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SECTION ES.
Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This section summarizes the main findings from the regional Analysis of Impediments to Fair
Housing Choice (AI) conducted for Harris County, the City of Pasadena, the City of Missouri City,
the City of Galveston, Harris County Housing Authority, and Galveston Housing Authority.
This Executive Summary provides background on the study, summarizes the analysis conducted
for the study and then highlights key findings. It concludes by identifying impediments/barriers
to fair housing choice and summarizing the regional and jurisdictional goals and strategies to
address those barriers.

Study Background
In 2017, Harris County, Pasadena, Missouri City, and Galveston, along with the Harris County
Housing Authority and the Galveston Housing Authority agreed to collaborate to fulfill a
requirement by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to analyze
barriers to housing choice. This fair housing analysis is required of any city, county, and state
receiving certain HUD funding, including such sources as Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) and HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME). HUD encourages regional
collaboration on these studies, recognizing that housing challenges do not end at jurisdictional
borders—and that regional partnerships are key to addressing housing needs and sustaining
economic growth.
The overall goal of the Regional AI approach is to help communities analyze challenges to fair
housing choice and establish goals and priorities to address fair housing barriers. A secondary
goal is to help communities move toward an economic opportunity philosophy when making
planning and housing policy decisions.

How does economic opportunity relate to fair housing? Historically, housing policies
and programs have focused on creating new units, with limited regard to location. This approach
has shifted in recent years, as a result of legal challenges and research showing that where
housing is located has a lasting effect on the economic outcomes of residents—and,
consequently, the economic health of neighborhoods and entire communities.
Many studies have found long-term public savings related to improvements in housing stability
and economic inclusion. For example:


Dr. Raj Chetty’s well known Equality of Opportunity research found economic gains for
adults who moved out of high poverty neighborhoods when they were children. The gains
were larger the earlier the children were when they moved.1

1 http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org and http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/images/mto_exec_summary.pdf

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, PAGE 1



A companion study on social mobility isolated the neighborhood factors that led to positive
economic mobility for children: lower levels of segregation, lower levels of income
inequality, high quality education, greater community involvement (“social capital”), and
greater family stability.



A 2016 study by the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) found positive
economic and social outcomes for children raised in publicly subsidized housing, regardless
of the poverty level of the neighborhood.2 Another research project had a slightly different
conclusion. A study by researchers at Johns Hopkins University found that when assisted
housing is located in higher quality neighborhoods, children have better economic
outcomes. The study also concluded that because low income African American children are
more likely than low income white children to live in assisted housing, the location of
assisted housing in poor quality neighborhoods has a disproportionate impact on African
American children’s long term economic growth.3

An economically inclusive approach to fair housing planning is also consistent with the
“affirmatively furthering fair housing” clause in the Federal Fair Housing Act (FHA). The FHA
requires that HUD programs and activities be administrated in a manner that affirmatively
furthers the intent of the Act. Federal courts have interpreted this to mean doing more than
simply not discriminating: The obligation also requires recipients of federal housing funds to
take meaningful actions to overcome historic and current barriers to accessing economically
stable communities.

“Home” encompasses a variety of factors—good neighbors, safe environments, quality
schools, social services, jobs, and transportation—all of which affect the economic health of a
neighborhood and its residents.

Jurisdiction v. region terminology. The “jurisdiction” as defined by the AI is the city or
county or groups of cities and counties that receive HUD block grant funds directly from HUD.
The cities and counties included in this AI are the City of Pasadena, the City of Missouri City, the
City of Galveston, and Harris County (excluding Pasadena as well as Houston and Baytown,
which are entitlement communities and will produce independent AIs), referred to throughout
the report as the “Harris County Service Area”.4 Two housing authorities are also participating in
the AI: Harris County Housing Authority (HCHA) and Galveston Housing Authority (GHA).
For the purposes of the AI, the “region” used in comparative analysis is the Core Based Statistical
Area, or CBSA. CBSA boundaries are set by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and
include both metropolitan and micropolitan (smaller consolidated cities) areas. By definition, a
CBSA is county or group of counties with at least one urbanized area of 10,000 people or more
and adjacent areas with a “high degree of social and economic integration.”

2 http://www.nber.org/papers/w19843.pdf
3 https://jhu.pure.elsevier.com/en/publications/race-and-assisted-housing
4 The Harris County service area consists of unincorporated Harris County and 12 small cities in the county that have signed

cooperative agreements for inclusion in Harris County’s application for funding: Deer Park, Galena Park, Humble, Jacinto City,
Katy, La Porte, Morgan's Point, Seabrook, Shoreacres, South Houston, Tomball, and Webster.
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The region that includes the participating jurisdictions for this AI is the “Houston-The
Woodlands-Sugar Land CBSA” comprised of nine counties including and surrounding Harris
County: Harris, Fort Bend, Montgomery, Brazoria, Galveston, Liberty, Waller, Chambers and
Austin counties. This area is commonly referred to as the “Greater Houston Region” and may
also be called “the region” throughout this document.

Fair Housing law and enforcement. The Federal Fair Housing Act (FFHA) was part of the
federal Civil Rights Act of 1968. The original language in the FFHA prohibited discrimination in
the sale, rental and financing of dwellings in housing-related transactions based on race, color,
national origin and religion. The FFHA was amended 20 years later, in 1988, to prohibit
discrimination on the basis of disability or familial status, and to require accessible units in
multifamily developments built after 1991.
Developments exempted from the FFHA include: housing developments for seniors, housing
strictly reserved for members of religious organizations or private clubs, and multifamily
housing of four units or less with the owner occupying one unit.
The state of Texas has adopted Title 15, Fair Housing Practices, Chapter 301, Texas Property
Code, also known as the Texas Fair Housing Act which promotes the ability of protected class
residents to access low-poverty areas by prohibiting discrimination in housing based on race,
ethnicity, nationality, family status, and disability. The Act mirrors the Federal Fair Housing Act
(FFHA) and enables the state of Texas to enforce fair housing violations which obstruct access to
low-poverty areas to residents based on these characteristics.

Organization of this AI. The research in the AI covered demographic patterns including racial
and ethnic segregation and concentrated areas of poverty; housing patterns, including the
provision of publicly assisted housing; land use regulations and zoning ordinances that affect the
siting and types of housing; access to housing and community amenities by residents with
disabilities; and enforcement of fair housing laws and fair housing resources in the region.
Following this Executive Summary, the report is organized around the following sections:
 Section I. Demographic Patterns
 Section II. Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty
 Section III. Housing and Lending Analysis
 Section IV. Access to Opportunity
 Section V. Disability and Access
 Section VI. Publicly Assisted Housing
 Section VII. Community Engagement Findings
 Section VIII. Fair Housing Landscape
 Section IX. Fair Housing Goals
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Community Participation Process
The community participation process for the regional AI provided multiple opportunities in
various formats for residents and stakeholders to share their experience and opinions about fair
housing choice and access to opportunity in the region. Outreach activities included resident and
stakeholder engagement opportunities and were promoted by each of the participating
jurisdictions and community partners.
Methods of engagement focused on creating opportunities to participate in whatever format
residents preferred, from a survey available online and in a postage-paid mail format, pop up
events where the study team engaged residents attending community events, open house public
meetings and focus groups.


Resident survey. A total of 5,889 residents of the region responded to the resident survey
which was available in English, Spanish and Vietnamese. The survey was offered online and
in postage-paid mail surveys distributed to residents by the jurisdictions and community
partners.



“Pop up” engagement events. At “pop up” engagement events, 269 residents participated in
prioritization activities and more discussed their fair housing and access to opportunity
experiences with the study team. HUD’s AFFH-T maps of the region were available for
residents to review and discuss. The “pop up” events serve to bring the AI community
engagement process to residents attending other scheduled community events. Selected
events were chosen because members of protected classes were the most likely attendees.



Focus group with residents with disabilities. The Houston Center for Independent Living
hosted a focus group with residents with disabilities on March 14, 2017. Sixteen residents
with disabilities participated in the discussion which was conducted in English and
American Sign Language (ASL) through the assistance of two ASL interpreters.



Focus group with resident advisory board. GHA and HCHA both hosted a focus group with
their respective Resident Advisory Boards to discuss residents’ experiences with fair
housing choice and access to opportunity.



Community open house events. A total of 56 residents attended one of four community open
house events at locations in Galveston, Pasadena, Missouri City and Harris County. The
open house format included a scrolling presentation of results from the AI data and
mapping analysis; interactive exercises related to fair housing, community development
needs, priorities, and community perceptions; and open discussions with study team
members and staff from the participating partners.



Stakeholder consultation. Stakeholder consultation included a kickoff meeting with
stakeholders, consultation on the resident survey content and stakeholder focus groups.
Over 30 organizations were represented in the stakeholder engagement process.

Findings from this outreach, in addition to the quantitative analysis conducted for the study,
were used in the formation of impediments and highest priority fair housing issues.
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What are the key research findings from the fair housing analysis?
This portion of the Executive Summary highlights key research findings from the fair housing
analysis, including resident and stakeholder input. A discussion of the implications of those
findings in the form of fair housing issues is provided in the next subsection titled “What are the
primary fair housing challenges in the Greater Houston Region? What factors contribute to the
creation and/or persistence of those challenges?”

Demographics and presence of protected class populations. Figure ES-1 shows the
total population in each jurisdiction along with demographic characteristics most relevant to the
fair housing analysis.


The region and the participating jurisdictions are all minority majority communities in
which racial/ethnic groups other than non-Hispanic white comprise between 59 and 74
percent of all residents. About one quarter of residents in the region and in each
participating jurisdiction were born outside the United States and between 8 and 22
percent of residents in each jurisdiction have limited English proficiency.



About half of all households in the region are families with children. The proportion is
slightly higher in the Harris County service area (55%) and Pasadena (54%) but slightly
lower in Missouri City (48%) and Galveston (40%).



Eleven percent of residents region-wide have some type of disability. Jurisdictions range
from 7 percent in Missouri City to 15 percent in Galveston. The proportion with a disability
is correlated to the age profile of residents in each jurisdiction.

Figure ES-1.
Current Demographics, Region and Jurisdictions

Total Population
Percent of Population:
Non-Hispanic white (NHW)
Racial/ethnic group other than NHW
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American
Other or Two or more Races
Foreign-born
Limited English Proficiency
Families with children
People with a disability
Note:

Greater
Houston Region

Harris County
Service Area

Galveston

Missouri
City

Pasadena

5,920,416

1,760,135

48,178

68,244

150,785

40%
60%
17%
35%
7%
0%
1%
23%
16%
51%
11%

40%
61%
16%
36%
7%
0%
2%
22%
16%
55%
9%

41%
59%
21%
33%
3%
0%
2%
15%
8%
40%
15%

26%
74%
40%
16%
16%
0%
2%
25%
11%
48%
7%

33%
67%
2%
62%
2%
0%
1%
25%
22%
54%
12%

All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region for that year, except family type, which is out of total
families. Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).

Source: Decennial Census and ACS from the HUD AFFH-T; and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Seggregation byy race/ethn
nicity. The seegregation annalysis in this AI uses severral different
meaasures to evaluate concenttration of speecific protecteed class group
ps and
segregation/inteegration by raace and ethnicity.

Disssimilarity ind
dex. One of th
hose segregatiion measuress is a dissimilaarity index, o
or DI, that is
calcculated and provided by HUD
H
for each jurisdiction.
j
T
The DI is a wiidely used meeasure of raciial
resiidential segreegation and iss designed to compare thee distributions of two raciaal/ethnic grou
ups.
By definition,
d
DI values rangee from 0 to 10
00—where 0 is perfect inttegration of th
hose groups aand
100
0 is complete segregation of
o those groups.
Thee DI data prov
vided by HUD
D for the AI, sh
hown in Figurre ES-2, reveaal that the paarticipating
juriisdictions aree less segregatted than the region
r
overalll. Even so, Harris County has “moderaate”
leveels of segregaation for all raacial/ethnic groups
g
as doees Missouri Ciity. Galveston
n and Pasaden
na
hav
ve low to mod
derate levels of
o segregation
n, depending on the raciall/ethnic group of focus.
Figu
ure ES-2.
Disssimilarity Inde
ex as a Measu
ure of Segregaation

Note::

“White” in this figure
f
means non-Hisspanic white. “Non-W
White” means any raace/ethnicity other thhan non-Hispanic wh
hite. Dissimilarity ind
dex
values less than 40 indicate “Low” se
egregation; values 40
0-54 indicate “Modeerate” and values oveer 55 indicate “High”” segregation.

Sourcce: HUD AFFH-T.

Lon
ng term trend
ds indicate thaat Hispanic seegregation haas increased o
over the past 25 years (exccept
in Galveston)
G
wh
hile black/wh
hite segregation, which is h
higher, has reemained relattively constan
nt
(Haarris County and
a Missouri City) or declined (Galvestoon and Pasad
dena).
In addition
a
to the HUD-provid
ded DI data above, this AI considers a ffiner grain of geographic
detaail in the segrregation analy
ysis by calcullating the DI u
using block-leevel data insttead of block
group level (HUD
D data). Block
k groups tend
d to representt neighborhoods while blo
ocks represen
nt
smaaller areas wiithin neighborhoods. The DI
D is generallly higher wheen using block
ks as the leveel of
anaalysis, which means
m
that while
w
neighborrhoods have loow to moderaate segregation, blocks witthin
thosse neighborho
oods have mo
oderate to higgh segregation
n. At the block level, all jurrisdictions haave
a DI that falls intto the “high seegregation” category
c
for b
black/white segregation an
nd all show
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moderate segregation between minorities in general and non-Hispanic whites. The black/white
DI value in Galveston (65) is the highest of the participating jurisdictions in this assessment.

Demographic mapping. HUD also provides extensive demographic maps to use in the
segregation analysis for the AI. Key findings from the mapping analysis include:


Individual jurisdiction maps affirm the findings of the dissimilarity index analysis and
reveal clusters of African American residents and of Hispanic residents in each jurisdiction.



Concentrations of residents by national origin—as measured by foreign born status—and
by limited English proficiency were also evident.
 In Harris County, there were clusters of Vietnamese communities in
Southeastern and Southwestern Harris County outside of Houston. Those areas
also had communities of Vietnamese and Chinese speakers.
 In Pasadena, Mexican, El Savadoran, and Honduran immigrants are concentrated
in North Pasadena in high poverty neighborhoods. Spanish speakers with
limited English proficiency are also concentrated in these neighborhoods.
 In Missouri City, Indian residents are clustered in Northwest Missouri City while
Mexican and Nigerian residents are scattered throughout the city. African
American residents have become less concentrated over the past 20 years.
 Galveston’s minority population resides in the more densely-populated
downtown, while the less dense beach front areas are primarily non-Hispanic
white. The same is true for limited English proficient populations and, to a lesser
extent, Mexican immigrants.



Some municipalities in the Harris County service area are underbounded, growing to the
edge of dense minority neighborhoods—or in several cases around them—without
annexing them. Annexation can impact infrastructure investments as well as access to
government services for residents. Factors influencing annexation differ in each situation
and may or may not constitute a fair housing concern. For example, it may not make
financial sense to annex communities if they are older and lack adequate infrastructure.
However, the very presence of these communities and their historical development could
be due to racism/perceived racism (current or historic) driving settlement patterns.

Stakeholder perceptions. Stakeholders also identified many areas of segregation in the region
and felt that HUD maps did not cover all areas of concern regarding areas of racial and ethnic
concentrations of poverty. Stakeholders expressed specific concern related to individuals with
disabilities and low-income families as well as African American segregation.

Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs). A Racially Concentrated
Area of Poverty or an Ethnically Concentrated Area of Poverty (R/ECAP) is a neighborhood with
a poverty rate of 40 percent and a racial and ethnic concentration (non-white populations of
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50%
% or more).5 Households
H
within
w
R/ECA
AP Census traccts frequentlyy represent th
he most
disaadvantaged households
h
within a comm
munity and oftten face a multitude of hou
using challengges.
Alto
ogether, 76 Census tracts in
i the Greaterr Houston reggion are R/EC
CAPs; 57 are located in
Hou
uston, four arre in the City of
o Pasadena, nine are elsew
where in Harrris County, tw
wo are in
Galv
veston, one iss elsewhere in
n Galveston County,
C
two aare located in Fort Bend Co
ounty, and on
ne is
in Montgomery
M
County.
C
There are no R/EC
CAPs in Missoouri City.
In the
t region as a whole, Hisp
panic and Afriican America n residents h
have the higheest shares of
resiidents living in
i R/ECAPs. Overall,
O
5 perrcent the regi on’s populatiion lives in R//ECAPs. As
disp
played in Figu
ure ES-3, Pasaadena has thee highest prop
portion of tottal population
n living in
R/E
ECAPs (13%) but Galveston has the highest proportiion of any sin
ngle racial/eth
hnic group livving
in R/ECAPs—24
R
4 percent of African
A
American residentss in Galveston
n are living in
n R/ECAPs.
Figu
ure ES-3.
Percent of Population by
Racce/Ethnicity th
hat are Living
in R/ECAPs
R
Sourcce:
HUD AFFH-T
A
and BBC Research & Consulting.

In the
t Harris Cou
unty service area,
a
Hispanic residents arre over-repreesented in R/ECAPs relativve
to their
t
populatiion distributio
on overall (75
5% of the R/E
ECAP population compareed to 36% of tthe
juriisdiction’s population). Afrrican Americaans residentss, however, arre underrepreesented in
R/E
ECAPs (8% off the R/ECAP population compared to 1
16%). Approxximately one--fifth of the
resiidents of R/ECAPs are imm
migrants, with
h the largest group (11.6%
%) from Mexico. Many of th
he
Harrris County seervice area R//ECAPs are in
n close proxim
mity to intersstates and oth
her major
high
hways, which
h may increasse the health risks
r
faced byy R/ECAP ressidents.

5 At the neighborhood
d level, research has
h shown that a 40 percent poverrty threshold is th
he point at which
h an area becomess
ally and economiccally dysfunctional. Conversely, reesearch has shown
n that areas with
h up to 14 percentt of poverty have no
socia
noticceable effect on community opporrtunity. (The Costs of Concentrated
d Poverty: Neighb
borhood Propertyy Markets and thee
Dyna
amics of Decline.”” In Nicolas P. Rettsinas and Eric S. Belsky, eds., Reviisiting Rental Hou
using: Policies, Prrograms, and
Priorrities. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 116–
–9).
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In Pasadena, Hispanic residents, families with children and Mexican immigrants are all
overrepresented in R/ECAPs relative to their city-wide distribution. Much of the city’s publicly
assisted housing is located in these neighborhoods as well.
Hispanic representation in Galveston’s R/ECAPs is the same as their representation in the city
overall; however African American representation in R/ECAPs (55%) is significantly higher than
their representation in the city overall (21%). Families with children are somewhat
overrepresented in R/ECAPs in Galveston as are residents from Guatemala.

Housing needs. Regional housing market trends indicate that home prices in the rental and
ownership markets are increasing faster than incomes, resulting in declines in affordability since
2000. In addition, displacement from Hurricane Harvey exacerbated an already tight rental
market. In the context of this fair housing analysis, affordability concerns and housing needs are
viewed through the perspective of disparities by protected class. Affordability can become a fair
housing issue if/when protected class groups are disproportionately impacted by housing prices
and problems. In addition, disparities in mortgage lending can exacerbate housing market
challenges related to affordability and supply.

Income and tenure. In the Greater Houston Region and in the participating jurisdictions, Asian
households and non-Hispanic white households have the highest median incomes while other
minority groups have substantially lower median incomes. Among families, those without
children have higher median incomes than those with children. These data suggest that nonAsian minority households along with families with children may be the most vulnerable to
regional increases in housing costs.
Renters are usually the most vulnerable group to changes in housing costs. African Americans
have the lowest homeownership rates region-wide (45%). The difference in ownership rates
between non-Hispanic whites and African Americans is over 20 percentage points in each
jurisdiction except Missouri City, where it is 10 percentage points. Hispanic households also
have substantial disparities in ownership in the region overall and in the City of Pasadena.

Housing problems. “Housing problems” are defined by HUD as units having incomplete kitchen
facilities, incomplete plumbing facilities, more than 1 person per room, and households with cost
burden greater than 30 percent. Figure ES-4 shows the percent of households (by race/ethnicity
and type) experiencing any of those four housing problems.
In the region overall, just over one-third of all households have some type of housing problem.
Rates are higher in Pasadena (39%) and Galveston (43%). African American and Hispanic
households experience housing problems at higher rates that non-Hispanic whites in the region
and in all participating jurisdictions. Large family households (five or more occupants) also
experience housing problems at relatively high rates.
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Figure ES-4.
Percent of
Households
Experiencing
Any of 4
Housing
Problems
Source:
HUD AFFH-T.

Householder Race/Ethnicity
or Household Type

Missouri
City

Harris County
Pasadena Galveston Service Area

Greater
Houston
Region

Total

30%

39%

43%

34%

36%

Race/Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American
Other, Non-Hispanic

23%
33%
40%
25%
50%
26%

27%
52%
50%
17%
14%
32%

36%
64%
46%
35%
30%
37%

24%
45%
46%
34%
25%
35%

25%
45%
47%
33%
31%
37%

Household Type and Size
Family households, <5 people
Family households, 5+ people
Non-family households

26%
39%
36%

32%
60%
40%

36%
60%
48%

29%
48%
40%

29%
51%
40%

Resident respondents to the fair housing survey conducted for this AI highlighted the following
housing and affordability needs:


In general, renters experience or worry about housing challenges more than owners. A
primary concern among renters (68%) is rent going up more than they can afford. Indeed,
eviction due to being behind on the rent was a top reason for displacement among large
families and African American residents.



Lack of housing units suitable for large families and a lack of accessible housing options for
people with disabilities.



Members of protected classes and the lowest income households are more likely to
experience housing challenges than residents of the region overall including affordability
concerns about rent, property taxes, and home repairs.



Hispanic renters and LEP households worry about retaliation if they request a repair from
their landlord (particularly in Pasadena). Minority residents with a disability are worried if
they request an accommodation for their disability their rent will increase or they will be
evicted.

Stakeholders across the region indicate that a lack of affordable housing contributes to fair
housing issues and that the region needs more affordable/workforce housing for both renters
and owners. Stakeholders expressed concern about the condition of affordable housing that
does exist and also had concerns about an apparent increase in absentee landlords.
Figure ES-5, on the following page, shows the housing challenges experienced by members of
protected classes, according to survey results. As shown, members of protected classes and the
lowest income households are more likely to experience housing challenges than residents of the
region overall.
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Figure ES-5.
Housing Challenges Experienced by Residents who are Members of Protected Classes, Income and Regional Residents
Higher than Region (>5ppt)
About the same as Region (+/- 5 ppt)
Lower than Region (<5 ppt)
Percent of Residents Experiencing
a Housing Challenge

African
American Hispanic

Asian

Native
Children
American Disability Under 18

Large
Family

LEP

Income
<$25,000

Region

I worry about my rent going up to an amount I can’t afford

79%

70%

-

68%

72%

77%

80%

81%

77%

68%

I want to buy a house but can’t afford the down payment

67%

69%

-

69%

56%

68%

62%

47%

61%

56%

I worry about my home flooding in a natural disaster

35%

50%

49%

47%

47%

42%

39%

47%

34%

40%

I am concerned about being able to afford to pay my property taxes

45%

42%

23%

43%

41%

41%

40%

25%

50%

35%

I worry if I request an accommodation for my disability my rent will go up
or I will be evicted

58%

79%

-

64%

33%

25%

29%

-

27%

33%

I worry about being evicted

24%

20%

-

27%

22%

23%

24%

11%

24%

28%

I have Section 8 and I am worried my landlord will stop accepting Section 8

19%

71%

-

18%

24%

22%

18%

-

20%

27%

My landlord refuses to make repairs despite my requests

31%

30%

-

42%

32%

33%

33%

29%

31%

26%

I worry that if I request a repair it will result in a rent increase or eviction

23%

31%

-

42%

27%

26%

33%

48%

25%

22%

My home needs repairs that I cannot afford to make

44%

46%

23%

36%

51%

39%

49%

57%

66%

19%

I need housing assistance (voucher/public housing/rent assistance) but the
waitlist is too long/closed

47%

14%

11%

18%

30%

31%

33%

8%

46%

17%

I have bad credit/history of evictions/foreclosure and cannot find a place
to rent

30%

19%

-

38%

24%

28%

35%

10%

27%

9%

I have a felony/criminal record and cannot find a place to rent

10%

4%

-

12%

10%

7%

10%

5%

9%

6%

I worry about my home going into foreclosure

11%

11%

3%

5%

10%

10%

12%

19%

15%

5%

I worry about retaliation if I report harassment by my neighbors/building
staff/landlord

13%

5%

7%

10%

11%

7%

4%

2%

12%

5%

I worry that my rental unit will be converted to a condo

3%

4%

-

11%

5%

2%

3%

7%

5%

3%

Note:

- Sample size too small to report.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.
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Mortgage lendin
ng. An analysis of Home Mortgage
M
Discllosure Act (H
HMDA) data fo
or the Greaterr
Hou
uston region reveal
r
that no
on-Asian min
nority mortgaage applicantss have a harder time
ure ES-6 show
acceessing capitall than Asian and
a non-Hispanic white ap
pplicants. Figu
ws denial rates
by combined
c
raccial/ethnic categories for each
e
participaating jurisdiction.
Figu
ure ES-6.
Den
nial Rate by
Race/Ethnicity, 2016
2
Note::
Does not include loans forr
multiffamily properties or nonowne
er occupants. Denial Rate
R
is
the nu
umber of denied loan
appliccations divided by the total
numb
ber of applications,
exclud
ding withdrawn
appliccations and application
files closed
c
for incomplete
eness.
Sourcce:
FFIEC HMDA Raw Data, 20
016
and BBC
B Research & Consulting.

Higher denial rates persist for non-Asian minorities,
m
evven when con
ntrolling for in
ncome and lo
oan
app
plication type (home purch
hase, home im
mprovement aand refinancee loans). In ad
ddition, nonAsiaan minority borrowers
b
wh
ho are successful in gettingg a loan are m
more likely to receive
sub
bprime (higheer than averagge) interest rates on their loans.
Inab
bility to accesss capital—ev
ven for home improvemen
nts and refinaances—has a broad effect on a
neig
ghborhood. Racial
R
and eth
hnic borrowerrs enter the m
mortgage lend
ding market w
with disparitiies
in wealth
w
(due to
o historical diiscrimination
n and denial oof economic o
opportunity) aand, as such, are
limiited to purchaasing older homes or hom
mes in less thaan pristine condition. Lack
k of capital to
mak
ke improvem
ments has a neegative and cu
umulative imp
pact on neigh
hborhoods an
nd further
disccourages priv
vate investmeent. These typ
pes of markett failures are w
where the pu
ublic sector caan
play
y an effective role in stabillizing housingg condition an
nd broader n
neighborhood
ds.

Acccess to oppo
ortunity. Thhe access to oppportunity seection of the A
AI expands th
he fair housin
ng
anaalysis to exam
mine condition
ns that affect economic opp
portunity. To
o facilitate this analysis, HUD
dev
veloped a seriies of indices that measuree access to op
pportunity an
nd allow comp
parison of
indiicators by racce/ethnicity, income, and geography.
g
H
HUD provides opportunity index values
relaated to educattion, employm
ment, transpo
ortation, low--poverty enviironments, an
nd
env
vironmental health
h
(e.g., air quality). Ind
dex values, byy definition, rrange from 0 to 100 and caan
be interpreted
i
siimply as an opportunity “sscore” in whicch higher values are betteer (indicate
greaater access to
o opportunity
y).
In the Greater Ho
ouston Region overall, non
n-Hispanic w
white and Asiaan residents ttend to live in
n
high
her income arreas farther from
f
industrial and comm ercial centerss with better schools but
few
wer public tran
nsportation options.
o
Africaan American and Hispanicc residents tend to live in
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poorer areas which are closer to jobs and public transportation, but which have lower
performing schools, less labor market engagement, and more air pollution.
Figure ES-7 provides a summary of each jurisdiction’s most disadvantaged racial/ethnic groups
as determined by disparities in the access to opportunity indices provided by HUD. The
disparities shown in the figure focus on the population living in poverty, allowing a comparison
of income-similar residents across racial/ethnic groups.
Figure ES-7.
Disparities in Opportunity Indices for the Population Living in Poverty

Jurisdiction

Low
School
Poverty Proficiency
Index
Index

Labor
Market
Index

Transit
Index

Low
Jobs
Transportation Proximity
Cost Index
Index

Env.
Health
Index

Hispanic
-23.31
Black
-22.97

Black
-23.77
Hispanic
-13.27

Black
-23.62
Hispanic
-20.87

White
-7.92
Black
-0.50

White
-10.21
Asian
-0.80

Black
-5.93
Asian
-2.37

Native
-9.56
Hispanic
-9.35

Hispanic

Black

Hispanic

White

White

Native

Native

-21.75
Black

-19.73
Hispanic

-4.04
Native

-6.20
Asian

-8.60
Asian

-4.17
Asian

-14.33
Hispanic

-17.27

-11.27

-13.03

-4.07

-4.83

-3.93

-9.30

Native

Hispanic

Native

Native

White

Hispanic

Native

-15.70
Hispanic

-8.08
Native

-10.92
Hispanic

-4.53
White

-4.48
Black

-19.38
Black

-1.86
Asian

-14.81

-7.77

-10.50

-3.37

-4.14

-18.92

-1.24

Hispanic

Hispanic

Hispanic

White

White

Black

Asian

-38.41
Black

-21.63
Black

-21.10
Black

-2.95
Asian

-7.38
Black

-23.04
White

-2.28
Hispanic

-18.49

-15.29

-7.86

-2.90

-4.43

-22.24

-1.59

Greater Houston Region
Most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged
Second most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged
Harris County Service Area
Most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged
Second most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged
Pasadena
Most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged
Second most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged
Missouri City
Most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged
Second most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged
Galveston
Most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged
Second most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged
Note:

Black

Hispanic

Black

White

Native

Native

Asian

-17.43
Hispanic

-4.98
Black

-28.14
Hispanic

-11.80
Hispanic

-9.49
White

-38.91
Hispanic

-3.44
Black

-14.13

-4.09

-21.81

-8.79

-9.02

-7.98

-2.99

Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).

Source: HUD AFFH-T.

Key issues raised by residents and stakeholders on access to opportunity include:


There are differences in access to public services experienced by African American survey
respondents; most of these are driven by the experience of African Americans living in
Houston. However, results do suggest that investment in Galveston, Missouri City and
Pasadena neighborhoods with sizeable African American populations are lacking when
compared to other neighborhoods in these communities.
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Places with access to Metro have good access to transportation, including for people with
disabilities. However, lack of participation in Metro (i.e., Pasadena, Missouri City) eliminates
those communities as a place to live for residents with disabilities or lower income
residents who rely on public transportation.



Access to jobs was a significant concern among all stakeholders, but especially so for
Galveston stakeholders. Galveston’s tourist economy exacerbates employment challenges
as many jobs are seasonal or have hours/wages cut in winter months.

Disability and access. Individuals with disabilities represent 10 percent of the total
population of the Greater Houston Region. Galveston and Pasadena have a higher percentage of
individuals with disabilities than the region (15% and 12% respectively), while the Harris
County service area (9%) and Missouri City (7%) have a lower percentage.
Ambulatory difficulty is the most prevalent form of disability in the region and all participating
jurisdictions followed by cognitive difficulty and independent living difficulty. Region-wide,
people age 65 or older with a disability account for about one-third of all residents with a
disability. For the most part, the geographic distribution of persons with disabilities mirrors the
distribution of the general population.

Availability of accessible units. Though data on accessible units are limited, public input for the
AI indicates a significant shortage of affordable, accessible units in the region. Participants in
stakeholder focus groups identified a lack of accessible housing to be a significant challenge in
the region. Resident survey respondents with a disability (or with a household member with a
disability) also expressed challenges finding affordable, accessible housing. When asked to rate
the relative ease of finding safe, quality housing that they could afford on a scale from 0 to 9, with
0 meaning “extremely difficult” and 9 meaning “extremely easy,” one in three (33%) rated their
experience “extremely difficult” (rating of 0) and 56 percent difficult (rating of 0 to 3).
Participants in the focus group with residents with disabilities all had difficulty finding housing
that met their accessibility needs that they could afford. Those with Section 8 vouchers faced
even greater difficulties due to a lack of landlords willing to participate in the program.
These issues—limited supply of accessible units, including a lack of ADA-compliant accessible
housing in the public and private housing markets, may explain why one in four households that
include a member with a disability of any type are living in housing that does not meet that
member’s accessibility needs (according to survey results).
It should also be noted that residents who participated in a prioritization exercise at pop up
community engagement events and the open house events identified “accessible housing for
disabled persons/elderly” and “housing options for persons with severe mental illness” as the
top priorities for housing in the region.

Housing challenges and accommodation requests. Figure ES-8 summarizes the AI survey
results on housing challenges experienced by residents with disabilities by jurisdiction. Among
those to whom the survey question applied, about two in five report that their landlord refused
to make an accommodation for the household member with a disability. One in 10 had a landlord
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refuse to accept a therapy/companion/emotional support animal and 7 percent had a landlord
refuse a service animal.
Figure ES-8.
Housing Challenges Experienced by Residents with Disabilities
Higher than Region (>5ppt)
About the same as Region (+/- 5 ppt)
Lower than Region (<5 ppt)

Percent of Residents Experiencing
a Housing Challenge

Harris
County
Missouri
Galveston City
Pasadena Svc Area Houston

Region

I have a disability or a household member has a
disability and cannot get around the neighborhood
because of broken sidewalks/no sidewalks/poor street
lighting

47%

57%

38%

26%

44%

37%

I can’t afford the housing that has accessibility features
(e.g., grab bars, ramps, location, size of unit, quiet) we
need

8%

25%

29%

27%

42%

34%

I worry if I request an accommodation for my disability
my rent will go up or I will be evicted

35%

-

56%

34%

30%

34%

My landlord refused to make an accommodation for me
or my household member’s disability

-

-

10%

19%

22%

20%

My landlord refused to accept my
therapy/companion/emotional support animal

-

-

6%

13%

8%

10%

My landlord refused to accept my service animal

-

-

6%

12%

1%

7%

Note:

- Sample size too small to report.
Respondents could select Yes, No or Does Not Apply. The data shown are the percent with a housing challenge among those to whom the
issue applies.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.

Access to opportunity. As noted earlier, the geographic distribution of persons with disabilities
generally mirrors the distribution of the general population. As such, residents with disabilities
do not have obvious disparities in access to opportunities than the population overall based on
the HUD Access to Opportunity Indices. However, there are community assets and services that
can have a disproportionate impact on people with disabilities based on their reliance on such
services. Notably, accessible infrastructure, transportation options, and health access. People
with disabilities may also face unique barriers to job access, depending on the type of disability.


Survey results, discussions at events and the disability focus group revealed that residents
with disabilities who rely on METRO and METROLift are generally very satisfied with the
service. However, those residents are limited to living within service areas. Some residents
reported that while buses are accessible, not all bus stops are accessible.



Throughout the community engagement process, the sidewalk infrastructure in each of the
participating jurisdictions was lacking in many neighborhoods or along key corridors—
particularly in Missouri City and Galveston.
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Compared to other residents, those with disabilities are least likely to have convenient
access to health care facilities (according to survey results); this is likely compounded by
transportation challenges.



Barriers to employment opportunities for residents with disabilities are: transportation,
few employers willing to hire people with disabilities, a need for job coaching and
counseling for people with disabilities, and need for reasonable accommodations (this is
particularly challenging for those with hidden/discrete/cognitive or mental disabilities).

Publicly assisted housing. The two public housing authorities participating in this AI are the
Harris County Housing Authority (HCHA), which serves all of Harris County excluding Houston,
Pasadena, and Baytown; and the Galveston Housing Authority (GHA), which serves the City of
Galveston. HCHA does not have any public housing units in its inventory but manages 3,903
housing choice vouchers (HCV) and 673 Veteran's Assistance (VASH) vouchers. The Galveston
Housing Authority has served the City of Galveston since 1940 and currently operates 450 public
housing units, 127 project-based Section 8 units, and 1,213 housing choice vouchers. GHA also
administers 259 disaster recovery vouchers from Hurricane Ike and 35 VASH vouchers. GHA
partnered with McCormack Baron Salazar to provide an additional 145 public housing units in
mixed income communities. Both HCHA and GHA also work to assist qualified clients to obtain
homeownership through Family Self Sufficiency and homeownership programs.
The publicly assisted housing analysis focuses on representation of racial and ethnic groups by
housing program and patterns in location by program. All types of publicly supported housing—
including HUD-funded programs as well as developments supported through the Low Income
Housing Tax Credit, or LIHTC, program—are included. Figure ES-9 summarizes the publicly
supported housing inventory in each jurisdiction by program.
Figure ES-9.
Publicly Assisted
Housing
Note:
HCV can be used in LIHTC
and are therefore not
necessarily additive.

HUD Publicly Supported Programs

Harris County
Service Area

Pasadena

Missouri
City

Galveston

Public Housing
Project-based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program
Total HUD Assisted Units/Vouchers

0
1,860
527
7,631
10,018

0
335
76
1,079
1,490

0
0
0
187
187

450
192
0
1,275
1,917

Low Income Housing Tax Credit Units

13,843

2,525

105

897

Source:
HUD AFFH-T.

HUD provides data on the racial and ethnic make-up of households assisted by housing
authorities; these are shown below in Figure ES-10, along with the racial/ethnic make-up of all
households earning less than 50 percent of AMI (households likely to be eligible for housing
authority assistance). Disparities by race/ethnicity in program utilization relative to eligible
households are evident in the region as well as in each jurisdiction. Generally, African American
residents are overrepresented among housing program participants relative to their
representation among all households earning less than 50 percent of Area Median Income (AMI).
Conversely, Hispanic households tend to be underrepresented among program participants.
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Disp
parities can be
b related to a number of factors
f
includ
ding differencces in househo
old sizes thatt
may
y or may not be sufficiently accommodaated by housiing programss, language orr cultural
barriers to accesssing servicess, lack of effecctive affirmattive marketingg techniques employed byy
PHA
As or LIHTC property
p
man
nagers, and/o
or general disttrust of publiic agencies. In
n areas with
receent and rapid
d increases in minority pop
pulations, waaiting list lag ttimes can also
o impact the
dem
mographic com
mposition of program participants relaative to incom
me eligible households.
Figu
ure ES-10.
Pub
blicly Supporte
ed
Hou
useholds by
Race/Ethnicity,
Greater Houston
Reggion
Note::
Data include the followingg HUD
progrrams: public housing,,
project based section 8, other
multiffamily, and HCV.
Sourcce:
HUD AFFH-T
A
and BBC Rese
earch
& Con
nsulting.

In most
m
program
ms and jurisdiictions, people with disabi lities comprisse a higher prroportion of
pub
blicly supportted housing reesidents than
n they do of th
he population
n at large. Peo
ople living wiith a
disaability—partiicularly thosee who rely excclusively on i ncome from Social Securitty Disability
Insu
urance, or SSD
DI—may facee more challenges than thoose without d
disabilities in accessing
priv
vate market rental
r
units (d
due to affordaability and acccessibility reequirements)..
In most
m
of the paarticipating ju
urisdictions (Harris County
ty, Pasadena aand Missouri City), Housin
ng
ograms in acccommodatingg
Cho
oice Voucherss do the best of
o all of the HUD supporte d housing pro
fam
milies with chiildren and/orr households who need larrger units. Th
his indicates tthe PHA
con
nstructed unitts tend to hav
ve fewer bedrrooms or perh
haps are not cconsidered faamily-orienteed.
In Galveston,
G
how
wever, the prroject based Section
S
8 proggram does the best in acco
ommodating
larg
ge householdss including faamilies with children.
c
Pattterns in locattion of publiclly supported housing proggrams indicatte that a relattively high
proportion of loccation-specifiic housing pro
ogram units ((LIHTC, projeect based secttion 8 and oth
her
mulltifamily) are located in arreas with high
h poverty. In P
Pasadena 61 percent of th
hese units aree in
neig
ghborhoods where
w
povertty is 30 percent or higher. In Galveston 40 percent aare in high
pov
verty neighbo
orhoods and in the Harris County
C
servicce area 27 perrcent are in n
neighborhood
ds
wheere poverty iss 30 percent or
o higher.
Hou
using choice voucher
v
holdeers are the least likely HUD
D program paarticipants to
o live in R/ECAPs
in th
he Harris Cou
unty service area
a
and in Paasadena. In G
Galveston, pub
blic housing rresidents are the
leasst likely to liv
ve in R/ECAPss.
How
wever, using housing
h
choicce vouchers can
c be a chall enge for resid
dents, accord
ding to resident
surv
vey results an
nd stakeholdeer input. Sign
nificant propoortions of resiidents with vouchers worrry
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that their landlord will stop accepting Section 8—this was particularly true of African Americans
in Missouri City, Pasadena and Galveston; and Hispanics in all participating jurisdictions.
Stakeholders also expressed concern about the lack of landlords willing to accept vouchers,
particularly in high opportunity areas.
Residents also identified the lack of housing units suitable for large families available in publicly
supported housing inventory.
Residents and stakeholders both identified NIMBYism as a barrier to locating multifamily and
publicly supported housing in high opportunity areas. Support for multifamily development in
general is tepid at best in most communities; it is lower for low income housing.
Two state-level policies related to publicly assisted housing impact residents ability to effectively
utilize vouchers and access areas of high opportunity through LIHTC developments:
1. In 2015 the Texas state legislature passed a law barring cities from passing laws banning
landlords from discrimination based on source-of-income. Both residents and
stakeholders identified this as a barrier for voucher holders in finding housing—
particularly in high opportunity areas.
2. Siting LIHTC developments in areas of high opportunity is hindered by the inclusion of
“community support” and elected official approval of proposed LIHTC developments as
part of the state scoring system that allocates LIHTC. This scoring mechanism for LIHTC
applications has, in some cases, perpetuated NIMBYism and made it difficult to site
LIHTC units in areas of high opportunity.

Fair Housing complaints. The study team analyzed fair housing complaint data for the period
from January 1, 2012 through January 31, 2018 for the Greater Houston Region. In the region,
861 complaints were filed over the six-year period. As shown in Figure ES-11, disability was the
most common basis for complaints in the Harris County service area (38%), Missouri City (50%),
and Galveston (42%). However, in Pasadena, race accounted for the greatest share of complaints
(44%).
Galveston had the highest number of complaints per capita by far with 5.25 complaints for every
10,000 people. All other participating jurisdictions had per capita complaints below the regional
average of 1.45. A high incidence of complaints can be indicator of fair housing concerns but can
also interpreted as a positive indicator of resident awareness of fair housing law. That is, when
residents are aware of fair housing laws, they are more likely to report fair housing violations.
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Figu
ure ES-11.
Basis of Complain
nts for Participating Jurisdiictions, January 1, 2012 thrrough Januaryy 31, 2018

Sourcce: HUD FHEO and BBC
B Research & Conssulting.

Neaarly half (46%
%) of the complaints filed region-wide
r
eended in som
me type of reso
olution in favvor
of th
he complainaant (conciliatiion, settlemen
nt or complaiint withdrawn after resolu
ution). Fortyfourr percent of all
a complaintss resulted in a no cause de termination, which occurss when HUD
he Federal Faair Housing A
deteermines that there was no
o evidence of violation of th
Act.6
Thee most issues common citeed among setttled/conciliatted complaints in both thee region and tthe
participating jurrisdictions waas “discriminaatory terms, cconditions, prrivileges, or sservices and
faciilities” followed by “discrim
minatory refu
usal to rent.” ““Failure to m
make reasonab
ble
acco
ommodationss” and “failure to permit reeasonable moodification” collectively reepresented just 2
percent of the seettled complaaints in the reggion and 4 peercent of the ssettled complaints in the
participating jurrisdictions.
Oveerall, 8 percen
nt of residentt survey respo
ondents felt tthey experien
nced discrimin
nation when
they
y looked for housing
h
in thee region. The proportion oof residents w
who believe th
hey experiencced
disccrimination when
w
looking for housing varies
v
widelyy from 2 perceent of those w
with householld
inco
omes of $100
0,000 or moree to 26 percen
nt of residentts with Section
n 8 vouchers. Galveston
resiidents are twice as likely as
a residents of
o the region ooverall to thin
nk they have experienced
hou
using discrimiination (17%
% versus 8%). Among proteected classes,, households which includ
de a
mem
mber with a disability
d
(15%), respondeents with Lim
mited English Proficiency (a proxy for
natiional origin) (15%), and African
A
American residentss (14%) are m
most likely to say they
exp
perienced hou
using discrimiination.
housing in th
Ressidents who th
hink they exp
perienced hou
using discrim
mination when
n looking for h
he
regiion had the opportunity to
o describe, in their own woords, the reasson for the discrimination.
n for the disccrimination ass
Oveerall, the greaatest proportiion of respond
dents identifiied the reason

6 The
e remaining nine percent of compllaints were closed
d or dismissed fo r a variety of reassons, including co
omplainant failed
d to

coop
perate or withdrew the complaint without
w
resolutio
on, complaint dism
missed for lack off jurisdiction, FHA
AP judicial dismisssal,
and litigation
l
ended with
w no discrimin
nation found.
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their or a household member’s race or ethnicity (26%); income (11%); having a Section 8
voucher (10%); familial status, particularly having children (8%); and disability (5%). Focus
group participants with a disability described discrimination as an “every day issue” and that
residents with disabilities do not have equal opportunity in the region.
Stakeholders also mentioned the existence of discrimination in the region and indicated the
populations most affected include LGBTQ, racial minorities, persons with disabilities, nonEnglish speakers, and immigrants.

Zoning. The zoning, building, and subdivision codes and regulations, of Harris County and the
cities of Missouri City, Pasadena, and Galveston were reviewed to identify potential barriers to
fair housing choice and reasonable accommodation under the federal Fair Housing Amendments
Act (FHAA) and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Primary findings and potential issues
are summarized below:


No zoning in counties. In the State of Texas counties are not granted zoning powers and
have limited power to guide development and as a result, private deed restrictions and
covenants usually govern land use and development. In the absence of zoning with its overarching application of zone districts with accompanying use and density standards, it is
difficult to identify discrepancies in how the language of private deed restrictions and
covenants may be interpreted and enforced by the county. In addition, without zoning it
may be difficult for a county to respond to the fair housing and accessibility needs of its
residents.



Regulations of specific housing types by Texas statutes. Texas state statutes regulate
specific types of housing that are relevant to FHAA, including manufactured homes, assisted
living facilities, boarding homes, convalescent and nursing homes, group homes, homeless
shelters and community homes. The local codes reviewed in this analysis are generally
inconsistent in the use of terms listed above related to group or congregate living facilities.
This makes it difficult to know how these types of facilities are regulated in the zoning
codes or other applicable local regulations, regardless of what they are called at the local
level. Local zoning codes should be aligned with state statutes by specifically referencing all
applicable state statutes, using the same or substantially similar terms for group and
congregate living facilities, including definitions of these facilities, listing these facilities as
uses, and identifying the zone districts where they are allowed.



Inconsistent terms and allowed uses in local codes. The local codes are generally internally
inconsistent in terminology for housing facilities with various levels of living assistance or
care, many of which could include FHAA protected groups. This makes it unclear how such
institutions, which appear to cover some FHAA protected groups, are treated by the zoning
code.



Group homes are not a recognized use in local codes. Although “group homes” are
recognized and defined in Texas state statutes, none of the zoning codes reviewed or other
land development regulations in the four communities covered by this analysis specifically
include “group home” as a use. Local zoning codes should clearly include group homes as a
use and generally should allow group homes in a broad range of zone districts, including at
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least one (and preferably all) residential zone district. Where no zoning is adopted, an
ordinance stating that group homes are allowed in residential areas would clarify that
group home facilities for FHAA-protected persons are treated as residential uses.


Density may restrict housing choice. Density can be an issue if zoning favors only large lot,
low-density development or if other standards do not allow the mid- or high-density ranges
set in specific zone districts. In the first case, housing choice is limited to higher-priced lots
with single-family homes and in the second case the range of housing cannot be achieved
resulting in fewer and higher cost housing than intended. Both of these situations directly
affect persons with lower incomes and may disproportionately affect persons with
disabilities and minorities since they usually make up a greater percentage of lower-income
households.



Inclusionary zoning authority is limited. The inclusionary zoning authority of Texas
municipalities is limited by state statutes. However, Texas Local Government Code Section
214.905 authorizes municipalities to “create incentives, contract commitments, density
bonuses, or other voluntary programs designed to increase the supply of moderate or
lower-cost housing units.”7 Of the three municipalities in the analysis only Galveston
incorporates an inclusionary housing incentive in its zoning code.



Lack of clear procedures for “reasonable accommodation.” None of the land development
regulations reviewed contained a process to request a reasonable accommodation. In
jurisdictions where a zoning code is adopted (namely Missouri City and Galveston), a
reasonable accommodation request would defer to the variance procedure. Criteria for a
variance approval, however, are based on the unique circumstances of a building or site and
are not adequate to address reasonable accommodation requests which relate to unique
circumstances of an individual. Another complication in taking reasonable accommodation
requests through the variance process is that a public hearing is required which could raise
concerns about unequal treatment. In Galveston exterior alterations to homes in a historic
overlay district require a separate review process—this adds another layer of
regulations/standards for some reasonable accommodations. In Harris County review and
approval of a reasonable accommodation devolves to the adopted building and life/safety
codes. However, it is unclear how review among these codes and any other codes that may
affect development, such as the subdivision regulations, are coordinated for a reasonable
accommodation request. The same is true for Pasadena.

What are the primary fair housing challenges in the Greater Houston
Region? What factors contribute to the creation and/or persistence of
those challenges?
The primary fair housing issues in the region and the contributing factors include:

7 Inclusionary zoning is tool for local governments to encourage the creation of affordable housing units in conjunction with

new development. Development incentives and/or density bonuses are established in the zoning code and are available to a
developer in exchange for the developer providing affordable units.
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Segregation persists. Segregation does exist in the region and in each participating
jurisdiction—by race, ethnicity, national origin and language. Segregation appears to be
most severe for African American residents relative to non-Hispanic white residents.
Contributing factors to segregation include historical settlement patterns, distribution of
attainable/affordable housing (both market-rate and publicly assisted housing), land use and
zoning regulations, disparities in mortgage lending, and economic factors.



Disparities in housing needs. African American and Hispanic households experience
housing problems at higher rates that non-Hispanic whites in the region and in all
participating jurisdictions. Large family households also experience housing problems at
relatively high rates. Non-Asian minorities also have a harder time accessing capital for
home purchase loans, home improvement loans and refinances. Non-Asian minority
borrowers who are successful in getting a loan are more likely to receive subprime (higher
than average) interest rates on their loans.
Contributing factors to disparities in housing needs include lower homeownership rates
among most minority groups, availability affordable units in a range of sizes, lack of private
investments in specific neighborhoods, and lending discrimination.



Disparities in access to opportunity. In the region and in each jurisdiction, nonHispanic white and Asian residents tend to live in higher income areas farther from
industrial and commercial centers with better schools but fewer public transportation
options. African American and Hispanic residents tend to live in poorer areas which are
closer to jobs and public transportation, but which have lower performing schools, less
labor market engagement, and more air pollution. Disparities persist even when comparing
income-similar residents of different races/ethnicities.
 Disparities in access are most striking when considering exposure to low
poverty areas, employment access (labor market engagement and/or jobs
proximity), and school quality.
 Places with access to Metro have good access to transportation, including for
people with disabilities. However, lack of participation in Metro (i.e., Pasadena,
Missouri City) eliminates those communities as a place to live for residents with
disabilities or lower income residents who rely on public transportation.
 There are differences in access to public services experienced by African
American survey respondents; most of these are driven by the experience of
African Americans living in Houston. However, results do suggest that
investment in Galveston, Missouri City and Pasadena neighborhoods with
sizeable African American populations are lacking when compared to other
neighborhoods in these communities.
 Access to jobs was a significant concern among all stakeholders, but especially so
among Galveston stakeholders. Job training was highlighted as a need for the
disability population region-wide.
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 Economic disinvestment in Pasadena and Missouri City is located in areas of
minority concentration. In both communities, private investment has moved
further from the downtown core where there is a higher proportion of Hispanic
and African American residents toward outlying areas.
Contributing factors to disparities in access to opportunity include availability of affordable
units in a range of sizes, limited support for multifamily housing, NIMBYism, lack of private
investments in specific neighborhoods, lending discrimination, land use and zoning laws,
limited/lack of public transit in certain areas.


Barriers to housing choice for people with disabilities. There is a shortage of
affordable accessible housing for those with mobility as well as sensory disabilities—in all
participating communities. Difficulty finding landlords who accept vouchers or disability
benefits as income amplifies the difficulty residents with disabilities face finding suitable
affordable housing. In addition, renters with disabilities face barriers in requesting
reasonable accommodations including landlords who refuse to accommodate requests and
residents who worry that their request may result in retaliation and/or eviction. Owners
with disabilities need repairs they cannot afford to make—particularly in Galveston and
Pasadena. Access to opportunity could be improved for people with disabilities by
improving accessible infrastructure (primarily missing/dilapidated sidewalks), increasing
employment supports (coaching/training/counseling), and transit expansion into
additional neighborhoods and communities.
Contributing factors include a lack of accessible, ADA-compliant housing across the region,
(both market rate and affordable); a lack of landlords willing to accept Section 8 vouchers and
disability income; a lack of information available to Section 8 voucher holders to help them
find landlords who do participate in the voucher program; lack of fair housing
knowledge/compliance among landlords; lack of public transportation in many
neighborhoods; and sidewalks are missing or are dilapidated.



Location and utilization of publicly assisted housing. Disparities by race/ethnicity
in program utilization relative to eligible households are evident in the region as well as in
each jurisdiction. Generally, African American residents are overrepresented among
housing program participants relative to their representation among all households earning
less than 50 percent of Area Median Income (AMI). Conversely, Hispanic households tend to
be underrepresented among program participants.
Patterns in location of publicly supported housing programs indicate that a relatively high
proportion of location-specific housing program units (LIHTC, project based section 8 and
other multifamily) are located in areas with high poverty. Housing choice voucher holders
are less likely than other program participants in Harris County (excluding entitlements)
and in Pasadena to live in R/ECAPs. However, voucher holders expressed challenges
accessing areas of high opportunity because landlords are unwilling to accept vouchers.
Contributing factors include lack of affordable housing in a range of unit sizes, NIMBYism,
source of income discrimination, state Qualified Allocation Plan for LIHTC siting, land use and
zoning regulations, and distrust of public institutions among immigrant populations.
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Lack of fair housing capacity. Survey responses, focus group input, and complaint data
indicate potential discrimination in the rental market. In addition, local land use and zoning
policies could be more explicit in their compliance with fair housing laws and language.
 Eight percent of resident survey respondents felt they experienced
discrimination when they looked for housing in the region; rates are highest
among households which include a member with a disability (15%),
respondents with Limited English Proficiency (a proxy for national origin)
(15%), and African American residents (14%).
 Hispanic renters and LEP households worry about retaliation if they request a
repair from their landlord (particularly in Pasadena). Minority residents with a
disability are worried if they request an accommodation for their disability their
rent will increase or they will be evicted.
 Local land use codes are internally inconsistent and are inconsistent with state
codes in their use of terms relating to specific housing types, including group
homes. City and county policies are lack clear procedures for requesting
reasonable accommodations.
Contributing factors include perceived and actual housing discrimination, lack of fair housing
knowledge among landlords, and land use and zoning regulations.

Goals and Strategies: How can those fair housing issues be addressed?
To address the fair housing challenges identified above, the participating partners will do the
following:
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Figure ES-12.
Fair Housing Plan – Harris County, Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, Harris County Housing Authority, and Galveston Housing Authority
REGIONAL FAIR HOUSING GOALS

FAIR HOUSING ISSUES/IMPEDIMENTS TO BE
ADDRESSED BY GOAL

PARTICIPATING
PARTNERS

METRICS, MILESTONES, & TIMELINE

1

Improve regional collaboration in fair and affordable housing planning:
- Consider a regional housing strategy
- Increase communication around priorities and developer incentives
- Coordinated approach for promoting inclusivity and diversity of housing stock in all
communities

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) The City of Houston and Harris County currently hold pipeline meetings for coordinating
PSH units and ESG funders partners meet regularly to discuss cooperative strategies. Expand
these meetings by inviting other jurisdictions to attend and expand discussion to include
units for Very Low Income and Low Income Residents (2018-2019).
2) Formalize regional approach through a regional housing strategic plan that includes
housing diversity and inclusivity as well as LIHTC development (2023)
3) Hold a regional affordable housing and access to opportunity symposium (2025)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, HCHA,
GHA

2

Boost residents access to residential capital throgh partnerships with local lenders
and by providing credit counseling and financial literacy classes.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity

1) Identify partnership opportunities with local lenders and collaborate on affirmative
marketing and increasing access to residential capital for underserved residents (2019)
2) Provide and/or partner with local service providers to provide credit counseling and/or
financial literacy classes. (ongoing)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, HCHA,
GHA

3

Continue to support fair housing outreach and education through:
- Fair housing training events and training
- Fair housing materials in multiple languages and mediums
- Landlord/tenant resources
- Enhanced media outreach especially during Fair Housing Month each year
- Materials available in languages other than English

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Fair housing training events and training (annually)
2) Fair housing materials in multiple languages and mediums (consistently available)
3) Landlord/tenant resources (consistently available)
4) Enhanced media outreach especially during Fair Housing Month each year (annually)
5) Materials available in languages other than English (consistently available)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, HCHA,
GHA

4

Collaborate with local fair housing organizations to conduct regional fair housing
testing as a tool for fair housing enforcement and to better understand private
discrimination in the housing market.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Partner with regional and local fair housing organizations to evaluate feasibility and cost of
testing efforts (2019).
2) Support fair housing testing efforts financially and/or through coordination/collaboration.
(2022)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena

5

Continue and strengthen regional transportation planning:
- Promote the benefits of transit to help reduce NIMBYism in outlying
communities.

1) Strengthen ties with transportation agencies and work with METRO and H-GAC on
outreach/education when possible (ongoing)
2) Identify opportunities to educate local political leaders on the economic benefits of transit
and the need for transit connections. (ongoing)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, GHA

- Conduct further study and outreach to understand transit needs and potential
strategies. Use this strategy to inform regional engagement.

Segregation; Disparities in Access to
Opportunity; Barriers to Housing Choice for
People with Disabilities; Lack of Fair Housing
Capacity

- Increase access to transit resources for residents with disabilities with local
service provider partnerships.

6

Increase access to job training resources for residents with disabilities through
existing partnerships with regional and local service providers and employers.
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Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities

1) Evaluate gaps in information related to transit (2018-2019)
2) Devise and implement outreach plan to fill infomration gaps (2020)
3) Development of transit strategy (2021)

HCHA

Maintain relationships with existing partners (Transportation RIDES Program), collaborate on
future transportation related efforts in the City and provide funding to partners if/when
possible (ongoing).

Pasadena

Maintain relationships with existing partners, collaborate on potential solutions, provide
funding to partners if/when possible (ongoing).

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, GHA
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Figure ES-12 (Continued).
Fair Housing Plan – Harris County, Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, Harris County Housing Authority, and Galveston Housing Authority
LOCAL FAIR HOUSING GOALS

FAIR HOUSING ISSUES/IMPEDIMENTS TO BE
ADDRESSED BY GOAL

METRICS, MILESTONES, & TIMELINE

PARTICIPATING
PARTNERS

1

Expand the supply of affordable housing options, with a focus on extremely low
income households and on larger affordable housing units (2- and 3-bedroom units
or larger), and/or express support of affordable development (e.g., LIHTC).

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing

1) Continue to fund rental assistance and/or affordable housing development (ongoing)
2) Express support for affordable developments that include units with 2 or more bedrooms
(ongoing)
3) Establish and/or maintain relationships with regional affordable housing developers to
express support of affordable and/or LIHTC developments within jurisdiction (ongoing)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, HCHA,
GHA

2

Continue to assist low income homeowners, improve housing quality, and increase
housing accessibility through housing rehabilitation, repair and accessibility grant
programs.

Disparities in Housing Needs; Disparities in
Access to Opportunity; Barriers to Housing
Choice for People with Disabilities; Location
and Utilization of Publicly Assisted Housing

Continue to fund programs that stabilize low income homeowners, improve housing quality,
and increase accessibility (ongoing).

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena

3

Develop community priorities for siting LIHTC developments (and/or other publicly
assisted housing) and work to promote community support of such developments
in high opportunity areas.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Identify optimal locations for LIHTC and evaluate potential barriers to LIHTC developmetn
in those areas (2021)
2) Proactively conduct outreach and education in those areas to promote openness to LIHTC
(2022)
3) Partner with LIHTC developers to assist with community outreach for specific development
projects (ongoing)

Harris County,
Missouri City, HCHA,
GHA

4

Develop policies and procedures that support balanced housing opportunities,
including affordable/workforce housing (e.g., adopt an anti-NIMBY policy).

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Harris County should review its anti-NIMBY plan and update as necessary (2019)
2) Other jurisdictions should develop comparable policies (2019)
3) Circulate and promote policy as appropriate (2020-2025)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, HCHA

5

Promote economic investment (public and private) in distressed areas that have
high minority concentrations:

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing

1) Identify CDFIs currently operating in jurisdiction and establish regular communication
channels and/or meetings to discuss partnership opportunities (2020)
2) Evaluate the potential for leverage, acquisition, or other appropriate fund (2022)

Harris County,
Missouri City

- Identify areas where new construction of affordable housing could serve as an
economic catalyst for revitalization. Use land banking as allowed under law to
acquire such parcels for affordable housing development and/or advocate for the
use of TRZ dollars for affordable housing in improvement districts

Work to identify opportunities and locations (2019-2021)
If opportunities arise and as desired by jurisdiction, use land banking as allowed under to
acquire strategic parcels (ongoing).

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, HCHA, GHA

- Include affordable housing as a component of revitalization efforts and consider
implementation of neighborhood-specific plans or a Comprehensive Plan that
incorporates affordability planning

1) Build energy-efficient and location-efficient communities that are healthy, affordable and
diverse.
2) Build communities that are affordable for very low income households without
concentrating poverty.
Review and create/adjust incentives as necessary (2022)

HCHA

1) Maintain data and maps on areas with "high opportunity" characteristics, including quality
schools, access to jobs, etc. (ongoing)
2) Continue programs and procedures to encourage use of vouchers in those areas (ongoing)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, HCHA,
GHA

- Explore partnerships with lenders such as community development financial
institutions (CDFIs) that serve the region to discuss potential partnership
opportunities for 1) Developing the capacity of small businesses in distressed
areas and 2) Are committed to helping transform distressed communities.

- Prioritize City development incentives to support infrastructure upgrades, blight
reduction efforts, and commercial development in underserved neighborhoods.

6

Continue to encourage housing choice voucher participants to use vouchers in high
opportunity areas
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Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity
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Figure ES-12 (Continued).
Fair Housing Plan – Harris County, Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, Harris County Housing Authority, and Galveston Housing Authority
7

Incentivize landlord participation in HCV and other affordable housing programs
through a multifamily rehabilitation and accessibility improvement program using
HUD and other affordable housing and community development funds.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Continue to actively market HCV and other affordable housing program participation
through property owner networks (ongoing)
2) Offer rehab incentives to encourage participation as funding allows (ongoing)
3) Continue to encourage HCV participants to use vouchers in high opportunity areas by
offering higher payment standards of the FMR.

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, HCHA, GHA

8

Review city/county policies for requesting a reasonable accommodation for fair
housing compliance and evaluate improvements that could help affirmatively
further fair housing for people with disabilities.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

Review development regulations for clarity on process to request reasonable
accommodation and evaluate potential barriers, including applicability of variance process
(2019)
Note: see Section VIII page 25 of this AI for additional details and examples.

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena

9

Review zoning/land use/development regulations to ensure that a diversity of
housing choices is allowable throughout residential districts.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Review density, lot size, building height, and lot coverage regulations; subdivision
regulations; and parking requirements for barriers to density and affordability (2021)
2) For communities with zoning, evaluate district typologies for barriers to housing diversity
(2021)
Note: see Section VIII pages 22-23 of this AI for additional details and examples.

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena

10

Review zoning/land/development regulations use to improve consistency between
local codes and state regulations of specific housing types impacting protected class
populations.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Evaluate consistency and application of the following state-code terms in local regulations:
"Manufactured Homes," "Assisted Living Facilities," "Boarding Home," "Convalescent and
Nursing Homes," "Group Homes," Homeless Shelters," and "Community Homes." (2020)
2) Ensure that local codes explicitly reference state statutes related to the types of homes
listed above (2020)
Note: see Section VIII pages 19-21 of this AI for additional details and examples.

Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena

11

Consider incentives to promote accessibility and universal design to improve
accessibility/adaptability in new construction.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Evaluate existing regulation to assess if/how it inhibits accessibility and universal design
(2019)
2) Evaluate incentives (e.g., density bonuses, fee waivers, etc.) for developments that provide
increased accessibility/adaptability. (2021)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, HCHA
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Disaster Harvey Goals

REGIONAL FAIR HOUSING GOALS

1

2

Administer CDBG-DR funds in a way that addresses
the greatest needs and affirmatively furthers fair housing
choice in Harris County.

Consider strategic investments to prevent and/or
mitigate future damages related to natural disasters,
particularly flooding events.

FAIR HOUSING ISSUES/IMPEDIMENTS TO BE
ADDRESSED BY GOAL

METRICS, MILESTONES, & TIMELINE

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with
Disabilities; Location and Utilization of
Publicly Assisted Housing; Lack of Fair
Housing Capacity

Affirmatively market disaster recovery resources to protected class
populations using targeted strategies such as strategic placement of
information (e.g., Spanish-speaking radio ads), provide access to resources
in variety of languages.

Disparities in Housing Needs; Disparities in
Access to Opportunity

Provide assistance in navigating FEMA documents to people with
disabilities, limited English proficiency, and/or limited literacy.
Monitor equitable distribution of home repair funds. Encourage CDBG-DR
funding applicants to show that projects are likely to lessen area racial,
ethnic, and low-income concentrations, and/or promote affordable housing
in low-poverty, nonminority areas in response to natural hazard related
impacts.

1). Prioritize drainage and stormwater management infrastructure
improvements in areas that experienced severe flooding with a
consideration of areas with disproportionate housing needs, low income
concentrations, and/or minority concentrations as these populations are
commonly disproportionately impacted by disaster impacts.

2) Identify areas of opportunity located outside floodplains for future
affordable developments.
3). Continue to promote the Harris County Buyout program to allow
residents to move from flood hazards.
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Harris County

Harris County

SECTION I.
Demographic Patterns

SECTION I.
Demographic Patterns
This section discusses demographic patterns in the study area, with a specific focus on the
distribution of protected class populations throughout each participating jurisdiction and in the
region overall. After brief notes on data sources and terminology, this section begins with a highlevel regional demographic summary, which is followed by detailed demographic pattern and
segregation analyses for each participating jurisdiction.

Methodology Notes
Data sources. Data from HUD’s Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool
(AFFH-T) are used throughout this section and the report as a whole to help describe
demographic, socioeconomic, and housing characteristics as well as access to opportunity areas.1
Those data focus on jurisdiction level, Census tract level, and block group level data. Where
useful for more focused geographical analysis, this report also includes block level analysis to
provide a closer view of neighborhood dynamics. As there are no post-Census 2010 block or
block group level demographics available, Census block and block group data are from Census
2010. Additional data from national publicly available sources and from local data sources are
also incorporated where possible. 0
Jurisdiction v. region terminology. The “jurisdiction” as defined by the AI is the city or
county or groups of cities and counties that receive HUD block grant funds directly from HUD.
The cities and counties included in this AI are the City of Pasadena, the City of Missouri City, the
City of Galveston, and Harris County (excluding the cities of Houston and Baytown, which are
entitlement communities and will produce independent AIs). The portion of Harris County
included in this report referred to throughout the report as the “Harris County Service Area.”2
Two housing authorities are also participating in the AI: Harris County Housing Authority
(HCHA) and Galveston Housing Authority (GHA).

1 For more information on the data documentation in the AFFH-T visit www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-datadocumentation.
2 The Harris County service area consists of unincorporated Harris County and the 12 small cities in the county that have

signed cooperative agreements for inclusion in Harris County’s application for funding. Harris County was designated an urban
county by HUD for the Entitlement Program in 1975. In order to qualify for urban county status, a county must have a total
population of 200,000 or more persons. An urban county’s population consists of the total population of the unincorporated
areas of the county and the various incorporated cities, towns and villages that sign cooperative agreements with the county.
These 12 Cooperative Cities include: Deer Park, Galena Park, Humble, Jacinto City, Katy, La Porte, Morgan's Point, Seabrook,
Shoreacres, South Houston, Tomball, and Webster. Because the populations of Houston, Pasadena, and Baytown are greater
than 50,000, they are considered entitlement cities by HUD. These cities utilize their own community development resources
and receive HUD funds and therefore are not within the Harris County service area.
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Forr the purposess of the AI, the “region” used in comparrative analysiis is the Core Based Statisttical
Areea, or CBSA. CBSA boundarries are set by
y the U.S. Officce of Manageement and Budget (OMB) aand
incllude both mettropolitan an
nd micropolitaan (smaller coonsolidated ccities) areas. B
By definition, a
CBS
SA is county or
o group of co
ounties with at
a least one urrbanized areaa of 10,000 people or morre
and
d adjacent areeas with a “higgh degree of social
s
and ecoonomic integgration.”
Thee region that includes
i
the participating
p
jurisdictions for this AI is the “Houston
n-The
Woodlands-Sugaar Land CBSA
A” comprised of nine countties includingg and surroun
nding Harris
Cou
unty: Harris, Fort
F Bend, Mo
ontgomery, Brazoria,
B
Galvveston, Libertyy, Waller, Chaambers and
Ausstin counties. This area is commonly
c
refferred to as th
he “Greater H
Houston Regio
on” and may also
be called
c
“the reg
gion” through
hout this docu
ument. Figuree I-1 shows ju
urisdictions p
participating in
thiss regional fairr housing stud
dy.
Figu
ure I-1.
Partticipating Jurisdictions
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Harris County is located in Texas’ coastal plain, along the northern coast of the Gulf of Mexico.
The County’s urban area is dominated by the City of Houston. The City of Pasadena lies adjacent
to Houston on its southeastern border within Harris County. Missouri City lies adjacent to
Houston on its southwestern border, partially in Harris County but primarily in Fort Bend
County. Lying one hour from the center of the City of Houston, Galveston is a coastal resort and
port and the site of many vacation homes.

Regional Demographic Summary
Demographic patterns. The Greater Houston Region consists of about 5.9 million residents,
40 percent of whom identify as non-Hispanic white. Thirty-five percent are Hispanic, 17 percent
are African American or black, 7 percent are Asian or Pacific Islander and 1 percent are two or
more races. About 23 percent of the region’s residents were born outside the United States and
16 percent have limited English proficiency.
About half of all households in the region are families with children. Eleven percent of the
region’s residents have at least one type of disability. Figure I-2 (on the following page) provides
a demographic overview of the Greater Houston region and the participating jurisdictions for the
AI.
The racial/ethnic distribution of Harris County, excluding CDBG entitlement areas of Houston
and Pasadena, is very similar to the region overall. Galveston has a higher proportion of African
American or black residents (21%) than the region, offset by a lower proportion of Asian
residents (3%). Missouri City has the lowest proportion of residents that are non-Hispanic white
(26%) and the highest proportion of both African American residents (40%) and Asian residents
(16%). Pasadena also has a relatively low proportion of non-Hispanic white residents (33%).
Pasadena’s “minority” population consists primarily of Hispanic residents, who account for 62
percent of the overall population.
In both Pasadena and Missouri City, a quarter of all residents were born outside the United
States (a proportion slightly higher than the region overall). However, the ability of those
residents to speak English is quite different in the two communities. In Pasadena, 22 percent of
the population has limited English proficiency, compared to 11 percent in Missouri City and 16
percent in the region overall.
Galveston is has the highest proportion of senior residents (13%), which relates to its relatively
high proportion of residents with a disability (15%) and its lower proportion of households that
are families with children.
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Figure I-2.
Current
Demographics,
Greater Houston
Region and
Participating
Jurisdictions
Note:
All % represent a share of
the total population within
the jurisdiction or region
for that year, except family
type, which is out of total
families.
Refer to the Data
Documentation for details
(www.hudexchange.info).
Source:
Decennial Census and ACS
from the HUD Affirmatively
Furthering Fair Housing
Data and Mapping Tool and
BBC Research & Consulting.

