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Appendix R2.23 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

This appendix presents data supporting the analysis in Volume 1V, Chapter IV.23. This appendix includes 12 tables that present:

e Identified Minority Census Tract - Imperial County
¢ Identified Low-Income Census Tract - Imperial County
e Identified Minority Census Tract - Inyo County
¢ Identified Minority Census Tract - Kern County
¢ Identified Low-Income Census Tract — Kern County
e Identified Minority Census Tract - Los Angeles County
¢ Identified Low-Income Census Tract - Los Angeles County
e Identified Minority Census Tract — Riverside County
e Identified Low-Income Census Tract - Riverside County
¢ Identified Minority Census Tract — San Bernardino County
e Identified Low-Income Census Tract - San Bernardino County
¢ Identified Low-Income Census Tract - San Diego County
Note on Rounding of Data. The following general rounding rules were applied to calculated values: values greater than 1,000 were rounded to nearest 1,000; values less than 1,000 and greater than 100 were

rounded to the nearest 100; values of 100 or less were rounded to the nearest 10, and therefore totals may not sum due to rounding. In cases where subtotals are provided, the subtotals and the totals are
individually rounded. The totals are not a sum of the rounded subtotals; therefore the subtotals may not sum to the total within the table.
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Table R2.23-1
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Minority Census Tract - Imperial County

Census Tracts Proposed Areas of

Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Future Assessment

Identified Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System | Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas Lands (SAL) Areas (SAL)

Minority % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within

Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 101.01 94,000 3.3% 90,000 95.6% 0 0.0% 2,000 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 30 <0.1% 20 <0.1% 0 0.0%
Tract 101.02 104,000 3.6% 85,000 81.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3,000 2.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 102 55,000 1.9% 42,000 76.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 8,000 14.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 103 116,000 4.0% 107,000 92.2% 0 0.0% 30 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 104 2,000 <0.1% 300 21.7% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 105 900 <0.1% 20 2.7% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 106 2,000 0.1% 700 34.2% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 107 1,000 <0.1% 900 64.1% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 108 72,000 2.5% 67,000 93.1% 0 0.0% 30 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 109 4,000 0.1% 2,000 54.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 110 44,000 1.6% 38,000 85.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 111 50,000 1.7% 39,000 77.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 112.01 4,000 0.1% 2,000 64.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 112.02 400 <0.1% 0 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 113 32,000 1.1% 29,000 91.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 114 1,000 <0.1% 60 6.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 115 500 <0.1% 0 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 118.01 800 <0.1% 200 28.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 118.03 3,000 0.1% 2,000 70.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 122 1,000 <0.1% 300 20.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 123.01 586,000 20.4% 44,000 7.5% 37,000 6.3% 101,000 17.3% 90 <0.1% 0 0.0% 3,000 0.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 123.02 127,000 4.4% 18,000 13.8% 7,000 5.4% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 68,000 53.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9400 29,000 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 200 0.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
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Table R2.23-2
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Low-income Census Tract - Imperial County

Census Tracts Proposed Areas of
Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Future Assessment
Identified Low Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System | Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas Lands (SAL) Areas (SAL)
Income % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within
Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 101.02 104,000 3.6% 85,000 81.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3,000 2.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 102 55,000 1.9% 42,000 76.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 8,000 14.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 104 2,000 <0.1% 300 21.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 107 1,000 <0.1% 900 64.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 109 4,000 0.1% 2,000 54.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 112.02 400 <0.1% 0 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 114 1,000 <0.1% 60 6.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 115 500 <0.1% 0 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 123.01 586,000 20.4% 44,000 7.5% 37,000 6.3% 101,000 17.3% 90 <0.1% 0 0.0% 3,000 0.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 123.02 127,000 4.4% 18,000 13.8% 7,000 5.4% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 68,000 53.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9400 29,000 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 200 0.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Table R2.23-3
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Minority Census Tract - Inyo County
Census Tracts Proposed Areas of
Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Future Assessment
Identified Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas Lands (SAL) Areas (SAL)
Minority % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within
Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 8 4,392,000 67.1% 45,000 1.0% 105,000 2.4% 377,000 8.6% 106,000 2.4% 0 0.0% 71,000 1.6% 400 <0.1% 0 0.0%
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Table R2.23-4
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Minority Census Tract - Kern County

