
 

 

 
 
 

  

 
Harris County Community Services 

Department, Houston, TX 
Community Development Block Grant  

Disaster Recovery 
 

Office of Audit 
Fort Worth, TX 
 
 

 

Audit Report Number:  2021-FW-1001 
June 2, 2021 

 



 

Office of Audit   
451 7th Street, SW, Room 8180, Washington, DC 20410 

Phone (202) 708-0364, Fax (202) 708-1783 
Visit the Office of Inspector General website at https://www.hudoig.gov. 

 
 

 
 

 

 

To: Jessie Handforth-Kome, Director, Office of Block Grant Assistance, DGB 

 //signed// 
From:  Kilah S. White  

Assistant Inspector General for Audit, GA 

Subject:  Harris County Community Services Department, Houston, TX, Was Inefficient 
and Ineffective in Operating Its Hurricane Harvey Program  

 

Attached is the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Office of Inspector 
General’s (OIG) final results of our review of Harris County’s Hurricane Harvey Community 
Development Block Grant Disaster Recovery subrecipient grant. 

HUD Handbook 2000.06, REV-4, sets specific timeframes for management decisions on 
recommended corrective actions.  For each recommendation without a management decision, 
please respond and provide status reports in accordance with the HUD Handbook.  Please furnish 
us copies of any correspondence or directives issued because of the audit. 

The Inspector General Act, Title 5 United States Code, appendix 8M, requires that OIG post its 
reports on the OIG website.  Accordingly, this report will be posted at https://www.hudoig.gov. 

If you have any questions or comments about this report, please do not hesitate to call Danita 
Wade, Audit Director, at 817-978-9309. 

 

 

 

 

  

 

https://www.hudoig.gov/
https://www.hudoig.gov/


 

For more information, visit www.hudoig.gov or contact 
  Danita Wade at (817) 978-9309 or dwade@hudoig.gov. 

 
 

What We Audited and Why 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

  

 

 

 

 
  

 
 

 

Highlights 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Audit Report Number:  2021-FW-1001 
Date:  June 2, 2021 

 

Harris County Community Services Department, Houston, TX, 
Was Inefficient and Ineffective in Operating Its Hurricane 
Harvey Program 

What We Found 

What We Recommend 

What We 
Audited and Why 
 

Harris County had not efficiently or effectively operated its 
Hurricane Harvey CDBG-DR program.  Specifically, 3 years after 
Hurricane Harvey, Harris County had assisted only 112 of 4,513 
planned program participants and had spent less than 1 percent of its 
grant funds.  Harris County’s challenges included an inability to 
effectively assist applicants and inefficiencies in its reimbursement 
program. These conditions occurred because Harris County was 
overwhelmed by the number of programs it intended to operate and 
its staff did not respond effectively to Texas General Land Office 
(Texas GLO) guidance and training.  As a result, the Texas GLO 
reduced the number of Harris County’s programs and assumed 
control of $338.7 million (27 percent) of its $1.2 billion Hurricane 
Harvey grant suballocation. 
 

We recommend that the Director of the Office of Block Grant 
Assistance require the Texas GLO to (1) provide its plan to 
continuously monitor Harris County’s pace and performance in its 
remaining program and take appropriate action to ensure that 
program goals are met; (2) set performance and financial milestones 
for all programs and activities funded under Harris County’s 
subrecipient agreement; (3) monitor Harris County’s capacity to 
manage its funds and address duplicative, inefficient, and cost-
prohibitive processes or positions; and, (4) review Harris County’s 
priorities for providing assistance to program participants.  
Implementation of these recommendations would include 
determining whether additional activities need to be combined or 
eliminated and repurposing additional grant funds if necessary. 
 

We audited the Harris County 
Hurricane Harvey Community 
Development Block Grant 
Disaster Recovery (CDBG-
DR) program.  We initiated 
this audit as part of our 
commitment to helping the 
U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development 
(HUD) address its top 
management challenges and to 
support HUD’s strategic 
objective to support 
effectiveness and 
accountability in long-term 
disaster recovery.  Further, 
Congress has expressed strong 
interest in HUD’s disaster 
programs.   
 
Our objective was to assess 
the efficiency and 
effectiveness of Harris 
County’s Hurricane Harvey 
CDBG-DR program and 
whether the program was 
assisting disaster participants 
in a timely manner; 
specifically, to examine the 
status of its HUD-approved 
activities and challenges, if 
any, in implementing the 
activities. 

http://www.hudoig.gov/
mailto:dwade@hudoig.gov
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Background and Objective 

On August 25, 2017, Hurricane Harvey made landfall as a category 4 hurricane in southeast 
Texas, causing catastrophic flooding and damage.  As a result, a Presidential Disaster was 
declared on August 25, 2017, which included Harris County.  On September 8, 2017, Congress 
appropriated $7.4 billion for the Hurricane Harvey response.  The U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development’s (HUD) Office of Community Planning and Development allocated 
$5.024 billion of those funds to the State of Texas.1  The Texas General Land Office’s 
Community Development and Revitalization division (Texas GLO) administers the State’s 
disaster grants.  
  
