






















Highest amount of public assistance damage Highest percentage of poverty
Montgomery-$1,466,861.85 10 Patton Village-32.9% 10
Conroe-$1,139,196.54 9 Montgomery-27.8% 9
Magnolia-$438,078.59 8 Magnolia-21.6% 8
Stagecoach-$198,052.89 7 Conroe-19.3% 7
Patton Village-$110,796.71 6 Willis-16.8% 6
Willis-$64,374.32 5 Stagecoach-3.2% 5
Woodloch-$47,382 4 Oak Ridge-3.2% 4
Oakridge-$35,385.14 3 Woodloch-2.3% 3

*Final scores with the two factors Total amount of infrastructure available 
Montgomery-10+9=19 19 19% 12,000,000.00$                                                    2,280,000.00$     
Patton Village-10+6=16 16 16% 12,000,000.00$                                                    1,920,000.00$     
Magnolia-8+8=16-1=15 15 15% 12,000,000.00$                                                    1,800,000.00$     
Conroe-9+7=16-1-1=14 14 14% 12,000,000.00$                                                    1,680,000.00$     
Stagecoach-7+5=12 12 12% 12,000,000.00$                                                    1,440,000.00$     
Willis-5+6=11 11 11% 12,000,000.00$                                                    1,320,000.00$     
Oakridge-3+4=7 7 7% 12,000,000.00$                                                    840,000.00$        
Woodloch-4+3-1=6 6 6% 12,000,000.00$                                                    720,000.00$        

100 100% 12,000,000.00$   

*If a city had a tied score the city with the highest poverty rate kept its orginal score and the the other city lost a point.





County:Montgomery	County

Total
Required Required Required

City, County or Public Housing Authority  Total Allocation
Percentage of 
Total Regional 
Allocation

70% Low‐to‐
Moderate Income 
Benefi Requirement

Montgomery County (Housing) $8,919,523 40.00% $6,243,666
Montgomery County (Infrastructure) $1,379,285 6.19% $965,499
City of Montgomery $2,280,000 10.22% $1,596,000
City of Patton Village $1,920,000 8.61% $1,344,000
City of Magnolia $1,800,000 8.07% $1,260,000
City of Conroe $1,680,000 7.53% $1,176,000
City of Stagecoach $1,440,000 6.46% $1,008,000
City of Willis $1,320,000 5.92% $924,000
City of Oakridge $840,000 3.77% $588,000
City of Woodloch $720,000 3.23% $504,000

$22,298,808 100.00% $15,609,166
Low‐to‐Moderate 
Income Benefit 
Requirement 70% $15,609,166

Required 22,298,808$                                            
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Factor 
Measure 
(FM)

Factor 
Measure 
Maximum 
(FMmax)

Weight 
(W)

Weighted 
Factor 

Wx(FM/FMm
ax)

Factor 
Measure 
(FM)

Factor 
Measure 
Maximum 
(FMmax)

Weight 
(W)

Weighted Factor 
Wx(FM/FMmax)

Factor 
Measure 
(FM)

Factor 
Measure 
Maximum 
(FMmax)

Weight 
(W)

Weighted 
Factor 

Wx(FM/FMma
x)

Factor 
Measure 
(FM)

Factor 
Measure 
Maximum 
(FMmax)

Weight 
(W)

Weighted Factor 
Wx(FM/FMmax)

