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Abstract: 
Over the last twenty-five years, the environmental justice paradigm has gained ground within the environmental movement. From environmental justice's beginnings as a reaction against disparate siting of toxic wastes, activists have broadened their approach to investigate other kinds of injustices, including disparities in the provision of transportation. Political pressure led President Clinton to issue Executive Order 12898 regarding environmental justice in 1994. The Executive Order called on all federal agencies to incorporate environmental justice into their missions and to develop new regulations to ensure this mission was carried out. The Environmental Protection Agency took the Executive Order very seriously, and the U.S. Department of Transportation has developed environmental justice regulations that have to be carried out when regions did their regional planning. This paper will give some historical background on the first attempts to apply environmental justice to regional transportation planning. The second part of the paper will look briefly at how Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) in the U.S. have coped with this charge to incorporate this new planning responsibility into their other duties. Then the focus of the paper will shift to an examination of how environmental justice issues are applied in a specific context: applying for and administering federal Journey to Work and Reverse Commute (JARC) funds.  This program was selected as the stated goal of the program was to support projects, primarily transit-oriented, that would assist low-income individuals to travel to work.  Thus, advocates of environmental justice planning were particularly interested in JARC funding.  Chicago, Kansas City and San Francisco will be compared, with a focus on how different local contexts, including different political pressures, have resulted in a very different approach to environmental justice planning in the three regions. 

1. Introduction

This paper will examine how the concept of environmental justice (EJ) spread from one policy domain into other policy grounds, specifically into transportation.  Next it will examine in some detail how the first Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) confronted with this new issue, with special attention on Chicago.  After a short section describing the spread of environmental justice to other MPOs, the paper will compare the application of EJ principles in Chicago and Kansas City.  
The standard narrative of EJ is that concerns over the equity of the distribution of environmental risk were present at the beginning of the modern environmental movement in the 1970s.  One might even argue that the roots of environmental justice come from the civil rights movement of the 1960s, even though the media rarely portrays the environment as an “African-American issue.”  Nonetheless, the primary foci of the environmental movement, at least during the 1970s, were open-space preservation (which tends to cast humans into a different sphere from the environment) and pollution abatement.  The latter mission had an urban component certainly, particularly when asbestos and lead paint became an issue, but it was rarely framed as a crusade to improve the urban environment and even less as a movement focused on improving the lot of the urban poor (Sandweiss, 1998; Cole & Foster, 2001).  During this period (late 1960s and 1970s), the highway protest movement was active, though it is arguable that there were few connections between these protesters and the mainstream environmental movement at that time (Leavitt, 1970; Kelly, 1971).  Nonetheless, it is worth noting that many of the concerns that motivated people to protest the building of urban highways motivates contemporary activitists promoting the environmental justice agenda within transportation.
In the early 1980s, a few high-profile cases showed the linkages between environmental risks and poverty.  (See Bullard, 1994 for several notorious examples of environmental injustice in the U.S.) With the victory of community groups in Louisiana against the would-be polluter Shintech, the environmental justice (EJ) movement became invigorated and led to a more systematic look at environmental burdens and class.  The environmental justice movement looks specifically at issues of equity and whether minority neighborhoods are bearing a disproportionate impact of environmental risks.  The early EJ movement largely focused on toxic waste dumps and industrial pollutants.  Community groups joined forces with Robert Bullard’s Environmental Justice Resource Center and won a few lawsuits, in addition to keeping a high level of political pressure upon potential polluters.  By the early 1990s, the concept of environmental racism, i.e. that minority communities were targeted for locally undesired land uses (LULUs) primarily due to their lack of political influence, had spread widely, and was taken seriously by federal agencies, particularly the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (Roberts & Toffolon-Weiss, 2001). 

