CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT (CBD) TOLLING PROGRAM

Appendix 17, Environmental
Justice






Appendix 17, Environmental Justice

CONTENTS

17A, Methodology
17B, Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas: Maps
17C, Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas: Tables

17D, Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas:
Technical Memorandum — Considerations for Environmental Justice Communities
with Existing Pollution or Health Burdens

2023






Appendix 17, Environmental Justice

17A, Methodology

2023






Appendix 17A, Environmental Justice: Methodology

Contents

I W0 R [ ) { oo [ o1 [ o [ TP 17A-1
17A.2 Overview of MethodolOgy.........ccciiiiiiiiiee e se e e e arae e 17A-1
L17A.3 DaAta SOUICES....ceiiiiiiiriititiete e e ee ettt e e e s s sare et e e e e s sssnrreeeeeeeassasnssnbeeeaeessssannnnseaeaeenas 17A-2
17A.4 Methodology for Identifying StUAY Ar€as .........coececueieiecieiee e 17A-3
17A.4.1 TYPES OF STUDY AREAS ......ooctictietiesteeteeiesteseeseeeseeesseessesseesseassasstesstesasesssessesssnssssansssnsessesssesssenasens 17A-3
17A.4.2 REVIEW OF EFFECTS OF CBD TOLLING ALTERNATIVE TO IDENTIFY ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
STUDY AREAS.....cc oottt ettt et e te s e s e s eesaeesaeesressseeaessseeseeeseesseesseastesssesssesneesnnessnesseensesnseasennn 17A-4
17A.5 Methodology for Identifying Minority Populations.........cccceeevveinvinnivnciecseeneenneen 17A-4
L7A.5.1 DEFINITIONS ...ttt ettt e e e e ettt e e e e e se st e e e e e e e se s abtaeseaaeseassstaaseaassesnntasasasasasasnsasaeanann 17A-4
17A.5.2 MINORITY POPULATIONS IN LOCAL (NEIGHBORHOOD) STUDY AREA ......ccoeceeieeceeereeeeeteevee e 17A-5
17A.5.3 MINORITY POPULATIONS IN REGIONAL STUDY AREA......ccoiiiiiitieeee e ceciitie e e e ceevivteee s e ee s atnsaeaa s 17A-5
17A.6 Methodology for Identifying Low-Income Populations...........cccccoeeeeeirecieieeecceieeene 17A-7
N T R B o 1 10 SR 17A-7
17A.6.2 LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS IN LOCAL (NEIGHBORHOOD) STUDY AREA .......ccoevrerreeeneenreeieeneens 17A-8
T7A.6.2.1  ADPIOGCH ..o ettt ettt 17A-8
17A.6.2.2 Rationale for Low-Income Threshold for Census Tracts.............ccceeeeeeeeeeeceecieeeeieeeeeen 17A-8
Relationship to Federal Poverty Threshold ..o 17A-9
Guidance from Federal, State, and Local Agencies Related to Populations in Poverty ........ 17A-10
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency EJSCREEN ..o, 17A-10
Guidance Related to Justiced0 INitiative............ccc.cevvicveiiieccceeeee e 17A-10
New York State Environmental Justice POICY .........ccccvveveiviceiiercce e 17A-11
New Jersey Environmental JUSEICE SCrEEN ........ccvvcveviieeiiicece e e 17A-11
New York City Local Poverty Threshold ... 17A-11
New York City Environmental Justice Initiative. ..o 17A-12
New York City Fair Fares Program..........c.coccririenininensnsse s ssessssesnens 17A-13
SUMMAEIY ..ot bbbt 17A-13
Data Readily Available from the U.S. CENSUS ....cc.oiiiiiiiecee e 17A-13
17A.6.2.3  Rationale for Reference Area for CENSUS TIOACES .......ccuvivecueeiieiiesiiesieeiesiesiae e 17A-13
17A.6.3 LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS IN REGIONAL STUDY AREA........oicctieeenteeieeteriereeseeseeeseeeseeeneesneens 17A-14
I7A.6.3. 1 ADPDIOGCH ..o ettt 17A-14
17A.6.3.2 Rationale for Methodology to Identify Low-Income Commuters .............cc.cccevvveeennenn.. 17A-14
Tables
Table 17A-1.  Estimating Minority Workers Who Drive to the Manhattan CBD .......cccccevieiiiieiieniecce e 17A-6
Table 17A-2. 2019 Federal Poverty Threshold by Family Size ..o 17A-9
Table 17A-3.  Comparison of New York City and Federal Poverty Thresholds for 2019...........cccccooeeeiiieen. 17A-12
Table 17A-4.  Comparison of New York City “Near Poverty” Threshold and Federal Poverty Threshold
Lo T a0 T U U 17A-12

2023 Appendix 17A-i



Appendix 17A, Environmental Justice: Methodology

Acronyms

FA O TP PPPPPPRPPPPRt American Community Survey
(012 5 PSP P RO T P TP PP Central Business District
(1@ U URR Council on Environmental Quality
P2 e, Commissioner Policy 29
Gl PP e e Census Transportation Planning Package
B A ettt e e e e e e Environmental Assessment
TSP S S PUPR Environmental Justice
FH Y A e Federal Highway Administration
HHS e U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
NIDEP oo New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
NYSDEC ... i New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
NEP A e National Environmental Policy Act
SNAP e Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
USDOT ettt e e e e e et e e e e e U.S. Department of Transportation
USE P A e e e U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Appendix 17A-ii 2023



Appendix 17A, Environmental Justice: Methodology

17A.1  INTRODUCTION

Appendix 17 to the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program
(the Project) presents supplemental information related to the environmental justice analysis conducted
for the Project and summarized in Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” of the EA. Specifically,
Appendix 17A provides more detailed information on the methodology used for the analysis. Appendix 17B
provides detailed maps illustrating the locations of minority and low-income populations in the study areas
and Appendix 17C includes tables with related census information for all census tracts in the study area.

This part of Appendix 17 (Appendix 17A) provides an overview of the methodology used for the
environmental justice analysis and the data sources used (Sections 17A.2 and 17A.3), followed by
information on the methodology for identifying study areas for the analysis (Section 17A.4), the
methodology for identifying minority populations (Section 17A.5), and the methodology for identifying low-
income populations (Section 17A.6).

17A.2  OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY

The environmental justice analysis evaluates the potential for disproportionately high and adverse effects
to environmental justice populations, consistent with FHWA’s 2011 Guidance on Environmental Justice and
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Order 5610.2C,
and FHWA Order 6640.23A. The following Federal regulatory and guidance documents were used for the
environmental justice analysis:

e Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations (February 1994)!

e USDOT Order 5610.2C, Department of Transportation Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (May 2021)?
e USDOT, Environmental Justice Strategy (November 2016)3

e FHWA Order 6640.23A, FHWA Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations (June 2012)*

e FHWA, Guidance on Environmental Justice and NEPA (December 2011)°
e FHWA, Environmental Justice Reference Guide (April 2015)°

https://www.archives.gov/files/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12898.pdf.
https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/Final-for-OST-C-210312-003-signed.pdf.
https://www.transportation.gov/transportation-policy/environmental-justice/environmental-justice-strategy.
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/legsregs/directives/orders/664023a.cfm.
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/env_topics/ej/guidance ejustice-nepa.aspx.
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental justice/publications/reference guide 2015/index.cfm.

A W N e
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Federal Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice & NEPA Committee, Promising Practices
for Environmental Justice Methodologies in NEPA Reviews (March 2016)’

The following methodology was used to conduct the environmental justice analysis:

Review Project effects to identify appropriate study areas for analysis of environmental justice.
Identify existing minority and low-income (environmental justice) populations in the study areas.

Determine whether the Project would result in beneficial and/or adverse effects on the identified
environmental justice populations. This includes consideration of measures to avoid, minimize, and/or
mitigate any adverse effects of the Project as well as potential offsetting benefits to the affected
environmental justice populations. Input from environmental justice populations regarding potential
issues of concern and mitigation measures is an important part of this step.

If adverse effects would remain after implementation of measures to avoid, minimize, or otherwise
mitigate adverse effects, and taking into account offsetting benefits, identify whether those effects
would be predominately borne by environmental justice populations or are appreciably more severe
or greater in magnitude on environmental justice populations than the adverse effect suffered by the
non-minority or non-low-income population (these are considered disproportionately high and adverse
effects).

If no disproportionately high and adverse effects are identified, the environmental justice evaluation is
complete. If disproportionately high and adverse effects on environmental justice populations are
anticipated, evaluate whether there is a further practicable mitigation measure or practicable
alternative that would avoid or reduce the disproportionately high and adverse effects. As noted in
FHWA’s 2011 guidance, if there is a disproportionately high and adverse effect on an environmental
justice population after taking benefits and mitigation into account, “FHWA will approve the proposed
action only if it determines that no such practicable measures exist.” In addition, FHWA will not approve
the proposed action unless it determines “that there is a substantial need for a project, based on the
overall public interest; and alternatives that would have less adverse effects on protected populations
have either (a) adverse social, economic, environmental, or human health impacts that are more
severe; or (b) would involve increased costs of an extraordinary magnitude.”

In addition to assessing the potential for disproportionately high and adverse effects on environmental
justice populations, the Project Sponsors must provide meaningful opportunities for environmental
justice populations to provide input on the Project.