Greater Houston Region
Number
Percent
Race/Ethnicity
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, NonHispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Other or Two or more Races

Harris County
Service Area
Number
Percent

Galveston
Number Percent

Missouri City
Number Percent

Pasadena
Number Percent

2,340,268
996,221
2,096,532

40%
17%
35%

698,130
273,486
641,215

40%
16%
36%

17,119
8,599
14,030

41%
21%
33%

19,437
30,618
12,225

26%
40%
16%

48,299
2,869
90,243

33%
2%
62%

387,383

7%

115,853

7%

1,383

3%

11,842

16%

3,137

2%

13,824
86,435

0%
1%

4,113
27,460

0%
2%

169
646

0%
2%

158
1,593

0%
2%

296
1,124

0%
1%

1,350,399

23%

390,410

22%

7,065

15%

16,779

25%

37,160

25%

947,540

16%

279,255

16%

3,954

8%

7,606

11%

32,755

22%

Sex
Male
Female

2,944,237
2,976,179

50%
50%

868,373
891,762

49%
51%

21,288
20,656

51%
49%

36,255
39,620

48%
52%

72,489
72,495

50%
50%

Age
Under 18
18-64
65+

1,655,964
3,757,464
506,988

28%
63%
9%

537,920
1,103,108
119,107

31%
63%
7%

8,458
27,916
5,570

20%
67%
13%

20,694
48,753
6,428

27%
64%
8%

44,794
88,826
12,364

31%
61%
8%

Family Type
Families with children

748,699

51%

244,335

55%

3,729

40%

9,776

48%

19,141

54%

Age of People with Disabilities
Total with Disabilities
Age 5-17 with Disabilities
Age 18-64 with Disabilities
Age 65+ with Disabilities

562,590
55,501
310,640
196,449

11%
1%
6%
4%

143,882
16,815
82,128
44,939

9%
1%
5%
3%

6,220
321
3,298
2,601

15%
1%
8%
6%

4,766
523
2,142
2,101

7%
1%
3%
3%

16,143
1,751
9,025
5,367

12%
1%
7%
4%

National Origin
Foreign-born
LEP
Limited English Proficiency
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Demographic trends. Figure I-3 shows the trends in specified protected class populations for
the Greater Houston Region and participating jurisdictions between 1990 and 2013. A summary
of key observations from the figure are below:


In all jurisdictions, the proportion of the population that belongs to a racial/ethnic group
other than non-Hispanic white increased between 1990 and 2013. That increase was
smallest in Galveston, though it should be noted that Galveston started with the highest
non-white population in 1990.



Similarly, the proportion of residents that are foreign-born increased in all jurisdictions,
with Galveston having the smallest increase.



All jurisdictions except Galveston experienced an increase in the population with limited
English proficiency between 1990 and 2013. The rate of increase was highest in Pasadena,
particularly between 1990 and 2010.



The proportion of households that consist of families with children decreased for all
jurisdictions between 1990 and 2013, except in Pasadena where the proportion held
relatively constant.
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FFigure I-3.
D
Demographic Tren
nds, Greater Housston Region and Participating
P
Jurissdictions

N
Note:

All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region for that year, exccept family type, which is out
o of total families.
Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).

SSource: Decennial Censuss and ACS from the HUD Afffirmatively Furthering Fairr Housing Data and Mappin
ng Tool; and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Segregation levels and patterns. A recent report by the Manhattan institute shows that
segregation in most American cities has been declining since a peak in the mid-twentieth
century. At that time, both government policies and market forces contributed to neighborhood
segregation. Policy reform, shifts in racial attitude, gentrification of urban areas and integration
of suburbs have all contributed to the overall decline in segregation.3 Even so, racial
concentrations persist in many neighborhoods due to a multitude of reasons including historical
denial of housing and segregation, neighborhood history, immigration patterns, economic
mobility, and actual/perceived racism.
Racial and ethnic diversity is increasing in all four geographies assessed in this AI. However,
diversity and residential integration are not the same. While ethnic/racial diversity grows,
neighborhood integration lags behind for most groups.
This can be seen by assessing levels of integration as measured by the Dissimilarity Index. The
Dissimilarity Index, or DI, is a widely used measure of racial residential segregation that
captures the segregation dimension of evenness of distribution of individual residents.
Specifically, the DI is an index that measures the degree to which two distinct groups are evenly
distributed across a geographic area, usually a city or county. DI values range from 0 to 100—
where 0 is perfect integration and 100 is complete segregation. Dissimilarity index values
between 0 and 39 generally indicate low segregation, values between 40 and 54 generally
indicate moderate segregation, and values between 55 and 100 generally indicate a high level of
segregation.
It is important to note that the DI that HUD provides for AI completion uses non-Hispanic white,
residents as the primary comparison group. That is, all DI values compare a particular racial
group’s distribution in the city/county against the distribution of non-Hispanic white residents.
Also, the HUD-provided data use Census tracts or block groups (depending on the data year) as
the geographic unit of measurement in calculating the jurisdiction-wide DI. This geographic level
generally equates to a neighborhood-level analysis of segregation.
The HUD data provided for the AI, shown in Figure I-4, reveal that the participating jurisdictions
are less segregated than the region overall. Hispanic segregation seems to have increased over
the past 25 years (except in Galveston); black/white segregation has remained relatively
constant (Harris County and Missouri City) or declined (Galveston and Pasadena).
Harris County has “moderate” levels of segregation for all racial/ethnic groups as does Missouri
City. Galveston and Pasadena have “low” or “moderate” levels of segregation, depending on the
racial/ethnic group of focus. The Greater Houston region overall shows “high” segregation
between African American residents and non-Hispanic white residents and shows “moderate”
segregation between Hispanic and non-Hispanic white residents as well as between Asian and
non-Hispanic white residents.

3 https://www.manhattan-institute.org/html/cr_66.htm
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Figure I-4.
Dissimilarity Index Trends, Greater Houston Region and Participating Jurisdictions

1990

Harris County
Service Area
2000 2010 Current

1990

Galveston
2000 2010 Current

52.7

39.8

45.8

45.6

47.0

41.0

35.7

34.0

31.2

60.7

64.2

52.5

57.0

53.2

54.6

56.6

48.6

41.4

41.8

53.3

52.5

54.7

38.0

46.9

48.5

49.7

34.7

35.8

36.3

33.1

47.8

49.9

48.6

52.5

43.1

42.8

38.9

43.1

39.9

39.5

37.2

41.1

Racial/Ethnic
Dissimilarity Index

1990

2000

2010 Current

1990

2000

2010 Current

Non-White/White

36.6

41.8

41.8

37.4

31.8

38.8

42.7

39.2

0-39 Low Segregation

Black/White

50.5

52.2

51.4

51.8

46.5

37.7

30.2

36.1

40-54 Moderate

Hispanic/White

39.5

46.9

52.1

45.1

36.2

43.9

47.6

42.0

55-100 High

Asian or Pac Isl/White

31.1

35.6

37.9

40.8

33.8

31.5

33.4

39.2

Racial/Ethnic
Dissimilarity Index

Greater Houston Region
1990 2000 2010 Current

Non-White/White

49.4

52.2

50.1

Black/White

65.2

65.3

Hispanic/White

47.6

Asian or Pac Isl/White

Note:

Missouri City

Pasadena

Interpreting the index:

Unit of analysis relies on Census tract data (1990, 2000, and current) and block group data (2010). “White” in this figure means nonHispanic white. “Non-White” means any race/ethnicity other than non-Hispanic white.

Source: Decennial Census and ACS from the HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

In addition to the HUD-provided data above, this AI considers a finer grain of geographic detail
in the segregation analysis by calculating the DI at the block-level. Blocks are relatively small and
in some cases may include single multifamily developments or just a handful of households.
Even so, an analysis at this level provides additional context for understanding segregation by
looking within neighborhoods at possible segregation patterns. In other words, the Census tract
and block group level analysis presented in Figure I-4 evaluates segregation between
neighborhoods; and the analysis below, conducted at the block-level, evaluates segregation
within neighborhoods on individual street blocks.
As shown in Figure I-5, the DI is generally higher when using blocks as the level of analysis. This
means that while neighborhoods have low to moderate segregation, blocks within those
neighborhoods have moderate to high segregation.
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Figu
ure I-5.
Blocck-Level Dissimilarity Indexx, Participatin
ng Jurisdiction
ns, 2010

Note::

“White” in this figure
f
means non-Hisspanic white. “Non-W
White” means any raace/ethnicity other thhan non-Hispanic wh
hite.

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool; 2010 Cennsus and Internationaal Development Plan
nning, LLC.

Wh
hen evaluated at the block--level, Harris County exclu
uding Houston
n’s DI is high for black-white
segregation (62)) and moderaate for white-m
minority segrregation (50)). Pasadena (6
61), Galveston
n
(65), and Missou
uri City (57) also
a have high
h levels of wh
hite-black seggregation. Thee persistence of
high
h segregation
n of whites fro
om blacks in all
a four of thee locales is no
otable.
Wh
hite-minority racial residen
ntial segregattion in all threee towns asseessed are low
wer, ranging frrom
39 in
i Pasadena and
a 45 in Misssouri City to 49 in Galvestton. The differences in the white-black and
indices suggeest that Hispaanics, Asians aand other non
whiite-minority dissimilarity
d
n-white
resiidents are lesss segregated from whites than blacks. This relation
nship follows trends across
the U.S. Accordin
ng to a 2015 study
s
of the segregation
s
off Hispanics reelative to whiites and black
ks,
“It is not esspecially surp
prising that Hiispanics – eveen today – aree more segreg
gated from
blacks than
n from whitess. After all, acccording to thee 2010 decenn
nial census, m
more than
one half (5
53 percent) off Hispanics self
lf-identified ass white, and oonly a very sm
mall
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percentage (2.5 percent) identified as black (Ennis, Rios-Vargas, and Albert 2011). …
Race clearly trumps ethnicity in the residential sorting process.”4
The same study found declining Hispanic segregation across the U.S., but stated that Mexicans
“are highly differentiated spatially, in part because of cultural differences and economic
disparities.” This is particularly pertinent as Mexicans are by far the largest group of Hispanics in
all of the geographies assessed in this AI (discussed later in this section under the heading
Country of Origin).
“The hope of improving race relations implied by declining Hispanic segregation and
great ethnoracial inclusion is counterbalanced by persistently high levels of residential
segregation among America’s disadvantaged Hispanic and other minority
populations.”5
Additional details and additional measures of segregation, including hyper-segregation (where
one racial or ethnic group comprises more than 75% of that neighborhood) are discussed in the
jurisdiction-specific portions that follow.

Harris County Service Area
Harris County excluding Houston consists of 33 towns and cities, which range in size from 339
(Morgan’s Point, 2010) to almost 150,000 (Pasadena, 2010). In 2010, over one third (34%) of
Harris County excluding Houston was either a municipality or a Census Designated Place (CDP).
Outside of these areas, Harris County excluding Houston is largely suburban or rural.

Demographics: race/ethnicity. The Harris County service area has a similar racial/ethnic
distribution to the Greater Houston Region overall: 60 percent of residents belong to a
racial/ethnic group other than non-Hispanic white, with Hispanic residents having the largest
presence (36%) followed by African American residents (16%), and Asian residents (7%). Other
racial/ethnic groups, including residents that identify as two or more races, comprise the
remaining 2 percent of residents.
Figure I-6.
Race and Ethnicity,
The Harris County
service area, 2013
Source:
HUD Affirmatively Furthering
Fair Housing Data and
Mapping Tool.

Greater Houston
Region
Number
Percent
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, NonHispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Other or Two or more Races

Harris County Service
Area
Number
Percent

2,340,268
996,221
2,096,532

40%
17%
35%

698,130
273,486
641,215

40%
16%
36%

387,383

7%

115,853

7%

13,824
86,435

0%
1%

4,113
27,460

0%
2%

4 Lichter, Daniel T., Domenico Parisi and Michael C. Taquino, “Spatial Assimilation in U.S. Cities and Communities? Emerging

Patterns of Hispanic Segregation from Blacks and Whites,” The Annals of the American Adademy, 2015. Page 54.
5 Lichter, ibid.
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Figu
ure I-7 displaays the geograaphic distribu
ution of resid
dents by race//ethnicity in 2
2010 (accord
ding
to the
t HUD AFFH
H-T) for the Greater
G
Houstton Region an
nd Harris Cou
unty.
Figu
ure I-7.
Racce/Ethnicity, Greater
G
Houstton Region, 20
010

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Figu
ure I-8, show
ws the same daata as the preevious map (rrace/ethnicityy in Harris Co
ounty in 2010
0)
butt provides a clloser look at Harris
H
County
y and separattes the maps by individual race/ethniccity
for additional claarity. Within the Harris Co
ounty CDBG ju
urisdiction, th
here are clustters of African
n
American resideents in many neighborhood
n
ds that are in
nner ring subu
urbs to Houstton—most
nottably in the no
orthern and southwestern
s
n areas of the county. Asian
n residents haave a
disp
proportionateely large pressence in the southwestern
n portion of th
he county as w
well.

C RESEARCH & CONSULTING
BBC

SECTION I, PAG
GE 11

Figu
ure I-8.
Racce/Ethnicity byy
Indiividual Group
p,
Harrris County, 20
010
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering
Fair Housing
H
Data and Maapping
Tool.
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Thee population of
o Harris County excludingg Houston greew by 68 percent from 1990 to 2010,
incrreasing from 1,187,646 to 1,993,008. The
T racial/eth
hnic composittion of Harriss County
excluding Houstton changed significantly
s
over
o
that periiod, as shown
n in Figure I-9
9.
o non-Hispanic white residents in Harrris County exxcluding Housston declined
d
Thee percentage of
both as a percen
ntage (from 73
3% in 1990 to 41% in 201
10) of the who
ole and in abssolute terms
(fro
om 869,770 in
n 1990 to 811
1,745 in 2010
0). Converselyy, there weree substantial iincreases in th
he
min
nority population, particularly African American/bla
A
ack residentss and Hispanicc residents.
Thee Hispanic population incrreased from 16
1 percent of tthe populatio
on in 1990 to 27 percent in
n
nts also increeased, almostt
200
00 and 38 perrcent in 2010. The share of African Ameerican residen
dou
ubling from 7 percent in 19
990 to 13 perrcent in 2010 . In addition, the share acccounted for b
by
the Asian populaation grew fro
om less than 1 percent in 1
1990 to 6 perrcent in 2010
0.
Figu
ure I-9.
Racce and Ethnicitty, Harris Cou
unty Service Area,
A
1990-20110

Sourcce: * Texas Dept. off State, Health Servicces, Center for Health
h Statistics, and Interrnational Developmeent and Planning LLC
C.

Figu
ures I-10 thro
ough I-13 exaamine changees in race/eth
hnicity at the b
block-level fo
or the Harris
Cou
unty jurisdictiion. The proggression in eaach figure cleaarly shows th
he increase in percent
min
nority along Houston’s
H
borrders.
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Figure I-10.
Northeastern Ha
arris County: Perccent Minority 1990
0, 2000, and 2010
0

Source: Cedar Grove Insttitute for Sustainable Comm
munities.

Figure I-11.
Northwestern Harris County: Perccent Minority 199
90, 2000, and 2010

Source: Cedar Grove Insttitute for Sustainable Comm
munities.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTIO
ON I, PAGE 14

Figure I-12.
Southwestern Harris County: Perccent Minority 199
90, 2000, and 2010
0

Source: Cedar Grove Insttitute for Sustainable Comm
munities.

Figure I-13.
Southeastern Ha
arris County: Perccent Minority 1990
0, 2000, and 2010
0

Source: Cedar Grove Insttitute for Sustainable Comm
munities.
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Demographics: country of origin. Fair housing laws protect individuals based on their
national origin. The Harris County service area is extremely diverse, with over 300,000 residents
from just the top 10 countries of origin. Figure I-14 shows the 10 largest countries of origin for
immigrants in Harris County excluding the entitlement communities of Houston, Pasadena and
part of Missouri City.
Mexico is by far the major country of origin, accounting for 10 percent of the population in the
Harris County CDBG jurisdiction. The drop to the second largest country of origin—El Salvador
(1.2%)—is substantial. Immigrants from Central and South America and Asia account for most of
the other primary countries of origin.
Figure I-14.
Country of Origin, Harris County
Service Area, 2013
Source:
HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and
Mapping Tool.

Country of Origin
Mexico
El Salvador
Vietnam
India
Honduras
Philippines
Colombia
Pakistan
Guatemala
China excl. Hong Kong &

Population
174,547
34,648
31,711
14,069
11,388
10,978
8,672
7,386
7,361
6,259

Percent of Total
Population
10.5%
2.1%
1.9%
0.8%
0.7%
0.7%
0.5%
0.4%
0.4%
0.4%

Figure I-15 shows the geographic distribution of Harris County residents by country of origin,
using a dot density map from the HUD AFFH-T. While only 1.1 percent of the area population
was born in Vietnam, note the clusters of Vietnamese communities in Southeastern and
Southwestern Harris County outside of Houston.
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Figu
ure I-15.
Nattional Origin, Harris Countyy

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Demographicss: limited En
nglish proficciency. Discrrimination baased on nationnal origin cann
incllude an indiviidual’s ability
y to speak, reaad, or undersstand English.. For instancee, it is
disccriminatory when
w
housingg or housing assistance
a
is n
not provided because of laanguage barriiers,
wheether it is beccause application materialls are not tran
nslated or traanslated apprropriately or
beccause the land
dlord refuses to assist som
meone becausee of languagee differences. Insufficient o
or
inefffective outreeach can also be a violation
n of Fair Houssing protectio
ons.
Figu
ure I-16 show
ws the numbeer of people who
w speak a laanguage otheer than Englissh at home an
nd
the percentage of
o them who speak
s
English
h less than weell for Harris C
County exclud
ding Houston
n
and
d Pasadena.
Spaanish or Spanish Creole is by
b far the larggest group wh
ho speak a laanguage otherr than English
h at
hom
me. Close to half
h (46.5%) of
o those who speak
s
Spanish
h or Spanish Creole at hom
me speak Engglish
lesss than well. A majority (58
8.7%) who speak Vietnameese at home sspeak English
h less than verry
welll. In all four locales in thiss assessment, a high percen
ntage of those who speak Chinese at ho
ome
speeak English less than very well.
w

C RESEARCH & CONSULTING
BBC

SECTION I, PAG
GE 17

Figu
ure I-16.
Limited English
Proficiency,
Harrris County
Servvice Area
Sourcce:
2013 5-year ACS.

Languagge Spoken at Hom
me
Any Lan
nguage other than
n English
Spanissh or Spanish Creeole
Vietnaamese
Chinese
Tagalo
og
Urdu
Korean
Arabicc
Otherr Indic languages
Hindi
Otherr Asian languages

Num
mber of
Speakers

umber that
Nu
Speakk English Less
than
n Very Well

Percent that
SSpeak English Lesss
than Very Well

658,848
513,367
40,133
14,079
10,323
9,531
4,501
7,493
5,735
5,899
5,316

292,832
235,773
23,415
7,404
2,574
2,572
2,348
2,318
1,717
1,490
1,346

44.4%
45.9%
58.3%
52.6%
24.9%
27.0%
52.2%
30.9%
29.9%
25.3%
25.3%

Figu
ure I-17 exam
mines the geographic distribution of ressidents with llimited Englissh proficiencyy.
Notte the commu
unities of Viettnamese and Chinese
C
speaakers in south
hern Harris Co
ounty.
Figu
ure I-17.
Limited English Proficiency,
P
Haarris County

Jurisdiction

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Seggregation in
n Harris Cou
unty. This secction of the annalysis focusees on racial/eethnic
segregation in Harris
H
County,, excluding en
ntitlements. T
The analysis u
uses two meth
hods for
evaaluating segreegation: the Dissimilarity
D
Index and hyp
per-segregatiion. As mentio
oned in the
Reg
gional Demog
graphic Summ
mary, the dissiimilarity indeex is evaluateed at both thee block group and
blocck levels.
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Dissimilarity index. As discussed previously, the dissimilarity index, or DI, is a widely used
measure of racial residential segregation that captures the segregation dimension of evenness of
distribution of individual residents. Figure I-18 (on the following page) shows the DI for the City
of Houston, the Greater Houston Region as a whole, and The Harris County service area. These
data are from the HUD AFFH-T and depict the DI as calculated from Census tract and block group
level data. Current data for The Harris County service area indicate moderate levels of
segregation between non-Hispanic whites and each individual racial/ethnic group (index values
between 40 and 54).
While the 1990-2010 dissimilarity indices for Harris County excluding Houston have declined
somewhat for black/white segregation, the picture is more complex for all race/ethnicities when
the current situation is considered, and when the area as a whole is considered. HUD’s
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing mapping tool provides data that show:


In both Houston and the Greater Houston Region, black/white segregation remains high
(index value 55 or higher).



In all three areas shown in the figure, Hispanic/white segregation has increased more than
any other group since 1990.



In all three areas shown in the figure, segregation for all groups relative to non-Hispanic
whites has increased somewhat since 2010, although the increase in Harris County is less
than for Houston or the region.
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Figu
ure I-18.
Disssimilarity Inde
ex
Tren
nds: Houston,, the
Gre
eater Houston
n
Reggion, and the Harris
H
Cou
unty Service Area,
A
199
90-2016
Note::
Referr to the Data Docume
entation
for de
etails
(www
w.hudexchange.info).
Dissim
milarity index values between
0 and
d 39 generally indicatte low
segre
egation, values betwe
een 40
and 54
5 generally indicate moderate
segre
egation, and values between
55 an
nd 100 generally indiccate a
high level of segregation.
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair
Housing Data and Mappin
ng Tool.

As discussed
d
in the
t Regional Demographic
D
c Summary seection, this reeport also evaaluates the DII on
a sm
maller geograaphic scale to evaluate segregation with
hin neighborh
hoods (block--level analysis),
nott just among neighborhood
n
ds (block grou
up and Censu
us tract analyssis from the A
AFFH-T). Figu
ure
I-19
9 compares th
he 2010 DI caalculated at th
he block grou
up level (samee as shown in
n the previouss
figu
ure) with a block-level anaalysis. Index values
v
are shoown for whitees relative to blacks and
whiites relative to
t minorities for Harris County excludin
ng Houston.
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As illustrated
i
by
y the figure, a smaller geoggraphic scale iindicates high
her levels of ssegregation: a
high
h index valuee of 62 for black/white seggregation and
d a moderate iindex value o
of 50 for
min
nority/white segregation.
Figu
ure I-19.
Blocck-Level Dissimilarity
Inde
ex, Harris Cou
unty
Excluding Housto
on, 2010
Sourcce:
2010 Census and Internattional
ng, LLC.
Development and Plannin

Hyp
per-Segregatiion of Neighb
borhoods. An
nother method
d of assessingg segregation
n is to identifyy
neig
ghborhoods where
w
one racial or ethnicc group comprrises more th
han 75 percen
nt of that
neig
ghborhood. Hyper-segrega
H
ation is calculated here as the population living in C
Census blockss
with more than five
f persons where
w
the population is m
more than 75 p
percent of on
ne racial or
ethnic group. Eq
qually importaant is how maany neighborrhoods have n
no residents o
of a particularr
sub
bgroup. Figuree I-20 compares the raciall/ethnic distrribution of thee total populaation of Harriis
Cou
unty excluding Houston, with
w the distrib
bution of hyp
per-segregateed neighborho
oods.
Figu
ure I-20.
Hyp
per-segregatio
on of Neighbo
orhoods, Harriis County Exclluding Housto
on, 2010

Racial/Ethnic Group

Percentt of Total
Population

Pe
ercent of Blocks
that are ≥ 75%
Sp
pecified Group

Percent off Blocks
that are ≥ 90%
Specified Group

Pe
ercent of Blocks
with
h No Residents off
the Specified Group
p

0.1%
40
59
9.9%
37
7.6%
14
4.3%
6
6.2%

22.4%
33.9%
15.0%
1.6%
0.1%

7.6
6%
17.5
5%
6.1
1%
0.8
8%
0.1
1%

4.9%
3.3%
7.5%
39.1%
52.3%

Non-Hispanic White
N
M
Minority
Hispanic
A
African
American//Black
A
Asian

Sourcce: 2010 Census and
d International Deve
elopment and Plannin
ng, LLC.

Harrris County exxcluding Houston is 40 perrcent non-Hisspanic white.. More than one in every fiive
neig
ghborhoods (22%)
(
was hy
yper-segregatted and predoominantly wh
hite, while alm
most no
neig
ghborhoods (3%)
(
had no white
w
residen
nts.
In Harris
H
County
y excluding Houston, over one-third of b
blocks were h
hyper-segreggated and
predominantly minority.
m
Alm
most one in fiv
ve (17%) of th
he area’s bloccks were 90 p
percent or mo
ore
min
nority. Few bllocks (3.3%) had no minorrity residentss.
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Harris County excluding Houston is 38 percent Hispanic. Fifteen percent of its neighborhood
blocks are hyper-segregated and predominantly Hispanic while 7.5 percent of its neighborhoods
have no Hispanic residents. This indicates relatively high segregation for this group.
In Harris County excluding Houston, few neighborhoods were hyper-segregated and
predominantly black. Only 1.6 percent of neighborhoods are more than 75 percent black.
However, 39 percent of neighborhoods have no black residents, even though the population of
this area is 14 percent black. This may indicate some type of residential exclusion or strong
preferences among the black population to choose or avoid specific neighborhoods.
Similarly, only 0.1 percent of neighborhoods were hyper-segregated and predominantly Asian.
Almost three fourths (72%) of neighborhoods were less than 5 percent Asian and more than half
(52%) had no Asian residents, but this is not surprising in an area that is comprised of only 6
percent this group.

Municipal exclusion. The following analysis evaluates the extent to which minority
neighborhoods may be excluded from municipalities based on patterns of annexation.
Annexation determines what services are provided, what rules govern development of land, who
can vote in city elections, what neighborhoods can form a utility district to self-finance
improvements, and other important issues governing the daily lives of residents. According to
Marsh et al. (2010),
“Municipalities create a local political geography that can institutionalize subordinate
positions for minority groups. Most importantly, local governments determine which
areas are incorporated into a municipality through annexation and which are
excluded. Through these powers, local governments can diminish or deny minority
political standing in local affairs, limit access to public services, and reduce the value
of minority property. The boundaries are a component of racial residential
segregation. Racially disparate application of local governments’ power to shape local
political geography creates barriers to equality….”
Some municipalities in Harris County excluding Houston are underbounded, growing to the edge
of dense minority neighborhoods—or in several cases around them—without annexing them.
Some predominantly minority neighborhoods appear to be excluded by municipalities: some are
sandwiched between two municipalities, while others may be completely surrounded by a single
municipality, creating a “donut” effect.6
This segregation through densely-settled minority communities can most clearly be seen by the
existence of predominantly minority Census Designated Places (CDPs).7 A CDP is an
unincorporated community that contains a mix of residential and commercial areas similar to

6 While maps appear to show predominantly-white donuts inside Houston, these are in fact municipalities (e.g. Bellaire, Spring

Valley Village, etc.).
7 According to the US Census, “Census Designated Places (CDPs) are the statistical counterparts of incorporated places, and are

delineated to provide data for settled concentrations of population [emphasis added] that are identifiable by name but are not
legally incorporated” https://www.census.gov/geo/reference/gtc/gtc_place.html, accessed 7/21/2017.
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those found in an incorporated place of similar size. Because the City of Houston practices
“limited” and “shoestring” annexation (annexation focusing on commercial/industrial areas
and/or following major roads), the more residential areas of the predominantly-minority CDPs
are less likely to be annexed.
In 2010, about one third (34%) of Harris County excluding Houston was either a municipality or
a CDP, and one third (32%) of these densely-settled areas were CDPs, inhabited by 213,999
persons (2010). On average, these CDPs had a higher percentage minority population than did
Harris County excluding Houston overall: While the municipalities in Harris County excluding
Houston was 55 percent minority, its CDPs averaged 61 percent minority in 2010. This would
have been higher if not for predominantly white communities such as those in Atascocita
(65,844 residents, 47% minority), The Woodlands8 (93,847 residents, 21% minority), and Cinco
Ranch (18,274 residents who are 31% minority; 2,838 of whom reside in Harris County and are
30% minority). These predominantly white communities have municipal-quality infrastructure
and services, including greenways, parks and libraries.
In contrast, there are large predominantly-minority CDPs such as Channelview (38,289
residents, 78% minority), Cloverleaf (22,942 residents, 80% minority) and Mission Bend
(36,501 residents who are 86% minority; 12,416 of whom reside in Harris County and are 85%
minority in Harris County).9 Another example is Barrett (also named Barrett Station), which was
founded by a former slave in 1889 and is 87 percent minority and 77 percent black (2010).
Figures I-21 through I-23 show the boundaries of the City of Houston along with CDPs that have
a high proportion of minority residents.

8 http://www.thewoodlands.com/ accessed 8/21/2017.
9 Mission Bend is in the City of Houston’s Extra-Territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ).
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Figu
ure I-21.
Excluded Minoritty Neighborho
oods – Cloverleaf, Channelvview and Barrett and Sheld
don, 2010

Sourcce: Cedar Grove Institute for Sustainable
e Communities, Inc.

Figu
ure I-22.
Excluded Commu
unities: Missio
on Bend CDP, 2010

Sourcce: Cedar Grove Institute for Sustainable
e Communities, Inc.
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Figu
ure I-23.
Excluded Minoritty Neighborho
ood – Aldine, 2010

Sourcce: Cedar Grove Institute for Sustainable
e Communities, Inc.

In addition
a
to the predominan
ntly minority
y CDPs, note tthe many pred
dominantly m
minority non-CDP
P neighborho
oods that bord
der the City of Houston. Foor example, th
he Airline Imp
provement
Disttrict (AID) is a predominantly-Hispanicc four-squaree mile area (“rroughly twicee the size of
Hou
uston’s Down
ntown”10) thaat lies just west of Aldine C
CDP. While it h
has not been designated a
CDP
P, the area contains 16,000
0 residents an
nd is as densee as much of H
Houston and many CDPs ((see
Figu
ure I-24).

10 Beard, Natalia, “Airline Market Mile
e: Inclusive Design
n for Growth,” Citte: The Architectu
ure and Design Review of Houston
n,”

Rice Design Alliance, July 22, 2014. Pag
ge 26. http://offccite.org/airline-m
market-mile-inclussive-design-for-ggrowth/ accessed
8/30
0/2017.
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Figu
ure I-24.
Aldine CDP, 2010
0

Aldin
ne CDP
Sourcce: Cedar Grove Institute for Sustainable
e Communities, Inc.

Thee area lacks most
m
basic urb
ban amenitiess and other seervices that aaffect quality of life and assset
accu
umulation, in
ncluding sidew
walks and sto
ormwater infrrastructure. T
The lack of sid
dewalks
illustrates the issue that exclu
uded commun
nities often e ncounter; cou
unties do nott provide “urb
ban”
ameenities even when
w
county neighborhoo
ods need them
m:
“In 2009, Harris
H
Countyy pledged $2.9 million to bee spent on ped
destrian impro
ovements,
a scheme that
t
involved two
t new, sign
nalized crossw
walks on Airlin
ne and sidewa
alks on
much-used
d streets. Harrris County, however, does nnot view sidew
walks favorablly. The
county hass a policy of on
nly installing sidewalks on new roads if a city or anotther source
finances it.. ‘It’s an expen
nse that doesn
n’t have to do with transpoortation,’ Markk Seegers,
a spokesman for Harris County comm
missioner Sylvvia Garcia told
d the Houston
Chronicle. ‘The county does
d
not do sid
dewalks; it’s nnot what gets cars from poiint A to
point B.’ Su
ubsequently, planned
p
sidew
walks from SW
WA will be fina
anced by Airliine
11
1
Improvement District.”
Mosst such exclud
ded communities do not have
h
improvem
ment districtts in place. In Texas, those
whiich do—such as AID—gen
nerate revenu
ue through a 1 percent retaail sales tax w
within the
bou
undaries of th
he District.12 This
T revenue “remains in tthe communitty to pay for eenhanced pattrol
serv
vices, graffiti and nuisancee abatement, and infrastru
ucture improvvements.” There are two
prim
mary challeng
ges to using this
t method to
o obtain need
ded infrastruccture: 1) Imp
provement
disttricts are creaated by the Teexas Legislatu
ure; and 2) M
Most areas do not have suffficient retail
salees to raise all the funds neeeded. For exaample:

11 Sa
ayer, Jason, “SWA
A’s plan to integraate a mile-long infformal market wiith nearby Houstoon,” The Archetecctural Newspaperr,

January 12, 2017. http
ps://archpaper.com/2017/01/sw
wa-airline-improvvement-district/#
#gallery-0-slide-0
0 accessed 8/30/2
2017.
12 Airline
A
Improveme
ent District, http:///airlinedistrict.o
org/About_Distri ct.shtml accessed
d 8/30/2017.
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“While the AID has been running for more than a decade, issues such as a lack of
centralized water service, poor road and pedestrian infrastructure, and bayou flooding
still hamper the area’s development. In fact, 50 percent of the district’s land lies within
a floodplain—a problem that impacts water and sewage services as well as housing.
‘There is no money dedicated to flood relief coming for another 50 years,” said Kinder
Baumgardner, managing principal at Dallas-based landscape architecture, planning,
and urban design studio SWA. “As a result, all the major urban development that one
would want to do is not going to happen until the flooding is dealt with.’”13
The Improvement District method of funding creates a Catch-22; According to a study reported
in Rice University’s Cite, “Given its need for major infrastructure improvements, the area is not
ideal for market-rate development.”14 Moreover, retail taxes are constrained, as the community’s
retail enterprises are disproportionally mobile vendors and flea market stands – enterprises
which are notably difficult to monitor and tax. According to Cite, “Out of the 400,000 square feet
of retail space within AID, 46 percent is occupied by flea market vendors.” The community is
dependent upon the county and the Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC) for grants to fund
major projects, yet its status as an Improvement District makes it appear to be self-sufficient and
may reduce its chances of obtaining such funds.

Pasadena
Pasadena is a majority-minority working-class suburb of Houston. Bordered by the Houston
Ship Channel, it is host to many port-related activities as well as petroleum-related and other
heavy industries. These economic drivers provide jobs for residents of Pasadena and the region.

Demographics: race/ethnicity. As discussed in the regional overview, Pasadena has the
highest proportion of Hispanic residents among the communities participating the AI (62% in
2013 and 66% in 2016). One-third of the city’s population is non-Hispanic white, 2 percent is
Asian and another 2 percent is African American.

13 Sayer, Jason, “SWA’s plan to integrate a mile-long informal market with nearby Houston,” The Archetectural Newspaper,
January 12, 2017. https://archpaper.com/2017/01/swa-airline-improvement-district/#gallery-0-slide-0 accessed 8/30/2017.
14 Beard, Ibid.
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Figu
ure I-25.
Racce and Ethnicitty,
Pasadena, 2013
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair
Housing Data and Mappin
ng Tool.

Greater Housston Region
Number
Percent
White, Non-H
Hispanic
Black, Non-Hiispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Paciffic Islander, NonHispanic
Native Americcan, Non-Hispaniic
Other or Two or more Races

Pasadena
Number Percen
N
nt

2,340,268
996,221
2,096,532

40%
17%
35%

48,299
2,869
90,243

33%
%
2%
%
62%
%

387,383

7%

3,137

2%
%

13,824
86,435

0%
1%

296
1,124

0%
%
1%
%

Figu
ure I-26 displlays the distribution of ressidents by racce/ethnicity ((according to
o the HUD AFF
FHT). As
A evidenced
d by the map, Hispanic resiidents live th roughout Passadena but arre clustered in
n
the northwest po
ortion of the city.
Figu
ure I-26.
Racce/Ethnicity, Pasadena,
P
201
10

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Passadena’s popu
ulation grew from
f
120,037
7 in 1990 to 1
149,043 in 20
010, a 24 perccent increase;; the
city
y experienced
d additional growth between 2010 and 2016, reachin
ng a populatiion of 153,286
acco
ording to the ACS.
As the
t city’s pop
pulation grew
w, its racial/eth
hnic composiition changed
d dramaticallyy. In 1990, 68
8
perrcent of Pasad
dena’s populaation was non
n-Hispanic wh
hite. By 2010,, the proportiion of non-
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Hispanic white dropped
d
to 33
3 percent. Thiis decline wa s offset by an
n increase in tthe Hispanic
pop
pulation whicch accounted for 29 percen
nt in 1990 and
d 62 percent in 2010. The city also has
smaall and relativ
vely stable Affrican American and Asian
n populations,, which accou
unted for abou
ut 4
perrcent of the po
opulation in both
b
2000 and 2010.
Oveerall, the perccentage of min
nority residen
nts in Pasadeena more than
n doubled bettween 1990 aand
201
10 (from 32%
% in 1990 to 67%
6
in 2010). Figure I-27 sshows changges in the city’’s racial/ethn
nic
disttribution betw
ween 1990 an
nd 2010.
Figu
ure I-27.
Racce and Ethnicitty Trends, Passadena, 1990--2010

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Figu
ure I-28 maps the racial/eethnic changees by neighbo rhood in Pasaadena. Note tthat the increease
in diversity
d
is prrimarily limiteed to Latinos and to speciffic neighborh
hoods—particcularly in the
norrthern section
n of the city. Though
T
not sh
hown in the m
maps, these d
demographicss trends have
con
ntinued and as of 2016 the city’s minoriity population
n accounted ffor 72 percen
nt of the total
pop
pulation.
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Figu
ure I-28.
Racce/Ethnicity, Pasadena,
P
199
90,
200
00, and 2010

1990

Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair Housing Datta and
Mapp
ping Tool.

2000

1 dot = 50 pe
eople

2010
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Demographics: country of origin. Twenty-five percent of Pasadena’s total population was
born in a country other than the United States. Figure I-29 displays the top 10 countries of origin
for current Pasadena residents. Twenty-one percent of Pasadena residents are Mexican
immigrants, compared to 11 percent in the Greater Houston Region. The high proportion of
Mexican immigrants in Pasadena may be related to housing affordability/availability in the area.
Pasadena residents from El Salvador comprise the second largest country of origin in the city,
accounting for 1.5 percent of all residents. No other single immigrant group is this large. All
immigrants from other Central and South American countries represent just 2.5 percent of
Pasadena residents. All Asian immigrants represent just 1.4 percent of Pasadena residents.
Figure I-29.
Country of Origin, Pasadena, 2013
Source:
HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and
Mapping Tool.

Country of Origin
Mexico
El Salvador
Honduras
Vietnam
India
Guatemala
Philippines
Korea
Cuba
Germany

Population
28,650
2,053
1,140
609
608
333
325
233
220
202

Percent of Total
Population
20.7%
1.5%
0.8%
0.4%
0.4%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%

The map in Figure I-30 illustrates the distribution of these groups throughout the city. Note that
Mexican immigrants comprise the largest group of residents of Racially/Ethnically Concentrated
Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs; discussed in detail in Section II of this AI), but El Savadoran and
Honduran immigrants are also found in these neighborhoods.
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Figu
ure I-30.
Nattional Origin, Pasadena

1 Dot = 15 People

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Demographicss: limited En
nglish proficciency. Figurre I-31 showss the numberr of people whho
speeak a languagee other than English
E
at hom
me and the p ercentage of them who sp
peak English lless
than well for thee City of Pasad
dena.
ho speak a laanguage otherr than English
b far the larggest group wh
h at
Spaanish or Spanish Creole is by
hom
me and over half
h (51%) of those who sp
peak Spanish or Spanish C
Creole at home speak Engliish
lesss than well. Th
hough there are
a fewer Vieetnamese speaakers, a signiificant majoriity who speak
k
Viettnamese at ho
ome speak En
nglish less thaan very well ((76%). A high
h percentage of those who
o
speeak “Other Ind
dic languages” at home speeak English leess than veryy well.
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Figu
ure I-31.
Limited English
Proficiency,
Pasadena, 2013
Note::
There
e are also relatively high
h
numb
bers of residents thatt
speakk Tagalog (285), Germ
man
(204), Hindi (167), and
Gujarrati (115) in their
home
es. However, relative
ely
few of
o those residents spe
eak
Englissh less than very well.
Sourcce:
2013 5-year ACS.

Languagge Spoken at Hom
me
Any Lan
nguage other than
n English
Spanissh or Spanish Creeole
Vietnaamese
Chinese
Otherr Asian languages
Otherr Indic languages
Korean
African languages
Arabicc
French
h (incl. Patois, Caajun)
Persiaan

Num
mber of
Sp
peakers
65,608
61,539
713
414
385
208
269
234
235
279
122

umber that
Nu
Speakk English Less
than
n Very Well
32,908
31,292
543
142
135
131
121
105
88
68
61

Percent that
SSpeak English Lesss
than Very Well
50%
51%
76%
34%
35%
63%
45%
45%
37%
24%
50%

Figu
ure I-32 exam
mines the geographic distribution of ressidents with llimited Englissh proficiencyy.
Nott surprisingly
y, Spanish speeakers who sp
peak English lless than veryy well are con
ncentrated in
n the
norrthern portion
n of the city. Limited
L
Engliish proficientt residents wh
ho speak Viettnamese are
morre likely to liv
ve in Central Pasadena.
Figu
ure I-32.
Limited English Proficiency,
P
Paasadena

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.
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Segregation in Pasadena. This section of the analysis focuses on racial/ethnic segregation in
the City of Pasadena. The analysis uses two methods for evaluating segregation: the Dissimilarity
Index and hyper-segregation. As mentioned in the Regional Demographic Summary, the
dissimilarity index is evaluated at both the block group and block levels.

Dissimilarity index. As defined earlier in this section, the dissimilarity index, or DI, is a widely
used measure of racial residential segregation that captures the segregation dimension of
evenness of distribution of individual residents. Figure I-33 shows the DI for the Greater
Houston Region as a whole, and the City of Pasadena. These data are from the HUD AFFH-T and
depict the DI as calculated from Census tract and block group level data (depending on the year).
Current data for Pasadena indicate moderate levels of segregation between non-Hispanic white
and Hispanic residents but low levels of segregation between non-Hispanic white and other
racial/ethnic groups. Hispanic/white segregation increased between 1990 and 2010 in
Pasadena but has moderated since that time.
Figure I-33.
Dissimilarity Index for the Greater Houston Region and City of Pasadena, 1990 – Present
Greater Houston Region
2000
2010
Current

Racial/Ethnic
Dissimilarity Index

1990

Non-White/White

49.4

52.2

50.1

Black/White

65.2

65.3

Hispanic/White

47.6

Asian or Pacific Islander/White

47.8

Interpreting the index:

Pasadena
1990

2000

2010

Current

52.7

31.8

38.8

42.7

39.2

60.7

64.2

46.5

37.7

30.2

36.1

53.3

52.5

54.7

36.2

43.9

47.6

42.0

49.9

48.6

52.5

33.8

31.5

33.4

39.2

0-39 Low

40-54 Mod

55-100 High

Source: Decennial Census and ACS from the HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

As discussed in the Regional Demographic summary section, this report also evaluates the DI on
a smaller geographic scale to evaluate segregation within neighborhoods (block-level analysis),
not just among neighborhoods (block group and Census tract analysis from the AFFH-T). Figure
I-34 compares the 2010 the DI calculated at the block group level (same as shown in the
previous figure) with a block-level analysis. Index values are shown for whites relative to blacks
and whites relative to minorities for the City of Pasadena.
As illustrated by the figure, a smaller geographic scale indicates higher levels of segregation for
African American residents relative to whites: a block level DI value of 61 compared to a block
group level DI of 36. When considered as a group, “minority” resident segregation is lower and is
consistent at 39 regardless of the geographic level of analysis.
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Figu
ure I-34.
Blocck-Level Dissimilarity
Inde
ex, Pasadena,, 2010
Sourcce:
2010 Census and Internattional
Development and Plannin
ng, LLC.

Hyp
per-segregation of neighborhoods. Ano
other method
d of assessingg segregation is to identifyy
neig
ghborhoods where
w
one racial or ethnicc group comprrises more th
han 75 percen
nt of that
neig
ghborhood. Hyper-segrega
H
ation is calculated here as the population living in C
Census blockss
with more than five
f persons where
w
the population is m
more than 75 p
percent of on
ne racial or
ethnic group. Eq
qually importaant is how maany neighborrhoods have n
no residents o
of a particularr
sub
bgroup. Figuree I-35 compares the raciall/ethnic distrribution of thee total populaation of
Passadena, with the
t distributio
on of hyper-ssegregated neeighborhoodss.
Figu
ure I-35.
Hyp
per-Segregatio
on by Census Block, Pasade
ena, 2010

Racial/Ethnic Group

Pe
ercent
Pop
pulation

his
Blockss ≥ 75 Percent Th
Group

Blocks ≥ 90 Percent
This Grroup

Bloccks No Residentss
This Group

Non-Hispanic White
N
M
Minority
Hispanic
N
Non-Hispanic
Blacck
A
Asian

32.7%
3
6
67.3%
6
62.2%
2.0%
2.1%

10.5%
42.4%
37.8%
0.0%
0.1%

3.2
2%
15.3
3%
12.8
8%
0.0
0%
0.1
1%

3.6%
1.7%
2.5%
71.1%
73.6%

Sourcce: 2010 Census and International Develo
opment and Planningg, LLC.

Thee City of Pasad
dena is one-th
hird (32.7%) white, yet m
more than 10 p
percent of neiighborhoods are
morre than 75 peercent white. Almost
A
no neeighborhoodss (3.6%) had n
no white resiidents (nonHispanic whites,, Minority, an
nd Hispanic in
ndividuals resside in nearlyy all Pasadenaa
neig
ghborhoods).
App
proximately two-thirds
t
of the City’s ressidents belongg to a racial/eethnic minoriity group. Over
40 percent
p
(42.4
4%) of neighb
borhoods werre hyper-segrregated and p
predominantlly minority.
App
proximately 15
1 percent of the area’s neeighborhoodss were 90 perrcent or moree minority. Veery
few
w neighborhoo
ods (1.7%) haad no minoritty residents.
Thee City’s population is 62.2 percent Hispanic. Most of the residentss who are min
nority are
Hispanic (92.4%
% of the minorrity populatio
on). Over a th
hird (37.8%) o
of its neighbo
orhoods are
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hyper-segregated and predominantly Hispanic, while 2.5 percent of its neighborhoods have no
Hispanic residents.
The population of Harris County excluding Houston is 14.3 percent black, yet the City of
Pasadena is only 2.0 percent black. This disparity may indicate historical exclusion (cultural or
otherwise) of black residents in Pasadena.
Only 0.1 percent of neighborhoods were hyper-segregated and predominantly Asian. Almost
three-fourths (73.6%) of neighborhoods had no Asian residents, but this is not surprising in a
city that is only 2.1 percent Asian.
Figure I-36 displays hyper-segregated neighborhoods by race/ethnicity in Pasadena.
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Figure I-36.
HyperSegregated
Areas by
Race/
Ethnicity,
Pasadena,
2010
Source:
Cedar Grove
Institute for
Sustainable
Communities, Inc.
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Municipal exclusion. The City of Pasadena abuts other municipalities on almost all sides and
contains no “donut holes” or excluded Census Designated Places (CDPs).

Missouri City
Missouri City is a bedroom community for the City of Houston, located on Houston’s Southbelt.
In 1990, Missouri City had 36,715 residents. By 2010, the population had grown to 67,358, an
increase of 84 percent. The Census Bureau estimates a 2016 population of 74,561, a moderate
growth rate of approximately 1.8 percent annually.

Demographics: race/ethnicity. Missouri City is currently a majority-minority city and
includes a diverse mix of racial/ethnic backgrounds. Forty percent of the city’s population is
African American or black, 16 percent is Hispanic and another 16 percent is Asian or Pacific
Islander. Just 26 percent of the city’s population identify as non-Hispanic white. Figure I-37
displays the current racial/ethnic distribution of the City and of the Greater Houston Region.
Figure I-37.
Race and Ethnicity,
Missouri City, 2013
Source:
HUD Affirmatively Furthering
Fair Housing Data and Mapping
Tool.

Greater Houston Region
Number
Percent
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, NonHispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Other or Two or more Races

Missouri City
Number Percent

2,340,268
996,221
2,096,532

40%
17%
35%

19,437
30,618
12,225

26%
40%
16%

387,383

7%

11,842

16%

13,824
86,435

0%
1%

158
1,593

0%
2%

Demographic changes between 1990 and 2010 reflect a decline in the non-Hispanic white
population and an increase in other racial/ethnic groups as a percent of total population. Figure
I-38 displays the changes in racial/ethnic composition of Missouri City between 1990 and 2010.
Non-Hispanic white residents accounted for 55 percent of Missouri City’s population in 1990 but
only 25 percent in 2010. The African American population comprised 41 percent of the city’s
population in 2010, up from 29 percent in 1990. In 2010, Asians were the third largest
racial/ethnic group in Missouri City, accounting for 16 percent of the population, and Latinos
accounted 15 percent of the population. African American and whites remain highly segregated.
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Figu
ure I-38.
Racce and Ethnicitty Trends, Misssouri City, 19
990-2010

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Figu
ure I-39 displlays the demo
ographic chan
nges by neigh
hborhood for the City of M
Missouri City. A
As
sho
own in the maap series, incrreases in the Asian
A
residen
nt population
n are most nottable in Westt
Misssouri City and increases in
n the Hispaniic resident poopulation are most notablee in Northeast
Misssouri City. Affrican Americcan residents became less concentrated
d in several neighborhoods
and
d are now disttributed throughout the northeast and central partss of the city.
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Figure I-39.
Race and Ethniciity Trends, Missou
uri City, 1990, 200
00, and 2010

1990

2000
0

2010

1 Dot = 30 Peo
ople

Source: HUD Affirmativvely Furthering Fair Housingg Data and Mapping Tool.
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Demographics: country of origin. Missouri City has a more complex composition of
immigrants than the other jurisdictions in this analysis, with India identified as the country of
origin for 4.7 percent of the population, Mexico identified as the country of origin for 3.8 percent
of the population, Nigeria identified as the country of origin for 2.7 percent of the population,
The Philippines identified as the country of origin for 1.7 percent, and China identified as the
country of origin for 2.5 percent of the population (see Figure I-40 below).
Figure I-40.
Country of Origin, Missouri
City, 2013
Source:
HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

Country of Origin
India
Mexico
Nigeria
Philippines
China excl. Hong Kong & Taiwan
Vietnam
El Salvador
Taiwan
Hong Kong
Germany

Population
3,021
2,449
1,756
1065
962
492
390
390
350
291

Percent of Total
Population
4.7%
3.8%
2.7%
1.7%
1.5%
0.8%
0.6%
0.6%
0.5%
0.5%

Figure I-41 shows the geographic distribution of immigrant populations in Missouri City. Note
that although Mexican immigrants are depicted by orange dots in all other National Origin maps
produced by the AFFH Mapping Tool, in this case Mexican immigrants do not comprise the
largest group of residents in Missouri City, so the color for the largest immigrant group is
reserved for India.
Indian residents are primarily concentrated in Northwest Missouri City while Mexican and
Nigerian residents are scattered throughout the city. Pilipino residents are most likely to live in
neighborhoods in Northwest or South Missouri City. The area with few identified immigrant
residents is Quail Valley subdivision built around City-owned golf courses.15

15 Quail Valley – Golf, Grille and Events, http://www.golfquailvalley.com/
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Figu
ure I-41.
Nattional Origin, Missouri City
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair Housing Datta
and Mapping
M
Tool.

Demographicss: limited En
nglish proficciency. Figurre I-42 showss the numberr of people whho
speeak a languagee other than English
E
at hom
me and the p ercentage of them who sp
peak English lless
than well for Misssouri City. In
n Missouri Citty (as well as for the otherr all locales in this
asseessment), Spaanish or Span
nish Creole is the largest grroup who speeak a languagge other than
Eng
glish at home. A substantiaal number of Missouri
M
resiidents—nearlly 5,000—speeak Chinese o
or
other Asian lang
guages at hom
me. A significaant percentagge who speak Chinese (43%
%) and
Viettnamese (42%
%) at home sp
peak English less than verry well. Amon
ng residents sspeaking otheer
Paccific Island lan
nguages at ho
ome, 72 perceent speak Engglish less than
n very well.
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Figu
ure I-42.
Limited English
Proficiency, Misssouri
Cityy, 2013
Sourcce:
2013 5-year ACS.

Langguage Spoken at Home
H
Any Language other than
t
English
Sp
panish or Spanish Creole
Ch
hinese
Otther Asian languagges
Affrican languages
Otther Pacific Island languages
Vietnamese
Taagalog
Otther Indic languagges
Hindi
Arrabic

Number of
N
S
Speakers
19,734
8,346
2,560
2,402
1,556
402
659
858
459
466
401

N
Number
that
Speaak English Less
than Very Well
6,489
2,886
1,093
705
378
291
275
181
122
98
89

Percent that
Speak English Lesss
than Very Well
33%
35%
43%
29%
24%
72%
42%
21%
27%
21%
22%

Figu
ure I-43 displlays the geographic distrib
bution of Misssouri City ressidents who h
have limited
Eng
glish proficien
ncy (speak En
nglish less thaan very well)..
Figu
ure I-43.
Limited English Proficiency,
P
Misssouri City
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair Housing Datta
and Mapping
M
Tool.
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Segregation in Missouri City. This section of the analysis focuses on racial/ethnic
segregation in Missouri City. The analysis uses two methods for evaluating segregation: the
Dissimilarity Index and hyper-segregation. As mentioned in the Regional Demographic
Summary, the dissimilarity index is evaluated at both the block group and block levels.

Dissimilarity index. As defined earlier in this section, the dissimilarity index, or DI, is a widely
used measure of racial residential segregation that captures the segregation dimension of
evenness of distribution of individual residents. Figure I-44 shows the DI for the Greater
Houston Region as a whole, and the City of Missouri City. These data are from the HUD AFFH-T
and depict the DI as calculated from Census tract and block group level data (depending on the
year).
Current data for Missouri City indicate moderate levels of segregation between non-Hispanic
white and other racial/ethnic groups.
Figure I-44.
Dissimilarity Index for the Greater Houston Region and Missouri City, 1990 – Present
Missouri City

Racial/Ethnic
Dissimilarity Index

Greater Houston Region
1990
2000
2010
Current

1990

2000

2010

Current

Non-White/White

49.4

52.2

50.1

52.7

36.6

41.8

41.8

37.4

Black/White

65.2

65.3

60.7

64.2

50.5

52.2

51.4

51.8

Hispanic/White

47.6

53.3

52.5

54.7

39.5

46.9

52.1

45.1

Asian or Pacific Islander/White

47.8

49.9

48.6

52.5

31.1

35.6

37.9

40.8

Interpreting the index:

0-39 Low

40-54 Mod

55-100 High

Source: Decennial Census and ACS from the HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

As discussed in the Regional Demographic summary section, this report also evaluates the DI on
a smaller geographic scale to evaluate segregation within neighborhoods (block-level analysis),
not just among neighborhoods (block group and Census tract analysis from the AFFH-T). Figure
I-45 compares the 2010 DI calculated at the block group level (same as shown in the previous
figure) with a block-level analysis. Index values are shown for whites relative to blacks and
whites relative to minorities for the City of Missouri City.
As illustrated by the figure, a smaller geographic scale indicates higher levels of segregation: a
high index value of 57 for black/white segregation and a moderate index value of 45 for
minority/white segregation.
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Figu
ure I-45.
Blocck-Level Dissimilarity
Inde
ex, Missouri City,
C
201
10
Sourcce:
2010 Census and Internattional
ng, LLC.
Development and Plannin

Hyp
per-Segregatiion of Neighb
borhoods. As explained prreviously in th
his section, asssessment of
neig
ghborhoods where
w
one racial or ethnicc group comprrises more th
han 75 percen
nt of that
neig
ghborhood iss another metthod of assesssing segregattion. Hyper-seegregation is calculated heere
as the
t population living in Census blocks with
w more thaan five person
ns where the population iss
morre than 75 peercent of one racial or ethn
nic group. Equ
ually importaant is how maany
neig
ghborhoods have
h
no or alm
most no resid
dents of a parrticular subgrroup. Figure I-46 comparess
the racial/ethnicc distribution
n of the total population
p
off Missouri Cityy, with the distribution of
hyp
per-segregateed neighborho
oods.
Misssouri City has 564 populaated blocks (2
2010). Of thesse, 536 had att least five ressidents. Over
onee-third of thesse 536 are hy
yper-segregatted, based upoon an assessm
ment of block
ks that are 90
perrcent or moree minority or inhabited
i
by no minority rresidents.
Figu
ure I-46.
Hyp
per-Segregatio
on of Neighbo
orhoods, Misssouri City, 20110

Racial/Ethnic Group

Pe
ercent
Pop
pulation

his
Blockss ≥ 75 Percent Th
Group

Blocks ≥ 90 Percent
This Grroup

B
Blocks
With No
Resid
dents This Group
p

Non-Hispanic White
N
M
Minority
Hispanic
N
Non-Hispanic
Blacck
A
Asian

24.9%
2
7
75.1%
1
15.3%
4
41.2%
1
16.1%

3.5%
44.4%
0.9%
17.0%
0.1%

0.6
6%
33.4
4%
0.2
2%
5.0
0%
0.1
1%

10.1%
0.4%
11.0%
4.5%
52.3%

Sourcce: 2010 Census and International Develo
opment and Planningg, LLC.

Misssouri City is 24.9
2
percent white, yet 10
0.1 percent off neighborhoo
ods had no wh
hite residentss.
In 2000,
2
Missourri City was naamed a model city for midd
dle-class Afriican American
ns by Black
Enttertainment Television.
T
In 2010, the city
y was 41 perccent black (m
more than anyy other city in
n the
Hou
uston area). However,
H
17 percent
p
of neighborhoods were more th
han 75 perceent black.
Wh
hile the city is 75 percent minority,
m
overr one-third off the area’s neeighborhoodss were 90
perrcent or moree minority. Few neighborhoods (0.4%) h
had no minorrity residentss. Figure I-47
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illustrates the diistribution of minority residents in the city’s neighborhoods, and
d indicates a h
high
leveel of white/m
minority segreegation.
Figu
ure I-47.
Num
mber of
Neighborhoods
by Percent
P
Min
nority,
Misssouri City,
201
10
Sourcce:
2010 Census and
Intern
national Developmen
nt
and Planning,
P
LLC.

Thee area’s popullation is 15.3 percent Hisp
panic. Almost no Missouri City neighborrhoods are
hyp
per-segregateed and predom
minantly Hisp
panic, but 11 percent of itss neighborhoods have no
Hispanic residen
nts.
Thee city is 41.2 percent
p
non-H
Hispanic Blacck, while Fortt Bend Countyy is 21.5 percent black and
d
Harrris County is 19.7 percentt black (2010). In Missourii City, 17 perccent neighborhoods were
hyp
per-segregateed and predom
minantly blacck. Less than 5 percent (4.5
5%) of neighb
borhoods havve
no black
b
residen
nts.
Asiaans make up 16.1 percent of the City (2
2010). Almostt no neighborrhoods (0.1%
%) were hyperrsegregated and predominant
p
ly Asian. Yet over
o
half (52 .3%) of neigh
hborhoods haad no Asian
resiidents.
Figu
ures II-48 thrrough II-51 sh
how hyper-seegregated neiighborhoods in Missouri C
City by
racee/ethnicity.
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Figu
ure I-48.
Percent
Min
nority,
Misssouri
Cityy, 2010
Sourcce:
Cedarr Grove
Institute for
Sustainable
munities, Inc.
Comm

Figu
ure I-49.
Percent
Hisp
panic,
Misssouri
Cityy, 2010
Sourcce:
Cedarr Grove
Institute for
Sustainable
munities, Inc.
Comm
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Figu
ure I-50.
Percent
Blacck,
Misssouri
Cityy, 2010
Sourcce:
Cedarr Grove
Institute for
Sustainable
munities, Inc.
Comm

Figu
ure I-51.
Percent
Asia
an,
Misssouri
Cityy, 2010
Sourcce:
Cedarr Grove
Institute for
Sustainable
munities, Inc.
Comm
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Mu
unicipal exclusion. As eaarlier in this report,
r
when predominanttly-minority n
neighborhood
ds
are excluded by municipalitiees, they are vu
ulnerable to b
being under-sserved and un
nderrepresented by local
l
governm
ment. This typ
pe of segregattion through densely-settlled minority
com
mmunities can
n most clearly
y be seen by the
t existence and location
n of predomin
nantly minoritty
Cen
nsus Designatted Places (CD
DPs).16
Fiftth Street CDP is a 94.8 perccent Latino co
ommunity of 2,486 residents (2010) th
hat is
surrounded by Missouri
M
City on three sidees. However, iit is in the Citty of Stafford’’s ExtraTerrritorial Jurisd
diction (ETJ), so Missouri City
C cannot a nnex it. Howeever, for the eeconomic and
d
pub
blic health of the
t greater co
ommunity, it is Missouri C
City’s interestt to advocate ffor Fifth Streeet
resiidents’ intereests.
Figu
ure I-52.
Excluded Minoritty Communityy, Missouri Citty, 2010

Sourcce: Cedar Grove Institute for Sustainable
e Communities, Inc.

Thee only other CDP
C on Missou
uri City’s border is Siennaa Plantation, a predominan
ntly-white nonLatiino communiity with a med
dian househo
old income off $132,794 (A
ACS 2011-201
15). Sienna
Plan
ntation is a master-planne
m
ed community
y with full inffrastructure aand resourcess. It is in
Misssouri City’s ETJ,
E and has a joint develop
pment agreem
ment with thee City that staates terms forr
17
1
wheen annexation
n will occur.

Galveston
Thee City of Galveeston is a coastal resort co
ommunity aboout one hour from the cen
nter of the Cityy of
Hou
uston. The po
opulation of Galveston
G
is ab
bout 42,000 rresidents—down from 60,000 in 1990 and
58,0
000 in 2000, largely due to
o displacement from Hurrricanes Ike an
nd Dolly in 20
008.

Demographicss: race/ethn
nicity. The raacial/ethnic ddistribution of Galveston iss similar to thhe
Greeater Houston
n region overaall, though Gaalveston has a slightly high
her proportio
on of African

16 A CDP is an uninco
orporated commu
unity that contain
ns a mix of residen
ntial and commerrcial areas similarr to those found iin an

incorrporated place off similar size. http
ps://www.censuss.gov/geo/referen
nce/gtc/gtc_placee.html, accessed 7
7/21/2017.
17 Ha
astings, Karen. "S
Sienna annexation
n won't be viable for about 16 yearrs." Houston Chroonicle. April 26, 20
011. Retrieved on
n

April 12, 2014.
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American or blacck residents (21%
(
in Galveeston comparred to 17% in
n the region).. Galveston haas a
som
mewhat lowerr proportion of Hispanic and Asian resiidents relativve to the regio
on.
Figu
ure I-53.
Racce and Ethnicitty,
Galvveston, 2013
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair
Housing Data and Mappin
ng Tool.

Greater Housston Region
Percent
Number
White, Non-Hisspanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacificc Islander, NonHispanic
Native Americaan, Non-Hispanic
Other or Two or
o more Races

Galveston
Number Percen
N
nt

2,340,268
996,221
2,096,532

40%
17%
35%

17,119
8,599
14,030

41%
%
21%
%
33%
%

387,383

7%

1,383

3%
%

13,824
86,435

0%
1%

169
646

0%
%
2%
%

Galv
veston’s popu
ulation dropp
ped from 59,8
862 in 1990 too 47,743 in 2
2010, a declin
ne of 20 perceent.
Mosst of this loss came betweeen 2000 (pop
pulation 57,24
47) and 2010
0 (population 47,743), as a
resu
ult of hurricane-related displacement/damage and eeconomic chaallenges relatted to the Greeat
Reccession. The Census
C
estimaates an increaase since thatt time, but not to the city’s previous higgh.
Oveer this period
d, the white po
opulation decclined slightlyy as a proporttion of total p
population, from
48 percent
p
of thee city’s popullation in 1990
0 to 45 percen
nt in 2010. Th
he proportion
n African
American in Galv
veston dropp
ped from 28 percent
p
in 199
90 to 19 percent in 2010, w
while the
percent
in
20
pro
oportion Latin
no grew from 21 percent in
n 1990 to 31
010.
Figu
ure I-54.
Racce and Ethnicitty Trends, Galveston, 1990
0-2010

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Mosst of the city’ss minority po
opulation resiide in the morre densely-po
opulated dow
wntown, whilee
the less dense beeach front areeas are primaarily non-Hisp
panic white (see Figure I-5
55).
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Figu
ure I-55.
Racce and Ethnicitty, Galveston,, 2010

1 Dot = 15 peop
ple

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Demographicss: country of
o origin. Figuure I-56 show
ws the 10 larggest countriess of origin forr
imm
migrants in Gaalveston. As in
i Harris County and Pasad
dena, Mexico
o is the countrry of origin fo
or
the highest percentage (6.1%
%) of residentss in Galveston
n. El Salvadorr (1.4%) is seecond, with sm
mall
num
mbers of resid
dents from a range of coun
ntries of origiin, mainly Cen
ntral Americaan, South
American and Assian countries.
Figu
ure I-56.
Cou
untry of Origin
n, Galveston,
201
13
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair Housing Datta
and Mapping
M
Tool.
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Country of Origin
n
Mexico
El Salvador
Philippines
India
Honduras
Guatemala
China excl. Hongg Kong & Taiwan
Russia
Cameroon
Chile

Population

Percent of Total
Population

2,795
656
380
325
236
217
146
146
136
134

6.1%
1.4%
0.8%
0.7%
0.5%
0.5%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
0.3%
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Figu
ure I-57 show
ws the geograaphic distribu
ution of resideents by counttry of origin.
Figu
ure I-57.
Nattional Origin, Galveston,
G
20
013

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool..

Demographicss: limited En
nglish proficciency. Figurre I-58 showss the numberr of people whho
speeak a languagee other than English
E
at hom
me and the p ercentage of these who sp
peak English lless
than well. In all Galveston
G
(lik
ke Harris Cou
unty-excludingg-Houston, M
Missouri City aand Pasadenaa),
Spaanish or Spanish Creole is by
b far the larggest group wh
ho speak a laanguage otherr than English
h at
hom
me. One-third
d of those who
o speak Spaniish or Spanish
h Creole at ho
ome speak En
nglish less thaan
welll. In Galvesto
on (as well as in the other three
t
locales in this assesssment), a high
h percentage
(58
8.5%) of thosee who speak Chinese
C
at ho
ome speak En glish less thaan very well.
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Figu
ure I-58.
Limited English
Proficiency,
Galvveston, 2013
Sourcce:
2013 5-year ACS.

Languagge Spoken at Hom
me
Any Lan
nguage other than
n English
Spanissh or Spanish Creeole
Chinese
Russiaan
Japanese
og
Tagalo
Vietnaamese
Otherr Slavic languagess
Korean
n
Italian
Otherr Indic languages

Num
mber of
Sp
peakers
13,041
10,425
236
152
143
289
99
58
29
172
217

Nu
umber that
Speakk English Less
than
n Very Well
3,947
3,414
138
62
46
44
35
28
23
22
20

Percent that
SSpeak English Lesss
than Very Well
30%
33%
58%
41%
32%
15%
35%
48%
79%
13%
9%

Figu
ure I-59 show
ws the geograaphic distribu
ution of resideents with limiited English p
proficiency.
Figu
ure I-59.
Limited English Proficiency,
P
Gaalveston, 2013
3

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.
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Segregation in Galveston. This section of the analysis focuses on racial/ethnic segregation in
the City of Galveston. The analysis uses two methods for evaluating segregation: the
Dissimilarity Index and hyper-segregation. As mentioned in the Regional Demographic
Summary, the dissimilarity index is evaluated at both the block group and block levels.

Dissimilarity index. As defined earlier in this section, the dissimilarity index, or DI, is a widely
used measure of racial residential segregation that captures the segregation dimension of
evenness of distribution of individual residents. Figure I-60 shows the DI for the Greater
Houston Region as a whole, and the City of Galveston. These data are from the HUD AFFH-T and
depict the DI as calculated from Census tract and block group level data (depending on the year).
Current data for Galveston indicate moderate levels of segregation between non-Hispanic white
and black residents as well as between non-Hispanic white and Asian residents. Black/white
segregation and Hispanic/white segregation have decreased in Galveston since 1990 but
Asian/white segregation has increased over time.
Figure I-60.
Dissimilarity Index for the Greater Houston Region and Galveston, 1990 – Present
Greater Houston Region
2000
2010
Current

1990

Galveston
2000
2010

52.7

41.0

35.7

34.0

31.2

60.7

64.2

56.6

48.6

41.4

41.8

53.3

52.5

54.7

34.7

35.8

36.3

33.1

49.9

48.6

52.5

39.9

39.5

37.2

41.1

Racial/Ethnic
Dissimilarity Index

1990

Non-White/White

49.4

52.2

50.1

Black/White

65.2

65.3

Hispanic/White

47.6

Asian or Pacific Islander/White

47.8

Interpreting the index:

0-39 Low

40-54 Mod

Current

55-100 High

Source: Decennial Census and ACS from the HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

As discussed in the Regional Demographic summary section, this report also evaluates the DI on
a smaller geographic scale to evaluate segregation within neighborhoods (block-level analysis),
not just among neighborhoods (block group and Census tract analysis from the AFFH-T). Figure
I-61 compares the 2010 DI calculated at the block group level (same as shown in the previous
figure) with a block-level analysis. Index values are shown for whites relative to blacks and
whites relative to minorities for the City of Galveston.
At the block level, Galveston has a white/black dissimilarity index value of 65, and a whiteminority index value of 49. The black/white DI value in Galveston is the highest of the
participating jurisdictions in this assessment.
The differences in the white-black and white-minority dissimilarity indices suggest that
Hispanics, Asians and other non-white residents are less segregated from whites than blacks, in
general.
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Figu
ure I-61.
Blocck-Level Dissimilarity
Inde
ex, Galveston
n, 2010
Sourcce:
2010 Census and Internattional
Development and Plannin
ng, LLC.

Hyp
per-Segregatiion of Neighb
borhoods. As explained prreviously, assessment of neighborhoods
wheere one raciall or ethnic gro
oup comprisees more than 75 percent o
of that neighb
borhood is
ano
other method of assessing segregation. Hyper-segreggation is calcu
ulated here aas the populattion
livin
ng in Census blocks with more
m
than five persons wh
here the popu
ulation is morre than 75
perrcent of one raacial or ethnic group. Equaally importan
nt is how man
ny neighborho
oods have no
o
resiidents of a paarticular subggroup. Note th
hat Galveston
n’s total minorrity populatio
on is 55 perceent.
Figu
ure I-62 comp
pares the racial/ethnic disstribution of tthe total popu
ulation of Gallveston, with the
disttribution of hyper-segrega
h
ated neighborrhoods. The C
City has 1,723
3 populated C
Census blockss
(2010). Of these, 1,590 had att least five ressidents. Almoost one third (32.1%) of th
hese
neig
ghborhoods were
w
segregated and predominantly Hiispanic.
Figu
ure I-62.
Hyp
per-Segregatio
on of Neighbo
orhoods, Galveston, 2010

Racial/Ethnic Grou
up

Pe
ercent
Pop
pulation

Blockss ≥ 75 Percent This
Group

Blocks ≥ 90 Percent
This Gro
oup

Blocks With No
Resid
dents This Group
p

Non-Hispanic White
M
Minority
Hispanic
Non-Hispanic Black
Asian

45.0%
4
5
55.0%
3
31.3%
1
18.6%
3.1%

23.4%
32.1%
8.5%
4.7%
0.1%

10.9
9%
16.9
9%
2.3
3%
2.0
0%
0.0
0%

8.6%
7.3%
16.3%
40.0%
83.4%

Sourcce: 2010 Census and International Develo
opment and Planningg, LLC.

Galv
veston’s popu
ulation is 45 percent
p
whitee, yet 8.6 perccent of neighb
borhoods had
d no white
resiidents. The arrea’s population is 31.3 peercent Hispan
nic. Almost 10
0 percent (8.5
5%) of the citty’s
neig
ghborhoods are
a hyper-seggregated and predominanttly Hispanic, b
but 16.3 perccent of its
neig
ghborhoods have
h
no Hispaanic residentss.
Thee City’s population is 18.6 percent non-Hispanic Blacck, yet 40 perrcent of the ciity’s
neig
ghborhoods had
h no black residents. Asians make up
p 3.1 percent of the City (2010). Almostt no
neig
ghborhoods (0.1%)
(
were hyper-segreg
h
gated and preedominantly A
Asian.
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Figu
ures II-63 thrrough II-66 map hyper-seggregation by r ace/ethnicitty in Galvesto
on.
Figu
ure I-63.
Percent
Min
nority,
Galvveston,
201
10
Sourcce:
Cedarr Grove
Institute for
Sustainable
Comm
munities, Inc.
2017..

Figu
ure I-64.
Percent
Hisp
panic,
Galvveston,
201
10
Sourcce:
Cedarr Grove
Institute for
Sustainable
munities, Inc.
Comm
2017..
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Figu
ure I-65.
Percent
Blacck,
Galvveston,
201
10
Sourcce:
Cedarr Grove
Institute for
Sustainable
munities, Inc.
Comm
2017..

