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Abstract 

 

An Analysis of Ways to Maximize the Efficiency of the NEPA 

Environmental Process at the Texas Department of Housing and 

Community Affairs 

 

Ryan Christian Ramphul, MSCRP 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2010 

 

Supervisor:  Robert Paterson 

 

In light of the substantial sums of money that the Texas Department of Housing 

and Community Affairs (TDHCA) was awarded through the American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act of 2009, ways to maximize the efficiency of the agency’s various 

processes are highly sought after.  The TDHCA environmental review process, which is 

required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), is one of the longest 

processes that people applying for federal funding through TDHCA must face.  It is, 

therefore, a process that would substantially benefit the agency by being made more 

efficient.  In this report, areas where applicants find the TDHCA environmental process 

to be difficult are illustrated by a systematic tabulation of the deficiency reviews sent to a 

sample of applicants from 2009.  Additionally, survey data collected from people who 

submit environmental applications, and also people who review environmental 

applications, provides quantitative data about specific areas of the process where 



 vii 

applicants meet with difficulty; and also qualitative data about where survey-takers feel 

the process could be made easier and more efficient.  The data seems to indicate that 

applicants have significant difficulty knowing how to start the environmental process, the 

documents necessary, and how to fill out the necessary documents.  In terms of 

suggestions, the results indicate that a more elaborate, user-friendly environmental 

webpage, complete with examples of required documents, and examples of how to fill 

them out, would make the environmental process exponentially easier for applicants.  

With the process being easier for applicants, TDHCA Environmental Specialists will 

hopefully not need to send out as many deficiency reviews to applicants, and will instead 

be able to review applications faster and issue environmental clearance quicker; thus 

making the process more efficient.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 

The Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (TDHCA) administers 

millions of dollars in federal and State funding, to housing projects of all types, 

throughout the State of Texas each year.  Every project that uses any federal money, 

however, is required to comply with federal environmental review requirements required 

by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  The environmental compliance 

process is more often than not the most time consuming part of an applicant’s journey to 

receive federal funds.  In 2008, CNN criticized TDHCA on national television for not 

disbursing federal funds in a rapid manner following hurricane Ike; citing the 

environmental review process as the main obstacle.   

For the general applicant, the environmental process can seem complicated 

because environmental review records involve a significant amount of preparation on the 

applicant’s behalf.  Virtually every environmental review record submitted to TDHCA is 

sent back to the applicant because of deficiencies.  This significantly slows down the 

application process.  The main goal of this report is to explore ways in which to 

maximize the efficiency of TDHCA’s NEPA environmental review process, by making it 

easier for applicants to understand what they need to submit and, therefore, making it 

easier for Environmental Specialists at TDHCA to review.  This is especially critical in 

light of the unprecedented amount of federal funding that has become available through 

the Housing and Economic Recovery Act of 2009. 
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Chapter 2 of this report outlines the history of the NEPA environmental process, 

and how it is implemented by The US Department of Housing and Urban Development 

and, subsequently, TDHCA.  Chapter 3 goes on to identify areas in the TDHCA 

environmental process where applicants are met with difficulty.  This is accomplished by 

tracking a sample of projects from the beginning of their contracts with the State, all the 

way through their environmental clearance, making special note of the deficiency reviews 

sent to them in regards to their applications.  Chapter 4 solicits general survey data about 

the NEPA environmental process at TDHCA, from people who apply for environmental 

clearance, and also people who review applications for environmental clearance.  This 

information is then used in conjunction with the data from Chapter 3 to craft suggested 

solution for the various areas of difficulty in the TDHCA NEPA environmental process.  

These suggestions are illustrated in Chapter 5 of this report.



 3 

Chapter 2: NEPA History and Overview 

In 1962, a well-known author on natural history, Rachel Carson, published a book 

entitled Silent Spring, which is credited with catalyzing the environmental movement.  

The book’s argument was that unmonitored and unexamined pesticide use was killing not 

only birds and wildlife, but humans as well.  The notion of a “Silent Spring” season in 

which birds could not be heard chirping because they were all dead, seemed to disturb the 

American people.  It also raised the issue of long term consequence of environmental 

degradation and issues of bioaccumulation and long latency periods.  As such, 

environmentally conscious legislation like the Clean Air Act of 1963 and the Wilderness 

Act of 1964 was passed.  It wasn’t, however, until the 1969 Santa Barbra oil spill, in 

which an estimated 80,000 to 100,000 barrels of crude oil spilled into the channel and 

onto the beaches of Santa Barbara County, killing upward of 10,000 birds, that the scene 

was set for a National Environmental Policy Act.  First proposed by Washington Senator 

Henry Jackson in 1969, the National Environmental Policy Act was signed into law by 

President Richard Nixon on January 1, 1970.  The Environmental Protection Agency 

would then be created on December 2, 1970 and The Clean Water Act of 1971 would 

follow shortly thereafter.  

According to The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the stated purpose 

of the legislation is to: 

Declare a national policy which will encourage productive and enjoyable 

harmony between man and his environment; to promote efforts which will 
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prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere and stimulate the 

health and welfare of man; to enrich the understanding of the ecological systems 

and natural resources important to the Nation; and to establish a Council on 

Environmental Quality. 

The Act is, therefore divided into two sections; Title I and Title II.  Title I of the Act is 

the Congressional Declaration of National Environmental Policy and Title II establishes 

the Council on Environmental Quality.    

The National Environmental Policy Act’s Title I provides a vision statement 

articulating for the first time in federal law a strong environmental and ecological ethic.  

The Act requires “…the federal government to use all practicable means to create and 

maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive harmony.”  The 

second part of Title I is more specific, requiring all federal agencies to prepare detailed 

statements assessing the environmental impact of, and alternatives to major federal 

actions significantly affecting the environment. These statements are commonly referred 

to as Environmental Impact Statements (EISs).  In addition, it also requires federal 

agencies to lend appropriate support to initiatives and programs designed to anticipate 

and prevent a decline in the quality of humankind's world environment.  The second part 

of NEPA Title I is arguably one of the most crucial parts of the Act, especially in terms 

of housing.  

Title II of NEPA establishes The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) which 

is composed of three presidentially appointed members who must be confirmed by the 

senate.  The council has 12 main duties outlined in the Act which include things like 
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gathering information on the conditions and trends in environmental quality; evaluating 

federal programs in light of the goals established in Title I of the Act; developing and 

promoting national policies to improve environmental quality; and conducting studies, 

surveys, research, and analyses relating to ecosystems and environmental quality (EPA, 

2010, para. 2).  The CEQ also assists the President in the preparation of the 

Environmental Quality Report that must be presented to Congress each year.  In 1970 

the Environmental Protection Agency was created to help the Council on Environmental 

Quality in its endeavors.  

PROCEDURAL IMPLEMENTATION OF NEPA 

While NEPA was passed in 1970, the specific details about its implementation, 

especially the review requirements in Title I section 102, were not really outlined until 

1978, when the Council on Environmental Quality, with the help of the newly formed 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), promulgated regulations [40 CFR 1500-15081] 

which are binding on all federal agencies. The regulations address the procedural 

provisions of NEPA and the administration of the NEPA process, including preparation 

of Environmental Impact Statements. To date, the only change in the NEPA regulations 

occurred on May 27, 1986, when the CEQ amended Section 1502.22 of its regulations to 

clarify how agencies are to carry out their environmental evaluations in situations where 

information is incomplete or unavailable (EPA, 2010, para. 5).   

The NEPA regulations set forth in [40 CFR 1500-15081] provide for varying 

levels of environmental review depending on the potential significance of predicted 
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environmental impacts.  There are three main categories of environmental analysis: 

Categorically Excluded, Environmental Assessment, and Environmental Impact 

Statement.  According to the regulations, Categorical Exclusion is refers to: 

A category of actions which do not individually or cumulatively have a significant 

effect on the human environment and which have been found to have no such 

effect in procedures adopted by a federal agency in implementation of these 

regulations and for which, therefore, neither an environmental assessment or an 

environmental impact statement is required.”  

 

The same regulation defines an Environmental Assessment as:  

Concise public documents for which a federal agency is responsible and serves to 

briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to 

prepare an environmental impact statement or a finding of no significant impact. 

 

Finally, an Environmental Impact Statement is defined as “A detailed analysis of the 

potential environmental impacts of the proposed action and its alternatives that evaluates 

mitigation measures to avoid adverse impacts.” 

PROCEDURAL IMPLEMENTATION OF NEPA BY HUD AND/OR TDHCA 

Since NEPA regulations “require federal agencies to identify and develop 

methods and procedures, in consultation with the Council on Environmental Quality, that 
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will ensure that presently unquantified environmental amenities and values may be given 

appropriate consideration in decision-making;” HUD has outlined its particular way of 

applying regulations [40 CFR 1500-15081] into HUD’s own regulations.  [HUD 

regulation [Title 24 CFR part 50] gives detailed information about when it defers the 

responsibility to comply with NEPA to a State, local, or Native American government.  

Also, this HUD regulation outlines its specific criteria for Categorically Excluded 

projects, Environmental Assessment Projects, and Environmental Impact Statement 

projects as they apply to housing.    

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR COMPLYING WITH NEPA AND WHO MONITORS 

COMPLIANCE? 

Since HUD passes federal money for certain programs through State, local, and 

Native American governments, it becomes the State, local or Native American 

government’s responsibility to comply with NEPA instead of HUD’s.  They are required 

to prepare a Categorically Excluded Review, Environmental Assessment, or 

Environmental Impact Statement and then submit it to HUD.  HUD is then responsible 

for reviewing the submittals to make sure they are in full compliance with NEPA before 

those entities are given funds or reimbursed for funds.  In Texas’s case, where some 

funds for certain programs may be routed through the Texas Department of Housing and 

Community Affairs to a local government, TDHCA is responsible for reviewing the 

submittals to make sure they are in full compliance before applicants are reimbursed for 

funds.   
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The chart shown found in Appendix A contains HUD programs that are 

authorized to use environmental regulation [HUD Title 24 CFR part 58] - Environmental 

Review Procedures for Entities Assuming HUD Environmental Responsibilities. This 

essentially means that if a State, local, or Native American government applies for money 

from any of the following programs, then they are responsible for complying with NEPA, 

and submitting an environmental review record of a said property to HUD or TDHCA 

(depending on who the funding is filtered through) for review.  In recent years, even 

more programs have been added to the list.   

LEVELS OF REVIEW  

The applications that TDHCA receives generally fall into one of three categories: 

Exempt, Categorically Excluded, or Environmental Assessment.  TDHCA, roughly 

speaking, receives an equal amount of Exempt and Categorically Excluded projects.  

Environmental Assessments are far less common.  Exceptions, however, exist in some 

years because of different funding programs made available by congress.  With the 

creation of the Tax Credit Assistance Program in 2009, for example, TDHCA saw an 

unprecedented amount of multifamily projects, which inadvertently triggered more 

Environmental Assessments than the agency, had ever seen in a single year.  A more 

detailed description of each level of review can be seen below.  