Montgomery County (Housing) 0.87 1 46.19 40.00 0 1 0.54 0.00 0 1 0.54 0.00 0 1 0.54 0.00 40.00 100 40.00% $22,298,808.00 $8,919,523.20
Montgomery County (Infrastructure) 0.13 1 46.19 6.19 0 1 0.54 0.00 0 1 0.54 0.00 0 1 0.54 0.00 6.19 100 6.19% $22,298,808.00 $1,379,284.80
City of Montgomery 0 1 46.19 0.00 10 1 0.54 5.38 9 1 0.54 4.84 0 1 0.54 0.00 10.22 100 10.22% $22,298,808.00 $2,280,000.00
City of Patton Village 0 1 46.19 0.00 6 1 0.54 3.23 10 1 0.54 5.38 0 1 0.54 0.00 8.61 100 8.61% $22,298,808.00 $1,920,000.00
City of Magnolia 0 1 46.19 0.00 8 1 0.54 4.31 8 1 0.54 4.31 ‐1 1 0.54 ‐0.54 8.07 100 8.07% $22,298,808.00 $1,800,000.00
City of Conroe 0 1 46.19 0.00 9 1 0.54 4.84 7 1 0.54 3.77 ‐2 1 0.54 ‐1.08 7.53 100 7.53% $22,298,808.00 $1,680,000.00
City of Stagecoach 0 1 46.19 0.00 7 1 0.54 3.77 5 1 0.54 2.69 0 1 0.54 0.00 6.46 100 6.46% $22,298,808.00 $1,440,000.00
City of Willis 0 1 46.19 0.00 5 1 0.54 2.69 6 1 0.54 3.23 0 1 0.54 0.00 5.92 100 5.92% $22,298,808.00 $1,320,000.00
City of Oakridge 0 1 46.19 0.00 3 1 0.54 1.61 4 1 0.54 2.15 0 1 0.54 0.00 3.77 100 3.77% $22,298,808.00 $840,000.00
City of Woodloch 0 1 46.19 0.00 4 1 0.54 2.15 3 1 0.54 1.61 ‐1 1 0.54 ‐0.54 3.23 100 3.23% $22,298,808.00 $720,000.00

100 1.00 $22,298,808.00Weighted Factor Total:

Factor Weight: 0.54 Factor Weight: 0.54 Factor Weight: 0.54

 Weighted 
Factor 
Total 

(WFtot)

Proportional 
Weighted 

Factor (PWF) 
EWFtot/WFtot

Allocation for 
Formulaic 

Distribution (A)

Proportional 
Distribution     
PWF x A

Maximum Factor 1.0000 Maximum Factor 1.0000 Maximum Factor 1.0000

Entity 
Weighted 
Factor 
Total 

(EWFtot)

City, County or Housing Authority

First Distribution Factor: County Allocation Second Distribution Factor: City Damage Rank Third Distribution Factor: City Poverty Rank Fourth Distribution Factor: City Tie Adjustment
Maximum Factor 1.0000

Factor Weight: 46.19





















































































MAP KEY 

 

Green:  Minority, 65%+ LMI, Mild impact Zone 

Black:  Minority, 51%+ LMI, Mild to Moderate Impact Zone 

   Green and Black are AFFH 

Pink:  65% LMI, Bad Impact Zone 

Turquoise: 65% LMI, Moderate Impact Zone 

Orange: 65% LMI, Mild Impact Zone 

Yellow: 51% LMI, Moderate Impact Zone 

Red:    51% LMI, Mild Impact Zone 





























































































































































































CITY OF PATTON VILLAGE 
CITY HALL 

16940 MAIN ST. 
SPLENDORA, TX 77372 

(281) 689-9511 
FAX (281) 689-1039 

June 20, 2017 

The Honorable Montgomery Comity Judge Craig Doyal 
Commissioner Charlie Riley 
Commissioner Mike Meador 
Commissioner Jim Clark 
Commissioner James Noack 
Re: Response to City of Conroe Letter dated June 12,2017 Regarding Allocation of CDBG-