In 1994, the frame of the EJ movement was expanded when the Labor/Community Strategy Center and the Los Angeles Bus Riders Union sued the Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority.  Raising issues of equity and disproportionate impact, the plaintiffs argued that the MTA was systematically undermining bus service, which served minority and low-income riders, in order to fund construction of its subway system, which was being designed to primarily serve higher-income areas and tourist destinations.  The court found in favor of the plaintiffs and the MTA signed a consent decree that forced them to spend far more money on providing bus service and brought subway construction to a near-standstill for years (Mann, 2004).  Several of the involved groups made it clear that they were going to shift their focus to regional transportation investment in California’s urban areas.  In San Francisco, this led to a request that the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), a regional planning agency, to show how they handled equity in developing their transportation plans.  While this request may have appeared unusual to the MPO staff, they were quite conscious of the fact that, in 1989, environmentalists had already successfully sued MTC for not complying with all aspects of emissions modeling set out under the Clean Air Act (Garrett & Wachs, 1996); thus, the MPO staff were responsive to these new demands.  At that time, the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) was the active federal law covering regional transportation planning, and it specifically called for MPOs to develop regional plans that were in compliance with Title VI of Civil Rights Act.  As activists began to successfully press MPOs on this issue, however, the federal government began to get more directly involved (Lee, 1997; Jakowitsch & Ernst, 2004).   
With this new pressure, agencies began to take the environmental justice issue more seriously.  These mounting attacks on the planning system’s legitimacy led to a federal response to stabilize the situation.  President Clinton signed Executive Order 12898 in 1994 calling on all federal agencies to specifically analyze the impact their agency’s decisions were having on minority and low-income populations and to try to avoid disparate impact on these groups.  This Executive Order can be considered the first step towards mainstreaming of the concept of EJ into the federal decision-making processes.  In some sense this was a re-emphasis of existing laws (Title VI), though the low-income aspect was new.  While all federal agencies did draft regulations to comply with the E.O., it is unclear how many viewed this as an opportunity to expand their role in this area and how many wrote their new regulations in a manner that would minimize changes to existing routines and relationships.
  

The EPA certainly took this new mandate extremely seriously and set up a division that would carry out research in EJ and monitor compliance.  The federal transportation agencies took more of a middle ground.  They incorporated language on EJ into their new guidance which was passed down to state DOTs and MPOs.  They also indicated that they believed that some regions would have to increase their efforts in the EJ realm.  This stance (somewhat tougher than that of other agencies) may have been adopted for two reasons: first, the federal government pays a huge percentage of the cost of transportation infrastructure and has historically been willing to intervene in regional transportation planning and second, it reviews of urban transportation plans and their air quality impacts are jointly conducted by US DOT and US EPA.  As Environmental Justice was an issue of increasing importance to the EPA, the US DOT felt obligated to alert MPOs that this issue was on the horizon.

There were significant delays in actually issuing the joint FHWA/FTA guidance, and it had only been partly issued as late as 1999 (Purvis 2001).  Consequently, a number of MPOs were startled to find that they were being issued a corrective action on the EJ issue during triennial reviews of their planning process.  MTC had already begun EJ planning because their local political climate more or less demanded it, but MPOs around the country took notice when Northwest Indiana (NIRPC), and then Northeastern Illinois (CATS) were hit with corrective actions during their triennial reviews in 1999.  While this may not sound serious at first, an MPO that is not able to satisfy federal auditors that it has met all the demands set out in a corrective action loses the ability to channel federal transportation funds to its region effectively, endangering the status of major transportation projects (McDowell, 1999).  Suddenly, environmental justice was an issue to be taken seriously, since failing to demonstrate compliance with EJ principles now had serious consequences and might cost a region some or all of its federal transportation funding.   

2. Environmental Justice Comes to Chicago
When the triennial review began, the MPO for Northeastern Illinois, the Chicago Area Transportation Study (CATS) believed they had met all their statutory requirements under ISTEA.  They had a special task force, the Community Mobility Task Force, which focused on equity issues.
  In fact, this Task Force was deeply involved in trying to write a proposal seeking federal funding for reverse commute funding, which would be used by regional transit operations and non-traditional transit service providers.  CATS also had an active, on-going citizen participation process.  It had even undertaken some research directly relevant to social equity issues.

As part of evaluating the performance of the entire 2020 RTP, CATS staff developed two network performance measures that addressed the social goals of the RTP.  The first measure determined the percentage of households in the region located within one hour of 2.03 million jobs (equivalent to 50% of total employment in 1996).  The regional model was used to produce results for both auto and transit modes.   Furthermore, CATS staff calculated the percentage of low-income households within 2.03 million jobs by transit.  This was done by ranking all traffic analysis zones (TAZs) by mean zonal income and selecting the lowest 25% of all zones.   All the households in these zones were used in the calculations, even though some of these households were surely not low-income households and other low-income households in higher income TAZs were excluded.  This procedure was used because NIPC would not forecast income distribution within the zones, leaving CATS staff without reliable projections of low-income households throughout the region in 2020.  