Census Tracts Proposed Areas of
Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Lands | Future Assessment
Identified Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas (SAL) Areas (SAL)
Minority % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within
Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 58.01 3,000 <0.1% 1,000 36.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 700 25.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 58.02 3,000 0.1% 400 11.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 900 27.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 59 12,000 0.2% 9,000 70.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Table R2.23-5
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Low-income Census Tract - Kern County
Census Tracts Proposed Areas of
Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Future Assessment
Identified Low Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System | Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas Lands (SAL) Areas (SAL)
Income % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within
Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 52.03 229,000 4.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 12,000 5.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2,000 0.7%
Tract 53 71,000 1.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 55.07 4,000 0.1% 1,000 31.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 55.08 45,000 0.9% 30,000 65.8% 2,000 4.6% 200 0.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 9,000 19.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 58.02 3,000 0.1% 400 11.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 900 27.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 59 12,000 0.2% 9,000 70.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 65 502,000 9.6% 134,000 26.8% 114,000 22.8% 57,000 11.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 120,000 23.8% 0 0.0% 3,000 0.7%
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Table R2.23-6
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Minority Census Tract - Los Angeles County

Census Tracts Proposed Areas of
Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Lands | Future Assessment
Identified Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas (SAL) Areas (SAL)
Minority % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within
Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 9001.02 | 109,000 4.2% 12,000 11.3% 35,000 32.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 52,000 48.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9001.03 5,000 0.2% 2,000 33.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 500 9.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9001.04 11,000 0.4% 4,000 42.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2,000 22.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9003 15,000 0.6% 3,000 21.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 9,000 63.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9005.01 800 <0.1% 40 5.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9005.04 3,000 0.1% 900 34.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9005.07 1,000 <0.1% 500 46.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9005.08 1,000 <0.1% 400 45.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9006.02 1,000 <0.1% 500 39.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 60 5.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9006.05 1,000 <0.1% 600 45.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 30 2.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9006.06 400 <0.1% 0 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9006.08 300 <0.1% 70 21.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9006.09 700 <0.1% 100 22.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 1.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9007.01 500 <0.1% 10 2.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9007.03 600 <0.1% 90 13.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9007.04 1,000 <0.1% 600 49.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9008.03 700 <0.1% 10 1.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9008.05 700 <0.1% 10 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9010.04 3,000 0.1% 2,000 49.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9010.10 700 <0.1% 100 18.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9100.01 18,000 0.7% 11,000 62.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4,000 20.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9100.02 18,000 0.7% 9,000 51.1% 300 1.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4,000 24.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9101.01 15,000 0.6% 14,000 90.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 200 1.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9102.01 4,000 0.1% 2,000 63.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9102.06 12,000 0.5% 30 0.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 11,000 85.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9102.07 1,000 <0.1% 200 18.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 100 9.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9102.08 800 <0.1% 70 9.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
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Table R2.23-6
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Minority Census Tract - Los Angeles County

Census Tracts Proposed Areas of
Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Lands | Future Assessment
Identified Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas (SAL) Areas (SAL)
Minority % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within
Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 9102.09 700 <0.1% 100 19.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 80 11.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9104.01 2,000 0.1% 800 32.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 500 20.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9104.02 300 <0.1% 60 19.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9104.03 300 <0.1% 100 44.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9104.04 600 <0.1% 300 42.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9105.01 400 <0.1% 0 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9105.04 400 <0.1% 50 11.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9105.05 400 <0.1% 100 27.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9106.01 700 <0.1% 50 8.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9106.02 500 <0.1% 60 12.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9106.03 600 <0.1% 90 14.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9106.05 300 <0.1% 30 9.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9106.06 300 <0.1% 0 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9107.05 1,000 <0.1% 400 26.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9107.06 5,000 0.2% 1,000 24.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1,000 27.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9107.07 2,000 0.1% 800 50.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 20 1.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9107.11 900 <0.1% 200 24.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9107.12 500 <0.1% 200 34.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9107.13 500 <0.1% 100 22.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9107.15 500 <0.1% 10 1.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9107.16 600 <0.1% 80 13.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9800.04 11,000 0.4% 8,000 68.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
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Table R2.23-7
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Low-income Census Tract - Los Angeles County

Census Tracts Proposed Areas of
Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Lands | Future Assessment
Identified Low Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System | Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas (SAL) Areas (SAL)
Income % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within
Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 9001.02 | 109,000 4.2% 12,000 11.3% 35,000 32.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 52,000 48.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9001.03 5,000 0.2% 2,000 33.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 500 9.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9001.04 11,000 0.4% 4,000 42.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2,000 22.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9005.01 800 <0.1% 40 5.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9005.07 1,000 <0.1% 500 46.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9005.08 1,000 <0.1% 400 45.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9006.02 1,000 <0.1% 500 39.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 60 5.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9006.05 1,000 <0.1% 600 45.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 30 2.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9006.06 400 <0.1% 0 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9006.08 300 <0.1% 70 21.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9006.09 700 <0.1% 100 22.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 1.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9007.01 500 <0.1% 10 2.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9007.03 600 <0.1% 90 13.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9007.04 1,000 <0.1% 600 49.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9007.05 1,000 <0.1% 100 9.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9008.05 700 <0.1% 10 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9010.09 700 <0.1% 20 3.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9010.10 700 <0.1% 100 18.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9100.02 18,000 0.7% 9,000 51.1% 300 1.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4,000 24.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9101.01 15,000 0.6% 14,000 90.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 200 1.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9102.01 4,000 0.1% 2,000 63.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9104.02 300 <0.1% 60 19.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9104.03 300 <0.1% 100 44.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9104.04 600 <0.1% 300 42.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9105.01 400 <0.1% 0 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9105.04 400 <0.1% 50 11.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9106.01 700 <0.1% 50 8.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
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Table R2.23-7
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Low-income Census Tract - Los Angeles County