Disaster Recovery Allocation Funding 
Distinguished Judge and Members of Montgomery County Commissioners Court: 
The City of Patton Village would respectfully request that you accept the Method of Distribution 
determined by Dr. Ducharme and her capable CDBG staff The result of several meetings 
between interested parties and members of the community have etablished the fiinding matrix 
based upon the level of loss, low income and poverty levels between participating jurisdictions. 
The General Land Office (GLO) offered funding to LMI areas that were affected by the April and 
May floods of 2016. My city has an LMI rate of 61% with a poverty rate of 32.9%. We have no 
sales tax base and a very low ad valorem tax rate. With this said, the City of Conroe has 
requested that the fiinds be reallocated based upon size and population which would give them 
75% of the allocated funds. These funds are for LMI populations, not based on the "fastest 
growing city in the country". 
It has been my experience over the years that allocating agencies have catered to the large cities 
who have the financial ability through taxes, fi^anchise agreements, courts and economic 
development to fund infrastructure and drainage on their own. The smaller cities who have 
higher poverty rates and lower tax revenue seem to be stepping stones to larger cities in their 
endeavor to grab the majority of funding. Please do not allow this to happen with this fimding. 
1 am aware that Conroe, Magnolia, Montgomery, Oak Ridge, Stagecoach, Willis, Woodloch and 
Montgomery County have also experienced great loss in the 2016 flood events, but 1 implore you 
to allow the funds to be distributed as agreed by all agencies. 
1 have faith that you will support your CDBG staff that has been tasked with the fair distribution 
of these funds and that all entities, regardless of size, will benefit by the standards set forth by the 
GLO. 

Thank you for your prompt and courteous attention to this matter. 

Leah Tarrant, CMO 
City of Patton Village, Mayor 









Town 	of Woodloch 
P.o. Box 1379 
Conroe, Texas 77305 
936.321.3700 
936.321-9199 Fax 

Diane L. Lincoln 

Mayor 


Alderman 

Ralph Leino 


Courtney Brown 

Andy Brown 

Janice Ray 


June 26,2017 

Honorable Montgomery County Judge Craig Doyal 
Honorable Commissioner Mike Meador 
Honorable Commissioner James Noack 
Honorable CommissionerCharlie Riley 
Honorable Commissioner Jim Clark 

RE: 	 Montgomery County Community Development Method Of Distribution of 
Funds of CDBG Recovery Funds for the April/May Disasters 

Honorable Judge Doyal and Commissioners: 

I stand proudly with my honorable colleague, Mayor Todd Kana in his support of the 
Commissioner's intelligence in allowing the Montgomery County Community 
Development experienced staff, under the superb supervision of Dr. Joanne Ducharme, 
to continue in the performance of this project. 

All ofthe municipalities involved in this project are just as concerned about our citizens 
as is the City of Conroe, and as Mayor Todd stated, we simply do not have the financial 
resources available to fund 'future projects. The Town of Wood loch shares similar 
financial limitations as other small municipalities, in that it has no outside resources such 
as sales tax, hotel/motel tax, licenses, whatsoever. We have an annual Operating Budget 
of less that $400,000. 

The City of Conroe has various outside resources such as sales tax, hotel/motel tax, 
'other tax', and expects $42 million in 'other revenue.' In addition, the City of Conroe 
has a posted Operating Budget ofover $267 million dollars, or over a quarter ofa billion 
dollars! Although their calculations left the allocation for Montgomery County alone, 
the City of Conroe is demanding almost 70% of the remaining CDBG Recovery funds. 

We are dumbfounded to know our neighboring city, one of the richest and fastest 
growing in the entire State of Texas, is attempting to appropriate almost three-quarters 
of the grant money away from the smallest of the municipalities in the county. 

We stand with Mayor Todd Kana, and respectfully request the Commissioners Court 
support the Montgomery County Community Development's Method ofDistribution of 
the CDBG Recovery Funds as recommended by Dr. Ducharme and her staff. 

,
Sincerely, 

t:2~clj/lc'«/?