17A.3  DATA SOURCES

The environmental justice analysis is based on the conclusions of the other chapters of this EA, in

combination with supplemental data on environmental conditions and information from the U.S. Census

7

The Project Sponsors reviewed this document in developing the analysis but used the guidance set forth in FHWA’s 2011
Environmental Justice and NEPA. https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-
08/documents/nepa promising practices document 2016.pdf.
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Bureau. These conclusions were informed, in part, by concerns raised by the public during early public
outreach for the Project in fall 2021.

Areas where residents are minority and/or low-income were identified using data from the U.S. Census
Bureau 2015-2019 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates to identify census tracts that are
low-income and/or minority. The 2015-2019 ACS 5-Year Estimates are the most current full set of
demographic information, including racial and ethnic characteristics and household income and poverty
status, available from the U.S. Census Bureau at the census tract level. The 2020 Census information now
available does not include a full set of information.

Socioeconomic characteristics of the traveling public, including minority and low-income populations, were
based on data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP). The analysis
of travel patterns in the regional study area focuses on low-income and minority people who travel to and
from the Manhattan CBD to evaluate the effects of changing travel patterns on those people. The CTPP
provides special tabulations, based on the U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates, that are useful for
transportation planning, including commuter flow data at varying geographic scales by mode of commute
and household income. The CTPP data include information on commuter patterns for a range of income
levels. The most recent CTPP is based on the 2012-2016 ACS 5-Year Estimates and has not been updated
to reflect more recent ACS data.

Conclusions about the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on low-income and/or minority populations
and potential measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects were informed by the early
environmental justice public outreach for the Project in fall 2021. That outreach included public webinars
to engage with environmental justice populations throughout the 28-county region, coordination with an
Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group, and meetings with an Environmental Justice Stakeholder
Working Group.

17A.4  METHODOLOGY FOR IDENTIFYING STUDY AREAS

17A.4.1 Types of Study Areas

The environmental justice analysis evaluates two types of potential effects of the CBD Tolling Program,
neighborhood effects and regional effects:

e Local (Neighborhood) Effects: These are effects on local communities. The potential neighborhood
effects would be primarily related to diverted trips and changes in traffic patterns, and the potential
resulting effects in terms of traffic congestion, air emissions, and noise.

e Regional Effects: These are effects on regional mobility. The analysis considers how implementation of
the CBD Tolling Alternative would affect the regional population in terms of increased costs (tolls),
changes in trip time, and changes in transit conditions.
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To evaluate both types of effects of the CBD Tolling Program on environmental justice populations, two
different study areas were used:

e Local (Neighborhood) Study Area: Based on a review of Project effects identified in other portions of
the EA, this study area encompasses locations where localized effects (such as changes in traffic
volumes, air emissions, or noise) would occur with the Project.

e Regional Study Area: The regional study area encompasses the 28-county study area that is the main
catchment area for trips to and from the Manhattan CBD and the area where changes in travel patterns
and mobility would occur.

17A.4.2 Review of Effects of CBD Tolling Alternative to Identify Environmental Justice Study
Areas

Chapter 16, “Summary of Effects,” of the EA provides a summary of the CBD Tolling Alternative’s effects
both locally and regionally. FHWA and the Project Sponsors reviewed those conclusions as well as concerns
raised during public outreach for the Project to adjust the environmental analyses conducted for this EA
and determine what Project effects have the potential to affect environmental justice populations. This
informed selection of study areas for the environmental justice analysis and the topics to be considered in
the analysis.

The information presented in Chapters 4 through 15 of this EA describe the effects of implementation of
the CBD Tolling Alternative on the general population and identify potential adverse effects and measures
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects.

In addition, during environmental justice public outreach conducted for the Project in fall 2021, members
of the public raised a number of concerns related to the Project’s potential for effects on environmental
justice populations, and FHWA and the Project Sponsors reviewed those concerns and included them in
the analysis of environmental justice. Table 16-1 in Chapter 16, “Summary of Effects,” of the EA identifies
the overall effects of the Project, compares the effects of the range of tolling scenarios analyzed in the EA,
and identifies the potential for adverse effects on the overall population. FHWA and the Project Sponsors
reviewed those conclusions as well as concerns raised during public outreach for the Project to determine
what Project effects have the potential to affect environmental justice populations. This informed selection
of study areas for the environmental justice analysis and the topics to be considered in the analysis.

17A.5 METHODOLOGY FOR IDENTIFYING MINORITY POPULATIONS

17A.5.1 Definitions

USDOT Order 5610.2C and FHWA Order 6640.23A include the following definitions related to minority
populations:
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e Minority: a person who is Black or African American (not Hispanic), American Indian and Alaskan Native,
Asian American, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, and Hispanic or Latino.

e Minority population: Any readily identifiable groups of minority persons who live in geographic
proximity, and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons, who will be
similarly affected by a proposed FHWA program, policy, or activity.

This analysis also includes people who identified themselves as “some other race” or “two or more races”
in the U.S. Census Bureau 2015-2019 ACS 5-Year Estimates.

17A.5.2 Minority Populations in Local (Neighborhood) Study Area

Census tracts were considered to be minority if either: (1) at least 50 percent of the census tract’s
population identifies as minority; or (2) the percentage of population identifying as minority in the census
block group exceeds the share of minority population in the county where that census tract is located.

17A.5.3 Minority Populations in Regional Study Area

The environmental justice analysis considers the Project’s potential for effects on minority-population
commuters, travelers, or individuals in specific industries, businesses, or other groups that could be
affected by increased cost associated with accessing the Manhattan CBD. To identify minority populations
among these groups, the Project Sponsors used worker flow information from the CTPP.

Data is available in the CTPP regarding mode of travel by racial/ethnic group, and this data was used to
identify overall travel patterns for minority people who work in the Manhattan CBD. However, the CTPP
does not have data on minority commuters’ travel modes that also identifies the locations from which they
travel. For this information, the Project Sponsors estimated the general locations from which minority
commuters drive to the Manhattan CBD using a several-step process. For each census tract, information is
available regarding travel modes for people who travel to work in Manhattan. The analysis assumed that
the travel modes for all workers traveling to Manhattan from the tract also apply to the minority population
in those tracts who are traveling to Manhattan for work. Using that assumption, the Project Sponsors
estimated the number of minority people who commute to work in the Manhattan CBD by travel mode
from each tract.

This methodology used data sets available in the CTPP in the first four steps before estimating in the final,
fifth step:

1. Identify all census tracts in the 28-county region that are origins for minority people who work in the
Manhattan CBD: the result is 4,311 census tracts.

2. Forall tracts identified in step 1, identify all tracts that are origins for workers who drive to work in the
Manhattan CBD: the result is 3,427 census tracts.
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3.

For all tracts identified in step 2, identify tracts that do not have any minority workers who drive to
work, regardless of destination. The result is 25 tracts, which are then subtracted from those identified
in step 2, leaving 3,402 census tracts with minority people who work in the Manhattan CBD and
potentially could drive.

For the tracts identified in Step 3, identify tracts where all workers who commute to the Manhattan
CBD drive. There are 31 such tracts, with 470 minority workers. Therefore those 470 minority workers
drive to the Manhattan CBD. Similarly, identify tracts where all workers are minority or all drivers are
minority. The result of this step is 8,764 minority auto commuters in 345 tracts.

For the remaining 3,060 census tracts, identify the percent of all workers who commute by car to the
Manhattan CBD and identify the number of minority people who commute to the Manhattan CBD from
the tract. Apply the auto share percentage to the minority workers, assuming that the same percentage
of minority workers drives as the percentage of overall workers.

Table 17A-1 provides a summary of the results using this approach.

Table 17A-1. Estimating Minority Workers Who Drive to the Manhattan CBD

STEP SOURCE RESULT
1. Census tracts that are the origin for CTPP data on worker flows between Total minority workers in the
minority people who work in the census tracts, by race Manhattan CBD

Manhattan CBD

Identification of all census tracts as
origins

2. Census tracts that are origins for all
workers who drive to the Manhattan
CBD

CTPP data on worker flows between
census tracts, by mode

Identification of specific census tracts
from which people drive to work to the
Manhattan CBD

3. Census tracts where no minority
workers drive to work

CTPP data on worker origins and mode
to work, by race (no destinations)

Identification of specific census tracts
from which no minority workers can
drive to work in the Manhattan CBD

4. Census tracts where all workers
commute to the Manhattan CBD by
driving, all workers are minority, or all
drivers are minority.

CTPP data on worker flows, by race
and/or by mode

Total minority commuters to the
Manhattan CBD who drive from
specific identified census tracts

5. For remaining census tracts, apply
overall worker mode share to the
Manhattan CBD to minority people who
work in the Manhattan CBD.

CTPP data on worker flows by mode
applied to CTPP data on worker flows
by race

Estimated number of minority workers
who drive to the Manhattan CBD from
remaining tracts

RESULTING TOTAL:

Estimated total of minority workers
who drive to the Manhattan CBD
and from which specific census
tracts
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17A.6 METHODOLOGY FOR IDENTIFYING LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS

17A.6.1 Definitions

USDOT Order 5610.2C and FHWA Order 6640.23A include the following definitions related to minority
populations:

e Low-Income: A person whose household income is at or below the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines.

e Low-Income Population: Any readily identifiable groups of low-income persons who live in geographic
proximity, and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons who will be
similarly affected by a proposed FHWA program, policy, or activity.