In its August 17, 2018, grant agreement, HUD directed the State of Texas to allocate $1.1 billion 
of its Hurricane Harvey grant to Harris County,2 making Harris County the second largest 
subrecipient of the grant funds.  In addition, the Texas GLO suballocated $89.3 million of the 
State’s $652 million supplemental Hurricane Harvey grant3 to Harris County, making its total 
suballocation $1.2 billion.  The Texas GLO required Harris County to develop a local 
supplemental action plan to be submitted as a substantial amendment under the Texas GLO’s 
action plan.  The supplemental action plan included a needs assessment, community engagement 
efforts, a description of unmet needs, expenditure timelines, and the use of funds and program 
descriptions.  Harris County expected its activities to start immediately or 30 days after HUD 
approved the plan and for the activities to end 3 to 6 years from the start date.  Harris County’s 
supplemental action plan was incorporated into the Texas GLO action plan as amendment 1 and 
approved by HUD on December 11, 2018.    
 
On February 11, 2019, the Texas GLO entered into a subrecipient grant agreement with Harris 
County.  HUD required4 the State to spend 100 percent of its Hurricane Harvey grant funds 
within 6 years.  However, due to the coronavirus pandemic, HUD issued a notice5 providing an 
automatic 1-year extension of the Hurricane Harvey expenditure deadline, making the deadline 
August 17, 2025, with an option to request an additional 1-year extension.  By entering into the 
subrecipient agreement, Harris County became subject to the same expenditure deadline required 
by the State.  
 
In its 2018-2022 Strategic Plan, HUD’s strategic objective 7 was to support the effectiveness 
and accountability in long-term disaster recovery.  The metric HUD implemented to track its 
progress under this objective is a performance indicator to decrease the percentage of “slow 

 
1  Federal Register Notice 83 FR 5844, section I 
2  HUD also directed the State to allocate $1.15 billion of its grant to the City of Houston. 
3  This $652 million supplemental grant (agreement B-18-DP-48-0001) and the $5.024 billion grant (agreement B-

17-DM-48-0001) totaled $5.676 billion to address Hurricane Harvey unmet recovery needs.  HUD also provided 
the Texas GLO with a $57.8 million grant (B-17-DL-48-0002), with 80 percent of those funds earmarked for 
Harris County.  The $57.8 million grant was not part of this review. 

4  Federal Register Notice 83 FR 5844, section VII 
5  Federal Register Notice 85 FR 50041, section I 
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spenders” among CDBG-DR recipients.  HUD defines a “slow spender” as a grantee that has 
spent 10 percent less than the monthly pace required to fully use the grant by the target closeout 
date.   
 
The Texas GLO is HUD’s grantee.  By accepting the Hurricane Harvey grants, the Texas 
GLO accepted responsibility for compliance with the terms and conditions of the 
agreements.  This included assuming responsibility for subrecipient compliance with 
HUD requirements.  The Texas GLO regularly monitored Harris County, and HUD 
monitored the Texas GLO.  In its monitoring report, dated February 25, 2020, HUD 
determined that the Texas GLO was providing sufficient oversight to Harris County.  
During our audit, the Texas GLO initiated action to reduce the number of Harris 
County’s programs and assume control of a portion of its suballocated grant funds.  HUD 
approved action plan amendment 7 on October 6, 2020, allowing the Texas GLO to 
repurpose $338.7 million of Harris County’s $1.2 billion suballocated grant funds.6   
 
This audit focused on the performance of the Texas GLO’s subrecipient, Harris County.  The 
Harris County Community Services Department administers the County’s disaster programs.  
Its offices are located at 8410 Lantern Point Drive, Houston, TX.  The Texas GLO is located at 
1700 North Congress Avenue, Austin, TX. 
 
Our objective was to assess the efficiency and effectiveness of Harris County’s Hurricane 
Harvey Community Development Block Grant Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) program and 
whether the program was assisting disaster participants in a timely manner; specifically, to 
examine the status of Harris County’s HUD-approved activities and challenges, if any, in 
implementing the activities.  

 

 
6  Under this amendment, the Texas GLO also requested and received HUD approval to eliminate the City of 

Houston’s $1.2 billion suballocation grant. 
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Results of Audit  

Finding:  Harris County Was Inefficient and Ineffective in 
Operating Its Hurricane Harvey Program  
Harris County did not efficiently or effectively operate its Hurricane Harvey CDBG-DR 
program.  Specifically, 3 years after Hurricane Harvey, Harris County had assisted only 112 of 
4,513 planned program participants and had spent less than 1 percent of its grant funds.  This 
weak performance contributed to HUD’s designating the Texas GLO as a “slow spender.”  The 
challenges Harris County encountered included an inability to effectively assist applicants and 
inefficiencies in its Reimbursement program.  These conditions occurred because Harris County 
was overwhelmed by the number of programs it tried to operate and its staff did not respond 
effectively to Texas GLO guidance and training.  As a result, the Texas GLO reduced the 
number of Harris County’s programs and repurposed $338.7 million (27 percent) of its $1.2 
billion Hurricane Harvey grant suballocation.  

