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Texas General Land Office Community Development and Revitalization 

P.O. Box 12873 

Austin, TX 78711-2873 

cdr@recovery.texas.gov 

January 10, 2020 

Dear Commissioner Bush, 

Texas Housers is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit that has worked for over 30 years with low-

income Texans to achieve the American dream of living in a quality home in a quality 

neighborhood. In addition to advocating for affordable, high-quality housing, Texas Housers is 

committed to improving neighborhood equity by ensuring that all levels of government provide 

resources fairly in low-income neighborhoods and segregated neighborhoods of color, including 

spending for infrastructure improvements.  

Since Hurricane Ike, a significant part of Texas Housers’ work has been monitoring 

disaster recovery efforts in low-income neighborhoods and segregated neighborhoods of color. 

The data we’ve gathered from Federal Emergency Management Assistance (FEMA) databases 

and stories we’ve heard from countless Texans who have been left without sufficient aid tell a 

story of vast inequity in the distribution of disaster recovery money in our state. 

Texas Housers would like to thank staff from the Texas General Land Office Community 

Development and Revitalization team for your continued work to ensure that Texans harmed by 

natural disasters have the resources needed to recover and build more resilient communities 

moving forward. To that end, please accept the following comments about ways to improve the 

CDBG-MIT Plan. These comments will serve to ensure that this plan meets Texas’ civil rights 

obligations and furthers our state’s commitment to the equal treatment of its citizens. 

Part 1: Broad recommendations regarding compliance with federal civil rights laws and 

transparency 

In addition to the section-by-section recommendations below, we have several broad 

recommendations for the final CDBG-MIT Plan that will better ensure the equitable treatment of 

low-income communities and segregated communities of color.  

I. The current CDBG-MIT Plan will likely result in funding activities in

violation of GLO’s responsibility to affirmatively further fair housing and its

requirements under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  The GLO must

set aside mitigation funding specifically for the low-income communities of

color that have historically been the most negatively impacted by natural

disasters.

mailto:cdr@recovery.texas.gov
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a. Jim Crow-era policies and local government failure to provide flood

protection to communities of color along the Texas coast has made these more

vulnerable to the impacts of natural disasters.

It is well documented in Texas, and across the country, that low-income, segregated 

communities of color are more likely to be negatively impacted by natural disasters than 

white, wealthier residents, despite a prevailing rhetoric that “natural disasters aren’t racist.” 

Black and brown communities are more likely to be built in floodways, live in homes built 

with substandard building materials and in poorer conditions, and in neighborhoods lacking 

the basic infrastructure needed to prevent damage from events such as flooding. The failure 

of our state and local governmental entities to protect these communities of color from 

flooding in an equal manner to white communities goes back to our state’s response to one of 

our earliest documented—and most devastating—natural disasters: The Great Storm of 1900. 

This storm killed thousands of people and decimated the entire Galveston Island. As 

Governor Abbott aptly pointed out in his 2018 report, “Eye of the Storm,” people responded 

dramatically to that deadly event, both by better heeding storm warnings and by “elevat[ing] 

an entire island and buil[ding] a seawall.”1 Governor Abbott cautioned that, “[w]e should 

recognize that those lessons remain vital and relevant to Texas today — and tomorrow.”2  

What that report failed to point out about Galveston’s response to Great Storm of 

1900 is that the sea wall only protects the Southern one-third of the island, where the 

majority white neighborhoods were located.3 The seawall leaves completely unprotected the 

island’s Black residents on the north side of the island, who, through redlining, were 

prevented from buying homes south of Broadway well into the 1950s.4 Moreover, only the 

south side of the island was elevated, leaving the north side of the island facing Galveston 

Bay at a lower elevation, more vulnerable to future flooding events.  It is also notable that the 

City of Galveston refused to contribute funds to an Army Corp of Engineers project in the 

1970s to have a levee built in Galveston Bay that would have protected the north side of the 

island.  These Jim Crow-era redlining policies, combined with flood protection activities by 

the City that ignored the safety of the residents on the north side of island put Black residents 

directly in harm’s way in 2008 when the storm surge from Hurricane Ike traveled into 

Galveston Bay and immediately flooded the majority Black community still inhabiting the 

north side of the island at that time. A decade later, less than half of the City’s public housing 

had been rebuilt.5 

1 The Governor’s Commission to Rebuild Texas, Eye of the Storm, 2018, available at 

https://www.rebuildtexas.today/wp-content/uploads/sites/52/2018/12/12-11-18-EYE-OF-THE-STORM-

digital.pdf. 
2 Id. 
3 Robert Draper, The Calm Before the Storm, July 23, 2015, available at 

https://www.texasmonthly.com/articles/calm-before-the-storm/. 
4 Id. 
5 Laurie Schoeman, Community Development Innovation Review, Pre- and Post-Disaster Investments in 

Housing and Community Development Under the CRA, Oct. 17, 2019, available at 

https://www.rebuildtexas.today/wp-content/uploads/sites/52/2018/12/12-11-18-EYE-OF-THE-STORM-digital.pdf
https://www.rebuildtexas.today/wp-content/uploads/sites/52/2018/12/12-11-18-EYE-OF-THE-STORM-digital.pdf
https://www.texasmonthly.com/articles/calm-before-the-storm/
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The story of local governments’ failure to provide adequate flood protection for 

communities of color is not isolated to the egregious example on Galveston Island. For example, 

disparities in the City of Houston’s storm water infrastructure and flood protection programs 

disproportionately impacts people of color and make Black and Latino residents particularly 

vulnerable to flooding. The Houston Chronicle reported on the City’s own study showing that 

88% of the City’s open storm water drainage ditches are located in neighborhoods that are 

majority non-white.6 In Houston, the City’s discriminatory practices have also disproportionately 

subjected Black and Latino residents to property damage from flooding and exposure to diseases 

and viruses associated with the standing water that is frequently found in these open ditches.7 

HUD is currently conducting a Title VI investigation into the City of Houston’s storm water 

infrastructure program.8 

Moreover, Black and Latino Texans are more likely to be located near industrial parks, 

manufacturing plants, and refineries, which are almost certain to be impacted by natural disasters 

and cause further harm to nearby residents. In the last several years these communities have been 

impacted by severe flooding and storms that have—in addition to the natural disaster itself, also 

caused chemicals to overflow and contaminate water sources, fires that have released toxic 

chemicals, and explosions that have damaged peoples’ homes and required residents to evacuate 

their homes and schools.9  

More than 25% of US oil refinery capacity and 50% of the nation’s downstream chemical 

production are located along the gulf coast in Texas.10 Texas is the largest chemical-producing 

state in the United States and during Harvey, Chevron Phillips Chemicals, a producer of 

ethylene, polyethylene, and other chemicals, reported that they released 766,000 pounds of 

chemicals through flaring that took place in preparation for the storm.11 According to the New 

