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I. Cover sheet
1. Submission date:
2. Submitter name:
3. Type of submission (e.g., single program participant, joint submission):
4. Type of program participant(s) (e.g., consolidated plan participant, PHA):
5. For PHAs, jurisdiction in which the program participant is located:
6. Submitter members (if applicable):
7. Sole or lead submitter contact information:
a. Name:
b. Title:
c. Department:
d. Street address:
e. City:
f.

State:

g. Zip code:
8. Period covered by this assessment:
9. Initial, amended or renewal AFH:
10. To the best knowledge and belief, the statements and information contained herein are
true, accurate and complete and the program participant has developed this AFH in
compliance with 24 C.F.R. §§ 5.150-5.180 or comparable replacement regulations of the
Department of Housing and Urban Development;
11. The program participant will take meaningful actions to further the goals identified in its
AFH conducted in accordance with the requirements in §§ 5.150 through 5.180 and 24
C.F.R. §§ 91.225(a)(1), 91.325(a)(1), 91.425(a)(1), 570.487(b)(1), 570.601, 903.7(o) and
903.15(d), as applicable.
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II. Executive Summary
The North Texas Regional Housing Assessment (NTRHA) was created in 2016 as a consortium of 20
Dallas Fort Worth (DFW) cities and housing authorities to respond to the Department of Housing
and Urban Development’s (HUD) requirement to complete an Assessment of Fair Housing. A team
of researchers representing the Department of Civil Engineering and the College of Architecture,
Planning and Public Affairs of the University of Texas at Arlington were contracted to complete
the assessment on behalf of the consortium members using HUD-provided dataand analytical
tools.
The following report documents the process and findings of the assessment for the City of Garland
(City) and the Garland Housing Agency (GHA) in the following sections:
• Community participation – NTRHA gathered information from the general public, stakeholders,
and subject matter experts through public meetings, focus groups, consultations, and surveys.
Focus groups and attendees included attendees from throughoutthe community with strong
participation by protected classes and lower income residents.
• Assessment of past goals and accomplishments – Garland and GHA have made substantial
progress toward affirmatively furthering fair housing by supporting infill development, the
development of affordable housing in higher opportunity communities, repairing aging
housing and working through community partners to provide supportive services.
• Fair housing analysis – Census data; stakeholder and expert knowledge; and national, state,
and local information sources were studied to create an informed picture of Garland housing
conditions. Racial and ethnic segregation, concentrations of poverty, andconditions facing
persons with disabilities, limited English proficiency, families with children, seniors, and other
protected classes were studied to identify fair housing issues and barriers to access to
opportunity.
• Fair housing goals and priorities – City and GHA leaders worked together to identify priorities
for action among fair housing issues and to set long range goals that addressed these issues.
The following issues emerged from analysis of census data and expert sources:
• Segregation – Garland segregation between white and non-white residents, while varying
over the last three decades, currently shows an increase for black, Hispanic, and Asian
residents. Compared with the region, the City continues to have significantly more white
and less black, Hispanic, and Asian residents than the region.
• Concentration of poverty – Significant numbers of very low-income residents have started
to concentrate in west Garland less access to quality schools, public amenities, and strong
retail and commercial services.
• Location of publicly supported housing – The majority of publicly supported housing
continues to be concentrated in west Garland, with clusters in south Garland.
• Housing cost – Home prices, apartment rents, and property taxes continue to rise rapidly
and exceed the capacity of many residents and workers to afford adequate housing
(including appropriate number of bedrooms) for their families.
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The following issues were also identified by participants in public engagement activities:
• Lack of affordable housing – Rising housing costs and limited access to subsidies and
assistance make it increasingly difficult for families, and persons living on fixed incomes
including seniors and persons with disabilities to find housing.
• Discrimination – A large number of landlords will not accept renters paying with housing
subsidies or will impose additional requirements. Minorities continue to feel they are
directed to living in areas of higher poverty and segregation. Community opposition to the
spread of affordable housing throughout the city continues.
• Lack of affordable transportation – Affordable transportation options are not widely
available to support participation in work, commercial and civic life, and recreation.
• Lack of integrated, supported, affordable housing for persons with disabilities – Persons with
disabilities find housing completely unaffordable when compared with limited and fixed
incomes.
• Investment in and revitalization of neighborhoods – Older, neighborhoods need
investment to update, improve, and increase public infrastructure, retail services, and
recreational opportunities.
• Access to fair and affordable housing information – People need more informationabout
their rights and opportunities to access fair and affordable housing.
The City and GHA set the following goals to address these issues:
• Increase access to affordable housing in high opportunity areas
• Meet community needs for affordable housing
• Increase supply of accessible, affordable housing for persons with disabilities
• Invest in targeted neighborhoods to increase opportunity
• Increase access to information and resources on fair and affordable housing
• Work with Code Enforcement to maintain and improve the maintenance of publicly
affordable housing
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III. Community Participation Process
Describe outreach activities undertaken to encourage and broaden meaningful community participation in the
AFH process, including the types of outreach activities and dates of public hearings or meetings. Identify media
outlets used and include a description of efforts made to reach the public, including those representing
populations that are typically underrepresented in the planning process such as persons who reside in areas
identified as R/ECAPs, persons who are limited English proficient (LEP), and persons with disabilities. Briefly
explain how these communications were designed to reach the broadest audience possible. For PHAs, identify
your meetings with the Resident Advisory Board and other resident outreach.
The North Texas Regional Assessment of Fair Housing (NTRHA) incorporated an evolving approach
to public participation, using a combination of methods and strategies to ensure that the
community had continuous meaningful engagement in the process. NTRHA used inputgathered
at each stage to shape later efforts and research. Figure 1 displays public participation strategies
used to engage stakeholders in the AFH process, including the goals andtarget groups for each
strategy.
Strategy

Public
Meetings

Goal
-

Focus Groups
–Demand
Side

Target Groups
Fulfill governmental requirements
for transparency throughout the
process
Convey HUD data in
understandable ways to public
Provide opportunity for community
members to comment on HUD
data and local analysis
Gather community reaction to
HUD data and local information
about fair housing opportunities

Gather local and site-specific information
about housing experiences and needs
including:
-

-

Disparate treatment in housing
access
Impediments to accessing
affordable, quality housing
Barriers to housing in high
opportunity areas
Experiences with gaining access to
high quality education, affordable
transportation, environmentally
healthy communities
Satisfaction with ability to access
fair housing information
Priorities for housing improvement
Experiences with publicly
supported housing programs,
including positive and negative
encounters

-

-

All citizens interested in the
subject
Low-income community
members
Residents of publicly supported
or subsidized housing
Non-profits offering housing
assistance

Consumers of publicly
supported housing programs
Residents of low-income
communities
Persons with Disabilities
Renters and Owners
Seniors
Limited English Proficiency
groups
Families
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Focus
GroupsSupply Side

Gather local and jurisdiction-specific
information about challenges of
producing and supporting affordable
housing including:
-

-

Consultations

Gather local information on:
-

Survey

Housing market conditions such as
cost, availability, development,
etc.
Programs available to assist
homeowners and renters
Programs available to support
developers (tax credits, etc.)
Public Housing Authority
operations, management,
conditions, challenges
Supportive services available for
low income housing residents to
increase opportunity and access
to affordable housing
Strategies for increasing
accessibility to affordable housing
in high opportunity areas and
improving conditions in low
opportunity areas

School systems and the impact of
housing instability on education
outcomes
Environmental hazards affecting
residents
Transportation system capacity
and gaps
Other systemic barriers to
affordable housing including
criminal background, bad credit,
family size, disability
Health outcomes and disparities
based on location of residence

Gather information on housing and
neighborhood priorities from community
members

-

-

-

-

Housing Authority staff and
leadership
Real estate professionals,
associations
Developers and
owners/managers of rental
housing properties
Affordable housing providers
Providers of housing services
and supports for low income
residents

School district staff, leadership,
homelessness coordinators
Planning managers of transit
programs
City and county staff and
leaders
Low income housing advocates
Advocates for special
populations including persons
with disabilities, low income
community residents, minorities,
women
Low income housing academic
experts

Public at large
Consumers of publicly
supported housing
Special housing needs groups

Figure 1. Public participation goals, strategies, and targets
All public participation efforts throughout the life of this project, including public meetings and
focus groups, were conducted by independent facilitators who were members of the University
of Texas at Arlington research team, rather than individuals associated with Garland Housing
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Agency (GHA) or the City of Garland (“the City”). This ensured that all community members would
feel comfortable sharing first-hand experience & knowledge, as well compliments and/or
critiques, of the City and GHA agency openly, if desired. NTRHA is confident that an accurate
account of housing realities is captured in this report.
One of the cornerstones of the continuous public engagement for the NTRHA began with the
development of the NTRHA website (www.NorthTexasRHA.com) in mid-February 2017. Visitors
have the option to translate the site into over 100 languages (including Spanish and Vietnamese).
Information on the website is information-rich and presented in ways that areeasily understood
by the general population (non-experts in housing). Throughout the length of the project, the
website was updated with times and locations of public meetings and focus groups. Relevant
presentations, videos, and links were also posted so that the community was kept as up to date
as possible on the project. The website also contained links to HUD guidelines,data, and other
relevant project information.

Figure 2. Snapshot of the NTRHA website

A Facebook page was also started early in the project (first post on February 10, 2017) where the
NTRHA shared media mentions of the AFH, links to the survey (discussed below), public meeting
dates, and photos of the NTRHA team engaging with the community. These tools proved useful
for immediate updates and promoting public engagement for the project. The Facebook page
garnered approximately 120 “likes” overall but achieved additional engagement through sharing
and “liking” individual posts. The NTRHA used social media in a supporting role to other methods
of online outreach such as the website and email. A twitter account was later addedto help
increase the social media reach of the project.
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igure 3. Snapshots of NTRHA social media accounts

At each stage of the research process, the NTRHA online presence (website and social media)
was updated. This includes updates to the data, new surveys, and other voting tools such as the
draft goals poll initiated during the second round of public meetings. Participating jurisdictions
and advocacy groups incorporated links to the NTRHA website and the NTRHA surveys on their
websites. These organizations also promoted public meetings and focus groups. Other websites
covered the NTRHA in their ongoing blogs and news pages. Websites posting NTRHA information
included:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Deaf Network.com – Housing focus groups for people with ALL Disabilities (Deaf
Network.com, 2017)
University of Texas at Arlington – Aim of assessment study to foster collaboration (Booth,
2017)
ICP - Getting your fair housing concerns heard – VRO Webinar (ICP: inclusive
communities project, 2017)
National Apartment Association – DFW Continues regional assessment (NAA: National
Apartment Association, 2018)
Community for Permanent Supportive Housing - NTR Fair Housing Assessment Meetings
(Community for Permanent Supported Housing, 2018)
CPSH – Across DFW: Assessment of Fair Housing (CPSH, 2017)

Public Meetings
Two public meetings were sponsored by the City of Garland (COG) and the Garland Housing
Agency (GHA) to share research findings with the general public. An additional public meeting
was scheduled during the first round of public meetings in 2017 at the City Council’s request. The
information regarding the meetings is below.
•
•

July 11, 2017, City of Garland & Garland Housing Agency, Gale Fields Recreation Center,
Fields Multipurpose Room, 7:00 to 9:00 PM
July 18, 2017, City of Garland & Garland Housing Agency, Carver Center, 7:00 to 9:00 PM
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•

March 13, 2018, City of Garland & Garland Housing Agency, City Hall, 6:00 to 8:00 PM

The 2017 public meetings were designed to present a summary of the HUD provided data and
gather community input on contributing factors to barriers of fair housing. The meetings consisted
of an in-depth presentation of HUD data, including easy to understand maps and infographics,
followed by the opportunity for attendees to give feedback on trends, localcontext for data, and
a list of their desired neighborhood amenities. One meeting was conducted at the City of Garland
Housing & Community Services’ and GHA’s office and the other was conducted at a city
recreation center. (Presentation slides and posters are attached as Exhibit XX.) Thirty-one
attendees (16 at the first meeting and 15 at the second meeting) were present and completed a
sign-in sheet.
The second-round public meeting held in March of 2018 had the goal of soliciting publicfeedback
on draft jurisdiction goals and candidate strategies developed using public input and local
knowledge. This meeting was similar in format to the first round of meetings, with a short
presentation followed by the opportunity for attendees to interact with posters where they were
asked to vote for the priority of identified fair housing goals (including sample strategies) and the
factors most likely to contribute the most to fair housing problems. Attendees were also given the
opportunity to attach notes to posters with their comments about each of the fair housing issue
identified in the jurisdiction, share their views with UTA and City staff, and fill out a survey. The
meeting ended with a large group discussion to invite any additional public comments. The
meeting was facilitated by NTRHA staff with City and HA staff available to address questions. The
event was conducted in downtown Garland on the premises of Garland City Hall, a centrally
located an accessible public facility near public transit. (Presentation slides and posters are
attached as Exhibit XX.) Six attendees were present and completed a sign-in sheet.
Public meetings were advertised using the following strategies:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Posting on www.northtexasrha.com and the North Texas Regional Housing Assessment
Facebook and Instagram pages.
Published in the Garland City Press (May/June 2017, July/August 2017,
September/October 2017, and March/April 2018 newsletter editions distributed to Garland
residents)
Posted on the City’s website
Advertised on the City of Garland’s COGTV public television station
Utilized neighborhood marquee signage
Posted flyers throughout the Garland community
Emailed announcements and information to program stakeholders
Distributed flyers in English and Spanish at libraries, local community centers, and to
various civic groups (NAACP, GAFHA, UNIDOS, Asian Community)

Focus Groups
Three focus groups were conducted on behalf of the City of Garland and the Garland Housing
Agency. Each focus group was targeted toward a group of stakeholders sharing common
interests in fair housing.
•
•
•

July 11, 2017, 6:00 PM, General Fair Housing Survey of Garland, 18 attendees
July 18, 2017, 6:00 PM, Housing demand interests, 3 attendees
August 22, 2017, 6:00 PM, Housing supply interests, 6 attendees
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Focus groups were published through the following strategies:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Posting on www.northtexasrha.com and the North Texas Regional Housing Assessment
Facebook and Instagram pages.
Published in the Garland City Press (May/June 2017, July/August 2017,
September/October 2017, and March/April 2018 newsletter editions distributed to Garland
residents)
Posted on the City’s website
Advertised on the City of Garland’s COGTV public television station
Utilized neighborhood marquee signage
Posted flyers throughout the Garland community
Emailed announcements and information to program stakeholders
Distributed flyers in English and Spanish at libraries, local community centers, and to
various civic groups (NAACP, GAFHA, UNIDOS, Asian Community)

Consultations
Consultations (interviews, meetings, tours) were conducted with key informants and subject
matter experts. Subject matter experts were identified with the help of the City of Garland,
Garland Housing Authority, and research by NTRHA staff.
City of Garland Staff:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

City of Garland: Denish Simon, Jose’ Alvarez, meetings and tour of publicly supported
housing properties
Garland Housing Authority: Steven Fitch, meetings and presentation at voucher holder
recertification meeting
Housing and Community Services - Mona Woodard, meetings and tour of publicly
supported housing properties including
Neighborhood Vitality: Laura Castillo
Planning Department: Irena Unterstein and Angela Self
Garland City Council (as of May 15, 2017)
Senior Managing Director: Priscilla Wilson
Economic Development: Randy Colborn

Regional/State Resources:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Center for Public Policy Priorities: Dick Lavine and Dr. Frances Deviney
Texas Legislature: State Representative Eric Johnson, housing legislative strategies
Dallas Women’s Foundation: Dena Jackson,
Texas Civil Right Project: Wallis Nader, attorney
NTRHA Technical Advisory Board
University of Kansas: Dr. Kirk McClure
Gateway Planning: Brad Lonberger
Texas Housing Center: Frances Espinoza
University of Texas Environmental Law Clinic – Kelly Haragan
Legal Aid Northwest Texas: Matthew Miller
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NTRHA also established a technical advisory board that met twice during the project. The first
meeting was June 28, 2017 to present the project study plan and get input from the board on
important issues to address throughout the study. The second meeting was June 8, 2018 to discuss
the draft goals and strategies developed by each jurisdiction and get feedback. Figure 3 in
Section 2 below lists the organizations and their representatives participating in the technical
advisory board. The technical advisory board includes representatives of advocacy organizations
for protected groups and related industries. Technical advisory board members also attended
other NTRHA public engagement events and participated in individual consultations.

NTRHA Technical Advisory Board
Organization

Representative

Coalition of Texans with Disabilities

Dennis Borel, Executive Director

Dallas Women’s Foundation

Dena Jackson, Director, Research and
Programs

Federal Reserve Bank

Roy Lopez, Community Development Officer

Habitat for Humanity

Latosha Herron-Bruff, VP Homeowner Services

Legal Aid of Northwest Texas

Nancy Jakowitsch, Attorney

League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC)

Lee Saldivar, President

Metro Dallas Homeless Alliance (MDHA)

Cindy Crain, Executive Director

National Association for the Advancement of Colored People
(NAACP)

Tim Robinson, Housing Chairman

North Central Texas Aging and Disability Resource Center

Marty Mascari, Collin County Project
Coordinator

Rehabilitation, Education and Advocacy for Citizens with
Handicaps (REACH)

Charlotte Stewart, Executive Director

Texas Organizing Project

Brianna Brown, Deputy Director

The Real Estate Council

Linda McMahon, President

Texas Workforce Commission (ex officio member)

Lowell Keig, Director, Civil Rights Division

Figure 4. NTRHA Technical Advisory Board member organizations and representatives
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Surveys
Paper surveys were collected at all public engagement events, as well as in the GarlandHousing
Agency and the Garland Fair Housing Office. Electronic versions of the surveys were alsoavailable
online. A total of 277 surveys were received, 119 were from residents of Garland zip codes, and
158 were from attendees in the GHA service area. The largest number of surveys within the city
boundaries were collected in areas heavily populated by minorities (75040 and 75043) and those
with lower incomes (75042) (Error! Reference source not found.3. One hundred and fifty-eight
surveys were received from zip codes outside the City of Garland, but in the jurisdiction of the
Garland Housing Agency.

Zip Code
75040
75041
75042
75043
75044
75045
75046
Outside of Garland
75002
75007
75010
75011
75023
75025
75032
75033
75038
75050
75051
75052
75063
75069
75070
75071
75074
75075
75087
75088
75089
75093
75098
75104
75115
75126
75134
75137
75146

Number of Surveys
39
15
17
36
12
1
2

Percentage (%)
14.10%
5.40%
6.10%
13.00%
4.30%
0.40%
0.70%

1
1
1
1
2
1
2
1
1
3
1
1
2
1
3
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
4
2
1
2
2
3
1

0.40%
0.40%
0.40%
0.40%
0.70%
0.40%
0.70%
0.40%
0.40%
1.10%
0.40%
0.40%
0.70%
0.40%
1.10%
0.70%
0.40%
0.40%
0.70%
0.40%
0.40%
0.40%
1.40%
0.70%
0.40%
0.70%
0.70%
1.10%
0.40%
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75149
75150
75154
75158
75180
75182
75201
75210
75212
75214
75215
75216
75217
75219
75220
75224
75226
75227
75228
75231
75232
75235
75236
75237
75240
75241
75243
75248
75254
75407
75442
76107
76201
76209
No Zip Code Given

3
3
1
1
4
1
2
5
1
1
3
4
6
2
1
1
1
3
12
4
2
2
4
2
2
5
4
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
19

1.10%
1.10%
0.40%
0.40%
1.40%
0.40%
0.70%
1.80%
0.40%
0.40%
1.10%
1.40%
2.20%
0.70%
0.40%
0.40%
0.40%
1.10%
4.30%
1.40%
0.70%
0.70%
1.40%
0.70%
0.70%
1.80%
1.40%
0.40%
0.40%
0.40%
0.40%
0.40%
0.40%
0.40%
6.90%

Figure 5. Residence of survey respondents by zip code, number and percent received
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Provide a list of organizations consulted during the community participation process.

Date

Organization

Attendees

Event/Topic

3/24/2017

BC Workshop

Brent Brown, Director;
Thor Erickson
Lizzie McWillie

Discuss AFH process and research on affordable
housing strategies

6/9/2017

Center for Public Policy
Priorities

Subject matter experts,
board members

Board meeting/presentation addressing changing
demographics and strategies to discuss social
inclusion, racial inequities

2/21/2017

Center for Public Policy
Priorities

Frances Deviney, Director
of Research

Discuss research on women, economic opportunity
and housing

9/21/2017

Center for Public Policy
Priorities

Dick Lavine, Senior
Researcher

Discuss policy to address rising property taxes and
housing affordability

3/8/2018

CitySquare

Staff, affordable housing
advocates, stakeholders

Tour of Opportunity Center and tiny home
development, discussion of affordable housing
programs and challenges

5/3/2018

Communities in Schools

Dr. Judith Allen, CEO;
Amy Wyatt, Elementary
Programs

Discuss needs of at-risk students and programs
available for support

8/23/2017

Community for Permanent
Supportive Housing

Rachel Leo Grande,
President

Gather information on challenges in housing access
by persons with disabilities

3/30/2017

Criterion Development
Partners

Pretlow Riddick

Discuss barriers to construction of affordable
housing

3/6/2017

Dallas Women’s Foundation

Dena Jackson, Director,
Programs and Research

Discuss AFH process and housing issues related to
gender

2/9/2017

Dallas Women’s Foundation

Roslyn Dawson
Thompson, President &
CEO

Discuss release of Women's Economic Issues Report

10/31/2017

Garland Senior Activities
Center Commission

Gail Belton,
Commissioner

Discuss issues relevant to the elder population in
Garland

11/9/17

Garland Voucher Recipient

Sue Morris

Discuss challenges voucher holders face with
finding and securing affordable safe housing,
especially for those that are also disabled.

12/11/17

Garland Voucher Recipient

Sylvia Rivero

Discuss challenges voucher holders face with
finding and securing affordable safe housing,
including issues for those seeking to use
Supplemental Security Income assistance as well.

12/12/17

Garland Achievement
Center

Andrew Mlcak

Resources available for the disabled population.
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6/1/2017

Guardianship Services

Executive Director

Discuss programs available to support very-lowincome persons with disabilities in housing

12/8/2017

Garland Area Habitat for
Humanity

Rich Buquet

Discuss their programs to assist lower income families
with home ownership.

4/27/2017

Hap Baggett Properties

Hap Baggett

Discuss issues of affordable housing development
and neighborhood revitalization

2/9/2018

HousingWorks
Austin/Federal Reserve Bank
of Dallas

Mayor, County
Commissioner,
researchers, advocates

Housing + Economic Opportunity Summit
(conference)

7/14/2017

HUD

Beth Van Duyne Regional
Administrator

Discuss barriers to affordable housing and strategies
for permanent supported housing

3/23/2017

Inclusive Communities
Project

Senior staff

Discuss AFH process and barriers to housing

5/15/2017

Kilpatrick Insurance

Kim Kilpatrick-Terrell, CEO
and landlord

Discuss impact of insurance costs on housing and
experience as landlord with publicly assisted
housing

2/16/18

Legal Aid Northwest Texas

Matthew Miller

Discuss environmental impacts on fair housing
research, discuss EJ Screen data, and recent
litigation regarding environmental justice.

7/16/2017

National Association of
Housing and
Redevelopment Officials

Subject experts from
industry and academia,
PHA executives

Annual Summer Conference focusing on best
practices in managing affordable housing

2/28/2018

National Low-Income
Housing Information Service

Adam Pirtle, Northwest
Texas Director

Discuss AFH data, process, goals

10/11/2017

North Texas Housing Center

Fair Housing Initiatives
Program Grant Recipient

Discuss trends in fair housing complaints and
enforcement in the Dallas Fort Worth region.

6/28/2017

NTRHA Technical Advisory
Board

Subject matter experts in
housing and economic
development

Discuss barriers to affordable housing

5/19/2017

Texas Civil Rights Project

Wallis Nader, attorney

Discuss impact of probation fees on housing
affordability

10/30/2017

Texas Legislature

State Rep. Eric Johnson
and staff

Discuss recent legislative strategies to address
affordable housing

8/2/2017

University of Kansas

Dr. Kirk McClure,
researcher, Mid-America
Regional Council/AFH

Discuss strategies for analyzing voucher use and
regional management of HCVs

12/7/17
2/16/18

The University of Texas

Kelly Haragan

Discuss environmental impacts on fair housing
research, discuss EJ Screen data, and recent
litigation regarding environmental justice.

Figure 6. Consultations and events attended for public engagement
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Describe whether the outreach activities elicited broad community participation during the development of the
AFH. If there was low participation, or low participation among particular protected class groups, what
additional steps might improve or increase community participation in the future, including overall participation
or among specific protected class groups?
Community participation (number of people engaged) achieved average industry standards
for an assessment of this size, while exceeding standards for impact. NTRHA assured that all input
was incorporated in meaningful way by fitting the public participation strategy to each stage of
the project and using experience to inform data-gathering in later stages.
NTRHA is confident that the insights captured through public participation efforts are
representative of the diversity found throughout the region and the jurisdiction of FWHS. NTRHA
appropriately leveraged existing local knowledge and relationships to maximize community
outreach by incorporating the suggestions of the City of Garland, the Garland Housing Agency
(GHA), industry experts, and community leaders for publicity of public meetings andorganization
of focus groups.

Survey
The survey proved to be a useful tool for widespread input and was distributed at community
events and public places as well as through established modes of communications and networks.
Individuals could participate on their terms rather than needing to go to a specific time and place
to give input. The comments that were gathered in the survey were insightful and NTRHA
incorporated them into the analysis of the barriers to fair housing.
The most fruitful engagement methods were the targeted focus groups and first round of public
meetings. The first round of public meetings was used to present HUD data and get community
input on contributing factors to barriers to fair housing. The meetings attracted standard levels
of attendance and the rooms were filled with members of the community who were eager to
engage with the data and talk about their experiences with housing in the region. Relationships
with community leaders and local organizations were also leveraged to encourage
participation. Community organizations assisted the NTRHA research team in keeping the public
informed on upcoming meetings and focus groups, as well as by distributing the survey through
their respective networks.
Focus groups, organized with the input of local community organizations, were successful
because they engaged key populations with diverse
experiences throughout the community. Individual focus
groups were organized that specifically included seniors,
persons with disabilities, and other protected classes. Focus
groups were shared through several strategies, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Postings at www.northtexasrha.com
Flyers available at GHA offices in English and Spanish
Distributed during public meetings
Email and phone call recruiting by NTRHA
researchers
Emails to nonprofit service provider network
Publicizing by City of Garland in the Garland City Press

Figure 8. NTRHA focus groups

Figure 7. A copy of a NTRHA focus group
recruiting flyer
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NTRHA received comments and questions regarding the public participation process and
notification strategy throughout the public participation process. NTRHA prioritized outreach
strategies to maximize reach and widen the possibility of diverse input, within its constraints. NTRHA
made no efforts to exclude any specific populations, neighborhoods, or other groups during the
process. NTRHA continuously addressed concerns by adjusting outreach strategy. Additional steps
to improve or increase community participation in the future could improve overall participation
and participation among specific protected class groups.
NTRHA experimented with scheduling focus groups directly in the community while the public
meetings were underway and by recruiting through client organizations, partnering with other
community organizations, or leverage existing meetings where a housing focus group could be
added to the agenda. This allowed the research team to engage with stakeholders not typically
considered in housing analysis. For example, the focus group conducted in partnership with the
Community for Permanent Supported Housing involved many participants who might not normally
be comfortable participating in a discussion group that was not designed with their needs in mind.
Additionally, the NTRHA research team was responsive to the needs of the community bycreating
and distributing a survey that allowed individuals who could not attend public meetingsor focus
groups to contribute meaningful insight. The City of Garland, GHA, and community organizations
were encouraged to distribute this survey both electronically and in print format.In Garland, 119
surveys were collected, and the resulting comments were incorporated in this report.
NTRHA developed online polling to gather feedback and allow respondents to participate in
voting on the importance of each suggested goal to maximize meaningful community input when
attendance was low at public meetings. There was little engagement in online polling, which the
research team suspects could be the result of the difficulties inherent in providing sufficient written
narrative or explanation online that allows the community to vote with confidence. Budget and
time constraints did not allow for the presentations to be videotaped and placed online but doing
so in future efforts would give community members a common vocabulary and base of
knowledge that would allow for increased participation in the online polling platform.
NTRHA acknowledges that social media (i.e. Facebook) was not leveraged to the fullest extent
possible to increase public meeting attendance due to constraints in time, budget, and staffing
resources. Utilizing social media more frequently and boosting engagement through “paid posts”
and other methods could widen the reach among populations who have online access. Social
media resources were redirected into other outreach methods that proved more effective in
reaching specific protected class groups. Addressing the needs of the LEP population beyond
Spanish-speaking individuals, a large number of which are LEP Chinese- speakers, an appearance
on VIETV was made by Denish Simon from the GHA to meet theneeds of the large Vietnamese
population in Garland.
Lastly, the second round of public meetings was not as well attended as the first, although the
meetings were publicized through the same traditional media outlets, social media, printed flyers,
and community organizations. NTRHA also communicated with individuals who expressedinterest
in updates on the research by using email addresses obtained from focus group/public meeting
sign-in sheets, surveys, and any written comments to recruit for second round meetings. Low
attendance could be attributed to the fact that the first round of public meetings was in the
summer and the second round was in the winter. Another reason could be that all interested
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parties felt that they had already given sufficient input. In the future, this could be remedied by
more accurately explaining the difference in the public meetings.
In all, while participation numbers ebbed and flowed throughout the life of the project, NTRHA is
pleased with the quality of engagement during the entire process. Community members were
invited regularly to share insight which had tremendous impact on the research and comments
were incorporated not only into the final report but also informed subsequent phases of the
project. The research team was responsive to the communications needs of the community and
adapted the public participation strategy as issues and shortcomings were identified.

Summarize all comments obtained in the community participation process. Include a summary of any
comments or views not accepted and the reasons why.

NTRHA engaged the public throughout the research and reporting process, eliciting a substantial
body of input spanning the region that was both qualitative and quantitative in nature. The NTRHA
public participation strategy was specifically designed to maximize responsiveness to the phase
of the research in which it was gathered, so that it continually informed the process and shaped
later engagement and research efforts. Distinct comments from community members were
offered over the course of public meetings, focus groups, and surveys within the City of Garland
and the service are of the Garland Housing Agency are summarized below. Comments are
organized into contributing factors to barriers to fair housing.