Figu
ure I-66.
Percent
Asia
an,
Galvveston,
201
10
Sourcce:
Cedarr Grove
Institute for
Sustainable
munities, Inc.
Comm
2017..

Mu
unicipal exclusion. The City
C of Galvesston encompaasses the who
ole of Galvestton Island, exccept
for the City of Jam
maica Beach. The City of Galveston
G
con
ntains no excluded neighbo
orhoods.
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SECTION II.
Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of
Poverty

SECTION II.
Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of
Poverty
This section expands on the segregation analysis in Section II by added a layer of economic
consideration. A Racially Concentrated Area of Poverty or an Ethnically Concentrated Area of
Poverty (R/ECAP) is a neighborhood with a poverty rate of 40 percent and a racial and ethnic
concentration. The core analysis in this section fulfills the AFH requirement to:

a. Identify any R/ECAPs or groupings of R/ECAP tracts within the jurisdiction and
region.

b. Describe and identify the predominant protected classes residing in R/ECAPs in

the jurisdiction and region. How do these demographics of the R/ECAPs compare
with the demographics of the jurisdiction and region?

c. Describe how R/ECAPs have changed over time in the jurisdiction and region
(since 1990).

It is very important to note that R/ECAPs are not areas of focus because of racial and ethnic
concentrations alone. This study recognizes that racial and ethnic clusters can be a part of fair
housing choice if they occur in a non-discriminatory market. R/ECAPs are meant to identify
areas where residents may have historically faced discrimination and continue to be challenged
by limited economic opportunity.
HUD’s definition of a Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Area of Poverty is:


A census tract that has a non-white population of 50 percent or more (majority-minority)
or, for non-urban areas, 20 percent, AND a poverty rate of 40 percent or more; OR



A census tract that has a non-white population of 50 percent or more (majority-minority)
AND the poverty rate is three times the average tract poverty rate for the county, whichever
is lower.

Areas of racial and ethnic concentration are not, per se, areas lacking opportunity. Many areas
that are racially and ethnically concentrated offer high opportunity amenities. It is therefore
important to examine racial and ethnic concentrations in the context of other variables: poverty
and income diversity, existence of affordable housing, neighborhood safety, and location of
community amenities. This section of the report examines racially and ethnically concentrated
areas and areas of concentrated poverty. Section IV, the Access to Opportunity analysis,
examines minority concentrations and access to affordable housing, quality schools,
neighborhood conditions and transit.
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Regional Ove
erview
Acccording to a reecent Pew Reesearch Study
y, residential iincome segreegation increaased
sub
bstantially in the
t Houston metro
m
area beetween 1980 and 2010. Byy 2010, Houston had the
high
hest residenttial income seegregation am
mong the natioon’s 10 largesst metro areaas (followed
clossely by Dallass and New York).1
Sixtteen percent of the Greater Houston Reegion residen ts are living iin poverty. Th
he poverty raate
for the region’s children
c
is 24
4 percent and
d the rate for sseniors is 11 percent. Amo
ong the
parrticipating jurrisdictions, po
overty is high
hest in Galvestton (23%) an
nd Pasadena ((22%) and
low
west in Missou
uri City (7%). Figure II-1 displays
d
poverrty rates by p
participating jjurisdiction in
n
200
00, 2010, and 2013. In mosst communitiies, poverty in
ncreased overr both intervaals.
Figgure II-1.
Po
overty Rate, Greater
G
Ho
ouston Region
n, 1990, 2000
an
nd 2010
Sou
urce:
199
90 Census, 2000 Censsus, 2006-2010 ACS
and
d BBC Research & Consulting.

At the
t neighborh
hood level, reesearch has sh
hown that a 4
40 percent po
overty thresho
old is the poin
nt
at which
w
an areaa becomes soccially and eco
onomically dyysfunctional. C
Conversely, rresearch has
sho
own that areas with up to 14
1 percent off poverty havee no noticeab
ble effect on ccommunity
opp
portunity.2
“Raacially or ethn
nically concen
ntrated areas of poverty,” aalso known b
by HUD as RCA
APs or ECAPss,
are areas in whicch there are both
b
racial co
oncentrationss and high povverty rates. Specifically, th
hey
are Census tracts that have faamily poverty
y rates exceed
ding 40 perceent or three tiimes the regio
onal
pov
verty rate and
d are majority
y minority (m
minorities accoount for 50%
% or more of tthe total
pop
pulation).3

1 htttp://www.pewsocialtrends.org/20
012/08/01/the-rrise-of-residentiall-segregation-by--income/
2 The
e Costs of Concen
ntrated Poverty: Neighborhood
N
Pro
operty Markets aand the Dynamicss of Decline.” In Niicolas P. Retsinass and

Eric S. Belsky, eds., Re
evisiting Rental Housing:
H
Policies, Programs, and Prriorities. Washinggton, DC: Brookin
ngs Institution, 11
16–9.
3 The
e regional povertty measure is defiined by core baseed statistical area

(CBSA) and is 9 p
percent for all portions of the Denver

regio
on, excluding Bou
ulder (7%) and Weld
W
(10%) countiies.
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Figu
ure II-2.
Ressidents of R/EC
CAPs,
Gre
eater Houston
n Region,
201
13
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair Housing
Data and Mapping Tool an
nd BBC Research &
ulting.
Consu

Alto
ogether, 76 Census tracts in
i the region are R/ECAPss; 57 are locatted in Housto
on, four are in
n the
City
y of Pasadenaa, nine are elsewhere in Haarris County, two are in Gaalveston, one is elsewhere in
Galv
veston Countty, two are loccated in Fort Bend Countyy, and one is in
n Montgomerry County. Th
here
are no R/ECAPs in Missouri City.
C
gether, these R/ECAPs represent 7 perccent of Censu s tracts in thee region. Amo
ong the 308,0
063
Tog
peo
ople living in R/ECAPs,
R
oveer three-quarrters (77%) arre in the Cityy of Houston. SSix percent arre
in Pasadena,
P
12 percent are elsewhere
e
in Harris
H
Countyy, 1 percent aare in Galvestton, 0 percentt
are in Missouri City,
C
and 4 percent are elseewhere in thee region.
Hou
useholds with
hin R/ECAP census tracts frequently
f
reepresent the m
most disadvan
ntaged
hou
useholds with
hin a commun
nity and often
n face a multittude of housing challengess. By definitio
on, a
sign
nificant numb
ber of R/ECAP
P householdss are financiallly burdened,, which severrely limits
hou
using choice and
a mobility. The added po
ossibility of rracial or ethniic discriminattion creates a
situ
uation where R/ECAP housseholds are liikely more su
usceptible to d
discriminatorry practices in
n
the housing marrket. Addition
nally, due to fiinancial consttraints and/o
or lack of knowledge (i.e.
limited non-English informattion and mateerials); R/ECA
AP household
ds encountering
disccrimination may
m believe th
hey have littlee or no recou
urse, further eexacerbating tthe situation..
Figu
ure II-3 show
ws where the region’s
r
R/EC
CAPs are locaated.
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Figu
ure II-3.
Loca
ations of R/EC
CAPs, Greaterr Houston Reggion, 2013

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

In the
t region as a whole, Hisp
panic and Blacck/African Am
merican resid
dents have th
he highest shaares
of residents
r
livin
ng in R/ECAPs: 9 percent of
o Hispanic an
nd 8 percent of Black/Afriican American
n
resiidents live in R/ECAPs, com
mpared to 1 percent
p
of noon-Hispanic w
white residentts and 2 percent
of Asian
A
residents. Overall, 5 percent the region’s
r
popu
ulation lives in
n R/ECAPs.
As displayed
d
in Figure
F
II-4, th
hose proportions differ witthin each juriisdiction thatt contains
R/E
ECAPs. Pasadeena has the highest
h
proportion of total population liiving in R/EC
CAPs (13%) but
Galv
veston has th
he highest pro
oportion of an
ny single raciaal/ethnic gro
oups living in R/ECAPs—2
24
perrcent of Africaan American residents
r
in Galveston
G
aree living in R/E
ECAPs.
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Figu
ure II-4.
Proportion of Residents Livingg
in R/ECAPs,
R
Grea
ater Houston
Reggion, 2013
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair Housing Datta
and Mapping
M
Tool and BB
BC Research &
Consu
ulting.

Thee remainder of
o this section
n takes a closeer look at R/E
ECAPS in each
h participatin
ng jurisdiction
n.

The Harris Co
ounty Servvice Area
Neaarly 37,000 peeople living in
n Harris Coun
nty (excludin g Houston an
nd Pasadena) are situated in
neig
ghborhoods that
t
are both racially/ethn
nically concen
ntrated and p
poverty conceentrated. Overr
8,00
00 families reeside in R/EC
CAPs in the jurrisdiction, an
nd (62%) of th
hese R/ECAP families are
fam
milies with chiildren.
Com
mpared to thee larger region, R/ECAP reesidents in Haarris County ((excluding en
ntitlements) aare
morre likely to bee Hispanic (71% vs. 62%),, almost twicee as likely to b
be non-Hispaanic white (15
5 vs.
8%) and half as likely
l
to be non-Hispanic white
w
(11% vvs. 26%).
Wh
hen comparing
g the R/ECAP
P population with
w the overrall populatio
on in Harris County (exclud
ding
entitlements), it is clear that Hispanic
H
residents are oveer-representeed in R/ECAP
Ps (75%
com
mpared to 36%
%) but Africaan Americans are underrep
presented in R/ECAPs (8%
% compared tto
16%
%). Non-Hispanic whites and
a Asians aree also underrrepresented in R/ECAPs.
App
proximately one-fifth
o
of th
he residents of
o R/ECAPs arre immigrants, with the larrgest group
(11.6%) from Mexico. One-fourth (25.2%)) of all Vietnaamese immigrrants live in R
R/ECAPs, as d
do
10.3
3 percent of Cubans
C
and 11.1 percent of
o Peruvians iin the region. Within Harriis County
(exccluding entitllements) the immigrant po
opulation disttribution in R
R/ECAPs is similar to the
imm
migrant popu
ulation distrib
bution overalll.
Figu
ure II-5 comp
pares R/ECAP
P demographiics in The Harrris County service area w
with R/ECAP
dem
mographics in
n the Greater Houston Reggion. Distributtion by race/ethnicity, fam
mily type, and
d
cou
untries of birtth for the city and the regio
on overall aree also includeed for comparrison.

BBC
C RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION II, PAAGE 5

Figure II-5.
R/ECAP Demographics, Harris County Service Area, 2013
Harris County Service Area
Harris
R/ECAPs
Jurisdiction
Number Percent
Overall
Country
Race/Ethnicity
Total Population in R/ECAPs
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American
Other, Non-Hispanic
Family Type
Total Families in R/ECAPs
Families with children
Foreign Born Population
Total Population in R/ECAPs
#1 County of Origin Mexico
#2 Country of Origin El Salvador
#3 Country of Origin Guatemala
#4 Country of Origin Vietnam
#5 Country of Origin Honduras
#6 Country of Origin Cuba
#7 Country of Origin Peru
#8 Country of Origin Other S. Am.
#9 Country of Origin Germany
#10 Country of Origin India
Note:

Greater Houston Region
R/ECAPs
Number
Percent
Country

Region
Overall

36,593
5,437
2,997
27,338
524
49
61

100%
15%
8%
75%
1%
0%
0%

100%
40%
16%
36%
7%
0%
0%

308,063
23,833
80,947
192,429
8,172
378
372

100%
8%
26%
62%
3%
0%
0%

100%
40%
17%
35%
7%
0%
0%

7,961
4,969

100%
62%

100%
55%

67,013
39,312

100%
59%

100%
51%

36,593
4,246
970
518
413
374
125
112
54
50
32

100%
12%
3%
1%
1%
1%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

100%
11%
2%
0%
2%
1%
0%
0%
0%
0%
1%

308,063
64,497
10,805
7,927
7,604
1,642
1,208
1,009
873
854
728

100%
21%
4%
3%
2%
1%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

100%
11%
2%
1%
1%
1%
0%
1%
0%
1%
0%

Mexico
El Salvador
Honduras
Guatemala
Vietnam
Cuba
China*
Iraq
India
Nigeria

*China excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

Figure II-6, from HUD’s Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Mapping Tool, shows the location
of R/ECAPs in Harris County. The eight R/ECAPs located in Harris County but not in Houston or
Pasadena are identified by number and discussed in greater detail following Figure II-6.
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Figu
ure II-6.
Loca
ation of R/ECA
APs in Harris County

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Figu
ure II-7 zoom
ms in on R/ECAPs labeled numbers
n
1 th rough 5 in th
he previous m
map. These
R/E
ECAPs are all on the north side of Houstton. R/ECAP #1 is located in the northw
west corner o
of
the Same Housto
on Tollway an
nd R/ECAPs #2
# through # 5 are located
d along the I-4
45 and Sam
Hou
uston Tollway
y corridors in
n Aldine and Greater
G
Green
nspoint.
R/E
ECAP #1 has a higher poveerty rate than
n surroundingg areas and a higher propo
ortion of
Hispanic and Asiian residents than nearby areas—partiicularly thosee on the outside of the
Tollway.
R/E
ECAPs #2 thro
ough #5 are in
i a cluster off R/ECAPs thaat are in both
h Harris Coun
nty and the Citty
of Houston.
H
R/EC
CAPs #2, #3, and #5 are en
ntirely in Harrris County bu
ut not in Hou
uston, R/ECAP
P #4
is sp
plit between Harris Countty and Housto
on, and the otther R/ECAPss shown in the map (not
labeeled but indiccated with pin
nk outline) arre predominaantly in the Ciity of Houston
n’s jurisdictio
on.
Theese R/ECAPs are located allong transit corridors
c
and
d include a mix of commerccial and
resiidential uses and are moree likely to hav
ve multifamilyy developments than som
me of the moree
trad
ditional resid
dential neighb
borhoods furtther from high
hways. R/ECA
APs #3 and #
#4 have high
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pro
oportions of African
A
American residentss while R/ECA
APs #2 and #
#5 have higheer proportions of
Hispanic residen
nts.
Figu
ure II-7.
Loca
ation of R/ECA
APs #1-5, Harrris County

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Figu
ure II-8 zoom
ms in on R/ECAPs labeled numbers
n
6 an
nd 7 in Figuree II-6. These R
R/ECAPs are o
on
the east side of Houston
H
betw
ween I-10 and
d Highway 90 . R/ECAP #6 is in Cloverleeaf and R/ECA
AP
#7 includes the northern
n
porrtion of Chann
nelview.
R/E
ECAP #6 is deensely populaation and includes a high p
proportion of Mexican imm
migrants.
R/E
ECAP #7 is sp
parsely populaation but inclludes a high p
proportion off Hispanic ressidents. Both of
these R/ECAPs have
h
fewer Affrican Americcan residents than surroun
nding neighborhoods.
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Figu
ure II-8.
Loca
ation of R/ECA
APs #6-7, Harrris County

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Figu
ure II-9 show
ws the eighth R/ECAP
R
in the Harris Coun
nty HUD jurissdiction, locatted between
Hou
uston, South Houston,
H
and
d Pasadena. Th
his area is an
n excluded low
w-income min
nority
com
mmunity whicch lies adjacent to anotherr R/ECAP and
d near a third. It is bordereed by Allen
Gen
noa Road, a fo
our-lane undivided highwaay, and crosseed by Spencer Highway, a five-lane
und
divided highw
way. This R/ECAP includess one Section 8 property (G
Grenada Terrrace) and onee
LIH
HTC property (Windsor Ap
partments). Grrenada Aparttments includ
des 154 houseeholds, and itts
resiidents are 4 percent
p
non-H
Hispanic whitte, 9 percent n
non-Hispanicc black, and 8
86 percent
Hispanic. Over half
h (58%) aree families witth children. W
Windsor Aparttments contaains 192 unitss, of
whiich 153 are lo
ow-income.4 This
T R/ECAP’’s Census tracct contains 2,985 residentts, of whom 7..2
perrcent are non--Hispanic Wh
hite, 2.6 perceent are non-H
Hispanic Black
k, and are 89.4 percent
Hispanic. In addition, 3.4 perccent of houseeholds are Vou
ucher holderrs.

4

HU
UD, Low Income Housing
H
Tax Credit database, httpss://www.huduserr.gov/portal/dataasets/lihtc.html aaccessed 8/22/20
017.
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Figu
ure II-9.
Loca
ation of R/ECA
AP #8, Harris County

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

As illustrated
i
ab
bove, many off the Harris Co
ounty R/ECA
APs are in closse proximity tto interstatess
and
d other major highways, illlustrating a co
ommon healtth risk faced b
by many resid
dents of
predominantly-m
minority low--income neigh
hborhoods. A
According to tthe Centers fo
or Disease
Con
ntrol (CDC), “T
Traffic-relateed air pollutio
on is a main coontributor to
o unhealthy am
mbient air
5
quaality,…” adding:
“a recent review
r
determ
mined that theere is sufficien t evidence of a causal association
between exxposure to tra
affic-related air
a pollution aand asthma exxacerbation a
and
suggestive evidence of a causal assocciation for onsset of childhoood asthma, no
onasthma
respiratoryy symptoms, impaired
i
lung
g function, all--cause mortallity, cardiovasscular
mortality, and cardiovascular morbid
dity.”
Thee CDC stated that
t
the greattest disparitiees in residenttial exposure to major high
hways “were
obsserved for racce/ethnicity, nativity
n
(coun
ntry of origin ) and languagge other than
n English spok
ken
at home.
h
Such exxposures are often a functiion of instituttionalized disscrimination b
by federal, sttate
or local governm
ments or other official bodiies in the placcement of higghways and aaffordable
hou
using.

Passadena
Figu
ure II-10 com
mpares R/ECA
AP demograph
hics in Pasad ena with R/E
ECAP demogrraphics in the
Greeater Houston
n Region. Disttribution by race/ethnicity
r
y, family typee, and countries of birth forr
the city and the region
r
overalll are also included for com
mparison.
Justt over 19,000
0 Pasadena reesidents live in
n R/ECAPs; 8
83 percent of R/ECAP resid
dents are
Hispanic, 12 perrcent are non--Hispanic white, and 3 perrcent are blacck.

5 Bo
oehmer, Tegan K. et al., “Residentiaal Proximity to Maajor Highways — United States, 20
010,” CDC Health Disparities and

Ineq
qualities Report — United States, 2013,
2
Morbidity and Mortality Weeekly Report (MMW
WR), Supplementts., November 22,,
2013
3 / 62(03);46-50.. https://www.cd
dc.gov/mmwr/preview/mmwrhtm
ml/su6203a8.htm
m accessed 8/25/2017.
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About 4,400 families reside in R/ECAPS in Pasadena. Two thirds of families living in R/ECAPs
have children, compared to 54 percent of families living in Pasadena as a whole. That difference
indicates that families with children are overrepresented in R/ECAPs in Pasadena.
Thirty-one percent of R/ECAP residents were born in Mexico, compared to 21 percent of
Pasadena residents overall. Residents from El Salvador and Honduras are also slightly
overrepresented in Pasadena’s R/ECAPs.
Figure II-10.
R/ECAP Demographics, Pasadena, 2013
Pasadena R/ECAPs
Pasadena
Number Percent Overall
Country
Race/Ethnicity
Total Population in R/ECAPs
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American
Other, Non-Hispanic
Family Type
Total Families in R/ECAPs
Families with children
Foreign Born Population
Total Population in R/ECAPs
#1 County of Origin
Mexico
#2 Country of Origin
El Salvador
#3 Country of Origin
Honduras
#4 Country of Origin
Guatemala
#5 Country of Origin
Cuba
#6 Country of Origin
Canada
#7 Country of Origin
Japan
#8 Country of Origin
Ecuador
#9 Country of Origin
Germany
#10 Country of Origin Nepal
Note:

Greater Houston Region R/ECAPs Region
Number
Percent Overall
Country

19,286
2,391
619
16,053
87
24
19

100%
12%
3%
83%
0%
0%
0%

100%
33%
2%
62%
2%
0%
0%

308,063
23,833
80,947
192,429
8,172
378
372

100%
8%
26%
62%
3%
0%
0%

100%
40%
17%
35%
7%
0%
0%

4,359
2,916

100%
67%

100%
54%

67,013
39,312

100%
59%

100%
51%

19,286
5,976
429
345
96
47
38
38
29
24
17

100%
31%
2%
2%
1%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

100%
21%
1%
1%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

308,063
64,497
10,805
7,927
7,604
1,642
1,208
1,009
873
854
728

100%
21%
4%
3%
2%
1%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

100%
11%
2%
1%
1%
1%
0%
1%
0%
1%
0%

Mexico
El Salvador
Honduras
Guatemala
Vietnam
Cuba
China*
Iraq
India
Nigeria

*China excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool..

Figure II-11, from HUD’s AFFH Mapping Tool, shows the location of R/ECAPs in Pasadena. There
are four R/ECAPs in the City of Pasadena and two on its borders. Two of Pasadena’s R/ECAPs are
appreciably denser than the city as a whole.
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Figu
ure II-11.
Loca
ation of R/ECA
APs, Pasadena

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Oveer 3,500 (3,51
12) residents live in the R//ECAP #1 (ceentered on Sealy Street). O
Of these, 95.6
perrcent are mino
ority, predom
minantly Hispanic. Note th
hat the northeern section off this
neig
ghborhood iss more denselly populated than
t
the city as a whole. F
Figure II-12 sh
hows the
dem
mographics off the two Cen
nsus block gro
oups that com
mprise R/ECA
AP #1.
Figu
ure II-12.
R/EECAP #1 Demo
ographics, Passadena, 2010

Sourcce: 2010 Census and
d International Deve
elopment and Plannin
ng, LLC.
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R/E
ECAP #2 lies across
a
Broadw
way Avenue from
f
the firstt R/ECAP. It ccontains 6,300 residents, o
of
who
om 88.7 percent are minority, predomiinantly Hispaanic. Figure II-13 shows th
he demograph
hics
of the three Censsus block groups that com
mprise R/ECAP
P #2.
Figu
ure II-13.
R/EECAP #2 Demo
ographics, Passadena, 2010

Sourcce: 2010 Census and
d International Deve
elopment and Plannin
ng, LLC.

R/E
ECAP #3 lies south
s
and easst of R/ECAP #2 on the sou
uth side of Reed Bluff Road
d. It includes tthe
areas of Satsumaa Gardens and
d Pineswept. Its 2010 pop
pulation was 3
3,333 and waas 87.6 percen
nt
min
nority, primarrily Hispanic. Figure II-14 shows the deemographics of the two Ceensus block
groups that com
mprise R/ECAP
P #3.
Figu
ure II-14.
R/EECAP #3 Demo
ographics, Passadena, 2010

Sourcce: 2010 Census and
d International Deve
elopment and Plannin
ng, LLC.

R/E
ECAP #4 lies on
o the southw
west border of
o the city, easst of Shaver SStreet, south o
of Fresa and
Perrla Roads, wesst of Strawberry Road and
d north of Fairrmont Parkw
way. Its 2010 p
population w
was
5,37
77 and was 82 percent minority, primaarily Hispanicc. (Note that tthere are two adjacent
R/E
ECAPs, one off which lies within
w
the city
y of Houston’ss city limits an
nd the other iis in
unincorporated Harris Countty). Figure II-1
15 shows thee demographiics of the threee Census block
groups that com
mprise R/ECAP
P #4.
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Figu
ure II-15.
R/EECAP #4 Demo
ographics, Passadena, 2010

Sourcce: 2010 Census and
d International Deve
elopment and Plannin
ng, LLC.

In 2013,
2
there were
w
19,286 reesidents in Paasadena’s R/E
ECAPs. This rrepresents 13
3 percent of th
he
city
y’s population
n. These neigh
hborhoods must be an areea of focus forr housing and
d economic
dev
velopment. Ho
owever, to plaace more affo
ordable housiing in these n
neighborhood
ds could have an
unintended effecct of perpetuaating segregaation, as they are all predominantly-min
nority, and
alm
most all of the city’s publicly assisted housing is locatted in or nearr these neighb
borhoods (see
disccussion in Secction VI, Publlicly Supporteed Housing).

Missouri Cityy
HUD
D’s Affirmativ
vely Furtherin
ng Fair Housiing Mapping Tool identifiees areas of Raacially- and
Eth
hnically-Conceentrated Areaas of Poverty (R/ECAPs). T
There are non
ne in Missourri City.
Figu
ure II-16 map
ps HUD’s poveerty index an
nd race/ethni city in Missou
uri City. Thou
ugh there are no
R/E
ECAPs in the city,
c
the Census tract in no
orth central M
Missouri City h
has relativelyy high povertyy
(ind
dicated by lig
ght shading) and
a a concenttration of min
nority residen
nts (both blacck and Hispan
nic).
Pov
verty is not hiigh enough in
n this tract to trigger R/ECA
AP status thee tract is at rissk of becomin
ng a
R/E
ECAP if poverrty were to increase.
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Figu
ure II-16.
HUD
D Poverty Index and Race/Ethnicity, Misssouri City

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Galveston
Figu
ure II-17 com
mpares R/ECA
AP demograph
hics in Galvesston with R/E
ECAP demogrraphics in thee
Greeater Houston
n Region. Disttribution by race/ethnicity
r
y, family typee, and countries of birth forr
the city and the region
r
overalll are also included for com
mparison.
Justt over 3,700 Galveston
G
ressidents live in
n R/ECAPs; 55
5 percent of R
R/ECAP resid
dents are Africcan
American/black, 33 percent are
a Hispanic, and 10 perceent are non-H
Hispanic whitee. Hispanic
representation in Galveston’ss R/ECAPs is the
t same as ttheir represen
ntation in thee city overall;
how
wever black representation
n in R/CAPs (55%)
(
is sign
nificantly high
her than theirr representatiion
in the city overall (21%). Thiss is offset by very
v
low reprresentation o
of non-Hispan
nic whites in
R/E
ECAPs.
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About 850 families reside in R/ECAPS in Galveston. Half of families living in R/ECAPs have
children, compared to 40 percent of families living in Galveston as a whole. That difference
indicates that families with children are somewhat overrepresented in R/ECAPs in Galveston.
Five percent of R/ECAP residents were born in El Salvador, compared to 1 percent of Galveston
residents overall. Residents from Guatemala are also slightly overrepresented in Galveston’s
R/ECAPs (2% of R/ECAP residents compared to 0.48% overall).
Figure II-17.
R/ECAP Demographics, Galveston, 2013
Galveston R/ECAPs
Galveston
Number Percent
Overall
Country
Race/Ethnicity
Total Population in R/ECAPs
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American
Other, Non-Hispanic
Family Type
Total Families in R/ECAPs
Families with children
Foreign Born Population
Total Population in R/ECAPs
#1 County of Origin
El Salvador
#2 Country of Origin
Mexico
#3 Country of Origin
Guatemala
#4 Country of Origin
Honduras
#5 Country of Origin
Colombia
#6 Country of Origin
Other S.
America
#7 Country of Origin
#8 Country of Origin
Haiti
#9 Country of Origin
Null
#10 Country of Origin Null
Note:

Greater Houston Region R/ECAPs Region
Number
Percent Overall
Country

3,709
385
2,040
1,221
12
8
2

100%
10%
55%
33%
0%
0%
0%

100%
41%
21%
33%
3%
0%
0%

308,063
23,833
80,947
192,429
8,172
378
372

100%
8%
26%
62%
3%
0%
0%

100%
40%
17%
35%
7%
0%
0%

848
419

100%
49%

100%
40%

67,013
39,312

100%
59%

100%
51%

3,709
177
94
79
52
6

100%
5%
3%
2%
1%
0%

100%
1%
6%
0%
1%
0%

5

0%

0%

4
0
0

0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%

308,063
64,497
10,805
7,927
7,604
1,642
1,208
1,009
873
854
728

100%
21%
4%
3%
2%
1%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

100%
11%
2%
1%
1%
1%
0%
1%
0%
1%
0%

Mexico
El Salvador
Honduras
Guatemala
Vietnam
Cuba
China*
Iraq
India
Nigeria

*China excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan.

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool..

Figure II-18, from HUD’s Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Mapping Tool, shows the
location of R/ECAPs in Galveston. There are two adjacent R/ECAP Census tracts in the city.
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Figu
ure II-18.
Loca
ation of R/ECA
APs in Galvesston

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Abo
out 1,800 resiidents live in the first R/ECAP neighborrhood centerred on Sealy SStreet. Of thesse,
94.5
5 percent aree minority, predominantly black. Figuree II-19 shows the demograaphics of the ttwo
Cen
nsus block gro
oups that com
mprise R/ECA
AP #1.
Figu
ure II-19.
R/EECAP #1 Demo
ographics, Gallveston, 2010

Sourcce: 2010 Census and
d International Deve
elopment and Plannin
ng, LLC.

Thee second R/EC
CAP lies across Broadway Avenue from
m the first. It, ttoo, contains almost 2,000
0
resiidents (1,916
6), of whom 85 percent aree minority, prredominantlyy Black. Figuree II-20 showss
the demographiccs of the two Census block
k groups that comprise R/ECAP #2.
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Figu
ure II-20.
R/EECAP #2 Demo
ographics, Gallveston, 2010

Sourcce: 2010 Census and
d International Deve
elopment and Plannin
ng, LLC.

Spaanish is overw
whelmingly th
he major langguage spoken by residents of Galveston
n’s R/ECAPs w
who
are not English proficient
p
(see Figure II-21
1).
Figu
ure II-21.
Limited English Proficiency
P
in R/ECAPs, Galvveston, 2013

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.
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SECTION III.
Housing and Lending Analysis

SEECTION
N III.
Ho
ousingg and Le
endingg Analyysis
This section exam
mines which protected claasses experiennce the highest rates of housing problem
ms
com
mpared to otheer groups and
d examines ho
ow tenure an
nd housing bu
urden vary geographically.. It
beg
gins with a disscussion of ho
ousing markeet trends in geeneral.

Ho
ousing Marrket Trends
Thee Greater Hou
uston Region is known as a relatively afffordable hou
using market with median
hom
me prices typically below national
n
medians and med
dian rents at o
or below natiional rates. In
n
add
dition, the Hou
uston markett did not expeerience as sevvere a downto
own as the naation overall
durring Great Reccession in thee late 2000s. Figure
F
III-1 illlustrates thesse trends by p
plotting median
salee prices for th
he Greater Ho
ouston Region
n and the Unitted States overall between
n 1990 and
201
17.
Figu
ure III-1.
Med
dian Price Tre
ends

Sourcce: Texas A&M Real Estate Center, Fede
eral Reserve Bank of St. Louis Economic D
Division, and BBC Ressearch & Consulting.

How
wever, housin
ng prices relaative to nation
nal markets iss not the bestt indicator of affordability in a
giveen market. Raather, housingg prices shou
uld be consideered relative to the incomees of residentts
within that mark
ket. Figure IIII-2 shows tren
nds in median
n rent and meedian home vvalues relativve to
med
dian incomess of renters an
nd owners in the Greater H
Houston regio
on. Changes o
over time
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dem
monstrate thaat home pricees in the rentaal and ownersship markets are increasin
ng faster than
n
inco
omes, resultin
ng in decliness in affordability since 200
00.
Figu
ure III-2.
Hou
using Price and Income, Gre
eater Houston
n Region

2000

2010

2015

Total
Cha
ange

CAGR
10
2000-201

CAGR
5
2010-2015

Median gross rentt
M
M
Median
renter hou
usehold income

$591
$29,918

$830
$33,461

$923
$37,245

56
6%
24
4%

3.5%
1.1%

2.1%
2.2%

Median value
M
M
Median
owner hou
usehold income

$91,265
$58,791

$138,000
$73,750

$149,300
$
$80,512

64
4%
37
7%

4.2%
2.3%

1.6%
1.8%

Sourcce: 2000 Census, 20
010 5-year ACS, 2015
5 5-year ACS.

Figu
ure III-3 show
ws the median
n rent and ho
ome value forr each particip
pating jurisdiiction. Note th
hat
the Harris Countty data do incclude entitlem
ment jurisdicttions; the Cityy of Houston iis also shown
n in
the figure for com
mparison. Miissouri City haas the highes t median ren
nt at $1,393 peer month
(inccluding utilities) and the highest
h
mediaan home valuee at $159,500
0. Pasadena h
has the lowestt
med
dian rent ($806) and the lo
owest median
n home valuee ($103,700).
Galv
veston has on
ne of the loweest median reents but one oof the highestt median hom
me values. Thiis is
refllective of Galv
veston’s dispaarity between
n high and low
w income ressidents—typical of resort
com
mmunities.
Figu
ure III-3.
Med
dian Rent and
d Median Hom
me Value by Participating
P
J urisdiction

Sourcce: 2015 5-year ACSS.

It sh
hould be noteed that these housing pricee trends do n
not include daata post Hurriicane Harvey.
Ofteentimes, natu
ural disasters put additional pressure oon market prices because tthere is an
incrrease in displlacement (dem
mand) but a decrease
d
in su
upply of hom
mes.
Figu
ure III-4 show
ws the differeence in renterr and owner i ncomes for each jurisdictiion. Missouri
City
y has the high
hest owner an
nd renter inco
omes as well as the smalleest difference between
inco
omes for own
ners and renteers (renter in
ncomes are 66
6% of owner incomes). Gaalveston has tthe
low
west median renter incomee and the greaatest disparityy between reenter and own
ner incomes
(ren
nter incomes are just 42%
% of owner inccomes).
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Figu
ure III-4.
Med
dian Renter and Owner Inccomes by Jurissdiction

Sourcce: 2015 5-year ACSS.

In the
t context off this fair housing analysis,, affordabilityy concerns an
nd housing neeeds are view
wed
thro
ough the persspective of disparities by protected
p
classs. Affordabillity can becom
me a fair houssing
issu
ue if/when prrotected classs groups are disproportion
d
nately impactted by housin
ng prices and
pro
oblems. Figurees III-5 and IIII-6 show med
dian income b
by race/ethn
nicity and by ffamily status to
iden
ntify which groups may bee most vulnerrable to afford
dability changes.
In the
t Greater Houston region
n, median hou
usehold incom
me overall is about $60,00
00. Asian
hou
useholds havee the highest median incom
me at $81,000
0 followed clo
osely by non--Hispanic whiite
hou
useholds at $8
80,000. Hispaanic, African American,
A
Naative Hawaiian
n and Some o
other race
hou
useholds all have median incomes below
w $50,000. Faamily househ
holds have higgher median
inco
omes than no
on-family hou
useholds ($69
9,000 comparred to $39,000
0). Among fam
milies, those
without children
n have higherr median incomes than thoose with child
dren ($75,000
0 compared to
o
$63
3,000). Patterrns are similar at the jurisd
diction level.
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Figu
ure III-5.
Med
dian income by
b
Racce/Ethnicity an
nd
Fam
mily Status,
Gre
eater Houston
n
Reggion, 2015
Sourcce:
2015 5-year ACS.

Figu
ure III-6.
Med
dian income by
b Race/Ethniicity and Family Status, Parrticipating Jurrisdictions, 20
015

Pasadena

Greater Housto
on
Region

$87,95
55

$48,004

$59,649

$51,4
446
$20,1
143

$90,43
32
$84,55
58

$41,3
375

$108,26
67

$56,505
$36,673
$40,766
$72,389

$28,6
611
$50,2
263
$35,2
212

$67,37
75
$115,97
78
$67,84
46

$43,125
$43,667
$42,106

$80,307
$41,871
$51,241
$80,603
$39,637
$42,137
$58,620
$44,867

$26,0
019
$51,7
763
$41,0
022
$59,1
175

$49,50
02
$98,14
45
$95,32
22
$100,31
10

$31,241
$53,129
$44,485
$62,860

$38,868
$69,373
$62,290
$75,330

Haarris
Co
ounty

Galvestton

All Households

$5
54,457

$39,0
098

Race/Ethnicity
N
Non-Hispanic
White
B
Black
or African American
A
A
American
Indian and
a Alaska Nativee
A
Asian
N
Native
Hawaiian and
a Other Pacific Islander
S
Some
other race
T or more racees
Two
H
Hispanic
or Latino
o origin (of any raace)

$8
80,807
$3
38,401
$4
47,894
$7
70,349
$3
38,327
$4
41,454
$5
54,681
$4
42,451

Fam
mily Status
N
Nonfamily
househ
holds
A Families
All
Families with own children
Families with no own children

$3
38,756
$6
62,210
$5
53,115
$7
71,380

Missouri City
C

Sourcce: 2015 5-year ACSS.

Pattterns in Tenure
T
In the
t Greater Houston Regio
on overall, 62 percent of al l households are owners aand 38 percen
nt
are renters. Own
nership rates are higher in
n Harris Coun
nty, excludingg entitlement jjurisdictions,,
(71% owners) and Missouri City
C (85% ow
wners) but low
wer in Galveston (47%) an
nd Pasadena
(57
wnership rattes vary substtantially by
7%). In each ju
urisdiction, and in the regiion overall, ow
racee/ethnicity.
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Figure III-7 displays the total households and the percent of those households that are owners (ownership rate) for each racial/ethnic group. It
also calculates the difference in ownership rates between non-Hispanic whites and the three largest racial/ethnic groups (African
American/black, Hispanic, and Asian). Differences of 20 percentage points or more are considered substantial disparities and are highlighted for
emphasis.
The most substantial disparities in each jurisdiction are between non-Hispanic whites and African Americans—the ownership rate gap between
those groups is over 20 percentage points in each jurisdiction except Missouri City. Hispanic households also have substantial disparities in
ownership in the region overall and in Pasadena.
Figure III-7.
Homeownership and Rental Rates by Race/Ethnicity, Jurisdictions and Region

Race/Ethnicity of Householder
Homeownership Rates
All Households
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Other or Two or more Races
Differences by Race/Ethnicity
Black/non-Hispanic white difference
Hispanic/non-Hispanic white difference
Asian/non-Hispanic white difference
Note:

Greater Houston
Region
Total
Ownership
Households
Rate

2,068,515
972,155
368,885
570,245
128,365
4,705
24,160

62%
73%
45%
54%
67%
60%
57%
-28%
-19%
-6%

Harris County
Service Area
Total
Ownership
Households
Rate

576,475
274,030
93,838
165,075
35,369
1,286
6,892

71%
78%
52%
67%
79%
69%
65%

Galveston
Ownership
Total
Rate
Households

20,355
10,695
3,475
4,775
1,045
90
280

-26%
-11%
1%

47%
55%
26%
51%
25%
28%
39%
-29%
-3%
-30%

Missouri City
Total
Ownership
Households
Rate

22,190
6,970
9,000
2,925
2,885
70
325

85%
90%
80%
79%
92%
100%
75%
-10%
-11%
2%

Pasadena
Total
Ownership
Households
Rate

47,385
19,925
1,245
24,535
1,090
255
350

57%
67%
23%
50%
70%
53%
54%
-44%
-18%
3%

Data presented are numbers of households, not individuals. Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).

Source: CHAS data from the HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool; and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Disproportionate Housing Needs
HUD provides data tables through the AFFH-T to assess the differences in housing needs among
household groups. “Housing problems” are defined by HUD as units having incomplete kitchen
facilities, incomplete plumbing facilities, more than 1 person per room, and households with cost
burden greater than 30 percent. “Severe” housing problems include all of the above except that
cost burden is greater than 50 percent. The incidence of these housing problems is discussed by
jurisdiction in the following subsections.

Harris County service area. Figure III-8 shows the percentage of households with housing
needs in the region and in the Harris County service area according to HUD AFFH-T data. Overall,
34 percent of households experience at least one of the four housing problems. African American
and Hispanic households experience housing problems at higher rates (45% and 46%,
respectively), as do large family households and non-family households (48% and 40%,
respectively). Disparities are similar in the region overall and for households experiencing
severe housing problems.
Figure III-8.
Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs, Harris County Service Area
Harris County Service Area
Households Experiencing
Any of 4 Housing Problems
Total
Race/Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American
Other, Non-Hispanic
Household Type and Size
Family households, <5 people
Family households, 5+ people
Non-family households
Households Experiencing
Any of 4 Severe Housing
Problems
Total
Race/Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American
Other, Non-Hispanic
Note:

Greater Houston Region

# with
Problems

Total
Households

% with
Problems

# with
Problems

Total
Households

197,505

576,475

34%

735,595

2,068,515

36%

65,024
41,887
75,814
11,937
321
2,427

273,953
93,857
165,026
35,379
1,273
6,892

24%
45%
46%
34%
25%
35%

246,075
166,049
270,679
42,395
1,444
8,910

972,175
368,894
570,233
128,349
4,692
24,195

25%
45%
47%
33%
31%
37%

100,996
45,429
51,038

354,295
93,714
128,451

29%
48%
40%

349,855
142,640
243,100

1,188,224
277,794
602,490

29%
51%
40%

% with
Severe
Problems

# with Severe
Problems

Total
Households

% with
Severe
Problems

# with Severe
Total
Problems
Households

% with
Problems

100,568

576,475

17%

405,180

2,068,515

20%

28,688
20,292
44,124
6,099
138
1,247

273,953
93,857
165,026
35,379
1,273
6,892

10%
22%
27%
17%
11%
18%

117,154
90,987
168,908
22,790
721
4,659

972,175
368,894
570,233
128,349
4,692
24,195

12%
25%
30%
18%
15%
19%

The four housing problems are: incomplete kitchen facilities, incomplete plumbing facilities, more than 1 person per room, and cost
burden greater than 30%. The four severe housing problems are: incomplete kitchen facilities, incomplete plumbing facilities, more than 1
person per room, and cost burden greater than 50%.

Source: CHAS data from the HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.
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Figu
ure III-9 focuses on households with seevere cost burrden—spend
ding 50 percen
nt or more off
their income on housing costs. The Harris County serviice area has sslightly lowerr rates of seveere
cost burden than
n the region overall.
o
Howeever, disparitiies do exist accross racial/eethnic groupss
and
d across household types/ssizes in Harriis County:


oups, African American an
nd Hispanic ho
ouseholds haave the highesst
Among raciial/ethnic gro
rates of sev
vere cost burd
den (18% and
d 17%, respecctively); and



Nonfamily households
h
experience
e
higgher rates of severe cost b
burden (20%)) than family
householdss (11% of smaall family hou
useholds and 12% of large family houseeholds).

Figu
ure III-9.
Sevvere Cost Burd
den by Race/EEthnicity and Household
H
Tyype and Size, H
Harris Countyy Service Area

Note::

Percent shown reflects
r
proportion of
o households in each
h category that spendd 50% or more of theeir income on housin
ng costs.

Sourcce: CHAS data from the HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Mappping Tool and BBC R
Research & Consultin
ng.

Passadena. Figuure III-10 shoows the percentage of housseholds with housing needds in the regioon
and
d in Pasadenaa according to
o HUD AFFH-T
T data. Overaall, 39 percentt of Pasadenaa households
exp
perience at leaast one of thee four housingg problems. A
African Ameriican and Hisp
panic househo
olds
exp
perience houssing problemss at higher rattes (52% and
d 50%, respecctively), as do
o large familyy
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households (60%). Disparities are similar in the region overall and for households experiencing
severe housing problems.
Figure III-10.
Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs, Pasadena
Pasadena
Households Experiencing Any
of 4 Housing Problems

# with
Problems

Greater Houston Region

Total
% with
Households Problems

# with
Problems

Total
Households

% with
Problems

Total

18,660

47,385

39%

735,595

2,068,515

36%

Race/Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American
Other, Non-Hispanic

5,420
639
12,275
183
35
113

19,944
1,233
24,529
1,077
255
352

27%
52%
50%
17%
14%
32%

246,075
166,049
270,679
42,395
1,444
8,910

972,175
368,894
570,233
128,349
4,692
24,195

25%
45%
47%
33%
31%
37%

8,294
5,245
5,115

25,763
8,815
12,790

32%
60%
40%

349,855
142,640
243,100

1,188,224
277,794
602,490

29%
51%
40%

Household Type and Size
Family households, <5 people
Family households, 5+ people
Non-family households

Households Experiencing Any
of 4 Severe Housing Problems
Total
Race/Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American
Other, Non-Hispanic
Note:

# with
Severe
Problems

% with
Total
Severe
Households Problems

# with Severe
Problems

Total
Households

% with
Severe
Problems

11,270

47,385

24%

405,180

2,068,515

20%

2,514
519
8,065
84
19
48

19,944
1,233
24,529
1,077
255
352

13%
42%
33%
8%
7%
14%

117,154
90,987
168,908
22,790
721
4,659

972,175
368,894
570,233
128,349
4,692
24,195

12%
25%
30%
18%
15%
19%

The four housing problems are: incomplete kitchen facilities, incomplete plumbing facilities, more than 1 person per room, and cost
burden greater than 30%. The four severe housing problems are: incomplete kitchen facilities, incomplete plumbing facilities, more than 1
person per room, and cost burden greater than 50%.

Source: CHAS data from the HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

Figure III-11 focuses on households with severe cost burden—spending 50 percent or more of
their income on housing costs. Disparities do exist across racial/ethnic groups and across
household types/sizes in Harris County:


Thirty-one percent of African American households in Pasadena are severely cost
burdened—a rate double that of all households (15%) and triple that of non-Hispanic white
households (10%).



Hispanic households also have relatively high rates of severe cost burden (19%) compared
to non-Hispanic white households (10%), respectively); and
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Nonfamily households
h
experience
e
slightly higher rrates of severre cost burdeen (18%) than
n
family housseholds (15%
% of small fam
mily household
ds and 12% o
of large familyy householdss).

Figu
ure III-11.
Sevvere Cost Burd
den by Race/EEthnicity and Household
H
Tyype and Size, P
Pasadena

Note::

Percent shown reflects
r
proportion of
o households in each
h category that spendd 50% or more of theeir income on housin
ng costs.

Sourcce: CHAS data from the HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Mappping Tool and BBC R
Research & Consultin
ng.

Misssouri City. Figure III-12 shows the peercentage of hhouseholds w
with housing needs in the
region and in Miissouri City acccording to HUD
H
AFFH-T d
data. Overall, 30 percent o
of households
exp
perience at leaast one of thee four housingg problems. N
Native Americcan and Hispaanic households
exp
perience houssing problemss at higher rattes (50% and
d 40%, respecctively). Thirtty three perceent
of African
A
Ameriican households experiencce one or morre housing prroblems, com
mpared to 23
perrcent of non-H
Hispanic whitte householdss.
Neaarly half (48%
%) of large fam
mily households and 40 peercent of non
n-family houseeholds have o
one
or more
m
housing
g problems, co
ompared to ju
ust 29percen et of small family househo
olds.
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Figure III-12.
Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs, Missouri City
Missouri City
Households Experiencing Any of
4 Housing Problems

Greater Houston Region

# with
Total
% with
Problems Households Problems

# with
Problems

Total
Households

% with
Problems

Total

6,605

22,190

30%

735,595

2,068,515

36%

Race/Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American
Other, Non-Hispanic

1,624
2,964
1,174
730
35
85

6,974
9,004
2,914
2,895
70
329

23%
33%
40%
25%
50%
26%

246,075
166,049
270,679
42,395
1,444
8,910

972,175
368,894
570,233
128,349
4,692
24,195

25%
45%
47%
33%
31%
37%

Household Type and Size
Family households, <5 people
Family households, 5+ people
Non-family households

3,945
1,155
1,500

15,050
2,985
4,130

26%
39%
36%

349,855
142,640
243,100

1,188,224
277,794
602,490

29%
51%
40%

# with Severe
Problems

Total
Households

% with
Severe
Problems

Households Experiencing Any of
4 Severe Housing Problems

% with
# with
Total
Severe
Severe
Problems Households Problems

Total

3,115

22,190

14%

405,180

2,068,515

20%

Race/Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American
Other, Non-Hispanic

680
1,339
739
309
35
10

6,974
9,004
2,914
2,895
70
329

10%
15%
25%
11%
50%
3%

117,154
90,987
168,908
22,790
721
4,659

972,175
368,894
570,233
128,349
4,692
24,195

12%
25%
30%
18%
15%
19%

Note:

The four housing problems are: incomplete kitchen facilities, incomplete plumbing facilities, more than 1 person per room, and cost
burden greater than 30%. The four severe housing problems are: incomplete kitchen facilities, incomplete plumbing facilities, more than 1
person per room, and cost burden greater than 50%.

Source: CHAS data from the HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

Figure III-13 focuses on households with severe cost burden—spending 50 percent or more of
their income on housing costs. For the most part, Missouri City has lower rates of severe cost
burden across groups than the region overall and disparities between groups are lower than in
other jurisdictions. However, Native Americans in Missouri City have a very high incidence of
severe cost burden (50%) relative to all other racial/ethnic groups and relative to other
jurisdictions. Hispanic residents, and to a lesser extent, African American residents are
somewhat more likely than non-Hispanic white residents to be severely cost burdened.
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Figu
ure III-13.
Sevvere Cost Burd
den by Race/EEthnicity and Household
H
Tyype and Size, M
Missouri City

Note::

Percent shown reflects
r
proportion of
o households in each
h category that spendd 50% or more of theeir income on housin
ng costs.

Sourcce: CHAS data from the HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Mappping Tool and BBC R
Research & Consultin
ng.

Galveston. Figuure III-14 shoows the perceentage of houuseholds withh housing neeeds in the regiion
and
d in Galveston
n according to
o HUD AFFH-T data. Overaall, 43 percent of househollds experiencce at
leasst one of the four
f
housing problems—h
higher than th
he region overall and higheer than the otther
parrticipating jurrisdictions in the AI.
Neaarly two-third
ds of African American
A
hou
useholds hav e one or morre housing pro
oblems,
com
mpared to abo
out one-third of non-Hispaanic white hoouseholds. Hisspanic househ
holds also have
high
her rates of housing
h
problems than non
n-Hispanic wh
hite househo
olds (46% com
mpared to 36%).
Sim
milar trends arre evident forr those experiencing severre housing prroblems.
As in
i the region overall and in
n most other jurisdictions,, large familyy households aand non-famiily
hou
useholds are more
m
likely to
o have housin
ng problems tthan small fam
mily househo
olds.
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Figure III-14.
Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs, Galveston
Galveston
Households Experiencing Any of
4 Housing Problems

Greater Houston Region

# with
Total
% with
Problems Households Problems

# with
Problems

Total
Households

% with
Problems

Total

8,805

20,355

43%

735,595

2,068,515

36%

Race/Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American
Other, Non-Hispanic

3,890
2,214
2,210
365
25
104

10,705
3,474
4,774
1,045
84
279

36%
64%
46%
35%
30%
37%

246,075
166,049
270,679
42,395
1,444
8,910

972,175
368,894
570,233
128,349
4,692
24,195

25%
45%
47%
33%
31%
37%

Household Type and Size
Family households, <5 people
Family households, 5+ people
Non-family households

3,325
865
4,615

9,254
1,430
9,655

36%
60%
48%

349,855
142,640
243,100

1,188,224
277,794
602,490

29%
51%
40%

# with Severe
Problems

Total
Households

% with
Severe
Problems

Households Experiencing Any of
4 Severe Housing Problems

% with
# with
Total
Severe
Severe
Problems Households Problems

Total

5,200

20,355

26%

405,180

2,068,515

20%

Race/Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American
Other, Non-Hispanic

1,964
1,494
1,415
255
0
69

10,705
3,474
4,774
1,045
84
279

18%
43%
30%
24%
0%
25%

117,154
90,987
168,908
22,790
721
4,659

972,175
368,894
570,233
128,349
4,692
24,195

12%
25%
30%
18%
15%
19%

Note:

The four housing problems are: incomplete kitchen facilities, incomplete plumbing facilities, more than 1 person per room, and cost
burden greater than 30%. The four severe housing problems are: incomplete kitchen facilities, incomplete plumbing facilities, more than 1
person per room, and cost burden greater than 50%.

Source: CHAS data from the HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

Figure III-15 focuses on households with severe cost burden—spending 50 percent or more of
their income on housing costs. Across all groups, Galveston residents are more likely to be
severely cost burdened than similar residents in the region overall.
Disparities between groups are most notable for African American households (39%) and other
non-Hispanic race households (25%) when compared to non-Hispanic white households (16%
severely cost burdened).
Nonfamily households experience higher rates of severe cost burden (26%) than family
households (18% of small family households and 15% of large family households).
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Figu
ure III-15.
Sevvere Cost Burd
den by Race/EEthnicity and Household
H
Tyype and Size, G
Galveston

Note::

Percent shown reflects
r
proportion of
o households in each
h category that spendd 50% or more of theeir income on housin
ng costs.

Sourcce: CHAS data from the HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Mappping Tool and BBC R
Research & Consultin
ng.

Dissparities in
n Mortgage
e Lending
This section usess an analysis of Home Morrtgage Disclossure Act dataa (HMDA) to identify areass of
priv
vate disinvesttment in the Greater
G
Housston Region a nd the houseeholds most aaffected by lacck
of capital.
c

Abo
out the HM
MDA data. Thhe Home Morrtgage Disclossure Act requuires financiall institutions to
maiintain and dissclose data on
n loan applicaations for hom
me purchasess, home impro
ovements and
d
morrtgage refinan
nces. In general, HMDA ap
pplies to lendiing institutions above an aannually
adju
usted asset th
hreshold thatt have offices in metropolittan areas. HM
MDA was origginally enacted in
197
75 in response to the practtice of “redlin
ning”—the sysstematic excllusion of neigghborhoods w
with
high
h concentratiions of minorrities in homee mortgage len
nding.
HM
MDA data are widely
w
used to
t detect evid
dence of discriimination in m
mortgage len
nding. The
variables contain
ned in the HM
MDA dataset have
h
expandeed over time, allowing for more
com
mprehensive analyses
a
and better resultts. However, d
despite expan
nsions in the d
data reported
d,
HM
MDA analyses remain limiteed because off the informattion that is noot reported.
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As such,
s
studies of lending dissparities thatt use HMDA d
data carry a siimilar caveat: HMDA data can
be used
u
to determine disparitties in loan orriginations an
nd interest raates among bo
orrowers of
diffferent races, ethnicities
e
and genders, ass well as the loocation of thee property th
hey hope to ow
wn.
Thee data can also be used to explain
e
many
y of the reason
ns for any len
nding disparitties (e.g., poo
or
cred
dit history). Yet
Y HMDA datta do not contain all of thee factors that are evaluated
d by lending
insttitutions wheen they decidee to make a lo
oan to a borroower. Basicallly, the data provide a lot o
of
info
ormation about the lending decision—b
but not all of tthe informatiion. Still, HMD
DA data remaain
the best and mosst comprehen
nsive source of
o mortgage llending transactions availaable for fair
lend
ding analysis.

Reggional lendiing overview
w. In 2016, thhere were abbout 220,000 loan applicattions made inn the
Greeater Houston
n Region for owner-occupi
o
ied homes. Foorty-nine perccent were forr home
purrchases, 49 peercent were for
f refinancess and 2 percen
nt were homee improvemeent applications.
Disttribution by loan
l
type wass similar in th
he participatin
ng jurisdictio
ons. Galveston
n had the few
west
totaal loan applications (fewerr than 1,500) and Harris C ounty, exclud
ding entitlement areas, had
the most (about 31,000).
Figu
ure III-16.
Purpose of Loan Applications, Region and Jurisdictions, 22016

Note::

Does not include
e loans for multifamily properties or non-owner occupants.

Sourcce: FFIEC HMDA Raw
w Data, 2016 and BB
BC Research & Consu
ulting
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Outcome of loan applications. Figure III-17 shows the result of loan applications by loan type
for the region overall. Home improvement and refinance loans have much lower rates of
origination than do home purchase loans, 51 percent of improvement loans and 45 percent of
refinance loans originated compared to 71 percent of home mortgage loans.
In addition to the distribution of loan outcomes, BBC calculates a separate “denial rate,” defined
as the number of denied loan applications divided by the total number of applications excluding
withdrawn applications and application files closed for incompleteness. This measure of denial
provides a more accurate representation of applications with an opportunity for origination and
is consistent with the methodology used by the Federal Reserve in analyzing HMDA denial data.
The denial rate for all types of loans collectively was 24 percent: 12 percent for home purchase
loans, 35 percent for home improvement loans and 37 percent for refinances.
Figure III-17.
Action Taken on Loan Applications, Greater Houston Region, 2016

Action Taken

All Loans
Number Percent

Home Purchase
Number Percent

Home
Improvement
Number Percent

Refinance
Number Percent

Loan originated
Application approved but not
accepted
Application denied by financial
institution
Application withdrawn by
applicant

126,667

58%

76,182

71%

2,661

51%

47,824

45%

7,608

3%

3,750

3%

168

3%

3,690

3%

42,563

19%

10,393

10%

1,534

29%

30,636

29%

32,499

15%

15,124

14%

658

13%

16,717

16%

File closed for incompleteness

10,459

5%

2,096

2%

228

4%

8,135

8%

219,796

100%

107,545

100%

5,249

100%

107,002

100%

Total
Denial rate*
Note:

24%

12%

35%

37%

Does not include loans for multifamily properties or non-owner occupants.
*Denial Rate is the number of denied loan applications divided by the total number of applications, excluding withdrawn applications and
application files closed for incompleteness.

Source: FFIEC HMDA Raw Data, 2016 and BBC Research & Consulting.

Figure III-18 shows the denial rate by participating jurisdiction and loan type. Denial rates for
loan applications overall and for home purchase loans were highest in Galveston (28% denial
rate for all loans and 15% denial rate for home purchase loans). The denial rate for refinance
loans was also highest in Galveston (45%) but Missouri City had the highest denial rate for home
improvement loans (41%).
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Figure III-18.
Denial Rate by Application Type, Participating Jurisdictions, 2016

Location
Greater Houston Region
Harris County Service Area
Galveston
Pasadena
Missouri City
Note:

All Loans

Home
Improvement

Home
Purchase

Refinance

24%
25%
28%
24%
26%

35%
34%
31%
35%
41%

12%
12%
15%
10%
13%

37%
38%
45%
39%
39%

Does not include loans for multifamily properties or non-owner occupants. Denial Rate is the number of denied loan applications divided
by the total number of applications, excluding withdrawn applications and application files closed for incompleteness.

Source: FFIEC HMDA Raw Data, 2016 and BBC Research & Consulting.

Subprime lending. For the purposes of HMDA reporting, lenders are required to disclose the
interest rate on loans when the annual percentage rate (APR) on the loan exceeds the yield on
Treasury securities of comparable maturity by 3 percentage points for first liens and 5
percentage points for junior liens. These higher cost loans are sometimes called “subprime”
loans. The subprime lending market declined significantly following the housing market crisis.
Nationally, in 2016, only about 4 percent of conventional home purchases and 2 percent of
refinance loans were subprime (compared to 23% of conventional home purchases and 30% of
refinance loans in 2006).1,2
In 2016, in the Greater Houston Region, 8 percent of originated loans were subprime. Subprime
loans were more common in Pasadena, where 15 percent of originated loans were subprime, as
well as in The Harris County service area (11%) and Galveston (10%). In Missouri City, 7 percent
of originated loans were considered subprime.

Racial/ethnic disparities in lending. In 2016, 47 percent of applicants for residential
mortgage, home improvement or refinance loans in the Greater Houston Region classified their
race/ethnicity as non-Hispanic white. Twenty percent was Hispanic, 12 percent was Black or
African American, 8 percent was Asian and 1 percent identified as another non-Hispanic
minority (Native American, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, or some other race). Twelve
percent did not provide race information.
At the regional level, African American and Other race applicants had the highest denial rates—
both 34 percent—followed by Hispanic applicants (27% denial rate). That compares to denial
rates of 20 percent for both non-Hispanic white and Asian applicants. Non-Asian minority
groups were also more likely than both Asian and non-Hispanic white borrowers to receive
subprime loans.

1 For the purposes of this section, “subprime” is defined as a loan with an APR of more than three percentage points above

comparable Treasuries. This is consistent with the intent of the Federal Reserve in defining “subprime” in the HMDA data.
2www.federalreserve.gov/publications/files/2016_HMDA.pdf
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Disp
parities in deenials and sub
bprime lendin
ng by race/eth
hnicity are diiscussed in m
more detail byy
juriisdiction in th
he following subsections.
s

The
e Harris County service are
ea. Figure III--19 shows th e denial rate by race/ethn
nicity for
app
plicants living
g in Harris County excludin
ng entitlemen
nt areas. Similar to the reggion overall,
Hispanic, black and
a other race minority ap
pplicants werre more likelyy to be denied
d loans in the
Harrris County HUD jurisdictio
on.
Figu
ure III-19.
Den
nial Rate by Ra
ace/Ethnicity,, Harris Countty
Servvice Area, 201
16
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily propertties or non-owner occcupants.
Deniaal Rate is the numberr of denied loan appllications divided by the total
numb
ber of applications, excluding withdrawn applications and app
plication
files closed
c
for incomplete
eness.
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC Researcch & Consulting.

Theere are many reasons why
y denial rates may be higheer for certain racial and ethnic groups.
Firsst, overall den
nial rates for some racial and
a ethnic grooups may skeew towards lo
ower income
hou
useholds, sincce some mino
ority groups ty
ypically havee lower incom
mes. Figure IIII-20 examiness
diffferences in loaan origination
n and denial rates by inco me range. Loan applicantss were grouped
into
o one of threee income rangges:


Applicants earning less than
t
80 perceent of the HU D Area Mediaan Income (A
AMI) at the
time—or leess than $54,4
400;



Applicants earning betw
ween 80 and 120
1 percent A
AMI—$54,400
0 and $81,600; and



—$81,600 an
nd more.
Applicants earning greatter than 120 percent AMI—

As shown
s
by Fig
gure III-20, the disparity in
n denial rates persists for H
Hispanic and non-Hispanicc
min
nority applicaants, even at higher
h
incomees.
Figu
ure III-20.
Den
nial Rate by Ra
ace/Ethnicity
and
d Income, Harris County
Servvice Area, 201
16
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily propertties
or non-owner occupants. Denial Rate is the
numb
ber of denied loan ap
pplications divided byy the
total number of applicatio
ons, excluding withdrrawn
appliccations and application files closed for
incom
mpleteness.
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC Researcch &
Consu
ulting.
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Second, loan den
nial rates can also vary by race and ethn
nicity based o
on the type off loans applieed
for by applicantss. Denial ratess are typically
y highest for home improvvement loanss, often because
the additional deebt will raise the loan to vaalue ratios ab
bove the levells allowed byy a financial
insttitution.
An examination of the types of
o loans appliied for by app
plicants of varrying races an
nd ethnicitiess
found that Hispaanic applicantts were less liikely to applyy for home pu
urchase loanss (26% of loan
n
app
plications) thaan non-Hispaanic whites (4
42%) and oth er minoritiess (44%). Hispanic applican
nts
werre more likely
y to apply forr refinancing loans
l
(69% oof loan applicaations) than n
non-Hispanicc
whiites (55%) an
nd other mino
orities (52%)
Figu
ure III-21 displays the den
nial rate by raace and ethniccity and loan purpose. Den
nial rates for
hom
me purchasess are very low
w across racial and ethnic ggroups but arre highest for Hispanics. Bo
oth
Hispanics and otther minority
y groups expeerience higherr rates of den
nial for refinancing
app
plications than
n non-Hispan
nic whites.
Inab
bility to accesss capital for home improv
vements and refinances (o
often used to support hom
me
imp
provements) has a broaderr effect on a neighborhood
n
d. Racial and eethnic borrow
wers enter th
he
morrtgage lendin
ng market witth disparities in wealth (du
ue to historiccal discriminaation and den
nial
of economic
e
opp
portunity) and
d, as such, aree limited to p urchasing old
der homes orr homes in lesss
than pristine con
ndition. Lack of capital to make
m
improvvements has a negative and
d cumulative
imp
pact on neighb
borhoods and
d further disccourages privvate investmeent. These typ
pes of markett
failu
ure are where the public sector
s
can plaay an effectivee role in stabiilizing housin
ng condition aand
bro
oader neighbo
orhoods.
Figu
ure III-21.
Den
nial Rate by Ra
ace/Ethnicity
and
d Loan Purpose, Harris
Cou
unty Service Area,
A
2016
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily
erties or non-owner occupants. Denial
prope
Rate is the number of den
nied loan applications
ed by the total numb
ber of applications,
divide
excluding withdrawn appllications and
appliccation files closed for incompleteness.
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC
Reseaarch & Consulting.

Among applicants whose loan
ns were originated, racial//ethnic dispaarities can stilll exist in the
form
m of subprim
me loans (thosse with dispro
oportionatelyy high interest rates).3 Figu
ure III-22 sho
ows
sub
bprime loans as
a a percent of
o all originatted loans by rrace/ethnicityy in The Harrris County
serv
vice area.

3 For
r the purposes off this section, “sub
bprime” is defined
d as a loan with aan APR of more th
han three percenttage points abovee

data.
comp
parable Treasurie
es, a definition co
onsistent with thee intent of the Fed
deral Reserve in d
defining “subprim
me” in the HMDA d
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Figu
ure III-22.
Sub
bprime Loans by Race/Ethnicity, Harris County
C
Servvice Area, 201
16
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily propertties or non-owner occcupants.
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC Researcch & Consulting.

Passadena. Figurre III-23 show
ws the denial rate
r
by race//ethnicity for applicants livving in Harriss
Cou
unty excluding entitlementt areas. Similaar to the regioon overall, Hiispanic, black
k and other raace
min
nority applicaants in Pasadeena were morre likely to bee denied loan
ns than non-H
Hispanic whitee
and
d Asian appliccants.
Figu
ure III-23.
Den
nial Rate by Ra
ace/Ethnicity,, Pasadena, 2016
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily propertties or non-owner occcupants. Denial
Rate is the number of den
nied loan applications divided by the totaal number of
ns and application file
es closed for
appliccations, excluding wiithdrawn application
incom
mpleteness.
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC Researcch & Consulting.

Theere are many reasons why
y denial rates may be higheer for certain racial and ethnic groups.
Firsst, overall den
nial rates for some racial and
a ethnic grooups may skeew towards lo
ower income
hou
useholds, sincce some mino
ority groups ty
ypically havee lower incom
mes. Figure IIII-24 examiness
diffferences in loaan origination
n and denial rates by inco me range. Loan applicantss were grouped
into
o one of threee income rangges:


Applicants earning less than
t
80 perceent of the HU D Area Mediaan Income (A
AMI) at the
time—or leess than $54,4
400;



Applicants earning betw
ween 80 and 120
1 percent A
AMI—$54,400
0 and $81,600; and



—$81,600 an
nd more.
Applicants earning greatter than 120 percent AMI—

As shown
s
by Fig
gure III-24, the disparity in
n denial rates persists for m
minority appllicants—
parrticularly blacck applicants—
—even at higher incomes. This trend in
ndicates that income alonee
doees not explain
n the differencces in denial rates
r
by race//ethnicity.
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Figu
ure III-24.
Den
nial Rate by Ra
ace/Ethnicity
and
d Income, Pasa
adena, 2016
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily propertties
or non-owner occupants. Denial Rate is the
ber of denied loan ap
pplications divided byy
numb
the to
otal number of appliccations, excluding
withd
drawn applications an
nd application files
closed
d for incompletenesss.
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC Researcch &
Consu
ulting.

Second, loan den
nial rates can also vary by race and ethn
nicity based o
on the type off loans applieed
for by applicantss. Denial ratess are typically
y highest for home improvvement loanss, often because
the additional deebt will raise the loan to vaalue ratios ab
bove the levells allowed byy a financial
insttitution.
Figu
ure III-25 displays the den
nial rate by raace and ethniccity and loan purpose. Den
nial rates for
hom
me purchasess are very low
w across racial and ethnic ggroups but arre highest for Hispanics
(12%) and Asian
ns (11%). Botth Hispanics and
a African A
Americans exp
perience high
her rates of
den
nial for refinancing applicaations than no
on-Hispanic w
whites. Theree were not eno
ough home
imp
provement loans by each racial/ethnic
r
group
g
to inclu
ude in the analysis.
Figu
ure III-25.
Den
nial Rate by Ra
ace/Ethnicity and
Loan Purpose, Pa
asadena, 2016
6
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily propertties or
owner occupants. De
enial Rate is the number of
non-o
denie
ed loan applications divided
d
by the total number
n
of
appliccations, excluding wiithdrawn application
ns and
appliccation files closed for incompleteness.
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC Researcch &
Consu
ulting.

Among applicants whose loan
ns were originated, racial//ethnic dispaarities can stilll exist in the
form
m of subprim
me loans (thosse with dispro
oportionatelyy high interest rates).4 Figu
ure III-26 sho
ows
sub
bprime loans as
a a percent of
o all originatted loans by rrace/ethnicityy in Pasadenaa. One quarter of
all originated
o
loaans for Africaan American and
a Hispanic borrowers haad subprime interest ratess,
com
mpared to just 4 percent off Asian and 11 percent of n
non-Hispanicc white borrowers. There
werre too few oriiginated loanss among “oth
her race mino rities” to anaalyze.

4 For
r the purposes off this section, “sub
bprime” is defined
d as a loan with aan APR of more th
han three percenttage points abovee

comp
parable Treasurie
es, a definition co
onsistent with thee intent of the Fed
deral Reserve in d
defining “subprim
me” in the HMDA d
data.
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Figu
ure III-26.
Sub
bprime Loans by Race/Ethnicity, Pasaden
na, 2016
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily propertties or non-owner occcupants.
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC Researcch & Consulting.

Misssouri City. Fiigure III-27 sh
hows the den
nial rate by raace/ethnicity for applicantts living in
Misssouri City. Similar to the region
r
overalll, Hispanic, bllack and otheer race minority applicantss in
Misssouri City weere more likelly to be denieed loans than non-Hispaniic white and A
Asian residen
nts.
Figu
ure III-27.
Den
nial Rate by Ra
ace/Ethnicity,, Missouri Cityy, 2016
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily propertties or non-owner occcupants.
Deniaal Rate is the numberr of denied loan appllications divided by the total
numb
ber of applications, excluding withdrawn applications and app
plication
files closed
c
for incomplete
eness.
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC Researcch & Consulting.

Oveerall denial raates for some racial and ethnic groups m
may skew tow
wards lower iincome
hou
useholds, sincce some mino
ority groups ty
ypically havee lower incom
mes. Figure IIII-28 examiness
diffferences in loaan origination
n and denial rates by inco me range. Loan applicantss were grouped
into
o one of threee income rangges:


Applicants earning less than
t
80 perceent of the HU D Area Mediaan Income (A
AMI) at the
time—or leess than $54,4
400;



Applicants earning betw
ween 80 and 120
1 percent A
AMI—$54,400
0 and $81,600; and



—$81,600 an
nd more.
Applicants earning greatter than 120 percent AMI—

As shown
s
by Fig
gure III-28, the disparity in
n denial rates persists for H
Hispanic and non-Hispanicc
min
nority applicaants—particu
ularly African American an
nd “other racee” applicants—
—even at high
her
inco
omes.
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Figu
ure III-28.
Den
nial Rate by Ra
ace/Ethnicity and
Inco
ome, Missourri City, 2016
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily propertties or
non-o
owner occupants. De
enial Rate is the number of
denie
ed loan applications divided
d
by the total number
n
of applications, excluding withdrawn applicatiions
a
files close
ed for incompletenesss.
and application
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC Researcch &
Consu
ulting.

Loaan denial rates can also varry by race and
d ethnicity baased on the tyype of loans aapplied for byy
app
plicants. Deniaal rates are ty
ypically higheest for home iimprovementt loans, often because the
nancial
add
ditional debt will
w raise the loan to valuee ratios abovee the levels allowed by a fin
insttitution.
Figu
ure III-29 displays the den
nial rate by raace and ethniccity and loan purpose. Disparities persist
for African Amerricans, Hispan
nics, and “oth
her race” com
mpared to non
n-Hispanic wh
hites for both
h
hom
me purchase loans
l
and refi
finance loans. There were n
not enough h
home improveement loans b
by
each racial/ethn
nic group to in
nclude in the analysis.
Figu
ure III-29.
Den
nial Rate by Ra
ace/Ethnicity and
Loan Purpose, Missouri
M
City, 2016
2
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily propertties or
owner occupants. De
enial Rate is the number of
non-o
denie
ed loan applications divided
d
by the total number
n
of applications, excluding withdrawn applicatiions
and application
a
files close
ed for incompletenesss.
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC Researcch &
Consu
ulting.

Among applicants whose loan
ns were originated, racial//ethnic dispaarities can stilll exist in the
form
m of subprim
me loans (thosse with dispro
oportionatelyy high interest rates).5 Figu
ure III-30 sho
ows
sub
bprime loans as
a a percent of
o all originatted loans by rrace/ethnicityy in Missouri City. African
American and Hispanic borro
owers were much
m
more likkely to receivee subprime in
nterest rates
than Asian and non-Hispanic
n
white borrow
wers—13 perrcent of African American borrowers and
11 percent
p
of Hispanic borrow
wers had sub
bprime loans compared to 2 percent of Asian and 4
perrcent of non-H
Hispanic whitte borrowers..

