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Texas is home to approximately 100 confinement-based
facilities, including state prisons, federal correctional
institutions, and state-run jails (Bureau of Justice
Statistics, 2019). The majority of facilities — about 85% -
were built after 1970. This mirrors national trends and
logically follows the explosion of the size of the
incarcerated population. That is, the number of
incarcerated persons in the state of Texas increased 7-
fold between 1979 and 2000, while the number of prisons
increased from 16 to 99 (Lawrence & Travis, 2004).
Where to house the incarcerated population and whether
to build new prisons or increase the capacity of existing
prisons has been hotly debated (Guetzkow & Schoon,
2015; Sadbury, 2005). In addition, the study of prison
building examines siting characteristics such a metro vs.
non-metro areas (Lawrence & Travis, 2004) and
economic growth among surrounding communities
(Hooks et al., 2004; Hooks et al., 2010).

One pattern that is quite clear is that the siting of prisons
in communities can be controversial. Community
members worry about decreasing property values,
quality of life, and rising crime (Shichor, 1992). In short,
the public worries that residing in proximity to prison is
associated with a decrease in the desirability of land. Yet,
a growing body of work shows that prisons are often built
on land already deemed undesirable, at least in the
environmental way. For example, prisons in
Pennsylvania and Kentucky were built on top of, or near,
old coal mining sites (Schept, 2022). And a recent study
by Ashby et al. (2020), finds that juvenile detention
facilities tend to be sited in proximity to designated
Superfund sites in the American West. Residing in close
proximity to this environmental hazard can lead to long
term negative health effects, including an increased rate
of lung and heart disease (Hendryx, 2013). This can affect
both non-incarcerated and incarcerated persons in the
area. It appears to be a pattern that prisons are built near
(or directly on) land that is toxic (Bradshaw, 2018).

Some of the most toxic lands across the U.S. are
designated as Superfund sites by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). This designation was first
introduced in 1980 via the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA). Superfund sites include
locations where hazardous waste was improperly
handled and consequently poisoned nearby soil
and/or water (EPA, 2021). For example, the
Superfund site “North Cavalcade Street” in Harris
County was the former site for the Houston
Creosoting Company, which mishandled hazardous
materials and caused groundwater and soil
contamination. Brownfields are similar in that state
aid (instead of federal aid) is requested with
remediation efforts of land affected by hazardous
materials. While we know that the prison building
boom of the 1980s and 1990s resulted in prisons
being built in areas that are (at the least)
environmentally questionable (Bradshaw, 2019;
Schept, 2022), a more detailed analysis of desirability
of land and prison siting is necessary. Building
prisons can come with more industry and
agriculture, the results of which can emit more
toxins into the air, land, and waterways. Residents in
areas with prisons (and those within them), may be
inundated with more toxic pollution. This may be an
additional burden that is shouldered by communities
that already live in proximity to Superfund sites and
Brownfields.
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In Texas there are over 60 active Superfund sites spanning approximately 30 counties. There are an additional 199
Brownfields across 48 counties. Figure 1 shows the distribution of these sites: panel A shows Superfund sites, while panel B
depicts Brownfields. The yellow colors represent lower amounts of EPA sites per county, while the orange and red shading
represents higher concentration of EPA sites. For example, 221 counties have O Superfund sites, while one county has 15, and
about 206 counties have no Brownfields, and one county has 38. These visuals show that both Superfund sites and
Brownfields tend to cluster in three areas. Superfund sites are quite common in Harris (15 sites), Dallas (4 sites), and Ector
County (4 sites). Brownfields are common in Dallas (38 sites), Harris (20 sites), and Travis County (20 sites).

