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Introduction
For decades the Kansas City metropolitan region has used Federal transportation funds
to primarily support highway construction. This bias occurred at the expense of regional
transit and infrastructure, such as sidewalks, transit waiting platforms, shelters and an
integrated region-wide transit system. The resulting regional transportation system
isolates and separates minority populations from the larger community creating a
disparate impact, in a manner similar to the one described in the U. S. Supreme Court
decision, Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs v. The Inclusive
Communities Project.
In the Kansas City metropolitan region the recipients for Federal transportation dollars,
MARC, KDOTand MoDOT, have adopted processes that fail to allocate these Federal
funds using Federal guidelines and avoid complying with the intent of the 1994
Presidential Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice (EJ) for minorities and
low-income populations within the MPO boundaries, and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 on the basis of race (African-American) and national origin (Hispanic) leading to
disparate impact on them. Additionally, the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is
violated since much of the region’s transit system is inaccessible to people with
disabilities due to the lack of transit related infrastructure. A significant number of lowincome and minority populations are people with disabilities.
Mid-America Regional Council’s methodology for reporting use of Federal funds
between Environmental Justice populations and non-EJ populations is highly
discriminatory and misrepresents how these funds are spent; and because these flaws
have been formally brought to the attention of MARC without redress being taken, their
continued use represents an intent to discriminate.
In addition, Johnson County, Kansas is violating the ADA by not providing ADA
complementary service along its local transit routes. Johnson County contracts with
Kansas City Area Transportation Authority to manage its transit service.
The behavior of these agencies and a local government materially contributes to
significant adverse effects on the KC region transit dependent populations, who are
primarily low-income or minority, as well as people with disabilities. These allegations
form the basis of this complaint. We allege disparate impact and intent to discriminate
as detailed below.
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We are filing at this time because the regional transit system continues to develop using
a discriminatory framework, there were no significant improvements in following Federal
guidelines in the allocation of Federal funds in 2016, we want to see changes to
MARC’s financial reporting in the next EJ Analysis due the end of 2017, and compliance
with the ADA needs to happen.
The designated recipients of federal funds have a duty to ensure the federal money is
spent in a manner meant to eliminate discrimination, even if local partners would prefer
alternative uses of the funds, hence, the implementation of federal guidelines to steer
everyone in an equitable direction. We limit our complaint to these three agencies and
Johnson County on transportation issues in MARC’s nine county region.
According to US DOT (1) “Concern for environmental justice should be integrated into
every transportation decision from the first thought about a transportation plan to postconstruction operations and maintenance. The U.S. DOT Order applies to all policies,
programs, and other activities that are undertaken, funded, or approved by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), or other U.S.
DOT components
• Policy Decisions.
• Systems Planning.
• Metropolitan and Statewide Planning.
• Project Development and Environmental Review under NEPA.
• Preliminary Design.
• Final Design Engineering.
• Right-of-Way.
• Construction.
• Operations and Maintenance.”
US DOT, FTA and FHWA make it very clear that transportation planning STARTS with
identifying and responding to unmet accessibility and mobility needs of all communities,
with general parity across EJ and non-EJ populations. This process is not a parallel
process that takes place out of sight. It is front and center and Transit Action Network
contends there is NO attempt to adhere to the process in the Kansas City Metropolitan
Planning region, which results in disparate impact.
Transit Action Network asks the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Federal
Transit Administration (FTA), and US Department of Transportation (US DOT) to
evaluate our observations to ensure that the intent of Title VI, the Presidential Executive
Order and other federal laws and regulations are being properly applied to adequately
serve EJ populations and people with disabilities. We desire remedies to correct
processes causing disparate impact on the Environmental Justice populations, remove
adverse effects, and fix discriminatory financial reporting practices.
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Summary
In the Kansas City metropolitan region,
A. There is disparate impact toward Environmental Justice populations as evidenced by:
•
•

Complaint 1. The lack of an integrated region-wide transit system and
infrastructure, such as sidewalks, transit waiting platforms, and shelters,
Complaint 2. The failure of the designated recipients to follow Federal guidelines
in allocating Federal transportation funds.

B. There is disparate treatment toward Environmental Justice populations as evidenced
by:
•
•

Complaint 3. MARC misrepresenting the distribution of federal transportation
dollars.
Compliant 4. Johnson County, Kansas’ failure to comply with the ADA to provide
complementary service along local transit routes in Johnson County.

C. The results of disparate impact and disparate treatment create numerous adverse
effects on the EJ populations, including isolation and separation from the larger
community, especially regarding access to jobs, medical facilities, and education.
D. Remedies are requested to correct the failure to comply with the Environmental
Justice Presidential Executive Order 12898, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, ADA
and any other applicable Federal laws.
COMPLAINTS
Complaint One, Disparate Impact: Prima facie case of disparate impact regarding the
built KC regional transit system.
In the 2015 case, Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs v. The Inclusive
Communities Project, the Supreme Court ruled that communities cannot steer lowincome housing supported by federal tax credits toward poorer and minority
communities. The Supreme Court affirmed that the segregation of low-income housing
represents a “disparate impact” that violates the Fair Housing Act. The court, in an
opinion delivered by Justice Anthony Kennedy, affirmed that “disparate impact”—the
idea of proving racial discrimination in housing by results, without having to prove
officials’ racist intent—is constitutional.
The Texas Department of Housing sponsored affordable housing primarily within the
existing EJ areas, therefore isolating these populations from the general community by
setting up a situation that kept them in their respective areas.
Transit Action Network believes a similar situation exists with transportation in the
Kansas City Metropolitan region. Federal transportation dollars are overwhelmingly
allocated to road construction projects in suburban, primarily non-EJ areas, while
relatively small amounts are used for transit. Over the last 30 years, the dominant
allocation pattern consisted of about 5% of the regional Federal transportation dollars
going to transit projects. Typically the transit funds benefiting the EJ population are
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directed to transit improvements in the urban core. These expenditures follow the same
pattern as the affordable housing issue in Texas, which focused the location of lowincome housing in the existing EJ areas and resulted in disparate impact. The adverse
result in the Kansas City region is a metropolitan transit system that effectively serves,
almost exclusively, areas of concentrated EJ populations while limiting mobility across
the entire metropolitan region.
In evaluating the Kansas City metro-wide transit system, it is insufficient to look at one
map showing all the bus routes. Below are five maps from MARC’s Transportation
Outlook 2040 Report Environmental Justice section, KCATA and MARC staff, which
make the prima facie case that the resulting regional transit system isolates minority
populations in the KC region by failing to provide effective transit access to the metrowide region.
1. The full area transit coverage
Below are two maps of the regional transit routes. Most of the routes in the suburbs
consist of weekday rush-hour-only commuter routes into downtown Kansas City,
Missouri. (KCMO) These routes basically exist for the benefit of the suburban, nonminority population to work office jobs downtown and they are ineffective for enabling
EJ populations from the inner core to use for reverse commutes due to insufficient
service hours and frequency or the existence of a transit distribution system in the
suburbs. The inability to reach jobs and other activities in the suburbs creates a major
problem for EJ populations since the vast majority of jobs have moved out of the city
center. The downtown corridor only has about 17% of the regions jobs and the densely
populated minority areas have relatively few jobs. More information about the transit
system is detailed in Appendix 1.
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All Transit routes-MARC’s map