5 For
r the purposes off this section, “sub
bprime” is defined
d as a loan with aan APR of more th
han three percenttage points abovee

comp
parable Treasurie
es, a definition co
onsistent with thee intent of the Fed
deral Reserve in d
defining “subprim
me” in the HMDA d
data.
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Figu
ure III-30.
Sub
bprime Loans by Race/Ethnicity, Missourri City,
201
16
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily propertties or non-owner occcupants.
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC Researcch & Consulting.

Galveston. Figurre III-31 show
ws the denial rate by race//ethnicity forr Galveston ap
pplicants. Den
nial
ratees in Galvesto
on are substan
ntially higherr for African A
American (39
9%), Hispanicc (45%) and
other non-Asian minorities (5
50%) relativee to the deniaal rates for no
on-Hispanic w
whites (23%) and
Asiaans (21%).
Figu
ure III-31.
Den
nial Rate by Ra
ace/Ethnicity,, Galveston, 2016
2
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily propertties or non-owner
occup
pants. Denial Rate is the number of denie
ed loan applications divided
d
by the
e total number of ap
pplications, excludingg withdrawn applicattions
and application
a
files close
ed for incompletenesss.
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC Researcch & Consulting.

Den
nial rates for some
s
racial and
a ethnic gro
oups may skeew towards lo
ower income households,
sincce some mino
ority groups typically
t
havee lower incom
mes. Figure IIII-32 examinees differences in
loan
n origination and denial raates by incom
me range. Loan
n applicants w
were grouped
d into one of
threee income ran
nges:


Applicants earning less than
t
80 perceent of the HU D Area Mediaan Income (A
AMI) at the
time—or leess than $54,4
400;



Applicants earning betw
ween 80 and 120
1 percent A
AMI—$54,400
0 and $81,600; and



—$81,600 an
nd more.
Applicants earning greatter than 120 percent AMI—

Duee to relatively
y few loan app
plications forr each racial/eethnic group,, Asian and no
on-Hispanic
whiite applicantss are grouped
d into a singlee category and
d Hispanic, bllack, and otheer race
min
norities are grrouped into a single catego
ory. As shown
n by Figure IIII-32, the disp
parity in deniial
ratees persists forr Hispanic, bllack and other race applicaants collectivvely, even at h
higher incomees.
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Figu
ure III-32.
Den
nial Rate by Ra
ace/Ethnicity and Income,
Galvveston, 2016
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily propertties or non-owner
occup
pants. Denial Rate is the number of denie
ed loan applications
divide
ed by the total numb
ber of applications, excluding withdrawn
appliccations and application files closed for incompleteness.
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC Researcch & Consulting.

Loaan denial rates can also varry by race and
d ethnicity baased on the tyype of loans aapplied for byy
app
plicants. Deniaal rates are ty
ypically higheest for home iimprovementt loans, often because the
nancial
add
ditional debt will
w raise the loan to valuee ratios abovee the levels allowed by a fin
insttitution.
Figu
ure III-33 displays the den
nial rate by raace and ethniccity and loan purpose. Agaain, due to
relaatively few loan applications for each raacial/ethnic ggroup, Asian aand non-Hisp
panic white
app
plicants are grrouped into a single catego
ory and Hispaanic, black, an
nd other racee minorities aare
grouped into a single categorry. Hispanic, black
b
and oth er race appliccants (collecttively) for all
loan
n types are more
m
likely to be denied thaan non-Hispaanic white and
d Asian applicants.
Figu
ure III-33.
Den
nial Rate by Ra
ace/Ethnicity and Loan
Purpose, Galvestton, 2016
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily propertties or nonowne
er occupants. Denial Rate is the number of
o denied loan
appliccations divided by the total number of ap
pplications,
excluding withdrawn appllications and applicattion files closed
for incompleteness.
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC Researcch & Consulting.

Among applicants whose loan
ns were originated, racial//ethnic dispaarities can stilll exist in the
form
m of subprim
me loans (thosse with dispro
oportionatelyy high interest rates).6 Figu
ure III-34 sho
ows
sub
bprime loans as
a a percent of
o all originatted loans by rrace/ethnicityy in Galveston
n. Due to
relaatively few loans, African American
A
and
d other race m
minority borrrowers are grouped into a
sing
gle category for
f the analyssis. Hispanic borrowers
b
as well as Black
k and other raace borrowerrs
are more likely to
t receive sub
bprime loans than non-Hisspanic whitess or Asians.
Figu
ure III-34.
Sub
bprime Loans by Race/Ethnicity, Galvesto
on, 2016
Note::
Does not include loans for multifamily propertties or non-owner occcupants.
Sourcce:
FFIEC
C HMDA Raw Data, 20
016 and BBC Researcch & Consulting.

6 For
r the purposes off this section, “sub
bprime” is defined
d as a loan with aan APR of more th
han three percenttage points abovee

comp
parable Treasurie
es, a definition co
onsistent with thee intent of the Fed
deral Reserve in d
defining “subprim
me” in the HMDA d
data.
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SECTION IV.
Disparities in Access to Opportunity

SECTION IV.
Disparities in Access to Opportunity
The access to opportunity section of the Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) expands the fair
housing analysis beyond housing to examine conditions that affect economic opportunity more
broadly. This section of the AFH examines access to opportunity in education, employment,
transportation, low-poverty environments, and environmentally healthy neighborhoods through
the lens of race and ethnicity, national origin, and family status.

Measuring “Opportunity”
To facilitate the Assess to Opportunity analysis, HUD has developed a series of indices that
measure access to opportunity and allow comparison of opportunity indicators by race and
ethnicity, for households below and above the poverty line, among jurisdictions, and to the
region. HUD maps and tables are available through the AFFH data and mapping tool and are
based on data from the Decennial U.S. Census, American Community Survey (ACS), Great
Schools, Common Core of Data, School Attendance Boundary Information System (SABINS),
Location Affordability Index (LAI), Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD), and
National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA). Additional data sources include Census Transportation
Planning Products data from the Federal Highway Administration, local governments, and
transit authorities.
The specific indices developed by HUD are defined below. In general, higher values of each index
can be interpreted as greater access to opportunity.


Low-Poverty Index. The low poverty index captures poverty in a given neighborhood. The
index is based on the poverty rate. Values are inverted and ranked nationally to obtain
percentiles. The resulting values range from 0 to 100. The higher the index score, the less
exposure to poverty in a neighborhood.



School Proficiency Index. The school proficiency index uses school-level data on the
performance of 4th grade students on state exams to describe which neighborhoods have
high-performing elementary schools nearby and which are near lower performing
elementary schools. Values are ranked nationally to obtain percentiles and range from 0 to
100. The higher the score, the higher the school system quality is in a neighborhood.



Labor Market Engagement Index. The labor market engagement index provides a summary
description of the relative intensity of labor market engagement in a neighborhood. This is
based upon the level of employment, labor force participation, and educational attainment
in a Census tract. Values are percentile ranked nationally and range from 0 to 100. The
higher the score, the higher the labor force participation and human capital in a
neighborhood.
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Transit Trips Index. The transit trips index is based on estimates of transit trips taken by a
family that meets the following description: a three-person single-parent family with
income at 50 percent of the median income for renters for the region (i.e., the CBSA). The
estimates come from the LAI. Values are ranked nationally to obtain percentiles, with
values ranging from 0 to 100. The higher the transit trips index score, the more likely
residents in that neighborhood utilize public transit. The index controls for income so a
higher index value will often reflect better access to public transit.



Low Transportation Cost Index. The low transportation cost index is based on estimates of
transportation costs for a three-person single-parent family with income at 50 percent of
the median income for renters for the region (i.e., the CBSA). The estimates come from the
LAI. Values are inverted and ranked nationally to obtain percentiles, with values ranging
from 0 to 100. The higher the index score, the lower the cost of transportation in that
neighborhood. Transportation costs may be low for a range of reasons, including greater
access to public transportation and the density of homes, services, and jobs in the
neighborhood and surrounding community.



Jobs Proximity Index. The jobs proximity index quantifies the accessibility of a given
residential neighborhood as a function of its distance to all job locations within a CoreBased Statistical Area (CBSA), with larger employment centers weighted more heavily.
Values are ranked nationally to obtain percentiles with values ranging from 0 to 100. The
higher the index value, the better the access to employment opportunities for residents in a
neighborhood.



Environmental Health Index. The environmental health index summarizes potential
exposure to harmful toxins at a neighborhood level. The index is a linear combination of
standardized EPA estimates of air quality carcinogenic, respiratory, and neurological
hazards. Values are inverted and ranked nationally to obtain percentiles, with values
ranging from 0 to 100. The higher the index value, the less exposure to toxins harmful to
human health and the better the environmental quality of a neighborhood, where a
neighborhood is a Census block-group.

Missing data. Index scores for some Census tracts are not computed. This is especially relevant
for the environmental health index where significant portions of three of the participating
jurisdictions are missing. In some cases, missing data prohibits drawing firm conclusions about
disparities in access.

Supplementary data. In addition to the HUD access to opportunity indices and associated
maps, supplementary data and maps are included from a number of sources. A major source of
supplementary data is the 2011-2015 ACS.
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Access to Opportunity Overview and Reference Maps
Figure IV-1 (below) shows data from the HUD AFFH-T Table 12, which summarizes the opportunity index scores described above by
jurisdiction, race/ethnicity, and income (total population vs population in poverty).
These data allow for comparisons among racial or ethnic groups by poverty status among
jurisdictions, and to the region as whole. Inclusion of income as a cross-tabulation means access to
opportunity can be evaluated between income-similar groups and that disparities reflect barriers
that are not purely economic in nature.
Findings are discussed by topic area and jurisdiction in the remainder of this section.

To interpret the indices in the
tables, use the rule that a higher
number is always a better outcome.
The index should not be thought of
as a percentage—but as an
“opportunity score.”

Figure IV-1.
HUD Table 12 — Opportunity Indicators, by Race/Ethnicity

Greater Houston Region

Low Poverty
Index

School Proficiency
Index

Labor Market
Index

Transit
Index

Low Transportation
Cost Index

Jobs
Proximity Index

Environmental
Health Index

Total Population
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

62.74
38.13
35.36
61.28
52.45

67.61
42.95
50.11
68.79
60.02

65.21
43.89
43.14
69.90
55.69

47.66
53.80
54.31
52.89
48.57

50.97
59.61
60.86
57.49
52.77

48.49
43.98
49.03
48.87
47.55

45.71
41.45
37.59
45.20
45.23

Population below federal poverty line
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

47.01
24.04
23.70
43.11
30.15

55.31
34.24
44.74
58.01
48.22

52.50
32.72
35.47
56.34
39.70

49.79
57.21
57.34
57.71
56.66

55.69
65.34
65.90
65.10
65.64

50.43
45.59
51.52
49.15
51.46

44.33
38.46
35.59
44.94
35.38
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Figure IV-1 (Continued).
HUD Table 12 — Opportunity Indicators, by Race/Ethnicity
Low Poverty
Index

School Proficiency
Index

Labor Market
Index

Transit
Index

Low Transportation
Cost Index

Jobs
Proximity Index

Environmental
Health Index

Total Population
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

67.43
46.19
43.09
60.17
59.70

71.13
49.40
55.14
67.04
64.48

67.72
51.40
46.96
66.06
60.59

47.14
51.53
50.66
50.60
48.75

47.08
53.69
52.43
52.32
49.29

45.26
42.68
44.32
44.47
44.95

39.84
39.57
37.67
45.06
38.25

Population below federal poverty line
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

52.26
34.99
30.51
43.59
39.36

59.21
41.35
49.81
61.08
55.31

55.47
42.79
38.40
54.39
42.44

49.55
54.29
53.07
51.68
55.75

52.22
58.06
57.08
55.99
60.82

48.94
45.28
47.06
45.01
44.77

36.50
37.37
36.39
45.69
31.36

Low Poverty
Index

School Proficiency
Index

Labor Market
Index

Transit
Index

Low Transportation
Cost Index

Jobs
Proximity Index

Environmental
Health Index

Total Population
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

50.07
32.41
26.50
66.80
38.47

70.22
64.96
58.06
79.19
66.32

41.99
30.12
21.79
59.96
33.82

54.69
59.72
58.79
49.00
57.07

62.26
69.40
67.50
57.86
65.53

53.92
57.70
52.57
53.72
57.18

31.46
30.95
29.52
32.21
30.64

Population below federal poverty line
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

29.67
23.87
20.41
35.22
19.52

63.16
61.37
57.18
65.26
57.49

25.41
22.12
18.74
29.24
18.32

59.78
60.57
61.07
63.15
58.62

68.90
69.24
71.08
73.38
71.89

56.73
55.06
54.60
56.27
73.98

29.98
30.45
29.99
29.21
28.59

Harris County Service Area

Pasadena
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Figure IV-1 (Continued).
HUD Table 12 — Opportunity Indicators, by Race/Ethnicity
Low Poverty
Index

School Proficiency
Index

Labor Market
Index

Transit
Index

Low Transportation
Cost Index

Jobs
Proximity Index

Environmental
Health Index

Total Population
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

74.84
64.61
54.39
86.68
73.49

68.28
51.84
54.08
76.85
63.84

80.63
68.96
65.72
84.49
76.21

43.62
46.58
46.46
42.84
43.99

38.70
41.53
44.54
39.96
40.64

36.22
34.32
36.04
47.35
39.15

56.77
56.28
56.14
56.91
56.25

Population below federal poverty line
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

57.95
56.45
36.53
74.94
N/a

64.09
52.17
45.83
67.46
N/a

74.35
66.49
53.25
74.15
N/a

45.02
47.97
45.91
45.07
N/a

40.41
43.36
47.79
45.19
N/a

34.95
34.15
45.20
57.19
N/a

56.87
56.00
55.28
54.59
N/a

Low Poverty
Index

School Proficiency
Index

Labor Market
Index

Transit
Index

Low Transportation
Cost Index

Jobs
Proximity Index

Environmental
Health Index

Total Population
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

46.40
23.90
35.65
38.83
36.61

32.94
28.68
28.27
31.23
29.36

48.19
33.50
41.42
45.49
42.96

52.70
61.89
59.28
64.21
58.19

60.69
68.57
65.99
69.82
65.76

51.86
50.22
45.93
46.92
52.84

92.11
90.29
91.31
90.63
90.98

Population below federal poverty line
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

38.53
21.10
24.40
29.79
32.56

32.59
28.50
27.61
29.80
30.44

43.28
27.97
34.30
42.96
56.11

57.40
61.90
60.41
69.20
66.44

65.69
69.20
67.12
74.71
65.22

57.62
52.04
49.64
49.85
18.71

91.93
90.23
90.75
89.78
93.22

Missouri City

Galveston

Note:

Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.
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Thee following seeries of maps reviews the geographic
g
diistribution off race, ethniciity, national
orig
gin, and familly status of reesidents alongg with raciallyy/ethnically cconcentrated
d areas of
pov
verty (R/ECAP
Ps). Many of these
t
maps have
h
already b
been discusseed in previous sections but
are provided herre as addition
nal context for the Access tto Opportunity discussion
ns that follow..
Map
ps of politicall divisions aree also includeed for easy reeference.
Figu
ure IV-2.
Racce/Ethnicity an
nd R/ECAPs
Harrris County
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Figu
ure IV-2. (Continued)
Racce/Ethnicity an
nd R/ECAPs
Passadena

Misssouri City

Galveston
G

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.
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Figu
ure IV-3.
Nattional Origin
Harrris County

Galvveston

Passadena

Misssouri City

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.
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Figu
ure IV-4.
Fam
mily Status
Harrris County

Galvveston

Passadena

Misssouri City

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.
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Figu
ure IV-5.
Poliitical Boundarries
Harrris County

Passadena

Missou
uri City

Galveeston

o this section
n discusses acccess to oppo rtunity by ind
dicator and ju
urisdiction.
Thee remainder of
Disp
parities in access to opporrtunity by pro
otected class are summariized under the heading
“Patterns in Disp
parities in Acccess to Opporrtunity.”
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Access to Proficient Schools
The following discussion of access to proficient schools in the participating jurisdictions is
structured to meet the following objectives:
1. Describe any disparities in access to proficient schools based on race/ethnicity, national
origin, and family status.
2. Describe the relationship between the residency patterns of racial/ethnic, national origin,
and family status groups and their proximity to proficient schools.
3. Describe how school-related policies, such as school enrollment policies, affect a student’s
ability to attend a proficient school. Which protected class groups are least successful in
accessing proficient schools?
Figures IV-6 and IV-7 show the HUD table and maps depicting the school proficiency index for
participating jurisdictions. Keep in mind: higher index values (and associated darker shading on
the maps) indicate higher access to proficient schools. The maps are shown here without the
race/ethnicity and national origin overlays for the sake of simplicity and clarity; however, the
discussion of findings incorporates spatial analysis of opportunity and protected class
populations. Note that the HUD school proficiency index data do not include performance data
from private schools.
Figure IV-6.
School
Proficiency
Index
Note:
Higher index values
indicate greater access
to proficient schools.
Source:
HUD Affirmatively
Furthering Fair
Housing Data and
Mapping Tool.

Harris County
Service Area

Pasadena

Missouri
City

Galveston

School Proficicency Index

Greater
Houston
Region

Total Population
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

68
43
50
69
60

71
49
55
67
64

70
65
58
79
66

68
52
54
77
64

33
29
28
31
29

59
41
50
61
55

63
61
57
65
57

64
52
46
67
N/a

33
29
28
30
30

Population below federal poverty line
Non-Hispanic White
55
African American/Black
34
Hispanic
45
Asian or Pacific Islander
58
48
Native American
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Figu
ure IV-7.
School Proficienccy Index Mapss
Harrris County

Passadena

Note::

Misso
ouri City

Galveeston

Darker shading indicates higher opportunity index valuess.

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Figu
ure IV-8, on the following page shows educational
e
aattainment byy race/ethniciity for
parrticipating jurrisdictions. Reesults are disccussed by jurrisdiction on tthe followingg pages.
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Figure IV-8.
Educational Attainment by Race/Ethnicity
Harris County
Service Area
Total
Percent

Pasadena, TX
Total
Percent

Non-Hispanic White

541,160

34,384

High school graduate or higher
Bachelor's degree or higher

513,201
209,812

African American/Black

174,172

High school graduate or higher
Bachelor's degree or higher

159,814
46,782

American Indian or Alaska Native

5,316

High school graduate or higher
Bachelor's degree or higher

3,966
783

Asian

97,194

High school graduate or higher
Bachelor's degree or higher

82,061
46,343

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander

832

High school graduate or higher
Bachelor's degree or higher

768
94

Some other race

80,910

High school graduate or higher
Bachelor's degree or higher

50,137
8,939

Two or more races

19,861

High school graduate or higher
Bachelor's degree or higher

16,445
6,009

Hispanic or Latino

394,908

High school graduate or higher
Bachelor's degree or higher

253,095
52,229

Note:

95%
39%

30,885
8,137

12,520
90%
24%

12,022
6,684

90%
13%

18,886
7,791

2,139
92%
27%

1,921
279
862
166

84%
48%

1,967
1,101

110
43

91%
51%

7,262
4,915

50%
0%

136
28

2,155

8
0
5,185
439
866
202

58%
5%

29,563
3,242

94%
64%

1,366
1,176

100%
21%

8
8

1,545
239
684
348
6,325

57%
6%

4,916
1,230

544
145

46%
18%

5,167
901

74%
18%

268,013
171,528

86%
55%

1857
336

88%
16%

146812
24955

55%
9%

63977
90%
24%

8,284
78%
19%

11943
2825

265335

605
99%
50%

89%
25%

2123
100%
100%

474
217
84

590,211
165964

310,492
95%
82%

8

70%
11%

94%
41%

16094
94%
23%

1,442

690
83%
19%

51,593
64%
13%

129
32

1,643,699
717,990
666,158

75%
10%

138
82%
32%

Greater Houston Region
Total
Percent
1,743,662

92%
39%

6,204

2,217

1,045
83%
30%

4,636
641

136

8,931
62%
11%

96%
40%

7,729

16
92%
11%

16,946
15,661
6,637

135
68%
13%

Galveston, TX
Total
Percent

96%
53%

19,711

1,274
75%
15%

Missouri City, TX
Total
Percent

53957
19885

84%
31%

1,245,034
62%
11%

738,260
157089

59%
13%

Universe is the population aged 25 or older.

Source: 2015 5-year ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Harris County service area. Figure IV-6 shows that among racial and ethnic groups, nonHispanic white residents have the greatest access to proficient schools among the total
population. Asian or Pacific Islander residents have the greatest access among the population
below the federal poverty line. African American and Hispanic residents experience a large
disparity in access to proficient schools compared to other racial and ethnic groups. Comparing
the HUD map of school proficiency (Figure IV-7) and the HUD map of race/ethnicity (Figure IV2) shows that African American and Hispanic residents appear to be concentrated in areas with
lower school proximity index scores, including the area north of I-10 and west of Highway 6 in
Precinct 2, as well as the areas around George Bush International Airport (IAH) in Precincts 1
and 4. These areas also have relatively high concentrations of residents from India and Mexico as
well as families with children.
Five-year estimates from the American Community Survey (ACS 2011-15) indicate that in the
Harris County service area, Hispanic or Latino residents are much less likely to have graduated
high school than non-Hispanic white residents and African American residents.
Asian residents have completed high school at a lower rate than non-Hispanic white or African
American residents, however, Asian residents are most likely to have completed a Bachelor’s
degree or higher. Nearly half (48%) of Asian residents hold Bachelor’s degrees or higher,
compared to 39 percent of non-Hispanic whites, 27 percent of African Americans, 15 percent of
native Americans, and 13 percent of Hispanic residents. Residents identified as being of “some
other race alone” have the lowest educational attainment of any group.

Pasadena. Figure IV-6 shows that among racial and ethnic groups, Asian or Pacific Islander
residents have the greatest access to proficient schools among the total population. This is also
the case among the population below the federal poverty line. African American and Hispanic
residents experience the greatest disparity in access to proficient schools among the total
population. Hispanic residents living below the federal poverty line are the most disadvantaged
racial or ethnic group. Below the poverty line, Native American, non-Hispanic residents are the
second most disadvantaged group.
Comparing the HUD map of school proficiency (Figure IV-7) and the HUD map of race/ethnicity
(Figure IV-2) shows that African American and Hispanic residents are concentrated in areas with
less access to proficient schools including the Districts A, B, C, and D as well as a small portion of
District H. These areas also have relatively high concentrations of residents from Mexico, El
Salvador, and Honduras. The HUD map of family status (Figure IV-4) does not show that families
with children as a group experience a disparity in access to proficient schools.
ACS data in Figure IV-8 indicate that Hispanic or Latino residents are much less likely to have
graduated high school than non-Hispanic white, African American, or Asian residents. While the
rates of high school completion are similar for non-Hispanic white, African American, and Asian
residents, the proportion of Asian residents who have completed a bachelor’s degree or higher is
more than twice that of non-Hispanic white residents, and more than three times that of African
American residents. Hispanic residents and residents of some other race alone hold bachelor’s
degrees or higher at rates of less than 6 percent.
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Missouri City. Figure IV-6 shows that among racial and ethnic groups, Asian and Pacific
Islander residents have the greatest access to proficient schools for the total population and for
the population below the federal poverty line. African American residents living below the
federal poverty line experience slightly better access to proficient schools than African American
residents in the total population. Non-Hispanic black and Hispanic residents experience a
significant disparity in access to proficient schools compared to other racial and ethnic groups
among the total population and for the population below the federal poverty line. Comparing the
school proficiency map (Figure IV-7) with the race/ethnicity map (Figure IV-2) demonstrates
this disparity clearly.
ACS data indicate that Hispanic or Latino residents are much less likely to have graduated high
school than non-Hispanic white residents. While the rate of Asian residents who have completed
at least high school is lower than the rate for non-Hispanic whites, the proportion of Asian
residents with a bachelor’s degree or higher is greater than for non-Hispanic whites. Native
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander and Hispanic or Latino residents are much less likely to hold a
bachelor’s degree or higher than non-Hispanic whites. Residents identified as being of “some
other race alone” have the lowest educational attainment of any group.
Comparing the map of school proficiency index (Figure IV-7) and the national origin map (Figure
IV-3) shows that residents of Mexican and Nigerian origin are concentrated in Census tracts with
less access to proficient schools. Residents from India, the Philippines, and China appear to be
spread across Census tracts with a range of school proficiency index scores.
Figure IV-4 showing family status indicates that families with children are concentrated in
council District C. While Census tracts in the north of District C have less proficient schools, the
distribution of families with children does not suggest an obvious disparity in access to
proficient schools.

Galveston. Figure IV-6 shows that among racial and ethnic groups, non-Hispanic white
residents have the greatest access to proficient schools for the total population and for the
population below the federal poverty line. African American and Hispanic residents experience a
disparity in access to proficient schools compared to other racial and ethnic groups. Comparing
the school proficiency map (Figure IV-7) and the race/ethnicity map (Figure IV-2) shows that
African American and Hispanic residents appear to be concentrated in areas with less access to
proficient schools. Notably, data for Pelican Island and the south end of Galveston Island is
available. These areas are home to predominantly non-Hispanic white residents.
ACS data indicate that Hispanic or Latino residents are much less likely to have graduated high
school than non-Hispanic white residents and Asian residents. While the proportion of Asian
residents who have completed at least high school is comparable to that for non-Hispanic whites,
a much larger proportion of Asian residents holds a bachelor’s degree or higher. African
American and Hispanic or Latino residents are much less likely to hold a bachelor’s degree or
higher than Asians and non-Hispanic whites. Residents identified as being of “some other race
alone” have the lowest educational attainment of any group.
Comparing the map of school proficiency index (Figure IV-6) and the map national origin (Figure
IV-3) suggest that residents of Mexican, Salvadorian and Honduran origin more likely to live in
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Census tracts with somewhat lower access to proficient schools. Residents from India and the
Philippines appear to be spread across Census tracts with a range of school proficiency index
scores.
The family status map (Figure IV-4) indicates that families with children have equitable access to
proficient schools.

Greater Houston region. In order to determine if disparities in access to proficient schools
are better or worse in the participating jurisdictions than in the region as a whole, the
jurisdiction level data are compared to the regional data. Divergences from regional trends in
terms of which groups are most disadvantaged in each jurisdiction are also highlighted. The data
show that residents of the Harris County service area, Pasadena and Missouri City have greater
access to proficient schools than residents of the Greater Houston region as a whole (based on
HUD school index data). The school index value for residents of Galveston overall is below that of
the region.
Among the total population of the Greater Houston region, African American residents
experience the greatest disparity of any racial or ethnic group in access to proficient schools.
African American residents of the Harris County service area and Missouri City experience
slightly less disparity than the region as a whole. Hispanic residents experience the greatest
disparity in Pasadena and Galveston.
Among the population living below the federal poverty line in the region African American
residents experience the greatest disparity of any racial or ethnic group in access to proficient
schools compared to the most advantaged group. African American residents of the Harris
County service area experience a disparity comparable to the region as a whole, while Hispanic
residents experience the greatest disparity of any group in this income bracket in Pasadena,
Missouri City, and Galveston.

State policy impacting school access. The state of Texas has adopted the following school
enrollment policy that effects districts throughout the region and impacts the ability of protected
class groups to access proficient schools.
Texas Education Code Section 29.202 indicates that:
A student is eligible to receive a public education grant or to attend another public
school in the district in which the student resides under this subchapter if the student
is assigned to attend a public school campus:
(1) at which 50 percent or more of the students did not perform satisfactorily on an
assessment instrument administered under Section 39.023(a) or (c) in any two of the
preceding three years; or
(2) that, at any time in the preceding three years, failed to satisfy any standard under
Section 39.054(e)
Section 29.203 indicates that:

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION IV, PAGE 16

A school district chosen by a student's parent under Section 29.201 is entitled to accept
or reject the application for the student to attend school in that district but may not
use criteria that discriminate on the basis of a student's race, ethnicity, academic
achievement, athletic abilities, language proficiency, sex, or socioeconomic status. A
school district that has more acceptable applicants for attendance under this
subchapter than available positions must give priority to students at risk of dropping
out of school as defined by Section 29.081 and must fill the available positions by
lottery. However, to achieve continuity in education, a school district may give
preference over at-risk students to enrolled students and to the siblings of enrolled
students residing in the same household or other children residing in the same
household as enrolled students for the convenience of parents, guardians, or
custodians of those children.
This policy prohibits schools throughout Texas from denying a request from a student to
transfer from a non-performing school to another school in the district on the basis of race,
ethnicity, academic achievement, athletic abilities, language proficiency, sex, or socioeconomic
status. Proficient schools may deny transfers if the school has insufficient space for additional
students.
This policy allows parents more choice in which school their child attends and protects students
seeking transfers from discrimination but does not guarantee access to proficient schools.
That said, choice can be complicated by a variety of factors:


The number of “quality seats”—admission in high quality schools or specialized programs
within schools—is lower than demand. Demand is created quickly, by population growth
and family interest in schools and school districts. Supply is created much more slowly and
can be limited by physical space in schools, inability to hire quality teachers, learning
curves in implementation of curricula, and school funding.



Low income families have very few options for getting their children to quality schools. This
is due conflicts with work schedules, bus schedules that don’t align with school schedules
(and limit participation in sports and other activities), expense of transportation, and lack
of public transportation discounts for low income kids.



Quality seats are disproportionately available in specialized schools. These schools are not
a universal “fit” for all children (e.g., schools for gifted children). Lower income families may
not be aware of those schools, may not qualify, may not have transportation/convenient
access to those schools, and/or are not sure if they belong in such an environment.



Affordable housing near quality schools is very limited, which can lead to both travel and
cultural barriers to access.

Access to Employment Opportunities
The following discussion of access to employment opportunities in the participating
jurisdictions is structured to meet the following objectives:
1. Describe any disparities in access to jobs and labor markets by protected class groups.
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2. How does a person’s place of residence affect their ability to obtain a job?
3. Which racial/ethnic, national origin, or family status groups are least successful in accessing
employment?
Figures IV-9, IV-10, and IV-11 show the HUD table and maps depicting the labor market
engagement index and the jobs proximity index for participating jurisdictions. Keep in mind:
higher index values (and associated darker shading on the maps) indicate higher exposure to
labor market engagement and higher access to jobs. The maps are shown here without the
race/ethnicity and national origin overlays for the sake of simplicity and clarity; however, the
discussion of findings incorporates spatial analysis of opportunity and protected class
populations.
Figure IV-9.
EmploymentRelated
Opportunity
Indices
Note:
Higher index values
indicate greater
opportunities for labor
market engagement
and higher access to
jobs.
Source:
HUD Affirmatively
Furthering Fair
Housing Data and
Mapping Tool.

Labor Market
Engagement Index
Total Population
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

Greater
Houston
Region

Harris County
Service Area

Pasadena

Missouri
City

Galveston

65
44
43
70
56

68
51
47
66
61

42
30
22
60
34

81
69
66
84
76

48
34
41
45
43

55
43
38
54
42

25
22
19
29
18

74
66
53
74
N/a

43
28
34
43
56

Greater
Houston
Region

Harris County
Service Area

Pasadena

Missouri
City

Galveston

48
44
49
49
48

45
43
44
44
45

54
58
53
54
57

36
34
36
47
39

52
50
46
47
53

49
45
47
45
45

57
55
55
56
74

35
34
45
57
N/a

58
52
50
50
19

Population below federal poverty line
Non-Hispanic White
53
African American/Black
33
Hispanic
35
Asian or Pacific Islander
56
40
Native American

Jobs Proximity Index
Total Population
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

Population below federal poverty line
Non-Hispanic White
50
African American/Black
46
Hispanic
52
Asian or Pacific Islander
49
51
Native American
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Figu
ure IV-10.
Jobs Proximity In
ndex Maps
Harrris County

Passadena

Note::

Misssouri City

Galveeston

Darker shading indicates higher opportunity index valuess.

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

BBC
C RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION IV, PAG
GE 19

Figu
ure IV-11.
Labor Market Engagement Ind
dex Maps
Harrris County

Passadena

Note::

Misssouri City

Galveeston

Darker shading indicates higher opportunity index valuess.

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Figu
ure IV-12 sup
pplements thee HUD index data
d
with uneemployment data from thee ACS. Findings
are discussed by
y jurisdiction on the follow
wing pages.
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Figure IV-12.
Unemployment by Race/Ethnicity
Harris County Service Area

Total
Population 16 years and over
1,466,364
White alone
995,490
Black or African American alone
220,533
American Indian and Alaska Native alone
6,488
Asian alone
112,044
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alon
1,280
Some other race alone
102,702
Two or more races
27,827
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race)
500,101
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino
614,968

Total
Population 16 years and over
White alone
Black or African American alone
American Indian and Alaska Native alone
Asian alone
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alon
Some other race alone
Two or more races
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race)
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino

55,852
18,584
24,071
135
9,232
136
2,707
987
7,607
14,007

Pasadena

Labor Force
Participation
Rate

Employment/
Population
Ratio

Unemployment
Rate

Total

68.76%
68.16%
71.75%
71.39%
65.30%
70.27%
72.39%
69.67%
69.94%
67.45%

64.15%
64.08%
64.06%
67.96%
62.35%
67.37%
66.84%
64.02%
65.19%
63.90%

6.59%
5.74%
10.69%
4.48%
4.49%
3.90%
7.60%
8.04%
6.81%
5.16%

112,962
92,646
2,745
1,658
2,649
37
11,736
1,491
67,026
39,280

Missouri City
Labor Force Employment/
Participation
Population
Rate
Ratio
70.00%
67.20%
73.20%
58.50%
67.70%
20.60%
69.90%
76.80%
71.60%
65.90%

64.70%
63.70%
65.60%
58.50%
64.50%
20.60%
67.20%
60.00%
66.00%
63.40%

Unemployment
Rate
7.60%
5.20%
10.20%
0.00%
4.60%
0.00%
3.90%
21.90%
7.80%
3.80%

Total
40,887
29,809
7,871
149
1,707
13
576
762
10,550
20,286

Labor Force Employment/
Participation Population
Rate
Ratio
65.20%
64.40%
74.60%
59.20%
63.60%
100.00%
70.90%
62.10%
68.70%
59.10%

58.40%
57.80%
64.10%
43.10%
58.90%
78.40%
63.90%
53.30%
61.00%
53.90%

Galveston
Labor Force Employment/
Participation Population
Rate
Ratio
59.70%
62.60%
47.60%
62.40%
65.30%
0.00%
59.70%
58.40%
68.20%
59.60%

53.10%
56.70%
38.30%
62.40%
61.70%
0.00%
51.60%
46.20%
61.50%
54.10%

Unemployment
Rate
10.40%
10.10%
14.10%
27.30%
7.40%
21.60%
9.60%
14.10%
11.20%
8.70%

Unemployment
Rate
10.20%
8.50%
18.70%
0.00%
5.50%
13.70%
20.90%
9.70%
7.90%

Source: 2015 ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Harris County service area. Among the total population, non-Hispanic white and Native
American, Non-Hispanic residents live closest to job opportunities and African American
residents live the furthest from job opportunities (according to HUD’s Jobs Proximity Index).
Among the population below the federal poverty line, Native American, Non-Hispanic and Asian
or Pacific Islander residents live the furthest from job opportunities and non-Hispanic white
residents live the closest to job opportunities. non-Hispanic white residents living below the
federal poverty line have the highest proximity to jobs of any group.
African American and Native American, Non-Hispanic residents live in areas with lower labor
market engagement than do non-Hispanic white and Asian or Pacific Islander residents. Labor
market engagement refers to the relative level of employment, labor force participation, and
educational attainment in a Census tract. A similar pattern of labor market engagement exists for
the population living below the federal poverty line. African American and Hispanic residents
below the poverty line live in areas with less labor market engagement than their racial or ethnic
group among the total population. The same is true for Asian or Pacific Islander residents.
However, Asian residents living below the federal poverty line live in areas of higher labor
market engagement than African American and Hispanic residents in the total population.
ACS data in Figure IV-12 indicate that unemployment is highest among African American
residents. Native Hawaiian (and other Pacific Islanders), Native American and Asian residents
experience the lowest rates of unemployment—all below 5 percent. The overall unemployment
rate for the population 16 years and over is 6.6 percent.
Comparing the Figure IV-10 map of jobs proximity and the map of national origin (Figure IV-3)
suggests that Indian and Mexican residents may be concentrated in areas with somewhat less
access to jobs. Comparing the Figure IV-11 of labor market engagement and the map of national
origin (Figure IV-3) suggests that some areas with high concentrations of Indian residents have
low labor market engagement.
Comparing the jobs proximity map and the labor market engagement map (Figures IV-11 and IV12) with the map of family status (Figure IV-4) shows that a relatively high proportion of
families with children live in the area south of IAH, where proximity to jobs and labor market
engagement are low.

Pasadena. In Pasadena, disparities in access to areas close to job opportunities are relatively
small among racial or ethnic groups with the exception that Native American, Non-Hispanic
residents living below the federal poverty line have significantly less access to neighborhoods
close to job opportunities. Among the total population, African American and Native American,
Non-Hispanic residents live closest to job opportunities and Hispanic residents live the furthest
from job opportunities. Among the population below the federal poverty line, Hispanic and
African American residents live the furthest from job opportunities.
Hispanic residents live in areas with substantially lower labor market engagement than nonHispanic white residents, although anecdotal evidence indicates that a number of Hispanic
residents may be working in informal labor markets and small businesses. Asian and Pacific
Islander residents live in areas with the highest levels of labor market engagement both in the
total population and the population living below the federal poverty line. For the population
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living below the federal poverty line, Native American, Non-Hispanic residents live in areas with
the least labor market engagement followed by Hispanic residents. For all ethnic groups, the
disparity in access to neighborhoods with high labor market engagement between residents
living below the federal poverty line and their racial or ethnic group as a whole is substantial
(the average deficit in the index score for residents below the poverty limit is 35%).
ACS data indicate that unemployment is highest among American Indian or Alaska Native
residents. Asian residents experience the lowest rate of unemployment. The overall
unemployment rate for the population 16 years and over is 10.4 percent.
Comparing the Figure IV-11 map of proximity to jobs and the Figure IV-3 map of national origin
suggests that Indian residents may be concentrated in areas which are farther from job
opportunities. Comparing Figure IV-12 of labor market engagement and Figure IV-3 of national
origin suggests that residents from Mexico, El Salvador, and Honduras are concentrated in areas
with relatively low labor market engagement.
An overlay of family status (Figure IV-4) with the labor market engagement index and jobs
proximity index maps suggests that families with children may be slightly concentrated in
Districts C and H where labor market engagement is lower. It is not obvious that families with
children as a group experience any disparity in proximity to jobs.

Missouri City. Asian or Pacific Islander and Native American, Non-Hispanic residents of
Missouri City live closest to job opportunities. African American residents live the furthest from
job opportunities. Among the population below the federal poverty line Hispanic and Asian or
Pacific Islander residents live significantly closer to job opportunities than their racial or ethnic
groups overall.
Despite relatively equal access to areas close to job opportunities, African American and
Hispanic residents live in areas with substantially lower labor market engagement than nonHispanic white residents. Asian and Pacific Islander residents again live in areas with the highest
labor market engagement. A similar pattern of labor market engagement exists for the
population living below the federal poverty line. Hispanic and Asian or Pacific Islander residents
at this income level live in areas with much less labor market engagement than their racial or
ethnic group as a whole. Differences in labor market engagement between residents living below
the federal poverty line and their racial or ethnic groups as a whole are much smaller for other
groups.
ACS data indicate that unemployment is highest among African American residents and Hispanic
residents. non-Hispanic white residents experience the lowest rate of unemployment of any
group followed by Asian residents. The overall unemployment rate for the population 16 years
and over is 7.6 percent. Low unemployment among Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander
residents masks extremely low participation in the labor force among this group.
Comparing maps of jobs proximity and national origin shows no obvious relationship between
national origin and access to areas close to job opportunities. Comparing maps of labor market
engagement and national origin shows that residents from India and the Philippines are
concentrated in the south and east of the city where labor market engagement is high.
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Comparing HUD maps of jobs proximity and labor market engagement with the map of family
status suggests that families with children are concentrated in areas with closer to job
opportunities and with greater labor market engagement.

Galveston. Non-Hispanic white and Native American, Non-Hispanic residents live closest to job
opportunities in Galveston, according to the HUD opportunity index data shown in Figure IV-9.
Hispanic residents live the furthest from job opportunities as a group. Among the population
below the federal poverty line Native American, Non-Hispanic and Hispanic residents experience
the least access to areas close to job opportunities; non-Hispanic white residents living below
the federal poverty line live closer to job opportunities than non-Hispanic white residents in the
total population.
African American residents live in areas with substantially lower labor market engagement than
non-Hispanic white residents. Asian and Pacific Islander residents live in areas with high labor
market engagement. Hispanic and Native American, Non-Hispanic residents live in areas with
less labor market engagement than do non-Hispanic white and Asian or Pacific Islander
residents but still significantly more than African American residents. A similar pattern of labor
market engagement exists for the population living below the federal poverty line, though Native
American, Non-Hispanic residents in this income bracket have unusually high access to areas
with high labor market engagement. The overall size of this group is very small however. African
American and Hispanic residents living below the federal poverty line live in areas with
somewhat less labor market engagement than do residents of their race or ethnicity as a whole.
The difference in access to areas with high labor market engagement for Asian or Pacific Islander
residents living below the federal poverty line and their racial or ethnic group as a whole is
smaller.
ACS data indicate that unemployment is highest among residents of two or more races and
African American residents. Asian residents experience the lowest rate of unemployment
followed by non-Hispanic white residents. The overall unemployment rate for the population 16
years and over is 10.2 percent. High employment among Hispanic residents is somewhat offset
by low labor force participation.
Comparing the map of jobs proximity with the map of national origin suggests that Indian,
Honduran, Salvadoran, and Mexican residents may be concentrated in areas with somewhat less
access to areas close to job opportunities. Comparing the map of labor market engagement with
the map of national origin suggests that Honduran, Salvadoran, and Mexican residents may be
concentrated in areas with less labor market engagement.
Comparing HUD maps of jobs proximity and labor market engagement with the map of family
status shows no obvious relationship between family status, proximity to jobs, and labor market
engagement.

Greater Houston Region. In order to determine if disparities in access to neighborhoods with
high labor market engagement and neighborhoods close to job opportunities are better or worse
in the participating jurisdictions than in the region as a whole, jurisdiction level data are
compared to regional data. Divergences from regional trends in terms of which groups are most
disadvantaged in each jurisdiction are also highlighted.
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The data show that access to neighborhoods with high labor market engagement in the Greater
Houston region is slightly above the national average. Access to such neighborhoods in the
Harris County service area, Missouri City, and Galveston is somewhat higher than the region;
while in Pasadena access is more limited than the region and the national average. Access to
neighborhoods close to job opportunities in the region is just below the national average. Access
to job opportunities in the Harris County service area, Pasadena and Galveston are comparable
to the region as a whole, while Missouri City neighborhoods are much farther from job
opportunities.
Among the total population of the region, Hispanic residents experience the greatest disparity in
access to neighborhoods with high labor market engagement, and African American residents
experience the greatest disparity in access to neighborhoods close to job opportunities as
compared to the most advantaged groups. In Galveston, African American residents experience
the greatest disparity in labor market engagement. Hispanic residents experience the greatest
disparity in proximity to jobs in Pasadena and Galveston.
Among the population living below the federal poverty line in the region, African American
residents experience the greatest disparity of any racial or ethnic group in access to both
neighborhoods with high labor market engagement and jobs proximity compared to the most
advantaged group. In all four collaborating jurisdictions, Hispanic and Native American, NonHispanic residents experience the greatest disparity in one or both of the employment
opportunity indices.

Access to Transportation Opportunities
The following discussion of access to transportation opportunities in the participating
jurisdictions is structured to meet the following objectives:
1. Describe any disparities in access to transportation based on place of residence, cost, or
other transportation related factors.
2. Which racial/ethnic, national origin or family status groups are most affected by the lack of a
reliable, affordable transportation connection between their place of residence and
opportunities?
3. Describe how the jurisdiction’s and region’s policies, such as public transportation routes or
transportation systems designed for use personal vehicles, affect the ability of protected
class groups to access transportation.
Figures IV-13, IV-14, and IV-15 show the HUD table and maps depicting HUD’s transit index and
HUD’s low transportation cost index for participating jurisdictions. Keep in mind: higher index
values (and associated darker shading on the maps) indicate higher access to transit and higher
exposure to neighborhoods with low transportation costs. The maps are shown here without the
race/ethnicity and national origin overlays for the sake of simplicity and clarity; however, the
discussion of findings incorporates spatial analysis of opportunity and protected class
populations.
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Figure IV-13.
Transportation
Related
Opportunity
Indices
Note:
Higher index values
indicate greater access
to transit and greater
exposure to low
transportation costs.
Source:
HUD Affirmatively
Furthering Fair
Housing Data and
Mapping Tool.

Transit Index
Total Population
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

Greater
Houston
Region

Harris County
Service Area

Pasadena

Missouri
City

Galveston

48
54
54
53
49

47
52
51
51
49

55
60
59
49
57

44
47
46
43
44

53
62
59
64
58

50
54
53
52
56

60
61
61
63
59

45
48
46
45
N/a

57
62
60
69
66

Greater
Houston
Region

Harris County
Service Area

Pasadena

Missouri
City

Galveston

51
60
61
57
53

47
54
52
52
49

62
69
68
58
66

39
42
45
40
41

61
69
66
70
66

52
58
57
56
61

69
69
71
73
72

40
43
48
45
N/a

66
69
67
75
65

Population below federal poverty line
Non-Hispanic White
50
African American/Black
57
Hispanic
57
Asian or Pacific Islander
58
57
Native American

Low Transportation
Cost Index
Total Population
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

Population below federal poverty line
Non-Hispanic White
56
African American/Black
65
Hispanic
66
Asian or Pacific Islander
65
66
Native American
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Figu
ure IV-14.
Tran
nsit Trips Inde
ex Maps
Harrris County

Passadena

Note::

Misssouri City

Galveeston

Darker shading indicates higher opportunity index valuess.

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.
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Figu
ure IV-15.
Low
w Transportation Cost Indexx Maps
Harrris County

Passadena

Note::

Misssouri City

Galvesston

Darker shading indicates higher opportunity index valuess.

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Figu
ures IV-16 through IV-18 supplement
s
the
t HUD oppoortunity maps with maps o
of transit servvice
and
d maps and daata of commu
ute times for the
t participatting jurisdictiions.
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Figu
ure IV-16.
Tran
nsit Service
Harrris County

Passadena
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Figu
ure IV-16. (Continued)
Tran
nsit Service
Gallveston

Misssouri City
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Figu
ure IV-17.
Com
mmute Time
Harrris County

Passadena

Misssouri City

Galvesston

Sourcce: Census Transportation Planning Prod
ducts data provided by the Federal Highw
way Administration bbased on the 2006-2010 U.S. Census.
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Figure IV-18.
Commuting Patterns and Times
Harris County
Service Area

Pasadena

Missouri City

Galveston

924,738

64,549

35,386

21,486

Means of Transportation to Work
Car, truck, or van:
Drove alone
Carpooled:
Public transportation (excluding taxicab):
Other means
Worked at home

92.7%
82.5%
10.1%
1.5%
2.2%
3.3%

95.0%
81.0%
14.0%
1.0%
2.6%
2.0%

93.0%
85.0%
8.0%
3.0%
1.1%
4.0%

80.2%
69.8%
10.4%
3.2%
12.1%
4.6%

Place of Work
Worked in state of residence
Worked in county of residence
Worked outside county of residence
Worked outside state of residence

99.2%
92.6%
6.6%
0.8%

99.4%
91.4%
8.0%
0.6%

99.0%
37.0%
62.0%
1.0%

99.3%
88.2%
11.1%
0.7%

Travel Time to Work
Less than 10 minutes
10 to 14 minutes
15 to 19 minutes
20 to 24 minutes
25 to 29 minutes
30 to 34 minutes
35 to 44 minutes
45 to 59 minutes
60 or more minutes

7.6%
9.6%
12.9%
13.6%
5.7%
18.2%
8.4%
12.3%
11.5%

9.8%
13.4%
15.0%
16.0%
7.4%
16.8%
6.0%
7.9%
7.8%

6.0%
9.0%
10.0%
14.0%
7.0%
23.0%
11.0%
13.0%
8.0%

27.0%
23.1%
17.5%
9.7%
2.6%
5.8%
2.7%
3.5%
7.9%

30.3

25.9

29.8

19.8

Workers 16 years and over

Mean travel time to work (minutes)
Source: 2015 ACS and BBC Research & Consulting.

Harris County service area. Figure IV-15 indicates that transportation costs are higher for
areas farther from the city center of Houston. Figure IV-14 indicates similarly that residents
living closer to the city of Houston are more likely to use public transportation.
Houston Regional Transportation Authority (METRO) is the regional transportation authority
which serves the city of Houston as well as 15 other cities in the region and major portions of the
Harris County service area. METRO offers over 100 bus routes, three rail lines, and 21 transit
centers in the region shown on the system map above.
Overall, the proportion of workers commuting by public transportation reported in the ACS
estimates is just 1.5 percent (see Figure IV-18). ACS data also indicate that 82.5 percent of
workers in the Harris County service area, excluding entitlement areas, commute alone in a
private vehicle. An additional 10.1 percent carpool to work. Other means of transportation
(walking, biking, taxi or other) is used by 2.2 percent of workers and 3.3 percent of residents
work at home. Most workers in The Harris County service area, excluding entitlement areas,
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(92.6 percent) work inside their county of residence. The average travel time to work is 30.3
minutes with 24 percent of workers in the county commuting more than 45 minutes to work.
Figure IV-13 indicates that among the total population, non-Hispanic white residents live in
areas with the highest transportation costs. African American residents had the greatest access
to neighborhoods with low transportation costs. Among the population living below the federal
poverty line, non-Hispanic white residents again have the least access to neighborhoods with
low transportation costs, and Native American, Non-Hispanic have the greatest access to
transportation.
Figure IV-13 indicates that among the total population, non-Hispanic white and Native
American, Non-Hispanic residents are least likely to use public transportation. African American
residents are most likely to use public transportation. Among the population living below the
federal poverty line, non-Hispanic white residents remain the least likely to use public
transportation and Native American, Non-Hispanic residents are the most likely to use public
transportation.
Figure IV-17, which maps Census Transportation Planning Products data provided by the
Federal Highway Administration based on the 2006-2010 U.S. Census indicates that average
commute times are longer for workers living farther from the Houston city-center.

Pasadena. Figure IV-15 indicates that transportation costs are slightly higher in the south of
the city in District H. Figure IV-14 indicates similarly that Districts F and H in the southern areas
of the city are less likely to use public transportation.
Transit service in Pasadena is offered by two regional transportation services. METRO regional
transportation authority serves the city of Houston as well as 15 other cities in the region and
major portions of unincorporated Harris County; two METRO routes offer service at the western
edge of District B in Pasadena shown on Map D above. The other, Harris County Transit, offers
alternative transportation service for several jurisdictions, including Pasadena. La Porte Route 5,
a new fixed-route bus line, recently began operating in the Pasadena/La Porte corridor. Harris
County Transit also operates the Baytown/La Porte Gulfgate Shuttle with service through
Pasadena.
ACS data (Figure IV-18) indicate that 1 percent of workers commute by public transportation
and 81 percent of workers in Pasadena commute alone in a private vehicle. An additional 14
percent carpool to work. Public transportation is used by 1 percent of workers, and 2 percent
work at home. Other means of transportation, including walking, riding a bicycle, motorcycle, or
taxi, together are used by 1 percent of workers. Most workers (91.4 percent) work inside their
county of residence. The average travel time to work is 25.9 minutes with over 38 percent of
workers commuting more than 30 minutes to work.
Figure IV-13 indicates that among the total population, Asian or Pacific Islander residents live in
areas with the highest transportation costs. African American residents had the greatest access
to neighborhoods with low transportation costs. Among the population living below the federal
poverty line, non-Hispanic white residents have the least access to neighborhoods with a low
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transportation costs. Within this income bracket, Asian or Pacific Islander residents had the
greatest access to areas with low transportation costs.
Figure IV-13 indicates that among the total population, Asian or Pacific Islander and nonHispanic white residents are least likely to use public transportation. African American residents
are most likely to use public transportation. Among the population living below the federal
poverty line, Native American, Non-Hispanic residents are least likely to use public
transportation followed by non-Hispanic white residents. Asian or Pacific Islander residents are
the most likely to use public transportation in this income bracket.
Figure IV-17, which maps Census Transportation Planning Products data provided by the
Federal Highway Administration based on the 2006-2010 U.S. Census indicates that average
commute times are slightly shorter for workers living near the industrial zones at the north of
the city in Districts A, C, and D.

Missouri City. Figure IV-15 indicates that transportation costs are highest in city District D and
the southern part of District B. Figure IV-14 indicates that residents in the north of the city are
more likely to use public transportation.
Map D of the METRO regional transit system shows that three routes offer service near Missouri
City with only one route, Route 171 – Fortbend Town Center, offering service inside the city
limits. Route 171 originates at the Missouri City Park and Ride at the south end of District B. The
limited transit service is consistent with the low transit trip indices throughout the city and the
small number (three percent) of workers commuting by public transportation reported in the
ACS data.
As shown in Figure IV-18, 85 percent of workers in Missouri City commute alone in a private
vehicle. An additional 8 percent carpool to work. Public transportation is used by 3 percent of
workers. Four percent work at home. Other means of transportation, including walking, riding a
bicycle, motorcycle, or taxi are used by less than 1 percent of workers. Most resident workers
work outside their county of residence. This may be because many workers in the portion of
Missouri City outside of Harris County commute into Harris County for work. The mean travel
time to work is 29.8 minutes with 54 percent of workers commuting more than 30 minutes to
work.
Figure IV-13 indicates that among the total population, Asian and Pacific Islander residents and
non-Hispanic white residents live in areas with the highest transportation costs. Hispanic
residents had the greatest access to neighborhoods with low transportation costs. Among the
population living below the federal poverty line, non-Hispanic white residents have the least
access to neighborhoods with low transportation costs. Within this income bracket, Hispanic and
Asian or Pacific Islander residents had the greatest access to neighborhoods with low
transportation costs.
Figure IV-13 also indicates that among the total population, Asian or Pacific Islander residents
and non-Hispanic white residents are least likely to use public transportation. African American
residents are most likely to use public transportation followed by Hispanic and Native American,
Non-Hispanic residents. Among the population living below the federal poverty line, non-
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Hispanic white residents are the least likely to use public transportation and African American
residents are the most likely to use public transportation. Overall, transit use is low among all
groups and differences in use are small between groups. This is consistent with the limited
availability of public transportation to the city as a whole, regardless of race, ethnicity, or place
of residence within the city.
Census Transportation Planning Products data provided by the Federal Highway Administration
based on 2006-2010 U.S. Census indicates that most workers residing in Missouri City work in
Houston or elsewhere in Harris County. The Figure IV-17 map of average commute times shows
that commutes are shorter on average for workers living closer to Houston in District A and the
northern part of District B.

Galveston. Figure IV-15 indicates that transportation costs are highest in city District 6. Figure
IV-14 indicates that residents living near downtown have are more likely to use of public
transportation while residents of District 6 are least likely to use public transportation. Figure
IV-16, which maps the Galveston Transportation Services (Island Transit) system, shows that
seven routes operate on the island. Service is concentrated near downtown, although all city
districts excluding District 6 are served by at least one route. Pelican Island is served by one
route during peak hours only.
The absence of bus routes in District 6 is consistent with the low public transportation usage and
higher transportation costs there.
ACS data indicate that 69.8 percent of workers in Galveston commute alone in a private vehicle.
An additional 10.4 percent carpool to work. Public transportation is used by 3.2 percent of
workers and 4.6 percent work at home. Other means of transportation, including walking, riding
a bicycle, motorcycle, or taxi, together are used by 12.1 percent of workers. Most workers (88.2
percent) work outside their county of residence. The mean travel time to work is 19.8 minutes
with just under 20 percent of workers commuting more than 30 minutes to work.
Figure IV-13 indicates that among the total population, non-Hispanic white residents live in
areas with the highest transportation costs and Asian or Pacific Islander residents have the
greatest access to neighborhoods with low transportation costs. Among the population living
below the federal poverty line, Non-Hispanic Native American, Non-Hispanic and non-Hispanic
white residents have the least access to neighborhoods with low transportation costs and Asian
or Pacific Islander residents have the greatest access.
Figure IV-13 indicates that among the total population non-Hispanic white and Native American,
Non-Hispanic residents are least likely to use public transportation and Asian or Pacific Islander
residents are most likely to use public transportation, followed by African American residents.
Among the population living below the federal poverty line, non-Hispanic white residents
remain the least likely to use public transportation and Asian or Pacific Islander residents are
the most likely to use public transportation.
Figure IV-17, which maps Census Transportation Planning Products data provided by the
Federal Highway Administration based on the 2006-2010 U.S. Census, indicates that average
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commute times are shorter for workers living closer to downtown in Districts 2, 4, and 5 and the
south of Districts 1 and 3.

Greater Houston region. In order to determine if disparities in access to neighborhoods with
low transportation costs and public transportation opportunities are better or worse in the
participating jurisdictions than in the region as a whole, the jurisdiction level data are compared
to the regional data. Divergences from regional trends in terms of which groups are most
disadvantaged in each jurisdiction are also highlighted.
The data show that residents of the Greater Houston region use public transportation at a rate
roughly equal to the national average. Transportation costs for the region are slightly higher
than the national average. Transit use and transportation cost in Harris County, Pasadena and
Galveston is comparable to the region as a whole, Transportation costs in Missouri City are
substantially higher than the region as a whole.
Among both the total population of the region and the population living below the federal
poverty line non-Hispanic white are least likely to use public transportation. In Pasadena, Asian
or Pacific Islander residents are least likely to use public transportation and are most likely to
live in areas with higher transportation costs of all racial or ethnic groups among the total
population. Within jurisdictions, disparities among racial and ethnic groups in access to
transportation opportunities are relatively small.

Access to Low-Poverty Neighborhoods
The following discussion of access to low poverty neighborhoods in the participating
jurisdictions is structured to meet the following objectives:
1. Describe any disparities in exposure to poverty by protected class groups.
2. What role does a person’s place of residence play in their exposure to poverty?
3. Which racial/ethnic, national origin or family status groups are most affected by these
poverty indicators?
4. Describe how the jurisdiction’s and region’s policies affect the ability of protected class
groups to access low-poverty areas.
Figure IV-19 shows the poverty rate by race/ethnicity for each participating jurisdiction using
ACS data.
Figures IV-20 and IV-21 show the HUD table and maps depicting the low poverty index for
participating jurisdictions. Keep in mind: higher index values (and associated darker shading on
the maps) indicate higher access to low poverty areas. The maps are shown here without the
race/ethnicity and national origin overlays for the sake of simplicity and clarity; however, the
discussion of findings incorporates spatial analysis of opportunity and protected class
populations.
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Figure IV-19.
Poverty by Race/ Ethnicity
Harris County Service Area

Pasadena

General
Population

Population in
Poverty

Poverty
Rate

1,974,693

253,266

12.8%

151,760

30,259

19.9%

303,298
8,717
140,630
1,657
143,836
48,587
735,634
764,530

53,433
1,600
11,467
330
25,698
5,666
140,783
44,087

17.6%
18.4%
8.2%
19.9%
17.9%
11.7%
19.1%
5.8%

3,936
2,236
3,069
64
16,602
2,736
98,137
44,876

1,372
289
358
10
4,029
633
23,504
4,939

34.9%
12.9%
11.7%
15.6%
24.3%
23.1%
24.0%
11.0%

Population for whom poverty
status is determined
Black or African American
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian and Other Pac. Isl.
Some other race
Two or more races
Hispanic or Latino
Non-Hispanic White

General Population in
Population
Poverty

Missouri City
General
Population

Population in
Poverty

Poverty
Rate

Galveston
Poverty
Rate

General Population in
Population
Poverty

Poverty
Rate

Population for whom poverty status is
determined

70,243

3,624

5.2%

45,415

11,151

24.6%

Black or African American
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian and Other Pac. Isl.
Some other race
Two or more races
Hispanic or Latino
Non-Hispanic White

30,844
153
11,619
136
3,944
1,722
10,562
15,723

1,915
0
310
0
177
114
784
539

6.2%
0.0%
2.7%
0.0%
4.5%
6.6%
7.4%
3.4%

9,080
155
2,001
13
612
1049
13,417
20,460

3,457
0
545
13
173
277
3,800
3,367

38.1%
0.0%
27.2%
100.0%

Greater
Houston
Region

Harris County
Service Area

Pasadena

Missouri
City

Galveston

63
38
35
61
52

67
46
43
60
60

50
32
27
67
38

75
65
54
87
73

46
24
36
39
37

52
35
31
44
39

30
24
20
35
20

58
56
37
75
N/a

39
21
24
30
33

Source:

28.3%
26.4%
28.3%
16.5%

2015 ACS.

Figure IV-20.
Low Poverty
Index
Note:
Higher index values
indicate greater
exposure to low
poverty areas.
Source:
HUD Affirmatively
Furthering Fair
Housing Data and
Mapping Tool.

Low Poverty Index
Total Population
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

Population below federal poverty line
Non-Hispanic White
47
African American/Black
24
Hispanic
24
Asian or Pacific Islander
43
30
Native American
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Figu
ure IV-21.
Low
w Poverty Exposure Index Maps
M
Harrris County

Passadena

Note::

Misssouri City

Galvesston

Darker shading indicates higher opportunity index valuess.

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Harrris County service area. Accordingg to five-year eestimates froom the ACS avvailable in Figgure
IV-1
19, African Am
merican resid
dents, Native American, Naative Hawaiiaan (and otherr Pacific
Islaanders), Hispaanic residentss, and residen
nts of “Some oother race” arre more likelyy than the tottal
pop
pulation to bee living below
w the federal poverty
p
line. A
Asian residen
nts are less lik
kely than the
totaal population to be living below
b
the federal poverty line. non-Hispanic white rresidents are the
leasst likely of any racial or eth
hnic group to
o be living bellow the federral poverty lin
ne.
Among the total population, African
A
Amerrican and Hisp
panic residen
nts of The Harrris County
serv
vice area hav
ve the least acccess to low-p
poverty neigh
hborhoods. Am
mong the totaal population
non
n-Hispanic wh
hite residentss have the greeatest access to low-poverrty neighborh
hoods of any
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racial ethnic group. For the population living below the federal poverty line, the pattern is
identical.
Figure IV-21, which maps the HUD low poverty index, indicates that areas closer to the city of
Houston tend to have less access to low-poverty neighborhoods. These include areas with higher
concentrations of African American, Hispanic, and Asian residents, as well as residents from
India and Mexico. Families with children also represent a relatively larger portion of households
in areas close to Houston where low-poverty exposure indices are lower.

Pasadena. According to ACS data, African American residents of Pasadena are more likely than
the population as a whole to be living below the federal poverty line. Hispanic residents and
residents of “some other race alone” are somewhat more likely than the total population to be
living below the federal poverty line. Asian residents and non-Hispanic white residents are less
likely than the total population to be living below the federal poverty line. non-Hispanic white
residents are the least likely of any racial or ethnic group to be living below the federal poverty
line.
Among the total population, African American and Hispanic residents of Pasadena have the least
access to low-poverty neighborhoods. Among the total population and the population living
below the federal poverty line, Asian or Pacific Islander residents have the greatest access to
low-poverty neighborhoods of any racial ethnic group. Native American, Non-Hispanic residents
living below the federal poverty line have the least access to low-poverty neighborhoods.
Comparing the map of low poverty exposure (Figure IV-21) with demographic maps (Figures IV2 through IV-4) indicates that the north of the city, including Districts A, B, C, D, and E have less
access to low-poverty neighborhoods. These include areas with higher concentrations of African
American and Hispanic residents, as well as residents from Mexico, El Salvador, and Honduras.
Families with children also represent a relatively larger portion of households in District C
where access to low-poverty neighborhoods is higher.

Missouri City. According to ACS data, Hispanic residents, African American and residents of
two or more races are more likely than the total population to be living below the federal
poverty line.
Among the total population, African American and Hispanic residents of Missouri City have the
least access to low-poverty neighborhoods. Asian and Pacific Islander residents have the
greatest access to low-poverty neighborhoods of any racial ethnic group regardless of income.
African American residents living below the federal poverty line have somewhat lower access to
low-poverty neighborhoods although still greater access than that of Hispanic residents in the
total population. Hispanic residents living below the federal poverty line experience the greatest
disparity in access to low-poverty neighborhoods.
Comparing the map of low poverty exposure (Figure IV-21) with demographic maps (Figures IV2 through IV-4) indicates that District A and the northern part of District B have less access to
low-poverty neighborhoods. These are areas with higher concentrations of African American
and Hispanic residents, as well as residents from Mexico and Nigeria. The maps do not indicate
that families with children experience a disparity in access to low-poverty neighborhoods.
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Galveston. According to ACS data, African American residents are much more likely than the
total population to be living below the federal poverty line. Hispanic residents, Asian residents,
and residents of two or more races are somewhat more likely than the total population to be
living below the federal poverty line. non-Hispanic white residents are less likely than the total
population to be living below the federal poverty line.
Among the total population, African American and Hispanic residents of Galveston have the least
access to low-poverty neighborhoods. non-Hispanic white residents have the greatest access to
low-poverty neighborhoods of any racial or ethnic group regardless of poverty status. Hispanic
residents living below the federal poverty line experience dramatically lower access to lowpoverty neighborhoods compared to Hispanic residents in general.
Comparing the map of low poverty exposure (Figure IV-21) with demographic maps (Figures IV2 through IV-4) indicates that District 2, District 3 excluding Pelican Island, the southern part of
District 1, and the eastern edge of Districts 4 and 5 have less access to low-poverty
neighborhoods. These include areas with higher concentrations of African American and
Hispanic residents, as well as residents from Mexico, El Salvador, the Philippines, India, and
Honduras. Families with children represent a relatively larger portion of households in Districts
2, 3, and 4. This suggests that as a group, families with children may experience a disparity in
access to low-poverty neighborhoods.

Greater Houston Region. In order to determine if disparities in access to low-poverty
neighborhoods is better or worse in the participating jurisdictions than in the region as a whole,
jurisdiction level data are compared to regional data. Divergences from regional trends in terms
of which groups are most disadvantaged in each jurisdiction are also highlighted.
The data show that residents of the Greater Houston region have access to low-poverty
neighborhoods at a rate equal to the national average. Residents of unincorporated Harris
County have slightly greater access than the region as a whole; while Missouri City have
dramatically better access to such neighborhoods than residents of the region as a whole. Access
to low-poverty neighborhoods is lower than the region as a whole for Pasadena and Galveston.
Among the total population of the region Hispanic residents experience the greatest disparity of
any racial or ethnic group in access low-poverty neighborhoods compared to the most
advantaged group. Hispanic residents of unincorporated Harris County experience a disparity
comparable to the region as a whole, while the disparity is more severe in Pasadena and
Missouri City. Hispanic residents in Galveston have slightly better access to low-poverty
neighborhoods than in the region as a whole; African American residents of Galveston
experience the greatest disparity in access to low-poverty neighborhoods compared to the most
advantaged group.
Access to low-poverty neighborhoods among the population living below the federal poverty
line in the region is well below the national average. Among the population living below the
federal poverty line in the region Hispanic residents experience the greatest disparity of any
racial or ethnic group in access to low-poverty neighborhoods compared to the most advantaged
group. Hispanic residents of unincorporated Harris County experience a disparity comparable to
the region as a whole, while the disparity is more severe in Missouri City. African American
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residents of Galveston and Native American, Non-Hispanic residents of Pasadena experience the
greatest disparities in this category compared to the most advantaged groups in those cities.

Access to Environmentally Healthy Neighborhoods
The following discussion of access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods in the
participating jurisdictions is structured to meet the following objectives:
1. Describe any disparities in access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods by protected
class groups.
2. Which racial/ethnic, national origin or family status groups have the least access to
environmentally healthy neighborhoods?
Figures IV-22 and IV-23 show the HUD table and maps depicting the environmental health index
for participating jurisdictions. Keep in mind: higher index values (and associated darker shading
on the maps) indicate higher exposure to environmentally healthy neighborhoods. The maps are
shown here without the race/ethnicity and national origin overlays for the sake of simplicity and
clarity; however, the discussion of findings incorporates spatial analysis of opportunity and
protected class populations.
Figure IV-22.
Environmental
Health Index
Note:
Higher index values
indicate greater
exposure to
environmentally
healthy conditions.
Source:
HUD Affirmatively
Furthering Fair
Housing Data and
Mapping Tool.

Environmental
Health Index
Total Population
Non-Hispanic White
African American/Black
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander
Native American

Greater
Houston
Region

Harris County
Service Area

Pasadena

Missouri
City

Galveston

46
41
38
45
45

40
40
38
45
38

31
31
30
32
31

57
56
56
57
56

92
90
91
91
91

37
37
36
46
31

30
30
30
29
29

57
56
55
55
N/a

92
90
91
90
93

Population below federal poverty line
Non-Hispanic White
44
African American/Black
38
Hispanic
36
Asian or Pacific Islander
45
35
Native American

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION IV, PAGE 41

Figu
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Harris County service area. Data are unavailable for a significant proportion of Census tracts
in The Harris County service area, making it difficult to draw conclusions about disparities in
access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods. Based on available data, Hispanic residents
have the least access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods among the total population.
Asian residents have the greatest access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods. The pattern
is similar among the population living below the federal poverty line.

Pasadena. The analysis for the City of Pasadena includes a discussion of HUD data and a
discussion of industrial land uses which are not measured in the HUD data but may impact
environmental health for many Pasadena residents.

HUD environmental health index. HUD index data are unavailable for a number of Census tracts
in Pasadena, making it difficult to draw conclusions about disparities in access to
environmentally healthy neighborhoods within the city. Overall, access to environmentally
healthy neighborhoods for all racial and ethnic groups in Pasadena is much lower than for the
region as a whole. This is consistent with the close proximity of most Pasadena residents to
industrial zones along Buffalo Bayou, the shipping channel at the northern edge of the city, and
the Bayport industrial complex to the southeast.
Based on available data, Hispanic residents have the least access to environmentally healthy
neighborhoods among the total population while Asian residents have the greatest access.
Among the population living below the federal poverty line, all racial and ethnic groups have
comparable access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods. This access is well below the
national average.

Industrial land uses. Pasadena’s economy is closely tied to the petroleum and other heavy
industries. As shown in Figure IV-24, there are minority neighborhoods immediately adjacent to
the industrial corridor that lines the Houston Ship Channel and Bayport. Research shows that
Locally-Unwanted Land Uses (LULUs) are disproportionately sited in poor and minority
neighborhoods throughout the country.1 This has negative repercussions for physical and
mental health2 and often causes property values to fall.3
Throughout the Houston area, residents of these neighborhoods are exposed to various
chemicals, aerosols and dust that accompany such industry. Pasadena neighborhoods adjacent
to the Ship Channel are especially vulnerable. While most of the areas immediately adjacent to
the heavy industry on the north of the city are not densely inhabited (See Figure IV-24), those
just south of the Pasadena Freeway are also exposed.

1

Clifford Rechtschaffen & Eileen Gauna, Environmental Justice: Law Policy & Regulation 56 (2002).

2 "(Un)Safe at Home: The Health Consequences of Sub-standard Farm Labor Housing, A Review of the Literature and Call for

Research." Don Villarejo, Mark Schenker, Ann Moss Joyner and Allan Parnell. CRLA Rural Justice Forum, December 31, 2009.
3 Been, Vicki, “Locally Undesirable Land Uses in Minority Neighborhoods: Disproportionate Siting or Market Dynamics?” The

Yale Law Journal, Vol. 103, No. 6 (Apr., 1994), pp. 1383-1422. http://www.jstor.org/stable/797089 accessed 7/10/2015.
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Figu
ure IV-24.
Predominantly-Latino Neighbo
orhoods and Industrial
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Usees, Pasadena

Sourcce: Cedar Grove Institute for Sustainable
e Communities.
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economic sustenance and quality of life for residents are fewer here than in most
neighborhoods.”5
Duration of exposure is a critical factor. Living adjacent to these noxious LULUs guarantees
prolonged exposures. Such exposures are especially harmful to young children, the elderly, and
people with existing asthma or cardiopulmonary disease.6

Missouri City. Among the total population, Hispanic residents have the least access to
environmentally healthy neighborhoods while Asian or Pacific Islander residents have the
greatest access, according to the HUD environmental health index. Among the population living
below the federal poverty line Asian or Pacific Islander and Hispanic residents are the racial or
ethnic groups with the least access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods while nonHispanic white residents have the greatest access.
Figure IV-23, which maps the environmental health index, shows that environmental health
index data are missing for large parts of city Districts B, C, and D. In addition, the magnitude of
the disparities identified in the opportunity table (Figure IV-22) is very small. As such,
conclusions drawn regarding disparity of access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods
based on race, ethnicity, national origin, or family status based on available data are tenuous.