The U.S. Census Bureau identifies households and household income. According to the U.S. Census Bureau,
a household “includes all the persons who occupy a housing unit as their usual place of residence.”®

The analysis for this Project used information on the number of households living in poverty from the U.S.
Census Bureau 2015-2019 ACS 5-Year Estimates. The HHS poverty guidelines are based on annual statistical
poverty thresholds from the U.S. Census Bureau.® The U.S. Census Bureau poverty thresholds are used to
identify the population living in poverty for statistical purposes, while the HHS poverty guidelines are used
to determine eligibility for Federal programs. Poverty thresholds vary by family size and composition, while
poverty guidelines vary by household size and geographic location and both are updated annually.°

The environmental justice analysis used information from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2015-2019 ACS 5-Year
Estimates to identify low-income census tracts in the study area. Information on the population with
household incomes below the poverty thresholds as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau is available at a
local (census tract) level, whereas information on the HHS poverty guideline is not. However, as the HHS
poverty guidelines are based on the Census Bureau threshold, the latter is commonly used as a proxy for
the former.

Based on a review of potential methodologies and consideration of a number of critical factors, the Project
Sponsors in consultation with FHWA identified income thresholds to be used in identifying low-income
populations that are appropriate for identifying low-income populations in the Project study area and
reflect local conditions and cost of living in the study area.

8 https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/note/US/HSD410219.

° https://aspe.hhs.gov/frequently-asked-questions-related-poverty-guidelines-and-poverty.

10 This approach is recommended in the Federal Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice & NEPA Committee’s
Promising Practices for Environmental Justice Methodologies in NEPA Reviews (2016).
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17A.6.2 Low-Income Populations in Local (Neighborhood) Study Area

17A.6.2.1 Approach

The Project Sponsors identified census tracts with low-income populations using a low-income threshold
of twice the Federal poverty threshold. (More specifically, the Project Sponsors used data from the U.S.
Census on the number of individuals in each census tract with household incomes up to 1.99 times the
Federal poverty threshold. For simplicity, this analysis refers to that information as twice the Federal
poverty threshold.) This income level was used to identify low-income census tracts as follows:

1. The percentage of individuals with household incomes up to twice the Federal poverty threshold in
each census tract was identified and compared to that percentage for a larger reference area. Census
tracts with a higher percentage of population with household incomes at or below twice the Federal
poverty threshold were considered low-income.

2. The reference area for comparison was the regional 28-county study area.
The rationale for those two steps is described below.

17A.6.2.2 Rationale for Low-Income Threshold for Census Tracts

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations (February 11, 1994), directs Federal agencies to identify and address, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse effects of Federal actions on minority and low-income populations.
That document does not define “low-income.” While the USDOT Order 5610.2C and FHWA Order 6640.23A
define low-income populations as people living below the HHS poverty guideline, the 2011 FHWA guidance
document notes that Project Sponsors may adopt a more inclusive threshold for low-income as long as it
is inclusive of all persons at or below the Federal poverty guidelines.* The Project Sponsors used a
threshold for identifying populations living in poverty that is specific to the Project context, recognizing that
the level of income that constitutes poverty is higher in the New York metropolitan region than it is
nationwide, given the higher cost of many items, and particularly housing, in the New York City area.

In identifying the low-income threshold of twice the Federal poverty threshold, the Project Sponsors
considered the following factors, to ensure that the approach reflects the local context for the Project and
employs an appropriate methodological approach:

e The threshold used for identifying low-income census tracts should relate to the Federal poverty
threshold, rather than to a specific household income level. The Federal poverty threshold incorporates
consideration of household size and composition, which is important in identifying a household’s
economic strength.

1 The U.S. Census Bureau has established poverty thresholds to identify the population living in poverty, which are updated

each year. These can be used to identify the population living in poverty in a specific location, such as a census tract. The
HHS poverty guidelines are a simplified version of those Federal poverty thresholds that are used for administrative
purposes—for instance, determining financial eligibility for certain Federal programs. https://aspe.hhs.gov/frequently-
asked-questions-related-poverty-guidelines-and-poverty.
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e The threshold used for identifying low-income census tracts should be consistent with relevant
guidance developed by Federal, state, and local agencies.

e The threshold used for identifying low-income census tracts should be based on data that is readily
available at a census tract level from the U.S. Census, without adjustments and estimations that might
make the results difficult to explain or less clearly reliable.

These considerations are described below.

Relationship to Federal Poverty Threshold

An important consideration in selecting the threshold for identifying low-income census tracts is that it
should relate to the Federal poverty threshold, rather than to a specific household income level. The
Federal poverty threshold incorporates consideration of household size and composition, which is
important in identifying a household’s economic strength.

The Federal poverty threshold varies by family size, number of children, and number of people over age
65. As shown Table 17A-2, for 2019, the poverty threshold ranged from a household income of $13,011 for
a one-person household to $52,875 for a family of nine people or more.? The values shown in this table
from the U.S. Census Bureau are weighted averages for the actual more detailed thresholds, which account
for the age of the head of household and number of children in the family.

Table 17A-2. 2019 Federal Poverty Threshold by Family Size

SIZE OF FAMILY UNIT WEIGHTED AVERAGE THRESHOLD
One person $13,011
Two people $16,521
Three people $20,335
Four people $26,172
Five people $31,021
Six people $35,129
Seven people $40,016
Eight people $44,461
Nine people or more $52,875

Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

Note: The poverty thresholds for each family size include specific amounts
that vary depending on the age of the primary householder (under
age 65 or over age 65) and the number of related children under 18
years old in the family.

Based on the information in Table 17A-2, identifying an income threshold that is not tied to household size
and composition would not adequately represent the economic strength of households in a specific census
tract.

12 Pplease note that the Project Sponsors used 2019 census data in the EA, since 2019 is the most recent year for which full sets

of census data are available.
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Guidance from Federal, State, and Local Agencies Related to Populations in Poverty

The Project Sponsors reviewed a range of different Federal, state, and local programs, guidance, and
policies related to identifying low-income populations and populations in poverty. Methodologies and
approaches vary, depending on the purpose of the specific program or policy. A number of key programs
and guidance documents support the use of twice the Federal poverty threshold in identifying low-income
populations, including those described below.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency EJSCREEN

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has developed an environmental justice mapping and
screening tool, EJSCREEN, that uses demographic information and environmental indicators to identify
geographic areas of concern in environmental justice analyses for projects subject to approval by EPA
(https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen). To identify low-income populations, the EPA screening tool identifies the

percent of a census block group’s population with household income less than or equal to twice the Federal
poverty threshold.

The technical documentation for EPA’s environmental justice screening tool explains the rationale for using
twice the Federal poverty level (see Appendix B of the EJSCREEN Technical Documentation).® The
explanation provided includes the following:

e “The effects of income on baseline health and probably on other aspects of susceptibility are not
limited to those below the poverty thresholds—those from 1x to 2x poverty also have worse health
overall than those with higherincomes . . ., and asthma rates, for example, begin to increase as income
falls below twice the poverty threshold.”

e “Many studies in various fields use 2x times poverty, and many others use 1x poverty; the same is true
for prior EPA screening tools. There is precedent for both. However, a rationale often mentioned is that
today's poverty thresholds are too low to adequately capture the populations adversely affected by
low income levels, especially in high-cost areas. Some analysts have concluded that the amount of
income actually required for basic living costs without government support is far higher than the
current Federal poverty thresholds.”

Guidance Related to Justice40 Initiative

On January 27, 2021, President Biden signed Executive Order 14008, Tackling the Climate Crisis at Home
and Abroad, which established an environmental justice initiative known as “Justice40.” The Executive
Order established a goal that for the Federal government’s investments in certain areas, 40 percent of the
overall benefits of these investments should benefit disadvantaged communities.

As part of the government-wide Justice40 initiative, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), in
partnership with the U.S. Digital Service, developed a geospatial Climate and Economic Justice Screening
Tool. That screening tool includes interactive maps to assist agencies in defining and identifying
disadvantaged communities at the census tract level. A preliminary version of the screening tool is currently

13 https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-04/documents/ejscreen technical document.pdf.
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available for public comment (https://screeningtool.geoplatform.gov/en/about). One of the factors the

Climate and Economic Justice Screening Tool uses for identifying disadvantaged communities is related to
low-income status, where the low-income population is defined as the percent of a census tract’s
population where household income is at or below twice the Federal poverty level.*

New York State Environmental Justice Policy

In 2003, the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) issued a policy
statement related to incorporating environmental justice concerns in the agency’s permitting processes.
That policy statement, Commissioner Policy 29 (CP-29), Environmental Justice and Permitting, is still in
effect today. CP-29 identifies a low-income population to be a population with annual income less than the
Federal poverty threshold.

