Community Development Block
Grant Mitigation Funding
Understanding the objectives and
considerations of this new federal disaster aid

U.S. HUDs Community Development Block Grant Mitigation Funding
signals an evolution in federal disaster aid that requires new approaches by
government grantees and those seeking to assist in the use of these funds.
A new type of federal funding focused on increasing
community disaster resilience is presently making its debut
among 16 state and local government recipients nationwide
and is creating a new array of challenges and opportunities
that will require new and innovative data-backed approaches
to post-disaster governance, grant management, and
infrastructure performance and financing strategy.
In the aftermath of several major natural disasters throughout
the U.S. in 2017, Congress appropriated money to the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for
the purpose of helping impacted states and communities
mitigate their risks from future disasters. Consequently, HUD
created the Community Development Block Grant Mitigation
(CDBG-MIT) Program. In all, $15.9 billion is being directly
granted to 16 states, U.S. territories, and cities in this firsttime allocation.
Comparatively, CDBG-MIT combines regulatory and policy
characteristics from FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation Grant
Program (HMGP) and HUD’s other primary post-disaster
funding known as Community Development Block Grants for
Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR). Uniquely, though, CDBG-MIT
focuses on enabling proactive disaster resilience governance
strategies, project investments, and planning processes
across both a community’s public and private sector spheres.
In so doing, CDBG-MIT is a sizeable shift from other postdisaster federal aid that aims to recover, rehabilitate, and
restore and will be a catalyst for the creation of similarly
styled state and local resilience funding sources.
The following is an analysis of the key types of uses, rules,
and preferences for CDBG-MIT, in addition to a listing of
these first grantee, allocations, and timelines for fund use.

Who is receiving CDBG-MIT awards?
CDBG-MIT is awarded proportionally to eligible grantees’
respective disaster impacts. Absent HUD waivers, grantees
must expend 50 percent of the funding within six years of
executing grant agreements and all funds within 12 years.
Below are initial grantees with their deadlines for submitting
action plans (AP) (funding applications).
• Puerto Rico, $8,285,284,000 (AP due 9/4/2020)
• Texas, $4,297,189,000 (AP due 2/3/2020)
• Louisiana, $1,213,917,000 (AP due 2/3/2020)
• USVI, $774,188,000 (AP due 4/6/2020)
• Florida, $633,485,000 (AP due 2/3/2020)
• North Carolina, $168,067,000 (AP due 2/3/2020)
• South Carolina, $157,590,000 (AP due 2/3/2020)
• West Virginia, $106,494,000 (AP due 2/3/2020)
• California, $88,219,000 (AP due 4/6/2020)
• Houston, Texas, $61,884,000 (AP due 3/2/2020)
• Missouri, $41,592,000 (AP due 4/6/2020)
• Georgia, $26,961,000 (AP due 4/6/2020)
• San Marcos, Texas, $24,012,000 (AP due 3/2/2020)
• Richland, South Carolina, $21,864,000 (AP due 3/2/2020)
• Columbia, South Carolina, $18,585.000 (AP due 3/2/2020)
• Lexington, South Carolina, $15,185,000 (AP due 3/2/2020)

Main objectives intended in awarding CDBG-MIT
CDBG-MIT must be used to implement data and mitigation
assessment-backed infrastructure, housing, economic
development, or planning activities that measurably increase
resilience and reduce or eliminate long-term risk of loss of
life, community hardship, and property damage. Foremost,
pursued mitigation activities should benefit vulnerable low
and moderate income populations within specific disaster
impacted and distressed areas that HUD lists for each
grantee based on the disasters that qualified for this funding.

FEMA-approved hazard mitigation plans relevant to the
grantee’s jurisdiction. Further, for infrastructure-related
mitigation projects costing $100 million or more and involving
at least $50 million from CDBG funds, grantees must
perform benefit cost analyses (BCA) that are similar in scope
and methodology to BCA assessments done in furtherance
of using HMGP funding—albeit with the inclusion of
unique benefit calculations relative to aiding LMI persons in
mitigating risks or responding to and recover from disasters.

Policy differences and similarities among CDBG-MIT and
other HUD and FEMA disaster funding
With its emphasis on mitigating harm from future disasters,
particularly among physically and economically vulnerable
populations, CDBG-MIT is a hybrid of HUD CDBG-DR and
FEMA HMGP. For example, CDBG-MIT recipients are
required to meet one or more statutorily required “national
objectives” that have long governed the use of HUD’s other
community development block grants. Specifically, at least
50 percent of total expenditures must benefit vulnerable
lower- and moderate-income (LMI) people and communities.
Moreover, at least 50 percent of a grantee’s CDBG-MIT
allocation must be used for the benefit of communities
within HUD’s listed “most impacted and distressed”
(MID) areas.

Prioritized projects and programs in using CDBG-MIT funding

Similar to FEMA’s HMGP, all CDBG-MIT-funded uses must
relate to “mitigation activities” and be rooted in and advance

HUD mandates that CDBG-MIT funding be used towards
“effectively addressing risks to indispensable services that
enable the continuous operation of critical business and
government functions, and that are critical to the protection
of human health and safety, or economic security.”
These critical functions, described by HUD as
“community lifelines,” are:

• Safety and Security

• Health and Medical

• Communications

• Hazardous Material
(Management)

• Food, Water, Sheltering
• Transportation

• Energy (Power & Fuel)

HUD expects the following aims and considerations
when designing CDBG-MIT-funded mitigation activities:
—— High-impact, data-informed investments that
reduce risks attributable to natural disasters,
with particular focus on repetitive loss of
property and critical infrastructure.

—— Consider the degree of planning and
permitting needed to advance high-impact
advancements
more quickly.