Galveston. HUD environmental health index data are available for the majority of Census tracts
in the City of Galveston with limited geographic variation in index scores. Disparities among
ethnic groups in access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods are very small. Among the
total population, African American residents have the least access to environmentally healthy
neighborhoods and non-Hispanic white residents have the greatest access to environmentally
healthy neighborhoods. Among the population living below the federal poverty line, African
American residents have the least access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods and Native
American, Non-Hispanic residents have the greatest access to neighborhoods with higher levels
of air quality in this income bracket (based on HUD environmental health index data shown in
Figure IV-22 and 23).

Greater Houston Region. In order to determine if disparities in access to environmentally
healthy neighborhoods are better or worse in the participating jurisdictions than in the region as
a whole, jurisdiction level data are compared to regional data. Divergences from regional trends
in terms of which groups are most disadvantaged in each jurisdiction are also highlighted. The
Greater Houston region is home to dozens of industrial sites which use or manufacture
petroleum, solvents, and pesticides; the distribution of these sites in the region affects access to
environmentally healthy neighborhoods within and among jurisdictions.

5 Bethel, Heidi L. et al., “A Closer Look at Air Pollution in Houston: Identifying Priority Health Risks A summary of the Report of

the Mayor’s Task Force on the Health Effects of Air Pollution” Institute for Health Policy Report ES-001-006.
https://www3.epa.gov/ttnchie1/conference/ei16/session6/bethel.pdf
6 U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, Public Health, “Health Effects of Sand, Dust and PM Exposure,”

https://www.publichealth.va.gov/exposures/sand-dust-particulates/index.asp accessed 8/17/2017.
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“One of the most enduring findings in over 50 years of disaster literature is that lowincome households and households of color are at a clear disadvantage when it comes
to the proportion of damage received and the time it takes to recover. My work with
my colleagues has shown this to be very true of our Texas communities.”7
According to Van Zandt, low-income homeowners are often uninsured or underinsured and
many homeowners had still not recovered even six years after [Hurricane Ike], “thanks in large
part to failures on the part of the State of Texas to equitably distribute recovery funds flowing in
from the federal government.”8
Van Zandt’s research shows that groups protected by the Fair Housing Act are also subject to
disparities in response, including warning, damage, preparedness, evacuation and recovery.
While Houston is not on the coast, the city and Harris County are probably most threatened by
drought and extreme rainfall events, such as the 2015 record-breaking “deluge” which caused
extreme flooding and killed at least 15 people.9 More recently, Hurricane/Tropical Storm Harvey
closed airports, flooded water treatment plants, and caused hospitals to be evacuation. Texas
Governor Greg Abbott estimated initial damage of $150-180 billion in losses to homes, cars,
infrastructure, dams, hospitals, oil refineries and chemical plants:
“Harvey, which came ashore on August 25 as the most powerful hurricane to hit
Texas in 50 years, has killed an estimated 47 people and displaced more than one
million after causing wreckage in an area stretching for nearly 500km.”10
The Kaiser Family Foundation partnered with Episcopal Health Foundation to conduct an Early
Assessment of Hurricane Harvey Impact in the fall of 2017. The effort included a survey of adults
in 24 counties (with an oversample of low income residents and people of color) along with five
focus groups. The surveys and focus groups were conducted in October and November of 2017
and generated 1,635 survey responses. Results from the study indicate that black and Hispanic
residents, along with low income households, were disproportionately impacted by the storm.
Key findings from the study are summarized below:


Overall about two-thirds of all households in the broader region were affected by Harvey.
About 40 percent had damage to their home; half experienced an interruption or loss of

7 Henneberger, John, “A better way to speed recovery from Harvey, by Texas A&M Prof. Shannon Van Zand, Texas Housers,

Texas Low Income Housing Information Service, September 3, 2017. https://texashousers.net/2017/09/03/a-better-way-tospeed-recovery-from-harvey-by-texas-am-prof-shannon-van-zandt/ accessed 9/5/2017.
8 Henneberger, Ibid.
9

Elizabeth Harball and Scott Detrow, “Deadly downpours flooded Texas and Oklahoma and may have been exacerbated by
global warming,” Scientific American, ClimateWire, May 27, 2015. https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/climatechange-may-have-souped-up-record-breaking-texas-deluge/ accessed 7/26/2017.
10 Aljazeera, “Texas governor estimates Harvey damage at up to $180bn,” Sept. 3, 2017.

http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2017/09/texas-governor-estimates-harvey-damage-180bn-170903164353120.html
accessed 9/5/2017.
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employment or income; and one out of nine respondents had been displaced from their
home at time of survey.


Black and Hispanic residents and households with lower incomes in general were more
likely to be affected by property damage or income loss than other households.
 For Hispanics the disparity was driven primarily by higher rates of employment
effects;
 Black residents had higher rates of both employment impacts and damage to
homes/vehicles than white residents.
 Black and Hispanic residents were also more likely to report vehicle damage
than other residents.
 Lower income households as a group were more likely to report employment
impacts and damage to homes than moderate and high income groups. Workers
in low income households are less likely to hold salary jobs and therefore more
likely to lose income for missed work days and/or temporary business closures.
 Undocumented residents (12% of respondents) were particularly vulnerable to
damage according to the survey: 73 percent were directly affected by Harvey, 68
percent had a disruption in employment/income, and nearly one-third had
damage to their home.



Overall, about one out of every six residents said someone in their household has a health
condition that is new or worse as a result of Harvey. Both black residents and white
residents were more likely to say a household member’s health was impacted by Harvey
than other groups. The survey also indicated that Hispanic and black residents may be less
likely to manage health problems because they are less likely to have health insurance and
access to health providers.



In the broader region, about one quarter of homes that were damaged had flood insurance.
However, lower income, black, and Hispanic households were less likely to report having
insurance (owner, renter, and/or flood insurance).



Most survey respondents (70%) said indicated that local, county and state governments
were doing an “excellent,” “very good,” or “good” job responding to community needs in the
wake of Harvey. However, black and low income residents more likely than other groups to
say they are not getting the help they need.



The survey indicated that language access a challenge for some in navigating recoveryrelated resources. Among those who completed survey in Spanish, three out of ten said it
was “very” or “somewhat difficult” to find the information they needed in Spanish when
trying to get recovery help.11

11 Hamel, Liz et al. “An Early Assessment of Hurricane Harvey’s Impact on Vulnerable Texans in the Gulf Coast Region.” Kaiser

Family Foundation and Episcopal Health Foundation. December 2017.
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Harvey may have been unprecedented in itself, but the damage experienced was not new to the
region. In July of 2016, a FEMA blog noted “With more than half its 254 counties eligible to
receive assistance under six federal disaster declarations in the past year, Texas remains in
recovery from severe storms and flooding.”12
Galveston is situated on a barrier island which has always been vulnerable to natural disasters.
In 1900, it was struck by what is still the nation’s deadliest natural disaster.13 After the storm,
the City built a 10-mile long 17-foot high seawall, and much of the City’s elevation was raised.
However, in 2008, Hurricane Ike caused extensive damage to the seawall.14
Like all barrier islands, Galveston is unstable and subject to erosion. In 2011 Rice University
released a study, "Atlas of Sustainable Strategies for Galveston Island," which argued the West
End of Galveston was quickly eroding and the City should reduce construction and/or
population in that area. It recommended against any rebuilding of the West End in the event of
damage from another hurricane.”15 According to Rice University professor of Oceanography
John Anderson, “the ocean level in Galveston Bay is rising at 3 millimeters a year, compared with
the long-term average of 0.5 millimeter.”16
Figure IV-26 depicts Galveston at current sea level and with a theoretical sea level rise of three
feet. A rise of three feet would destroy most of the residential neighborhoods on the island,
making parts of the island inaccessible.

12 Feehan, Jan, “Recovery Workers Stepping Up to the Plate Share Thoughts from the Front Lines,” FEMA,

https://www.fema.gov/blog/2016-08-15/recovery-workers-stepping-plate-share-thoughts-front-lines accessed 9/5/2017.
13 John Edward Weems. "Galveston Hurricane of 1900". Handbook of Texas Online, Texas State Historical Association.

https://tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/ydg02 Accessed 8/5/2017.
14 "Ike Insured Damage Estimates Range from $6B to $18B". Texas / South Central News, Insurance Journal. September 15,

2008. http://www.insurancejournal.com/news/southcentral/2008/09/15/93698.htm Accessed 8/14/2017.
15 Rice, Harvey. "Galveston Island gets tough advice from Rice study", Houston Chronicle, October 26, 2011,
http://www.chron.com/news/houston-texas/article/Houston-news-For-Isle-tough-advice-from-Rice-2238312.php Accessed
8/4/2017.
16 Rice, Harvey, “Professor says state agency censored article,” Houston Chronical, October 10, 2011.

http://www.chron.com/news/houston-texas/article/Professor-says-state-agency-censored-article2211691.php?utm_source=twitterfeed&utm_medium=twitter accessed 7/26/2017.
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Figu
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Sourcce: Surging Seas: Rissk Zone Map, created by Climate Central (http://sealevel.clim
matecentral.org/), htttp://ss2.climatecenttral.org/#11/29.20166/94.8766?show=satellite&projectionss=0-RCP85-SLR&leve
el=0&unit=feet&pois =hide accessed 7/266/2017.
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Figu
ure IV-27.
Vulnerable Population Exposu
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Sourcce: Surging Seas: Rissk Zone Map, created by Climate Central ( http://sealevel.clim
matecentral.org/), htttp://ss2.climatecentral.org/#11/29.20166/94.8766?show=satellite&projectionss=0-RCP85-SLR&leve
el=0&unit=feet&pois =hide accessed 7/266/2017.
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rebuilding activity.17 In addition, more than half of the housing units administered by the
Galveston Housing Authority were destroyed by Hurricanes Ike and Dolly in 2008.
As evidenced by the maps above and the original (pre-Hurricane Ike) number of publicly
assisted housing units, the percent of vouchers in the city’s downtown, the city has a large
vulnerable population that are effected by extreme weather events.
Moreover, the existence of Galveston’s seawall has the potential to divert any storm surge away
from the eastern Gulf-front to the rear of the island, where most of the City’s African American
population reside.
A breach of the seawall would have a similar effect, as the island slopes to the northwest,
sending the surge through the City towards those neighborhoods. This neighborhood was
endangered a third time by “back surge”:
“Hurricane Ike’s surge … filled Galveston Bay with 12 feet of water, which subsequently
drained back into the ocean as a “back surge.”18
In addition, many of the city’s most vulnerable residents have Limited English Proficiency.
Officials must take this in account when preparing for disasters and evacuations. Current
notification requires online registration and instructions are only offered in English. The
Galveston Housing Authority has an excellent online translation facility, which could serve as a
model for the City’s emergency preparedness efforts, but more is needed, as much of this
population is not online.

Patterns in Disparities in Access to Opportunity
This portion of the analysis summarizes the previous discussion in order to:
1. Identify and discuss any overarching patterns of access to opportunity and exposure to
adverse community factors based on race/ethnicity, national origin or familial status.
2. Identify areas that experience an aggregate of poor access to opportunity and high exposure
to adverse factors.
3. Include how these patterns compare to patterns of segregation and R/ECAPs.

17 Van Zandt, S., W.G. Peacock, *D. Henry, H. Grover, W. Highfield, and S. Brody. 2012. “Mapping Social Vulnerability to Enhance
Housing and Neighborhood Resilience,” Housing Policy Debate 22(1): 29-55.
18 University of Texas at Austin. "Hurricane Ike Caused Underwater Damage To Galveston." ScienceDaily. ScienceDaily, 5

November 2008. www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/10/081030144724.html accessed 9/5/2017.
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Figure IV-28
Disparities in
Opportunity Indices
Note:
Refer to the Data Documentation for
details (www.hudexchange.info).
Source:
HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing Data and Mapping Tool.
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Hispanic
-24.34
Black
-21.24

Black
-21.73
Hispanic
-15.99

Hispanic
-20.76
Black
-16.32

White
-4.39
Native
-2.78

White
-6.61
Native
-4.40

Black
-2.58
Hispanic
-0.94

Hispanic
-7.39
Native
-6.81

Most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
Second most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group

Hispanic
-21.75
Black
-17.27

Black
-19.73
Hispanic
-11.27

Hispanic
-4.04
Native
-13.03

White
-6.20
Asian
-4.07

White
-8.60
Asian
-4.83

Native
-4.17
Asian
-3.93

Native
-14.33
Hispanic
-9.30

Pasadena

Low
Poverty
Index

School
Proficiency
Index

Labor
Market
Index

Transit
Index

Low
Transportation
Cost Index

Jobs
Proximity
Index

Environmental
Health Index

Hispanic
-40.30
Black
-34.39

Hispanic
-21.13
Black
-14.23

Hispanic
-38.17
Black
-29.84

Asian
-10.72
White
-5.03

Asian
-11.54
White
-7.14

Hispanic
-5.13
Asisan
-3.98

Hispanic
-2.69
Native
-1.57

Native
-15.70
Hispanic
-14.81

Hispanic
-8.08
Native
-7.77

Native
-10.92
Hispanic
-10.50

Native
-4.53
White
-3.37

White
-4.48
Black
-4.14

Hispanic
-19.38
Black
-18.92

Native
-1.86
Asian
-1.24

Harris County Service Area
Total Population
Most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
Second most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
Population below federal poverty line

Total Population
Most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
Second most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
Population below federal poverty line
Most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
Second most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
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Figure IV-28. (Continued)
Disparities in
Opportunity Indices
Note:
Refer to the Data Documentation for
details (www.hudexchange.info).
Source:
HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

Low
Poverty
Index

School
Proficiency
Index

Labor
Market
Index

Transit
Index

Low
Transportation
Cost Index

Jobs
Proximity
Index

Environmental
Health Index

Hispanic
-32.29
Black
-22.07

Black
-25.01
Hispanic
-22.77

Hispanic
-18.77
Black
-15.53

Asian
-3.74
White
-2.96

White
-13.03
Asian
-4.58

Black
-13.03
Hispanic
-11.31

Hispanic
-0.77
Native
-0.66

Most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
Second most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group

Hispanic
-38.41
Black
-18.49

Hispanic
-21.63
Black
-15.29

Hispanic
-21.10
Black
-7.86

White
-2.95
Asian
-2.90

White
-7.38
Black
-4.43

Black
-23.04
White
-22.24

Asian
-2.28
Hispanic
-1.59

Galveston

Low
Poverty
Index

School
Proficiency
Index

Labor
Market
Index

Transit
Index

Low
Transportation
Cost Index

Jobs
Proximity
Index

Environmental
Health Index

Black
-22.50
Hispanic
-10.75

Hispanic
-4.67
Black
-4.26

Black
-14.69
Hispanic
-6.77

White
-11.51
Native
5.49

White
-9.13
Native
5.07

Hispanic
-6.91
Asian
-5.92

Black
-1.82
Asian
-1.48

Black
-17.43
Hispanic
-14.13

Hispanic
-4.98
Black
-4.09

Black
-28.14
Hispanic
-21.81

White
-11.80
Hispanic
-8.79

Native
-9.49
White
-9.02

Native
-38.91
Hispanic
-7.98

Asian
-3.44
Black
-2.99

Missouri City
Total Population
Most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
Second most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
Population below federal poverty line

Total Population
Most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
Second most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
Population below federal poverty line
Most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
Second most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
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Figure IV-28. (Continued)
Disparities in
Opportunity Indices
Note:
Refer to the Data Documentation for
details (www.hudexchange.info).
Source:
HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing Data and Mapping Tool.
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Greater Houston Region
Total Population
Most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
Second most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
Population below federal poverty line
Most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group
Second most disadvantaged group
Disparity with most advantaged group

Low
Poverty
Index

School
Proficiency
Index

Labor
Market
Index

Transit
Index

Low
Transportation
Cost Index

Jobs
Proximity
Index

Environmental
Health Index

Hispanic

Black

Hispanic

White

White

Black

Hispanic

-27.38
Black

-25.84
Hispanic

-26.76
Black

-6.65
Native

-9.89
Native

-5.05
Native

-8.12
Black

2.77

-18.68

-26.01

-5.74

-8.09

-1.48

-4.26

Hispanic

Black

Black

White

White

Black

Native

-23.31
Black

-23.77
Hispanic

-23.62
Hispanic

-7.92
Black

-10.21
Asian

-5.93
Asian

-9.56
Hispanic

-22.97

-13.27

-20.87

-0.50

-0.80

-2.37

-9.35
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Harris County service area. According to HUD Table 12, among the total population, Hispanic
residents of The Harris County service area have the least access to opportunity in three of seven
categories and the second least access in two others. These five categories are access to
neighborhoods with low exposure to poverty, access to neighborhoods with high labor market
engagement, access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods, access to neighborhoods with
proficient schools, and proximity to jobs.
African American residents have the least access to opportunity in two categories and the
second least access in two more. These four categories are access to neighborhoods with
proficient schools, access to neighborhoods with close jobs proximity, access to neighborhoods
with low poverty exposure, and areas with high labor market engagement. non-Hispanic white
residents and Native American, Non-Hispanic residents are least likely to use public
transportation and have the least access to neighborhoods with low transportation costs.
African American and Hispanic residents are concentrated in Districts 1 and 4 while nonHispanic white residents and Asian or Pacific Islander residents are concentrated in Precinct 3
north of I-10 and west of Houston, in Precinct 4 around the I-45 corridor north of Houston, in
Precinct 1 south of IAH, and in Precinct 2 to the east of Houston and north of the Buffalo Bayou.
These areas consistently have lower labor market engagement, jobs proximity, and school
proficiency as well as higher rates of poverty. These districts are also closer to Houston where
bus service is more available; this is consistent with the disparities in transit use and
transportation costs indicated above. The differences in access to low-poverty neighborhoods,
proficient schools, and areas of high labor market engagement are greatest. The differences in
access for transit use, jobs proximity, and transportation cost are much smaller.
Four Census tracts designated as racially or ethnically concentrated areas of poverty (R/ECAPs)
are located fully within unincorporated Harris County. Seven additional R/ECAPs fall partly in
Houston or other incorporated jurisdictions and partly in unincorporated Harris County. More
than 50 additional R/ECAPs fall within Houston and other incorporated jurisdictions in Harris
County. The four R/ECAPs fully within unincorporated Harris County are tract 5342.01 in
Precinct 4, tract 2230.02 in Precinct 1, and tracts 2331.02 and 2526 in Precinct 2. Census tracts
2218, 2224.01, 2227, 2401, 2406, 5501, and 5502 are also designated as R/ECAPs. These tracts
include unincorporated areas of Precincts 1 and 4 along the I-45 corridor and the Sam Houston
Toll-way south of IAH. The total population of these Census tracts is 25,120, 37 percent of whom
are African American, and 54 percent of whom are Hispanic. ACS estimates indicate that
Hispanic and African American residents are more likely than the total population to live below
the federal poverty line.

Pasadena. According to HUD Table 12, among the total population, Hispanic residents of
Pasadena have the least access to opportunity in five of seven categories. These five categories
are; access to neighborhoods with low exposure to poverty, access to neighborhoods with
proficient schools, access to neighborhoods with high labor market engagement, access to
neighborhoods with close jobs proximity, and access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods.
African American residents have the second least access to opportunity in three of these
categories. These are access to neighborhoods with proficient schools, low poverty exposure,
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and high labor market engagement. Asian and non-Hispanic white residents are least likely to
use public transportation and had the least access to neighborhoods with low transportation
costs.
African American and Hispanic residents are concentrated in Districts A, B, C, D, G, and parts of E
and F. These areas consistently have lower labor market engagement and school proficiency as
well as higher rates of poverty. These districts are also closer to available bus service; this is
consistent with the disparities in transit use and transportation cost indicated above. nonHispanic white residents and Asian or Pacific Islander residents are concentrated in Districts F
and H. Differences in access to low-poverty neighborhoods, proficient schools, and areas of high
labor market engagement and proximity to jobs are largest. The differences in transit use,
transportation cost, and environmental health are much smaller.
Four Census tracts designated as racially or ethnically concentrated areas of poverty (R/ECAPs)
are located within the city of Pasadena. These are tract 3220 in District A, tract 3230 which
crosses Districts A and C, tract 3231 and tract 3235 in District G. ACS estimates indicate that
Hispanic and African American residents are more likely than the total population to live below
the federal poverty line.

Missouri City. According to HUD Table 12, among the total population, African American and
Hispanic residents of Missouri City have the least access to opportunity in four of the six
categories for which there are sufficient data to draw conclusions (environmental health
excluded). These are access to neighborhoods with low exposure to poverty, access to
neighborhoods with proficient schools, access to neighborhoods with high labor market
engagement, and access to neighborhoods with close proximity to jobs.
Non-Hispanic white residents and Asian or Pacific Islander residents are least likely to use public
transportation and have the least access to neighborhoods with low transportation costs. This
pattern is consistent with the pattern of racial and ethnic segregation visible in HUD Map 1.
African American and Hispanic residents are concentrated in Districts A and B while nonHispanic white residents and Asian or Pacific Islander residents are concentrated in Districts C
and D. Districts A and B have lower school proficiency, labor market engagement, and higher
rates of poverty. These districts are also closer to the City of Houston and the METRO bus service
and are consistent with the disparities in transit use and transportation cost indicated above.
Differences in access to low-poverty neighborhoods, proficient schools and areas of high labor
market engagement are much larger than are the differences in transit use, proximity to jobs,
and transportation cost. This is consistent with ACS data on the low utilization of public
transportation overall and a difference in average commute times of less than five minutes
between workers in the Districts A or B and those in Districts C and D.
Missouri City does not have any Census tracts designated as racially or ethnically concentrated
areas of poverty (R/ECAPS). ACS estimates indicate that Hispanic and African American
residents are more likely than the total population to live below the federal poverty line.
According to HUD Table 12, among residents living below the federal poverty line, Hispanic
residents have the least access to neighborhoods with low levels of poverty, proficient schools,
and areas with high labor market engagement. Within this income bracket, African American
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residents have the second lowest access to low-poverty neighborhoods, proficient schools, areas
with high labor market engagement, and low transportation cost. Disparities between African
American residents and the most advantaged groups among the population living below the
federal poverty line are most substantial for proximity to jobs and access to low-poverty
neighborhoods.

Galveston. According to HUD Table 12, among the total population, African American residents
of Galveston have the least access to opportunity in three of seven categories and the second
least access in one other. These four categories are access to neighborhoods with low exposure
to poverty, access to neighborhoods with high labor market engagement, access to
environmentally healthy neighborhoods, and access to neighborhoods with proficient schools.
Hispanic residents have the least access to opportunity in two categories and the second least
access in one other. These are access to neighborhoods with proficient schools, access to
neighborhoods with close jobs proximity, and access to neighborhoods with low exposure to
poverty.
Non-Hispanic white residents and Native American, Non-Hispanic residents are least likely to
use public transportation and have the least access to neighborhoods with low transportation
costs. African American and Hispanic residents are concentrated in Districts 1 and 4 while nonHispanic white residents and Asian or Pacific Islander residents are concentrated in Districts 2,
3, 5, and 6. Districts 1, 2, and 4 have lower labor market engagement, proximity to jobs, and
higher rates of poverty. These districts are also closer to downtown where bus service is most
available; this is consistent with the disparities in transit use and transportation cost indicated
above. Differences in access to low-poverty neighborhoods and areas of high labor market
engagement are greatest in magnitude. The differences in transit use, jobs proximity, and
transportation cost are also substantial. This is consistent with ACS data on the low utilization of
public transportation overall and a difference in average commute times of less than five
minutes between workers in all parts of the city.
The City of Galveston has two Census tracts designated as racially or ethnically concentrated
areas of poverty (R/ECAPS). These are tract 7246 and tract 7247. ACS estimates indicate that
Hispanic and African American residents are more likely than the total population to live below
the federal poverty line.
According to HUD Table 12, among residents living below the federal poverty line, Hispanic
residents have the least access to neighborhoods with proficient schools, and less access to lowpoverty neighborhoods, areas with high labor market engagement, and use of public
transportation.
African American residents living below the federal poverty line have the least access to lowpoverty neighborhoods and areas with high labor market engagement, and second to least
access to proficient schools and environmentally healthy neighborhoods. Disparities between
African American residents and the most advantaged groups among the population living below
the federal poverty line are most substantial for labor market engagement and access to lowpoverty neighborhoods.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION IV, PAGE 58

Greater Houston Region. The overall trends in disparities in access for the factors identified
in this section for the Houston – The Woodlands – Sugar Land region are that African American
and Hispanic residents of the region are the most disadvantaged groups in terms of access to
low-poverty neighborhoods, proficient schools, areas with high labor market engagement, and
environmentally healthy neighborhoods. non-Hispanic white residents experience the greatest
disparities in access to neighborhoods with high public transportation use and low
transportation costs. Native American, Non-Hispanic and Asian or Pacific Islander residents also
experience disparities in transit use and transportation cost. This suggests that in the region,
non-Hispanic white and Asian or Pacific Islander residents tend to live in higher income areas
farther from industrial and commercial centers with better schools and fewer public
transportation options. African American and Hispanic residents tend to live in poorer areas
which are closer to jobs and public transportation, but which have lower performing schools,
less labor market engagement, and more air pollution. The magnitude of the disparities
experienced by African American and Hispanic residents is greater than those experienced by
non-Hispanic white and Asian or Pacific Islander residents.
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SECTION V.
Disability and Access Analysis

SECTION V.
Disability and Access Analysis
This section provides a focused fair housing analysis for people with disabilities living the
Greater Houston region. The section begins with a population profile of persons with disabilities
then discusses housing accessibility, integration of persons with disabilities living in institutions
and other segregation settings, disparities in access to opportunity for people with disabilities,
and disproportionate housing needs of people with disabilities.
The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) defines a person with disabilities as
a person who:
i.

has a disability as defined in Section 223 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.423— see
below), or

ii.

is determined by HUD regulations to have a physical, mental or emotional impairment
that: a) is expected to be of long, continued, and indefinite duration; b) substantially
impedes his or her ability to live independently; and c) is of such a nature that such
ability could be improved by more suitable housing conditions, or

iii.

has a developmental disability as defined in the Developmental Disabilities Assistance
and Bill of Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 15002(8)—see below), or

iv.

has the disease acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS) or any conditions arising
from the etiologic agent for acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (HIV).

For the purpose of qualifying for low income housing under HUD public housing and Section 8
voucher programs, the definition does not include a person whose disability is based solely on
any drug or alcohol dependence.
The U.S. Census Bureau, which provides much of the data on the number of people living with a
disability uses the following self-reported definitions in the decennial Census and ACS datasets:


Hearing difficulty: Deaf or having serious difficulty hearing.



Vision difficulty: Blind or having serious difficulty seeing, even when wearing glasses.



Cognitive difficulty: Because of a physical, mental, or emotional problem, having difficulty
remembering, concentrating, or making decisions.



Ambulatory difficulty: having serious difficulty walking or climbing stairs.



Self-care difficulty: Having difficulty bathing or dressing.
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Independent living difficulty: Because of a physical, mental, or emotional problem, having
difficulty doing errands alone, such as visiting a doctor’s office or shopping.

Population Profile
Individuals with disabilities represent 10 percent of the total population of the Greater Houston
Region or 562,590 people. Of these individuals, 171,011 live in the Harris County service area,
Galveston, Missouri City or Pasadena. Figures V-1 and V-2 on the following page show the
number and percent of people with disabilities in the region and in each participating
jurisdiction by type of disability and by age.
Galveston and Pasadena have a higher percentage of individuals with disabilities than the region
as a whole at 14 percent and 12 percent of their respective populations. Ambulatory difficulty is
the most prevalent form of disability in the region and all participating jurisdictions followed by
cognitive difficulty and independent living difficulty.
In the region overall, people age 65 or older with a disability account for about one-third of all
residents with a disability. The distribution is similar in the Harris County service area and in
Pasadena. In Missouri City and in Galveston seniors with a disability account for over 40 percent
of all residents with a disability.
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Figure V-1.
Disability by Type

Greater Houston Region

Harris County
Service Area

Missouri City

Pasadena

Galveston

Disability Type

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Hearing difficulty
Vision difficulty
Cognitive difficulty
Ambulatory difficulty
Self-care difficulty
Independent living difficulty

150,471
115,667
210,870
297,898
121,946
196,359

2.72%
2.09%
3.81%
5.38%
2.20%
3.55%

38,820
29,465
54,091
72,632
31,296
48,376

2.34%
1.78%
3.26%
4.38%
1.89%
2.92%

1,093
1,036
1,552
2,672
1,027
1,841

1.70%
1.62%
2.42%
4.17%
1.60%
2.87%

4,439
3,406
6,262
8,772
3,666
5,239

3.23%
2.48%
4.55%
6.38%
2.67%
3.81%

1,680
1,232
2,267
3,586
1,077
2,220

3.84%
2.81%
5.18%
8.19%
2.46%
5.07%

Note:

All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region.

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

Figure V-2.
HUD Table 14 — Disability by Age Group

Age of People with
Disabilities

Greater Houston Region

Harris County
Service Area

Missouri City

Pasadena

Galveston

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Ages 5-17 with Disabilities
Ages 18-64 with Disabilities
Age 65+ with Disabilities

55,501
310,640
196,449

1.00%
5.61%
3.55%

16,815
82,128
44,939

1.01%
4.96%
2.71%

523
2,142
2,101

0.82%
3.34%
3.28%

1,751
9,025
5,367

1.27%
6.56%
3.90%

321
3,298
2,601

0.73%
7.54%
5.94%

Total with a disability

562,590

10.16%

143,882

8.68%

4,766

7.44%

16,143

11.73%

6,220

14.21%

Note:

Number

Percent

All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region.

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.
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There is limited information on the living arrangements of persons with disabilities. Results
from the resident survey conducted for the AI (see Section VII for more detail) provide some
information about living arrangements. Among the survey respondents whose household
includes a member with a disability:


One in four (24%) live in households that include other adult family members (e.g., mother,
father, adult siblings or other adult extended family members)



One in five (20%) live alone;



One in five are single and living with children;



Slightly more than one in 10 (14%) live with a partner and children and 13 percent live
with a partner and no children;



Two in five have children under the age of 18 living in the home; and



Nearly one in five (17%) live in households with five or more members.

It is important to note that, just like any household, not all persons with disabilities need or
desire the same housing choices. Fair housing analyses often focus on how zoning and land use
regulations govern the siting of group homes. Although group homes should be an option for
some persons with disabilities, other housing choices—particularly scattered site units—must
be available to truly accommodate the variety of needs of residents with disabilities.
The following maps (Figures V-3 through V-6) show the geographic dispersion of persons with
disabilities by type of disability and by age in Harris County, Pasadena, Missouri City, and
Galveston.
The geographic distribution of persons with disabilities mirrors the distribution of the general
population with only minor deviations:


In the Harris County service area, individuals with disabilities aged 5 to 17 are more likely
to live in the northwest of the county in County Commissioner Precincts 3 and 4.



In Galveston, individuals with ambulatory, self-care, and independent living disabilities and
individuals with disabilities who are 64 years of age and older are more likely to live in the
less densely populated southern half of the island comprising City Council District 6.
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Figu
ure V-3.
Disa
ability by Type
e and Age, Haarris County
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Figu
ure V-3 (Contiinued).
Disa
ability by Type
e and Age, Haarris County

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

ure V-4.
Figu
Disa
ability by
Typ
pe and Age,
Pasadena
Note::
xxx.
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair Housing
Data and Mapping Tool.
https://egis.hud.gov/aff
ht/.
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Figu
ure V-4
(Continued).
Disa
ability by
Typ
pe and Age,
Pasadena
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair Housing
Data and Mapping Tool.
https://egis.hud.gov/aff
ht/.
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Figuree V-5.
Disability by Type and Age,
A Missouri Cityy

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthe
ering Fair Housing Data and
d Mapping Tool.
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Figu
ure V-6.
Disa
ability by Type
e and Age, Gaalveston
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Figu
ure V-6 (Contiinued).
Disa
ability by Type
e and Age, Gaalveston

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Ho
ousing Acce
essibility
Afffordable acccessible hou
using. Overall, 56 percentt of residents with disabiliities would m
move
if th
hey had the opportunity an
nd 42 percent seriously loooked for hou
using to rent o
or buy in the
region in the passt five years. When
W
asked to
t rate the rellative ease off finding safe, quality houssing
thatt they could afford
a
on a scale from 0 to 9, with 0 meaaning “extrem
mely difficult”” and 9 mean
ning
“exttremely easy,,” one in threee (33%) rated
d their experiience “extrem
mely difficult”” (rating of 0))
and
d 56 percent difficult
d
(ratin
ng of 0 to 3). Participants
P
iin the focus ggroup with ressidents with
disaabilities all haad difficulty finding
f
housin
ng that met th
heir accessibiility needs thaat they could
affo
ord. Those with Section 8 vouchers
v
faceed even greatter difficultiess due to a lack
k of landlordss
willling to particiipate in the program.
Ressidents who participated
p
in
n a prioritizattion exercise at pop up com
mmunity enggagement eveents
and
d the open house events id
dentified “acceessible housin
ng for disableed persons/elderly” and
“housing optionss for persons with severe mental
m
illnes s” as the top priorities forr housing in th
he
region.
Parrticipants in stakeholder fo
ocus groups id
dentified a laack of accessib
ble housing to
o be a significcant
chaallenge in the region.
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Stakeholders noted a lack of accessible, ADA-compliant housing across the region, both
market rate and affordable. In addition, many areas of the region lack public transportation
and many businesses are not ADA compliant. In many areas, sidewalks are missing or are
dilapidated.



The height requirements for coastal homes make the cost of accessibility prohibitive. A lift
or elevator is needed (which can cost $13,000 to $15,000) to enter a home and is not
protected from the elements if it is outside the structure, or the slope requirements for a
ramp require the ramp to circle the building, increasing the cost significantly.



Developers do not commonly develop accessible housing without incentives. Stakeholders
say ADA-compliant housing is not affordable and is not incentivized. Stakeholders say that
for disaster relief funding, the state of Texas requires that visitibility standards be met.

Residents with disabilities living in housing that does not meet their needs. These issues—
limited supply of accessible units, including a lack of ADA-compliant accessible housing in the
public and private housing markets, may explain why one in four households that include a
member with a disability of any type are living in housing that does not meet that member’s
accessibility needs.
The percentage of households living in housing that does not meet the accessibility needs of a
member with a disability is similar across jurisdictions:


One in five (20%) in Harris County;



Slightly more than one in five in Galveston (22%);



About one in four in Pasadena (23%);



Slightly more than one in four in Houston (26%).



Too few residents with disabilities from Missouri City responded to present results (n=8).

Types of improvements or modifications needed by these households include:


Grab bars in bathroom or other locations (85%);



Wider doorways/hallways (44%);



Reserved accessible parking space (36%);



Fire alarm/doorbell made accessible for person with hearing disability (23%); and



Alarm to notify if a non-verbal child leaves the home (16%).

One in three (34%) of survey respondents who need accessibility features of any type cannot
afford them.
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Reasonable modification or accommodation requests. Among those to whom the question
applied, about two in five report that their landlord refused to make an accommodation for the
household member with a disability. One in 10 had a landlord refuse to accept a
therapy/companion/emotional support animal and 7 percent had a landlord refuse a service
animal.
Figure V-7 summarizes the housing challenges experienced by residents with disabilities by
jurisdiction.
Figure V-7.
Housing Challenges Experienced by Residents with Disabilities
Higher than Region (>5ppt)
About the same as Region (+/- 5 ppt)
Lower than Region (<5 ppt)

Percent of Residents Experiencing
a Housing Challenge

Harris
Missouri
County
Galveston City
Pasadena Svc Area Houston

Region

I have a disability or a household member has a
disability and cannot get around the neighborhood
because of broken sidewalks/no sidewalks/poor street
lighting

47%

57%

38%

26%

44%

37%

I can’t afford the housing that has accessibility features
(e.g., grab bars, ramps, location, size of unit, quiet) we
need

8%

25%

29%

27%

42%

34%

I worry if I request an accommodation for my disability
my rent will go up or I will be evicted

35%

-

56%

34%

30%

34%

My landlord refused to make an accommodation for me
or my household member’s disability

-

-

10%

19%

22%

20%

My landlord refused to accept my
therapy/companion/emotional support animal

-

-

6%

13%

8%

10%

My landlord refused to accept my service animal

-

-

6%

12%

1%

7%

Note:

- Sample size too small to report.
Respondents could select Yes, No or Does Not Apply. The data shown are the percent with a housing challenge among those to whom the
issue applies.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.

Access to publicly supported housing. Figure V-8 on the next page shows the number and
percent and percent of HUD program participants living in various types of publicly assisted
housing. It has been augmented with data from the HUD resident characteristics report for Texas
and the United States to enable comparisons. For most publicly supported housing categories
available in each jurisdiction and the region, individuals with disabilities are a smaller
proportion of those receiving support from various public housing programs than the state or
country. Public housing in Galveston is the only exception where 66 percent of non-Section 8
public housing residents have a disability compared to 37 percent in the state of Texas and 36
percent nationally.
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According to a 2016 report by the Texas Workforce Investment Council, 11.7 percent of Texans
have a disability. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, 19 percent of the total U.S. population has
a disability. As noted in the population profile above, 10 percent of residents in the Greater
Houston region have a disability, as do 9 percent of Harris County service area residents, 12
percent of Pasadena residents, 8 percent of Missouri City residents, and 14 percent of Galveston
residents. In most program categories in all communities, people with disabilities are somewhat
overrepresented among HUD program participants. However, their overrepresentation in the
participating jurisdictions is not as severe as it is in Texas and the United States overall.
Figure V-8.
Disability by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category
Harris County
Service Area

Disability by Publicly
Supported Housing
Program Category

Num.

Pct.

Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program

n/a
200
75
1,425

n/a
11%
14%
19%

Disability by Publicly
Supported Housing
Program Category
Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program
Note:

Greater Houston
Region

Pasadena
Num.
n/a
51
14
197

Pct.
n/a
16%
20%
22%

State of Texas

Missouri City
Num.
n/a
n/a
n/a
27

Pct.
n/a
n/a
n/a
15%

Galveston
Num.

Pct.

289
7
n/a
254

66%
3%
n/a
22%

United States

Num.

Pct.

Num.

Pct.

Num.

Pct.

1,157
1,629
359
6,815

30%
16%
16%
25%

14,631
1,853
51,206

37%
43%
40%

320,626
54,135
799,519

36%
44%
44%

The definition of "disability" used by the Census Bureau may not be comparable to reporting requirements under HUD programs.

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

Location of housing. A detailed discussion of the location of publicly supported housing in
relation to areas of racial/ethnic concentrations as well as poverty concentrations is included in
Section VI Publicly Supported Housing Analysis. That analysis reveals that in most communities,
publicly supported housing developments tend to be located in higher poverty areas. For
residents with disabilities that live in publicly assisted units, the development locations may
create a barrier to housing choice.
Difficulty using Section 8 vouchers. One in five (21%) residents with disabilities who
participated in the resident survey has a Section 8 voucher. When asked how difficult it is to find
a landlord that accepts a Section 8 voucher, nearly half (46%) said it is “very difficult,” two in five
(41%) considered it “somewhat difficult,” and 13 percent rated their experience as “not
difficult.” Residents who had difficulty using their Section 8 vouchers attribute this to:


Have a hard time finding information about landlords that accept Section 8 (56%);



Landlords have policies of not renting to voucher holders (53%);
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Voucher is not enough to cover the rent for places I want to live (51%); and



Not enough time to find a place to live before the voucher expires (51%).

Among the residents with disabilities who seriously looked for housing in the past five years, 40
percent were denied housing to rent or buy. Having a Section 8 voucher and landlords being
unwilling to accept the type of income (social security or disability benefits) were two of the top
five reasons these residents were denied housing to rent. The other reasons are income too low,
bad credit and eviction history.

Integration of Persons with Disabilities Living in Institutions and Other
Segregated Settings
Olmstead Planning. The State of Texas first produced a Texas Promoting Independence Plan
(i.e., Olmstead Plan) in 2001 to help improve opportunities for individuals with disabilities to
live in the most integrated setting possible. The state was also an early participant in the Money
Follows the Person Demonstration (MFPD) program to help assign funding in a way that allows
people with disabilities to transition out of institutions but still receive the care they need in a
more integrated setting. According to the 2016 Texas Promoting Independence Plan, nearly
35,000 residents were able to transition from institutional care to living in integrated settings
through the Independence Initiative since its inception in 2003. Another 10,000 transitioned
from institutional to community-based care through the MFPD program since 2008.1
The Houston Center for Independent Living (HCIL) is a key resource locally for residents with
disabilities in the Greater Houston Region and has helps about 2,000 local residents transition
from nursing homes to independent living situations.2

Accessible housing resources. As noted above, affordable, accessible housing is provided by
a number of publicly supported programs including project-based Section 8 developments
(housing support tied to a unit rather than to a tenant), tenant-based Section 8 vouchers (HCVs).
LIHTC properties and other public housing developments administered by the housing
authorities in Harris County and Galveston. The Harris County Housing Authority provides an
online tool with search functions for identifying affordable housing with a range of accessibility
features on the private market. The most recent Five-year Consolidated Plan for Harris County
identifies affordability as a significant barrier to accessible housing in the private market and the
supply of publicly supported accessible units as insufficient to meet the demand.3
A database of supportive services for seniors and individuals with disabilities in the Greater
Houston Region is provided by the Care Connection aging and disability resource center. The
Care Connection directory lists 248 resources in the region under the category “health
supportive services” in addition to thousands of other resources in categories ranging from basic
needs to income security and senior services. The Care Connection directory includes dozens of
1 https://hhs.texas.gov/sites/default/files/documents/laws-regulations/reports-presentations/2017/revised-tx-promotingindependence-plan-2016-sept-1-2017.pdf
2 http://www.hcil.cc/
3 The plan is available through the county website here: https://csd.harriscountytx.gov/Pages/PlansReports.aspx
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entries for senior housing, group homes, and facilities serving individuals with a range of
disabilities in Houston and Galveston counties.4
While a wide range of affordable and accessible housing options and supportive service
providers are available in the Greater Houston Region, the enormous population of the region
means that the supply of such housing units and the reach of such services is inadequate to meet
the needs of the regional population.

R/ECAPs. As noted in the R/ECAP Section of this AI, eight Census tracts designated R/ECAPs
are located in the Harris County service area. The total population of these Census tracts is about
35,00. According to ACS estimates, 11 percent of residents of these R/ECAP Census tracts have
disabilities—slightly higher than the county overall.
Four Census tracts designated as R/ECAPs are located within the city of Pasadena. These are
tract 3220 in District A, tract 3230 which crosses Districts A and C, tract 3231 and tract 3235 in
District G. The total population of these Census tracts is 22,119, and 9.8 percent of residents in
these tracts have disabilities. This is comparable to the region overall.
Missouri City does not have any Census tracts designated as R/ECAPs. The highest poverty tract
in Missouri City, located in north central Missouri City has disability population that accounts for
9 percent of the total tract population. This is only slightly higher than the citywide disability
incidence rate of 8 percent. The single LIHTC development in Missouri City with affordable and
accessible units is in Census tract 6745.01 in south central Missouri City. The proportion of the
population in this tract with a disability (4%) is about half that of Missouri City overall. These
data do not suggest that residents with disabilities live in segregated settings.
The City of Galveston has two Census tracts, 7246 and 7247designated as R/ECAPS. The total
population in these Census tracts is 3,755, 19 percent of whom have a disability, a somewhat
higher rate of disability than the city overall (14%).

Disparities in Access to Opportunity
Government Services and Facilities. An objective in the current five-year consolidated plan
for Harris County is to provide public services to 450 disabled adults to enable them to increase
or maintain their quality of life and promote physical, mental, and social well-being. Con Plans
for the other jurisdictions do not include goals related specifically to persons with disabilities.
Government services in each jurisdiction offer accommodations for individuals with hearing,
vision, or mobility impairment upon request by contacting the relevant department.
Departmental directories for each jurisdiction are available here:


Galveston: https://www.galvestontx.gov/152/Departments



Harris County: http://www.harriscountytx.gov/phonedirectory.aspx



Pasadena: http://www.ci.pasadena.tx.us/default.aspx?name=important_contact_info

4 The full directory is available here: http://www.referweb.net/hadrc/Subcategory.aspx.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION V, PAGE 15



Missouri City: https://www.missouricitytx.gov/directory.aspx

Complaints alleging any action prohibited by the U. S. Department of Justice regulations
implementing Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) can be directed to the
relevant ADA Coordinator or Title VI coordinator in Harris County and Pasadena. In jurisdictions
without such coordinators, such as Galveston and Missouri City, complaints can be filed directly
with the United States Department of Justice. Instructions for filing ADA complaints are available
here: https://www.ada.gov/filing_complaint.htm.
Harris County ADA Coordinator: 1310 Prairie, Suite 240; Houston, Texas 77002; (713) 274-5419
or (713) 274-5427; Email: HRRMHCADACoordinator@bmd.hctx.net.
Pasadena Title VI Coordinator: Azell Carter, Compliance Examiner City of Pasadena 1211
Southmore Pasadena, Texas 77502 713-475-7295

Public Infrastructure. Throughout the community engagement process, the sidewalk
infrastructure in each of the participating jurisdictions was lacking in many neighborhoods or
along key corridors. According to a resident survey conducted for the AI (details in Section VII),
nearly two in five (36%) residents with disabilities believe that their neighborhood has lower
quality sidewalks than other neighborhoods in their community, similar to all resident in the
region. The proportion of residents with disabilities who responded that they “cannot get
around the neighborhood because of broken sidewalks/no sidewalks/poor street lighting”
varied by community:


More than half (57%) in Missouri City;



Nearly half (47%) in Galveston;



More than two in five (42%) in Houston;



About two in five (38%) in Pasadena; and



About one in four (26%) in Harris County.5

The City of Galveston comprehensive plan calls for a review of public infrastructure to ensure
pedestrian sidewalks and crosswalks are ADA compliant. In addition, the comprehensive plan
calls for the development of a Bay Access Plan to enhance public pedestrian access to the area
near Galveston Bay. The Bay Access Plan includes an inventory and evaluation of ADA
compliance for pedestrian infrastructure. The City of Galveston has already adopted and is
maintaining a similar Beach Access Plan which gives consideration to ADA compliance.
The existing five-year Consolidated Plan for Missouri City includes objectives to widen and
repair sidewalks and install ADA-compliant curb cuts as a goal to address a need identified in the
Fondren, Hunter’s Glen, Fifth Street, Quail Green, Court Road and Lexington/Murphy Road areas.

5 Statistics based on data collected in the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident
Survey conducted for this study. Additional details in Section VII.
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Thee existing fivee-year Consolidated Plan fo
or Pasadena aalso adopts an infrastructu
ure developm
ment
goaal which inclu
udes improvem
ments to sideewalks to meeet ADA standaards.

Tra
ansportation
n. Individuals in Galvestonn who qualifyy for services under the AD
DA and canno
ot
acceess fixed routte buses may use the Islan
nd Transit Diaal-A-Ride Transit Service. IInformation
regarding this seervice, is available at (409)) 797-3909 aand online at
http
p://www.galv
vestontx.gov//543/Dial-A-Ride-Transitt-DART-Servicce. Stakehold
ders pointed tto
receent news thatt bus service in Galveston may be reducced (Galvesto
on County Daaily News,
Deccember 18, 20
017, http://w
www.newsobsserver.com/n
news/businesss/article189
9755919.htmll).
Figu
ure V-9.
Tran
nsit Service

Hou
uston Regionaal Transportaation Authority (METRO) iis the regionaal transportattion authorityy
whiich serves thee city of Housston as well ass major porti ons of the Haarris County sservice area aand
15 other
o
cities, in
ncluding limiited areas in Missouri
M
Cityy and Pasaden
na. METRO offfers over 100
0
buss routes, threee rail lines, an
nd 21 transit centers in thee region as sh
hown on the ssystem map
belo
ow. Accordin
ng to the MET
TRO website, METRO’s fixeed-route busees and METRO
ORail are 100
0
perrcent accessib
ble and requirre no advancee notice to rid
de.
In addition,
a
MET
TRO offers ME
ETROLift, an on-demand,
o
sshared-ride p
public transit service. In
acco
ordance with
h the ADA, traavel times and
d the timelineess of service are comparaable to METRO
O’s
fixeed-route bus service.
s
Addittional information is availaable at (713) 225-0119 an
nd online at
http
ps://www.rid
demetro.org//Pages/METR
ROLift.aspx. T
Three categorries of people are eligible ffor
METROLift serviice:
h disabilities who are unab
ble, without tthe assistancee of another p
person, to boaard,
1. Persons with
navigate, rid
de or disembaark from an acccessible locaal bus.
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2. Persons with
h disabilities who can use an accessiblee vehicle but w
want to traveel on a bus or rail
route that is inaccessible..
3. Persons with
h disabilities who are prev
vented from ggetting to and
d from the loccal bus due to
o
their disability. Eligibility
y is based on a functional l imitation preeventing the p
patron from
walking or rolling
r
to a bu
us stop withou
ut assistance from others.
l
with
hin three-quaarters of a miile and duringg
METROLift transsports riders to and from locations
the same days an
nd hours of METRO’s
M
existting fixed-rou
ute bus and light-rail serviices. These
serv
vices operatee seven days a week from 3:35
3
am to 2: 15 am. Outsid
de this three--quarters of a
mile service areaa, METROLiftt offers servicce from 5:00 aam to 11:30 p
pm Monday th
hrough Friday,
7:00 am to 12:30
0 am Saturday and 7:00 am
m to 11:30 pm
m Sunday. Base fares begin
n at $1.25 witth
add
ditional fees possible
p
for orrigins and destinations ou
utside the threee-quarter m
mile service arrea.
Trip
ps must be sccheduled one day in advan
nce by calling (713) 225-67
716, or onlinee using MACSSWE
EB (www.RideeMETRO.org)).
Figu
ure V-10.
Tran
nsit Service
METRO full servicce map
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Figu
ure V-10 (Conttinued).
Tran
nsit Service
Passadena

Misssouri City
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Pro
oficient scho
ools and educational programs.
p
Coomparing thee maps of school aged
obvious regio
chilldren with dissabilities to th
he map of thee school profiiciency index suggests no o
onal
tren
nd towards co
oncentration of children with
w disabiliti es in areas w
without accesss to proficientt
schools.
Figu
ure V-11.
Disa
ability by Age Group (selected age group
p 5-17 years)

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Figu
ure V-12.
School Proficienccy Index

Note::

HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

All school districcts, colleges, and
a universitties receiving federal finan
ncial assistancce and
emp
ploying 15 orr more person
ns must desiggnate at least one employeee to coordinaate their efforrts
to comply
c
with and
a carry outt their responsibilities und
der Section 50
04 of the 1973
3 Rehabilitatiion
Act. This person is often, thou
ugh not alway
ys, referred too as a Section
n 504 coordin
nator. Requests
for reasonable accommodatio
ons are madee through the Section 504 ccoordinator. A
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comprehensive list of Section 504 coordinators is available from the U.S. Department of
Education at https://www.ed.gov/civ-rts-coordinators.

Resident perspectives on transportation access. Access to fixed route bus service—and
therefore access to paratransit services—is critically important to residents with disabilities
who are transit dependent; this access is an important screening criteria for housing choice.
Survey results, discussions at events and the disability focus group revealed that residents with
disabilities who rely on METRO and METROLift are generally very satisfied with the service. On
average, survey respondents agree with the statement, “I can easily get to the places I want to go
using my preferred transportation option.” It is important to note that during the development
of the AI, the city of Galveston made the decision to cut service hours and routes due to financial
constraints. As such, survey data may not be reflective of the current experience of Galveston
residents with disabilities.

Jobs. Five-year estimates from the American Community Survey (ACS) (2011-15) suggest that
accessing work in the region may be difficult for persons with disabilities. In the Greater
Houston Region the labor force participation rate among persons with disabilities is 45.3
percent and the rate among all residents 16 years and older is 77.1 percent. The unemployment
rate among the general population is 6.5 percent while for individuals with disabilities the
unemployment rate is 14.1 percent.

Resident perspectives on jobs. When asked what was most needed to increase access to
employment, residents with disabilities who participated in the survey identified four primary
areas of need:


Access to transportation;



Outreach to employers to encourage them to hire residents with disabilities;



Job training, coaching and counseling for residents with disabilities; and



Reasonable accommodations for employees with disabilities.

Disability focus group participants noted that employers seem to be more willing to
accommodate those with visible disabilities, but that residents with hidden, discrete, cognitive
or mental disabilities have a more difficult time obtaining accommodations.

Housing. The City of Galveston operates a Handicap Accessibility Program using its CDBG
funding. The Grants and Housing Department also provides a Handicap Accessibility Program
that offers grants to homeowners with physical impairments. This program provides a number
of home improvements to assist homeowners with accessibility needs, including wheelchair
ramps and kitchen and bathroom modifications. Interested parties can contact the Department
of Grants and Housing director at (409) 797-3820.
Harris County offers grant funds for minor home repairs under its Home Repair Assistance
program in the form of assistance up to $20,000 for minor home repairs for those within 50
percent of the median category income for qualified housing including, but not limited to roof
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repair/replacement, handicap accessibility improvements, mechanical, electrical,
weatherization, and plumbing improvements. To be eligible, an applicant must be 62 years or
older or have someone with a documented disability in the home at the time of application.
Applications are available at http://www.housingandcommunityresources.net/wpcontent/uploads/2017/11/HomeRepairApplication_distributed.pdf.
According to the admissions and continued occupancy policy (ACOP) of the Galveston Housing
Authority (GHA), if a person with a disability requests an accommodation to an existing rule,
policy, practice, or service in order to fully access and utilize GHA’s housing programs and
related services, GHA will verify and evaluate the request. GHA is not required to make changes
that would fundamentally alter the program or create an undue financial and administrative
burden. GHA’s reasonable accommodation language from the ACOP is below:
A reasonable accommodation is a change, modification, alteration or adaptation in a
policy, procedure, practice, program or facility that is necessary for a qualified individual
with a disability to have the opportunity to participate in, and benefit from a program or
activity.
It is the policy of GHA to be service-directed in the administration of its housing programs
and to exercise and demonstrate a high level of professionalism while providing housing
services to applicants, residents and participants and to ensure persons with disabilities
are not discriminated against on the basis of their disability in connection with GHA’s
programs, services and activities. If a person with a disability requests an accommodation
to an existing rule, policy, practice, or service in order to fully access and utilize GHA’s
housing programs and related services, GHA will verify and evaluate the request. GHA is
not required to make changes that would fundamentally alter the program or create an
undue financial and administrative burden.
GHA will ask all applicants and resident families if they require any type of
accommodations, in writing, on the intake application, recertification documents, and
notice of adverse action. The notice will include the name and phone number of the GHA
contact person for requests for accommodation for persons with disabilities.
A copy of GHA’s Reasonable Accommodation Policy and Procedures is available at each
public housing development and GHA’s administrative offices.
The Harris County Housing Authority (HCHA) addresses policies related to persons with
disabilities in Part II of their 2018 Administrative Plan:
The PHA will ask all applicants and participants if they require any type of
accommodations, in writing, on the intake application, reexamination documents, and
notices of adverse action by the PHA, by including the following language:
“If you or anyone in your family is a person with disabilities, and you require a
specific accommodation in order to fully utilize our programs and services, please
contact the housing authority.”
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A specific name and phone number of designated staff will be provided to process
requests for accommodation.
After a request for an accommodation is presented, the PHA will respond, in writing,
within 10 business days.
If the PHA denies a request for an accommodation because it is not reasonable (it
would impose an undue financial and administrative burden or fundamentally alter
the nature of the PHA’s operations), the PHA will discuss with the family whether an
alternative accommodation could effectively address the family’s disability-related
needs without a fundamental alteration to the HCV program and without imposing an
undue financial and administrative burden.
If the PHA believes that the family has failed to identify a reasonable alternative
accommodation after interactive discussion and negotiation, the PHA will notify the
family, in writing, of its determination within 10 business days from the date of the
most recent discussion or communication with the family.

Disproportionate Housing Needs
As discussed throughout this section, residents with disabilities are more likely than other
residents to have difficulty finding housing that they can afford that meets their accessibility
needs. This results in a high proportion of residents with disabilities—nearly one in four
regionally—living in housing that does not meet their accessibility needs. A number of factors
contribute to this situation, including:


A lack of accessible, ADA-compliant housing across the region, both market rate and
affordable;



A lack of landlords willing to accept Section 8 vouchers;



A lack of information available to Section 8 voucher holders to help them find landlords
who do participate in the voucher program; and



Many areas of the region lack public transportation and in many neighborhoods, sidewalks
are missing or are dilapidated.

In addition to these region-wide factors, a unique aspect of providing accommodations to
housing in coastal areas or areas in flood plains is the height of housing. Stakeholders indicated
that building a ramp into a raised house requires circling the building which homeowners
perceive as not aesthetically appealing. The costs of ramps to raised houses may also be costprohibitive for homeowners and service providers who are subsidizing the cost of the
modifications.
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SECTION VI.
Publicly Supported Housing Analysis

SEECTION
N VI.
Pu
ublicly Suppo
orted Housing
H
g Analyysis
This section prov
vides an anallysis of publiccly-supported
d housing, inccluding publiccly supported
d
hou
using demogrraphics, locatiion and occup
pancy, and acccess to opporrtunity. The aanalysis focuses
on the
t two publiic housing autthorities partticipating in tthe AI—the H
Harris County Housing
Autthority (HCHA
A), which serv
ves all of Harris County exxcluding Housston, Pasaden
na, and Bayto
own;
and
d the Galvesto
on Housing Au
uthority (GHA
A), which serv
rves the City o
of Galveston.
This section begins with a briief overview of
o HCHA’s an d GHA’s servvices and then
n discusses alll
types of publicly
y supported housing
h
(inclu
uding HUD-fu
unded program
ms as well as developmen
nts
sup
pported throu
ugh the Low In
ncome Housing Tax Creditt, or LIHTC, p
program) by jurisdiction.1

Background
HCHA. HCHA seerves Harris County,
C
excluding Houston
n, which is serrved by the H
Houston Houssing
Autthority; Bayto
own, which is served by th
he Baytown H
Housing Autho
ority; and Passadena, which
h is
serv
ved by the Citty of Pasaden
na Housing Deepartment ass a public hou
using agency. HCHA does n
not
hav
ve any public housing unitss in its inventtory but manaages 3,903 ho
ousing choicee vouchers (H
HCV)
and
d 673 Veteran
n's Assistancee (VASH) voucchers. In addiition to rentaal programs, H
HCHA also wo
orks
to assist
a
qualified clients to obtain homeow
wnership. Figgure VI-1 sho
ows HCHA’s d
direct service
area, along with payment stan
ndards as a percent
p
of Fai r Market Ren
nts (100%, 11
10% and 120%
%).
Figu
ure VI-1.
Harrris County Ho
ousing
Autthority Direct
Servvice Area Map
p
Sourcce:
Harriss County Housing Authority.

1 The
e LIHTC program
m originated in 1986 under the Taxx Reform Act and

was part of an efffort by the federaal government to
devo
olve the obligation
n of publicly-supp
ported housing to
o states and local governments. Tooday, the LIHTC iss the largest singlle
prod
ducer of affordablle rental housing in the country.
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HCHA’s HCV waitlist opened in October 2016 but is currently closed. The PHA has four local
preferences for the HCV program to help address community needs:
1) Living/working on unincorporated Harris County;
2) Homeless with school-aged children (up to 100 applicants);
3) Homeless and refereed by Harris County’s Mental Health Jail Diversion Program (up to
100 applicants); and
4) 4) Shelter Plus Care voucher referrals (up to 20 applicants).
In the 2018 PHA Plan, HCHA outlines their efforts to build inclusive and sustainable
communities free from discrimination:


Build energy-efficient and location-efficient communities that are healthy, affordable, and
diverse;



Currently exploring options to develop new affordable housing communities in high
opportunity areas;



Continue to ensure HCHA’s payment standards account for rental differences throughout
Harris County and to encourage clients to move into areas with high performing schools.2

These efforts illustrate HCHA’s attentiveness to access to opportunity issues—particularly
school quality—for their clients. Over the past five years, HCHA has completed three affordable
developments and is in process of financial closing for another; and has increased its number of
VASH vouchers. It is also working to re-launch its Family Self-Sufficiency program.

GHA. The Galveston Housing Authority has served the City of Galveston since 1940. Prior to
Hurricane Ike in 2008, GHA operated 942 units of public housing (four family developments and
two senior developments along with scattered sites) and 1,213 housing choice vouchers (HCV).
Hurricane Ike was a devastating force on the island and GHA units were no exception. All four of
the PHA’s family developments were destroyed by Ike and in total GHA half of its project-based
housing as a collective result of Hurricanes Ike and Dolly. In the wake of these natural disasters
GHA struggled with displacement of their clients and faced a number of challenges to replacing
the lost housing stock (discussed in more detail in the Galveston-specific portion of this section).
Currently, GHA operates 450 public housing units, 127 project-based Section 8 units, 1,213
housing choice vouchers. The housing authority also administers 259 disaster recovery vouchers
from Hurricane Ike and 35 VASH vouchers. GHA partnered with McCormack Baron Salazar to
provide an additional 145 public housing units in mixed income communities. GHA also operates
a Family Self Sufficiency program and a Homeownership program to qualifying HCV clients.

2 HCHA Draft Annual PHA Plan for Fiscal Year 2018. Available online at http://hchatexas.org/wp-content/uploads/Draft2018-PHA-Plan.pdf
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GHA’s HCV program includes the following local preferences:
1) Former public housing families displaced by a natural disaster;
2) Families that live or work in the City of Galveston;
3) Persons with a disability;
4) Persons 62 years of age or older;
5) Families with at least one adult employed at least 30 hours per week;
6) Persons currently enrolled and participating in a job training program;
7) Veteran status (or surviving spouse of veteran); and
8) Participants in GHA Disaster Voucher Ike program.
In the 2018 Draft PHA Plan, GHA outlines their efforts to build inclusive and sustainable
communities free from discrimination:


PHA Goal 1: Ensure equal opportunity and affirmatively further fair housing:
 Collaborated with multiple municipalities/housing authorities to contract a
consultant for research and development of Assessment of Fair Housing;
 Undertook affirmative measures to ensure access to assisted housing regardless
of race, color, religion, national origin, sex, familial status, disability, sexual
orientation, gender identity, or marital status;
 Ensured that the waiting list was free from discrimination based on the varying
factors above;
 GHA has certified that it has taken affirmative measures, including displaying a
statement on the Home page of our website www.ghatx.org;
 Conducted AFFH training for staff including Section 504;
 Conducted Fair Housing Workshop open to all Galveston citizens and officials in
partnership with the City of Galveston during Fair Housing Month;
 Abided by GHA’s policies and procedures when admitting persons to housing
from the waiting lists, including admitting based on established preferences;
 Undertook affirmative measures to provide a suitable living environment for
families living in assisted housing, regardless of race, color, religion national
origin, sex, familial status, disability, sexual orientation, gender identity, or
marital status;
 Ensured that maintenance concerns were addressed properly in the order in
which they were received and without bias based on the varying factors above;
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 Undertook affirmative measures to ensure accessible housing to persons with all
varieties of disabilities regardless of unit size required;
 Ensured that persons with disabilities were accommodated where necessary
and to the greatest extent feasible;
 Continued to use mechanism for clients to notify GHA of need for reasonable
accommodation; and
 Each employee signs a Code of Ethics Statement which includes an Equal
Opportunity Non-Discrimination Statement at the time of the employee
orientation.


PHA Goal: Seek ways to address blight and deconcentrate poverty
 Continued to work with GHA’s mixed income management partner to promote
income mixing and deconcentrate poverty through GHA’s redevelopment plans;
and
 Worked with the Texas General Land Office and HUD as they implement the plan
to use scattered sites as part of the overall redevelopment plan.3

PHA housing by jurisdiction. Figure VI-2 shows the HUD-assisted housing programs by
location. The bulk of these units are supported by HCHA and GHA, though totals may also include
Baytown Housing Authority units and state-administered vouchers.
The Harris County service area, has just over 10,000 HUD assisted households (through projectbased Section 8, other multifamily and vouchers). This accounts for about 1.6 percent of all
housing units in the jurisdiction. In Pasadena, HUD rental assistance programs support 1,337
households, or 2.6 percent of the total housing stock. Missouri City does not contain any public
housing, project-based Section 8, or other multifamily units but does have 187 households
participating in the HCV program—this account for less than 1 percent of the city’s housing
stock. Galveston is the only AI participant that has public housing units in its jurisdiction. In
total, the city has about 1,900 households supported by some form of HUD-assisted rental
(public housing, project based section 8, other multifamily, and HCV program), accounting for
6.3 percent of the total housing stock.

3 GHA Draft Annual PHA Plan for Fiscal Year 2018. Available online at http://www.ghatx.org/pub_info_agencyplan.html
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Figure VI-2.
Section 8, Public Housing, and Other Rental Assistance Programs in Participating Jurisdictions
Harris County
Service Area
Public Housing
Project-based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program
Total HUD Assisted Units/Vouchers
Total Housing Units
Assisted Units as a % of all Units

Pasadena

Missouri City

Galveston

0
1,860
527
7,631
10,018

0
335
76
926
1,337

0
0
0
187
187

450
192
0
1,275
1,917

615,680
1.6%

52,203
2.6%

26,225
0.7%

30,562
6.3%

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

The remainder of this report section discusses publicly supported housing by jurisdiction
(including HUD-supported housing and LIHTC). The focus on the analysis is on representation of
racial and ethnic groups by housing program and patterns in location by program.

Harris County Service Area
The Harris County service area has about 2,400 HUD-supported units (project based section 8 or
other multifamily units), 13,800 LIHTC units, and 7,600 voucher holders. The HUD AFFH-T
provides demographic data on occupants of all HUD programs and provides location information
about both HUD program developments and LIHTC developments. The following discussion first
focuses on representation of protected class populations in HUD programs and then focuses on
patterns in geographic location for HUD program units and vouchers and for LIHTC
developments.

Representation of racial and ethnic groups by housing program. HUD provides data on
the racial and ethnic make-up of households assisted by housing authorities; these are shown
below in Figure VI-3, along with the racial/ethnic make-up of all households earning less than 50
percent of AMI (that is, households likely to be eligible for housing authority assistance). Data for
the Greater Houston region is included for context.
Disparities by race/ethnicity in program utilization relative to eligible households are evident in
the jurisdiction as well as the region. Most notably, 83 percent of housing program participants
are black or African American compared to 22 percent of total households earning less than 50
percent of AMI. This indicates that African Americans are participating in HUD programs at rates
higher than would be expected, given their representation among income eligible households.
Hispanic/Latino residents, on the other hand, are underrepresented in HUD programs (9% of
program participants compared to 43% of income eligible households).
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Figu
ure VI-3.
Pub
blicly
Sup
pported
Hou
useholds by
Racce/Ethnicity,
Harrris County
Servvice Area
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair Housing
nd
Data and Mapping Tool an
R
& Consultin
ng.
BBC Research

Figu
ure VI-4 show
ws the racial//ethnic distrib
bution of partticipants by p
program for tthe Harris
Cou
unty service area
a
and the Greater
G
Houstton Region. D
Disparities aree particularlyy apparent in the
HCV
V program.
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Figure VI-4.
Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity and Program Type, Harris County Service Area

Harris County
Service Area

Non-Hispanic
White
Num.
Pct.

Black or African
American
Num.
Pct.

Hispanic or
Latino
Num.
Pct.

Asian or Pacific
Islander
Num.
Pct.

Program Participants by Housing Type
Public Housing
N/a
Project-Based Section 8
193
Other Multifamily
134
HCV Program
249

N/a
11%
26%
3%

N/a
1,275
67
6,566

N/a
72%
13%
90%

N/a
305
138
387

N/a
17%
27%
5%

N/a
4
171
95

N/a
0%
34%
1%

Total Households by Income
0-30% of AMI
0-50% of AMI
0-80% of AMI

273,953
15,115
25,407
58,159

48%
29%
24%
30%

93,857
12,468
24,372
40,784

17%
24%
23%
21%

165,026
21,694
49,135
82,826

29%
42%
47%
43%

35,379
2,579
5,753
10,796

6%
5%
5%
6%

Greater Houston Region

Non-Hispanic
White
Num.
Pct.

Black or African
American
Num.
Pct.

Hispanic or
Latino
Num.
Pct.

Asian or Pacific
Islander
Num.
Pct.

Program Participants by Housing Type
Public Housing
267
Project-Based Section 8
2,080
Other Multifamily
510
HCV Program
1,792

7%
21%
24%
7%

2,798
5,937
336
22,634

74%
59%
16%
84%

502
1,651
703
2,243

13%
16%
33%
8%

225
343
574
343

6%
3%
27%
1%

Total Households by Income
0-30% of AMI
0-50% of AMI
0-80% of AMI

48%
28%
26%
30%

368,894
75,885
129,850
198,060

18%
29%
27%
24%

570,233
98,619
203,944
325,753

28%
38%
42%
40%

128,349
12,955
23,505
40,600

6%
5%
5%
5%

972,175
73,755
124,060
244,115

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool and BBC Research & Consulting.

Persons with disabilities represent 9 percent of residents aged five or older in the Harris County
service area. As shown below, in Figure VI-5, people with disabilities are overrepresented in all
HUD programs, particularly in Other Multifamily housing and as voucher holders. The same is
true on the Greater Houston region overall, in which the incidence of disability is 11 percent
among all residents aged five or older but ranges from 16 percent to 30 percent among HUD
program participants.
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Figure VI-5.
Disability by Publicly Supported
Housing Program Category, Harris
County Service Area

People with a Disability
Num.
Pct.

Note:
The definition of "disability" used by the Census Bureau
may not be comparable to reporting requirements
under HUD programs.
Refer to the Data Documentation for details
(www.hudexchange.info).
Source:
HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and
Mapping Tool.

Harris County Service Area
Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program

N/a
200
75
1,425

N/a
11%
14%
19%

Greater Houston Region
Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program

1,157
1,629
359
6,815

30%
16%
16%
25%

Of all of the publicly supported housing programs, Housing Choice Vouchers do the best in
accommodating families with children and/or households who need larger units. The table
below (Figure VI-6) shows unit size and occupancy of families with children by program type.
Figure VI-6.
Publicly Supported Housing by Program Category: Units by Number of Bedrooms and Number of
Children, Harris County Service Area
Households in
0-1 Bedroom Units
Housing Type
Public Housing

N/a

Pct.

Households in 3+
Bedroom Units

Households with
Children

Num.

Pct.

Num.

Pct.

Num.

Pct.

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a
49%

Project-Based Section 8

901

49%

791

43%

92

5%

899

Other Multifamily

531

100%

0

0%

0

0%

0

0%

1,222

16%

2,125

28%

4,005

53%

4,799

63%

HCV Program
Note:

Num.

Households in 2
Bedroom Units

Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

Patterns in location by program. Figure VI-7 maps the location of publicly supported
housing units in Harris County by type and identifies the percentage of rental units that house
voucher holders. The icons and shading on the map represent different types of publicly
supported housing:


Blue icons indicate housing that is owned and operated by a public housing authority.



Orange icons represent affordable rental housing that offers Housing Choice
Voucher/Section 8 subsidies.



Purple icons represent Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) developments.



Green icons show other types of publicly supported rental housing.