New Jersey Environmental Justice Screen

In 2020, New Jersey Governor Phil Murphy signed a statewide Environmental Justice Law, which requires
the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) to evaluate the environmental and public
health impacts of certain facilities on overburdened communities when reviewing certain permit
applications. That law defines an overburdened community based on the percentage of low-income
households, the percentage of minority residents, and/or the percentage of households with limited
English proficiency. Low-income households are defined as those at or below twice the Federal poverty
threshold as determined by the U.S. Census Bureau.®

New York City Local Poverty Threshold

The City of New York produces and publishes each year its own poverty measure, which considers the
higher cost of living in New York City relative to many other areas of the U.S. This information is available
at https://www1.nyc.gov/site/opportunity/poverty-in-nyc/poverty-measure.page.

The New York City poverty measure is based on national data on family spending for necessities (food,
clothing, shelter, and utilities), but is adjusted for family size and the higher cost of housing in New York
City. It also reflects many factors that are in place to address local poverty, including nutrition assistance
(the Federal Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program [SNAP], free school meals, and the Special
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children), housing assistance (including public,
subsidized, and rent-regulated apartments), and home heating assistance. It also reflects nondiscretionary
spending, such as child-care and transit costs and out-of-pocket medical expenses.

Like the Federal threshold, the New York City poverty threshold varies depending on the size of the family
and the number of children in the family. The annual report published in 2021, which presents poverty data
for 2019 (the most recent report for which detailed appendices are available) presents a comparison of the
Federal poverty threshold and New York City poverty threshold. That information is presented in
Table 17A-3.

14 https://screeningtool.geoplatform.gov/en/methodology.

15 https://www.nj.gov/dep/ej/policy.html.
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Table 17A-3. Comparison of New York City and Federal Poverty Thresholds for 2019

2019 NEW YORK CITY 2019 FEDERAL POVERTY RATIO OF NEW YORK CITY

FAMILY SIZE POVERTY THRESHOLD THRESHOLD TO FEDERAL THRESHOLD
One Adult, No Children $16,806 $13,300 1.26
Two Adults, No Children $23,697 $17,120 1.38
One Adult, One Child $25,360 $17,622 1.44
One Adult, Two Children $30,108 $20,598 1.46
One Adult, Three Children $34,552 $26,107 1.33
Two Adults, One Child $31,917 $20,578 1.55
Two Adults, Two Children $36,262 $25,926 1.40
Two Adults, Three Children $40,394 $30,510 1.32

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau and Office of the Mayor, New York City Government Poverty Measures 2019, Appendix B,
Defining a Poverty Threshold for New York City, Table B.3. https://www1.nyc.gov/site/opportunity/poverty-in-
nyc/poverty-measure.page.

As defined in the report, the poverty threshold represents “the minimal socially acceptable measure of
resources necessary for a family of a particular size.” New York City also defines a “near-poverty” threshold
for families that have incomes within 150 percent of the New York City poverty threshold. Table 17A-4
presents the near-poverty thresholds as defined by New York City and their resulting ratio to the Federal
poverty threshold for 2019. Based on the information from Table 17A-2, this near-poverty threshold aligns
with the use of twice the Federal poverty threshold for identifying low-income households.

Table 17A-4. Comparison of New York City “Near Poverty” Threshold and Federal Poverty Threshold

for 2019
2019 NEW YORK CITY

NEAR POVERTY 2019 FEDERAL POVERTY RATIO OF NEW YORK CITY

FAMILY SIZE THRESHOLD THRESHOLD TO FEDERAL THRESHOLD
One Adult, No Children $25,209 $13,300 1.90
Two Adults, No Children $35,545 $17,120 2.08
One Adult, One Child $38,041 $17,622 2.16
One Adult, Two Children $45,161 $20,598 2.19
One Adult, Three Children $51,829 $26,107 1.99
Two Adults, One Child $47,876 $20,578 2.33
Two Adults, Two Children $54,393 $25,926 2.10
Two Adults, Three Children $60,591 $30,510 1.99

Source: U.S. Census Bureau and Office of the Mayor, New York City Government Poverty Measures 2018, Appendix B,

Defining a Poverty Threshold for New York City, Table B.7. https://www1.nyc.gov/site/opportunity/poverty-in-
nyc/poverty-measure.page.

New York City Environmental Justice Initiative

In addition to the local poverty measure that the City of New York developed and updates annually, in 2017
then-Mayor Bill de Blasio signed into law Local Law 60, which required that a citywide study of
environmental justice be conducted and summarized in a report, the Environmental Justice for All Report.
The law also required the creation of an online environmental justice portal with a mapping tool for
environmental justice data.
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In December 2021, the City published the proposed scope of work for the Environmental Justice for All
Report for public review and comment (https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/sustainability/downloads/pdf/EJ-

Report-Scope.pdf). As outlined in that scope, environmental justice areas will be identified in that report

based on the presence of low-income or minority populations. Low-income populations are defined as
populations with annual incomes less than the poverty threshold established by the U.S. Census Bureau.

New York City Fair Fares Program

Y

Also relevant for the analysis as a policy related to ability to pay for costs of travel, is New York City’s “Fair
Fares” program, a program developed by the City of New York to provide low-income New York City
residents with half-price transit fares. This program provides a 50 percent discount for subway and local
bus fares as well as the cost of Access-A-Ride paratransit trips. The Fair Fares program is available to eligible
New York City residents with incomes at or below the Federal poverty level.

Summary

A number of different programs for identifying economically disadvantaged populations for purposes of
evaluating and addressing environmental justice and transportation equity support identifying low-income
populations as people in households with incomes up to twice the Federal poverty threshold. At the Federal
level, these include EPA’s EJSCREEN and the preliminary guidance and screening tools developed for the
Justice40 initiative. At the state level, they include New York State environmental justice thresholds for
permitting and New Jersey’s Environmental Justice Law. In New York City, a locally developed poverty
measure reflecting the specific cost of living factors in the city is also consistent with a threshold at twice
the Federal poverty level.

Data Readily Available from the U.S. Census

Using twice the Federal poverty threshold as an indicator of low-income population is consistent with a
goal of using a threshold that is based on data that is readily available at a census tract level from the U.S.
Census, without adjustments and estimations that might make the results difficult to explain or less clearly
reliable. The U.S. Census includes information on the number of individuals with household incomes at or
below the Federal poverty threshold at the census tract level. It also includes information about the number
of individuals with household incomes of up to twice (1.99 times) the Federal poverty threshold, as well as
other multiples of the poverty threshold. This information reflects the family size and composition of each
individual as well as their household income in identifying their income status relative to the poverty
threshold.

17A.6.2.3 Rationale for Reference Area for Census Tracts

The methodology for identifying low-income census tracts involves comparing the percent of the
population in each tract at or below the selected indicator (in this case, a threshold of twice the Federal
poverty threshold) to the percent in a reference area. This ensures that the results reflect the local context,
by determining whether the census tract has more people living below the indicator than the general
population of the area. Reference areas are typically larger than the area where a project is proposed, so
that they can reasonably represent the general population. The Federal Interagency Working Group on
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Environmental Justice & NEPA Committee’s publication, Promising Practices for Methodologies in NEPA
Reviews (March 2016), lists as examples of reference areas the county or state where a project is proposed.

Consistent with this approach, the EPA’s EJSCREEN provides information on the percent of population in a
given census block group in comparison to the percent in the state where that tract is located. Information
is presented as percentiles, showing how much the census tract differs from the state level—the percentiles
illustrate what percent of the state population has a higher value than the census tract.

For the CBD Tolling Program, given the Project’s potential wide-ranging effects across a 28-county study
area, a large reference area is appropriate. This avoids the potential of missing low-income populations,
which might occur if a smaller area with a higher proportion of low-income people were selected. For this
reason, the Project Sponsors used the 28-county region as the reference area. The proportion of low-
income populations in the 28-county region was calculated as (1) the sum of individuals living in households
with incomes up to twice (1.99 times) the Federal poverty rate in each of the 28 counties in the region
divided by (2) the sum of individuals for whom poverty status has been determined in those same counties.

17A.6.3 Low-Income Populations in Regional Study Area

Similar to the approach for minority-population commuters, the environmental justice analysis also
considers the Project’s potential for effects on low-income-population commuters, travelers, or individuals
in specific industries, businesses, or other groups that could be affected by increased costs associated with
accessing the Manhattan CBD.

17A.6.3.1 Approach

To identify low-income commuters to the Manhattan CBD, data from the CTPP related to worker flows by
income and mode was used. Information available from the CTPP that aligns as closely as possible with the
threshold for census tracts was used to identify low-income drivers. A household income threshold of
$50,000 was used to identify low-income drivers. The rationale for this threshold is described below.

17A.6.3.2 Rationale for Methodology to Identify Low-Income Commuters

In identifying the low-income threshold for travelers in the regional study area, the Project Sponsors
considered the following factors, to ensure that the approach reflects the local context for the Project and
employs an appropriate methodological approach:

e The threshold used for identifying low-income commuters (and other travelers) should align, to the
extent practicable, with the threshold used for identifying low-income census tracts.

e The threshold used for identifying low-income commuters (and other travelers) should be based on
data that is readily available from the U.S. Census, without adjustments and estimations that might
make the results difficult to explain or less clearly reliable.

