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3-5 Year Strategic Plan

This document includes Narrative Responses to specific questions that grantees of the Community Development Block Grant, HOME Investment Partnership, Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS and Emergency Shelter Grants Programs must respond to in order to be compliant with the Consolidated Planning Regulations. 

GENERAL

Executive Summary

The Executive Summary is optional, but encouraged.  If you choose to complete it, please provide a brief overview that includes major initiatives and highlights that are proposed throughout the 3-5 year strategic planning period.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan Executive Summary: 


The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires local jurisdictions to prepare a Consolidated Plan and Strategy in order to receive federal funds through the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME), and Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG) Programs.

The Consolidated Plan and Strategy serves the following functions:

1)
A planning document for local jurisdictions, which builds upon a participatory 

          process at the grassroots level;

2) 
An application for federal funds under HUD's formula grant programs;

3) 
A strategy to be followed in carrying out HUD programs; and

4)
An action plan that provides a basis for assessing performance.

This five-year Consolidated Plan and Strategy is the result of an extensive needs assessment and community outreach process conducted by the Rio Grande Valley Entitlement Communities (RGVECs), which is comprised of the following local jurisdictions:

1. Hidalgo County Urban County Program (including the Cities of Alamo, Alton, 

    Donna, Edcouch, Elsa, Granjeno, Hidalgo, La Joya, La Villa, Mercedes, Palmhurst, 

    Palmview, Penitas, Progreso, Progreso Lakes, San Juan, Sullivan City, Weslaco, 

    and the unincorporated parts of the County)

2. City of Brownsville

3. City of Edinburg

4. City of Harlingen

5. City of McAllen

6. City of Mission

7. City of Pharr

8. City of San Benito

The RGVECs are a group of eight HUD entitlement communities that combined their Consolidated Planning efforts to develop a comprehensive approach to the use of HUD program funding for housing and community revitalization in the South Texas region. The RGVECs’ Consolidated Planning process provides a valuable opportunity to shape a variety of housing and community development programs into effective and well-coordinated neighborhood, community, and regional development strategies. It also creates the opportunity for strategic planning, community-wide consultation, and citizen participation to take place in a comprehensive context, thereby reducing duplication of effort at the local level.

Three national goals serve as the overall framework for the use of Consolidated Plan funds, and guide the RGVECs’ Consolidated Plan and Strategy:

1)
Provide decent housing, including:


Assisting homeless persons to obtain affordable housing; 

Assisting persons at risk of becoming homeless; 

Retaining affordable housing stock; 

Increasing the availability of affordable permanent housing in standard 
          condition to low-income and moderate-income families, particularly to 

          members of disadvantaged minorities without discrimination on the basis of 

          race, color, religion, sex, national origin, familial status, or disability; 


Increasing the supply of supportive housing which includes structural features 
          and services to enable persons with special needs (including persons with 

          HIV/AIDS) to live in dignity and independence; and 


Providing affordable housing that is physically accessible to job opportunities.
2)
Provide a suitable living environment, including:


Improving the safety and livability of neighborhoods; 


Increasing access to quality public and private facilities and services;

Reducing the isolation of income groups within areas through spatial 
          deconcentration of housing opportunities for lower income persons and the 

          revitalization of deteriorating neighborhoods; 


Restoring and preserving properties of special historic, architectural, or 
          aesthetic value; and 


Conserving energy resources.  
3) 
Provide expanded economic opportunities, including: 


Job creation and retention; 

Establishment, stabilization and expansion of small businesses (including 
          micro-businesses); 


Provision of public services concerned with employment; 

Provision of jobs for low-income persons living in areas affected by those 
          programs and activities, or jobs resulting from carrying out activities under 

          programs covered by the plan; 


Availability of mortgage financing for low-income persons at reasonable rates 

          using non-discriminatory lending practices;


Access to capital and credit for development activities that promote the long-
          term economic and social viability of the community; and 


Empowerment and self-sufficiency for low-income persons to reduce 

          generational poverty in federally assisted housing and public housing

The RGVECs will pursue these three national goals to principally benefit extremely low-, low-, and moderate-income individuals and families living in their respective entitlement communities.

In order to further these national goals, the RGVECs’ Consolidated Plan and Strategy assesses the combined housing and community development needs of the region’s entitlement communities, and describes the mutual priorities and strategies that will be initiated and/or completed during the five-year period beginning FY 2005/2006 until 2009/2010. In addition to presenting such information in the aggregate for the RGVECs, the Consolidated Plan illuminates—where appropriate—how individual entitlement communities differ from the region in order to adequately represent local needs, priorities, strategies, and goals. However, consistent with the overall goals of the “regional” Consolidated Planning process, the RGVECs have pursued a unified vision of housing and community development actions at both the local and regional levels.

COMMUNITY PROFILE

The RGVECs are located in the southern tip of the State of Texas, along the international border with the Republic of Mexico, in the region commonly known as the Lower Rio Grande Valley, or simply "the Valley." The RGVECs cover an area of approximately 1,695 square miles, including all of Hidalgo County and the Cities of Brownsville, Harlingen, and San Benito in Cameron County. The region is bound on the west by Starr County, and on the north by Brooks County, Kenedy County, and Willacy County. Directly south is the Rio Grande River, which divides the United States from Mexico, while the Gulf of Mexico forms the eastern border of Cameron County.

I. Population

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the population of the RGVECs grew by 43.3% from 551,367 (1990) to 790,193 (2000), with the greatest percentage increase occurring in the City of Edinburg, where the population grew by 62.2%. The City of San Benito was the slowest growing jurisdiction in the region;  its population increased by 16.5%. During this same ten-year period, the RGVECs added more than 70,000 households, an increase of 46.5% from 150,958 (1990) to 221,084 (2000). According to the Census Bureau, the McAllen-Edinburg-Mission Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) and the Brownsville-Harlingen-San Benito MSA rank as the fourth and 14th fastest growing metropolitan regions in the country, respectively. 

Estimates from the Texas State Data Center and Office of the State Demographer indicate that the population for the RGVECs has grown to 895,868 (as of January 1, 2004), an increase of 13.4% since the 2000 Census. The fastest growing jurisdiction was the City of Mission (25.6%), and the slowest was again the City of San Benito (6.2%).  Population trends for the region are summarized in Table 1.


[Please refer to Table 1: Population Trends by Entitlement Community, 1990 
          – 2000 and 2000 – 2004]

The racial/ethnic characteristics of the region primarily consists of individuals who are Hispanic/Latino. According to the 2000 Census, 87.7% of the RGVECs’ population identified as Hispanic (approximately 693,000 individuals). The racial/ethnic composition for the region is highlighted in Table 2.


[Please refer to Table 2: Racial/Ethnic Composition by Entitlement 
          Community, 2000] 

All other racial/ethnic minority groups, including African Americans/Blacks, Asians and Pacific Islanders, Native Americans, etc. represent little more than 2% of the general population.

The RGVECs’ Hispanic population is significantly less affluent than its White population. Per capita income for Hispanic individuals in 2000 was less than half of the per capita income for White individuals. In addition, 41.2% of Hispanic households (and 58.3% of Hispanic renter households) were classified as extremely low- or low-income households (compared to 15.2% of all White households). As a significant portion of the RGVECs’ low- and moderate-income population, the needs of the Hispanic community will be addressed throughout the Strategic Plan.

According to the 2000 Census, 31.5% of the RGVECs’ 221,084 households are below the federal poverty level. This figure represents approximately 70,000 households in the region. The households below the poverty level is shown in Table 3.


[Please refer to Table 3: Households Below the Poverty Level by Entitlement 

          Community, 2000] 

The Hidalgo County Urban County Program (UCP) has 38.3% of its households (31,690) below the poverty level. This figure represents nearly 46% of all of the region’s households below the poverty level—by contrast, the UCP has only 37.4% of the region’s total households. The incidence of below poverty households is less substantial in the Cities of Harlingen and McAllen, 22.2% and 21.9%, respectively— though still higher than the statewide average of 14.0%. 

The 2000 Census data also indicates that the RGVECs’ elderly population (65 years and older) was roughly 10% of the general population, or approximately 80,000 individuals.  The youth population—individuals 17 years and younger—constituted 34.8% of the total, and the adult population—individuals between 18 and 64 years—was 55% of the total. The age distribution of the region is shown in Table 4.


[Please refer to Table 4: Age Breakdown by Entitlement Community, 2000] 
The Cities of Mission and Harlingen both have a slightly higher proportion of elderly residents, with 14.2% and 15.0% of their total, respectively, aged 65 years and older. In contrast, the City of Edinburg and the UCP have a smaller elderly population: only 8.2% of Edinburg’s total population and 8.7% of the UCP’s total population are elderly.  It is notable that the youth population of the UCP is 37.7% of its total population, which is the highest proportion of any entitlement community in the region.  Edinburg, in spite of its lower elderly population, does not have a more sizeable youth population, but rather a higher proportion of adults (58.8%). These different age groups may present slightly different demands for housing and community development activities among the RGVECs. 

II. HUD Allocations 

During FY 2005/2006, the RGVECs have been allocated the following HUD program funds: 


[Please refer to Table 5: HUD Allocations for FY 2005/2006 by Entitlement 
          Community]

None of the RGVECs are recipients of Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) grants.

III. Regional Needs 

As a fast-growing region, the RGVECs must successfully balance a diverse array of housing and community development issues. These include the following:


Shortage of affordable homeownership units for low- and moderate-income 
          households.


Low- and moderate-income households lack funds for needed rehabilitation to 
          improve housing conditions that threaten health and safety.


Shortage of affordable rental housing for extremely low-, low- and moderate-

          income households.


Shortage of housing units to support homeless individuals and families with 
          emergency, transitional, and permanent housing needs.


Shortage of affordable housing for special needs populations.


Lack of neighborhood facilities and infrastructure improvements for low- and 
          moderate-income neighborhoods.


Lack of social services to benefit low- and moderate-income individuals and 
          families.


Lack of economic opportunities in low- and moderate-income communities in 
          the region.

Needs present in the RGVECs far outweigh the amount of federal, state, and local government funding available.  Given the range of competing needs, the communities must invest their limited public resources wisely. Therefore, as a general principle, each entitlement community will attempt to expend public funds in its jurisdiction to leverage the commitment of public and private sector support whenever possible.  Additionally, each entitlement community will target its scarce resources toward projects it determines will make the most significant impact according to the issues brought forward by public agencies, community organizations, and local residents.

IV. Regional Priorities

As a result of their community-wide consultation and citizen participation process, the RGVECs have collectively identified seven (7) high priorities for targeting resources received from HUD over the next five years:

1) To increase opportunities for low- and moderate-income residents (51-80 percent of median income) to attain homeownership, including first time homebuyers, renters, and single heads of households.

2) To preserve and rehabilitate the region's existing single family housing stock, primarily for extremely low-, low- and moderate-income owner occupant families (0-80 percent of median income).

3) To improve the living conditions for extremely low-, low-, and moderaate-income renters (0-80 percent of median income).

4) To improve housing and supportive services to the region's residents that become homeless in order to provide these individuals and families with access to emergency, transitional, and permanent housing.

5) To preserve, provide and improve social services for residents with special needs, particularly the elderly, the physically disabled, victims of domestic violence, and  youth.

6) To expand economic opportunities in the community, particularly for minorities and lower income residents at-risk of becoming homeless.

7) To provide public facilities and infrastructure improvements, particularly drainage facilities, streets, parks, and sidewalks in low- and moderate-income neighborhoods.  

V. Regional Strategies

Within each of these priorities are a variety of specific programmatic areas, such as affordable housing, homeless housing and supportive services, special needs housing and supportive services, and community development activities.  For each of these program areas, the RGVECs’ Strategic Plan indicates the priority needs for the region, and describes the basis for their relative priority designation (High, Medium, Low, No Such Need).  The strategies and objectives for addressing each priority need are then identified, including proposed accomplishments to be achieved by the end of the five-year period, FY 2009/2010.  

A. Housing Assistance


Construct new affordable homeownership units


Rehabilitate existing homeownership units

Reduce rehabilitation costs to homeowners through grants and low-interest 
          loans


Demolish substandard units beyond reasonable costs to repair

Provide down payment and closing cost assistance


Provide gap-financing assistance

Promote affordable housing opportunities

Construct new affordable rental housing units

Acquire and rehabilitate existing rental properties

Provide tenant-based rental assistance
B. Homeless Assistance


Provide transitional and permanent housing assistance and supportive 
          services to homeless individuals and families, particularly the chronically 

          homeless


Provide emergency housing and supportive services to homeless individuals 

          and families

C. Non-Homeless Special Needs Assistance


Provide permanent housing and supportive services to non-homeless 
          individuals and families with special needs

D. Community Development Needs Assistance


Increase and/or improve the number of public facilities

Increase and/or improve infrastructure

Increase and/or improve parks

Increase access and quality of services provided by social service 
          organizations

The Executive Summary provides a summary of the RGVECs’ needs, priorities, and strategies that are described more fully in the body of the Consolidated Plan and Strategy. 

Readers are encouraged to review the entire Strategic Plan to more fully understand the region's housing and community development issues.

Strategic Plan

Due every three, four, or five years (length of period is at the grantee’s discretion) no less than 45 days prior to the start of the grantee’s program year start date.  HUD does not accept plans between August 15 and November 15.

Mission:


The mission of the Rio Grande Valley Entitlement Communities (RGVECs) is to respond to the region’s housing and community development needs by offering the following activities:


Provide affordable housing opportunities for extremely low-, low-, and 

          moderate-income individuals and families.


Provide housing and supportive services for the homeless.

Provide housing and supportive services for non-homeless special needs 
          populations.


Support non-housing community development objectives.

General Questions

1. Describe the geographic areas of the jurisdiction (including areas of low income families and/or racial/minority concentration) in which assistance will be directed.

2. Describe the basis for allocating investments geographically within the jurisdiction (or within the EMSA for HOPWA) (91.215(a)(1)) and the basis for assigning the priority (including the relative priority, where required) given to each category of priority needs (91.215(a)(2).

3. Identify any obstacles to meeting underserved needs (91.215(a)(3)).

3-5 Year Strategic Plan General Questions response: 


I. Areas of Racial/Ethnic Minority Concentration

The RGVECs define areas of racial/ethnic minority concentration as census tracts where more than 51% of residents are members of a minority group.  Maps 1A and 1B highlight census tracts that have such concentrations of minority individuals—specifically Hispanic residents. 


[Please refer to Maps 1A and 1B for Areas of Racial/Ethnic Minority 

          Concentration for Hidalgo and Cameron Counties] 

According to the 2000 Census, there are no other major concentrations of racial/ethnic minorities in the region other than the Hispanic population. The maps highlight concentrations of the Hispanic population in Hidalgo and Cameron Counties, indicating significant clusters across the entire region. In fact, approximately two-thirds (66%) of the RGVECs’ census tracts are areas of concentration for the Hispanic population. Table 6 summarizes areas of concentration for the Hispanic population by Census Tract.


[Please refer to Table 6: Racial/Ethnic Minority Concentration by Census 

          Tract] 

II. Areas of Low- and Moderate-Income Concentration

According to HUD guidelines, households are classified by the following income categories:

1)
Extremely low-income (earning 0 to 30 percent of median income for the 

          area).

2)
Low-income (earning 31 to 50 percent of median income).

3)
Moderate-income (earning 51 to 80 percent of median income). 

4)
Above moderate-income (earning more than 80 percent of median income).

The RGVECs identified areas of low- and moderate-income concentration as census tracts with at least 51% of households living at or below 80 percent of median income. Maps 2A and 2B highlight census tracts that have concentrations of low- and moderate-income households. 


[Please refer to Maps 2A and 2B for Areas of Low- and Moderate-Income 

          Concentration for Hidalgo and Cameron Counties]

As the maps indicate, approximately 89% of all census tracts in the region have concentrations of low- and moderate-income households. 

When compared with Maps 1A and 1B, it is evident that many of the areas of low- and moderate-income concentration (where 51 percent of households earn less than 80 percent of median income) are also areas of concentration for the Hispanic population.  

Table 7 summarizes the areas of low- and moderate-income concentration by Census Tract.


[Please refer to Table 7: Low- and Moderate-Income Concentration by Census 
          Tract] 

III. Geographic Areas in which Assistance will be Directed

The RGVECs’ Consolidated Plan and Strategy covers the South Texas region, including all of Hidalgo County and the Cities of Brownsville, Harlingen, and San Benito in Cameron County. 

Due to limited public resources and Federal eligibility restrictions, each of the RGVECs will direct their housing and community development activities within low- and moderate-income areas in their own jurisdiction, where more than 51% of the population is living at or below 80% of the median income. Since approximately 89% of the RGVECs’ census tracts qualify as low- and moderate-income census tracts, housing and community development assistance will be widely dispersed among the eight jurisdictions.  

The RGVECs’ will direct their homeless and special needs assistance to agencies located in urban areas across the region; emergency shelter programs will be similarly dispersed. At the same time, the RGVECs will make every effort to integrate transitional and permanent housing for homeless and special needs populations as widely as possible. 

IV. Basis for Assigning Priority

As fast-growing communities, the RGVECs must balance a diverse array of housing and community development issues. Needs present in the region far outweigh the amount of federal, state, and local government funding available to the eight communities.  Given the range of competing needs, the RGVECs will invest their scarce public resources wisely. 

During the Consolidated Planning process, the RGVECs coordinated their community-wide consultations with public agencies and community organizations, in addition to conducting the citizen participation processes within their own jurisdiction. The entitlement communities then met as a group to analyze the results from these needs assessment activities, and determined the similarities and differences of their resulting priorities. While each entitlement community will utilize its HUD funding resources only within the area of its legal jurisdiction, the regional Consolidated Planning process improved the RGVECs’ ability to make decisions about which housing and community development activities to fund within each entitlement community and across the region. 

As a result, the RGVECs will attempt to expend public funds in a manner that incorporates their common priorities while allowing for differences in local needs. This process helps ensure that the RGVECs make the most significant impact according to the issues brought forward by public agencies, community organizations, and residents during the community-wide consultation and citizen participation processes.

Additionally, the RGVECs will direct their scarce resources toward projects that will leverage the commitment of other public and private sector support whenever possible. 

V. Obstacles to Meeting Underserved Needs

The RGVECs must address the following obstacles to meeting underserved needs in each of the entitlement communities:   


South Texas is one of the fastest growing regions in the country, and its 
          population growth threatens to outstrip the existing capacity of local housing 

          and community development organizations. With ongoing cutbacks to public 

          services, individuals and families will be hard pressed to meet their needs for 

          affordable housing and other community development assistance. 