Diane L. Lincoln 

Mayor 


• I 





Verbal Comments during Commissioners Court 
 Public Hearing 

6.27.17  
Alan B. Sadler Commissioners Court Building 

 
Attendees- 
Judge Doyal, Montgomery County 
Commissioner Meador, Pct. 1, Montgomery County 
Commissioner Riley, Pct. 2, Montgomery County 
Commissioner Clark, Pct. 4, Montgomery County 
Joanne Ducharme-Director MCCD, Montgomery County 
 
Toby Powell- Conroe 
Kassie Laughlin-Conroe 
 
Galen Mansee-Stagecoach 
 
Jack Yates-Montgomery 
 
Leah Tarrant- Patton Village 
 
Paul Mendes-Magnolia 
Matthew Dantzer-Magnolia 
 
 
Meeting came to order at 9:30 am with Call to Order and Opening Prayer and Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
After Roll Call, Judge Doyal recognized several elected officials that were in attendance to the 
hearing and asked if any wanted to speak.  Mayor Toby Powell with the City of Conroe came forth 
and stated he has questions on the allocations that were given to the City of Conroe.  They have just 
over $9 million in damages for projects that needed to be taken care of.   Stated that $1,680,000.00 
is short of what they need.  Asked the Court to reconsider the allocation, and to give them the 
opportunity to receive funding totaling an amount of $6 million.  Asked the Court to table the 
decision in order for the City of Conroe to meet and discuss the situation in further detail.  Judge 
Doyal thanked the Mayor for attending and asked if any other elected officials wanted to speak or 
wait until the agenda item.  All others preferred to wait until the public hearing. 
 
Call for Public Comment.   Paul Mendes, City Administrator for the City of Magnolia approached and 
stated he was there to speak about the CDBG-DR grant awards.  Stated that while all of the cities 
suffered problems during the storms of April/May 2016, the small communities do not have the 
resources, reserves or the ability to recover.  Stated that the CDBG staff is excellent and Dr. 
Ducharme has the numbers and knows where the need is throughout Montgomery County, and 
asked Commissioners Court to go along with her recommendation of the distribution of the CDBG-
DR recovery funds. 
 
Regular Session of the Commissioners Court Agenda proceeds through Consent and Open Agenda. 
 
 



Recess Montgomery County Commissioners Court.  Convene Public Hearings. 
 
  Public Hearing for Community Development 
 

Consider and approve the Method of Distribution (MOD) for the CDBG-DR Disaster 
Recovery Grant relating to the April and May 2016 floods and authorize Judge Doyal to sign 
any related paperwork. 

 
Floor open for public comment.  Dr. Joanne Ducharme, Director of Montgomery County Community 
Development approached and asked if she could present a PowerPoint presentation on the grant. 
 
While there were 4 major floods in 2016, Montgomery County was impacted by 2 of them.  The 
State merged the 2 storm disasters together to offer one grant.  No further flood funding will be 
coming for these storms. 
 
The Federal Register specifically named Montgomery County as one of 5 agencies in the State of 
Texas that must receive at least 80% of disaster funding. 
 
The General Land Office (GLO) allocated a total of $22,298,808.00 to Montgomery County.   
 
Dr. Ducharme gave a brief explanation of the guidelines of the Grant that must be followed by the 
County and the Cities. 
 
She also stated the Citizen Participation process, in which the numerous cities and agencies in the 
county were contacted, including email blast outs, PSA’s on public radio, Newspaper notices in both 
English and Spanish and Notices posted at County Libraries and Community Centers.   
 
Once the GLO accepts the MOD, based on the County’s recommendation, the County and each City 
will apply to contract directly with the GLO.  Concerning the cities, the County will have no liability  
in the execution of those individual grants and are only responsible for the amount each entity 
receives and on what projects they are allowed to fund. 
 
Dr. Ducharme gave another brief explanation of how the allocations were distributed, and how they 
were formulated. 
 