Additionally in 1999, CATS staff prepared a draft report titled Transit Accessibility Measures for Northeastern Illinois.  This report focused on fixed-route public transportation services in the six-county region and measured how much transit service was provided throughout the region.  In some respects, the study was measuring the potential mobility provided by transit rather than accessibility, for, unlike the 2020 RTP Network measures, the study did not investigate the opportunities that could be reached via transit.  The overall finding was that zones with the highest number of minorities had much higher transit frequencies than the regional average.  In large part, this relationship springs from the continued high concentration of minority groups and the poor in the city of Chicago and inner-ring suburbs where transit service is more frequent.

While most public officials voiced support for CATS and its planning activities, this support was not unanimous.  A wide range of interest groups participated in the triennial review and expressed unhappiness with the manner in which long-range planning was conducted.  The Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT) was among the community advocates that were particularly harsh in their criticism of the CATS’s outreach efforts.  They believed that CATS was not living up to its obligations under ISTEA, and not even up to its promises in regard to the Community Mobility Task Force.  

To the surprise of CATS staff, and perhaps even to the activists, CATS was hit with a corrective action, which directed them to improve their EJ analysis before the final regional transportation plan was submitted, although other aspects of the planning process were okayed. Understanding what went into the decision-making process on the part of the federal review team is really a matter of conjecture.  It is possible that they were looking for a test case to demonstrate their commitment to EJ analysis, and CATS was the first MPO under review. The two EJ-related studies CATS had already done did not add up to a particularly deep EJ analysis, and the federal auditors requested a more significant effort from CATS. Whatever the basis for the decision, CATS was told that they would have to improve the environmental justice analysis of the plan. This created a situation in which the policy board could no longer ignore the EJ issue without the risk of forfeiting federal transportation funding.

CATS was one of the first and certainly the largest MPO to face a corrective active on the EJ issue.  As noted above, the federal guidelines from FHWA/FTA on EJ had not been issued and would not ultimately be finalized until mid 2000 (Purvis 2001), so the CATS’s Policy Board was in virgin territory.  The Policy Board referred the EJ issue to the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Board because in fact it was related to the evaluation of the long-range plan and, in turn, the RTP Board passed along this task to the Community Mobility Task Force.  EJ issues appeared to be a natural fit for this task force, largely because a few of the key players on that task force had an interest in EJ.  CATS assigned one staff member to assist the Community Mobility Task Force with the EJ measures to ensure that the Corrective Action would be lifted.  

Looking beyond what had already been done at CATS, there was a quick scan at what already existed regarding EJ and transportation at other regional planning agencies.  San Francisco (MTC) had done some research using a technique that could measure impacts of toll facilities on drivers from five income groups.  They used a model largely developed by the Environmental Defense Fund (Cameron, 1994; Cervero et. al., 1995).  The MPO covering Los Angeles had also begun incorporating EJ into their planning process (SCAG, 1998).  Finally, the Atlanta regional transportation plan had lapsed in 1998 due to problems meeting air quality conformity requirements (Chapman, 2000). Perhaps anticipating additional scrutiny when they resubmitted their long-range transportation plan to the federal government, the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC) was working with community activists and the Environmental Defense Fund to develop measures to determine compliance with EJ principles (Bullard et. al., 2000).  Researchers at the Urban Transportation Center at the University of Illinois at Chicago were also studying EJ issues, focusing on the Chicago region, so their reports were analyzed as well (Thakuraih et. al., 1999; Thakuraih & Metaxatos, 2000).  Without going into great detail, CATS did incorporate a number of measures designed to assess environmental justice into its existing plan and has carried them forward into its most recent planning effort.  CATS was able to satisfy the federal government, and the corrective action was lifted.    Local advocates are now pressuring CATS to go further and take the measures more seriously, either by adopting new modeling techniques that can provide richer detail on the populations being modeled and/or taking the EJ measures more seriously in the early stages when actually developing their long-range plans.
3. Institutionalization of EJ at other MPOs

Given that federal law requires MPOs to live up to EJ principles, it is not surprising that all MPOs claim to have some level of EJ analysis of their regional plans.  The message became quite clear by 1999 that the federal government was serious about the environmental justice issue, when ARC, NIRPC and CATS all had some problems getting their long-range plans accepted at least in part due to limited EJ analysis and/or low levels of citizen participation.  Responding to local, not federal, pressures, MTC and SCAG were also developing EJ measures.  