February 2017 RIDEKC released a new system-wide transit map where the routes are
mapped to reflect their frequency. The map supports our contention that there is very
little transit in the suburbs. http://ridekc.org/assets/uploads/documents/SystemMap.pdf
The map represents weekday routes but does not inform riders about which routes are
available at night or on weekends. The maps in parts 3 and 4 show routes that run 7
days a week or at night. Very few bus routes satisfy these criteria.
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2. The census tracts with at least 50% minority population
To understand how the transit system impacts the EJ minority population, first look at
the concentration of the regional minority population.
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2015 KC metro region census tracts with at least 50% minorities

This map, provided by MARC staff, shows census tracts with at least 50% minority
population. The vertical cluster south of the Missouri River in Kansas City, Missouri is
predominately African American. The horizontal cluster in Wyandotte County, Kansas is
predominately Hispanic.
Transit Acton Network contends that the lack of a regional transit system separates and
isolates the minority population from the greater regional community.
•
•

The only full transit service (7 days a week and evening service) is basically
bounded by the same outline as the dense minority census tracts (maps 3 and
4).
As a result, these populations are isolated. As long as the minority populations
stays in “their limited area”, they have reasonable transit access, but they can’t
work, get an education, use medical facilities or shop effectively across the
region.

These next two transit maps show the routes that mirror the dense clusters of minority
populations. They show how the transit system effectively isolates the minority
population from the general community by failing to provide adequate transit throughout
the whole region.
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3. Daily Service – only 25 routes provide service 7 days a week.

The main outlier route north of the Missouri River goes to the airport.
4. Nighttime Service – only 10 routes provide service after midnight and most
commuter routes end by 7pm.
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The outlier east - west route in the lower left, is the K-10 weekday route that goes
between Johnson County Community College (JCCC) in Overland Park Kansas and the
University of Kansas in Lawrence, KS, located in Douglas County and is outside of
MARC’s region.
Without nighttime service EJ populations cannot function in most of the metro region.
The region’s lack of regional transit is not a function of the region being poor, but rather
reflects the use of federal and matching local transportation funds. We have built more
miles of road lane capacity per person than any other major metro area. Transit service
outside of KCMO (south of the Missouri River) and Wyandotte County, the two areas
where most of the EJ populations live, is sparse and mainly consists of commuter
service for the overwhelmingly non-EJ suburban population into KCMO for jobs. These
commuter services do not provide reverse commutes from KCMO and Wyandotte
County to the vast majority of suburban jobs, healthcare and educational facilities. Most
of the commuter service is only during weekday morning and late afternoon rush hours,
with little or no service other times of the day. Examples of this type of very limited
service are Lee’s Summit and Blue Springs transit service in Missouri and Johnson
County transit service in Kansas. Independence, MO does provide a weekday and
Saturday transit service.
The issue is not the fact that within the two urban cores the EJ communities have the
most extensive transit in the region, but the fact that the small transit share of federal
funding is specifically directed in a manner that results in EJ populations from the urban
core being restricted from wider transit access to the larger region for jobs, services,
education and medical needs. This allocation of federal funding has a segregatory
effect. Title VI specifically forbids segregation.
Although it is clear that the current transit system is not meeting the needs of the EJ
community, the accompanying transit infrastructure, such as sidewalks, waiting
platforms and shelters, are also woefully inadequate.
Transit Action Network seeks the remediation of the transit and transit infrastructure
systems in order to address disparate impact in the Kansas City region.
Complaint Two, Disparate Impact: The Federal recipient’s, MARC, KDOT and
MoDOT, processes to identify, plan and allocate federal funds lack the Environmental
Justice population's input as required in Federal guidelines. These processes
perpetuate the discriminatory regional transportation system.
Current procedures to identify and resolve unmet transportation needs of the EJ
populations are inadequate since MARC, KDOT and MoDOT fail to follow federal
guidelines related to compliance with Presidential Executive Order 12898 on
Environmental Justice and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to engage the EJ
population.
Executive Order 128989 has been in effect over 20 years. Federal guidance has been
updated steadily to include broadening the interpretation of transportation planning
beyond just a project-by-project approach to evaluating the impact on EJ populations.
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The process for allocating federal transportation funds should start by working with
Environmental Justice communities to identify unmet accessibility and mobility needs of
the community, then develop projects and work with the community throughout the
whole implementation process. This process is not happening throughout the Kansas
City region.
•

•

According to the FTA: “Engaging EJ populations in the decision-making
process should not be regarded as “extra” or “special” effort; rather, public
engagement of underrepresented groups such as EJ populations is the
cornerstone to an inclusive and effective public engagement process.”
As a result of this shortcoming, the needs of EJ populations are not being
met.