Leah Tarrant, Mayor of Patton Village approached the Court and stated that they found out about 
the grant opportunity from their FEMA representatives. 
Stated that there was a huge discrepancy in the numbers.  Patton Village always falls through the 
cracks and all of the smaller cities seem like stepping stones for the bigger cities to take a larger 
amount of the available funding.  Their City is trying to bring up the Infrastructure for their citizens, 
but still desperately need help.   Mayor Tarrant stressed the fact that the City of Conroe was asking 
for money to repair street lights after a flood, while she just wanted streets that her citizens could 
utilize.  She said the CDBG staff worked hard to make this possible and urges the Commissioners 
Court to honor the decision presented before them, and to also watch out for the little cities in their 
community. 
 
Diane Lincoln, Mayor - Town of Woodloch, appreciates the opportunity for funding, even if they are 
on the bottom of the list.  Stated they do not have funds to do basic repair and that she agreed with 
the Mayor Tarrant, that the City of Conroe should not request almost 70% of available funds.  The 
small cities have no sales tax, no hotel tax, and therefore any additional funds that become available 



are much needed and welcome.  Stated that Dr. Ducharme and the CDBG staff did a great job getting 
input from cities.  Reminded the Court that they hired Dr. Ducharme to do this and they should let 
her do the job, and trust her recommendation.  
 
Jack Yates, City Administrator for City of Montgomery, stated the allocation presented was based 
upon the decisions of the public interest groups and the cities that attended the planning hearings.  
Their city plans to use funding to provide proper drainage, water/sewer and street repair for areas 
of LMI residents and to install generators for the lift stations which all follow GLO guidelines.   
 
Glen Mansee, Mayor for Stagecoach, handed out copies of the letter he sent to Commissioners Court 
last week.  Thanked Commissioners Court for allowing their City to participate in receiving a 
portion of the grant funding that has been prepared.  They have submitted a request for 
consideration to support their losses sustained in the recent floods.  Mr. Mansee supports the 
recommendation by Joanne Ducharme and staff.  Briefly commented that all of the municipalities 
have worked to come up with their calculations for their capital improvement needs.  Stated again 
that Stagecoach supports Joanne Dechaume’s recommendation. 
 
Vicky Rudy, City Manager of Oak Ridge North, stated they are grateful to be on the list.  They are not 
an entitlement city and often do not receive funding.  Urges the Commissioners Court to move 
forward with the recommended funding allocation so they can complete at least one project on 
their list. 
 
Judge Doyal asked if there is a flood mitigation study that is coming up.  Jim Fredericks, Judge 
Doyal’s, Chief of Staff confirmed that a group meeting will be held on July 12th at the San Jacinto 
River Authority offices. 
 
James Osteed, City of Stagecoach, Agrees with remarks stated before that small cities are impacted 
severely, due to high costs and lack of tax base. Stated that Dr. Ducharme and team have provided a 
well-studied and expert methodology in distributing these CDBG funds.  The calculation addresses 
the proper categories of projects and individuals, and it specifically offsets the large city advantage 
in this type of scenario.  Stated the City of Conroe presented a completely different calculation that 
only serves the City of Conroe, but directly contradicts Dr. Ducharme’ s expert opinion on the best 
way to serve the entire County and if they entertain Conroe’s proposal they will be rejecting their 
own expert.  Urges Court to accept recommendation as put forth by Joanne Ducharme. 
 
Kassie Laughlin, Emergency Management City of Conroe, Stated that the cost to care for the low 
income population in larger cities is much more than a smaller city would have to spend.  She stated 
that the stark cost difference per low income citizen in Conroe and other small cities is not fair and 
equitable in any way.  Indicated that projects they have presented directly affect the population in 
LMI areas.  She requested an opportunity for the City to sit with County to find a more agreeable 
solution as to the method of distribution.  Stated that she agrees that Dr. Ducharme has worked 
very hard on this grant, but also that the formulations presented do not account for roughly 1/3rd of 
the counties entire population.   Recognizes that the June 30th deadline is approaching however an 
extension can be filed with the State.  
 
Matthew Dantzer, City of Magnolia- Stated that there was ample opportunity to discuss this, and 
that time has passed.  Mentioned that several people agree that an expert has come up with a 
system that was fair and equitable.  Everyone in the county with the exception of a few agrees, and 
to move forward to get the money in the hands of the people who need it. 
 