The federal guidance, when finally released, set some minimum guidelines but was not explicit about which measures ought to be used.  It was clear that some attention would have to be paid to the location of low-income and minority communities relative to the patterns of transportation investment in the long-range plan.  In fact, one often sees the substitution of mapping and other GIS techniques in place of examining model results indicating which groups actually use and benefit from potential transportation improvements.  This is likely a carry-over from the proximity-based analyses which were so common in toxicity studies, which is where EJ first became a successful issue (Sandweiss, 1998).  Similarly, there tends to be a greater focus on base-year conditions compared to future year scenarios for EJ analyses, which likely stems from a general reluctance to forecast detailed population forecasts, including race and income, which would be necessary for generating future year scenarios (Petersen, 2005).

The current political climate sees a general downgrading of the EJ issue at the federal level, leaving each MPO more scope to handle EJ as they see fit.
  This would appear to range from cases where “doing EJ” essentially means supporting a basic transit system perhaps with extra attention to providing reverse commute services to the other extreme where EJ analyses inform all aspects of the long-range planning at an MPO.  As might be expected, most MPOs fall somehwere in the middle, and none appear to have made EJ the highest priority, outweighing all other issues in the planning process.  It is difficult to generalize too much about what leads one MPO to continue to prioritize EJ issues while another does not, though one would expect these decisions to be driven by environmental pressure groups, both local and national, the composition of the policy board, particularly in terms of the urban versus suburban representation, as well as how much the concept of EJ had been internalized by key MPO staff in the relatively short time it was a high priority at the federal level.

In 2004, Sanchez and Wolf conducted a scan of 50 of the larger MPOs to determine how committed they were to EJ principles.  Not surprisingly, support for EJ and the broader issue of citizen involvement was quite mixed.  Increased involvement, and thus scrutiny of regional plans, drew far more people with strong objections to specific parts of the long-range plan, which did not seem an accurate representation of public acceptance of the planning process (Goldman & Deakin, 2000).  Even those with more positive things to say about public involvement and EJ analyses, largely viewed them as means to staving off litigation and subsequent project delays (McDowell, 1999; Goldman & Deakin, 2000).

Sanchez and Wolf reported on what kinds of outreach and EJ analyses were done at each MPO.  The results of their survey are reported in Figure 1.  The average MPO handled three of the activities listed in Figure 1.  Surprisingly, roughly 25% of the MPOs did not report conducting any EJ activities or analyses – a clear violation of E.O. 12898.
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4. Comparison of Chicago, San Francisco and Kansas City 
A direct comparison of the environmental justice planning efforts of Chicago, San Francisco and Kansas City is difficult, as they are different ends of the spectrum with Kansas City providing almost no documentation on its EJ efforts at all.  Chicago was a relatively unwilling front-runner in carrying out EJ analyses, though the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), the MPO for the Bay Area, actually preceded CATS in conducting EJ analyses.  Staff at both MPOs do take the issue seriously and have continued to be in the forefront on EJ planning, with sustained pressure and involvement from community groups such as the Center for Neighborhood Technology and the Labor/Community Strategy Center.  Furthermore, Chicago planners can draw on the University of Illinois at Chicago as an important source of local expertise in EJ analysis (Sööt et. al., 2003; Sriraj et. al., 2004).  EJ analyses are featured relatively prominently on the CATS and MTC websites.  In contrast, environmental justice does not appear on the Mid-America Regional Council (MARC) website, and it is unclear what analyses have been carried out.  
The most direct comparison can be made when looking at reverse commute planning.  One of the outcomes of welfare reform of the mid 1990s was that funding was to be set aside to help meet the needs of former TANF recipients to travel to work (Cervero, Sandoval, and Landis, 2002).  Much research at this time showed that work opportunities were moving away from central cities to suburban areas, so the concept of sponsoring reverse commute transit services gained considerable currency (Kasarda, 1983; Hughes, 1993; GAO, 1998; Blumenberg, 2000). 
The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) established the Access to Jobs and Reverse Commute (Access to Jobs) program in 1998 and authorized up to $750 million over 5 years to implement the program – FY 1999 through FY 2003.   One important aspect of the program was that TEA-21 limited funding of Access to Jobs programs to 50% of each grantee’s project, unlike the 80% match generally available for highway projects and New Start transit projects (GAO, 1998).  The US DOT tried to distribute the funds to as many areas as possible, setting targets of $1 million for large urban areas and $150,000 for rural areas. 