Harris County Did Not Efficiently or Effectively Operate Its Programs  
Harris County did not efficiently or effectively operate its Hurricane Harvey CDBG-DR 
program.  Three years after Hurricane Harvey, Harris County had assisted only 112 of 4,513 
planned program participants.  Of the 112 
participants, 111 were in its Reimbursement 
program.  For the other six programs it operated, 
Harris County had completed one additional 
project in its Homeowner Assistance Program.  
(See chart 1.)   

Harris County initially planned to assist 5,244 households using its Hurricane Harvey grant 
funds.  However, as of April 3, 2020, its records showed that it had completed only 41 projects 
(0.78 percent) in its pipeline.  On May 18, 2020, the Texas GLO notified Harris County of its 
intent to take control of $338.7 million in disaster recovery grant funds designated for Harris 
County and administer those funds itself.  After this notification, Harris County decreased the 
number of households that it planned to assist, and its records showed an increase in its 
completed projects.  As of August 26, 2020, (1) Harris County’s planned projects had decreased 
to 4,513; (2) its completed projects totaled 112, increasing its percentage of completed projects 
in its pipeline to 2.5 percent (112/4,513); and (3) it had substantially increased its amount of 
works in progress.  (See chart 1.)   

 

Harris County had assisted only 112 
of 4,513 planned Hurricane Harvey 
program participants. 
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Chart 1:  Status of Harris County’s project pipeline as of April 3, 2020 and August 26, 20207  

Four programs8 were not included in chart 1 because Harris County had no planned or completed projects in those 
areas. Although its records showed that it had completed Residential Buyout projects (3 as of April 3, 2020 and 1 as of 
August 26, 2020), Harris County had not completed any of these projects.9   

 
7  Of the 11 programs that Harris County planned to start, as of August 26, 2020, it had begun operations for 7 

programs.   
8  Housing Project Delivery, Infrastructure, Infrastructure Competition, and Infrastructure Project Delivery.  For 

this purpose, Planning and Administration were not counted as programs. 
9  Two of the projects were for different disaster events and the other project was incomplete.    

Homeowner
Assistance

Residential
Buyout

Single Family
(SF) Preservation Reimbursement Affordable Rental SF New

Construction Totals

Planned 1,516 765 140 500 1,761 562 5,244
Completed 0 0 0 41 0 0 41
 In Progress 309 35 1 240 1,774 318 2,677
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Harris County’s Spending Less Than 1 Percent of Its Grant Funds Contributed to the 
Texas GLO’s Being Designated as a “Slow Spender” 
Harris County received nearly 22 percent of the Texas GLO’s Hurricane Harvey Grant.  As the 
second largest subrecipient,10 Harris County’s operational performance affected the Texas GLO’s 
overall performance.  Thus, its slow spending pace contributed to the Texas GLO’s earning the 
“slow spender” designation in HUD’s February 21, 2020, CDBG-DR Grants Financial Report.11  
According to HUD’s Disaster Recovery Grant Reporting (DRGR) system,12 as of August 19, 
2020, the Texas GLO had  

• obligated $1.129 billion for Harris County from its $5.676 billion grant,  
• disbursed $10.4 million for six Harris County activities,13 and  
• spent $9 million for Harris County. 

 
At that time, Harris County was more than 28 percent through the revised deadline period for 
meeting the expenditure requirement (24/84 months);14 however, it had spent less than 1 percent 
of its grant funds ($9.052 million/$1.129 billion = 0.8 percent).  (See chart 2.)  This slow pace 
risked Harris County’s ability to fully use its grant funds by the target closeout date.  By 
comparison, for similar programs that it operated through the same 28 percent revised deadline 
period, HUD’s grantee, the Texas GLO, had spent 15.67 percent of its grant funds ($512.67 
million/$3.27 billion). 
  

 
10  The City of Houston was the Texas GLO’s largest subrecipient, with nearly 23 percent of the grant. 
11  HUD’s Grants Financial Report lists all active CDBG-DR grants.  It identifies grant balances as well as top 

performers and slow spenders.  Although this is ordinarily a monthly report, as of August 5, 2020, the latest 
report on HUD’s CDBG-DR website was for March 1, 2020. 

12  The DRGR system was developed by HUD’s Office of Community Planning and Development to use for 
CDBG-DR funds and other special appropriations.  Data from the system are used by HUD staff to review 
activities funded under these programs and for required quarterly reports to Congress.   

13  Administration, Planning, Residential Buyout, Homeowner Assistance Program, Reimbursement, and Single 
Family New Construction 

14  August 17, 2018, through August 17, 2020, = 24 months; August 17, 2018, through August 17, 2025, = 84 
months. 
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Chart 2:  Harris County’s slow spending pace for its Hurricane Harvey grant 

 

Harris County Had a History of Slow Spending 
Harris County had a history of slow spending.  Between June 26, 2019, and February 10, 2020, 
the Texas GLO conducted seven monitoring reviews of Harris County’s 2015, 2016, and 2017 
disaster grants.  The Texas GLO consistently found that Harris County was unable to meet 
program performance requirements or spend program funds in a timely manner.  In five 
instances, it identified a lack of performance (fewer than 10 percent of the allocated funds were 
spent) and issued findings of noncompliance with HUD requirements.15  Specifically, HUD 
required the Texas GLO to spend 100 percent of its grant funds within 6 years of its execution of 
the grant agreement.  It also required the Texas GLO to reprogram funds in a timely manner for 
stalled activities.  The Texas GLO required a response to its findings that identified Harris 
County’s plan and timeline for completing the contract program activities within the contract 
term.  Although Harris County followed up on the findings and submitted monitoring plans, 
which included hiring a consultant when necessary and having weekly status meetings to track 
program development, its performance was still lacking. 