York Times, between August 23 to August 30, 46 facilities in 13 Texas counties reported an 

estimated 4.6 million pounds (2.1 million kg) of airborne emissions of cancer-causing and other 

https://www.frbsf.org/community-development/publications/community-development-investment-

review/2019/october/pre-and-post-disaster-investments-in-housing-and-community-development-under-

the-cra/. 
6 Julian, E., Lott, A., McCain, D., & Palay, C., Why Houston remains segregated, Houston Chronicle, 

Feb. 16, 2017, available at https://www.houstonchronicle.com/local/gray-matters/article/Why-Houston-

remains-segregated-10935311.php#. 
7 Texas Housers, Letter to Anne Farias, Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, HUD (October 31, 

2017), available at 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/m52f7ere3or32ye/2017.10.31%20.%20Allen%20ltr%20to20A.%20Farias.pd

f?dl=0. 
8 Id. 
9See e.g., Julia Bagg, Alex Johnson, and Jason Cumming, Crosby, Texas, Chemical Plant Explodes 

Twice, Arkema Group Says, Aug. 30, 2017, https://www.nbcnews.com/storyline/hurricane-

harvey/harvey-danger-major-chemical-plant-near-houston-likely-explode-facility-n797581. 
10 Melody Bomgardner, After Harvey, Texas faces massive cleaup, Sept. 4, 2017, available at 

https://tinyurl.com/CEN-Harvey. 
11 Ben Lefebvre, Harvey triggers spike in hazardous chemical releases, Aug. 29, 2017, available at 

https://tinyurl.com/politico-Harvey. 

https://www.frbsf.org/community-development/publications/community-development-investment-review/2019/october/pre-and-post-disaster-investments-in-housing-and-community-development-under-the-cra/
https://www.frbsf.org/community-development/publications/community-development-investment-review/2019/october/pre-and-post-disaster-investments-in-housing-and-community-development-under-the-cra/
https://www.frbsf.org/community-development/publications/community-development-investment-review/2019/october/pre-and-post-disaster-investments-in-housing-and-community-development-under-the-cra/
https://www.houstonchronicle.com/local/gray-matters/article/Why-Houston-remains-segregated-10935311.php
https://www.houstonchronicle.com/local/gray-matters/article/Why-Houston-remains-segregated-10935311.php
https://www.dropbox.com/s/m52f7ere3or32ye/2017.10.31%20.%20Allen%20ltr%20to20A.%20Farias.pdf?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/m52f7ere3or32ye/2017.10.31%20.%20Allen%20ltr%20to20A.%20Farias.pdf?dl=0
https://www.nbcnews.com/storyline/hurricane-harvey/harvey-danger-major-chemical-plant-near-houston-likely-explode-facility-n797581
https://www.nbcnews.com/storyline/hurricane-harvey/harvey-danger-major-chemical-plant-near-houston-likely-explode-facility-n797581
https://tinyurl.com/CEN-Harvey
https://tinyurl.com/politico-Harvey
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dangerous toxins.12 Flooding and fires also caused damage and chemical releases at Exxon 

Mobil’s Baytown, Texas, refinery; Valero Energy Partners refinery in Houston; and at Kinder 

Morgan in Pasadena. 

The flooding and fires that happened during and following Hurricane Harvey, as well as 

the air born emissions from the flaring ahead of the storm were events that should be expected to 

happen as a result of severe storms. Indeed, the flaring events are actually part of these 

refineries’ disaster preparedness plans.13 These emissions, spills, and explosions should be 

considered “predictable hazards” as a result of a Presidentially-declared natural disaster and the 

federal and state governments’ failure to treat them as such disparately impacts people of color. 

b. Historical disaster recovery funding has not been allocated equitably and has

left low-income communities of color without the financial assistance needed

to recover and prepare for future storms.

It is well documented, and the GLO is aware, that disaster recovery allocation plans have 

not equitably served communities of color.14 “The level of need experienced by a community for 

an event is directly correlated to the recovery time after an event.”15 Yet, when given control of 

funding allocation, local government entities and regional COGs have prioritized white, wealthy 

homeowners with significantly greater personal resources over low-income people of color in 

their communities, raising serious civil rights questions. Following Hurricane Harvey, the 

regional allocation process consistently steered funds way from densely populated areas with 

concentrations of people of color. For example, Port Arthur received only about twice as much 

funding as cities with less than 1% of its population, and Beaumont received less than twice the 

funding of cities that are 0.5% of its size.  

To illustrate further, Port Arthur residents (a city that is 38.2% Black, 31.8% Hispanic or 

Latino, and 22% non-Hispanic White) received only approximately $84.00 of relief funding per 

person. In stark contrast, residents of Taylor Landing (a city that is 0% Black and 87% non-

Hispanic White according to 2016 ACS survey data) received $60,000.00 of relief funding per 

person.16  

The cities in the South East Texas Regional Planning Commission jurisdiction with the 

three highest percent Black non-Hispanic populations (Beaumont, Port Arthur, and Orange) were 

also the three cities allocated the lowest per capita funding for buyouts. Conversely, the small 

cities that received the highest per-capita funding for buyouts were: Taylor Landing, 87.3% non-

Hispanic White; Bevil Oaks, 81.8% non-Hispanic White; Pine Forest, 90.4% non-Hispanic 

12 Troy Griggs, Andrew Lehren, Nadja Popovich, Anjali Singhvi, and Hiroko Tabuchi, Sept. 8, 2017, 

available at https://tinyurl.com/Harvey-NYT.  
13 Institute for Policy Studies, The Brutal Racial Politics of Climate Change and Pollution, available at 

https://ips-dc.org/the-brutal-racial-politics-of-climate-change-and-pollution/. 
14 Kriston Capps, Why Are These Tiny Towns Getting So Much Hurricane Harvey Aid?, Oct. 3, 2018, 

available at https://www.citylab.com/equity/2018/10/whos-losing-out-on-hurricane-harvey-aid-in-

texas/571327/. 
15 See supra, n. 5. 
16 Id. 

https://tinyurl.com/Harvey-NYT
https://ips-dc.org/the-brutal-racial-politics-of-climate-change-and-pollution/
https://www.citylab.com/equity/2018/10/whos-losing-out-on-hurricane-harvey-aid-in-texas/571327/
https://www.citylab.com/equity/2018/10/whos-losing-out-on-hurricane-harvey-aid-in-texas/571327/
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White; Rose City, 88.4% non-Hispanic White, and Rose Hill Acres; 91.4% non-Hispanic 

White.17 Port Arthur, Beaumont and Orange also had the highest number of damaged owner-

occupied homes in the region according to FEMA data (which we note undercounts damage to 

LMI households).  