Figure 1. Distribution of Hazardous Land Across Texas
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Panel B. Distribution of Brownfields

Living in close proximity to these hazardous lands can expose residents to high lead levels, asbestos, dioxin, diminished soil
bioavailability, and even radiation. Such exposure can have significant and long-lasting negative effects on a person’s health.
Environmental justice and victimization research indicates too that communities surrounding hazardous lands tend to be
minoritized and of low socioeconomic status (Banzhaf et al., 2019; Lynch & Barrett, 2015; Lynch & Stretesky, 2012). For
example, the community surrounding the “Many Diversified Interests Inc.” Superfund site in Harris County is composed of
fewer White residents (3% vs. 29%), and more Black (23% vs. 18%) and Latinx (73% vs. 43%) residents than Harris county
as a whole (American Community Survey, 2020). The per capita income in the community surrounding this site is nearly
50% less than that of Harris County as a whole ($17,000 vs. $33,000). In short, communities around hazardous lands tend to
have low political, economic, and social capital.

Scholars that examine prison siting find that communities with low political capital will be seen as more attractive to states
intending to expand their correctional system. These communities are enticed with expanded economic and employment
opportunities (which rarely becomes the case) in order to discourage worries about property values and other noxious effects
(Banzhaf, et al., 2019). The purpose of this report then is to examine if in the state of Texas, there exists an overlap between
hazardous lands and prison siting. Accordingly, the goal of this report is two-fold. First, this study aims to descriptively
examine the distribution of Superfund sites and Brownfields across Texas counties. This will include a descriptive look at
counties’ demographic and socioeconomic breakdown. Second, the distribution of incarcerated persons in Texas counties is
examined to see if counties with environmental hazards overlap with counties that have a large proportion of incarcerated
persons. Third, a descriptive summary of the year Superfund sites actively contaminated the area and the year prisons in
these areas were built is presented. This contributes to literature that has to date, limited their analysis to when the EPA
officially designated these sites as hazardous. This in some cases is years after hazardous waste and toxic chemicals have
already affected the soil and water. Towards this goal, this report utilizes data from the EPA, the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality (TCEQ), the Census of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities, 2019 (CCF), and the American 3
Communities Survey 5-Year estimates (ACS).
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Results

To examine if prisons are built on undesirable land, this report utilizes descriptive statistics and visual
aids. TCEQ data is utilized to map Brownfields across Texas counties, and data from the EPA is used for
mapping Texas Superfund sites. Next, and to map prisons, all Texas facilities which are classified as
confinement (vs. community-based) and which do not allow incarcerated persons to exit, the CCF is used.
The share of incarcerated persons per total population for each county in Texas was calculated. As seen in
Table 1, this ranges from O to 34.66. The average mean share is 1.84. In other words, approximately 2% of
any given Texas county is incarcerated. To get county-level demographic characteristics the most recent
ACS estimates were used.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics

Mean 5.D. Min. Max.
All Counties (n = 234)
Share of Incarcerated Pop. 1.84 5.01 0.00 34.66
Number of Brownfields 078 329 0.00 3800
Number of Superfund Sites 0.27 1.13 0.00 15.00
Percent Black 6.03 6.52 0.00 33.39
Percent Native American 0.30 0.39 0.00 2.70
Percent Latino/a 35.29 23.40 0.00 98.90
Per Capita Income 2708789  5846.54 13267.00 47724.00
Above Avg. Inc. Pop. (n = 43)
Number of Brownfields 1.56 6.10 0.00 38.00
Number Superfund Sites 0.33 0.89 0.00 4.00
Percent Black 10.32 7.60 0.72 333
Percent Native American 0.30 0.30 0.00 142
Percent Latino/a 35.06 20.39 71.74 8818
Per Capita Income 23866.86  4066.30 17177.00 35437.00
Below Avg. Inc. Pop. (n=211)
Number of Brownfields 0.60 2.34 0.00 20.00
Number of Superfund Sites 0.26 1.18 0.00 15.00
Percent Black 515 5.93 0.00 24.22
Percent Native American 0.30 0.40 0.00 270
Percent Latino/a 3534 24.01 0.00 989
Per Capita Income 2774430 594200 13267.00 47724.00
Counties Highest Inc. Pop. (n = 13}
Number of Brownfields 1.23 3.63 0.00 13.00
Number of Superfund Sites 0.23 0.83 0.00 3.00
Percent Black 11.68 6.92 344 2473
Percent Native American 0.386 0.25 0.03 0.81
Percent Latino/a 371.55 19.17 7.74 69.03
Per Capita Income 2153285 31327 17642.00 27572.00
Counties Lowest Inc. Pop. (n = 197)
Number of Brownfields 0.28 0.86 0.00 7.00
Number of Superfund Sites 015 051 0.00 4.00
Percent Black 491 5.82 0.00 24.22
Percent Native American 031 0.41 0.00 2.7
Percent Latino/a 35.11 2393 0.00 989
Per Capita Income 27614.47 5798.80 13267.00  47742.00