The first phase of public participation was designed to gather public insight on HUD
data and the realities of housing in the community. Community members were also
asked to comment on the contributing factors to barriers to fair housing.
The following is a list of comments received. Comments are organized into contributing
factors to barriers to fair housing (Phase I Public Participation). The NTRHA survey results
were analyzed separately and are also summarized in this section. (Comments are
included as they were recorded or stated at the meetings.)
Contributing Factors to Segregation
• Community Opposition
o Existing residents are not fond of new developments that seek to accept vouchers
and they protest strongly when the possibility is presented, decreasing access to
opportunity.
 Example comment – “When we buy a new complex and begin to allow
vouchers the current residents don’t want this and protest strongly.”
o Residents do not see affordable housing or high-density housing as part of the
fabric of their existing neighborhoods, which leads to isolation and concentration
of poverty.
 Example - “They are trying to put affordable housing in the middle of houses
that are all homeowners. They are not being put in the right place.”
• Location and Type of Affordable Housing
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Not In My Backyard
 Example - “They are trying to put affordable housing in the middle of houses
that are all homeowners. They are not being put in the right place.”
 Affordable housing needs to be distributed throughout the city to decrease
concentration and increase equity in housing choice. Example
– “Access to affordable housing in other areas of the city”
Lack of Regional Cooperation
o There is no regional plan for development that would seek to distribute and avoid
concentration of affordable housing.
 Example – “Property values become a problem in neighborhoods”
Private Discrimination
o Unfavorable treatment of voucher holders deters relocation and encourages
concentration of poverty in segregated areas.
 Example “They will find someone who will not complain and people who
get kicked out will go homeless.”
Other
o Changes in traditional neighborhood demographics, again resulting in
concentration of minority populations.
 Examples- “The majority of “flip this house” programs are being bought by
Hispanics or other”, “A lot of blacks moving in and out, but Hispanics move
in”, “Our neighbors are mostly Hispanics”
o

•

•

•

Contributing Factors to R/ECAPs
• Lack of Private Investment
o Current landlords are not maintaining appropriate level of living conditions,
exacerbating previous housing issues.
 Example – “If the city would make a proposal that made land lords bring
their apartments up to date, it would reduce housing problems with
families.”
• Location and Type of Affordable Housing
o There is only one part of the City (concentration) that has affordable housing,
which leads to concentration of voucher holder and minority residents.
 Example – “Only one section, far west towards Jupiter. It is a census block
of 2 or 3 apartments that have historically been large amounts of poverty”
• Displacement of Residents Due to Economic Pressures Loss of Affordable Housing
o Property improvements are increasing prices and causing displacement of existing
residents.
 Example – “Land lords need to stop raising prices just because they put in
a new sink.”
• Lack of Public Investments in Specific Neighborhoods
o There is a need for more recreational spaces that allow residents of different races to
interact and increase or encourage integration.
 Example – “I would like the park where children of all races all play together.”
o There is a lack of City code enforcement that would help ensure a higher standard of
living in affordable housing properties and help revitalize low-income communities.
 Examples – “If the city would make a proposal that made land lords bring
their apartments up to date, it would reduce housing problems with families.”
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Contributing Factors to Disparities in Access to Opportunity
• Impediments to Mobility
o Criminal history can be a barrier to gaining access to home ownership which
limits economic opportunity.
 Example – “Criminal history can hurt you being able to buy a house”
• Lack of Access to Opportunity Due to High Housing Costs
o Rising housing costs interfere with the ability to afford other necessities.
 Example – “You question yourself on what you really need, it is a sacrifice.
“You learn to do without, you thank God for what you have.”
o High prices lead to overcrowding, putting a strain on aging infrastructure.
 Example – “Sometimes you have 2 or 3 families living in a house”
o Rising housing costs present circumstances that put pressure on homeowners to
choose unsafe options to continue to afford their housing.
 Example – “Do I file on my insurance or do I go with a bootleg handyman?”
You have to do something, and you don’t want to borrow money.”, “Many
seniors have to live in an environment with unsafe sections of a house.”,
“No, due to affordability”
• Lack of Local or Regional Cooperation
o Local coordination is missing in meeting the needs of a changing neighborhood.
 Example – “No parking cause so many family members living in one house”
o There should be some collaboration and/or interaction between communities.
 Example – “Interactive communities make better neighborhoods”
• Lack of Public Investments in Specific Neighborhoods
o Local infrastructure is not appropriate to meet the current needs of the
neighborhood.
 Example – “Infrastructure isn’t good throughout the older neighborhoods
which leads to sewer problems.”, “Sidewalks, paved alleys, streets in good
condition.”
• Lack of Private Investments in Specific Neighborhoods
o A variety of businesses and housing options should be available to meet the needs
of and attract different income levels to all parts of the city.
 Example – “There have become a lack of grocery stores, pharmacies,
and traditional banks”, “We need to build a really expensive apartment
complex,”
• Location and Type of Affordable Housing
o There is a spatial mismatch between affordable housing supply and affordable
resources & social services limiting housing choice or resulting in residents moving
back to segregated and impoverished communities due to lack of support in areas
of opportunity.
 Example – “Moving to affordable housing may mean moving to where
there are no affordable resources.”
• Lack of Access to Opportunity Due to High Housing Costs
o The high demand for housing has created a seller’s market which effectively has
priced out those seeking affordable housing options.
 Example – “There is such a demand that houses are very high cause people
need them so bad.”
 Example - “How can I afford 675 for a place for us to live?”
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•

•

•

•

•

Private Discrimination
o Applicants are discriminated against based on income source which limits housing
choice and has the ability to exacerbate the concentration of poverty.
 Example – “Land lords go off of your paycheck to decide your rent“, “None
wants to take section 8 vouchers. No one in garland will take a voucher.
This is for homes and apartments.”
Source of Income Discrimination Accessibility
o Applicants with vouchers are discriminated against based on their income source.
 Example – “None wants to take section 8 vouchers. No one in Garland will
take a voucher. This is for homes and apartments.”
Land Use and Zoning Laws
o There is a lack of available land to use for affordable housing.
 Example – “Garland is built out. Most of our properties are zoned out and
privately owned.”
Availability, Type, Frequency, and Reliability of Public Transportation
o Existing infrastructure is not sufficient for those that are dependent upon it for
transportation.
 Example – “The bus stops don’t have any benches or covers so people
have to stand in the weather.”
o Existing transportation options could be expanded to increase their ability of
residents to take advantage of employment opportunities.
 Example – “Darts and busses are super packed, more would be good”,
“More public transportation would help with working in the same city”
Location of Environmental Health Hazards
o Existing weather shelters are not sufficient for those that are dependent upon
public transportation.
 Example – “The bus stops don’t have any benches or covers so people
have to stand in the weather.”
o Local infrastructure is not appropriate to handle the current wastewater needs of
the neighborhood.
 Example – “Infrastructure isn’t good throughout the older neighborhoods
which leads to sewer problems.”
o A variety of businesses and housing options should be available to meet the existing
dietary needs of the community.
 Example – “There have become a lack of grocery stores, pharmacies,
and traditional banks”,

Contributing Factors to Issues with Disproportionate Housing Needs
• Lack of Private Investments in Specific Neighborhoods
o The existing housing stock includes homes that could be renovated to address
some of the existing unmet housing need.
 Example – “We have a large amount of old homes in stock that can be
bought then renovated.”
• Lending Discrimination
o People without credit can get a house easier than those with bad/ unfortunate
credit
• Loss of Affordable Housing
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o

As the market bears greater rents, existing affordable units are lost, further
increasing demand.
 Example – “Older apartment complex raising the rent and kicking out the
tenets.”, “Property values becomes a problem in neighborhoods.”

Contributing Factors to Issues with Publicly Supported Housing
• Lack of Public Investments in Specific Neighborhoods
o Consider new options for meeting housing needs outside the traditional multifamily developments.
 Example – “More houses being built for HUD occupant.”, “How to break
the poverty housing, neighborhood revitalization.”
• Lack of Local or Regional Cooperation
o Landlords ability to deny housing vouchers is limiting choice of recipients.
 Example –“The lack of landlord participation is what is hurting the housing
communities.”
• Lack of Private Investment in Specific Neighborhoods
o Landlords to go further on looking into who they rent to. A uniform screening
process would help for renters
• Source of Income Discrimination
o Companies are stopping working with the Dallas voucher program because they
are so far behind on their payments and turn around rates
Contributing Factors to Disability and Access
• Inaccessible Public or Private Infrastructure
o There is a lack in infrastructure which complicates and limits access for the
differently abled.
 Example – “Elderly struggle with access to ramps and etc. It’s hard to get
business owners to renovate.”, “The city infrastructure of sidewalk etc. is
awful and needs to be fixed.”
• Lack of Assistance for Housing Accessibility Modifications,
o Noncompliance with accessibility modification effectively limits housing choice
for the differently abled populations.
 Example – “Elderly struggle with access to ramps and etc. It’s hard to get
business owners to renovate. “

Survey results
A brief survey consisting of five questions was distributed at public events, in public locations and
online; 119 surveys were received from the residents of Garland. Qualitative data was collected
through public meetings, demand-side focus groups, supply-side focus groups and consultations.
Notes were taken at each public event and consultation by UTA researchers and loaded into
qualitative analysis software for coding and summarization (Sociocultural Research Consultants,
2018). All data was analyzed and sorted into the seven issue areas and associated contributing
factors provided by the AFH tool. Comments were sorted based first on their context, i.e. the
question or material provided by the researcher, and second, by the contributing factor to which
they related. These results directly informed the contributing factors
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to barriers to fair housing.1 Comments from NTRHA public engagement activities are used
throughout this report to illustrate findings, especially in reporting contributing factors to fair
housing issues.
The following charts summarize the results of surveys received from participants at Garland and
GHA public meetings and focus groups and residents of Garland completing surveys online.
Respondents were asked to rank four types of housing needs from 1 to 5 with 1 indicating most
important and 5 indicating the least important. Housing affordability received the greatestnumber
of responses (212) and the greatest proportion of rankings of 1 or most important (80%), shown in
Figures 5 & 6. Housing availability in a range of unit sizes received the next most responses (171).

Figure 9. Responses by rank for greatest housing need (1 = High Priority, 5 = Low Priority)

Housing Choice Alternatives

Total Responses

Housing Affordability (monthly cost)

212

Housing Availability (range of unit size)

171

Special Accommodations (disability)

137

Housing Quality

159

Other

24

1 Additional quantitative data was collected at public meetings via “voting boards” designed to prioritize contributing factors to
fair housing issues. Results are discussed under Section VI. Goals and Priorities, Question 1. Quantitative analysis of the
comments received also informed the development of priorities among fair housing issues and is also included under Section
VI. Question 1.
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Figure 10. Number of total responses for each housing choice alternative

Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with their current housing situation on a scale
of one to five with one indicating that they were very satisfied and five indicating that they were
not at all satisfied. Figure 8 displays the number and percent of responses for each level of
satisfaction. Sixty-five respondents (25%) said they were very satisfied while 48% of respondents
rated their satisfaction at three or below.

Figure 11. Number & percent of responses for housing satisfaction (1 = Very Satisfied, 5 = Not at all Satisfied)

Respondents were asked to rank characteristics of public transportation from most important (rank
of 1) to least important (rank of 6). “Accessibility near house and work” received 100% of its votes
as the most important characteristic of public transportation. Reliability was ranked as the next
most important. However, when only transit users were included the Reliability and Affordability
tie as the most important factor in transportation options. The results are shown inthe figures
below.
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Figure 12. Rankings transportation choice in percentages (1 = Most Important, 6 = Least Important)

Figure 13. Transit user rankings of transportation characteristics (1 = Most Important, 6 = Least Important)

The numerical difference between transit user and non-transit user responses are listed below.

Ranked Transportation Characteristics

Total votes

Excluding Non-Transit Users

Affordability

149

107

Reliability

143

80
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Accessibility near house and work

1

0

Serviced areas

139

71

Hours of services

128

73

Time to reach destinations

128

80

Figure 14. Rankings of transportation characteristics by user (1 = Most Important, 6 = Least Important)

Respondents were also asked to rate their satisfaction with current transportation options. Thirtythree percent said they were “Very Satisfied,” while only 8% said they “Not at All Satisfied” as
shown in the figure below.

Figure 15. Satisfaction rankings for current transportation options (1 = Versy Satisfied, 5 = Not at All Satisfied)

Survey respondents also ranked eight selected neighborhood characteristics, again from most
important (ranking of 1) to least important (ranking of 8). The choice of “Healthy Neighborhood”
received the most votes (200), followed by “Access to Quality Education” (175) and
“Transportation Options and Affordability” (169).

Neighborhood Characteristics

Total

Low poverty neighborhood

149

N o r t h T e x a s R e g I o n a l H o u s I n g A s s e s s m e n t / 2018

31

Healthy Neighborhood

200

Safety

1

Access to quality education

175

Racially and economically-integrated neighborhood

163

Racially integrated neighborhoods

1

Economically integrated neighborhoods

1

Access to employment opportunities

158

Transportation options and affordability

169

Other

16
Figure 16. Ranking of neighborhood characteristics (total votes per option)

The chart below provides a more detailed look at each survey option. The bar graphs show how
the neighborhood characteristic was ranked by those surveyed, with “Amount of 1”representing
the number of times the characteristic was ranked as an immediate need/necessity, and
“Amount of 7” representing the number of votes casted identifying it as theleast pressing option.

Figure 17. Ranking of neighborhood characteristics (percentages based on total votes per option)
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The following figures describe the demographic characteristics of the survey respondents. Please
note that not all respondents elected to provide this information when they completed the surveys
at Garland and GHA offices, public meetings, focus groups, community events/meetings, and
online.

Gender and Ethnicity

Figure 18. Survey results on demographic characteristics: Gender
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Figure 19. Survey results on demographic characteristics: Ethnicity

Household Characteristics

Figure 20. Survey results on demographic characteristics: Marital status
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Figure 21. Survey results on demographic characteristics: Living quarters

Figure 22. Survey results on demographic characteristics: Disability status
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Figure 23. Survey results on demographic characteristics: Community type
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Employment

Figure 24. Survey results on demographic characteristics: Employment status

Figure 25. Survey results on demographic characteristics: Income bracket (Gross income)
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IV. Assessment of Past Goal and Actions
Indicate what fair housing goals were selected by program participant(s) in recent Analyses of Impediments,
Assessments of Fair Housing, or other relevant planning documents:
The City of Garland and GHA have focused on improving fair housing and providing quality
housing services to residents and voucher recipients. The City & GHA completed an Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice for the 2015-2019 time period (City of Garland Fair Housing
Services and ASK Development Solutions, 2015). The following goals were chosen because of this
review, and specific recommendations made to address/mitigate each challenge.
Supply of Affordable Housing
Impediment A: Lack of affordable housing for Garland residents, especially for racial and ethnic
minorities.
Action A: Increase the production and preservation of affordable housing units
Recommendation #A-1: Increase the production and preservation of affordable housing units
for renters by supporting the development of inclusive housing projects by leveraging federal,
state, and local public funding with private sector funding.
Recommendation #A-2: Encourage non-profit developers and community housing development
organizations (CHDOs) under the HOME program to use resources such as the National
Community Stabilization Trust (NCST) to access foreclosed properties before they go on the open
market.
Recommendation #A-3: Facilitate relationships between non-profit developers and individual
banks to have foreclosed properties be transferred to developers and assist in funding
rehabilitation costs with other partners. As previously explained, under the FHA there is no
requirement to create affordable housing, but affordable housing is linked to fair housing choice.
Recommendation #A-4: In order to maintain or increase homeownership in Garland, the City
should increase the provision of services including housing, credit, and foreclosure prevention
counseling and financial assistance with the goal of reaching an increased number of minorities
and low- and moderate-income households.
Supply of Accessible Housing
Impediment B: Lack of accessible housing limiting housing choices for seniors and persons with
disabilities.
Action B: Increase the number of accessible housing units based on need.
Recommendation #B-1: Based on current supply and projected growth of residents with
disabilities and an aging population, the City should determine the need for accessible units and
seek out additional resources to fill the gap.
Recommendation #B-2: The City should review public awareness, staff capacity, and use of the
benefits related to its reasonable accommodation ordinance.
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Distribution of Housing Repair Services
Impediment C: Housing rehabilitation resources available to the City are not distributed between
owner and renter households.
Action C: The City should expand its rehabilitation programs to cover repairs including
accessibility modifications for rental properties.
Recommendation #C-1: Develop and implement a rental rehabilitation program that provides
funding to property owners that provide housing for low and moderate-income persons including
persons with disabilities.
Reasonable Accommodations
Impediment D: Lack of awareness of a reasonable accommodation procedure to provide relief
from codes that may limit housing opportunities to individuals with disabilities.
Action D: The City should ensure that persons with disabilities are aware of the procedure by which
such persons may request reasonable accommodations or modifications on the basis of disability.
Recommendation #D-1: The City should coordinate outreach and education about the
procedures to seek reasonable accommodation that allows certain deviations from the City’s
zoning and land use requirements and development standards.
Community and Neighborhood Investment
Impediment E: Lending practices may be disproportionately impacting minority and ethnic
populations based on loan denial rates and incidences of scamming.
Action E: The City should work with lenders in Garland and request that they review their
underwriting standards to determine that loan decisions are being made equitably and continue
to educate the public on loan scams.
Recommendation #E-1: The City should coordinate with lenders and banking associations to
ensure that any discriminatory lending practices are eliminated.
Recommendation #E-2: The City should continue its education of the public on loan scams and
invite lenders to participate in the education process.
Disability Housing Choice
Impediment F: Increase in the potential for persons with mental disabilities to be restricted in
housing choices due to cuts in case management and support services.
Action F: Promote education on reasonable accommodation and support services for persons
with mental disabilities.
Recommendation #F-1: The City of Garland should work with its partners to promote education
and awareness about mental disabilities and encourage housing providers to provide reasonable
accommodation for persons with mental disabilities to ensure that they do not lose housing
because of their disability.
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Fair Housing Education and Outreach
Impediment G: Inadequate fair housing education and awareness in community, especially for
underrepresented and minority populations with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Action: Continue
fair housing education and outreach and expand opportunities for fair housing training for
underrepresented populations such as Asian Americans, persons with disabilities including the
hearing impaired, the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender (LGBT) community, and persons
with LEP.
Recommendation #G-1: The City should expand its fair housing education and outreach efforts
to groups that are underrepresented in its pool of clients to help continue to keep the public
informed of their rights and specifically targeting more efforts in minority areas.
Recommendation #G-2: The City should use the City’s cable television channel(s) and social
media as a source of fair housing information and public education efforts including the use of
public service announcements and fair housing videos from HUD’s YouTube channel.
Community Opposition
Impediment H: “Not in my Backyard” (NIMBYism) sentiment is an impediment to fair housing
choice.
Action H: Increase education and outreach to dispel myths and false perceptions about
“affordable housing.”
Recommendation #H-1: Through the preparation of fact sheets and incorporation of NIMBYism as
a topic in fair housing training to provide residents an opportunity to learn more about affordable
and accessible housing and help dispel negative preconceptions.
Recommendation #H-2: Work with partners throughout the region to raise awareness of the
concepts of “housing affordability” and “affordable financing.”
Segregation
Impediment I: A disproportionate number of Section 8 voucher recipients are minority which
contributes to segregated housing patterns.
Action I: The GHA should conduct periodic analysis of the distribution of vouchers by family type
and race/ethnicity to determine if there is a pattern of segregation.
Recommendation #I-1: The City should take actions to promote housing choices for voucher
holders including continuing to educate private landlords in non-minority census tracts about
the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program and provide voucher users with information on
available rental units outside of predominantly minority areas.

The City of Garland also completed a Consolidated Plan for 2015-2019. The goals identified in the
Consolidated Plan focused on matching funds to identified housing issues and goals in the Analysis
of Impediments. The goals ranged from increasing the supply of affordable housing, to addressing
homelessness, to improving the conditions in existing neighborhoods (City of Garland Department
of Housing and Community Services and ASK Development Solutions, 2015). The following goals
were chosen because of this review, and specific recommendations made to address/mitigate
each challenge.
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Goal Name

Start
Year

Category

Geograp
hic Area

Needs Addressed

Funding

Goal Outcome
Indicator

2019

Affordable
Housing –
CHDO
Administered

Citywide

Production of
new housing units

HOME
$335,470

Homeowner
housing units
built: 5

2015

2019

Affordable
Housing - City
Administered

Citywide

Production of
new housing units

HOME:
$1,527,360

Homeowner
Housing Units
Built: 15

2015

2019

Affordable
Housing - City
Administered

Citywide

Acquisition and
rehabilitation of
existing units

CDBG
$1,272,800

Homeowner
housing units
produced: 9

2019

Affordable
Housing - City
Administered

Citywide

Financial
Assistance to
eligible
homebuyers

HOME
$150,000

Financial subsidy
for homebuyers:
15 HH

ESG:
$277,720

Shelter
Operations:
1,750 persons

Expand supply of owneroccupied housing.

2015

Expand supply of owneroccupied housing.
Expand supply of owneroccupied housing.
Expand supply of owneroccupied housing.

End
Year

2015

2015

2019

Housing

Citywide

Transitional
housing and
emergency
shelter operations

2015

2019

Housing

Citywide

Homeless
Prevention

ESG
$162,940

Persons served:
210

2015

2019

Affordable
Housing

Citywide

Rapid Re-housing

ESG
$172,205

Persons served:
30

Maintain safe and
affordable housing.

2015

2019

Affordable
Housing

Citywide

Rehabilitation of
existing units

CDBG
$911,680

Maintain safe and
affordable housing.

2015

2019

Affordable
Housing

Citywide

Healthy and attractive
neighborhoods.

2015

2019

Healthy and attractive
neighborhoods.

2015

2019

Provide housing programs to
homeless and at risk for
homelessness.
Provide housing programs to
homeless and at risk for
homelessness.
Provide housing programs to
homeless and at risk for
homelessness.

Provision of public services.

Provision of public services.

Grant administration

2015

2015

2015

Non-Housing
Community
Development
Non-Housing
Community
Development

2019

Non-Housing
Community
Development

2019

Non-Housing
Community
Development

2019

Non-housing
community
development

Eligible
LMI areas

Minor Repairs to
Existing Housing
Units
Code
Enforcement/
Demolition
Public
Infrastructure and
Improvements
Services for the
elderly, youth,
domestic
violence victims,
homeless,
community
health, etc.

CDBG
$625,000
CDBG
$910,000

Homeowner
housing units
rehabilitated: 35
Homeowner
housing units
rehabilitated: 55
Persons
benefitted:
72,330

CDBG
$2,750,000

Persons
benefitted: 2,234

CDBG
$1,380,155

Non-housing
Public Service
benefit: 5,070
persons

Citywide

Fair Housing
Services

CDBG
$100,000

Non-housing
Public Service
benefit: 5
activities

Citywide

Grant
administration
and service
delivery

CDBG
$1,740,210
HOME
$223,650
ESG
$201,840

Not applicable

Eligible
LMI areas

Citywide

Figure 26. Fair & affordable housing goals summary (City of Garland Department Housing & Community
Services and ASK Development Solutions, 2015, pp. 100-102)
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Goal

Category

Expand supply
of owneroccupied
housing.

Affordable
Housing
HOME
Community
Housing
Development
Organizations
Affordable
Housing

HOME:
$

Homeowner Housing
Added

Household
Housing
Unit

HOME:
$

Homeowner Housing
Added

Affordable
Housing

CDBG:
$

Affordable
Housing

Grant
Planning and
Administration

Expand supply
of owneroccupied
housing.
Expand supply
of owneroccupied
housing.
Expand supply
of owneroccupied
housing.
Grant
Administration

Healthy and
attractive
neighborhoods.
Healthy and
attractive
neighborhoods.
Healthy and
attractive
neighborhoods.

Non-Housing
Community
Development
Non-Housing
Community
Development
Non-Housing
Community
Development

Source
/
Amount

Expected
–
Strategic
Plan

Actual –
Strategic
Plan

Percent
Complete

5

2

40.00%

Household
Housing
Unit

15

6

Homeowner Housing
Added

Household
Housing
Unit

9

HOME:
$

Direct Financial
Assistance to
Homebuyers

Households
Assisted

CDBG:
$
HOME:
$ ESG: $
CDBG:
$

Other

Other

Housing Code
Enforcement/Foreclosed
Property Care
Other

Public Facility or
Infrastructure Activities
other than
Low/Moderate Income
Housing Benefit

CDBG:
$
CDBG:
$

Indicator

Unit of
Measure

Expected
–
Program
Year

Actual –
Program
Year

Percent
Complete

1

1

100.00%

40.00%

3

5

166.67%

0

0.00%

1

0

0.00%

15

0

0.00%

4

0

0.00%

1

1

100.00%

Household
Housing
Unit
Other

30000

12000

40.00%

72330

72330

100.00%

72330

72330

100.00%

Persons
Assisted

2234

7780

348.25%

3775

3775

100.00%
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Maintain safe
and affordable
housing.
Maintain safe
and affordable
housing.
Provide
homelessness
prevention
services.
Provide
homelessness
prevention
services.
Provide
housing
programs to
homeless/at
risk
Provide rapid
re-housing for
the homeless.
DH2.3
Provide rapid
re-housing for
the homeless.
Provision of Fair
Housing
Services

Affordable
Housing

CDBG:
$

Homeowner Housing
Rehabilitated

Affordable
Housing

CDBG:
$

Homeowner Housing
Rehabilitated

Affordable
Housing

CDBG:
ESG: $

Affordable
Housing

CDBG:
ESG: $

Public service activities
other than
Low/Moderate Income
Housing Benefit
Homelessness
Prevention

Affordable
Housing
Homeless

ESG: $

Affordable
Housing
Homeless

Household
Housing
Unit
Household
Housing
Unit
Persons
Assisted

35

8

22.86%

8

7

87.50%

55

29

52.73%

11

13

118.18%

0

16

Persons
Assisted

210

174

82.86%

133

81

60.90%

Homeless Person
Overnight Shelter

Persons
Assisted

1750

628

35.89%

350

278

79.43%

CDBG:
$ ESG: $

Tenant-based rental
assistance / Rapid
Rehousing

Households
Assisted

275

155

56.36%

Affordable
Housing
Homeless
Non-Housing
Community
Development

CDBG:
$ ESG: $

Homeless Person
Overnight Shelter

Persons
Assisted

0

42

6

66

1,100.00%

CDBG:
$

Persons
Assisted

8672

3468

39.99%

Provision of
public services.

Non-Housing
Community
Development

CDBG:
$

Persons
Assisted

5070

0

0.00%

2930

1772

60.48%

Provision of
public services.

Non-Housing
Community
Development

CDBG:
$

Public service activities
other than
Low/Moderate Income
Housing Benefit
Public service activities
other than
Low/Moderate Income
Housing Benefit
Homeless Person
Overnight Shelter

Persons
Assisted

0

0

0

0

0

Figure 27. Accomplishments – Program year & strategic plan to date
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Discuss what progress has been made toward the achievement of fair housing goals.
The priorities of Garland’s Consolidated Plan included continuing the home repair program,
neighborhood improvement, addressing specific needs of disabled and LEP communities,
including elderly residents. CDBG funds were used for homeless prevention for those at risk
received assistance and those that are currently homeless. The city also leveraged community
development resources through grant funds and partnerships to provide supportive services.
Public education increased with greater awareness of fair housing laws and regulations among
voucher recipients and housing suppliers (i.e. landlords, realtors, etc.). The City’s has made
continued progress towards ifs fair and affordable fair housing goals from both the Analysis of
Impediments and the City of Garland, TX Five-year Consolidated Plan and FY 2015-2019 & Annual
Action Plan FY 2015-2016 through programming and budget allocation. Improvements have been
varied across housing issues, tenure status, and income base. Examples of specific progress are
included below.
Supply of Affordable Housing
Impediment A: Lack of affordable housing for Garland residents, especially for racial and ethnic
minorities.
Action A: Increase the production and preservation of affordable housing units
Recommendation #A-4: In order to maintain or increase homeownership in Garland, the City
should increase the provision of services including housing, credit, and foreclosure prevention
counseling and financial assistance with the goal of reaching an increased number of minorities
and low- and moderate-income households.
Update: Garland Fair Housing Services is researching the requirements to become a HUD Certified
Housing Counseling Agency. The staff is also researching avenues for certification and training to
provide financial literacy, pre-purchase homebuyer counseling, mortgage delinquency and
default resolution, fair housing pre-purchase education, predatory lending education workshop,
and rental housing counseling. These certifications would allow GHA staff to locate the first HUD
Certified Housing Counseling Agency within the city limits of Garland and offer an array of
counseling services to residents within the Garland community.
Community and Neighborhood Investment
Impediment E: Lending practices may be disproportionately impacting minority and ethnic
populations based on loan denial rates and incidences of scamming.
Action E: The City should work with lenders in Garland and request that they review their
underwriting standards to determine that loan decisions are being made equitably and continue
to educate the public on loan scams.
Recommendation #E-1: The City should coordinate with lenders and banking associations to
ensure that any discriminatory lending practices are eliminated.
Update: The City of Garland’s Fair Housing Services continues to educate the community on their
rights when renting and purchasing a home. One example of these efforts has been through staff
attendance and participation at various community events aimed at educating realtors and
landlords on housing discrimination and its impact. The Fair Housing Services also
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incorporated several outreach methods to increase and maximize in-person interaction at events,
including, advertisement on billboards, in the Garland City Press, on the local government tv
channel, and in utility bill inserts.
Community and Neighborhood Investment
Impediment E: Lending practices may be disproportionately impacting minority and ethnic
populations based on loan denial rates and incidences of scamming.
Action E: The City should work with lenders in Garland and request that they review their
underwriting standards to determine that loan decisions are being made equitably and continue
to educate the public on loan scams.
Recommendation #E-2: The City should continue its education of the public on loan scams and
invite lenders to participate in the education process.
Update: Fair Housing Services will reach out to local lenders to provide Fair Housing education.
Disability Housing Choice
Impediment F: Increase in the potential for persons with mental disabilities to be restricted in
housing choices due to cuts in case management and support services.
Action F: Promote education on reasonable accommodation and support services for persons
with mental disabilities.
Recommendation #F-1: The City of Garland should work with its partners to promote education
and awareness about mental disabilities and encourage housing providers to provide
reasonable accommodation for persons with mental disabilities to ensure that they do not lose
housing because of their disability.
Update: Garland Fair Housing Services continues to investigate and work to resolve housing
discrimination complaints that involve requests for reasonable accommodations for persons with
disabilities. The City also seeks to help decrease these occurrences by increasing education and
outreach in the community by informing residents of their rights to reasonable accommodations
as well as available enforcement support with regard to the Fair Housing Act and local protections
under the City of Garland Ordinance No. 6283 (approved on November 18, 2008) which provides
for reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities.
Fair Housing Education and Outreach
Impediment G: Inadequate fair housing education and awareness in community, especially for
underrepresented and minority populations with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Action: Continue
fair housing education and outreach and expand opportunities for fair housing training for
underrepresented populations such as Asian Americans, persons with disabilities including the
hearing impaired, the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender (LGBT) community, and persons
with LEP.
Recommendation #G-1: The City should expand its fair housing education and outreach efforts
to groups that are underrepresented in its pool of clients to help continue to keep the public
informed of their rights and specifically targeting more efforts in minority areas.
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Update: Garland’s Fair Housing Services continues to provide outreach to minority and limited
English Proficiency (LEP) communities. A specific example of these actions is the current work with
the Garland Multicultural Commission to develop avenues to reach the various ethnic populations
in Garland. GHA also continues to work with and educate all landlords to increase participation
in the voucher program. We’ve hosted landlord appreciation breakfasts to provide information,
and we’ve attended industry-based meetings (i.e. apartment association) to provide information
and help answer questions.
Community Development Grants
The City of Garland works collaboratively internally and with non-profits to maximize HUD funding.
These partnerships allow the City to provide expanded housing assistance and meet needs for
transportation, food, clothing, and medical care for Garland residents. During the 2015-2016 HUD
program year fund recipients included three City departments and nine non- profit organizations
that worked to serve 1641 Garland residents.
Partner organizations include:
• Achievement Center of Texas
• Axe Memorial Food Pantry
• Counseling Institute of Texas
• Code—Elderly Yard Care
• Galaxy Counseling Center
• Garland Police Youth Boxing

• Hope Clinic
• New Beginning Center
• The Senior Source
• Reinventing Human Capital
• Salvation Army Boys and Girls Club
• Garland Parks S.T.A.R.S. Program
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Figure 28. City of Garland Housing and Community Services consolidated annual performance report
(2015-2016 fiscal year)
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Discuss how successful in achieving past goals, and/or how it has fallen short of achieving those goals
(including potentially harmful unintended consequences).
The City of Garland and GHA made substantial progress in improving fair and affordable housing
through programmatic efforts focused on decent housing, creating suitable living environments,
and increasing economic opportunities. A diverse set of investments were madein the Garland
community such as the creation of affordable housing, fair housing outreach, jobskills training,
home repair, and housing assistance to reach these goals. The 2017-2018 Annual Action Plan
reviewed the progress from the CAPERS for 2015 (fiscal year) in each of the three categories and
found that: 1) The GHA is not designated as “troubled”, and 2) in the first year of the five-year span
covered by the Consolidated Plan most identified goals had reached a 76% achievement rate or
greater (Garland, 2017, pp. 5, 6, 54).
The City’s HOME Program funds have been used to construct 6 new single-family homes, all sold
to qualifying low-income households and the GREAT Homes Program has 2 projects in progress.
Twenty existing low-income homeowners have received repair services through the CDBG Minor
Repair and Single-Family Rehabilitation Programs. The First Time Homebuyer Down-payment
Assistance Program did not expend any funds as there were no approved applicants during the
program year.
CDBG, HOME and ESG funding were also used to address the needs of renters. GHA used these
funds to provide 63 persons with rental assistance. Two community partners provided support for
18 additional families - the Salvation Army Program provided rental assistance to 16
households and Matthew 25:40 provided rental assistance to 2 households.
Emergency Housing needs were also addressed using CDBG and ESG funding. ESG Services were
provided to 278 domestic violence victims by the New Beginning Center through (ESG Shelter
Services program) and 24 persons received rapid rehousing assistance (ESG Rapid Rehousing
program). The Matthew 25:40 Project also provided 2 families with rental assistance, while the Axe
Memorial Church did not use any of its allocated funding for overnight motel vouchers for
homeless persons.
The City’s Public services departments also provided counseling, emergency food, and youth &
medical programming to 1,772 low-income persons in Garland. These services were funded by
CDBG grant dollars. Other examples of completed activities for which HUD Funds were dispersed
to provide public services are listed below.
Decent/Affordable Housing
Infill New Construction Housing
Down Payment Assistance
Acquisition/Rehabilitation/ReSale
Minor Housing Rehabilitation
Tenant Based Rental Assistance
Homeless Prevention
Rapid Rehousing
Domestic Violence Shelter

Suitable Living Environment
Child Care
Mental Health
Youth Recreation & Education
Health
Domestic Violence
Substance Abuse
Fair Housing
The Elderly
Subsistence Payments
Homeless Shelter Operations

Economic Opportunities
Job Skills Training
English Proficiency Training
Retaining or Adding Jobs
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Discuss any additional policies, actions, or steps that the program participant could take to achieve past
goals, or mitigate the problems it has experienced.