Exempt Activities 

A list of exempt activities can be found on the Certificate of Exemption for HUD 

Funded Projects, which can be found in Appendix B.  The Certification of Exemption 

basically asks applicants which of the twelve exempt activities listed on the sheet, their 
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project falls under.  These activities are mostly administrative in nature and include such 

things as the purchase of tools, technical assistance, and studies.  Applicants may select 

more than one activity on this checklist.  Virtually all applicants submit an exemption 

form so that they may draw funds for administrative activities.  This is especially true 

because administrative funds are generally used to pay the salaries of the people who put 

together the environmental review records to submit to HUD or TDHCA.   A list of 

factors that applicants must comply with when applying for funds to conduct exempt 

activities can be seen on the Compliance Documentation Checklist, which can be found 

in Appendix C.   

Applicants applying for funding for exempt activities must comply with the Flood 

Disaster Protection Act, Coastal Barrier Resource Act, and the Airport Runway Clear 

Zones and Clear Zone Disclosures.  Essentially, their projects cannot be located in a 100 

year Floodplain, Coastal Barrier Unit, or within 2500 feet of an Airport Runway Clear 

Zone, or a higher level of review may be triggered and mitigation may be required.   

For proof, applicants must cite the FEMA flood map panel number to satisfy the 

Flood Disaster Protection Act, provide location maps of their project in relation to the 

Texas Coast to satisfy the Coastal Barrier Act, and also provide maps of their project in 

relation to the nearest airports to satisfy the Airport Clear Zone compliance factor. The 

level of scrutiny that review authorities place on these compliance factors when dealing 

with exempt activities, however, is minimal.  TDHCA, for example, does not really 

require applicants to submit the Compliance Documentation Checklist for exempt 

activities even though it is stated as a requirement in the TDHCA Environmental Manual.  
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This is because exempt activities rarely involve construction of any kind, and the 

requirements are often overlooked because of the inconsequential nature of exempt 

activities.  

Categorically Excluded Activities (Not Subject to 58.5) 

A list of Categorically Excluded activities (Not Subject to 58.5) can be seen on 

the Certification of Categorical Exclusion (Not Subject to 58.5) form shown in Appendix 

D.  Certification of Categorical Exclusion (Not Subject to 58.5) basically asks applicants 

which of seven Categorically Excluded activities (Not Subject to 58.5) listed on the sheet 

in Appendix D, the project falls under.  These activities also do not really involve 

construction, but instead involve financial undertakings, like down payment assistance 

and rental assistance.  Applicants may select more than one activity on this checklist as 

well.  

The compliance factors that Categorically Excluded projects (Not Subject to 58.5) 

require are the same as the factors required for exempt activities.  TDHCA, however, 

does require that applicants applying for Categorically Excluded activities (Not Subject 

to 58.5) submit a Compliance Documentation Checklist (shown in Appendix C).  The 

level of scrutiny that review authorities place on these compliance factors when dealing 

with Categorically Excluded (Not Subject to 58.5) is also more stringent than the scrutiny 

placed on exempt activities.  There are, however, some exceptions to some of the 

compliance factors.  Providing down payment assistance to a home within the 100 year 
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floodplain, for example, is allowed, under the condition that the applicants purchase flood 

insurance. 

Categorically Excluded Activities (Subject to 58.5) 

A list of Categorically Excluded activities (Subject to 58.5) can be seen on the 

Certification of Categorical Exclusion (Subject to 58.5) shown in Appendix E. The 

Certification of Categorical Exclusion (Subject to 58.5) basically asks applicants which 

of seven Categorically Excluded activities (Subject to 58.5) listed on the sheet in 

Appendix E, the project falls under.  Applicants may, again, choose more than one.  

These activities generally involve physical construction and are, therefore, required to 

comply with the regulations that HUD sets forth in [HUD Title 24 CFR part 58.5] for 

implementation with NEPA. A list of factors that applicants must comply with when 

applying for funds to conduct Categorically Excluded (Subject to 58.5) activities can be 

seen in Appendix F on what is referred to as the Statutory Checklist.  

The Statutory Checklist requires that projects comply with various acts like the 

Coastal Zone Management Act, Safe Drinking Water Act and many more.  This is in 

addition to some extraneous statutes and orders that HUD has set forth itself, like the 

Environmental Justice order and Historic Preservation statute.  In addition to the 

Certification of Categorical Exclusion (Subject to 58.5) and Statutory Checklist, 

applicants applying for activities that are Categorically Excluded (Subject to 58.5) must 

also provide a Certification of Exemption (if they are drawing administrative funds), and 

a Compliance Documentation Checklist; despite the fact that all of the factors on the 
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Compliance Documentation Checklist are already covered on the Statutory Checklist.  

TDHCA requires that succinct conclusions be written in the blank boxes on the right side 

of this sheet under the “compliance factors” section.  Support documentation for the 

conclusions must also be included in the environmental review record. 

Tiered Categorically Excluded Activities (Subject to 58.5) 

Some projects that are Categorically Excluded may choose to conduct a tiered 

review.  This means that they can conduct an environmental review on a broad scale 

(city or county wide), by submitting a tiering plan, publishing or posting a notice about 

their project, and then proceeding to submit smaller, site-specific reviews for individual 

addresses.  If an applicant, for example, wanted to purchase and rehabilitate a number of 

foreclosed homes throughout Travis County and was still in the process of finding the 

homes, he or she could conduct a broad environmental review of Travis County.  The 

applicant would first submit a tiering plan that outlines what factors they plan to clear 

broadly and what factors they plan to cover on a site-specific level.  In this broad 

environmental review, the applicant would try to clear all of the factors he or she could 

without knowing the specific addresses of the homes yet.  Compliance factors like the 

Coastal Zone Management Act and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act could be easily 

cleared in this case, because Travis County is located several miles away from the Texas 

Coast; and the only wild and Scenic River in Texas is located near El Paso.   

The applicant would then either publish a Notice of Intent to Request Release of 

Funds (RROF) in a Travis county-wide news paper or post the notice in at least 3 county-
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wide municipal buildings.  If the notice is published, the applicant would need to wait 

through a 7 day comment period before submitting a Request for Release of Funds to 

TDHCA.  If the notice is posted, the applicant would need to wait through a 10 day local 

comment period.  If the applicant is a non-profit or for-profit entity, then TDHCA is 

technically responsible for environmental review, and would then forward the RROF 

package to HUD for approval.  An RROF Package consists of a Request for Release of 

Funds, a copy of the publication or posting, an affidavit confirming when the notice was 

published or posted, and proof that interested parties were notified about the notice.   

While HUD is vague about what constitutes an “interested party,” they generally 

like to see that the local EPA, city council, and local activist groups are notified.  The 

applicant would then need to wait through a 15 day federal comment period, before HUD 

issues them an Authority to use Grant Funds. If the applicant is a city or county, then they 

are technically responsible for environmental review and would submit the RROF 

package to TDHCA, who would act as HUD.  The applicant would still need to wait 

through a 15 day federal comment period before TDHCA issues them their Authority to 

use Grant Funds.  Only after the receipt of an Authority to use Grant Funds can an 

applicant begin submitting site-specifics for environmental clearance.  Despite the fact 

that the public notification process is cumbersome and requires a lot of preparation, 

TDHCA has only received one comment on a project in the last six years.   

An example of a Tiering Plan can be found in Appendix G, a Notice of Intent to 

Request Release of Funds in Appendix H, a Request for Release of Funds in Appendix I, 

and also an example of a site-specific environmental document in Appendix J.  Site-
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specific checklists vary with each project depending on which factors the applicant was 

able to clear in their broad review.  In the case shown in Appendix J, the applicant was 

able to clear everything broadly except for the Historic Preservation and Floodplain 

Management compliance factors.  Applicants are expected to use the example in 

Appendix J for reference, but create their own site-specific checklist when submitting 

site-specifics to TDHCA. 

Environmental Assessment  

If a project cannot be classified as Exempt, Categorically Excluded (Not Subject 

to 58.5) or Categorically Excluded (Subject to 58.5), then the responsible entity must 

prepare an Environmental Assessment.  Environmental Assessments are generally done 

in cases involving new construction, changes in uses, or multi-family projects.  In 

addition to providing a Compliance Documentation Checklist and a Statutory Checklist, 

applicants must submit an Environmental Assessment (EA) checklist.  The EA checklist 

is the second longest checklist in the entire NEPA process and consists mostly of 

compliance factors like, the project’s proximity to schools, parks, police stations, and 

hospitals; many of which can all be shown on a simple Google map.  Also, many 

compliance factors on the EA checklist overlap compliance factors on the Statutory 

Checklist.  Compliance factors about flooding, water quality, and noise are just a few 

examples.  An example of an EA checklist can be seen in Appendix K.  

Like the other checklists, TDHCA requires that succinct conclusions be written in 

the blank boxes on the right side of this sheet under the “compliance factors” section.  
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Support documentation for the conclusions must also be included in the environmental 

review record.  Environmental Assessments also require the applicant to write a 

summary of findings, summary of conclusions, alternatives to the project, studies 

performed, and mitigation measures needed.  All Environmental Assessments also 

require a public notification by either publishing or posting a Combined Notice Finding 

of No Significant Impact/Notice of Intent to Request Release of Funds.   

Like Categorically Excluded (Subject to 58.5) projects, Environmental 

Assessments can also be tiered.  If, for example, an applicant wished to purchase vacant 

lots and construct new houses on them throughout a city or county, and did not yet know 

the specific sites, then they would conduct a tiered Environmental Assessment.  The 

applicant would again be required to submit a tiering plan, notify the public, and then 

submit Request for Release of Funds package the same as if the project were 

Categorically Excluded (Subject to 58.5).  If the applicant publishes a Combined Notice 

Finding of No Significant Impact/ Notice of Intent to Request Release of Funds, then the 

local comment period is 15 days, whereas if they were to post the Combined Notice, the 

local comment period would be 18 days.  The federal comment period would still be 15 

days.  A sample of a Combined Notice Finding of No Significant Impact/Notice of Intent 

to Request Release of Funds can be seen in Appendix L.  

Environmental Impact Statement 

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is the final level of review and is only 

required if the scope of a project is too big for an Environmental Assessment.  TDHCA, 
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however, in the history of its existence has never been required to review an 

Environmental Impact Statement.  EISs generally take over two years to fully complete 

and cost millions of dollars to administer.  They are generally done for extremely large 

scale projects like, airports, military bases, or projects that exceed 2500 housing units.  

Unlike the other levels of review, the final product of an EIS is more like a report than a 

checklist.   More specific criteria about the activities that require an Environmental 

Impact Statement, along with some of the required documents for an EIS, can be found in 

Appendix M.  Emphasis on the EIS, however, is minimal for the purposes of this report, 

because TDHCA has never had to review one, nor is the possibility of having to review 

one foreseeable in the near future.  They are generally sent directly to HUD. 