Further, in 2017, Governor Abbott’s Commission to Rebuild Texas took an extensive 

survey of the recovery and mitigation projects that local governments would like to prioritize 

moving forward. Notably, local governments failed to identify the critical needs of many low-

income communities of color in their jurisdictions as needing additional recovery or mitigation 

funding, highlighting the system failure of CDBG-MIT and DR money to assist our most 

vulnerable populations. 

Texas Housers works closely with communities that continue to struggle with repairing 

their homes after suffering significant damage during the 2015 and 2016 floods and Hurricane 

Harvey in 2017. The City of Houston and Harris County took on an unprecedented amount of 

rain when Hurricane Harvey made landfall. The amount of devastation left in the path of the 

natural disaster continues to resonate in the streets and homes of this coastal region. Funding 

through the state CDBG-MIT Action Plan should proportionally prioritize the most devastated 

residents of the state of Texas. The residents of the City of Houston and Harris County should 

not suffer and remain living in desolation with a constant fear of repeated flooding because of the 

GLO’s failure to provide funding based on the proportionality of the disaster’s impact. The City 

of Houston has received its own CDBG-MIT funds to identify and remediate substandard 

drainage and infrastructure issues that have perpetuated due to the lack of zoning and continued 

historical segregation. Those funds will begin to address much needed local mitigation plans for 

an area of over 6 million people. However, this is not enough to do proper regional and large 

scale mitigation and the current programs are not ensuring that available money is reaching the 

most vulnerable residents. 

The Harvey Forgotten Survivor Caucus18 is a group of homeowners and their families 

impacted by Hurricane Harvey in the City of Houston. More than two years after the storm, 

Caucus members have applied to the City of Houston’s CDBG-funded home repair program but 

have not yet received assistance. Motivated by shortcomings in program execution so far, the 

Harvey Forgotten Survivors Caucus has organized to show how dangerous living conditions 

continue to be for survivors (see Figures 1 and 2). Members of the group say that the slow 

process and poor communication does not demonstrate how urgent the situation really is for 

many households. This group aims to reduce the distance between applicants and program 

administrators in order to demand better program implementation and better outcomes for 

families. However, this group cannot be successful if GLO and the City of Houston continue to 

fail to prioritize their community. It is unacceptable that small, majority white and wealthy towns 

are receiving upwards of $60,000 per household, while members of the Harvey Forgotten 

Survivor Caucus remain living in the dangerous conditions seen in the pictures below. 

17 https://datausa.io/.  
18 For more information on the work that the Harvey Forgotten Survivor Caucus is doing in Houston and to learn 

more about the lived experiences of these residents to help inform GLO’s revised CDBG-MIT Action Plan, please 

contact Texas Housers’ staff, Julia Orduña at julia@texashousing.org. 

https://datausa.io/
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Despite these well-documented deficiencies and disparate impacts in previous disaster 

recovery efforts, the GLO is proposing a plan that will have more of the same disparate impacts 

and will do nothing to address the racial and economic disparities. Even now, 2 ½ years after 

Hurricane Harvey, it is largely Black and Latino residents that are still living in neighborhoods 

that flood and homes that have not been repaired and are covered in mold. Yet, communities of 

color are not receiving funds allocated under current efforts19 and are not earmarked for 

receiving additional mitigation funds in the CDBG-MIT plan. This must be rectified. 

c. GLO must use the CDBG-MIT plan to address the racial disparities in disaster

recovery caused by previous policies’ failure to spend disaster recovery

money in an equitable manner as required by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act

of 1964.

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits the spending of federal funds through 

programs or activities in a manner that discriminates on the basis of race, color, or national 

origin.20 As President John F. Kennedy so succinctly stated the year before this momentous law 

was enacted,  

“[s]imple justice requires that public funds, to which all taxpayers of all races 

contribute, not be spent in any fashion which encourages, entrenches, subsidizes or 

results in racial discrimination.”21 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 further demands that: 

“[w]here previous discriminatory practice or usage tends, on the ground of race…to 

exclude individuals from participation in, to deny them the benefits of, or to subject 

them to discrimination under any program or activity to which this part 1 applies, the 

applicant or recipient has an obligation to take reasonable action to remove or 

overcome the consequences of the prior discriminatory practice or usage, and to 

accomplish the purpose of the Act.”22  

Many argue that natural disasters aren’t racist and so considerations of racial equity 

should not play a role in recovery and mitigation efforts. However, this view overlooks 

federal law and the facts on the ground. Public and private practices have segregated Black 

and Latino communities, reduced mobility, and have left communities of color to live closer 

to industry across the state. These practices are responsible for the disproportionate impact 

that natural disasters have on these communities. These communities have been denied badly 

needed infrastructure improvements, the ability to move out of flood plains, and access to 

disaster recovery aid for far too long.  Title VI makes it clear that where previous policies 

have negatively and disparately impacted communities on the basis of race, the government 

19 Amal Ahmed, In Houston, Thousands Continue to Wait for Harvey Relief Money, Aug. 29, 2019, 

available at https://www.texasobserver.org/in-houston-thousands-continue-to-wait-for-harvey-relief-

money/. 
20 Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d, et seq. 
21 President John F. Kennedy, Report to the American People on Civil Rights (June 11, 1963).   
22 24 CFR 1.4(b)(6) (emphasis added). 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=b7fae087d684e1eceeb5b735a1d0fb50&term_occur=5&term_src=Title:24:Subtitle:A:Part:1:1.4
https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=d96623997d56fc03581014710a4a2b8e&term_occur=10&term_src=Title:24:Subtitle:A:Part:1:1.4
https://www.texasobserver.org/in-houston-thousands-continue-to-wait-for-harvey-relief-money/
https://www.texasobserver.org/in-houston-thousands-continue-to-wait-for-harvey-relief-money/


Figure 1. Current living conditions of residents of the city of Houston. After Hurricane Harvey, many residents were left to 

remediate their own houses. Many were not given sufficient aid, or any aid at all, and continue to live in dilapidated states. 

Residents have reduced their living quarters and partitioned off sections of homes that remain in poor conditions. Seen here 

is a portion of a ceiling that has not been repaired since the storm 2.5 years ago and the continued mold problems in homes 

that was not properly remediated. 

Figure 2. Current living conditions of residents of the city of Houston. Residents may have received some help via Preps 

program and FEMA, but nowhere near enough aid to create a livable standard, and in the end resulted in partially gutted 

houses without proper restoration. Survivors continue to live in uninsulated or partially insulated houses that contain missing 

or partially repaired sheetrock throughout the house, cracking ceiling and shifting foundations due to rising water or a poor 

elevation job, and overall poor health standards 
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is obligated to take reasonable actions to overcome that discrimination. GLO, therefore, has 

the obligation in this plan to prioritize mitigation efforts that will assist low-income, 

segregated communities of color to become more resilient in the face of natural disasters in 

the future.   