We are not complaining about the agencies adhering to the procedures they have
developed for their own purposes, but rather the failure of these procedures and
processes to meet both the letter and intent of the Federal guidelines needed to comply
with the Presidential Executive Order and Title VI. We believe a compliance review of
the procedures and processes developed by the agencies is needed to ensure
adherence to federal laws and quidelines.
a. State DOT’s: We are not aware of KDOT or MoDOT having any established practice
in the KC region to specifically include participants from the EJ population to identify
projects or help determine the allocation of funds to different projects. This is a failure of
public participation and involvement. Although these state entities have some general
public meetings regarding transportation, they are predominately attended by the nonminority population and fail to meet the EJ engagement guidelines set out by the
Federal funding agencies. Most of the time the State DOT’s act in conjunction with
politicians, local public works departments, MARC, or on their own, to allocate federal
funds. As a result we have not seen consideration for meeting the needs of EJ
populations in the project selection. Our observation is that the state DOT’s are not
attempting to comply with this guideline and therefore their allocation of federal funds to
projects has little or nothing to do with specifically meeting the needs of EJ
communities.
b. MARC: Project selection: When MARC receives federal transportation funds there is
a call for projects to allocate these federal funds. Only municipalities, transit agencies,
and related councils, such as the Regional Transit Coordinating Council (RTCC) are
allowed to submit proposals for funding. Municipalities and counties are mainly
represented by public works departments, which are responsible for the roads. They
dominate selecting the projects to be submitted for funding, without obvious
consideration for EJ needs. In fact, the projects submitted for federal transportation
funding are presented independently of the projects listed in the Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP), and may not have not been through public comment.
Since MARC does not work with the EJ community to develop a list of projects, the EJ
community’s needs are not adequately considered in project selection. Even though
there are general public meetings for the LRTP, which are attended mainly by non-EJ
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individuals, there are no public meetings held for choosing projects for the allocation of
federal transportation dollars. This omission shows a lack of public participation.
Currently, regional communities and transit agencies are combining their individual
transit needs on a list of projects from the Regional Transit Coordinating Council. Again,
this list is developed without respect to a list of projects identified to meet the needs of
EJ populations, since such a list does not exist. Some of these projects do in fact
address EJ needs, because they are transit related. Additionally, some projects such as
Prospect MAX directly benefit the EJ community by providing upgraded facilities and
better frequency bus service. However, there is no consistent process in place for
specifically addressing the needs of the EJ population and even a great project like
Prospect MAX continues to focus transit expenditures only in the current EJ areas.
Allocation of Federal funds: The public works departments also dominate the scoring
and voting to determine which projects get funded at MARC. There are no individuals or
groups to represent the EJ population on the Regional Transit Coordinating Council
(RTCC) or on the Total Transportation Policy Committee (TTPC). This total lack of
representation by EJ populations when money is actually programmed shows no intent
at inclusion. In 2016 MARC programmed another $77 million in Federal transportation
STP, TAP and CMAQ dollars plus another $2 million in 5310 funds, without input from
the EJ community.
Scoring process: MARC has a scoring process for the submitted projects. MARC
requires the STP and CMAQ allocation committees to give EJ points on the BACK END
of the process to whatever projects are submitted. Since the federal guidelines describe
projects being developed based on the list of unmet accessibility and mobility needs for
EJ populations, we don’t believe MARC’s process complies with the federal guidelines,
and it does not adequately serve the needs of minority communities. We are not aware
of the State DOT’s of Missouri and Kansas doing anything to identify and fund projects
dealing specifically with needs of EJ populations.
For decades our regional allocation of Federal funds was biased toward non-EJ
populations demand for more extensive road systems. Transit rarely received more than
5% of the allocated federal funds through MARC. Three cycles ago transit received $16
million, which boosted transit to about 17% of the local allocation of federal dollars. This
increase represented funds to purchase streetcar vehicles, which is not an EJ priority in
the KC region and lies outside of any EJ community.
Because of this practice, allocation of Federal transportation funds by MARC, KDOT
and MoDOT, within the MARC region, appears to be rigged in favor of projects that
benefit non-EJ populations at the expense of the EJ populations.
The relatively new Regional Transit Coordinating Council is trying to maintain a higher
level of federal dollars for transit in the allocation process. However, many of the
projects maintain the status quo for the EJ population while providing the transit agency
with basics like new buses and providing non-EJ suburbanites commuter routes.(2) The
unmet transit needs of the EJ population are not being adequately identified or funded.
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In November 2015, in preparation for MARC’s call for projects in January 2016, TAN
met with various members of the EJ community in Kansas City, MO (KCMO) and
Kansas City, KS (KCK) to identify a short list of projects to serve the EJ population. We
met one week prior to the RTCC meeting. At the RTCC meeting members of the EJ
community presented their list of project ideas and asked for them to be addressed. The
point was to make it clear that it was not a hard task to get the EJ community involved
and concerned about their transportation needs. Although we were told it was a very
powerful presentation, we are not aware of any of the issues or projects being
addressed by RTCC or MARC.
To evaluate whether the equity guidelines for General Parity or Proportionality in
Projects between the EJ and non-EJ population are being met, a list of unmet EJ
transportation needs and projects is required. From our observations, no such list
exists, therefore, the guidelines are not being met.
Similar to the affordable housing case above, the region’s planning efforts and
allocation of federal funds can be evaluated by looking at the resulting transportation
system and the projects in the region’s Long-Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP),Transportation Outlook 2040 (TO 2040). (3) The projects in the Long Range
Transportation Plan support our complaint.
It should be noted that the in the plan documents TO 2040(4), APPENDIX C: PROJECT
SOLICITATION AND EVALUATION shows that none of the policy goals for project
selection even mention meeting the unmet mobility and accessibility needs of the EJ
population.
Although MARC identifies many of the EJ issues in its reports, it fails to implement the
federal guidelines in project selection to help resolve the EJ populations unmet
transportation needs.
A review of the actual projects listed in TO2040 APPENDIX D for both constrained and
unconstrained projects provides a very good sense of the region’s direction, which is
mainly toward roads and rail projects. According to federal guidelines there should be
proportionality between EJ and non-EJ projects, or general parity. Since the region’s EJ
population is currently at 33%, then we would expect to see approximately this
proportion of funding spent on projects addressing EJ needs in the Transportation
Outlook 2040 financially constrained investments. We do not see enough valid projects
to meet the unmet accessibility and mobility needs of the EJ population to come close to
parity.
In the list of constrained projects, there are very few projects that appear to meet any
unmet needs of the EJ Community, other than the Prospect MAX project. Besides
projects for the transit agency like systems preservation, fare collection systems, and a
new transit maintenance and service facility, most of the projects are for new express
commuter services from the suburbs into downtown KCMO and regional park-and-ride
lots. Although we fully support commuter services, as the transit system currently works,
these routes do NOT function effectively as reverse commute services. These routes
usually leave reverse commute workers at Park and Ride lots without a distribution
system to get to their final destination, they rarely have mid-day service and the routes
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usually finish by 7:30 am for the morning runs and 7 pm for the evening runs. The
service hours for these routes are too limited to use the buses for the retail and service
industry jobs often occupied by low-income or minority workers. Theses jobs usually
don’t start until about 10 am and work until 10 pm or later. Therefore there is very little in
this list that addresses the unmet accessibility and mobility needs of the EJ population.
Neither KDOT nor MoDOT have any transit projects on the constrained transit list.
The state DOT’s continue to follow antiquated and pre-Title VI internal guidelines with
little acknowledgement of compliance to the Presidential Executive Order to provide
general parity between EJ and Non-EJ populations or work with the EJ population to
identify needs.
Transit Action Network pointed this problem out to MARC staff. We were told that if we
complain, the DOTs would just spend the money in other areas of the state, so at least
the KC region is benefiting. It was not clear whether Staff was expressing MARC’s fear
that the DOTs would retaliate if anyone advocated for Title VI and EJ, or if they were
trying to get us not to complain. Discouraging people and groups from filing Title VI
complaints would be a violation of Title VI.
Unconstrained transit list: This list contains four rail projects, all of which have been
studied by MARC or KCMO. The two commuter rail projects would not qualify for
Federal New Starts funding due to low ridership projections and high cost per rider
numbers. The two urban rail projects extend the streetcar to the east, into EJ
communities. These routes were soundly rejected in a transit ballot initiative. The EJ
population along these routes felt rail service would only replace existing bus service
and didn’t meet their actual needs.
The unmet accessibility and mobility needs of the EJ populations are not identified in
the LRTP or projects submitted for MARC’s call for projects. Allocation processes for
Federal Transportation funds (NHPP, STP, CMAQ) are not following the Federal
guidelines. As a result the true accessibility and mobility needs of the EJ populations
continue to be ignored in violation of guidelines to comply with Presidential Executive
Order 12898.
We believe the failure to follow US DOT, FTA and FHWA guidelines results in disparate
impact, adverse effects and contributes to a continuation of unfair and biased allocation
of federal transportation funds.
Complaint Three, Disparate Treatment: MARC’s EJ Financial Analysis reporting is
based on flawed and biased assumptions and deliberately misrepresents where the
transportation expenditures are spent.
For reporting purposes, Transit Action Network objects to:
1. The way MARC identifies the amount of money being spent in EJ areas (EJ census
tracts) and
2. The way MARC determines EJ census tracts.
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We believe there is a pattern to MARC’s reporting decisions and processes, which
exhibits intent to discriminate.
MARC produces two different reports comparing transportation investments between EJ
and non-EJ areas. MARC’s reporting methodology allocates project dollars by
geographical location and proximity to EJ census tracts. The problem is that their
method reports significant dollars actually spent in non-EJ census tracts into the EJ
census tracts, which grossly overstates how much money is spent in EJ areas and
misrepresents the situation.
Each report analyzes the region in a slightly different manner. These reports are the
only documents where any comparison is made. Federal US DOT guidelines state there
should be proportionality in projects between EJ and non-EJ populations.
The process used for MARC’s reports lead to unwarranted conclusions, masking what
is really happening and therefore perpetuating an imbalance in federal expenditures,
resulting in more roads for the majority population and lack of regional transit access for
minorities and low-income populations. As a result, these reports fail to comply with the
intent of the Presidential Executive Order and Title VI, or to show that transportation
expenditures are spent in an equitable manner.
Even after TAN wrote extensively about the problem with the reporting process in Public
Comments and publically complained at MARC’s Total Transportation Policy
Committee, MARC continued its reporting method. Continuing incorrect action after
being warned goes to show intent to discriminate.
To determine the amount of money spent in EJ census tracts, MARC uses the
“intersect” method and MARC says it is a method commonly used by other MPO’s. With
this methodology, if a project even grazes one EJ Census Tract then all of the project
dollars are recorded as being spent in EJ areas. This practice is a gross
misrepresentation, and arguably fraudulent representation, of where Federal of dollars
are actually spent.
An example of MARC’s intersect method is the Johnson County Gateway Project.
The Kansas Department of Transportation (KDOT) started work on the Johnson County
Gateway Project early in 2014. This $300 million interchange expansion at I-435 and I35 in Johnson County, Kansas, uses 90% federal funds and appears to be a non-EJ
project in both intent and in location. (See Appendix 2 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) cost information for this project.)
From KDOT’s Gateway Environmental Conclusion (separate attachment) completed
December 2012: “The majority of the project falls within Census Tract 20091980001,
which contains no residential areas, and therefore no minority or low-income
populations. However, there are three residential areas adjacent to the project corridor,
the minority and low-income demographics of which are described below and shown on
exhibits in the Appendix.” The report showed there are no adverse effects on these
residents.
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As KDOT points out, “very little of the project is even close to EJ populations”. Yet in MARC’s
current Environmental Justice Analysis report and in the TO 2040 EJ Analysis, MARC
allocates all this projects expenditures for the 2016-2020 expenditures to the EJ area.