Harris County Lacked the Ability To Effectively Assist Participants 
Harris County was unable to effectively assist participants who were affected by Hurricane 
Harvey and had been waiting for assistance since 2017.  The Texas GLO required Harris County 
to submit documentation before it would approve reimbursements for the participants.  When 
Harris County submitted the required project files, it had great difficulty in getting them through 
the Texas GLO approval process, which slowed the program’s progression.  The Texas GLO 
often returned the project files with requests for information because the files did not meet 
program requirements.  For example, files were missing insurance and damage verifications, cost 

 
15  Federal Register Notice 82 FR 36812 

$9.052 million 

$1.129 billion

Status of Harris County's Expenditures as of August 19, 2020

$9.052 million:  Amount Harris County
had spent when the elapsed time was 28
percent through the revised expenditure
deadline
$1.129 billion:  Amount awarded and
required to be spent by the revised August
17, 2025 expenditure deadline
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estimates, explanations, and signatures and contained errors and incorrect calculations, and 
information was not updated in the Texas GLO’s Integrated Grant Reporting system.16   

These multiple attempts to get project files approved 
had a negative effect and led to a cyclical submit, 
reject, and resubmit process.  Harris County 
complained that the approval process was daunting 
and more complicated than it was for a previous 
hurricane.  Harris County managers said that they had 
several discussions with the Texas GLO concerning the amount of documentation required and 
the cumbersome layers of review.  They further complained that the Texas GLO set up the 
Hurricane Harvey program based on monitoring findings and to ensure that the program was 
audit proof.  Finally, Harris County claimed that it struggled when the Texas GLO changed staff 
or hired a new contractor to review its project files because Harris County’s staff had to train the 
Texas GLO’s staff or contractor.  The completed project files reviewed17 met program 
requirements.  However, Harris County needed to improve its pace to meet the revised 
expenditure deadline, or it risked the Texas GLO’s repurposing more of its suballocated grant 
funds or recapture of the funds. 

Harris County Was Inefficient in Operating Its Reimbursement Program 
Harris County was inefficient in operating its Reimbursement program.18  Harris County 
prioritized the Reimbursement program because it thought it was approaching a December 31, 
2019, deadline to process reimbursement checks that it imposed in its guidelines.  However, that 
deadline was for the homeowner to complete the repairs.  Harris County considered the 
Reimbursement program its least complicated program because it had few procurement 
requirements.  The program required only proof of repairs, an inspection, and an environmental 
review.  

In addition to its staff responsible for operating the program, Harris County entered into an 
agreement to pay a contractor $7,413 for each project file approved by the Texas GLO.  Further, 
the Texas GLO procured a strike team19 for immediate expert assistance in the administration of 
Harris County’s programs.  The strike team was to provide technical assistance and program 
support services to remedy issues of concern with program application intake, approval 
processes, and insufficient staffing.  The cost of the strike team from October 2019, to April 
2020 (7 months), was more than $1.023 million.  As previously stated, as of April 3, 2020, 

 
16  This system allows Texas GLO subrecipients and other participants in its grants relief program to self-manage 

applications, contracts, and projects.  
17  We reviewed 10 of 50 completed Reimbursement program files that were available when we selected our 

sample.  (See Scope and Methodology.)   
18  When we selected our sample for review, only Harris County’s Reimbursement program had completed projects. 
19  The Texas GLO notified Harris County that it would spend grant funds (administrative and project delivery) to 

pay for the strike team’s services and that it would direct the strike team’s performance and coordinate all 
matters relating to compensation and reporting.  Harris County had no participation in the review or approval of 
the strike team’s invoices.   

Harris County deficiencies led to a 
cyclical reject and resubmit process. 
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Harris County had completed only 41 projects in its entire Hurricane Harvey program.  (See 
chart 1.) 

Although Harris County used (1) its own employees, (2) its own contractor, and (3) the Texas 
GLO-provided strike team, as of August 26, 2020, it had assisted only 112 participants in its 
entire Hurricane Harvey program.  Using three teams to administer and process 111 participant 
files in the Reimbursement program appeared duplicative.  In addition, the processing costs 
appeared excessive and, in some instances, far exceeded the award amount that Harris County 
provided to program participants.  For example, in addition to the staffing and strike-team costs, 
in one case, Harris County paid $9,188 in program soft costs, which included $7,413 for its 
contractor.  However, it awarded only $2,289 in assistance to the participant.   