The City has made good progress toward the identified goals in the Consolidate Plan. GHA has
assisted several hundred families through its voucher and self-sufficiency programs, the City has
continued and expanded home repair and infill programs helping to increase the number of
owner-occupied dwellings, leveraged exiting efforts through strategic partnerships with
community collaborators. These actions have been instrumental in allowing the program and
reach out to a broader geographic area where significant needs exist, and assistance may be
less available.
Available land for development is limited within the city limits, as the City of Garland is almost
completely built out. One way to mitigate the effect of limited land area is to find creative uses
for existing structures such as converting them to affordable loft or assisted living spaces. An
additional option would modifications to the zoning and/or building codes to allow for smaller
lot sizes, the use of ancillary buildings as dwellings, and small community develops to assist with
homelessness, rapid rehousing, or assisted living for elderly or disabled residents.

Discuss how the experience of program participant(s) with past goals has influenced the selection of
current goals.

Both the City and GHA have directly experienced the impact of limited ability to build large new
housing projects. The City’s experiences with supporting affordable home purchases have
informed its emphasis on public-private partnerships for supportive services and infill development
strategies that simultaneously increase the supply of affordable housing and maximizing HUD
dollars. GHA’s experiences with limited voucher ability and an enormous amount of families on
the waiting list has led to expanded emphasis on self-sufficiency, job skills training, and education
on all HUD and local resources available to families. In future goals, the City will address barriers to
increasing the supply of affordable housing by strategies including:
•
•
•
•
•

Exploring incentive programs to encourage the development of entry-level housing
Engaging lenders to increase the financing of affordable housing
Educating and encouraging landlords about affordable housing regulations
Increasing infill development to increase affordable home ownership
Educating clients on tools to become self-sufficient
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V. Fair Housing Analysis
A. Demographic Summary
Describe demographic patterns in the jurisdiction and region, and describe trends over time (since 1990).

Overall trends 1990 -2013
From 1990 to 2013, the racial and ethnic composition of Dallas County changed considerably.
During this period, the white population declined from representing close to 77% to 42% of the
jurisdiction’s overall population. This change mirrors the regional trend, where the proportion of
white residents declined from 70% in 1990 to 51% in 2013.
While the share of white residents declined both at the jurisdictional and regional levels,
contrasting trends can be observed for the Hispanic population. In Dallas County, from 1990 to
2013, the Hispanic population proportion doubled from 10% to 25%. Hispanics at the regional level
experienced a similar increase with a shift from 13% to 27%.
As for the black population, Dallas County and the region also experienced similar trends. In
Dallas County, the share of black residents increased from 10% to 27% between 1990 and 2013.
Regionally, the share of black residents slightly increased from 14% (1990) to 15% (2013). However,
the black share of Dallas County's population remains significantly greater than the regional
share, which likely affects these groups' residential sorting and patterns of segregation at the
jurisdictional and regional levels.
The Asian or Pacific Islander (Asian/PI) share of the jurisdiction's population slightly increased from
2 to 4% between 1990 and 2013, while regionally, it increased from 2 to 5%. Except for minor
changes in the intervening decades, the share of Native American residents in Dallas County and
the region remained about the same at 0.3% and 0.4%, respectively.
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Figure 31: Percent of population by race and ethnicity, Dallas Fort Worth Region

Spatial patterns 1990-2015
Finer insight can be gained by mapping the aforedescribed trends. The following maps illustrate
the population's racial or ethnic concentration at the census tract level (roughly equivalent to a
neighborhood) for the years 1990, 2000, 2010, and 2015. The data is drawn from the U.S. Decennial
Census and the American Community Survey, and is expressed as percentages. As the racial or
ethnic concentration increases, the shaded area in the map darkens.
In 1990, white residents predominantly lived around the northern and southwestern sector of City
of Garland. By 2010, the concentration of the white population decreased almost everywhere of
City of Garland; a pattern which persisted in 2015. In 1990, the black population primarily lived in
the southern sectors in Garland, which also had a low concentration of white residents (see maps
XX). From 1990 to 2015, black residents remained mainly concentrated in the southern sectors of
the City of Garland and also appears in western sectors. Throughout the period (1990- 2015), areas
of black residential concentration have typically correlated with a low white residential
concentration.
The overall growth of the Hispanic population, described in the previous section, can be seen
displayed as replacing white residents in west and central Garland. Similar to the black
population, the areas with a high Hispanic concentrations show a low concentration of white
residents. In 1990, the highest concentration of Hispanics residents occurs in Central Garland, with
the proportion of Hispanic households in these census tracts ranging from 20.1% to 40%. In 2010,
areas of high Hispanic concentration expanded into west and southwest. In 2015, the
concentration of Hispanic residents in central, western and southwestern Garland decreased.
In 1990 and 2000, some concentration of Asian/PI households occurred in western sectors of
Garland. In 2010, the census tracts with the largest concentrations (20.1 to 30%) of Asian/PI
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shifted to areas around President George Bush Turnpike Toll Road. Neighborhoods with lower
concentrations appeared elsewhere in the City of Garland. In 2015, small pockets of relatively
high concentration appeared in southeast Garland around I-30.
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Figure 32: Percent of population by race and ethnicity, City of Garland
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Figure 33: Percent of population by race and ethnicity, City of Garland
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B. General Issues
B.i. Segregation / Integration
1. Analysis

a.

Describe and compare segregation levels in the jurisdiction and region. Identify the racial/ethnic groups that
experience the highest levels of segregation.

To gauge the levels of segregation in the City of Garland and the region, HUD provides a
dissimilarity index, which assesses the degree of residential segregation between two groups. As
the dissimilarity index value increases, the level of segregation also increases. The index value
ranges from 0 to 100 where values from 0 to 39 indicate a low level of segregation, values from 40
to 54 a moderate level of segregation; and values from 55 to 100 indicate a high level of
segregation.
In 2013, all comparison groups (Figure 29), aside from the Hispanic and Asian/PI populations
register low segregation in Garland. The Garland Hispanic and Asian/PI population appears
moderately segregated in 2013. With a value of 44 in 2013, the Asian/PI group records the highest
level of segregation in the city. In all cases, Garland has a lower dissimilarity index score than the
corresponding regional score. At the regional level, segregation appears moderate except for
the Black population, which experiences high segregation.

Figure 34: Dissimilarity index scores over time, HUD AFH
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b.

Identify areas in the jurisdiction and region with relatively high segregation and integration by race/ethnicity,
national origin, or LEP group, and indicate the predominant group living in each area.

To supplement the HUD-provided dissimilarity index and assess spatial patterns of segregation,
additional maps identify potential disparities in racial composition (and other group
characteristics) between the overall jurisdiction and its neighborhoods (census tracts and assess
to what extent the racial composition of a given neighborhood differs from the overall
jurisdictional racial composition. The data used for the following maps come from the HUDprovided raw dataset; for the full methodology, please refer to Appendix A.
NON-WHITE/WHITE SEGREGATION
As discussed in the previous section, City of Garland registers moderate levels of 'NonWhite/White' segregation. Map 2 illustrates unequivocally this spatial divide and the significantly
greater concentration of the non-white population in central Garland, and a considerable
cluster of white residents in northern and southeastern sector Garland. The concentration of the
non-white population is significantly greater and more acute in eastern Garland which is south of
SH 66. The dominant groups living in these segregated areas are predominantly black and
Hispanic (eastern and western areas) (Map X and X).
The City of Garland has very few areas of relative integration2 that is, where the racial
composition of the neighborhood appears comparable to the jurisdiction's overall composition.
More specifically, and as of 2015, integrated areas occur along: (1) north of W Buckingham Rd,
(2) northeast of Firewheel Pkwy

Legend
Greater white population share
Integration/appropriate representation
0 to <10% greater than jurisdiction avg
10 to <20% greater than jurisdiction avg
20 to <30% greater than jurisdiction avg
30 to <40% greater than jurisdiction avg

2 Relative to the overall jurisdictional racial and ethnic composition. It is critical to keep in mind that the maps in this section are built around the HUD-provided
dissimilarity index, and capture the extent to which a given neighborhood differs from the overall racial and ethnic composition of the city. The City of Dallas
registers high level of Non-White/White segregation. Therefore, a neighborhood designated as ‘integrated’ (yellow areas), is only as integrated as the city.
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REGIONAL PATTERNS OF NON-WHITE/WHITE SEGREGATION
A regional perspective best captures patterns of segregation. While the dissimilarity index for the
region indicates an overall moderate level of 'Non-White/White' segregation in 2010, a spatial
analysis reveals a similar trend for City of Garland in 2010.
In the Dallas-Fort Worth region, non-white residents disproportionately concentrate in areas inner
suburbs, Fort Worth, and Dallas. As indicated by the darkest shade of green, nearly all
neighborhoods in the southern sector of Dallas, the Pleasant Grove area, and in West Dallas
experience a share of non-white residents at least 40% greater than the regional proportion.
Smaller clusters occur around the Love Field area.
From a regional perspective, the north/south spatial divide in Dallas appears even more acute
and further highlights the extent to which non-white residents in the region disproportionately live
in the west and southern sectors of Dallas (south of I-30).

Legend
Greater white population share
Integration/appropriate representation
0 to <10% greater than jurisdiction avg
10 to <20% greater than jurisdiction avg
20 to <30% greater than jurisdiction avg
30 to <40% greater than jurisdiction avg
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BLACK/NON-BLACK SEGREGATION
Map 3 further illustrates the spatial segregation for
City of Garland and reveals a large cluster of census
tracts in southern Garland with a concentration of
black residents at least 10% larger than the proportion
of blacks for the whole jurisdiction. The highest levels
of black segregation occur in west Garland. A few
integrated areas, highlighted in yellow, display a
proportion of black residents similar to the one found
in the overall jurisdiction.
Legend
Greater non-black population share
Integration/appropriate representation
0 to <10% greater than jurisdiction avg
10 to <20% greater than jurisdiction avg
20 to <30% greater than jurisdiction avg

HISPANIC/NON-HISPANIC SEGREGATION
Similar segregation patterns occur in Map 4 for the
Hispanic population where clusters of census tracts with
a concentration of Hispanics at least 30% greater than
the jurisdictional proportion also exist. These clusters
primarily occur in central and western Garland.
Legend
Greater non-hispanic population share
Integration/appropriate representation
0 to <10% greater than jurisdiction avg
10 to <20% greater than jurisdiction avg
20 to <30% greater than jurisdiction avg
30 to <40% greater than jurisdiction avg
More than 40% greater than jurisdiction avg

ASIAN OR PACIFIC ISLANDER/NON-ASIAN OR PACIFIC
ISLANDER SEGREGATION
As for the Asian/PI population, similarly as the
dissimilarity index values indicate a moderate level of
segregation, their concentration reaches at least 10%
greater than the jurisdictional proportion north of SH 66.
Lower concentrations occur throughout northwest of I30 and northern Garland.
Legend
Greater non-asianpi population share
Integration/appropriate representation
0 to <10% greater than jurisdiction avg
10 to <20% greater than jurisdiction avg
20 to <30% greater than jurisdiction avg
30 to <40% greater than jurisdiction avg
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NATIONAL ORIGIN
From 1990 to 2013, the share of foreign-born residents in City of Garland more than doubled and
increased from 6% to 15% (Figure X). The most represented country of origin is Mexico, which
accounted for 205,124 individuals in 2013. Map X reveals clusters of foreign-born–segregated
neighborhoods with a share of foreign-born residents between 0% to 40% higher than the
jurisdictional share.
Based on 2010 data, a few clusters emerge across the jurisdiction where the share of foreignborn residents represent at least 20% more than the expected jurisdictional proportion. These
clusters appear in (1) Northern Garland (2) Western Garland, north of W Walnut St.
Legend
eater non-no population share
egration/appropriate representation
o <10% greater than jurisdiction avg
10 to <20% greater than jurisdiction avg
20 to <30% greater than jurisdiction avg
30 to <40% greater than jurisdiction avg

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY (LEP)
From 1990 to 2013, the proportion of LEP residents in City of Garland more than doubled,
increasing from 4% to 11% (Figure X). Spanish (20%) represents the predominant language for LEP
residents while the next most common languages, Vietnamese (0.4%) and Chinese (0.3%) fall far
behind (Figure X). Map 5 shows that the census tracts with a greater share of non-LEP individuals
are predominantly located in the western and central section of City of Garland. The map
further shows a few areas whose share of LEP individual is between 10 to 30% greater than the
jurisdictional average. These areas tend to correspond to the same areas with clusters of high
concentrated foreign-born residents (Map 4).
Legend
Greater non-lep poplulation share
Integration/appropriate representation
0 to <10% greater than jurisdiction avg
10 to <20% greater than jurisdiction avg
20 to <30% greater than jurisdiction avg
More than 40% greater than jurisdiction avg
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PREDOMINANT GROUPS LIVING IN INTEGRATED AND SEGREGATED AREAS
The study uses the 'Non-White/White' segregation maps as the basis for identifying integrated
and segregated areas and the predominant groups living in those areas. This approach builds a
sociodemographic profile of the neighborhoods contained within each segregation category –
as presented in table X.
The neighborhood composition considers: race, ethnicity, limited English proficiency, national
origin, family with children, and three levels of household income—(1) less or equal to 30% of the
Area Median Income (AMI), (2) greater than 30% but less or equal to 50% of AMI, and (3) more
than 50% but less or equal to 80% of AMI.
2010

2015

Legend
Greater white population share
Integration/appropriate representation
0 to <10% greater than jurisdiction avg
10 to <20% greater than jurisdiction avg
20 to <30% greater than jurisdiction avg
30 to <40% greater than jurisdiction avg
More than 40% greater than jurisdiction avg

Description
Non-white share more than 40% greater than jurisdiction
Non-white share 30% to 40% greater than jurisdiction
Non-white share 20% to 30% greater than jurisdiction
Non-white share 10% to 20% greater than jurisdiction
Non-white share 0% to 10% greater than jurisdiction
Non-white share similar to jurisdiction’s share
Greater White population share than jurisdiction

Category

7

6
5
4
3
2
1
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c.

Explain how these segregation levels and patterns in the jurisdiction and region have changed over time (since
1990).

From 1990 to 2010, the level of 'Non-White/White' segregation in City of Garland remained low,
and as measured by the index of dissimilarity, however it increased by 7 points, while regionally,
the level of segregation remained moderate during this period (dissimilarity index value of 50 for
both 1990 and 2013).
The level of 'Black/White' segregation increased in City of Garland from 1990 to 2013 by two points
from 29 to 31. However, the 'Black/White' dissimilarity index values were consistently lower than
any other racial or ethnic group comparison in any year. On the other hand, while remaining low,
the 'Black/White' segregation level declined somewhat in the region.
Contrast to 'Black/White' segregation, and despite declining slightly in 2013, the level of
'Hispanic/White' segregation changed from low to moderate from 1990 to 2013. Regionally, the
changes in segregation levels for this group comparison show an overall increase from 1990 to
2010–although the segregation levels remained moderate.
Similarly, levels of 'Asian or Pacific Islander/White' segregation increased from low to moderate in
City of Garland while in the Dallas-Fort Worth region its level remains moderate. Both regionally
and jurisdictionally, the levels increased from 1990 to 2013.

SPATIAL PATTERNS OF SEGREGATION

A persistent moderate level of racial and ethnic segregation in City of Garland is unequivocal.
To better understand this landscape of segregation, maps were created to identify the disparities
in racial and ethnic composition across neighborhoods (census tracts) and across years (2010
and 2015).
A first clear and persisting feature of segregation in City of Garland across years is the north/south
divide as demarcated by the green areas in Map X where a significantly larger share of nonwhite population resides. Overall, from 2010 to 2015, the majority of the
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neighborhoods in the central sector of Garland continues to account for a non-white population
share of between 10% to 30% greater than the jurisdiction's share. Across the years, significantly
more acute levels of segregation continue to affect the areas south of SH 66, north of Forest Ln
and between Buckingham Rd and Grader St.
A second striking feature revealed by these patterns of segregation across time, is the location
changing of relatively integrated areas3, where the racial and ethnic composition of a given
neighborhood is similar to the one of the jurisdiction. Two integrated areas found in 2010 in the
northern sector of the jurisdiction, most parts disappeared and change its location by 2015, which
along with the previously mentioned segregation measures indicate a growing racial/ethnic
polarization in City of Garland’s neighborhoods.

2010

2015

Description
Non-white share more than 40% greater than jurisdiction
Non-white share 30% to 40% greater than jurisdiction
Non-white share 20% to 30% greater than jurisdiction
Non-white share 10% to 20% greater than jurisdiction
Non-white share 0% to 10% greater than jurisdiction
Non-white share similar to jurisdiction’s share
Greater White population share than jurisdiction

Category
7
6
5
4
3
2
1

3 Relative to the overall jurisdictional racial and ethnic composition. See Dissimilarity Index
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Legend
Legend
Garland_Highways
- 20.0
1 - 40.0
1 - 60.0
1 - 80.0

Garland_Highways
- 20.0
- 40.0
- 60.0
- 80.0
- 100.0

1 - 100.0

RENTERS

HOMEOWN

In City of Garland, 54.2% of homeowners are White, 17.8% are Hispanic, 23.3% are Black, and 3.7%
are Asians or Pacific Islander. This trend holds at the regional level, where 67% of homeowners are
White, 17% are Hispanic, 10% are Black, and 5% are Asian or Pacific Islander. Renters in Dallas
County are fairly evenly split between Black (35%), Hispanic (21%), and White (38%), with Asian or
Pacific Islander having a 4% Share. Regionally, renters are not as evenly distributed: 44% are White,
25% Hispanic, 24% Black, and 5% Asian or Pacific Islander. The figures below show where in Dallas
County renting and homeownership predominantly take place.
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d.

Consider and describe the location of owner and renter occupied housing in the jurisdiction and region in
determining whether such housing is located in segregated of integrated area, and describe trends over time.

The following tables (Figures 50-52) describe the demographics of census tracts in Garland with increasing
levels of White to non-White segregation. As segregation becomes more severe, the proportion of renters
per census tract generally increases.

Category

Definition: Census tract compared to jurisdiction

1

Greater white population share than jurisdiction

2

Census tract share matches jurisdiction

3

Up to 10% greater than jurisdiction percent

4

Up to 20% greater than jurisdiction percent

5

Up to 30% greater than jurisdiction percent

6

Up to 40% greater than jurisdiction percent

7

More than 40% greater than jurisdiction percent
Figure 35. Levels of segregation for white vs non-white residents

Level of
Segregation

% Homeowners

% Renters

1

74.8

25.2

2

78.4

21.6

3

55.3

44.7

4

43.0

57.0

5

44.4

55.6

6

17.2

82.8

7

NA

NA

Figure 36: Percent homeowners and renters by level of segregation of census tract, Garland 2010
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Level of
Segregation

% Homeowners

% Renters

1

72.2

27.8

2

68.8

31.2

3

60.8

39.2

4

41.6

58.4

5

27.4

72.6

6

66.8

33.2

7

NA

NA

Figure 37: Percent of homeowners and renters by level of segregation of census tract, Garland 2015

Figure 38 show that regionally, predominately white census tracts have about seventy-two percenthome
ownership, and the integrated census tracts have over fifty-five percent ownership. In 2015, all other
categories have between forty-five and fifty-three percent ownership. Home ownership is significantly
higher in census tracts where the percent of White residents exceeds the average for the region.
While some fluctuation in overall ownership occurs between 2010 and 2015 in the different segregation
categories, most changes appear less than four percent. The largest variation occurs in category four
where the ownership percentage drops 5.6 points. Furthermore, category four also represents the only
segregated category to experience a drop in ownership between 2010 and 2015; all other segregated
categories experience increasing ownership rates.

Level of
Segregation

% Homeowners

% Renters

1

71.9

28.1

2

57.0

43.0

3

49.0

51.0

4

53.1

46.9

5

49.3

50.7

6

42.6

57.4

7

47.4

52.7

Figure 38: Regional percent of homeowners and renters by level of segregation, 2010
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Level of
Segregation

% Homeowners

% Renters

1

72.2

27.8

2

55.5

44.5

3

53.0

47.0

4

47.5

52.5

5

48.6

51.4

6

45.7

54.3

7

50.5

49.5

Figure 39: Regional percent of homeowners and renters by level of segregation, 2015
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e.

Discuss whether there are any demographic trends, policies, or practices that could lead to higher segregation in
the jurisdiction in the future. Participants should focus on patterns that affect the jurisdiction and region rather than
creating an inventory of local laws, policies or practices.

Segregation within the City of Garland has increased for all racial/ethnic groups as indicated by
the dissimilarity index and mapping of segregation. Segregation at the regional level for all races
is higher in the region than in the city. The gap between the segregation within the city and that
in the region is decreasing with every race nearing the regional index values.

Figure 40. Dissimilarity Index, Garland and the DFW region (ACS 2013)

Current conditions that could contribute to greater increases in segregation in the future,
without changes in existing policy include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

State and city policies that allow tenants to be screened by their source of income;
State and city policies that emphasize the role of local community approval for new
affordable housing projects in the permitting or zoning process;
State and local policies that make building single family homes cost prohibitive by
implementing requirements such as large lot size minimums, large setbacks, etc.;
Concentration of LIHTC properties;
City building and zoning codes that restrict the number and size of multifamily
developments;
Limited building capacity as the city nears full build out.
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2. Additional Information
a.

Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about segregation in the
jurisdiction and region affecting groups with other protected characteristics.

Public Participation Comments
As discussed in depth in the question above, comments received during public participation
events and consultations with stakeholders provided insight into some of the contributing factors
of segregation in the City of Garland. Participants identified several factors that tended to prevent
integration into high opportunity areas. Some of the most noted responses related to community
opposition to rental housing location, lack of landlord participation in higher opportunity areas,
inadequate transportation services, and a lack of social and personal supports in high-opportunity
areas.
Single Mothers and Children
According to the Center for Public Policy Priorities (CPP), interpreting US Census data in the 2014
American Community Survey (ACS), poverty is heavily influenced by race/ethnicity, gender, and
the structure of the family. In its analysis the CPP found Dallas County families headed by a single
parent are more likely to live in poverty (Lee, 2016). Compounded this observation was the finding
that gender is shown to double the chances of poverty with households. This means that homes
with a female head of household are twice as likely as those headed by their male counterparts
to live in poverty (Lee, 2016).

Figure 41. Center for Public Policy Priorities analysis of U.S. Census Bureau, 2014 American Community Survey (5-Year
Estimates), Tables B17010, B17010I, B17010H, B17010D and B17010B.

Single mothers with young children make up the greatest share of families who are homelessand
are at greater risk for homelessness (Culhane, Metraux, Byrne, Stino, & Bainbridge, 2013). Research
finds that neighborhoods with higher numbers of single mothers with children under age six,
concentrations of Black and Hispanic families, unemployment, rates of domestic violence, rent
to income rations, and concentrations of households below 75% of the federal
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poverty rate have higher rates of homeless residents (Byrne, 2013) (Culhane D. P., 1996) (Crane,
2008)
(Culhane
D.
P.,
2008
)(Early,
2004)
(Rukmana,
2010).
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The figure below displays the number of households in each census track headed by a single, female head of household living with her own
children under the age of 18. Census tracts with darker shading have higher numbers of these households while white lighter shading represents
fewer households. (Please note Census Tracts 178.08, 181.10, 181.18, 181.23, 181.24, 181.29, 181.32, 181.37, 181.41, 181.42, 185.06,
190.43 appear larger on this map because the ACS did not account for Lake Ray Hubbard to the southeast, or sections of the tract that might
be within the boundaries of another municipality.) The maps below show a correlation between high numbers of single-mothers and higher
concentrations of black and Hispanic populations.

Single female-led households with children under 18

Black households in Garland

Figure 42. Single female-led family with own children under 18 years old with no husband present (ACS 2015) compared to racial settlement patterns of blacks in Garland
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Single female-led households with children under 18

Hispanic households in Garland

Figure 43. Figure 25. Single female-led family with own children under 18 years old with no husband present (ACS 2015) compared to racial settlement patterns of Hispanics in
Garland

Loan originations: minorities and segregation
There are several factors that contribute to continued segregation or integration in the Dallas-Fort Worth (DFW) region and the City of
Garland. One possible influencing factors is the number and spatial allocation of private investment in neighborhoods. The ability of residents
to secure funding for new homes or new businesses can compound and restrict the likelihood of residents moving to new opportunities. One
way to measure this is to evaluate the amount and types of financial investments present in the community from local banking institutions.
The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act and the Community Reinvestment Act are federal regulations that require similar record keeping and
provide a wealth of information on the level of fiscal investment in communities. An analysis of their data is included below at the county and
regional level categorized by race and income bracket.
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HMDA
The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) is implemented by the Consumer Financial Protection
Bureau’s Regulation C, mandating that financial institutions report on loans, applications, and
other information. The charts utilized here show data compiled from reported mortgage
application denials (Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, 2018). The two charts
below show the number, and corresponding percentages, of mortgage applications denied
throughout the region, classified by race and reason. Percentages within each race column
represent 100% of the recorded home mortgage denials. The regional analysis shows Debt-toIncome Ratio and Credit History as the top reasons for denial in every racial classification, focusing
on the applicant’s ability to handle current/new debt obligations.

Figure 44. Number of HMDA mortgage applications denied in the DFW region by race and reason

Figure 45. Percentage of HMDA mortgage applications denied in the DFW region by race and reason
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The two charts below show the number, and corresponding percentages, of mortgage
applications denied within Dallas County by race. The denials have again been classified by race
and represent 100% of the recorded home mortgage denials by reasons. Although Debt- toIncome Ratio and Credit History remain the predominant denial reasons, they are not as dominant
in Dallas County as they are in the region. Lack of Collateral and Incomplete Application were
next most common denial reason.

Figure 46. Number of HMDA mortgage applications denied in Dallas County by race and reason

Figure 47. Percentage of HMDA mortgage applications denied in Dallas County by race and reason

The following two charts represent the total number of mortgage applications (denied and
approved) throughout the region by race and ethnicity. Loan decisions are categorized by denial
reason or approval for each race and Hispanic or Latino ethnicity. The data shows that
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most applicants are approved for mortgage loans regardless of race or ethnicity, as evidenced
by an average regional approval rate of 90% and even higher at 94% for approval rates by
ethnicity.

Figure 48. Total HMDA loan decisions (percentage) in the DFW region by race and reason

Figure 49. Total HMDA loan decisions (percentage) in the DFW region by ethnicity
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CRA
The Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) was passed by Congress in 1977 (12 U.S.C. 2901) with the
express purposes of preventing redlining and encouraging banks to provide financial services
that meet the needs of their communities ( Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council,
2016). Redlining is denying or using methods to increase the cost of banking to residentsof racially
distinct neighborhoods which can lead to high amounts of segregation and low amounts of
integration (Office of the Comptroller of the Currency). Encouraging banks, credit unions, and
other financial institutions to meet the credit needs of the communities in which theyoperate
encourages them to tailor their financial offerings/programs to the needs of the entire community
in which they operate, including meeting the needs of residents in low- and moderate-income
neighborhoods practices (Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, 2014).
Additionally, banks must also comply with the CRA in a way that is consistent with safe and sound
banking operations and are not to use high risk business or lending practices; instead the CRA was
created to assist in the rebuilding and revitalization of communities using sound business judgment
and lending practices (Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, 2014). To ensure the intent of
the CRA is carried out, there are periodic evaluations of the records of each insured institution’s
ability to meet the credit needs of its entire community based on banking category (e.g. business,
farm, and community development lending within certain thresholds) ( Federal Financial
Institutions Examination Council, 2016; Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, 2014). The final
written evaluations are available to the public for review (Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency, 2014).
Although the CRA requires financial institutions to meet the needs of the communities in which
they are located it does not require specific ratios or benchmarks that each institution must
meet (Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, 2014). Instead, the CRA provides a framework
guide for financial institutions and community organizations to collaborate to promote the
availability of different types of credit and banking services in the area for low- and moderateincome neighborhoods and residents (Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, 2014). The CRA
achieves this by encouraging financial institutions to “open new branches, provide expanded
services, and make a variety of community development loans and investments. In addition, CRA
has encouraged banks to provide substantial commitments to state and local governmentsand
community development organizations to increase lending to underserved segments of local
economies and populations” (Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, 2014).
MSA Income Characteristics
The figure below uses the Area Median Income (AMI) for the DFW metropolitan statistical area
(MSA) as a base for all income calculations. The first column shows the percent of the AMI for the
census tract wherein the loan applicant resides (e.g. applicant 1 lives in census track A where the
average income of all households is 50% of the AMI for the DFW region). The approved business
loan amounts for each census track group is recorded and totaled for easy comparisonof the
several income brackets for Dallas County. There is a large disparity in approval numbers between
low- and high-income census tracts. The MFI > 120% income bracket had the highest number of
approvals, totaling 1,189,235, while the MFI 10-20% received the lowest number of loan approvals
for individual applicants was 1,228. This lack of access to financial resources can be a limiting
factor in lower-income households (which are often minority households) achieving financial
independence, which can also impact their ability to access higher opportunity areas.
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Loan
Amount at
Origination
< $100,000

Loan Amount
at
Origination >
$100,000
But < $250,000

Loan Amount
at
Origination >
$250,000

Loans to
Businesses
with
Gross Annual
Revenues <
$1 Million

TOTAL

(Number in
1,000s)

(Number in
1,000s)

(Number in
1,000s)

(Number in
1,000s)

(Number in
1,000s)

MFI 10-20%

275

0

947

6

1,228

MF 20-30%

2,334

1,181

4,011

2,841

10,367

MFI 30-40%

31,759

14,647

76,273

28,689

15,1368

MFI 40-50%

75,431

38,671

132,173

68,650

31,4925

MFI 50-60%

89,941

47,152

203,554

81,626

422,273

MFI 60-70%

47,467

17,423

56,663

39,751

161,304

MFI 70-80%

34,430

12,190

49,999

29,106

125,725

MFI 80-90%

62,866

24,814

101,086

64,385

253,151

MFI 90-100%

55,838

19,704

97,294

50,538

223,374

MFI 100-110%

35,143

11,043

28,193

31,768

106,147

MFI 110-120%

26,566

8,849

23,441

17,099

75,955

MFI > 120%

295,098

125,761

456,918

311,458

1,189,235

Median Family Income Not
Known

5,064

2,114

9,378

2,107

18,663

Tract Not Known

9,881

1,461

1,529

4,600

17,471

Median Family Income
(MFI)
MSA Income Characteristics

DALLAS COUNTY (085), TX

Figure 50. Approved business loans by census track and income brackets for Dallas County
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Housing Choice Voucher discrimination
Housing choice voucher (HCV) recipients are often disproportionately racial minorities, families, or
disabled (designated protected classes under the Fair Housing Act). Thus, discrimination based
on source of income source (i.e. not accepting HCVs) may result in racial segregation.
Additionally, because large numbers of voucher recipients are members of protected classes,
discrimination against HCV families has the potential of being illegal (Tighe, Hatch and Mead
2017).
The ability of HCV families to secure housing in high opportunity communities, that are also racially
integrated, is closely tied to the propensity of landlords to accept vouchers. Research suggests
that voucher holders would like to move to higher opportunity neighborhoods but oftenare unable
to do so (Tighe, Hatch and Mead 2017). One exacerbating factor limiting their access to
opportunity-rich neighborhoods in Texas is the statewide statute TX LOCAL GOVT § 250.007, which
preempts local governments from protecting housing voucher recipients. More specifically this
law prohibits local governments from requiring landlords to accept HCVs, effectively giving
landlords the opportunity to choose to receive HCVs or to focus on market rateoccupants.
To gage the voluntary participation of landlords in the HCV program Daniel and Beshara, P.C.,
conducted a survey of private market-rate multifamily apartment complexes in the Dallas area.
An overwhelming majority (87%) of the surveyed landlords chose not to accept vouchers
(Inclusive Communities Project, 2017). To gain additional insight on the relation between source
of income discrimination, patterns of segregation, and the residential living patterns of HCV
families, the following maps were created to understand their spatial relationship.
•
•
•

Surveyed landlords accepting vouchers (overlaid with segregation patterns)
Surveyed landlords refusing vouchers (overlaid with segregation patterns)
HCV residential living patterns (overlaid with segregation patterns)

As for the surveyed landlords accepting vouchers, they are primarily located in census tracts with
a significantly greater share of nonwhite population (Figure 42). surveyed landlords refusing
vouchers tend to be disproportionately located in neighborhoods with a significantly greater
share of white population than the City average (red shade Correspondingly, HCV families tend
to disproportionately reside outside of neighborhoods in which the surveyed landlords refuse
vouchers (red shades, Figures 43 and 44).
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Figure 51. Surveyed landlords accepting vouchers (Source: ICP, 2017)

Figure 52. Surveyed landlords refusing vouchers (Source: ICP, 2017)

Legend
Garland_Category_NonWhite_2015
Garland_2015_csv_Category_NonWhite_2015
Greater white population share
Integration/appropriate representation
0 to <10% greater than city avg
10 to <20% greater than city avg
20 to <30% greater than city avg
30 to <40% greater than city avg
More than 40% greater than city avg

Figure 53. HCV residential patterns and segregation (Source: NTRHA, 2017)
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b.