Table 1 sheds some insight on the siting of prisons on undesirable land. There are two separate ways these numbers are
examined. First, counties with an above average (>=1.84) share of incarcerated persons are compared to a below average (<1.84)
share. Second, counties that fall in the highest 95th percentile in terms of share of incarcerated persons are compared to those
that fall in the lowest 5th percentile. As seen in table 1, counties that have an above average share of incarcerated persons tend
to have more Brownfields and more Superfund sites than those that hold a below average share. They also have a larger percent
of Black residents and a lower per capita income. This pattern also emerges when we examine the top vs. bottom percentiles.
Counties with a population share score that is greater than 12 (top percentile) have more Brownfields and Superfund sites than
counties with a population share score that is O (bottom percentile). Again, demographic differences emerge. The top 5% have
more Black, Native American, and Latinx residents and a lower average per capita income.
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Next, a bivariate map is shown in figure 2. This figure scores each county on the combined share of Brownfields and Superfund
sites. If counties fall in the lowest tercile on both number of Brownfields and number of Superfund sites, then the county is
shaded in light gray. If counties fall in the highest tercile for number of Brownfields but in the lowest tercile for number of
Superfund Sites they are shaded in magenta, while counties with a high number of Superfund sites but no Brownfields are
turquoise. Finally, counties that fall in the highest tercile for both number of Brownfields and Superfund sites are dark blue.

Figure 2. Bivariate Map of Brownfields and Superfund Sites (Share of County Incarcerated in Green Proportional Dots)

T

Several patterns emerge if we examine this shading of counties. First, we see that there are more counties with just
Brownfields than there are with just Superfund sites. We also can observe that counties with both high numbers of
Brownfields and Superfund Sites are somewhat common, especially when examining East and Southeast Texas counties.

Figure 2 also shows the share of each county that is made up of incarcerated persons in proportional green dots. Here, the
larger the dot, the higher the share of incarcerated persons in that county. Only a handful of counties that do not have any
undesirable land hold incarcerated persons. Those with large shares of incarcerated persons tend to cluster in and around
counties that have many Brownfields. In addition, 9 of the 15 counties that score in the highest tercile for Brownfields and
Superfund sites have a share of incarcerated persons that is greater than 0.

The final step for this study includes a closer look at counties that have both prison facilities and Superfund sites, which are listed
in table 2. Thirteen Texas counties fall into this category and include 24 prisons. The data were then further examined to see if the
prison facility was in the same zip code as the Superfund site. Four prison facilities share zip codes with Superfund sites:
Texarkana FCI is in the same zip code as Texarkana Wood Preserving and Koppers Co., Inc., Halbert Unit shares a zip code with
Main Street Ground Water Plume, Hutchins Unit and Lane Plating Works Inc. are in the same zip code, and Goodman Unit shares
a zip code with Hart Creosoting Company and Jasper Creosoting Company. The last column in table 2 indicates whether the prison
was built after the EPA identified that contamination of water or soil occurred. This was collected via examination of qualitative
EPA reports that listed the history of the site. Out of the 24 prison facilities that are in close proximity to Superfund sites, the
majority (16) were built after the land had already been contaminated.
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Table 2. Counties with Prisons and Superfund Sites