The RGVECs have a higher number of households living in poverty than the 
          rest of the State. According to the U.S. Census, approximately 31.5% of 

          households are living below the poverty line, compared with 14.0% statewide, 

          and 11.8% nationally.


As a result of region’s lower income levels, few extremely low- and low-
          income residents can afford a median priced home, or the rent for a market-

          rate two-bedroom apartment. According to the National Low-Income Housing 

          Coalition’s Out of Reach 2004 Report, a family earning 50% of the median 

          income could only afford to pay $393 a month for an apartment.   


Much of the region continues to struggle with double-digit unemployment. 

          According to the Texas Workforce Commission, the average unemployment 

          rate for the McAllen-Edinburg-Mission MSA and the Brownsville-Harlingen-San 

          Benito MSA was 11.6% and 9.3%, respectively, in December 2004. 


A major contributor to the region’s unemployment and high poverty is the 
          region’s low educational attainment levels. According to the 2000 Census, 

          approximately 19.9% of residents in the RGVEC have graduated from high 

          school, compared to 24.8% statewide. Approximately 8.5% graduated from 

          college, compared with 15.6% statewide.

Managing the Process (91.200 (b))

1. Lead Agency.  Identify the lead agency or entity for overseeing the development of the plan and the major public and private agencies responsible for administering programs covered by the consolidated plan.


2. Identify the significant aspects of the process by which the plan was developed, and the agencies, groups, organizations, and others who participated in the process.


3. Describe the jurisdiction's consultations with housing, social service agencies, and other entities, including those focusing on services to children, elderly persons, persons with disabilities, persons with HIV/AIDS and their families, and homeless persons.
 
*Note:  HOPWA grantees must consult broadly to develop a metropolitan-wide strategy and other jurisdictions must assist in the preparation of the HOPWA submission.
3-5 Year Strategic Plan Managing the Process response: 


I. Lead Agencies

The following public agencies took the lead in developing this Consolidated Plan and Strategy for the Rio Grande Valley Entitlement Communities:


Hidalgo County Urban County Program


City of Brownsville, Community Development Division


City of Edinburg, Community Development Department


City of Harlingen, Community Development 


City of McAllen, Community Planning and Development Division


City of Mission, Community Development Department


City of Pharr, Community Planning and Development


City of San Benito, Community Development Block Grant Program

Each of these agencies administers the housing and community development programs covered by the Consolidated Plan and Strategy for their respective entitlement community.

II. Consultation/Coordination

The lead agencies formed a working group to coordinate the development and implementation of the Consolidated Plan and Strategy for the region. With input from a broad range of stakeholders, the RGVECs sought to assess the housing and community development needs and priorities of the South Texas region.

In order to obtain input from public agencies and community organizations, the RGVECs distributed eight separate consultation instruments (copies of each instrument are included in Appendix 1) to collect vital information about the region’s housing and community development activities and needs. These consultation instruments address the following issues: 


Housing Needs


Housing Market Analysis/Substandard Housing Needs


Public Housing Needs and Strategy


Continuum of Care Homeless Needs


Non-Homeless Special Needs


Lead-Based Paint Hazards


Community Development Needs


American Dream Down payment Initiative Needs

Each entitlement community—utilizing the appropriate consultation instrument(s)—contacted public agencies, including local planning, engineering, public works, health, police, and fire departments. The RGVECs also consulted with the following community organizations to develop a more comprehensive picture of the region’s housing and community development needs and priorities. 

  A. Housing


Alamo Housing Authority


Brownsville Housing Authority


Cameron County Housing Authority

Donna Housing Authority

Edcouch Housing Authority

Edinburg Housing Authority

Elsa Housing Authority

Harlingen Housing Authority

Hidalgo County Housing Authority

La Joya Housing Authority

McAllen Housing Authority

Mercedes Housing Authority

Mission Housing Authority

Pharr Housing Authority

San Benito Housing Authority

San Juan Housing Authority

Weslaco Housing Authority


Community Hope 

Community Development Corporation of South Texas

Housing Plus, Inc.,

McAllen Affordable Homes, Inc.

Proyecto Azteca

Brownsville Affordable Home Ownership Corp. (did not respond)

Brownsville Housing Finance Corporation (did not respond)


Habitat for Humanity (did not respond)

Hidalgo Willacy Housing Finance Corporation (did not respond)

Hidalgo Housing Finance Corporation (did not respond)

St. Vincent de Paul Holy Spirit Parish (did not respond)

Community Development Corporation of Brownsville (did not respond)
  B. General Social Services


Palmer Drug Abuse Program

Brownsville Literacy Center

Friendship of Women, Inc.

The Recovery Center of Cameron County

Dress for Success

McAllen Food Pantry


Women Together Foundation, Inc.

Tip of Texas Family Outreach

First United Methodist Church, Edinburg

Dentists Who Care, Inc.

Easter Seals of Rio Grande Valley

Texas Department of Protective and Regulatory Services

McAllen Literacy Center


Harlingen Literacy Center

Coalition of Literacy 

Harlingen Chamber of Commerce

Service Corporation of Retired Executives

Prayerwell Educational Services

South Texas Walking Club (did not respond)
  C. Children’s Services


In His Steps, Shoe Bank of McAllen


Children’s Advocacy Center of Hidalgo County

Girl Scouts, Tip of Texas

Cameron County Children’s Advocacy

Boys and Girls Club of Edinburg

Boys and Girls Club of Harlingen

Boys and Girls Club of Mission

Boys and Girls Club of Weslaco

Boys and Girls Club of Alamo

Boys and Girls Club of Alamo at San Juan

Ronald McDonald House

Hidalgo County Head Start Program

Casa of Hidalgo County

Casa of Cameron/Willacy Counties

McAllen Boy’s & Girl’s Club

Mercedes Boy’s & Girl’s Club (did not respond)

Donna Boy’s & Girl’s Club (did not respond)

South Texas Symphony Association (did not respond)
  D. Elderly Services


Amigos Del Valle, Inc.

Senior Community Outreach Services, Inc.

Area Agency of Aging of the Lower Rio Grande Valley


McAllen Good Samaritan

Foster Grandparents
  E. Disability Services


The ARC of Texas Rio Grande Valley 

Easter Seals Rio Grande Valley

Options, Inc.

Regional School for the Deaf

Texas Commission for the Blind

Tropical Texas Center for Mental Health and Mental Retardation

Valley Association for Independent Living

Texas Rehabilitation Commission (did not respond)
  F. HIV/AIDS Services


Valley AIDS Council

Comfort House Services, Inc.


Texas Department of Health 
  G. Homeless Services


Salvation Army

Hidalgo County Homeless Coalition

BISD Homeless “Youth Connection Project”

Ozanam Center, Inc.

End of the Road Ministries 

Family Crisis Center, Inc.

Cameron County Homeless Coalition

  H. Health Services


Su Clinica Familiar 

Planned Parenthood Association of Hidalgo County

Ronald McDonald House of Charities

Hope Family Health Center

Dentists Who Care

Area Agency of Aging

Casa of Cameron & Willacy Counties

Communities in Schools

Palmer Drug Abuse Program, Brownsville

Comfort House Services, Inc.

Catholic Social Services

El Milagro Health Clinic

Family Crisis Center (did not respond)

Moody Clinic (did not respond)


American Diabetes Association (did not respond)

Centro de Salud Santa Rosa

Alzheimer Association – National (did not respond)  

American Canter Society (did not respond)

Brownsville Community Health Center (did not respond)

Palmer Drug Abuse Program, McAllen (did not respond)


Vanny E. Cook Cancer Foundation (did not respond)
  I. Lead Poisoning Services


Texas Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program

Hidalgo County Health Department
III. Other Aspects of the Process 

In developing the Consolidated Plan and Strategy, the RGVECs reviewed relevant data on the region’s housing and community development needs, including the following sources:


2000 Census

2000 CHAS Databook

HUD's Low Income Housing Tax Credit Database

Texas State Data Center

Texas A&M Real Estate Center

Texas Department of Health

Texas Workforce Commission

Hidalgo County Head Start Community Assessment, 2004

Cameron County Homeless Partnership, Continuum of Care Application, 2004

Hidalgo County Homeless Coalition, Continuum of Care Application, 2004


LRGVDC Regional Strategic Plan for 2005 for Hidalgo County, Willacy County 
          and Cameron County


Lower Rio Grande Development Council (LRGVDC) Regional Solid Waste 
          Management Plan

When preparing the description of priority community development needs, the RGVECs consulted with adjacent units of local general government, including a local agency with metropolitan planning responsibilities. Hidalgo County consulted with the eighteen cities that comprise the Urban County Program. Upon completion of the nonhousing community development plan, the RGVECs will submit this to the State of Texas and Cameron County in accordance with Consolidated Plan regulations.

In addition, the RGVECs consulted with the staff of the San Antonio HUD Field Office to coordinate the development of the region’s Consolidated Planning process. The FY 2005/2006 to 2009/2010 Consolidated Plan and Strategy is the first combined, regional submission for the eight jurisdictions. Previously, the eight entitlement communities submitted separate planning documents to the San Antonio HUD Field Office.

IV. Performance Measurement System

As part of the regional planning effort undertaken for the Five-Year Consolidated Plan and Strategy, the RGVECss are developing a performance measurement system to track outputs and outcomes from their CPD formula grant programs. This system is being created to accompany the preparation of each entitlement community's One-Year Action Plan, and will be utilized to track outputs and outcomes for each entitlement community. At the conclusion of each program year for the RGVECs, these outputs and outcomes will be presented both separately and in an aggregated format for inclusion in the last entitlement community's Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report to HUD. 

Citizen Participation (91.200 (b))
1. Provide a summary of the citizen participation process.
2. Provide a summary of citizen comments or views on the plan.
3. Provide a summary of efforts made to broaden public participation in the development of the consolidated plan, including outreach to minorities and non-English speaking persons, as well as persons with disabilities.

4. Provide a written explanation of comments not accepted and the reasons why these comments were not accepted.

*Please note that Citizen Comments and Responses may be included as additional files within the CPMP Tool.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan Citizen Participation response: 


I. Summary of Citizen Participation Process

In accordance with each entitlement community’s existing Citizen Participation Plans, the RGVECs held a series of public hearings and oversaw the 30-day comment periods for each entitlement community jurisdiction to solicit input on the region’s housing and community development needs and priorities. The RGVECs conducted these activities to broaden public participation among minorities, non-English speakers, and persons with disabilities in the Consolidated Planning process. Special accommodations were provided to these populations if the entitlement communities were notified in advance.

The RGVECs conducted the following public hearings: 


Hidalgo County Urban County Program
    o    City of Alamo, Alamo Council Chamber, 420 N. Tower Rd., Alamo, TX 

              78516 (10/19/04 at 7:00 PM)

    o
City of Alton, Alton Council Chamber, PO Box 9004 Mission, TX 78572  

              (11/01/04 at 5:15 PM)

    o
City of Donna, Donna Council Chamber, PO Box 427 Elsa, TX 78543            

              (2/18/2004 at 5:00 PM)

    o
City of Edcouch, Edcouch Council Chamber, PO Box 100 Edcouch, TX 78538 

              (11/9/2004 at 6:30 PM)

    o
City of Elsa, Elsa Council Chamber, PO Box 427 Elsa, TX 78543 (2/18/2004 at 

               5:30 PM)

    o
City of Granjeno, Granjeno Council Chamber, 6603 SO FM 494 Mission, TX 

               78572 (11/22/2004 at 6:00:00 PM)

    o 
City of Hidalgo, Hidalgo Council Chamber, 704 Texano Dr. Hidalgo, TX 78557 

               (10/26/2004 at 5:30 PM)

    o
City of La Joya, La Joya Council Chamber, PO Box H La Joya, TX 78560 

               (10/27/2004 at 5:30 PM)

    o
City of La Villa, La Villa Council Chamber, PO Box 60 La Vila, TX 78562 

               (11/4/2004 at 6:00 PM)

    o
City of Mercedes, Mercedes Council Chamber, PO Box 837 Mercedes, TX 

                78570 (11/1/2004 at 6:00 PM)

    o
City of Palmhurst, Palmhurst Council Chamber, 4417 N.  Shary Rd. Mission,  

                TX 78572 (11/15/2004 at 5:30 PM)

    o
City of Palmview, Palmview Council Chamber, 403 W. Veterano Blvd. 

                Palmview, TX 78572 (10/28/2004 at 6:00 PM)

    o
City of Penitas, Penitas Council Chamber, PO Box 204 Penitas, TX 78576 

                 (10/28/2004 at 5:30 PM)

    o
City of Progreso, Progreso Council Chamber, PO Box 699 Progreso, TX 78579 

                 (10/27/2004 at 5:30 PM)

    o
City of Progreso Lakes, Progreso Lakes Council Chamber, PO Box 760 

              Progreso, TX 78579 (2/8/2005 at 7:00 PM)

    o
City of San Juan, San Juan Council Chamber, 709 S. Nebraska, San Juan, TX 

              78589 (11/4/2004 at 5:30 PM)

    o
City of Sullivan City, Sullivan City Council Chamber, PO Box 249 Sullivan City, 

              TX 78595 (11/1/2004 at 6:00 PM)

    o
City of Weslaco, Weslaco Council Chamber, 500 S. Kansas St. Weslaco, TX 

              78596 (11/5/2004 at 6:00 PM)

    o
County Precinct 1, Weslaco Pct. 1, 1902 Joe Stephens Ave, Weslaco, TX 

                78596 (10/28/2004 at 5:30 PM)

    o
County Precinct 2, Pharr Pct. 2, 301 E. State, Pharr, TX 78577 (11/1/2004 at 

                 6:00 PM)

    o
County Precinct 3, Mission Pct. 3, PO Box 607 Mission, TX 78572 (11/4/2004 

                 at 5:30 PM)

    o
County Precinct 4, Edinburg Pct. 4, 1102 N. Doolittle, Edinburg, TX 78539 

                 (10/25/2004 at 6:00 PM)

    o
County of Hidalgo, held during Hidalgo County Commissioner's Court meeting, 

               100 East Cano. (3/29/05 at 9:00 AM)


City of Brownsville

    o
Westside Community Network Center, 1763 Highway 281, Brownsville, Texas 

               78520 (4/21/2005 at 6:00 PM)

    o
Christ The King Catholic Church, 2255 Southmost Road, Brownsville, Texas 

               78521 (5/5/2005 at 6:00 PM)

    o
Brownsville Housing Authority, Poinsettia Community Center, 566 Ash Street, 

               Brownsville, Texas 78521 (5/19/2005 at 6:00 PM)

    o
Brownsville City Hall – Federal Building, Commission Chambers, 1001 E. 

               Elizabeth, 2nd Floor, Brownsville, Texas 78520 (6/7/2005 at 6:00 PM)


City of Edinburg
    o
Community Development Council, Edinburg Public Library, 401 East Cano,  

               Edinburg, TX 78539 (2/17/2005 at 5:30 PM)

    o
City Council, City Hall-Conference Room, 210 W. McIntyre, Edinburg, TX      

               78541 (3/8/2005 at 12:00 PM)

    o
Community Development Council, Community Development Department, 409 

               West McIntyre Street, Edinburg, TX 78539 (4/14/2005 at 5:30 PM)


City of Harlingen 
    o
Public Hearing, Jefferson Elementary School Cafeteria (1/25/2005 at 6:00 

              PM) 

    o
CDAB Meeting, Harlingen Public Library Auditorium (2/15/2005 at 5:30 PM)

    o
City Commission (3/16/2005 at 6:00 PM)

    o
CDAB Meeting, Townhall (4/12/2005 at 6:00 PM)


City of McAllen
    o
General Public Hearing, City Hall, City Commission Room Third Floor, 1300 

              Houston, McAllen TX (1/13/2005 at 5:30 PM)

    o
Construction/Social Services Project Public Hearing, City Commission Room, 

              City Hall, 1300 Houston, McAllen TX (3/3/2005 at 5:30 PM)

    o
Social Services Projects Public Hearing, City Commission Room, City Hall, 

              1300 Houston, McAllen TX (3/17/2005 at 5:30 PM)

    o
City Commission Meeting, City Commission Room, City Hall, 1300 Houston, 

              McAllen TX (3/28/2005 at 6:00 PM)


City of Mission
    o
Mission Council Chamber, 1201 E. 8th St. Mission, TX 78572 (2/15/2005 at 

              5:30 PM)

    o
Leo Marcell Elementary, 1201 E. 8th St. Mission, TX 78572 (2/17/2005 at 

              5:30 PM)


City of Pharr
    o
CDC Meeting, Pharr City Hall (1/27/2005 at 6:00 PM)

    o
CDC Meeting, Las Milpas Community Center (2/10/2005 at 6:00 PM)

    o
CDC Meeting, Pharr City Hall (2/24/2005 at 6:00 PM)

    o
CDC Meeting, Pharr City Hall (3/31/2005 at 6:00 PM)

    o
CDC Council, Pharr City Hall (4/7/2005 at 5:30 PM)

    o
City Commission, Pharr City Hall (6/7/2005 at 6:00 PM)

    o
CDC Public Hearing, Pharr City Hall (6/30/2005 at 5:30 PM)


City of San Benito
    o
Ed Downs Elementary School (2/10/2005 at 6:00 PM) 

    o
Sullivan Elementary School (2/14/2005 at 6:00 PM)  

    o
Dr. Garza Elementary School (3/10/2005 at 6:00 PM)  

    o
Fred Booth Elementary School (3/24/2005 at 6:00 PM) 

    o
Frank Roberts Elementary School (4/7/2005 at 6:00 PM) 

    o
Landrum Elementary School (3/14/2005 at 6:00 PM)  

    o
Dr. Cash Elementary School (3/21/2005 at 6:00 PM) 

In order to broaden public participation, the RGVECs published public hearing notices and notices regarding the 30-day comment period in the following general circulation newspapers: 


Hidalgo County, Urban County Program
    o
City of Alamo, The Monitor, 10/16/2004

    o
City of Alton, The Monitor, 10/28/2004

    o
City of Donna, The Monitor, 9/23/2004

    o
City of Edcouch, The Monitor, 11/06/04

    o
City of Elsa, The Monitor, 2/15/2005

    o
City of Granjeno, The Monitor, 11/18/2004

    o
City of Hidalgo, The Monitor, 10/22/2004

    o
City of La Joya, The Monitor, 10/24/2004

    o
City of La Villa, The Monitor, 11/01/2004

    o
City of Mercedes, The Monitor, 10/28/2004

    o
City of Palmhurst, The Monitor, 11/15/2004

    o
City of Palmview, The Monitor, 10/25/2004

    o
City of Penitas, The Monitor, 10/25/2004

    o
City of Progreso, The Monitor, 10/23/2004

    o
City of Progreso Lakes, The Monitor, 2/05/2005

    o
City of San Juan, The Monitor, 11/01/2004

    o
City of Sullivan City, The Monitor, 10/29/2004

    o
City of Weslaco, The Monitor, 10/30/2004

    o
County Precinct 1, The Monitor, 10/27/2004

    o
County Precinct 2, The Monitor, 10/29/2004

    o
County Precinct 3, The Monitor, 11/01/2004

    o
County Precinct 4, The Monitor, 10/22/2004

    o
Hidalgo County, The Monitor, 3/16/2005


City of Brownsville
    o
Brownsville Herald, 4/10/2005

    o
Brownsville Herald, 4/21/2005


City of Edinburg
    o
Edinburg Daily Review, 2/13/2005

    o
Edinburg Daily Review, 3/2/2005

    o
Edinburg Daily Review, 3/18/2005


City of Harlingen 

    o
Valley Morning Star, 3/18/2005


City of McAllen
    o
The Monitor, 12/31/2004, 2/17/2005, 3/3/2005, 3/17/2005, 3/8/2005, 

              3/26/2005

    o
El Periodico, 1/5/2005, 2/23/2005, 3/2/2005, 3/23/2005, 3/16/2005, 

              3/30/2005


City of Mission
    o
Progress Times, 1/14/2005

    o
Progress Times, 3/18/05


City of Pharr
    o
Advanced News Journal, 3/16/05


City of San Benito
    o
Public notice was posted instead of published.