The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of segregation, including
activities such as place-based investments and geographic mobility options for protected class groups.

One of the goals identified by both the City and GHA was to increase of housing choices. To
achieve the goal, the GHA has created a program to offer voucher mobility counseling for current
and new voucher recipients. These programs help walk voucher recipients through the process of
securing housing and assists with identifying resources available in their new neighborhoods of
residence. GHA also conducts outreach and educational sessions for existing and potential
landlords to facilitate the expansion of housing choice for voucher recipients. Another unique
initiative is the Voucher Homeownership Program, which first provides education for voucher
recipients on the responsibilities of home ownership and then allows recipients to useHCVs to meet
monthly mortgage expenses for homes in a location of their choosing.
The City has also designated several areas with high minority population as Catalyst Areas in both
their future land use priorities and comprehensive planning goals. The City defines these areas in
the Envision Garland Comprehensive Plan as locations that will trigger a “ripple effect” of
development and revitalization (City of Garland, TX, 2012). This designation is meant tofacilitate
the addition of new businesses and varying types of residential developments to these “important
corridors and commercial/ residential districts within Garland” (City of Garland, TX, 2012). The City
has identified several criteria aimed at creating connection, eliminating blight, and revitalizing
existing communities as a reference list for any future approval of developmentin these areas:
•

Primarily non-residential land use; may include multi-family development

•

May include existing vacant, obsolete, and/or underutilized sites, including undeveloped
parcels

•

Presence of a market opportunity in the near or long-term

•

May provide an opportunity to create mixed-use activity centers, emphasizing
live/work/play/ educate opportunities with multi-modal access

•

Potential for creating key entryways or gateways into city or development areas

•

Preservation of property value and investment

•

Presence of support organizations and identifiable stakeholders

•

Physical environment including parks and open space, public improvements, historic
building stock

•

Demonstrated community need, both perceived and quantified

•

Ownership patterns, including public and private, as well as multiple versus assembled
parcels

•

Opportunities to strengthen and/or link existing districts or activity centers

•

Areas with potential for redevelopment, employment, new development, and creation
of growth strategies
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Legend
Garland_Category_NonWhite_2015
Garland_2015_csv_Category_NonWhite_2015
Greater white population share
Integration/appropriate representation
0 to <10% greater than city avg
10 to <20% greater than city avg
20 to <30% greater than city avg
30 to <40% greater than city avg
More than 40% greater than city avg

Figure 54. Envision Garland 2030 Catalyst Areas compared to concentrations of non-white population
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3. Contributing Factors of Segregation

During the public meetings and focus groups participants were asked to identify contributing
factors to the seven fair housing issues at the heart of the AFH tool4, which included the issue of
segregation. Surveys distributed throughout the life of the project also asked respondents to
identify contributing factors to fair housing issues, including the fair housing issue of segregation.
One of the most frequently cited contributing factors to segregation was community opposition.
This issue presented in the public engagement process in several different ways. Some
comments focused on the homeowner response to the placement of affordable housing (i.e.
“Not In My Backyard” perspectives) in existing residential neighborhoods. Other comments
spoke to concerns that affordable housing would automatically drive down property values.
There were also comments that homes in traditionally black neighborhoods were being inherited
or bought, flipped, and then rented out to multi-generational Hispanic families that were
straining the infrastructure and clogging neighborhood streets.
Similarly, participants noted that both the ability of landlords to refuse vouchers and the lack of
affordable resources in high-opportunity areas made accessing opportunity difficult. The
privilege of landlords to refuse to accept vouchers limits recipient choice and further
concentrates racial minorities and voucher holders into often segregated enclaves. When
landlords in higher opportunity areas do accept vouchers, the surround supportive services are
not appropriately matched or prices to meet recipients’ needs. This leads to recipients moving
back to their original neighborhoods, further aggregating racial minorities and voucher holders
(poverty).
Public meeting participants also stated that increased public and private investment
investments in high poverty areas would help to alleviate some existing housing problems. One
suggestion was for the City to require landlords throughout the city to accept vouchers to
expand housing choice and deconcentrate racial minorities as well as poverty.

Sample of comments received regarding segregation during AFH public engagement
The following comments from public meetings, focus groups and surveys express public
participants’ views about racial and economic segregation, discrimination, the role of schools
and local policies and practices:

Answering “What are the contributing factors to segregation?”
•
•
•
•

When we buy a new complex and begin to allow vouchers the current residents don’t
want this and protest strongly.
Property values becomes a problem in neighborhoods
Access to affordable housing in other areas of the city
The majority of “flip this house” programs are being bought by Hispanics or other

4 Segregation/Integration,

Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs), Disparities in
Access to Opportunity, Disproportionate Housing Needs, Publicly Supported Housing Analysis, Disability
and Access Analysis and Fair Housing Enforcement, Outreach Capacity and Resources Analysis.
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•
•
•

lots of blacks moving in and out but Hispanics move in
Our neighbors are mostly Hispanics
I would like the park where children of all races all play together.
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B.ii

Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs)
1. Analysis

a.

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

To assist communities in identifying racially or ethnically-concentrated areas of poverty
(R/ECAPs), HUD has developed a census tract-based definition of R/ECAPs. The definition
involves a racial/ethnic concentration threshold and a poverty test (HUD, 2017). R/ECAPs must
have a non-white population of 50 percent or more and a poverty rate of 40 percent or more
(extreme poverty). Poverty rate is based on the number of individuals living at or below the
poverty line within a given census tracts.

In 2015, R/ECAP tracts (in pink) were located in
western sector of Garland, including areas
surrounded by Buckingham Rd, N Jupiter Rd,
Forest Ln and N Shiloh Rd.

2015

2015
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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?

Error! Reference source not found. shows the demographics of the R/ECAPs of the DFW region
including race, ethnicity, family type, and national origin. Figure 56 lists overall demographic
information for Garland and for the region for comparison purposes. Hispanic and Black residents
account for over eighty-four percent of R/ECAP residents with Hispanics accounting for over seventyfive percent. Over seventy percent of R/ECAP households have children as opposed to fifty-seven
percent overall in the region. Immigrants from Mexico represent over twenty percent of R/ECAP
residents in the region while making up less than ten percent of the total population.

Figure 55. Demographics of R/ECAPs in Garland and DFW region, 2013
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Figure 56 Demographics of Garland and the DFW region, 2013
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c.

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

Summary Key Findings
The following set of maps shows the location of R/ECAP in 1990, 2000, 2010, 2013 and 2015. A
few key patterns emerge:
•

Proliferation of R/ECAPs over time
o

1990: (0)

o

2013: (1)

o

2000: (0)

o

2015: (2)

o

2010: (0)

•

Spatial dispersion of R/ECAPs across the jurisdiction

•

R/ECAPs tend to be characterized by not only extreme poverty (by definition)
but also by racial segregation (highest segregation grades, nonwhite
concentration above 90%)

•

R/ECAPs tend to emerge as a result of poverty increase, as opposed as to a
nonwhite population increase.

Overview:
Over time, in the western sections of City of Garland, few clusters made their appearance north
of Forest Ln. By 2015, new R/ECAPs emerged in areas surrounded by Buckingham Rd, N Jupiter
Rd, Forest Ln and N Shiloh Rd.
In general, despite the relative waxing and waning and dispersion and concentration of R/ECAP
clusters in the jurisdiction, from 2013 to 2015, the western sectors are zones consistently
encompassing R/ECAPs.
Two factors are required for a census tract to qualify as a R/ECAP: nonwhite and poverty
concentrations. Importantly, 2015 R/ECAPs have emerged as a result of an increase in poverty
rate. In other term, these tracts, already characterized by a high nonwhite concentration, (and
likely segregation) in 2015 have experienced an increase in poverty.
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2010

2013

2015

2016
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2. Additional Information

a.

Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction and
region affecting groups with other protected characteristics.

By definition, Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) have at least 50%
non-white (minority) population while simultaneously carrying a poverty rate of 40% or more.
Several factors lead to this outcome such as landlord acceptance of HCVs and the presence of
single-mother led households. Additionally, in Garland, there is a large differently abled
population due to the presence of supportive services for that community.
Patterns of segregation and R/ECAPs
A census tract designated as a R/ECAP is a geographic location within the city that has more than
half of its residents as minorities and more than 40% of residents meet the poverty threshold.These
unique areas represent both segregation of population by race and concentration of racial
minorities and those with lower incomes. These compounding issues often negatively affect
diversity of housing, economy, and racial composition of these neighborhoods.
In Garland there are currently two R/ECAP census tracts. Census tract 48113019013 and
48113019014 have been classified as R/ECAPs once and three times, respectively, during the
tracked time periods of 1990, 2000, 2010, and 2015. The most persistent R/ECAP is an example of
extreme segregation. Over a span of 30 years this census track saw percentages of Hispanic
residents rise from 39% in 1990, to 75% in 2010, before they started to decrease and concentrate
in nearby census tracts. These areas were also home to the highest levels of poverty in the City.
Below the designated R/ECAPs are overlaid with the share of nonwhite residents compared to
other areas of the City. The most severe degrees of racial or ethnic segregation are found in the
census tracts with the darkest shades of green, while the highest white populations are found
within the dark red census tracts.
The R/ECAPs is Garland have a share of nonwhite residents that ranges from 10%-30% greater than
the City average.

Figure 57. Garland segregation patterns and R/ECAPs
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Housing Choice Voucher Families and R/ECAPs
Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) families tend to be disproportionately members of federally
designated and protected classes under the Fair Housing Act and other applicable laws
prohibiting discrimination. Therefore, when examining the residential makeup of R/ECAPs it is
especially important for fair housing goals to evaluate the residential patterns of HCV households.
Local data was collected from the participating jurisdictions in the North Texas Regional Housing
Assessment regarding the residential patterns of HCV families. A total of 27,743 HCV families were
located across the North Texas region. The City of Garland is home to 1,956 HCV families.
As of 2015, Garland had 2 R/ECAP census tracts. The number of HCV families residing in census
tract 48113019013 was 85 and in census tract 48113019014 was 33. It is interesting to note that the
highest HCV counts were found in census tracts adjacent to Interstate 30 and the City of Dallas
with HCV counts of 100, 102, 109, and 164, significantly higher (and in some cases more than
double) the count in the identified R/ECAPs.

Figure 58. HCV residential patterns and R/ECAPs, Garland
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Supportive Housing for the Elderly (Section 202) and for Persons with Disabilities (Section 811),
Project Based Section 8
The Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion,
sex, familial status and disability. While age is not explicitly designated as a protected class
concern (familial status aside), disabilities tend to be more predominant among older individuals.
It is important to note that the Age Discrimination Act of 1975 and HUD’s implementing regulations
(24 CFR Part 146) prohibit age discrimination in the provision of programs receiving federal
financial assistance. However, in Garland the largest group with disabilities is those of working age,
ages 18-64.
(Garland, TX CDBG, HOME, ESG)
Jurisdiction

(Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX)
Region

Age of People with
Disabilities

#

%

#

%

Age 5-17 with Disabilities

3,209

1.52%

57,646

0.96%

Age 18-64 with Disabilities

13,174

6.23%

334,095

5.55%

Age 65+ with Disabilities

8,039

3.80%

213,948

3.55%

Figure 59. Garland disability by age group, ACS 2013

The figure below shows Garland with a greater than regional average of residents with disabilities
in every category (percentages are a share of the total population). This is partially due to the
large number of supportive services available to the differently abled population within the city
limits, such as the only Garland Achievement Center which offers the only day care facility open
11hours a day, from 7AM-6PM.
(Garland, TX CDBG, HOME, ESG)
Jurisdiction

(Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX) Region

Disability Type

#

%

#

%

Hearing difficulty

5,857

2.77%

159,591

2.65%

Vision difficulty

6,261

2.96%

115,061

1.91%

Cognitive difficulty

9,343

4.42%

226,638

3.76%

Ambulatory difficulty

12,116

5.73%

316,777

5.26%

Self-care difficulty

4,928

2.33%

122,242

2.03%

Independent living difficulty

8,431

3.99%

204,582

3.40%

Figure 60. Garland disability population, ACS 2013
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Figure 61. Garland disability population and R/ECAPs, ACS 2013
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In Garland there is not a strong correlation between age and R/ECAPs. The highest
percentage of seniors is found in census tracts with assisted living or senior serving
apartment complexes.

Figure 62. Garland senior population and R/ECAPs (ACS, 2013)

Single female-led families with children
The Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination in housing based on familial status of the
applicant. In other words, with some exceptions, the Fair Housing Act prohibits housing
discrimination against families with children under the age of 18. Within this general group
of “families”, single-mothers who have their own children under 18 living with them have
been shown to be particularly vulnerable to poverty and housing problems.
The following map displays the number of households in each Garland census tract
headed by a single mother with children under age 18 (ACS, 2015) compared to R/ECAP
(pink) designated census tracts and HCV settlement patterns (blue dots). Comparing the
two maps, there is a high correlation between R/ECAP areas and the presence of singlefemale led households with biological children under the age of 18 (between 184 and
477).

Figure 63. Garland R/ECAPs & HCV settlement patterns in Garland (ACS, 2013) compared to single femaleled households with own children under 18 years old with no husband present (ACS 2015)
N o r t h T e x a s R e g I o n a l H o u s I n g A s s e s s m e n t / 2018

93

b

The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of R/ECAPs, including
activities such as place-based investments and geographic mobility options for protected class groups.

The City has designated several areas with
high minority populations as Catalyst Areas
in both their future land use priorities and
comprehensive planning goals. The two
R/ECAPs have been included in and are
adjacent to the Forest Jupiter Walnut
Catalyst area. The City defines these areas
in the Envision Garland Comprehensive
Plan as locations that will trigger a “ripple
effect” of development and revitalization
(City of Garland, TX, 2012). Catalyst areas
are designed to facilitate the addition of
new businesses and varying types of
residential
developments
to
these

“important
corridors
and
commercial/
residential districts within Garland” (City of
Garland, TX, 2012). The City has identified
several criteria aimed at creating connection,
eliminating blight, and revitalizing existing
communities as a reference list for any future
approval of development in these areas, all
important in the development of any plan to
reduce poverty and concentration in R/ECAPs.
The criteria are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Figure 64. Envision Garland 2030 Catalyst Areas compared to
concentrations of non-white populations

Primarily non-residential land use; may include multi-family development
May include existing vacant, obsolete, and/or underutilized sites, including undeveloped
parcels
Presence of a market opportunity in the near or long-term
May provide an opportunity to create mixed-use activity centers, emphasizing
live/work/play/ educate opportunities with multi-modal access
Potential for creating key entryways or gateways into city or development areas
Preservation of property value and investment
Presence of support organizations and identifiable stakeholders
Physical environment including parks and open space, public improvements, historic
building stock
Demonstrated community need, both perceived and quantified
Ownership patterns, including public and private, as well as multiple versus assembled
parcels
Opportunities to strengthen and/or link existing districts or activity centers
Areas with potential for redevelopment, employment, new development, and creation
of growth strategies
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3. Contributing Factors of R/ECAPs
During the first round of public meetings and focus groups in Garland, attendees were asked to identify contributing factors to the seven fair
housing issues identified in the AFH tool5. The issue of R/ECAPs ranked six, only above the issue of fair housing enforcement, in generating the
comments. Participants were also asked to rank the importance of nine community characteristics. Racially and economically-integrated
neighborhoods ranked fifth in the most votes for the most important neighborhood characteristic.

Figure 65. Survey of desired neighborhood characteristics

5 Segregation/Integration,

Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs), Disparities in Access to Opportunity,
Disproportionate Housing Needs, Publicly Supported Housing Analysis, Disability and Access Analysis and Fair Housing Enforcement, Outreach
Capacity and Resources Analysis.
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The most cited contributing factor to the existence of R/ECAPs was the lack of private investment.
Residents expressed concern that landlords participating in the voucher program were not
maintaining properties in a habitable condition and that there was a lack of city code
enforcement requiring them to do so. One comment suggested that the City mandate “land lords
bring their apartments up to date” to help existing HCV families. Another contributingfactor
that participants identified was the location and type of affordable housing. Participants pointed
out that “only one section” in the western section of the city has allowed vouchers with has led to
“historically … large amounts of poverty” in that area. At the other end of that spectrum was the
loss of affordable housing due to hikes in rent on previously affordable units. The final identified
contributing factor was the lack of public investment like additional “recreational spaces that
allow residents of different races to interact and increase or encourage integration.”
Sample of comments received regarding R/ECAPs during AFH public engagement
The following comments from public meetings, focus groups and surveys express public
participants’ views about the concentration of low-income racial and ethnic groups and the
role of and local policies and practices:
•
•
•
•
•

Current landlords are not maintaining appropriate level of living conditions, exacerbating
previous housing issues.
Residents feel there is only one part of the City (concentration) that has affordable
housing, which leads to concentration of voucher holder and minority residents.
Housing property improvements are increasing prices and causing displacement of
existing residents.
There is a need for more recreational spaces that allow residents of different races to
interact and increase or encourage integration.
There is a lack of City code enforcement that would help ensure a higher standard of
living in affordable housing properties and help revitalize low-income communities.
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iii.

Disparities in Access to Opportunity
1. Analysis

a. Education

i

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to proficient schools in
the jurisdiction and region.

The school proficiency index uses school-level data on the performance of 4th grade students on
state exams to describe neighborhoods with high-performing elementary schools nearby and
those near lower performing elementary schools. As the school system quality in a neighborhood
improves, the score increases.
In Garland, the populations remain similar; 28% of the black, 1% of the Hispanic, 20% of the white,
and 15% of the Asian/PI populations live in census tracts with school proficiency scores lower than
39 (Error! Reference source not found.). For census tracts with school proficiency scores greater
than 80, 20% of the Asian/PI, 15% of the white, 14% of the Hispanic, and 11% of the black
populations live near these high performing schools. The differences between different races and
ethnicities in Garland appear less stark when compared to the disparities at the regional level (
Figure 67).
The Hispanic and black populations in the city fare much better than their regional counterparts,
and the white and Asian/PI populations only see a lower percentage in the highest scoring tracts
than the region.
Census tracts in the DFW region with school proficiency scores lower than 39 contain over 51% of
the Hispanic population, over 56% of the black population, over 19% of the Asian/PI population,
and over 22% of the white population. The census tracts in the DFW region with very high school
proficiency scores (greater than 80) contain almost 40% of the Asian/PI and 33% of the white
populations, compared to only 11% of the Hispanic and black populations. Families with children
do not appear to be significantly disadvantaged in Garland. However, over 32% of families with
children, those most likely to use the local elementary schools and to be impacted by their quality,
live in census tracts with school proficiency scores lower than 39.
SCHOOL
INDEX

Number

% White

% Black

% Hispanic

% Asian/PI

0-9

0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10-19

3

1.3

4.8

2.0

0.6

2.3

20-29

22

11.4

15.5

11.4

9.1

11.4

30-39

16

7.0
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7.6

5.7

7.2

40-49

23

13.8
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11.2
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12.4
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N o r t h T e x a s R e g I o n a l H o u s I n g A s s e s s m e n t / 2018

97

50-59

37

18.1

17.9

23.5

13.6

18.6

60-69

25

18.8

16.1

12.8

13.4

16.1

70-79

26

14.8

12.7

17.5

19.7

15.8

80-89

13

2.8

8.2

12.0

6.7

7.7

90-99

7

12.1

2.8

1.9

13.7

8.5

Figure 66. School Proficiency Index of Protected Groups in Garland

% Families
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4.8
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30-39

494

8.0
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8.8

50-59

462

10.0

8.3

10.6

8.9

9.4

60-69

433

12.0

7.6

8.4

8.9

10.2

70-79

466

13.7

6.4

7.9

13.0

11.0

80-89

460

14.6

6.4

6.5

15.6

12.1

90-99

511

19.0

5.1

4.7

24.4

15.6

with Children

Figure 67 School Proficiency Index of Protected Groups in DFW Region
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ii.

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how the disparities in access to proficient
schools relate to residential living patterns in the jurisdiction and region.

Error! Reference source not found. shows that the SP index experiences significant geographic
variability throughout City of Garland. Lower concentrations are located in southern Garland and
some areas north of SH 66. Higher concentrations are located at northern Garland, some sectors
in central Garland and eastern Garland.
Error! Reference source not found. shows that the SP index experiences significant geographic
variability throughout the region. The largest concentrations of low SP scores are in Dallas and Fort
Worth inside their respective interstate highway system loops (I-635 and I-820), especially in east
Fort Worth and most of Dallas. School performance appears strongest in many suburban areas,
especially those north of the two urban centers. Outside the urban cores, most of the remaining
low-performing school communities occur in rural areas.
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Figure 68. Garland school proficiency index: spatial patterns, North Texas region

iii.

Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government agencies, and the
participant’s own local data and local knowledge, discuss programs, policies, or funding mechanisms that affect
disparities in access to proficient schools.

The City of Garland has
adopted a Choice of
School/Freedom of Choice
school plan for its entire
district. This structure allows
parents and students entering
kindergarten, sixth or ninth
grade, as well as students new
to the district or those that
would like to change schools,
the opportunity to choose the
school they would like to
attend for the upcoming year.
These requests may be made
regardless of proximity of the
child’s primary residence.
Providing students and
parents with the ability to
choose their campus is meant
to assist with keeping studentto-teacher ratios at a
reasonable level. It is also
integral in offsetting the
segregation that might occur
by solely assigning schools
based on neighborhood. In
fact, part of the rubric used to
determine whether a
student’s request will be
granted is to determine if the
student’s assignment to the
school would meet or exceed
court-ordered ethnicity ratios
for each school put in place
to ensure diversity at each
campus.

Figure 69. GISD School Choice Find Your Fit flyer (www.garlandisd.net)

As a support to providing true to students, Garland Independent School District (GISD) has created
different cultures and academic focuses for each campus. This also allows students to begin to
specialize in the fields they wish to pursue, providing valuable training and instruction in various
trades, the arts, language, college-readiness, and subject specialization.
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Figure 70. GISD district profile

GISD has an extremely diverse student body. However, there is some disparity between the
representation of the student population, which has become predominantly Hispanic, versus the
primarily white faculty (see Figure 64). One of the ways the District has sought to address this is by
becoming a District of Innovation, as adopted by the 84th Texas Legislation in 2015 through House
Bill 1842. This special designation (effective April 11, 2017 - April 11, 2022) allows more flexibility in
hiring decisions, course offerings, and school year start times to allow the District morecontrol in
directly addressing the needs of its students.
There are also several accessible options for post-secondary education, including: Richland
College, Richland College Garland Campus, Eastfield College, Amberton University, Remington
College.
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b.

i

Employment
For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to jobs and labor markets
by protected class groups in the jurisdiction and region.

The labor market engagement index provides a description of the relative intensity of labor market
engagement and human capital in a neighborhood. The values represent the percentileof each
census tract’s score ranked nationally with a range from 0 to 100. As the labor market
engagement index score increases, the labor force participation and human capital in a
neighborhood appears stronger.
In Garland (Figure 62), 27% of the Asian/PI, over 18% of the white, 8% of the black, and only 4% of
the Hispanic populations live in census tracts with labor market engagement scores greater than
80. The Garland census tracts with labor market engagement scores lower than 40 contain over
44% of the Hispanic, about 24% of the black, less than 19% of the white, and almost 16% of the
Asian/PI populations. While some disparities exist between different races and ethnicities in
Garland, these become more significant and pronounced at the regional level (
Figure 72). Census tracts in the DFW region with labor market engagement scores lower than 39
contain over 47% of the Hispanic population, over 42% of the black, less than 12% of the Asian/PI
population, and less than 18% of the white population. DFW regional census tracts with labor
market engagement scores greater than 80 contain almost 53% of the Asian/PI population, over
37% of the White population, and only 17% of the Black and 13% of the Hispanic populations.
About 27% of families with children live in census tracts with labor market engagement scores
lower than 39 in both Garland and the region, but in both cases these numbers significantly
exceed the overall white population. For all protected groups, the Garland groups have lower
percentages in the two extreme cases than the DFW region.
In Garland, 5% of the extremely low-income (ami30) population lives in census tracts with labor
market engagement scores greater than 80 while in the region, only 15% live in similar census
tracts. Almost 40% of these extremely low-income households in Garland live in census tracts with
labor market engagement scores lower than 40 while in the region over 47% lives in comparable
census tracts. In Garland, 4% of the very-low-income (ami50) population lives in census tracts with
labor market engagement scores greater than 80 while in the DFW region, only 15% lives in similar
census tracts. Almost 37% of these extremely very-low-income households in Garland livein census
tracts with labor market engagement scores lower than 40 while in the region 42% lives in
comparable census tracts. In Garland, 7% of the low-income (ami80) population lives in census
tracts with labor market engagement scores greater than 80 while in the region, only 20%lives in
similar census tracts. Almost 32% of these low-income households in Garland live in censustracts
with labor market engagement scores lower than 40 while in the region about 34% live in
comparable census tracts. In Garland, 7% of the limited English proficiency population live in
census tracts with labor market engagement scores greater than 80 and almost 41% live in census
tracts with scores lower than 40 while in the region, only 14% lives in census tracts with labor market
engagement scores greater than 80 and over 47% lives in census tracts with labor market
engagement scores lower than 40. In Garland, 10% of the foreign-born population lives in census
tracts with labor market engagement scores greater than 80 and almost 36% lives in census tracts
scores lower than 40 while in the region, only 24% lives in census tracts with labor
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market engagement scores greater than 80 and almost 38% percent lives in census tracts with
labor market engagement scores lower than 40. In Garland, over 7% of the disability population
lives in census tracts with labor market engagement scores greater than 80 and almost 36% lives
in census tracts scores lower than 40 while in the region, only 19% lives in census tracts with labor
market engagement scores greater than 80 and about 38% percent lives in census tracts with
labor market engagement scores lower than 40. The white population equals or outperforms all
protected classes except Asian/PI in Garland and the region.
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Figure 71. Labor Market Engagement Index of Protected Groups in Garland
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8.9

10.2

8.4

9.6

10.6

9.0

9.1

10.1

9.7

70-79

166

14.8

12.2

8.9

13.7

8.3

10.2

12.5

8.0
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9.9
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6.0

35.0

8.1

7.6

10.4

7.1

14.2
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Figure 72. Labor Market Engagement Index of Protected Groups in DFW Region
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ii.

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in access to employment relate to
residential living patterns in the jurisdiction and region.

According to the Figure 73 following, all populations within the jurisdiction have a Labor Market
Engagement index above 0, indicating different levels of access to strong labor markets. Lower
scores (0.0 – 40.0%) and moderate scores (40.1 – 60%) are concentrated in central and western
Garland, mainly west of SH 78, some east of SH 78 and along US 66. Higher scores are mainly
located at northern and southeastern Garland.

Legend
Garland_lbr_idx
lbr_idx
0.0 - 20.0
20.1 - 40.0
40.1 - 60.0
60.1 - 80.0
80.1 - 100.0

Figure 73. Garland labor market engagement index: spatial patterns

Figure 74 shows Jobs Proximity Index scores. Scores vary widely throughout the jurisdiction with
higher proximity in eastern and southeastern Garland and lower proximity in southwestern and
northeastern Garland. The Jobs Proximity Index provides no information about the type of jobs or
pay scales available in any area.

Legend
Garland_jobs_idx
jobs_idx
0.0 - 20.0
20.1 - 40.0
40.1 - 60.0
60.1 - 80.0
80.1 - 100.0

Figure 74. Garland jobs proximity index: spatial patterns
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Figure 75 displays the average JP score for each census tract in the NTRHA region. Lower JP scores
are found in the north and east regions of the jurisdiction. Areas of highest access to jobs trace
the highway system with north Dallas having larger areas with the highest scores. Greater access
to jobs extends into northeastern Tarrant County.
At the regional level, Figure 75 shows that the Labor Market Engagement Index experiences clear
trends. The labor market indices for Dallas and Fort Worth show that inside their respective
interstate highway system loops (I-635 and I-820) almost all of the communities have lower labor
market engagement. The suburban areas within the NCTCOG planning area have the strongest
labor market engagement; however, some suburban areas in Dallas and Tarrant County do not
score as well, and south and southeast Dallas County perform particularly poorly. Most rural census
tracts have at best a moderate labor market engagement score; however, a few exceptions
emerge in Cooke, Ellis and Parker counties.

Figure 75.. North Texas Region labor market engagement and job proximity indices: spatial patterns
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iii.

Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government agencies, and the
participant’s own local data and local knowledge, discuss whether there are programs, policies, or funding
mechanisms that affect disparities in access to employment.

Sample of comments received regarding employment during AFH public engagement
There were no comments received during the public meetings, focus groups, or surveys that
expressed public participants’ views regarding employment opportunities or challenges.
However, transportation did receive votes during the survey administration (results are shown in III
Community Engagement above).
This is reflective of the diverse employment market in Garland. The Garland Economic
Development Partnership (GEDP) provides this breakdown of the industry clusters within the city,
showing the number of various options available to residents.

Figure 76. Garland Economic Development Partnership industry clusters (Courtesy of

http://www.garlandedp.com/1941/Industry-Clusters)

Garland also has a Small Business Development Center (SBDC) that assists interested residents in
becoming small business owners. The SBDC provides counseling, consulting, and coaching
services as well as workshops, events, and seminars on how to manage a small business
successfully at little or no cost to the public. These services are offered through a partnership with
the Small Business Association, Dallas County Community College District, and the State of Texas.
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c. Transportation

i

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to transportation related to
costs and access to public transit in the jurisdiction and region.