Census Tracts Proposed Areas of

Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Lands | Future Assessment
Identified Low Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System | Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas (SAL) Areas (SAL)

Income % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within

Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 9106.02 500 <0.1% 60 12.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9106.05 300 <0.1% 30 9.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9106.06 300 <0.1% 0 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9107.06 5,000 0.2% 1,000 24.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1,000 27.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9107.07 2,000 0.1% 800 50.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 20 1.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9107.11 900 <0.1% 200 24.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9107.13 500 <0.1% 100 22.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9107.15 500 <0.1% 10 1.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9800.04 11,000 0.4% 8,000 68.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Table R2.23-8
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Minority Census Tract - Riverside County

Census Tracts Proposed Areas of

Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Future Assessment

Identified Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System | Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas Lands (SAL) Areas (SAL)

Minority % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within

Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 456.04 104,000 2.2% 20 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 459 68,000 1.4% 53,000 77.6% 400 0.6% 80 0.1% 300 0.5% 0 0.0% 1,000 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 461.01 500 <0.1% 50 11.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 461.02 500 <0.1% 200 36.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 462 3,000 0.1% 2,000 61.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 469 2,436,000 52.1% 202,000 8.3% 154,000 6.3% 205,000 8.4% 3,000 0.1% 0 0.0% 46,000 1.9% 700 <0.1% 0 0.0%
Tract 9810 2,000 <0.1% 0 0.0% 70 4.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 800 45.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
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Table R2.23-9
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Low-income Census Tract - Riverside County

Census Tracts Proposed Areas of
Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Future Assessment
Identified Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System | Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas Lands (SAL) Areas (SAL)
Low Income % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within
Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 456.04 104,000 2.2% 20 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 459 68,000 1.4% 53,000 77.6% 400 0.6% 80 0.1% 300 0.5% 0 0.0% 1,000 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 461.02 500 <0.1% 200 36.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 462 3,000 0.1% 2,000 61.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 469 2,436,000 52.1% 202,000 8.3% 154,000 6.3% 205,000 8.4% 3,000 0.1% 0 0.0% 46,000 1.9% 700 <0.1% 0 0.0%
Tract 470 34,000 0.7% 10,000 27.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1,000 3.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Table R2.23-10
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Minority Census Tract - San Bernardino County
Census Tracts Proposed Areas of
Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Lands | Future Assessment
Identified Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas (SAL) Areas (SAL)
Minority % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within
Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 100.09 4,000 <0.1% 3,000 66.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 100.10 3,000 <0.1% 400 14.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 100.13 4,000 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 300 6.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 100.16 1,000 <0.1% 500 31.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 100.17 18,000 0.1% 1,000 7.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1,000 6.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 100.18 2,000 <0.1% 200 9.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 30 1.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 100.25 2,000 <0.1% 400 22.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 100.26 3,000 <0.1% 300 12.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 117 104,000 0.8% 24,000 23.3% 31,000 30.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6,000 5.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 118 38,000 0.3% 22,000 58.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2,000 4.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 120.01 3,000 <0.1% 1,000 29.9% 0 0.0% 100 4.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 120.02 3,000 <0.1% 20 0.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 20 0.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 250 637,000 5.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 40 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
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Table R2.23-10
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Minority Census Tract - San Bernardino County

Census Tracts Proposed Areas of
Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Lands | Future Assessment
Identified Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas (SAL) Areas (SAL)
Minority % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within
Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 91.10 8,000 0.1% 5,000 64.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 200 2.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 91.12 1,000 <0.1% 300 22.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 91.14 3,000 <0.1% 2,000 63.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 91.16 5,000 <0.1% 3,000 69.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 91.17 156,000 1.2% 73,000 46.8% 20,000 13.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 20,000 13.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 91.18 12,000 0.1% 8,000 70.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 93 3,000 <0.1% 40 1.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 800 28.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 94 3,000 <0.1% 0 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 400 13.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 95 1,000 <0.1% 100 8.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 97.12 4,000 <0.1% 2,000 42.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 97.13 5,000 <0.1% 3,000 56.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 97.16 2,000 <0.1% 700 29.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 98 800 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 40 5.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 9802 5,000 <0.1% 700 14.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 600 12.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 99.04 2,000 <0.1% 400 21.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 99.05 2,000 <0.1% 100 5.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 700 26.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 99.06 600 0.0% 200 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 99.08 600 0.0% 10 1.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 99.11 1,000 <0.1% 90 8.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
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Table R2.23-11
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Low-income Census Tract - San Bernardino County