The map above, prepared by KDOT for the project’s minority analysis, graphically
shows the deceptive nature of the intersect methodology. The project area is outlined in
red. The purple circles loosely represent where minority populations live close to the
project. There are three small areas where the red and purple outlines overlap in the
project area. It is clear that very little of this $300 million project goes close to EJ
populations.
Using MARC’s intersect method every federal dollar spent inside the huge red outline of
this project is allocated to the EJ area. This obviously grossly overstates the funding in
EJ census tracts.
This project is a typical example of the intersect methodology MARC employs with
every project in the TIP or in the LRTP for its EJ analysis and reporting. As a
consequence, MARC Environmental Justice Analysis report and the Environmental
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Justice Analysis in Transportation Outlook 2040 grossly misrepresent the regions
expenditures for EJ areas and by implication for EJ communities.
To complicate the matter, it is important to understand how MARC determines an EJ
area for these reports, because the intersect method uses these areas (census tracts)
to determine which projects are reported as EJ area expenditures.
Federal guidelines point out that EJ populations should be identified differently for
different situations. US DOT says in a geographical analysis it is important not to overor under-inflate the EJ population. Since MARC’s reports show how transportation
money is spent between EJ and non-EJ census tracts, the definition of an EJ census
tract is essential for a fair distribution. It makes sense to use thresholds that will include
the clustered areas, without picking up too many small groups spread throughout the
whole region.
TAN believes MARC is inflating the number of minority areas for this financial report,
which contributes to overstating the amount of money spent in EJ areas. If the
determination of EJ areas is reflective of the region, then the Johnson County Gateway
project would be categorized in the non-EJ area, which would be appropriate.
Identifying census tracts as EJ or non-EJ
MARC uses census data from the American Community Survey. The lowincome and minority tracts are identified separately and then combined.
1. For low-income tracts. Although the KC region average percentage of lowincome households is about 11%, MARC does not use that as its threshold
and we agree. Average is a very low threshold. Instead MARC uses a 20%
threshold to identify census tracts with a greater density of low-income
families. This threshold includes important low-income, non-minority areas in
NE Kansas City and Leavenworth, without over- or under-inflating the number
of low-income census tracts.
2. For minority tracts. The region currently averages about 27% minority
population and that is what MARC uses for the threshold. We disagree with
this threshold since this threshold results in inflating the number of EJ census
tracts around the region to the point of making it hard not to intersect an EJ
census tract in MARC’s financial analysis and this is the reason the Johnson
County Gateway Project is being considered in an EJ area. Because a large
percentage of minorities in the KC region are densely clustered we believe
MARC should use 50% as the threshold to identify a minority EJ census tract
for the financial analysis. The reasoning is the same as for the low-income
tracts. The major tracts needed to identify the unmet transportation needs of
the minority EJ community are identified with this threshold. For this situation,
we don’t believe that Average is the appropriate threshold.
3. MARC’s Research Services Department identifies significantly disadvantaged
areas in examining Racially Concentrated Areas of Poverty (RCAPs) with
family poverty rate greater than or equal to 40 percent, or a family poverty
rate greater than or equal to 300 percent of the metro region’s tract average,
whichever is lower, and nonwhite population that is greater than 50 percent
(i.e., 51 percent or higher). Although the EJ analysis is not required to use
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“significantly disadvantaged” as criteria, these thresholds should be
considered for the Financial Analysis.
4. Earlier, we provided a map showing a 50% threshold for minority census
tracts and we believe that is a good representation for our region. However, at
this point, moving the low-income threshold to 40% may be too high, since
significant areas like Leavenworth and Northeast KC would be removed as EJ
census tracts. We believe identifying EJ census tracts as 20% for low-income
and 50% for minority census tracts gives a better representation of the region
for the purpose of a financial analysis of federal expenditures.
TAN believes an analysis of expenditures needs to reflect the intent of the Executive
Order, be statistically valid and non-discriminatory. MARC’s method does not satisfy
any of these criteria.
The method MARC uses for Financial Analysis of transportation expenditures is an
invalid way to show federal funds are being spent in a fair manner with general equity
between EJ and non-EJ populations.
MARC is trying to use Financial Analysis to prove that significant amounts of money are
spent in EJ areas. However the inflation of EJ census tracts along with the intersect
method misidentifying where money is spent gives results that are inaccurate,
misleading and discriminatory.
Below are three examples of how these reporting policies have affected the actual
reports over time. Together, we think, they establish a pattern of intentional
discrimination by MARC.
EXAMPLE ONE: On page 8 in the October 2013 Environmental Justice Analysis
report (separate attachment), only federal dollars are included in the Transportation
Investment table. However, federal funds allocated to the Gateway project are left out.
Had they been included the table would have shown a preponderance of federal funds
used in non-EJ areas. Comments MARC made in this report are particularly disturbing.