Low Transportation Cost Index
This index estimates the transportation costs for a family that meets the following description: a 3person single-parent family with income at 50% of the median income for renters for the region.
Values are inverted and percentile ranked nationally, with values ranging from 0 to 100. A higher
index score indicates lower transportation cost for a neighborhood.
The low cost transportation index sees similar values occurring across all groups in Garland (
Figure 77. Low Transportation Cost Index of Protected Groups in Garland
) and the DFW region (
Figure 78). In Garland, 19% of white residents live in census tracts with a Low Transportation Cost
index of 39 or less, and none of the protected classes reaches this amount. Within the DFW region,
all protected groups have better scores than the white population; this likely results from the
greater proportion of the white population residing in the suburbs where the transportation costs
remain higher than the primary urban cores (Dallas and Fort Worth). Garland outperforms the
region on the low-cost transportation index.
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Figure 77. Low Transportation Cost Index of Protected Groups in Garland
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Figure 78. Low Transportation Cost Index of Protected Groups in DFW Region

Transit Trip Index
This index estimates the number of transit trips taken by a family that meets the following
description: a 3-person single-parent family with income at 50% of the median income
for renters for the region. Values represent the percentile within a national distribution,
as such, the values range from 0 to 100. As the transit trips index increases, residents in
that neighborhood more likely utilize public transit. The index controls for income such
that a higher index value will often reflect better access to public transit.
The transit trip index produces similar comparisons as the low cost transportation index
where similar values occur across all groups in Garland (
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Figure 79)

and the DFW region (

Figure 80). In Garland, 28% of the white population lives in census tracts with low transit
trip index scores of 39 or less, and none of the protected classes has a significantly higher
percentage. Within the DFW region, all protected groups have better scores than the
white population; this likely results from the greater proportion of the white population
residing in the suburbs where the transit service may not provide service rather than the
primary urban cores (Dallas and Fort Worth). Garland performs better than the overall
DFW region.
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Figure 79. Transit Trip Index of Protected Groups in City of Garland
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Figure 80. Transit Trip Index of Protected Groups in DFW Region

ii

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in access to transportation related
to residential living patterns in the jurisdiction and region.

Legend
Garland_tcost_idx
tcost_idx
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80.1 - 100.0

Figure 81. Garland low transportation cost index
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Low Transportation Cost Index: According to Figure 81, most of City of Garland has moderate high
transportation cost index values. The cost indices increase from south to north; the lowest
performing census tracts occur along northeast of President George Bush Turnpike, few northwest
of Rowlett Community Park. Meanwhile, some high-performing census tracts occur in western and
eastern Garland.

Legend
Garland_trans_idx
trans_idx
0.0 - 20.0
20.1 - 40.0
40.1 - 60.0
60.1 - 80.0
80.1 - 100.0

Figure 82. Garland transit trip index

Transit Trip Index: According to Figure 82, most of City of Garland has rather moderate low transit
accessibility. Some of the low-performing census tracts coincides with the highest concentration
of Nonwhite population in City of Garland; however, other low-performing census tracts occur in
the predominantly white north Garland. Finally, almost whole City of Garland, areas along SH 78
have
neighborhoods
with
moderate
scores
(40.1
–
60%).
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Figure 83. North Texas Region transit trip and low transportation cost indices

At the regional level, Figure 83 shows that the Transit Trip Index shows trends similar to the Low Transportation Cost Index. For this index,
locations near transit service and the urban core appear to have higher scores than rural areas. Suburban areas have low scores. This
index produces some unusual results where some locations without transit service (i.e. Arlington) receive moderate scores.
At the regional level, Error! Reference source not found. shows that the Low Transportation Cost Index experiences clear trends. For this
index, locations near freeways and the urban core appear to perform significantly better than rural areas. Within suburban areas,
portions of Collin and Rockwall counties have low scoring census tracts; however, most of the lower scoring areas occur beyond the
most developed and populated areas of the region.
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Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government agencies, and the
participant’s own local data and local knowledge, discuss whether there are programs, policies, or funding
mechanisms that affect disparities in access to transportation.

The City of Garland is undergoing a
transformation of their transportation
system
through
the
Garland
Thoroughfare Plan. Recently amended,
the plan aims to address, highway, main
thoroughfare, collector, and arterial
routes (as shown in excerpts from the plan
in Figures 72 & 73). These additions could
help to address public comments that
local infrastructure is not appropriate to
meet the current
needs of the
neighborhood. Numerous road crosssections have been designed to meet the
user needs of each of the route types
above. Example cross-sections
Figure 84. Garland Thoroughfare Plan sample cross-sections (2018)
are shown below.

Additionally, the Dallas Area Rapid Transit
system (DART) offers several classes of
discount passes to those that live within
their service area, which
includes
Garland. The program types include:
•

The
Higher
Education
Pass
Program allowing discounts to
undergraduate students enrolled
full time in the DART service area.

•

The Vanpool Program allows
residents to share a ride to work.
Workers are guaranteed a seat
and share the cost of the ride.

Figure 85. Garland Thoroughfare Plan suggestions for improved
transit connectivity (2018)
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Sample of comments received regarding transportation during AFH public engagement
When surveyed, 33% of residents were satisfied with their current transportation options, and 8%
were dissatisfied. During the public meetings, focus groups and survey collection, public
participants shared their views regarding transportation challenges. Residents stated local
infrastructure is not appropriate to meet the current needs of the neighborhood. This referred to
sidewalks, paved alleyways, and the condition of streets.

Figure 86. Survey results ranking transportation options

Additional comments were received regarding parking along neighborhood streets. Several
residents shared that local coordination is missing in meeting the needs of their changing
neighborhoods. According to comments received, on several community streets it is hard to drive
or park due to high numbers of vehicles parked along both sides of the street. Residents shared
this is a result “… of so many family members living in one house,” evidencing a shift to larger and
intergenerational) families moving into homes previously occupied by smaller nuclearfamilies.

Sample of comments received regarding transit during AFH public engagement
When asked, residents repeatedly stated that availability, type, frequency, and reliability of public
transportation was important. Residents believed that existing infrastructure is not sufficient for
those that are dependent upon it for transportation. They also felt that expanding existing
transportation options could increase their ability of residents to take advantage of employment
opportunities. Increasing transit resources could assist with parents getting back in time to pick up
their children from daycare on time avoiding additional fees. Sample comments are included
below:
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•
•
•

The bus stops don’t have any benches or covers so people have to stand in the weather.
Darts and busses are super packed, more would be good.
More public transportation would help with working in the same city.
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d. Access to Low Poverty Neighborhoods

i

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to low poverty
neighborhoods in the jurisdiction and region.

The low poverty index captures poverty in a given neighborhood. Its values are inverted, and
percentile ranked nationally; which corresponds to values of 0 to 100. A higher the score indicates
less exposure to poverty in a neighborhood.
In Garland, 51% of the Hispanic population and about 34% of the black population lives in census
tracts with poverty index scores lower than 29 while 18% of the Asian/PI and white populations live
in the same census tracts (

Figure 87. Poverty Index of Protected Groups in Garland
). At the same time, about 31% of the Asian/PI population and over 26% of the white population
live in census tracts with poverty index scores greater than 80 while only 14% of the black
population and 7% of the Hispanic population live in similar census tracts. While some disparities
exist between different races and ethnicities in Garland, these become more significant and
pronounced at the regional level (

Figure 88); furthermore, Garland has smaller proportions at both extremes than the region. Census
tracts in the DFW region with poverty index scores lower than 29 contain over 50% of the Hispanic
population, over 44% of the black Population, and about 13% of the Asian/PI and white
populations. Census tracts in the DFW region with poverty index scores greater than 80 contain
over 41% of the Asian/PI population, over 34% of the white population, and only 15% of the black
and 11% of the Hispanic populations.
Almost 33% of families with children in Garland and 27% of families with children in the region live
in census tracts with poverty index scores lower than 29, which both exceed their corresponding
white populations. Garland consistently underperforms the region across all other protected
classes.
In Garland, 5% of the extremely-low-income (ami30) population lives in census tracts with poverty
index scores greater than 80 and over 54% lives in census tracts with poverty index scores lower
than 29. In the region, only 9% lives in census tracts with poverty index scores greater than 80 and
over 50% lives in census tracts with poverty index scores lower than 29. In Garland, 6% of the verylow-income (ami50) population lives in census tracts with poverty index scores greater than 80
and almost 49% lives in census tracts with poverty index scores lower than
29. In the region, almost 12% lives in census tracts with poverty index scores greater than 80 and
over 43% lives in census tracts with poverty index scores lower than 29. In Garland, 12% of the lowincome (ami80) population lives in census tracts with poverty index scores greater than 80 and
almost 41% lives in census tracts with poverty index scores lower than 29. Regionally, only 17% lives
in census tracts with poverty index scores greater than 80 and almost 34% lives in census tracts
with poverty index scores lower than 29. In Garland 9% of the limited English proficiency population
lives in census tracts with poverty index scores greater than 80 and 51% lives in census tracts with
poverty index scores lower than 29. In the region, 11% lives in census tracts with poverty index
scores greater than 80 and over 53% lives in census tracts with poverty index scores lower than 29.
In Garland, 12% of the foreign-born population lives in census tracts with poverty index scores
greater than 80 and 43% lives in census tracts with poverty index scores
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lower than 29. In the region, only 18% of the foreign-born lives in census tracts with poverty index
scores greater than 80 and over 42% lives in census tracts with poverty index scores lower than
29. In Garland, almost 11% of the disability population lives in census tracts with poverty index
scores greater than 80 and 35% lives in census tracts with poverty index scores lower than 29.
Regionally, only 19% lives in census tracts with poverty index scores greater than 80 and about 33%
lives in census tracts with poverty index scores lower than 29. In Garland and the region, thewhite
population consistently and significantly outperforms all other protected classes except Asian/PI.
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Figure 87. Poverty Index of Protected Groups in Garland
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Figure 88. Poverty Index of Protected Groups in DFW Region

ii.

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in access to low poverty
neighborhoods relate to residential living patterns of those groups in the jurisdiction and region

According to Figure 89, City of Garland has a great numbers of locations with low scores on the
LP index (0.0 to 20.0). The high-scoring census tracts occur in north and southeast Garland
(indicating lower poverty). The locations with low and very low index scores occur primarily in
central and western Garland along SH 78; however, a few locations with lower scores occur in
southeastern Garland along I-30. This overall pattern follows the white vs. non-white segregation
figure, which indicates that poverty may have a relationship with non-white segregation levels in
City of Garland.

Legend
Garland_pov_idx
pov_idx
0.0 - 20.0
20.1 - 40.0
40.1 - 60.0
60.1 - 80.0
80.1 - 100.0

Figure 89. Garland to low poverty index

Regionally, Error! Reference source not found. shows that the Low Poverty index has clear trends.
The labor market indices for Dallas and Fort Worth show that inside their respective interstate
highway system loops (I-635 and I-820) almost all of the communities have low scores. The
suburban areas within the NCTCOG planning area have the highest LP scores; however, limited
concentrations of low-scoring census tracts occur in most suburbs. Rural index scores appear to
vary more for this index than other indices; exurban areas appear to perform above average.
Rural areas east and southeast of Dallas appear to have lower scores than other rural areas.
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iii

Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government agencies, and the
participant’s own local data and local knowledge, discuss whether there are programs, policies, or funding
mechanisms that affect disparities in access to low poverty neighborhoods.

Family Self-sufficiency Program
The Garland Housing Agency is the entity that administers the Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) program
for the city. The FSS program goal is to support families currently receiving housing assistance on
their journey to financial independence. Current housing clients set personalfinancial goals, find
and maintain appointment, receiving training (on health, employment, business, etc.), and
exposed to education opportunities with city partners, such as Eastfield and Richland College.
As the financial position of the client improves their monthly assistance begins to decrease. GHA
then holds the difference between the new and old assistance in escrow for clients. Once the
client reaches their personal goals and completes the program the funds are available to them.
Clients often use the funds to assist with home purchases.
Homebuyer Assistance
The Garland Housing Finance Corporation (GHFC) assists Garland residents with making the home
buying process more affordable. GHFC offers several programs to reach this end. The firstis the
Single-Family Home Initiative (SFHI) which builds, redevelops, and sells single-family homes to lowand moderate-income families, including first-time home buyers. This program is buttressed by the
Mortgage Certificate Program (MCC) and the Down-payment Assistance program. The MCC
program offers Mortgage Credit Certificates to homebuyers as long as they occupy the home
and have a mortgage. The credit certificate is calculated by first multiplying the annual interest
on the mortgage loan, and then multiplying that number by 35%. The final number is the
calculated tax credit for that property, up to $2,000. This credit helps to reduce thetax liability for
homeowners. The Down-payment Assistance program provides up to $5,000 towards a down
payment and closing costs. It is a loan (more clearly and advance of the MCC above) of up to
2.5times the annual tax credit on the property to help simplify closing for buyers. The loan must be
repaid over two tax seasons. GHFC also provides homebuyer education to ready interested
citizens for the homebuying process and the responsibilities of home ownership.
Garland Area Habitat for Humanity (GAHH) is another program that Assist lower income families
with home ownership by bringing “people together to build homes, communities and hope.”
GAHH constructs new homes and offers home repair to help preserve existing homes. Each family
receiving a home must have lived in the city for at least one year, demonstrate a need forhousing,
show an ability to pay, and be willing to partner with GAHH to build the home.
GHA has created a program to offer mobility counseling that covers the process of securing
housing and assists with identifying resources available in new neighborhoods of residence. GHA
also conducts outreach and educational sessions for existing and potential landlords to facilitate
the expansion of housing choice for voucher recipients.
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During engagement, one comment was received regarding impediments to mobility. A resident
stated that criminal history can be an impediment to purchasing a home. This is another class of
residents that may need some additional assistance in navigating available homebuying and
renting.
Developers present at the community engagement meetings shared their concerns about costprohibitive regulations for affordable development. They shared that having specific regulations
in the Garland Development Code regarding affordable housing would assist with keeping the
cost of production down, allowing them to build more affordable housing. A sample of the
comment is listed below:
• “We need an affordable housing ordinance to mitigate cost factors imposed by the GDC
[Garland Development Code]. Habitat wants to change the image of affordable housing
(elevate, improve) but the GDC requirements are too costly for organizations who build
affordable housing.”

Law & Regulatory Challenges:
A serious examination of current fair housing challenges and inequities, notably as it
relates to poverty and segregation, requires critical considerations of past policies and
practices. In the book “The Color of Law’, Richard Rothstein, a distinguished Fellow of the
Economic Policy Institute, incisively examines the local, state, and federal policies that
mandated segregation and inevitably shaped the landscape of housing andopportunity
for decades and generations to come.
In the following excerpts from a series of NPR interviews6, Rothstein highlighted some of
these policies and practices, which have disparately affected residential patterns:
•

Redlining: the Federal Housing Administration, which was established in 1934,
furthered segregation by refusing to insure mortgages in and near AfricanAmerican neighborhoods.

•

Zoning laws: neighborhoods that once they had African American residentswere
rezoned to permit industrial and toxic uses. Those rezonings turned those
neighborhoods into slums.

•

Government regulations: the Underwriting Manual (1946) of the Federal Housing
Administration:
o

Recommended that highways be a good way to separate African
American from white neighborhoods.

o

Stated that “incompatible racial groups should not be permitted to live in
the same communities”

https://www.npr.org/2017/05/17/528822128/the-color-of-law-details-how-u-s-housingpolicies-created-segregation https://www.npr.org/2017/05/03/526655831/a-forgottenhistory-of-how-the-u-s-government-segregated-america
6
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o

“Properties shall continue to be occupied by the same social and racial
classes”

o

“Appraisers are instructed to predict the probability of the location being
invaded by . . . incompatible racial and social groups”

•

Loss of equity generation and appreciation: African American families who were
forbidden to buy homes in suburbs from the 40’s to the 60’s were prevented from
accruing equity, which could have been passed to their children.

•

Public Housing to be predominantly black and poor: white and black families lived
in separate public housing projects. The subsidized development of white- only
suburbs, led to the depopulation of public housing of white families; leaving
housing authorities

Rothstein’s work offers invaluable lessons and context to comprehend the depth and
magnitude of fair housing challenges faced by vulnerable communities. It does not only
highlight the systemic and persisting negative impacts that regulatory decisions have
had on families and communities, but also sheds light on the potential alternatives to
address inequities in a systemic way through policy actions.

Current policy/regulatory context
Source of Income Discrimination:
Research suggests that voucher holders would like to move to higher-opportunity
neighborhoods, but often are unable to do so (Tighe, Hatch, and Mead 2017). A
preeminent reason for their inability to access opportunity-rich neighborhood is refusal
of landlords to accept vouchers. Texas law (TX LOCAL GOVT § 250.007) preempts local
governments from protecting housing voucher recipients and preventing landlords from
discrimination based on an applicant’s source of income.
Small Area Fair Market Rent (SAFMR):
Policy analysts and advocates alike have long criticized the conventional method of
deriving Fair Market Rent (FMR) on a region-wide basis as it prevents voucher holders to
afford to rent in more expensive, high opportunity neighborhoods. This effectively forces
voucher households into neighborhoods with higher poverty rates (Matthew, Reeves, &
Rodrigue, 2017).
As a response, state and local agencies in 23 metropolitan areas were required to adopt
Small Area Fair Market Rents (SAFMRs) estimated at the ZIP code level. SAFMRs were first
implemented in the Dallas metropolitan area in 2011 following the settlement of fair
housing litigation. An evaluation of the SAFMR policy took place in the Dallas region’s fifth
year on the program, and found that voucher families had been able to
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successfully enter neighborhoods with less poverty, unemployment, and violent crime.
The Dallas metropolitan area, where SAFMRs applied throughout the area and had been
in place the longest, saw some of the largest improvements in opportunity for voucher
holders.
The SAFMR policy is considered a critical tool to unlock access to low-poverty and
opportunity rich neighborhoods for voucher families. However, relying on survey data
made available by ICP, further analysis shows that the number of landlords refusing
vouchers in the greater Dallas area tends to be significantly larger in ZIP codes with higher
FMRs (the two highest quintiles). Based on the public participation and consultation
feedback, as well as the series of analyses conducted by the UTA Research team, it
appears very likely that source of income discrimination is severely undermining access
to low-poverty and opportunity rich neighborhoods located in highFMR ZIP codes.

Sample of comments received on access to low poverty neighborhoods during AFH public
engagement
Several comments were received during the public meetings, focus groups and surveys from
Garland residents regarding the ability to access low-poverty neighborhoods. In discussing the
idea of access residents shared concerns about being able to have the same or similar access
to the services they currently have in a new low-poverty neighborhood. There is a spatialmismatch
between affordable housing supply and affordable resources & social services which limits
housing choice. This has often resulted in residents moving back to segregated and impoverished
communities due to lack of support in areas of opportunity.
Additionally, residents noted there is only one part of the City (concentration) that has affordable
housing, which leads to concentration of voucher holder and minority residents. The task of being
able to secure housing using vouchers in varying locations outside of existing R/ECAPs has been
difficult across different housing types (apartments, single family homes, etc.) complicating
residents’ ability to gain access to neighborhoods with lower poverty rates.
The final issue raised was the issue of financial access. Voucher recipients noted instances where
they felt discriminated against because of their income source, which could both limit their
housing choice and exacerbate the concentration of poverty. Residents raised both minimum
income requirements (2-3 times the rent) and refusal of landlords to accept vouchers as
prohibitive to their ability to access neighborhoods with lower levels of poverty. Examples of
comments received are listed below:
•
•
•
•

Only one section, far west towards Jupiter. It is a census block of 2 or 3 apartments that
have historically been large amounts of poverty”
Moving to affordable housing may mean moving to where there are no affordable
resources.
Landlords go off of your paycheck to decide your rent.
None wants to take section 8 vouchers. No one in garland will take a voucher. This is for
homes and apartments.
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•

Need to establish regulations for families that have vouchers and they aren’t required to
make 2-3 times the rent without needing a cosigner.

e. Access to Environmentally Healthy Neighborhoods

i

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in access to environmentally
healthy neighborhoods in the jurisdiction and region.

The Environmental Health Index uses data on hazardous air pollutants that cause cancer
or other serious health effects. It measures exposures and risks across broad geographic
areas and generates values range from 0 to 100 based on a national distribution of raw
scores. As the index value increases residents experience less exposure to harmful toxins.
In Garland, over 40% of the extremely-low-income (AMI30) population lives in census
tracts with environmental health index scores lower than 39 while all other vulnerable
groups have at most 35% of their population living in the same census tracts (
Figure 91. Environmental Health Index of Protected Groups in Garland
). Additionally, the white population has the smallest proportion (19%) in these census
tracts. At the regional level (
Figure 92) Garland’s population distribution appears better than the regional population
distribution.
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Figure 91. Environmental Health Index of Protected Groups in Garland

Census tracts in the DFW region with environmental health index scores lower than 19
contain 15% of the Hispanic population, almost 16% of the black population, and about
8% of the white and Asian/PI populations. Census tracts in the DFW region with
environmental health index scores greater than 60 contain almost 14% of the white
population and about 3% of the Hispanic, black and Asian/PI populations. Families with
children appear slightly worse off at the regional level than Garland; however, overall,
they appear better off than all other protected classes at the regional level and not
much worse than the regional white population. The other protected groups (AMI, LEP,
foreign-born, and disability) experience population distributions with respect to the
environmental health index similar to the black and Hispanic populations at the regional
level.
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Figure 92. Environmental Health Index of Protected Groups in DFW Region
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ii. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in access to environmentally
healthy neighborhoods relate to residential living patterns in the jurisdiction and region.

Most scores for the Environmental Health Index in Garland fall between 20 and 60. The moderate EH
scores occur in the north, east, and south Garland. The lower index scores occur along the west and
southwest portions of the city along the city borders of Dallas and Mesquite, near an industrial area to
the west (that shows clear below as no score is available), within one persistent R/ECAP. The census tracks
with low index values are heavily populated by minorities (as high as 75% Hispanic and as low as
approximately 6% white). There is also a high concentration of vouch holders in the census tract in the
low-scoring census tracts in the center of the city. The area with the highest index value is a noncontiguous
census tract that houses a city landfill, with large amounts of open space away from the industrial centers
in the city.
At the regional level, the Environmental Health Index shows clear trends. First, the analysis remains
incomplete because many of the census tracts lacked data and were not able to be scored. The DFW
regionhas also been listed in nonattainment with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (40 CFR

part 50) set through the Clean Air Act, which also heavily contributes to the low scores region-wide.
However, as you move farther from the urban core (i.e., more residential & rural areas), index scores
increase. Only rural areas receive higher scores, and few of the census tracts reach the top 20%
nationwide.
Legend
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Figure 93. Garland and North Texas region environmental health index

iii

Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government agencies, and the
participant’s own local data and local knowledge, discuss whether there are programs, policies, or funding
mechanisms that affect disparities in access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods.

City of Garland Initiatives
The City of Garland has numerous initiatives aimed at improving the environmental health of the
city. The initiatives range from events to continued outreach and training programs. One of the
major events is the Garland Earth Day Celebration. This event, held annually in April, hosts animal
encounters, flower planting, environmental education, recycling stations for residents.
The city Office of Neighborhood Vitality has a Community Gardening program that allows
neighborhood groups to use undeveloped lots (owned by the city) to create community gardens.
This serves as a chance for community members to learn new skills, provides the chance for
environmental education, facilitates healthy relationships, and provides a fun opportunity for
physical activity.
The city also has a robust Parks & Recreation department. The Department has six recreation
centers for the general population, several park pavilions and swimming pools (including a wave
pool), and two senior centers. Each facility has programming to be enjoyed by residents of
different ages spanning from workout areas to dance classes.
Keep Garland Beautiful is a local nonprofit dedicated to educating and engaging residents
around cleaning up their communities and taking responsibility to keep them that way. During
cleanup events, residents participate in removing litter from schools, waterways, vacant lots,
parks, and local roadways.
In 2014 the city of Garland’s Health Department published Community Health Assessment A Profile
of Health in Our Community detailing the Healthy Garland Initiative, a comprehensive citywide
approach to assessing & improving community health. The initiative was completed through a
community health assessment and the creation of a community health improvement plan. The
city has also incorporated the LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) standards in
the construction and/or remodeling of several city buildings, increasing building efficiency and
operational cost savings.
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Proximity to Environmental Amenities and Hazards
Public meeting participants point to the lack of adequate environmental health facilities, as well
as the lack of access to transportation, healthcare, and grocery stores, as integral factors
limiting access to healthy neighborhoods (see contributing factors to disparities in access to
opportunities for greater details on public input).
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) collects a wide variety of environmental and
health-related data on air quality, chemicals, and toxics exposure, as well as land, waste,
andcleanups nationwide. In an effort to make the information readily available to the public,
EPAhas created EJScreen databases to share data related to currently permitted
environmental facilities. The following maps and associated data descriptions are extracted
from EJScreen databases and mapping tools.
EJ Screen mapping tool provides a spatial representation of several environmental health factors.
In the figure below, subsidized housing (orange houses), brownfields grants (orange circles),
hazardous waste (green squares), and park (green polygons) sites are shown. Subsidizedhousing
includes any housing facilities that receive financial support from HUD to create or preserve
affordable rental housing for low-income and special needs populations. (This does not include
public housing locations.) These could include Section 8 Project-Based housing assistance, Section
202 Supportive Housing for the Elderly, and Section 811 Supportive Housing for Persons with
Disabilities. Only one subsidized housing location, within a persistent R/ECAP, is shown near a
permitted hazardous waste site. The permitted hazardous waste sites are also clustered in the area
previously noted as the location of several industrial operations. Superfund sites (those receiving
federal funds to clean up hazardous waste sites) are also not in close proximity to subsidized
housing. It is important to note that the majority of park areas are not within close proximity to
subsidizing housing locations raising the question of equitable distribution of access to healthy
green spaces.
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Figure 94. Garland parks, hazardous waste, Superfund, and subsidized housing locations (Source: EJScreen
https://ejscreen.epa.gov/mapper/)

Grants awarded to support EPA’s programs
EPA's management information system for grants programs is the Integrated Grants Management System
(IGMS), which awards, administers, and monitors grants. Grants are regularly awarded to Federal, State,
or local government agencies, universities, and other institutions that support EPA's environmental
programs. There were no EPA grants awarded to applicants within the city of Garland, but the North
Central Texas Council of Governments (NCTCOG) (the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) for the Dallas-Fort Worth area) received 8 EPA grants to engage in environmental planning and
development for the region.

North Central Texas Council of Governments EPA Grant Awards
Applicant Name

Address

Award Date

Cumulative
Project Start
Award

Project End
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North Central Texas
Council of Governments

P.O. Box 5888
Arlington, TX
76005-5888

JUN-03-2010

$500,000

AUG-012010

MAR-312013

North Central Texas
Council of Governments

616 Six Flags Drive
JUN-03-2010
Arlington, TX 76011

$500,000

AUG-012010

MAR-312013

North Central Texas
Council of Governments

P.O. Box 5888
Arlington, TX
76005-5888

JUN-03-2010

$500,000

OCT-012010

MAR-312012

North Central Texas
Council of Governments

616 Six Flags Drive
FEB-10-2015
Arlington, TX 76005

$298,728

FEB-10-2015

JUL-31-2018

North Central Texas
Council of Governments

616 Six Flags Drive
JAN-14-2016
Arlington, TX 76011

$661,834

JAN-01-2016 DEC-30-2018

North Central Texas
Council of Governments

616 Six Flags Dr.
Arlington, TX
76011-5888

SEP-29-2011

$486,767

SEP-01-2011

OCT-31-2017

North Central Texas
Council of Governments

P.O. Box 5888
Arlington, TX
76005-5888

JUN-12-2009

$2,188,195

JUN-12-2009

SEP-30-2011

North Central Texas
Council of Governments

P.O. Box 5888
Arlington, TX
76005-5888

JUN-12-2009

$1,550,157

JUN-12-2009

SEP-30-2011

Figure 95. EPA grant awards to North Central Texas Council of Governments

Access to Environmentally Healthy Neighborhoods

f.

i

For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, identify and discuss any overarching patterns of access
to opportunity and exposure to adverse community factors. Include how these patterns compare to patterns of
segregation, integration, and R/ECAPs. Describe these patterns for the jurisdiction and region.

The following HUD-provided table provides insight into the impact of location on the opportunity
byrace and ethnicity, as well as poverty status.
•

Non-white residents tend to live in neighborhoods with the highest poverty, the least
access to proficient schools, and the lowest labor force participation. Non-white residents
are spatially concentrated in areas with higher poverty and schools with lower
performance. Spatial concentrations of non-white residents coincide strongly with low
scores on the Labor Market Engagement Index and Low Poverty Index.
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Transit index scores are low to moderate for all races and ethnicities (46 to 49) and slightly
higher than the region.
• Regional indices for neighborhoods where black residents live are very low (40) for school
proficiency. School proficiency scores are significantly higher in the City of Garland (62 to
68)for all races and ethnicities than in the region (40 to 62).
• Families living below the poverty line have significantly lower index scores for low poverty
and labor market engagement than does the general population in Garland. Poorfamilies
tend to be more concentrated in higher poverty communities with lower-performing
schools.
At the regional level, spatial patterns of regional segregation and R/ECAP locations match the
locations with lower School Proficiency, Labor Market Engagement, and Low Poverty index scores.
•

The environmental health index gives a partial view of the landscape in which Garland residents
live. The index quantifies the exposure to air toxins and carcinogens. When compared to the
spatial distribution of housing choice vouchers, no clear pattern arises. However, when areas with
high numbers of housing choice vouchers and high amounts of poverty (R/ECAPs) are considered,
they either are or are surrounded by, the census tracts with the lowest environmental health scores
in the city.
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Garland_RECAP_O_2015
RECAP
No
Yes

Figure 96. Spatial comparison, Garland environmental health index, housing choice vouchers, and R/ECAPs, ACS 2013

The Garland census tracts with the lowest environmental health scores correlate with areas that have
higher levels of segregation, higher levels of minority populations, and higher levels of poverty than the
city’s average showing the compounding factors that limit access to opportunity. Two census tracts with
higher than city average levels of white residents also have environmental health index scores of 20-40.
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80.1 - 100.0

Figure 97. Spatial comparison, Garland environmental health index and segregation, ACS 2013
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When compared to racial patterns in the city, the Garland Environmental Hazard Index again negatively correlates with
race. In census tracts with high percentages of Hispanic and Asian populations, the highest exposure to environmental
hazards can also be found. This same area also has significant populations of Indigenous and black residents.

Legend

Legend

Legend
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23.878345 - 34.559368
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Figure 98. Comparison of Garland environmental health index and racial patterns, ACS 2013

61.326594 - 76.053963
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The majority of census tracts with the highest percentages of families are not located in the census
tracts with the highest environmental risk. Several of these areas also correspond to higher than
average percentages of white residents. The persistent R/ECAP in the city also shows a high
percentage of families with children, which is also compounded by the presence of poverty and
high percentages of minority residents. These compounding factors often intersect and limit
access to opportunity for residents.

Legend

Legend

Garland_haz_idx

Garland_pct_Fam_w_Children_

haz_idx

pct_Fam_w_Children_2000

0.0 - 20.0

32.4 - 40.0
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80.1 - 100.0

70.1 - 73.5

Figure 99. Comparison of Garland environmental health index and location of families with children, ACS 2013

Comparing the environmental health index results to the spatial distribution of residents with
disabilities highlights on major connection. The maps below show a high concentration of
children with disabilities in/near R/ECAP census tracts with index scores of 20-40 in west Garland.

Legend
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80.1 - 100.0

Figure 100. Comparison of Garland environmental health index and location of residents with disabilities, ACS 2013

Residents with foreign national origin are also shown to concentrate in and around the R/ECAP census tracts with
index scores ranging from 20-40. In the rest of the city, there is no clear correlation between the higher exposure to
environmental risk and the percent of those with foreign national origin.
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ii

Based on the opportunity indicators assessed above, identify areas that experience: (a) high access; and (b)
low access across multiple indicators.