Information on workers who travel to and from the Manhattan CBD for work is available from the CTPP, a
product prepared by the U.S. Census Bureau. The CTPP provides information on flows of workers between
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their home census tracts and work destinations. That information is available by travel mode for a range of
household incomes. For travel mode by household income, data are available for the following household
income categories:

e Upto$34,999

e 5$35,000-$49,999
e 550,000-$74,999
e S75,000 or more

However, the CTPP does not include information on the household size and composition for these
commuters, so it is not possible to determine whether they have household incomes that are at or below
twice the Federal poverty level, which is the low-income threshold for identifying low-income census tracts.
Instead, a single household income threshold must be defined to identify low-income commuters. For this
Project, the income threshold to define low-income travelers was based on the income threshold used to
define low-income census tracts, twice the Federal poverty level, assuming the average household size in
the Project study area.

As noted earlier and presented in Table 17A-2 above, the Federal poverty threshold varies by family size,
number of children, and number of people over age 65. The average household size for the Project study
area is 2.8 people per household, based on the following average household sizes in 2019:

e 28-county regional study area: 2.78 persons per household

e 10-county study area consisting of New York City and the immediately surrounding areas: 2.82 persons
per household

e New York City: 2.81 persons per household

Consequently, the Federal poverty threshold for the average-size family in the Project study area was
approximately $20,335 in 2019 (see Table 17A-2), and twice the Federal poverty threshold was
approximately $41,000.

Using the household income ranges available from the CTPP, the environmental justice analysis considered
all workers with household incomes up to $50,000 as low-income. This is approximately equivalent to,
although higher than, the low-income threshold of twice the Federal poverty threshold for a three-person
family, which is the average household size for the Project study area. Using this threshold allowed the
Project Sponsors to use data directly available from the CTPP, without the need for adjustments or

estimations.
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e Local Study Area Neighborhoods

— Overview of Local Study Area

— Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY
— Outside Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY
— Bronx County, NY

— Kings County (Brooklyn), NY

— Queens County, NY

— Richmond County, NY

— Nassau County, NY

— Bergen County, NJ

— Essex County and Union County, NJ

— Hudson County, NJ

e Regional Study Area Neighborhoods Outside Local Study Area

— Overview of Regional Study Area

— Connecticut Counties: Fairfield and New Haven Counties

— New Jersey Northern Counties: Hunterdon, Morris, Passaic, Somerset,
Sussex, and Warren Counties

— New Jersey Southern Counties: Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, and
Ocean Counties

— New York Counties North of New York City: Dutchess, Putnam, Orange,
Rockland, and Westchester Counties

— Longlsland County: Suffolk County, NY
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Figure 17B-1. Overview of Local Study Area
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Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan),

Figure 17B-2.
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Figure 17B-3. Outside Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY
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Figure 17B-4. Bronx County, NY
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Figure 17B-6. Queens County, NY
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Figure 17B-7. Richmond County, NY
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Figure 17B-8. Nassau County, NY
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Note: Refer to Appendix 17C, Table 17C-7 for specific information pertaining to this figure.
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Figure 17B-9. Bergen County, NJ
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Figure 17B-10.  Essex County and Union County, NJ
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Figure 17B-11.  Hudson County, NJ
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Note: Refer to Appendix 17C, Table 17C-10 for specific information pertaining to this figure.
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Appendix 17B, Environmental Justice: Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas: Maps

REGIONAL STUDY AREA NEIGHBORHOODS
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Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment

Appendix 17B, Environmental Justice: Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas: Maps

Figure 17B-12.  Overview of Regional Study Area
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Appendix 17B, Environmental Justice: Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas: Maps

Figure 17B-13.  Connecticut Counties: Fairfield and New Haven Counties

Dutchess 7

(22)

Connecticut

Putnam

12—

(100)

Westchester

Long Island

Suffolk

(12)
4a°
ha fo )J\\

D County Boundary Environmental Justice Status for Census Tracts

N

|:| Census Tract [ Low-Income i Ah‘ E
Highway - Minority 5
n Low-Income and Minority 3

0 6 Miles
] Not Low-Income or Minority L 1 |
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2015-2019 5-Year Estimates.
Note: Refer to Appendix 17C, Table 17C-12 (Fairfield County) and Table 17C-13 (New Haven County) for specific information
pertaining to this figure.
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Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment

Appendix 17B, Environmental Justice: Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas: Maps

Figure 17B-14. New Jersey Northern Counties: Hunterdon, Morris, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, and
Warren Counties
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Note: Refer to Appendix 17C, Table 17C-14 (Hunterdon County), Table 17C-18 (Morris County), Table 17C-20 (Passaic

County), Table 17C-21 (Somerset County), Table 17C-22 (Sussex County), and Table 17C-23 (Warren County) for specific

information pertaining to this figure.
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Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment

Appendix 17B, Environmental Justice: Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas: Maps

Figure 17B-15.  New Jersey Southern Counties: Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, and Ocean Counties
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2015-2019 5-Year Estimates.
Note: Refer to Appendix 17C, Table 17C-15 (Mercer County), Table 17C-16 (Middlesex County), Table 17C-17 (Monmouth
County), and Table 17C-19 (Ocean County) for specific information pertaining to this figure.
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Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment

Appendix 17B, Environmental Justice: Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas: Maps

Figure 17B-16.  New York Counties North of New York City: Dutchess, Putnam, Orange, Rockland, and
Westchester Counties
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Note: Refer to Appendix 17C, Table 17C-24 (Dutchess County), Table 17C-26 (Putnam County), Table 17C-25 (Orange County),
Table 17C-27 (Rockland County), and Table 17C-29 (Westchester County) for specific information pertaining to this
figure.
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Appendix 17B, Environmental Justice: Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas: Maps

Figure 17B-17.  Long Island County: Suffolk County, NY
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Note: Refer to Appendix 17C, Table 17C-28 (Suffolk County) for specific information pertaining to this figure.
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Appendix 17C, Environmental Justice

17C, Environmental Justice Profile
of Study Areas: Tables

e Local Study Area Neighborhoods

— Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY
— Outside Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY
— Bronx County, NY

— Kings County (Brooklyn), NY

— Queens County, NY

— Richmond County, NY

— Nassau County, NY

— Bergen County, NJ

— Essex County, NJ

— Hudson County, NJ

— Union County, NJ

e Regional Study Area Neighborhoods Outside Local Study Area

— Fairfield County, CT

— New Haven County, CT
— Hunterdon County, NJ
— Mercer County, NJ

— Middlesex County, NJ
— Monmouth County, NJ
— Morris County, NJ

— Ocean County, NJ

— Passaic County, NJ

— Somerset County, NJ

— Sussex County, NJ

— Warren County, NJ

— Dutchess County, NY
— Orange County, NY

— Putnam County, NY

— Rockland County, NY
— Suffolk County, NY

— Westchester County, NY
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Appendix 17C, Environmental Justice: Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas: Tables

LOCAL STUDY AREA NEIGHBORHOODS
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Table 17C-1

Environmental Justice Populations: Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY

PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP
WHOM POVERTY |  TO1.99X LOW-INCOME
TOTAL | MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITYTRACT |  sTATUS IS POVERTY | POVERTY | _TRACT
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE [ (YES) [ (NO) | DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO)
New York County, New York, Central Business District
Battery Park City-Lower Manhattan
Census Tract 7 8,501 2,289 26.9% No 8,501 963 11.3% No
Census Tract 9 1,796 652 36.3% No 1,796 174 9.7% No
Census Tract 15.01 7,398 2,964 40.1% No 6,906 1,299 18.8% No
Census Tract 15.02 8,309 2,319 27.9% No 7,800 1,016 13.0% No
Census Tract 13 4,455 1,666 37.4% No 4,455 300 6.7% No
Census Tract 317.03 5,783 1,798 31.1% No 5,783 437 7.6% No
Census Tract 317.04 10,224 3,591 35.1% No 10,224 783 7.7% No
TOTAL Battery Park City-Lower Manhattan 46,466 15,279 32.9% 7 45,465 4,972 10.9%| - 7
Chinatown
Census Tract 8 9,315 8,633 92.7%| Yes 9,315 5,506 59.1%| Yes
Census Tract 16 6,968 5,804 83.3%| Yes 6,949 3,578 51.5%| Yes
Census Tract 18 6,788 4,835 71.2%| Yes 6,420 2,882 44.9%| Yes
Census Tract 25 5,483 5,389 98.3%| Yes 5,470 3,773 69.0%| Yes
Census Tract 27 1,341 1,116 83.2%| Yes 1,337 545 40.8%| Yes
Census Tract 29 5,924 5,010 84.6%| Yes 4,461 2,194 49.2%| Yes
Census Tract 30.01 3,815 1,731 45.4% No 3,813 858 22.5% No
Census Tract 36.01 3,132 2,416 77.1%| Yes 3,132 1,272 40.6%| Yes
TOTAL Chinatown 42,766 34,934 81.7% 7 1 40,897 20,608 50.4% 7 1
Clinton
Census Tract 115 3,663 2,460 67.2%| Yes 3,663 1,021 27.9%| Yes
Census Tract 121 7,763 3,134 40.4% No 7,746 2,208 28.5%| Yes
Census Tract 127 6,707 3,072 45.8% No 6,707 1,670 24.9% No
Census Tract 129 8,351 3,782 45.3% No 8,351 2,290 274%| Yes
Census Tract 133 6,228 3,634 58.3%| Yes 6,220 1,752 28.2%| Yes
Census Tract 135 9,705 5,782 59.6%| Yes 9,610 3,564 37.1%| Yes
Census Tract 139 10,524 4,170 39.6% No 10,520 2,058 19.6% No
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PERSONS FOR