—— Activities to increase governmental capacity
to comprehensively analyze disaster risks and
assure responsive hazard mitigation plans that
are informed by data analytics and meaningful
community engagement.

—— Consider activities that promote long-term
resiliency planning and spur mitigation
focused building and land use policies.

—— Enactment policies and programs that build on
CDBG-MIT investment to realize long-lasting
community risk reduction, particularly among
low and moderate income populations and
those within disaster-impacted and
distressed locales.
—— Assuring activities are strategic investments
based on current or foreseeable risks.

—— Prioritize leveraging public-private funding
and other public and private resources in
combination with CDBG-MIT funding.
—— As possible, minimize displacement of
persons and assist those who must relocate
as part of mitigation activities.
—— As relevant, incorporate natural or green
infrastructure or engineered systems
designed to mimic nature into projects.

To increase resiliency among
these priority community
functions, CDBG-MIT funds can
be used towards the following
types of mitigation activities:
Infrastructure: Investments in risk reduction for flood, fire,
wind and other hazards; upgrading of water, sewer, solid
waste, communications, energy, transportation, health and
medical, and other public infrastructure; financing of multiuse
and green infrastructure development.
Economic development: Grant- and loan-based assistance
to businesses to install disaster mitigation improvements
and technologies; financing to support development of
technologies and other measures to mitigate future disaster
impacts; “hardening” of commercial areas and facilities; and
financing of critical infrastructure.
Housing: Buyouts; elevation grants; or flood, wind, fire,
or earthquake retrofitting or “hardening” of single- and
multifamily units to withstand future disasters.
Planning, administration, and public services:
Development of modernized building codes, land use plans,
and hazard mitigation plans; activities to integrate mitigation
planning with local and regional community development
plans; funding for mapping, data analytics, and other
capabilities to better understand evolving disaster risks;
policies to reduce flood insurance premiums; and education
and outreach campaigns.
Project performance and benefit analytical requirements for
mitigation and infrastructure projects.
Other signature aspects of CDBG-MIT are that project
investments across eligible communities each advance
regional resiliency aims and that the projects are
replicable and done in a way that other funding sources
can be leveraged into the future to achieve similar gains.
Further, CDBG-MIT rules require long-term infrastructure
performance plans that assure cost effectiveness, longterm maintenance, and operational sustainability, including,
as necessary, the creation or retargeting of state or local
resources and borrowing authorities.

Special requirements for major
“covered” infrastructure projects
HUD requires a more detailed review of covered
projects (infrastructure $100 million or more in
cost, including at least $50 million in CDBG funds).
Additional criteria for these projects to meet
applicable national objectives include:

— Demonstrated long-term efficacy and fiscal
sustainability by documenting measurable
outcomes or reduction in risk and how projects
reflect changing environmental conditions (e.g.,
sea level rise, development patterns) using risk
management tools and sustainable funding
sources for maintenance and operations.

— Demonstrated benefit to cost ratio of at least 1.0
in applicable MID areas or, as applicable, other
methods demonstrating benefits that outweigh
costs to LMI persons or other persons who are
less able to mitigate risks or respond to and
recover from disasters absent the investment.

— Covered infrastructure project must be “an
activity or group of related activities that develop
the physical assets [on public land or private
land as authorized and] are designed to provide
or support services to the general public in
the following sectors: surface transportation,
including roadways, bridges, railroads, and
transit; aviation; ports, including navigational

channels; water resources projects; energy
production and generation, including from
fossil, renewable, nuclear, and hydro sources;
electricity transmission; broadband; pipelines;
storm water and sewer infrastructure; drinking
water infrastructure; and other sectors as
may be determined by the Federal Permitting
Improvement Steering Council.”

— For purposes of meeting these criteria and other
rules, grantees must group together and evaluate
as a single infrastructure project all individual
activities that are related to one another, either
on a geographical or functional basis, or are
logical parts of a composite of contemplated
infrastructure-related actions.

Heightened program performance, fiscal,
and regulatory controls requirements
To improve risk management, CDBG-MIT grantees and their
subrecipients are required to “strengthen their program
management capacity, financial management, and internal
controls” by incorporating protocols into program design and
administrative functions. Specific mandates include:

Implementation plan and capacity assessment:
CDBG-MIT requires grantees to adopt new roles and
responsibilities internally and to establish new working
relationships externally. “Before signing a grant agreement,
HUD requires each grantee to demonstrate that it has
sufficient capacity to manage these funds and the associated
risks.”

Internal audit functions:
“Each grantee is required to strengthen its internal audit
function, specify the criteria for subrecipient selection,
increase subrecipient monitoring, and establish a process for
promptly identifying and addressing conflicts.”

Special grant conditions based on granteespecific risks:
“[HUD] intends to establish special grant conditions …
designed to prevent waste, fraud, and abuse and [help
ensure that] mitigation projects are effectively operated and
maintained.”

Outcome performance measures and reporting:
CDBG-MIT requires “careful planning, adequate oversight,
and increased reporting of anticipated and actual outcomes
… to inform future Federal disaster mitigation efforts,
encourage private sector funding of mitigation projects, and
maximize the benefits of CDBG-MIT funding.”

Policy and procedures for detecting and
preventing fraud, waste, and abuse:
CDBG-MIT provides specific criteria for whether a grantee
has adequate procedures to detect and prevent fraud, waste,
and abuse.

How KPMG can help
KPMG helps state and local governments strategize, organize, and invest in emergency preparedness, disaster recovery,
and long-term resilience. KPMG’s Emergency Management, Disaster Management and Resiliency practice has the relevant
experience, knowledge, and subject matter specialists to provide leading practices and modern strategies related to
emergency management planning and response; FEMA-funded and HUD-funded recovery processes; adaptation, mitigation,
and resiliency; and other government-funded recovery programs.
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