Notices were also posted at the following public agency locations:


Hidalgo County, Urban County Program
    o
Notices are published instead of posted.


City of Brownsville
    o
City Hall


City of Edinburg
    o
Edinburg Public Library, 401 East Cano, Edinburg, TX 78539

    o
Edinburg City Hall, 210 West McIntyre Street, Edinburg, TX 78541


City of Harlingen 
    o
City Hall

    o
Lon C. Hill Annex

    o
Public Library

    o
Housing Authority


City of McAllen
    o
City of McAllen’s outside bulletin board


City of Mission
    o
Amigos Del Valle

    o
TX Workforce

    o
PHA

    o
State Offices (WIC, Foodstamps, Clinic)

    o
Library

    o
Boys & Girls Club

    o
MCISD

    o
City Departments: Fire, Utilities, Park & Rec., Police Department, Municipal 

              Court, Health Department

    o
TX Migrant Council

    o
County Offices

    o
HeadStart


City of Pharr
    o
City Hall Bulletin Board


City of San Benito
    o
City Hall, 485 N. Sam Houston Blvd.

In addition, draft copies of the RGVECs’ Strategic Plan were made available to the public during the 30-day comment period, beginning on March 19, 2005 and ending April 19, 2005, at the following locations:


Hidalgo County Urban County Program 
    o
County Judges Office, 100 E. Cano, Second Floor, Edinburg TX

    o
Precinct #1 Office, 1902 Joe Stephens Blvd., Weslaco TX

    o
Precinct #2 Office, 329 E. State, Pharr TX

    o
Precinct #3 Office, 400 W. 13th , Mission TX

    o
Precinct #4 Office, 900 N. Doolittle, Edinburg TX

    o
UCP Admin Office, 1916 Tesoro, Pharr TX


City of Brownsville
    o
Brownsville Public Library

    o
Planning and Community Development Department


City of Edinburg
    o
Edinburg Public Library, 401 East Cano, Edinburg, TX 78539

    o
Edinburg City Hall, 210 West McIntyre Street, Edinburg, TX 78541

    o
Community Development Department, 409 West McIntyre Street, Edinburg,       

              TX 78541


City of Harlingen 
    o
Community Development Department 

    o
City Manager’s Office

    o
Library

    o
HCDC

    o
Housing Authority


City of McAllen
    o
City Secretary’s Office, Second Floor, City Hall, 1300 Houston, McAllen TX

    o
Community Development Office, 200 S. 10th Street, Suite 1300, McAllen.


City of Mission
    o
City Hall

    o
Community Development Office


City of Pharr
    o
City Hall

    o
Library


City of San Benito
    o
City Hall, 485 N. Sam Houston Blvd.

II. Summary of Citizen Comments


Hidalgo County, Urban County Program – During the Precinct 1 hearing on 

10/28/2004, a member of the public made a request for additional funds for 

senior services. In addition, the UCP received two comments not at a public 

hearing but during the 30-day comment period: 1) request to County 

Commissioners for funding to maintain the services of Rio Metro, the local 

transportation agency, 2) request to County Commissioner for funding a park 

in a colonias area.

In establishing its CDBG, HOME, and ESG allocations, UCP staff and County Commissioners considered all comments. Senior services have been designated a high priority need for the UCP. Three County Commissioners designated transportation services as high priority needs in their areas, and they requested that their 2005 workplans provide funding to Rio Metro and that this be reflected in the final One-Year Action Plan for the UCP. One of the County Commissioners considered the request to fund a park in a colonias area, and designated it as a high priority need. As a result, the Commissioner funded this project as part of his 2005 workplan.


City of Brownsville – No comments received.  

City of Edinburg – No comments received.

City of Harlingen – No comments were received during the 30-day comment period. However, during the City Commission meeting prior to the 30-day comment period, numerous comments were made regarding whether to fund or not fund Planned Parenthood. During the meeting on March 16, 2005, the 

majority of the public comment period was focused on the issue of funding 

Planned Parenthood programs. Many members of the public asserted their 

support for the program, sharing personal stories of how this program has 

served as an important aspect in their lives.  Still, several others voiced their 

feelings against Planned Parenthood, focusing on tax expenditures and declaring that the money should be spent elsewhere. 

A few members of the public thanked the Commission and the CDBG Board for the funds they have provided in support of senior citizens. One person mentioned the importance of continued funding of their program, as the money they receive is to pay the salary of a child advocate. A statement was made addressing the need of help for the Family Crisis Center. A representative of the Boys and Girls Club showed appreciation for the support of the Commission and the CDBG Board.

In establishing its CDBG and HOME allocations, Harlingen's City Commission and City Administrators considered all comments. Federal regulations cap public service activities at 15% of CDBG funds. This year, as the result of continued funding cuts, the amount of public service funds was reduced. Therefore, not all public service agencies were funded through CDBG. The only funded public service agencies were those that addressed high priority needs in the community. 


City of McAllen – During the Construction/Social Services Projects public hearing on 3/3/2005, the Social Services Projects public hearing on 3/17/2005, and the City Commission public hearing on 3/28/2005, the citizens of McAllen presented a wide range of issues.  A strong issue brought up several times involved the need for health services, including services for terminally ill patients, HIV health care, oral health care, services for non-work related injuries, and for children with cancer.  Youth services were brought up several times, with requests for activities for girls, shoes and toys for youth, and services for abused and neglected children.  Some asserted the desire for elderly services, especially meals for homebound elderly and medication and medical equipment.  Also mentioned was the need for affordable housing services, which supports the McAllen Housing Authority application.  The need for parks and recreation facilities, for fire-fighting equipment, street improvements and the installation of street signs were stated along with the need for services provided for Planned Parenthood, victims of domestic violence, for the disabled and the homeless.  There were members of the public present who argued against funding for the Planned Parenthood Program.

In establishing its CDBG and HOME allocations, McAllen's City Commission and City Administrators considered all comments. Federal regulations cap public service activities at 15% of CDBG funds. As a result of these public comments, McAllen designated some public services as high priority needs and considered some of the other comments.


City of Mission – No comments received.

City of Pharr – No comments received. 

City of San Benito – No comments received. 

A complete list of public comments received and responses provided by the RGVECs is attached in Appendix 2.

Institutional Structure (91.215 (i))

1. Explain the institutional structure through which the jurisdiction will carry out its consolidated plan, including private industry, non‑profit organizations, and public institutions.

2. Assess the strengths and gaps in the delivery system.

3. Assess the strengths and gaps in the delivery system for public housing, including a description of the organizational relationship between the jurisdiction and the public housing agency, including the appointing authority for the commissioners or board of housing agency, relationship regarding hiring, contracting and procurement; provision of services funded by the jurisdiction; review by the jurisdiction of proposed capital improvements as well as proposed development, demolition or disposition of public housing developments.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan Institutional Structure response: 


The primary agencies from each entitlement community responsible for oversight of funds received from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) include the following:


Hidalgo County Urban County Program


City of Brownsville, Community Development Division


City of Edinburg, Community Development Department


City of Harlingen, Community Development 


City of McAllen, Community Planning and Development Division


City of Mission, Community Development Department


City of Pharr, Community Planning and Development


City of San Benito, Community Development Block Grant Program

The amount of federal dollars awarded to each of the RGVECs is determined by the size of HUD’s budget as approved by Congress, and an allocation formula, which takes into account such demographic data as population, existing housing conditions, and poverty levels in a particular area.  These federal dollars are then provided separately to each of the entitlement communities for administration within their jurisdiction.

Other organizations involved in the delivery of housing, homeless, non-homeless special needs, and community development activities include many of the public agencies and community organizations consulted during the Consolidated Planning process (see complete list in the "Managing the Process" section). They include designated Community Housing Development Organizations and various community organizations whose fields of interest and service include but are not limited to: social services, youth services, elderly services, disability services, HIV/AIDS services, abused children services, health services, homeless services, and domestic violence assistance.

I. Strengths and Gaps in the Delivery System

The strength of the combined RGVECs’ delivery system is derived from the variety of public agencies and community organizations in South Texas that are working diligently—and in the case of community organizations, often across political boundaries—toward one common goal: to provide affordable housing, supportive services, and community development assistance to benefit low- and moderate-income individuals and families. Local agencies, community-based organizations, and social service providers must coordinate their activities in response to the region’s urgent needs. Each stakeholder in the delivery system contributes valuable resources and expertise.

However, there are gaps in the delivery system, including the following:


Local agencies and community organizations are faced with dwindling public 
          resources to fund housing and community development activities. These 

          cutbacks have a severe impact on the performance of the delivery system. 


Several community organizations have the expertise to provide affordable 
          housing and social services successfully, using available public and private 

          resources. However, there is a need to increase the number of high-

          performing community organizations. Local agencies have the opportunity to 

          seek technical assistance from the HUD Office to assist these nonprofits to 

          build their organizational capacity and meet the area's challenges.


South Texas is a large geographic region, covering nearly 1,700 square miles, 
          with resources generally located in more urbanized areas. In previous years, 

          the region lacked the resources to develop a cohesive regional perspective on 

          needs, priorities, and strategies. 

To overcome the gaps in the delivery system, the RGVECs are now undertaking a collaborative approach to achieve a common vision for housing and community development activities for the region. Commitment and coordination among the public, community organizations, and different levels of local government will be essential.

II. Strengths and Gaps in the Delivery System for Public Housing

Based on the RGVECs’ consultations with public housing agencies (PHAs) in the South Texas region, many of them are working successfully with public agencies and community organizations to benefit low- and moderate-income residents in public housing. Several PHAs are coordinating their renovation activities with their local jurisdictions, reconstructing public housing properties to meet the most up-to-date living and design standards. Most of the local police and fire departments are working with PHAs to ensure the safety and security of public housing residents. And many PHAs are linking residents to family self-sufficiency programs, including on-site learning centers, job training programs, and opportunities for homeownership.

A. Organizational Relationship

For nearly all of the PHAs, the local Mayor or the City or County Commissioners are the appointing authority for the commissioners of each housing agency.  Some PHAs, such as McAllen, note that this is part and parcel of the Local Government Code.  The PHA itself generally performs the hiring of PHA staff; in some PHAs, the commissioners hire the Executive Director and the ED hires all other necessary personnel.  

Most PHAs utilize the institutional procurement policies established either at the state or their relevant local jurisdiction when fulfilling their contracting and procurement needs.  Some of the PHAs have specific agreements to purchase goods and services under the procurement policies of their local jurisdiction, while others do so on a less formal basis.

The PHAs inform program participants through informational flyers and monthly resident council meetings about services available through the PHA and those provided by outside agencies.

All PHAs prepare a 5-Year Plan and an Annual Plan that describes their program goals and activities to be funded with budgeted monies.  Demolition or disposition of public housing developments requires HUD approval prior to any actions of this type being taken.  These activities must also be included in an approved plan.  

However, there are gaps in the delivery system for public housing, including the following:


Many PHAs lack the financial resources to upgrade their facilities, and to 
          expand the number of public housing or Section 8 units to meet local needs 

          for housing affordable to low- and moderate-income households.


Only some of the PHAs provide necessary supportive services through family 
          self-sufficiency programs. Others must coordinate these services with existing 

          social service providers. 


According to the San Benito HA, it has been designated as “troubled” based 
          on its financial rating. However, the San Benito HA has adopted an action 

          plan to rectify this matter by the end of the fiscal year. The PHA now has the 

          proceeds from the recent sale of a property, and it has corrected an over-

          commitment issue related to one of its programs. The staff of the City of 

          San Benito is in close communication with the Housing Authority about these

          efforts, and the City plans to invest funds to further its affordable housing 

          goals with the Housing Authority. 

Monitoring (91.230)

1. Describe the standards and procedures the jurisdiction will use to monitor its housing and community development projects and ensure long-term compliance with program requirements and comprehensive planning requirements.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan Monitoring response: 


Each of the RGVECs adopted the following common standards and procedures to monitor activities authorized under HUD-funded programs, in order to ensure long-term compliance with the provisions of the programs and meet comprehensive planning requirements.

I. Contract Agreements

Each of the entitlement communities (or Grantees) enters into binding agreements with subgrantees.  Such agreements are useful tools for insuring compliance with program provisions by the Grantees and by subgrantees.  Additionally, these agreements provide a basis for enforcing program requirements and for identifying remedies in the event of a breach of the provisions by subgrantees.  Elements contained in these agreements include, but are not limited to, the following:


Rules and Regulations


Project Timetable

Type of Activity

Terms and Conditions

Program Requirements

Budget

Scope of Services/Statement of Work

Reporting Requirements

Payment Requests
II. Monitoring Standards

Monitoring is an on-going process involving continuous subgrantee communication and evaluation.  The process involves frequent telephone communication, written communication, and periodic meetings.  The goal of each of the RGVECs’ monitoring activities is to identify deficiencies and promote corrections in order to improve and reinforce subgrantee performance.

Each Grantee monitors each of its subgrantees annually in order to review the activities included in their Agreement.  The purpose of this monitoring is to assess compliance with the requirements of the Federal programs.  Such review may include desk audits and/or on-site examinations to determine compliance with all applicable requirements.

III. Performance Measurement System

As part of the regional planning effort undertaken by the RGVECs for the Five-Year Consolidated Plan and Strategy, the Grantees are developing a performance measurement system to track outputs and outcomes from their CPD formula grant programs. This system is being created to accompany the preparation of each entitlement community's One-Year Action Plan, and will be utilized to track outputs and outcomes for each entitlement community. At the conclusion of each program year for the RGVECs, these outputs and outcomes will be presented both separately and in an aggregated format for inclusion in the last entitlement community's Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report to HUD. 

Priority Needs Analysis and Strategies (91.215 (a))

1. Describe the basis for assigning the priority given to each category of priority needs.

2. Identify any obstacles to meeting underserved needs.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan Priority Needs Analysis and Strategies response: 


I. Basis for Assigning Priority

During the Consolidated Planning process, the RGVECs coordinated their community-wide consultations with public agencies and community organizations, in addition to conducting their own citizen participation process. The entitlement communities then met as a group to analyze the results from these needs assessment activities, and determined the similarities and differences of their resulting priorities. While each entitlement community will utilize its HUD funding resources only within the area of its legal jurisdiction, the regional Consolidated Planning process improved the RGVECs’ ability to make decisions about which housing and community development activities to fund within each entitlement community as well as across the region. 

As a result, the RGVECs will attempt to expend public funds in a manner that incorporates their common priorities while allowing for differences in local needs. This process helps ensure that the RGVECs make the most significant impact according to the issues brought forward by public agencies, community organizations and residents during the community-wide consultation and citizen participation processes.

Additionally, the RGVECs will direct their scarce resources toward projects that will leverage the commitment of other public and private sector support whenever possible. 

II. Obstacles to Meeting Underserved Needs


South Texas is one of the fastest growing regions in the country, and its 

          population growth threatens to outstrip the existing capacity of local housing 

          and community development organizations. 


The RGVECs have a higher number of households living in poverty than the 
          rest of the State. Approximately 31.5% of households are living below the 

          poverty line, compared with 14.0% statewide.


Few extremely low- and low-income residents can afford a median priced 

          home or the rent for a market rate two-bedroom apartment. 


Much of the region continues to struggle with near double-digit 

          unemployment. In December 2004, the average unemployment rate for the 

          McAllen-Edinburg-Mission MSA and the Brownsville-Harlingen-San Benito MSA 

          was 11.6% and 9.3%, respectively. 


A major contributor to the region’s unemployment and high poverty is the 

          region’s low educational attainment levels. According to the 2000 Census, 

          approximately 19.9% of residents in the RGVEC have graduated from high 

          school, compared to 24.8% statewide. Approximately 8.5% graduated from 

          college, compared with 15.6% statewide.

Lead-based Paint (91.215 (g))

1. Estimate the number of housing units that contain lead-based paint hazards, as defined in section 1004 of the Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of 1992, and are occupied by extremely low‑income, low‑income, and moderate‑income families.

2. Outline actions proposed or being taken to evaluate and reduce lead-based paint hazards and describe how lead based paint hazards will be integrated into housing policies and programs.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan Lead-based Paint response: 


I. Lead-Based Paint Estimate 

Consolidated Plan regulations require the RGVECs to assess the number and incidents of lead-based paint hazards in the region’s housing units. The RGVECs must also estimate the number of units with lead-based paint that are currently occupied by extremely low-, low-, and moderate-income households living below 80% of the median income.

Although a residence may contain lead-based paint, this does not mean that there is a hazard.  The properties at greater risk are units that are deteriorating, particularly with plumbing problems, or rehabilitated units where unsafe renovations occurred.  Sources of hazards are lead dust (often generated during inappropriate lead-based paint elimination efforts) and the deterioration and chipping of lead-based paint (even where the lead-based paint has been covered with oil-based or water-based paint). Exposure to lead-based paint in these instances can cause lead poisoning, particularly for young children, which can result in I.Q. reductions, reading and learning disabilities, decreased attention span, and hyperactivity.  As a result, the U.S. banned the sale and distribution of residential paint containing lead in 1978.

