The Texas Low Income Housing
Information Service is monitoring the
process of recovery five months
removed from Hurricane Harvey. Based
on available data, it is unclear whether
rebuilding and relief assistance is
working for all affected Texans so far.
Researchers call for greater data
transparency to understand how to
ensure all people get the help they
need.
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ANALYSIS AND OBSERVATIONS OF AVAILABLE
HURRICANE HARVEY DATA
This analysis is based on data publicly available through the FEMA and HUD websites about the
progress of Hurricane Harvey recovery. 1 Information about damage estimates, assistance allocation
and unmet need have been mapped and analyzed. This offers a picture, however incomplete, of
post-hurricane housing in this area of Texas.
However, the data available through these agencies is far from adequate for the task at hand, which
includes locating those who need additional help to recover and allocating adequate funds to these
households. While this report will cover what we can learn from the available data, it will also
indicate the areas where information and transparency are lacking, and where essential investigation
is necessary.

FINDINGS
Looking at the eight COG areas within the disaster region, patterns recognizable in the data are as
follows:

Registrations (FEMA, last updated January 2018)
The count of valid registrations is based on all those applications received from counties that are
within the designated IHP assistance area and that were received during the FEMA designated
registration period.
●
●

●
●
●

A total of approximately 886,910 valid registrations had been received by FEMA as of
January 8, 2018.
By far, the largest number of households applied for assistance within the HoustonGalveston COG area. Roughly 647,000 valid registrations (73% of the total) were received
from this area. Out of these, approximately 40% have been approved for assistance.
The second largest number of registrations (approximately 91,000) were received from the
South East Texas Regional Planning Commission area, of which 58% have been approved.
The total number of valid registrations from owners and renters are roughly equal across
Texas (approximately 443,000 each).
Houston-Galveston was the only COG area where more renters than owners submitted valid
registrations. 53% of the valid registrations in this area were from renter households.
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Both the FEMA and HUD data were downloaded from publicly-accessible online portals. The FEMA data is available here:
https://www.fema.gov/media-library/assets/documents/34758, while the HUD data is found here: https://egishud.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/3a64a17abe0a40b58f68664893fdd69f_0 Descriptions of each type of data will be provided
based on the metadata and information provided from FEMA and HUD.
The data included in this report is aggregated by Council of Governments (COG) regions (See Maps and Charts page 1 for a map of
disaster-designated counties and COG boundaries). This is because the COGs are the regional bodies tasked with cooperating with
the state General Land Office (GLO) and FEMA on the administration of disaster assistance.
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●

(However, because Houston-Galveston accounts for such a large share of the registrations,
renters are still 50% of registrations regionally.)
The COG areas with the lowest percentages of renters were the four COGs with the fewest
registrations: Brazos Valley (21%), Capital Area (23%), Alamo Area (24%), and Deep East
Texas (26%).

SUMMARY: Out of the roughly 887,000 registrations received by FEMA, the largest share were
from Houston, followed by South East Texas. Regionally, the share of owners and renters in this
total were roughly equal.

Inspections (FEMA, last updated January 2018)
When a valid registration is received, an inspector is sent to the housing unit to record damage and
loss, as well as affirm the identity of the applicant. All FEMA eligibility determinations require an
inspection. 2 However, in the case of renters, inspectors do not record real property damage
specifications, which can provide important context regarding damage to the unit. With renter
applicants, they are mostly concerned with the habitability of the structure and the personal property
loss resulting from the disaster.
●

●

●

Across the disaster area, 65% of housing units with a valid registration (67% of owners and
63% of renters) have received inspections. 52% of inspections have been of owner-occupied
units and 48% have been of renter-occupied units.
The lowest inspection rates are in the Coastal Bend (55%) Golden Crescent (59%) areas.
The highest rates of inspection are in the three COG areas with the fewest registrations
(Brazos Valley, Alamo Area and Capital Area).
The lowest inspection rates for owners are in Coastal Bend (52%) and Golden Crescent
(57%), compared to the regional figure of 67%. For renters, the lowest inspection rates are in
the Coastal Bend (58%), Deep East Texas (60%), and Houston-Galveston (62%), compared
to the regional figure of 63%.