PERSONS UP

WHOM POVERTY |  TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME
TOTAL MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT | s1ATUS IS POVERTY | POVERTY | TRACT
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE | (YES) [ (NO) | pETERMINED RATE RATE [ (YES)| (NO)
TOTAL Clinton 52,941 26,034 |  49.2% 3 4 52,817 14,563 27.6% 5 2
East Village
Census Tract 30.02 2,939 1,331 45.3% No 2,939 1,079 36.7%| Yes
Census Tract 32 7,814 219 |  28.1% No 7,814 1,802 23.1% No
Census Tract 34 6,569 2,675 40.7% No 6,569 2,428 37.0%| Yes
Census Tract 36.02 3,212 1,216 37.9% No 2,903 995 34.3%| Yes
Census Tract 38 8,927 3602 |  40.3% No 8,526 2,043 24.0% No
Census Tract 40 8,105 2,510 31.0% No 6,567 1,477 22.5% No
Census Tract 42 5,384 2,181 40.5% No 2,768 483 17.4% No
TOTAL East Village 42,950 15,711 36.6% 7 38,086 10,307 271% 3 4
Gramercy
Census Tract 48 6,230 1,758 28.2% No 5,093 572 11.2% No
Census Tract 50 4,748 1,105 |  23.3% No 4,689 539 11.5% No
Census Tract 64 7,643 2,090 27.3% No 7,280 1,051 14.4% No
Census Tract 68 7,876 3,083 39.1% No 6,661 928 13.9% No
TOTAL Gramercy 26,497 8,036 30.3% 4 23,723 3,090 13.0% 4
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP
WHOM POVERTY |  TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME
TOTAL MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT | s1ATUS IS POVERTY | POVERTY | TRACT
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE [ (YES) [ (NO) | DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO)
Hudson Yards-Chelsea-Flatiron-Union Square
Census Tract 52 3,321 934 28.1% No 2,553 254 9.9% No
Census Tract 54 4,768 1,143 24.0% No 4,608 423 9.2% No
Census Tract 81 7,481 2,175 29.1% No 7412 1,208 16.3% No
Census Tract 83 3,686 2,004 54.4%| Yes 3,686 1,049 28.5%| Yes
Census Tract 89 5413 2,079 38.4% No 4,988 943 18.9% No
Census Tract 99 5,981 2,163 36.2% No 5,965 1,123 18.8% No
Census Tract 56 4,250 1,090 25.6% No 4,245 960 22.6% No
Census Tract 58 4,315 1,482 34.3% No 4,295 338 7.9% No
Census Tract 87 6,556 1,692 25.8% No 6,556 576 8.8% No
Census Tract 91 6,298 1,688 26.8% No 6,298 1,119 17.8% No
Census Tract 93 9,440 4,325 45.8% No 9,417 2,452 26.0% No
Census Tract 97 4,968 2,593 52.2%| Yes 4,945 1,473 29.8%| Yes
Census Tract 103 2,065 813 39.4% No 2,065 435 21.1% No
Census Tract 111 4,757 2,323 48.8% No 4,757 1,031 21.7% No
Census Tract 117 4191 1,939 46.3% No 4,191 443 10.6% No
TOTAL Hudson Yards-Chelsea-Flatiron-Union Square 77,490 28,443 36.7% 2 13 75,981 13,827 18.2% 2 13
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP
WHOM POVERTY |  TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME
TOTAL MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT | s1ATUS IS POVERTY | POVERTY | TRACT
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE [ (YES) [ (NO) | DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO)
Lower East Side
Census Tract 2.01 2,750 2,462 89.5%| Yes 2,750 1,860 67.6%| Yes
Census Tract 2.02 7,773 6,230 80.1%| Yes 7,771 3,736 48.1%| Yes
Census Tract 6 9,838 9,378 95.3%| Yes 9,692 6,978 72.0%| Yes
Census Tract 10.01 1,546 471 30.5% No 1,546 292 18.9% No
Census Tract 10.02 5157 5,063 98.2%| Yes 5,148 3,350 65.1%| Yes
Census Tract 12 4,168 2,112 50.7%| Yes 4,112 1,220 29.7%| Yes
Census Tract 14.01 3,024 961 31.8% No 2,997 3% 13.1% No
Census Tract 14.02 2,941 2,116 71.9%| Yes 2,941 1,691 57.5%| Yes
Census Tract 20 4,586 4,489 97.9%| Yes 4,586 3,594 78.4%| Yes
Census Tract 22.01 6,565 5,180 78.9%| Yes 6,537 3,216 49.2%| Yes
Census Tract 22.02 2,099 799 38.1% No 2,099 666 31.7%| Yes
Census Tract 24 4,192 4,149 99.0%| Yes 4,192 3,143 75.0%| Yes
Census Tract 26.01 3,488 2,614 74.9%| Yes 3,465 1,777 51.3%| Yes
Census Tract 26.02 3,946 1,634 41.4% No 3,917 1,226 31.3%| Yes
Census Tract 28 6,765 4,531 67.0%| Yes 6,742 2,951 43.8%| Yes
TOTAL Lower East Side 68,838 52,189 75.8% 11 4 68,495 36,094 52.7% 13 2
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP
WHOM POVERTY |  TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME
TOTAL | MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITYTRACT |  sTATUS IS POVERTY | POVERTY | _TRACT
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE | (YES) | (NO) | pETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO)
Midtown-Midtown South
Census Tract 74 4,528 1,342 29.6% No 3,932 338 8.6% No
Census Tract 76 2,092 1,039 49.7% No 2,092 417 19.9% No
Census Tract 84 1,746 828 47.4% No 1,746 420 24.1% No
Census Tract 94 7 5 7.0% No 71 5 7.0% No
Census Tract 95 3,142 720 22.9% No 2,198 240 10.9% No
Census Tract 96 177 59 33.3% No 177 8 4.5% No
Census Tract 101 1,373 811 59.1%| Yes 1,373 365 26.6% No
Census Tract 102 122 55 451% No 122 43 35.2%| Yes
Census Tract 104 811 300 37.0% No 809 118 14.6% No
Census Tract 109 172 57 33.1% No 172 31 18.0% No
Census Tract 112.01 843 199 23.6% No 843 90 10.7% No
Census Tract 112.02 415 74 17.8% No 415 78 18.8% No
Census Tract 113 98 83 84.7%| Yes 98 52 53.1%| Yes
Census Tract 119 1,071 714 66.7%| Yes 1,071 760 71.0%| Yes
Census Tract 125 2,311 1,073 46.4% No 2,286 480 21.0% No
Census Tract 131 2,788 1,163 41.7% No 2,788 681 24.4% No
Census Tract 137 5,994 1,754 29.3% No 5,994 625 10.4% No
TOTAL Midtown-Midtown South 27,754 10,276 37.0% 3 14 26,187 4,751 18.1% 3 14
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP
WHOM POVERTY |  TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME
TOTAL MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT | s1ATUS IS POVERTY | POVERTY | TRACT
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE [ (YES) [ (NO) | DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO)
Murray Hill-Kips Bay
Census Tract 62 4,444 2,570 57.8%| Yes 3,618 1,062 29.4%| Yes
Census Tract 66 11,839 5,796 49.0% No 11,525 2,693 23.4% No
Census Tract 70 8,301 2,804 33.8% No 8,139 1,013 12.4% No
Census Tract 72 7,642 2,437 31.9% No 7410 1,347 18.2% No
Census Tract 78 9,422 3,849 40.9% No 9,422 1,401 14.9% No
Census Tract 80 4,964 1,200 24.2% No 4,861 469 9.6% No
Census Tract 82 3,241 1,233 38.0% No 3,241 316 9.8% No
TOTAL Murray Hill-Kips Bay 49,853 19,889 39.9% 1 6 48,216 8,301 17.2% 1 6
SoHo-TriBeCa-Civic Center-Little Italy
Census Tract 31 2,525 1,155 45.7% No 1,418 257 18.1% No
Census Tract 33 5,224 1,228 23.5% No 5,224 281 5.4% No
Census Tract 47 2,474 738 29.8% No 2,450 265 10.8% No
Census Tract 21 6,666 1,862 27.9% No 6,598 329 5.0% No
Census Tract 37 2,666 472 17.7% No 2,632 343 13.0% No
Census Tract 39 6,931 1,551 22.4% No 6,909 597 8.6% No
Census Tract 41 7,997 5,276 66.0%| Yes 7,621 2,233 29.3%| Yes
Census Tract 43 3,968 1,798 45.3% No 3,956 1,029 26.0% No
Census Tract 45 980 354 36.1% No 980 177 18.1% No
Census Tract 49 4,404 956 21.7% No 4,404 697 15.8% No
TOTAL SoHo-TriBeCa-Civic Center-Little Italy 43,835 15,390 35.1% 1 9 42,192 6,208 14.7% 1 9
Stuyvesant Town-Cooper Village
Census Tract 44 16,594 4,507 27.2% No 16,594 2,245 13.5% No
Census Tract 60 5,741 1,708 29.8% No 5,741 656 11.4% No
TOTAL Stuyvesant Town-Cooper Village 22,335 6,215 27.8% 2 22,335 2,901 13.0% 2
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP
WHOM POVERTY |  TO1.99X LOW-INCOME
TOTAL | MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITYTRACT |  sTATUS IS POVERTY | POVERTY |  TRACT
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE [ (YES) [ (NO) | DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO)
Turtle Bay-East Midtown
Census Tract 86.01 2,915 942 32.3% No 2,915 166 5.7% No
Census Tract 86.02 - - 0.0% No - 0.0% No
Census Tract 86.03 4,400 1,080 24.5% No 4,400 364 8.3% No
Census Tract 88 7,416 2,548 34.4% No 7,416 764 10.3% No
Census Tract 90 7,633 2,486 32.6% No 7,633 944 12.4% No
Census Tract 92 1,474 488 33.1% No 1,474 140 9.5% No
Census Tract 98 7,302 1,792 24.5% No 7,302 974 13.3% No
Census Tract 100 1,741 591 33.9% No 1,741 241 13.8% No
Census Tract 106.01 7,091 959 13.5% No 7,091 487 6.9% No
Census Tract 108 9,046 1,733 19.2% No 8,535 465 5.4% No
Census Tract 112.03 1,103 317 28.7% No 1,103 136 12.3% No
TOTAL Turtle Bay-East Midtown 50,121 12,936 25.8% 1 49,610 4,681 9.4% 1
West Village
Census Tract 67 5,431 899 16.6% No 5431 469 8.6% No
Census Tract 73 5,759 723 12.6% No 5,759 587 10.2% No
Census Tract 77 5,971 1,070 17.9% No 5,971 868 14.5% No
Census Tract 69 2,485 552 22.2% No 2,159 164 7.6% No
Census Tract 75 3,603 821 22.8% No 3,603 302 8.4% No
Census Tract 79 4,425 701 15.8% No 4,425 711 16.1% No
Census Tract 55.01 4,727 1,624 34.4% No 4,223 604 14.3% No
Census Tract 55.02 1,825 322 17.6% No 1,825 366 20.1% No
Census Tract 57 2,756 382 13.9% No 2,756 112 4.1% No
Census Tract 59 5,404 1,099 20.3% No 4,578 419 9.2% No
Census Tract 61 4,747 1,567 33.0% No 3,429 197 5.7% No
Census Tract 63 6,393 1,034 16.2% No 6,189 735 11.9% No
Census Tract 65 6,337 1,498 23.6% No 5,369 976 18.2% No
Census Tract 71 5,530 976 17.6% No 5,315 619 11.6% No
TOTAL West Village 65,393 13,268 20.3% - - 61,032 7,129 - - -
TOTAL New York County, New York, Central Business Dis 617,239 258,600 41.9% 28 96 595,036 137,432 23.1% 35 89
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Table 17C-2