Rather than passively wait for subrecipients to apply for projects, GLO should earmark 

CDBG-MIT funding for low-income communities of color that have been most negatively 

impacted by natural disasters and request that subrecipients submit project applications 

directly addressing the needs of the communities. GLO should take proactive, affirmative 

actions to ensure that CDBG-MIT funding addresses racial inequities in community 

resilience. If GLO does not take actions specifically to “overcome the consequences” of the 

prior discriminatory practices that have disparately impacted communities of color, the 

agency will likely be in violation of federal Civil Rights laws.  

We are specifically requesting that GLO prioritize and provide funding for mitigation 

projects in the following communities: 

 The north side of Galveston Island, which is the principal location of Black residents

on the island and which has no protection from a floodwall or levee system;

 The Black community in the city of Wharton, which similarly lacks a levee system to

protect flooding from the Brazos River and which has flooded repeatedly;

 The low-income and Latino subdivisions in Liberty and Montgomery counties23,

which have been ignored by county governments despite repeated flooding;

 Those principally Black and Latino neighborhoods in northeast Harris County, which

have suffered from repeated flooding;

 The principally Black communities of West Port Arthur and northern Beaumont; and

 The Greenpoint neighborhood in the northern part of Houston, which is an area of

primarily low-income Black and Latino residents and has flooded at least 5 times in

the last 15 years with devastating impacts on the low-income tenants in the area.

Finally, GLO should make funds available specifically to address the needs of tenants

in HUD subsidized, privately owned apartment developments that are located in the 100-year 

floodplain and/or floodways. Many of these apartment complexes have flooded frequently in 

recent storms and the impact of these floods are great. Tenants lose all of their property 

during each flooding event and are largely uninsured. These are the lowest-income tenants 

who have the fewest available resources to help them recover from repetitive flooding events 

and because of the location of affordable housing, they are unable to move out of these flood-

prone areas. When public housing and HUD-subsidized properties continue to be rebuilt in 

flood-prone areas the government is knowingly putting these tenants back in dangerous 

23 Montgomery County community group, Unidos por King’s Colony, submitted comments regarded the unmet 

needs in their East Montgomery County neighborhoods. Texas Housers fully supports and agrees with their 

comments. We highly encourage GLO staff to reach out to the members listed on their comments for more 

information about their experience with the CDBG-MIT process in their region. 
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situations.24 It is in the interest of the tenants, HUD, the City of Houston, and the State of 

Texas to ensure that these most vulnerable low-income Texans are safe from future flooding 

events. For more information on the impact of natural disasters on these tenants, and the 

complete failure of HUD and the property owners to assist tenants who have suffered 

immense hardships at these properties, see Texas Housers’ recently released project: 

Unsanitary. Unsafe. Unequal. 25  

Texas Housers requests that GLO set aside CDBG-MIT funding for a pilot mitigation 

program (operated by GLO staff) that would establish a process to transfer subsidies from 

obsolete, dangerous, poorly managed, and undesirable apartments to more desirable 

apartments. The program should aim to acquire, demolish, and rebuild one-for-one the 

privately-owned HUD-subsidized apartment developments that are the most distressed, have 

the lowest REAC scores, and most flood-prone as mixed income developments in non-flood 

hazard, high opportunity areas.26 Three examples of properties of properties impacted in 

recent floods are Arbor Court Apartments and Coppertree Village Apartments in Houston, 

and Sandpiper Cove Apartments in Galveston. (See figures 4-6, below). 

II. GLO’s website should contain sufficient demographic information about

each funded activity so that the general public can better understand who

is being served by these projects and studies.

While Texas Housers appreciates that GLO will make complete applications and policies 

and procedures available, this information is not immediately useful to the general public who 

simply want to understand where activities are taking place and which communities are getting 

funding. In order to assess whether this CDBG-MIT funding is being distributed equitably, the 

public must be provided with the information to understand the demographics of the populations 

being served by these individual projects and studies.  

The information on the website should be presented in a manner that easily allows 

impacted communities, local governments, nonprofits, and others to quickly assess (1) the goals 

of the activity, (2) the demographics of the population served by an activity, (3) which, if any, 

community groups have been involved in the planning process and, if possible, the group’s 

contact information so that residents know who to reach out to with questions, and (4) the total 

amount of money being spent on an activity. 

Additionally, Texas Housers requests that GLO consider including maps of funded 

activities with links to applications and demographic information on its website in order to help 

24 Sarah Mervosh, The New York Times, Unsafe to Stay, Unable to Go: Half a Million Face Flooding Risk in 

Government Homes, April 11, 2019, available at https://www.nytimes.com/2019/04/11/us/houston-flooding.html. 
25 Texas Housers, Unsafe. Unsanitary. Unequal. is a digital experience from Texas Housers detailing segregation in 

Houston’s Project-Based Section 8 Housing, Jan. 2, 2020, available at https://texashousers.net/2020/01/02/unsafe-

unsanitary-unequal-blog/. 
26 The following properties should be acquired, demolished and rebuilt: Arbor Court, Coppertree Village, Garden 

City and Haverstock Hills in Houston and Sandpiper Cove in Galveston.  

https://www.nytimes.com/2019/04/11/us/houston-flooding.html
https://texashousers.net/2020/01/02/unsafe-unsanitary-unequal-blog/
https://texashousers.net/2020/01/02/unsafe-unsanitary-unequal-blog/


 Sandpiper Cove Apartments: Located on the low-income and low-lying North side of

the City of Galveston, Sandpiper Cove has suffered massive and repeated devastating

flooding over the past several years. Residents are exposed to unabated mold, rusting

and malfunctioning appliances, repeated power outages, and severe vermin

infestation.1

1 See, e.g., Sarah Smith, Houston Chronicle, ‘We live in hell:’ Galveston tenants say they’re sick from mold in 

HUD-funded apartments, Dec. 9, 2019, available at https://www.houstonchronicle.com/news/houston-

texas/houston/article/We-live-in-hell-Galveston-tenants-say-14892830.php#photo-18727597; Sarah Smith, 

Houston Chronicle, Residents live with mold, sewage at low-income Galveston housing complex, April 22, 

2019, available at https://www.houstonchronicle.com/news/houston-texas/houston/article/Residents-live-with-

mold-sewage-at-low-income-13781022.php; Sarah Smith, San Antonio Express News, Galveston apartment 

tenants are left hanging, Dec. 16, 2019, available at https://www.pressreader.com/usa/houston-

chronicle/20191213/281590947451364. 