County Facility Name Superfund Site S;ie Tﬂs:!
1. Bexar 1. Dominguez Bandera Road Ground Water Plume No Yes
1. Bexar 1. Dominguez Eiaver Citv Metal Finishing MNo Yes
1. Bexar 1. Dominguez R&H Ol Neo Yes
2. Bowie 2. Telford Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant No Yes
2. Bowie 3. Texarkana FCI Texarkana Wood Preserving Fes Yes
2. Bowie 3. Texarkana FCI Koppers Co., Inc. Fes No
3. Brazona 4, Ramsey Gulfeo Marine Maintenance No Yes
3. Brazona 5. Darnington Gulfo Marine Maintenance No No
3. Brazena 6. Clemens Gulfo Marine Maintenance Neo No
3. Brazoria 7. Terrell Gulfo Marine Maintenance No No
3. Brazoria 8. Stringfellow Gulfo Marine Maintenance No No
4. Burnet 9. Halbert Main Street Ground Water Plume Fes No
3. Dallas 10. Hutchins Delfasco Forge No Yes
3. Dallas 10. Hutchins Bio-Ecology Systems, Inc. Neo No
5. Dallas 10. Hutchins Lane Plating Works, Inc. Fes Yes
5. Dallas 10. Hutchins RSR Corporation No Yes
5. Dallas 11. Seagoville FCI Delfasco Forge No No
3. Dallas 11. Seagoville FCI Bio-Ecology Systems, Inc. No No
3. Dallas 11. Seagoville FCI Lane Plating Works, Inc. No Yes
5. Dallas 11. Seagoville FCI RS3R Corporation Neo Yes
6. Galveston 12. Carole Young Malone Service Co. No Yes
6. Galveston 12. Carole Young Tex-Tin Corp. No Yes
6. Galveston 12, Carole Young Motco, Inc. No Yes
7. Harris 13. Lvchner Highland Acid Pit No Yes
7. Harris 13. Lychner Many Diversified Interests, Inc. No Yes
7. Harris 13. Lychner Patrick Bavou No Yes

! The needed data was only available for Superfund sites. This portion of the study does not focus on Brownfields.
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Discussion
Prisons are often sited in communities that have
little capital. This coincides with communities
whose land has a higher probability of having
existing undesirable conditions, such as old coal
mining sites, Superfund sites, and factories that
emit toxic chemicals (Ashby et al., 2020;
Bradshaw, 2018; Schept, 2022; Toman, 2022).
Existing studies that examine sites deemed
hazardous by the EPA have provided some insight
that helped guide this study. Specifically, this
study sought to include the state of Texas in the
discourse, as Texas incarcerates a large share of
the nation’s confined population and has a high
number of Superfund sites and Brownfields. In
addition, this study reconceptualized the overlap
of hazardous land and prison siting, by looking at
the year when contamination was first identified
by the EPA instead of when the site gained an
official EPA designation. This is an important
contribution to the literature, as CERCLA was not
passed until 1980. However, detailed EPA
documents show that contamination occurred in
many years prior to the passage of this act. Thus,
if official EPA designations are used, the data
become left-censored and limit the ability to
construct a whole picture.

This study identified several themes. First,
descriptive analyses found that in Texas, counties
with undesirable land also hold a larger
proportion of incarcerated persons, have a greater
Black and Native American population, and lower
per capita income. This is in line with prior
research. Many of Texas’ counties that have both
Brownfields and Superfund sites also contain a
substantial incarcerated population. Taking the
findings of Toman (2022) into consideration,
which found that zip codes with high toxic
emissions also tend to contain prison facilities,
this means that many incarcerated persons and
residents of these communities are experiencing
multiple forms of environmental victimization.
Second, this study found that prison siting occurs
frequently on land that has been contaminated.

Environmental Victimization: The Expansion of Prisons and the Land of Choice

About a quarter of Texas prisons are located in counties
with at least one Superfund site, and the majority of these
prisons were built after the land had already been
contaminated. This indicates that the desirability (or
rather, undesirability) of land may factor into prison
siting decision-making. This also shows that communities
(incarcerated or not) with low political, economic, and
social capital may be taken advantage of. Prisons decrease
the already low value of land in such areas and can
exacerbate an already burdened environment.

