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Abstract 
This paper discusses Temporary Protected Status 

(TPS) revocations under President Donald Trump's 

second administration as an ongoing concern in the 

broader national and cultural debate over illegal 

immigration to the United States. Although TPS was 

initially designed and implemented as a humanitarian 

protection for eligible applicants already residing in 

the United States, the consequences of revoking TPS 

would be felt immediately. For example, large 

numbers of former beneficiaries could lose work 

authorization, lose their lawful status, and become 

immediately vulnerable to removal (CNN Politics, 

2026; The Marshall Project, 2026). The issue became 

especially urgent in 2026 when the Supreme Court 

ruled that the Trump administration could revoke 

TPS protections for Haitians and Syrians, reinforcing 

broad executive discretion over TPS terminations and 

narrowing the role of judicial review (Mullin v. Doe, 

2026; Totenberg, 2026). This paper argues that TPS 

revocations have become one of the most important 

current policy controversies in U.S. immigration 

because they transform a humanitarian program into 

an enforcement gateway, intensify federal-state-local 

tensions, and place substantial pressure on Texas and 

Houston institutions that serve large immigrant 

communities (Houston Public Media, 2026; 

Spectrum News, 2026). Through the lens of public 

administration, the paper evaluates the legal 

background of TPS, the Trump administration's 

rationale for revocation, the Supreme Court's role, 

and the implications for governance, nonprofit 

service systems, labor markets, and community trust 

in Texas and Houston (Congressional Research 

Service, 2026; Totenberg, 2026). 

 

I. Introduction 
Among national news and policy concerns, 

immigration remains one of the most polarizing 

issues in the United States, with an emphasis on 

illegal immigration especially polarizing. In 2026, 

the U.S. Supreme Court took up the case of Mullin v. 

Doe and decided that the Trump administration could 

end Temporary Protected Status (TPS) without 

judicial review, permitting the deportation of 

thousands of Syrians and Haitians once their TPS was 

revoked (Mullin v. Doe, 2026; NBC News, 2026). 

TPS was created by Congress in 1990 to allow 

foreign citizens from certain countries to reside 

temporarily in the United States when armed conflict, 

natural disaster, or other extraordinary conditions 

make return unsafe (Congressional Research Service, 

2026). The current policy crisis arises because the 

Trump administration has moved aggressively to 

terminate TPS designations and redesignations for 

multiple national groups, while the courts, 

culminating in a major Supreme Court ruling in June 

2026, have increasingly accepted the administration's 

claim that these decisions fall largely within 

executive discretion (Mullin v. Doe, 2026; Yahoo 

News, 2026; Totenberg, 2026). 

As a result, hundreds of thousands of long-

term Haitian and Syrian residents who had lived 

legally in the United States now face the possibility 

of deportation (Totenberg, 2026; NBC News, 2026). 

NPR reported that the Court's ruling means Haitians 

and Syrians with TPS will likely revert to illegal 

status, lose their jobs, and face deportation, with 

many families confronting the prospect of separation 

from U.S.-born children (Totenberg, 2026). Because 

Texas has one of the largest TPS populations in the 

country, and because the Houston metropolitan area 

contains major Haitian, Central American, African, 

and Middle Eastern immigrant communities, the 

consequences of TPS revocations are especially 

significant there (Houston Public Media, 2026; 

Spectrum News, 2026). This paper contends that TPS 

revocations are a highly suitable focal point for 

analyzing current illegal immigration politics 

because they reveal how humanitarian law, executive 

power, and local governance intersect in ways that 

reshape legal status, administrative burden, and 

community stability (Mullin v. Doe, 2026; The 

Marshall Project, 2026; Congressional Research 

Service, 2026). 
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Research Problem and Thesis 

The central research problem is whether 

TPS revocations under the Trump administration 

represent a legitimate application of the temporary 

limits of the program or an administratively 

expansive use of executive power through the White 

House that does not provide migrants with sufficient 

procedural safeguards (Mullin v. Doe, 2026; 

Migration Policy Institute, 2026; Congressional 

Research Service, 2026). TPS terminations are not 

merely symbolic federal actions; they can have 

cascading effects across the economy, notably in 

schools, nonprofit organizations, local law 

enforcement, and health and social service systems 

(Houston Public Media, 2026; KFF, 2026). 