4.1 Planning for reverse commute programs in Chicago, San Francisco and Kansas City
The Chicago metropolitan area was well positioned to qualify for JARC funding when the program was announced.  Due to pressure from community groups, the Chicago Area Transportation Study (CATS), the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the region, had established the Community Mobility Task Force. This Task Force had been set up primarily to look at mobility needs, particularly access to job opportunities for the unemployed.   In 1998-99, the Task Force had 21 members including IDOT, the Illinois Department of Human Services, the city of Chicago, the Councils of Mayors, the three public transit agencies, private providers, social service agencies and community based organizations, including the Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT). 

By early 1998, when it seemed likely that some kind of transportation funding targeted at former TANF recipients would be available in the upcoming federal transportation bill, the Community Mobility Task Force began looking into the issue in order to best leverage funds for Northeastern Illinois.  In fact, the Task Force had two meetings prior to the passage of TEA-21 in June.  One reason the Task Force may have “worked ahead” is that CNT has very close ties with a national transportation advocacy group called the Surface Transportation Policy Project (STPP).  STPP had pushed for several changes in the federal transportation legislation and was in a position to notify CNT in advance that a funding stream for Access to Jobs had been added.  This allowed CNT to mobilize early and pressure CATS to ensure it did not miss out on the JARC funding.  MTC also was “ahead of the curve” in preparing its JARC proposal.
It became apparent to the Task Force that the local match requirement (a full 50%) was an insurmountable barrier for the vast majority of the small transportation companies unless they had partnered with a government agency, such as the city of Chicago or DuPage County.  Of the 14 projects that were submitted, those projects not connected to a government agency were often grouped into a catch-all project called the Chicago Area Job Access and Transit Enhancement Plan, which would be administered by the CTA, Metra, and Pace.  
The situation in the Bay Area was similar to that in Chicago in terms of the MPO applying for a large JARC grant to support a transit-oriented plan.  In addition, in both regions, a fair number of stakeholders took part in the process.  After the passage of California’s CalWORKs law in 1997, MTC took a leadership role to address the transportation barriers that poor women would encounter as they looked for work.  Because MTC is the transportation planning, coordinating, and financing agency for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area, they were in a unique position to lead the planning process and identify regional transit problems and solutions (Sandoval and Petersen, 2004).  

In 1998, with the support of MTC, AC Transit started an experimental bus line that operated during evening hours to connect welfare recipients in Richmond to employment centers that had job openings for shift workers.  With the success of the “OWL” service, AC transit and Bay Area transit agencies began working with MTC to identify other neighborhoods that were underserved and had a high concentration of welfare recipients. 

MTC coordinated all the JARC applications to ensure that there was no duplications in services.  One of the most innovative programs funded with JARC funds is the regional JARC program (LIFT) administered by MTC.  With the JARC funds MTC has created a regional JARC program, which provides funding to fill transportation gaps that have been identified through local and regional welfare-to-work planning workgroups.  This program is called the Low Income Flexible Transportation program (LIFT).  The LIFT program is one component of the Regional Welfare to Work Planning project.  The welfare to work planning project was initialized in April of 2000 (Sandoval and Petersen, 2004).  
Even though half of the LIFT programs were for bus line improvements, MTC recognized that public transit could not meet the needs of all CalWORK recipients, and several non-transit projects were sponsored in the second round of LIFT funding, including two car programs and one vanpool program (Sandoval and Petersen, 2004).  Studies have consistently shown that welfare recipients that own a car are more likely to leave the TANF rolls and find sustainable employment (Ong 1996; Ong and Blumenberg 1998; Blumenberg 2000).  The other two regions did not apply for JARC funding to support car or vanpool programs.