CHAPTER CONCLUSION 

 

Having provided a rough sketch of the elaborate and extensive nature of the 

TDHCA environmental process, it is clear that there are hundreds of places where a 

typical applicant may have difficulty understanding what is expected.  The more 

difficulty an applicant has complying with the requirements, the longer it takes for them 

to become environmentally cleared.  This chapter, however, only outlines general 

procedures for typical projects.  Many of the housing ventures that applicants seek 

environmental clearance for, however, do not fit into just one clear category.  There is 

often overlap and significant grey areas within the process, which makes the process even 

more difficult.  Naturally, there ought to be ways to streamline the process to make it 

more clear, concise, understandable, and thus more efficient.   
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Specific areas of the process where applicants find difficult, however, ought to be 

explored first, before effective solutions can truly be crafted.  Chapter 2 tracks twelve 

applicants, with different funding sources, and different project scopes, to determine 

common areas where applicants are finding the process to be difficult.  The aspects of 

these processes that are typically the most difficult for applicants to comply with, why 

they are difficult for applicants to comply with, and what changes can be made to the 

process to remedy the difficult areas, are the focus questions of the remainder of this 

report.   
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Chapter 3: A Case Study of 12 Applicants’ Journey through TDHCA’s 

Environmental Process 

This section tracks twelve applicants, of varying skill levels, from the beginning 

of their contracts with the State all the way through their environmental clearance.  The 

applications were selected from the records at TDHCA at random for the year 2009.  

Four samples were used from the Tax Credit Assistance Program, which received 

approximately 35 applications in 2009, four from the Neighborhood Stabilization 

Program, which received approximately 40 applications in 2009, and four from the 

HOME Program, which receives hundreds of applications each year1.  Using data from 

the sampled applications, patterns in the types of deficiencies that TDHCA 

Environmental Specialists issued for incorrect or insufficient environmental packages, 

were analyzed.  Patterns in the types of deficiencies were analyzed first for each funding 

type, and then holistically for all of the environmental applications sampled.  Several 

patterns illustrating where applicants find the environmental process to be cumbersome 

were revealed.   

TAX CREDIT ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Many of the applicants for the Tax Credit Assistance Program were first-time 

applicants for environmental clearance because low income housing tax credits have 

                                                 
1 Due to the fact that the Tax Credit Assistance Program and the Neighborhood Stabilization Programs are funded by the Housing 

and Economic Recovery Act of 2008, all of the information gathered from those funding sources is currently or will be accessible to 

the public through the Recovery Act Management and Performance System, which is available online at Recovery.gov.  Tracking the 

HOME contracts required use of TDHCA environmental Archives.   
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historically been exempt from NEPA regulations.  During the economic recession of 

2008, however, tax credits had decreased so much in value that developers were unable to 

sell them at a profit, which is most often how low income housing developers fund 

projects.  As such, the federal government , as a part of the Housing and Economic 

Recovery Act of 2009, passed money through HUD to respective States to aid developers 

who were holding on to tax credits that they were unable to sell.  Due to the mechanics 

in this process, applicants for the Tax Credit Assistance Program were required to comply 

with HUD’s NEPA environmental regulations for the first time.  The vast majority of 

TCAP applications were for new, multi-family construction projects, which require an 

Environmental Assessment level of review.  A description of four Tax Credit Assistance 

Program projects’ journeys through the TDHCA environmental clearance process can be 

seen below.  

Candlewick Apartments 

The applicant in this example was applying for tax credit assistance to help re-

habilitate a multi-family apartment complex known as The Candlewick Apartments in 

Brownsville, Texas.  The preparer of the environmental application for this project had 

attended at least one TDHCA environmental training, and was not amateur to the 

TDHCA environmental process. Several deficiencies, however, persisted in this 

applicant’s environmental application.  Initially, the application lacked an adequate 

project description.  This made it difficult for both the applicant and the TDHCA 

Environmental Specialist to determine the project’s correct level of review.  After much 
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back and forth between the applicant and TDHCA Environmental Specialists, the project 

was eventually classified as an Environmental Assessment.  In addition to the project 

description, however, the applicant was issued deficiencies for not fully complying with 

the requirements for the Historic Preservation, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Noise Abatement 

and Control, and Explosive and Flammable Operations compliance factors.  In actuality, 

the project was in compliance with everything necessary to receive environmental 

clearance, but because the applicant did not seem to know what they were required to 

submit for the various compliance factors, the project ultimately did not receive 

environmental clearance until all of the deficiencies were cleared up at the end of January 

2010. The project could have received clearance much earlier if the application was put 

together properly.   

See Appendix N for the Candlewick Apartment’s deficiency review, and additional 

information about Candlewick Apartment’s environmental application. 

Sphinx at Fiji Senior Retirement Home 

The applicant in this example was applying for tax credit assistance to help 

construct a new, multi-family apartment complex for seniors, known as The Sphinx at 

Fiji Senior Retirement Homes in Dallas, Texas.  This project was classified as an 

Environmental Assessment.  The preparer of the environmental application for this 

project had attended two TDHCA environmental trainings, but had never applied for 

environmental clearance from TDHCA before.  This application, like the last one in the 

sample, also lacked an adequate project description.  In addition to the project 



 21 

description, the applicant was issued deficiencies for not complying with the 

requirements for the Hazards and Nuisances, Health Care, and Public Safety compliance 

factors.  Again, the project was actually in compliance with everything necessary to 

receive environmental clearance, but because the applicant did not seem to know what 

was required as support documentation, the project was issued deficiencies, and 

ultimately did not receive environmental clearance until much later than it could have. 

See Appendix O for Sphinx at Fiji Senior Retirement Home’s deficiency review 

and additional information about Sphinx at Fiji Senior Retirement Home’s environmental 

application. 

Timber Edge Apartments 

The applicant in this example was applying for tax credit assistance to help 

rehabilitate a multi-family apartment complex known as The Timber Edge Apartments in 

Beaumont, Texas.  This project was classified as an Environmental Assessment, because 

the rehabilitation proposed was substantial.  The developer of this project had very 

minimal experience in applying for environmental clearance from TDHCA, but 

contracted with an engineering/environmental firm to prepare the project’s environmental 

application.  Despite contracting with an environmental firm, this application was still 

issued a deficiency for having an inadequate project description.  In addition to the 

project description, this application was issued deficiencies for not complying with the 

requirements for the Historic Preservation, and Noise Abatement and Control compliance 

factors.  Like the other applications sampled, the project was actually in compliance with 
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everything necessary to receive environmental clearance, but because the preparer of the 

environmental application was unclear about what was required for the various 

compliance factors, the project was issued deficiencies, and ultimately did not receive 

environmental clearance until much later than it could have.   

See Appendix P for Timber Edge’s deficiency review, and additional information 

about the Timber Edge Apartment’s environmental application. 

Jason Avenue Residential 

This applicant was applying for tax credit assistance to help construct a new 

multi-family apartment complex known as Jason Avenue Residential Apartments in 

Amarillo, Texas.  This project was classified as an Environmental Assessment.  The 

developer of this project also had very minimal experience in applying for environmental 

clearance from TDHCA, but decided to try to prepare the environmental documents for 

his application by himself.  Deficiencies were again issued for the application having an 

inadequate project description, not complying properly with the Historic Preservation 

compliance factor, and for lacking conclusion statements on the Environmental 

Assessment Checklist.  This application was eventually cleared in late December; 

virtually five months after the contract for this project began with the State.  Needless to 

say, due to the deficiencies present in the application, the environmental clearance 

process took significantly longer than it could have if everything was submitted properly. 

See Appendix Q for additional information about the Jason Avenue Residential 

Apartment’s environmental application.  
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Conclusions 

The Tax Credit Program is often-times utilized by seasoned developers, who have 

significant experience developing multi-family housing complexes.  This is because 

smaller developers are generally weeded out by the competitive application process for 

tax credits.  As such, big developers generally have notably more resources available to 

them to aid in the general application process.  They generally know people at TDHCA 

or HUD who can answer questions for them.  They also generally know consultants who 

they can hire to conduct the various studies necessary to complete the process.  Despite 

the money, experience, and resources the TCAP applicants generally have, all of the 

applicants sampled still seemed to find parts of the environmental process to be 

extremely difficult.  None of the applicants sampled, for example, were able to submit an 

adequate project description, which is the absolute first step in getting environmental 

clearance.  Three out of four of them struggled with the Historic Preservation factor, and 

half of them did not correctly satisfy the Noise Abatement and Control compliance factor.  

NEIGHBORHOOD STABILIZATION PROGRAM 

 

According to the US Department of Housing and Urban Development, the 

Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) was established for the purpose of stabilizing 

communities that have suffered from foreclosures and abandonment.  The main method 

in which the goal of the program is being realized is through the purchase and 

redevelopment of foreclosed and abandoned homes and residential properties.  This 

program is also being funded through the Housing and Economic Recovery Act of 2009.  
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The first phase of the program, NSP 1, involved a HUD allocated $3.92 billion on a 

formula basis to 309 grantees including 55 States and territories and 254 selected local 

governments.  TDHCA was awarded a little over 100 million dollars for this program.  

Applicants for this program consist of cities, counties, and non-profit groups.  A 

description of four Neighborhood Stabilization Program Projects’ journeys through the 

TDHCA environmental process can be seen below. 

Inclusive Communities Project 

This applicant was applying for Neighborhood Stabilization Program funds to 

purchase and rehabilitate single family homes in Frisco, Texas in order to rent or sell the 

rehabilitated homes to low income households.  The project was classified as Tiered 

Categorically Excluded (Subject to 58.5).  The person submitting the environmental 

application for this project had attended at least one TDHCA sponsored environmental 

training, but had never submitted an environmental application to TDHCA before.  

Several deficiencies were issued for this project.  Initially, like all applications in the 

TCAP sample, this application lacked an adequate project description.  The project was 

also issued a deficiency because the tiering plan was missing from the environmental 

application.  Several forms in the application were also filled out incorrectly.  Finally, 

the Historic Preservation compliance factor was not adequately complied with.  The 

environmental application for this project was received in September 2009, but couldn’t 

receive environmental clearance until late December because of the deficiencies present 

in the application.  
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See Appendix R for Inclusive Communities Project’s deficiency review and 

additional information about its environmental application. 

City of El Paso  

 The City of El Paso submitted an environmental application for NSP funding to 

either purchase and rehabilitate or demolish properties within the City of El Paso.  This 

project was classified as Tiered Categorically Excluded (Subject to 58.8).  While the 

City of El Paso has submitted several environmental applications to both TDHCA and 

HUD for other funding programs in the past, their environmental application was still 

issued deficiencies.  A deficiency review was sent to the City of El Paso because their 

environmental application lacked an adequate project description, and also did not 

contain the appropriate documents for their level of review.  While their environmental 

application was received in early October 2009, they were not given environmental 

clearance until mid January 2010, because of the deficiencies present in their application. 

 

See Appendix S for additional information about the City of El Paso’s 

environmental application. 
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San Antonio Alternative Housing Corporation 

San Antonio Alternative Housing Corporation submitted an environmental 

application for NSP funding to purchase and rehabilitate single family homes in Bexar 

County to rent or sell to low income households.  This project was also classified as 

Tiered Categorically Excluded (Subject to 58.8).  The person who prepared the 

environmental documents for this application had minimal experience, having never 

attended an environmental training or submitted and environmental application before.  

Deficiencies in this application included an inadequate project description, incorrectly 

filled forms, and insufficient proof of compliance with the Airport Clear Zones 

compliance factor.  Like the other sampled applications in this study, the project turned 

out to be in compliance with all environmental compliance factors; however, because the 

compliance factors were not addressed adequately in the environmental documents 

submitted, the applicant was sent deficiency reviews, which inadvertently delayed their 

environmental clearance until they were adequately addressed. 