TPS revocations are a defining topic within 

the U.S. illegal immigration debate because they are 

erasing the lines between humanitarian protection 

and immigration enforcement (Migration Policy 

Institute, 2026; Totenberg, 2026). Even though large 

groups have complied with the legal terms of TPS, 

the federal government can now begin the 

deportation process because of the Supreme Court 

ruling (Mullin v. Doe, 2026; NBC News, 2026). In 

Texas in particular, this policy change carries very 

large consequences because of the state's sizable TPS 

population, the region's dependence on immigrant 

labor, and the administrative role of local nonprofits, 

schools, churches, and community-serving 

institutions that must respond to sudden legal 

insecurity (Houston Public Media, 2026; Spectrum 

News, 2026). 

 

II. Literature and Policy Background 
TPS as Humanitarian Relief 

Temporary Protected Status (TPS) was 

created by an act of Congress through the 

Immigration Act of 1990 as a humanitarian form of 

relief for foreign citizens residing in the United States 

who could not safely return to their home countries 

due to war, disaster, or extraordinary and temporary 

conditions (Congressional Research Service, 2026). 

TPS does not provide permanent residence or a direct 

path to citizenship; instead, it grants temporary 

protection from removal and authorization to work 

while residing in the United States (Congressional 

Research Service, 2026; Mullin v. Doe, 2026). Prior 

to the Trump administration, both Democratic and 

Republican presidents had utilized TPS as a 

humanitarian safety valve and had shown no 

intention of dismantling it, as the program was 

viewed positively and enjoyed broad support 

(Totenberg, 2026; Migration Policy Institute, 2026). 

This presidential history matters because the 

Trump administration views TPS as a program that is 

not being used for its original temporary purpose and 

argues that repeated renewals reflected persistent 

instability in countries that the United States cannot 

realistically resolve (Migration Policy Institute, 

2026; Mullin v. Doe, 2026; Totenberg, 2026). The 

White House characterized the Supreme Court ruling 

as confirmation that the administration has full 

discretion over TPS designations and terminations, 

and that the executive branch should determine when 

the “temporary” period has ended (The Marshall 

Project, 2026). However, advocates for TPS holders 

argue that nations such as Haiti and Syria remain too 

unstable and that the White House's TPS terminations 

are being used to fulfill a campaign promise of mass 

deportation rather than reflecting a neutral, unbiased 

assessment of country conditions (Houston Public 

Media, 2026; Totenberg, 2026; Al Jazeera, 2026). 

 

Why TPS Is Now Part of the Illegal Immigration 

Debate 

Although TPS recipients are legally present 

while protected, revocation pushes many of them 

toward unauthorized status unless they have some 

other independent legal basis to remain in the United 

States (Totenberg, 2026). This makes TPS 

termination central to the illegal immigration debate, 

because executive action can rapidly increase the 

number of removable noncitizens without changing 

the immigration statute or proving unlawful border 

entry (Mullin v. Doe, 2026; Totenberg, 2026). In 

practical terms, the policy changes the composition 

of the undocumented population by transforming 

former legal residents into people at risk of 

deportation (Totenberg, 2026; NBC News, 2026). 

This feature helps explain why TPS has 

become politically salient in 2026. The 

administration can portray revocations as restoring 

legal order and ending indefinite humanitarian 

protections, while opponents see the same decisions 

as manufacturing illegality by stripping legal status 

from compliant residents who were authorized to live 

and work in the country for years (Totenberg, 2026; 

The Marshall Project, 2026; Al Jazeera, 2026). That 

tension makes TPS especially useful as a case study 

in the politics of illegal immigration because it 

reveals that legal categories are not fixed social facts; 

they are produced and altered through administrative 

action (Totenberg, 2026; Congressional Research 

Service, 2026). 

 

 

The Trump Administration's TPS Strategy 

The Trump administration's second-term 

immigration strategy has sought to end protections 

for multiple TPS-designated nationalities and to 
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frame those terminations as both legally proper and 

politically necessary (Migration Policy Institute, 

2026; Yahoo News, 2026; Mullin v. Doe, 2026). 

NPR reported that the administration had attempted 

to strip TPS from 13 of the 17 countries that held the 

designation before the second term began, signaling 

an expansive effort rather than an isolated policy 

correction (Totenberg, 2026; KFF, 2026). Court 

reporting in early 2026 also indicated that a federal 

appellate court was allowing the administration to 

proceed with ending protections for migrants from 

Nepal, Honduras, and Nicaragua, building on earlier 

judicial deference in related cases (Yahoo News, 

2026). 