The RGVECs consulted with the most appropriate agencies and data sources to gather information on lead-based paint in the region. According to the Texas Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program, there were 641 total children in Cameron and Hidalgo Counties with elevated blood lead levels reported in 2003, the most recent year for which data is available.  The definition of "children" for the purposes of the Child Lead Registry is any person under the age of 15. For children, the elevated blood level is 10 micrograms per deciliter.  Unfortunately, this information is not collected for different income categories.  In addition, it is important to note that this data does not provide information on the source of the exposure, only that a blood lead result was reported. 

According to local health department officials, many lead poisoning cases may be caused by sources other than lead-based paint. Some cases may be attributed to pottery and serving dishes made in Mexico that are finished with lead-based glazes, which can be dissolved by foods with high acid content—such as citrus, peppers, and tomatoes. Also, many popular herbal remedies and traditional potions, sold on both sides of the U.S.-Mexico border, may contain lead. 

Another method of estimating the number of housing units that may have lead-based paint hazards is based on the age of housing stock in the Rio Grande Valley Entitlement Communities, as reported by the Census Bureau.  

According to the 2000 Census, the RGVECs have 96,156 units built prior to 1980 and 53,178 built prior to 1970.  Of the units built prior to 1980, 62,823 are owner-occupied and 33,333 are renter-occupied.  Of the units built prior to 1970, 35,235 are owner-occupied and 17,943 are renter-occupied. Table 8 shows the distribution of the age of housing units for each of the Entitlement Communities.


[Please refer to Table 8: Year Structure Built by Entitlement Community]
However, some homes were never painted with lead paint; others have gone through the effort of removing the lead paint properly.  Although no accurate analysis as to the extent of lead paint is available, the Federal government requires an estimate of the prevalence of lead-based paint in communities.  Based on HUD's own formulas regarding the prevalence of lead paint by age of the housing stock, the estimates of lead paint incidences for the region are as follows:  (Note: The figures below are estimates only.  They do not represent an actual or scientific depiction of the region’s lead paint situation.)


[Please refer to Table 9: Estimate of Housing Units with Lead-Based Paint 

          Hazards by Region]


[Please refer to Table 10: Estimate of Housing Units with Lead-Based Paint 
          Hazards by Entitlement Community]

II. Proposed Actions to Address Lead-Based Paint

Although no accurate information about the incidence of lead-based paint exists for the RGVECs, the jurisdictions acknowledge that lead-based paint poses a serious health threat and must be addressed. Currently, all units assisted through the RGVECs’ housing rehabilitation programs are inspected for lead-based paint hazards. Additional testing is required if a home is occupied by children age 6 or under. 

Each of the Public Housing Authorities in the region continues to inspect new public and assisted housing for this and other health hazards.

With the issuance of HUD’s Lead-Safe Housing regulations and guidance in 1999, and subsequent effective date in 2002, each of the RGVECs reevaluated their housing rehabilitation programs to comply with all regulations and currently use their federal funds in a manner that will evaluate and appropriately address the hazards associated with lead-based paint.  The RGVECs conduct inspections and/or testing on homes constructed prior to 1978, using only certified Lead-Based Paint Inspectors and/or Risk Assessors. 

HOUSING

Housing Needs (91.205)


*Please also refer to the Housing Needs Table in the Needs.xls workbook


1. Describe the estimated housing needs projected for the next five year period for the following categories of persons:  extremely low-income, low-income, moderate-income, and middle-income families, renters and owners, elderly persons, persons with disabilities, including persons with HIV/AIDS and their families, single persons, large families, public housing residents, families on the public housing and section 8 tenant-based waiting list, and discuss specific housing problems, including: cost-burden, severe cost- burden, substandard housing, and overcrowding (especially large families).


2. To the extent that any racial or ethnic group has a disproportionately greater need for any income category in comparison to the needs of that category as a whole, the jurisdiction must complete an assessment of that specific need.  For this purpose, disproportionately greater need exists when the percentage of persons in a category of need who are members of a particular racial or ethnic group is at least ten percentage points higher than the percentage of persons in the category as a whole.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan Housing Needs response: 


The following discussion estimates the number and type of households in need of housing assistance for extremely low-, low-, and moderate-income households; renters and owners; elderly persons; single persons; large families; persons with HIV/AIDS; persons with disabilities; and racial or ethnic groups. These housing needs are also highlighted in the attached Needs Table.

I. Extremely Low-Income Housing Needs (0-30% of Median Income)

Extremely low-income households are very likely to be cost burdened, paying an excessive amount of their gross income (more than 30 percent) on housing costs.  In fact, some households experience severe cost burden, paying 50 percent or more of their income on housing, leaving very little money for food, clothing, and transportation expenses.

According to the 2000 CHAS Databook, there are 43,162 extremely low-income households in the RGVECs, representing 19.5% of households in the region. Of these, there are 22,342 renter households (51.8%) and 20,820 owner households (48.2%). Most households that are extremely low-income, regardless of whether they own or rent, experience a cost burden.  Large-related renter-occupied households (5 or more members) are most likely to have a cost burden (67.2%) and small-related households also have a high instance of cost burden (66.3%).  However, severe cost burden is slightly more prevalent among small-related rental households (48.9%) than large-related (47.8%).

II. Low-Income Housing Needs (31-50% of Median Income)

There are 36,245 low-income households in the Rio Grande Valley Entitlement Communities, representing 16.4% of the region’s households. Of these, 23,610 (65.1%) are owner-occupied households and 12,635 (34.9%) are renter-occupied households.  Of the rental households, slightly under 2,000 (15.8%) are occupied by elderly individuals; of these, almost half (918) have some housing problem.  The most prevalent housing problem is rent burden, 810 of the 918 households (88.2%) pay more than 30% of their gross monthly income for rent.

A large number of non-elderly, low-income renter families face housing problems—71% of small related families and 86.3% of large related families.  However, the percentages of families in these categories that are rent-burdened is not nearly as high (52.2% and 30.1%, respectively).  This indicates that the problem for the remaining families (19.3% and 56.2%, respectively) is not the burden of rent per se, but rather that they are living in housing units that are unable to meet their needs.  For the most part, this is because the housing is too small for all household members; these households are overcrowded.  Approximately 29.3% of small-related households and 56.2% of large-related households have a housing problem not related to cost burden.

III. Moderate-Income Housing Needs (51-80% of Median Income)

There are 41,193 moderate-income households in the RGVECs, representing 18.6% of households in the region.  Of these, 11,304 (27.4%) are renter-occupied households, and the remaining 29,889 (72.6%) are owner-occupied.  Of the renter-occupied households, 1,070 (9.5%) are elderly households.  Of these, nearly half have a housing problem; as with the other income categories, the problem is most frequently rent burden.

Also consistent with the other income categories, large family households have a disproportionate share of housing problems—77% of the 3,329 large rental households have some housing problem.  Cost burden is the problem for only 8.4% of these households; for the rest, it is either overcrowding or inadequate facilities.

IV. Owner-Occupied and Renter-Occupied Housing

In the RGVECs, nearly 70% of households (154,465) were owner-occupied as of the 2000 Census.  In 1990, only 66.5% of households (100,352) were owner-occupied. While the RGVEC added 54,000 owners (an increase of 53.9%), it also increased the proportion of owner-occupied households by 5.1%. Tenure by Entitlement Community is summarized in Table 11.


[Please refer to Table 11: Tenure by Entitlement Community]

V. Elderly Persons

The RGVECs’ elderly population (65 and over) was roughly 10% in 2000, or about 80,000 individuals.  Mission and Harlingen both have a slightly higher proportion of elderly residents, with 14.2% and 15.0% of their populations, respectively, being 65 or over. In contrast, Edinburg and the Urban County Program (UCP) have a smaller elderly population than the regional average: only 8.2% of Edinburg’s population and 8.7% of the UCP’s populations are elderly.

In the RGVECs, there are approximately 26,000 elderly households. Of these, about 7,070 (27.2%) are renter-occupied households.  Elderly rental households are more likely to experience housing problems; 58% of extremely low-income, 46% of low-income, and 42.6% of moderate-income rental elderly households have a housing problem.  However, in contrast with family households, the main problem faced by elderly households is cost burden.

VI. Persons with HIV/AIDS

Each of the RGVECs will receive CDBG and/or HOME and/or ESG funding during FY 2005/2006, but none of the entitlement communities are recipients of HOPWA grants. 

According to the most recent data available from the State Department of Health’s Texas HIV/STD Surveillance Report, there were 378 cumulative reported HIV (non-AIDS) cases in both Hidalgo and Cameron Counties in 2003.  Cumulative HIV cases include pediatric HIV infections reported since 1994, and adult/adolescent HIV infections reported since 1999 that have not progressed to AIDS. There were 61 cases of HIV reported in 2002, and 104 cases reported in 2003.  

As of the end of 2003, there were 968 cumulative AIDS cases for Hidalgo and Cameron Counties.  This translates into a rate of 9.4 cases per 100,000 population in the two counties, which is below the statewide rate of 14.1 cases per 100,000 population.  In 2002, there were 81 cases reported, and in 2003 there were 89 cases.

The Valley AIDS Council, a local HIV/AIDS service provider, had 1,232 total clients as of January 2005.  Of these, 270 clients are located in Cameron County and 339 are in Hidalgo County.  In Cameron County, 228 (84.4%) of the clients are Hispanic, 210 (77.7%) are male, and nearly all have an individual income of $20,000 or below.  The unemployment rate for the clientele is 64.8%, which includes 37 individuals (13.7%) who are ineligible to work.  Most AIDS clientele in Cameron are single (158 individuals, 58.5%), with the next largest category being legally married couples (70 individuals, 25.9% of the total).  Twenty patients (7.4%) are homeless.

In Hidalgo, 247 of the 339 cases are male.  Much like Cameron, nearly all have an individual income below $20,000.  Hispanics constitute 95% (322) of the cases.  Rates of marriage are slightly higher, with 182 single clients (53.7%) and 105 married clients (31%).  The unemployed constitute 65.2% of the population (221 individuals).  Of these, 53 (15.6%) are medically unable to work.  There are also 20 homeless patients in Hidalgo (5.9%) of the population.

VII. Persons with Disabilities

According to the 2000 CHAS Databook, approximately 50,000 households (22.6%) in the RGVECs have some type of disability.  This includes renters and owners who are defined as Extra Elderly (1 or 2 Member households, either person 75 years or older), Elderly (1 or 2 Member Households, either person 62 to 74 years), and households where one or more persons have a mobility or self-care limitation.  Table 12 summarizes the housing problems for households with a disability.


[Please refer to Table 12: Housing Problems for Households with a Disability]
In extremely low-income households, 70.3% of disabled renters have a housing problem, compared with 69.8% of total owners in the same income category.  For both renters and owners, households with persons with mobility or self-care limitations are much more likely to have housing problems than Elderly or Extra Elderly households.  Because housing cost is also a component of housing problems, it is likely that the primary problem for elderly households is cost burden.  

For low-income disabled households, the difference between renters and owners widens.  While 60.9% of disabled renter households have a housing problem, only 47.4% of disabled owner households do.  Once again, however, the preponderance of housing problems is found among non-elderly households with a mobility or self-care limitation.  For renters, it is 69.5% of households; and for owners, it is 58.9%. 

Moderate-income households display an inconsistency with trends among lower income households. In this category, 60% of Extra Elderly renter households have a housing problem. Though it should be noted that there are only 255 total moderate-income Extra Elderly households in this category, which is slightly higher than the 58.2% of non-elderly households with a housing problem.  There are far more owners than renters in the moderate-income level—most housing problems for owners are found among non-elderly households (47.6% of the total).

VIII. Single Person Households

According to the 2000 Census, single-person households constitute 14% of the RGVECs’ total occupied households (30,924 households).  Of these households, 57.4% are owner-occupied (17,757) and 42.6% (13,167) are renter-occupied.  Table 13 summarizes household size for the RGVECs, highlighting the single person households.


[Please refer to Table 13: Household Size by Entitlement Community]
IX. Large Family Households

Approximately 38,000 households in the RGVECs, or 17.1%, are large family households earning less than 80% of median income.  Large family rental households comprise 5.9% or roughly 13,000 households. Large family owner households comprise 11.2% or 24,824 households. As noted previously, large families face some of the greatest housing challenges in the region. Approximately 80% report housing problems. In addition, nearly all extremely low-income large related renter families in the region (94%) have housing problems.  Almost as many extremely low-income large related owner families (89%) have housing problems as well. 

Even when the number of available units is sufficient to meet the needs of the existing population, there may be an incompatibility between the size of the units and the size of the family seeking housing.  Large families, in particular, often have difficulty finding housing with an adequate number of bedrooms.

X. Public Housing Residents

According to the RGVECs' consultations with local public housing agencies, an estimated 4,514 extremely low-, low-, and moderate-income households receive public housing or Section 8 rental assistance in the region. Many of these individuals and families would be at-risk for homelessness without the public assistance. 

XI. Families on Public Housing and Section 8 Waiting Lists

Based on the consultations with PHAs, there were an estimated 8,693 households on waiting lists for public housing and Section 8 tenant-based assistance. Each of the PHAs administers separate waiting lists. Therefore, the total number of households may include some duplication.

XII. Cost Burden and Severe Cost Burden

Cost burden (rent or monthly living expenses greater than 30% of income) and severe cost burden (rent or monthly living expenses greater than 50% of income) is a significant issue for households in the RGVECs.  As is to be expected, the greatest burden falls on lower-income households, especially those that are extremely low-income (ELI) renter households.  More than half of the ELI renter households in the region are cost-burdened, while slightly less than half have a severe cost burden.  Large-related households are most likely to experience a cost burden.

For low-income owners, the situation is not very different.  Once again, more than 50% of the households are cost burdened, and the number of severely cost burdened owner households, while slightly lower than for renters, is still more than 30% in each category.  Small-related owner households are the most burdened subpopulation, with 62.1% of households experiencing a cost burden, and 43.1% a severe cost burden.

Among moderate-income households, cost burden is also a challenge.  However, as noted above, a greater concern for households in this range is in fact other housing problems, especially overcrowding.  While 52.2% of small-related rental households in this category are cost burdened, only 30.1% of large related rental households are.  This demonstrates that the housing stock is not well suited to demand in the region.  In the low-income households group there is a considerable drop-off in the cost burden for owner households, when compared with extremely low-income households.  But once again, small related households are the most likely to be cost burdened; 38.6% of these households pay more than 30% of monthly income for housing costs.

For moderate-income households, the cost burden for small and large related households diminishes considerably, for both renters and owners.  In contrast, there is still some degree of burden for elderly renters (36.6%) and All Other Households (44.4%).  As for moderate-income households, the greatest proportion of cost burden is once again found among All Other Households (32.5%).  Nonetheless, the relatively low appearance of cost burden and the much less common appearance of severe cost burden for moderate-income households is an indication that the needs of this group are being met.  As a result, program efforts will focus more directly on low-income and extremely low-income households.

XIII. Substandard Housing

The quality of the existing housing stock must be understood in order for the RGVECs to effectively plan the allocation of community development funds over the next five years.  If the region has ample housing but it is simply not in proper condition for habitation, then perhaps more dollars could be funneled to rehabilitation projects in the next funding round.  Of course, a complete strategy must take into consideration other components of the housing market, including overcrowding, which is discussed below.  Considering all of these elements together enables the region to understand better if its housing challenges are related to a simple lack of safe, clean, and affordable housing, or if there are additional problems, such as overcrowded households (see next section) which may indicate that the housing stock is not meeting the needs of larger families or lower-income families.

According to Census 2000 data, 3.3% of housing units in the RGVECs lack complete plumbing facilities, and 2.9% lack complete kitchen facilities.  Within the RGVECs, the highest instances of substandard housing are found in the jurisdiction of the Hidalgo Urban County Program, with 4.8% of housing units lacking complete plumbing facilities and 3.1% lacking complete kitchen facilities.  Table 14 summarizes the status of plumbing and kitchen facilities for the Entitlement Communities.


[Please refer to Table 14: Lack of Plumbing and Kitchen Facilities by 
          Entitlement Community]

XIV. Overcrowding

Overcrowding is generally defined as more than 1.5 persons per room.  Overcrowding is often caused by two households "doubling-up," or living in one unit, because they cannot afford the rent alone. According to the 2000 Census, 9.1 percent of owner households and 17.1 percent of renter households in the RGVECs live in overcrowded conditions.

For the most part, overcrowding rates are consistent across the individual communities.  There is, however, a slightly higher rate of overcrowding in rental households in Brownsville (20.2%), Pharr (22.7%), and in the Urban County Program area (21.8%).  In contrast, overcrowding in Edinburg and Harlingen is only 11.1% and 10%, respectively.  In terms of owner-occupied households, the Urban County Program area, with 12.7% of its owner households living in overcrowded condition, is once again above the average. The rates of overcrowding are summarized in Table 15.


[Please refer to Table 15: Overcrowding by Tenure by Entitlement 
          Community]

XV. Disproportionate Need by Racial or Ethnic Group

The RGVECs analyzed data from the 2000 CHAS Databook to determine if any racial or ethnic groups experienced a disproportionately greater need for any income category in comparison to the needs of that category as a whole. HUD defines disproportionately greater need to exist when the percentage of persons in a category of need who are members of a particular racial or ethnic group is at least ten percentage points higher than the percentage of persons in the category as a whole. 


[Please refer to Table 16: Housing Needs for Racial and Ethnic Groups by 
          Region]

As Table 16 indicates, there are no disproportionate housing needs among Hispanic and White, Non-Hispanic households in the South Texas region. Of course, since the Hispanic population is so significant in the area, this population’s housing needs are driving the region's housing needs in each income category. 

However, there appears to be some evidence of disproportionate housing needs among Black, Non-Hispanic households in the 50% to 80% median income category in the South Texas region. According to the 2000 CHAS data, 44 of 66 Black households (66.7%) are experiencing a housing problem, compared with 46.9% of households in the category as a whole.

Priority Housing Needs (91.215 (b))

1. Identify the priority housing needs in accordance with the categories specified in the Housing Needs Table (formerly Table 2A). These categories correspond with special tabulations of U.S. census data provided by HUD for the preparation of the Consolidated Plan.


2. Provide an analysis of how the characteristics of the housing market and the severity of housing problems and needs of each category of residents provided the basis for determining the relative priority of each priority housing need category.  

Note:  Family and income types may be grouped in the case of closely related categories of residents where the analysis would apply to more than one family or income type.