 

See Appendix T for San Antonio Alternative Housing Corporation’s deficiency 

review and additional information about its environmental application. 
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Harris County 

Harris County submitted an environmental application for NSP funding to provide 

homebuyers assistance and also permanent financing to low income households.  This 

project was classified as Tiered Categorically Excluded (Subject to 58.8).  While Harris 

County has submitted several environmental applications to HUD for other funding 

programs in the past, their environmental application still contained deficiencies.  A 

deficiency review was sent to the Harris County because their project description 

contained ambiguity which made it difficult to classify the project’s level of review.  

While their application was given environmental clearance quicker than the other 

application sampled, the fact that they were issued deficiencies despite being experienced 

in submitting environmental applications, illustrates how difficult, and complicated the 

process can be. 

See Appendix U for Harris County’s deficiency review and additional information 

about Harris County’s environmental application. 

Conclusions 

The Neighborhood Stabilization Program in Texas currently disperses funding to 

cities, counties, and non-profit groups.  Cities and counties are generally familiar with 

the environmental process because they often apply to TDHCA or HUD for Home 

Investment Partnership Program funds as well as other program funds.  Harris County 

and The City of El Paso, the two municipalities sampled, generally apply for funding 

directly from HUD instead of going through TDHCA.  NSP rules, however, dictated that 
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they must apply for funding through TDHCA this time.  Despite their experience with 

environmental compliance, the results above show that they are only slightly more able to 

comply with the TDHCA environmental process than the non-profits.   

Again, all of the sampled applicants, whether they were cities, counties, or non-

profits, struggled with providing an adequate project description.  Additionally, three of 

the four applicants sampled had notable discrepancies about the tiering and publication 

process.  Finally, three out of the four samples were sent deficiencies because they filled 

out forms incorrectly.  While the non-profits difficulty complying with the 

environmental process can be attributed to inexperience, Harris County and the City of El 

Paso’s difficulty can be attributed to discrepancies between HUD’s environmental 

guidelines and TDHCA’s environmental guidelines, even though they are markedly 

similar.  Perhaps if the process were streamlined and made more intuitive, compliance as 

a whole would be easier for applicants of any kind, and thus more efficient.  

THE HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 

 
According to the US Department of Housing and Urban Development, the HOME 

Investment Partnership Program provides formula grants to States and localities that 

communities use-often in partnership with local nonprofit groups-to fund a wide range of 

activities that build, buy, and/or rehabilitate affordable housing for rent or 

homeownership or provide direct rental assistance to low-income people.  HOME is the 

largest Federal block grant to State and local governments designed exclusively to create 

affordable housing for low-income households. Each year, it allocates approximately $2 
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billion among the States and hundreds of localities nationwide (HUD, 2010, para. 3).  In 

Texas, cities, counties, non-profits, and for-profit groups all apply for HOME funding.  

A description of four HOME Program projects’ journeys through the environmental 

clearance process can be seen below. 

Crestmoor Park South Apartments 

 

This applicant applied for HOME funds to rehabilitate a multifamily complex and 

add a laundry facility to it.  The project is located in Burleson, TX.  Due to the fact that 

the project involved new construction, it was classified as an Environmental Assessment.  

The person submitting the environmental application for this project was moderately 

experienced and had attended at least one environmental training, hosted by TDHCA.  

Several deficiencies, however, were issued for this project’s application.  Initially, this 

application lacked an adequate project description.  Furthermore, the project was issued 

deficiencies for the Historic Preservation, Clean Air, Environmental Justice, Explosive 

and Flammable Operations, and Toxic Chemicals and Radioactive Materials compliance 

factors.  The environmental application for this project was received in late September 

2009, but couldn’t receive environmental clearance until mid February because of the 

deficiencies present in the application.  

See Appendix V for Crestmoor Park’s deficiency review, and additional 

information about Crestmoor Park’s environmental application. 
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City of Floydada 

The City of Floydada submitted an environmental application for HOME Program 

funds to rehabilitate or reconstruct approximately 5 homes in the City of Floydada.  This 

project was classified as an Environmental Assessment.  While the City of Floydada has 

submitted environmental applications to TDHCA in the past, their environmental 

application was still issued deficiencies.  Like virtually every project in the sample, a 

deficiency review was sent to the City of Floydada because their environmental 

application lacked an adequate project description.  The application was also lacking a 

tiering plan.  Furthermore, the Transportation compliance factor and the Alternatives 

section on the EA checklist were not adequately addressed.  Naturally, these deficiencies 

delayed the City of Floydada’s environmental clearance.  

  

See Appendix W for City of Floydada’s deficiency review and additional 

information about the City of Floydada’s environmental application. 
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Webb County 

Webb County submitted an environmental application for HOME Program funds 

to purchase and rehabilitate or reconstruct single family homes in Webb County.  This 

project was eventually classified as Categorically Excluded (Subject to 58.8), and was 

able to become exempt from publication after the applicant became aware that it could do 

so.  While Webb County has submitted environmental applications to TDHCA for 

HOME funding in the past, their environmental application still contained deficiencies.  

A deficiency review was sent to the Webb County because their project description 

contained ambiguity which made it difficult to classify the project’s level of review.  

Additionally, their application contained several forms that were not filled out correctly.  

Finally, their application lacked the correct components to be cleared for the Historic 

Preservation compliance factor. As with other projects in the sample, they were 

eventually cleared environmentally, but could have been cleared much sooner if their 

application lacked deficiencies.  

 

See Appendix X for Webb County’s deficiency review, and additional information 

about Webb County’s environmental application. 
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Crowley Fountainhead Apartments 

The applicant in this example was applying for HOME Program Funds to 

rehabilitate a multi-family apartment complex, known as The Crowley Fountainhead 

Apartments in Crowley, Texas.  This project was classified as Categorically Excluded 

(Subject to 58.5) and was able to be exempt from publication.  The preparer of the 

environmental application for this project had attended a TDHCA environmental training, 

but had minimal experience submitting environmental applications.  This application, 

like most in the sample, lacked an adequate project description.  In addition to the 

project description, the applicant was issued deficiencies for incorrectly filling out forms, 

and not providing the necessary information to comply with the Water Quality 

compliance factor.  While the project was actually in compliance with everything 

necessary to receive environmental clearance, because the applicant did not seem to 

know what was required as support documentation, the project was issued deficiencies, 

and ultimately did not receive environmental clearance until much later than it could 

have. 

See Appendix Y for Crowley Fountainhead’s deficiency review, and additional 

information about Crowley Fountainhead Apartments environmental application. 
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Conclusions 

 

The Home Investment Partnership Program has been in existence longer than any 

of the other aforementioned programs.  Many applicants apply for Home funds year after 

year.  However, there still appears to be much difficulty for applicants to when trying to 

put together environmental documents for submittal.  This seems to be true whether the 

applicant represents a municipality, non-profit, or for-profit entity.  Of the four 

applicants sampled, all of them again had difficulty with the levels of description 

necessary on the project description.  In this sample an applicant that represented a city 

and an applicant that represented a for-profit developer both had difficulty supplying the 

necessary information on the various forms and checklists.  Additionally, the two 

municipalities that were conducting tiered reviews did not fully understand the tiering 

process, and were lacking necessary tiering plans.  All of the sampled applicants also 

had trouble with at least one of the compliance factors on the checklists, especially the 

Historic Preservation compliance factor.  Difficulty complying with the necessary 

requirements of the environmental process seems to be an issue for all program funding 

sources.  Perhaps a more intuitive, simple, and streamlined process ought to be crafted to 

remedy this confusion. 
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COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS OF APPLICANTS’ JOURNEY THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL 

PROCESS 

 
Several holistic patterns emerged by tracking environmental reviews and 

analyzing the deficiencies sent to the sampled applicants.   

Initially, every applicant in the sample, regardless of environmental experience or 

program funding, struggled in putting together a project description.  The deficiencies 

sent out to the applicants indicated that the project descriptions lacked significant details 

that in some cases were necessary to determine the level of review of the project.  

Knowing the level of review of a project is crucial for TDHCA Environmental Specialist 

to determine how to approach the project’s clearance.  In the Candlewick Apartments 

project, for example, this proved to be an increasingly large obstacle because neither the 

Environmental Specialist nor the applicant were able to classify whether or not the 

project was Categorically Excluded or required a full Environmental Assessment.  This 

confusion could have been avoided if adequate details were put into the project 

description.  The project would have also obtained environmental clearance markedly 

sooner.  Most of the project descriptions of the 12 applicants sampled lacked necessary 

details regarding acreage, building type, number of floors, types of windows etc.  This 

indicates that applicants are most likely using the program project descriptions that they 

used to apply for program funding instead of writing an environmental project description 

which requires more details about the project and its surrounding area. Perhaps if 

TDHCA provided more detailed instructions on the specifications of an adequate 

environmental project description more applicants would comply with this factor. 
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   Aside from the project description, which is the first step in the process, many 

applicants had difficulty determining the correct level of review of their projects, and also 

which documents are required for the various levels of review.  Even if the applicants 

were able to figure out the correct level of review and the documents necessary, filling 

out the checklists correctly proved to be another daunting task for many applicants in the 

sample.   

In terms of the compliance factors on the checklists, several sub-recipients found 

the Historic Preservation factor to be difficult.  Half of the applications sampled were 

sent deficiencies because they did not fully comply with the Historic Preservation 

compliance factor.  This indicates that instructions for this compliance factor are not 

made clear to applicants.  Applicants do not seem to be aware that they must receive 

clearance from the State Historic Preservation Office in the form of a stamped letter in 

order to be cleared for this factor.  This letter, which can take up to two weeks to receive 

after documents are submitted to SHPO, can delay the environmental clearance process 

tremendously.  Other factors that applicants seem to have difficulty with include Noise 

Abatement and Control, Explosive and Flammable Operations, and Water Quality.   

The data above also indicates that applicants do not fully understand the tiering 

processes.  Virtually all of the tiered environmental reviews shown in the twelve-

applicant sample were sent deficiencies about tiering.  Some of them did not understand 

the concept of a tiered review altogether, and most of them did not include a tiering plan.  

Not understanding the tiering process often affects the applicants’ understanding of the 

public notification process and site-specific processes respectively.   
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In terms of notifying the public, numerous applicants in the sample were confused 

about the local and federal comment periods.  Furthermore, most applicants in the 

sample either did not know to submit an RROF package after the local comment period 

elapsed, or did not know what to include in it.  Obtaining an affidavit and notifying 

“interested parties,” also proved to be difficult for many applicants.  If everything 

regarding the public notification process is done correctly, then broad clearance should be 

given in approximately 30 -35 days from the publication date.  Virtually all of the 

applicants in the sample that notified the public, exceeded 35 days from the day they 

published to their broad clearance.  

CHAPTER CONCLUSION 

Having analyzed the deficiencies sent to a random sample of environmental 

applicants from various housing programs, difficult areas of the environmental clearance 

process have become clearer.  However, a more direct way to find out where applicants 

find the process to be difficult can be seen in the next chapter, where actual applicants 

were surveyed and asked questions about where they find the process to be cumbersome.   