The administration's public rationale rests 

on several related claims. First, officials maintain that 

TPS was never intended to operate as a long-term 

substitute for immigration reform (The Marshall 

Project, 2026; Migration Policy Institute, 2026). 

Second, they argue that courts should not second-

guess the executive branch's country-condition 

judgments under the TPS statute (Mullin v. Doe, 

2026; Totenberg, 2026). Third, they fold TPS 

termination into a broader enforcement-first narrative 

in which limiting temporary humanitarian relief 

supports the larger objective of mass deportation and 

restored deterrence (Totenberg, 2026; Migration 

Policy Institute, 2026). 

From a public administration perspective, 

this strategy is notable because it uses legal 

interpretation and administrative discretion rather 

than relying exclusively on Congress to redefine 

policy. The practical effect is policy transformation 

through termination decisions, exhaustive litigation, 

and executive messaging (Mullin v. Doe, 2026; The 

Marshall Project, 2026). This approach illustrates 

how agencies can significantly reshape immigration 

governance even when statutory reform remains 

politically blocked (Congressional Research Service, 

2026; Migration Policy Institute, 2026). 

 

The Supreme Court and the Expansion of 

Executive Discretion 

The most recent development in TPS policy 

occurred in June 2026, when the Supreme Court ruled 

6–3 that the Trump administration could revoke TPS 

protections for Haitian and Syrian migrants (Houston 

Public Media, 2026; Mullin v. Doe, 2026; The Hill, 

2026). Justice Samuel Alito wrote that the TPS 

statute gives the president and the Department of 

Homeland Security authority to end the program and 

bars court review of how that authority is exercised 

(Mullin v. Doe, 2026; Totenberg, 2026). The ruling 

undermined the TPS program by providing the 

administration authority to revoke protections for 

Haitians and Syrians, thereby increasing the risk of 

arrest and deportation for TPS holders (Houston 

Public Media, 2026). 

The legal significance of the ruling extends 

beyond the Haitian and Syrian TPS revocations. 

Legal commentators noted that the Court's reasoning 

would likely influence future cases involving TPS 

holders from other countries, such as El Salvador, 

Lebanon, Sudan, and Ukraine (Houston Public 

Media, 2026; Totenberg, 2026). A federal appellate 

court had already allowed the administration to 

terminate protections for migrants from Nepal, 

Honduras, and Nicaragua (Yahoo News, 2026). The 

Supreme Court decision therefore is not a single-case 

policy outcome, but rather a precedent that may 

accelerate the conversion of many lawful residents 

into people vulnerable to deportation (Houston 

Public Media, 2026; Yahoo News, 2026). 

The ruling also matters because it narrows 

the due process and administrative-procedure claims 

that TPS recipients and advocacy organizations had 

advanced. Opponents of TPS terminations argued 

that the administration did not follow required 

administrative procedures, relied on pretextual 

reasoning, and inadequately consulted the State 

Department (Mullin v. Doe, 2026; NBC News, 

2026). By limiting these claims, the Supreme Court 

slowed the ability of lower courts to block TPS 

revocations, consolidating executive control over a 

humanitarian protection with significant negative 

social effects (Mullin v. Doe, 2026; Totenberg, 2026; 

Migration Policy Institute, 2026). 

 

Texas as a High-Impact State 

Texas is one of the most important states for 

understanding the consequences of TPS revocations 

because it has a particularly large population of 

migrants who rely on the program. News outlets 

reported after the Supreme Court decision that 

roughly 147,000 people in Texas were at serious risk 

of arrest and deportation as a result of the Court's 

ruling (Houston Public Media, 2026; Spectrum 

News, 2026). That makes Texas not only a border 

state central to immigration politics, but also a major 

interior site where TPS termination translates into 

labor disruption, community fear, and administrative 

stress on cities and municipalities (Houston Public 

Media, 2026; Spectrum News, 2026). 

Because of Texas's conservative politics and 

policies, state officials have often supported stronger 

immigration enforcement and have framed 

unauthorized immigration as a major threat to public 

order and safety (Houston Public Media, 2026; 

Mullin v. Doe, 2026). At the same time, Texas 

businesses rely heavily on immigrant workers in 



 

  

International Journal of Humanities Social Science and Management (IJHSSM) 

Volume 6, Issue 4, Jul. – Aug., 2026, pp: 598-604                         ISSN: 3048-6874  

www.ijhssm.org                                                      

 

 

 

DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.22009569     | Impact Factor value 7.52 |   ISO 9001: 2008 Certified Journal        Page 601 

construction, hospitality, caregiving, transportation, 

food service, and education, sectors that often include 

TPS recipients or mixed-status households (Houston 

Public Media, 2026; Spectrum News, 2026). This 

creates a policy paradox: the state's political 

commitment to immigration enforcement may not 

coexist easily with local businesses' dependence on 

populations made newly vulnerable by federal status 

revocations (Houston Public Media, 2026; Spectrum 

News, 2026). 

