
  

 

 

June 16, 2015 
 

Re: Disadvantaged Communities & Cap and Trade Funds  
 
Dear Member of the San Francisco Bay Area Senate & Assembly Delegation,  
 
Now that the Legislature has passed an on-time FY 2015-16 State Budget, debate can 
resume over how to invest hundreds of millions of dollars in Cap and Trade funds.  
 
A critical element in that decision will the proper definition  of  “disadvantaged  
community” since state law requires between 25- 50 percent of Cap and Trade Programs 
funds benefit such communities, depending on the program.  
 
We oppose the use of CalEnviroScreen (CES2.0) as a definition for disadvantaged 
communities because it ignores lower income communities in all metro regions, as shown 
in the attached charts. 
 

 In the San Francisco Bay Area, only 23% of lower income residents are included 
in the CES2.0 definition, excluding 180 census tracts, home to 800,000 lower 
income residents. Overall the Bay Area has only 85 CES2.0 census tracts — 4% 
of the statewide total even though we have  17%  of  the  state’s  households  living  in  
poverty.  Perversely,  38%  of  the  Bay  Area’s  census  tracts  included in CES2.0 are 
not lower income. 

 In Sacramento, only 28% of lower income residents are included in CES2.0, 
while in San Diego only 13% of lower income residents are included. In these 
two regions combined, CES2.0 excludes 1.3 million lower income residents. 

 Even in Los Angeles County, where CES2.0 corresponds more closely with 
income, 27% of lower-income census tracts are still excluded — totaling 259 
census tracts, home to over 955,000 residents. 

Statewide, 2,702 census tracts — home to almost 12 million residents — have a median 
household income less than or equal to 80% statewide median income, hereafter referred 
to  as  “lower  income”i. Unfortunately, almost half of these lower income communities — 
home to 5 million residents — are excluded by CES2.0. To make matters worse, 30% of 
the census tracts that do qualify under CES2.0 — are not lower income census tracts at 
all; a dozen have a median household income of $90,000 or above. See attached charts for 
a  visual  display  of  these  discrepancies  and  how  they  play  out  across  the  state’s  metro  
regions.  
 
While many of you joined us in requesting the California Environmental Protection 
Agency to revise its methodology for defining DACs last year, our concerns were 
ultimately unaddressed.      





Attachment 
MTC Letter to Bay Area Senate & Assembly Delegation Attachment, June 9, 2015 
 

Source: MTC Analysis of CES2.0 data with American Community Survey 2013 
Note:  “Lower  income”  defined as census tracts with a household income at or below 80% of the statewide median 
income.  
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Figure 1. Hundreds of Lower Income Census Tracts 
Excluded from CalEnviroScreen (CES2.0)
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Figure 2. CalEnviroScreen Excludes 48% of Lower 
Income Households Statewide
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Source: MTC Analysis of CES2.0 data with American Community Survey 2013 
Note:  “Lower  income”  defined as census tracts with a household income at or below 80% of the statewide median 
income.  
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Figure 3. Almost One-Third of CES2.0 Tracts Have 
Household Income > 80% of Statewide Median
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