infrastructure project to resolve local flooding in events up to 25-
years in Blanco Gardens area including: addition of a new central 
storm drain system to Conway & Barbara Drives connected to the 
existing storm drain system, with a new  outfall to the San Marcos 
River. Includes new storm sewer outlets across River Road into the 
Woods Apartment Ditch  and road regrading on River Road from 
Linda to Cape Rd. to revise the  roadway cross-section to a crowned 
section. Also considers inlet and lead systems for alleys/easements 
between Barbara & Conway.

832,000$                   4,168,000$           $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $500,000
602**

Clarewood /Barbara 
Drive

Infrastructure project to resolve local flooding in events up to 25-
years in Clarewood/Barbara Dr. area including: providing a new storm 
drain system to Clarewood Dr. with a connection to both the Bugg 
Lane system and the existing Highway 80 ditch; regrading Barbara 
Drive to drain to Bugg Lane for adequate drainage.   

250,000$                   2,250,000$           $2,500,000 $2,500,000 $0
n/a

Blanco Riverine 
Improvements

Infrastructrue project to address Blanco River overflow influence on 
the Blanco Gardens subdivision area along the river bank from 
Highway 80 to Old Martindale Road.  Project includes construction of 
~4000 feet of a bank improvements, and an associated overflow 
channel improvements on the Blanco River for mitigation.  Project 
provides significantly increased protection to Blanco Gardens from 
overflows in river events up to 36 years. 

1,961,000$               $           9,539,000 $11,500,000 $6,971,200 $4,528,800
36***

Uhland Road 
Improvements

Infrastructure project to resolve local flooding in events up to 25-
years in County/Uhland Rd. area including: reconstructing the 
roadways to depressed curb-and-gutter sections with adequate 
grading; and adding a new storm sewer system along the whole 
route with a new outfall to the Blanco River.

563,000$                 3,627,000$           $4,190,000 $4,190,000

TOTAL 2017-2022 $2,609,000 $1,082,000 $10,810,000 $9,539,000 $0 $0 $24,040,000 $19,511,200 $5,028,800

CDBG-DR Funded Infrastructure Projects



Project ID Project Name Project Description 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 PROJECT TOTAL PROJECT MAP
Cost DR City/Other

Rio Vista Improvments

Infrastructure project to resolve local flooding in events up to 25-
years in Rio Vista area including: re-grading of roadways and ditches 
in 3 areas along Riverside Dr. and Riviera St. to address overland flow 
and ponding issues by improving conveyance to the San Marcos 
River. 

70,000$                630,000$              $700,000 $0 $700,000

TOTAL 2017-2022 $0 $0 $0 $70,000 $0 $630,000 $700,000 $0 $700,000

City Funded Infrastructure Projects
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“This product is for informational purposes only and may not have been prepared for or be
suitable for legal, engineering, or surveying purposes.  It does not represent an on-the-ground

 survey and represents only the approximate relative location of property boundaries.” 
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Map 5: Vacancy Locations from May and Oct Flooding
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Map 6: Substantially Damaged Properties Affected by 2015 Flooding Events

“This product is for informational purposes only and may not have been prepared for or be
suitable for legal, engineering, or surveying purposes.  It does not represent an on-the-ground
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Document Path: X:\Maps\Laura\20160624_AddressList_Laurie\SubstantiallyDamagedProperties.mxd
Date: 11/2/2016


	Final Draft Number 5 Stacy Brown
	Binder6
	Binder4
	Revised Action Plan Version 4 - 10.11.2017
	1
	ACTION PLAN (DR)_Final as published_SM 1
	ACTION PLAN (DR)_Final as published_SM 2
	ACTION PLAN (DR)_Final as published_SM 3
	ACTION PLAN (DR)_Final as published_SM 4
	ACTION PLAN (DR)_Final as published_SM 5
	ACTION PLAN (DR)_Final as published_SM 6
	ACTION PLAN (DR)_Final as published_SM 7
	ACTION PLAN (DR)_Final as published_SM 8
	ACTION PLAN (DR)_Final as published_SM 9
	ACTION PLAN (DR)_Final as published_SM 10
	ACTION PLAN (DR)_Final as published_SM 11
	ACTION PLAN (DR)_Final as published_SM 12
	ACTION PLAN (DR)_Final as published_SM 13
	ACTION PLAN (DR)_Final as published_SM 14