Texas is also home to large nonprofit, 

religious, and legal-aid networks that support 

immigrants facing legal transitions. When TPS is 

revoked, these organizations must absorb sudden 

demand for screenings, deportation-defense referrals, 

family-planning assistance, and emergency support 

(Houston Public Media, 2026; KFF, 2026). The 

administrative shock is therefore not confined to 

federal immigration agencies; it ripples through state 

and local civil-society infrastructures that were not 

designed to substitute for stable federal status policy 

(Houston Public Media, 2026; Totenberg, 2026). 

 

Houston as a Local Governance Case 

The city of Houston is a particularly strong 

local case study for TPS revocations because it is one 

of the most diverse metropolitan areas in the United 

States and has a substantial immigrant population 

reliant on TPS protections (Houston Public Media, 

2026; Spectrum News, 2026). Houston's economy 

depends on immigrant labor across service sectors, 

logistics, healthcare, hospitality, small business, and 

disaster recovery (Houston Public Media, 2026; KFF, 

2026). In a city like Houston, TPS revocations are far 

more than abstract legal doctrine; the Supreme Court 

ruling directly disrupts household and employment 

stability, alters school and college enrollment 

patterns, and validates deep-seated community fears 

(Houston Public Media, 2026; Totenberg, 2026). 

Houston has a very large Haitian population, 

and this community is especially relevant because the 

Supreme Court ruling directly affected Haitian TPS 

holders (Houston Public Media, 2026; Totenberg, 

2026). Houston and the surrounding metropolitan 

area have long-term ties to Haitian immigrants, and 

the loss of lawful work authorization among Haitians 

will directly affect churches, neighborhood 

organizations, and schools (Houston Public Media, 

2026; The World from PRX, 2026). News outlets 

reported that Haitians may have to leave American-

born children behind, a dynamic that places 

immediate pressure on community and municipal 

family-service needs (Totenberg, 2026). 

For local public administrators in Houston, 

the direct and indirect consequences of the Supreme 

Court ruling and changes to federal immigration 

policy require rapid response (Houston Public Media, 

2026; Migration Policy Institute, 2026). For example, 

fear of deportation can suppress school-family 

communication, delay healthcare utilization, and 

reduce trust in institutions and agencies such as local 

law enforcement (Totenberg, 2026; KFF, 2026). 

These effects make Houston a valuable site for 

examining how federal immigration decisions are 

translated into local governance burdens. 

 

Public Administration Analysis of TPS 

Revocations 

 

Federalism and Policy Spillover 

The Supreme Court's decision to uphold the 

Trump administration's TPS revocations as national 

immigration policy will have significant state and 

local effects and burdens in Houston and other cities. 

This is a classic case of federal public administration 

decisions producing downstream effects on cities and 

states (Houston Public Media, 2026; Mullin v. Doe, 

2026; Totenberg, 2026). This mismatch between 

decision authority and implementation burden is 

especially visible in Texas and Houston, where local 

actors must respond quickly to legal uncertainty 

generated elsewhere (Houston Public Media, 2026; 

Spectrum News, 2026). 

The case also highlights policy spillover 

across different sectors of the economy. The Supreme 

Court's TPS termination decision affects labor 

markets, K–12 schooling, emergency aid, public 

health outreach, nonprofit caseloads, and community 

policing conditions (Totenberg, 2026; KFF, 2026). 

Public administration research often emphasizes that 

public policy systems are interconnected; TPS 

revocations provide a clear real-world example of 

how immigration policy can function as labor policy, 

family policy, and local governance policy 

simultaneously (Totenberg, 2026; Congressional 

Research Service, 2026). 