3. Describe the basis for assigning the priority given to each category of priority needs.

4. Identify any obstacles to meeting underserved needs.
3-5 Year Strategic Plan Priority Housing Needs response: 


Priority Housing Needs

The RGVECs identified a large unmet need for all categories of housing, as indicated in the attached Housing Needs Table. This includes:


Shortage of affordable homeownership units for low- and moderate-income 

          households.


Low- and moderate-income households lack funds for needed rehabilitation of 

          housing conditions that threaten health and safety.


Shortage of affordable rental housing for extremely low-, low- and moderate-

          income households.

I. Analysis of the Characteristics of the Housing Market

As detailed in the Housing Needs and Housing Market Analysis sections, many low- and moderate-income households cannot afford market-rate rental units or homeownership units without incurring an excessive cost burden. Without assistance, households earning less than 80% cannot afford the housing costs for a single-family home. 

The RGVECs recognize the importance of homeownership in supporting a healthy community.  Homeownership helps to foster a wide variety of community benefits, such as civic involvement, family and neighborhood stability, and a healthy climate for investment.  Maintaining a wide variety of homeownership opportunities in the RGVECs will therefore receive a high priority.

Existing housing units represent an important component of the affordable housing stock in the RGVECs, and the aging and deterioration of these units places an additional strain on the availability of the affordable housing stock. It is highly likely that the majority of these units are occupied by extremely low-, low-, and moderate-income households.  Therefore, rehabilitation and other forms of assistance to households living in such units will also be a high priority.

In addition, households earning less than 80% of the median area income cannot afford the Fair Market Rent for a rental unit. Given these needs, the RGVECs have assigned a high priority to assisting those eligible extremely low-, low-, and moderate-income households experiencing cost burden. To a lesser extent, the RGVECs are also focusing their activities on expanding affordable rental opportunities for low- and moderate-income households.

For these reasons, the following groups have been identified as the RGVECs’ highest priorities for affordable housing assistance during the five-year period of this Plan:


Renters in the RGVECs with incomes between 51 and 80 percent of median 
          income, who, with sufficient down-payment resources and credit counseling, 

          are strong candidates for assisted homeownership opportunities.


Existing homeowners in the RGVECs with incomes below 80 percent of 

          median income, who are residing in substandard housing.


Renters in the RGVECs with incomes below 50 percent of median income, who 
          are experiencing cost burden.


Renters in the RGVECs with incomes below 50 percent of median income, who 

          are living in substandard housing.

II. Basis for Assigning Priority

The RGVECs assigned priorities for their regional housing needs based on input gathered during the community-wide consultation and citizen participation processes. As explained in previous sections, the RGVECs met as a group to analyze the results from these needs assessment activities, assessing the similarities and differences of their priorities. While each entitlement community will utilize its HUD funding resources only within the area of its legal jurisdiction, the regional Consolidated Planning process improved the RGVECs’ ability to make decisions about which housing activities to fund within each entitlement community and in consultation with other entitlement communities across the region.

As a result, many of the RGVECs have elected to focus much of their affordable housing activities to encourage homeownership among low- and moderate-income households living in the South Texas region. Additionally, some of the RGVECs are focused on expanding affordable rental opportunties for low- and moderate-income households.

III. Obstacles to Meeting Underserved Needs

The RGVECs identified the following obstacles to meeting the underserved housing needs of the region:


Greater need than can be addressed by existing resources.

Shortage of units available for rental housing.

Lack of sites available for new construction of rental housing.

Cost of new construction/rehabilitation. 

Growing low-income population due to lack of education and job skills.

Reluctance of neighborhoods to accept low-income housing.


Reluctance of eligible persons to live in public housing.

Relocation costs associated with rehabilitation of existing rental units, which 
          are currently occupied.


Rising costs of rehabilitation faced by persons on fixed incomes.


Fear of government programs by the public.

Lack of knowledge regarding available housing resources.


Stricter lead-based paint regulations.

Housing Market Analysis (91.210)


*Please also refer to the Housing Market Analysis Table in the Needs.xls workbook


1. Based on information available to the jurisdiction, describe the significant characteristics of the housing market in terms of supply, demand, condition, and the cost of housing; the housing stock available to serve persons with disabilities; and to serve persons with HIV/AIDS and their families.

2. Describe the number and targeting (income level and type of household served) of units currently assisted by local, state, or federally funded programs, and an assessment of whether any such units are expected to be lost from the assisted housing inventory for any reason, (i.e. expiration of Section 8 contracts).

3. Indicate how the characteristics of the housing market will influence the use of funds made available for rental assistance, production of new units, rehabilitation of old units, or acquisition of existing units.  Please note, the goal of affordable housing is not met by beds in nursing homes.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan Housing Market Analysis responses: 


I. Housing Market Supply and Demand

According to the 2000 Census, the RGVECs had a total of 267,109 housing units, 221,084 of which were occupied.  Occupancy and vacancy rates for each of the Entitlement Communities are summarized in Table 17.


[Please refer to Table 17: Occupancy and Vacancy Rate by Entitlement 

          Community]

This relatively low occupancy rate of 82.8% for a region that has grown rapidly over the past 10 years can be partially explained by the significant number of “Winter Texans” who reside only part-time in the region. 

An analysis of the available rental and ownership units for households with low- and moderate-incomes indicates a much tighter market.  In the RGVECs, approximately 11.5% of the units are vacant and available for rent, and only 2.1% of the units are vacant and available for sale. 

In contrast to the U.S. Census data, the 2000 CHAS Databook indicates there are approximately 232,000 housing units in the RGVECs; note that this figure does not include mobile homes.  Of these units, roughly 51,000 are zero or one bedroom (22.2%).  There are nearly 70,000 units with two bedrooms (30.1%), and about 111,000 with three or more bedrooms (47.7%).  

The housing stock has a much greater proportion of large owner-occupied units than large renter-occupied units.  The disproportionate number of small renter-occupied housing units might explain some of the housing problems faced by rental households, as the limited availability of large rental units could be a contributing factor to overcrowding.

The U.S. Census provides a breakdown of units per housing type. More than half of the housing stock in the RGVECs (60.5%) is single-family detached units. The second most prominent type of housing structure is mobile homes, which constitute 18.3% of the housing stock. Within the individual entitlement communities, there is no substantial deviation from the aggregate findings. All the communities are primarily single-family detached units, and in each the second most common type of structure is mobile homes.  However, in the Urban County Program area, the proportion of mobile homes is slightly higher (26.4%).

As a result of this analysis of the housing market, and the feedback gathered during the community-wide consultation and citizen participation processes, many of the RGVECs have elected to focus much of their affordable housing activities to encourage homeownership among low- and moderate-income households living in the South Texas region. To a lesser extent, some of the RGVECs are focusing their activities on expanding affordable rental opportunities for low- and moderate-income households.

II. Condition of Housing Stock

There are particular concerns about the quality of the housing stock in the entitlement communities. There are 266,643 units in the RGVECs, counting both occupied and vacant units. Of these, 221,264 (83%) are occupied, and 45,379 (17%) are vacant.  

According to U.S. Census data on units with substandard kitchen or plumbing facilities, 2.6% (5,796) of the occupied housing units in the RGVECs lack complete plumbing facilities, and 1.9% (4,131) lack complete kitchen facilities.  This is approximately 6,000 and 4,000 units, respectively—it is unclear how many units lack both types of facilities.  As for vacant units, approximately 3,000 units (6.4% of vacant units) lack appropriate plumbing facilities and 3,500 units (7.9% of vacant units) lack appropriate kitchen facilities.  

Looking at this data in another way, even though vacant units are only 17% of the total units in the region, they constitute 33.5% (3,000 out of 8,700) of units lacking appropriate plumbing facilities and 46.4% (3,500 out of 7,700) of units lacking appropriate kitchen facilities. This may have some impact on the vacancy rate in the region, as these units are not suitable for occupancy, and definitely not suitable for occupancy with Federal assistance, because they do not meet HUD standards for safe, clean, and affordable. 

III. Cost of Housing

According to the Texas A&M Real Estate Center, the median sales price for a single-family home in the RGVECs has increased at a rate substantially above inflation during the last decade.  Table 18 summarizes the trends in median sales prices for Brownsville, Harlingen, and McAllen since 1996.


[Please refer to Table 18: Median Sales Prices for Brownsville, Harlingen, and 
          McAllen]

Rents across the region, however, have remained fairly flat since 1998, as Table 19 indicates.


[Please refer to Table 19: Fair Market Rents by MSAs]
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) believes that a household experiences a cost burden when gross housing costs are more than 30 percent of gross income.  A household experiences severe cost burden when gross housing costs are more than 50 percent of gross income.  The cost of homeownership can affect the level of property maintenance, the ability of the household to pay property taxes, and ultimately the household's ability to retain its home.  Likewise, high rents can make it difficult for renters to afford units.

Table 20 summarizes the total number of renter and owner units affordable to the RGVECs’ households by the number of bedrooms available and by the percentage of median family income the household earns. 


[Please refer to Table 20: Units Affordable By Income and Number of 

          Bedrooms]

According to the aggregated CHAS data for 2000, there are almost 2,500 vacant units available to extremely low-income renters.  This figure is somewhat high for a region where a large number of households are rent burdened or are living in substandard housing conditions, as other sections of this report have indicated (substandard conditions includes overcrowding in this case).  

However, the Housing Market Analysis does indicate a vacancy rate of more than 11% in the RGVECs.  As discussed previously, part of this vacancy can be explained by the large number of “Winter Texans” – those who take advantage of the region’s warm weather to live in the area during the winter months, when it is much colder in the northern states.  In addition, there seems to be a considerable mismatch in the type of housing available and the type of housing needed.  The average family size in the region is larger than in most communities; the available housing stock is not able to accommodate so many large families. 

Community surveys and the experience of local housing staff indicate that there is a need for affordable homeownership opportunities in the region. As Table 20 indicates, households with above moderate and higher income may be choosing to spend less than 30 percent of their income on housing.  If this is the case, higher income households may be absorbing some of the units that are affordable to lower-income households.  Thus, households with higher incomes may be occupying houses that are affordable to lower-income families.  This occurrence may help explain the apparent actual shortage of affordable units despite U.S. Census data that shows a surplus.  Furthermore, although housing may appear affordable to lower-income households, these same households may have difficulty securing financing and down payment, in addition to covering closing costs.

At the same time, there is a need for affordable ownership and rental housing for larger families with lower incomes.  In fact, most of the vacancies, especially for extremely low-income households, are in the zero to one bedroom or the two bedroom categories.  However, as detailed previously, there is much more demand for affordable housing for extremely low-income households in the three or more bedroom range. 

The lack of affordable rental housing in the 0-30 percent income range may cause a crowding of these extremely low-income households into other segments of the housing market.  Households that cannot find affordable housing within their income range may be willing to pay more than 30 percent of their income in order to remain living in the RGVECs.  By doing so, however, they enter into competition for housing affordable for households of higher income levels.

Although this table indicates that there is an excess of affordable housing units, the RGVECs acknowledge a growing need for affordable ownership and rental properties.

IV. Housing Stock to Serve Persons with Disabilities, and Persons with HIV/AIDS and their Families

The RGVECs identified the following properties that serve persons with disabilities:


Facility for Physically/Mentally Disabled Adults, Brownsville 

Heritage Manor/Public Housing, Harlingen 

Casa De Amigos III/Independent Living Facility, Harlingen 

Villa of Harlingen/Assisted Living Facility, Harlingen 

Retama Manor/Skilled Nursing Facility, Harlingen 
In addition, the RGVECs identified a larger number of properties that serve seniors, many of whom have physical/mental disabilities or other self-care limitations:


Casa del Mar, Brownsville 

Villa del Sol, Brownsville 

Camelot Assisted Living/Assisted Living Facility, Harlingen 

Camelot/Retirement Community Homes, Harlingen 

Harlingen Good Samaritan/Skilled Nursing Facility, Harlingen 

Harlingen Nursing Center/Skilled Nursing Facility, Harlingen 

Golden Palms/Commercial Retirement Community, Harlingen 

Golden Palms/Independent Living Facility, Harlingen 

Twinbrooke South, Convalescent Home, McAllen 

Casa de Amigos, Assisted Living facility, McAllen 


Heritage Village, McAllen 

Retama Manor, Nursing Home, McAllen 

Briarcliff Nursing & Rehabilitation Center, McAllen 

Good Samaritan Center of McAllen, McAllen 

Colonial Manor, McAllen 

McAllen Nursing Homes, McAllen  

Palmville Elderly Community, San Benito 

In accordance with HUD’s Section 504 requirements, the public housing units owned by the local public housing agencies are also equipped for individuals with disabilities or persons with HIV/AIDS and their families. 

V. Assisted Housing Units

Based on the RGVECs’ consultations with local public housing agencies, there are 4,628 assisted housing units in the RGVECs.  Of these, 4,397 are occupied and 231 are vacant.  According to the results from their consultations, the RGVECs do not expect to lose any of these units during the upcoming five-year period of this Consolidated Plan.

Furthermore, the RGVECs reviewed HUD's Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Database. According to the database, 2,230 affordable units have been placed into service in the region, as of 2002. The total number of affordable units represent more than 95% of the 2,328 total units developed under the LIHTC program in South Texas. Based on the expiration of the affordability periods of properties placed in service before 1995, the RGVECs may lose as many as 208 assisted units during the next five years. However, this figure does not take into account the extended use period that may be in effect for many of these assisted units. As a result, the RGVECs do not expect to lose a substantial portion of its LIHTC housing units during the upcoming five-year period of this Consolidated Plan. 

Specific Housing Objectives (91.215 (b))  

1. Describe the priorities and specific objectives the jurisdiction hopes to achieve over a specified time period.

2. Describe how Federal, State, and local public and private sector resources that are reasonably expected to be available will be used to address identified needs for the period covered by the strategic plan.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan Specific Housing Objectives response: 


I. Specific Objectives

The RGVECs have adopted the following objectives to expand affordable housing opportunities during the five-year period of the Consolidated Plan.

A. Ownership Housing


Promote affordable housing opportunities 


Provide downpayment and closing cost assistance


Provide gap-financing assistance


Rehabilitate existing homeownership units


Reduce the rehabilitation costs to the homeowners through grants and low-

          interest loans


Demolish substandard units beyond reasonable costs to repair


Construct new affordable homeownership units to offset demolished 

          substandard units

B. Rental Housing 


Promote affordable housing opportunities


Acquire and rehabilitate existing rental properties

Construct new affordable rental housing units
II. Federal, State and Local Public and Private Sector Resources Available

Two major sources of federal funding assist the RGVECs to address their affordable housing needs: Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME) funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. The CDBG Program funds a variety of housing and community development activities, including housing rehabilitation, acquisition, and predevelopment costs; public facilities and infrastructure; public services; and program administration. The HOME Program funds a variety of housing activities, including new construction, rehabilitation, acquisition, and tenant-based rental assistance.

HUD’s Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG) Program supplements local funding for homeless shelter operations and other homeless activities. Local public housing agencies receive Section 8 Voucher/Certificate Program funds from HUD that provide rental subsidies for eligible low-income households. Several communities receive Rural Development funds from the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

State funds from the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (TDHCA) may be used to support a variety of housing programs such as rehabilitation assistance, new construction, and first-time homebuyer assistance for low- and moderate-income households. 

State funds from the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) may be used for limited housing rehabilitation and water/wastewater connections in colonias areas. Additionally, the TWDB offers a grant program for extremely low-income households living in the colonias.

Local government funds cover basic community services such as fire/police protection, infrastructure maintenance/development, water/wastewater services, and a variety of other public services. 

Private sources of funding include local lenders who have committed continued support in leveraging federal funds for housing and community development activities. There are also numerous dedicated nonprofit organizations working to address housing and community development needs. The RGVECs will continue to encourage and support nonprofit organizations in securing additional funds, assisting them whenever possible.

Needs of Public Housing (91.210 (b))

In cooperation with the public housing agency or agencies located within its boundaries, describe the needs of public housing, including the number of public housing units in the jurisdiction, the physical condition of such units, the restoration and revitalization needs of public housing projects within the jurisdiction, and other factors, including the number of families on public housing and tenant-based waiting lists and results from the Section 504 needs assessment of public housing projects located within its boundaries (i.e. assessment of needs of tenants and applicants on waiting list for accessible units as required by 24 CFR 8.25).  The public housing agency and jurisdiction can use the optional Priority Public Housing Needs Table (formerly Table 4) of the Consolidated Plan to identify priority public housing needs to assist in this process.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan Needs of Public Housing response: 


The RGVECs contacted the Public Housing Agencies located in the South Texas region as part of the consultation process for the Consolidated Plan and Strategy. This consultation process included the following PHAs:


Alamo Housing Authority


Brownsville Housing Authority


Cameron County Housing Authority


Donna Housing Authority


Edcouch Housing Authority


Edinburg Housing Authority


Elsa Housing Authority


Harlingen Housing Authority


Hidalgo County Housing Authority


La Joya Housing Authority


McAllen Housing Authority


Mercedes Housing Authority


Mission Housing Authority


Pharr Housing Authority 


San Benito Housing Authority


Weslaco Housing Authority

The attached Housing Market Analysis Table describes the PHAs' needs, including number of public housing units, physical condition of these units, and their restoration and revitalization needs.

I. Waiting List

According to the RGVECs’ consultations with local PHAs, there were an estimated 8,693 households on the various waiting lists for public housing and Section 8 tenant-based assistance. Each of the PHAs administers separate waiting lists. Therefore, the total number of households on these waiting lists may include some duplication.

II. Section 504 Needs Assessment

Public Housing Authorities in the region report minor findings in their most recent Section 504 needs assessments of public housing projects.  McAllen Housing Authority and Cameron County Housing Authority, however, indicate that they have no shortcomings in meeting their Section 504 requirements.

Mission Housing Authority reported that the Army Corps of Engineers found one deficiency in their housing units, and that it was corrected.  San Benito Housing Authority reported that due to Capital Fund reductions, meeting Section 504 compliance requirements has been difficult.  However, they currently meet the Section 504 standards of 5% of units per development.  Approximately 3% of the households on San Benito Housing Authority’s waiting list may require a unit meeting 504 requirements.  The San Benito Housing Authority also finds most needs to be physical, particularly for elderly residents in wheelchairs. Edinburg Housing Authority identified four families, and the Alamo Housing Authority 2 families that required special considerations as provided under Section 504 regulations. Harlingen reports a total of 25 ADA units available, with seven occupied and two families on their waiting lists.  

Brownsville Housing Authority is currently in the process of updating their Section 504 needs assessment.  

The Housing Authority of Hidalgo County gave no indication of Section 504 needs at this time, nor did the Edcouch Housing Authority, Elsa Housing Authority, LaJoya Housing Authority, Mercedes Housing Authority, Pharr Housing Authority, or the San Juan Housing Authority. 