Environmental Justice Populations: Outside Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY

PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP
WHOM POVERTY |  TO1.99X LOW-INCOME
TOTAL | MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITYTRACT |  sTATUS IS POVERTY | POVERTY | _TRACT
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE | (YES) [ (NO) | DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)[ (NO)

New York County, New York, outside Central Business District

Central Harlem North-Polo Grounds
Census Tract 206 3,432 2,911 84.8%| Yes 3,377 1,607 47.6%| Yes
Census Tract 208 5,432 4,671 86.0%| Yes 5,429 1,427 26.3% No
Census Tract 212 4,112 3,738 90.9%| Yes 3,884 1,332 34.3%| VYes
Census Tract 214 3,373 3,087 91.5%| Yes 3,373 871 25.8% No
Census Tract 215 4,396 3,982 90.6%| Yes 4,387 2,091 47.7%| Yes
Census Tract 221.02 2,605 2,053 78.8%| Yes 2,605 462 17.7% No
Census Tract 224 7,586 6,657 87.8%| Yes 7,542 4,310 57.1%| Yes
Census Tract 226 4,954 4,099 82.7%| Yes 4,885 1,705 34.9%| Yes
Census Tract 228 6,162 5,240 85.0%| Yes 6,147 2,404 39.1%| Yes
Census Tract 230 8,717 7,983 91.6%| Yes 8,673 4112 474%| Yes
Census Tract 232 9,069 8,388 92.5%| Yes 9,063 5,139 56.7%| Yes
Census Tract 234 5,072 4,538 89.5%| Yes 5,072 2,401 47.3%| Yes
Census Tract 235.02 1,986 1,740 87.6%| Yes 1,986 875 44.1%| Yes
Census Tract 236 7,761 7,605 98.0%| Yes 7,761 3,620 46.6%| Yes
Census Tract 243.02 7,756 7,726 99.6%| Yes 7,750 5,433 70.1%| Yes
Census Tract 259 3,731 3,103 83.2%| Yes 3,731 1,315 35.2%| Yes