 

Street-Level Bureaucracy and Administrative 

Discretion 

The implementation of TPS revocations 

depends heavily on street-level bureaucrats, 

including immigration officers, legal-aid screeners, 

school personnel, clinic intake workers, and 

nonprofit case managers (Totenberg, 2026; KFF, 

2026). These actors do not determine national policy, 

but their discretionary choices shape whether 

families receive accurate information, referrals, 

procedural help, and humane treatment during 

periods of rapid legal change (Totenberg, 2026; 

Migration Policy Institute, 2026). In Houston, 
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organizations with limited staff may face difficult 

triage decisions when many TPS holders seek urgent 

assistance at once (Houston Public Media, 2026; 

Spectrum News, 2026). 

The Trump administration's use of TPS 

revocations to determine whom to deport also shows 

how presidential executive discretion can change the 

undocumented population without relying solely on 

physical border control (Mullin v. Doe, 2026; 

Totenberg, 2026). This observation is important 

because it broadens understanding of how illegal 

immigration status itself can be manipulated through 

executive policy actions. By withdrawing TPS 

protections, with the approval of the Supreme Court, 

the Trump administration has unilaterally removed 

the prior lawful status of immigrants, even though 

previous Democratic and Republican administrations 

had sustained the program (Totenberg, 2026; 

Migration Policy Institute, 2026). Prior changes to 

presidential immigration policy did not rely on 

Supreme Court decision-making authority to the 

same degree. 

 

Administrative Ethics and Due Process of TPS 

Revocations 

While the Supreme Court ruled in favor of 

the Trump administration's policies, the ethical 

dimension of TPS revocations remains substantial 

and concerning. The ruling effectively means that 

TPS recipients who worked and complied with 

federal policies and built family and community ties 

will likely lose legal protection because of an 

executive reinterpretation of TPS policy (Mullin v. 

Doe, 2026; Totenberg, 2026). Critics argue that this 

creates a trust and fairness problem: the government 

invited reliance on a temporary policy and then used 

revocation to expose long-term residents to 

deportation without robust judicial review 

(Totenberg, 2026; Congressional Research Service, 

2026). 

Considering administrative ethics, the 

salient public administration issue is not only whether 

the federal government has legal authority to justify 

TPS revocations, but whether the use of that authority 

is proportionate, transparent, and trustworthy to all 

interests. News reporting on the case noted that TPS 

holders had argued the administration acted 

pretextually and did not sufficiently follow required 

administrative consultation and procedural norms 

(Mullin v. Doe, 2026; NBC News, 2026). Even 

where courts ultimately defer to executive power, 

public administrators should be able to question 

whether lawful authority was exercised in a manner 

consistent with good governance norms (Totenberg, 

2026; Congressional Research Service, 2026). 

 

Social and Economic Implications of TPS 

Revocations 

TPS revocations create immediate labor-

market effects because beneficiaries typically hold 

work authorization while protected. Once that status 

is withdrawn, employers can lose experienced 

workers, households can lose income, and 

communities can experience wider economic 

instability (Totenberg, 2026; Spectrum News, 2026). 

Family stability is also directly implicated. 

NPR reported that many Haitian and Syrian TPS 

holders facing status loss may have to leave 

American-born children behind, underscoring the 

risk of family separation even outside the classic 

border-enforcement context (Totenberg, 2026; Al 

Jazeera, 2026). In local communities, this can 

increase pressure on schools, faith-based groups, and 

nonprofit family-support systems that help children 

and caregivers navigate abrupt legal and economic 

distress (Houston Public Media, 2026; KFF, 2026). 

There are also broader civic consequences. 

When lawful residents are abruptly made vulnerable 

to deportation, fear can spread beyond the TPS 

population to mixed-status households and other 

immigrant groups who worry that humanitarian 

protections are unstable (Totenberg, 2026; Migration 

Policy Institute, 2026). In cities like Houston, that 

fear may reduce participation in public programs, 

weaken trust in law enforcement and municipal 

institutions, and complicate efforts at community-

based governance (Houston Public Media, 2026; 

Totenberg, 2026). 

 

Counterarguments and Competing Perspectives 

Supporters of TPS revocations argue that 

the administration is restoring the statute's temporary 

meaning and correcting years of program drift (The 

Marshall Project, 2026). From this perspective, TPS 

was never intended to become a semi-permanent 

residence mechanism, and repeated renewals 

distorted congressional design while encouraging 

expectations that the executive branch could not 

indefinitely sustain (The Marshall Project, 2026; 

Migration Policy Institute, 2026). Advocates of this 

position also argue that the judiciary should not 

substitute its views for those of the political branches 

on country conditions and immigration enforcement 

(Mullin v. Doe, 2026; The Marshall Project, 2026). 

