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Figure5.18: 2001 NLCD clipped to 2000 MA EJ criteria.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

"Every American deserves to have a clean, safe and healthy environment. Today,
we understand better than ever before that our health is not only dependent on what
happens in the doctor’s office but is determined by the air we breathe, the water we
drink and the communities we call home." -- Kathleen Sebelius, US Health and Human
Services (USHHS) Secretary (USHHS 2014)
Conclusion

The overall goals of this study were to analyze different geographic results of
governmental EJ guidelines. This research demonstrated that there are significant
differences amongst EJ guidelines when analyzing potential EJ populations and when
potential EJ populations were identified in urban and rural areas. When accounting for
Census year, this assessment also held true. However, there were no significant
differences between governmental EJ guidelines when comparing identified populations
having fish consumption advisory waterbodies, even when accounting for sample year.
When analyzing the most conservative (in terms of the highest number of identified EJ
populations) EJ guideline, LULC classes within its geographic footprint yielded statistical
differences between identified classes. Geographically and numerically there were

similarities in terms of potential EJ population locations within the state and in terms of
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total EJ population counts. This study revealed where potential populations were
present and offered a firm footing for continuing this research. For instance, additional
EJ guidelines may be analyzed in the study area, or Census data from 1990 may be
analyzed to track changes over the three time periods, or EJ population projections may
be included for 2015, 2020, 2030, etc.

While significant differences were identified between guidelines, specific
differences (where there were differences) cannot be shown in this study. As a result of
this and when no significant differences between guidelines were present (as was the
case when analyzing guideline-identified populations with fish consumption advisory
waterbodies), acknowledging a leading (or best) EJ guideline is somewhat subjective.
While more research needs to be conducted to tease out the best guideline in
recognizing appropriate communities, this study recommends a compromise between
identifying possibly too few EJ communities (e.g., USEPA EJ guideline) and recognizing
possibly too many EJ populations (e.g., MA EJ guideline). A recommendation to use
either the USA/USNRC state average guideline or the USNRC county average guidance
would probably allow for populations to be appropriately screened depending on the
relative scale of potential impact. Utilizing different urban and rural thresholds, as in the
NY criteria, may also prove helpful as there were significant differences identified.
Including additional EJ categories like language and foreign-born status may prove
useful in more metropolitan areas (e.g., New York City, Atlanta, Houston, Los Angeles,
etc.), but in SC they may not identify greater numbers of significant EJ populations to

offset the additional level of screening analysis time and effort. However, it must be
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noted that these are only screening level analyses. Regular assessments and reviews are
necessary to account for periodic demographic shifts and changing populations (Burger
et al. 2010). Positively identifying EJ populations requires definitive proof of
environmental burdens on these communities. Even then, using spatial analyses like
these do not guarantee a conclusive relationship between identified populations and
possible health effects (Maantay 2002).

Despite focusing on the state of SC, the guidelines and overall approach followed
in this study can certainly be applied to other areas around the country. This research
may even be applicable to topics outside of the traditional EJ purview of analyzing TRI
locations, hazardous waste sites, landfills, etc. As EJ continues to expand into other
areas with more public health-related foci (e.g., food deserts, access to physical activity
supports, location of healthy food sources, etc.), many more research topics will be
explored. Future EJ needs and investigations will more than likely focus in areas of:
property rights and gentrification as development often causes neighborhood change
and may even displace individuals living in urban and rural areas being developed
(Halfacre et al. 2010; Myerson 2006; Zukin 1987); climate change and climate justice in
which coastal communities and many countries around the globe will suffer due to
rising sea level and changes in weather patterns (National Association for the
Advancement of Colored People [NAACP] 2015; USEPA 2015a; Gostin 2007); and,
planetary rights in which basic human rights in terms of the environment must be

protected for future generations (Hiskes 2005; Weiss 1984; UN 1948). With EJ
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