Applicants were also asked for suggestions on how to make the process simpler and more 

efficient.  Another survey was also administered to TDHCA, HUD, and TDRA 

Environmental Specialists, asking them where they think the environmental process can 

be made easier for applicants and thus more efficient in general.  
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Chapter 4: TDHCA Environmental Process Survey  

In order to assess ways to maximize the efficiency of the TDHCA environmental 

process, surveys were distributed to both preparers and reviewers of environmental 

review records.  Survey data provides an inside perspective from the actual applicants 

about where they find the process to be cumbersome.  This adds to the analysis 

presented in the previous chapter, where the deficiency reviews that Environmental 

Specialists sent to applicants were tabulated to display where the applicants generally met 

with difficulty.  Survey A was distributed to people who are responsible for putting 

together environmental documents to submit to a review authority and Survey B was 

distributed to people who are responsible for reviewing submitted environmental 

documents.   

Both surveys were first distributed at an environmental training session in March 

2010, at the Region 6 headquarters of the US Department of Housing and Urban 

Development in Ft. Worth Texas.  HUD Region 6 includes Arkansas, Louisiana, New 

Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas.  This training session was hosted by HUD to train people 

who submit environmental documents to HUD or other review authorities like TDHCA, 

on how to properly put together an environmental application.  Attendees of this training 

included representatives from State housing agencies, cities, counties, non-profits, and 

environmental consultants throughout region 6.  There were roughly 25 people in 

attendance.  Their skill levels varied from people who have never put together an 

Environmental Review Record to people who have been doing this for decades.  At this 
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training I was able to distribute Survey A to the attendees and Survey B to the hosts of 

the training.  Lester Berman, HUD region 6’s lead Environmental Specialist and Jack 

Pipkin, another HUD Environmental Specialist, were the hosts of the training.  I 

received 13 completed surveys from the A group, and 2 from the B group.  

Both surveys were also distributed at a training session in April, at the Texas 

Department of Rural Affairs.  This training was hosted by the Texas Department of 

Housing and Community Affairs and was also intended to train people, who prepare and 

submit environmental documents, on how to properly put together an environmental 

review record.  Attendees of this training included representatives from state agencies, 

cities, counties, non-profits, and environmental consultants throughout Texas.  There 

were also roughly 25 attendees at this training.  The skill levels of these attendees also 

varied from people who had never put together an Environmental Review Record to 

people who have been doing this for decades.  At this training I was again able to 

distribute Survey A the attendees of the training and Survey B to the hosts of the training.  

I received 16 completed surveys from the A group, and 8 from the B group.  

SURVEY A 

Survey A’s questions were aimed at getting information from people who put 

together environmental reviews to submit to a review authority like HUD or TDHCA.  

Questions asked for the name of the organization the attendee was at the training on 

behalf of, and also whether or not that organization was a Non-Profit, For-Profit, State 

Government, Local Government, Environmental Consultant Group or Other.  The survey 
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also asked for the experience level of the attendee. I figured that dividing the results of 

the surveys into the aforementioned categories would reveal interesting facts about which 

groups tend to struggle with which aspects of the process.   

The more quantifiable questions gave attendees choices about what parts of the 

environmental process they found to be the most difficult.  Another question asked 

survey-takers to rank suggested improvements to the TDHCA environmental process 

with from one to four, with one being the greatest suggestion and four being the least 

great suggestion.  The final questions were fill-in-the-blank questions that sought more 

qualitative data and suggestions on how to improve the TDHCA environmental process.  

An example of Survey A can be seen below. 
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Illustration 4.1: Survey A 



 41 

 

Illustration 4.1: Survey A, Page 2 
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SURVEY B 

Survey B questions were aimed at getting information from people who review 

environmental review records that are submitted.  These people consist of 

Environmental Specialists from HUD, TDHCA, and TDRA.  Ten survey B forms were 

returned.  In general, these questions were more qualitative because Environmental 

Specialists were seemingly more likely to spend time filling out a survey about ways to 

make their profession more efficient.  Questions asked whether the survey-takers worked 

for HUD or a state agency, and also asked for their experience level in months, years, and 

approximate number of environmental review records reviewed.  There was also a 

section for the survey-takers to mark “other,” with a place for them to explain.  Results 

show that all of the survey-takers had reviewed a substantial number of ERRs and had 

substantial experience.   

Other questions asked Survey B-takers, their opinion on what they found to be the 

most confusing or difficult for sub-recipients about the environmental process.  The 

survey then asked for recommendation/ suggestions to make preparing environmental 

review records easier for applicants and the overall process more efficient for TDHCA.  

The final questions in the survey were general, asking about whether or Survey B-takers 

thought the NEPA environmental review was effective at its intended goal, and whether 

or not they had any suggestions to make the NEPA Environmental Review process more 

effective.  Survey B can be seen below. 
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Illustration 4.2: Survey B 

 

 



 44 

Illustration 4.2: Survey B, Page 2 

 

 

 

 

 



 45 

SURVEY A RESULTS 

Question 4: What did applicants find to be the most difficult part of putting together 

Environmental Review Records when they first began preparing them? 

One of the main quantifiable questions on the survey was question number four, 

which gave survey-takers choices about what aspects of the process they found to be the 

most difficult, when they first started putting together environmental review records.  

Twenty-two of the twenty-nine surveys I received back answered the question correctly.  

The seven that did not answer the question correctly, selected more than one choice when 

they were only supposed to choose one answer, or didn’t select anything at all. They 

were, therefore, not counted in the final tabulation as they might have skewed the results.  

Of the twenty-two correctly filled surveys, the table below shows the number of 

people that chose each answer.  

Table 4.1: Number of Surveys That Chose Each Answer as the Most Difficult Part of 

Putting Together Environmental Review Records, When They First Began 

Preparing Them 

a. Knowing where to start      7  

b. Knowing the appropriate level of review for a project  1 

c. Knowing what is required for each level of review  4   

d. Filling out checklists      1 

e. Determining appropriate support documents   7 

f. The publication process      1 

g. Other  (please explain in detail)__________________________ 1 
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Overall Results for Question 4 

“Knowing where to start,” and “Determining appropriate support documents,” 

were tied for the most difficult aspects of putting together environmental review records 

with seven people selecting A and seven people selecting E.  “Knowing what is required 

for each level of review” was the second most chosen aspect of the process that 

applicants found difficult; with four people choosing answer C.  The other four answers 

all tied with one person choosing each of the remaining answer choices B, D, E, and F. 

Local Government Survey Results for Question 4 

Thirteen of the twenty-two useable surveys were filled out by employees that 

represented units of local government.  Dallas County Department of Planning and 

Development, City of Brownsville, Texas and City of Mission, Texas are just a few 

examples of the local government entities in the sample.  

Of the thirteen survey-takers that represented units of local government, the table 

below shows the number of people that chose each answer.  

Table 4.2: Number of Surveys (Filled out by Representatives of Local Governments) 

That Chose Each Answer as the Most Difficult Part of Putting Together 

Environmental Review Records, When They First Began Preparing Them. 

a. Knowing where to start      2  

b. Knowing the appropriate level of review for a project  1 

c. Knowing what is required for each level of review  3   

d. Filling out checklists      0 

e. Determining appropriate support documents   5 

f. The publication process      1 

g. Other  (please explain in detail)__________________________ 1 
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The majority of them seemed to find “Determining appropriate support 

documents” to be the most difficult part of the process when they first started.  

“Knowing what is required for each level of review,” proved to be the second most 

chosen answer with “Knowing where to start” following shortly behind.  Answers B, F, 

and G, were each chosen once, and none of the units of local government selected D as 

an answer.   

The City of Kileen marked two answer choices: A and E as the most difficult 

parts of putting together environmental reviews, and was therefore not counted in the 

twenty-two useable surveys.  The City of Houston marked answer choice G, and 

indicated in the blank provided that nothing was difficult about the process at all when 

they first started putting together ERRs.  The City of Houston was, therefore, not 

counted in the twenty two useable surveys either. 

Consultant Group Results 

Seven of the twenty-two useable surveys were filled out by people who classified 

themselves as Environmental Consultants.  Medina Consulting Company, Southwest 

Consultants, and Phase Engineering Environmental Consultants, are just a few examples 

of the environmental consultants surveyed.   

Of the seven survey-takers that represented consultant groups, the table below 

shows the number of people that chose each answer.  
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Table 4.3: Number of Surveys (Filled out by Consultants) That Chose Each Answer as 

the Most Difficult Part of Putting Together Environmental Review Records, 

When They First Began Preparing Them 

a. Knowing where to start      3  

b. Knowing the appropriate level of review for a project  0 

c. Knowing what is required for each level of review  1   

d. Filling out checklists      1 

e. Determining appropriate support documents   2 

f. The publication process      0 

g. Other  (please explain in detail)__________________________ 0 

 

The majority of them seemed to find “Knowing where to start” to be the most 

difficult part of the process when they first started.  “Determining appropriate support 

documents” was the second most chosen answer.  Answers C, and D, were each chosen 

once, and none of the consultants selected B, F, or G as an answer.   

A survey-taker from Tellus Consulting LLC was not counted in the twenty-two 

survey sample because he selected both “Knowing the appropriate level of review for a 

project,” and “ Knowing what is required for each level of review” as the most difficult 

part of the process, and he was only supposed to select one answer.  Two consultants 

from CDM Consulting also selected more than one answer for question four.  One 

consultant selected answers B, D, and E, and the other consultant selected answers E and 

F. 

Non-Profit Group Results 

The representatives from Builders of Hope CDC and Neighborhoods in Progress 

Abilene were the only non-profit groups to fill out the survey properly.  Both survey-

takers indicated that “Knowing where to start” was the most difficult part of putting 
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together environmental review records.    The other non-profit group that was not 

counted in the twenty-two survey sample was Habitat for Humanity, Abilene Inc.  They 

selected answers A-G as the most difficult parts of putting together environmental review 

records and wrote that “this has been a most confusing process” in the blank provided for 

answer choice G. 

Cumulative Analysis of Question 4:  

The overall survey results for question four seem to summarize where applicants 

found the environmental process to be difficult when they first started putting together 

ERRs.  Even when the results were tabulated individually for local government units, 

consultants and non-profits, the results all seemed to match the overall tabulation.  

“Knowing where to start,”  “determining the appropriate support documents,” and 

“knowing what is required for each level of review,” seemed to overwhelmingly be the 

most confusing subjects.  Question five on the survey, asked survey takers to rank 

suggested improvements to the TDHCA environmental review process from greatest to 

least.  

Question 5: Ranking Suggested Improvements to the TDHCA Environmental 

Review Process  

Another quantifiable question on the survey asked survey-takers to rank suggested 

improvements to the TDHCA environmental review process from 1 to 4, with 1 being the 

greatest suggestion and 4 being the least great suggestion.  Suggestions included 

providing a more user-friendly online instruction manual for preparing environmental 

reviews, providing a video of an environmental training on the TDHCA website, 
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providing a tracking system online so that applicants may track the progress of their 

environmental submittal, and providing examples of environmental review records 

online.   Much like question four, only twenty-two of the twenty-nine surveys I received 

back answered the question correctly.  The seven that did not answer the question 

correctly, generally marked number 1 for more than one of the suggestions.  Some 

applicants marked number one for all of the suggestions, implying that all of the 

suggestions presented were the greatest suggested improvements. Those surveys were, 

therefore, not counted in the final tabulation as they might have skewed the results.  The 

tables below show the amount of survey-takers that chose each suggestion as numbers 1, 

2, 3, and 4 respectively.   