Harris County Did Not Adequately Prioritize Its Assistance 
Harris County did not adequately prioritize low-and moderate-income (LMI) families when 
determining how it would use its limited grant funds.  Harris County’s supplemental action plan 
stated that its Reimbursement program would first be available to LMI households before being 
made available to non-LMI households.  Further, HUD encouraged grantees to target resources 
for households with the greatest housing needs to meet its objective to support the effectiveness 
and accountability in long-term disaster recovery.  However, Harris County accepted participants 
on a first-come, first-served basis, which resulted in LMI families waiting for assistance while 
well-positioned families received assistance.  For example, one of the first assisted households 
had income and assets valued at nearly $400,000 for its two-member family, while a substantial 
number of larger LMI families continued to wait for assistance.   

Harris County Was Overwhelmed by the Number of Programs It Intended To Operate 
Harris County originally planned to operate 11 programs with its suballocated funds, which 
proved to be overwhelming for various reasons.  These reasons included lack of interest by 
potential participants in the programs offered and difficulty in effectively operating the seven 
programs Harris County was able to get underway, which complicated starting the other 
programs.  Attempting to operate many complicated programs instead of focusing on what it 
could do efficiently and effectively proved detrimental to Harris County’s program performance.  
As a result, Harris County was slow to distribute the $1.2 billion that HUD provided to assist its 
community following a major hurricane disaster. 

Harris County’s Staff Did Not Respond Effectively to Texas GLO Guidance and Training 
Although the Texas GLO provided extensive guidance and training to Harris County, its staff did 
not respond effectively and was not equipped to meet the program requirements that the Texas 
GLO enforced.  In addition to the assistance provided by the strike team, the Texas GLO 
completed monitoring and provided extensive guidance and training to Harris County to assist it 
in implementing and operating the Hurricane Harvey CDBG-DR programs.  The training and 
guidance that the Texas GLO provided included onsite visits, conference calls, and written 
guidance covering 24 subject areas, including  
 

• policies and procedures,  
• duplication of benefits,  
• application reviews and common request for information training sessions,  
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• procurement,  
• the information management system, and 
• question and answer sessions.   

As of August 14, 2020, the Texas GLO had provided 188 trainings and various technical 
assistance to Harris County.20   

The Texas GLO Reduced the Number of Harris County’s Programs and Repurposed 
$338.7 Million (27 Percent) of Its Grant Funds 
On August 21, 2020, the Texas GLO submitted action plan amendment 7, requesting HUD 
approval to make the following changes, which would reduce the number of Harris County 
programs and repurpose $338.7 million in grant funds: 

1) Delete two of Harris County’s activities and repurpose those funds to two of Harris 
County’s other programs 

a. $25 million from Single Family Preservation to Reimbursement 
b. $12.5 million from Commercial Buyout to Residential Buyout 

2) Repurpose $20.2 million from Planning and $37.7 million from Single Family New 
Construction to the Homeowner Assistance Program.21    

3) Defund portions of Harris County’s Homeowner Assistance Program, Housing Project 
Delivery, and Administration.   
 

On October 6, 2020, HUD approved action plan 
amendment 7.  As a result, the Texas GLO assumed 
full responsibility for administering and completing 
the projects related to the $338.7 million in grant 
funds (see table 1) it took from Harris County’s control.  Further, the Texas GLO set additional 
obligation and approval deadlines for Harris County when it reduced its number of programs and 
repurposed the grant funds. 
  

 
20  As of March 4, 2020, the Texas GLO had provided 109 trainings and various technical assistance to Harris 

County. 
21  After repurposing, the total amount allocated to the Homeowner Assistance Program was $328,344,814 

($30,000,000 + 298,344,814). 

The Texas GLO took $338.7 million 
from Harris County’s control. 
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Table 1:  HUD-approved Texas GLO allocation for repurposed Harris County grant funds 

Program 
2019 proposed 

funding 

Action plan 
amendment #4 

revised allocation 

Action plan amendment #7  
repurposed grant funds 

Harris County Texas GLO 
Homeowner Assistance Program $214,000,000 $270,359,499 $30,000,000 $298,344,814 
Residential Buyout  175,000,000 175,000,000 187,500,000  
Single Family Preservation  25,000,000 25,000,000   
Reimbursement  15,000,000 15,000,000 40,000,000  
Affordable Rental Program 204,500,000 224,500,000 224,500,000  
Single Family New Construction 119,888,035 119,888,035 82,137,529  
Housing Project Delivery 83,709,781 92,194,170 59,926,211 32,267,960 
Commercial Buyout 12,500,000 12,500,000   
Infrastructure 120,000,000 120,000,000 120,000,000  
Infrastructure Competition 76,668,492 76,668,492 76,668,492  
Infrastructure Project Delivery 13,351,180 13,351,180 13,351,180  
Planning 55,769,342 60,234,809 40,000,000  
Administration 16,741,956 30,117,405 21,985,706 8,131,699 
Totals 1,132,128,786 1,234,813,590 896,069,118      338,744,47222 

Conclusion 
Because Harris County’s programs were not progressing and it was not effectively assisting 
participants, the Texas GLO assumed control of $338.7 million (27 percent) of its grant funds.  
At its current pace, in addition to contributing to the Texas GLO’s being designated as a “slow 
spender,” Harris County was also at risk of (1) being unable to meet its program objectives, (2) 
failing to assist potential program participants, (3) having citizens in need walk away due to 
inadequate program implementation, (4) additional deterioration to affected properties, and (5) 
having additional grant funds repurposed or recaptured due to not being able to meet expenditure 
deadlines.  Further, Harris County was slow to distribute the $1.2 billion in HUD grant funds that 
the Texas GLO provided to assist its community following a major hurricane disaster. 