As discussed in the section above, west and central Garland is an area of low access to
opportunity. It is a cluster of census tracts that are home to the city’s R/ECAPs, are not within close
proximity to quality schools, with a low labor market engagement, as well as low environmental
health scores. This area has several intersecting and compounding impedances to the
opportunity that can hinder a resident’s ability to have a high quality of life. One example of this
is a child not having the opportunity to attend a well-performing school, hindering the qualityof
their education, which often results in limited employment and housing choices. High opportunity
areas are those census tracts located in the east and north Garland. These areas have higher
labor engagement, lower poverty, and lower environmental risk.
2. Additional Information

a.

Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about disparities in access to opportunity
in the jurisdiction and region affecting groups with other protected characteristics.

In 2014, the Dallas Women’s Foundation sponsored a report on Economic Issues for Women in
Texas: Dallas Metro Area, including Collin, Dallas, Denton, Ellis, Hunt, Kaufman, and Rockwall
counties (Texas Women's Foundation, 2014). This report found that women are at a significant
disadvantage in relation to access to housing and economic opportunity. Women in the greater
Dallas metropolitan area:
•
•
•

Earn 85 cents for every dollar earned by a man
Earn less than a man when employed in the same job sector
They are more likely to live in poverty than men

Single mothers with children are significantly more disadvantaged. Single mothers with children:
•
•

b.

They are more likely to spend over 30% of their income on housing and utilities than
singlefathers or two-parent families
Spend 22% of income on childcare

The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of disparities in access to
opportunity, including any activities aimed at improving access to opportunities for areas that may lack such
access, or in promoting access to opportunity (e.g., proficient schools, employment opportunities, and
transportation).

The City of Garland also has a HOME Infill Partnership Grant (HOME) program through
their Housing and Communities Services Department. This program works to tackle two
challenges: increasing accessibility of home ownership to low- and moderate-income
individuals & families, as well as revitalizing the city by developing existing land. City staff,
Habitat for Humanity, and area students work in partnership to build new homes for
Garland area families. The newly built homes use energy-efficient features, improving
environmental health and reducing long-term costs for homeowners. Streamlined
processes, as well as favorable loan rates, are available for developers that would like to
participate in the program.
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3. Contributing Factors of Disparities in Access to Opportunity
During the public meetings and focus groups, participants were asked to identify contributing
factors to the seven fair housing issues at the heart of the AFH tool7, which included the issue of
segregation. Surveys distributed throughout the life of the project also asked respondents to
identify contributing factors to fair housing issues, including the fair housing issue of segregation.
One of the most frequently cited contributing factors to access to opportunity was the location
of environmental hazards. Community opposition. This issue presented in the public engagement
process in several different ways. Some comments focused on the wastewater infrastructure,
others reference a lack of healthy food options, and another discussed lack of shelter at transit
stops. Similarly, residents also noted the rise in housing cost limiting and frustrating their efforts to
stay in their current homes or secure new ones. This caused overcrowding and tough choices
between necessities such as medicine and paying the rent or completing the necessary home
repair.
Similarly, participants noted that both the ability of landlords to refuse vouchers and the lack of
affordable resources in high-opportunity areas made accessing opportunity difficult. The privilege
of landlords to refuse to accept vouchers limits recipient choice and further concentrates racial
minorities and voucher holders into often segregated enclaves. When landlords in higher
opportunity areas do accept vouchers, the surrounding supportive services are not appropriately
matched or prices to meet recipients’ needs. This leads to recipients moving back to their original
neighborhoods, further aggregating racial minorities and voucher holders (poverty).
Public meeting participants also stated that increased public and private investmentinvestments
in high poverty areas would help to alleviate some existing housing problems. One suggestion was
for the City to require landlords throughout the city to accept vouchers to expand housing choice
and deconcentrate racial minorities as well as poverty.

Sample of comments received regarding access to opportunity during AFH public engagement
The following comments from public meetings, focus groups, and surveys express
publicparticipants’ views about racial and economic segregation, discrimination, the role of
schools
and local policies and practices:
Contributing Factors to Disparities in Access to Opportunity
• Impediments to Mobility
o A criminal history can be a barrier to gaining access to home ownership
whichlimits economic opportunity.
 Example – “Criminal history can hurt you being able to buy a house”
• Lack of Access to Opportunity Due to High Housing Costs
o Rising housing costs interfere with the ability to afford other necessities.
 Example – “You question yourself on what you really need; it is a sacrifice.
“You learn to do without; you thank God for what you have.”
7 Segregation/Integration,

Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs), Disparities in
Access to Opportunity, Disproportionate Housing Needs, Publicly Supported Housing Analysis, Disability and
Access Analysis and Fair Housing Enforcement, Outreach Capacity and Resources Analysis.
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High prices lead to overcrowding, putting a strain on aging infrastructure.
 Example – “Sometimes you have 2 or 3 families living in a house”
o Rising housing costs present circumstances that put pressure on homeowners to
choose unsafe options to continue to afford their housing.
 Example – “Do I file on my insurance, or do I go with a bootleg handyman?”
You have to do something, and you don’t want to borrow money.”, “Many
seniors have to live in an environment with unsafe sections of a house.”,
“No, due to affordability.”
Lack of Local or Regional Cooperation
o Local coordination is missing in meeting the needs of a changing neighborhood.
 Example – “No parking cause so many family members living in one house”
o There should be some collaboration and/or interaction between communities.
 Example – “Interactive communities make better neighborhoods”
Lack of Public Investments in Specific Neighborhoods
o Local infrastructure is not appropriate to meet the current needs of the
neighborhood.
 Example – “Infrastructure isn’t good throughout the older neighborhoods,
which leads to sewer problems.”, “Sidewalks, paved alleys, streets in good
condition.”
Lack of Private Investments in Specific Neighborhoods
o A variety of businesses and housing options should be available to meet the needs
of and attract different income levels to all parts of the city.
 Example – “There have become a lack of grocery stores, pharmacies,
and traditional banks,” “We need to build a really expensive apartment
complex,”
Location and Type of Affordable Housing
o There is a spatial mismatch between affordable housing supply and affordable
resources & social services, limiting housing choice or resulting in residents moving
back to segregated and impoverished communities due to lack of support in areas
of opportunity.
 Example – “Moving to affordable housing may mean moving to where
there are no affordable resources.”
Lack of Access to Opportunity Due to High Housing Costs
o The high demand for housing has created a seller’s market which effectively has
priced out those seeking affordable housing options.
 Example – “There is such a demand that houses are very high cause people
need them so bad.”
 Example - “How can I afford 675 for a place for us to live?”
o

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Private Discrimination
o Applicants are discriminated against based on income source, which limits housing
choice and has the ability to exacerbate the concentration of poverty.
 Example – “Land lords go off of your paycheck to decide your rent“, “None
wants to take section 8 vouchers. No one in garland will take a voucher.
This is for homes and apartments.”
Source of Income Discrimination Accessibility
o Applicants with vouchers are discriminated against based on their income source.
 Example – “None wants to take section 8 vouchers. No one in Garland will
take a voucher. This is for homes and apartments.”
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•

•

•

iv.

Land Use and Zoning Laws
o There is a lack of available land to use for affordable housing.
 Example – “Garland is built out. Most of our properties are zoned out and
privately owned.”
Availability, Type, Frequency, and Reliability of Public Transportation
o Existing infrastructure is not sufficient for those that are dependent upon it for
transportation.
 Example – “The bus stops don’t have any benches or covers, so
peoplehave to stand in the weather.”
o Existing transportation options could be expanded to increase the ability of
residents to take advantage of employment opportunities.
 Example – “Darts and busses are super packed, more would be good,”
“More public transportation would help with working in the same city”
Location of Environmental Health Hazards
o Existing weather shelters are not sufficient for those that are dependent upon
public transportation.
 Example – “The bus stops don’t have any benches or covers, so
peoplehave to stand in the weather.”
o Local infrastructure is not appropriate to handle the current wastewater needs of
the neighborhood.
 Example – “Infrastructure isn’t good throughout the older neighborhoods,
which leads to sewer problems.”
o A variety of businesses and housing options should be available to meet the
existing dietary needs of the community.
 Example – “There have become a lack of grocery stores, pharmacies,
and traditional banks”,

Disproportionate Housing Needs
1. Analysis

a
.

Which protected class groups (by race/ethnicity and familial status) experience higher rates of housing problems
(cost burden, overcrowding, or substandard housing) when compared to other groups for the jurisdiction and
region? Which groups also experience higher rates of severe housing cost burdens when compared to other
groups?
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Figure 101 shows the percentage of race/ethnicity groups experiencing one of four
housing problems: housing cost burden (defined as paying more than 30% of income
for monthly housing costs including utilities), overcrowding (more than 1 person per
room), lacking a complete kitchen, or lacking plumbing. Figure 134 presents the same
data for severe housing cost burden, which is paying more than 50% of income for
monthly housing costs, including utilities. Figure 133 has an additional section that shows
the severe burdens, which replaces t h e regular (30%) cost burden with the severe
(50%)cost burden while keeping the other burdens the same.
Nearly 39% of Garland households suffer at least one housing problem, while at the
regional level, almost 35% of households experience a housing problem. The Hispanic
households in Garland appear disproportionately impacted by housing problems, with
53% of Hispanic households experiencing housing problems, which is greater than the
regional value of 49%. Black households in Garland and the region have the secondhighest rate at about 46%. White households in Garland experience housing problems
at about the same rate 27%, as white households throughout the region. Finally, Asian/PI
households (39%) and other non-Hispanic households (47%) both experience significantly
greater housing problem rates in Garland when compared to the DFW region (32% and
37%).
In Garland, non-family households experience a rate (42%) of housing problems
comparable to the regional rate of over 40%. Both types of family households experience
greater housing problems than at the regional level; 57% of Garland-based family
households with five or more face housing problems, while 50% of these households
encounter housing problems in the DFW region. Only about 33% of small family
households encounter housing problems in Garland, while 28% of families this size
encounter housing problems in the DFW region.
As before with housing problems, severe housing problems occur in 20% of Garland
households, while at the regional level, over 18% of households experience a severe
housing problem. Garland’s Hispanic (29%), black (27%), Asian/PI (25%), Native American
(9%), and other (18%) households experience severe housing problems at generally
similar rates to the overall regional rates (30%, 24%, 19%, 17%, 20%, respectively). Severe
housing problems for white households in Garland happen at about the same rate as the
region (12%).
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Figure 101 Garland and DFW Region Disproportionate Housing Needs Household Demographics (AACS, 2013)

Garland Severe Cost Burden by Ethnic Group
In 2013, around 15% of Garland households experienced a severe housing cost burden,
which remains slightly above the regional rate of 14%. The white population experiences
a similar rate (about 10-11%) of severe housing cost burden in Garland andthe rest of the
region. In general, severe housing cost burden rates in Garland are similarto those in the
region. In Garland, non-family households experience the highest rate of severe cost
burden at over 20%, which is higher than either of the family household groups within
Garland. Garland families experience severe housing cost burdens at rates comparable
but slightly above the regional rates.

Figure 102 Garland and DFW Region Severe Housing Cost Burden Household Demographics (ACS, 2013)

b.

Which areas in the jurisdiction and region experience the greatest housing burdens? Which of these areas align with
segregated areas, integrated areas, or R/ECAPs and what are the predominant race/ethnicity or national origin
groups in such areas?
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Locating City of Garland’s Housing Problems by Race
As of 2013, the rate of housing problems in the City of Garland census tract ranged from a low of
17.1% to a high of 65.8%. Almost half of the census tracts in the City of Garland had between
40.1%, and 60% of households report housing problems. The highest rates can be found in western
Garland north of W Walnut St. In addition to differences based on location, housing problems
varied significantly by race and ethnicity. Many areas throughout the jurisdiction had over 40% of
the resident Hispanic households incur problems. In some census tracts located between W
Avenue D and President George Bush Turnpike and places around I-30, over 60% of black
households reported experiencing housing problems. Among tracts with available data for
Asian/PI households, there were several where over 80% of Asian/PI households reported housing
problems in 2013, including in a few census tracts along with SH 78. As a whole, housing problems
tend to match closely with the spatial distribution of the Low Poverty Index.

Total

Hispanic

White

Asian/PI

Black

Native American

Legend
Garland_Highways
0.0 - 20.0
20.1 - 40.0
40.1 - 60.0

0.0
Locating the region’s housing problems by ra60c.1e- /8e
thnicity
80.1 - 100.0

On the whole, housing problems prevail in Naulnl d around the region’s two hubs, Dallas and Fort
Worth. Both cities feature large areas where the populace experiences housing problems at a
rate of at least 40% (Figure XX). Areas with particularly high rates of housing problems are found
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throughout most of Dallas, with the sole exception of North Dallas, and in Southeast as well as
Northwest Fort Worth (inside I-820). Other areas where over 40% of households experiencehousing
problems include Irving, Garland near I-635, and areas of Arlington and Grand Prairie located
between I-30 and I-20. Many clusters of census tracts in each city exist where more than 60% of
the population suffer at least one housing problem and also feature several R/ECAPs.
Minority households seem to be far more likely than white households to suffer housing problems
in the region’s rural and suburban areas (Figure XX). While the non-white populations in some of
these areas may be relatively small, those present often incur extremely high rates of housing
problems. Large proportions of the white population only appear to suffer housing problems in a
few isolated census tracts, while the intensity of housing problems for other races and ethnicities
appears far greater. Another aspect of the problem may be the emergence of struggling
enclaves with lower living standards than their surrounding neighborhoods.

Comparing the City of Garland and the Region, Housing Problems
To some extent City of Garland typifies the issue described above. Given that the percentage of
households experiencing housing problems in the jurisdiction remains similar in the region overall,
portions of the western City of Garland suffer particularly high rates of housing problems. Looking
at the demographics of these areas, Hispanics and blacks are concentrated in these census
tracts.In addition to experiencing housing problems in areas with a concentration of non-white
individuals, each non-white group tends to experience housing problems in locations where the
white population does not.
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White

Black

Hispanic

Asian/PI

Native American

Locating Severe Cost Burden by Race/Ethnicity in City of Garland
As of 2013, 15% of households in Garland report spending more than 50% of their income on
housing and utilities (severe housing cost burden). In City of Garland, few census tracts record
severe housing burdens in more than 40% of their households; this occurs in south of US 66 and
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North of W Walnut St (Figure XX). In a few census tracts north of W Avenue D, at least 60% of black
households report a severe cost burden. Throughout the City of Garland, all non-white groups
experience concentrations of elevated severe cost burden rates. The most segregated areas of
the City of Garland present a greater proportion of elevated severe housing burden for all
observedraces and ethnicities. On the whole, minority households experience relatively high rates
of severe cost burden, whereas it seems few white households pay over 50% of their income
toward housing.

Overall Severe Cost Burden

White Severe Cost Burden

Black Severe Cost Burden

Hispanic Severe Cost Burden

Legend
Garland_Highways
0.0 - 20.0
20.1 - 40.0
40.1 - 60.0
60.1 - 80.0
80.1 - 100.0
Null

Asian/PI Severe Cost Burden

Native American Severe Cost Burden

Locating Severe Cost Burden by Race/Ethnicity throughout the Region
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Looking at the population as a whole, the largest concentrations of severe cost burden appear
in South and East Dallas, as well as in Southeast Fort Worth (Figure XX). Other, smaller
concentrations appear in South Denton, East McKinney, Southeast Irving, and other southern
suburbs in Dallas and Tarrant Counties. The white population faces concentrations of severe cost
burden in isolated cases, which often mirror the overall spatial distribution. Several outlying areas
feature high levels of t h e severe cost burden for some of the region’s minority populations,
which
repeat the pattern evident for housing problems. While the black population remains less spatially
distributed than the white and Hispanic population, it frequently experiences concentrations of
elevated severe cost burden rates throughout the study region. High percentages of the black
population scattered in the region’s northeast corner pay over 50% of income toward housing
costs, for instance. The Hispanic population has the same wide spatial distribution of severe cost
burdens as the white population, but it experiences greater concentrations of severe cost
burdens. These concentrations appear particularly strong near areas with high access to
opportunities. Asian/Pacific Islander households tend to experience severe cost burdens in areas
with or near greater access to opportunities.

Comparing City of Garland and the Region, Severe Cost Burden
Within the City of Garland, the concentration of elevated severe cost burden rates for the general
population appears along SH 78. At the same time, the minority populations appear to experience
pockets of concentrated high severe cost burden rates throughout the jurisdiction.In several
cases, these locations possess high access to opportunities. This demonstrates that even in areas
with stronger labor markets, the minority populations experience a greater risk of severe housing
burdens and concentration into enclaves. This closely matches the findings for cost burden rates.
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White Severe Cost Burden

Black Severe Cost Burden

Asian/PI Severe Cost Burden

Hispanic Severe Cost Burden

Native American Severe Cost Burden
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2. Additional Information

a.

Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about disproportionate housing
needs in the jurisdiction and region affecting groups with other protected characteristics.

Single Mothers and Children
According to the Center for Public Policy Priorities (CPP), interpreting US Census data in the 2014
American Community Survey (ACS), poverty is heavily influenced by race/ethnicity, gender, and
the structure of the family. In its analysis, the CPP found Dallas County families headed by a single
parent are more likely to live in poverty (Lee, 2016). Compounded this observation was the finding
that gender is shown to double the chances of poverty with households. This means that homes
with a female head of household are twice as likely as those headed by their male counterparts
to live in poverty (Lee, 2016).

Figure 103. Center for Public Policy Priorities analysis of U.S. Census Bureau, 2014 American Community Survey (5-Year
Estimates), Tables B17010, B17010I, B17010H, B17010D and B17010B.

Single mothers with young children make up the greatest share of families who are homelessand
are at greater risk for homelessness (Culhane, Metraux, Byrne, Stino, & Bainbridge, 2013). Research
finds that neighborhoods with higher numbers of single mothers with children under age six,
concentrations of Black and Hispanic families, unemployment, rates of domestic violence, rent to
income rations, and concentrations of households below 75% of the federal poverty rate have
higher rates of homeless residents (Byrne, 2013) (Culhane D. P., 1996) (Crane, 2008) (Culhane D.
P., 2008 )(Early, 2004) (Rukmana, 2010).

A single-mother at the jurisdiction’s focus group expressed the challenge of finding howing that
not only fit their budget, but also offered the necessary space for her and her child to live well.
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b.

The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of disproportionate housing
needs. For PHAs, such information may include a PHA’s overriding housing needs analysis.

Need – Overriding housing needs analysis summary to include from client

N o r t h T e x a s R e g I o n a l H o u s I n g A s s e s s m e n t / 2018

149

3. Contributing Factors of Disproportionate Housing Needs

During the public meetings and focus groups, participants were asked to identify contributing
factors to the seven fair housing issues at the heart of the AFH tool8, which included the issue of
segregation. Surveys distributed throughout the life of the project also asked respondents to
identify contributing factors to fair housing issues, including the fair housing issue of segregation.
Participants noted that the loss of available units and rising rents make it difficult to find housing
stock that matches the family need, especially single parents. Larger families requested more 3
bedroom homes instead of the prevalent 1 and 2 bedroom options Public meeting participants
also stated that increased public and private investment to renovate existing housing stock would
help to meet some of the needs.

Sample of comments received regarding access to opportunity during AFH public engagement
The following comments from public meetings, focus groups, and surveys express public
participants’ views about racial and economic segregation, discrimination, the role of schools
and local policies and practices:

Contributing Factors to Issues with Disproportionate Housing Needs
• Lack of Private Investments in Specific Neighborhoods
o The existing housing stock includes homes that could be renovated to address
some of the existing unmet housing needs.
 Example – “We have a large number of old homes in stock that can be
bought then renovated.”
• Lending Discrimination
o People without credit can get a house easier than those with bad/ unfortunate
credit
• Loss of Affordable Housing
o As the market bears greater rents, existing affordable units are lost, further
increasing demand.
 Example – “Older apartment complex raising the rent and kicking out the
tenets.”, “Property values becomes a problem in neighborhoods.”

8 Segregation/Integration,

Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs), Disparities in
Access to Opportunity, Disproportionate Housing Needs, Publicly Supported Housing Analysis, Disability and
Access Analysis and Fair Housing Enforcement, Outreach Capacity and Resources Analysis.
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Publicly Supported Housing Analysis
1. Analysis
a.

i

Publicly Supported Housing Demographics
Are certain racial/ethnic groups more likely to be residing in one program category of publicly supported
housing than other program categories (public housing, project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted
developments, and Housing Choice Voucher (HCV)) in the jurisdiction?

For the purpose of this section, and following HUD’s methodology, publicly supported
housing programs are grouped into four categories: Public Housing, Project-Based
Section 8, the Housing Choice Voucher Program, and finally Other Multifamily housing,
which include Section 202 Supportive Housing for the Elderly and Section 811 Supportive
Housing for Persons with Disabilities.
Figure 104 provides the participation rates for the aforementioned housing programs by
race and ethnicity for Garland and the region. Garland counts an estimated 2175
households residing in publicly supported housing units, which represents close to 3% of
Garland’s total household population (70,614 households). Overall, black households
characterize the largest group (1547 households) living in publicly supported housing,
followed by white (255), Asian/PI (249), and Hispanic (127) households. More specifically,
black households represent a majority in both Project-Based Section 8 Housing and the
Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program, while white households represent the majority
in Other Multifamily Housing. Based on the size of the Garland programs, the largest
counts of White, Black, Hispanic, and Asian/PI households participate in the HCV
program.
In the study area, the region counts an estimated 42,522 households residing in publicly
supported housing units, which represents almost 2% of the region’s total household
population (2,333,530 households). In Garland and the DFW region, black households
reside in publicly supported housing units at rates (71% and 70%) significantly greater than
their population distribution (14% and 15%), while the Hispanic population appears
particularly underrepresented at only 6% in Garland and 8% in the region. Black
households represent the largest group in all programs except Other Multifamily, where
white households represent the greatest number of recipients. The largest counts of all
population groups participate in the HCV program.
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(Garland, TX CDBG)
Jurisdiction

White

Hispanic

Asian or Pacific
Islander

Housing Type

#

%

#

%

#

%

#

%

Public Housing

N/a

N/a

0

0.00%

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

Project-Based Section
8

27

19.57%

46

33.33%

11

7.97%

28

20.29%

Other Multifamily

54

43.20%

29

23.20%

18

14.40%

23

18.40%

HCV Program

174

8.96%

1,472

75.76%

95

4.89%

198

10.19%

(Dallas-Fort WorthArlington, TX) Region

White

Housing Type

#

%

#

%

#

%

#

%

Public Housing

326

7.49%

3,515

80.75%

434

9.97%

76

1.75%

Project-Based Section
8

1,827

26.07%

3,507

50.04%

1,165

16.62%

474

6.76%

Other Multifamily

623

45.98%

333

24.58%

181

13.36%

209

15.42%

HCV Program (Local
Data)

4,679

15.67%

22,827

76.47%

1,738

5.82%

608

2.04%

Black

Black

Asian or Pacific
Islander

Hispanic

Figure 105 Housing type and Race/ Ethnicity, city of Garland and DFW Region
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ii

Compare the racial/ethnic demographics of each program category of publicly supported housing for the
jurisdiction to the demographics of the same program category in the region.

The comparative racial/ethnic demographic portraits (Figure 106) of each program at the
jurisdictional and regional levels rely primarily on HUD-provided data and local data. The study
combines local information from the jurisdictions participating in the North Texas Regional Housing
Assessment to create a regional demographic profile of the Housing Choice Voucher program.
The racial/ethnic groups’ shares differ substantially between the city and region. For the ProjectBased Section 8 program, the regional share of black households (49%) exceeds the city
proportion (33%). The share of Hispanic households residing in Project-Based Section 8 units in the
City of Garland (8%) represents less than the regional share (17%). The share of Asian/PI households
in Project-Based Section 8 units in Garland (20%) remains almost three times larger than the
regional share (7%). As for the Other Multifamily program, black households represent a similar
share in Irving (23%) and the region (25%). White households represent a similar proportion in Dallas
(43%) and the region (46%). Hispanic and Asian/PI households represent similar shares in Irving (14%
and 18%) and the region (13% and 15%).
While the HCV program in Garland predominately serves black households (76%), the program
serves them at the same rate as the region (76%). A shift in racial composition occurs in Asian/PI
households where the Garland program has a 10% share, but the region has only a 2% share.
White households account for a smaller proportion in Garland (9%) than the region (16%). The
share of Hispanic HCV recipients in Garland (5%) and the region (6%) remain similar.

Figure 107 Housing type and race/ethnicity

(Dallas-Fort WorthArlington, TX) Region
HCV Program (Local
Data)

White
4,679

15.67%

Black
22,827

76.47%

Hispanic
1,738

5.82%

Asian or Pacific
Islander
608

2.04%

Figure 108 DFW Region HCV Supplement for Housing Type and Race/Ethnicity Infographic
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iii. Compare the demographics, in terms of protected class, of residents of each program category of publicly

supported housing (public housing, project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted developments, and HCV)
to the population in general, and persons who meet the income eligibility requirements for the relevant program
category of publicly supported housing in the jurisdiction and region. Include in the comparison, a description of
whether there is a higher or lower proportion of groups based on protected class.

Race/Ethnicity and Income Eligibility
The HUD-provided table as shown in
Figure 109. Race/ethnicity for the total population and for persons meeting the income eligibility (ACS,

2013)

includes race/ethnicity data for the total population in the jurisdiction and for persons meeting
the income eligibility requirements for publicly supported housing programs. The study includes
three additional rows. One row includes the aggregate percentage of income-eligible
households (0-80% AMI) for each race/ethnicity group. A second-row captures program
participation rates, the percentage of participants in publicly supported housing programs based
on the total income-eligible population for each racial/ethnic group. The final row identifies the
total proportion of each racial and ethnic group in all publicly supported housing programs
combined.
The table shows that white households make up 44% of the total city population, followed by28%
Hispanic, 14% black, and 9% Asian/PI households. The racial/ethnic composition of publicly
supported housing programs in Garland differs from the region. The share of black households
residing in publicly supported housing remains the same for the region and Garland (71%). White
(12%) and Hispanic (6%) households represent smaller proportions in Garland than the region
(respectively 18% and 8%). Asian/PI (11%) households represent a greater proportion in Garland
than the region (3%). In Garland, the white, Hispanic, and Asian/PI populations represent a greater
than expected proportion of the Project-Based Section 8 and Other Multifamily programs. The
black population represents a greater proportion of the HCV program. At the regional level, the
same trend holds for the white, Hispanic, and Asian/PI populations, and the black population
represents a greater proportion of both the HCV and public housing programs.
In Garland, over 64% of Hispanic households, 50% of black households, 48% of Asian/PI households,
and 32% of white households have income eligibility (
Figure 109. Race/ethnicity for the total population and for persons meeting the income eligibility (ACS,

2013)

). About 30% of income-eligible black households participate in publicly supporting housing
programs, primarily in the HCV program. While 64% of Hispanic households have income eligibility,
only 1% reside in publicly supported housing units, primarily in the HCV program. Similarly, while
48% of Asian/PI households meet the income eligibility requirement, only about 8%participate in
publicly supported housing programs. Finally, 2% of income-eligible white households live in
publicly supported housing and primarily receive assistance through the HCV program.
With the exception of Hispanic households, Garland has greater participation rates of incomeeligible households than the region. While the participation rates between the city and region
remain relatively close for white and Hispanic households, Garland’s income- eligible
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black households (30%) participate at double the regional rate (15%). for the income eligible
Asian/PI households in Garland (8%) also participate at double the rate of the region (4%).

Race/Ethnicity
(Garland, TX CDBG)
Jurisdiction

White

Black

Hispanic

Asian or Pacific Islander

Housing Type

#

%

#

%

#

%

#

%

Public Housing

N/a

N/a

0

0.00%

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

Project-Based Section
8

27

19.57%

46

33.33%

11

7.97%

28

20.29%

Other Multifamily

54

43.20%

29

23.20%

18

14.40%

23

18.40%

HCV Program

174

8.96%

1,472

75.76%

95

4.89%

198

10.19%

Total From all
Programs

11.72%

71.13%

5.70%

11.45%

Total Households

32,760

44.16% 10,245

13.81%

20,945

28.23%

6,664

8.98%

0-30% of AMI

2,275

28.44%

1,620

20.25%

2,740

34.25%

880

11.00%

0-50% of AMI

4,740

24.55%

3,160

16.36%

7,395

38.30%

1,865

9.66%

0-80% of AMI

10,265

29.37%

5,095

14.58%

13,430

38.43%

3,209

9.18%

Percentage of
Income Eligible

31.33%

49.73%

64.12%

48.15%

Participation Rate
based on Income
Eligible Population

2.48%

30.36%

0.92%

7.76%

(Dallas-Fort WorthArlington, TX) Region

White

Black

Hispanic

Asian or Pacific Islander

Housing Type

#

%

#

%

#

%

#

%

Public Housing

326

7.49%

3,515

80.75%

434

9.97%

76

1.75%

Project-Based Section
8

1,827

26.07%

3,507

50.04%

1,165

16.62%

474

6.76%
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Other Multifamily

623

45.98%

333

24.58%

181

13.36%

209

15.42%

HCV Program (HUD
data)

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

N/a

HCV Program (Local
Data)

4,679

15.67%

22,827

76.47%

1,738

5.82%

608

2.04%

Total From all
Programs

17.53%

70.98%

8.27%

3.21%

Total Households

1,348,425

57.78%

362,115

15.52%

466,931

20.01%

114,143

4.89%

0-30% of AMI

104,295

37.22%

77,243

27.57%

79,215

28.27%

13,070

4.66%

0-50% of AMI

179,100

32.49%

129,423

23.47%

173,909

31.54%

23,463

4.26%

0-80% of AMI

363,800

38.65%

199,927

21.24%

286,859

30.48%

38,118

4.05%

Percentage Income
Eligible

26.98%

55.21%

61.43%

33.39%

Participation Rate
based on Income
Eligible Population

2.05%

15.10%

1.23%

3.59%

Figure 109. Race/ethnicity for the total population and for persons meeting the income eligibility (ACS,
2013)
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b.

i.

Publicly Supported Housing Location and Occupancy

Describe patterns in the geographic location of publicly supported housing by program category (public housing,
project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted developments, HCV, and LIHTC) in relation to previously
discussed segregated areas and R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction and region.
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Regional Patterns
The following information is retrieved similarly from HUD table 7 for each jurisdiction/area
containing R/ECAP(s), as well as the local data collected from participating jurisdiction in the
assessment (for HCV program).