Table 4.4: Number of Surveys That Chose Each Answer as the Greatest Suggested 

Improvement to the TDHCA Environmental Review Process:  

a. Provide a more user friendly online  instruction manual for preparing  

Environmental Reviews (____5____) 

b. Provide a video of an environmental training on the website for reference 

(____2____) 

c. Provide a tracking system online so that you may track the progress of your 

environmental submittal online (____2____) 

d. Provide examples of Environmental Reviews Online (____13____) 
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Table 4.5: Number of Surveys That Chose Each Answer as the SECOND Suggested 

Improvement to the TDHCA Environmental Review Process: 

a. Provide a more user friendly online  instruction manual for preparing  

Environmental Reviews (____10____) 

b. Provide a video of an environmental training on the website for reference 

(____3____) 

c. Provide a tracking system online so that you may track the progress of 

your environmental submittal online (____3____) 

d. Provide examples of Environmental Reviews Online (____6____) 

 

Table 4.6: Number of Surveys That Chose the Following Answers as the THIRD Greatest 

Suggested Improvement to the TDHCA Environmental Review Process:  

a. Provide a more user friendly online  instruction manual for preparing  

Environmental Reviews (____5____) 

b. Provide a video of an environmental training on the website for reference 

(____7____) 

c. Provide a tracking system online so that you may track the progress of 

your environmental submittal online (____7____) 

d. Provide examples of Environmental Reviews Online (____3____) 

 

Table 4.7: Number of Surveys That Chose the Following Answers as the FOURTH 

Greatest Suggested Improvements to the TDHCA Environmental Review 

Process:   

a. Provide a more user friendly online  instruction manual for preparing  

Environmental Reviews (____2____) 

b. Provide a video of an environmental training on the website for reference 

(____10____) 

c. Provide a tracking system online so that you may track the progress of 

your environmental submittal online (____10____) 

d. Provide examples of Environmental Reviews Online (____0____) 
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The overwhelming majority of survey-takers chose answer D, “providing 

examples of Environmental Reviews Online,” as the greatest suggested improvement to 

the TDHCA environmental review process.  For the second greatest suggested 

improvement, a majority of applicants chose answer A, “providing a more user-friendly 

online instruction manual for preparing environmental reviews.”   An equal amount of 

applicants chose answers B, “providing a video of an environmental training on the 

website,” and C, “providing an online progress tracking system,” as their third and fourth 

greatest suggested improvement to TDHCA’s environmental review process.    Having 

unearthed where and how applicants feel the TDHCA Environmental Review Process can 

be improved; chapter 4 will discuss detailed specifics about how to integrate the 

suggestions in to the environmental process at TDHCA. 

 

Questions 6 and 7: What recommendations/suggestions would you give to make 

submitting environmental reviews a more easy and pleasant experience and to also 

maximize the overall efficiency of the environmental review process at TDHCA? 

Survey- takers provided several written suggestions for making the process of 

submitting environmental reviews a more easy and pleasant experience, while 

maximizing the overall efficiency of the process.  Some suggested that there be a more 

interactive process between specialists and sub-recipients, and that more environmental 

staff should be available to help sub-recipients.  Other suggestions focused on the 

amount and type of information present on the environmental section of the TDHCA 

website.  The overall consensus was there ought to be simpler explanations about the 
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overall process with intuitive timelines and instructions.  Survey-takers also asked for 

more detailed information about specific compliance factors, like Noise Abatement and 

Control, and Floodplain Management.  They seemed to want to know what support 

documents were necessary, and where to obtain them.   

Several surveys also indicated that the website ought to involve more 

sophisticated submission options.  One survey mentioned that there ought to be an online 

program similar to turbo tax or the current housing contract system, for submitting 

environmental review records to TDHCA, whereby applicants can track their progress 

and visibly ascertain what documents their package is lacking.    Several survey-takers 

also indicated that there ought to be more trainings and seminars, and that the trainings 

should also be made simpler and presuppose no previous environmental knowledge.  

Entities of local governments, furthermore, overwhelmingly suggested that the TDHCA 

process to mirror the HUD process exactly so as to avoid confusion.  Many were 

confused about why the State and federal agencies have different levels of strictness and 

laxness in areas of compliance. 

Questions 8 and 9: Do you thing the NEPA Environmental Review is effective at its 

intended goal of understanding the environmental impacts of a project , and do you 

have any suggestions to make it more effective? 

The vast majority of survey-takers indicated that the NEPA environmental 

process serves its overall purpose of understanding the environmental impacts of a 

project, but could use improvement in a few areas.  One survey pointed out, for example, 

that the NEPA process is not always effective because it is contingent upon data that may 
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sometimes be faulty.  It pointed out that since FEMA maps, for example, are not always 

updated and accurate, the process sometimes fails to prevent structures from being built 

in floodplains.  This survey-taker went on to say that NEPA would be more effective if it 

required more in-depth investigations of each project, suggesting the scrutiny of a Phase I 

Environmental Site Assessment, which must be conducted by a licensed engineer.  

Another survey-taker indicated that the NEPA process would be more effective if it only 

applied to new construction projects because assessing the environmental effects of 

repairing an already built house is a waste of time, because the structure has already done 

its damage. Other survey-takers, however, argued that NEPA ought to be expanded and 

required for even non-federally funded projects too.  Some survey-takers were adamant 

about the notion that the process ought to be undertaken as a precursor to determining 

who gets funding instead of an afterthought when funding has already been allocated.  

Finally, the surveys overwhelmingly indicated that the process would be more effective if 

it was made simpler, less redundant, and if it were streamlined across the board for 

Federal, State, and local agencies.  

SURVEY B RESULTS 

Question 3: What have you found to be the most confusing or difficult for sub 

recipients about the Environmental Process? 

Takers of Survey B tended to bring up the same aspects that sub-recipients 

brought up in Survey A regarding confusing or difficult aspects of the environmental 

process.  Many surveys indicated that determining the appropriate level of review and 
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providing correct support documents were of utmost difficulty for sub-recipients.  

Additionally, many of the surveys indicated that providing conclusion statements on the 

checklists seemed to be difficult for sub recipients.  Surveys also indicated that the entire 

tiering and public notification process also posed significant difficulty for sub-recipients.  

On a more specific level, surveys seemed to indicate that the Floodplain Management and 

Toxic Chemicals and Hazardous Materials compliance factors tended to be among the 

most confusing for sub-recipients.  Some surveys also eluded to the notion that 

terminology and jargon used throughout the environmental process often poses 

significant difficulty for sub-recipients.  

Questions 4 and 5: What recommendations/suggestions would you give to make 

submitting environmental reviews a more easy and pleasant experience and to also 

maximize the overall efficiency of the environmental review process at TDHCA? 

In terms of suggestions for making environmental reviews easier to submit and 

maximizing the overall efficiency of the process, many surveys also indicated the same 

suggestions that sub-recipients suggested in Survey A.  Among the most popular were 

re-vamping the TDHCA environmental webpage to provide more information, in a more 

user friendly manner.  Some surveys suggested a definitions section to help sub-

recipients understand environmental jargon.  Most of the survey’s also indicated that 

there ought to be more environmental staff at TDHCA to help out sub-recipients.  

Detailed explanations of how to fill out the various forms was yet another suggestion 

posed by some surveys, in addition to downloadable training modules for each level of 

review.  Finally, many surveys indicated that a central database, that helps to keep track 
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of environmental review records in a manner similar to the housing contract system*, 

could prove to be incredibly helpful to Environmental Specialists at TDHCA.  

Questions 6 and 7: Do you think the NEPA Environmental Review is effective at its 

intended goal of understanding the environmental impacts of a project, and do you 

have any suggestions to make it more effective? 

Again, the majority of survey-takers indicated that the NEPA environmental 

review process is effective at understanding the environmental impacts of a project.  

They did, however, provide suggestions to make it more effective.  Many surveys 

indicated that the process is overwhelming to both sub-recipients and Environmental 

Specialists, and many surveys suggested making certain regulations more specific so as 

to eliminate some of the grey area often found in the regulations.  One survey, for 

example, mentions how regulations sometime make it difficult to determine the correct 

levels of review or the differences between things like “rehabilitation” and 

“reconstruction.”  In addition to making certain regulations more specific, many surveys 

suggested standardizing documentation across the board for State, federal, and local 

agencies.  Finally the surveys seem to indicate that enforcement is absolutely crucial for 

NEPA to truly work, so compliance monitors ought to receive ample training to make 

sure that projects are indeed what they claim to be on paper, when they are visited in the 

field.  
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CHAPTER CONCLUSION 

Having analyzed environmental deficiency reviews, surveyed people who submit 

environmental review records, and also surveyed people who review environmental 

review records, much data about where the environmental process could be improved has 

been collected.  All of the data collection methods seem to indicate many of the same 

areas of difficulty.  Initially, knowing where and how to start putting together an 

Environmental Review Record proves to be a continual obstacle for sub-recipients.  

Determining the level of review, documents needed, and filling out the checklists 

correctly, are also significant obstacles.  Moreover, ascertaining the correct support 

documents to prove conclusions on the checklists seems to be another issue with that sub-

recipients find difficult.  The public notification process seems to be the final hurdle to 

the environmental process for many sub-recipients.  Using the remedial suggestions 

garnered from surveys from sub-recipients and Environmental Specialists, the next 

chapter will provide a host of suggested improvements to the TDHCA environmental 

process in hopes of simplifying the process and making it more efficient at TDHCA. 
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Chapter 5: Maximizing the Efficiency of the TDHCA Environmental 

Process 

Based on data from analyzing deficiency reviews and various surveys, several 

problem areas in the TDHCA environmental process have been identified.  In addition to 

identifying trouble areas in the process, survey data has garnered several suggested 

solutions to these problem areas. The overwhelming majority of survey-takers indicated 

that providing examples of environmental applications online would be the most 

beneficial improvement to the TDHCA environmental review process.  The second 

greatest suggested improvement, according the survey-takers, was providing a more user-

friendly online instruction manual for preparing environmental reviews.  This chapter 

provides a glimpse into ways that TDHCA could go about integrating various suggestions 

into its environmental process.  The end result will hopefully make the process easier for 

sub-recipients and thus maximize the efficiency of the TDHCA environmental process. 

RESTRUCTURING THE TDHCA ENVIRONMENTAL WEBPAGE 

For over a decade now, the internet has essentially been the main resource for 

sub-recipients to use for help with the TDHCA environmental process.  Restructuring 

the environmental webpage is the key to solving most of the problem areas found in the 

deficiency reviews and expressed in the surveys.  Difficulties like knowing where to 

start the environmental process, how to classify the levels of review, and what documents 

to submit, are just a few examples of where the TDHCA website can become more 
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informative.  The TDHCA website, however, remains extremely outdated.  The current 

website, for example, does not have a clear link to find the environmental webpage, 

where sub-recipients go to find the environmental review manual, various checklists, and 

even some sample documents. 