18

Anyone casually looking at this analysis would believe the region is doing a marvelous
job providing for the EJ population. It says that EJ areas are receiving 69% of the
federal funds and in 2014 they are only 31.5% of the population. To compound the
problem, MARC’s comments say “minority and low-income populations are receiving
more benefits from the federal transportation investment funds per capita - by a factor of
four - than non-minority and non-low-income populations”.
MARC left the Gateway project out of the 2013 analysis and it would have had a big
impact on the numbers. MARC acknowledged that, at this point in time, the dollars
would have been recorded in the non-EJ column since, although there were some
minorities in the area, there were no MARC defined EJ census tracts adjacent to the
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project. Placing the federal dollars related to the Gateway project into the non-EJ Area
column of the table would have produced extremely different results and comments.
MARC staff noticed that the Gateway project dollars were omitted during the analysis
and made a conscious decision not to include these dollars, which would have a
significant impact on the results. Failing to include the federal money as an adjustment
to the database led MARC to misrepresent the situation and make false conclusions.
Including known extenuating circumstances and making adjustments is a required
function in business practice, but it was not implemented in this situation.
MARC’s staff excuse for leaving the biggest federally funded regional improvement
project out of the analysis was that the federal dollars were still sitting in a state account
in the TIP when the numbers were pulled from the database in mid-2013. Any auditor
will tell you that if you are aware of significant information that will alter your analysis, it
has to be included in your report. If MARC did not want to make this adjustment, then
they could have done additional PRO FORMA reports to show what they expected to be
the actual situation as soon as the money was transferred. Although MARC knew
about the pending federal transfer, they deliberately made outrageous comments
about how much money was being spent in the EJ areas.
After TAN became familiar with MARC’s EJ financial analysis process we made
extensive written public comments for the Total Transportation Policy Committee and
commented publicly explaining the problem, but MARC refused to change the upcoming
2015 EJ analysis and 2015 TO 2040 update and told the committee they were doing
nothing wrong. Although MARC was on notice that its procedures are inadequate, it
continued with the same process.
EXAMPLE TWO: MARC’s Environmental Justice Analysis 2016-2020 (5) report
published late 2015.
The Financial Analysis on page 13 of the report, says the region is spending 77% of the
federal money in EJ tracts on the 34% minority population. The percentage has gone up
significantly from the 2013 report because in this iteration, based on the American
Community Survey, MARC has added EJ censes tracts to the Johnson County
Gateway project, so now MARC includes the project and dumps millions of dollars spent
in non-EJ tracts for this project into the EJ area column.
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Based on TAN’s earlier complaint regarding MARC’s comments on the 2013 report,
MARC did not make comments about the EJ population benefitting from the use of
federal investments, but that is the only obvious concession to our objections.
To be clear, in the 2013 report when the Johnson County Gateway project would have
shown up in the non-EJ area of the financial report, MARC chose not to include the
project in the report. In 2015, when a change to EJ census tracts moved the project to
the EJ areas, it was included.
Year after year reporting that the EJ areas are receiving the vast majority of the federal
transportation funding is irrational based on the reality of where roadwork is funded and
the discriminatory nature of the regional transit system.
EXAMPLE THREE:
Transportation Outlook 2040 (TO 2040), updated late 2015
Misrepresenting where funds are expended is not limited to the dedicated EJ Analysis
Report, which may not have widespread distribution. The same bias is evidenced in the
EJ Analysis in the TO 2040 report for the LRTP. In the Environmental Justice Appendix
of TO 2040, all dollars, federal, state and local, are allocated in the Financial Analysis
Transportation 2040 Financially Constrained Projects table, page 15, which is a
significant difference from the previous reports.
In this case all dollars are distributed between EJ and non-EJ areas, not just federal
dollars. The same biased distribution methodology places all the dollars from projects,
even grazing an EJ area, into the EJ area column.
Another significant problem with the analysis is that the TIP Tracker includes nonfederal KCATA operating costs (see Appendix 3). These dollars are not part of the
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improvement plan and not a construction project but ongoing operating expenses. We
question whether KCATA ongoing operating costs should even be included in the TIP,
since the main purpose appears to be to misrepresent how much money is being spent
in EJ areas. If the operating expenses are included, then these reports should be
separated by capital and operating costs to clarify the situation. Including KCATA
operating expense in the EJ analysis for Transportation Improvements Program grossly
distorts the picture, since most of the bus routes touch an EJ area at some point. They
nearly all show up in the EJ area column. Even the commuter routes from the suburbs,
which effectively only benefit non-EJ suburbanites, come into the city so they are
counted in the EJ area.
Below is the financial analysis table from TO 2040 EJ Analysis for all transportation
projects. All of the dollars for road and transit projects that even graze an EJ census
tract are added to the EJ area column, which misrepresents how much money is spent
in EJ areas. The relevant Johnson County Gateway Project dollars are all in the EJ area
column. This methodology is a discriminatory practice.