	2
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 15
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 16
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 17
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 18
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 19
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 20
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 21
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 22
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 23
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 24
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 25
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 26




	Binder1
	Pages 15-22
	Pages 23-42A
	Pages 43 -62
	Tab 4:
	Appendices



	Binder6
	Binder4
	Revised Action Plan Version 4 - 10.11.2017
	6
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 75
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 76
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 77
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 78
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 79
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 80
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 81
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 82
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 83
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 84
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 85
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 86
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 87
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 88
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 89
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 90
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 91
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 92
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 93
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 94
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 95
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 96
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 97
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 98
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 99
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 100
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 101
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 102
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 103
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 104
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 105
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 106
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 107
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 108
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 109
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 110
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 111
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 112
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 113
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 114
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 115
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 116
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 117
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 118
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 119
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 120
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 121
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 122
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 123
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 124
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 125
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 126
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 127
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 128
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 129
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 130
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 131
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 132
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 133
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 134
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 135
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 136
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 137
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 138
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 139
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 140
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 141
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 142
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 143
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 144
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 145
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 146
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 147
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 148
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 149
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 150
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 151
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 152
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 153
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 154
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 155
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 156
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 157
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 158
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 159
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 160
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 161
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 162
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 163
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 164
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 165
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 166
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 167
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 168
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 169
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 170
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 171
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 172
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 173
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 174
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 175
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 176
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 177
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 178
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 179
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 180
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 181
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 182
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 183
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 184
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 185
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 186
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 187
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 188
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 189
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 190
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 191
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 192
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 193
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 194
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 195
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 196
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 197
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 198
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 199
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 200
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 201
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 202
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 203
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 204
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 205
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 206
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 207
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 208
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 209
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 210
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 211
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 212
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 213
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 214
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 215
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 216
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 217
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 218
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 219
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 220
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 221
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 222
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 223
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 224
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 225
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 226
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 227
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 228
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 229
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 230
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 231
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 232
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 233
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 234
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 235
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 236
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 237
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 238
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 239
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 240
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 241
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 242
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 243
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 244
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 245
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 246
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 247
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 248
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 249
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 250
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 251
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 252
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 253
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 254
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 255
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 256
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 257
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 258
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 259

	7
	6.5



	I Actual
	Appendix I - Expenditure Projection4
	Housing

	Appendix I - Expenditure Projection5
	Non-Housing

	Appendix I - Expenditure Projection6
	Non-Housing

	Appendix I - Expenditure Projection7
	Non-Housing

	Appendix I - Expenditure Projection4.pdf
	Admin
	Planning

	Appendix I - Expenditure Projection4
	Total


	Binder4
	Binder3
	01a. Cover Sheet
	01b. Selection and Project Descriptions 10-11-17
	02. Prioritization Matrix & Results




	Infrastructure Reporting 10-4-17
	Catagories

	Final Draft Number 5 Stacy Brown
	Binder6
	Binder4
	Binder3
	04. CDBG-DR_InfrastructureProjects with Census 1--9-17
	05. Action Plan Amendment Appendix J- PROJECTS 10-4-17
	Drainage

	06.  CDBG-DR Project Maps
	07 Blanco Riverine Project Map 2017-10-10_FINAL
	08 Blanco Riverine Project Map2017-07-26_FINAL

	Revised Action Plan Version 4 - 10.11.2017
	9
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 282
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 283
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 284
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 285
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 286
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 287
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 288
	Action Plan - Substantial Amendment No. 2 289