In contrast, pulling together the JARC proposal was a top-down effort in Kansas City. Rather than move forward with six or seven unrelated projects, MARC officials cobbled together a consortium of area transportation providers, municipalities and social service organizations to create the Kansas City Areawide Job Access Partnership, which became an advisory counsel under MARC’s committee structure. Many of the participants were members of the Special Transportation committee, the genesis of which can be traced to the 1970s, to address the transportation needs of the elderly and disabled. (MARC, 1992) The original members were MARC, the Kansas City Area Transit Authority (KCATA) (Missouri), Unified Government Transit (Kansas City, Kansas and Wyandotte County), Johnson County Transit, Full Employment Council, OATS and Ray County Transit.  The Partnership submitted a five-year project that totaled a little over $2.2 million. Projects included fixed route and paratransit services to suburban job centers, the airport and suburb to suburb activity centers. The local match was provided by the municipalities that contracted services.
In contrast to the situation in Chicago, community groups in Kansas City did not play an active role in putting the proposal together nor watching over how the funds were spent.  In the first round of JARC funding, no grassroots organizations were reported to have requested JARC funding. In fact, there was no RFP process, per se, in the Kansas City region to invite groups that did not have a seat on the committee to participate in the JARC program until Year 4 (Hunt & Petersen, 2005). In general, community groups do not appear to take an active role in following, let alone trying to influence, planning decisions taken by MARC. 

4.2 Reverse Commute Outcomes in Chicago, San Francisco and Kansas City

In Chicago, implementing the various JARC projects turned out to be considerably more challenging than winning the awards.  It turned out that few, if any, FTA regulations had been reduced or relaxed for non-traditional providers involved in the projects.  This ultimately led to the Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) acting in an oversight capacity to ensure that all FTA requirements would be met and to prevent violations that might result in lost funding.  It appears that Chicago was objectively slower in using JARC funds than other metropolitan regions, which might have led to the frustration some activists had with the program. The meeting minutes often present community activists attempting to hold transit agencies responsible for previous JARC obligations.  In general, implementation of JARC funded projects went the most smoothly when run through transit service boards.  Metra, Pace and the CTA were all able to report new JARC-supported service on the ground by December 2000.  Implementation of JARC and LIFT-sponsored programs was considerably smoother in the Bay Area, possibly because there was buy-in from the transit providers from the beginning.

Because of the substantial amount of subcontracting in the region, Kansas City avoided the pitfalls of service implementation that Chicago experienced. As noted above, KCATA already provides a great deal of contracted service to area municipalities. Additionally, there are numerous service providers for elderly and disabled clients that were able to service JARC projects.  Since the first round of funding JARC has provided 1.5 million trips in metropolitan Kansas City to 11,000 jobs at 3,000 employment sites. Of these, 400 or 13%, were previously inaccessible by transit (Hunt & Petersen, 2005) The five-year JARC plan became the plan for access to jobs transportation in the region and was later incorporated into the recent Smart Moves regional transportation plan.

In some ways, the Access to Jobs program became a victim of its own success, both locally in the Bay Area where many LIFT proposals could not be funded and nationally (Sandoval and Petersen, 2004).  While DOT had a relatively free hand in administering the program for FY 1999, Congress began to intervene heavily and earmarked 66% of the FY 2000 funds for specific projects and about 75% in FY 2001.  Due to this redirecting of funds, DOT contended that “[t]here were many highly worthy applicants that were not designated for an earmark, and … many of these worthy applicants [were] not being funded” (GAO, 2001).  The JARC funding became so tight that FTA did not solicit any proposals in FY 2001 and distributed that funds to project proposals submitted for FY 2000 that had not been funded due to funding limitations.  Earmarking directly impacted the Chicago region.  

Northeastern Illinois continued to receive a considerable share of JARC funds for FY 2000 through FY 2002.  In all three years, the total grants were over $2 million.  However, due to Congressional earmarking, CATS and the Community Mobility Task Force had less and less control over how the funds were allocated.  For example, of the $2.2 million for FY 2000, CATS had only $1 million to distribute (Hunt & Petersen, 2005). By FY 2002, nearly 90% of JARC funds were allocated according to earmarks, though the Chicago area still won some of the competitive grants, but by FY 2003, the entire federal JARC program had been earmarked. Chicago’s share dropped to under $0.5 million. Legislators from the region did not fight for JARC earmarks, in contrast to politicians from Kansas City and San Francisco, for example (Sandoval & Petersen, 2004).
  Table 1 indicates how Chicago fared relative to Kansas City in obtaining JARC funding.  The Chicago figures are somewhat inflated as they include a grant to the University of Illinois at Chicago to study the effectiveness of reverse commute programs.

	Table 1 - JARC Funds in Metropolitan Chicago and Kansas City Area

	
	FY 1999
	FY 2000
	FY 2001
	FY 2002
	FY 2003
	Total

	Chicago Metro
	2,186,500
	2,220,000
	2,088,393
	2,364,003
	 495,335* 
	 9,354,231* 

	Kansas City Metro
	956,000
	1,000,000
	
	1,000,000
	2,686,006
	5,642,006

	San Francisco Metro
	614,111
	1,056,937
	379,000
	6,125,000
	4,160,818
	12,375,048

	*FY 2003 Chicago figures do not include $0.5 million for statewide Illinois Ways to Work program.