4

1
2

3
2015

Area 1: Dallas County
Comparable proportions of Public Housing units are located in R/ECAP (50.3%) and non-R/ECAP
census tracts (49.7%). Units in both R/ECAP and non-R/ECAP tracts show comparable
demographic compositions in terms of race and ethnicity. However, units in R/ECAP tracts tend
to be occupied by a slightly higher percentage of both elderly individuals and persons with
disabilities.
A substantially higher proportion (71%) of Project-Based Section 8 units are located in non- R/ECAP
tracts as opposed to R/ECAP census tracts (29%). Units in R/ECAP tracts tend to be

N o r t h T e x a s R e g I o n a l H o u s I n g A s s e s s m e n t / 2018

158

occupied by a considerably higher proportion of black households (87%) as well as by families
with children (69%). Conversely, Project-Based Section 8 units in non-R/ECAP tracts, compared to
R/ECAP tracts, tend to have a higher proportion of white households (20%), elderly individuals
(46%), and persons with disabilities (25%).
With respect to other multifamily housing, a greater proportion of units (68%) are located in nonR/ECAP tracts. However, black households tend to reside in other multifamily housing located in
R/ECAP tracts (65%) as opposed to non-R/ECAP tracts. This is also the case for Asian or Pacific
Islander households and for elderly households.
The figure above shows that a higher proportion (68%) of HCV families reside in non-R/ECAP areas.
The table further shows that the race/ethnic composition of R/ECAP tracts is comparable to nonR/ECAP tracts. Similar to the Public Housing program, a higher proportion of families with children
and persons with disabilities live in non-R/ECAP tracts.
As presented in the preceding sections, local data has been gathered to supplement the HUDprovided data. A sample of 28,194 HCV families served by the participating jurisdictions in the
North Texas Regional Housing Assessment has been assembled. A total of 27,743 HCV families
have been successfully geo-located, enabling a finer spatial analysis of residential patterns. A
total of 10,470 HCV families reside in the city of Dallas and 17,222 HCV families in Dallas County.
About 34% of HCV families residing in the city of Dallas live in R/ECAP census tracts, and about
26% of HCV families residing in the Dallas County live in R/ECAP census tracts.
An estimated 4,642 heads of households with a disability reside in the City of Dallas, and about
36% of these HCV families reside in R/ECAP census tracts. An estimated 1,735 heads of households
are elderly (65 and over), and about 31% of these HCV families live in R/ECAP areas.
In Dallas County, non- R/ECAP census tracts have an average concentration of 28 HCV families,
while R/ECAP census tracts have an average of 100 HCV families. This indicates a disproportionate
spatial concentration of HCV families in R/ECAP areas.
Area 2: City of Fort Worth
A substantially higher proportion of Public Housing units in Fort Worth are located in R/ECAP
tracts (73%) as opposed to non-R/ECAP tracts (27%). The concentration of black households and
families with children is also higher in R/ECAP tracts. Conversely, the concentration of white and
Asian or Pacific Islander households is higher in non-R/ECAP tracts. In addition, the proportion of
elderly individuals and persons with disabilities is also higher in non-R/ECAP than R/ECAP tracts.
The figure above shows that more Project-Based Section 8 units are located in non-R/ECAP tracts
(55%) than in R/ECAP tracts (45%). Similarly, more HCV families reside in non-R/ECAP tracts (85%).
For both housing programs, the proportion of black households is higher in R/ECAP tracts;
correspondingly, the proportions of white and Hispanic households are higher in non-R/ECAP
tracts. The proportion of families with children is higher in R/ECAP tracts for the Project-based
Section 8 program, while it is higher in the non-R/ECAP tract for the HCV program.
The concentration of elderly program participants is lower in R/ECAP tracts for the Project-Based
Section 8 program, while higher in R/ECAP tracts for the HCV programs. As for the concentration
of persons with disabilities, the numbers are comparable across R/ECAP and non-R/ECAP tracts
for both the HCV and Project-Based Section 8 programs.
The analysis of local data assembled on the HCV program shows that an estimated 5,055 HCV
families reside in the City of Fort Worth and 5,562 families in Tarrant County (excluding Arlington).
An estimated 33% of HCV families residing in Fort Worth live in R/ECAP census tracts. There are
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2,246 HCV families with a head of household with a disability living in the City of Fort Worth, and
about 35% of these families live in R/ECAP census tracts. An estimated 789 families have an elderly
head of household, and 38% of elderly-led HCV families reside in R/ECAP areas. In TarrantCounty,
non- R/ECAP census tracts include an average of 14 HCV families per census tract, while R/ECAP
census tracts have an average of 39 HCV families. In other words, R/ECAP census tracts in Tarrant
County tend to include twice as many HCV families than a non-R/ECAP neighborhood.
Areas 3 and 4: Commerce and Ennis
HUD Table 7 “R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics by Publicly Supported Housing Program
Category” is unavailable for these areas. Relying on local knowledge and local data, an
estimated 517 HCV families reside in Greenville (containing a R/ECAP in 2013), 45% of these families
have a head of household with a disability, and 27% have an elderly head of household.There is
one R/ECAP in Hunt County, which includes 37 HCV families; non-R/ECAP areas have an average
of 36 HCV families. An estimated 24 HCV families live in the city of Ennis. Five out of the seven
families with a head of household with a disability live in a R/ECAP area. There is one R/ECAP area
in Ellis County, including 17 HCV families. Non-R/ECAP areas have an average of two HCV families.
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iv. A Do any developments of public housing, properties converted under the RAD, and LIHTC developments have a

significantly different demographic composition, in terms of protected class, than other developments of the same
category for the jurisdiction? Describe how these developments differ.

The comparative racial/ethnic demographic portraits (Figure 163) of each program at the
jurisdictional level rely primarily on HUD-provided. More specifically, local information was
collected from the jurisdictions participating in the North Texas Regional Housing Assessment to
address a regional demographic profile of the Housing Choice Voucher program.
The demographic composition of the HCV program in order of largest to smallest population is
Black (94%), White (3%), Hispanic (3%), and Asian or Pacific Islander (0.3%), and 66% are families
with children. The data of Other Multifamily Housing is not known. The demographic composition
of the Project-Based Section 8 housing program in order of largest to smallest population is Black
(54%), White (40%) and Hispanic (6%), and 29% are families with children. The data of Public
Housing is also unknown.

Using local data in the figure below, all public housing developments appear to have
predominantly Black residents, which agrees with the HUD data previously presented, and an
indefinite mix of percentages exists for households with children. All Project-Based Section 8
developments have predominantly Black residents except for 3 developments that have
predominantly White residents and 1 development that has predominantly Hispanic Residents,
which agrees with the HUD data previously presented. 6 of the studied Other Multifamily Assisted
Housing developments have predominantly Black Residents, 4 have predominantly White
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Residents and 2 have predominantly Hispanic Residents, which generally agrees with the HUD
data previously presented.

v.

Compare the demographics of occupants of developments in the jurisdiction, for each category of publicly
supported housing (public housing, project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted developments, properties
converted under RAD, and LIHTC) to the demographic composition of the areas in which they are located. For the
jurisdiction, describe whether developments that are primarily occupied by one race/ethnicity are located in
areas occupied largely by the same race/ethnicity. Describe any differences for housing that primarily serves
families with children, elderly persons, or persons with disabilities.
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c.

Disparities in Access to Opportunity

i

Describe any disparities in access to opportunity for residents of publicly supported housing in the jurisdiction and
region, including within different program categories (public housing, project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily
Assisted Developments, HCV, and LIHTC) and between types (housing primarily serving families with children,
elderly persons, and persons with disabilities) of publicly supported housing.
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2. Additional Information

a.

Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about publicly supported housing
in the jurisdiction and region, particularly information about groups with other protected characteristics and about
housing not captured in the HUD provided data.

Figure 110. HCVs and LIHTC in Garland, TX

The maps above show the current location of HCVs and Low-Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) properties in Garland. In several instances the location of a LIHTC property
coincides with a higher concentration of vouchers.
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b.

The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of publicly supported
housing. Information may include relevant programs, actions, or activities, such as tenant self-sufficiency, placebased investments, or geographic mobility programs.

The Garland Housing Agency does not have any public housing properties. However, GHA has
several initiatives that are available to program participants to support mobility and selfsufficiency.
Mobility
GHA has created a program to offer mobility counseling that covers the process of securing
housing and assists with identifying resources available in new neighborhoods of residence. GHA
also conducts outreach and educational sessions for existing and potential landlords to facilitate
the expansion of housing choices for voucher recipients.
During engagement, one comment was received regarding impediments to mobility. A resident
stated that criminal history could be an impediment to purchasing a home. This is another class of
residents that may need some additional assistance in navigating available homebuying and
renting.

Self-Sufficiency
GHA also provides programs on Family Self-Sufficiency and Home Ownership as well as a Summer
Nutrition program. The self-sufficiency programs focus on skill-building, including:


Family Self Sufficiency programs focus on improving financial literacy/skills, stability,
managing gradually increasing fiscal responsibility, and saving. Additional education
partners in this effort are Eastfield and Richland Colleges.



The Housing Choice Voucher Home Ownership Program allows HCVs to be used to assist
voucher recipients with meeting their monthly mortgage obligations. This is in addition to
the HCV program that is used to help meet rental payments. This program is available to
first-time home buyers.



The Summer Nutrition program offers healthy lunches to school age children during the
summer. Meals are offered from June to August at various locations throughout the city.
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3. Contributing Factors of Publicly Supported Housing Location and Occupancy

During the public meetings and focus groups, participants were asked to identify contributing
factors to the seven fair housing issues at the heart of the AFH tool9, which included the issue of
segregation. Surveys distributed throughout the life of the project also asked respondents to
identify contributing factors to fair housing issues, including the fair housing issue of segregation.
Participants noted that a change in the options of affordable housing units that are built, as well
as increasing landlord participation, will be key in improving publicly supported housing location
and occupancy. for loss of available units and rising rents make it difficult to find housing stock
that matches the family need, especially single parents. Larger families requested more 3
bedroom homes instead of the prevalent 1 and 2 bedroom options Public meeting participants
also stated that increased public and private investment to renovate existing housing stock would
help to meet some of the needs.

Sample of comments received regarding access to opportunity during AFH public engagement
The following comments from public meetings, focus groups, and surveys express public
participants’ views about racial and economic segregation, discrimination, the role of schools
and local policies and practices:

Contributing Factors to Issues with Publicly Supported Housing
• Lack of Public Investments in Specific Neighborhoods
o Consider new options for meeting housing needs outside the traditional multifamily developments.
 Example – “More houses being built for HUD occupant.”, “How to break
the poverty housing, neighborhood revitalization.”
• Lack of Local or Regional Cooperation
o Landlords ability to deny housing vouchers is limiting choice of recipients.
 Example –“The lack of landlord participation is what is hurting the housing
communities.”
• Lack of Private Investment in Specific Neighborhoods
o Landlords to go further on looking into who they rent to. A uniform screening
process would help for renters
• Source of Income Discrimination
o Companies are stopping working with the Dallas voucher program because they
are so far behind on their payments and turn around rates

9 Segregation/Integration,

Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs), Disparities in
Access to Opportunity, Disproportionate Housing Needs, Publicly Supported Housing Analysis, Disability and
Access Analysis and Fair Housing Enforcement, Outreach Capacity and Resources Analysis.
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D.
a.

Disproportionate Housing Needs
1. Population Profile
How are persons with disabilities geographically dispersed or concentrated in the jurisdiction and region,
including R/ECAPs and other segregated areas identified in previous sections?

All census tracts had less than 5% of disabled residents between the ages 5 to 17 in 2013 (Figure
XX). In that same year, many census tracts in central, southern, and eastern Garland hadbetween
5.1% and 10% of working-age adults (ages 18 to 64) with disabilities as residents, coinciding with
many communities that have lower incomes and/or higher rates of minority residents (Figure XX).
Census tracts with 5.1% to 10.0% of disabled residents over age 64 were spread west if SH 78 and
some north of I-635. One census tract around S Country Club Rd had between 10.1% and 15.2%
of residents over age 64 with disabilities. This area was the location of several senior housing
developments, including those for persons needing memory care, which account for the higher
concentration.

Legend
Greater white population share
Integration/appropriate representation
0 to <10% greater than jurisdiction avg
10 to <20% greater than jurisdiction avg
20 to <30% greater than jurisdiction avg
30 to <40% greater than jurisdiction avg
More than 40% greater than jurisdiction avg

Age 5 to 17

Age L1e8gteon6d4

Age 65 and up

Garland_Highways
0.0 - 5.0
5.1 - 10.0
10.1 - 15.2
Null
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All census tracts in the region had less than 10% of residents, age 5 to 17, with disabilities (Figure
XX). Census tracts with 10-20% of working-age adult residents (age 18 to 64) tended to be along
with the outer, less urban areas (fringes) of the region. They were also found in lower-income and
more highly segregated sectors of Dallas (southeast and northwest) and Fort Worth (north, east,
and southeast)(Figure XX). Small pockets of communities with 10-20% of residents over age 64 with
disabilities existed in Dallas and Fort Worth (especially where senior housing, assisted living, and
nursing facilities were located), while most census tracts with high rates of disabilities amongseniors
were in the less urban areas at the edges of the region (Figure XX).

Age 5 to 17

Age 18 to 64

Age 65 and up
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b.

Describe whether these geographic patterns vary for persons with each type of disability or for persons with
disabilities in different age ranges for the jurisdiction and region.

The following maps display rates of different types of disabilities in the general population in 2013
in the City of Garland and the region. Persons with ambulatory and cognitive disabilities, as well
as those with difficulties living independently, tended to concentrate in areas with higher rates of
persons between age 18 to 64 with disabilities and near locations of senior and assisted housing.
Census tracts with higher rates of persons with ambulatory disabilities (10.1%-15.2%) were the most
widely spread throughout the jurisdiction and tended to overlap areas with higher rates of other
types of disabilities. It should be noted that few census tracts with higher white populations,such
as neighborhoods around S Country Club Rd and south of I-30, had higher rates of persons with
ambulatory disabilities, cognitive disabilities, and difficulties with independent living.

Ambulatory

Hearing

Self-Care

Independent Living

Cognitive

Visual

Legend
Garland_Highways
0.0 - 5.0
5.1 - 10.0
10.1 - 15.2
Null
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Census tracts with higher percentages of persons with ambulatory disabilities (10% to 20% of
residents) were widely spread throughout the region and far more common than other disabilities
(Figure XX). Greater concentrations existed along the more rural edges of the region and in lowerincome, higher minority sections of Fort Worth and Dallas, primarily in the southeast sections of
both cities.
Significant concentrations of persons with cognitive disabilities were found in
southeast and south Dallas when compared to the region (Figure XX). Residents with independent
living difficulties were also present at higher rates in southeast Dallas than in the region (Figure XX).

Ambulatory

Cognitive

Self-Care
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Independent Living

Hearing

Visual
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2. Housing Accessibility

a.

Describe whether the jurisdiction and region have sufficient affordable, accessible housing in a range of unit sizes.

Supplemental Security Income (SSI) is a federal income support program that provides monthly
payments to persons who are disabled, blind, or age 65 or over and have little or no income and
assets of less than $2k (Social Security Administration, 2017). Monthly payments were $721 in 2014,
or 18.2% of area median income in the Dallas Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). Income earned
through wages decreases the monthly benefit by $.50 for each $1 earned (Social Security, 2018).
Monthly SSI payments in the Dallas MSA in 2014 equaled 101% of the cost of an average onebedroom apartment and 84% of the cost of an efficiency apartment (Cooper, Knott, Schaak,
Sloane, & Zovistoski, 2015). Thirty-nine percent of renter households, including non-elderly people
with disabilities, had incomes of 50% or less of the area median income, received no government
housing assistance and paid more than 50% of their income for rent and/or livedin inadequate
housing (Watson, Steffen, Martin, & Vandenbroucke, Worst case housing needs: 2017 report to
Congress, 2017). Most of the complaints received by Disability Rights Texas, a federally supported
advocacy organization for persons with disabilities, concerned the inability to find affordable
housing (Cohen-Miller, 2017).
Researchers found that 45% of all housing units in western U.S. metropolitan areas in 2011 had
some level of accessibility for persons with disabilities but that only 0.16% of housing units were fully
wheelchair accessible. Homes built before 1950 had the lowest levels of accessibility (Bo'sher,
Chan, Gould Ellen, Karfunkel, & Liao, 2015). About 89% of housing units in the City of
Households with members with mobility impairments do not necessarily live in housing units that
are suited to their needs or even modifiable to meet their needs and to help persons with
disabilities find and afford housing that meets their needs.
Many Garland homes have the potential to be modified to meet those needs in accordance
with HUD and city guidelines. The North Texas Fair Housing Center noted that disability complaints
had become the number one category of housing discrimination, with the race still following
closely behind.
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b.

Describe the areas where affordable accessible housing units are located in the jurisdiction and region. Do they
align with R/ECAPs or other areas that are segregated?

N o r t h T e x a s R e g I o n a l H o u s I n g A s s e s s m e n t / 2018

173

c.

To what extent are persons with different disabilities able to access and live in the different categories of publicly
supported housing in the jurisdiction and region?
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3. Integration of Persons with Disabilities Living in Institutions and Other Segregated Settings

a.

To what extent do persons with disabilities in or from the jurisdiction or region reside in segregated or
integrated settings?

The lack of affordable, accessible housing can force persons with disabilities into nursing homes
when they might be able to live independently in the community with supportive services
(Gooden, 2017). Almost all participants in focus groups expressed the desire to live in an
integrated setting in the community with a mix of persons with and without disabilities. Parents and
guardians of persons with intellectual and developmental disabilities (IDDs) who participated in
NTRHA focus groups were currently supporting their adult children in their own homes and
expressed concerns about whether their children would be able to continue to live independently
when the guardians were no longer available. Some of these guardians expressed concern that
their adult children would never be able to continue to afford to live in the communities in which
they grew up and had developed social connections with clubs, Special Olympics teams, jobs,
and friends. Medicare/Medicaid certified nursing homes were home to 5,196 people in Dallas
County in June of 2018, with an average bed occupancy rate bycounty precinct of only 74%
(Texas Health and Human Services Commission, 2018).
Facility-based care involves a greater degree of segregation than community-based care.
Options for persons with disabilities are limited, especially for those with intellectual and
developmental disabilities (ICF/IID). Nursing facilities are the most available yet offer the most
segregated living setting. Nursing facility placement for persons with disabilities has been shown
to contribute to physical and mental deterioration in environments where sexual assault and
abuse are problems (Cohen-Miller, 2017). Advocates find serious problems with Texas nursing
homes, including licensing violations, lack of state enforcement and sanctions, and quality of care
deficiencies (AARP, 2017). Most assisted living facilities to serve people with significant disabilities
who require monitoring and assistance throughout the night and are unable toevacuate in case
of emergency without assistance.
None of the participants in focus groups designed for persons with disabilities lived in segregated
housing. Most lived in communities where there were very few other people with disabilities.
Participants said that they would like to live in communities where there were more people with
disabilities than the places they currently lived. Participants stated that people with disabilities
have “limited ways of finding each other” in the community and that this situation was
undesirable. The desire to be able to find other persons with disabilities, however, should not be
interpreted as indicating that the participants were expressing a desire for segregated housing
situations. Participants clearly prefer community-based, integrated housing, but communitybased housing can also be very isolating without transportation, services, and social supports.
Participants said they desired to be in a “community” with other people like them but within an
integrated, community-based setting.
Some focus group participants presented ideas for mutually supportive communities or properties
for persons with disabilities and their families in a community-based setting. One focus group
participant had designed a small community of ‘villas’ where persons with disabilities could live in
their homes with their own families while sharing personal care assistants and other resources.
Some families with higher incomes are developing and using “ranches” that provide supported
independent living for persons with IDD, an example of the movement toward
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protected, community living for persons with disabilities (Down Home Ranch, 2018; Marbridge
Foundation, 2018). Costs to live in these communities are $3,600 per month, private pay only.
Families in public participation stated that even these programs were not right for everyone and,
due to limited availability, often required individuals to live two to three hours away from family.
Some participants are actively seeking resources to purchase homes to share with other families
to allow their family members with self-care limitations to live independently, even after their
guardians are no longer living. Participants felt that living in close proximity to other persons with
disabilities yet within an integrated community helped to fight isolation.
Group homes, or community homes for persons with disabilities, are sometimes subject to special
restrictions for spacing or fire safety in local zoning ordinances affecting their location. A body of
case law now maintains that restrictions on family homes used to house small groups of persons
with disabilities may not exceed restrictions on other family homes unless there is a legitimate
government interest (Cohen-Miller, 2017). US v Beaumont ruled that a one-half mile separation
between community homes was overly restrictive (United States v. City of Beaumont, Texas (E.E.
Tex.), 2016). The Texas Human Resources Code Chapter 123 regulates community homes,
requiring that such homes not be located closer than ½ mile from another community home (State
of Texas, 2018).
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b.

Describe the range of options for persons with disabilities to access affordable housing and supportive services in
the jurisdiction and region.

Medicaid and Social Security disability income are the most important resources for
persons with disabilities in Texas (Garnett, 2017). Texas offers many programs to provide
housing and supportive services to persons with disabilities varying by age and type of
disability; however, most are not entitlement programs and have extensive waiting lists.
Texas publicly supported options include the following (Texas Health and Human
Services, 2018; Texas Health and Human Services, 2018):
□ State Supported Living Centers for persons with Intellectual and Development
Disabilities (IDD) (cost $350,000 per person per year, 60 to 460 residents)- none located
Dallas County
□ Intermediate Care Facilities for persons with Intellectual and Development Disabilities
(cost $62,000 per person per year, range from six to 60-person facilities or homes)
□ Home and Community-based Services (HCS); group homes for up to four IDD
residents; (cost $45,000 per person per year); includes supported home living services;
(90,847 on the state waiting list, wait length up to 13 years)
□ Supportive Services provided to persons with disabilities living independently or with
family members in the community: o Community Living Assistance and Support Services
(CLASS) (cost $15,000 per person per year) (64,906 on Texas state waiting list, length of
wait up to 12 years)
o Consumer Managed Personal Attendant Services (sliding scale with some cost
paid by the consumer) (optional program varies by county)
o Deaf-Blind with Multiple Disabilities (357 on waiting list, length of wait up to 2
years)
o Medically Dependent Children Program (18,018 on the waiting list, up to five
years wait)
o Primary Home Care, Family Care, Personal Care Services, Community
Attendant Services programs – provide personal assistant services; no waiting list,
limited services
o Texas Home Living for persons with IDD (70,714 on waiting list, length of wait up
to nine years) o Star Plus – managed care (10,116 on waiting list, wait one year)
□ Include Garland provider here >>>>>
□ Independent Living Centers – provide advocacy, information, referrals, training, peer
counseling, transition support from nursing facilities to community, assistive equipment
loan, includes a regional network of offices, including REACH of Dallas (REACH, Inc., 2018)
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□ Dallas County Aging and Disability Resource Center – maintain a network of housing
assistance providers through partnerships with government and nonprofit agencies;
provide
referral
assistance
and
resource
links,
including
housing
(http://www.connecttocaredallas.org/, 2018).
□ Project Access Program – for persons transitioning from nursing homes to the
independent living who also qualify for the Tenant-Based Rental Assistance program;
must be HCV or HOME TBRA availability; provides relocation contractors to coordinate
with service coordinators (Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs, 2018)
□ Community for Permanent Supported Housing – CPSH is a nonprofit organization that
offers training and assistance to persons with IDD and their guardians who are preparing
to live independently in the community. Project Independence is a transition program
that guides guardians through the process of finding housing and supportive services for
a community-based living (Community for Permanent Supported Housing, 2018).
□ United Way of Dallas County – UW coordinates programs to help persons with
Alzheimer’s disease remain in community-based housing for as long as possible (United
Way of Dallas County, 2018). The Alzheimer’s Association of North Central Texas provides
one-on-one coaching and support to family caregivers. Easter Seals of North Texas
provides weekly respite care that allows family caregivers to take breaks. The Area
Agency on Aging provides a training program that teaches family caregivers to manage
stress.
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4. Disparities in Access to Opportunity

a.

To what extent are persons with disabilities able to access the following in the jurisdiction and region? Identify
major barriers faced concerning:

i.

Government services and facilities

Participants in public meetings and focus groups identified accessibility to government services
and facilities as a significant barrier to opportunity both in general and in the following specific
ways:
•

•

ii.

Areas on public transit vehicles designed for wheelchairs do not fit modern wheelchairs,
especially those that are electrically operated and have accessories for special needs.
They are too small and seem to be getting smaller.  Handicapped parking spaces do not
fit modern van ramps.
A participant who serves on an advisory committee for a new public coliseum stated that
the building seemed to be designed for people aged 18 to 35 without disabilities. 
Participants with disabilities stated that there was a lack of accessible community
recreation centers both in terms of physical access and in terms of programming that met
the needs of persons with disabilities

Public infrastructure (e.g., sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, pedestrian signals

Participants expressed many concerns over the inaccessibility of public infrastructure. One
participant expressed the concern that most single-family neighborhoods were not designed for
walk-ability and that the lack of walk-ability affected the health of residents as well as posing
challenges to persons aging in place and persons with disabilities. The standard manuals from
the Institute for Traffic Engineering that guide municipal planning, according to one participant,
still favor high-speed traffic over pedestrian and disability-friendly environments. Multiple
participants commented that the inaccessibility of public infrastructure was a growing problem
with the aging of the population and the increase in persons with disabilities. Additional comments
include:
•
•
•
•

While main streets received attention for improved accessibility, side streets were largely
inaccessible.
Inaccessibility of public infrastructure around places of employment presents barriers to
opportunity.
Bathrooms designed for persons with disabilities are often in use by persons without
disabilities and unavailable for extended periods in both public and private buildings.
Inaccessible (or absent) sidewalks, crosswalks, and crossing signals were identified as
presenting problems for persons with disabilities, including persons with intellectual and
developmental disabilities. These barriers also contribute to a lack of access to public
transit stops. Participants recognized that lack of accessible sidewalks is also a problem
for families with children and the populace in general.
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iii.

Transportation

Participants stated that lack of public transportation has a disproportionate impact on persons
with disabilities due to both low-income and inability (for some) to safely operate a private auto.
Complaints about the availability, effectiveness, and affordability of paratransit services for
persons with disabilities were common in public meetings and focus groups. Paratransit services
were described as “not friendly,” requiring appointments to be made by 5 pm the previous day
and requiring at least 90 minutes of travel time. Participants reported that paratransit services
are not reliable, often causing missed appointments. Guardians of minors with disabilities
reported worrying about the level of independence their children would have to engage in
further education, jobs and recreation, once they exited the public-school system and/or their
guardians have passed away. Participants said the lack of public transportation impacts
independence as well as the ability for persons with disabilities to socialize with friends who also
may have disabilities, creating further isolation. Focus group members reported that lack of
transportation was a significant barrier to access to food shopping for seniors with increasing
levels of disability and low incomes.
Persons with disabilities reported that they did not have accessible bus stops nearby, and some
reported not having access to on demand transit. Public transit authorities must provide door-todoor transit for persons with disabilities within ¾ mile of any fixed-route transit (Dupler, 2017).
Paratransit services are very expensive to operate when compared with fixed-route transit
(Comfort, 2017). Lack of passable sidewalks contributes to the barriers to fixed-route transit for
persons with disabilities.
Participants summarized the importance of transit by saying that “housing without transportation
is a prison” for persons with disabilities.

iv.

Proficient schools and educational programs

Texas public schools must provide services to children and youth with disabilities until age 21,
including transportation (Garnett, 2017). Twenty-two comments were collected related to lack
of access to proficient schools for persons with disabilities. Specific complaints focused on the lack
of post-secondary education, especially job training that meets the needs of persons with
disabilities. Individuals expressed a need for more supportive services available on campuses. One
family explained that they moved their child with intellectual and developmental disabilitiesinto
a private (K-12) school with smaller class sizes because the public school had very low
expectations for achievement and did not provide educational opportunities that met their
child’s abilities.

v.

Jobs

In 2015, the Texas state legislature mandated the transition of responsibilities from the Department
of Assistive and Rehabilitative Services (DARS) to the Texas Workforce Commission and the
Department of Health and Human Services, culminating in the elimination of DARS
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(Texas Workforce Commission, Texas Department of Assistive and Rehabilitative Services, Texas
Health and Human Services Commission, 2016; The State of Texas, 2016). The transition was to
begin in 2016 and complete by 2019. Stakeholders in public engagement expressed concern over
the success of the transition (Garnett, 2017). Participants in focus groups for persons with disabilities
identified the lack of supported employment opportunities, including supportive services and
accessible environments in the workplace as a barrier to employment.
Texas Medicaid and the Texas Workforce Commission (TWC) offer supported employment
programs in which persons with disabilities get assistance to find and maintain competitive,
integrated employment (Texas Council for Developmental Disabilities, 2018). Texas Medicaid
programs began to offer supported employment in 2013 but less than 2% of eligible consumers
have been approved for or received these services. TWC offers supported employment by
contracting with community rehabilitation providers (WorkReady Texas, 2018). Medicaid
supported employment services are mediated by managed care companies who appear to
have little understanding of these benefits (Garnett, 2017). State and federal law allows persons
with disabilities working in sheltered workshops to be paid by the piece of work produced as
long as the amount paid per hour of work is at least minimum wage. Sheltered workshops are
available in the region in Tarrant County only (AMFIBI, 2018). Piece rate employment can provide
important benefits to persons with disabilities, but the depressed wages add to problems with the
ability to afford housing (Garnett, 2017).
Participants in focus groups stated that persons with disabilities suffer from job loss leading to
eviction and loss of housing. One of the participants (herself a person with a disability) had
founded and operated a successful employment agency for persons with disabilities. She talked
about the need for employment for persons with disabilities and opportunities for job training,
perhaps on a sliding scale. She said, “Employment is part of being independent”. Another
guardian of a person with IDD shared that her son had been bullied on the job, increasing his
anxiety problems and forcing him to the quit the job. Her son had gotten the initial job through the
Department of Assistive and Rehabilitative Services (Texas DARS). DARS helped him to find a
subsequent job successfully with job search and job coaching services. The owner of the
employment agency talked about a friend with disabilities who worked for a company that
allowed him to have a flexible work start time for days when his attendant was late or unavailable
and he was delayed. Participants indicated that not enough companies are willing to make these
kinds of accommodations and affirmed the need for more customized employment opportunities
and on the job supportive services. Many participants stated thatthey did not have access to
a workplace in which they could “get around and work in safely.” Texas law allows employers to
pay ‘piece rate’ as long as total pay for each seven-day period equals at least the Federal
minimum wage for the number of hours worked (Texas Workforce Commission, 2018). Texas’ State
Use program permits state agencies to purchase goods and services from companies that will hire
persons with disabilities to do at least 75% of the work on a state contract (Texas Workforce
Commission, 2018; Batheja, 2015). The program also allows thesecompanies to pay employees
with disabilities less than the Federal minimum wage, sometimesas little as 61 cents per hour to
adjust for lower productivity (Walters, 2016). A guardian with a son with IDD participating in a
State Use program stated that persons with disabilities need to be “paid a decent wage – not 8
cents a bag of folded towels”.
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b.

Describe the processes that exist in the jurisdiction and region for persons with disabilities to request and obtain
reasonable accommodations and accessibility modifications to address the barriers discussed above.

The Fair Housing Act requires that owners and landlords of multi-family housing (excluding owneroccupied properties with four or fewer units) permit the modification of existing premises at the
expense of the renter if required to permit the full enjoyment of the property, especially by persons
with disabilities (U.S. Department of Justice; U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
2008; Disability Rights Texas, 1996). Garland Housing Authority requires residents to request a
reasonable accommodation.
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c.

Describe any difficulties in achieving homeownership experienced by persons with disabilities and by persons
with different types of disabilities in the jurisdiction and region.

Low income is the primary barrier to homeownership for persons with disabilities. Persons with
disabilities have virtually no possibility of owning a home due to cost (Cohen-Miller, 2017).
Participants in public engagement events echoed this statement. Persons who are aging- in place
also find it difficult to maintain their homes and continue to meet city codes for property
maintenance without assistance or reasonable accommodation (Cohen-Miller, 2017).
Families contemplate buying homes for their family members with disabilities, but the additional
costs of maintaining a second home (taxes, mortgage, utilities) make the project unaffordable,
according to participants in focus groups. The Home and Community-based Services (HCS)
program provide services to persons with IDD living with their own family, in their own home or
other community-based housing such as small group homes (Texas Health and Human Services,
2018). Program participants in shared housing split all costs of room and board for the property
and pay for them out of SSI benefits. SSI does not supply sufficient income for homeownership.
Participants say that HCS providers in their community have also been having difficulty finding
affordable homes to purchase.
Project-Based Vouchers are an avenue by which developers or families could buy homes for
group living and rent them to persons with disabilities and receive Section 8 rent subsidies to pay
the difference between what SSI recipients can afford and the cost of operating the home.
Section 8 does not normally permit rental of housing to family members, but the practice may be
approved by the housing authority as a reasonable accommodation for a family member with
disabilities.

Participants in focus groups said the only way their family members with disabilities could own a
home would be for a group of families with compatible persons with disabilities to buy a home
together. Participants say that finding compatible residents as well as compatible families who will
share responsibilities equally is a challenge.
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5. Disproportionate Housing Needs

a.

Describe any disproportionate housing needs experienced by persons with disabilities and by persons with certain
types of disabilities in the jurisdiction and region.