These arguments have legal force, 

particularly after the Supreme Court's June 2026 

ruling. However, they are less persuasive as a 

complete policy defense because they treat 

temporariness as a formal concept while discounting 

practical reliance, humanitarian realities, and local 
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governance costs (Totenberg, 2026; Congressional 

Research Service, 2026). A program can be 

temporary in statute and still create ethical and 

administratively significant expectations when the 

federal government renews it over several decades 

and authorizes recipients to work, raise children, and 

integrate into communities (Totenberg, 2026; 

Migration Policy Institute, 2026). 

Critics of TPS revocations believe that the 

Trump administration is using terminations as a 

means to deport more of the population it does not 

want residing in the country and as a method to 

enforce an immigration agenda that Congress did not 

authorize (Totenberg, 2026; Al Jazeera, 2026). 

Critics also argue that terminating protections for 

countries still suffering from political and economic 

instability risks converting humanitarian law into an 

instrument of status withdrawal rather than protection 

(Houston Public Media, 2026; Totenberg, 2026). 

These counterarguments are especially compelling in 

the Houston context, where many TPS holders have 

lawfully resided for years (Houston Public Media, 

2026; Spectrum News, 2026). 

 

III. Policy Recommendations 
For public administrators and future 

immigration policy analysts, the TPS revocations 

should prompt careful consideration of how the next 

presidential administration may reinterpret TPS. 

Several policy recommendations should be 

considered in light of new TPS regulations and 

policies that future executive branches may 

promulgate and implement. First, Congress should 

clarify the TPS statute to require more explicit 

procedural standards for termination, including 

transparent country-condition findings, mandatory 

consultation requirements, and phased transition 

periods for long-term beneficiaries (Congressional 

Research Service, 2026; Migration Policy Institute, 

2026). Such reforms would not eliminate executive 

discretion, but they would reduce abrupt 

immigration-status shocks and improve 

accountability, potentially lessening the shock effects 

of individual depression, anxiety, and emotional 

trauma (Totenberg, 2026; Congressional Research 

Service, 2026). 

Second, federal policymakers, especially at 

the executive level, should establish clearer pathways 

to permanent status for long-term TPS holders with 

deep community ties, especially those who have lived 

lawfully and have U.S.-citizen children (Totenberg, 

2026; Migration Policy Institute, 2026). Without 

such pathways, TPS revocations will continue to 

function as instruments of deportation whenever 

executive administrations change policy, 

undermining trust and accountability for public 

administrators (Totenberg, 2026). 

Third, Texas and Houston metropolitan 

institutions should strengthen coordinated local 

response systems. Schools, community health 

centers, legal-aid providers, faith organizations, and 

immigrant-serving nonprofits need rapid referral 

networks and multilingual public information 

strategies that can respond when federal status 

decisions change suddenly (Houston Public Media, 

2026; Spectrum News, 2026). Even where local 

governments have limited authority over 

immigration law, they can still reduce administrative 

chaos and protect community stability through 

coordination, legal education, and trusted 

communication channels (Houston Public Media, 

2026; KFF, 2026). 

 

IV. Conclusion 
Temporary Protected Status revocations 

have become one of the most important current topics 

in the U.S. illegal immigration debate because they 

show how legal status can be withdrawn through 

executive action and then folded into an enforcement-

centered political narrative (Totenberg, 2026; The 

Marshall Project, 2026; Migration Policy Institute, 

2026). The Supreme Court's decision concerning 

Haitian and Syrian TPS holders greatly strengthened 

the Trump administration's ability to terminate 

humanitarian protections with limited judicial 

interference, making status loss and deportability 

more immediate for large numbers of long-term 

residents (Houston Public Media, 2026; Mullin v. 

Doe, 2026; The Marshall Project, 2026). 

The issue is especially important in Texas, 

where roughly 147,000 people were reported to hold 

TPS, and in Houston, where diverse immigrant 

communities and service institutions must absorb the 

consequences of federal status instability (Houston 

Public Media, 2026; Spectrum News, 2026). Viewed 

through a public administration lens, TPS revocations 

reveal the interaction of executive discretion, 

federalism, administrative ethics, and local capacity 

constraints (Totenberg, 2026; Congressional 

Research Service, 2026). They also demonstrate that 

the contemporary illegal immigration debate is no 

longer only about who crosses the border unlawfully; 

it is also about how the state can administratively 

transform lawful presence into deportable status 

(Totenberg, 2026; Migration Policy Institute, 2026). 
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