SUMMARY: Though renters and owners make up roughly equal percentages of the total
registrations received, more owners have been inspected than renters. This is especially
pronounced in the Southern region of the affected areas.

Approvals (FEMA, last updated January 2018)
These figures are based on the number of households approved for FEMA IHP assistance. Again,
most but not all of these approvals require an inspection. (See Maps and Charts page 2 and 3.)
●

About 45% of owners and 36% of renters have been approved for assistance. Owners
account for 56% of those approved, while renters account for 44%.

2 When contacted regarding the question of whether inspections are required for all applicants, FEMA representatives were “unable
to think of a situation in which an inspection wouldn’t be required”.
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●

In five COG regions, all except the Coastal Bend, Golden Crescent, and Alamo Area, owners
have been approved for assistance at a higher rate than renters. In South East Texas, the
difference is 14%; 56% of owners and only 42% of renters have been approved.

SUMMARY: Higher percentages of owners have been approved than renters. This is
particularly dramatic in South East Texas, 3 where there is an especially large gap between
approvals for owners and renters. However, there are three COGs where renters are being
approved at a higher rate than owners.

Assistance (FEMA, last updated January 2018)
There are three categories of FEMA Individual and Households Program (IHP) assistance available
to qualified applicants: 1) Repair/ Replace, 2) Rental or Housing Assistance, and 3) Other Needs,
which may include personal property, transportation, medical, dental, funeral, essential tools,
moving/storage, miscellaneous and other needs. Repair and Replacement assistance is not granted
to renters, as they do not own the housing unit they occupy. (See Maps and Charts page 5 and 10.)
●

●

●

●

●
●

●

The total amount of IHP Assistance awarded in the disaster area as of January 8th is
$1,487,146,997. The majority of this FEMA Individual and Household assistance has gone
toward repair and replacement of housing units (58%), with 20% going to rental assistance
and 22% to other needs.
84% of IHP assistance has gone to owners and 16% to renters in Texas. The Golden
Crescent and Coastal Bend (the two southernmost COGs) have by far the highest percent of
assistance going to renters (31% and 28%, respectively). The COGs with the lowest percent
of assistance going to renters are Brazos Valley, Capital Area and Deep East Texas (5%,
6%, and 7%, respectively).
For owners in the region as a whole, 70% of IHP was designated for Repair and
Replacement, with 17% for Rental and 13% for Other Needs. The average IHP per owner
household was $5,989.
For renters, the breakdown of IHP designations was 0% Repair / Replacement (Renters are
not eligible for this type of assistance, as they do not own the structure), 34% Rental and
66% Other Needs. The average IHP per renter household was $1,765.
The average owner assistance was 3.4 times the average renter assistance for the region.
In the Coastal Bend and Golden Crescent COG areas, owners received 2.1 and 1.8 times
the amount received by renters, a much smaller ratio than in other COG regions (3.4 being
the average).
The average IHP for owners was significantly lower than the regional average in both the
Coastal Bend ($1,359) and the Golden Crescent ($1,121) COG areas.
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According to a December 2017 study by the Kaiser Family Foundation and Episcopal Health Foundation, the “Golden Triangle”
region (the area of South East Texas between Beaumont, Orange and Port Arthur) is of particular concern. 77% of those they
interviewed in the Golden Triangle reported being affected by property damage or income loss. This area had the highest percent of
respondents reporting being affected by the storm. Six in ten people surveyed from the Golden Triangle area also reported that their
lives were still disrupted three months after the hurricane.
Hamel, Liz, et al. An Early Assessment of Hurricane Harvey’s Impact on Vulnerable Texans in the Gulf Coast Region: Their Voices
and Priorities to Inform Rebuilding Efforts. Kaiser Family Foundation, Episcopal Health Foundation, 2017, An Early Assessment of
Hurricane Harvey’s Impact on Vulnerable Texans in the Gulf Coast Region: Their Voices and Priorities to Inform Rebuilding Efforts,
files.kff.org/attachment/Report-An-Early-Assessment-of-Hurricane-Harveys-Impact-on-Vulnerable-Texans-in-the-Gulf.
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●

●

These two areas also allocated significantly lower than average percentages of IHP for
owners to Repair and Replacement assistance - 53% in the Golden Crescent and 60% in the
Coastal Bend, compared to the regional figure of 70%. These areas had higher than average
percentages of their owner IHP designated toward Rental assistance for owners - 21% in
Golden Crescent and 20% in the Coastal Bend area, compared to an average of 17%
regionally.
In the Coastal Bend and Golden Crescent COG areas, Rental assistance accounted for a
higher percentage of total IHP assistance to renters than in the other COG areas (41% and
37%, respectively, compared to the 34% regional figure). On the other hand, the areas that
allocated the smallest percentage of renter IHP to Rental assistance were the three COG
areas with the least damage.