Figure 3. Images from Sandpiper Cove Apartments in Galveston, TX. A. Exterior of 
building; B. Apartment building flooded in 2018; C. In January 2020 a Sandpiper Cove 
tenant sent this photo and videos of the cockroach infestation in her apaprtment to Texas 
Housers community organizing team; D. Rusted refrigerator currently in one resident's 
home.

A. B.

C. D.
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https://www.pressreader.com/usa/houston-chronicle/20191213/281590947451364


2 Christina Rosales, Texas Housers, Tenants at Houston’s flooded, distressed Arbor Court Apartments sue HUD 

for intentional racial discrimination, July 29, 2018, available at https://texashousers.net/2018/07/19/tenants-at-

houstons-flooded-distressed-arbor-court-apartments-sue-hud-for-intentional-racial-discrimination/; Rebecca 

Elliott, Houston Chronicle, Subsidized apartments in the floodway to be rebuild, but buyout talks ongoing, Aug. 

29, 2017, available at https://www.chron.com/news/houston-weather/hurricaneharvey/article/Subsidized-

apartments-in-the-floodway-to-be-12158756.php. 

 Arbor Court Apartments: At Arbor Court, tenants live within the floodway of Green’s

Bayou in the northern part of the City of Houston. The property has flooded

repeatedly by virtue of its location in the floodway, displacing extremely low-income

tenants and causing them to all of their personal possessions, furniture, and vehicles.2
The entire first floor of this apartment remains, to this day, gutted down to the internal
support structure of the building while tenants in upstairs units have been moved back
into the units.

A. B.

C. D.

Figure 4. Images of Arbor Court Apartments in Houston, TX. A Debris from gutted apartment units after Hurricane Harvey in 
2017; B. Houston resident walks on the flooded street in front of flooded Arbor Court Apartments; C. Exterior of Arbor Court 
showing barbed-wire fence along the perimeter; D. Arbor Court residents evacuating flooded apartments in 2017.    
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https://texashousers.net/2018/07/19/tenants-at-houstons-flooded-distressed-arbor-court-apartments-sue-hud-for-intentional-racial-discrimination/
https://texashousers.net/2018/07/19/tenants-at-houstons-flooded-distressed-arbor-court-apartments-sue-hud-for-intentional-racial-discrimination/
https://www.chron.com/news/houston-weather/hurricaneharvey/article/Subsidized-apartments-in-the-floodway-to-be-12158756.php
https://www.chron.com/news/houston-weather/hurricaneharvey/article/Subsidized-apartments-in-the-floodway-to-be-12158756.php


 Coppertree Village Apartments: This apartment complex is located in the Acres

Home neighborhood in Houston in an area that is inadequately served by open ditch

drainage and poorly functioning wastewater infrastructure. There is insufficient flood

protection in this neighborhood and the repeated flooding events have caused, among

other problems, the electrical system to malfunction, resulting in long-term and

persistent power outages. During one such disruption a major fire occurred at the

property after a resident lit candles that they were relying on to light their home.

Sarah Smith, Houston Chronicle, 'I don't even wanna be here:' Houston tenants say sewers overflow at HUD-funded apartment, 
Nov. 20, 2019, available at https://www.houstonchronicle.com/news/houston-texas/houston/article/I-don-t-even-wanna-be-here-
Houston-14848966.php; Julian Gill, Houston Chronicle, North Houston apartment residents say they've gone four days without 
electricity, Oct. 16, 2018, available at https://www.chron.com/news/houston-texas/houston/article/Coppertree-Village-
apartments-no-electricity-13308610.php.

A. B.

C. 
D. 

Figure 5.  Images from Coppertree Village Apartments in Houston, TX. A. Burned and gutted apartment units remain a 
hazardous, burnt-out shell for multiple years. These are still not repaired; B. Children living in the apartment stand near one 
of the many sewage overflow sites in November 2018; C. Resident photo of temporary electricity provision where 
Coppertree Court Village owner ran electrical wires across the parking lot in plastic tubing and had to block off the parking 
lot with caution tape to prevent residents from diving in the area; D. Electrical transformer disruption caused the apartment 
to lost power for multiple days. 

12
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facilitate public access and understanding of where activities are taking place and who is being 

served. 

Finally, all waivers and alternative requirements requested under Section 5.11 should be 

made publicly available on GLO’s website. 

III. GLO should continue to consult community groups, tenants, and

neighborhood associations as projects are selected for funding.

In looking through the list of individuals and entities consulted during the planning 

process for this state action plan, there appeared to be relatively little attempt to connect with 

community groups representing residents that have been most impacted by natural disasters.  

Texas Housers works with community groups across the state and our work with these 

groups has led us to believe that the needs of the communities most vulnerable to harm from 

natural disasters and those least likely to recover are often overlooked and not heard by local 

governments and elected officials. Therefore, as these individual activities are funded, significant 

community involvement and participation from impacted residents is vital to ensuring that this 

money is spent in a manner that prioritizes those communities that need assistance the most.  

Meaningful public participation should include sufficient opportunities to review 

proposed plans and projects and submit written public comments, listening sessions or 

informational meetings in relevant neighborhoods, and public hearings where community 

members can provide testimony about their communities’ needs.  

Part II: Specific programmatic recommendations 

The following recommendations are specific changes Texas Housers requests in the 

programs funded by the CDGB-MIT plan: 

1. Social vulnerability (Section 2.8) and financial capacity (Section 2.9) should be

assessed at the census tract level.

In addition to assessing county-level susceptibility to certain types of disasters

(hurricanes, tornadoes, hail, etc.), the draft CDBG-MIT plan relies on counties’ “financial 

capacity” and “social vulnerability” to determine whether communities have the ability to 

recover from disasters and mitigate against future damages. 

Texas Housers is primarily concerned that county-level data is insufficient to assess 

community-specific needs. Financial capacity and social vulnerability will almost certainly vary 

drastically within a single county and could leave out highly vulnerable communities with less 

access to resources. High property values or low social vulnerability in wealthy parts of a county 

can mask the serious needs of areas in a county with fewer resources, and result in an artificially 

high social vulnerability index score and unrealistic representation of overall financial capacity.  

A distinct example of this is in Montgomery County where the Woodlands and other wealthier 

neighborhoods in the south west part of the county stand in stark contrast to the colonias in the 
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eastern half of the county.27  An assessment at the county level will not accurately show the 

needs and the resources available to low-income communities in Montgomery County.  There is 

nothing to suggest that the financial capacity of the Woodlands, for example, has any positive 

impact on other communities’ ability to recover from disasters and implement mitigating 

activities. 