Recommendations 
We recommend that the Director of the Office of Block Grant Assistance require the Texas GLO 
to 

1A. Provide its plan to continuously monitor Harris County’s pace and performance in 
its remaining Hurricane Harvey CDBG-DR program and take appropriate action 
to ensure that program goals are met.  The plan should include a process for 
repurposing additional grant funds, if necessary, to avoid potential recapture due 
to Harris County’s inability to meet the expenditure deadline established under its 
subrecipient agreement with the Texas GLO, and to allow the Texas GLO to meet 
the expenditure deadline for its grant award.     

 
22  The funds repurposed to the Texas GLO total $338,744,473; however, action plan amendment #7 requested that 

HUD approve $338,744,472 as the repurposed amount. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

13 

1B. Set performance and financial milestones, including approval of Harris County’s 
projects and obligation and expenditure of funds, for all programs and activities 
funded under the Harris County subrecipient agreement through the remainder of 
the contract and deadlines for Harris County to achieve those milestones.  This 
would include the Texas GLO (1) providing its plan to continually assess whether 
Harris County is meeting the established milestones within the prescribed time 
period; (2) taking appropriate action as outlined in the subrecipient agreement for 
any missed deadlines; and (3) , if necessary, determining whether additional 
programs need to be combined or eliminated from the subrecipient agreement.  

1C. Provide evidence of subrecipient monitoring of Harris County’s capacity to 
manage its Hurricane Harvey grant funds to address duplicative, inefficient, and 
cost-prohibitive processes or positions.  The evidence should include any 
corrective actions that have been imposed and Harris County’s response. 

1D Ensure that Harris County obtains adequate training for its program staff and that 
the staff continuously demonstrates their understanding of and competence to 
operate Harris County’s programs within applicable requirements.  This would 
include ensuring that Harris County takes appropriate steps to remedy situations 
where staff are not operating the program within applicable requirements.  

1E. Review Harris County’s Housing Reimbursement Program policies, including 
assistance prioritization, to ensure compliance with the Texas GLO’s action plan 
and amendments.  This would include the Texas GLO analyzing the County’s 
project pipeline to determine whether changes are warranted to ensure that those 
most in need are prioritized to receive limited Federal assistance.  The Texas GLO 
should provide HUD with an analysis of the County’s project pipeline within 90 
days of its review to share the results and demonstrate compliance with its action 
plan. 
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Scope and Methodology 

We performed our fieldwork at the Harris County office located in Houston, TX, and the Office 
of Inspector General (OIG), Office of Audit, in Houston, TX, from March 2020 through 
September 2020.  Our audit period was August 25, 2017, through February 29, 2020.  We 
expanded the scope to review performance results data through August 26, 2020. 
 
To accomplish our objective, we 

• Reviewed executed grant agreements between HUD and the Texas GLO. 
• Reviewed the executed grant agreement between the Texas GLO and Harris County. 
• Reviewed the Texas GLO’s action plans and amendments and quarterly performance 

reports. 
• Reviewed applicable Hurricane Harvey public laws and Federal Register notices.  
• Reviewed Harris County organizational charts. 
• Interviewed Texas GLO staff in Houston, TX, and via teleconference. 
• Interviewed Harris County staff in Houston, TX, and via teleconference. 
• Consulted with the HUD OIG Director of Analytics regarding our Reimbursement 

program sample selection. 
• Reviewed 10 participant project files from Harris County’s Reimbursement program. 
• Reviewed HUD and Texas GLO monitoring reports for Harris County. 
• Reviewed Texas GLO records for training and guidance provided to Harris County. 
• Reviewed Harris County’s commissioners meeting minutes. 
• Reviewed Harris County’s comprehensive annual financial reports. 
• Reviewed data in HUD’s DRGR system. 
• Reviewed HUD CDBG-DR Grants Financial Reports. 
• Reviewed a U.S. Department of Homeland Security OIG audit report, dated April 23, 

2020, entitled, Harris County Needs Continued Assistance and Monitoring To Ensure 
Proper Management of Its FEMA [Federal Emergency Management Agency] Grant. 

• Reviewed news articles regarding the slowness of the Harris County CDBG-DR program. 