TOTAL Central Harlem North-Polo Grounds 86,144 77,521 90.0% 16 85,665 39,104 45.6% 13
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP
WHOM POVERTY |  TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME
TOTAL MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT | s1ATUS IS POVERTY | POVERTY | TRACT
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE | (YES) | (NO) | pETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO)
Central Harlem South
Census Tract 186 6,909 6,461 93.5%| Yes 6,638 3,916 59.0%| Yes
Census Tract 190 3,734 3,044 81.5%| Yes 3,651 1,396 38.2%| Yes
Census Tract 200 3,606 2,893 80.2%| Yes 3,606 737 20.4% No
Census Tract 218 6,236 4,956 79.5%| Yes 6,175 2,786 451%| Yes
Census Tract 220 6,078 4,731 77.8%| Yes 6,078 1,679 27.6%| Yes
Census Tract 222 3,369 2,285 67.8%| Yes 3,324 1,492 44.9%| Yes
Census Tract 197.02 2,478 1,838 74.2%| Yes 2,478 837 33.8%| Yes
Census Tract 201.02 4137 3,002 72.6%| Yes 4137 1,267 30.6%| Yes
Census Tract 216 8,773 6,601 75.2%| Yes 8,773 2,733 31.2%| Yes
Census Tract 257 4,625 3,022 65.3%| Yes 4,615 988 21.4% No
TOTAL Central Harlem South 49,945 38,833 77.8% 10 49,475 17,831 36.0% 8 2
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP
WHOM POVERTY |  TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME
TOTAL MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT | s1ATUS IS POVERTY | POVERTY | TRACT
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE [ (YES) [ (NO) | DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO)
East Harlem North
Census Tract 178 3,987 3,328 83.5%| Yes 3,968 1,858 46.8%| Yes
Census Tract 180 7422 6,744 90.9%| Yes 7422 4,692 63.2%| Yes
Census Tract 182 7,902 7,374 93.3%| Yes 7,902 5,464 69.1%| Yes
Census Tract 184 7,116 6,291 88.4%| Yes 7,002 4,238 60.5%| Yes
Census Tract 188 5,437 4,611 84.8%| Yes 5416 2,820 52.1%| Yes
Census Tract 192 3,802 3,657 96.2%| Yes 3,802 2,825 74.3%| Yes
Census Tract 194 6,166 5,784 93.8%| Yes 6,094 4,034 66.2%| Yes
Census Tract 196 4,310 3,963 91.9%| Yes 4,012 2,534 63.2%| Yes
Census Tract 198 2,645 2,123 80.3%| Yes 2,597 826 31.8%| Yes
Census Tract 210 7,540 7,489 99.3%| Yes 7,540 4,483 59.5%| Yes
Census Tract 242 5,003 4,773 95.4%| Yes 4,965 3,054 61.5%| Yes
Census Tract 156.02 2,433 1,941 79.8%| Yes 2,356 846 35.9%| Yes
Census Tract 158.02 4,353 2,112 48.5% No 3,262 578 17.7% No
Census Tract 162 9,412 8,717 92.6%| Yes 9,396 5,169 55.0%| Yes
Census Tract 164 7474 6,645 88.9%| Yes 7474 4,668 62.5%| Yes
Census Tract 166 6,377 4,806 75.4%| Yes 6,233 3,410 54.7%| Yes
Census Tract 168 5115 4,304 84.1%| Yes 4,527 2,857 63.1%| Yes
Census Tract 170 7,829 7,018 89.6%| Yes 7,801 2,998 38.4%| Yes
Census Tract 160.02 3,421 1,172 34.3% No 2,816 230 8.2% No
Census Tract 172 5130 4,462 87.0%| Yes 5130 2,943 57.4%| Yes
Census Tract 174.01 4,634 4,096 88.4%| Yes 4,511 3,237 71.8%| Yes
Census Tract 174.02 2,375 1,987 83.7%| Yes 2,365 1,004 42.5%| Yes
TOTAL East Harlem South 119,883 103,397 86.2% 20 2 116,591 64,768 55.6%| 20 2
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP
WHOM POVERTY |  TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME
TOTAL | MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITYTRACT |  sTATUS IS POVERTY | POVERTY | _TRACT
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE [ (YES) [ (NO) | DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO)
Hamilton Heights
Census Tract 227 5,218 4,130 79.1%| Yes 5,216 2,136 41.0%| Yes
Census Tract 229 9,205 7,390 80.3%| Yes 9,205 4,561 49.5%| Yes
Census Tract 231 6,807 5777 84.9%| Yes 6,742 2,569 38.1%| Yes
Census Tract 233 7,220 5,550 76.9%| Yes 7,157 3,197 44.7%| Yes
Census Tract 235.01 7,044 5,727 81.3%| Yes 7,038 2,949 41.9%| Yes
Census Tract 237 6,682 5,436 81.4%| Yes 6,675 3,550 53.2%| Yes
Census Tract 225 10,334 8,368 81.0%| Yes 10,322 4,464 43.2%| Yes
TOTAL Hamilton Heights 52,510 42,378 80.7% 7 52,355 23,426 44.7% 7
Lenox Hill-Roosevelt Island
Census Tract 132 10,999 4,874 44.3% No 10,999 809 7.4% No
Census Tract 238.02 6,086 3,819 62.8%| Yes 4,648 695 15.0% No
Census Tract 106.02 4,859 1,310 27.0% No 4,853 421 8.7% No
Census Tract 110 7,499 2,367 31.6% No 7,498 780 10.4% No
Census Tract 116 3,540 1,033 29.2% No 3,419 139 4.1% No
Census Tract 118 8,986 1,791 19.9% No 8,964 1,092 12.2% No
Census Tract 124 9,782 2,380 24.3% No 9,277 807 8.7% No
Census Tract 126 12,620 2,135 16.9% No 12,619 1,260 10.0% No
Census Tract 134 11,360 2,059 18.1% No 11,360 1,615 14.2% No
Census Tract 238.01 6,354 3,948 62.1%| Yes 6,244 813 13.0% No
TOTAL Lenox Hill-Roosevelt Island 82,085 25,716 31.3% 2 8 79,881 8,431 10.6% 10
Lincoln Square
Census Tract 145 6,153 2,314 37.6% No 5,299 870 16.4% No
Census Tract 147 3,475 1,656 47.7% No 3,465 215 6.2% No
Census Tract 149 4,992 1,197 24.0% No 4,649 707 15.2% No
Census Tract 151 10,143 6,636 65.4%| Yes 10,143 3,776 37.2%| Yes
Census Tract 153 9,764 2,022 20.7% No 9,764 574 5.9% No
Census Tract 155 10,290 2,107 20.5% No 10,290 999 9.7% No
Census Tract 157 9,586 2,068 21.6% No 9,189 1,151 12.5% No
Census Tract 159 9,517 2,299 24.2% No 9,517 1,366 14.4% No
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP
WHOM POVERTY |  TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME
TOTAL MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT | s7ATUS IS POVERTY | POVERTY | TRACT
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE | (YES) [ (NO) [ pETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO)
TOTAL Lincoln Square 63,920 20,299 31.8% 1 7 62,316 9,658 15.5% 1 7
Manhattanville
Census Tract 213.03 6,283 5,322 84.7%| Yes 6,251 3,270 52.3%| Yes
Census Tract 217.03 11 6 54.5%| Yes 11 - 0.0% No
Census Tract 219 6,008 5,575 92.8%| Yes 5,971 4,377 73.3%| Yes
Census Tract 223.01 8,292 6,880 83.0%| Yes 8,276 3,540 42.8%| Yes
Census Tract 223.02 3,175 2,919 91.9%| Yes 3,168 1,829 57.7%| Yes
TOTAL Manhattanville 23,769 20,702 87.1% 5 - 23,677 13,016 55.0% 4 1
Marble Hill-Inwood
Census Tract 291 12,165 11,396 93.7%| Yes 12,040 5,484 455%| Yes
Census Tract 293 9,397 8,742 93.0%| Yes 9,397 4,785 50.9%| Yes
Census Tract 295 8,182 5,334 65.2%| Yes 8,158 2,685 32.9%| Yes
Census Tract 299 3,737 3,637 97.3%| Yes 3,737 2,469 66.1%| Yes
Census Tract 303 4,535 2,911 64.2%| Yes 4,535 1,542 34.0%| Yes
Census Tract 307 3,920 1,804 46.0% No 3,892 894 23.0% No
Census Tract 309 10,593 10,078 95.1%| Yes 10,578 5,550 52.5%| Yes
TOTAL Marble Hill-Inwood 52,529 43,902 83.6% 6 1 52,337 23,409 44.7% 6 1
Morningside Heights
Census Tract 193 10,255 6,770 66.0%| Yes 10,097 4,278 42.4%| Yes
Census Tract 195 7,167 3,138 43.8% No 7,008 1,643 23.4% No
Census Tract 197.01 639 398 62.3%| Yes 634 287 45.3%| Yes
Census Tract 199 8,786 3,452 39.3% No 6,568 1,584 24.1% No
Census Tract 201.01 1,854 744 40.1% No 697 127 18.2% No
Census Tract 203 3,607 1,898 52.6%| Yes 843 432 51.2%| Yes
Census Tract 205 5117 1,861 36.4% No 2,516 336 13.4% No
Census Tract 207.01 3,041 1,672 55.0%| Yes 2,390 947 39.6%| Yes
Census Tract 209.01 3,511 3,293 93.8%| Yes 3,511 1,742 49.6%| Yes
Census Tract 211 10,824 6,804 62.9%| Yes 10,114 4,251 42.0%| Yes
TOTAL Morningside Heights 54,801 30,030 54.8% 6 4 44,378 15,627 35.2% 6 4
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP
WHOM POVERTY |  TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME
TOTAL MINORITY [ MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT | s7ATUS IS POVERTY | POVERTY | TRACT
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE | (YES) | (NO) | pETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO)
park-cemetery-etc-Manhattan
Census Tract 5 - 0.0% No - 0.0% No
Census Tract 319 - - 0.0% No - - 0.0% No
Census Tract 240 2,009 1,633 81.3%| Yes 1,447 1,430 98.8%| Yes
Census Tract 143 2 2 100.0%| Yes 2 2 100.0%| Yes
Census Tract 297 22 18 81.8%| Yes - 0.0% No
Census Tract 311 - 0.0% No - 0.0% No
Census Tract 1 - - 0.0% No - - 0.0% No
TOTAL park-cemetery-etc-Manhattan 2,033 1,653 81.3% 3 4 1,449 1,432 98.8% 2 5
Upper East Side-Carnegie Hill
Census Tract 158.01 5,099 1,021 20.0% No 4,850 226 4.7% No
Census Tract 114.01 1,173 177 15.1% No 1,169 116 9.9% No
Census Tract 114.02 1,880 392 20.9% No 1,880 166 8.8% No
Census Tract 120 3,144 489 15.6% No 3,144 295 9.4% No
Census Tract 122 2,473 260 10.5% No 2,473 148 6.0% No
Census Tract 128 5,384 856 15.9% No 5,378 518 9.6% No
Census Tract 130 3,314 420 12.7% No 3,314 142 4.3% No
Census Tract 140 7194 962 13.4% No 7,184 695 9.7% No
Census Tract 142 5,110 696 13.6% No 5,110 255 5.0% No
Census Tract 148.01 2,810 567 20.2% No 2,810 192 6.8% No
Census Tract 148.02 6,504 1,767 27.2% No 6,504 691 10.6% No
Census Tract 150.01 2,285 344 15.1% No 2,285 153 6.7% No
Census Tract 150.02 4,578 723 15.8% No 4,578 321 7.0% No
Census Tract 160.01 3,465 624 18.0% No 3,465 227 6.6% No
TOTAL Upper East Side-Carnegie Hill 54,413 9,298 17.1% 14 54,144 4,145 1.7% 14

2023

Appendix 17C-15




PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP
WHOM POVERTY |  TO1.99X LOW-INCOME
TOTAL | MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITYTRACT |  sTATUS IS POVERTY | POVERTY | _ TRACT
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE [ (YES) [ (NO) | DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO)
Upper West Side
Census Tract 161 6,281 1,615 25.7% No 6,281 884 14.1% No
Census Tract 163 7,267 1,008 13.9% No 7,257 838 11.5% No
Census Tract 165 6,512 1,282 19.7% No 6,512 71 10.9% No
Census Tract 167 6,189 1,541 24.9% No 6,189 746 12.1% No
Census Tract 169 8,375 1,967 23.5% No 8,299 1,045 12.6% No
Census Tract 171 8,694 1,365 15.7% No 8,581 1,203 14.0% No
Census Tract 173 7,580 2,262 29.8% No 7,580 996 13.1% No
Census Tract 175 10,558 2,168 20.5% No 10,044 1,291 12.9% No
Census Tract 177 9,265 4,740 51.2%| Yes 9,265 2,780 30.0%| Yes
Census Tract 179 8,267 2,965 35.9% No 8,267 1,791 21.7% No
Census Tract 181 8,496 3,189 37.5% No 8,496 1,434 16.9% No
Census Tract 183 7,827 1,950 24.9% No 7,816 1,128 14.4% No
Census Tract 185 4,893 1,461 29.9% No 4,893 560 11.4% No
Census Tract 187 8,608 2,622 30.5% No 8,592 1,154 13.4% No
Census Tract 189 11,654 8,905 76.4%| Yes 11,132 5,848 52.5%| Yes
Census Tract 191 9,757 4,171 42.7% No 9,725 2,129 21.9% No
TOTAL Upper West Side 130,223 43,211 33.2% 2 14 128,929 2