Texas Housers recommends that the final CDBG-MIT plan use data from the census-tract 

level instead of county-level data to provide a clearer picture of each community’s vulnerability 

to the impacts of a disaster and financial capacity to recover and build more resilient 

communities. 

Additionally, there needs to be more explanation of how the social vulnerability index 

and financial capacity metrics are going to be used when determining which projects or studies 

are funded. It is unclear in the plan how the index score will be determined and what role that 

value will play in the application process. We would appreciate further clarification on the 

following points: 

1. How was the grouping of variables for the Principle Component Analysis done and how

did the state determine which variables went into Principle Components?

2. In the map on page 155 of the Action Plan, it is not clear whether the state has mapped

the SVI scores or z-scores for each county. Please clarify this.

3. What are the break points for each category: high, medium high, medium, medium low,

and low and how were those break points determined?

4. How will the SVI score and financial capacity score be used in the application process?

What are the weights of each metric?

5. What types of property (residential, commercial, industrial, etc.) are considered for the

financial capacity score?

2. Program income should be reinvested into LMI communities.

In Section 3.11, the CDBG-MIT plan states that “[a]t the GLO’s discretion, program

income could be allowed to remain with a community to continue mitigation efforts.” Texas 

Housers recommends that all program income from projects serving LMI communities must be 

reinvested into those communities to continue mitigation efforts. Although the CDBG-MIT 

money that Texas communities are receiving is sizable, it will not be enough to implement all 

needed projects. Requiring project income to be reinvested in LMI communities will ensure that 

there is a source of money for future projects. 

3. Section 4.4.4. Regional Mitigation Program

As mentioned above, Texas Housers is extremely concerned about GLO’s decision to

provide another round of funding through a regional mitigation program. Previous regional 

27  Data USA, “Montgomery County, TX” available at, https://datausa.io/profile/geo/montgomery-county-

tx (last visited Jan. 9, 2020). 

https://datausa.io/profile/geo/montgomery-county-tx
https://datausa.io/profile/geo/montgomery-county-tx
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allocation plans have resulted in racial and economic disparities leaving low-income and 

segregated communities of color without the means to recover from storm events. GLO must 

acknowledge the failures of previous regional plans and implement guidelines in this program 

that prioritize the most vulnerable communities. The Action Plan contains no information on the 

required methodology for MODs beyond the fact that it “allows the opportunity for local 

quantifiable factors.” While this does provide an opportunity for jurisdictions to incorporate 

factors related to social vulnerability and historical disinvestment, those factors should be 

mandataed. It was exactly SETRPC’s failure to use similar factors, the “unmet need” for which 

CDBG-DR funds were allocated, and it’s choice of local weather and population as the basis for 

an allocation formula that steered funds away from areas with the greatest damage where the 

population included a significant percentage of people of color.  

Additionally, the regional program creates political pressure to ensure that every 

jurisdiction gets at least some funding, even if it’s insufficient for a project with real impact, 

instead of focusing on regional projects or areas of the region with the most urgent needs and 

greatest vulnerability. The state is encouraging “regional investments with regional impacts in 

risk reduction,” but has proposed a program that does not incentivize projects consistent with 

those goals.  

Texas Housers also requests several changes related to public input and transparency in 

the regional program. The proposed 15-day public comment period on highly complex regional 

mitigation plans is inadequate and will disparately impact low-income residents and residents of 

color. 15-day public comment periods should be reserved for smaller changes or rules that are 

not thought to have significant impact on people. For example, the Environmental Protection 

Agency allows a 15-day public comment period when there is a low-risk regulatory action being 

taken by the agency or if there was a previous public comment period about a related regulatory 

action that didn’t result in any public comments.28  Unlike the types of low-risk, low-interest 

scenarios described above, regional mitigation plans involve hundreds of millions of dollars and 

will directly impact millions of people. 15 days is insufficient time for interested parties to weigh 

in on each region’s methods of distribution (MODs) and Texas Housers recommends a minimum 

60-day public comment period.

Although Texas Housers appreciates the requirements in the CDBG-MIT plan for public 

hearings as MODs are developed, the plan should include more specifics that will ensures the 

opportunity for LMI resident participation. All public hearings should be conducted in the 

evening or on the weekend and at a location to which there is access by public transportation. 

Additionally, GLO should require that child-care be provided at each public meeting.  

Finally, the CDBG-MIT plan must ensure that, in addition to the MOD, itself, the 

following information about each MOD is publicly available on GLO’s website: (1) description 

of the project, (2) amount funded, (3) demographics of residents being served, (4) breakdown of 

28 E.P.A., “Public Participation Process for Registration Actions” available at 

https://www.epa.gov/pesticide-registration/public-participation-process-registration-actions (last visited 

Jan. 9, 2020). 

https://www.epa.gov/pesticide-registration/public-participation-process-registration-actions
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how many homeowners and renters the project is benefitting, (5) neighborhood(s) that the project 

will serve by block group. 

4. Section 4.4.5 Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HGMP): Supplemental

Texas Housers recommends that all guidelines and Residential Anti-Displacement and

Relocation Assistance Plans for any buyouts conducted under Section 4.4.5.9 must be posted for 

a 60-day public comment period and posted in all newspapers of record in the affected area and 

sent to any affected neighborhood groups by mail or email. These documents should be posted in 

all appropriate languages and the subrecipient should accept public comments by mail, in person, 

or via email. Additionally, the subrecipient should hold 2 public hearings related to resident 

displacement that will result from any projects funded through this program. 

The GLO should prioritize public participation and engagement, particularly among low-

income residents and residents of color, because when there is inadequate opportunity for 

socially vulnerable populations to meaningfully participate in disaster recovery or mitigation, 

there are concerns about procedural injustice. When LMI communities and, especially Black and 

Latino communities, aren’t meaningfully involved in the process for how resources are allocated, 

it is more likely that recovery outcomes following disasters will be inequitable. Indeed, we have 

seen that time and time again in disaster recovery when renters, low-income homeowners, and 

other socially vulnerable groups receive less money than wealthier residents.29 

In Section 4.4.5.10, the HMGP Supplemental Program continues to rely on FEMA’s 

benefit cost analysis (“BCA”) to illustrate that a project will “demonstrably benefit the most 

impacted and distressed areas.” It is well-understood that BCAs negatively impact low-income 

residents and residents of color who are more likely to be renters or own lower-value homes. 

Here, the amount of damages that would be prevented because of a mitigation activity will likely 

be less in lower-income communities than wealthier communities simply because the properties 

in the latter-types of communities are more valuable and so would appear to suffer greater 

damages.  