We selected a nonstatistical sample of 10 participant project files from a universe of 50 assisted 
participants, totaling $1.9 million in CDBG-DR assistance.  We reviewed these files to determine 
cost reasonableness for reimbursements, eligibility, and proper authorizations.  To achieve our 
objective, we relied in part on Excel records provided by Harris County and data maintained on 
HUD’s DRGR system.  Information in the participant project files matched the data in Harris 
County’s records.  We found the data to be adequately reliable for our purposes. 
We conducted the audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.  
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate 
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 
objective(s).  We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings 
and conclusions based on our audit objective.  
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Internal Controls 

Internal control is a process adopted by those charged with governance and management, 
designed to provide reasonable assurance about the achievement of the organization’s mission, 
goals, and objectives with regard to 

• effectiveness and efficiency of operations, 

• reliability of financial reporting, and 

• compliance with applicable laws and regulations. 
Internal controls comprise the plans, policies, methods, and procedures used to meet the 
organization’s mission, goals, and objectives.  Internal controls include the processes and 
procedures for planning, organizing, directing, and controlling program operations as well as the 
systems for measuring, reporting, and monitoring program performance. 

Relevant Internal Controls 
We determined that the following internal controls were relevant to our audit objective: 

• Efficiency and effectiveness of program operations – Policies and procedures that 
management has implemented to reasonably ensure that a program meets its objectives and 
expenditure requirements. 
 

We assessed the relevant controls identified above.  

A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow 
management or employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, the 
reasonable opportunity to prevent, detect, or correct (1) impairments to effectiveness or 
efficiency of operations, (2) misstatements in financial or performance information, or (3) 
violations of laws and regulations on a timely basis. 

Significant Deficiencies 
Based on our review, we believe that the following items are significant deficiencies: 

•  Harris County was overwhelmed by the number of programs it intended to operate. 

• Harris County’s staff did not respond effectively to Texas GLO guidance and training. 
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OIG Evaluation of HUD and Auditee Comments 
 

General Comment 

We appreciate the cooperation and productive working relationship with HUD throughout the 
audit process and the attention it paid to the performance of its grantee’s subrecipient.  We also 
appreciate HUD’s agreement with most of our recommendations and the actions it is prepared to 
take to implement them.  We look forward to working with HUD during the audit resolution 
process and anticipate quick resolution. 

Comment 1 HUD explained that there are no statutory or regulatory performance or 
expenditure requirements associated with the funds obligated to the County.  
However, it agreed that the County’s progress and grant funds drawdown had 
been slow-paced and were not on track to allow the Texas GLO to meet its 
expenditure deadline.  HUD also discussed COVID-19 expenditure deadline 
extensions. 

We agree with HUD’s position on requirements and that the County was not on 
track to allow the Texas GLO to meet the expenditure deadline associated with 
this award.  We acknowledged the COVID-19 expenditure deadline extensions in 
the audit report.   

Comment 2 HUD supported recommendation 1A with one editorial revision.  

We revised the recommendation to include the missing word “deadline.” 

Comment 3 HUD supported recommendations 1B, 1C, and 1D as proposed. 

We will work with HUD during the audit resolution process to verify the Texas 
GLO’s written plans to correct and prevent identified conditions from reoccurring 
and HUD’s plans to monitor its grantee’s corrective actions. 

Comment 4  HUD did not support recommendation 1E as stated and suggested alternative 
language.  

We revised the recommendation to capture the spirit of HUD’s suggested 
alternative language and agree that the County failed to comply with the program 
requirements under the Texas GLO’s action plan, which it was required to follow.  
Although there is no regulatory requirement under this appropriation to assist 
low-and moderate-income (LMI) households first, HUD’s Strategic Objective 7: 
Support Effectiveness and Accountability in Long-Term Disaster Recovery in its 
Strategic Plan for 2018-2022 states, “HUD will continue to require CDBG-DR 
grantees to target resources for households with the greatest housing needs to 
meet this objective.”  Further, the County acknowledged in its response that its 
Homeowner Reimbursement Program (HRP) was funding more non-LMI 
households than anticipated (see comment 15).  Therefore, we believe our original 
conclusion regarding program prioritization was correct and we maintain that it is 
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important to highlight that those most in need should be prioritized to receive 
limited Federal assistance.  

Comment 5 The Texas GLO agreed with our finding and described positive changes that 
Harris County has made since HUD’s approval of action plan amendment 7.  Its 
response incorporated the County’s independent response (Exhibit #2) and 
included a weekly report that identifies financial and program metrics that 
demonstrate the County’s increasing progress (Exhibit #1). 

We appreciate the Texas GLO’s agreeable response, which incorporated the 
County’s response.  We acknowledge the steps that the Texas GLO has taken to 
support the County’s performance since the implementation of action plan 
amendment 7.  However, we did not verify the information in Exhibit #1 or the 
organizational charts included with Exhibit #2.  We encourage the Texas GLO to 
work with HUD to present additional information and resolve the finding and 
recommendations during the audit resolution process.    

Comment 6 The Texas GLO explained revisions made to its risk assessment and monitoring 
plan, which included quarterly monitoring of program activities and expenditures 
and focused on program compliance, performance, and timeliness. 

We acknowledge the Texas GLO’s revisions to its risk assessment and monitoring 
plan.  We encourage the Texas GLO to work with HUD during the audit 
resolution process to ensure that its revised risk assessment and monitoring plan 
are designed and implemented to correct and prevent identified conditions from 
reoccurring.  We will review the Texas GLO’s written plans during the audit 
resolution process.  