Although the text for the above table reports that 39.8% of the project funds are in EJ
areas, the table shows 52.7%.
The majority of the TO 2040 expenditures are for roadways and according to MARC
43.5% of the total roadway funds are spent in EJ areas. Of course the Johnson County
Gateway project and any other project that intersects even one EJ census tract is
represented as money spent in EJ areas.
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If we only look at transit projects, we see the majority of the transit projects listed in the
LRTP constrained list are projects like suburban commuter service, bus purchases or
fare collection systems. Yet these projects are reported in the EJ area column. In the
table below, KCATA operating costs are also included. The funds related to any project,
including the actual cost of KCATA buses, which even remotely affect an EJ census
tract, are all allocated to the EJ area column.
MARC’s methodology of using the intersect method and an over-inflated number of EJ
areas gives a wildly distorted picture of transit improvement projects through 2040.
Reporting that 97.1% of the transit funds for constrained transit projects are being spent
in EJ areas is an egregious misrepresentation of the facts. Additionally, removing
KCATA operating expenses, KCATA capital costs (buses, collection systems, etc) and
suburban commuter routes from money spent in EJ areas, would give a more factual
picture of the percentage of future expenditures actually being spent in EJ areas. Again,
the text in MARC’s comment doesn’t match the table.
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All the projects in the TIP are treated this way. For instance, if twenty miles of roadwork
in non-EJ areas goes one-eighth of an inch into one EJ area then all of the project
money is treated as money spent in EJ areas. Transportation dollars to create
commuter bus services that were designed to effectively work only for the non-minority
suburban population are dumped in the EJ area because they come into or cross an EJ
area at some point. Dollars for projects that are not fixed geographically, such as
KCATA purchasing CNG buses, all go into the EJ area column. Under MARC’s
methodology it is very hard to have any project funds allocated to the non-EJ area.
MARC puts so many non-EJ project dollars into the EJ area column that they lead the
public and Federal funders into thinking the bulk of the transportation dollars are spent
in areas affecting EJ populations. We believe MARC is being consciously deceptive in
how federal, state and local dollars are spent on EJ populations. MARC misleads the
community and federal agencies and their reporting is discriminatory against EJ
populations and probably fraudulent.
MARC’s method is statistically flawed and biased because the end results would not be
the same if the process started with the opposite assumption, i.e. any project that even
grazed a non-EJ area had all of the projects dollars go into the non-EJ area column. In
this situation, the greatest amount of money would reside in non-EJ areas. If this
process were statistically valid, the results would be the same regardless of where the
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allocation started. MARC is clearly making a choice to overstate how much money is
being spent in the EJ areas. The assumptions the MPO makes to evaluate federal
expenditures fails to comply with the intent of the Executive Order and Title VI.
Harm is created since there is no statistic showing the real need for greater
expenditures on EJ populations. In fact, due to this misrepresentation, anyone reading
MARC’s report would think the EJ populations are getting an unfair advantage.
MARC does a good job identifying system deficiencies in their EJ Analysis. If in fact,
such a large percentage of the funds were spent in EJ areas as shown in MARC
reports, then we wouldn’t have a regional transportation system that so drastically limits
the mobility of EJ populations. The deficiencies identified are real, but the level of
expenditures in EJ areas is not.
MARC’s method is so flawed that it should not be allowed and it should be
stopped at any other MPO’s currently using the method. It should be remembered
that even an accurate representation of where Federal money is spent would not ensure
that mobility and accessibility needs of the EJ population are met. In fact, it could mean
that the money is being spent in a manner that perpetuates discrimination as we saw in
the Texas affordable housing case.
Complaint Four, Disparate Treatment: Lack of ADA Complementary Service in
Johnson County. In a previous complaint to the FTA, dated December 2012, we alerted
the FTA to the lack of ADA complementary service in Johnson County, Kansas. Since a
significant number of low-income or minority riders have disabilities, we feel it is
necessary to mention recent developments. Previously the Johnson County transit
service was exempt from providing ADA complementary service since all of the routes
were classified as commuter routes or flex routes. For instance, Johnson County Transit
manipulated the system by providing all day service on routes 556/856 and 575/875, by
saying the morning/afternoon service was commuter and the mid-day service was flex.
Under new KCATA management, in January 2016 Johnson County re-classified 10 of
their Non-Express routes as local and the fares were reduced to match KCMO fares for
local routes, yet ADA complementary service was not established. After a year, KCATA
is still operating in the same manner. Local routes like #401 Metcalf Plaza and #475
Quivira-75th have all day service and in the middle of the day the service acts as a flex
route. Our understanding is that ADA complementary service should have been in place
when the routes were converted to local routes. We are concerned that ADA, Title VI
and Presidential Executive Order 12898 are being violated. Failure to provide ADA
complementary service on routes during rush hour denies people with disabilities,
including EJ populations, access to many jobs and other facilities.
Our concern has been brought to KCATA’s attention. Although KCATA is planning new
paratransit service in the KC region, we believe paratransit services in Johnson County
have been out of compliance with federal law for over a year. Since these routes are
considered local with a local fare, why don’t they have ADA complementary service?
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Adverse effects on the EJ population
As a result of these processes and the resulting regional transportation system,
Environmental Justice populations in MARC’s nine county region suffer significant
adverse effects.
According to US DOT “Disproportionately high and adverse effects, not population size,
are the bases for environmental justice.”
Per Federal guidelines: Disproportionately High and Adverse Effect on Minority
and Low-Income Populations. An adverse effect is one that:
“(1) is predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population; or
(2) will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and is
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be
suffered by the non-minority population and/or non-low-income population.”
Adverse Effects as defined by FHWA (parallel definition exists for FTA)
“The totality of significant individual or cumulative human health or environmental
effects, including interrelated social and economic effects, which may include, but
are not limited to: bodily impairment, infirmity, illness or death; air, noise, and water
pollution and soil contamination; destruction or disruption of human-made or natural
resources; destruction or diminution of aesthetic values; destruction or disruption of
community cohesion or a community's economic vitality; destruction or disruption
of the availability of public and private facilities and services; vibration; adverse
employment effects; displacement of persons, businesses, farms, or nonprofit
organizations; increased traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion or separation of
minority or low-income individuals within a given community or from the broader
community; and the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of,
benefits of FHWA programs, policies, or activities.”
1.Adverse Effects: Isolation and Separation
2015 KC metro region census tracts with at least 50% minorities.
Transit Action Network believes the
disproportionately significant and adverse
effects on minority populations in the Kansas
City region are a result of the allocation of
federal transportation funding. These funds
are allocated in a manner similar to the
allocation of federal housing funds in Texas,
which caused disparate impact. The money is
allocated in a manner that basically focuses
transit benefiting the EJ community into EJ
communities instead of addressing the
regional mobility needs of the EJ community.
The major adverse effect is the lack of
regional transit, as detailed in Complaint One,
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throughout the day, evening and on weekends. The absence of a regional transit
system is a major contributing factor to the isolation and separation of the minority
population from the broader regional community.
2. Adverse Effects: Lack of access to jobs, medical facilities, educational
institutions and services – drug and grocery stores.
A. In 2011, the Brookings Institute studied job access by transit in 100 major cities.
The KC region came in 90th in the country with job access to only 18% of the
jobs, within a 90-minute time frame.
The Brookings analysis was used to compare cities so they limited the time
frame to weekday jobs that are available during rush hour. So the 18% access to
jobs number overstates the actual access to jobs and the ability to return home
throughout the day, in the evenings and on weekends.
If we really evaluated job access/return by transit for the real job market, say 7am
to midnight, we suspect it would be in the low single digits. The inability to get to
jobs, and return home by transit, places an undue burden on low-income and
minority populations.