Eric Yollick, County Citizen- Thanked Commissioners’ Court for the outstanding oversight in 
management they have done in the Community Development department.  Dr. Dechaume’s entire 
operation is very striking.  Commented that from what he has seen and heard at this court agenda, 
regarding her work on this project, that this is something the Court should be very proud of.  
Complimented Commissioners Court and Dr. Ducharme in particular, because this is a great 
example of government bringing federal money back into the County for people that genuinely need 
help. 
 
Judge Doyal asks if anyone else would like to speak and asks for questions and comments.   
 
Commissioner Meador, Precinct 1, stated this was an outstanding job noting that a tremendous 
amount of work went into getting to this point in the process, and congratulated Dr. Ducharme and 
her staff on a job well done. 
 
Commissioner Riley, Precinct 2, Stated that Joanne has done a great job and also mentioned that he 
works closely with the City of Magnolia, and the City of Stagecoach and he is aware of what kinds of 
problems they go through and what they need, and this is the time to do something about it. 
 
Commissioner Clark, Precinct 4, these cities just don’t have the resources and there is no other 
alternative for smaller cities to turn to for help.  Stated he appreciates Dr. Ducharme on the job she 
has done to make this fair to all involved and would like to move forward as it is. 
 
Judge Sadler stated that there just isn’t enough money to meet all the needs and while $12 million 
sounds like a lot of money, it isn’t, and trying to find a way to fairly and equitably divide whats 
available is difficult at best,  and hats off on a job well done.   
 
There were no other comments. 
 
Adjourn Public Hearing and Reconvene Commissioners Court and take action. 
 
Motion to approve the Method of Distribution (MOD) carried.   
 
 
  
 
 





















































Appendix 1 – PUBLIC COMMENT LIST 

 

Name Entity 

Toby Powell - Mayor City of Conroe 
 
Kassie Laughlin – Emergency Management City of Conroe 
 
Ken Kreger – Emergency Management City of Conroe 
 
Paul Verdagamo – City Manager City of Conroe 
 
Galen Mansee - Mayor City of Stagecoach 
 
Terry Rutt – Public Works City of Stagecoach 
 
Brenda Rutt – City Secretary City of Stagecoach 

James Osteen – City Council 
 
City of Stagecoach 

 
Kirk Jones - Mayor City of Montgomery 
 
Jake Yates – City Manager City of Montgomery 
 
Chris Roznousky – Project Engineer City of Montgomery 
 
Leah Tarrant - Mayor City of Patton Village 
 
Todd Kana - Mayor City of Magnolia 
 
Paul Mendes – City Manager City of Magnolia 
 
Mathew Dantzer – City Council City of Magnolia 
 
Lynne George – City Secretary City of Magnolia 
 
Pat Riley – Public Works Director City of Willis 
 
Deb Capaccioli – Engineering Technician Oak Ridge North 
 
Diane Lincoln - Mayor Town of Woodloch 
 
Eric Yollick Private Citizen – Pct. 3 
 
Pam Dickson Private Citizen- Pct. 4 
 
Mildred Ashworth Private Citizen- Pct. 2 
 
Harry Moynidan Private Citizen- Pct. 2 
 
Faye Moynidan Private Citizen- Pct. 2 
 



Comment #1:  How Funding Should Be Split Between Housing and Infrastructure 

The Fair Housing Committee voted that the funds should be split 60% to infrastructure to prevent future 
damage and 40% to housing to assist current victims. 

The Homeless Coalition voted that the funds should be split 50%-50% 

The Montgomery County Community Assistance Recovery Efforts and Services Committee voted that 
60% of funds should go to infrastructure and 40% to housing repair. 

Staff Response #1:  Based on this extensive feedback, the County set 40% of funds aside for housing 
repair, and established 60% of total funds for infrastructure projects that would directly impact housing. 