Grey shading shows the percentage of rental units that house Housing Choice Voucher
holders.
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Mosst of the iconss shown on th
he map fall within
w
the Cityy of Houston, but Harris Co
ounty, excluding
entitlements, con
ntains 15 pro
oject-based seection 8 devellopments, 15
5 other publiccly supported
d
multifamily deveelopments, an
nd 83 LIHTC development
d
ts.
Figu
ure VI-7.
Pub
blicly Assisted Housing in Harris County

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Thee map shows an absence of developmen
nts in northw
west Harris Co
ounty, offset b
by higher
vou
ucher use in th
hat area. Public housing iss clustered in Central Housston and in Baytown
(operated by Ho
ouston Housin
ng Authority and
a Baytown
n Housing Autthority). Vouccher use is
high
hest across th
he northern outskirts
o
of Houston and aalso directly south of down
ntown Housto
on,
and
d in Baytown.
Figu
ure VI-8 evalu
uates the locaation of publicly supported
d housing uniits, excludingg vouchers, byy
pov
verty rate of the
t surroundiing neighborh
hood. About oone quarter o
of all units aree located in
neig
ghborhoods where
w
the pov
verty rate excceeds 30 perccent—relativvely high poveerty
neig
ghborhoods. Ten percent of
o units are in
n low povertyy neighborhoods (povertyy less than 10%
%).
Figu
ure VI-8.
Pub
blicly Assisted Units and Po
overty by Censsus
Tracct, Harris County Service Area

Census Tract
Poverty Rate

Number of
Publicly
Assisted Unitss

Percent of
Publicly
Assisted Units

Note::
Includ
des project based secction 8, other multifaamily, and LIHTC. Do
oes
not in
nclude HCV.
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair Housing Datta and Mapping Tooll.
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Lesss than 10% poverty
10%
% to 20% poverty
20%
% to 30% poverty
30%
% to 40% poverty
40%
% poverty or higheer

1,550
5,235
4,925
2,538
1,813

10%
33%
31%
16%
11%
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Figure VI-9 shows demographic characteristics of publicly supported housing located in
R/ECAPs and located outside R/ECAPs. Overall 56 percent of project based section 8 units are
located in R/ECAPs compared to just 5 percent of housing choice vouchers. Within the section 8
voucher program, all protected class population shown in the figure have higher representation
in R/ECAP-located units than non-R/ECAP units, except families with children.
Figure VI-9.
R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category, 2010

Total Number of
Units Occupied

Percent
White

Percent
Black

Percent
Hispanic

Percent
Asian/Pacific
Islander

Percent
Families with Percent
Children
Elderly

Percent
with a
Disability

Public Housing
R/ECAP

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

Non R/ECAP

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

R/ECAP

943

Non R/ECAP

736

5%
16%

75%
68%

20%
15%

0%
0%

44%
55%

21%
17%

12%
8%

17%
32%

47%
11%

34%
27%

2%
30%

0%
0%

87%
96%

89%
5%

1%
4%

95%
90%

5%
5%

0%
1%

60%
63%

17%
12%

21%
19%

Project-based Section 8

Other HUD Multifamily
R/ECAP
Non R/ECAP

59
372

HCV Program
R/ECAP
Non R/ECAP
Note:

383
6,696

Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data reflect information on all members
of the household.

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

Low Income Housing Tax Credit Housing. HUD’s Low Income Housing Tax Credit database
provides latitude and longitude for LIHTC locations. Note that the LIHTC database shows 121
developments with 18,322 total units located in the Harris County service area—more than the
HUD AFFH-T data which report on 13,843 LIHTC units in 83 developments.
Using GIS to place each unit’s location and match it with Census data on minority status provided
the results below and the maps in Figures VI-10 through VI-13, assessing 2016 units using 2010
Census data:


Northeastern quadrant: Over three-fourths (79.2%) of 24 LIHTC locations are in Census
tracts which are 75 percent or more minority. Only one was located in a tract that was less
than 25 percent minority.



Northwestern quadrant: Half of all locations (19 of 38) are in Census tracts which were 75
percent or more minority (2010). None were located in a tract that was less than 25
percent minority.
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Southwesteern quadrant:: All six LIHTC
C locations arre in Census ttracts which w
were 75 percent
or more minority (2010).



Southeasterrn quadrant: More than one-third (38..2%) of 34 loccations were in Census traacts
which are 75
7 percent or more minoriity. None werre located in a tract that w
was less than 25
percent min
nority.

Figu
ure VI-10.
Norrtheastern Harris County: LIHTC
L
Location
ns and Percen
nt Minority

Sourcce: Cedar Grove Institute for Sustainable
e Communities, Inc.
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Figu
ure VI-11.
Norrthwestern Ha
arris County: LIHTC Locatio
ons and Perceent Minority

Sourcce: Cedar Grove Institute for Sustainable
e Communities, Inc.
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Figu
ure VI-12.
Sou
uthwestern Ha
arris County: LIHTC Locatio
ons and Perceent Minority

Sourcce: Cedar Grove Institute for Sustainable
e Communities, Inc.

Figu
ure VI-13.
Sou
utheastern Harris County: LIHTC
L
Locations and Percen
nt Minority

Sourcce: Cedar Grove Institute for Sustainable
e Communities, Inc. City of Pasadena: Puublicly Assisted Houssing
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Geo
ocoding the LIHTC databasse indicates4 that approxim
mately two-th
hirds (64.6%)) of all units iin
Harrris County exxcluding Houston are in Ceensus tracts tthat are 75 peercent or morre minority. T
The
aveerage percent minority for all 16,084 LIHTC units is 8
85.4 percent minority. These results
indicate that LIH
HTC placemen
nt is perpetuaating segregattion.
Theese projects represent a to
otal of 18,322 units. Ninetyy-five of 121 p
projects repo
orted the yearr
their units were placed in serrvice, and that timeline is sshown below
w:
Figu
ure VI-14.
Pasadena, TX: 11
1 Low-Income
e Housing Taxx Credit Projecct Timeline

Sourcce: HUD’s Low Income Housing Tax Cred
dit database and Inte
ernational Developm
ment and Planning, LLLC.

Of 102
1 LIHTC prrojects reportting target population resttrictions, 91.7
7 percent servve low incom
me
resiidents.

Passadena
Passadena has 41
11 HUD-suppo
orted units (p
project based
d section 8 or other multifaamily units),
2,52
25 LIHTC uniits, and admin
nisters nearly
y 1,100 housi ng choice vou
uchers. The H
HUD AFFH-T
pro
ovides demographic data on
o occupants of all HUD prrograms and p
provides locaation informaation
abo
out both HUD program dev
velopments and LIHTC devvelopments. T
The followingg discussion ffirst
focu
uses on repreesentation of protected claass population
ns in HUD pro
ograms and tthen focuses o
on
pattterns in geographic locatio
on for HUD program unitss and voucherrs and for LIH
HTC
dev
velopments.

Rep
presentatio
on of racial and
a ethnic groups
g
by h
housing proggram. HUD pprovides dataa on
the racial and ethnic make-up
p of househollds assisted b
by housing authorities; theese are shown
n
belo
ow in Figure VI-15, along with
w the raciaal/ethnic makke-up of all ho
ouseholds eaarning less thaan

4 Geocoding points which
w
are very close to a boundary could be allocateed to the wrong "p
place" (one side o
of a street versus

anotther may indicate a different Censu
us tract). Howeveer, the large numb
ber of locations iss likely to cancel o
out any major
disto
ortion when calcu
ulating average fig
gures such as aveerage percent min
nority.
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50 percent
p
of AM
MI (that is, ho
ouseholds likeely to be eligib
ble for housin
ng authority aassistance). D
Data
for the Greater Houston
H
regio
on is included
d for context.
n of program participants iin Pasadena aare Hispanic
Relative to the reegion, a higheer proportion
(46
6%) and a low
wer proportion are African
n American (2
23%). Even so
o, disparities still show thaat
Afriican Americans are overreepresented an
nd Hispanics are underrep
presented as h
housing
pro
ogram particip
pants relativee to their reprresentation aamong low inccome househ
holds. That is
truee both in Pasaadena and thee region overrall.
Figu
ure VI-15.
Pub
blicly Supporte
ed
Hou
useholds by
Racce/Ethnicity,
Pasadena
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering
Fair Housing
H
Data and Maapping
Tool and
a BBC Research &
Consu
ulting.

Figu
ure VI-16 sho
ows the raciall/ethnic distrribution of paarticipants byy program in P
Pasadena and
d
the Greater Houston Region. Non-Hispanicc white resideents are overrrepresented in project-baased
secttion 8 and oth
her multifamily units relattive to their rrepresentation among low
w and extremeely
low
w income housseholds. For African
A
Amerrican residentts, the opposiite is true: theey are
und
derrepresenteed in project based section
n 8 and otherr multifamily but overreprresented in th
he
HCV
V program. Th
his disparity seems to indiicate that theese different H
HUD program
ms are servingg
diffferent populations—this could be due to
t preference s, demograph
hic characteriistics, or
diffferent types of
o marketing of
o the differen
nt programs.
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Figure VI-16.
Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity and Program Type, Pasadena

Pasadena

Non-Hispanic
White
Num.
Pct.

Black or African
American
Num.
Pct.

Hispanic or
Latino
Num.
Pct.

Asian or Pacific
Islander
Num.
Pct.

Program Participants by Housing Type
Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program
Total Households by Income
0-30% of AMI
0-50% of AMI
0-80% of AMI

Greater Houston Region

N/a
194
33
159

N/a
60%
49%
19%

N/a
5
0
279

N/a
2%
0%
33%

N/a
122
34
409

N/a
38%
50%
48%

N/a
0
1
0

N/a
0%
1%
0%

19,944

43%

1,233

3%

24,529

52%

1,077

2%

2,110
4,280
7,345

29%
30%
31%

438
478
813

6%
3%
3%

4,690
9,395
15,209

64%
65%
64%

140
199
334

2%
1%
1%

Non-Hispanic
White
Num.
Pct.

Black or African
American
Num.
Pct.

Hispanic or
Latino
Num.
Pct.

Asian or Pacific
Islander
Num.
Pct.

Program Participants by Housing Type
Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program
Total Households by Income
0-30% of AMI
0-50% of AMI
0-80% of AMI

267
2,080
510
1,792

7%
21%
24%
7%

2,798
5,937
336
22,634

972,175

48%

368,894

73,755
124,060
244,115

28%
26%
30%

75,885
129,850
198,060

74%
59%
16%
84%
18%
29%
27%
24%

502
1,651
703
2,243

13%
16%
33%
8%

225
343
574
343

6%
3%
27%
1%

570,233

28%

128,349

6%

98,619
203,944
325,753

38%
42%
40%

12,955
23,505
40,600

5%
5%
5%

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool and BBC Research & Consulting.

Persons with disabilities represent 12 percent of residents aged five or older in Pasadena. As
shown below, in Figure VI-17, people with disabilities are overrepresented in all HUD programs,
particularly in Other Multifamily housing and as voucher holders. The same is true on the
Greater Houston region overall, in which the incidence of disability is 11 percent among all
residents aged five or older but ranges from 16 percent to 30 percent among HUD program
participants.
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Figure VI-17.
Disability by Publicly Supported
Housing Program Category,
Pasadena

People with a Disability
Num.
Pct.

Note:
The definition of "disability" used by the Census Bureau
may not be comparable to reporting requirements
under HUD programs.
Refer to the Data Documentation for details
(www.hudexchange.info).
Source:
HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and
Mapping Tool.

Pasadena
Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program

N/a
51
14
197

N/a
16%
20%
22%

Greater Houston Region
Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program

1,157
1,629
359
6,815

30%
16%
16%
25%

Of all of the publicly supported housing programs, Housing Choice Vouchers do the best in
accommodating families with children and/or households who need larger units. The table
below (Figure VI-18) shows unit size and occupancy of families with children by program type.
Figure VI-18.
Publicly Supported Housing by Program Category: Units by Number of Bedrooms and Number of
Children, Pasadena

Housing Type
Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program
Note:

Households in
0-1 Bedroom Units
Num.
Pct.
N/a
293
71
334

N/a
89%
100%
38%

Households in 2
Bedroom Units
Num.
Pct.
N/a
30
0
348

N/a
9%
0%
40%

Households in 3+
Bedroom Units
Num.
Pct.
N/a
3
0
168

Households with
Children
Num.
Pct.

N/a
1%
0%
19%

N/a
24
0
416

N/a
7%
0%
47%

Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

Patterns in location by program. Figure VI-19 maps the location of publicly supported
housing units in Pasadena by type and identifies the percentage of rental units that house
voucher holders. Population by race/ethnicity is included for context. The icons and shading on
the map represent different types of publicly supported housing:


Blue icons indicate housing that is owned and operated by a public housing authority.



Orange icons represent affordable rental housing that offers Housing Choice
Voucher/Section 8 subsidies.



Purple icons represent Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) developments.



Green icons show other types of publicly supported rental housing.



Grey shading shows the percentage of rental units that house Housing Choice Voucher
holders.
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All of the city’s publicly
p
suppo
orted housingg and all tractts with relativvely high vou
ucher use are
locaated in the no
orthern portio
on of Pasaden
na. This part oof the city does accommod
date more
den
nsity but also has high concentrations of
o people of coolor and high
her poverty.
Figu
ure VI-19.
Pub
blicly Assisted Housing and Race/Ethnicitty in Pasaden
na

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Figu
ure VI-20 evaaluates the loccation of publicly supporteed housing un
ng vouchers, b
by
nits, excludin
pov
verty rate of the
t surroundiing neighborh
hood. Most un
nits (61%) arre located in n
neighborhood
ds
wheere the poverrty rate exceeeds 30 percen
nt—relativelyy high povertyy neighborhoods. Just one
dev
velopment con
nsisting of 14
4 units is located in low pooverty neighb
borhoods (povverty less thaan
10%
%).
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Figu
ure VI-20.
Pub
blicly Assisted Units and Po
overty
by Census
C
Tract, Pasadena
Note::
Includ
des project based secction 8, other multifaamily, and
LIHTC
C. Does not include HCV.
H
Sourcce:

Census Tract
Poverty Rate

Numberr of Publicly
Supported Units

Less than 10% poverty
10% to 20% povverty
20% to 30% povverty
30% to 40% povverty
40% poverty or higher

14
562
563
492
1
1,305

ercent of Publiclyy
Pe
Assisted Units
0%
19%
19%
17%
44%

HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair Housing Datta and
Mapp
ping Tool.

In addition
a
to beeing concentrated in higheer poverty areeas, publicly aassisted houssing in Pasadeena
is concentrated in
i higher min
nority areas. Figure
F
VI-21 sshows the peercent minoritty population
n in
neig
ghborhoods surrounding
s
each
e
publicly
y assisted hou
using develop
pment in Pasaadena. Sixty-o
one
perrcent of Pasad
dena’s publiclly assisted deevelopments aare located in
n Census tractts which havee a
high
her proportio
on of minority
y residents th
han the city ovverall.
Figu
ure VI-21.
Cityy of Pasadena: Publicly Asssisted Housingg Project and Location’s Peercent Minoritty (Tract, 2016
6)

Sourcce: HUD Picture of Subsidized
S
Households and International Development and PPlanning LLC.

Figu
ure VI-22 sho
ows demographic characteeristics of pub
blicly supportted housing located in
R/E
ECAPs and loccated outsidee R/ECAPs. Ov
verall 66 perccent of projecct based section 8 units an
nd
42 percent
p
of ho
ousing choice vouchers aree located in R//ECAPs. Pasaadena’s two “other
multifamily” dev
velopments (6
68 units colleectively) are b
both located o
outside the ciity’s R/ECAPss.
Theese other mulltifamily deveelopments priimarily servee elderly resid
dents (87%)—
—49 percent are
non
n-Hispanic wh
hite and 50 peercent are Hispanic.
Witthin the projeect based secttion 8 voucheer program, H
Hispanic progrram participaants and famiilies
with children are more likely
y to live in R/E
ECAP units th
han non-R/EC
CAP units. No
on-Hispanic
whiite program participants
p
and
a those with a disabilityy are more likeely to live in n
non-R/ECAP
m participantts
unitts. Elderly program participants accoun
nt for similarr proportions of all program
in and
a out of R/E
ECAPs.
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Among HCV program participants, elderly residents and those with a disability account for a
higher proportion of residents in non-R/ECAP units than in R/ECAP units.
Figure VI-22.
R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category, 2010

Percent
White

Percent
Black

Percent
Hispanic

Percent
Asian/Pacific
Islander

Percent
Families with
Children

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

Project-based Section 8
R/ECAP
216
Non R/ECAP
111

50%
80%

1%
2%

48%
18%

0%
0%

11%
0%

81%
87%

13%
20%

Other HUD Multifamily
R/ECAP
N/a
Non R/ECAP
68

N/a
49%

N/a
0%

N/a
50%

N/a
1%

N/a
0%

N/a
87%

N/a
20%

12%
24%

44%
25%

44%
51%

0%
0%

57%
40%

14%
31%

19%
25%

Total Number of
Units Occupied
Public Housing
R/ECAP
Non R/ECAP

HCV Program
R/ECAP
Non R/ECAP
Note:

356
484

Percent
Percent
with a
Elderly Disability

Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data reflect information on all members
of the household.

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

Low-Income Housing Tax Credits. According to HUD’s Low Income Housing Tax Credit List, there
are 11 LIHTC developments in Pasadena’s city limits, providing about 2,531 units. Of these,
2,525 units are in service, and 90 percent serve low income residents. Only five projects have
been constructed in the last almost-20 years (see Figure VI-23); thus 41.1 percent of the City’s
LIHTC units are almost 20 years old or older. Of the units built since 1998, 53.9 percent are
reserved for the elderly, and this includes the only project built in the last decade.
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Figu
ure VI-23.
Pasadena, TX: 11
1 Low-Income
e Housing Taxx Credit Projecct Timeline

Sourcce: HUD Picture of Subsidized
S
Households and International Development and PPlanning LLC.

As shown
s
in Figu
ure VI-24, fivee of the 11 LIHTC develop
pments in Pasadena are loccated in
R/E
ECAPs. While some studiess do show thaat siting LIHT
TC developmeents in disadvvantaged areaas
can
n help catalyzee private redeevelopment, it
i is also impoortant to conssider whetheer LIHTC sitin
ng
may
y be contribu
uting to segreggation and/or limiting LIH
HTC residentss’ ability to acccess areas off
high
h opportunity
y.
Figu
ure VI-24.
Cityy of Pasadena, TX: LIHTC De
evelopments and R/ECAPs

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.
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Hou
using Choice Vouchers. Paasadena Houssing Authorityy Program ad
dministers ab
bout 1,100
Section 8 Housin
ng Choice Vou
uchers (HCV). Like the Harrris County H
Housing Autho
ority, the Cityy of
Passadena’s Houssing Choice Voucher
V
Waitiing List is clossed. Accordin
ng to the city, it was last op
pen
5
for three days in
n April 2016 and
a received 9,101
9
applicaants.
As shown
s
in Figu
ure VI-25, vou
ucher holderss are more likkely to live in
n or near publlicly assisted
hou
using.
Figu
ure VI-25.
Cityy of Pasadena, TX: Distribu
ution of Vouch
her Units

10%

6.3%
% 7.5%
4.1%

16.6%

5%

9.1%

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

Missouri Cityy
Misssouri City has no Public Housing
H
Autho
ority,6 no pub
blic housing, aand no projecct based Sectiion
8 un
nits. It does have
h
one LIHT
TC developmeent (105 unitts) and 187 HCV holders. A
Although publicly
sup
pported housiing is limited in Missouri City,
C
the follow
wing discussiion considerss representatiion
of racial/ethnic
r
groups
g
amon
ng voucher ho
olders and disscusses the geeographic disstribution of
vou
uchers in the city
c and the lo
ocation of thee city’s LIHTC
C developmen
nt.

5 Citty of Pasadena, “P
Pasadena Housing
g Program Waitin
ng List Opening.”
6 HU
UD, PHA Contact Information,
I

httpss://portal.hud.go
ov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/public_in
ndian_housing/ph
ha/contacts/tx2
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Rep
presentatio
on of proteccted class grroups. Figuree VI-26, show
ws the racial/ethnic
disttribution of HCV
H program participants in Pasadena ccompared to the racial/eth
hnic distributtion
of all
a householdss earning lesss than 50 perccent of AMI (tthat is, houseeholds likely tto be eligible for
hou
using authoritty assistance)). Data for HC
CV participantts in the Greaater Houston region is
inclluded for context.
Thee vast majoritty—97 percen
nt—of voucheer holders livving in Missou
uri City are bllack or Africaan
American. This compares
c
to 43
4 percent off low income rresidents in M
Missouri City that are blacck or
Afriican American. In other words, African American re presentation
n among voucher holders iss
2.2 times their reepresentation
n among inco
ome eligible h
households. In
n the region o
overall the
oveerall represen
ntation of Afriican American
ns among vou
ucher holderss is lower (84
4%) but the
disp
parity is even
n higher: Africcan American
n representatiion among vo
oucher holderrs is 3.1 timess
their representaation among in
ncome eligiblle householdss in the Greatter Houston rregion.
Figu
ure VI-26.
HCV
V holders by
Racce/Ethnicity,
Misssouri City
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair Housing
Data and Mapping Tool an
nd
R
& Consultin
ng.
BBC Research

Figu
ure VI-27 sho
ows additionaal details abou
ut HCV holdeer householdss living in Misssouri City. Th
he
vou
ucher program
m in Missourii City primarily serves fam
milies with chiildren (73%) and househo
olds
requiring larger homes (83%
% live in 3+ beedroom units)).
nts aged five or older in M
Missouri City b
but
Perrsons with dissabilities reprresent 7 percent of residen
15 percent
p
of voucher holderrs. Seven perccent of vouch
her holders arre elderly.
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Figure VI-27.
Housing Choice Vouchers
in Missouri City
Source:
HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

Total Units
Occupant Characteristics
Families with children
Elderly
With a disability
Number of Bedrooms
Households in 0-1 Bedroom Units
Households in 2 Bedroom Units
Households in 3+ Bedroom Units

Number

Percent

176

100%

128
12
26

73%
7%
15%

2
19
147

1%
11%
83%

Patterns in location by program. Figure VI-28 maps the location of Pasadena’s single LIHTC
development and identifies the percentage of rental units that house voucher holders.
Population by race/ethnicity is included for context. On the map, LIHTC developments in and
around Missouri City are depicted by purple icons. Grey shading shows the percentage of rental
units that house Housing Choice Voucher holders.
The single LIHTC development location in Missouri City’s borders is an age-restricted property
serving low income seniors. It is located in the south central portion of the city, along Highway 6,
in a very low poverty neighborhood (2%). About one-third of neighborhood residents are nonHispanic white (35%); 22 percent are Asian, 29 percent black and 12 percent Hispanic. Note that
five other LIHTC developments are visible on the map, just outside Missouri City’s northern
borders.
In contract to LIHTC residents, voucher holders in Missouri City are likely to live in
predominantly minority neighborhoods in the northeastern portions of the city.
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Figu
ure VI-28.
Pub
blicly
Assisted
Hou
using and
Racce/Ethnicity
in Missouri
M
City
Sourcce:
HUD Affirmatively
A
Furthering Fair Housing
Data and Mapping Tool.

Galveston
Thee City of Galveeston currenttly has 595 un
nits of public housing, 127
7 project baseed section 8
unitts, 897 LIHTC
C units, and 1,213 voucherr holders. Thee HUD AFFH-T
T provides deemographic d
data
on occupants
o
of all HUD proggrams and pro
ovides locatioon informatio
on about both
h HUD program
dev
velopments an
nd LIHTC dev
velopments. The
T followingg discussion fiirst discussess impacts of
receent natural disasters on th
he PHA’s stock
k then focusees on representation of pro
otected class
pop
pulations in HUD
H
programs and focusess on patterns in geographiic location forr HUD prograam
unitts and voucheers and for LIIHTC develop
pments.

Nattural disasters and GHA
A inventoryy. Prior to Huurricane Ike inn 2008, GHA operated 9422
unitts of public housing (four family develo
opments and two senior developments along with
scatttered sites) and
a 1,213 housing choice vouchers (HC
CV). More thaan half of the units GHA
adm
ministered weere destroyed
d by Hurrican
nes Ike and Doolly in 2008 aand have not been fully

BBC
C RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION VI, PAG
GE 25

replaced. A June 2011 Audit by the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs found
that the City had spent only 3.2 percent of the $174 million in federal disaster recovery funds
allotted to the City through the Affordable Rental Housing Recovery Program. In contrast,
Houston had spent 38.6 percent by that point.7
The Ike and Dolly disaster funding Round Two Action Plan was found to violate the Fair Housing
Act, but a Conciliation Agreement was signed May 21, 2010. As a result,
“In Galveston, HUD and the State of Texas made clear they would uphold federal law
and the Conciliation Agreement and withhold $586 million in CDBG-DR funds to
overcome racially motivated resistance to rebuilding public housing that threatened to
prevent hundreds of low-income predominantly African-American, families from
returning home to the Island.”8
However, racial animosity over replacement of public housing entered city politics, and the City’s
mayor and city council, elected in 2012, pledged to replace public housing with vouchers.
According to the Houston Chronical,
“If Mayor Lewis Rosen replaces plans to rebuild public housing with a voucher
program as he promised in his campaign, it would breach an agreement among
federal and state governments and two housing groups to carry out the rebuilding as
well as a separate agreement with Lone Star Legal Aid, a legal service for the poor.”9
The mayor vowed to declare as surplus the land set aside for rebuilding public housing and to
sell it to a developer.
The City was not able to approve a plan for replacement and in 2013, the Texas General Land
Office imposed a plan in which Galveston Housing Authority would build 145 units of public
housing mixed with market-rate units and the Texas General Land Office would build another
384 scattered-site units around the island.
In 2016 and 2017, the Housing Authority completed its mixed income construction obligation
(Cedars at Carver Park and The Villas on the Strand) but at the time this AI was written, none of
the Land Office units had been built. Affordable housing advocates filed an official complaint
with HUD in December 2016 indicating the Galveston Housing Authority willfully obstructed
rebuilding efforts. The primary contention is related to procedural confusion about what is
required to complete construction. The Land office believes the Housing Authority must request

7 Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs - Internal Audit Department June 2011 Report # 11-1043, page 13.
https://www.tdhca.state.tx.us/pdf/ia/11-AuditReport-DisasterRecoveryProgram.pdf accessed 8/29/2017.
8 Sloan, Madison and Deborah Fowler, “Lessons From Texas 10 Years of Disaster Recovery Examined,” White Paper, Texas
Appleseed, September 15, 2015.
https://www.texasappleseed.org/sites/default/files/TexasAppleseedHurricane_WhitePaper_02c_Final.pdf accessed
8/29/2017.
9 Rice, Harvey, “Critics say new Galveston mayor can't block public housing,” Houston Chronicle, July 2, 2012.

http://www.chron.com/news/houston-texas/article/Critics-say-new-Galveston-mayor-can-t-block-3679982.php; accessed
8/29/2017.
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a waiver of competitive bidding from HUD but the Housing Authority does not believe a waiver
is required and suggests the Land office should seek competitive bids and proceed with
construction.10

Representation of racial and ethnic groups by housing program. HUD provides data on
the racial and ethnic make-up of households assisted by housing authorities; these are shown
below in Figure VI-29, along with the racial/ethnic make-up of all households earning less than
50 percent of AMI (households likely to be eligible for housing authority assistance). Data for the
Greater Houston region is included for context.
In Galveston, nearly two-thirds (65%) of program participants are African American, 20 percent
are non-Hispanic white and 14 percent are Hispanic. Disparities in program utilization relative
to eligible households by race/ethnicity are similar to the region overall: African Americans
overrepresented in HUD programs while Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites are
underrepresented.

10 Rice, Harvey, “Galveston accused of obstructing public housing,” Houston Chronicle, February 11, 2017.

www.houstonchronicle.com/news/houston-texas/houston/article/Galveston-accused-of-obstructing-public-housing10926270.php
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Figu
ure VI-29.
Pub
blicly Supporte
ed
Hou
useholds by
Racce/Ethnicity,
Galvveston
Sourcce:
HUD AFFH-T
A
and BBC
Reseaarch & Consulting.

Figu
ure VI-30 sho
ows the raciall/ethnic distrribution of paarticipants byy program for Galveston an
nd
the Greater Houston Region. Disparities arre particularlly apparent in
n project-baseed section 8
unitts.
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Figure VI-30.
Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity and Program Type, Galveston

Galveston

Non-Hispanic
White
Num.
Pct.

Black or African
American
Num.
Pct.

Hispanic or
Latino
Num.
Pct.

Asian or Pacific
Islander
Num.
Pct.

Program Participants by Housing Type
Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program
Total Households by Income
0-30% of AMI
0-50% of AMI
0-80% of AMI

Greater Houston Region

156
19
N/a
175

36%
10%
N/a
15%

210
159
N/a
777

49%
82%
N/a
68%

58
15
N/a
180

13%
8%
N/a
16%

3
0
N/a
2

1%
0%
N/a
0%

10,705

54%

3,474

17%

4,774

24%

1,045

5%

1,715
2,505
4,185

38%
36%
40%

1,505
2,100
2,745

34%
30%
26%

974
1,924
3,049

22%
28%
29%

285
360
605

6%
5%
6%

Non-Hispanic
White
Num.
Pct.

Black or African
American
Num.
Pct.

Hispanic or
Latino
Num.
Pct.

Asian or Pacific
Islander
Num.
Pct.

Program Participants by Housing Type
Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program
Total Households by Income
0-30% of AMI
0-50% of AMI
0-80% of AMI

267
2,080
510
1,792

7%
21%
24%
7%

2,798
5,937
336
22,634

74%
59%
16%
84%

502
1,651
703
2,243

13%
16%
33%
8%

225
343
574
343

6%
3%
27%
1%

972,175

48%

368,894

18%

570,233

28%

128,349

6%

73,755
124,060
244,115

28%
26%
30%

75,885
129,850
198,060

29%
27%
24%

98,619
203,944
325,753

38%
42%
40%

12,955
23,505
40,600

5%
5%
5%

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool and BBC Research & Consulting.

Persons with disabilities represent 15 percent of residents aged five or older in Galveston. As
shown below, in Figure VI-31, people with disabilities are overrepresented in Galveston’s public
housing (66% have a disability) and in Galveston’s HCV program (22%). People with disabilities
are underrepresented in the city’s project based section 8 units (4%).
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Figure VI-31.
Disability by Publicly Supported
Housing Program Category,
Galveston

People with a Disability
Num.
Pct.

Note:
The definition of "disability" used by the Census Bureau
may not be comparable to reporting requirements
under HUD programs.
Refer to the Data Documentation for details
(www.hudexchange.info).
Source:
HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and
Mapping Tool.

Galveston
Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program

289
7
N/a
254

66%
4%
N/a
22%

Greater Houston Region
Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program

1,157
1,629
359
6,815

30%
16%
16%
25%

Of all of the publicly supported housing programs, the project based section 8 program does the
best in accommodating families with children and/or households who need larger units. The
table below (Figure VI-32) shows unit size and occupancy of families with children by program
type.
Figure VI-32.
Publicly Supported Housing by Program Category: Units by Number of Bedrooms and Number of
Children, Galveston

Housing Type
Public Housing
Project-Based Section 8
Other Multifamily
HCV Program
Note:

Households in
0-1 Bedroom Units
Num.
Pct.
404
9
N/a
342

92%
5%
N/a
29%

Households in 2
Bedroom Units
Num.
Pct.
11
93
N/a
503

3%
48%
N/a
43%

Households in 3+
Bedroom Units
Num.
Pct.
21
91
N/a
293

Households with
Children
Num.
Pct.

5%
47%
N/a
25%

32
143
N/a
515

7%
74%
N/a
44%

Refer to the Data Documentation for details (www.hudexchange.info).

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

Patterns in location by program. Figure VI-33 maps the location of publicly supported
housing units in Galveston by type and identifies the percentage of rental units that house
voucher holders. Note that the map focuses on the east end of the island as there are no publicly
assisted developments and no data for voucher use outside this area of the city. The icons and
shading on the map represent different types of publicly supported housing:


Blue icons indicate housing that is owned and operated by a public housing authority.



Orange icons represent affordable rental housing that offers Housing Choice
Voucher/Section 8 subsidies.



Purple icons represent Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) developments.



Green icons show other types of publicly supported rental housing.



Grey shading shows the percentage of rental units that house Housing Choice Voucher
holders. This shading is also shown separately in another map later in the discussion.
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Figu
ure VI-33.
Pub
blicly Assisted Housing in Galveston

Sourcce: HUD Affirmative
ely Furthering Fair Ho
ousing Data and Map
pping Tool.

As shown
s
in the map, Galvestton has one project based section 8 devvelopment, tw
wo LIHTC
dev
velopments an
nd three publlic housing deevelopments.. Notably, all o
of these deveelopments aree on
the east end of th
he island; thrree developments are locatted in a singlee R/ECAP.

Pub
blic Housing. The City of Galveston has five public hoousing projeccts and two m
mixed income
com
mmunities con
ntaining publlic housing un
nits:
1. The Oak
ks IV is part off a single-fam
mily home prooject designed
d to be sold to
o low-tomoderatte income ressidents. This project was d
developed evven though the original Oak
ks
IV redev
velopment plaan was oppossed by conserrvative citizen
n “watchdog ggroup” becau
use
“HUD wiill be perform
ming a review
w to analyze iff the redevelo
opment plan, in total,
concentrrates poverty
y north of Bro
oadway.”11 In fact, The Oak
ks IV is locateed in R/ECAP.

11 Open Governmentt Project, “The Oak
ks IV”, Galveston,, TX. Undated. htttp://www.galve stonogp.org/GHA
A/TheOaksIV.pdff

accessed 8/20/2017.
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The Oaks IV is attractive, well-maintained, close to a park and recreation center, but
adjacent to Moody Warehouse #4. Moody Compress and Warehouse12 in Galveston is a
Cotton Distributor. Cotton is processed using a variety of toxins, including 1, 4-Dioxane,
which has a variety of adverse health effects, including nervous system effects and may
be carcinogenic.13 In addition, the #4 Warehouse is floored with asphalt,14 which also
has adverse health effects.15 The grounds of the Oaks IV should be monitored for traces
of these and other toxins associated with cotton processing.
2. Gulf Breeze Apartments includes 376 senior high-rise (11-story) apartments located
three blocks east of Galveston’s R/ECAPs. It is across the street from the City’s Senior
Citizen Center and the Bryan Museum. The Census tract includes 351 households, and is
59 percent minority (25% black and 31% Hispanic).
3. Holland House, 157 high-rise (four floors) apartments, consists of five multi-story
buildings around a central courtyard. It is located at 2810 61st Street, a six-lane divided
highway. It is adjacent to the municipal cemetery, two shopping centers, and a
retirement village.
4. Thirty-four scattered site units include at least one that is a short block from the beachfront. Of the 33 occupied units, 15 percent were non-Hispanic white and 76 percent
were non-Hispanic black.
5. The Cedars at Carver Park, located at 2914 Ball Street, consists of 59 market rate and 63
affordable units. Voucher holders make up 7.4 percent of the Census tract. It is located
inside a Census tract that is 94.5 percent minority and a R/ECAP. Although the
development fails to fully replace the units destroyed by Hurricane Ike in 2008, it was
designed as a mixed-income project and it is a step toward reducing segregation.
6. Villas on the Strand, which was recently completed, is located across from the University
of Texas Medical Branch at Galveston, in the midst of a historic district but across 18th
Street from several locally-unwanted land uses. In 2010, the neighborhood was 57.0
percent non-Hispanic white, 10 percent black, 27.7 percent Latino and 3.2 percent Asian.
The development contains 78 market rate units and 82 affordable units.16 It does not, by
its location, perpetuate segregation.

12 Moody Compress and Warehouse Company, http://moodycompress.com/ accessed 8/19/2017.
13 EPA, Pollution Prevention Toxics: OPPT Chemical Facts Sheets 1,4-Dioxane (CAS No. 123-91-1), Feb. 1995.
https://laboratory.pall.com/content/dam/pall/laboratory/literature-library/nongated/U.S._EPA_OPPT_Chemical_Fact_Sheet.pdf accessed 8/19/2017.
14 http://www.loopnet.com/Listing/16473815/4200-Ball-Street-Galveston-TX/ accessed 8/19/2017.
15 New Jersey Department of Health and Senior Services, “Hazardous Substance Fact Sheet: Asphalt,” April 2007.
https://www.publichealth.va.gov/exposures/sand-dust-particulates/index.asp accessed 8/17/2017.
16 McCormack Baron Salazar Inc., “Groundbreaking of Cedars at Carver Park and Villas on the Strand,” Sept. 10, 2014.
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Low Income Tax Credit Housing. The AFFH Mapping and Data tool provide different LIHTC data.
The AFFH map shows two Low Income Tax Credit Housing projects while the data tool reports
17 LIHTC developments. The two shown on the map are Holland House and Seaport Village.
Holland House, however, is not actually a LIHTC property and is discussed above under public
housing.
Seaport Village Apartments, located at 7200 Heards Lane off Offatts Bayou near the Marina,
includes 192 rental units ranging from 661-972 square feet. Seaport Village is an example of
successful affordable housing in a non-impacted neighborhood—the Census Tract is 52 percent
non-Hispanic white, 11 percent black, 5 percent Asian and 32 percent Hispanic. According to
www.apartments.com, there are no available apartments at this writing.17
HUD’s Low Income Housing Tax Credit Database18 lists 17 LIHTC projects placed in service
through 2015. These LIHTC properties comprise 957 units (not including Holland House and
Seaport Village) which are located in Census blocks that average 65.6 percent minority. Almost
one-third (29%) of these units are in Census blocks that are greater than 85 percent minority.
According to the LIHTC Database, 14 of these 17 properties were placed in service between
1987 and 1989. Sandpiper Cove was added in 1992, but only three additional properties have
been completed in the past 25 years. Two of these were placed in Census tracts that were 94
percent or more minority.

Project based section 8. Sandpiper Cove is included in HUD’s LIHTC Database (discussed above)
but is also included in HUD’s AFFH Mapping and Data Tool as a Project-Based Section 8
multifamily property. Sandpiper Cove is located at 3916 Winnie Street and serves families with
children. The project serves 192 households, of which 7 percent of residents are Hispanic and 90
percent are non-Hispanic black. In addition, it is located in the same R/ECAP as The Oaks IV
public housing and Holland House, a Low Income Housing Tax Credit project. Such clustering
may perpetuate segregation and or make it difficult for program participants to access areas of
high opportunity.
Housing Choice Vouchers. As discussed early in this section, Hurricane Ike destroyed more than
half of Galveston’s public housing and much of its LIHTC housing, placing more demand for
vouchers at a time when there are fewer affordable housing units available to accept those
vouchers. While the 2016 annual turnover was 18 percent, persons who were issued a voucher
in the preceding 12 months waited an average of 57 months on the waiting list (although the
average varies greatly from year to year), according to the 2016 Permanent Supportive Housing
database. Like the Harris County Housing Authority and the City of Pasadena, Galveston’s
Housing Choice Voucher Waiting List is closed. According to the City, “It was last open for three
days in April 2015. There is no notice of when this waiting list will reopen.”19

17 https://www.apartments.com/seaport-village-galveston-tx/91800n5/ accessed 8/20/2017.
18 HUD, Low Income Housing Tax Credit Database, revised: 7/10/17, https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/lihtc.html,

accessed 8/17/2017.
19 https://affordablehousingonline.com/housing-authority/Texas/Galveston-Housing-Authority/TX017 accessed 8/19/2017.
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based section 8 development is located in the same R/ECAP. The vast majority (84%) of public
housing residents that are situated in an R/ECAP are black compared to just 46 percent that are
not situated in a R/ECAP.
In the housing choice voucher program, that disparity is smaller: 74 percent of voucher holders
living in a R/ECAP are black compared to 68 percent of voucher holder living outside a R/ECAP.
Overall most voucher holders (88%) live outside the city’s R/ECAPs.
Figure VI-36.
R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category, 2010

Total Number of
Units Occupied

Percent
Asian/Pacific
Islander

Percent
Families with
Children

Percent
with a
Percent
Elderly Disability

Percent
White

Percent
Black

Percent
Hispanic

39
396

8%
39%

84%
46%

8%
14%

0%
1%

0%
8%

44%
58%

67%
66%

Project-based Section 8
R/ECAP
184
Non R/ECAP
N/a

10%
N/a

82%
N/a

8%
N/a

0%
N/a

74%
N/a

5%
N/a

4%
N/a

Other HUD Multifamily
R/ECAP
N/a
Non R/ECAP
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

N/a
N/a

Public Housing
R/ECAP
Non R/ECAP

HCV Program
R/ECAP
Non R/ECAP
Note:

116
813

14%
15%

74%
68%

12%
16%

0%
0%

43%
44%

17%
18%

24%
22%

Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data reflect information on all members
of the household.

Source: HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool.

Policies Related to Publicly Supported Housing
Public housing authority policies. This portion of the discussion focuses on public housing
authority policies related to accessing opportunity and requesting reasonable accommodations.

Accessing areas of opportunity. One of HCHA’s five year goals is to “utilize housing as a platform
for improving quality of life.” This is accomplished through the following subgoals and
intermediate steps:


Utilize funding to improve educational outcomes and early learning development.
 Provide a local preference for homeless families with school-aged children.
 Provide information and economic resources to allow HCHA-assisted
households with school-aged children to move to schools scoring at or above the
local average.



Utilize funding to improve health outcomes, especially for the homeless population.
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 Coordinate with Federally Qualified Health Centers to provide collocated health
services and wraparound supportive services to formerly chronically homeless
individuals.
 Develop supportive housing for veterans and chronically homeless individuals,
prioritizing individuals who are the most frequent users of emergency room
services.


Utilize funding to increase economic security and self-sufficiency.
 As funding allows, establish a Family Self Sufficiency program that achieves a
graduation rate of at least 50%.
 Coordinate local organizations capable of assisting HCHA non-senior, nondisabled tenants to grow their household income to 80% area median income or
higher.
 Reduce the number of long-term zero income families assisted by HCHA by
providing increased scrutiny, referrals to career services, and access to
appropriate public benefits.

GHA also seeks to encourage access to areas of opportunity, particularly through the HCV
program. As part of this process, GHA provides the following to HCV holders:


Information on general locations and characteristics of neighborhoods including shopping
centers, bus lines, etc.;



A listing of available rental property. The list, updated monthly, states: address, amenities,
deposit information, etc. as provided by owners;



A list of properties and owners who accept HCV vouchers;



A description of portability provisions available in the HCVP;



A map that identifies areas within the City of Galveston that are areas of low poverty and
minority concentrations.

In addition, GHA works to recruit property owners located outside areas of poverty and/or
minority concentration to participate in the HCV program.

PHA reasonable accommodation process. HCHA and GHA outline their respective
policies/procedures for handling reasonable accommodation requests in their Administrative
Plans. HCHA’s Administrative Plan was updated in January of 2018 and GHA’s Administrative
Plan was most recently revised for Fiscal Year 2017. The two PHAs have similar
polices/procedures in plan and the key components are outlined below:


As required by HUD, if an applicant or participant indicates that an exception, change, or
adjustment to a rule, policy, practice, or service is needed because of a disability, HCHA and
GHA will treat the information as a request for a reasonable accommodation, even if no
formal request is made. Both HCHA and GHA will encourage the family to make
accommodation requests in writing using a reasonable accommodation request form, but it
will consider accommodation requests regardless of whether a formal written request has
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been submitted. Both PHAs will also ask all applicants and participants if they require any
type of accommodation on their intake application and reexamination documents.
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As part of the process, the person/family making the request must explain the type of
accommodation required and, if the need for the accommodation is not readily apparent or
known, the family must explain the relationship between the request and the disability.



After a request has been made, HCHA/GHA must determine whether the person meets the
definition of a person with a disability, the accommodation is reasonable, and that the
accommodation will enhance the family’s access to HCHA’s programs and services. Once
verified, it is HCHA’s policy to respond to the request within 14 days; GHA’s policy is to
respond in 10 days.



If HCHA/GHA denies a request for an accommodation because it is “not reasonable,”
HCHA/GHA will discuss alternative accommodation(s) with the family.

Source of income protection. In 2015 the Texas state legislature passed a law barring cities
from passing laws banning landlords from discrimination based on source-of-income. According
to a 2017 article in the Houston Chronicle, housing policy experts widely view such legislation as
a barrier to integration and de-concentration of poverty. The law is currently being challenged in
the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Texas on the basis that the law violates the Fair
Housing Act by blocking predominantly African American public housing voucher holders from
securing housing in predominantly non-Hispanic white neighborhoods.
As discussed in Section VII Community Engagement Findings, survey respondents and focus
group participants reported significant challenges in using vouchers due to landlords’
unwillingness to accept vouchers as a source of income.

Policies related to siting LIHTC developments. The LIHTC program originated in 1986
under the Tax Reform Act and was part of an effort by the federal government to devolve the
obligation of publicly-supported housing to states and local governments. Today, the LIHTC is
the largest single producer of affordable rental housing in the country. There has been much
debate nationally around siting LIHTC units. That debate underscores the benefits of locating
LIHTC units in areas of high opportunity (to improve access to these neighborhoods for LIHTC
residents) but also highlights the benefits of using LIHTC developments to catalyze economic
recovery in disadvantaged neighborhoods. For the most part, experts agree that both strategies
are important and both contribute to improving quality of live and economic opportunity for all
community residents.
However, in Texas it has historically been particularly challenging to locate LIHTC units in areas
of high opportunity. Although the subsidy for tax credits is federal, states allocate credits and, as
part of this process, develop a Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) that outlines development
preferences and scoring. In Texas, “community support” is a factor in scoring of LIHTC
applications. Elected official approval of a proposed LIHTC housing project is also part of the
scoring and award process. The state’s scoring mechanism for LIHTC applications that includes
community support has, in some cases, perpetuated NIMBYism and made it difficult to site
LIHTC units in areas of high opportunity.


For example, in January 2012, a private company was hired to send out notifications to
residents living near proposed LIHTC developments. The letter directed residents to
contact state elected officials, the school district, county commissioners and TDHCA and
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express support or opposition for “Low Income Apartment Projects.” (It should be noted
that LIHTC developments are often mixed-income developments and do not exclusively
house low income individuals). The notification did not contain facts about the particular
development (e.g., design standards, size of development and units, target population) but
did include a map of where the development was proposed to be located.


Advocates state that, in many cases, “neighborhood opposition letters” contain information
that is untrue and should not be used against a proposed development. They suggest that
such letters should be given less weight in LIHTC consideration and/or fact-checked for
accuracy. Significant organized neighborhood opposition towards a project may cause a
developer to relocate to a neighborhood with less opposition. Often times these areas of
least resistance are low income neighborhoods without the organization to oppose a new
development, according to an analysis by Texas Housers.

In 2013, Texas’ QAP was changed to include an “Opportunity Index” to help prioritize locating
LIHTC projects in high-opportunity areas. That criteria was changed again in 2017 in response
to complaints that there were too few high-opportunity areas that qualified for the maximum
application points and also that the requirements made it difficult to use LIHTC as a catalyst for
redevelopment in underserved neighborhoods.
A recent report, conducted by Rice University’s Kinder Institute for Urban Research and released
in November 2017, evaluated the siting of Harris County LIHTC units in 2016 (under the 2013
QAP criteria) and in 2017 under the modified opportunity index from the 2017 QAP. The study
found that the current QAP may push LIHTC developments to the outskirts of Harris County
(outside areas of highest opportunity), perpetuating the separation of LIHTC residents from
areas with high access to opportunity.
The study concludes by noting the need for continued solutions and the impact of other QAP
criteria, including the community support points:
While the Opportunity Index is an important part of the scoring system, additional
considerations, such as the support of an elected official or of the surrounding community,
continue to hold significant sway in point totals for proposed tax credit projects. These
considerations further complicate attempts to disperse housing throughout the region into
both high-opportunity and lower-income areas, because proposed projects are often
opposed by existing neighborhoods for a number of reasons. Addressing this hurdle is
central to a balanced strategy that involves both opportunity and revitalization LIHTC
projects.
While research into Texas’ LIHTC program and its QAP process has shown that the
processes have led to units being built in higher opportunity areas since 2014, there
remains a great need for jurisdictions and citizens to consider strategies to providing
quality affordable housing in areas that can increase residents’ ability to get to jobs and
other public services. This work can and should be done in both high-opportunity areas and
underserved communities simultaneously. 20

20 Dian Nostikasari, et al. “Growing But Unequal: Mapping High Opportunity Areas and Implications for Affordable Housing.”
Kinder Institute for Urban Research, Rice University. November 2017.
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Community Participation Process
The community participation process for the regional AI provided multiple opportunities in
various formats for residents and stakeholders to share their experience and opinions about fair
housing choice and access to opportunity in the region.

Outreach Activities. Outreach activities included resident and stakeholder engagement
opportunities and were promoted by each of the participating jurisdictions and community
partners.
Methods of engagement. The community engagement process designed for the AI focused on
creating opportunities to participate in whatever format residents preferred, from a survey
available online and in a postage-paid mail format, pop up events where the study team engaged
residents attending community events, open house public meetings and focus groups.
Resident survey. A total of 5,889 residents of the region responded to the resident survey which
was available in English, Spanish and Vietnamese. The survey was offered online and in postagepaid mail surveys distributed to residents by the jurisdictions and community partners.
“Pop up” engagement events. At “pop up” engagement events, 269 residents participated in
prioritization activities and more discussed their fair housing and access to opportunity
experiences with the study team. HUD’s AFFH-T maps of the region were available for residents
to review and discuss. The purpose of the events was to bring the AI community engagement
process to residents attending other scheduled community events. The selected “pop up”
opportunities were chosen because members of protected classes were the most likely
attendees. All materials were available in English and Spanish.


Barrett Station Homecoming and Parade, July 15, 2017—About 200 residents attended the
event; most attendees were African American adults and families with children. Many
engaged in discussions of fair housing issues with the study team and 41 participated in the
prioritization exercise.



Galveston Holland House Development Tenant Tuesday, July 15, 2017—13 residents
attended and all participated in the prioritization exercise. All of the attendees were elderly;
half were white and half persons of color.



Galveston Back to School Fair, July 15, 2017—400 residents attended, most were Hispanic
or African American families with children. Many attendees stopped to discuss their
experience with the study team and 80 participated in the prioritization exercise.



Galveston Beach Band concert, July 15, 2017—distributed survey flyers to 175 event
attendees. Attendees were predominantly elderly, many presenting with disabilities, and
white, with the balance being families with children, including African American and
Hispanic families.
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Pasadena Public Library, December 19, 2017—23 participants in prioritization exercise.
Most of the participants were Hispanic parents who brought their children with them to the
library.



Pasadena Verne Cox Multipurpose Recreation Center Holiday Gala for Residents with
Developmental Disabilities event, December 19, 2017—130 residents attended; most were
Hispanic or white residents with a developmental disability or a family member of a
resident with a developmental disability. Many discussed their housing experiences with
the study team and 45 participated in the prioritization exercise.



Galveston Public Housing Authority event, December 20, 2017—80 to 90 residents engaged
and 24 participated in prioritization exercise. Most attendees were African American
families and the remainder were Hispanic families.



Missouri City Recreation and Tennis Center event, January 20, 2017—70 to 80 residents
discussed their housing and access to opportunity experiences with the study team. The
attendees were a nearly even mix of African American, Hispanic and white families with
children; 26 participated in the prioritization exercise.



Harris County outreach at Salvation Army’s Mary Gibbs Jones Residence for Women,
Children and Families. In order to preserve the privacy of the Residence residents, the
study team provided the onsite manager with information about the AI and distributed
resident survey flyers and hard copies of the survey in English and Spanish.

Focus group with residents with disabilities. The Houston Center for Independent Living hosted a
focus group with residents with disabilities on March 14, 2017. Sixteen residents with
disabilities participated in the discussion which was conducted in English and American Sign
Language (ASL) through the assistance of two ASL interpreters.
Focus group with resident advisory board. The Galveston Housing Authority and the Harris
County Housing Authority both hosted a focus group with their respective Resident Advisory
Boards to discuss residents’ experiences with fair housing choice and access to opportunity.
Community open house events. A total of 56 residents attended one of four community open
house events held in February 2018 at locations in Galveston, Pasadena, Missouri City and Harris
County. The open house format included:


A scrolling presentation of results from the AI analysis including HUD AFFH-T maps
allowing residents to receive all pertinent information regardless of their time of arrival;



A prioritization exercise identifying fair housing and community development needs and
issues residents want the AI goals to achieve;



Opportunities for residents to identify housing, community and economic development
needs on area maps;
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A NIMBY exercise related to the siting of different types of housing and housing uses as well
as support for different types of people moving into a neighborhood or community; and



Open discussion with study team members and staff from the participating partners.

All materials were provided in English and Spanish and Spanish-language interpreters were
available to guide attendees with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) through the activities and
exercises. Each event was held from 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. to accommodate as many residents as
possible.
Stakeholder consultation. Stakeholder consultation included a kickoff meeting with stakeholders,
consultation on the resident survey content and stakeholder focus groups.


The stakeholder kickoff meeting was held on June 15, 2017 in Harris County; 31 people
attended representing city and county departments, social service organizations, housing
providers, fair housing organizations and advocates for low income residents.



Prior to the launch of the resident survey, the participating partners invited representatives
of local advocacy organizations to comment on the survey questions. In response to these
thoughtful suggestions the survey was modified. The study team gratefully acknowledges
the contributions these organizations made to the community engagement process. In
addition to survey review, stakeholders were encouraged to promote the resident survey
and other engagement opportunities to their clients, consumers and fellow advocates.



Two focus groups were held with service providers and other housing stakeholders on
December 13 and 14, 2017. The first focus group was held in Galveston at the Island
Community Center with 19 people in attendance. The second focus group was held in the
Missouri City City Hall Community Center with 23 people in attendance. Some attendees
attended both stakeholder meetings and the total unduplicated number of attendees was
38.

Organizations represented in the stakeholder engagement process include:


Catholic Charities



Gulf Coast Interfaith



City of Galveston



Harmony House, Inc.



City of La Porte





City of Missouri City

Harris County Community Services
Department



City of Pasadena



Harris County Housing Authority



Coalition for the Homeless of
Houston/Harris County



Harris County Precinct 1



Harris County Public Health



Galveston Housing Authority



Healthcare for the Homeless – Houston



Graber Family Partnership



Hope Haven



Greater Houston Fair Housing Center



Houston Apartment Association
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Houston Area Urban Community
Development Corporation



Houston Area Urban League



LISC



Lone Star Legal Aid



LULAC



Mounting Horizons Inc., center for
independent living



NAACP



Resource & Crisis Center of Galveston
County, Inc.



St. Vincent's House



Stewart Title Company



The House Company



The Houston Launch Pad



TX LIHIS



United Way of Greater Houston



Wheeler Avenue Triangle Ministries
Inc. at Wheeler Avenue Baptist Church

Public outreach. Each of the participating partners conducted significant outreach efforts to
engage all residents of the area but in particular members of protected classes and those most
vulnerable to fair housing issues.

Harris County outreach activities

Posted the survey link (English, Spanish and Vietnamese) to the HCCSD website.


Posted and promoted the surveys on Facebook, Pinterest, and Twitter.



Sent the survey link to over 500 persons representing nonprofit organizations that receive
funding or are interested in receiving grant funding from HCCSD.



Distributed 1,106 paper surveys and 2,125 flyers at Harris County outreach events which
included Resource Fairs, Presentations, Conferences, Pop up Events, Open House Meeting
and Expo’s.



Distributed 1,000 flyers and 350 paper surveys to the MUD and Water Districts to place in
resident water bills. They also posted the flyer to their website.



Galena Park ISD posted the survey link to their website and sent the survey link to faculty
and teachers to fill out.



Created a Fair Housing Survey dot exercise and engaged 330 people in this activity.

City of Galveston outreach activities

Distributed paper surveys at a Tenant meeting for Galveston Housing Authority residents.
There were 80-90 residents that were engaged at the event.


Distributed paper surveys and flyers at a “Back to School Fair” at Ball High School. The
attendees completed a prioritizing community issues exercise. There were 400 attendees at
this event.
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Distributed flyers at the Galveston Beach Band concert at the Sealy Pavilion. An estimated
that 175 persons attended this event.



Promoted the survey on the City’s Website, and the local cable access network Chanel 16.



Promoted the survey on the City’s Facebook page.



Promoted the survey on the Nextdoor website.



Distributed the flyer for the survey to several non-profit organizations, 341 realtors and
lending institutions through email.



Advertised the flyer in Galveston Daily News the City of Galveston’s local newspaper.

Missouri City outreach activities

Promoted the resident survey to all residents through email/website/HOA newsletter/City
Manager’s Report.


Promoted the AFH/AI to city residents through social media posts about the resident
survey and open house events.



Distributed paper surveys to CDBG Subrecipient nonprofit organizations.



Distributed paper surveys to stakeholders at Fort Bend Connect Networking meetings.



Engaged Code Enforcement to promote survey during Hurricane Recovery efforts.

Pasadena outreach activities

Promoted the survey to all Pasadena Housing Authority Housing Choice Voucher
participants during their annual reexamination appointments and office walk-ins.


Distributed paper surveys to residents at The Bridge of Troubled Waters Homeless Shelter
on August 3, 2017.



City of Pasadena Neighborhood Network Department promoted the AFH/AI surveys on
their social media page on August 4, 2017.



Distributed paper surveys to residents during a Back to School Fair at the Baker Ripley
Neighborhood Center on August 5, 2017.



Promoted the AFH/AI to members and attendees of the Pasadena Hispanic Business
Council and handed out paper surveys on August 9, 2017.



Distributed paper surveys to residents at the Pasadena Health Center in August 2017.



Promoted the AFH/AI and distributed paper surveys during to residents during the
Pasadena Senior Expo on August 16, 2017 to the elderly community.
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Promoted the AFH/AI to city residents through media push on the City website, Facebook,
Twitter, along with a promotional video produced by staff and aired on the public television
channel beginning August 18, 2017 with a second push on November 28, 2017.



Promoted the AFH/AI by distributing paper surveys to 1,785 families at the Pasadena
Donation Center immediately after Hurricane Harvey on August 30, August 31, and
September 1, 2017.



Promoted the AFH/AI by distributing paper surveys to residents at the Disaster Recovery
Center in the Pasadena Convention Center beginning September 22, 2017.



Gave a presentation in English and Spanish and distributed paper surveys to residents
during the Police Department’s Unidos Community Event held on September 26, 2017.



Promoted the AFH/AI and distributed paper surveys to residents during the Transit Public
Meetings held on Sept. 21, 2017 and October 3, 2017 at the Baker Ripley Neighborhood
Center.



Promoted the AFH/AI and distributed paper surveys to residents during the Pasabilities
Expo for individuals living with disabilities on October 21, 2017.



Promoted the AFH/AI during the Pop-up engagement at the Pasadena Convention Center
and Pasadena Library held on December 19, 2017.



Promoted the AFH/AI Open House event through social media (website, Facebook, Twitter)
on Jan. 27, 2018 and during the Open House event at the City Library held on Feb. 7. 2018.

Galveston Housing Authority outreach activities

Distributed paper surveys at a Tenant meeting for Galveston Housing Authority residents.
There were 80-90 residents that were engaged at the event.


Distributed flyers door to door to all GHA residents.



Promoted survey through the Family Sufficiency Coordinator.



Posted the flyers at each public housing location and at the main building.



BBC’s team attended the holiday party for public housing residents to survey residents.



Promoted survey on the agency’s website homepage, twitter, and Facebook.



Held a Resident Advisory Board meeting with BBC and GHA staff present.



Advertised the flyer in Galveston Daily News in conjunction with City of Galveston.

Housing Authority of Harris County

Promoted the AFH/AI resident survey to all Active HCV participants and HCHA applicants
by email.
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Promoted the AFH/AI to the families temporally residing at the NRG Building in Houston
Texas after Harvey Hurricane.



Promoted the AFH/AI on HCHA’s Website.



Sponsored a Resident Advisory Board (RAB) meeting for HCV participants.

Hurricane Harvey. The community engagement process, including the resident survey
launched prior to Hurricane Harvey. To understand the hurricane’s impact on residents’ housing
situation, a few questions were added to the survey specific to Hurricane Harvey. Overall, 66
percent of the surveys were received after the hurricane. As such, the findings of the community
engagement process generally represent the experience of residents post-hurricane.

Geographic note. Throughout this section, survey data for Harris County excludes responses
from residents of Houston. Data for the Region includes all survey respondents, including those
living in Houston and nearby communities and counties outside of the participating
jurisdictions’ borders.

Sample size note. When considering the experience of members of certain protected classes
living in Galveston, Missouri City and, in some cases, Pasadena, the sample sizes are too small
(n<25 respondents) to express results quantitatively. In these cases, we describe the survey
findings as representative of those who responded to the survey, but that the magnitude of the
estimate may vary significantly in the overall population (i.e., large margin of error). Survey data
from small samples are suggestive of an experience or preference, rather than conclusive.
Figure VII-1.
Resident Survey
Sample Sizes by
Jurisdiction and
Selected
Characteristics
Source:
BBC Research &
Consulting from the 2017
Galveston, Missouri City,
Pasadena, and Harris
County Regional AFH
Resident Survey.

Galveston

Missouri
City
Pasadena

Harris
County

Houston

Region

104

93

346

2,033

2,658

5,889

22
0
12
2
48

23
3
5
0
36

14
3
112
4
120

232
29
182
32
865

633
51
180
31
868

934
89
505
72
2,005

1

0

49

76

0

129

25

21

104

496

711

1,382

8

7

32

182

266

503

Disability

25

10

67

315

473

914

Section 8

2

4

11

114

279

414

35

6

79

285

657

1,083

Total Responses
Race/ethnicity
African American
Asian
Hispanic
Native American
White
LEP
Children under 18
Large family

Household Income
Less than $25,000
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Current Housing Choice
This section explores residents’ housing preferences, including the factors most important to
them when they chose their current housing; their desire to move; and their experience with
housing challenges.

Most important factors in choosing current home. Regardless of place of residence or a
resident’s demographic or socioeconomic characteristics, the most important factor when
choosing their current home was cost. Figures VII-2 and VII-3 present the top five factors most
important to respondents by place of residence and for selected protected classes. Overall, liking
the neighborhood, being close to work or job opportunities, a low crime rate/safety, and good
public schools are among the top five factors most important to residents. The order and specific
factors included in the five most important varied somewhat by protected class. For example,
low crime rate/safe was the second most important factor among African Americans while being
close to quality public schools was the second most important to Hispanics and respondents
with large families (five or more household members).
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Figure VII-2.
Most Important Factors in Choosing Current Home, Jurisdiction
Galveston

Missouri City

Pasadena

Harris County

Houston

Region

What are the three factors that were most important to you in choosing your current home or apartment in your community? (Top 5 Factors)

11 Cost/I could afford it

1

Cost/I could afford it

1

Cost/I could afford it

1

Cost/I could afford it

1

Cost/I could afford it

1

Cost/I could afford it

Close to work/job
opportunities

2

Like the neighborhood

2

Close to work/job
opportunities

2

Like the neighborhood

2

Close to work/job
opportunities

2

Like the neighborhood

33 Like the neighborhood

3

Layout of home

3

Close to family/friends

3

Close to quality public
schools

3

Like the neighborhood

3

Close to work/job
opportunities

Like the type of
home/apartment

4

Close to quality public
schools

4

Like the neighborhood

4

Low crime rate/safe

4

Low crime rate/safe

4

Low crime rate/safe

5

Low crime rate/safe

5

Close to quality public
schools

5

Close to work/job
opportunities

5

Close to family/friends

5

Close to quality public
schools

22

44

55 It was available

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.

Figure VII-3.
Most Important Factors in Choosing Current Home, Protected Classes
African American

Hispanic

Disability

Large Families

LEP

What are the three factors that were most important to you in choosing your current home or apartment in your community? (Top 5 Factors)

11 Cost/I could afford it

1

22 Low crime rate/safe

2

33
44

Close to work/job
opportunities
Close to quality public
schools

55 It was available

3

Cost/I could afford it
Close to quality public
schools
Close to work/job
opportunities

1

Cost/I could afford it

1

2

Like the neighborhood

2

3

Low crime rate/safe

3

Cost/I could afford it
Close to quality public
schools
Close to work/job
opportunities

1

Cost/I could afford it

2

Number of bedrooms

3

4

Like the neighborhood

4

Close to quality public
schools

4

Low crime rate/safe

4

5

Low crime rate/safe

5

Close to family/friends

5

Number of bedrooms

5

Close to quality public
schools
Like the type of
home/apartment
Close to work/job
opportunities

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION VII, PAGE 10

Desire to move. Given the opportunity, nearly half (47%) of resident survey respondents
would move from their current home. Figures VII-4 and VII-5 show the proportion of residents
who would like to move if given the opportunity, the reasons they want to move as well as the
reasons why they have not yet moved. Figure VII-3 presents this information by place of
residence and VII-4 considers these questions for selected protected classes. Residents of
Houston are most likely to want to move (53%) and Harris County residents are the least likely
(39%).

Why do residents want to move? Residents identified numerous reasons for wanting to move;
common themes in the top five reasons include a bigger home or a smaller home,
homeownership, moving to a different neighborhood, city or county, moving for better
opportunities and moving to save money or live in less expensive housing. Reasons for moving
varied among the participating jurisdictions (Figure VII-4) and members of protected classes
(Figure VII-5). For example, homeownership was in the top five reasons to move for Galveston
and Pasadena residents and not for other jurisdictions. Moving to better job opportunities was
among the top factors for Galveston residents and not in the top five for residents of other
jurisdictions. Moving for better schools was the third most often selected reason to move for
Missouri City residents and not in the top five for other jurisdictions.
African American residents, Hispanic residents and residents whose household includes a
member with a disability had the same top five reasons for wanting to move, although the order
varied among disability households, as residents of the region overall. Residents with large
families were more likely than others to want to move in order to “get their own place/live with
fewer people” and for better schools.

Why haven’t they moved yet? As with the most important factor for choosing their current
home—cost/I could afford it—cost/can’t afford to live anywhere else is the factor selected by
the greatest proportion of residents of each participating jurisdiction, African American
residents, Hispanic residents, Disability households, Large Families, LEP respondents and
respondents with household incomes less than $25,000. Other top reasons most residents
identified for staying in their current home when they’d prefer to move include: not being able to
afford moving expenses; their job; can’t find a better place to live; and, their family is close by.
Although most of their reasons are similar to regional residents overall, members of certain
protected classes and the lowest income households experience other barriers to moving
(among their top five reasons):


Can’t find a landlord to rent to me due to my credit history, eviction or foreclosure history. In
the top five for African Americans, Large Families and households with incomes less than
$25,000.



Need to find a new job. Top five for African American residents, LEP respondents and
households with incomes less than $25,000.



Have submitted applications, but haven’t secured housing. Top five for Large Families.
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Figure VII-4.
Desire to Move by Jurisdiction
Galveston

Missouri City

Pasadena

Harris County

Houston

Region

45%

39%

53%

47%

Percent who would move given the opportunity

50%

47%

Why would you like to move? (Top 5 Reasons)
Bigger
Different
11 house/apartment
1 neighborhood
Smaller
22 Want to buy a home
2 house/apartment
Different
33
3 Better schools
neighborhood
Smaller
Get something less
44
4
house/apartment
expensive
Better job
55
5 Crime/safety reasons
opportunities
Why haven’t you moved yet? (Top 5 Reasons)
Can’t afford to live
Can’t afford to live
11
1
anywhere else
anywhere else
Can’t pay moving
22
2 Job is here
expenses
Can’t find a better
33 Job is here
3
place to live
Can’t find a better
Family members do
44
4
place to live
not want to move
Can’t pay moving
55 Need to find a new job
5
expenses

1

Bigger
house/apartment

1

2

Want to buy a home

2

3
4
5

1
2

Different
neighborhood
Get something less
expensive
Different city/county

Can’t afford to live
anywhere else
Can’t pay moving
expenses

3
4
5

Different
neighborhood
Bigger
house/apartment
Crime/safety reasons
Get something less
expensive
Smaller
house/apartment

1
2

3

Crime/safety reasons

4

Want to buy a home

4

Want to buy a home

5

Get something less
expensive

5

Get something less
expensive

1

2

Job is here

2

Family is here

3

3

4

Job is here

4

5

Family reasons

5

Can’t pay moving
expenses
Can’t find a better
place to live

2

Bigger
house/apartment
Different
neighborhood

Crime/safety reasons

Can’t afford to live
anywhere else

Family is here

1

3

1

3

Bigger
house/apartment
Different
neighborhood

Can’t afford to live
anywhere else
Can’t pay moving
expenses
Can’t find a better
place to live

1
2

Can’t afford to live
anywhere else
Can’t pay moving
expenses

3

Job is here

4

Job is here

4

Can’t find a better
place to live

5

Need to find a new job

5

Family is here

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.
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Figure VII-5.
Desire to Move by Members of Selected Protected Classes and Low Income Households
African American

Hispanic

Disability

Large Families

LEP

Income >$25,000

56%

59%

43%

68%

Percent who would move given the opportunity

69%

46%

Why would you like to move? (Top 5 Reasons)
Bigger house/
Bigger house/
11 apartment
1 apartment

22 Want to buy a home
33
44

Different
neighborhood
Get something less
expensive

55 Crime/safety reasons

2
3
4
5

Want to buy a home
Different
neighborhood
Get something less
expensive
Crime/safety reasons

Why haven’t you moved yet? (Top 5 Reasons)
Can’t afford to live
Can’t afford to live
11
1
anywhere else
anywhere else
Can’t pay moving
Can’t pay moving
22
2
expenses
expenses

33

Can’t find a better
place to live

44

Can’t find a landlord to
rent to me due to my
credit history, eviction,
foreclosure

55 Need to find a new job

3

Job is here

4

Can’t find a better
place to live

5 Family is here

1
2

Bigger house/
apartment
Different
neighborhood

1

Bigger house/
apartment

1

Bigger house/
apartment

1

Bigger house/
apartment

2

Want to buy a home

2

Want to buy a home

2

Want to buy a home

3

Get something less
expensive

4

Different neighborhood
Get own place/live with
fewer people

3

Crime/safety reasons

3

Get own place/live
with fewer people

3

4

Get something less
expensive

4

Better schools

4

5

Want to buy a home

5

Different
neighborhood

5

Better schools

5

1

Can’t afford to live
anywhere else

1

2

Job is here

2

3

Need to find a new job

3

Can’t find a better place
to live

1
2

3

Can’t afford to live
anywhere else
Can’t pay moving
expenses
Can’t find a better
place to live

1
2

Can’t afford to live
anywhere else
Can’t pay moving
expenses

Get something less
expensive
Different
neighborhood

Can’t afford to live
anywhere else
Can’t pay moving
expenses

3

Can’t find a landlord to
rent to me due to my
credit history, eviction,
foreclosure

4

Family is here

4

Can’t find a landlord to
rent to me due to my
credit history, eviction,
foreclosure

5

Can’t pay moving
expenses

5

Need to find a new job

4

Job is here

4

Have submitted
applications, but
haven’t secured
housing

5

Family is here

5

Job is here

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.
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Participants in the disability focus group shared that one of the primary reasons why residents
with disabilities rarely move—other than a lack of suitable units they can afford—is that they
lack the resources, including manpower, to move. While other residents may be able to rely on
friends with trucks and sturdy backs to physically move them, residents with disabilities often
do not have such resources. Further, participants were not aware of any funding source that
would pay for a service to help pack and move a resident with a disability.

Housing challenges. Residents participating in the survey had the opportunity to identify
whether they experience or worry about any of 16 housing challenges. As shown in Figure VII-6,
greater proportions of renters experience or worry about housing challenges than homeowners.
For example, 68 percent of renters regionally worry about their “rent going up more than I can
afford” compared to 35 percent of homeowners who worry about “being able to afford to pay my
property taxes.” Missouri City renters are most likely to worry about rent increases and are least
optimistic about being able to afford a down payment for a home. Pasadena renters are more
likely to say their landlord “refuses to make repairs despite my requests” and to worry “that if I
request a repair it will result in a rent increase or an eviction.” Galveston, Missouri City and
Pasadena homeowners are more likely than others to report “my home needs repairs that I
cannot afford to make.”
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Figure VII-6.
Top 10 Housing Challenges Experienced by Residents
Higher than Region (>5ppt)
About the same as Region (+/- 5 ppt)
Lower than Region (<5 ppt)
Percent of Residents Experiencing
a Housing Challenge

Galveston

Missouri
City
Pasadena

Harris
County

Houston

Region

I worry about my rent going up to an amount I can’t
afford

65%

77%

69%

63%

70%

68%

I want to buy a house but can’t afford the down
payment

47%

63%

50%

50%

56%

56%

I worry about my home flooding in a natural disaster

47%

38%

46%

38%

36%

40%

I am concerned about being able to afford to pay my
property taxes

44%

42%

34%

35%

36%

35%

I worry about being evicted

25%

8%

29%

21%

30%

28%

-

-

45%

26%

25%

27%

My landlord refuses to make repairs despite my requests

29%

15%

36%

19%

28%

26%

I worry that if I request a repair it will result in a rent
increase or eviction

18%

15%

35%

20%

22%

22%

My home needs repairs that I cannot afford to make

25%

28%

29%

19%

14%

19%

I need housing assistance (voucher/public housing/ rent
assistance) but the waitlist is too long/closed

21%

2%

10%

8%

22%

17%

I have Section 8 and I am worried my landlord will stop
accepting Section 8

Note:

- Sample size too small to report.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.

Several participants in the disability focus group described their utility payments as being
handwritten on their rent notices, rather than separately billed. These residents worry that they
are being overcharged by the apartment manager or landlord since they have not proof that the
amount being charged reflected their actual utility use or portion of utilities.
Attendees at community engagement events amplified the housing needs and challenges
identified through the resident survey. In Galveston, residents discussed a number of housing
challenges, including:


A need for increased scattered site Section 8 housing opportunities. Several older adults
and residents with disabilities described being offered project-based Section 8 housing
units at the Parkland development which they turned down due to safety concerns.