Kansas City, MO-KS Metro Area
Missed Opportunity: Transit and Jobs in Metropolitan America

47%

14.2
Service Frequency

Coverage

18%

90

Job Access

Combined Access Rank

Share of working-age
residents near a transit stop

Median wait (minutes) for
any rush hour transit vehicle

Share of all jobs reachable
via transit in 90 minutes
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100 Metro Average: 10.1

100 Metro Average: 30%

Rank out of 100 Metros
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Service Frequency

Job Access

High
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No
Access
- Low Income: under 80% Area Median Income (AMI); High Income: over 120% AMI
- City is first named city in metro area name plus other cities in name with at least 100,000
residents; suburbs are the remaining portion of metro area
- Source: Brookings analysis of transit agency, Nielsen Pop-Facts 2010, and Nielsen BusinessFacts data

BROOKINGS | Metropolitan Policy Program

City
To see interactive maps, click here to access the online mapping application

For media inquiries, contact Rachel Harvey at rharvey@brookings.edu

MARC received a $1.2 million TIGER grant in September 2014 to study the regional
job access situation, however, they are using the 9-5 time frame for jobs. This
timeframe is fine for office jobs, but it doesn’t reflect the reality of our job access
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problem for minorities and low-income populations trying to access retail and service
industry jobs. MARC’s modeling efforts are not reflecting societal changes and
deliberately avoid exposing the lack of regional transit for job access outside of this
narrow timeframe.
TAN complained at the Regional Transit Coordinating Council that MARC’s job
access analysis would leave out the work time-frame for retail and service industry
jobs, which are mainly held by low-income and minorities, and purposely misstates
the region’s abysmal access to jobs by transit.
B. Large areas of the metro have little or no transit usable for reaching employment,
educational institutions or medical facilities outside of the urban core, as detailed in
Complaint One.
Once riders reach one of these suburban communities, there is no local
transportation to allow them to reach their final destination. Typically the hours of
operation for the suburban commuter buses are inconsistent with the work shift of
most employees, particularly those in service and retail businesses.
C. Johnson County (JoCo), Kansas, and Eastern Jackson County and Clay County
in Missouri, all have important activity centers and job opportunities that EJ
populations can’t reach by transit. Although major shopping and restaurant
activity centers, such as Oak Park Mall in Johnson County, have park and ride
pickup locations for commuters going to downtown KCMO, workers can’t take
retail or service industry jobs at these locations, because the last bus leaves for
the EJ areas about 7 pm, and these jobs often require workers until 10 pm or 11
pm. These areas have no transportation other than commuter routes and in
some areas a very limited daytime Flex route.
D. As long as minority workers take the last bus and leave the non-minority
populated suburbs before evening, they can technically work in these locations.
Structuring the regional transit system to function in this manner is a perpetuation
of the vestiges of the former system of segregation, and we believe is contrary to
federal court decisions.
E. In addition to jobs and services, the regional transit system makes it difficult or
impossible for low-income or minority populations to access some of the region’s
stronger educational institutions. For example, there is no transit access to
Longview CC at any time. Johnson County Community College, which is ranked
as one of the top 10 community colleges in the country, has no weekend or
evening transit access and only limited mid-day access on weekdays.
3. Adverse Effects: Physical hardship related to the physical environment
Although the buses are all accessible, access to the buses is not, and EJ
populations, which include significant numbers of people with disabilities, bear the
unfair burden of this situation. According to FTA guidelines, EJ populations should
not suffer physical hardship using the transit system, but throughout the region they
do suffer. They lack safe pedestrian access to the buses and accessible bus
platforms. Outside of the city center, numerous bus stops are on streets with little or
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no adjacent sidewalks or bus platforms at the stops. Transit users have to walk on
dirt paths and stand in dirt/grass/weeds at the bus stops. When there is bad
weather transit users often exhibit life-threatening behavior by walking or rolling a
wheelchair in the street since the dirt paths are unusable. They also stand in the
street when the waiting locations are unusable.