Even if applicants manage to find the TDHCA environmental webpage, which is 

hidden within the HOME program section of the site even though several other programs 

require environmental review; all of the documents on the page are also extremely 

outdated.  If it weren’t for the open lines of communication between TDHCA 

Environmental Specialist and sub-recipients, in addition to various outreach training 

sessions, sub-recipients probably would not have a clue how to submit an environmental 

review.  
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Illustration 5.1: Current Method of Accessing the Environmental Webpage, Step One 
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Illustration 5.2: Current Method of Accessing the Environmental Webpage, Step Two 
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Illustration 5.3: Current View of Environmental Webpage 
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PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL WEBPAGE 

The first change I propose is for the link to the Environmental Webpage to be 

located in a more centralized and intuitive place like under the general compliance tab as 

seen below.  A link to it should also be located on the general information pages for the 

HOME Program, Office of Colonia Initiative Program, Neighborhood Stabilization 

Program, Tax Credit Assistance Program and any other program that requires an 

environmental review.  

Suggestions on Where to Locate Link to Environmental Webpage 

Illustration 5.4: Suggested Location for Link to Environmental Webpage 

Next, I suggest completely re-designing the layout of the environmental page. 
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Environmental Webpage with Re-vamped Layout 

Illustration 5.5: Environmental Webpage with Re-Vamped Layout 
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The layout shown above remains significantly simpler than the current 

environmental page.  Its most useful feature is the bar on the left side that gives users the 

option to click on their specific funding type, so that they may be directed to another page 

that gives them specific environmental guidelines for their particular funding source.  An 

example of this can be seen below.  Imagine that the link on the left toolbar that says 

“Neighborhood Stabilization Program,” had been clicked. 

Example of Neighborhood Stabilization Environmental Page  

This page gives a brief description of the Neighborhood Stabilization Program, 

provides the key environmental benchmark dates, and provides some extra factors to take 

note of.  Again, the most important part of this webpage is the “Environmental Process 

by Program” bar on the left side of the page. This bar gives links to the two types of 

housing areas that the NSP program targets: Single Family Housing, and Multifamily 

Housing.  If you were to click on the link on this page that says “Single Family,” then 

you would be directed to the following page. 
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Illustration 5.6: Example of NSP Environmental Page 
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Example of Single Family Environmental Page  

Illustration 5.7: Example of Single Family Enviornmenal Page 
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This page is perhaps one of the most useful pages in the re-designed 

environmental webpage.  It gets into specific information about the environmental 

process that sub-recipients would have otherwise had to dig up in the environmental 

review manual which is highly outdated and not user-friendly.  It explains to users that 

the first step in the process is to determine what category their project falls into.  It gives 

them some brief descriptions of the levels of review, and allows them to click further to 

see more information about a level of review.  It warns users, that if their project falls 

into more than one classification, then the higher level of review is given deference. 

Next, the webpage illustrates the notion of a Tiered environmental review for a 

single family project.  It gives a brief description of what tierieng is, and gives the only 

two allowable options for tiered, single family projects.  The re-designed website, in a 

sense, guides users to the necessary forms and processes needed to get environmental 

clearance in an easy and intuitive manner.  They are only required to know basic things 

about their project like whether or not the project involves single family homes or 

multifamily homes.  The side bar on the left side of the page now changes to a place 

where users can quickly download checklists and forms necessary for single family 

projects.  The final page below gives an example of what a user would see if they were 

to click the link for Tiered Categorically Excluded (Subject to 58.5).  
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Example of Tiered Categorically Excluded (Subject to 58.5) Page 

Illustration 5.8: Tiered Categorically Excluded (Subject to 58.5) Page. 
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This page brings forth the highest level of detail of any of the other proposed 

web-pages.  It tells the user everything they need to know about an NSP, single family, 

tiered environmental review.  It provides an example scenario to illustrate the public 

notification process, the Request for Release of Funds process, and also the Site-Specific 

process.  The side bar on the left, serves as the most important part of the page again, 

because it provides all of the necessary documents, in a form-fillable format, to submit 

for an environmental review.  Documents on the previous TDHCA environmental page 

were not in a form-fillable format, which made it difficult for sub recipients to work with.  

Finally, the webpage provides several example documents to serve as references for the 

types of verbiage TDHCA is looking for, and also the correct supporting documents.  

This was the most popular suggestion indicated by the surveys distributed to the people 

who prepare environmental reviews.   

CHAPTER CONCLUSION 

Having outlined the incredibly ornate process of environmental compliance at 

TDHCA, it is not difficult to see why sub-recipients have trouble submitting 

environmental review records.  It is also not difficult to see why there is such a backlog, 

and long turnaround time for environmental review records to get cleared.  Tracking the 

deficiency reviews sent to a sample of applicants helped to point out patterns regarding 

where applicants are finding the process difficult.  Adding to this data, in a more direct 

form, was survey data; which was gathered from several people who both put together 

and review environmental applications.  While the survey data helped to illustrate areas 
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where the process is difficult for people, it also quantified several suggested 

improvements to the process.  Additionally, the surveys received from other individuals 

who review submitted environmental review records, shed some light on the general 

NEPA process and ways to make it better.  Finally, outlining the tabulated suggestions 

from all areas of research seemed to provide some clear, fool-proof ways to maximize the 

efficiency of the TDHCA environmental process.  These suggestions have been 

submitted to the correct departments and should be visible on the TDHCA website by the 

fall of 2010. 
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Appendix 

APPENDIX A: HUD PROGRAMS THAT ARE AUTHORIZED TO USE ENVIRONMENTAL 

REGULATION [HUD TITLE 24 CFR PART 58] - ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCEDURES 

FOR ENTITIES ASSUMING HUD ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

 

Law  HUD Programs  

Section 104(g) of the Housing and 

Community Development Act of 

1974 (42 U.S.C. 5304(g))  

  Community Development Block Grants (Entitlement) 

  Community Development Block Grants (for States and 

Small Cities Section 108 Loan Guarantees) 

  Community Development Block Grants for Indian Tribes 

and Alaska Native Villages 

  Economic Development Initiative Grants  

  Brownfields Economic Development Initiative Grants 
 

Section 443 of the McKinney-

Vento Homeless Assistance Act 

(42 U.S.C. 11402)  

  Emergency Shelter Grants 

  Shelter Plus Care Grants 

  Supportive Housing Grants 

  Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation 

Single Room  

  Occupancy for Homeless Individuals 
 

Section 288 of the Cranston-

Gonzales National Affordable 

Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 12838)  

  HOME Investment 

Partnerships Grants 
 

Section 1011(o) of the Housing 

and Community Development Act 

of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 4852(o))  

  Grants to State and local governments for lead-based paint 

hazard control 
 

Section 26 of the United States 

Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 

1437x)  

  Public Housing Assistance (Capital 

Improvements) 

  HOPE VI Revitalization Grants 

  HOPE VI Demolition Grants 

  Capital Fund Grants 

  Mixed Finance Assistance 

  Section 202 Conversions 

  Section 8 (except the Section 8 special 

allocation program) 

  Section 8 Program for Disposition of HUD-

owned projects 
 

Section 305 of the Multifamily 

Housing Property Disposition 

Reform Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 

3547)  

  Special Project 

Grants 
 

Section 542(c)(9) of the Housing 

and Community Development Act 

of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 1707 note)  

  FHA Multifamily Housing Finance Agency 

Pilot Program 
 

http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/communitydevelopment/rulesandregs/laws/sec5304.cfm#sec5304%28g%29
http://uscode.house.gov/uscode-cgi/fastweb.exe?getdoc+uscview+t41t42+7025+0++42%3Acite%20w%2F3%2011402
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/lawsandregs/laws/home/subf/sec288.cfm
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/environment/lawsandregs/laws/authorization/42usc/42usc4852.cfm
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/environment/lawsandregs/laws/authorization/42usc/42usc1437x.cfm
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/environment/lawsandregs/laws/authorization/42usc/42usc1437x.cfm
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/environment/lawsandregs/laws/authorization/42usc/42usc3547.cfm
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/environment/lawsandregs/laws/authorization/42usc/42usc3547.cfm
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/environment/lawsandregs/laws/authorization/12usc/12usc1707.cfm#ereview
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/environment/lawsandregs/laws/authorization/12usc/12usc1707.cfm
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Section 11(m) of the Housing 

Opportunity Program Extension 

Act of 1996 (42 U.S.C. 12805 

note)  

  Self-Help Homeownership 

Opportunity Program 
 

Section 105 of the Native 

American Housing Assistance and 

Self-Determination Act of 1996 

(25 U.S.C. 4115)  

  Native American Housing 

Block Grants 
 

Section 184(k) of the Housing and 

Community Development Act of 

1992 (12 U.S.C. 1715z-13a(k))  

  Native American Housing Loan 

Guarantees 
 

Section 806 of the Native 

American Housing Assistance and 

Self-Determination Act of 1996 

(25 U.S.C. 4226)  

  Native Hawaiian Housing 

Block Grants 
 

Section 207(c) of the FY 1999 

Department of Veterans Affairs 

and Housing and Urban 

Development and Independent 

Agencies 

  Grants for Housing Opportunities for 

Persons with AIDS 
 

 

http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/lawsandregs/laws/shop/index.cfm#m
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/lawsandregs/laws/shop/
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/affordablehousing/lawsandregs/laws/shop/
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/environment/lawsandregs/laws/authorization/25usc4115.cfm
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/environment/lawsandregs/laws/authorization/12usc/12usc1715z.cfm
http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/environment/lawsandregs/laws/pl105276sec207c.cfm#c
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APPENDIX B: CERTIFICATION OF EXEMPTION FOR HUD FUNDED PROJECTS 
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APPENDIX C: COMPLIANCE DOCUMENTATION CHECKLIST 
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APPENDIX D: CERTIFICATION OF CATEGORICAL EXCLUSIONS (NOT SUBJECT TO 58.5)   
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APPENDIX E: CERTIFICATION OF CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION ( SUBJECT TO 58.5) 
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APPENDIX F: STATUTORY CHECKLIST 
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APPENDIX G: SAMPLE OUTLINE FOR TIERING PLAN 
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APPENDIX H: SAMPLE NOTICE OF INTENT TO REQUEST RELEASE OF FUNDS  
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APPENDIX I: EXAMPLE OF REQUEST FOR RELEASE OF FUNDS CERTIFICATION  
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APPENDIX J: EXAMPLE OF SITE SPECIFIC CHECKLIST 
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APPENDIX K: ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST 
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 88 
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APPENDIX L: SAMPLE COMBINED NOTICE OF FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

AND INTENT TO REQUEST RELEASE OF FUNDS 
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APPENDIX M: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ABOUT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

STATEMENTS  
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APPENDIX N: DEFICIENCY REVIEW AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, CANDLEWICK 

APARTMENTS 
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File 

# 

Type of 

Project/ 

Classification 

Date 

rec’d 

Location Characteristics 

of Preparer of 

Enviro 

Documents 

Deficiencies Issued 

by Environmental 

Specialist 

Date 

Notice 

Okayed for 

Publication 

Environmental 

Clearance 

Date 

9 

7 

2 

0 

Rehabilitation 

of Multi-

family 

apartment 

complex : 

Candlewick 

Apartments 

 

Classification: 

Environmental 

Assessment  

Sept 

2009 

1155 

Paredes 

Line Rd 

Brownsville 

Texas , 

Cameron 

County 

Experienced: 

Has been to at 

least one 

TDHCA 

enviro training 

and has 

submitted 

several 

projects for 

enviro review. 