Public Housing Strategy (91.210)

1. Describe the public housing agency's strategy to serve the needs of extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income families residing in the jurisdiction served by the public housing agency (including families on the public housing and section 8 tenant-based waiting list), the public housing agency’s strategy for addressing the revitalization and restoration needs of public housing projects within the jurisdiction and improving the management and operation of such public housing, and the public housing agency’s strategy for improving the living environment of extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate families residing in public housing.  

2. Describe the manner in which the plan of the jurisdiction will help address the needs of public housing and activities it will undertake to encourage public housing residents to become more involved in management and participate in homeownership. (NAHA Sec. 105 (b)(11) and (91.215 (k))

3. If the public housing agency is designated as "troubled" by HUD or otherwise is performing poorly, the jurisdiction shall describe the manner in which it will provide financial or other assistance in improving its operations to remove such designation. (NAHA Sec. 105 (g))

3-5 Year Strategic Plan Public Housing Strategy response: 


I. Public Housing Strategy

All of the PHAs in the region have adopted a variety of measures to serve the needs of extremely low-, low-, and moderate-income families residing in public housing and families on public housing and tenant-based waiting lists. These efforts include the following: 


Increasing the number of affordable units.


Maximizing the number of affordable units by reducing turnover time for 

          vacated public housing units.


Applying for additional Section 8 units should they become available (0-30%).


Maintaining or increasing Section 8 lease up rates by establishing payment 

          standards that will enable families to rent throughout the various jurisdictions 

          that comprise the RGVECs.


Maintaining or increasing Section 8 lease up rates by effectively screening 

          Section 8 applicants to increase owner acceptance of program. 


Employing admissions preferences aimed at families with economic hardships 

          (0-30%)


Adopting rent policies to support and encourage work (0-30%; and at or 
          below 50%) 


Participating in the Consolidated Plan development process to ensure 
          coordination with broader housing and community development strategies

All of these PHAs are working to meet HUD affordability requirements identified in their 5-Year Plans and Annual Plans. 

II. Restoration/Renovation Needs

Many of the PHAs in the region administer public housing units, and they ensure that these units are renovated and modernized through the Capital Grant Program and with regular maintenance. These renovation and modernization activities are also detailed in their 5-Year Plans and Annual Plans. Some of the PHAs, including Hidalgo County and San Benito, identified other funding sources for renovation activities, including CDBG, HOME, Low Income Housing Tax Credits and the Texas Trust Fund.  

III. Improving Management and Operations 

Many of the PHAs have committed themselves to improving management and operations by retaining high quality employees, conducting annual employee evaluations, ongoing monitoring of staff, and providing regular training to staff. These PHAs seek to improve public housing and voucher management scores, increasing customer satisfaction.

IV. Public Housing Resident Initiatives

Many of the public housing facilities in the South Texas region have resident management councils through which residents are involved in decisions that impact their public housing units. Several of the PHAs facilitate the selections of the councils, encouraging resident participation in council activities and the general management of the public housing facilities. The RGVECs encourage the PHAs to promote continued involvement by the councils in the management of public housing facilities.

In addition, many PHAs are linking residents to family self-sufficiency programs, including on-site learning centers, job training programs, and opportunities for homeownership.

V. “Troubled” Public Housing Agencies

Most of the PHAs in the South Texas region are high-performing organizations. However, the San Benito Housing Authority was designated a “troubled” public housing agency during a HUD review. As a result, the San Benito Housing Authority has adopted an action plan to rectify this matter by the end of the fiscal year. It now has proceeds from the recent sale of a property, and it has corrected an over-commitment issue related to one of its programs. The City of San Benito is in close communication with the San Benito Housing Authority about its efforts, and the City plans to invest funds to further its affordable housing goals with the Housing Authority.

Barriers to Affordable Housing (91.210 (e) and 91.215 (f))

1. Explain whether the cost of housing or the incentives to develop, maintain, or improve affordable housing are affected by public policies, particularly those of the local jurisdiction.  Such policies include tax policy affecting land and other property, land use controls, zoning ordinances, building codes, fees and charges, growth limits, and policies that affect the return on residential investment.

2. Describe the strategy to remove or ameliorate negative effects of public policies that serve as barriers to affordable housing, except that, if a State requires a unit of general local government to submit a regulatory barrier assessment that is substantially equivalent to the information required under this part, as determined by HUD, the unit of general local government may submit that assessment to HUD and it shall be considered to have complied with this requirement.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan Barriers to Affordable Housing response: 


There are many factors contributing to the shortage of housing and consequently, the lack of affordable housing in the region. Included are demographic changes, market forces, changes in federal housing policy, changes in federal tax policy, and development constraints. The RGVECs examined many of these factors that serve as obstacles to developing, maintaining, and/or improving the housing stock across the region. 

I. External Factors  

The RGVECs determined that many factors currently restricting the supply of housing cannot be controlled by local governments, especially those that relate to regional, state, and national economic conditions. Various factors not under the control of local governments influence the cost, supply, and distribution of housing.  These factors include land costs, construction costs, financing costs, and the availability of land.

A. Land Costs - The increasing scarcity of land serves only to increase the ultimate cost of the housing unit.  Most developers feel there is relatively little they can cut out of current projects to reduce the price, yet still be competitive with housing built by developers in other cities.  Part of the increase in land prices can be attributed to general inflation in the U.S. during the last 40 years.  However, a significant portion of the increase is due to land price appreciation, as the demand for housing has continuously expanded due to population growth.

B. Construction Costs - Labor and material add substantially to the cost of housing.  The price of building materials has continued to increase, making homes more expensive.  The major components of the increased construction cost have been the steadily rising cost of energy, lumber, and other building materials.  Increased construction costs make it difficult for developers and builders to attempt to realize a profit on low and moderately priced homes.

C. Financing Costs - Financing costs, for the most part, are not subject to local influence.  The control of interest rates is largely determined by national policies and economic conditions.  Interest rates greatly influence the housing market for homebuyers and indirectly for renters.  Construction financing also results in much higher housing costs to the consumer.  Interest rates have decreased in recent years, helping spur property refinancing and new construction within the region. Current trends indicate increasing interest rates in the future, which will negatively impact affordable housing opportunities.

II. Local Factors 

The availability of affordable housing in the RGVECs is impacted by local factors such as the availability of land for new construction, the income of residents, the supply of housing, and of course, housing costs.

Bedroom size is another factor that must be considered when evaluating the availability of affordable housing for families.  As the housing stock and housing market analyses indicate, much of the housing stock is single-family detached and designed for smaller families.  As such, large families must oftentimes live in overcrowded conditions or find a larger unit that may exceed their budget.  

The housing constraints that affect affordable housing in the Rio Grande Valley Entitlement Communities are primarily economic.  Rising costs within the construction industry, the cost and availability of financing, and the high demand for a limited amount of land have combined to limit housing production, particularly for low-and moderate-income persons.  The net result is significantly higher costs for housing during a period when incomes may not be rising at the same pace.

III. Barriers to Affordable Housing Development

The following are descriptions of regulations that affect housing development in the region:

A.
Municipal Building Regulations:  Hidalgo and Cameron Counties do not have “municipal” building code requirements.  However, individual subdivisions located in the countywide area may impose building requirements in order to construct there.  The incorporated cities in Hidalgo County do have and impose building codes within their jurisdictions.  None of these codes reviewed were found to have a detrimental affect on housing with the exception of the City of Palmhurst.  Minimum lot size requirements (1/2 acre requirement) were found to have an exclusionary effect on the low-mod population inasmuch that land costs within the City of Palmhurst are considered high for the area and the added lot size requirement effectively excluded the low-mod population from constructing and residing in new affordable housing. The Cities of Brownsville, Harlingen, and San Benito in Cameron County also impose building codes, however none of these codes were found to have a detrimental impact on the affordability of housing.

B.
Regulatory Environment:  Many of the RGVECs have taken steps to foster development while still protecting local community standards by setting development fees at levels comparable to neighboring communities.  Also, each of the communities’ land use controls, building codes, site development standards and processing procedures are quite comparable to those of surrounding communities.

C.
Building Codes:  Most of the jurisdictions in the RGVECs use the 2000 International Residential Building Codes. The RGVECs are not aware of any supplemental code that would discourage affordable housing.

D.
Rent Controls:  No special requirements are imposed upon property owners with respect to rental income within the entitlement communities, and no jurisdictions have passed rent limitation ordinances.

E.
Development Fees:  It takes approximately two to five days for a licensed general contractor to secure a building permit in many of the communities that comprise the RGVECs.  The varying length of time depends on where the construction will take place.  Building inspection fees (permitting fees) range from $20 for a $1,000 permit to $300 for a $100,000 permit and may vary from community to community. In all, these fees are reasonable in comparison with fees of other political jurisdictions for similar procedures.   

F.
Subdividing Fees:  Each of the entitlement communities charges a subdividing fee, which vary by location.

G.
Environmental Assessment:  Environmental assessments on the development of major projects are required by lending institutions, state or federal funding agencies and are additional costs, which vary per project.

IV. Strategy to Remove Barriers to Affordable Housing Development

In all, the RGVECs believe that these regulations do not constitute barriers to fair and affordable housing. The majority of these policies or regulations cannot be considered excessive, exclusionary, discriminatory, or duplicative. It is not unreasonable for the counties and/or cities with jurisdictional authority in the region to charge fees for development, especially pertaining to land preparation costs.

However, it does need to be acknowledged that for the development of affordable housing these costs can be potentially prohibitive. The RGVECs could develop a strategy whereby development fees could be waived or lowered for the development of affordable housing. In fact, the RGVECs could examine the possibility of reducing some of these costs to allow homes built by non-profit organizations to be more affordable to low- and moderate-income households. This could serve as an additional incentive to develop affordable housing—and ensure that such developments “pencil out.” 

V. Housing Opportunities


Lower interest rates have made the purchase and refinancing of homes from 
          private lending institutions more affordable to the RGVECs' residents.


Lending institutions within the RGVECs have assumed an active role in 

          financing affordable housing via public/private partnerships, for example with 

          the Hidalgo/Willacy Housing Finance Corporation.


Several large businesses have recently chosen to relocate to Hidalgo and 

          Cameron Counties, creating new job opportunities for residents of the 

          RGVECs.


Social service providers assist with the RGVECs’ housing needs.

The RGVECs’ efforts in economic development activities and strong cultural 

          heritage make the RGVECs attractive places to work and live.

VI. Housing Impediments


Some homes in neighborhoods are permanently damaged and many are 
          difficult to sell without substantial rehabilitation.


Low vacancy rates for most types of ownership housing in the RGVECs 

          suggest that demand for certain housing exceeds supply, causing inflated 

          home values (particularly for owner-occupied homes).


A low wage scale, combined with a high cost of living, decreases housing 

          affordability.


Data from the Texas Labor Market Review indicate an unemployment rate at 
          the end of 2004 of 9.0% in the Brownsville-Harlingen Metropolitan Statistical 

          Area (MSA) and 10.7% in the McAllen-Edinburg-Mission MSA.  Hidalgo 

          County’s unemployment rate was also 10.7%, and Cameron’s was also 9.0%.  

          The State unemployment rate was 5.4%.


Construction material costs are continually increasing, making it difficult for 
          builders to construct affordable housing profitably.  Utilities fees and other 

          development costs average $5,000 per lot, excluding purchase.

HOMELESS

Homeless Needs (91.205 (b) and 91.215 (c))


*Please also refer to the Homeless Needs Table in the Needs.xls workbook


Homeless Needs— The jurisdiction must provide a concise summary of the nature and extent of homelessness in the jurisdiction, (including rural homelessness where applicable), addressing separately the need for facilities and services for homeless persons and homeless families with children, both sheltered and unsheltered, and homeless subpopulations, in accordance with Table 1A.  The summary must include the characteristics and needs of low‑income individuals and children, (especially extremely low‑income) who are currently housed but are at imminent risk of either residing in shelters or becoming unsheltered.   In addition, to the extent information is available, the plan must include a description of the nature and extent of homelessness by racial and ethnic group.  A quantitative analysis is not required.  If a jurisdiction provides estimates of the at-risk population(s), it should also include a description of the operational definition of the at-risk group and the methodology used to generate the estimates.
3-5 Year Strategic Plan Homeless Needs response: 


Throughout the country, the number of homeless persons is growing.  Rising housing costs, higher unemployment, lower educational attainment, increases in the number of people whose incomes are below the federal poverty level, and steep reductions in public programs are just some of the many factors that contribute to this increase.

Based on one (1) point-in-time enumeration conducted on March 3-4, 2004 in Hidalgo County, and a survey of service providers--including mainstream providers--conducted on March 22, 2004 in Cameron County, there are an estimated 7,968 homeless individuals in the region.  Of these, 5,643 are emergency sheltered, 209 are transitional, and 2,116 are un-sheltered.  Additionally, there are an estimated 5,165 homeless families with children in the region, 4,400 are emergency sheltered, 616 are transitional, and 149 are un-sheltered.    

It is estimated that there is a need for 561 units (including emergency shelter, transitional housing, and permanent supportive housing) for homeless individuals, though there are only 328 units currently available.  The gap is 233 units.  For families with children, the need is estimated at 558 units, of which 271 units are available.  The gap is 287 units.

I. Subpopulations

Within the larger homeless population, there are specific subpopulations that may require more focused assistance.  The RGVECs consulted with public agencies and community organizations in the region, and estimated the total number of sheltered and un-sheltered homeless subpopulations.


[Please refer to Table 21: Homeless Subpopulations by Region]
The RGVECs identified a large unmet need for all categories of homeless need for individuals and families. This includes:


Shortage of housing units to support homeless persons with emergency 

          housing and supportive service needs.


Shortage of housing units to support homeless persons with transitional and 
          permanent supportive housing needs, particularly for the chronically 

          homeless.

II. Cultural Impact on Homeless Population

The number of homeless persons in the RGVECs can be partially explained by the local culture of the region.  Primarily Hispanic, the Valley’s culture emphasizes the importance of the family.  Young people tend to remain in the area to raise their own families in close proximity to parents, grandparents, uncles, and aunts.  These extended families tend to provide shelter to their relatives and friends rather than allow them to be homeless and live on the streets.  

This tendency is reflected in the U.S. Census data, which show the overcrowded rate among all large rental households to be at 69.8 percent.   Large renter households with incomes between 31 and 50 percent of median income had an 89.3 percent overcrowded rate.  Naturally, overcrowding cannot be solely attributed to the Valley’s Hispanic culture. However, it is has an undeniable influence on local housing conditions. What may be a homeless problem elsewhere is a problem of overcrowding or “at-risk” of homelessness in the Valley.  This highlights the belief that homelessness, although an extremely severe predicament, may often exist hidden from public view.

The homeless--both sheltered and un-sheltered--are in need of permanent, affordable, and decent housing, and may need other supportive services such as food, subsidized child care, housing search assistance, mental health services, and employment training. Emergency and transitional housing assistance with supportive services are also necessary to meet the growing numbers of homeless individuals and families.

III. Needs of Persons At-Risk of Homelessness

No reliable information exists regarding the number of individuals and families who are “at-risk” of homelessness. For the purposes of the RGVECs’ Consolidated Planning process, individuals and families at-risk of homelessness are persons who may lose permanent housing due to mental illness, alcohol or drug abuse, domestic violence, overcrowded living conditions, or because the household is earning less than 30% of the median income and paying more than 50% of their income on housing expenses.

There may be numerous individuals or families who are in potential jeopardy of becoming homeless should proper preventive assistance not be provided.  In particular, the PHAs in the region report a substantial number of households in potential jeopardy based on program application data.  According to the RGVECs’ consultations with local PHAs, there are an estimated 8,693 households on waiting lists for public housing and Section 8 tenant-based rental assistance. These waiting list figures indicate that there are far more people in need of assistance than there are resources available.  

Furthermore, with electricity deregulation taking place in the region, more and more individuals and families are at-risk of homelessness due to skyrocketing utility bills. 

Priority Homeless Needs

1. Using the results of the Continuum of Care planning process, identify the jurisdiction's homeless and homeless prevention priorities specified in Table 1A, the Homeless and Special Needs Populations Chart.  The description of the jurisdiction's choice of priority needs and allocation priorities must be based on reliable data meeting HUD standards and should reflect the required consultation with homeless assistance providers, homeless persons, and other concerned citizens regarding the needs of homeless families with children and individuals.  The jurisdiction must provide an analysis of how the needs of each category of residents provided the basis for determining the relative priority of each priority homeless need category. A separate brief narrative should be directed to addressing gaps in services and housing for the sheltered and unsheltered chronic homeless.

2. A community should give a high priority to chronically homeless persons, where the jurisdiction identifies sheltered and unsheltered chronic homeless persons in its Homeless Needs Table - Homeless Populations and Subpopulations.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan Priority Homeless Needs response: 


I. Priorities

The following groups are the RGVECs’ highest priorities for homeless housing and supportive service assistance during the five-year period of this Consolidated Plan:


Homeless individuals and families who require transitional and permanent 

          housing assistance and supportive services to return them to independent 

          living, particularly the chronically homeless.


Homeless individuals and families who require emergency housing assistance 

          and supportive services to return to independent living. 

II. Basis for Priority Setting

The RGVECs assigned priorities for their regional homeless needs based on input gathered during the community-wide consultation and citizen participation processes. As explained in previous sections, the RGVECs met as a group to analyze the results from their needs assessment activities, assessing the similarities and differences of their homeless priorities. While each entitlement community will utilize its HUD funding resources only within the area of its legal jurisdiction, the regional Consolidated Planning process improved the RGVECs’ ability to make decisions about which homeless activities to fund within each entitlement community and in consultation with other entitlement communities.

The RGVECs are committed to creating a seamless network of homeless housing and supportive services that will address the gaps in service across all of Hidalgo County and the Cities of Brownsville, Harlingen, and San Benito in Cameron County. 

The focus is to ensure that homeless individuals and families have access to emergency, transitional, and permanent housing with the necessary supportive services to end the cycle of homelessness. The RGVECs are particularly concerned about addressing the needs of the chronically homeless, unaccompanied disabled individuals who have been continuously homeless for over one year. Instead of directing stopgap assistance to the chronically homeless, the RGVECs are committed to ensuring that they receive access to transitional and permanent housing with supportive services, thereby ending the cycle from the streets to shelters. 

