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Q6. Environmental Justice Report
This section summarizes the results of the Environmental Justice analysis, which is called out
separately to satisfy federal requirements in the regional planning process. For more
information on the policy framework underlying this report, see Appendix Q1. For more
information about methodology, see Appendix Q2.
Environmental Justice Analysis and Results
Under Executive Order 12898 and the associated DOT Order on Environmental Justice, SJCOG
must assist DOT, FTA and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in their mission “to
avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects, including social and economic effects” on environmental justice (EJ)
populations. For this analysis, adverse effects are determined using the results from the three
land use performance measures, described in Appendix Q2 and discussed in Appendix Q4.
SJCOG defines EJ communities in Appendix Q2 as census blocks in San Joaquin County meeting
one or both concentration thresholds for minority population (<75%) or population living below
the federal poverty threshold (30%+). The analysis must determine if EJ areas share in the
benefits of the Draft Plan’s investments without bearing a disproportionate share of burdens.
As noted in Appendix Q2, to make this determination, this report uses the DOT definition of a
“disproportionately high and adverse effect,” which relies on meeting the following two
conditions:
•
•

An adverse impact is predominately borne by minority and/or low-income populations,
and
An adverse impact on minority and/or low-income populations is significantly more
severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect on non-minority and/or nonlow-income populations.

The following discussion includes a duplication of results from an analysis of land use
performance measures from Appendix Q4. The results provide the basis for demonstrating
compliance with federal requirements for the Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898.
Analysis of Land Use Performance Measures
To conduct the analysis of benefits and burdens on disadvantaged communities, SJCOG
identified three land use performance measures, which are a subset of performance measures
for the Draft Plan. The performance measures examined in this section include indicators that
impact transit accessibility, air pollution exposure, and housing choice. Using SJCOG’s Envision
Tomorrow land use model, the performance measures are projected from the base year of
2015 to 2035 and controlled to 2042 numbers to compare the impact of a No Build alternative
and the Draft Plan.
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Table Q4-1 summarizes the modeled results for each of the land use performance measures,
which was applied to EJ and non-EJ areas of San Joaquin County.
Table Q4-1. Summary of Results for Land Use Performance Measures
Performance
Measure

SubGeography

Base Year1

No Build2*

Draft Plan2*

Percent (and
number) of total
households /
employment
located within ½
mile of high
quality transit
stops and
centers

EJ Areas

50% / 62%

51% /49%

50% / 64%

(36,642 / 52,423)

(50,042 / 62,266)

(56,199 / 77,568)

10% / 18%

11% / 24%

12% / 24%

(24,741 / 43,025)

(25,617 / 45,512)

(26,826 / 47,394)

Percent (and
number) of total
households
within 500 feet
of freeway

EJ Areas

4.34%

4.03%

3.95%

(3,208)

(3,921)

(4,408)

4.47%

3.68%

4.32%

(6,673)

(8,563)

(9,432)

65% / 35%

65% / 35%

61% / 39%

(53,561 / 28,224)

(71,948 / 38,255)

(72,269 / 47,152)

78% / 22%

80% / 20%

76% / 24%

Percent (and
number) of total
Housing Mix by
Single Family /
Multifamily
Units

Non-EJ
Areas

Non-EJ
Areas
EJ Areas

Non-EJ
Areas

(124,558 / 35,334) (188,307 / 48,090)

(171,666 / 55,513)

1 Base

Year County total was 223,027 households and 234,969 jobs. Housing units total was 241,677.
2042 County totals would be 330,095 households and 319,946 jobs. Housing units total would be 346,600.
*Results projected to year 2035 and controlled to 2042 numbers.

2

49

In Table Q6-1, SJCOG summarizes its analysis of the results from Table Q4-1 to show whether
there are any “disproportionately high and adverse effects” resulting from the Draft Plan on EJ
communities.
Table Q6-1. Summary of Environmental Justice Analysis Results for the Draft Plan
Does the Draft Plan have an
adverse effect on EJ
communities?*

Is the adverse effect
disproportionately high?**

Draft Plan versus No Build
Alternative for EJ communities
(see Table Q4-1)

EJ communities vs. Non-EJ
communities (see Table Q4-1)

1. Percent of total
households /
employment located
within ½ mile of high
quality transit stops and
centers

Yes

No

2. Percent of households
within 500 feet of
freeway

No

--

3. Percent of total housing
mix by single-family /
multifamily

No

--

Performance Measure

*Compares the analysis results for the No Build Alternative and the Draft Plan to determine whether the measure is moving in
the right direction for EJ populations.
**Compares the analysis results for the Draft Plan relative to EJ and non-EJ communities. An EJ community is determined to
experience “disproportionately high adverse effect” when the Draft Plan has an adverse effect on EJ communities AND when
the adverse impact from the Draft Plan is greater than the adverse impact of the No Build Alternative.

Using the results summarized in Table Q4-1, the environmental justice analysis determined
adverse effects on EJ communities when comparing the impact of a No Build alternative and
the Draft Plan for one out of the three performance measures:
1. Percent of total households / employment located within ½ mile of high quality transit
stops and centers; and
However, when comparing the impact between EJ communities and non-EJ communities it was
found that the adverse effect was not disproportionately high.
In the case of percent total of households / employment located within ½ mile of high quality
transit stops and centers, EJ communities would experience a slight adverse effect when
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comparing the differences in impact between a No Build alternative and the Draft Plan (see
Table Q4-1). In the No Build alternative, EJ communities would have a slightly greater percent
of households near high quality transit (51%) compared to the Draft Plan (50%). While minimal,
this would indicate an “adverse effect” as a result of the Draft Plan on the housing side of the
performance measure. On the jobs side of the performance measure, however, EJ communities
would see very positive impacts with 64% employment near high quality transit for the Draft
Plan compared to 49% in the No Build alternative. Although very minimal, because of the slight
decrease in housing access by high quality transit between the No Build Alternative and Draft
Plan, SJCOG determined an “adverse effect.” The impact of the Draft Plan was then compared
between EJ communities and non-EJ communities to determine if the effect would be
disproportionately borne by EJ communities. It was found that EJ communities would continue
to experience better conditions than non-EJ communities with significantly higher access to
housing and jobs by high quality transit (50% for households and 64% for jobs compared to 12%
for households and 24% jobs). Based on this comparison, SJCOG determined that the adverse
effect would not be significantly more severe in EJ communities compared to non-EJ
communities.
Therefore, based on the discussion of the Environmental Justice analysis and results, SJCOG
finds no disproportionately high and adverse impact on EJ communities from the Draft Plan for
the three land use performance measures.
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