This study is only the first step in further exploring the
environmental victimization of incarcerated persons and
those that are in communities proximate to prisons.
Nation-wide examinations of this pattern are critical -
especially in areas that are characterized by toxic land
and economic disadvantage. For example, Louisiana has
one fifth of the nation’s oil refineries and the highest
incarceration rate in the country (The Sentencing Project,
2019; U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2022).
Examinations of “Cancer Alley” in Louisiana have found
that illnesses typically considered rare are quite common
among residents there, likely due to the oil production in
this area (Keehan, 2018). The correlation between the
incarceration rate, illness rate, and number of oil
refineries in Louisiana requires more attention. There is
also a dire need to retrieve historical health data, which
will allow for longitudinal assessments of how siting
prisons on land with environmental harm can impact the
incarcerated population. It is already known that persons
in prison come in with high rates of chronic illnesses and
we know too that the prison health care system is
minimal at best (Maruschak et al., 2021; Potter & Rosky,
2014). Important too in this area is an understanding of
community-level health. Health data collected by the
Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) are
useful here, however historical data spanning the last
century is difficult to access and is primarily at the
census-level. Because communities surrounding prisons
tend to be economically disadvantaged, health care
among this population is likely only a step above that
which incarcerated persons receive. Siting of prisons on
environmentally undesirable land harms populations in-
and outside of prisons. This makes for a worrisome
pattern given the state of the health care system in the
UsS.



Environmental Victimization: The Expansion of Prisons and the Land of Choice

Elisa L. Toman, Ph.D. is an Assistant Professor in the Department of Criminal Justice and Criminology at Sam
Houston State University. Her research interests include theories of punishment, trends in criminal sentencing, and
implications of individuals’ experiences with the criminal justice system. She has published recently in Journal of
Research in Crime and Delinquency, Justice Quarterly, and Crime and Delinquency.

References

Ashby, H., Vazin, J., & Pellow, D. (2020). Superfund sites and juvenile detention: Proximity analysis in the western United States. Environmental Justice, 13(3), 65-74.
Banzahf, S., Ma, L., & Timmins, C. (2019). Environmental justice: The economics of race, place, and pollution. The Journal of Economic Perspectives, 33, 185-208.

Bureau of Justice Statistics (2019). Census of state and federal adult correctional facilities, 2019. Inter-university consortium for political and social research. Retrieved
from https://doi.org/10.3886 /ICPSR38325.v2

Bradshaw, E. (2018). Tombstone towns and toxic prisons: Prison ecology and the necessity of an anti-prison environmental movement. Critical Criminology, 26, 407-
422.

Guetzkow, J., & Schoon, E. (2015). If you build it, they will fill it: The consequences of prison overcrowding litigation. Law & Society Review, 49, 401-432.
Hendryx, M. (2013). Personal and family health in rural areas of Kentucky with and without mountain coal mining. The Journal of Rural Health, 29(1), 79-99.

Hooks, G., Mosher, C., Rotolo, T., & Lobao, L. (2004). The prison industry: Carceral expansion and employment in U.S. counties, 1969-1994. Social Science Quarterly,
85(1), 37-57.

Hooks, G., Mosher, C., Genter, S., Rotolo, T., & Lobao, L. (2010). Revisiting the impact of prison building on job growth: Education, incarceration, and county-level
employment, 1976-2004. Social Science Quarterly, 91(1), 228-244.

Keehan, C. (2018). Lessons from cancer alley: How the clean air act has failed to protect public health in Southern Louisiana. Colorado Natural Resources, Energy, and
Environmental Law Review, 29, 341-371.

Lawrence, S., & Travis, J. (2004). The new landscape of imprisonment: Mapping America’s prison expansion. Urban Institute, Justice Policy Center.

Lynch, M., & Barrett, K. (2015). Death matters: Victimization by particle matter from coal fired power plants in the US, a green criminological view. Critical
Criminology, 23, 219-234.