Homeless Inventory (91.210 (c))

The jurisdiction shall provide a concise summary of the existing facilities and services (including a brief inventory) that assist homeless persons and families with children and subpopulations identified in Table 1A. These include outreach and assessment, emergency shelters and services, transitional housing, permanent supportive housing, access to permanent housing, and activities to prevent low‑income individuals and families with children (especially extremely low‑income) from becoming homeless.  The jurisdiction can use the optional Continuum of Care Housing Activity Chart and Service Activity Chart to meet this requirement.


3-5 Year Strategic Plan Homeless Inventory response: 


Homeless Inventory


[Please refer to Table 22: Homeless Service Activity Chart for Cameron 

          County from Exhibit 1 of CoC Application]


[Please refer to Table 23: Housing Activity Chart for Cameron County from 

          Exhibit 1 of CoC Application]


[Please refer to Table 24: Homeless Service Activity Chart for Hidalgo County 

          Exhibit 1 of CoC Application]


[Please refer to Table 25: Housing Activity Chart for Hidalgo County from 

          Exhibit 1 of CoC Application]

Homeless Strategic Plan (91.215 (c))

1. Homelessness— Describe the jurisdiction's strategy for developing a system to address homelessness and the priority needs of homeless persons and families (including the subpopulations identified in the needs section).  The jurisdiction's strategy must consider the housing and supportive services needed in each stage of the process which includes preventing homelessness, outreach/assessment, emergency shelters and services, transitional housing, and helping homeless persons (especially any persons that are chronically homeless) make the transition to permanent housing and independent living.  The jurisdiction must also describe its strategy for helping extremely low- and low-income individuals and families who are at imminent risk of becoming homeless.


2. Chronic homelessness—Describe the jurisdiction’s strategy for eliminating chronic homelessness by 2012.  This should include the strategy for helping homeless persons make the transition to permanent housing and independent living.  This strategy should, to the maximum extent feasible, be coordinated with the strategy presented Exhibit 1 of the Continuum of Care (CoC) application and any other strategy or plan to eliminate chronic homelessness.  Also describe, in a narrative, relationships and efforts to coordinate the Conplan, CoC, and any other strategy or plan to address chronic homelessness.


3. Homelessness Prevention—Describe the jurisdiction’s strategy to help prevent homelessness for individuals and families with children who are at imminent risk of becoming homeless.


4. Institutional Structure—Briefly describe the institutional structure, including private industry, non-profit organizations, and public institutions, through which the jurisdiction will carry out its homelessness strategy.


5. Discharge Coordination Policy—Every jurisdiction receiving McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG), Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, or Section 8 SRO Program funds must develop and implement a Discharge Coordination Policy, to the maximum extent practicable.  Such a policy should include “policies and protocols for the discharge of persons from publicly funded institutions or systems of care (such as health care facilities, foster care or other youth facilities, or correction programs and institutions) in order to prevent such discharge from immediately resulting in homelessness for such persons.”  The jurisdiction should describe its planned activities to implement a cohesive, community-wide Discharge Coordination Policy, and how the community will move toward such a policy.


3-5 Year Homeless Strategic Plan response: 


I. Institutional Structure

The homeless strategy for the South Texas region is coordinated by two Continuums of Care: Hidalgo County Homeless Coalition for all of Hidalgo County and the Cameron County Homeless Partnership for the Cities of Brownsville, Harlingen and San Benito. The Lead Agency for the Hidalgo County Homeless Coalition is the United Way of South Texas, and the Lead Agency for the Cameron County Homeless Partnership is the City of Brownsville. Each consists of a broad network of public agencies and community organizations to provide assistance with each component of the continuum of care homeless strategy—from prevention to outreach to intake/assessment to emergency shelter to transitional housing to permanent housing (see complete list of providers above).

II. Homeless Strategy

The two Continuums of Care examined all aspects of their homeless strategies, developing formal plans to ensure that services are well coordinated. They convened all of the necessary stakeholders, including organizations that provide outreach, emergency shelter, health care and behavioral health care, rental and utility assistance, food and clothing, and other homeless services to individuals and families. This process allowed organizations to identify how homelessness has affected their communities, and the role they can play in alleviating homelessness and chronic homelessness. However, neither of the CoCs has been able to garner McKinney-Vento Homeless funds during the recent SuperNOFA to supplement their local efforts to develop and implement homeless housing and supportive service projects. 

III. Strategies to Eliminate Chronic Homelessness

The CoCs have developed strategies to eliminate chronic homelessness in the region by 2012. Their efforts are to ensure that continuum of care services meet the needs of all people along the continuum, including supporting formerly homeless persons once they have been housed in order to prevent future occurrences. The Hidalgo County Homeless Coalition has focused on addressing the following gaps in the system: accessibility to affordable housing for extremely low- and low-income individuals and families, and the lack of housing alternatives for youth and adults with mental/psychological or substance abuse-related disabilities. The Cameron County Homeless Partnership has highlighted the following strategies to ending chronic homelessness: developing an HMIS system to track and document the chronically homeless, and providing adequate transitional housing and supportive services to ensure that homeless individuals are supported properly. 

IV. Homeless Prevention

Both CoCs provide an array of services, including rental/mortgage assistance, medical assistance, down payment and utilities, social services, food and clothing, and emergency housing to prevent future episodes of homelessness among low-income individuals and families. Cameron County’s HMIS system and Hidalgo County’s proposed HMIS system will help agencies better communicate and coordinate resources to aid homeless persons and persons at-risk of homelessness better access their networks of homeless services and resources. 

V. Homeless Outreach

Cameron County's outreach strategy to homeless individuals and families are detailed in Table 22. Much of its activities are focused on providing more in-depth case management and follow-up--particularly to homeless youth, elderly, domestic violence survivors, substance abusers, those with serious mental illnesses, and those living on the street. For its homeless veteran population, Cameron County plans to operate an outreach center for veterans and provide assistance regarding post traumatic stress.


[Please refer to Table 22: Homeless Service Activity Chart for Cameron 

          County from Exhibit 1 of CoC Application]

Hidalgo County's outreach strategy to homeless individuals and families are detailed in Table 24. The Community Council of the Rio Grande Valley operates the area's 211 service, referring clients to service providers in the area.  The Valley AIDS Council performs regular outreach to the homeless population, particularly in the area of HIV/AIDS screening.  Tropical Texas (the area's Community MHMR service provider) conducts outreach to identify persons who have chronic mental illness that might lead to homelessness.  The Council and the Association for the Advancement of Mexican Americans (AAMA) conduct similar outreach to identify adolescents and adults with substance abuse problems.  The Veteran's Center conducts outreach to identify veterans who are homeless or at-risk of homelessness.  Women Together provides a crisis hotline and community education programs to enhance awareness of domestic violence matters.


[Please refer to Table 24: Homeless Service Activity Chart for Hidalgo County 

          Exhibit 1 of CoC Application]

VI. Emergency Shelter and Transitional Housing Strategy

Cameron County's strategy for addressing the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless individuals and families are detailed in Table 23. 


[Please refer to Table 23: Housing Activity Chart for Cameron County from 

          Exhibit 1 of CoC Application]

Hidalgo County's strategy for addressing the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless individuals and families are detailed in Table 25. 


[Please refer to Table 25: Housing Activity Chart for Hidalgo County from 

          Exhibit 1 of CoC Application]

Both Cameron and Hidalgo Counties are working to ensure that continuum of care services meet the needs of all people along the continuum, including supporting homeless persons and families make the transition to permanent housing and independent living. The Hidalgo County Homeless Coalition has focused on addressing the following gaps in the continuum: accessibility to affordable housing for extremely low- and low-income individuals and families, and the lack of housing alternatives for youth and adults with mental/psychological or substance abuse-related disabilities. The Cameron County Homeless Partnership has highlighted the following strategies to strengthening the continuum: providing adequate and affordable housing and supportive services to ensure that homeless individuals are able to transition to permanent housing and independent living.

VII. Discharge Coordination Policy

The Cameron County Homeless Partnership developed a uniform Client Exit Form for all of its participating public agencies and community organizations to use. This process was undertaken for several reasons. It was a part of the HMIS planning process to develop consensus and understanding to what would be needed, as well as part of a more uniform tracking system for clients. Currently, the Cameron County Homeless Partnership is continuing to negotiate with institutions, such as prisons and mental health facilities, to use this process to prevent the discharge of persons from immediately resulting in homelessness.

Hidalgo County does not have any publicly funded institutions or systems of care. Currently, if a person is in need of inpatient psychiatric hospitalization, a local homeless provider will arrange for either the sheriff or police department to transport the individual to Rio Grande State Center in neighboring Cameron County or to the San Antonio State Hospital in Bexar County, 200 miles north. When that person is discharged, he or she is typically placed in transitional housing outside of Hidalgo County. The Hidalgo County Homeless Coalition plans to bring these individuals back to Hidalgo County following discharge, placing them into facilities where they will receive supportive services in either transitional or permanent housing. 

Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG)

(States only) Describe the process for awarding grants to State recipients, and a description of how the allocation will be made available to units of local government.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan ESG response: 


This section is not applicable to the RGVECs’ Consolidated Plan.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Community Development (91.215 (e))


*Please also refer to the Community Development Table in the Needs.xls workbook


1. Identify the jurisdiction's priority non‑housing community development needs eligible for assistance by CDBG eligibility category specified in the Community Development Needs Table (formerly Table 2B), ( i.e., public facilities, public improvements, public services and economic development.

2. Describe the basis for assigning the priority given to each category of priority needs.

3. Identify any obstacles to meeting underserved needs.
4. Identify specific long‑term and short‑term community development objectives (including economic development activities that create jobs), developed in accordance with the statutory goals described in section 24 CFR 91.1 and the primary objective of the CDBG program to provide decent housing and a suitable living environment and expand economic opportunities, principally for low‑ and moderate‑income persons.

NOTE:  Each specific objective developed to address a priority need, must be identified by number and contain proposed accomplishments, the time period (i.e., one, two, three, or more years), and annual program year numeric goals the jurisdiction hopes to achieve in quantitative terms, or in other measurable terms as identified and defined by the jurisdiction.
3-5 Year Strategic Plan Community Development response: 


I. Priorities

Community Development Block Grant funds are the foundation for the non-housing community development activities undertaken by the RGVECs and are supplemented with local public and private sector resources whenever feasible.  These activities are designed to:


Benefit eligible low- and moderate-income families


Aid in the elimination of slums or blight; and


Assist with community development needs which pose a serious and 

          immediate threat to the health or welfare of the community

The RGVECs believe that through the development and implementation of comprehensive regional strategies, we will be assured of success.  The new construction or rehabilitation of single-family homes is not sufficient to improve a neighborhood.  Also necessary are improvements to the physical, social and economic environment.  Well-designed public spaces and infrastructure must be combined with decent affordable housing to insure that the quality of life continues to improve for our residents. 

A wide range of community development public facilities and improvement activities (neighborhood facilities and infrastructure) including water/sewer construction, streets and sidewalks, drainage facilities, park improvements, community centers, and senior centers are the necessary components for community improvement.

Aside from housing needs, the needs cited by local residents and service providers were improvements to:


Drainage facilities

Street improvements

Park improvements equipment

Sidewalk improvements


Lighting for improved safety (Street)

Youth services

Senior Service

Health Services 

Homeless Facilities for Battered Spouses  
The top priorities for non-housing community development needs in the RGVECs for the FY 2005/06 to 2009/10 period, include: 


Public Facilities and Infrastructure Improvements (Drainage, Streets, 
          Sidewalks, Parks); and 


Public Services.  
Public Facilities and Infrastructure Improvement projects in the RGVECs tend to benefit a greater number of residents and are necessary prior to the expenditure of additional funds for new housing construction, housing rehabilitation, and a variety of other projects. 

Planning and administrative activities by each entitlement community will also be important during this period to cover the evaluation of needs and facilitating program delivery in each jurisdiction.

Other community development needs are important and may receive some CDBG funding from individual entitlement communities.   It is expected that the majority of such projects will receive funding from the appropriate local government, as well as private and other sources. Over the course of the Five-Year Consolidated Plan period, each entitlement community will continue to provide funding for these specific activities in its jurisdiction.  The RGVECs’ common goal is to safeguard federal dollars and provide the most benefit to the community.  

II. Basis for Priority Setting

The RGVECs assigned priorities for their combined community development needs based on input gathered during the community-wide consultation and citizen participation processes. As explained in previous sections, the RGVECs met as a group to analyze the results from their needs assessment activities, assessing the similarities and differences of their community development priorities. While each entitlement community will utilize its HUD funding resources only within the area of its legal jurisdiction, the regional Consolidated Planning process improved the RGVECs’ ability to make decisions about which community development activities to fund within each entitlement community and in consultation with other entitlement communities.

III. Obstacles to Meeting Underserved Needs


South Texas is one of the fastest growing regions in the country, and its 
          population growth threatens to outstrip the existing capacity of local housing 

          and community development organizations. 


The RGVECs have a higher number of households living in poverty than the 

          rest of the State. Approximately 31.5% of households are living below the 

          poverty line, compared with 14.0% statewide.


Few extremely low- and low-income residents can afford a median priced 
          home or the rent for a market rate two-bedroom apartment. 


Much of the region continues to struggle with near double-digit 
          unemployment. In December 2004, the average unemployment rate for the 

          McAllen-Edinburg-Mission MSA and the Brownsville-Harlingen-San Benito MSA 

          was 11.6% and 9.3%, respectively. 


A major contributor to the region’s unemployment and high poverty is the 
          region’s low educational attainment levels. According to the 2000 Census, 

          approximately 19.9% of residents in the RGVEC have graduated from high 

          school, compared to 24.8% statewide. Approximately 8.5% graduated from 

          college, compared with 15.6% statewide.

IV. Long-term and Short-term Community Development Objectives

A summary of the RGVECs’ combined community development objectives are outlined in the following sections.

A. Public Facilities and Improvements

In assessing the need for public facilities and improvements, the RGVECs distributed consultation instruments to collect vital information about the region’s housing and community development activities and needs. Additionally, the RGVECs held a series of public hearings within each entitlement community jurisdiction to solicit input on the region’s needs and priorities.

Based on the information gathered, the RGVECs determined that the priority projects continue to be street improvements, water/sewer improvements, and parks/recreational facilities. The RGVECs’ needs for all types of public facilities and improvements are shown in Table 26.


[Please refer to Table 26: Community Development Needs by Region: Public 
          Facilities and Improvements]

Although these activities have been traditionally funded, these activities continue to represent underserved needs primarily due to insufficient funding to fully complete an activity. In order to address these needs, the RGVECs propose to undertake these activities using funds expected from HUD as well as other resources.

These high priority activities meet the goal of “establishing and maintaining a suitable living environment.”

B. Public Services

In assessing the need for services, the RGVECs distributed consultation instruments to collect vital information about the region’s housing and community development activities and needs. Additionally, the RGVECs held a series of public hearings within each entitlement community jurisdiction to solicit input on the region’s needs and priorities.

Based on the information gathered, the RGVECs determined that the priority projects are health services, youth services, and general public services. The RGVECs’ needs for all types of public services are shown in Table 27.


[Please refer to Table 27: Community Development Needs by Region: Public 
          Services]

Although the table above indicates a variety of public services provided in the RGVECs, these services remain a priority within the region. Existing services can be enhanced with the assistance of CDBG funds and those from other sources. To date, these activities have been rated a high priority and continue to receive funding. The funding allocated has been provided to areas with the highest low-mod populations. 

These high priority activities meet the goal of “establishing and maintaining a suitable living environment.”

C. Economic Development

In assessing the need for economic development activities, the RGVECs distributed consultation instruments to collect vital information about the region’s housing and community development activities and needs. Additionally, the RGVECs held a series of public hearings within each entitlement community jurisdiction to solicit input on the region’s needs and priorities.

Based on the information gathered, the RGVECs determined that the priority projects are commercial/industrial land acquisition; commercial/industrial building acquisition, construction, rehabilitation; and other commercial/industrial improvements. The RGVECs’ needs for these types of economic development activities are shown in Table 28.


[Please refer to Table 28: Community Development Needs by Region: 

          Economic Development]

Economic development activities can be enhanced with the assistance of CDBG funds and from other resources. To date, these activities have been rated a high priority and continue to receive funding. 

D. Planning and Administration

In assessing the need for planning and administrative activities, the RGVECs distributed consultation instruments to collect vital information about the region’s housing and community development activities and needs. Additionally, the RGVECs held a series of public hearings within each entitlement community jurisdiction to solicit input on the region’s needs and priorities.

Based on the information gathered, the RGVECs determined that the priority projects are general administration, planned and unplanned repayment of Section 108 principal, and planning activities. The RGVECs’ needs for these types of planning and administration activities are shown in Table 29.


[Please refer to Table 29: Community Development Needs by Region: 
          Planning and Administration]

Reviewing needs for planning and administration projects, the RGVECs will continue to fund program administration by their CDBG grants, and will not exceed the 20% cap per year.  

The RGVECs intend to undertake the following strategies over the next five-year period. These activities will be undertaken using funds expected from HUD as well as other sources.

E. Other Real Property Activities

In assessing the need for other real property activities, the RGVECs distributed consultation instruments to collect vital information about the region’s housing and community development activities and needs. Additionally, the RGVECs held a series of public hearings within each entitlement community jurisdiction to solicit input on the region’s needs and priorities.

Based on the information gathered, the RGVECs determined that the priority projects are clearance and demolition, acquisition of real property, and removal of architectural barriers. The RGVECs’ needs for these types of other real property activities are shown in Table 30.


[Please refer to Table 30: Community Development Needs by Region: Other 
          Real Property Activities]

These other real property activities can be enhanced with the assistance of CDBG funds and from other resources. To date, these activities have been rated a high priority and continue to receive funding.

Antipoverty Strategy (91.215 (h))

1. Describe the jurisdiction's goals, programs, and policies for reducing the number of poverty level families (as defined by the Office of Management and Budget and revised annually).  In consultation with other appropriate public and private agencies, (i.e. TANF agency) state how the jurisdiction's goals, programs, and policies for producing and preserving affordable housing set forth in the housing component of the consolidated plan will be coordinated with other programs and services for which the jurisdiction is responsible. 

2. Identify the extent to which this strategy will reduce (or assist in reducing) the number of poverty level families, taking into consideration factors over which the jurisdiction has control.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan Antipoverty Strategy response: 


The Rio Grande Valley Entitlement Communities’ Anti-Poverty Plan focuses on the most vulnerable groups in the region—primarily low- and moderate-income households between 0 and 80 percent of the median family income, individuals and families in public or assisted housing, and homeless individuals and families.  The lowest-income households are generally those at-risk of homelessness, including individuals and families in public or assisted housing who are dependent upon public subsidies to maintain their own residences.  This segment of the population has the highest incidence of poverty. At the same time, these low- and moderate-income households will see the most immediate benefit from efforts to increase housing and community development opportunities within the region.