Census Tracts Proposed Areas of

Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Future Assessment

Identified Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System | Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas Lands (SAL) Areas (SAL)

Low Income % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within

Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 100.10 3,000 <0.1% 400 14.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 100.16 1,000 <0.1% 500 31.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 100.18 2,000 <0.1% 200 9.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 30 1.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 100.24 25,000 0.2% 0 0.0% 1,000 4.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 16,000 66.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 100.25 2,000 <0.1% 400 22.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 100.26 3,000 <0.1% 300 12.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 104.09 881,000 6.8% 0 0.0% 246,000 27.9% 60,000 6.8% 20,000 2.3% 0 0.0% 25,000 2.8% 100 <0.1% 31,000 3.6%
Tract 104.13 14,000 0.1% 0 0.0% 0 <0.1% 0 0.0% 2,000 12.1% 0 0.0% 1,000 10.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 104.16 123,000 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2,000 1.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 104.17 13,000 0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 40 0.3% 0 0.0% 5,000 42.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 104.19 17,000 0.1% 0 0.0% 0 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 10,000 60.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 104.21 3,000 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 104.23 72,000 0.6% 0 0.0% 5,000 7.6% 23,000 31.9% 0.0% 0 0.0% 900 1.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 104.24 415,000 3.2% 36,000 8.6% 21,000 5.0% 59,000 14.2% 100 <0.1% 0 0.0% 25,000 6.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 108.02 54,000 0.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 114.04 36,000 0.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 20 0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 20 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 117 104,000 0.8% 24,000 23.3% 31,000 30.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6,000 5.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 119 89,000 0.7% 15,000 17.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4,000 4.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 120.02 3,000 <0.1% 20 0.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 20 0.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 121.04 323,000 2.5% 55,000 16.9% 63,000 19.5% 31,000 9.8% 60 <0.1% 0 0.0% 4,000 1.2% 0 0.0% 9,000 2.9%
Tract 251 1,798,000 14.0% 0 0.0% 67,000 3.8% 153,000 8.5% 39,000 2.2% 0 0.0% 40,000 2.2% 3,000 0.2% 10 0.0%
Tract 89.01 870,000 6.8% 200 <0.1% 120,000 13.8% 4,000 0.4% 1,000 0.1% 0 0.0% 7,000 0.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 91.08 17,000 0.1% 11,000 63.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 91.10 8,000 0.1% 5,000 64.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 200 2.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 91.12 1,000 <0.1% 300 22.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 91.14 3,000 <0.1% 2,000 63.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 91.16 5,000 <0.1% 3,000 69.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
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Table R2.23-11
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Low-income Census Tract - San Bernardino County

Census Tracts Proposed Areas of
Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Future Assessment
Identified Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System | Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas Lands (SAL) Areas (SAL)

Low Income % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within
Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 91.17 156,000 1.2% 73,000 46.8% 20,000 13.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 20,000 13.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 93 3,000 <0.1% 40 1.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 800 28.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 94 3,000 <0.1% 0 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 400 13.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 95 1,000 <0.1% 100 8.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 97.09 2,000 <0.1% 300 16.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 97.12 4,000 <0.1% 2,000 42.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 97.14 2,000 <0.1% 700 27.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 97.16 2,000 <0.1% 700 29.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 98 800 <0.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 40 5.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 99.04 2,000 <0.1% 400 21.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 99.05 2,000 <0.1% 100 5.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 700 26.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 99.06 600 0.0% 200 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 99.08 600 0.0% 10 1.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Tract 99.13 3,000 <0.1% 70 2.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 200 6.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Table R2.23-12
Plan Area Proposed Designation Acreage Details by Identified Low-income Census Tract - San Diego County

Census Tracts Proposed Areas of
Containing Critical Environmental National Landscape Conservation DRECP Variance Lands | Future Assessment
Identified Low Tract Information DFA Concern Proposed ACEC/NLCS | Conservation System Wildlife Allocation Planning Areas (SAL) Areas (SAL)
Income % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within % Within
Population Acreage County Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract Acreage Tract
Tract 210 681,000 25.1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6,000 0.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
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