However, mitigation money should not be distributed based on this type of definition, 

which decades of discriminatory distribution of disaster recovery money tells us will be 

intrinsically discriminatory to low-income residents. Instead, this money should be preferentially 

allocated to low-income communities and socially vulnerable households (single parents, 

residents of color, those experiencing homelessness, etc.) in order to alleviate already existing 

underlying inequalities that will make it significantly harder for these households to recover and 

become more resilient. Therefore, the CDBG-MIT plan should provide an alternative to the BCA 

system by allowing sub-recipients to prove the value of a proposed project through alternative, 

qualitative assessments of benefits that the project will bring to a community.  

29 Cristina Munoz and Eric Tate, Unequal Recovery? Federal Resource Distribution after a Midwest 

Flood Disaster, Int. J. of Env. Res. and Pub. Health, 2016, 13, 507, available at 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4881132/pdf/ijerph-13-00507.pdf. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4881132/pdf/ijerph-13-00507.pdf
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There is a significant body of research showing that the most socially vulnerable 

populations—including Black and Latino households, female-headed households, and low-

income households—are most impacted by the inequitable distribution of flood recovery money. 

The GLO and all sub-recipients are aware that without affirmative efforts to ensure equitable 

distribution of mitigation funds, people of color, women, and persons with disabilities, will be 

less likely to successfully recover from future disasters. Should the GLO rely on a BCA that will 

almost certainly have a discriminatory effect on vulnerable populations the GLO and 

subrecipients may be at risk of violating Title VI of the Civil Rights Act.  

5. Section 4.4.6. Coastal Resiliency Program

There are many valuable projects identified in the Texas Coastal Resiliency Master Plan,

however, the CDBG-MIT plan hasn’t identified how this money or these detailed projects can be 

used to directly benefit LMI neighborhoods. Therefore, for those projects that are identifying 

themselves as LMI-benefitting, subrecipients should meet additional selection criteria, such as: 

 2 public meetings with residents proposed to be benefitted by the project, or

 prioritizing those projects that are improving storm water or waste water

infrastructure in order to reduce the risk of future flooding.

Additionally, the 50% set aside for LMI residents should prioritize projects that help 

communities harden themselves against the impact of industrial emissions, spills, and explosions 

that may result from natural disasters as discussed above. GLO should prioritize mitigation 

projects benefitting low-income communities and opportunities to conduct residential buyouts 

for people living near these industries. Examples could include: 

 Building physical, natural or man-made buffers between industry and neighborhoods,

 Helping communities develop an emergency response plan specifically related to 
industrial emergencies,

 Improving HVAC systems inside of homes so that residents can be protected during 
heavy emissions events

 Long-term air, soil, and water monitoring projects that will help residents understand 
when the health risks associated with emissions are high.

6. Section 4.4.7 Housing Oversubscription Supplemental

Texas Housers recommends removing the requirement, or offering a waiver for LMI

residents, that makes ineligible any households that are both in a floodplain and failed to obtain 

flood insurance. This requirement will likely disparately impact people of color, people with 

disabilities, the elderly, and women-headed households who can neither afford to move nor 

afford increasingly expensive flood insurance.30 Yet, these are all households that are most likely 

30 Kyla Mandel, FEMA wants Congress to make flood insurance more affordable, April 17, 2018, 

available at https://thinkprogress.org/fema-wants-congress-to-make-flood-insurance-more-affordable-

bf0698017233/. 

Establish a pilot program to implement Rapido housing rebuilding model. A set aside of funds could permit
a demonstration program to test the process.

https://thinkprogress.org/fema-wants-congress-to-make-flood-insurance-more-affordable-bf0698017233/
https://thinkprogress.org/fema-wants-congress-to-make-flood-insurance-more-affordable-bf0698017233/


18

to be socially vulnerable and the exact population that this program should be prioritizing for 

assistance.  

8. Section 4.4.9 Hazard Mitigation Plans

Every hazard mitigation plan—at the state level or local level—must acknowledge

systemic racism, segregation, and underinvestment in low-income neighborhoods of color that 

has led to community-members dealing with disproportionate levels of flooding, disaster-related 

pollution, and a lower capacity to fully recover from disasters. Hazard mitigation plans should 

prioritize opportunities to galvanize and improve infrastructure in low-income communities of 

color in order to ensure that these communities, moving forward, are not left to bear the brunt of 

flooding, sewer backups related to excess storm water, and explosions, chemical leaks, and fires 

associated with industry response to natural hazards. 

Each hazard mitigation plan created through CDBG-MIT funding must AFFH and would 

be subject to Title VI requirements. This means that local entities must take affirmative steps to 

assess whether people of color are more negatively impacted by natural disaster and hazards in 

their jurisdictions and then prioritize those communities. Otherwise, the plans and 

implementation of those plans could be violation both the AFFH rules and Title VI.  

9. Section 4.4.10 Resilient Communities Program

Any land use or zoning plan funded through the Resilient Communities Program must

include efforts to mitigate any discriminatory land use decisions which concentrated industrial 

uses in communities of color.  

We laud the GLO for implementing the Resilient Communities Program as part of the 

CDBG-MIT Action Plan. Cities incorporating mitigation strategies and measures into land use 

and comprehensive plans and zoning codes is a critical part of local disaster preparedness. 

Although we are glad to see that the GLO will conduct an AFFH review before approving the 

proposed activities, we strongly encourage the GLO to make the elements of AFFH and Title VI 

reviews upfront requirements in Section 4.4.10.7. This is essential to ensure that jurisdictions use 

this opportunity to eliminate the lingering effects of past discriminatory land use decisions that 

have modern-day disparate impacts on communities of color.   

Land use planning has a fraught and discriminatory history in Texas and the United 

States. In the past, local governments used land use as a tool of segregation and racial 

oppression. Starting with Baltimore in 1910, several US cities passed racial zoning ordinances 

dictating where black citizens could live.31 After these ordinances were ruled unconstitutional by 

31 National Academy of Public Administrators for the United States Environmental Protection Agency, 

Addressing Community Concerns: How Environmental Justice Relates to Land Use Planning and Zoning, 
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the Supreme Court, cities used land use planning to concentrate industrial uses in and around 

neighborhoods of color to both segregate them from white neighborhoods and protect majority 

white communities from the harms known to be caused by heavy industry. For example, Texas 

Housers has worked extensively in Lubbock, Texas, a recipient of mitigation funds, where the 

local government passed an ordinance in 1923 forcing black citizens to live in the southeast side 

of the city. In every comprehensive land use plans following the ordinance, the city concentrated 

industrial land uses near neighborhoods of color.32 This includes its most recent land use plan, 

PlanLubbock 2040, passed in 2018. As a result of these past decisions, almost all of the Toxic 

Release Inventory33 sites within the city limits are in or around majority black or Hispanic census 

tracts. See Figure 1 below.  