SUMMARY: Owners have received a much larger share of the total IHP granted for Hurricane
Harvey than renters, which is because assistance amounts granted to each owner-occupied
household are generally much higher. The largest category of assistance for owners is
Repair/Replacement of housing units, and the largest category for renters is Rental or Housing
assistance. On average, owners receive more than three times the amount renters are given. In
the Southern COG areas, significantly less IHP for owners has been allocated toward Repair
and Replacement. A higher percentage of IHP in these areas has been allocated toward
renters, with larger-than-average percentage of that total going toward Rental assistance for
renters.

Housing Damage Cost (FEMA, last updated January 2018)
These figures represent the total damage amount recorded by FEMA at the time of inspection, and
is therefore based on their methodology and limited to only the housing units FEMA has inspected.
(Therefore, this is not a complete account of all housing damage in the disaster area and shouldn’t
be interpreted as such.) It is also notable that this damage amount includes all documented damage,
whether or not it is otherwise insured, and whether or not it is eligible for FEMA assistance. (See
Maps and Charts page 4.)
●
●

As of January 8, 2018, FEMA’s total count of housing damage costs was $2,156,291,483.
(See important qualifications above)
The Houston-Galveston COG region accounts for the vast majority of the housing unit
damage amount (about 72% of the total for the disaster-designated counties). South East
Texas’ share is about 21% if the total,4 followed by the Coastal Bend (about 4%) and Deep
East Texas (about 1%)

4
In the Kaiser/Episcopal Health survey, the numbers for self-reported housing damage were most dramatic in the Golden Triangle.
62% of those surveyed there reported damage, including 35% who said their home either had “major damage or was destroyed”.
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SUMMARY: Houston-Galveston has by far the highest damage amount, followed by South East
Texas, Coastal Bend and Deep East Texas. However, it must be noted that this amount does
not represent a complete count of damage but merely a snapshot of units that have been
inspected as of January.

Housing Damage and Unmet Need (HUD, last updated November 2017)
HUD uses FEMA inspection data to calculate the extent of housing damage5, as well as what they
call housing units with “unmet need”6.
●

●

●

●

●

●
●

●

216,385 units are determined to be damaged according to HUD, and 114,193 are seriously
damaged. 76% of seriously damaged units are located in the Houston-Galveston COG. 20%
are in South East Texas, and 3% are in the Coastal Bend COG area.
According to HUD’s data, 74% of the seriously damaged units in the disaster region are
owner-occupied, while only 26% are renter-occupied. The COG area with the most
significant damage, Houston-Galveston, is average in terms of this breakdown, with 74%
owner and 26% renter.
The areas with the highest percentages of seriously damaged renter-occupied units are the
Coastal Bend and Golden Crescent COGs. 43% of the seriously damaged units in Coastal
Bend are renter-occupied, while 42% of those in Golden Crescent are renter-occupied. In
Deep East Texas, only 5% of the seriously damaged units are renter-occupied.
There are a total of 55,266 units with unmet need in the disaster region, which is about 48%
of the seriously damaged units. In some COG areas, this percentage is much higher. In
Deep East Texas (67%), Capital Area (62%), and South East Texas (55%), larger shares of
the seriously damaged units also have unmet need.
Regionally, 78% of units with unmet need are owner-occupied and 22% are renter-occupied.
The percent of units with unmet need occupied by renters is higher in Coastal Bend (36%),
Golden Crescent (37%, and Houston-Galveston (23%).
73% of the seriously damaged units with unmet need are in Houston-Galveston. 23% are in
South East Texas.
51% of seriously damaged owner-occupied units also have unmet need. In three COGs, this
figure is much higher: Capital Area (73%), Deep East Texas (69%), and South East Texas
(60%).
40% of seriously damaged renter-occupied units have unmet need. In Deep East Texas, this
figure is 48%, while in Houston-Galveston, it is 41%.
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For owners, seriously damaged housing units are defined as those that have incurred more than $8,000 of FEMA-inspected real
property damage and/or flooding of 1 or more feet on the first floor. Renter-occupied homes are considered seriously damaged if
there has been more than $2,000 in FEMA-inspected personal property damage and/or 1 or more feet of flooding on the first floor.
6 Seriously damaged units with unmet need include a) any flood-damaged home located outside the 100-year floodplain, b) any
uninsured, flood-damaged home located within the 100-year floodplain, and income below 120% of the Area Median Income (AMI),
and c) renters with income less than 50% of the AMI. (See Maps and Charts page 6 and 7.)
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SUMMARY: The majority of units meeting the HUD criteria for seriously damaged are owneroccupied. Most of these are in Houston-Galveston. The Southern regions have the highest
percentages of renter-occupied seriously damaged units. In terms of unmet need, almost ¾ of
the units are in Houston-Galveston. There are higher-than-average percentages of renter
households with unmet need in the Southern COGs and Houston-Galveston. Deep East Texas,
Capital Area and South East Texas generally have higher percentages of seriously damaged
units that also have unmet need (for both owners and renters).