Comment 7 The Texas GLO explained that it included a section in its new contract with the 
County that identified program benchmarks for specific program activities.   

Although we did not review or verify the agreement, we commend the Texas 
GLO for incorporating program benchmarks in its new contract with the County.  
We also commend it for identifying projected expenditures and outcomes for 
County activities in action plan amendment 7.  These steps and the Texas GLO’s 
revised monitoring plan should improve accountability, help keep the County’s 
program on pace and its performance on track, and assist in ensuring that the 
Texas GLO’s expenditure deadlines are met.   

Comment 8 The Texas GLO described its monitoring activities, which included reviewing the 
County’s capacity to administer its CDBG-DR program; testing whether program 
funds were being used in a duplicative, inefficient, or cost-prohibitive manner; 
and determining compliance with Federal and contractual requirements. 

We acknowledge and encourage the Texas GLO’s increased monitoring activities 
using available tools to quantify available resources and assess the allocation of 
those resources to meet administrative needs; detect whether CDBG-DR funds are 
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being used in a duplicative, inefficient, or cost-prohibitive manner; and ensure 
compliance with applicable requirements.   

Comment 9 The Texas GLO committed to evaluating the County’s training activities and 
incorporating training logs and analyses of training events into its monitoring 
rotational cycle. 

We acknowledge and encourage the Texas GLO’s evaluation of the County’s 
training activities and incorporation of training analyses into the Texas GLO’s 
monitoring cycle. 

Comment 10 The Texas GLO stated that it and the County used programmatic pipeline reports 
to assess and monitor program performance.   

We acknowledge and encourage the continued use of the County’s pipeline status 
reports.  We also acknowledge the Texas GLO’s efforts in supporting the progress 
and performance of the County’s program activities. 

Comment 11 The County described the impacts of Hurricane Harvey on Harris County and the 
challenges it encountered in administering its recovery program, including the 
need for a comprehensive approach that included multiple programs to assist 
residents, lack of authority to implement recovery programs until February 2019 
(when it executed its original subrecipient agreement with the Texas GLO), and 
delays resulting from differences in program execution practices between the 
County and the Texas GLO. 

We appreciate the County’s response.  We recognize the impacts of Hurricane 
Harvey on Harris County and the challenges the County encountered in 
administering its program.  However, the County, as the Texas GLO’s 
subrecipient, has to meet the requirements and deadlines HUD imposed on its 
grantee.  The County should work with the Texas GLO to ensure the success of its 
recovery efforts while also complying with applicable requirements.  

Comment 12 The County’s response addressed three topics: (1) program status, (2) actions to 
ensure program goals are met, and (3) reallocation and recapture of grant funding. 

We acknowledge the County’s response explaining (1) its meetings with and 
monitoring by the Texas GLO, (2) the program benchmark and milestone actions 
it and the Texas GLO have taken to ensure program goals are met, and (3) the 
work it was doing to meet program benchmarks by specific deadlines.  

Comment 13 The County concurred, in part, with recommendation 1B.  It also explained its 
continuing work with the Texas GLO to improve its program and meet the 
expenditure deadline.  These efforts include frequent meetings to assess progress 
of program activities and projects, amending the action plan to realign 
benchmarks to more accurately reflect the timing and nature of expected 
outcomes and related expenditures, and taking actions to address missed 
milestones and benchmarks.  
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We appreciate the County’s partial concurrence.  We also acknowledge and 
encourage the County’s continuing work with the Texas GLO to improve its 
program and meet the Texas GLO’s expenditure deadline. 

Comment 14 The County described steps and trainings that it had undertaken to improve the 
administration of its program, including improving process flow, establishing 
written policies and procedures, standardizing data collection efforts, and 
conducting extensive training to ensure competency in operating within program 
requirements.  It also provided seven organizational charts to demonstrate the 
integration of contractor support to augment program staffing and lessen 
knowledge gaps.  

We acknowledge the County’s response and its efforts to address the identified 
issues.  While we did not evaluate the County’s recent procedural changes, 
trainings, or the organizational charts included in its response, the efforts 
described should help Harris County continue to improve the administration of its 
program.  As such, we maintain our position and did not revise our 
recommendation, but encourage the County to continue working with the Texas 
GLO to improve its program.  

Comment 15 The County described weekly Housing Assistance Program (HAP) and HRP 
pipeline reports that provide status updates on these programs and include other 
activities occurring to assist in properly managing the program.  It also provided 
reported outcomes for its LMI and non-LMI participants, including 
acknowledgement that pipeline data determined that the County’s HRP program 
was funding more non-LMI households than anticipated.  The County also 
described steps it is taking to address the situation. 

We acknowledge the County’s response and appreciate its explanation of the 
County’s servicing of LMI and non-LMI households.  We did not verify the LMI 
and non-LMI information included in the County’s response; however, we 
encourage the County’s continued use of reports that assist in its program 
monitoring efforts.  Based on HUD’s response to recommendation 1E, we revised 
the recommendation (see comment 4).  

Comment 16 The County provided seven organizational charts in its response. 

Comments 5 and 14 address these organizational charts.  We redacted individuals’ 
names for privacy. 
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