Other Texas city’s modern-day land use maps show similar patterns. EJ Screen, the 

Environmental Protect Agency’s environmental justice visualization tool, indicates that areas in 

Beaumont and Port Arthur which have a minority population of over 50% are more likely to be 

areas which are also located near facilities required to have Risk Management Plans. See Figures 

2 and 3 below.  

Thus, any plan funded with federal dollars must include measures to mitigate the effects 

of any past racist land use decisions which disproportionately impacts low-income communities 

of color. In addition to the everyday impacts environmental hazards have everyday for residents 

including health impacts, nuisance conditions, and property value reduction, the increased 

concentration of these hazards has life-threatening ramifications during disaster events. This 

includes greater danger of secondary disasters caused by damage to industrial facilities leading to 

spills or releases, explosions, or other hazardous conditions.34 We ask the GLO to prioritize 

examination and elimination of any disparate impact of discriminatory land use on communities 

of color by including it as a Program Requirement in Section 4.4.10.7. 

(July 2003) at 28. Available at: https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-02/documents/napa-land-

use-zoning-63003.pdf. 
32 Texas Housers, Lubbock’s zoning has a history of Jim Crow. City officials refuse to reckon with it., 

(September 5, 2019). Available at: https://texashousers.net/2019/09/05/lubbock-zoning-jim-crow-ai/ 
33 Environmental Protection Agency, What is the Toxic Release Inventory (Visited January 2, 2020). 

Available at: https://www.epa.gov/toxics-release-inventory-tri-program/what-toxics-release-

inventory#What%20are%20TRI%20toxic%20chemicals?.   
34 The Christian Science Monitor, After Harvey, unpublicized chemical spills come to light, (March 22, 

2018). Available at: https://www.csmonitor.com/USA/2018/0322/After-Harvey-unpublicized-chemical-

spills-come-to-light. 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-02/documents/napa-land-use-zoning-63003.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-02/documents/napa-land-use-zoning-63003.pdf
https://texashousers.net/2019/09/05/lubbock-zoning-jim-crow-ai/


20

Figure 2: EJ Screen Comparison Map of RMP Proximity and Minority Population in Beaumont 

Figure 3: EJ Screen Comparison Map of RMP Proximity and Minority Population in Port Arthur 

Figure 1: Industrial Land Uses in Plan Lubbock 2040 and Race/Ethnicity 
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10. Section 4.4.11 Regional and State Planning

Texas Housers is generally supportive of GLO’s decision to use a portion of this money 

to fund studies that will identify future mitigation efforts needed to make Texas communities 

more resilient. However, like the other programs considered in the CDBG-MIT plan, there are 

few details in the program that will ensure that these studies will produce equitable results. Texas 

Housers makes the following recommendations to the project selection criteria: 

 As mentioned earlier, any CBA done for planning projects under state or regional

planning CDBG-MIT funds should undergo a nontraditional CBA that considers

qualitative benefits to a community and the need to address historic inequities in low-

income communities and communities of color.

 The planning process for future regional or local mitigation efforts should include

multiple opportunities for community engagement, including additional public

meeting; listening sessions; and surveys. In particular, these engagement

opportunities should prioritize the communities that are the most severely impacted

by natural disasters and that are the least likely to make a full recovery following a

disaster—namely low-income and segregated communities of color.

 Any planning projects should be made available for a public comment period for a

minimum of 60 days.

 GLO should prioritize planning activities and studies that benefit low-income

neighborhoods of color or have a set aside for activities that would benefit these

groups. Prioritizing these communities in the future is the first step to addressing the

generations of inequitable provision of resources that have made low-income

communities of color less resilient in the face of natural disasters.

Additionally, Texas Housers strongly recommends that any study about, or database of, 

“natural hazard risks, including anticipated effect of future extreme weather events and other 

natural hazards” should include risks associated with living near an industrial facility, such an oil 
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refinery when that is likely to be impacted by a natural disaster and may have emission events, 

spills, fires, or explosions. The database should indicate which neighborhoods are most at risk of 

exposure to pollution based on proximity to industrial facilities and study opportunities to 

mitigate this exposure during and after natural disasters. This database should be made publicly 

available and easily accessible on GLO’s website. 

Finally, the CDBG-MIT plan should require transparency in all of the planning projects 

selected to receive money through this program.  Information about each project (funded and not 

funded) should be made available including all plans and demographics of people impacted by 

the plan should be made available on GLOS’s website (see above for more detail about specific 

items that should be available on GLO’s website). 

11. Section 4.6 National Objectives

Texas Housers disagrees with HUD’s assessment that elimination of blight and slum 

conditions as a national objective is generally inconsistent with mitigation activities. Blighted 

areas and neighborhoods with slum conditions can hardly be considered resilient communities in 

general, much less after being impacted by natural disasters. The same communities that are 

“slums” and that have blight also likely have insufficient infrastructure, such as properly graded 

roads, effective storm water infrastructure, or structures that are likely to withstand a natural 

disaster. Moreover blighted neighborhoods and those that would be considered to be slums are 

also more likely to be in proximity to industry—posing even greater risks to human safety and 

making these residents even less likely to fully recover from a natural disaster.  

These neighborhoods are more vulnerable than others and should be prioritized for 

mitigation—not left out of the priorities. Therefore, Texas Housers recommends that, to the 

extent possible, GLO consider activities that will also address issues of blight and slum condition 

simultaneously with mitigation needs. 

12. Section 5.4 Citizen Advisory Committee

Texas Housers supports GLO’s decision to create a Citizen Advisory Committee, but 

suggests that GLO reserve at least 2 positions on the Citizen Advisory Committee for community 

group leaders from low-income communities of color that have been impacted by natural 

disasters and whose group works to assist community-members with disaster recovery.  

There is no doubt that natural disasters impact many communities, leaving families of 

every race and economic status reeling. However, GLO must acknowledge and act on the 

unavoidable conclusion that low-income people of color are disparately impacted by the 

consequences of natural disasters because of decades of federal, state, and local government 

failure to equitably provide resources to these communities. This is the opportunity for GLO to 

prioritize low-income, segregated neighborhoods that are simply unable to recover and become 

more resilient without assistance. Texas Housers implores GLO staff to make the necessary 

adjustments to this plan in order to prioritize the communities that need the most help.  
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If you have any questions regarding Texas Housers’ comments or need additional 

information, please don’t hesitate to reach out. We hope to be a resource for GLO staff as you 

consider these important changes to the CDBG-MIT State Action Plan. 

Sincerely, 

Lauren Loney 

Texas Housers 

Staff Attorney/Advocacy co-director 

(573) 355-1731

lauren@texashousing.org
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