DATA LIMITATIONS
Unfortunately, there are many limitations to what we are able to conclude from this information,
resulting in an analysis that raises more questions than answers about how to ensure a complete
and just recovery for Hurricane Harvey survivors. Researchers outside the state and federal
government don’t currently have access to the data necessary to know where remaining unmet
needs exist at a household level, which leaves local governments and service providers with little
direction for assisting communities in recovery.
The crucial limitations of the publicly available data are as follows:
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Lack of geographic specificity: The FEMA data is released at the zip code level, while the
HUD data is calculated by block group. These larger geographies offer us some idea of where
concentrations of damage and need exist, but do not allow us to identify which neighborhoods
or blocks have been most affected,have been given assistance, or have a remaining unmet
need.
Lack of time-based, longitudinal data: Information identified with a particular application
(with any personal identifying information redacted) would allow us to chart the process that
households and individuals go through, including how long each step is taking and why
delays occur.
Lack of demographic information on applicants: While it is not necessary to know a
household or individual’s exact identity, it is useful to know, for example, their annual income
or whether they belong to any protected classes. Those who have the hardest time recovering
after disasters are often people of color with low incomes, and a significant part of monitoring
recovery is making sure these vulnerable groups receive the assistance they need –
something that can’t be done without access to demographic data.
Incompleteness and imprecision of the data: For privacy reasons, as well as lack of
complete data collection, some datasets are missing counts for certain areas. This is
sometimes done to preserve privacy in small areas, but this also results in these households
not appearing in counts of damage or need. If we are going to gain an accurate picture of the
need, there must be a way to determine where it exists.
Unpredictable, infrequent and intermittent release of new data: These public datasets are
updated in what appears to be a random fashion. There are no monthly or weekly updates
that can help us track need over time, and when they are released, they are not often
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publicized. This is insufficient for monitoring disaster recovery, which is a long and
complicated process requiring timely action and consistent vigilance.
6. Poor transparency regarding crucial procedures: Outside of government agencies and
contractors, there is a lack of understanding of how decisions are made and processes are
undertaken at every level. For example, FEMA evaluates data recorded by inspectors to
determine eligibility for assistance, but the method for accomplishing this task is not publicly
disclosed. This is especially important in the process of determining federal, state and even
regional allocations for long term recovery. Not only the data but also the methodology used
to make these critical determinations is not made publicly available, making it difficult to
monitor, assess or contest.
In summary, the data that is currently available represents something like an occasional, out-offocus snapshot taken at a distance. This is not sufficient for monitoring the recovery process, and
will only result in speculative or anecdotal conclusions about its progress. Neither is it adequate for
determining how funds should be allocated across the affected area.

QUESTIONS RAISED BY THIS DATA
The following observations are based on this very limited data, but reveal questions that can and
should be investigated using the most complete and accurate information available (within reason)
from our government agencies. It is their responsibility to take seriously the sharing of data with
those who seek to support a just recovery.