Lynch, M., & Stretesky, P. (2012). Native Americans and social and environmental justice: Implications for criminology. Social Justice, 38, 104-124.
Maruschak, L., Bronson, J., & Alper, M. (2021) Medical problems reported by prisoners. Report. Bureau of Justice Statistics.

Potter, R., & Rosky, J. (2014). The healthy prison. In: Cullen F, Jonson C and Stohr M (eds.) The American prison: Imagining a different future (p.151-170): Sage
Publication.

Sadbury, J. (2005). Celling black bodies: Black women in the global prison industrial complex. Feminist Review, 80, 162-179.

Schept, J. (2022). Coal, cages, crisis: The rise of the prison economy in central Appalachia. NYU Press.

Shichor, D. (1992). Myths and realities in prison siting. Crime & Delinquency, 38(1), 7-87.

The Sentencing Project. (2019). State-by-state data. Retrieved from: https://www.sentencingproject.org/the-facts/#rankings

Toman, E. (2022). Something in the air: Toxic pollution in and around U.S. prisons. Punishment & Society. doi: 10.1177 /14624745221114826

U.S. Energy Information Administration (2022). Louisiana state energy profile. Retrieved from: https://www.eia.gov/state/print.php?
sid=LA#: ~:text=Louisiana%20Quick %20Facts&text=Louisiana's%2014%200il%20refineries%20account,0f%20crude%200il%20per%20day.

@cvi_shsu crimevictimsinstitute.org


http://instagram.com/cvi_shsu
http://twitter.com/cvi_shsu
https://www.sentencingproject.org/the-facts/#rankings
https://www.eia.gov/state/print.php?sid=LA#:~:text=Louisiana%20Quick%20Facts&text=Louisiana's%2014%20oil%20refineries%20account,of%20crude%20oil%20per%20day

Environmental Victimization: The Expansion of Prisons and the Land of Choice

Crime Victims' Institute Advisory Board

Shawn Kennington, Pittsburg

Constable, Camp County

JD Robertson, Wimberely
Director, Office of the
Independent Ombudsman,
Texas Juvenile Justice
Department

Lindsay Kinzie, Fort Worth
Legal Program Director, The
Gatehouse

Hector Villarreal, Alice
Assistant Professor of Criminal
Justice & Interim Site Director,

Coastal Bend College

Abigail Brookshire,
Midlothian
Student, The University of Texas
at Arlington

Libby Hamilton, Round Rock
Victim Liaison, Texas Board of
Pardons and Paroles

Duke Austin
Chairman
Houston

Don Flores
Regent
El Paso

Sheila Faske
Regent
Rose City

Senator Joan Huffman,
Houston
State Senator for District 17
& President Pro Tempore of
the Texas Senate

Hon. Lee Ann Breading,
Denton
District Judge, 462nd Judicial
District Court

Rep. James White, Hillister
Texas State Representative
District 19 & Chair of the Texas
House Committee on
Corrections
Chairperson for the CVI
Advisory Board

Erleigh Wiley, Forney
Criminal District Attorney,
Kaufman County

Andrew Kahan, Houston
Director of Victim Services,
Crime Stoppers Houston

Garry Crain
First Vice Chairman
The Hills

Nicki Harle
Regent
Baird

William F. Scott
Regent
Nederland

Gabriel Webb
Student Regent
The Hills

Matthew L. Ferrara, Ph.D.,
Austin
Forensic Psychologist

Brandi Reed, Amarillo
Director of Education, Family
Support Services of Amarillo,

Inc.

Melissa Carter, Bryan
Victim Assistance Coordinator,
Brazos County

Chief Emmitt Jackson, Jr.,
Argyle
Chief of Police, Argyle Police
Department

Hillary England,
Pflugerville
Director of Trafficking and
Sexual Violence Prevention
Programs, Office of the
Governor

Texas State University System Board of Regents

Alan L. Tinsley
Second Vice Chairman
Madisonville

Stephen Lee
Regent
Beaumont

Charlie Amato
Regent
San Antonio