The greatest amount of public input on disproportionate housing need for persons with disabilities
came from discussions about the lack of in-home or community-based supportive services. The
following needs emerged from public meetings and focus groups:
•

Medical support, especially in-home or community monitoring for emergencies

•

Supervision for safety

•

Assistance to get out of bed, dress, and prepare to leave home for employment or
other community activities

•

Day activity programs to prevent isolation and support community integration;

•

Legal support and guardianship-type services that enable supported decision-making
and choice

•

Transportation

•

Need for housing modifications

•

Safe neighborhoods for vulnerable people

•

Supported recreation opportunities

Many participants discussed the importance of recreation and supports that enabled persons with
disabilities to get out into the community. Guardians stated that persons with disabilities need day
programs that enable them to be productively active in the community shopping, dining,
attending community events, and recreation. During a focus group, participants (guardians and
persons with disabilities) were asked to draw their “dream home” and their ideal community. One
of the participants with intellectual and developmental disabilities filled her drawing with
recreation and activities, including sports, music-making, and job training opportunities. These
comments were highly related to the desire to live in an integrated community that was not like
“an institution.”
Participants stated that Texas Medicaid waiver programs were insufficient to provide the
supportive services needed. One guardian was very frustrated because his son, a person with
intellectual and developmental disabilities who is not able to live independently without support,
had been dropped completely from waiver programs because he did not need skilled nursing
services, and the guardian had no idea what to do about it. Participants emphasized the
importance of housing that is integrated with services and supports and maximizes community
integration.
Persons with multiple disabilities, including mobility and respiratory problems, find housing options
especially limited. The number of nursing homes that will accept ventilator-dependent patients is
highly limited in Texas, and quality of care has been deficient, leading to closures (Hopper, 2002;
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Associated Press, 2007; Hearst Newspapers LLC, 2007). Medicaid waiver programs provide for
community-based housing for persons with ventilators, but the transition is challenging. Theperson
must have affordable housing to go to that is accessible and can support the physical demands
of the ventilator equipment. The person must also be able to hire attendants who are able to learn
the challenging tasks of maintaining ventilator equipment and supporting respiratory health (Hill
& Brewer, 2014). Caregiver compensation at $8-$9 per hour is inadequate to retain skilled
caregivers. A working group met briefly with the Texas Health and Human Services department to
identify the needs of ventilator-dependent people in the community with little success. Many
participants in public engagement commented that there was lack of assistance for transitioning
from nursing homes to community-based housing.
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6. Additional Information

a.

Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about disability and access issues in
the jurisdiction and region including those affecting persons with disabilities with other protected characteristics.

Community opposition
Community opposition is a significant barrier to housing access for persons with disabilities,
according to representatives of Disability Rights Texas, a nonprofit organization funded by
Congress to protect and advocate on behalf of persons with disabilities (Cohen-Miller, 2017).
Intellectual and developmental disabilities
Susan Garnett, CEO of MHMR of Tarrant County and a member of many organization boards and
state commissions, described the situation facing families living with members with intellectual and
developmental disabilities in Texas (Garnett, 2017). Middle-income and upper-income families are
banding together to purchase homes or apartments where their family members can live
independently with supports now and after their guardians’ death. Lower-income families,
especially the great number living in families with multi-generationalpoverty, have no options.
They are living with their children and relatives with IDD and face significant problems in finding
and maintaining affordable housing where their family members are accepted. Many of these
lower-income families are dealing with multiple family members with disabilities.
Ms. Garnett gave the example of a mother with a 13-year-old son with IDD. The mother has
been evicted from apartments because her son’s behaviors make other residents uncomfortable.
The reasonable accommodation process was not able to address the situation. Another mother
who works as a waitress approached MHMR for services for her 15-year-old son and found a 12year waiting list to get her son into the HCS program. She is unable to find or afford sitters for her
son and has been forced to lock him in her car while she’s at work, checkingon him frequently,
jeopardizing her employment. Children are not generally eligible for after-school services after
age 13 in Texas.
Need for Further Action
In its Frequently Asked Questions, The Community for Permanent Supportive Housing lists the
following factors among those illustrating the need for further work to provide for accessible
housing (Community for Publicly Supported Housing, 2018):
□ Most concentrated population of people with intellectual/developmental disabilities is located
in North Texas.  About 100,000 North Texas adults have an IDD and have at least one
independent living difficulty.  Enough beds will be available for about 3% of this population when
their primary caretaker is no longer able to care for them.  Caregivers (mostly parents) are aging.
20% are 60+ years old. 35% are 41-59 years old.  Neighbors are not aware of the capabilities of
people living with disabilities.
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b.

The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of disability and access issues.

Access to supportive services Many participants in focus groups for persons with disabilities
identified problems with the affordability of quality caregivers and personal care attendants.
Parents reported having to leave the workforce to provide care for family members due to the
lack of affordable, quality caregivers. Participants reported that low reimbursement rates for
caregivers hired through Medicaid programs are a barrier to quality care. Few resources exist to
assist families in developing a network of caregivers.
Reimbursement rates are universally low across the U.S., averaging slightly more than minimum
wage (LeBlanc, Tonner, & Harrington, 2001). The Texas Home and Community-based Services
Workforce Advisory Council found that Texas had among the lowest rates in the nation and that
low wages seriously impaired the ability of the state to meet current and future needs for directsupport workers (caregivers) (Texas Department of Aging and Disability Services; Texas Health and
Human Services Commission, 2010). The advisory council found that high turnover among directsupport workers was caused by low wages, physically demanding work and the lack of health
insurance, resulting in the lack of opportunity to avoid or leave nursing home care. The annual
2016 mean wage for personal care aides in the Dallas-Plano-Irving metropolitan areawas
$18,790, the lowest of all occupations (United States Department of Labor, 2016). The median
hourly wage was $8.83. The base wage for community attendants working in the Texas Medicaid
system is $8 per hour, and 54% of attendants surveyed used means-tested public assistance (e.g.,
SNAP) (Ginny McKay Consulting, 2017).
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7. Disability and Access Issues Contributing Factors
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E. Fair Housing Enforcement, Outreach Capacity, and Resources Analysis

1.

List and Summarize any of the following that have not been resolved

If a client is a FHIP or FHAP, request a copy of their annual report to HUD
The City provides HUD an Annual Summary of Case Closures and Training and Outreach
Activities as part of the Annual Grant submission. Annual Summaries will be provided under
separate cover.

N o r t h T e x a s R e g I o n a l H o u s I n g A s s e s s m e n t / 2018

193

2.

Describe any state or local fair housing laws. What characteristics are protected under each law?

City of Garland Fair Housing Ordinance
The City of Garland adopted Fair Housing Ordinance #4610 (Article III, Sec. 32.85 Fair Housing)
on August 4, 1992, to protect the right of every citizen to have the ability to access quality housing
regardless of their race, color, sex, religion, handicap, familial status, or national origin. The City’s
Ordinance was amended on March 3, 1997, to add the protected class of “age” to the
ordinance.
Garland’s Fair Housing Ordinance has been deemed by HUD as substantially equivalent to the
federal Fair Housing Act of 1968, as a result of offering substantive rights, remedies, and judicial
review that are substantially similar to the rights, remedies, and judicial review provisions included
in the federal Fair Housing Act. This status certifies the Garland Fair Housing Office as a Fair Housing
Assistance Program (FHAP), allowing it to receive, investigate, conciliate/reconcile,and/or litigate
local fair housing claims. Garland’s Fair Housing Services (within the Housing and Community
Service Department) is responsible for educating the community on fair housing rights,
responsibilities, and laws as well as enforcing the City’s fair housing ordinance.

State Fair Housing Law
The Texas Fair Housing Act, Property Code, Title 15, Chapter 301, states that persons may not
discriminate in the sale, rental, terms or conditions of housing based on race, color, religion,
gender, familial status or national origin (State of Texas, 2018). The state code includes a section
titled “disability” that prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability in all aspects of sale, rental,
terms and conditions, refusal to permit reasonable modifications, and design and construction
of multifamily dwellings (after March 13, 1991, with four or more units). The state code includes the
city exemptions plus an exemption for housing exclusively for elderly persons.
It is important to note that the City of Garland nor the Garland Housing Agency are authorized
to enforce provisions related to the Texas Fair Housing Act. The responsibility to investigate,
enforce, and litigate the provisions thereof reside with the Texas State Commission on Human
Rights alone.
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3.

Identify any local and regional agencies and organizations that provide fair housing information, outreach, and
enforcement, including their capacity and the resources available to them.

The agencies listed in the table below provide fair housing outreach, information and
enforcement in the region.
Name
Garland Office of
Housing and
Neighborhood Services
FHAP/FHIP (Local)

City of Dallas Fair
Housing Office

Website

Address

http://www.garlandtx.gov/
gov/hk/housing/fair/defaul
t.asp

210 Carver Street, Suite
102A
Garland, TX

Number

(972) 2053316

75040-7386
http://dallascityhall.com/d
epartments/fairhousing/Pa
ges/default.aspx

FHAP (Local)

1500 Marilla Street,
Room 1B North
Dallas, TX

(214) 6705677

75201-6318
Fort Worth Human
Relations Commission
FHAP (Local)

Fort Worth Regional
Office of FHEO
(Regional)

http://fortworthtexas.gov/h
umanrelations/housing/

https://www.hud.gov/prog
ram_offices/fair_housing_e
qual_opp/onlinecomplaint

1000 Throckmorton
Street
Fort Worth, TX 761026312
U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban
Development
801 Cherry Street, Unit
#45, Suite 2500
Fort Worth, Texas 76102

FHAP (Local/County)

http://access.tarrantcount
y.com/en/housingassistance-office/aboutus/fair-housing.html

North Texas Fair
Housing Center

http://www.northtexasfairh
ousing.org/

Tarrant County Housing
Assistance Office

2100 Circle Drive
Fort Worth, Texas 76119
8625 King George
Drive, Ste. 130 Dallas, TX
75235

(817) 3927525
(817) 9785900
(800) 6699777
(817) 9785595
(817)-8841111
(469) 9410375

The HUD Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) office in Fort Worth receives complaints from
throughout the region. The mission of the FHEO is to “eliminate housing discrimination, promote
economic opportunity and achieve diverse, inclusive communities by leading the nation in the
enforcement, administration, development and public understanding of federal fair housing
policies and laws. FHEO protects people from discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion,
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sex, national origin, disability and familial status” (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, 2018). HUD maintains a list of cases filed by type and name of alleged party in
violation. Complaints can be filed online, by mail or phone, including accommodations for
persons with disabilities. Investigations are completed within 100 days of receipt of complaint or
the complainant is notified. HUD may refer complaints to local offices that have been approved
to handle housing discrimination investigations. The local office must begin work within 30 days
of the assignment or HUD reassumes responsibility for the complaint. The HUD website offers
possible immediate assistance with judicial relief if a situation of irreparable harm is imminent or a
clear violation exists. Services are offered at no cost. Complaints resulting in a finding of
discrimination must be heard by a court within 120 days of the finding. The national FHEO
organization consists of 24 offices, including programs, investigations, enforcement,
administration, planning and budget, information services and communications, field oversight
and legislative initiatives. and outreach. The Fort Worth office (Region VI) is staffed by two directors
and one additional contact person (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2018).
The City of Dallas Fair Housing Office (FHO) is a participant in HUD’s Fair Housing Assistance
Program and is funded to enforce local fair housing laws that are substantially equivalent to the
Federal Housing Act (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2018). The Dallas FHO
receives housing discrimination complaints, investigates complaints, conducts conciliation and
mediation, offers fair housing training, approves and monitors Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing
Plans, maintains a list of publicly assisted affordable housing, produces a Housing and Disability
Resource Guide and monitors ADA compliance for Dallas and the region (City of Dallas, 2018).
Training and complaint procedures can be accessed through the website. Trainingis offered on a
customized basis, including speaking at events such as the MetroTex Leadership Academy for real
estate agents (MetroTex, 2018). Training and presentations are offered free of charge.
The Human Relations Unit (HRU) of the City of Fort Worth has the authority as a Fair Housing
Assistance Program funded by the federal government to receive complaints and investigate and
enforce violations of city and federal fair housing laws (City of Fort Worth, 2018). The HRU also
provides fair housing information, outreach, conciliation services and supports the work of the Fort
Worth Human Relations Commission (monthly meetings). The HRU also supports the Mayor’s
Committee on Persons with Disabilities (monthly meetings), provides training for ADA coordinators
and City department liaisons, hosts ADA/FHA training for City employees, hosts a public film series
addressing matters important to protected classes, participates in a City diversity and inclusion
committee, and supports special events and projects around special populations (Fort Worth
Human Relations Commission, 2017).
The Texas Workforce Commission (TWC) accepts complaints of housing discrimination for
locations other than Dallas, Fort Worth and Garland, where fair housing offices are located, and
for complaints that have not previously been submitted to HUD (Texas Workforce Commission,
2018). TWC maintains a website with information on fair housing rights, including accessibility
requirements for buildings, rights of persons with disabilities and familial status, mortgage lending
and sales or rental housing. Complaints may be filed via the website online form, email, U.S. mail
or fax. TWC attempts to contact the alleged discriminating party requesting a response. An
optional mediation process is offered to all parties. If conciliation and mediation are not possible,
TWC conducts an investigation. A Charge of Discrimination is issued if a violation is found. The
Texas Attorney General’s Office files lawsuits against discriminating parties. TWC maintains a Civil
Rights Division to enforce the Texas Commission on Human Rights Act and the
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Texas Fair Housing Act. The Texas Fair Housing Act requires that TWC produce an annual report on
housing discrimination (State of Texas, 2018). TWC offers training and presentations to its partners
on fair housing, including a fair housing self-help library, at little or no cost (Texas Workforce
Commission, 2018).
The North Texas Fair Housing Center (NTFHC) is a participant in HUD’s Fair Housing Initiatives
Program and receives federal funding to provide free fair housing services (U.S Department of
Housing and Urban Development, 2018). NTFHC provides housing problem counseling,complaint
investigation and training to residents of 12 North Texas counties (North Texas Fair Housing Center,
2018). Training is available for landlords, property managers, real estate agents, tenants,
prospective homebuyers, city governments and nonprofit organizations on fair housing topics at
no charge. NTFHC partnered with other fair housing organizations to successfully pursue a
judgment against Wells Fargo Bank for allegedly providing poorer care for real estate-owned
foreclosed properties in nonwhite communities than in white communities. Proceeds from the
successful action are being used to fund NTFHC grants to nonprofit agencies for housing
rehabilitation, housing retention in owner-occupied homes, neighborhood revitalization,
accessibility modifications and down payment assistance for persons earning up to 120% of area
median income. NTFHC also conducts paired testing to assess the level of unfair housing
discrimination. The agency has produced one report of its testing since it was formed in 2010. The
paired testing study found that 37% of rental attempts by black testers (N=27), 33% of Hispanic
attempts and 20% of attempts by families with children (N=10) were met with illegal housing
discrimination (North Texas Fair Housing Center, 2011). Violations included differences in rental
prices offered, information regarding availability of units, security deposit amounts, move- in
specials, treatment, access to rental applications and steering buyers to certain properties and
areas.
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4. Additional Information

a.

Provide additional relevant information, if any, about fair housing enforcement, outreach capacity, and resources in
the jurisdiction and region.

The City of Garland established the Garland Housing Agency in 1976 (two years after the federal
voucher program began). The program started with 100 Housing Choice Vouchers and over the
last four decades has grown to assists over 1,500 HCV clients with securing quality affordable
housing. To ensure the quality of these homes GHA conducts housing inspections. GHA and HUD
have both established minimum guidelines for housing quality for all properties participating in
housing programs. These inspections are performed before the rental agreement is finalized and
annually to ensure the housing provides safe, sanitary, and decent housing to Garland residents.
GHA has also implemented a Zero Tolerance Policy for recipients of program funds. A program
participant will be removed from the program if they cause damage that exceeds the total of
one month of rent to a property participating in housing programs. The tenant would lose their
existing housing assistance and would need to reapply to the waitlist for services.
GHA also provides programs on Family Self-Sufficiency and Home Ownership as well as a
Summer Nutrition program. The self-sufficiency programs focus on skill-building of HCV recipients


Family Self Sufficiency programs focus on improving financial literacy/skills, stability,
managing gradually increasing fiscal responsibility, and saving. Additional education
partners in this effort are Eastfield and Richland Colleges.



The Housing Choice Voucher Home Ownership Program allows HCVs to be used to assist
voucher recipients with meeting their monthly mortgage obligations. This is in addition to
the HCV program that is used to help meet rental payments. This program is available to
first-time home buyers.



The Summer Nutrition Program offers healthy lunches to school-age children during the
summer. Meals are offered from June to August at various locations throughout the city.
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b

The program participant may also include information relevant to programs, actions, or activities to promote fair
housing outcomes and capacity.

GHA staff attends a monthly luncheon of area landlords to share information about the benefits
and requirements of participating in the HCV program to increase and expand the variety in
landlord participation. This is also an opportunity for staff to answer questions and address
concerns of landlords that currently participate in the program.
GHA has also made several of its housing services available online. GHA partnered with
www.gosection8.com, to make the rental process easier for voucher recipients. This site offers a
list of available rental properties categorized by housing type (i.e., apartment units, duplexes,
single-family homes or townhomes) from private landlords. Garland has also added an online
option for the annual recertification program for ease of use and convenience of voucher
recipients. This change makes recertification more accessible for voucher recipients, allowing
them to complete the process wherever a computer is available and removes the requirement
for recipients to come into the Housing Agency office to complete the process. The online portal
also provides needed assistance in identifying existing properties available for lease, assisting with
streamlining the apartment search process for voucher recipients.
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5. Fair Housing Enforcement, Outreach Capacity, and Resources Contributing Factors

The majority of the comments received on enforcement, outreach capacity, and resources
focused on increasing the amount of education offered on fair housing programs. This included
providing additional information for both landlords and voucher recipients on program
requirements as well as rights under fair housing laws. The other primary factor noted in the
comments was maintenance of units occupied by voucher holders.

Contributing Factors to Issues with Publicly Supported Housing
• Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement
o Consider new options or expanding education and outreach efforts regarding
housing services, rights, and responsibilities.
 Example – “Education. Those who are educated will do well. It would be
more acceptable for the renters of they knew their clients were
educated.”, “Education/ Criteria for what is available.”, “Education
enhancement.”, “Would like more assistance or info on home or apts that
accept.”
•

Local Fair Housing Enforcement by Agencies and Government
o Consider periodic check-ins with landlords of units occupied long-term by an HCV
holder.
 Example – “In an apt more than 10 years or 6 or 7 years, painting and carpet
should mandatory for repairs.”, “Parking and yearly work done to own
unit.”, “If you stay in an apt more than 10 years or 6 or 7 years, painting and
carpet should mandatory for repairs.”, “Care for the property that you
provide for the tenants.”
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VI. Fair Housing Goals and Priorities
For each fair housing issue as analyzed in the Fair Housing Analysis section, prioritize the identified
contributing factors. Justify the prioritization of the contributing factors that will be addressed by the
goals set below in Question 2. Give the highest priority to those factors that limit or deny fair housing
choice or access to opportunity, or negatively impact fair housing or civil rights compliance.

Procedure
Information from public meetings, focus groups and stakeholder interviews was gathered and
analyzed in a variety of ways to determine the overall importance of contributing factors to fair
housing issues within and across issue areas. All comments were documented and considered in
the analysis. Priority was given to factors and issues that showed up repeatedly in comments and
those substantiated by local research and quantitative/GIS data analysis. Comments received
from public meetings, focus groups, stakeholder or subject matter expert interviews/consultations
were coded according to the list of contributing factors outlined by HUDin the AFH tool, and
summarized using qualitative analysis software. Additional codes were created for comments
relating to contributing factors not included the HUD created list. Additionally, related contributing
factors were grouped to identify overall trends in the comments received.
These goals and a broader list of potential strategies were also discussed and presented to the
NTRHA Technical Advisory Board, Community Development Commission, and other organizations
that were consulted throughout the process (e.g. Legal of Northwest Texas, National Low-Income
Housing Coalition).
The following tables show the number of votes received for each goal, and the assessed level of
importance of each goal. All goals were considered of high importance.
Contributing Factors to Fair Housing Issues:
The following table displays the number of codes applied under each fair housing issue. They are
listed in order by the number of comments received per contributing factors to disparities in
access to opportunity.
City of Garland, Texas
Contributing Factors

Number of
Comments

Contributing Factors of Disparities in Access to Opportunity

Percent

139

60.4

Contributing Factors of Disproportionate Housing Needs

42

18.3

Contributing Factors of Publicly Supported Housing Location and
Occupancy

17

7.4

7

3.0

14

6.1

Disability and Access Issues Contributing Factors

7

3.0

Fair Housing Enforcement

4

1.7

Contributing Factors of R/ECAPs
Contributing Factors of Segregation

Figure 111. Contributing factors to fair housing issues

N o r t h T e x a s R e g I o n a l H o u s I n g A s s e s s m e n t / 2018

205

*****This equals 99.99%******

The tables below show the number of codes received for each set of contributing factors under each fair
housing.

CONTRIBUTING FACTORS OF DISPARITIES IN ACCESS TO OPPORTUNITY
Lack of investments in specific neighborhoods, both public and private

59

25.7

Location and type of affordable housing, lack of access to opportunity due to high
housing costs, loss of affordable housing

16

7.0

Availability, type, frequency, and reliability of public transportation

14

6.1

Location of proficient schools and school assignment policies

11

4.8

Crime

9

3.9

Childcare

9

3.9

Lack of local or regional cooperation

8

3.5

Location of employers

5

2.2

Impediments to mobility

3

1.3

Location of environmental health hazards

2

0.9

Access to financial services, lending discrimination, source of income discrimination,
private discrimination

2

0.9

Strengths-Recommendations

1

0.4

139

60.4%

Availability of affordable units in range of sizes, Loss of affordable housing, Lack of
access to opportunity due to high housing costs, Displacement of residents due to
economic pressure

26

11.3

Other

9

3.9

Housing Problems

4

1.7

Source of income, background, lending discrimination

2

0.9

Lack of investments in specific neighborhoods, both public and private

1

0.4

42

18.3%

Total

CONTRIBUTING FACTORS OF DISPROPORTIONATE HOUSING NEEDS

Total
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CONTRIBUTING FACTORS OF PUBLICLY SUPPORTED HOUSING LOCATION
AND OCCUPANCY
Admissions and occupancy policies and procedures, including preferences in publicly
supported housing

7

3.0

Lack of investment in specific neighborhoods, both public and private

3

1.3

Source of income discrimination, community opposition, impediments to mobility

3

1.3

Quality of affordable housing information programs

2

0.9

Lack of local or regional cooperation

1

0.4

Siting selection policies, practices and decisions for publicly supported housing,
including discretionary aspects of Qualified Allocation Plans and other programs

1

0.4

17

7.4%

Lending, private, and source of income discrimination, and community opposition

5

2.2

Location and type of affordable housing

3

1.3

Lack of public and private investment, revitalization strategies

2

0.9

Lack of regional cooperation

2

0.9

Other

2

0.9

14

6.1%

Lack of investments in specific neighborhoods, including both public and private, lack
of community revitalization strategies

3

1.3

Location and type of affordable housing, Loss of affordable housing

2

0.9

Displacement of residents due to economic pressures

1

0.4

Land use and zoning laws

1

0.4

Total

7

3.0%

Total

CONTRIBUTING FACTORS OF SEGREGATION

Total

CONTRIBUTING FACTORS OF R/ECAPS

DISABILITY AND ACCESS ISSUES CONTRIBUTING FACTORS
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Access to transportation for persons with disabilities

2

0.9

Inaccessible public or private infrastructure

1

0.4

Lack of affordable integrated housing needing supportive services/lack of affordable
accessible housing; lack of affordable in-home or community based supportive
services

1

0.4

Lack of affordable, accessible housing in range of unit sizes

2

0.9

Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications

1

0.4

7

3.0%

4

1.7

4

1.7%

Total

FAIR HOUSING ENFORCEMENT
State or local laws, policies, or practices that discourage individuals with disabilities
from living in apartments, family homes, supportive housing, shared housing and other
integrated settings
Total

Figure 112. Contributing factors to access to opportunity, segregation, and disproportionate housing needs
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For each fair housing issue with significant contributing factors identified in Question 1, set one or
more goals. Using the table below, explain how each goal is designed to overcome the identified
contributing factor and related fair housing issue(s). For goals designed to overcome more than
one fair housing issue, explain how the goal will overcome each issue and the related contributing
factors. For each goal, identify metrics and milestones for determining what fair housing results will
be achieved, and indicate the timeframe for achievement.

Goals related to each of the contributing factors above are listed below.
GOAL

CONTRIBUTING
FACTOR(S)

FAIR HOUSING
ISSUES

OBJECTIVES AND MILESTONES

INVOLVED
PARTY(S)

Increase
access to
affordable
housing in high
opportunity
areas.

Lack of local
and/or regional
cooperation

R/ECAPs

Establish a regional housing
clearinghouse for housing choice
voucher (HCV) administration.

City of
Garland/GHA

Source of income
discrimination
Impediments to
mobility
Private
discrimination
Land use and
zoning
Location and
type of
affordable
housing

Access to
Opportunity
Segregation/
Integration

Research high opportunity areas,
Identify availability of units and
application requirements,

Access to Low
Poverty

Develop a standard mobility counseling
education program,

Neighborhoods

Educate & build rapport with landlords.

Regional Housing
Partners

Develop a standard affordable housing
construction commitment for landlords
and/or developers accepting city
subsidies or zoning waivers (i.e. waiver
of fees, grant dollars, in kind fees for
affordable housing projects/LIHTC,
etc.).

Admissions and
occupancy
policies,
procedures,
including
preference in
publicly
supported
housing
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Increase
supply of
affordable
housing units.

Location and
type of
affordable
housing

Disproportionate
Housing Needs

Lack of
affordable
housing

Continue to promote infill development
and revitalization of existing housing
stock by continuing to encourage
developers:

City of Garland

To buy and renovate older, existing
housing stock (infill development),
To construct a variety of sizes & types of
housing through partnerships or
program incentives.

Loss of
affordable
housing

Assess the viability of allowing
accessory units to be used as
alternative housing solutions.
Continue and expand programing to
assist elder home owners with
maintenance and repairs by
leveraging community partnerships.
Continue to promote inclusion of
affordable units in new market rate and
mixed-use developments.
Encourage LIHTC development where
applicable.

Increase
supply of
accessible,
affordable
housing for
persons with
disabilities

Lack of
affordable
housing
Lack of access to
opportunity
due to high
housing costs
Access to
publicly
supported
housing for
persons with
disabilities
Lack of
affordable,
accessible
housing in range
of unit sizes

Disability &
Access

Expand housing options for persons with
disabilities through revision of existing
regulations regarding accessory
dwelling units.

City of Garland

Continue to survey ADA compliance
accommodations on sidewalks,
crosswalks, business entrances, etc.
and allocate appropriate funds to
bring public areas up to code.
Consider new zoning requirements that
would allow for shared/assisted living
and alternative housing solutions.
Recommend standard building
codes/requirements that are ADA
compliant for all housing types.

Lack of
affordable,
integrated
housing for
individuals who
need
supportive
services
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Make
investments in
targeted
neighborhoods
to increase
opportunity

Lack of public
investment in
specific
neighborhoods,
including services
and amenities
Lack of private
investment in
specific
neighborhoods

Access to
Opportunity

Continue to survey predominantly
residential, low-income, and highly
segregated/non-white neighborhoods
for existing private investments,
planned private
resources/developments, and work to
leverage them using existing City of
Garland programming/initiatives (i.e.
the DIY Garland program).

City of Garland
Garland Economic
Development
Partnership
Developers/Business
Owners

Create a Needs Inventory for each
predominantly residential, low-income,
and highly segregated/non-white
neighborhood.
Create a wholistic revitalization plan for
high poverty and R/ECAP areas that
includes a variety of private services
within walking distance or a short bus
ride. This could include locating
resources between, or as connectors
between, adjacent neighborhoods,
and incentivizing private businesses to
locate in the area using subsidies and
other economic strategies.
Create a healthy food development
plan to increase the variety of healthy
food providers and options (i.e. Parks
and Recreation adding low cost meal
plan options at the Carver Senior
Center).
Continue to improve park and
recreational programming such as:
Continuing to raise awareness of
existing youth & recreational
system programming,
Adding additional trash/recycling
receptacles.
Continue to encourage residents to
take ownership of their
community/neighborhood through
focused programming and community
policing.
Continue to upgrade infrastructure in
older, established, single-family,
residential neighborhoods (such as
aged plumbing infrastructure and
narrow and/or broken sidewalks).
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Increase
access to
information
and resources
on fair and
affordable
housing

Quality of
affordable
housing
information
programs

Fair Housing
Enforcement,
Outreach
Capacity, and
Resources

Continue and increase outreach of
available fair housing resources &
requirements as well as home buyer
resources to the community, landlords,
realty organizations, etc.
Continue to work with community
agencies and advocacy groups to
develop and disseminate educational
programming, create more
opportunities to educate general
public on fair and affordable housing,
and reduce the stigma of HCVs.

City of
Garland/GHA
FHAPs
Community
partners

Continue to meet with landlords,
apartment associations, realtors, etc. to
inform them of program requirements
and how to work through administrative
side of accepting vouchers in
apartments, duplexes, and single-family
homes.
Increase efforts to educate landlords
about disability income and HCVs.

Increase
access to
affordable
transportation
options for low
income
households
and persons
with
disabilities.

Availability, type,
frequency, and
reliability of
public
transportation

Maintain and
improve the
quality and
management
of publicly
supported
housing

Lack of public
investment in
specific
neighborhoods,
including services
and amenities

Transportation

City of Garland
DART

Consider additional programs to
supplement DART paratransit and
expand access to affordable, reliable
transportation for the differently abled
population such as vetted ride-share
programs with service to medical
facilities and parks.

Impediments to
mobility

Lack of private
investment in
specific
neighborhoods

Work with DART to expand access to
reliable, affordable transportation
services such as increasing stops and
extending operating hours.

Publicly
Supported
Housing

Encourage landlords to maintain
property safety measures in good
condition such as making sure gates
function properly.

City of
Garland/GHA

Use code enforcement to bring private
structures into compliance such as
periodic repairs and updates for longterm tenants.

Crime/Safety

Figure 113. Information regarding selected goals and strategies for Garland
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Vetting proposed Fair Housing Goals
Based on the data analyzed (quantitative data, policy analysis, best practices), and the public
input gathered throughout the process (meeting, consultation, focus group, surveys), the UTA
Research team formulated a preliminary set of goals and strategies to address the identified fair
housing challenges.
The UTA Research team presented the proposed goals to the community at a second round of
public meetings. Participants voted on the level of importance for each goal and provided
comments and suggestions on how to improve these goals.

Goal Increase access to affordable
transportation options for low income
households and persons with disabilities

Improve coordination of routes for handi-rides. Training for
dispatchers and schedules. A day in the life exercise.

Goal Increase access to information and
resources on fair and affordable housing

Inform or educate home owner associations and potential
new builders.

Goal Make investments in targeted
neighborhoods to increase opportunity

No additional comments.

Goal Maintain and improve the quality and
management of publicly supported housing

As they renovate properties add in ADA accessibility.
Through incentives and or building code.
Incentivize developers.

Goal Increasing supply of affordable housing
units

Goal Increase access to affordable housing
in high opportunity areas

We need an affordable housing ordinance to mitigate cost
factors imposed by the GDC. Habitat wants to change the
image of affordable housing (elevate, improve) but the
GDC requirements are too costly for orgs who build
affordable housing.

Information on school attendance before moving.
Maybe consider increasing the amount from 20% to 30%.
Consider local needs in setting %s or quotas. Consider baby
boomers aging. Look forward to plan for the future needs.

Goal Increase supply of accessible,
affordable housing for persons with
disabilities

Center point is the only apartment with accessible housing
that is available, but I’ve been on the wait list on a year, I
have 2 kids and I’m trying.
Build a pocket community with supportive services.
ADA universal could get to be very expensive. Consider a
formula or quota option. Look at grading requirements.
Look at building models ADA. Files/blueprints.

N o r t h T e x a s R e g I o n a l H o u s I n g A s s e s s m e n t / 2018

213

Need to establish regulations for families that have
vouchers and they aren’t required to make 2-3 times the
rent without needing a cosigner.
Additional Comments:

Having more homes (house) to choose from when looking
for a house for a one-bedroom housing voucher with a two
people household.
Having more homes (house) to choose from when looking
for a house for a one-bedroom housing voucher with a
two people [sic] household.

Figure 114. Community comments on goals
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