1) Differential approval rates between owners and renters
Description: Overall, in the disaster-affected region, a higher percentage of owners are
being approved for assistance compared to renters. This is despite the fact that owners and
renters have registered in roughly equal numbers. In certain highly-affected COG regions,
the discrepancy between approval of owners and renters is particularly dramatic.
Details: In the 41 disaster-designated counties, 45% of owners have been approved for IHP
assistance, while only 36% of renters have. In the most highly-affected COGs (HoustonGalveston and South East Texas), this inequality is quite pronounced. In Houston-Galveston,
46% of owners and 35% of renters have been approved, and in South East Texas, 56% of
owners and 42% of renters have been approved.
Questions raised by the data: Differential approval rates raise questions about the
approval or inspection process and in what ways it may favor homeowners. The reason for
low approval rates among renters in particular could be due to a number of different factors.
Possible contributing factors include:
● Logistical difficulties: This could include such challenges as establishing occupancy
or lack of a formal written lease, especially for leases under a year, demonstrating
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●

●

personal property losses (as opposed to real property damage), differential treatment
of unique living arrangements, such as boarders and roommates (given that all the
applications combined cannot exceed the personal property line item maximum for a
household), lack of instruction on how to complete applications correctly and
completely, lack of education regarding benefits available to renters in the first place
or information to convey during the inspection, the need for renters to apply for SBA
loans as well as FEMA assistance, or inability to access damaged properties or
belongings for inspections.
Procedural problems: Methods used to determine eligibility for assistance may be
resulting in a systematic rejection or undervaluing of the losses of renters. For
example, the process used by inspectors may lead them to approve renters at a
lower rate or result in lower assistance offers, potentially as a result of bias on behalf
of inspectors for low-income inspections and lower value of personal property or less
time spent on inspections for renters.
Actual disparity in damage/need: There could be a legitimate difference in how much
need renters and owners actually have, which is reflected in the lower approval rates
for renters.

Significance: The fact remains that renters are applying for assistance and not receiving it.
Given the additional hurdles faced by renters, the process could potentially lead to a
systematic undercounting of the needs of renters. Without an accurate picture of affected
renters, it’s difficult to make a fair allocation of funds, and any allocation made based on this
data is likely to fall short of the true housing need of survivors. An equitable recovery won’t
be possible unless we have an accurate and detailed picture of who has been affected and
ensure that they are receiving the assistance they need.
Additional data needs: In order to determine why owners and renters are being approved
at different rates, it is essential to have the following information:
● Full documentation of the training materials, inspection forms and criteria used by
both trained inspectors and government agencies to determine eligibility
● Datasets that include demographic and geographic information on the applicant, as
well as a chronological log of their application/inspection/determination process. This
data should also include the information on why they were approved or denied 7, any
inspection codes attached to their case and a continued documentation of any
appeals submitted.
● Complete information on the damage documented in the unit, as well as personal
property damage
● Data on numbers of rejection letters sent out, as well as detailed documentation of all
appeals submitted to FEMA