A lack of housing units suitable for large families in general, but especially in publicly
supported housing.
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Several residents expressed frustration with the Galveston Housing Authority’s policies for
selecting tenants for certain developments, including housing units reserved for residents
displaced by Hurricane Ike. “Those people are gone and they’re not coming back.”



A lack of housing units accessible to people with disabilities.

Stakeholder perspectives on housing challenges. Participants in stakeholder focus groups
identified a number of housing challenges in the region:


Lack of quality affordable housing. Stakeholders across the region indicate that a lack of
affordable housing contributes to fair housing issues. Stakeholders in Galveston indicate
that much of the housing that is affordable is dilapidated and is managed by absentee
landlords. Affordable housing stock across the region is said to be poor and much of it was
built in the 30s, 40s, and 50s and basic home and property maintenance is challenging for
landlords and homeowners. Some areas in the region have aged or no infrastructure. For
example, Aldine, which is north of Houston in unincorporated Harris County, has on-site
water wells and septic systems. Stakeholders report seeing multiple generations living in
single-family homes.



Galveston is reported to have no large parcels of land remaining, so infill is occurring with
the development of duplexes and fourplexes. One concern expressed is that new businesses
are looking at buying low-income properties for other uses, which would further reduce the
availability of affordable housing.



The region needs more affordable housing, both for homeowners and renters. Affordable
housing needs to be in high-opportunity areas near transportation, schools, social services,
and medical care. For individuals transitioning out of homelessness, the location of services
is a serious challenge.



Workforce housing is lacking, but low-income housing is not the only issue. An Exxon
Mobile campus is going in near Greenspoint, a community in the northern part of Harris
County and employees of that campus will face a shortage of all levels of housing. The
company is “begging developers to build anything.” The same issue will be faced by the new
Generation Park development and the refineries in the southeast side of the county that are
adding jobs.



Galveston stakeholders report that housing is really mixed. The bulk of “good” multifamily
housing is on the west end of the island. In Galveston, areas of multi-family housing are not
areas of opportunity for jobs or other amenities.



According to stakeholders, the region lacks three- and four-bedroom rental units and not
enough multi-family housing is available overall.



Segregation. Stakeholders identified many areas of segregation in the region. In general,
stakeholders report that individuals with disabilities and low-income families “do not have
a voice and get taken advantage of.” Stakeholders discussed that populations may selfsegregate.
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Participants noted a number of areas of segregation and concentrations of poverty,
including but not limited to: Houston’s 5th Ward and Sunnyside, both of which are food
deserts, as well as the 3rd Ward, the 4th Ward, Yellowstone, and Denver Harbor. Historical
communities in the region include Aldine (Latino), McNair (African-American), Barrett
Station (African-American), Kashmere Gardens, and the 3rd Ward (African-American).
Greenspoint is a mixed community and efforts were made at one point to create low-income
housing there. Most apartments in Greenspoint are one- or two-bedroom, built in the 1970s
for young people and then became low-income housing. This area is in the flood plain.



While Galveston Island is considered to be very diverse and overall a very tolerant
community, areas of segregation do exist on North Broadway (African American), 5th to
Steward (Latinos), as well as “pockets all over.”



The phenomenon of not wanting low-income housing development, or even a multi-family
development, in a community (“not in my backyard” or NIMBY ) was raised numerous times
by multiple stakeholders. Specific areas where NIMBY is an issue include: Cypress, West
Houston, and Missouri City. Housing projects are denied in those affluent areas.
Homeowner associations (HOAs) in some areas can perpetuate NIMBY attitudes.



Several stakeholders discussed the role of churches in changing communities. Some
stakeholders believe that churches have been a “stumbling block” to changes in a
community. Many churches want to keep the community the same. “Progress” or
development can change the demographics of a church, which can have a negative impact
on attendance and the church budget. Churches can have a positive or a negative impact on
development. In some cases, a church can side with a developer and create more racial
divisions in the community.



Stakeholders report “lots of suing going on” related to fair housing violations. In Houston,
stakeholders report that the city is currently being sued by the U.S. Department of Justice
(DOJ) about a development near the Galleria area. Stakeholders report the DOJ has sued the
City of Galveston multiple times.



Regarding areas of racial and ethnic concentrations of poverty, stakeholders do not believe
that HUD maps cover all areas of concern.

Housing challenges experienced by members of protected classes. As shown in Figure
VII-7, members of protected classes and the lowest income households are more likely to
experience housing challenges than residents of the region overall.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION VII, PAGE 17

Figure VII-7.
Housing Challenges Experienced by Residents who are Members of Protected Classes, Income and Regional Residents
Higher than Region (>5ppt)
About the same as Region (+/- 5 ppt)
Lower than Region (<5 ppt)
Percent of Residents Experiencing
a Housing Challenge

African
American Hispanic

Asian

Native
Children
American Disability Under 18

Large
Family

LEP

Income
<$25,000

Region

I worry about my rent going up to an amount I can’t afford

79%

70%

-

68%

72%

77%

80%

81%

77%

68%

I want to buy a house but can’t afford the down payment

67%

69%

-

69%

56%

68%

62%

47%

61%

56%

I worry about my home flooding in a natural disaster

35%

50%

49%

47%

47%

42%

39%

47%

34%

40%

I am concerned about being able to afford to pay my property taxes

45%

42%

23%

43%

41%

41%

40%

25%

50%

35%

I worry if I request an accommodation for my disability my rent will go up
or I will be evicted

58%

79%

-

64%

33%

25%

29%

-

27%

33%

I worry about being evicted

24%

20%

-

27%

22%

23%

24%

11%

24%

28%

I have Section 8 and I am worried my landlord will stop accepting Section 8

19%

71%

-

18%

24%

22%

18%

-

20%

27%

My landlord refuses to make repairs despite my requests

31%

30%

-

42%

32%

33%

33%

29%

31%

26%

I worry that if I request a repair it will result in a rent increase or eviction

23%

31%

-

42%

27%

26%

33%

48%

25%

22%

My home needs repairs that I cannot afford to make

44%

46%

23%

36%

51%

39%

49%

57%

66%

19%

I need housing assistance (voucher/public housing/rent assistance) but the
waitlist is too long/closed

47%

14%

11%

18%

30%

31%

33%

8%

46%

17%

I have bad credit/history of evictions/foreclosure and cannot find a place
to rent

30%

19%

-

38%

24%

28%

35%

10%

27%

9%

I have a felony/criminal record and cannot find a place to rent

10%

4%

-

12%

10%

7%

10%

5%

9%

6%

I worry about my home going into foreclosure

11%

11%

3%

5%

10%

10%

12%

19%

15%

5%

I worry about retaliation if I report harassment by my neighbors/building
staff/landlord

13%

5%

7%

10%

11%

7%

4%

2%

12%

5%

I worry that my rental unit will be converted to a condo

3%

4%

-

11%

5%

2%

3%

7%

5%

3%

Note:

- Sample size too small to report.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.
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In some cases, housing challenges experienced by members of protected classes vary by their
place of residence.

Geographic differences in housing challenges experienced by African American residents. The
proportion of African American residents experiencing a particular housing challenge varies
somewhat based on where they live in the region. As discussed in the introduction to this
section, sample sizes for African American residents by jurisdiction are small for Galveston,
Missouri City and Pasadena. As such, these findings are true for those who responded and may
be considered an indicator of the broader experience of African Americans in these communities.
Key differences in housing challenges include:


African American renters with disabilities in the participating jurisdictions are less likely
than those in Houston to worry that they will experience a rent increase or eviction for
requesting a reasonable accommodation.



In general, African Americans living in participating jurisdictions are less likely those living
in Houston to state they need housing assistance but the waitlist is too long.



Nearly all African American Section 8 renters in Missouri City, Pasadena and Galveston
worry that their landlord will stop taking Section 8.



Most African American renters in Pasadena worry that if they request a repair their
landlord will increase the rent or evict them.



None of the African American renters living in Missouri City and Galveston have difficulty
finding a place to rent due to their criminal history, and African Americans in Harris County
are less likely than those in Houston to have difficulty renting due to their background (5%
versus 11% in Houston).

Geographic differences in housing challenges experienced by Hispanic residents, including
those with Limited English Proficiency. Too few Hispanics in Missouri City and Galveston
responded to the survey to report for these jurisdictions, so consideration of jurisdictional
differences in housing challenges are reported only for Pasadena and Harris County relative to
Houston. All of the Spanish language survey respondents reside in either Pasadena or Harris
County. Key differences in housing challenges include:


Hispanic renters with disabilities living in the participating jurisdictions are more likely to
worry that a reasonable accommodation request will result in a rent increase than those
living in Houston.



About half of the Hispanic homeowners in Pasadena (54%) and in Harris County (49%)
need home repairs that they cannot afford to make, compared to 41 percent in Houston.
This is more pronounced for Spanish speaking residents of Pasadena (71% compared to
49% of Harris County Spanish speakers).
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While the majority of Hispanic renters in the region worry that their rent will increase more
than they can pay, those living in Harris County are slightly less likely to have this worry
(67% compared to 74% in Pasadena and 75% in Houston).



Hispanic renters in Harris County (22%) are less likely than those in Pasadena (31%) or
Houston (35%) to have a landlord refuse to make repairs despite their requests.



Pasadena LEP renters (60%) are more likely than those in Harris County (42%) to worry
that requesting a repair will result in a rent increase or eviction.



Hispanic renters with Section 8 in the participating jurisdictions are more likely than those
living in Houston to worry that their landlord will stop accepting Section 8.



Harris County LEP respondents are more likely to want to buy a home but are unable to
afford a downpayment (61%) than those in Pasadena (32%).

Geographic differences in housing challenges experienced by households with children under
age 18 and large families. With respect to households with children under age 18, the
proportion experiencing housing challenges is very similar among Pasadena, Harris County and
Houston with a few key differences:


Households with children under age 18 living in the participating jurisdictions are more
likely to worry about their home flooding than those living in Houston.



Renter households with children living in Harris County (25%) are less likely to have
landlords refuse to make repairs than those living in Pasadena (42%) or Houston (35%).



Households with children living in Pasadena (24%) and Harris County (17%) are less likely
to report they need some form of housing assistance than those in Houston (42%).
Although the sample size is small, half of the Galveston respondents with children under
age 18 state that they need housing assistance.



Nearly all of the Pasadena and Harris County renter large families that include a member
with a disability worry that if they request a reasonable accommodation the landlord will
increase the rent or evict the household compared to 10 percent of similar households
living in Houston.

Geographic differences in housing challenges experienced by residents with disabilities. The
housing challenges reported by residents with disabilities varied by jurisdiction. On some
measures, too few Missouri City residents with disabilities responded to report. Some notable
geographic differences in housing challenges experienced residents with disabilities include:


The majority of Galveston (86%) and Pasadena (74%) homeowners with disabilities need
home repairs that they cannot afford to make, compared to 47 percent in Harris County and
51 percent in Houston.
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Half (50%) of Pasadena renters with disabilities have landlords who refuse to make repairs
despite requests, compared to 29 percent in Harris County, 31 percent in Galveston, and 31
percent in Houston.



Three in five Galveston residents with disabilities say they need housing assistance,
compared to one-third in Pasadena and Houston and 19 percent in Harris County.

Disability-related housing challenges. In addition to the housing challenges depicted in
Figure VII-7 and discussed above, residents whose household includes a member with a
disability responded to a series of additional housing challenge questions presented in Figure
VII-8. As shown, sample sizes for some measures are too small to report for Galveston and
Missouri City.


Broken sidewalks, no sidewalks and poor street lighting limit the ability of residents with
disabilities to get around their neighborhood. In Missouri City this impacts nearly three in
five residents with disabilities and nearly half in Galveston. Compared to other
communities, Harris County residents with disabilities are least likely to be limited by a lack
of pedestrian infrastructure, yet one in four experience this limitation.



Nearly three in five Pasadena renters with disabilities worry that if they request an
accommodation for their disability they will face a rent increase or eviction, compared to
about one in three in other participating jurisdictions and Houston.



Among the disability-related housing challenges considered, a landlord’s refusal of a service
or support animal are the least common.

Stakeholder perspectives. Participants in stakeholder focus groups identified a lack of accessible
housing to be a significant challenge in the region.


Stakeholders noted a lack of accessible, ADA-compliant housing across the region, both
market rate and affordable. In addition, many areas of the region lack public transportation
and many businesses are not ADA compliant. In many areas, sidewalks are missing or are
dilapidated.



The height requirements for coastal homes make the cost of accessibility prohibitive. A lift
or elevator is needed (which can cost $13,000 to $15,000) to enter a home and is not
protected from the elements if it is outside the structure, or the slope requirements for a
ramp require the ramp to circle the building, increasing the cost significantly.



Developers do not commonly develop accessible housing without incentives. Stakeholders
say ADA-compliant housing is not affordable and is not incentivized. Stakeholders say that
for disaster relief funding, the state of Texas requires that visitibility standards be met.
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Figure VII-8.
Housing Challenges Experienced by Residents with Disabilities
Higher than Region (>5ppt)
About the same as Region (+/- 5 ppt)
Lower than Region (<5 ppt)
Percent of Residents Experiencing
a Housing Challenge

Galveston

Missouri
City
Pasadena

Harris
County

Houston

Region

I have a disability or a household member has a
disability and cannot get around the neighborhood
because of broken sidewalks/no sidewalks/poor street
lighting

47%

57%

38%

26%

44%

37%

I can’t afford the housing that has accessibility features
(e.g., grab bars, ramps, location, size of unit, quiet) we
need

8%

25%

29%

27%

42%

34%

I worry if I request an accommodation for my disability
my rent will go up or I will be evicted

35%

-

56%

34%

30%

34%

My landlord refused to make an accommodation for me
or my household member’s disability

-

-

10%

19%

22%

20%

My landlord refused to accept my
therapy/companion/emotional support animal

-

-

6%

13%

8%

10%

My landlord refused to accept my service animal

-

-

6%

12%

1%

7%

Note:

- Sample size too small to report.
Respondents could select Yes, No or Does Not Apply. The data shown are the percent with a housing challenge among those to whom the
issue applies.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.

Participants in the disability focus group described a number of housing challenges:


All had difficulty finding housing that met their needs that they could afford. Those with
Section 8 vouchers discussed difficulty finding landlords willing to accept the voucher.



Several participants had been displaced when their apartment building’s new owners
remodeled the building.



One resident described being taunted and harassed by front desk staff at her publiclysupported independent living building.

Residents of Pasadena participating in community engagement events discussed the need to:


Provide more affordable housing that is accessible for person with disabilities;



Provide housing that can support disabled persons with acute medical needs that are not
nursing homes; and



Housing needs to be in integrated settings.
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Displacement & Recent Experience Seeking Housing
This section explores residents’ experience seeking a place to rent or buy in the region and the
extent to which displacement—having to move when they do not want to move—is prevalent.

Displacement experience. With respect to displacement it is important to note that the
displacement experience did not necessarily occur in the current community of residence.
Overall, 14 percent of the participants in the resident survey experienced displacement in the
past five years. One in five (21%) Galveston residents and 18 percent of Houston respondents
experienced displacement. Missouri City had the lowest rate of displacement (7%). As shown in
Figure VII-9, residents who are currently precariously housed or homeless1 are most likely to
have recently experienced displacement—nearly 37 percent region wide.
Figure VII-9 also shows three reasons why residents experienced displacement—rent increasing
more than they could pay, eviction for being behind on the rent, and natural disaster. Eviction
was a factor for nearly two in five precariously housed residents of Harris County and Houston
and two-thirds of those in Galveston. Given the difficulty that many residents have in securing a
place to rent following an eviction, it is not surprising to see such high proportions of the
precariously housed having a recent eviction. Overall, fewer than one in five residents who
experienced displacement in the past five years identified a rent increase as the reason for
displacement.

1 Precariously housed/homeless residents include those who are staying with family or friends but not on the lease, those

living in transitional housing, hotels or motels, shelters and on the streets.
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Figure VII-9.
Displacement Experience and Reasons for Displacement by Jurisdiction Overall, Current Renters
and Those Precariously Housed or Homeless
Reason for Displacement
Percent
Displaced

Rent Increased More
Than I Could Pay

Galveston
Renters
Precariously housed/homeless

21%
32%
38%

15%
20%
0%

20%
13%
67%

20%
20%
0%

Missouri City
Renters
Precariously housed/homeless

7%
27%
-

17%
33%
-

0%
0%
-

17%
0%
-

Pasadena
Renters
Precariously housed/homeless

10%
20%
29%

17%
20%
11%

10%
13%
11%

0%
0%
0%

Harris County
Renters
Precariously housed/homeless

10%
26%
34%

18%
22%
26%

27%
9%
38%

11%
11%
11%

Houston
Renters
Precariously housed/homeless

18%
27%
39%

18%
21%
18%

27%
23%
39%

12%
12%
9%

Region
Renters
Precariously housed/homeless

14%
26%
37%

18%
21%
19%

22%
19%
37%

12%
12%
10%

Place of Current Residence

Note:

Evicted: Behind
on the Rent

Natural Disaster

Displacement did not necessarily occur within current community of residence. - Sample size too small to report.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.

Figure VII-10 explores the displacement experience of residents by protected class, income and
whether or not the respondent’s household has a Section 8 voucher. As shown, rates of
displacement vary widely. Those most likely to have experienced displacement include:


Nearly two in five (36%) large families;



Nearly three in 10 (29%) households with incomes less than $25,000;



Nearly three in 10 (28%) African American respondents;



One in five (22%) households with a Section 8 voucher; and



One in five (21%) disability households.

Eviction was a factor for at least 30 percent of large families, African American residents and
households with incomes less than $25,000.
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LEP respondents were about as likely as any regional resident to experience displacement (16%
compared to 18%), but for LEP residents, 42 percent experienced displacement because the rent
increased more than they could pay, more than twice the rate of the typical regional resident.
Figure VII-10.
Displacement Experience and Reasons for Displacement by Selected Protected Class
Characteristics and Household Income
Reason for Displacement
Percent
Displaced

Rent Increased More
than I Could Pay

Race/ethnicity
African American
Asian
Hispanic
Native American
White

28%
11%
13%
14%
8%

23%
10%
19%
20%
11%

33%
10%
15%
30%
9%

5%
0%
4%
20%
22%

LEP

16%

42%

5%

5%

Children under 18

20%

21%

31%

10%

Large family

36%

18%

30%

9%

Disability

21%

18%

21%

8%

Section 8

22%

16%

18%

8%

Household Income
Less than $25,000
$25,000 up to $50,000
$50,000 up to $100,000
$100,000 or more

29%
16%
8%
9%

19%
24%
12%
6%

32%
15%
1%
3%

5%
10%
22%
53%

Note:

Evicted:
Behind on Rent

Natural
Disaster

Displacement did not necessarily occur within current community of residence.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.

Recent experience seeking housing. Residents who seriously looked for housing in the
region in the past five years provided information about their search experience. Overall, 41
percent of survey respondents living in the region seriously looked for housing. As shown in
Figure VII-11, this rate varied somewhat by community, with Galveston residents being most
likely to have looked for housing and Pasadena residents least likely.
Among those who looked for housing, practices by real estate agents, housing providers and
lenders did not vary significantly by community. Regionally, one in five home seekers had
landlords not return phone inquiries. More than one in 10 (14%) were told a unit was available
by phone but that it was unavailable once the resident showed up in person. One in 10 were
denied a mortgage loan or charged a higher interest rate, and 8 percent had a real estate agent
show them homes only in neighborhoods where most people had the same race or ethnicity as
the respondents (“steering”).
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Figure VII-11.
Experience Looking for Housing in Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena or Harris County in the
Past Five Years by Jurisdiction
Higher than Region (>5ppt)
About the same as Region (+/- 5 ppt)
Lower than Region (<5 ppt)
Percent of Residents Experiencing
in Recent Housing Search

Galveston

Harris
Missouri
Pasadena County
City

Houston

Region

Respondents who seriously looked for housing in the
region in the past five years

53%

40%

34%

36%

46%

41%

Landlord did not return calls asking about a unit

20%

14%

6%

11%

23%

18%

I was told the unit was available over the phone, but
when I showed up in person, the landlord told me it
was no longer available

6%

11%

8%

9%

19%

14%

A bank or other lender denied my mortgage loan or
charged me a high interest rate

14%

14%

18%

10%

10%

11%

The real estate agent only showed me homes in
neighborhoods where most people were of my same
race or ethnicity.

8%

3%

7%

8%

9%

8%

Note:

Includes only those respondents who seriously looked for housing in the past five years. Experience with housing provider occurred in the
region, but not necessarily in the resident's current community.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.

Stakeholder perspectives. A legal issue that has emerged as an issue in the wake of the flooding
caused by Hurricane Harvey is that many low-income people do not have clear title to their
property, although they may have lived on the property for years. When flooding occurred on
properties with residents who had no clear title to the property, it resulted in “disasters on top
of disasters” as those without clear title will have little or no disaster assistance.
A contract for deed, where a seller retains the title and receives monthly payments from the
home buyer, is another legal risk for low-income home buyers. Stakeholders indicated that these
issues are especially prevalent in the Four Corners area.
Another legal issue relates to reverse mortgages, especially for the elderly, which have resulted
in housing being devalued. Stakeholders consider this a predatory practice. Language barriers
contribute to a lack of understanding about how reverse mortgages work and the risks involved.
Appraisals of property in low-income areas ignore the amenities going in and undervalues
properties for homeowners in those areas. Also, stakeholders believe that investors are taking
advantage of the equity that low-income owners do have in their property; scams targeting these
low-income home-owners are well-known to stakeholders.
Homeowners must request a homestead exemption, which lowers property taxes, but many
homeowners are unaware they need to request the exemption.
Figure VII-12 presents the home seeking experience of regional residents for selected protected
classes and those with household incomes less than $25,000. Compared to the typical regional
resident:
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Households with incomes less than $25,000 (37%), African American residents (36%),
residents with disabilities (30%) and large families (27%) are more likely to have landlords
not return phone inquiries’;



Households with incomes less than $25,000 (32%), African American residents (31%),
residents with disabilities (27%), large families (23%), Native American residents (21%)
and LEP residents (20%) are more likely to be told a unit was available by phone but it was
unavailable when they showed up in person; and



LEP residents (20%) and large families (19%) are more likely to have had a mortgage loan
denied or be charged a higher interest rate.
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Figure VII-12.
Experience Looking for Housing in Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, or Harris County in the Past Five Years by Selected Protected Class
Characteristics and Household Income
Higher than Region (>5ppt)
About the same as Region (+/- 5 ppt)
Lower than Region (<5 ppt)
Percent of Residents Experiencing
a Housing Challenge

African
American

Hispanic

Asian

Respondents who seriously looked for housing in the
region in the past five years

52%

40%

52%

39%

42%

Landlord did not return calls asking about a unit

36%

10%

7%

21%

I was told the unit was available over the phone, but
when I showed up in person, the landlord told me it was
no longer available

31%

12%

13%

A bank or other lender denied my mortgage loan or
charged me a high interest rate

11%

16%

The real estate agent only showed me homes in
neighborhoods where most people were of my same
race or ethnicity.

13%

5%

Note:

Native
Children
American Disability Under 18

Large
Family

LEP

Income
<$25,000

Region

53%

52%

21%

48%

41%

30%

23%

27%

8%

37%

18%

21%

27%

19%

23%

20%

32%

14%

7%

0%

12%

14%

19%

20%

9%

11%

2%

7%

13%

10%

9%

4%

11%

8%

Experience with housing provider occurred in the region, but not necessarily in the resident's current community.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.
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Galveston residents attending a community open house suggested that the city or nonprofit
organizations should buy vacant homes in Galveston and offer them as affordable
homeownership opportunities for local residents. Galveston residents also raised concerns
about predatory lending, particularly reverse mortgages being offered to seniors.

Ease of finding safe, quality housing that they could afford. Those who seriously looked
for housing in the past five years rated the ease of finding safe, quality housing that they could
afford on a scale of 0-9 where a rating of 0 meant it was “extremely difficult” and a rating of 9
meant it was “extremely easy.” Figure VII-13 presents these results by jurisdiction for all
residents and members of selected protected classes.


On average, current residents of Harris County and Missouri City had an easier time finding
housing that met their needs than other residents of Galveston, Pasadena and Houston.



Homeowners have an easier time overall than renters.



Finding housing is more difficult for the lowest income households than the highest.



African American residents of Harris County and Houston had a more difficult time finding
housing than other residents.



In general, finding housing is more difficult for large families, and large families currently
living in Pasadena had the hardest time.



Families with children living in Harris County and Missouri City had an easier time finding
housing than those in Houston, Pasadena and Galveston.



For households with a member with a disability, finding suitable housing was neither easy
nor difficult, on average, for Harris County residents and was more difficult for Houston
residents.
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FFigure VII-13.
IIn the past five ye
ears when you loo
oked seriously forr housing to rent or
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difficult was it to find safe, quality housing that you could afford?

N
Note:

Includes only those respondents who seriou
usly looked for housing to rent or buy in Galveston, Missouri
M
City, Pasadena or Harris County in the past ffive years. Minimum n for inclusion is 10 respondentts therefore
hown for all jurisdictions fo
or all categories.
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SSource: BBC Research & Consulting
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Denial of housing to rent or buy. Among those residents who seriously looked for housing
in the past five years, about one in five (26%) were denied housing to rent or buy. Those
currently living in Houston were most likely to have experienced denial (31%) and Missouri City
residents were the least likely (11%). Figure VII-14 presents the proportion of housing seekers
who experienced denial and the top five reasons why. It is important to note that the denial of
housing to rent or buy did not necessarily occur in the respondents’ current community of
residence.


For all but Galveston residents, “bad credit” was the most common reason why home
seekers were denied housing to rent or buy and “income too low” was the second most
common reason. Among Galveston residents, “income too low” was the top reason followed
by “eviction history.” Only among Galveston home seekers was “landlord didn’t accept the
type of income I earn (social security or disability benefit)” among the top reasons for
denial.



“Criminal history (including arrest only)” was a top factor for denial among Galveston,
Pasadena and Houston residents seeking housing.



Missouri City housing seekers also experienced different top reasons for denial than
regional residents. These include “landlord didn’t allow pets,” “other buyer offered a higher
price,” “foreclosure history,” and “I didn’t get my rental application in fast enough.”



In Harris County and Houston having Section 8 was among the top reasons for being denied
housing to rent.



Having children was a top reason for denial among current residents of Pasadena.
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Figure VII-14.
When you looked for housing in Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena or Harris County in the past five years, were you ever denied housing to rent
or buy? Why were you denied? By Jurisdiction of Current Residence
Galveston

Missouri City

Pasadena

Harris County

Houston

Region

19%

31%

26%

Percent denied housing to rent or buy in the region in the past five years

24%

11%

26%

Why were you denied housing to rent or buy? (Top 5 Reasons)

11 Income too low

1

2

Eviction history

2

3

Bad credit (tie)

3

3

Criminal history
(including arrest only)
(tie)

4

3

Landlord didn’t accept
the type of income I
earn (social security or
disability benefit) (tie)

5

Note:

1

Bad credit

1

Bad credit

1

Bad credit

1

Bad credit

2

Income too low

2

Income too low

2

Income too low

2

Income too low

3

Criminal history
(including arrest only)

3

I have Section 8

3

Eviction history

3

Eviction history

Foreclosure history

4

Eviction history

4

Eviction history

4

I have Section 8

4

I have Section 8

I didn’t get my rental
application in fast
enough

5

I have children

5

Other renter/applicant
willing to pay more for
rent

5

Criminal history
(including arrest only)

5

Criminal history
(including arrest
only)

Bad credit
Landlord didn’t allow
pets
Other buyer offered a
higher price

Experience of housing denial occurred in the region but not necessarily in the place of current residence. Only four Missouri City residents experienced denial of housing to rent or buy so the reasons for denial are
based on a very small sample and should be interpreted cautiously.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.
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Figure VII-15 considers residents’ experience with denial of housing to rent or buy by selected
protected class and for households with incomes less than $25,000. As discussed above, 26
percent of home seekers in the region experienced denial of housing to rent or buy. Hispanics
experienced a similar rate of denial (25%) and LEP residents were less likely to be denied
(16%). African American residents (46%), households with incomes less than $25,000 (44%),
large families (42%) and residents with disabilities (40%) were much more likely than the
typical resident to experience a denial during their home search.
Income, credit, eviction history, criminal history and having a Section 8 voucher were the most
common reasons for denial experienced by these households. Other top reasons for denial
experienced by Hispanics include “my immigration status” and “lack of stable housing record.”
“Size of my family/household” was a top reason for denial among large family households. For
residents with disabilities, “landlord didn’t accept the type of income I earn (social security or
disability benefit)” was a top reason for denial.
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Figure VII-15.
When you looked for housing in Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena or Harris County in the past five years, were you ever denied housing to rent
or buy? Why were you denied? By Protected Class
African American

Hispanic

Disability

Large Families

LEP

Income >$25,000

40%

42%

16%

44%

Percent who would move given the opportunity

46%

25%

Why would you like to move? (Top 5 Reasons)

11 Bad credit

1

Bad credit

1

Income too low

1 Bad credit

22 Income too low

2

Income too low

2

Bad credit

2

33 Eviction history

3

Eviction history

3

I have Section 8

4

I have Section 8

4

Criminal history
(including arrest only)
(tie)

4

5

Criminal history
(including arrest only)

5

4

4
4
Note:

I have Section 8 (tie)

1

Bad credit

1 Income too low

Income too low

2

My immigration status

2 Bad credit

3

Eviction history

3

Unable to provide
required
documentation

3

Eviction history

Eviction history

4

Size of my
family/household

4

Race or ethnicity

4

I have Section 8

Landlord didn’t accept
the type of income I
earn (social security or
disability benefit)

5

I have Section 8

5

Criminal history
(including arrest
only)

My immigration status
(tie)
Lack of stable housing
record (tie)

Experience of housing denial occurred in the region but not necessarily in the place of current residence. Only four LEP residents experienced denial of housing to rent or buy so the reasons for denial are based on a
very small sample and should be interpreted very cautiously.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.
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Exp
perience witth housing discriminattion. Overall, 8 percent off survey respoondents felt thhey
exp
perienced disccrimination when
w
they loo
oked for hous ing in the reggion. This is similar to the 5
percent overall rate
r
of housin
ng discriminaation reported
d by residentss of major meetropolitan arreas
in a similar resid
dent survey co
onducted for the State of T
Texas Phase 2 AI in 2012. As shown in
Figu
ure VII-16, th
he proportion of residents who believe tthey experien
nced discrimiination when
n
look
king for housing varies widely from 2 percent
p
of thoose with houssehold incomes of $100,00
00
or more
m
to 26 peercent of resid
dents with Seection 8 vouch
hers.
Galv
veston resideents are twicee as likely as residents
r
of th
he region oveerall to think they have
exp
perienced hou
using discrimiination (17%
% versus 8%). Among proteected classes,, households
whiich include a member with
h a disability (15%), respoondents with Limited English Proficienccy
(a proxy
p
for national origin) (15%),
(
and African Americcan residentss (14%) are m
most likely to say
they
y experienced
d housing disscrimination.
Figu
ure VII-16.
When you looked
d for housing in
the region, did yo
ou ever feel you
y
werre discriminatted against?
using discrimination
Note:: Experience with hou
occurrred in the region, bu
ut not necessarily in the
t
place of current residence
e.
Sourcce:
BBC Research
R
& Consultin
ng from the 2017 Galveston,
Misso
ouri City, Pasadena, and
a Harris County Re
egional
AFH Resident
R
Survey.

Ressidents who th
hink they exp
perienced hou
using discrim
mination when
n looking for h
he
housing in th
regiion had the opportunity to
o describe, in their own woords, the reasson for the discrimination.
Oveerall, the greaatest proportiion of respond
dents identifiied as the reaason for the d
discrimination
n:


Their or a household
h
meember’s race or
o ethnicity ((26%);



Income (11
1%)—29 perccent among Galveston resi dents and 4 p
percent in Pasadena;



Having a Seection 8 vouch
her (10%);
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Familial status, particularly having children (8%); and



Disability (5%).

Focus group participants with a disability described discrimination as an “every day issue” and
that residents with disabilities do not have equal opportunity in the region. “People judge you for
how you speak or walk.” Participants discussed that landlords in Houston and Harris County
routinely switch out gas appliances for electric appliances when they lease a unit to a person
with any disability out of fear that the resident will “burn down the apartment” if they have a gas
stove.
Stakeholder perspectives on housing discrimination. Stakeholders mentioned several ways in
which they have seen discrimination occur. They had differing opinions on whether
discrimination existed in the real estate market. Some stakeholders believe that a few real estate
agents take advantage of undereducated and non-English-speaking consumers by “steering”
them to limited areas. As a result, people that do not speak English tend not use real estate
agents or title companies. Other stakeholders did not believe this occurred.
Stakeholders agree that people with physical and mental disabilities face discrimination.
Discrimination by family status also exists. Group homes, for example, get pushback from
neighborhood residents. Populations most affected by discrimination include: LGBTQ, racial
minorities, persons with disabilities, non-English speakers, and immigrants.
Upper middle to upper income white neighborhoods hire private security to patrol. Houston City
Council offices get complaints of racial profiling by these security personnel who hassle longtime residents of those areas.
Another issue discussed is source of income discrimination, which is legal in Texas as landlords
can refuse to rent to a family using a rental voucher.

Neighborhood and Community
Fair housing choice is more than just choice in a home, it is also about access to opportunity,
including proficient schools, employment, transportation, services, and other community
amenities that contribute to quality of life. This section explores a number of measures of access
to opportunity including equal treatment of all residents, the extent to which residents would
welcome different types of people moving to their neighborhood, access to public services,
healthy neighborhood indicators, and access to proficient schools, employment and
transportation. We conclude with an analysis of indicators of Not-In-My-Backyard (NIMBY)
attitudes that may impact land use and planning decisions related to housing.

Equal treatment of residents. When asked “do you feel that all residents in the area where
you live are treated equally or the same as residents of other areas in your community?” about
half of respondents said yes. This proportion is highest for Harris County residents (63%) and
lowest among Galveston residents (41%). Those who are most likely to say that all residents in
their community are treated equally are:


Households with incomes of $100,000 or more (65%);
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LEP respondents (62%); and



Hispanic residents of Pasadena (55%).

Those least likely to agree that all residents are treated equally are:


Pasadena Section 8 voucher holders (18%);



Galveston residents with disabilities (22%);



Galveston large families (25%);



Missouri City households with incomes of $50,000 up to $100,000 (26%);



Galveston households with children (28%); and



Missouri City African American residents (29%).

Figure VII-17 presents this information by community and for selected respondent
characteristics.
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Figure VII-17.
Do you feel that all residents in the area where you live are treated equally or the same as
residents of other areas in your community? (% Yes)
Higher than Community of Residence (>5ppt)
About the same as Community of Residence (+/- 5 ppt)
Lower than Community of Residence (<5 ppt)
Galveston

Missouri City

Pasadena

Harris County

Houston

Region

All residents

41%

48%

49%

63%

50%

55%

Race/ethnicity
African American

35%

48%

29%

48%

42%

43%

-

-

-

48%

53%

54%

33%

-

55%

60%

49%

55%

-

-

-

58%

39%

48%

44%

44%

51%

68%

55%

60%

-

-

55%

69%

-

62%

Children under 18

28%

38%

49%

57%

47%

56%

Large family

25%

43%

45%

63%

46%

52%

Disability

22%

50%

36%

57%

43%

46%

Section 8

-

-

18%

49%

42%

43%

Household Income
Less than $25,000

41%

-

45%

50%

42%

44%

$25,000 up to $50,000

31%

-

39%

59%

47%

50%

$50,000 up to $100,000

33%

26%

59%

63%

52%

57%

$100,000 or more

62%

64%

70%

71%

60%

65%

Asian
Hispanic
Native American
White
LEP

Note:

- Sample size too small to report.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.

At community open house events and the disability focus group, attendees share their opinions
and experiences in their community. Discussion topics included:


A sense of some tension between more affluent African American homeowners in Missouri
City and Hispanic homeowners who are newer to the city. Some shared a perception that
the newer homeowners’ choices—cars on the yard, exercise equipment out front—were
not in keeping with the neighborhood culture.



Galveston residents attributed disparities in access to opportunity on the island to
socioeconomic status and class rather than racial or ethnic differences. To many, Galveston
residents are third class citizens in the region and are isolated from regional opportunities.



A participant in the disability focus group shared that, “Every disabled person has been
treated bad, been taken advantage of, been discriminated against.” The other participants
agreed that this too was their experience.
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Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with a series of statements on a scale of
0-9 where a rating of 0 means strongly disagree and a rating of 9 means strongly agree. Each
statement began with “Most of my neighbors would be supportive of people of another…”
followed by “race or ethnicity,” “religion,” “sexual orientation or who are transgender.” As
shown, most respondents, regardless of where they live, agree or strongly agree that most of
their neighbors would be supportive of these different types of people moving to the area. While
still being supportive, the degree of agreement with support is slightly lower for people of a
different sexual orientation or who are transgender than for race or ethnicity or religion.
Compared to other communities, Missouri City residents more strongly agree about their
neighbors’ support for people of a different race or ethnicity or religion moving to the
community. Attendees at community open house events in Pasadena, Galveston, Missouri City
and Harris County had similar views to those of survey respondents.
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FFigure VII-18.
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C
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Public services. Figure VII-19 presents the proportion of residents who believe their
neighborhood has lower quality or less access to public services than other neighborhoods in
their community. As shown, respondents living in Galveston and Missouri City are most likely to
think that their neighborhood has lower quality or less access to public services than residents of
Pasadena, Harris County or Houston. Residents of Galveston and Missouri City identified having
lower quality or access to commercial services, social services, and infrastructure like sidewalks,
paved roads, street lights and storm sewer/adequate drainage in their neighborhoods compared
to the typical regional resident.
Figure VII-19.
My neighborhood has lower quality/access… By Jurisdiction
The higher the % the greater the proportion of residents who say their neighborhood has lower
quality/access.
Higher % than Region (>5ppt)
About the same as Region (+/- 5 ppt)
Lower % than Region (<5 ppt)
Percent of Residents with Lower Quality/Access in
their Neighborhood

Galveston

Missouri
City
Pasadena

Harris
County

Houston

Region

Sidewalks

39%

38%

30%

30%

31%

31%

Paved Roads

18%

28%

17%

4%

13%

10%

Parks

21%

26%

19%

14%

20%

18%

Clean and Running Water

7%

3%

8%

5%

7%

7%

Street lights

22%

24%

13%

14%

14%

14%

Running/Jogging trails and/or bike paths/lanes

48%

38%

36%

29%

31%

31%

Emergency Medical Services (EMS), Fire and Police
Services

5%

8%

6%

5%

7%

6%

Health Services (Hospitals, Doctor's Offices, Pharmacies,
Clinics)

10%

20%

8%

7%

12%

10%

Commercial Services (Grocery Stores, Restaurants, Gas
Stations, etc.)

22%

29%

9%

8%

14%

11%

Social Services (WorkForce Solutions, Neighborhood
Centers, Elderly/Adult Day Care Centers, etc.)

34%

27%

21%

20%

20%

20%

Educational/Cultural Facilities (museum, libraries, etc.)

23%

49%

26%

24%

30%

27%

Garbage/Solid Waste Pick-up

10%

4%

6%

5%

9%

7%

Storm Sewer/Adequate Drainage

29%

29%

24%

17%

24%

21%

Sanitary Sewer/Black Lines

14%

4%

12%

6%

12%

9%

Animal Control

17%

19%

11%

13%

20%

17%

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.
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At community engagement events in Galveston, resident comments focused on public services,
particularly the need to:


Improve the quality of the city’s infrastructure, from sewer and water systems to high
speed Internet access;



Increase availability of supportive services programs such as, job training, drug and
rehabilitation services;



Educate the community about fair housing laws so that people will know their rights; and



Increase community awareness about local government programs that will benefit or
improve their quality of life.

Attendees at the Barrett Station Homecoming and Parade event commented on the need to:


Increase community awareness about local government programs that will benefit or
improve their quality of life;



Educate the community about fair housing laws so that people will know their rights;



Work on reducing cost burdens created by increases in water bills, homeowner’s insurance
and tax assessments for this distressed community.

Residents of Pasadena participating in community engagement events discussed the need to:


Increase funding for community facilities, such as the public library; and



Improve street quality (e.g., fix potholes), particularly in the north part of the city.

Attendees at the Missouri City open house event identified:


A need for increased walkability and more attractive streetscaping and landscaping in
Hunters Trail;



A need for youth programs on the city’s East side; and



Safe housing options needed on the north side of Missouri City near Buffalo Run for people
who are homeless and people with disabilities.

Harris County open house attendees discussed a number of public services needs in
unincorporated areas:


A need for emergency shelter or transitional housing; currently resources are located in
Houston, but there is a need in the Baytown and Highlands areas.



A need for publicly supported housing, particularly for low income elderly and disabled
residents;
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With the DADS reorganization into Texas Workforce, it is difficult for County residents with
mental illness to communicate effectively with the frontline staff who are not sufficiently
trained to interact with persons with mental illness.



Residents with mobility disabilities emphasized the need for accessible transportation and
ADA compliant sidewalks in the county, particularly in newer communities. The Harwin
area was identified as needing more sidewalks.

As shown in Figure VII-20 African American residents, Native American residents, LEP residents
and those with household incomes less than $25,000 are more likely than other groups or
regional residents overall to have lower quality or less access to public services.
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Figure VII-20.
My neighborhood has lower quality/access… By Selected Protected Class Characteristics and Income
The higher the % the greater the proportion of residents who say their neighborhood has lower quality/access.
Higher than Region (>5ppt)
About the same as Region (+/- 5 ppt)
Lower than Region (<5 ppt)
Percent of Residents Experiencing
a Housing Challenge

African
American Hispanic

Asian

Native
Children
American Disability Under 18

Large
Family

LEP

Income
<$25,000

Region

Sidewalks

32%

35%

18%

31%

36%

32%

29%

32%

32%

31%

Paved Roads

20%

13%

6%

13%

13%

13%

13%

21%

18%

10%

Parks

25%

21%

16%

27%

21%

22%

23%

23%

25%

18%

Clean and Running Water

13%

9%

1%

7%

9%

9%

10%

16%

11%

7%

Street lights

20%

18%

9%

21%

18%

17%

18%

27%

19%

14%

Running/Jogging trails and/or bike paths/lanes

36%

35%

21%

28%

35%

34%

31%

36%

36%

31%

Emergency Medical Services (EMS), Fire and Police Services

11%

8%

2%

11%

7%

8%

8%

15%

10%

6%

Health Services (Hospitals, Doctor's Offices, Pharmacies, Clinics)

17%

10%

7%

20%

12%

12%

13%

8%

15%

10%

Commercial Services (Grocery Stores, Restaurants, Gas Stations, etc.)

17%

10%

6%

15%

11%

12%

11%

8%

13%

11%

Social Services (WorkForce Solutions, Neighborhood Centers,
Elderly/Adult Day Care Centers, etc.)

24%

20%

16%

17%

27%

21%

23%

22%

24%

20%

Educational/Cultural Facilities (museum, libraries, etc.)

33%

28%

23%

36%

32%

29%

29%

24%

30%

27%

Garbage/Solid Waste Pick-up

15%

8%

5%

10%

8%

10%

9%

17%

13%

7%

Storm Sewer/Adequate Drainage

23%

21%

27%

27%

23%

22%

20%

32%

23%

21%

Sanitary Sewer/Black Lines

16%

11%

6%

16%

12%

11%

12%

-

16%

9%

Animal Control

28%

15%

12%

17%

22%

21%

20%

-

24%

17%

Note:

- Sample size too small to report.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.
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As shown in Figure VII-20, African American residents of the region were more likely than other
residents to believe that public service quality or access is lower in their neighborhood than
other areas. To understand the nature of this difference African American residents’ perceptions
of public services are shown by their community of residence in Figure VII-21.
As shown, African American residents of Harris County are as likely as all other residents in the
region to consider their public services of lower quality or access with the exception of clean and
running water. Much of the difference observed in public services results for African Americans
overall (Figure VII-20 on the previous page) are driven by African American residents of
Houston.
Figure VII-21.
My neighborhood has lower quality/access… African American Residents,
The higher the % the greater the proportion of residents who say their neighborhood has lower
quality/access.
Lighter shading for Galveston, Missouri
City, and Pasadena indicates relatively
small sample sizes (see figure note below
table for more detail)

Higher % than Region (>5ppt)
About the same as Region (+/- 5 ppt)
Lower % than Region (<5 ppt)
Percent of African American Residents with Lower
Quality/Access in their Neighborhood

Galveston

Missouri
City
Pasadena

Harris
County

Houston

Region

Sidewalks

26%

11%

43%

33%

32%

31%

Paved Roads

37%

33%

27%

11%

22%

10%

Parks

25%

44%

27%

19%

27%

18%

Clean and Running Water

11%

10%

14%

13%

13%

7%

Street lights

29%

25%

23%

18%

20%

14%

Running/Jogging trails and/or bike paths/lanes

50%

50%

46%

29%

39%

31%

Emergency Medical Services (EMS), Fire and Police
Services

5%

10%

7%

10%

11%

6%

Health Services (Hospitals, Doctor's Offices, Pharmacies,
Clinics)

15%

44%

14%

12%

19%

10%

Commercial Services (Grocery Stores, Restaurants, Gas
Stations, etc.)

37%

33%

14%

13%

17%

11%

Social Services (WorkForce Solutions, Neighborhood
Centers, Elderly/Adult Day Care Centers, etc.)

63%

47%

23%

23%

23%

20%

Educational/Cultural Facilities (museum, libraries, etc.)

21%

63%

39%

23%

36%

27%

Garbage/Solid Waste Pick-up

16%

0%

7%

11%

16%

7%

Storm Sewer/Adequate Drainage

26%

10%

36%

16%

26%

21%

Sanitary Sewer/Black Lines

21%

9%

21%

11%

19%

9%

Animal Control

21%

40%

15%

19%

32%

17%

Note:

Data for jurisdictions are African American residents; data for Region include all respondents to the survey. Sample sizes for African
American respondents in Missouri City, Pasadena and Galveston are small (n< 20 each) compared to Harris County (n=224) and Houston
(n=621). As such, differences from the region for Galveston, Missouri City and Pasadena are shown in lighter shading to remind the reader
to interpret the percentages with caution. They suggest differences, but the true estimates are unknown.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris County Regional AFH Resident Survey.
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Healthy neighborhood indicators. Survey respondents rated their agreement with a number
of statements about qualities of their neighborhood. On average, residents of the participating
jurisdictions and Houston agree (rating of 6 to 9) that their neighborhood has qualities that
indicate a healthy community (Figure VII-22).


Quality of parks and recreation facilities. On average, Harris County residents strongly
agree than all neighborhoods in their area have the same quality of park and recreation
facilities, the highest average rating among the jurisdictions.



Access to grocery stores and fresh food. Pasadena residents are most likely to strongly
agree that their neighborhood has convenient access to grocery stores and fresh food;
Houstonians are least likely. At community meetings, Missouri City residents identified a
need for grocery access along Texas Parkway and Cartwright corridors. Galveston residents
and stakeholders considered parts of the island to be a food desert—the only grocery store
on the east end of the island is Arlan’s and the center of the city has only one grocery store.



Access to health care facilities. Health care facilities are convenient to most residents and
there is little variation among the participating jurisdictions. In contrast, stakeholders
discussed the lack of access to medical services in low-income areas across the region.
Examples include the 3rd and 5th wards of Houston, Sunnyside (which has no emergency
room), and the south side of Pasadena. Stakeholders note that health fairs are not a
substitute for primary care. Pasadena residents also expressed a need for medical
services—both to provide health care and job opportunities for residents.



Supportive network in the community. Missouri City residents are most likely to agree that
they have a supportive network of friends or family in their neighborhood, church or
community, and Galveston residents are the least.



Housing does not need repair. Residents of Harris County and Missouri City are most likely
to agree that housing in their community is in good condition and does not need repair;
Galveston residents are the least likely to agree. In stakeholder focus groups, Galveston
stakeholders indicate that much of the housing that is affordable is dilapidated and is
managed by absentee landlords.



Lower crime. Harris County and Missouri City residents are more likely than others to
agree that the area where they live has lower crime than other parts of the community.
Houston residents are least likely to agree.
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FFigure VII-22.
R
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SSource: BBC Research & Consulting
C
from the 2017 Galveston,
G
Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris Countty Regional AFH Resident Survey.
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Figure VII-23 examines perspectives of members of selected protected classes and low income
households on healthy neighborhood indicators. As with residents of the region overall, on
average members of each of the groups considered agree that their neighborhood has the
qualities indicated. The degree of agreement varies by group.


Quality of parks and recreation facilities. African American residents, LEP residents, and
residents with disabilities are least likely to agree that their neighborhood has the same
quality of park and recreation facilities as other neighborhoods. Overall, African Americans
living in Houston and Galveston are much less likely than African Americans in Missouri
City, and Harris County to agree parks and rec facilities are of the same quality. Families
with children are the most likely to agree.



Access to grocery stores and fresh food. Households with incomes less than $25,000 are
much less likely than others to agree that grocery stores are convenient to where they live,
but even among this group agreement is high. Access to grocery stores among low income
residents was highest in Harris County and lowest in Houston, but the overall difference is
small.



Access to health care facilities. Residents with disabilities are less likely than other
households to agree that health care facilities are convenient to where they live. Among
households with a member with a disability, those living in Pasadena are least likely to
agree that health care facilities are convenient to where they live and are highest in
Missouri City and Galveston.



Supportive network in the community. With respect to a supportive network, families with
children were the least likely to agree that they have a supportive network in the
community and households with the lowest income were most likely to agree. Families with
children living in Galveston and Houston are least likely to agree they have a strong
supportive network in the community.



Housing does not need repair. Families with children were the least likely to agree that
housing in their neighborhood is in good condition and does not need repair; this is the
lowest average rating overall. Galveston residents with children are the least likely to agree
that housing in their community does not need repair, a much lower rating than similar
households in Harris County.



Lower crime. African American residents and LEP respondents were the least likely to
agree that their neighborhood has lower crime than other neighborhoods and families with
children were the most likely to agree. African American residents of Pasadena and
Houston are less likely than African Americans in Harris County to agree that their
neighborhood has lower crime than other areas.
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FFigure VII-23.
R
Resident Perspecttives on Healthy Neighborhood
N
Ind
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N
Note:

* Data for Harris County exclude residents of
o the participating jurisdicctions and Houston.

SSource: BBC Research & Consulting
C
from the 2017 Galveston,
G
Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris Countty Regional AFH Resident Survey.
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Access to quality schools. Figure VII-24 presents average agreement with the statement “In
this area it is easy to find housing people can afford that is close to good quality schools” for
selected protected classes and low income households by jurisdiction. In most cases, residents of
Harris County were more likely than others to agree that it is easy to find housing people can
afford that is close to good schools; Houston residents and Galveston residents were least likely
to agree.
Families with children living in Harris County and Pasadena are most likely to agree that it is
easy to find affordable housing near good schools, while those living in Galveston and Missouri
City are less likely to agree. Large families in Harris County are much more likely than large
families living elsewhere in the region to agree that it is easy to find affordable housing near
good schools. Households that include a member with a disability, including children with
disabilities, have very different perceptions depending on where they live. Those in Missouri City
are most likely to agree that it is easy to find affordable housing near good schools, while those
in Galveston are much less likely to agree.
Missouri City residents attending the community open house attributed the area’s access to
proficient schools to school choice. “Schools are not a huge issue because you can choice into
other schools.”
Stakeholder perspectives on schools. The quality of schools has a significant impact in
determining the location of companies and jobs. Stakeholders report that low-income families
have few options regarding schools and no transportation to get to better schools. In Houston,
inner-city schools are racially divided and are considered lower quality than suburban schools.
Throughout the region, families can choose another school if their school is low-performing, but
transportation may prevent them from exercising that choice. The number of charter schools has
“exploded” in the region, which can lead to school choice for families with transportation. In
Houston, schools are “very complicated for parent to figure out.” If a family has limited
resources, their children must attend a school accessible by bus.
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FFigure VII-24.
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Access to transportation. Figure VII-25 presents average agreement with the statement, “I
can easily get to the places I want to go using my preferred transportation option” for members
of selected protected classes and low income households by jurisdiction. When interpreting the
results for Galveston, note that the city changed its public transportation service hours after the
survey data was collected so these results may not be reflective of the current experience of
Galveston residents who prefer to use public transportation. As shown in Figure VII-25, most
residents agree that they are able to get to the places they want to go using their preferred
transportation method. The exceptions are Pasadena African American residents, Pasadena LEP
respondents and Pasadena residents with household incomes less than $25,000.
At community engagement events transportation-related discussion included:


Resident suggestions to increase funding for transportation services to allow greater access
to jobs (Galveston);



Mixed opinions about transit service in Missouri City—some residents think more options
are needed while others think “if you live here, you should buy a car.”



Service cuts to public transit in Galveston resulting from funding losses attributed to the
city’s population decline. The loss of evening bus service will impact access to employment
as well as training opportunities offered at the college during evening hours.

Residents with disabilities who live within the Metro service area gave the transit system high
marks with respect to routes, service hours and frequency. “If you’re lucky enough to live in the
service area, Metro is great.” Not all communities choose to participate in the transit system;
these communities are not an option for residents with disabilities who rely on accessible
transit. Paratransit services are only available within the fixed route bus system’s service area.
However, while buses are accessible, stops are not necessarily accessible. Residents with
disabilities emphasized the need for accessible first and last mile transit connections. They
described accessible buses with stops that are not accessible to people with mobility disabilities.
“A lot of stops are just dirt or grass.”
Regardless of where they live in the region, a lack of transportation or transportation challenges
was the primary barrier survey respondents with disabilities identified as a barrier to
employment, accessing health services and accessing community amenities and facilities.
Stakeholder perspectives on access to transportation. The region is very car-dependent and cars
are expensive to own and maintain. Access to public transportation varies across the region and
is limited outside of downtown Houston. The four transit providers in the region are: Harris
County, METRO, Ft. Bend County, and Galveston. In Galveston, public transit is underutilized and
service is being reduced. Pasadena, Missouri City, Texas City, and unincorporated areas of Harris
County have very limited or no public transportation. Many other suburbs also do not have
public transportation.
Stakeholders agree that jurisdictions in the region attempt to place new low-income housing tax
credit (LIHTC) developments near public transportation routes. Houston and Harris County
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“suggest” location criteria to target development on high-frequency bus lines. Additionally,
Harris County has criteria related to racial and ethnic concentration. However, these criteria do
not prevent resolutions of support for the LIHTC developments. Governments strongly
encourage and ask, but cannot compel.
As development increases along transit lines, people are priced out of their homes, further
exacerbating the availability of affordable housing.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION VII, PAGE 53

FFigure VII-25.
A
Access to Transpo
ortation, by Jurisd
diction and Selecte
ed Protected Classs Characteristics and Low Income Households
I can easily get to the places I want to go using my prreferred transporttation option.

N
Note:

* Data for Harris County exclude residents of
o the participating jurisdicctions and Houston. Not all groups had a sufficient nu
umber of responses to repport results.

SSource: BBC Research & Consulting
C
from the 2017 Galveston,
G
Missouri City, Pasadena, and Harris Countty Regional AFH Resident Survey.

B
BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING
O

SECTIO
ON VII, PAGE 54

Access to employment. Figure VII-26 presents the level of agreement of members of selected
protected classes and low income households with the statement, “The location of job
opportunities is convenient to where I live.” On average, most residents, regardless of their
community of residence, agree with this statement. Galveston and Pasadena African American
residents and Galveston residents with disabilities are less likely to agree. Residents of Harris
County, are more likely to strongly agree with the statement than most residents overall as well
as within cohorts.
Attendees at community engagement events frequently raised economic development, access to
employment and job training as significant community needs. These included:


Increase access to jobs and economic development opportunities for community members
and local businesses (Barrett Station Homecoming and Parade attendees);



Need to revitalize Missouri City’s downtown core—development and amenities in the last
decade have migrated over toward Highway 6, leaving the city center depressed.



A need for job training and economic development in industries other than tourism was a
common theme among Galveston residents. Youth job training, which was offered in the
past, has not been offered in recent years; residents believe the lack of youth-oriented
employment and training opportunities negatively impacts the youth and the community
overall. Residents born on the island (BOI) described how the island’s economy once
thrived with diverse industries that meant good paying jobs for local residents. To these
residents, the city’s economic development efforts have focused entirely on tourism to the
detriment of local residents.



Galveston residents shared that Houston companies won’t hire island residents. There is a
perception than islanders will not be reliable due to weather or other commute difficulties.

When asked what was most needed to increase access to employment, residents with disabilities
who participated in the survey identified four primary areas of need:


Access to transportation;



Outreach to employers to encourage them to hire residents with disabilities;



Job training, coaching and counseling for residents with disabilities; and



Reasonable accommodations for employees with disabilities.

Disability focus group participants noted that employers seem to be more willing to
accommodate those with visible disabilities, but that residents with hidden, discrete, cognitive or
mental disabilities have a more difficult time obtaining accommodations.
Stakeholder perspectives on access to employment. Access to jobs was a significant concern
among all stakeholders, but especially so for Galveston stakeholders. Galveston Island does not
have a state workforce office located on the island and has many service-related jobs that do not
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pay a living wage. No jobs are available on the north end of Broadway and stakeholders report a
“good ol’ boy” system prevents qualified workers from getting jobs.
The tourism industry on the Island employs a “significant” number of people with H1 and J1
visas. These foreign workers live in crowded conditions with “20 people living in a one-bedroom
apartment”. Stakeholders believe that employers do not have to pay minimum wage to these visa
holders. Locals who could do the jobs are not hired as a result.
In the past, the University of Texas Medical Branch (UTMB) at Galveston and the service industry
have bused in workers from outside of Galveston. Galveston has a community college, but people
do not want to go because there are no opportunities after completing school.
Across the region, according to stakeholders, “you don’t see a lot of high quality jobs located in
areas that also have a lot of affordable housing.” One example is Greenspoint, an area in northern
Harris County, where it is not uncommon for residents to take two buses to work for a service
sector job in commercial areas that are not located nearby, resulting in commutes of 45 minutes
to an hour. The airport is the only nearby large-scale provider of high quality jobs. Galveston
participants noted that areas on the island with multifamily housing are not areas of opportunity
for jobs or other amenities.
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FFigure VII-26.
A
Access to Employment, by Jurisdicttion and Selected Protected Class Characteristics
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NIMBY. As shown in Figure VII-27, survey respondents’ perceptions of community support for
different types of housing and housing uses varies by community as well as by the type of
housing or use. Residents of the region are weakly supportive, on average, of locating new
housing for low income seniors in their area and of locating a residential home for people with
disabilities. Most do not agree that their neighbors would support locating housing for people
recovering from substance abuse in the area and are only slightly more supportive of low income
housing. New apartment buildings in general have low to tepid support. In general, Missouri City
and Harris County residents are less likely to think their neighbors would support these housing
types than respondents living in Galveston, Pasadena and Houston.
As with survey respondents, a slim majority of attendees at community open house events in
Missouri City, Pasadena, Galveston and Harris County thought most of their neighbors would
support housing for low income seniors, low income housing and new apartment buildings in
their neighborhood and about one-third thought their neighbors would support a residential
home for people recovering from substance abuse.
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FFigure VII-27.
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Figure VII-28 examines perceptions of members of selected protected classes and low income
households of neighbor support for housing types and uses. Compared to the typical community
resident, African American residents, LEP respondents and households with incomes less than
$25,000 are more likely to believe their neighbors would support each of the housing types and
uses considered. Although somewhat more supportive than the general population of each
housing type, the difference is not significant. As with the general population, members of
protected classes are least likely to agree that their neighbors would support housing for
persons recovering from substance abuse in their area.
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Housing and Opportunity Priorities
Attendees at pop up and open house community prioritized the housing and other opportunity
issues they believed were most important to address. Overall, community members prioritize:


Accessible housing for disabled persons/elderly (16% of votes);



Housing options for persons with severe mental illness (10%);



Housing options for previously homeless people (9%);



Expanded transit services: hours, routes, service days (9%);



Housing options for persons with cognitive disabilities (8%);



Rental housing priced between $500 and $750 (8%);



Park improvements in certain neighborhoods (8%);



Rental housing priced below $500 (7%);



Housing to buy priced below $100,000 (7%);



Landlords willing to rent to people with bad credit, past evictions or past foreclosures
(6%);



Downpayment assistance to buy a home (5%);



Landlords willing to rent to people with criminal records (4%); and



Housing to buy priced between $100,001 and $200,000 (3%).

The priorities—distribution of attendee votes—were similar across all of the community events.
Residents with disabilities who participated in the Harris County open house would prioritize:


Wheelchair accessibility—door and hallway widths and other types of physical
accessibility;



Safety—lighting, secure building access, protection for visually impaired apartment
residents from theft, sensory alarms for deaf and hearing impaired residents; and



Transportation access, service hours and frequency.

Deaf participants in a focus group mentioned an apartment building in the Dallas-Fort Worth
area that is designed for, and operated by, members of the deaf community. They would like to
see Harris County pursue a similar development.
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Hurricane Harvey
As noted in the introduction to this section, two-thirds of the total survey responses were
received after Hurricane Harvey, however nearly all of these responses came from residents of
Pasadena, Harris County and Houston. Among these residents, 35 percent sustained damage to
their home from the hurricane. The proportion of households reporting different types of
damage varied by community:


Water damage impacted 40 percent of Pasadena and Harris County households and 27
percent of Houston households.



One in 10 Harris County and Houston households with damage to their home sustained roof
damage, compared to 18 percent of Pasadena households.



Fewer than one in 10 (8%) households experienced wall damage and 4 percent had
damaged flooring.

The severity of damage sustained also varied by community—of those with damaged homes, 16
percent of Pasadena residents had damage that made their home unlivable, compared to 49
percent of Harris County residents and 55 percent of Houston residents. At the time the time the
survey was conducted, only 13 percent of those with damage to their homes had completed
repairs; 45 percent had repairs underway and 36 percent did not know when repairs to their
home would begin. Of those who experienced damage to their home, 58 percent had applied for
FEMA at the time of the survey and 23 percent had applied for SBA. Only one in 20 (5%) said
that they would like to apply for help but were not sure if they would qualify and only 1 percent
of respondents were not sure how or where to apply.
Stakeholder participants on Hurricane Harvey. Stakeholders spoke extensively about the how
Hurricane Harvey has impacted the region since it made landfall in Texas on August 25, 2017.
Recovery from the hurricane is on-going and the full impact not yet known. Hurricane Harvey
exacerbated the housing issues already in place and the region is now in a housing crisis.
Although this hurricane caused flooding in middle- and upper-income communities that have
not flooded historically, stakeholders particularly noted the disproportionate impact on lowincome communities, many of which are located in flood plains, saying that the “poorest of the
poor were most affected.” In addition, groups already experiencing the most discrimination were
also disproportionately impacted – racial and ethnic minorities and individuals with disabilities.
Stakeholders report that landlords are taking advantage of the vulnerable situation of renters.
Flooding pushed out low-income residents and now property owners are trying to convert the
properties to higher income rentals. Rental rates have increased across the region. Many
stakeholders and their clients see the flooding as “an excuse to move people out.” Greenspoint
was provided as a specific example, where 80 percent of apartments flooded, although
stakeholders point out this is happening region-wide. Communities that didn’t flood have
become more valuable. New flood plain regulations as a result of the hurricane will increase
housing costs in unincorporated Harris County.
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Families lost their homes, cars, and jobs and experienced an overall loss of stability. The
hurricane split families, with parents and children finding accommodations separately with
friends and family. Families must commute to current schools or enroll their children in new
ones.
Debris has also been an issue. Clean-up continues in many neighborhoods, and as of midDecember, some debris had not yet been hauled away by the City of Houston. Brookside, a very
low-income area in Harris County where almost everyone flooded, still had no trash pickup. In
Pasadena, 4,000 properties were impacted by loss or partial damage and clean-up continues.
The hurricane increased homelessness. People who did not have formal leases could not get
FEMA assistance such as hotel vouchers. Stakeholders reported, in general, that residents
experienced difficulty in received assistance from FEMA and that this may have a
disproportionate impact on protected classes.
Harris County needs to buy out 600 homes from flood plains, but only has funds to buy out 200.
Buyouts decrease the tax base and impact property tax collections. In addition to repairing
housing, infrastructure improvements are needed, such as improving drainage.
The mainland was more heavily damaged by Hurricane Harvey than Galveston Island. Hurricane
Harvey did not have a huge impact on Galveston Island, but exacerbated issues that have not
been addressed since Hurricane Ike made a direct hit on the island in 2008. Hurricane Ike did far
more damage to Galveston than Harvey.
In Galveston, Hurricane Harvey did have a disproportionate impact on dilapidated property,
which took on water, resulting in mold and rodent infestation, which reduced the availability of
affordable rentals. This has led to price gouging for available rentals. Many roads on the island
are still in need of repair.
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SECTION VIII.
Fair Housing Landscape

SECTION VIII.
Fair Housing Landscape
This section of the AI examines the fair housing landscape in the Greater Houston region,
including a review of complaint data, fair housing testing and legal cases related to fair housing
violations. The section then evaluates possible public sector barriers to fair housing choice,
particularly through zoning and land use regulations.

Fair Housing Law and Enforcement
Federal fair housing law. The Federal Fair Housing Act, passed in 1968 and amended in 1988,
prohibits discrimination in housing on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, gender,
familial status or disability. The Fair Housing Act covers most types of housing, including rental
housing, home sales, mortgage and home improvement lending, and land use and zoning. The Act
also contains design and construction accessibility provisions for certain new multifamily
dwellings developed for first occupancy on or after March 13, 1991.
The Act exempts owner-occupied buildings with fewer than four units; single family housing sold
or rented without the use of a real estate agent or broker; housing operated by organizations and
private clubs that limit occupancy to members; and housing for older persons.1
HUD has the primary authority for enforcing the Fair Housing Act. Housing discrimination
complaints filed with HUD may be done online at (www.hud.gov/complaints/housediscrim.cfm),
toll free at (800) 669-9777, or by contacting HUD’s FHEO headquarters in Washington D.C. or
HUD’s Fair Housing Regional Office, which serves Texas residents and is located in Fort Worth
(817-978-5900 or 5595 TDD).
HUD must first try to reach a conciliation or settlement between the parties involved in a fair
housing complaint. If the complaint is not successfully conciliated, HUD investigates the
complaint and determines if there is a “reasonable cause” to believe that discrimination occurred.
If reasonable cause is established, HUD brings the complaint before an administrative law judge.
Parties to the action can also elect to have the trial held in a federal court, in which case the
Department of Justice brings the claim on behalf of the plaintiff.2
If during the investigative, review and legal process HUD finds that discrimination has occurred,
the case will be heard in an administrative hearing within 120 days, unless either party prefers
the case to be heard in Federal district court.

1

This is a very general description of the Fair Housing Act and the actions and properties covered by the Act. For more
detailed information on the Fair Housing Act, please see the full text, which can be found
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/fair_housing_equal_opp/progdesc/title8

2

“How Much Do We Know? Public Awareness of the Nation’s Fair Housing Laws”, The U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development, Office of Policy and Research, April 2002.
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Texas fair housing law. The state of Texas has adopted Title 15, Fair Housing Practices,
Chapter 301, Texas Property Code, also known as the Texas Fair Housing Act which promotes
the ability of protected class residents to access low-poverty areas by prohibiting discrimination
in housing based on race, ethnicity, nationality, family status, and disability. The Act mirrors the
Federal Fair Housing Act (FFHA) and enables the state of Texas to enforce fair housing violations
which obstruct access to low-poverty areas to residents based on these characteristics.
In 2015 the Texas state legislature passed a law barring cities from passing laws banning
landlords from discrimination based on source-of-income. According to a 2017 article in the
Houston Chronicle, housing policy experts widely view such legislation as a barrier to
integration and de-concentration of poverty. The law is currently being challenged in the U.S.
District Court for the Northern District of Texas on the basis that the law violates the Fair
Housing Act by blocking predominantly Non-Hispanic Black public housing voucher holders
from securing housing in White neighborhoods.
Texas residents who feel that they might have experienced a violation of the FFHA or state fair
housing laws can contact one or more of the following organizations: HUD’s Office of Fair
Housing and Opportunity in Fort Worth (FHEO) or the Texas Workforce Commission (TWC).
If HUD has determined that a state or local agency has the same housing powers (“substantial
equivalency”) as HUD, they may refer the complaints filed directly with HUD to that agency and
will notify the complainant of the referral. The agency, called a Fair Housing Assistance Program
Partner (FHAP), must begin work on the complaint within 30 days or HUD may take it back. TWC
is the state agency FHAP in Texas, in addition to the local agencies including the Austin Human
Rights Commission, the City of Corpus Christi Department of Human Relations, City of Dallas Fair
Housing Office, Fort Worth Human Relations Commission and the Garland Housing and
Neighborhood Services.
TWC is responsible for overseeing and providing workforce development services to employers
and citizens. The Civil Rights Division (TWCCRD) provides programs for housing discrimination
and complaint resolution. The TWCCRD provides a webpage with information on how to file a
complaint.3 The website provides several ways to file a complaint, including filing in person at
the Division office in Austin, calling by phone or writing the Division a letter. The site also has a
fair housing fact sheet to help the person identify housing discrimination as well as the steps
which will follow after a complaint is filed.
Residents may also write a letter to or call TWCCRD directly at (888) 452-4778, (512) 463–2642
or (800) 735-2989 (TDD) and 711 (voice).
Upon TWCCRD’s receiving the complaint, they will notify the alleged violator of the complaint
and allow the person to submit a response. An assigned investigator will then proceed to
determine if there is reasonable cause to believe the law had been violated. The TWCCRD will try
to reach a conciliation agreement between the complainant and respondent. If such an

3 http://www.twc.state.tx.us/crd/file_hsg.html.
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agreement is reached there will be no further action unless the conciliation agreement has been
breached. In that case, the TWCCRD may request that the Texas Attorney General file suit.

Local fair housing policies and organizations. The Greater Houston Region has a number
of fair housing organizations residents can contact to get more information about their fair
housing rights and/or how to file a fair housing complaint.
The Greater Houston Fair Housing Center (GHFHC) is a community based organization originally
founded in 1999 to educate housing providers and residents about fair housing law. Through
investigation and enforcement, the Center works to prevent and resolve discriminatory acts in
housing. GHFHC provides information about the FFHA, disability rights, and how to file a
complaint. Individuals who believe they have experienced housing discrimination can file a
complaint with GHFHC by calling 713-641-3247 or emailing houstonfairhousing@swbell.net.4
Other organizations in the region also provide services related to fair housing, including tenants’
rights, legal services and housing counseling. These organizations are listed in Figure VIII-1
below.
Figure VIII-1.
Local Nonprofit Fair Housing and Housing Advocacy Organizations, Greater Houston Region
Name

Website

Telephone

Greater Houston Fair Housing Center

www.houstonfairhousing.org

(713) 641-3247

Inclusive Communities Project

www.inclusivecommunities.net (214) 939-9239

Lone Star Legal Aid

www.lonestarlegal.org

(713) 652-0077

Tenants Council of Houston

www.houstontenants.org

(713) 982-1985

Texas Low Income Housing Information Service www.texashousers.net

(713) 393-8783

Texas Appleseed

(512) 473-2800 x:107

www.texasappleseed.net

Source: BBC Research & Consulting.

Harris County policies. The following federal and state policies adopted by Harris County to
govern the Harris County Community Services Department impact the ability of protected class
groups to access low-poverty neighborhoods:


Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (24 CFR 1.4)



Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 (Fair Housing Act)



Title II of the American with Disabilities Act of 1990



Title IX of the Education Amendments Act of 1972 (24 CFR 3.400)



Executive Order 11063 (24 CFR 107.20)

4 http://greaterhoustonfairhousingcenter.cfsites.org/index.php
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Executive Order 11246



Executive Order 12892



Executive Order 12898



Executive Order 13166



Executive Order 13217



Age Discrimination Act of 1975 (24 CFR 146.13)



Title I of the Housing and Community Development Act 1974 (24 CFR 6.4)



Section 504 of Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (24 CFR 8.22 through 8.27.)



Architectural Barriers Act of 1968 (24 CFR 570.614)



Texas Accessibility Standards



Affirmative Marketing (24 CFR 92.351(a))

By prohibiting discrimination based race, color or national origin in county plans or programs,
housing, education, employment and requiring that the county take steps to affirmatively further
fair housing, these policies promote the ability of protected class groups to access low-poverty
areas.