It is important to recognize that the RGVECs’ Anti-Poverty Strategy is not necessarily a housing plan but an economic development plan that increases incomes and employment opportunities for low- and moderate-income households.  The economic changes in the region have led to growth in the number of both low- as well as high-paying jobs.  Central to any plan to combat poverty within the region must be the creation of secure, well-paying jobs.  However, housing is a major component of the Plan, since a secure and affordable residence provides household members with the stability to pursue jobs, education, and training without having to worry about the threat of homelessness.  The implementation of anti-poverty efforts is a cooperative effort among the individual jurisdictions that comprise the RGVECs. Each entitlement community will coordinate their activities with Community Housing Development Organizations, public housing agencies, and local nonprofit social service organizations discussed throughout the Strategic Plan that also provide critical resources to combat poverty and promote family self-sufficiency.

The RGVECs’ CDBG programs are instrumental to the Anti-Poverty Plan.  CDBG funds may be used for a variety of activities, including improving public infrastructure, such as streets, drainage, parks and sidewalks, and rehabilitating affordable housing for low- and moderate-income households. Additionally, these funds may be used for economic development activities that create jobs for low- and moderate-income persons, creates community-based businesses, and assists businesses that provide much-needed services to low- and moderate- income persons. 

Several communities in the region, including the Hidalgo Urban County Program, Brownsville, Harlingen, and McAllen are HOME entitlement communities and they use their funds to support affordable housing programs through designated Community Housing Development Organizations, down payment assistance programs, and owner-occupied rehabilitation programs.  To the extent that they can reduce housing costs and provide residents with a feeling of empowerment through affordable rental and homeownership activities, these HOME programs can help individuals and families obtain the resources to become self-sufficient.

The Hidalgo Urban County Program and Brownsville are also Emergency Shelter Grant entitlement communities and they utilize local non-profit agencies to alleviate homelessness and provide essential supportive services to address the needs of this population in their jurisdictions.

Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Coordination (91.315 (k))

1. (States only) Describe the strategy to coordinate the Low-income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) with the development of housing that is affordable to low- and moderate-income families.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan LIHTC Coordination response: 


This section is not applicable to the RGVECs’ Consolidated Plan.

NON-HOMELESS SPECIAL NEEDS

Specific Special Needs Objectives (91.215)   

1. Describe the priorities and specific objectives the jurisdiction hopes to achieve over a specified time period.
2. Describe how Federal, State, and local public and private sector resources that are reasonably expected to be available will be used to address identified needs for the period covered by the strategic plan.

3-5 Year Non-homeless Special Needs Analysis response: 


I. Priorities and Specific Objectives

The following groups have been identified as the RGVECs’ highest priorities for non-homeless special needs housing and supportive service assistance during the five-year period of this Consolidated Plan:


Non-homeless individuals and families who require permanent housing and 

          supportive service assistance to return them to independent living

II. Federal, State and Local Public and Private Sector Resources Available

Various resources exist to address the identified housing and supportive service needs of non-homeless special needs populations.

Two major sources of federal funding assist the RGVECs to address their housing and supportive service needs for the non-homeless special needs population: Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME) funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. The CDBG Program funds a variety of housing and community development activities, including housing rehabilitation, acquisition, and predevelopment costs; public facilities and infrastructure; public services; and program administration. The HOME Program funds a variety of housing activities, including new construction, rehabilitation, acquisition, and tenant-based rental assistance.

The Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG) Program supplements local funding for homeless shelter operations and other homeless activities. Local public housing agencies receive Section 8 Voucher/Certificate Program funds from HUD that provide rental subsidies for eligible low-income households. In addition, several communities receive Rural Development funds from the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

State funds from the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (TDHCA) may be used to support a variety of housing programs such as rehabilitation assistance, new construction, and first-time homebuyer assistance for low- and moderate-income households. 

State funds from the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) may be used for limited housing rehabilitation and water/wastewater connections in colonias areas. Additionally, the TWDB offers a grant program for extremely low-income households living in the colonias.

Local government funds cover basic community services such as fire/police protection, infrastructure maintenance/development, water/wastewater services, and a variety of other public services. 

Private sources of funding include local lenders who have committed continued support in leveraging federal funds for housing and community development activities. There are also numerous dedicated nonprofit organizations working to address housing and community development needs. The RGVECs will continue to encourage and support nonprofit organizations in securing additional funds, assisting them whenever possible.

Non-homeless Special Needs (91.205 (d) and 91.210 (d)) Analysis (including HOPWA)
*Please also refer to the Non-homeless Special Needs Table in the Needs.xls workbook.


1. Estimate, to the extent practicable, the number of persons in various subpopulations that are not homeless but may require housing or supportive services, including the elderly, frail elderly, persons with disabilities (mental, physical, developmental, persons with HIV/AIDS and their families), persons with alcohol or other drug addiction, and any other categories the jurisdiction may specify and describe their supportive housing needs.  The jurisdiction can use the Non-Homeless Special Needs Table (formerly Table 1B) of their Consolidated Plan to help identify these needs.
*Note:  HOPWA recipients must identify the size and characteristics of the population with HIV/AIDS and their families that will be served in the metropolitan area.
2. Identify the priority housing and supportive service needs of persons who are not homeless but require supportive housing, i.e., elderly, frail elderly, persons with disabilities (mental, physical, developmental, persons with HIV/AIDS and their families), persons with alcohol or other drug addiction by using the Non-homeless Special Needs Table.

3. Describe the basis for assigning the priority given to each category of priority needs.

4. Identify any obstacles to meeting underserved needs.

5. To the extent information is available, describe the facilities and services that assist persons who are not homeless but require supportive housing, and programs for ensuring that persons returning from mental and physical health institutions receive appropriate supportive housing.

6. If the jurisdiction plans to use HOME or other tenant based rental assistance to assist one or more of these subpopulations, it must justify the need for such assistance in the plan.

3-5 Year Non-homeless Special Needs Analysis response: 


The Consolidated Plan guidelines require that plans include a description of the housing and supportive services needs that may exist in the community for special needs populations, including the elderly and frail elderly, people with severe mental illnesses, people with disabilities (mental, physical, and developmental), people with alcohol or other drug addictions, and people with HIV/AIDS or other related diseases.  The populations discussed in this section may not necessarily be homeless but require assistance with housing and supportive services.  

Supportive services are a flexible array of comprehensive services, including medical, mental health, substance use recovery, vocational and employment, money management, case management, and life skill services, that allow people with special needs to live more independently.

Elderly and frail elderly sub-population data is available from both CHAS and the U.S. Census, and from consultations conducted by the communities that comprise the RGVECs.  For all other sub-populations described below, data is provided from the entitlement communities and their community-wide consultations with public agencies and community organizations.   

I. Elderly and Frail Elderly

An elderly person is defined as being at least 62 years of age.  The elderly, because they are often living on fixed incomes, are hit hardest by inflation, shortage of health care services, and the burdens imposed by infirmity and isolation.  For many elderly, their savings and fixed incomes cannot withstand the strain of high property taxes and rising costs of living.

In 2000, a total of 80,418 persons, or 10.2% of the RGVEC population, were 65 years or older.  From 2000 to 2004, the population of the region increased by about 13%.  If we apply this same rate of growth to the elderly population to determine a rough estimate, the number of elderly individuals in the region in 2004 is approximately 91,000.

The frail elderly are defined as elderly individuals who have one or more limitations to "activities of daily living".  In plain terms, the frail elderly need assistance in order to perform routine activities such as eating, bathing, and household maintenance.  In this largely Hispanic region, many persons in this category normally reside with their children, while a smaller number have the means to place their loved ones in nursing homes.

2000 CHAS data indicates that there are approximately 4,200 elderly renter households where at least one member has a disability that limits their activities of daily living.  In addition, there are about 13,000 elderly owner households with the same condition.  Of the renter households, 2,247 (53%) are inhabited by at least one person aged 75 or older.  Persons 62 to 74 years old occupy the other 1,990 (47%) households.  Of the owner households, 6,821 (52%) are inhabited by at least one person 75 years or older, and 6,389 (48%) are between 62 to 74 years old. 

Data collected by the RGVECs indicates a need for 3,793 housing units for elderly and frail elderly, and a current inventory of 1,576 units for this sub-population.  This leaves a gap of about 2,200 units.  In addition, it is estimated that there is the need for supportive services for 10,235 elderly and frail elderly individuals, and a current capacity of 7,750 slots, which leaves a gap of 2,485.

Supportive service needs include health care, home maintenance, transportation, shopping, and, sometimes, food preparation.  Social service providers generally provide services for citizens aged 55 years or older.  These service providers provide meals, nutrition programs, and recreational activities. In parts of the region, efforts have been combined across jurisdictional boundaries to address the transportation needs of the elderly and frail elderly.   

II. Severely Mentally Ill

It is estimated that one percent of the adult population in the United States meets the definition of severe mental illness.  Severe mental illness is defined by HUD as chronic (in existence for more than one year) mental illness, including such diagnoses and major affective disorders as schizophrenia and major depression.  The national trend to remove the severely mentally ill from institutions and allow them to be assimilated into the community can accelerate homelessness and create other community problems.  

The RGVECs estimate the housing need for 650 severely mentally ill individuals and a current capacity to meet the housing needs of 150 individuals, which indicates a gap of 500 units.  It is estimated that supportive services are needed for 700 individuals, and that there is the capacity to serve 125 individuals at this time—leaving a gap of 575 individuals.

III. Developmentally Disabled

The developmentally disabled are persons with severe, chronic mental and/or physical impairments, which are likely to continue indefinitely and cause serious problems in language, learning, mobility, and capacity for independent living.  People with developmental disabilities frequently need assisted living/working conditions, life skill training, and transportation assistance.

The RGVECs estimate that there is a housing need for 590 developmentally disabled individuals.  To meet this need, there are currently about 150 units available, which indicates a gap of 440 units.  As for supportive services, the need is estimated at 1,200 individuals, the current availability is 500 individuals, and the gap is 700 individuals.

IV. Physically Disabled

Due to the proximity of much of the region to the Mexican border, the high poverty level, lack of education, and poor prenatal care, there is a much higher incidence of disability. The physically disabled have one or more physical impairments impeding their ability to function independently.  This does not necessarily mean that the physically disabled are unproductive members of our community, however.  These citizens want to live as independently as possible.  According to the Census data provided by HUD, 18% of the population of the RGVECs has some type of disability.  For purposes of this calculation, an individual is classified as having a disability if any of the following three conditions were true: (1) they were 5 years old and over and had a response of "yes" to a sensory, physical, mental or self-care disability; (2) they were 16 years old and over and had a response of "yes" to going outside the home disability; or (3) they were 16 to 64 years old and had a response of "yes" to employment disability.

The RGVECs estimate a need of 406 housing units for physically disabled individuals, a current capacity of 150 units, and a resulting gap of 256 units.  For supportive services, the estimated need is 1,700 individuals, the estimated current capacity is 500 individuals, and the resulting gap is 1,200 individuals.

V. Persons with Alcohol/Other Drug Addictions

Alcohol and other drug addictions are defined as excessive and impairing use of alcohol or other drugs, including addiction.  We do know that there is a high correlation between alcohol and other drug addiction and housing problems.  For example, about one-third or more of clients in publicly funded residential programs are homeless most of the year.  Even for individuals that are not homeless, addictions can lead to unemployment, loss of wages (due to absenteeism), poor property maintenance, and other problems.

The RGVECs estimate a need for housing units for 600 individuals in this sub-population and a current availability of 250 units, with a gap of 350 units.  As for supportive services, the estimated need and the available capacity is 525 and 265, respectively, leaving a gap of 260.

VI. Persons with HIV/AIDS and Related Diseases

Anyone diagnosed with AIDS should be considered a member of this special needs sub-population.  In addition, anyone who is identified as HIV-positive is also included.

Based on data from the Texas Department of Health, the RGVECs have estimated that there are about 1,346 individuals living with HIV/AIDS in the region.  The communities collectively estimate a need for 165 units for persons with HIV/AIDS and their families. There is a current inventory of 50 units, with a gap of 115 units.  The communities also estimated a need for supportive services for 750 persons with HIV/AIDS and their families, while there is a capacity to serve 250 individuals at this time—leaving a gap of 500 individuals

Affordable housing is a problem for this population because of the high medical costs associated with HIV/AIDS treatment.  No housing exclusively for residents with AIDS or related diseases exists in the RGVECs at the present time. Rental assistance is, however, provided by the Valley AIDS Council.

VII. Public Housing Residents and Families on Waiting Lists

According to the RGVECs' consultations with local public housing agencies, an estimated 4,514 extremely low-, low-, and moderate-income households receive public housing or Section 8 rental assistance in the region. Many of these individuals and families would be at-risk for homelessness without the public assistance. 

Based on the consultations with PHAs, there were an estimated 8,693 households on waiting lists for public housing and Section 8 tenant-based assistance. Each of the PHAs administers separate waiting lists. Therefore, the total number of households may include some duplication.

VIII. Basis for Priority Setting

The RGVECs assigned priorities for their regional non-homeless special needs based on input gathered during the community-wide consultation and citizen participation processes. As explained in previous sections, the RGVECs met as a group to analyze the results from their needs assessment activities, assessing the similarities and differences of their priorities for assisting the non-homeless special needs population. While each entitlement community will utilize its HUD funding resources only within the area of its legal jurisdiction, the regional Consolidated Planning process improved the RGVECs’ ability to make decisions about which non-homeless special needs activities to fund within each entitlement community, and in consultation with other entitlement communities.

During the five-year period of this Consolidated Plan, the UCP plans to intiate a pilot program to provide tenant based rental assistance to households on public housing and Section 8 waiting lists. The need to assist this special needs population is based on the significant number of households--an estimated 8,693 individuals and families--on various waiting lists for public housing agencies in the region.

IX. Obstacles to Meeting Underserved Needs


South Texas is one of the fastest growing regions in the country, and its 
          population growth threatens to outstrip the existing capacity of local housing 

          and community development organizations. 


The RGVECs have a higher number of households living in poverty than the 

          rest of the State. Approximately 31.5% of households are living below the 

          poverty line, compared with 14.0% statewide.


Few extremely low- and low-income residents can afford a median priced 

          home or the rent for a market rate two-bedroom apartment. 


Much of the region continues to struggle with near double-digit 
          unemployment. In December 2004, the average unemployment rate for the 

          McAllen-Edinburg-Mission MSA and the Brownsville-Harlingen-San Benito MSA 

          was 11.6% and 9.3%, respectively. 


A major contributor to the region’s unemployment and high poverty is the 
          region’s low educational attainment levels. According to the 2000 Census, 

          approximately 19.9% residents in the RGVEC have graduated from high 

          school, compared to 24.8% statewide. Approximately 8.5% graduated from 

          college, compared with 15.6% statewide.

X. Description of Facilities and Services

There is a broad network of public agencies and community organizations within the South Texas region that focus on both the housing and supportive service needs of special needs populations. These agencies include many of the organizations contacted during the community-wide consultation process, including: 


Amigos Del Valle, Inc.

Senior Community Outreach Services, Inc.

Area Agency of Aging of the Lower Rio Grande Valley

McAllen Good Samaritan

Foster Grandparents

The ARC of Texas Rio Grande Valley 


Easter Seals Rio Grande Valley

Options, Inc.

Regional School for the Deaf

Texas Commission for the Blind

Tropical Texas Center for Mental Health and Mental Retardation

Valley Association for Independent Living

Valley AIDS Council

Comfort House Services, Inc.


Texas Department of Health 

Overall, these organizations cannot meet all of the needs of their target groups. However, the number of public agencies and community organizations and their diverse funding mechanisms ensure that a substantial portion of the special needs population will be served.

Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS (HOPWA) 


*Please also refer to the HOPWA Table in the Needs.xls workbook.


1. The Plan includes a description of the activities to be undertaken with its HOPWA Program funds to address priority unmet housing needs for the eligible population.  Activities will assist persons who are not homeless but require supportive housing, such as efforts to prevent low-income individuals and families from becoming homeless and may address the housing needs of persons who are homeless in order to help homeless persons make the transition to permanent housing and independent living.  The plan would identify any obstacles to meeting underserved needs and summarize the priorities and specific objectives, describing how funds made available will be used to address identified needs.

2. The Plan must establish annual HOPWA output goals for the planned number of households to be assisted during the year in: (1) short-term rent, mortgage and utility payments to avoid homelessness; (2) rental assistance programs; and (3) in housing facilities, such as community residences and SRO dwellings, where funds are used to develop and/or operate these facilities.  The plan can also describe the special features or needs being addressed, such as support for persons who are homeless or chronically homeless.   These outputs are to be used in connection with an assessment of client outcomes for achieving housing stability, reduced risks of homelessness and improved access to care.

3. For housing facility projects being developed, a target date for the completion of each development activity must be included and information on the continued use of these units for the eligible population based on their stewardship requirements (e.g. within the ten-year use periods for projects involving acquisition, new construction or substantial rehabilitation).

4. The Plan includes an explanation of how the funds will be allocated including a description of the geographic area in which assistance will be directed and the rationale for these geographic allocations and priorities.  Include the name of each project sponsor, the zip code for the primary area(s) of planned activities, amounts committed to that sponsor, and whether the sponsor is a faith-based and/or grassroots organization.

5. The Plan describes the role of the lead jurisdiction in the eligible metropolitan statistical area (EMSA), involving (a) consultation to develop a metropolitan-wide strategy for addressing the needs of persons with HIV/AIDS and their families living throughout the EMSA with the other jurisdictions within the EMSA; (b) the standards and procedures to be used to monitor HOPWA Program activities in order to ensure compliance by project sponsors of the requirements of the program.

6. The Plan includes the certifications relevant to the HOPWA Program.

3-5 Year Strategic Plan HOPWA response: 

This section is not applicable to the RGVECs’ Consolidated Plan. None of the Rio Grande Valley Entitlement Communities are recipients of Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) Program funds.
Specific HOPWA Objectives

1. Describe how Federal, State, and local public and private sector resources that are reasonably expected to be available will be used to address identified needs for the period covered by the strategic plan.

3-5 Year Specific HOPWA Objectives response: 


This section is not applicable to the RGVECs’ Consolidated Plan. None of the Rio Grande Valley Entitlement Communities are recipients of Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) Program funds.

OTHER NARRATIVE

Include any Strategic Plan information that was not covered by a narrative in any other section. 


No other narrative sections are included in the RGVECs’ Consolidated Plan.
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