7

According the Kaiser/Episcopal Health Survey, “Among the 30 percent of those who applied for FEMA or SBA assistance who say
their application was denied, four in ten (38 percent) say they were not told why their application was denied, and six in ten (59
percent) say they were not given information on how to revise and resubmit their application.”
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2) Lower rates of inspections for renters
Description: Renters in all but the two southernmost COG regions are being inspected at a
lower rate than owners. Overall, 37% of renters and 33% of homeowners have not received
inspections. In some areas, the gap is even wider.
Details: In Houston-Galveston, 32% of owners and 37% of renters have not received
inspections. In South East Texas, the figure is 25% of owners and 29% of renters. Other
COGs also show similar disparity, though, the total number of people affected in other COG
areas is lower. For example, out of the roughly 10,000 valid registrations received from Deep
East Texas, 28% of owners and 40% of renters have not received an inspection.
Questions raised by the data: The disparity in inspection rates between owners and
renters raises the question of why the applications of renters are resulting in inspections less
often. It is possible that this is an intentional decision of triage, in which it is determined at
some level that owner-occupied housing units should be prioritized. On the other hand, this
could have to do with form-related complications unique to or more prevalent in renter
households. It could also be a result of difficulties executing the inspection meeting as a
result of logistical challenges. Inspectors may be more numerous in certain areas or may
tend to begin their inspections in some locations and not others. In general, the process may,
for whatever reason, favor owners, resulting in higher numbers of inspections. However,
without additional data, we can only speculate as to why this is occurring based on the
experiences of community members and advocates on the ground.
Significance: As stated above, regardless of the reason, any systematic undercounting of
renters could result in an inaccurate picture of need – especially if these households are not
even receiving inspections in the first place. In Houston-Galveston, this is especially
concerning, since it suggests about 131,000 renter households that completed valid
registrations have not been inspected almost 5 months after the hurricane. On one hand,
these differences may be the result of how inspections are organized, such as where trained
inspectors are sent first. In this case, this problem needs to be addressed. If, on the other
hand, these differences are related to individual challenges (such as insurance, paperwork or
logistics), these need to be identified if they are to be solved. Some challenges may be
experienced by large numbers of people or by specific types of people in specific situations
or areas, for example, those with high populations of speakers of other languages8. If we
know these problems are occurring, we can attempt to remedy them, and remove barriers to
get survivors the help they need.
Additional data needs: When it comes to determining why renters are failing to receive an
inspection, we need to know:
● Information on how inspections are designated or assigned and whether there is
some system for the order of which applications are inspected.
● Longitudinal data showing when households applied, whether any information was
missing or incorrect on the forms, what problems (if any) held up their application, if
8

The Kaiser/Episcopal Health survey found that 3 in 10 Spanish speakers reported that it was difficult to find information in Spanish
following the hurricane.
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●
●

there were any issues contacting the applicant, and how long they waited for an
inspection, and how many inspections needed to be repeated and under what
circumstances a follow-up inspection would be granted.
Specific information about the housing unit type (single family, duplex, multi-family,
townhome) and where it is located
This data should also be tied to demographic and geographic data, since this can
help identify those populations disproportionately experiencing particular problems
with their applications.

3) Large proportions of uninspected homes in the Southern region of affected
area (Coastal Bend and Golden Crescent)
Description: In the Coastal Bend and Golden Crescent COG regions, there are dramatically
elevated percentages of both owners and renters who have not received inspections after
applying for assistance.
Details: In the Coastal Bend COG region, 48% of owners and 42% of renters have not
received an inspection. In the Golden Crescent COG region, 43% of owners and 37% of
renters haven’t received an inspection. This is compared to figures of 33% for owners and
37% for renters overall. These are the only two COGs with these elevated percentages of
uninspected claims. For owners, the inspection rates are particularly low in these
southernmost COG areas. In the Coastal Bend COG area, only 52% of owners have
received and inspection, compared with the regional figure of 67%. In the Golden Crescent
area, 57% of owners have been inspected. Renters in the Coastal Bend also have belowaverage inspection rates (58%, compared with the regional figure of 63%).
Questions raised by the data: It is not clear from the available data why these areas have
been inspected at such low rates. This could have to do with their location, farther from
Houston and other highly-affected population centers. The process for deploying inspectors
may result in these areas waiting longer for a meeting. The geographic difference could also
be due to concentrations of similar application issues stemming from any number of
circumstances. The fact that owners in particular are experiencing such low inspection rates
is noteworthy, as well. However, information is insufficient to determine why this is
occurring.9
Significance: The recovery of an entire region of the state is an important consideration,
and, depending on the cause of these low inspection rates, solutions may be easily
identifiable. These are the types of patterns that can be easily recognized in quality data, and
9