Unclear level of 

review 

 

Project Description 

 

Historic 

Preservation 

 

Wild and Scenic 

Rivers 

 

Noise Abatement 

and Control 

 

Explosive and 

Flammable 

Operations  

Dec 14 

2009 

Jan 27 

2010 



 97 

APPENDIX O: DEFICIENCY REVIEW AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, SPHINX AT FIJI 

RETIREMENT HOMES 

 



 98 
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File 

# 

Type of 

Project/ 

Classification 

Date  

Recieved 

Location Characteristics 

of Preparer of 

Environmental 

Documents 

Deficiencies 

Issued by 

Environmental 

Specialist 

Date 

Notice 

Okayed for 

Publication 

Environmental 

Clearance 

Date 

9 

7 

4 

0 

New 

Construction 

of Multi-

family 

Complex: 

Sphinx at Fiji 

Retirement 

Homes 

 

Classification: 

Environmental 

Assessment 

Sept 22 

2009 

201 

Fran 

Way 

Dallas, 

Texas  

Moderately 

Experienced: 

Attended two 

environmental 

trainings 

hosted by 

TDHCA, but 

has never 

submitted and 

environmental 

application 

before. 

Project 

Description 

 

Hazards and 

Nuisances 

 

Health Care 

 

Public Safety 

 

Oct 2 

2009 

Nov 24 

2009 
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APPENDIX P: DEFICIENCY REVIEW AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, TIMBER EDGE 

APARTMENTS 

  



 101 

  



 102 

File# Type of 

Project/ 

Classific. 

Date 

rec’d 

Location Characteristics of Preparer 

of Environmental 

Documents 

Deficiencies 

Issued by 

Environmental 

Specialist 

Date 

Notice 

Okayed for 

Publication 

Enviro 

Clearance 

Date 

0 

9 

7 

5 

3 

Rehab of 

Multifamily 

Complex: 

Timber 

Edge 

 

Classific: 

EA 

July 23 

2009 

1075 

Pinchback   

Road  

Beaumont, 

Jefferson 

County, 

Texas 

Applicant had very 

minimal experience, but 

contracted with an 

engineering/environmental 

firm to submit 

environmental application. 

Project 

Description 

 

Historic 

Preservation 

 

Noise 

Abatement 

and Control 

 

Nov 3 

2009 

Jan 7 

2010  
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APPENDIX Q: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, JASON AVENUE RESIDENTIAL  

 
File 

# 

Type of 

Project/ 

Classifc. 

Date 

Rec’d 

Location Characteristics 

of Preparer of 

Environmental 

Documents 

Deficiencies Issued 

by Environmental 

Specialist 

Date 

Notice 

Okayed for 

Publication 

Environmental 

Clearance 

Date 

0 

9 

7 

4 

6 

New 

Construction 

of Multifamily 

Complex:  

Jason Avenue 

Residential 

 

Classific: 

Environmental 

Assessment 

Jul 23, 

2009 

509 & 

527 

Jason 

Avenue 

Amarillo, 

Texas 

Minimal 

experience 

with 

environmental 

documents.  

Project Description 

 

Historic Preservation 

 

Conclusions Missing 

on EA Checklist 

11/6/2009 12/21/2009 
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APPENDIX R: DEFICIENCY REVIEW AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, INCLUSIVE 

COMMUNITIES PROJECT  

 



 105 
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NSP 

Contract 

Number # 

Type of 

Project/ 

Classific. 

Date 

Rec’d 

Location Characteristic 

of Preparer of 

Enviro 

Documents 

Deficiencies 

Issued by 

Environmental 

Specialist 

Date 

Notice 

Okayed for 

Publication 

Environmental 

Clearance 

Date 

77090000183 Purchase and 

minor rehab 

of single 

family homes 

to rent or sell 

to low income 

households 

 

Classification: 

Tiered 

Categorically 

Excluded 

Subject to  

Sept 

2, 

2009 

Frisco, 

Texas 

Attended at 

least one 

TDHCA 

sponsored 

environmental 

training, 

however, has 

never 

submitted 

environmental 

documents 

before.  

Project  

description 

 

Tiering plan 

missing 

 

Forms not 

filled out 

correctly 

 

Historic 

Preservation 

Oct 30, 

2009 

Dec 28, 

2009 
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APPENDIX S: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, CITY OF EL PASO 

 
NSP 

Contract 

Number # 

Type of 

Project/ 

Classification 

Date 

Received 

Location Characteristics 

of Preparer of 

Environmental 

Documents 

Deficiencies 

Issued by 

Environmental 

Specialist 

Date 

Notice 

Okayed for 

Publication 

Enviro 

Clearance 

Date 

77090000112 Purchase and 

rehabilitation 

or demolition 

of properties  

 

Classification: 

Tiered 

Categorically 

Excluded 

Subject to 

Sept 1, 

2009 

El Paso 

County 

Experienced: 

Has put 

together 

environmental 

reviews before 

Project 

description 

 

Unsure about 

publication 

process 

 

Nov 11, 

2009 

Jan 13, 

2010  
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APPENDIX T: DEFICIENCY REVIEW AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, SAN ANTONIO 

ALTERNATIVE HOUSING CORPORATION 

 



 109 

 
NSP 

Contract # 

Type of 

Project/ 

Classification 

Date 

Rec’d 

Location Characteristics 

of Preparer of 

Environmental 

Documents 

Deficiencies 

Issued by 

Enviro 

Specialist 

Date 

Notice 

Okayed for 

Publication 

Enviro 

Clearance 

Date 

77090000125 Purchase and 

rehab of 

single family 

homes to rent 

or sell to low 

income 

households 

 

Classification: 

Tiered 

Categorically 

Excluded 

Subject to 

Nov 12 

2009 

Bexar 

County, 

Texas 

Minimal 

experience:  

Has never 

attended 

environmental 

training or 

submitted an 

environmental 

document.  

Project 

Description 

 

Forms not 

filled out 

correctly 

 

Airport Clear 

Zones 

 

Dec 22 

2009 

Feb 11 

2010 
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APPENDIX U: DEFICIENCY REVIEW AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION,              

HARRIS COUNTY 
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NSP 

Contract 

Number # 

Type of 

Project/ 

Classification 

Date 

Rec’d 

Location Characteristics 

of Preparer of 

Environmental 

Documents 

Deficiencies 

Issued by Enviro 

Specialist 

Date 

Notice 

Okayed for 

Publication 

Enviro 

Clearance 

Date 

77090000162 Providing 

Home Buyers 

Assistance to 

low income 

households 

and also 

Permanent 

Financing. 

 

Classification: 

Tiered 

Categorically 

Excluded 

Subject to   

Nov 

30, 

2009 

Harris 

County, 

Texas 

Experienced:  

Has 

experience 

submitting 

environmental 

documents to 

HUD. 

Discrepancies 

about activities, 

levels of review, 

and correct forms. 

Jan 4, 

2010 

Feb 10, 

2010  
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APPENDIX V: DEFICIENCY REVIEW AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, CRESTMOOR 

PARK 

 



 113 
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Contract 

# 

Type of 

Project/ 

Classification 

Date 

Received 

Location Characteristics 

of Preparer of 

Environmental 

Documents 

Deficiencies 

Issued by 

Environmental 

Specialist 

Date 

Notice 

Okayed for 

Publication 

Environmental 

Clearance 

Date 

1001133 Rehabilitation 

of Multifamily 

Complex, with 

the addition of 

a laundry 

facility.  

 

Classification: 

Environmental 

Assessment 

Sept 22, 

2009 

514 SE 

Gardens 

Blvd. 

Burleson, 

TX 

Moderately 

Experienced: 

Has attended 

one TDHCA 

environmental 

training.    

Project 

Description 

 

Historic 

Preservation 

 

Clean Air 

 

Environmental 

Justice 

 

Explosive and 

Flammable 

Operations 

 

Toxic 

Chemicals and 

Radioactive 

Materials 

Dec 10, 

2009 

Feb 10, 

2009 
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APPENDIX W: DEFICIENCY REVIEW AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, CITY OF 

FLOYDADA 
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NSP 

Contract 

# 

Type of 

Project/ 

Classification 

Date 

Received 

Location Characteristics 

of Preparer of 

Environmental 

Documents 

Deficiencies Issued 

by Environmental 

Specialist 

Date 

Notice 

Okayed for 

Publication 

Enviro 

Clearance 

Date 

1001156 Tiered 

Rehabilitation/ 

Reconstruction 

of 

approximately 

5 homes in 

City Of 

Floydada 

 

Classification: 

Environmental 

Assessment 

March 

22, 

2010 

City of 

Floydada, 

TX 

Moderately 

Experienced: 

Has 

previously 

submitted 

environmental 

documents to 

TDHCA.   

Project Description 

 

Tiering Plan 

 

Transportation  

 

Alternatives 

 

April 7 

2010  

April 23 

2010 
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APPENDIX X: DEFICIENCY REVIEW AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION,                

WEBB COUNTY 
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NSP 

Contract 

# 

Type of 

Project/ 

Classification 

Date 

Received 

Location Characteristics 

of Preparer of 

Enviro 

Documents 

Deficiencies 

Issued by 

Environmental 

Specialist 

Date 

Notice 

Okayed for 

Publication 

Enviro 

Clearance 

Date 

1001027 Tiered 

Purchase, 

Rehabilitation, 

and 

Reconstruction 

of Single 

Family Houses 

in Webb 

County. 

 

Classification: 

Categorically 

Excluded 

Subject To 

(Converted to 

Exempt) 

Oct 7 

2009 

Webb 

County 

Unsure about 

correct 

procedures.  

Initially tried 

to conduct a 

tiered review, 

but later 

realized they 

could convert 

properties to 

exempt.  

Project 

description 

 

No tiering plan 

 

Forms not filled 

out correctly 

 

Historic 

preservation 

10/7/2009 

( But later 

realized 

that 

publication 

was not 

necessary) 

11/5/2010 
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APPENDIX Y: DEFICIENCY REVIEW AND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, CROWLEY 

FOUNTAINHEAD APARTMENTS 
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NSP 

Contract 

# 

Type of 

Project/ 

Classification 

Date 

Received 

Location Characteristics 

of Preparer of 

Environmental 

Documents 

Comments from 

Environmental 

Specialist 

Date 

Notice 

Okayed for 

Publication 

Enviro 

Clearance 

Date 

1000981 Rehabilitation 

of multifamily 

apartment 

complex. 

 

Classification: 

Categorically 

Excluded 

Subject To 

(Converted to 

Exempt)  

Oct 6, 

2009 

1408 

Longhorn 

Trail 

Crowley, 

TX  

Minimal 

experience, but 

has previously 

attended a 

TDHCA 

training. 

Project 

description 

 

Forms not filled 

out correctly 

 

Water quality 

Publication 

not 

necessary 

because 

project 

was 

converted 

to Exempt.  

Jan 12, 

2010 
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