 

Comment #2:  Data From Only One Storm Was Used. 

It was pointed out that data from only one storm had been used in the calculations. 

Staff Response #2:  This oversight was immediately corrected and a revised allocation schedule was 
released the next day including both storms in the calculations for award. 

 

Comment #3:  Concern When Only One Storm Impacted An Area 

One City expressed concerns because it only had damage in one storm. 

Staff Response #3:  Because of the way the Allocation Weighting Factors were implemented, this city 
still scored well due to the severity of the damage it received in the one storm.  This bore out the validity 
of the Weighting Factors, as it demonstrated a direct tie between severity of damage and funding 
award. 

 

Comment #4:  Thank You For Keeping Cities Informed   

Several cities and one nonprofit organization thanked Community Development for its work, and for 
keeping the cities informed about funding availability and processes. 

Staff Response #4:  You’re very welcome. 

 

Comment #5:  Request for Modification of Breakdown for Allocation Weighting Factors 

The Mayor and representatives of one city in the county wrote two letters and attended both Public 
Hearings to request that changes be made to the Allocation Weighting Factors that were used in the 



determination of funds that should be received by the cities. The city requested that raw population 
data be used instead of percentages of low income. 

Staff Response #5:  The County appreciates the work done by the city to calculate alternate distributions 
based on different weighting factors.  However, the County worked extensively to ensure that the 
funding breakdown was the most equitable and fair based on data available for amounts of damage and 
impact on the low income residents of the various cities.  The current scoring system was established 
after much consultation with groups representing homeless, low income, minority and other vulnerable 
segments of the population, and after a planning meeting at which eight cities participated. The 
weighting factors were chosen to ensure that low income residents throughout the county would 
benefit, rather than the bulk of funding concentrating on residents of one central area. The County will 
not be able to modify the scores to accommodate the request of one city. 

 

Comment #6:  Request that the Proposed Method of Distribution be Upheld 

Mayors of four cities wrote letters, and Mayors of seven cities attended one or both public hearings to 
ask for approval of the Method of Distribution as proposed by the county.  Comments were made that 
this funding is 1) the only “pot” of funding which prioritizes benefitting low income persons,  2) is an 
opportunity for small cities with little or no sales or corporate tax base to get needed repairs done,  3) is 
the result of a great deal of citizen input by the county and 4) takes into account the level of damage in 
the small cities. 

Staff Response #6:  The County concurs.  While the eighth funded city has a valid point that its total low 
income population exceeds that of several of the other seven funded cities, this does not necessarily 
equate with larger expenses to repair damage.  In a more densely populated low income neighborhood, 
more individuals will be served by the same number of feet of drainage improvements (for example) 
than will be impacted in a more rural setting, but at the same cost.  Per capita calculations do not take 
density into account. In addition, not all low income areas of the large city were impacted, whereas in 
some of the small cities, almost the entire jurisdiction was impacted by flooding. 

 

Comments #7 & #8:   Request That An Extension Be Asked Of GLO For More Discussion Of The MOD 
and Request That The Court Vote Timely On The MOD 

 A representative of the one dissenting city requested more time to discuss the matter with the County, 
necessitating a request for an extension from the State. A City Councilman from one of the other seven 
cities stated there had been ample opportunity to discuss this and several other entities agreed that the 
County’s “expert” has come up with a system that was fair and equitable, and requested that the Court 
move forward to get the funds into the hands of those who need it. 

Staff Response #7 & #8:  The County concurred that there had been much discussion and consensus 
regarding the proposed MOD, and the consensus outweighed the dissension. 



 

Comment #9:    Praise of Court and Community Development Department 

A County Citizen thanked the Commissioners’ Court for the outstanding oversight in management they 
had done in the CDBG department, and that the Court should be proud of the work done, because “this 
is a great example of government bringing federal money back into the County for people that genuinely 
need help.” 

Staff Response #9:  Thank you. 
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