Importantly, there is news from the Coastal Bend that offers some hint at what might be happening there. The Coastal Bend COG
has backed out of a deal with the GLO to administer local recovery efforts, including inspections, because they lacked the financial
capacity to front the money to hire new case managers. There have also been reports of ample frustration on the part of applicants
with unresolved claims. According to Coastal Bend Council of Governments Executive Director John Buckner, hundreds of
applicants in that area had given up seeking FEMA assistance after being “bounced” between FEMA and SBA loan applications.
Acosta, Tim. “Commissioner: Harvey a Disaster with Very Little Relief.” Corpus Christi Caller-Times, 19 Dec. 2017,
www.caller.com/story/news/2017/12/19/nueces-commissioner-harvey-aftermath-disaster-very-little-relief-fema/964821001/.
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they could potentially be remedied with geographically — or demographically -targeted
solutions in the area.
Additional data needs:
● Information on how inspections are designated and whether there is some system for
the order in which applications are inspected.
● Information on how inspections are conducted for owners and renters and how they
differ procedurally.
● Longitudinal data showing when households applied, whether any information was
missing or incorrect on the forms, what problems (if any) held up their application,
and how long they waited for an inspection.
● Insurance information: Whether the applicant has homeowners’ or renters’ insurance,
the name of the insurer, the amount of their insurance settlement, whether the
applicant has flood insurance, and the amount of their insurance settlement

4) South East Texas stands out in damage and unmet need (but also approvals
and inspections)
Description: Houston-Galveston has clearly been hit very hard, but it is also likely to receive
the majority of media attention and assistance. By several metrics, South East Texas, which
includes the Golden Triangle region, has also been hit extremely hard, as well as being
home to households that potentially lack the ability to recover from Harvey on their own.
Details: Across Texas, out of the top ten zip codes with the highest damage estimates
(according to FEMA inspections), four are located in South East Texas (See Maps and
Charts page 4). By this same measure, the South East Texas COG region accounts for 21%
of the total housing damage estimate, second only to Houston-Galveston, which is much
larger and more populous.
A significant portion of the block groups with unmet need over 50% and a total of
more than 100 seriously damaged units are also located in the South East Texas COG area.
Out of the 107 block groups in this category (See Maps and Charts page 6), 37% are located
in this COG area, while 60% are in Houston-Galveston.
Questions raised by the data: These high measures of damage and unmet need, both by
FEMA and by HUD, suggest that South East Texas should not be ignored in the allocation of
future funding. Interestingly, this COG area has higher than average approval and inspection
rates, which suggests that households in the area are being included in the data to a greater
degree than they are in other areas, which means the estimates may reflect more accurately
the true level of need there. However, the data doesn’t tell us why people in these areas
have been more likely to receive inspections. This may be due to decision-making or
logistics at the federal, state, or sub-contractor level, or it may be due to specific situations
faced by applicants on the ground.
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Significance: First, the recovery of this region is very important, even if it is likely to be
undercounted when compared to Houston-Galveston. It is crucial to make sure all regions
are addressed in a timely manner, allowing government agencies to make adequate funding
requests and allocations. Second, it would be useful to understand why some areas have
higher or lower inspection rates. Depending on the reason, this can help researchers
determine if there might be other areas that are being underrepresented and how this can be
corrected when determining need.
Additional data needs:
● Information on how inspections are designated and whether there is some system for
the order in which applications are inspected.
● Longitudinal data showing when households applied, whether any information was
missing or incorrect on the forms, what problems (if any) held up their application,
and how long they waited for an inspection.

Conclusion
These four trends appearing in the public data can be easily investigated given access to adequate
data. Compiling and sharing this information is well within the capability of our public agencies, and
there is much to be gained by analyzing this information. Not only will researchers and advocates be
able to spot trends and anomalies, but local and regional governments will have the necessary tools
to locate and assist those with unmet needs. Without this data, advocates and local officials are
attempting to deduce rough solutions from inadequate information. Any issues with short-term
recovery will carry over into the long-term recovery as the CDBG-funded rebuilding process is
largely informed by the data generated through FEMA activities. It’s time for the state and federal
agencies to shine a light on patterns and issues that impacted people and service providers are
reporting on the ground.
Improving the recovery from major disasters is invaluable, and every opportunity should be taken to
address the challenges and limitations faced by survivors. At the very least, this means consistent
monitoring and thorough analysis of the best available information.
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(Source: FEMA Individual and Household Assistance Data, January 8, 2018)
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Individual and Household Assistance
Source: FEMA, 2018
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Seriously Damaged Units and Unmet Need*
By Block Group (Source: HUD, 2017, ACS 2012-2016 5-Yr Estimates)
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•Renters with income less than 50% of Area Median Income (AMI).
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