Bannister Road and Newton Ave.
Our region is not too poor to provide sidewalks. Rather, by misallocating federal
funds to benefit primarily non-EJ communities, MARC, KDOT and MoDOT have
enabled funds to flow to the wealthy suburbs at the expense of poor and minority
communities.
4. Adverse effects: Hardship due to lack of ADA complementary service
As discussed in Complaint Four, people with disabilities, including Environmental
Justice populations, are adversely affected by not having complementary paratransit
along local routes in Johnson County. People cannot access jobs, medical facilities
or schools without this service.
Requested Remedies
We realize we are not required to suggest remedies, since the investigation of our
complaint may result in actions as determined by the federal agencies. However,
Transit Action Network proposes remedies to be considered along with any remedies
identified by the investigation. These remedies include remediating past discriminatory
practices, changing funding allocation processes, developing non-biased reporting
practices, and making the region more physically accessible for all transit users.
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1. MARC, MoDOT and KDOT should follow the EJ guidelines by regularly meeting
with EJ populations, developing lists of regional unmet accessibility and mobility
needs, and developing and funding projects to remedy these deficiencies.
2. Remediation for past discriminatory actions based on improper premises needs
to occur.
a. For instance, along streets with existing transit routes, improve the
adjacent sidewalks and transit infrastructure to the standards set by the
ADA Access Board in order to make transit accessible to everyone. Since
the FTA considers an individual to have transit access if they are within ½
mile of a stop, then there should be sidewalks on the bus/rail route but
also on streets constituting the ½ mile transit service definition. A regional
plan should be developed to remedy this situation within the next 5 years.
b. Federal funds should be allocated to remedy the lack of regional transit
meeting the mobility and accessibility needs of the EJ community caused
by the failure to appropriately allocate Federal funds, as outlined in
Complaint 2.
3. Since transportation planning is essential to meeting the needs of the EJ
community, plans for new roads or additional lanes with potential transit access
must address transit and pedestrian needs.
4. MARC's "intercept" methodology, as defined in Complaint Three, and similar
methods used by other MPO's across the country, is worse than misleading. It is
fraudulent. This methodology intentionally discriminates against minority, lowincome communities by falsely showing Federal funds being allocated to those
communities when in fact the primary beneficiaries are non-EJ populations. This
methodology is inherently discriminatory and violates Federal Highway
Administration and Federal Transit Administration guidelines, Presidential
Executive order 12898 and Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. We request that
MPO's cease using this methodology and that affected communities be
compensated for any under investment in infrastructure they may have suffered
as a consequence.
5. People residing in the KC region EJ area census tracts with at least 20% lowincome households or 50% minorities should have transit access to and from the
major regional activity centers with a frequency of at least once an hour
6. We request that future EJ financial analysis reports be broken down by state as
well for the whole region. MARC covers a two state region but they report as one
entity. We believe this is misleading. The EJ expenditures in Missouri are
masking the lack of EJ investment in Kansas. Since the relevant information is
available by state, MARC can reasonably provide separate reports along with its
combined version.
7. We request compliance with ADA in providing ADA complementary services.
We request that our complaint be investigated by the federal agencies that provide
federal financial assistance to the named recipients, MARC, KDOT and MoDOT, under
The Presidential Executive Order 12898, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the
Americans with Disabilities Act, and other federal statutes as appropriate.
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We have alleged disparate impact and intent to discriminate by the recipients, as
detailed above and therefore request the funding agencies contact the Department of
Justice, if deemed appropriate, to review our complaint.
********
Footnotes:
(1) https://www.transportation.gov/civil-rights/civil-rights-awarenessenforcement/faqs#sthash.gL97xaRA.dpuf
(2) RTCC request for funds 2016/17 page 37
http://www.marc.org/Transportation/Committees/pdf/RTCC-May-2016.aspx
(3) Transportation Outlook 2040 (TO 2040) http://www.to2040.org
(4) TO 2040 Plan Documents http://www.to2040.org/plandocs.aspx
(5) Environmental Justice Analysis 2016-2020
http://www.marc.org/Transportation/Equity/pdf/EJ_2016-2020_adopt.aspx

***************************************************************************************************

APPENDIX 1 Transit System Background
To understand the problems described it is important to understand the basics of our
regional transit system. Municipalities and counties determine transit service in the
Kansas City Metro Area. These government entities mainly contract with Kansas City
Area Transportation Authority (KCATA) to manage or manage and operate bus transit.
KCATA does not have an independent funding source to provide transit, so it only
provides service based on the desires of the contracting entity.
Funding sources for transit

Sales
Tax

General
Revenue or
Property tax

State
funds

Federal Fundsvarious
programs
X

Kansas City, MO
X
X
(KCMO)
The Rest of the
X
X
X
Municipalities and
Counties in KS/MO
Kansas provides significantly more money for transit than Missouri.
Missouri’s contribution to transit is toward the bottom of the 50 states.
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Transit Service
Significant service

KCATA
manage/
operate

KCMO
Independence
KCK/Wyandotte
Johnson County
Very limited
Commuter routes
and/or flex service
Communities in MO
and KS, such as:
Lee’s Summit, Blue
Springs, Raytown,
Gladstone, Liberty
Leavenworth

X

KCATA
manage/
private
operator

City/Cnty
manage/
operate

X
X

X
X

X

X

Weekday

Weeknight

Sat

Sun

Late
night

X
X
X
X

X

X
Few
Few

X

Few

X

Few

X

Kansas City, Missouri provides significantly more transit service than any other entity in
the region. KCMO’s urban core service south of the Missouri River is more extensive
than north of the river. Recently late night weekend bus service was extended to
support late night streetcar service on weekends.
Independence, Missouri provides some local weekday and Saturday transit routes.
Johnson County, KS (JoCo) - Until recently, all of the service was considered commuter
routes only. In January 2016 10 routes were re-classified as local routes and the fare
was lowered to match KCMO local fares. There is still very limited mid-day service and
no evening or weekend service available. JoCo recently increased its local funding of
transit and added additional commuter service. NO ADA complementary service is
available along the local routes.
Even though a few municipalities, such as Lee’s Summit, have a local flex route,
typically the service can’t be combined with the commuter bus. The hours for the flex
routes rarely connect with the rush hour commuter buses, so no one can use the two
services together for a reverse commute.
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Appendix 2 Johnson County Gateway project from TIP
Several projects in the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) are related to the
Gateway Project, but TIP project 308122 is the main project. There are nearly $300
million federal dollars just counting this one project.
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Appendix 3 TIP TRACKER
The Gateway Project is the largest improvement project in the current TIP. It is
the second project listed on the TIP TRACKER when the TIP is sorted by cost.
However the first project (996071) is actually the ongoing operating costs for the
KCATA.

==========================================================
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Additional USDOT, FTA and FHWA resources for information regarding
Environmental Justice
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/ej_at_dot/orders/order_561
02a/index.cfm
https://www.transportation.gov/civil-rights/civil-rights-awarenessenforcement/environmental-justice-strategy#sthash.42s3YMY7.dpuf
DOT is committed to engaging low-income and minority populations in the
transportation decisionmaking across all OAs, from the earliest stages of planning
through project implementation. - See more at: https://www.transportation.gov/civilrights/civil-rights-awareness-enforcement/environmental-justicestrategy#sthash.42s3YMY7.dpuf
FTA Environmental Justice Guidelines Circular 4703.1
https://www.transit.dot.gov/regulations-and-guidance/fta-circulars/environmental-justicepolicy-guidance-federal-transit
FHWA Order 6640.23A
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/legsregs/directives/orders/664023a.cfm
FHWA EJ sight
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/
Contact Information
To learn about limited English proficiency offerings at the Departmental Office of Civil
Rights
U.S. Department of Transportation
Departmental Office of Civil Rights Equal Employment Opportunity Programs
Division (S-32)
1200 New Jersey Ave, S.E.
Washington, DC 20590
W76-401
Phone: (202) 366-1669
TTY: (202) 366-9696
Fax: (202) 366-5575
- See more at: https://www.transportation.gov/civil-rights/civil-rights-awarenessenforcement/contact-information#sthash.AgyVuqca.dpuf
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