	Source: CATS, MARC, MTC, US DOT


There is no question that the JARC program distributed a large sum of transportation funding targeted towards low-income populations-- over $355 million in grants in 42 states from FY 1999 through FY 2002.  What is less clear is if this funding was effective in allowing individuals to move into the workforce, particularly since the evaluations conducted by the GAO focused more on the process of awarding JARC funds rather than program outcomes.  It is also unclear of the lasting impact of the JARC funds. According to GAO survey of the FY 1999 grantees, when JARC funds were reduced or discontinued – as happened for roughly 20% of total grantees in the program – 75% continued the service and 25% discontinued it.  The money came from a variety of sources – 50% used state TANF funds, 33% local transit operator funds, 17% state transportation funds, 17% local government funds, and 17% private organizations and donations (GAO, 2001).  In a follow-up survey, the GAO found that most of the programs supported by JARC funds were not financially sustainable over the long run.  Only 12% of grantees indicated that they could continue their services after the end of program funding, while 41% reported they would likely terminate or decrease services, and 47% were uncertain about their ability to continue those services (GAO, 2002).  While there was hope that JARC funds would serve as seed money to get deserving projects off the ground, the program implementers seemed to accept that many projects were experimental and would not be made permanent.

5. Conclusions
This paper offers a brief overview of EJ planning at MPOs, focusing primarily on the period from 1998 to 2004.  It is clear that some MPOs have taken EJ principles to heart, while others proceed with their regional planning without paying too much consideration to the concept of EJ.  While the paper has not been able to delve too deeply into the actual processes of implementing EJ analyses, we would like to touch on a few issues.  First, implementing EJ analyses show promise but this promise may never be realized. Adding new EJ measures to regional planning can simply mean they are yet one more set of measures in a transportation plan full of measures. Environmental justice has certainly not become the most important measure in evaluating the plan and almost certainly is not the driving force in the early stages of regional planning. On the positive side, the fact that EJ measures are now being created can be used by activists to redirect transportation funding to low-income neighborhoods. However, the downside to the institutionalization of EJ is once it becomes a narrow technical issue (and many of these measures are extremely technical), the advocates have basically ceded too much ground and basically lost out to technocrats.  The other problem with the institutionalization of a concept such as environmental justice is that it tends to deflect the grass-roots mobilization efforts of groups towards process and away from looking at the larger issue of outcomes.
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� A separate but related issue is which MPOs have continued their EJ efforts under the Bush administration, which has not made enforcement of the existing E.O. a priority.  Furthermore, the FHWA explicitly downgraded enforcement of Title VI requirements in 2002, leaving FTA as the primary champion of EJ in the transportation realm (Jakowitsch & Ernst, 2004).


� The process of instituting the Community Mobility Task Force was begun in June 1997, but it took several months to determine its composition.  The Task Force is unique among CATS’ working groups, since it is the only one to be chaired (in fact co-chaired) by citizen representatives rather than a representative of the government or a transportation provider.  This structure was requested by a variety of community and environmental groups in Chicago.


� One might well argue that the environmental movement’s interest in class and race was also relatively short-lived, reaching its peak in the mid- to late 1990s.  Rast, 2006 argues that the “New Regionalism,” a relatively important contemporary strand of the environmental movement, has not engaged in a meaningful dialogue with environmental justice advocates.  Camacho, 1998, who does not view middle-class environmentalists as enduring coalition partners in the struggle for EJ, would not be surprised at this turn of events. 


� While JARC funds were not targeted to expand the vanpool program in the Chicago region, PACE is a major sponsor of vanpooling, in addition to running a suburban bus system. 


� Both CTA and PACE did go after JARC funding, but the FTA’s appeal to non-traditional grantees that they would be eligible for JARC funding turned out to be illusory and, ultimately, the funding was channelled through Regional Transit Authorty where there was frankly not much enthusiasm for this program.


� When asked about Chicago’s lack of success in gaining JARC funding in the final years of the program, most observers point to the fact that the relevant politicians were earmarking on much larger transit infrastructure funding, such as securing funds for the reconstruction of the CTA Green and Blue Lines or for extensions of Metra service. 





