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“24% of the global disease burden and 23% of all |
deaths can be attributed to environmental factors

The environment is important to human health but
environmental data can be difficult to use and access. The
Environmental Burden Index (EBI) was created to
facilitate environmental health and justice research by
making environmental data easier to use and
visualize. The EBI aggregates multiple datasets to
estimate relative environmental quality at the , . i | s
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disadvantaged communities (communities
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conjunction with additional data sources on “ ’ - ol . S ‘
vulnerable populations (such as the CDC's
Social Vulnerability Index) EBI data will help
identify communities across the US most at risk | : | g, ol G P YWY Pea N
for environmental iﬂjUStiCG. EB| estimates are : ' - 3 . = ¥ _ : - | % ’ 4‘ L 7 »-‘ S, R Tracts in cities_ are smaller and diffic_:ult to see on the
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not proxies for exposure and are not related to : y . _ i " = P e ' o NN i O gl T, i and variation of tracts and peer groups in urban areas.
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An Environmental Peer Group is a group of census tracts with the same land cover v > | BRI | <k 3 il 5 ; 0.00 Index Values 0.9 1.00
type. Environmental peer groups include 10 different National Land Cover : ; gl A 5 g el . | o WA e - e A Top 10%
Database® (NLCD) classes (see legend at far right). Using NLCD data we calculated " B : ' , = : & —\ k A continuous, or unclassed, color scheme was used to visualize EBI rankings.

. i , : : o W » P A p Unclassed maps don't break data into defined classes as do schemes using
the.percent of each land cover class f(_)r each tract, tracts were placed into the - Y ¥ ' Cax quartiles, equal intervals, or some other classification method. Instead, a peer
environmental peer group of the predomlnate land cover class. 0 ad : - 4 . N ! group specific color ramp is evenly distributed across census tracts according

to their final index value. This method better illustrates patterns that might be
obscured when a classed color scheme is used.

Ranking data by environmental peer groups allows the index to identify tracts with
the highest environmental burden relative to other tracts within the same land
cover category rather than just those with the highest level of development. The
use of peer groups controls for correlations between urbanicity and environmental

data and provides a more accurate estimate of relative environmental quality. SR— 7 ) V& - PR ‘ AI I I H i i

How Peer Groups Affect and Rural \ . S S e
TraCtS Ranked in the TOp 10% 5 : or technical reasons, the .5 and Ozone datasets do no

include estimations for Alaska and Hawaii. To fill these gaps, we

g developed a simple approach using monitored data to estimate

No Peer Groups - 3 DY [ 3 environmental quality in these states. Since Alaska and Hawaii EBI

ie" ge estimates do not include the same underlying data, they will not be

comparable with the rest of the EBI. Alaska and Hawaii estimates
will be produced after the EBI index validation is complete.
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Spatial Distribution of and Rural Tracts Ranked in the Top 10% 27.9 million people
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When EBI data were ranked nationally (no peer groups), 94% of the tracts, 93% of
the population, and 39% of the land area were ranked in the Top 10%. These
percentages are far higher than the national averages for the contiguous U.S.
indicating significant bias due to urbanicity.
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This chart illustrates the percent
of the population, )
and in the decile with
the highest environmental burden

in the top decile in the top decile in the top decile
are urban is urban is urban (EBI Rank > 0.9).
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indicating peer groups control for bias due to urbanicity. I l
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