Pasadena policies. As a recipient of federal funds, Pasadena has adopted a Title VI NonDiscrimination Plan, which promotes the ability of protected class groups to access low-poverty
areas by prohibiting discrimination-based disability, Limited English Proficiency (LEP), race or
other factors in city programs and activities. The plan states that no minority or low income
population suffers “disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effect”
due to any “programs, policies and activities” undertaken by any agency receiving federal funds.
While the City of Pasadena website states that, “It is the policy of the City of Pasadena not to
condone discrimination or support housing discrimination.” Pasadena does not have language in
the city Code of Ordinances referring to non-discrimination in housing for protected class
groups. The absence of this language means that fair housing violations by private individuals or
businesses not receiving federal funds are enforceable by state and federal law only.

Missouri City policies. Missouri City has incorporated federal and state policies into the city
Code of Ordinances which promote the ability of protected class citizens to access low-poverty
areas. This is done in section 33-1 of the Missouri City Code of Ordinances, which adopts by
reference Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, as amended therein and thereafter, also
known as the Fair Housing Act, 42 U.S. 3601 et seq., and Title 15, Fair Housing Practices, Chapter
301, Texas Property Code, as amended herein and thereafter, also known as the Texas Fair
Housing Act. These policies prohibit discrimination in housing based on race, ethnicity,
nationality, family status, and disability.
Galveston policies. The City of Galveston has adopted language in the city Code of Ordinances,
which promotes the ability of protected class residents to access low-poverty areas by
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prohibiting discriminatory housing practices and requiring the adoption of procedures which
promote access to housing. Relevant sections of the Code are as follows:
Section 12.5-1 of the Code of Ordinances for the City of Galveston includes language protecting
the right of protected class groups to adequate housing and declaring that it is the policy of the
city to:
…bring about, through fair, orderly and lawful procedures, the opportunity for each
person to obtain housing without regard to race, color, religion, sex, handicap, familial
status, gender identity, sexual identity or national origin.
Section 12.5-3 and 12.5-5 of the Code of Ordinances prohibits certain discriminatory actions
related to the sale or rental of housing and provision of brokerage services based on of race,
color, religion, sex, handicap, familial status, gender identity, sexual identity, or national origin.
Section 12.5-7 details provisions for the handling of fair housing complaints.
These policies enable the City of Galveston to enforce fair housing violations at the local level.

Fair Housing Complaints and Trends
HUD provided BBC with complaint data for the period from January 1, 2012 through January 31,
2018 for the Greater Houston Region. In the region, 861 complaints were filed over the six-year
period. As shown in Figure VIII-2, the most common basis for complaints was disability (56%),
followed by race (33%), and national origin (12%). Note that individual complaints may have
more than one basis. Note that complaints can have more than one basis for filing.
Figure VIII-2.
Basis of Complaints, Greater Houston Region,
January 1, 2012 through January 31, 2018
Note:
Nearly one-fifth of all complaints had more than one basis; percent
shown is percent of complaints and as such, the percentages sum to
more than 100.
Source:
HUD FHEO and BBC Research & Consulting.

Disability
Race
National Origin
Familial Status
Sex
Retaliation
Religion
Color
Total Bases
Total Complaints

Number

Percent

480
287
101
66
62
38
19
5
1058
861

56%
33%
12%
8%
7%
4%
2%
1%

Figure VIII-3 shows the complaint basis share by year for the Greater Houston region. In most
years, complaints based on disability, race and national origin account for the greatest share of
complaints—combined they accounted for at least three quarters of all complaints each year.
The share of complaints based on familial status ranged from 3 percent to 10 percent between
2012 and 2017. The share of complaints based on sex ranged from 2 percent to 11 percent.
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Galveston

861
149
13
9
22
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2
2
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Figu
ure VIII-5.
Basis of Complain
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Sourcce: HUD FHEO and BBC
B Research & Consulting.
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parrticipating jurrisdictions com
mbined.
Thee most common reason in both the region and the paarticipating ju
urisdictions w
was
“disscriminatory terms, condittions, privilegges, or servicees and facilitiies,” accounting for 64
perrcent of the seettled complaaints in the region and 44 p
percent of thee settled com
mplaints in thee
parrticipating jurrisdictions. Th
he next largesst issue found
d was “discrim
minatory refu
usal to rent.”
“Failure to makee reasonable accommodati
a
ions” and “faiilure to permit reasonablee modification
n”
colllectively reprresented 2 percent of the settled
s
complaaints in the reegion and 4 p
percent of thee
setttled complain
nts in the partticipating juriisdictions.

BBC
C RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION VIII, PAAGE 7

Figu
ure VIII-6.
Setttled Complain
nts by
Rea
ason Filed, Jan
nuary
1, 2012
2
through
January 31, 2018
8
Note::
Some
e complaints have mo
ore than
one reason for filing.
Sourcce:
HUD FHEO and BBC Reseaarch &
ulting.
Consu

Leggal Cases
This section desccribes fair ho
ousing legal acctions that w ere brought aand/or resolvved during th
he
past eight years (since 2010) and represen
nt major fair housing legall actions in th
he Greater
Hou
uston Region.. The primary
y sources for the cases incllude: 1) the N
National Fair Housing
Adv
vocate case daatabase;5 2) the
t U.S. Deparrtment of Justtice, Civil Rights Division;6 and 3) legal
doccuments. The purpose of th
he legal summ
maries that foollow is to higghlight, in a no
on-technical
way
y, recent legal findings thaat concern fairr housing law
ws.

5

htttp://www.fairhousing.com

6

htttp://www.justice
e.gov/crt/about/h
hce/caselist.php
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Texas Low Income Housing Information Service, Texas Appleseed v. State of Texas
(2010). A Federal Fair Housing Act (FFHA) complaint filed by Texas Low Income Housing
Information Service and Texas Appleseed against the State of Texas alleged that the state
violated the FFHA in administration of its federal housing and community development funds by
1) making housing unavailable on the basis of race, color, and national origin; 2) discriminated in
the terms, conditions, or privileges of sale or rental and in provision of services or facilities
because of race, color, and national origin; and 3) failed in its obligation to affirmatively further
fair housing. The complaint resulted in a conciliation agreement which required, among other
things, an updating of the Texas AI, in two phases, training to recipients of federal housing and
community development funds, and specific methods for distributing disaster recovery funds.
This case spurred the creation of the Fair Housing Activity Statement—Texas form (FHAST
form). The FHAST form that was developed as part of the Phase 1 AI is a tool that jurisdictions
receiving state and federal housing and community development funding must use to
communicate their role in affirmatively furthering fair housing choice to the state and HUD.
Responding to the requirements of the FHAST form encouraged many communities in the
Houston-Galveston region to address fair housing and the requirement to affirmatively further
fair housing as part of their local disaster recovery efforts.

Ojo v. Farmers Group., Inc.(2011). Patrick Ojo, an African American resident of Houston,
Texas and carrier of a Farmer’s Group homeowners insurance policy, sued Farmer’s on behalf of
himself and other racial minorities alleging that Farmer’s “credit-scoring systems employ several
"undisclosed factors" which result in disparate impacts for minorities and violate the federal Fair
Housing Act.” The case was originally filed in 2009 but the district court ruled that the Texas
Insurance Code preempted Ojo's FHA claim—essentially that the insurance code, which
authorizes the use of race-neutral credit score factors, supersedes the disparate impact claim
under the FHA. On appeal, a Ninth Circuit panel held that Texas law did not reverse-preempt
Ojo’s FHA claim and ordered the case reheard en banc (before all judges of a court rather than by
a panel of judges). The court ruled that the Texas Insurance Code is void of any language
creating a cause of action for a racially disparate impact and held that “Texas law does not
prohibit an insurer from using race-neutral factors in credit-scoring to price insurance, even if
doing so creates a racially disparate impact.”
The Inclusive Communities Project, Inc. v. Texas Department of Housing and
Community Affairs, et al (2012). In 2010, Inclusive Communities Project, Inc. (ICP) filed a
lawsuit against TDHCA claiming that the manner in which TDHCA distributed housing tax credit
in the Dallas area violated federal Fair Housing laws. Specifically, ICP contended that TDHCA had
engaged in intentional racial discrimination and that as a result there had been a
disproportionate lack of awards in predominantly white Census tracts and a disproportionately
high amount of awards of housing tax credits in predominantly African American Census tracts.
After various court actions, a March 20, 2012 order found that the Plaintiff failed to prove that
the Department intentionally discriminated in the allocation of LIHTCs, but did find that, while
unintentional, the allocation of LIHTCs in the Dallas area resulted in a disparate (discriminatory)
impact and directed the Department to file a remedial action plan.
TDHCA filed a remedial plan (Remedial Plan) which focused on scoring items that will promote
greater interest in “high opportunity areas,” areas of greater wealth and lower poverty. Because
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TDHCA believed it to be a policy set out in the federal statute which created the LIHTC program
Internal Revenue Code (IRC) §42, the proposed remedial plan also provided for corresponding
incentives for applicants seeking to develop housing, which is a necessary part of a concerted
revitalization effort in a qualified Census tract (QCT). The court, in a subsequent order, adopted
much of the proposed remedial plan but rejected TDHCA’s view of the requirements of the IRC
regarding preferences for revitalization deals in QCTs. On November 8, 2012, the court entered a
final Memorandum Opinion and Order and Judgment.
The case was appealed and heard by the Supreme Court of the United States in 2015. The
Supreme Court hearing focused only on whether the disparate impact claim applies under the
Fair Housing Act and concluded that disparate impact is part of the intent of the federal fair
housing law. Though the court’s decision upheld the application of disparate impact under the
FHA, it also imposed limitations on its application in practice. Specifically, the Court held that
racial imbalance alone—even if statistically significant—is not sufficient to sustain a claim. It put
the burden on plaintiffs to establish a “robust” causal connection between the practice in
question and the alleged disparities. It also noted that justification is “not contrary to the
disparate-impact requirement, unless … artificial, arbitrary, and unnecessary.”

Galveston Open Gov't Project v. HUD (2014) and McCardell v HUD (2015). Galveston
Open Gov't Project (GOGP), along with individual plaintiffs, filed this lawsuit to enjoin the
rebuilding of Galveston Housing Authority (GHA) units at Cedar Terrace and Magnolia Homes
asserting that the construction of those units would perpetuate segregation in Galveston and
fails to affirmatively further fair housing opportunities. The court ruled that neither GOGP nor
individual plaintiffs who were housing choice voucher holders had sufficient standing to file the
case and they were dismissed from the case. However, one plaintiff, Trysha McCardell, was
found to have standing and the case proceeded as McCardell v HUD.
Trysha McCardell filed the case as a resident of Galveston and a neighbor to the planned rebuild
site of the GHA units. She claimed that the planned redevelopment would “deprive her of the
social and economic benefits that result from living in an integrated community.” The court ruled
in favor of the defendants in summary judgement on the basis that the 11th Amendment, which
bars suits brought by private citizens against a state in federal court, does apply in this case
because Congress did not make a clear intent to do away with sovereign immunity under the
Fair Housing Act. In other words, the safe harbor provision precluded a Fair Housing Act claim
based on the housing authority’s decision to rebuild demolished housing on the same segregated
site. As such, the court is limited to considering whether HUD reviewed and approved a
proposed site but the court does not have jurisdiction to evaluate HUD's determination.

Fair Housing and Land Development Codes
The zoning, building, and subdivision codes and regulations, of Harris County and the cities of
Missouri City, Pasadena, and Galveston were reviewed to identify potential barriers to fair
housing choice and reasonable accommodation under the federal Fair Housing Amendments Act
(FHAA) and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).
The FHAA and ADA require that local codes not limit fair housing choice to the individuals and
households listed in the FHAA. Land development codes cannot contain standards, definitions,
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or procedures that result in different treatment in housing on the basis of race, sex, religion,
national origin, color, physical or mental disability, or familial status (households with children
under the age of 18). As well, land development codes that include regulations that increase
development costs, e.g., through density or design requirements that make residential
development overly expensive, can limit the supply of affordable housing. This has a direct
effect on minority families and persons with disabilities because they are disproportionately
represented among those who benefit from lower cost housing. Limits or prohibitions on
multifamily housing or restrictions on household occupancy are other examples of how land
development codes affect individuals and groups protected under FHAA.
As well, FHAA and ADA also require that “reasonable accommodations” be allowed when
necessary to permit persons with disabilities an equal opportunity to use a dwelling unit. This
means that persons with disabilities have the right to request and be granted modifications to
existing local regulations and standards to make a residence or building accessible to them.
Some of the key factors in land development codes that most commonly result in barriers to fair
housing choice and reasonable accommodation include:


Site Standards: Large lots or excessive setbacks between structures or from streets that can
increase development costs, e.g., special infrastructure;



Density Limits: Restriction on or prohibition of multifamily housing, low floor area ratios
(FAR) for multifamily or mixed-use development, or low density requirements;



Use-Specific Standards: Special site or operational requirements for group homes for
protected classes, e.g., persons with disabilities, that are not required for other residences
or groups;



Public Services: Additional requirements for infrastructure or essential municipal services
not required for other residences or dwelling units;



Definitions and Occupancy: Definitions of family or occupancy limits that prohibit or limit
the number of unrelated persons in a household;



Procedures: Review procedures, public hearings, or notice requirements for different
housing types, housing for protected classes, or low-income housing;



Housing Choice: Limits or prohibitions on alternative affordable housing options such as
accessory dwelling units, modular or manufactured homes, and mixed-use developments;



Spacing: Minimum distance between group homes for protected classes, e.g., persons with
disabilities, that are not required for other residences or groups;



Reasonable Accommodation: Regulations inhibiting modifications to housing for persons
with disabilities or their ability to locate in certain neighborhoods; and



Codes: Local land development codes and standards that are not aligned with federal and
state regulations governing fair housing and reasonable accommodation.
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Matrix of Indicators of Land Development Code Barriers and Impediments to Fair
Housing. A matrix listing types of regulations and policies in land development codes that are
indicators of impediments to fair housing was developed to show where potential barriers to fair
housing may exist. The land development policies, including zoning and subdivision regulations,
of each of the four communities participating in this AI were examined against this matrix.
Building codes were reviewed to determine nationally recognized building codes are adopted
and the relationship of those codes to HUD-accepted codes (called “safe harbor” codes).
The matrix (Figure VIII-7) groups the indicators into four categories based on the common
barriers to fair housing choice listed above and drawn from the questions in HUD’s Fair Housing
Planning Guide, Chapter 5, related to public policies and actions and zoning laws and policies. A
review of comprehensive plans, where adopted, other ordinances affecting land development,
and floodplain regulations was beyond the scope of this analysis.
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Figure VIII-7.
Indicators of Land Development Code Barriers and Impediments to Fair Housing
INDICATOR

HARRIS COUNTY

MISSOURI CITY

PASADENA

GALVESTON

TABLE NOTES/ COMMENTS

No zoning regulations

Yes

No zoning regulations

Yes

2

Without zoning there is no overall
land use regulation to encourage
and preserve land areas for a range
of housing types and affordability
levels. Without zoning the
subdivision process is used to
implement the desirable
neighborhood development, which
may inhibit the range of lot sizes
and housing types

Zone districts allow for an array of
housing and density, including
single-family detached and
attached (e.g., townhomes),
multifamily, and mixed-use
development

CODES
1. Zoning Code
Do zone districts allow a range of density
and dwelling unit types? (Supports the
placement of new or rehabilitated housing
for lower-income households in a wide
spectrum of neighborhoods)

2. Building Code
Are nationally recognized building codes
adopted? (Indicates that FHAA and ADA
requirements for accessibility are followed)

3. Equal Levels of Infrastructure and
Municipal Services
Are essential municipal services treated
equally by development type and occupancy
class? (Indicates equal treatment of facilities
for FHAA-protected groups)

No zoning adopted per state law.
Without zoning there is no overall
land use regulation to encourage
and preserve land areas for a range
of housing types and affordability
levels

Zone districts allow for low and
mid-density housing, including
single-family detached and
attached (e.g., townhomes) and
mid-density multifamily. Higher
density is missing. See density
category below

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

3, 4, 5, 6

IFC 2012
IBC 2012, chapters 2 – 10
Note: Chapter 11 of the 2012 IBC is
not adopted. This chapter requires
buildings comply with the
accessibility requirements of
ICC/ANSI A117.1, Accessible and
Usable Buildings and Facilities,
which is a HUD-recognized
standard. Because Chapter 11 is
not adopted, accessibility
standards that comply with FHAA
may not be followed

IBC, 2015
IEBC, 2015
IECC, 2015
IPMC, 2015
IRC, 2015
While the 2015 IBC is not HUDrecognized, Chapter 35 references
the ICC/ANSI A117.1, accessibility
standard, which is a HUDrecognized standard

IBC, 2015, plus city amendments
IECC, 2015, plus city amendments
IRC, 2015, plus city amendments
NEC, 2017, plus city amendments
While the 2015 IBC is not HUDrecognized, Chapter 35 references
the ICC/ANSI A117.1, accessibility
standard, which is a HUDrecognized standard

IBC, 2012
IEBC, 2012
IECC, 2012
IPMC, 2012
IRC, 2012
While the 2012 IBC is not HUDrecognized, Chapter 11 references
ICC/ANSI A117.1, accessibility
standard, which is a HUDrecognized standard

Note: Further analysis is needed to
determine whether the
accessibility standards in adopted
codes are being enforced

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
No special requirements for
infrastructure or public services
were identified the in land
development codes reviewed

SITE STANDARDS
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4. Large Lot Sizes, Dimensions, or Dwelling
Unit Size
Are there large lot size, setbacks, or lot
widths or minimum standards for size of
dwelling units?
(Contributes to increased development costs
and discourages attached or multifamily
housing)

5. Requirements Favoring Low Density
Are the maximum densities, Floor Area
Ratios (FAR) or building heights low?
(Indicator that certain housing types and
densities cannot be achieved in a wide
spectrum of neighborhoods)
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No

N/A
No regulations. Building size and
height and number of dwelling
units on a site are regulated by IFC
and IBC building spacing
requirements and building
placement requirements of Harris
County Floodplain Management
Regulations effective January 2018

Yes
Lot widths for townhomes and
patio homes are slightly above
average for this type of
development and may decrease
the range of options available for
this housing type. This may be a
barrier to the production of these
housing types and thus limit the
amount of lower cost housing
available.

No
Note: Patio homes and
townhomes have a minimum
living area of 800 sq. ft. and 900
sq. ft., respectively, per dwelling
unit. This is not an excessive size
requirement that results in
higher-cost dwelling units
because of only large units can be
built. However, any size
requirement may impact
affordability by decreasing the
flexibility to create a range of
housing sizes to serve a wide
spectrum of residents.

Yes
While density ranges generally are
appropriate for a variety of housing
types, requirements of the more
restrictive zone district prevail
where a housing type is permitted
in a less restrictive zone district.
This may inhibit production of
different housing types within each
zone district. The MF-2 district has
the highest density of only20
du/acre, and building height is
limited to 45 feet. A building height
of 75 feet may be achieved in the
R-6 zone with review by the Board
of Adjustment but the maximum
density is only 15 du/acre. A mix of
uses may be permitted through the
Planned Development (PD)
process, but is not allowed by right
in any zone district

Yes
Multifamily is restricted to a
maximum of 3 stories and .40
FAR, and the maximum allowed
density of 18 du/acre.
The max story and .40 FAR
combined with parking design
requirements (multilevel parking
is not permitted for multifamily)
could make it difficult to achieve
the maximum density.

No

No
Density ranges allow a wide
variety of housing types in an
array of building styles and mix of
uses. This encourages a diverse
mixture of housing in a wide
spectrum of neighborhoods
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6. Site Improvements for New
Construction
Are there special design requirements for
buildings or site improvements that increase
development costs? (Contributing factor in
increased construction costs and increased
housing costs which disproportionately affect
lower-income households)
7. Spacing or Dispersal Requirements
Are there minimum distances required
between group homes or other housing for
FHAA protected individuals or groups?
(Indicates exclusion or limits to housing
choice for FHAA protected groups)
8. Single Family Development Pattern
Do development codes favor single-family lot
development over cluster development?
(Indicates lack of housing options for a wide
spectrum of residents)

No

Yes
New multifamily and condo
buildings must comply with
specific architectural standards
for design and materials. This can
add cost to the development and
decrease affordability

No

No

No

No

No

Yes
Homeless shelters must be
separated by ½ mile. This may
conflict with FHAA protection for
certain groups depending the
circumstances of the shelter and
types of services offered

Yes
While subdivision regulations allow
multifamily structures there are no
distinct subdivision standards for
patio homes, townhomes or other
development options for
residential

No
Zoning code includes patio home,
townhome, condo, and
multifamily zone districts

No
Separate subdivision standards for
patio home, and townhome, and
specific ordinance regulating
multifamily development which
provide clear path for development
of these housing options

No
There is a variety of zoning
districts and development
patterns allowed by codes.

USES AND DEFINITIONS
9. Multifamily Units
Yes
Are multifamily units allowed?
Codes neither expressly allow nor
prohibit. Including language in the
(Exclusion of or prohibition of multifamily
residences indicates limited housing options) subdivision regulations and other
relevant codes will clarify that a
diversity of unit types is allowed
and there is no prohibition or
exclusion of any type. This is
particularly important in the
absence of a zoning code.
10. Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)
Are ADUs allowed? (Indicates flexibility in
code for a wide array of housing options)
11. Mobile/Manufactured Homes
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Not specified

No specific regulations

Yes

Yes
Legislation is adopted that allows
different types of attached and
multifamily units. This clearly
indicates that a diversity of unit types
is allowed and there is no prohibition
or exclusion of any type. This is
particularly important in the absence
of a zoning code.

Yes

Not specified
More than one principal building is
allowed if all setbacks are met

Not specified

Yes

Yes

Yes

Regulations unclear
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Are mobile or manufactured homes allowed?
(Indicates flexibility in code for a wide array of
housing options)

12. Facilities for Persons with Disabilities and
Other FHAA Groups Allowed in a Wide
Array of Locations
Are facilities for FHAA protected individuals or
groups excluded from residential zone districts
either by use or occupancy restrictions?(If
excluded indicates disparate treatment)

13. Definition of Family
Is there a definition of family and does it allow
unrelated individuals, including persons with
disabilities to share the same residence?
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Allowed only in the MH,
Manufactured Home, zone district,
except for temporary placement
during construction. All uses in R-2,
R-3, R-4, and R-5 also allowed in MH
zone district

Allowed on 5,000 sq. ft. lot or in
Manufactured Home Park. The MH
Park must be a minimum of 5 acres
and meet minimum standards for
open space and infrastructure. These
standards are not unusual and
parallel standard subdivision
requirements

Manufactured Housing
Development deleted as a use
but code retains definition of
“Industrial homes” (10/17 draft
Land Development Code). It is
unclear where this housing type
is allowed since it is not listed as
a use or included in the
descriptions of the zone districts

No regulations

Regulations unclear
Assisted Living Facilities are
regulated under the Code of
Ordinances Chapter 18. Business
but not listed in zoning code.
Institutions for some FHAA groups
are listed as exempt from Special
Use Permit review, but are not
listed as allowed in any zone
district

No regulations

Regulations unclear
Facilities licensed by the state
are allowed in all zone districts
by right except homeless
shelters, family care homes, and
nursing/convalescent homes

No definition

Yes

No definition

No definition

7
Several state laws govern various
types of group care facilities and
their location (see Table Note 7). It
is unclear how local land
development codes treat these
facilities because different
terminology may be used in the
local codes and the state term is
not listed as a use
“Family” may be defined in other
code sections. Where the land use
regulations do not define “family”,
this can cause confusion over how
that term applies to residences.
The term should be defined for
land use regulations and be
consistently defined to allow for
unrelated persons living together
in residential settings
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14. Occupancy Limits or Requirements
Are there occupancy limits on the number of
persons residing in a dwelling unit?
(Indicates exclusion of for group or congregate
living facilities for persons protected under
FHAA)

No regulations

None in zoning code

Yes
Section 16.5-Housing, Section 14,
limits number of occupants by
number of bedrooms in a
residence. The maximum may be
increased by the code enforcement
officer to comply with FHAA
standards

None in zoning code

No regulations

Yes
Although a Special Use Permit (SUP)
is not required for institutions
serving some FHAA-protected
classes (specifically elderly,
mentally-impaired persons, or
physical-impaired persons) it is
unclear if an SUP is required for
other FHAA-protected classes, such
as persons with HIV/AIDS.

No regulations

Yes
A Special Use Permit is required for
Homeless Shelters in some zone
districts. Depending on the
circumstances, a homeless shelter
may be protected under FHAA

8
Except as noted for Pasadena,
occupancy limits would defer to
adopted building and life/safety
codes

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
15. Special review, public hearing, or notice?
Is public input required for exceptions to zoning
and land-use rules?
(Indicates different treatment of an FHAA
protected class if the process is not the same for
all applicants)

16. References to Fair Housing Act and
Americans with Disabilities Act
Do local codes include language that indicates
they are instituting regulations that adhere to
the provisions of these acts? (Indicates that
federal and state provisions are being followed)

17. Able to modify or vary zoning and
building standards for reasonable
accommodation in residences
Do regulations allow persons with disabilities to
make modifications to residences for
reasonable accommodation? (Indicates
flexibility to make housing accessible to
disabled persons)

No

Unclear
There is no clear process for a
reasonable accommodation
request. Such a request would be
processed under the procedures
and criteria as for any
modification to the adopted
building codes listed above

Yes
FHAA and Chapter 301 Texas
Property code are adopted by
reference.
ADA is used for parking and
sidewalk standards

Unclear
The zoning code provides a process
for requesting a variance, however
the criteria for granting a variance
do not align with a modification
solely for reasonable
accommodation.

No

Unclear
There is no clear process for a
reasonable accommodation
request. Such a request would be
processed under the procedures
and criteria as for any modification
to the adopted building codes listed
above

Yes
Chapter 125, Fair Housing, of the
Code of Ordinances states the
city’s commitment to fair housing
and expands the right to fair
housing beyond the classes
protected by FHAA. The Texas
Accessibility Standards are
referenced for parking standards

9

A best practice in land development
codes, such as subdivision, is to
include a purpose to provide
housing choice for residents and to
comply with applicable federal and
state law regarding housing choice

Unclear
The zoning code provides a process
for requesting a variance, however
the criteria for granting a variance
do not align with a modification
solely for reasonable
accommodation.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting.
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Table Notes:
1. Galveston review is based on the 10/2017 Draft Land Development Regulations
2. Counties do not have the authority to zone (except in a few areas where authorized by the state). In Texas the power to zone property is delegated from the state and constitutes the
exclusive authority of a municipality to zone.
3. Acronyms: IBC: International Building Code; IEBC: International Existing Building Code; IECC: International Energy Conversation Code; IFC: International Fire Code; IPMC:
International Property Maintenance Code; IRC: International Residential Code
4. Year indicates the edition adopted by local code. Amendments to these codes made by local ordinance are not within scope of this review, except where noted.
5. Note: IECC requires energy efficient materials, which may increase initial costs but will reduce long-term costs to homeowners and renters. IEBC addresses remodeling, repair, or
alteration of existing buildings, which can reduce costs for older buildings.
6. Harris County amended floodplain regulations (effective January 1, 2018) establish higher floor elevations for buildings in the floodplains. This change may impact reasonable
accommodation for persons with disabilities. A review of the amended floodplain regulations is beyond the scope of this analysis.
7. Harris County adopted an order on 8/25/09 to apply the International Residential Code, 2008, to single-family and duplex residential construction as authorized by Texas Local
Government code Title 7, Chapter 233, Subsection F.
8. Texas Human Resources Code Chapter 123 states that a “community home for persons with disabilities” that meets the qualifications of Chapter 123 is a “use by right that is authorized
in any district zoned as residential.” Note this does not cover all protected classes under FHAA.
9. Texas Human Resources Code Chapter 123 limits the number of people residing in a “community home for persons with disabilities” to not more than six persons with disabilities and
two supervisors for facilities licensed under Chapter 123.
10. Harris County Affordable Housing Standards, January 2017 apply to all affordable housing projects funded by Harris County Community Services Department. Section 2.6 requires
written notification of a new multifamily development to all neighborhood organizations within a two mile radius of the proposed development.
11. Texas Government Code Section 2306.6705, Subchapter DD, Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program, requires notice of an LIHTC proposal be sent to any neighborhood organization
on record with the state or county in which the development is to be located and whose boundaries contain the proposed development site.
12. Notice requirements can result in denial of a project that otherwise would not be subject to the same notice requirement if it was not an affordable housing development.
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Primary Findings and Potential Issues:
1. No Zoning in Counties
The State of Texas grants authority to municipalities to create zone districts and regulate
land development in those zone districts. This includes building height, setbacks, lot
coverage, and density. However zoning powers are not granted to counties, with a few
exceptions for specific listed areas of counties in specific areas of the state. Counties
other than these listed counties have limited power to guide development and in the
absence of zoning, private deed restrictions and covenants usually govern land use and
development. Counties are authorized to enforce private restrictions for a subdivision
or development that are recorded in real property records. This authorization includes
enforcement of private restrictions on uses, setbacks, lot size, type and number of
buildings or other structures that may be built within a particular subdivision or
development. Counties are specifically prohibited from enforcing restrictions relating to
race or any other restriction that violates the state or federal constitution (Texas
Property Code, Sec. 203.003(b)). However, in the absence of zoning with its overarching application of zone districts with accompanying use and density standards, it is
difficult to identify discrepancies in how the language of private deed restrictions and
covenants may be interpreted and enforced by the county. While zoning may have
language and standards that adversely impact individuals and groups protected by the
FHAA, this language is reviewed and modified to comply with current federal and state
regulations. Zoning codes allow for the equal application of rules and standards in all
areas with the same zone district designation, regardless of its location.
The lack of zoning in counties also may lead to unequal housing choices for individuals
and groups protected under FHAA. Zoning is an important land use tool that indicates
where and how a community provides for a range of zone districts for various housing
types at different densities. Without zoning it may be difficult for a county to respond to
the fair housing and accessibility needs of its residents.
Also of note is the extra-territorial jurisdiction authority of cities authorized by Texas
Local Government Code, Sec. 212.003. This allows a municipality to extend subdivision
and platting regulations into the extraterritorial jurisdiction of the municipality.
However, it does not allow cities to impose zoning on areas within their extraterritorial
jurisdiction that is not in their corporate limits.

2. Regulations of Specific Housing Types by Texas Statutes
Texas state statutes regulate specific types of housing that are relevant to FHAA. This
includes:


Manufactured Homes - Texas Occupations Code Chapter 1201



Assisted Living Facilities - Texas Health and Safety Code Chapter 247



Boarding Home - Texas Health and Safety Code Chapter 260



Convalescent and Nursing Homes - Texas Health and Safety Code Chapter 242
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Group Homes – Texas Health and Safety Code Chapter 591



Homeless Shelters – Texas Local Government Code Section 244 (applicable only to
cities with a population over 1.6 million)



Community Homes – Texas Human Resources Code Chapter 123

The local codes reviewed in this analysis are generally inconsistent in the use of terms
listed above related to group or congregate living facilities. This makes it difficult to
know how these types of facilities are regulated in the zoning codes or other applicable
local regulations, regardless of what they are called at the local level. One issue is
whether the terms used in the local codes are related to state statutes. A second issue is
whether or not the state statutes are applied to the types of facilities and residences that
are listed in local zoning codes and ordinances. A third issue is, where there is a zoning
in place, whether these uses are allowed in residential zone districts. While local
jurisdictions may be deferring to state statutes in lieu of identifying these uses in their
own regulations, not including them leaves their status unclear and subject to
interpretation. A fourth issue is that these facilities may be regulated or referenced in
other sections of the local code of ordinances. For example, Chapter 18 of the Missouri
City Code of Ordinances provides for the enforcement of state licensing requirements for
Assisted Living Facilities (as authorized by Texas Health and Safety Code Chapter 247)
but there is no “assisted living facility” listed as a use in the city’s zoning code (Appendix
A of the Code of Ordinances). Finally, the state regulations for Community Homes state
that the use and operation of a community home that meets the qualifications of Chapter
123 is a use by right and is authorized in any district zoned as residential. None of the
zoning codes reviewed in this analysis define community homes or identify this facility
as a use by right in any zone district.
Local zoning codes should be aligned with state statutes by specifically referencing all
applicable state statutes, using the same or substantially similar terms for group and
congregate living facilities, including definitions of these facilities, listing these facilities
as uses, and identifying the zone districts where they are allowed.
Local regulations for manufactured and mobile homes are better aligned with state
statutes, likely due to Section 1201.004 stating that the definitions used in Chapter 1201,
Manufactured Housing, are binding on all political subdivisions of the state, including
home rule municipalities. Local zoning, building and subdivision ordinances should be
reviewed to ensure they are congruent with the provisions and definitions of Chapter
1201.

3. Inconsistent Terms and Allowed Uses in Local Codes
The local codes are generally internally inconsistent in terminology for housing facilities
with various levels of living assistance or care, many of which could include FHAA
protected groups. Galveston proactively included “personal care homes” as a use and
allows this use in all zone districts. The zoning code defines this use as “a facility for four
or more persons licensed under state law (specifically under the Department of Aging
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and Disability Services7) and defers generally to “state law” for use standards. However
Galveston includes in its zoning definitions “assisted living facility”, which is a facility
licensed under Texas Health and Safety Code Chapter 247. This is not listed as a use in
any zone district, but since it has its own definition, it also is not clear that it is allowed
as Personal Care Home. Missouri City allows through a special use permit an
“institution, other than an institution that qualifies as a child care facility, for children;
elderly persons; mentally-impaired persons; or physically-impaired persons”, but is
silent regarding an institution that does qualify for those listed groups. This makes it
unclear how such institutions, which appear to cover some FHAA protected groups, are
treated by the zoning code.

4. Group Homes Are Not A Recognized Use in Local Codes
Although “group homes” are recognized and defined in Texas state statutes, none of the
zoning codes reviewed or other land development regulations in the four communities
covered by this analysis specifically include “group home” as a use. Group homes are
regulated by Texas Health and Safety Code Chapter 591, and are defined as “a residential
arrangement, other than a residential care facility, operated by the department or a
community center in which not more than 15 persons with mental retardation
voluntarily live and under appropriate supervision may share responsibilities for
operation of the living unit.” Chapter 591 establishes a licensing system for group
homes but does regulate how local jurisdictions treat group homes in terms of zoning or
land use decisions. However past litigation regarding whether group homes are
classified as a residential use or a commercial use is important to note. Generally, courts
have required that group homes with the characteristics of single family homes (size and
number of people) must be treated as a residential use. This means group homes should
be allowed by right or as special use permit in at least one residential zone district.
Local zoning codes should clearly include group homes as a use and generally should
allow group homes in a broad range of zone districts, including at least one (and
preferably all) residential zone district. Group homes can be allowed by right provided
that they comply with the zone district’s standards regulating scale, character, and
parking. Ignoring group homes in local codes could result in a request for “reasonable
accommodation” under FHAA. Failure to provide “reasonable accommodation” could be
a violation of federal law. (See also item 7. Lack of Clear Procedures for Reasonable
Accommodation, below.)
Where no zoning is adopted, an ordinance stating that group homes are allowed in
residential areas would clarify that group home facilities for FHAA-protected persons
are treated as residential uses.

7 As of September 1, 2017, the Department of Aging and Disability Services (DADS) functions were moved to the Department of
Health and Human Services.
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5. Density May Restrict Housing Choice
Density can be an issue if zoning favors only large lot, low-density development or if
other standards do not allow the mid- or high-density ranges set in specific zone
districts. In the first case, housing choice is limited to higher-priced lots with singlefamily homes and in the second case the range of housing cannot be achieved resulting
in fewer and higher cost housing than intended. Both of these situations directly affect
persons with lower incomes and may disproportionately affect persons with disabilities
and minorities since they usually make up a greater percentage of lower-income
households.
Since Harris County is limited in its authority to regulate development, density is not
addressed in local ordinances. Lot size, building height, and lot coverage, all determine
density, but are not regulated in the county. Although the county subdivision
regulations indicate that a subdivision is to be approved in accordance with an adopted
comprehensive plan, it is unclear whether Harris County has an adopted plan.8 If there
is an adopted comprehensive plan, it should be reviewed, updated to reflect state and
federal fair housing goals, and used to provide context for subdivision approvals.
Although Pasadena does not have zoning, it has adopted specific subdivision regulations
for multifamily, townhome, and patio home development. Since municipalities are not
restricted in the same manner regarding the implementation of land development
standards, Pasadena can and does regulate density through its specialized subdivision
codes. Density of up to 18 dwelling units per acre is allowed for multifamily structures
and up to 16 dwelling units per acre for townhomes. Patio homes do not have a density
standard, but given the Patio Home Subdivision requirements, will likely be developed
with a net density of six dwelling units per acre. With these density ranges, there may be
a “density gap” that precludes middle-density housing developments of between two
and eight units.
In some cases, building height, floor area ratio (FAR), lot coverage, and parking
requirements may not be well matched to achieve the envisioned density and housingtype (e.g. multifamily). For example, in Pasadena multifamily is restricted to a maximum
of three stories, cannot exceed .40 FAR, and cannot build multi-level parking for the
multifamily building. These requirements make it difficult to achieve the maximum
allowed density of 18 dwelling units per acre.
Both Missouri City and Galveston manage density and land use through zoning. Zone
district typologies allow for different types of single-family detached, single-family
attached (i.e., duplex, townhome) as well as mid-rise multifamily. The density ranges
allowed and zoning districts described in Missouri City’s zoning code, up to 20 dwelling
units per acre, accommodate the densities associated with infill development and do not
exclusively favor large lot or single-family detached development. Galveston’s zoning

8 A review of comprehensive plan is beyond the scope of this analysis.
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code does not indicate density maximums for its zone districts but lot sizes and building
heights are inclusive of a range of housing types at a variety of densities.
Finally, well-intentioned on-site requirements also can be detrimental to reaching
desired densities, add development costs and decrease housing affordability. The
parking requirements in the Pasadena patio home subdivision standards result in a de
facto parking requirement of three on-site spaces per dwelling unit. This is because two
parking spaces per dwelling unit are required in the driveway in addition to at least one
parking space contained within a required garage or carport.9 The minimum on-site
parking of three spaces per patio home is above average for this type of housing. This
type of standard increases development costs and impacts housing affordability for a
housing type that is intended to increase housing options to a broader range of
residents. All land development codes should be carefully reviewed to identify similar
standards that may unintentionally limit the stated development densities or housing
types intended in a zone district or comprehensive plan.

6. Inclusionary Zoning Authority is Limited
Inclusionary zoning is tool for local governments to encourage the creation of affordable
housing units in conjunction with new development. Development incentives and/or
density bonuses are established in the zoning code and are available to a developer in
exchange for the developer providing affordable units. Incentives can include smaller lot
sizes for single-family detached dwellings, parking reductions, fee waivers, or impact fee
discounts. Density bonuses generally allow a greater number of dwelling units or floor
area ratio. Usually the developer is required to build the affordable units as part of the
proposed development, at another location, or pay into a fund that is earmarked for
affordable housing. Inclusionary programs can be mandatory or voluntary. The most
common inclusionary tool is to allow a density bonus (more units or more floor area
than allowed in the zone district without the affordable component) in exchange for a
certain number of affordable housing units. A municipality can set its own ratios for
how much to increase density in exchange for a certain number of affordable units.
These ratios are unique to each community since development costs, market demand for
affordable housing units, and affordability levels (income to housing cost) are different
in each community.
The inclusionary zoning authority of Texas municipalities is limited by state statutes.
Texas Local Government Code Section 214.905 states that a municipality cannot adopt a
maximum sale price (except in limited circumstances). In addition, rent control is not
available as a general tool for Texas cities or counties to promote housing affordability.
In addition, Local Government Code Section 214.902 prohibits municipalities from
establishing rent control except in the event of a disaster and only with approval of the
governor.

9 The code requires a carport or garage but does not specify how many spaces must be in the carport or garage. It is assumed

that a minimum of one space would be provided in the required carport or garage.
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However, Texas Local Government Code Section 214.905 authorizes municipalities to
“create incentives, contract commitments, density bonuses, or other voluntary programs
designed to increase the supply of moderate or lower-cost housing units.” Mandatory
requirements for affordable housing are not allowed under the state statute, but
voluntary programs that allow a developer to choose whether or not to take advantage
of the offered incentives in exchange for affordable housing units are allowed.
Of the three municipalities in the analysis only Galveston incorporates an inclusionary
housing incentive in its zoning code. The HDDZ overlay district (Height and Density
Development Zone) allows a building’s floor area ratio (FAR) and height to increase in
exchange for a combination of detailed “community benefits”. Inclusionary affordable
housing and inclusionary workforce housing are two of eleven “community benefits”
that earn a prescribed increase in the allowed FAR. The amount of increase in FAR is the
same for either type of unit and the total increase in FAR is capped. The developer can
voluntarily choose to take advantage of this incentive program and can choose other
options than inclusionary housing to receive an increase in FAR. The type of dwelling
unit (i.e., number of bedrooms) to be provided through the incentive program is not
specified in the zoning code.
For inclusionary programs to be effective, inclusionary units produced need to equally
benefit different FHAA protected classes. All studio apartments do not supply housing
for and benefit families. It is important that a mix of dwelling units types are made
available through inclusionary zoning practices. The Galveston zoning code does not
specify the type of dwelling units to be provided, but states that a separate “Inclusionary
Housing Policy” will govern inclusionary housing.
Although Pasadena does not have zoning, as a municipality it can, and does, regulate
density, lot size, lot coverage, FAR, and building height through a series of ordinances
governing different types of housing development. Augmenting these regulations with
an inclusionary component could help encourage middle-density development of
between two to eight dwelling units. It also can help encourage in-fill development.
Missouri City’s zoning code does not contain any inclusionary zoning provisions.
However a voluntary inclusionary program could bolster both the production of middledensity housing units (between two to eight dwelling units) as well as smaller lot singlefamily detached units. For example, including an incentive to reduce minimum lot size
from 5,000 square feet to 4,000 square feet could increase production of affordable
single-family detached units.
Inclusionary zoning is not available to counties in Texas since counties are not
authorized to implement zoning. However other developer incentives that are unrelated
to zoning, such as reduced fees or streamlined permit review, may be possible tools for
Harris County.
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7. Lack of Clear Procedures for “Reasonable Accommodation”
None of the land development regulations reviewed contained a process to request a
reasonable accommodation. In jurisdictions where a zoning code is adopted (namely
Missouri City and Galveston), a reasonable accommodation request would defer to the
variance procedure. The criteria for granting a variance request are based on a hardship
related to the land or site that is pre-existing, not caused by the applicant, and is unique
to the property. A reasonable accommodation request usually is based on the unique
circumstances of the individual and the need for modifications in order to allow the
individuals with disabilities to use the housing. Criteria for approval based on the
unique circumstances of a building or site, as used for most variance hearings, are not
adequate to address reasonable accommodation requests.
A complication in taking reasonable accommodation requests through the variance
process of the zoning code is that a public hearing is required before an appointed board.
Although all variances are processed in the same manner, the unique nature of a
reasonable accommodation request could raise concerns about unequal treatment.
Whenever a public hearing is required there is potential for discriminatory treatment
resulting from public input that may include speculation about the disabilities and the
impact on neighborhoods and safety. As well, it is unlikely, based on the criteria
generally used to decide variance cases, that the reviewing board will be able to approve
the request.
In addition, there may be layers of regulations and standards that require a separate
review process based on a request for reasonable accommodation. In Galveston, for
instance, exterior alterations to a Galveston Landmark and to structures in an historic
overlay district must be reviewed for compliance with the Historic Design Standards.
Some historic building alterations—including wheelchair ramps—can be reviewed and
approved administratively, but some accommodations, such as lifts visible from the
right-of-way, require a public hearing before the Landmark Preservation Commission.
This could subject the applicant who is requesting reasonable accommodation to two
public hearings, open to the same potential for speculative public input described above.
While each process on its own may not be overly lengthy or complex, it may be both
discouraging and costly to negotiate both processes. As well, designing an exterior
feature to meet the Historic Design Standards could be disproportionately costly to an
applicant requesting a modification for reasonable accommodation.
In Harris County review and approval of a reasonable accommodation devolves to the
adopted building and life/safety codes. However, it is unclear how review among these
codes and any other codes that may affect development, such as the subdivision
regulations, are coordinated for a reasonable accommodation request. The same is true
for Pasadena, where specialized subdivision regulations govern different housing types.
The process to make modifications to the standards and requirements of these
regulations for a reasonable accommodation is unclear.
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SECTION IX.
Fair Housing Goals and Priorities

SECTION IX.
Fair Housing Goals and Priorities
This section presents goals for how participating jurisdictions can address the fair housing
challenges identified in this AI. This section begins with an assessment of past goals, actions and
strategies.

Assessment of Past Goals, Actions, and Strategies
A summary of actions taken by each participating jurisdiction to address fair housing barriers is
provided below. The information below is based on Comprehensive Annual Performance and
Evaluation Reports (CAPERs) and information provided by jurisdictions for this analysis.

Harris County. The Harris County Community Services Department’s previous Fair Housing
Plan, which was developed as a part of the PY2013-2017 Consolidated Plan lists six impediments
to Fair Housing: 1) Need to combat overt discrimination and lack of Fair Housing Knowledge; 2)
Lack of affordable housing development; 3) The need to reduce areas of concentration; 4) The
need to improve lack of quality community amenities; 5) Presence of community opposition
towards affordable housing (NIMBYism); and 6) Barriers created by credit and financial
institutions. Over the past five program years, the County has made efforts to address those
barriers through the following strategies and activities:


Strategy One: Aggressively combat overt discrimination and lack of fair housing knowledge.
 Provide fair housing outreach and marketing information
 Provide fair housing information and policies in additional languages (English
and Spanish).
 Provide training and education to providers and staff.
 Coordinate fair housing activities within Harris County and the region.
 Encourage expanded testing and data collection.



Strategy Two: Promote housing choice
 Expand the supply of affordable housing options.
 Preserve, rehabilitate, and increase the supply of quality affordable housing
units.
 Increase the availability of accessible and larger housing units.



Strategy Three: Reduce areas of minority and poverty concentration
 De-concentrate areas of poverty and minority concentration.
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Strategy Four: Improve the quality of public facilities
 Encourage the expansion of transit services.
 Ensure quality infrastructure
 Ensure quality public facilities



Strategy Five: Combat NIMBYism and opposition to affordable housing
 Provide education and outreach activities in order to counteract negative effects
from NIMBYism and other community opposition.
 Encourage the development of local ordinances that are more inclusive of
affordable housing



Strategy Six: Overcome financial barriers to home ownership
 Provide financial education and outreach services housing.
 Provide relief in areas of heavy foreclosure activity.1

Pasadena. According to the City of Pasadena’s 2016 CAPER, recent fair housing activities have
primarily focused on education and outreach:
“The City of Pasadena continuously promotes Fair Housing Choice through the participation in
trainings, seminars, community events and workshops. Informational materials are available to
all residents and provided to all program participants. During Fair Housing Month, each April,
the City displays posters and advertisements throughout City building sand social media sites. In
Program Year 2016 the City of Pasadena completed Fair Housing Outreach in the Community in
collaboration with other City Departments and/or community organizations. During these Fair
Housing outreach initiatives, staff provided HUD Fair Housing pamphlets, AFH Surveys and
materials to the public and provided a brief presentation overview of fair Housing including the
AFH in English and Spanish.”2

Missouri City. Missouri City outlined a comprehensive Action Plan to address fair housing
barriers as part of its 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan and associated AI. Planned actions included:


Review local codes ordinances and regulations to address impediments
 Review fair housing ordinances of other Texas cities and determine the benefits
of developing such an ordinance.
 Review neighborhood deed restrictions to determine any discriminatory or
unfair wording and requirements.

1 2016 Harris County CAPER Fair Housing Narrative Statement. Available online at: csd.harriscountytx.gov/Pages/CAPER.aspx
2 2016 City of Pasadena CAPER. Available online at:

www.ci.pasadena.tx.us/users/0003/docs/FINAL%20Scanned%20CAPER.pdf
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 Continue to maintain a Fair Housing Officer in the Development Services
Department who will be responsible for receiving and responding to complaints
and inquiries about fair housing issues and violations.
 Continue to maintain a log of fair housing complaints and information requests
which will include the date, individual complainant/ inquirer, detailed
information, City actions and recommendations.
 Maintain a log of all fair housing activities carried out by City staff and
subrecipient non-profits as part of the documentation for the certification of
affirmatively furthering fair housing choice.


Continue to work with Fort Bend County, surrounding cities and Houston-Galveston Area
Council in the development of a regional transportation plan.



Continue to provide infrastructure and facility improvements and upgrades to CDBG Target
Areas, which are those neighborhoods of lowest income and highest minority
concentration.



Continue to use CDBG funds to support housing rehabilitation efforts, with an emphasis on
repairs and improvements to homes owned and occupied by the elderly and disabled.



Continue to refer code enforcement violations to the Fort Bend CORPS for assistance to lowto moderate-income homeowners in bringing deteriorating housing up to City codes.



Adopted a method to review and consider reasonable accommodations for group homes
that do not otherwise qualify under state statute for the exemption to the zoning ordinance.



Deannexed a property to allow for a multi- family development without the need to alter
the existing zoning ordinance.



A townhome development and a multi-family development for residents 55 and older are
currently pending through the zoning process (2012).



Continue to refer individuals with fair housing complaints to either the Houston office of
HUD, Lawyers Care or Lone Star Legal Aid.



Continue to provide Fair Housing information to the various social service agencies in the
area, requesting that they advocate for their program participants in fair housing issues.



Ensure that Fair Housing information is available at the public library and at the reception
area of City Hall.



Send information to homeowners associations regarding fair housing issues and programs
that can assist in maintaining quality and accessible neighborhoods.



Annually review the current Analysis of Impediments and Fair Housing Plan and will
determine if new issues have arisen that require City attention.
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Assist complainants regarding fair housing violations in completing the official complaint
forms and will direct them to the Fair Housing division of the Houston field office of the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development.



Continue to encourage Section 3 businesses to bid on construction and maintenance jobs
with the City and will give preference to construction contractors who are Section 3qualified when they are able to meet the other qualifications of capacity, quality
workmanship, insurance, bonding, and equipment.



Provide information on Section 3 regulations to public service agencies and advocacy
groups to educate them about methods they and their Section 3 program participants can
take to secure employment at a livable wage.



Develop and maintain a list of all Section 3 businesses and all employers who hire Section 3
employees and will ensure that bid packets are provided to those businesses.



Continue to support the efforts of the Literacy Council of Fort Bend County as it provides
literacy education and GED training to improve the employability and incomes of its
program participants.3

Galveston. In the 2016 CAPER, the City of Galveston identified the following actions taken to
overcome the effects of identified impediments to fair housing choice:


City staff regularly attends Fair Housing Training sponsored by HUD. The City promotes
Fair Housing through the distribution of education materials and posting posters in City
offices and public buildings. The City has translators available to assist limited English
Proficient homeowners.



The City allocates CDBG and HOME funds to housing rehabilitation programs and nonprofit
housing agencies to help alleviate the housing difficulties encountered by low- to-moderate
income residents. Community Housing Development Organizations (CHDOs) access HOME
and other funds for housing rehabilitation and new affordable housing construction.



On August 14, 2015, City staff participated in a Back to School Fair hosted by the Galveston
Independent School District. A total of 50 residents visited the City’s booth and received
information on the City’s housing rehabilitation and reconstruction programs, as well as
information on first-time homebuyer assistance. City staff also distributed 80 Fair Housing
informational booklets.



As part of the City’s annual Fair Housing Celebration, on April 15, 2016, City staff and
Galveston Housing Authority read “When Chocolate Milk Moved In” to four (4) kindergarten
classes at Coastal Village Elementary. City staff also used puppets to illustrate the book. This

3 2011 Missouri City Community Development Block Grant Program Fair Housing Plan with the Analysis of Impediments to

Fair Housing Choice. Available online at: www.missouricitytx.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/1040
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book taught the kids the importance of love and diversity in the community and how to
welcome newcomers to the neighborhood.


On April 20, 2016, City staff co-hosted a Landlord Reception with Galveston Housing
Authority at the Island Convention Center. This event was geared toward our current and
potential landlords. Ada Thomas from HUD FHEO gave an overview of the Fair Housing
requirements for landlords. Over 30 residents and landlords were in attendance.



On April 27, 2016, staff attended a Fair Housing Conference at Gulf Coast Community
Services Association. This conference focused on housing discrimination based on
disability, specifically, the impact of housing discrimination on individuals with an invisible
illness or mental disability.



On April 28, 2016, staff attended an Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH)
Educational Seminar at United Way Community Resource Center. This seminar focused on
the new rules under AFFH, what program participants are required to do to meet their
AFFH duties and to make informed policy decisions.



On May 11, 2016, staff facilitated an informational presentation for the City employees in
the Sanitation Department to advise them of the City’s Housing Assistance Program and the
benefits of homeownership. The Sanitation employees are generally some of the lowest
paid employees of the City. Our presentation focused on how the City’s program could help
them purchase their first home and how a home is an asset that generates equity and
potential wealth and that can be passed down through generations of family members.4

Harris County Housing Authority. In the 2018 Draft PHA Plan, HCHA outlines their efforts to
build inclusive and sustainable communities free from discrimination:


Build energy-efficient and location-efficient communities that are healthy, affordable, and
diverse;



Currently exploring options to develop two new affordable housing communities in high
opportunity areas;



Continue to ensure HCHA’s payment standards account for rental differences throughout
Harris County and to encourage clients to move into areas with high performing schools.5

These efforts illustrate HCHA’s attentiveness to access to opportunity issues—particularly
school quality—for their clients. Over the past five years, HCHA has completed three affordable
developments and is in process of financial closing for another; and has increased its number of
VASH vouchers. It is also working to re-launch its Family Self-Sufficiency program.

4 2016 City of Galveston CAPER. Available online at: www.galvestontx.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/4784
5 HCHA Draft Annual PHA Plan for FY 2018. Available online at: hchatexas.org/wp-content/uploads/Draft-2018-PHA-Plan.pdf
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Galveston Housing Authority. In the 2018 Draft PHA Plan, GHA outlines their efforts to build
inclusive and sustainable communities free from discrimination:


PHA Goal 1: Ensure equal opportunity and affirmatively further fair housing:
 Collaborated with multiple municipalities/housing authorities to contract a
consultant for research and development of Assessment of Fair Housing;
 Undertook affirmative measures to ensure access to assisted housing regardless
of race, color, religion, national origin, sex, familial status, disability, sexual
orientation, gender identity, or marital status;
 Ensured that the waiting list was free from discrimination based on the varying
factors above;
 GHA has certified that it has taken affirmative measures, including displaying a
statement on the Home page of our website www.ghatx.org;
 Conducted AFFH training for staff including Section 504;
 Conducted Fair Housing Workshop open to all Galveston citizens and officials in
partnership with the City of Galveston during Fair Housing Month;
 Abided by GHA’s policies and procedures when admitting persons to housing
from the waiting lists, including admitting based on established preferences;
 Undertook affirmative measures to provide a suitable living environment for
families living in assisted housing, regardless of race, color, religion national
origin, sex, familial status, disability, sexual orientation, gender identity, or
marital status;
 Ensured that maintenance concerns were addressed properly in the order in
which they were received and without bias based on the varying factors above;
 Undertook affirmative measures to ensure accessible housing to persons with all
varieties of disabilities regardless of unit size required;
 Ensured that persons with disabilities were accommodated where necessary
and to the greatest extent feasible;
 Continued to use mechanism for clients to notify GHA of need for reasonable
accommodation; and
 Each employee signs a Code of Ethics Statement which includes an Equal
Opportunity Non-Discrimination Statement at the time of the employee
orientation.



PHA Goal: Seek ways to address blight and deconcentrate poverty
 Continued to work with GHA’s mixed income management partner to promote
income mixing and deconcentrate poverty through GHA’s redevelopment plans;
and
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 Worked with the Texas General Land Office and HUD as they implement the plan
to use scattered sites as part of the overall redevelopment plan.6

Summary of Fair Housing Issues and Contributing Factors
The primary fair housing issues in the region and the contributing factors include:


Segregation persists. Segregation does exist in the region and in each participating
jurisdiction—by race, ethnicity, national origin and language. Segregation appears to be
most severe for African American residents relative to non-Hispanic white residents.
Contributing factors to segregation include historical settlement patterns, distribution of
attainable/affordable housing (both market-rate and publicly assisted housing), land use and
zoning regulations, disparities in mortgage lending, and economic factors.



Disparities in housing needs. African American and Hispanic households experience
housing problems at higher rates that non-Hispanic whites in the region and in all
participating jurisdictions. Large family households also experience housing problems at
relatively high rates. Non-Asian minorities also have a harder time accessing capital for
home purchase loans, home improvement loans and refinances. Non-Asian minority
borrowers who are successful in getting a loan are more likely to receive subprime (higher
than average) interest rates on their loans.
Contributing factors to disparities in housing needs include lower homeownership rates among

most minority groups, availability affordable units in a range of sizes, lack of private
investments in specific neighborhoods, and lending discrimination.


Disparities in access to opportunity. In the region and in each jurisdiction, nonHispanic white and Asian residents tend to live in higher income areas farther from
industrial and commercial centers with better schools but fewer public transportation
options. African American and Hispanic residents tend to live in poorer areas which are
closer to jobs and public transportation, but which have lower performing schools, less
labor market engagement, and more air pollution. Disparities persist even when comparing
income-similar residents of different races/ethnicities.
 Disparities in access are most striking when considering exposure to low
poverty areas, employment access (labor market engagement and/or jobs
proximity), and school quality.
 Places with access to Metro have good access to transportation, including for
people with disabilities. However, lack of participation in Metro (i.e., Pasadena,
Missouri City) eliminates those communities as a place to live for residents with
disabilities or lower income residents who rely on public transportation.

6 GHA Draft Annual PHA Plan for Fiscal Year 2018. Available online at http://www.ghatx.org/pub_info_agencyplan.html
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 There are differences in access to public services experienced by African
American survey respondents; most of these are driven by the experience of
African Americans living in Houston. However, results do suggest that
investment in Galveston, Missouri City and Pasadena neighborhoods with
sizeable African American populations are lacking when compared to other
neighborhoods in these communities.
 Access to jobs was a significant concern among all stakeholders, but especially so
among Galveston stakeholders. Job training was highlighted as a need for the
disability population region-wide.
 Economic disinvestment in Pasadena and Missouri City is located in areas of
minority concentration. In both communities, private investment has moved
further from the downtown core where there is a higher proportion of Hispanic
and African American residents toward outlying areas.
Contributing factors to disparities in access to opportunity include availability of affordable

units in a range of sizes, limited support for multifamily housing, NIMBYism, lack of private
investments in specific neighborhoods, lending discrimination, land use and zoning laws,
limited/lack of public transit in certain areas.


Barriers to housing choice for people with disabilities. There is a shortage of
affordable accessible housing for those with mobility as well as sensory disabilities—in all
participating communities. Difficulty finding landlords who accept vouchers or disability
benefits as income amplifies the difficulty residents with disabilities face finding suitable
affordable housing. In addition, renters with disabilities face barriers in requesting
reasonable accommodations including landlords who refuse to accommodate requests and
residents who worry that their request may result in retaliation and/or eviction. Owners
with disabilities need repairs they cannot afford to make—particularly in Galveston and
Pasadena. Access to opportunity could be improved for people with disabilities by
improving accessible infrastructure (primarily missing/dilapidated sidewalks), increasing
employment supports (coaching/training/counseling), and transit expansion into
additional neighborhoods and communities.
Contributing factors include a lack of accessible, ADA-compliant housing across the region,

(both market rate and affordable); a lack of landlords willing to accept Section 8 vouchers and
disability income; a lack of information available to Section 8 voucher holders to help them
find landlords who do participate in the voucher program; lack of fair housing
knowledge/compliance among landlords; lack of public transportation in many
neighborhoods; and sidewalks are missing or are dilapidated.


Location and utilization of publicly assisted housing. Disparities by race/ethnicity
in program utilization relative to eligible households are evident in the region as well as in
each jurisdiction. Generally, African American residents are overrepresented among
housing program participants relative to their representation among all households earning
less than 50 percent of Area Median Income (AMI). Conversely, Hispanic households tend to
be underrepresented among program participants.
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Patterns in location of publicly supported housing programs indicate that a relatively high
proportion of location-specific housing program units (LIHTC, project based section 8 and
other multifamily) are located in areas with high poverty. Housing choice voucher holders
are less likely than other program participants in Harris County (excluding entitlements)
and in Pasadena to live in R/ECAPs. However, voucher holders expressed challenges
accessing areas of high opportunity because landlords are unwilling to accept vouchers.
Contributing factors include lack of affordable housing in a range of unit sizes, NIMBYism,

source of income discrimination, state Qualified Allocation Plan for LIHTC siting, land use and
zoning regulations, and distrust of public institutions among immigrant populations.


Lack of fair housing capacity. Survey responses, focus group input, and complaint data
indicate potential discrimination in the rental market. In addition, local land use and zoning
policies could be more explicit in their compliance with fair housing laws and language.
 Eight percent of resident survey respondents felt they experienced
discrimination when they looked for housing in the region; rates are highest
among households which include a member with a disability (15%),
respondents with Limited English Proficiency (a proxy for national origin)
(15%), and African American residents (14%).
 Hispanic renters and LEP households worry about retaliation if they request a
repair from their landlord (particularly in Pasadena). Minority residents with a
disability are worried if they request an accommodation for their disability their
rent will increase or they will be evicted.
 Local land use codes are internally inconsistent and are inconsistent with state
codes in their use of terms relating to specific housing types, including group
homes. City and county policies are lack clear procedures for requesting
reasonable accommodations.
Contributing factors include perceived and actual housing discrimination, lack of fair housing

knowledge among landlords, and land use and zoning regulations.

Goals Development
This section presents goals for how the four jurisdictions participating in the AI—Harris County,
Pasadena, Missouri City, Galveston—and the Harris County Housing Authority (HCHA) and the
Galveston Housing Authority (GHA), can address the fair housing challenges and contributing
factors identified in this AI.
To the extent possible, the goals and strategies address those challenges that disproportionately
affect certain protected classes. However, given the pressures in the existing housing market—
and because the jurisdictions cannot apply housing preferences for certain protected classes
without violating the Fair Housing Act—many of the goals and strategies will improve access to
housing for all residents with housing challenges, and to the extent allowable, focus on the
protected classes with the greatest housing needs.
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In developing the goals, the participating partners recognized that the public sector faces some
limitations in how it can influence housing prices. The public sector’s primary “sphere of
influence” lies in:


Using its regulatory authority to encourage a range of housing prices and types;



Funding/managing the development of housing that contains affordability restrictions; and



Making resources available—monetary, staff, land, existing buildings—and working with
partner organizations to address housing challenges.

The Federal Fair Housing Act (FHA) can make it challenging to specifically direct funding to
address the housing needs of specific protected classes. Other than senior housing, housing for
persons with disabilities, and larger units that can accommodate families, housing cannot be
specifically reserved for members of a protected class, even if they face disproportionate housing
needs. Yet the public sector can be mindful of how its decisions and allocation of resources can
negatively or positively affect certain protected classes.
The following matrices show the goals and action items the County, participating jurisdictions,
and Housing Authorities will employ during the next five years to address priority fair housing
challenges.
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Figure IX-1.
Fair Housing Plan – Harris County, Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, Harris County Housing Authority, and Galveston Housing Authority
REGIONAL FAIR HOUSING GOALS

FAIR HOUSING ISSUES/IMPEDIMENTS TO BE
ADDRESSED BY GOAL

METRICS, MILESTONES, & TIMELINE

PARTICIPATING
PARTNERS

1

Improve regional collaboration in fair and affordable housing planning:
- Consider a regional housing strategy
- Increase communication around priorities and developer incentives
- Coordinated approach for promoting inclusivity and diversity of housing stock in all
communities

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) The City of Houston and Harris County currently hold pipeline meetings for coordinating
PSH units and ESG funders partners meet regularly to discuss cooperative strategies. Expand
these meetings by inviting other jurisdictions to attend and expand discussion to include
units for Very Low Income and Low Income Residents (2018-2019).
2) Formalize regional approach through a regional housing strategic plan that includes
housing diversity and inclusivity as well as LIHTC development (2023)
3) Hold a regional affordable housing and access to opportunity symposium (2025)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, HCHA,
GHA

2

Boost residents access to residential capital throgh partnerships with local lenders
and by providing credit counseling and financial literacy classes.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity

1) Identify partnership opportunities with local lenders and collaborate on affirmative
marketing and increasing access to residential capital for underserved residents (2019)
2) Provide and/or partner with local service providers to provide credit counseling and/or
financial literacy classes. (ongoing)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, HCHA,
GHA

3

Continue to support fair housing outreach and education through:
- Fair housing training events and training
- Fair housing materials in multiple languages and mediums
- Landlord/tenant resources
- Enhanced media outreach especially during Fair Housing Month each year
- Materials available in languages other than English

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Fair housing training events and training (annually)
2) Fair housing materials in multiple languages and mediums (consistently available)
3) Landlord/tenant resources (consistently available)
4) Enhanced media outreach especially during Fair Housing Month each year (annually)
5) Materials available in languages other than English (consistently available)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, HCHA,
GHA

4

Collaborate with local fair housing organizations to conduct regional fair housing
testing as a tool for fair housing enforcement and to better understand private
discrimination in the housing market.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Partner with regional and local fair housing organizations to evaluate feasibility and cost of
testing efforts (2019).
2) Support fair housing testing efforts financially and/or through coordination/collaboration.
(2022)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena

5

Continue and strengthen regional transportation planning:
- Promote the benefits of transit to help reduce NIMBYism in outlying
communities.

1) Strengthen ties with transportation agencies and work with METRO and H-GAC on
outreach/education when possible (ongoing)
2) Identify opportunities to educate local political leaders on the economic benefits of transit
and the need for transit connections. (ongoing)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, GHA

- Conduct further study and outreach to understand transit needs and potential
strategies. Use this strategy to inform regional engagement.

Segregation; Disparities in Access to
Opportunity; Barriers to Housing Choice for
People with Disabilities; Lack of Fair Housing
Capacity

- Increase access to transit resources for residents with disabilities with local
service provider partnerships.

6

Increase access to job training resources for residents with disabilities through
existing partnerships with regional and local service providers and employers.
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Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities

1) Evaluate gaps in information related to transit (2018-2019)
2) Devise and implement outreach plan to fill infomration gaps (2020)
3) Development of transit strategy (2021)

HCHA

Maintain relationships with existing partners (Transportation RIDES Program), collaborate on
future transportation related efforts in the City and provide funding to partners if/when
possible (ongoing).

Pasadena

Maintain relationships with existing partners, collaborate on potential solutions, provide
funding to partners if/when possible (ongoing).

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, GHA
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Figure IX-1 (Continued).
Fair Housing Plan – Harris County, Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, Harris County Housing Authority, and Galveston Housing Authority
LOCAL FAIR HOUSING GOALS

FAIR HOUSING ISSUES/IMPEDIMENTS TO BE
ADDRESSED BY GOAL

METRICS, MILESTONES, & TIMELINE

PARTICIPATING
PARTNERS

1

Expand the supply of affordable housing options, with a focus on extremely low
income households and on larger affordable housing units (2- and 3-bedroom units
or larger), and/or express support of affordable development (e.g., LIHTC).

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing

1) Continue to fund rental assistance and/or affordable housing development (ongoing)
2) Express support for affordable developments that include units with 2 or more bedrooms
(ongoing)
3) Establish and/or maintain relationships with regional affordable housing developers to
express support of affordable and/or LIHTC developments within jurisdiction (ongoing)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, HCHA,
GHA

2

Continue to assist low income homeowners, improve housing quality, and increase
housing accessibility through housing rehabilitation, repair and accessibility grant
programs.

Disparities in Housing Needs; Disparities in
Access to Opportunity; Barriers to Housing
Choice for People with Disabilities; Location
and Utilization of Publicly Assisted Housing

Continue to fund programs that stabilize low income homeowners, improve housing quality,
and increase accessibility (ongoing).

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena

3

Develop community priorities for siting LIHTC developments (and/or other publicly
assisted housing) and work to promote community support of such developments
in high opportunity areas.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Identify optimal locations for LIHTC and evaluate potential barriers to LIHTC developmetn
in those areas (2021)
2) Proactively conduct outreach and education in those areas to promote openness to LIHTC
(2022)
3) Partner with LIHTC developers to assist with community outreach for specific development
projects (ongoing)

Harris County,
Missouri City, HCHA,
GHA

4

Develop policies and procedures that support balanced housing opportunities,
including affordable/workforce housing (e.g., adopt an anti-NIMBY policy).

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Harris County should review its anti-NIMBY plan and update as necessary (2019)
2) Other jurisdictions should develop comparable policies (2019)
3) Circulate and promote policy as appropriate (2020-2025)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, HCHA

5

Promote economic investment (public and private) in distressed areas that have
high minority concentrations:

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing

1) Identify CDFIs currently operating in jurisdiction and establish regular communication
channels and/or meetings to discuss partnership opportunities (2020)
2) Evaluate the potential for leverage, acquisition, or other appropriate fund (2022)

Harris County,
Missouri City

- Identify areas where new construction of affordable housing could serve as an
economic catalyst for revitalization. Use land banking as allowed under law to
acquire such parcels for affordable housing development and/or advocate for the
use of TRZ dollars for affordable housing in improvement districts

Work to identify opportunities and locations (2019-2021)
If opportunities arise and as desired by jurisdiction, use land banking as allowed under to
acquire strategic parcels (ongoing).

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, HCHA, GHA

- Include affordable housing as a component of revitalization efforts and consider
implementation of neighborhood-specific plans or a Comprehensive Plan that
incorporates affordability planning

1) Build energy-efficient and location-efficient communities that are healthy, affordable and
diverse.
2) Build communities that are affordable for very low income households without
concentrating poverty.
Review and create/adjust incentives as necessary (2022)

HCHA

1) Maintain data and maps on areas with "high opportunity" characteristics, including quality
schools, access to jobs, etc. (ongoing)
2) Continue programs and procedures to encourage use of vouchers in those areas (ongoing)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, HCHA,
GHA

- Explore partnerships with lenders such as community development financial
institutions (CDFIs) that serve the region to discuss potential partnership
opportunities for 1) Developing the capacity of small businesses in distressed
areas and 2) Are committed to helping transform distressed communities.

- Prioritize City development incentives to support infrastructure upgrades, blight
reduction efforts, and commercial development in underserved neighborhoods.

6

Continue to encourage housing choice voucher participants to use vouchers in high
opportunity areas
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Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

Galveston, Pasadena
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Figure IX-1 (Continued).
Fair Housing Plan – Harris County, Galveston, Missouri City, Pasadena, Harris County Housing Authority, and Galveston Housing Authority
7

Incentivize landlord participation in HCV and other affordable housing programs
through a multifamily rehabilitation and accessibility improvement program using
HUD and other affordable housing and community development funds.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Continue to actively market HCV and other affordable housing program participation
through property owner networks (ongoing)
2) Offer rehab incentives to encourage participation as funding allows (ongoing)
3) Continue to encourage HCV participants to use vouchers in high opportunity areas by
offering higher payment standards of the FMR.

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, HCHA, GHA

8

Review city/county policies for requesting a reasonable accommodation for fair
housing compliance and evaluate improvements that could help affirmatively
further fair housing for people with disabilities.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

Review development regulations for clarity on process to request reasonable
accommodation and evaluate potential barriers, including applicability of variance process
(2019)
Note: see Section VIII page 25 of this AI for additional details and examples.

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena

9

Review zoning/land use/development regulations to ensure that a diversity of
housing choices is allowable throughout residential districts.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Review density, lot size, building height, and lot coverage regulations; subdivision
regulations; and parking requirements for barriers to density and affordability (2021)
2) For communities with zoning, evaluate district typologies for barriers to housing diversity
(2021)
Note: see Section VIII pages 22-23 of this AI for additional details and examples.

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena

10

Review zoning/land/development regulations use to improve consistency between
local codes and state regulations of specific housing types impacting protected class
populations.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Evaluate consistency and application of the following state-code terms in local regulations:
"Manufactured Homes," "Assisted Living Facilities," "Boarding Home," "Convalescent and
Nursing Homes," "Group Homes," Homeless Shelters," and "Community Homes." (2020)
2) Ensure that local codes explicitly reference state statutes related to the types of homes
listed above (2020)
Note: see Section VIII pages 19-21 of this AI for additional details and examples.

Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena

11

Consider incentives to promote accessibility and universal design to improve
accessibility/adaptability in new construction.

Segregation; Disparities in Housing Needs;
Disparities in Access to Opportunity; Barriers
to Housing Choice for People with Disabilities;
Location and Utilization of Publicly Assisted
Housing; Lack of Fair Housing Capacity

1) Evaluate existing regulation to assess if/how it inhibits accessibility and universal design
(2019)
2) Evaluate incentives (e.g., density bonuses, fee waivers, etc.) for developments that provide
increased accessibility/adaptability. (2021)

Harris County,
Galveston, Missouri
City, Pasadena, HCHA
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