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4.18 Environmental Justice

Executive Order (EO) 12898 Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low Income Populations, dated February 11, 1994, calls on federal agencies to
identify and address any disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects of federal programs, policies, and activities on minority and low income populations. In
1997, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) published a final DOT order (DOT Order
5310.2) to establish procedures for use in complying with EO 12898 for its operating
administrations including the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). This order stresses the
importance of addressing environmental justice concerns early in the development of a program,
policy, or activity. It requires where relevant, appropriate, and practical, that information be
obtained on the population served and/or affected, including information on race, color, or
national origin and income level. It advises that steps be taken to guard against
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on protected populations. FTA Circular 4702.1 Title
VI and Title VI-Dependent Guidelines for Federal Transit Administration Recipients, published
May 13, 2007, provides guidance on conducting analysis of projects to integrate environmental
justice analysis into NEPA documentation for FTA projects.

Impacts and benefits of transportation projects result from the physical placement and operation
of such transportation facilities relative to neighborhoods and the region. The environmental
justice analysis examines whether adverse effects across all environmental resource areas are
experienced disproportionately higher by areas with a concentration of minority and/or low
income populations.

In FTA Circular 4702.1 “disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-income
populations” means an adverse effect that:

a) Is predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population

b) 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 and/or non-low-income population.
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4.18.1 Methodology

Race and income are socioeconomic characteristics critical to the consideration of a project’s
impacts on minority and/or low-income populations, or Environmental Justice (EJ) populations.
CEQ Guidance defines a ‘minority person’ as any individual who is a member of any of the
following population groups: American Indian, Alaska Native, Asian, Pacific Islander, Black, or
Hispanic.  Low-income is defined as a person whose household income is at or below the U.S.
Census Bureau’s annual statistical poverty thresholds, which are based upon Department of
Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.

The methodology for analyzing the effects of the proposed project on EJ populations (any
populations meeting the requirements for minority or low-income) consists of the following
steps:

Define the project area boundary and identify census block groups in the study area;

Determine thresholds for minority and/or low-income populations to identify potential
locations of EJ populations based on data from the 2000 Census;

Identify the location of EJ populations based on thresholds and additional information;

Analyze the location and severity of impacts associated with the alternatives; and

Determine disproportionately high and adverse impacts (if any).

4.18.2 Affected Environment

U.S. Census 2000 census tract data were used to identify the location of minority populations
and low-income populations within the East Bay BRT study area.  As discussed previously in
Section 4.4, Community Impacts, the corridor comprises a multiethnic population and a range of
income groups.
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Table 4.18-1. Minority and Low Income Populations in the Corridor

Location % Minorities % Low Income
Alameda County 51% 11%
City of Berkeley 41% 19%
City of Oakland 69% 19%
City of San Leandro 49% 6%
Study Area, by Subarea1

Berkeley 47% 21%
North Oakland 59% 17%
Oakland Central 84% 32%
San Antonio 90% 25%
Fruitvale 93% 20%
Central East Oakland 96% 27%
Elmhurst 97% 26%
San Leandro 57% 8%
LPA Corridor Total 76% 22%
Source: 2000 U.S. Census; U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 1999.
1DOSL Alternative does not include the Berkeley and North Oakland subareas.

CEQ guidance defines the threshold for determining a minority population of the affected area as
either (a) exceeding 50 percent of the affected area’s population or (b) being meaningfully
greater than the minority percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of
geographic analysis (“meaningfully greater” is not specifically defined in CEQ guidance). As the
corridor  lies  in  the  cities  of  Berkeley,  Oakland  and  San  Leandro;  Alameda  County,  which
encompasses these cities, was identified as the reference area, per CEQ guidance. The ethnic
composition for the project corridor at 76 percent is greater than that of Alameda County.  The
city of Oakland has a higher percentage of minority population at  69 percent,  and the Cities of
Berkeley and San Leandro each have minority populations representing less than 50 percent.
Thresholds for low-income populations were also set using CEQ guidance, which states that the
US Census Bureau’s annual statistical poverty threshold (annual household income, in dollars,
linked to household size) should be used to define “low-income.” As the guidance does not
prescribe the population threshold for identifying the presence of such low-income populations,
the same threshold criteria were applied using the US Census Bureau poverty threshold. The
percentage of low income households in the corridor (22 percent) is twice as high as Alameda
County (11 percent), or 50 percent more than the entire county.   On that basis, Alameda County
was selected as the reference area.
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4.18.3 Environmental Consequences
No-Build Alternative
The No-Build Alternative, as described in Chapter 2, includes roadway and bus system
improvements along the East Bay Corridor as specified in the appropriate agency plans and for
which funding has been committed. The current transportation and transit facilities and services,
with minimal modifications or expansions, form the basis of the No-Build Alternative.  The No
Build Alternative includes no project construction; therefore, there would be no project-related
adverse impacts to minority or low-income populations.

The existing transit service is prone to overcrowding, and slow travel speeds.  Although high
transit ridership testifies to the need for transit service in the proposed project corridor, existing
service and facility deficiencies compromise service delivery and limit new ridership gains.

The No-Build Alternative will not lead to major public infrastructure investments and
improvements and development throughout the corridor would continue at the current pace.
Forecasts show that traffic congestion will worsen in the region. With future traffic growth, and
without transportation improvements in the study area, transit travel time will likely lengthen as
speeds decrease.  Heavy passenger counts and steadily worsening traffic conditions degrade
schedule reliability and transit travel times. While the average speed of express buses in the
corridor is approximately the system average of 11.7 miles per hour (mph),that of local buses
is less than 10 mph.

These long-term effects of the No Build Alternative related to transportation would result in
adverse effects that would not be avoided, minimized or mitigated.  However, these effects
would  also  occur  throughout  the  region  and  study  area  as  well  as  the  corridor.   Therefore,  no
disproportionate, adverse effects on minority or low-income populations are anticipated as a
result of the implementation of the No Build Alternative.

Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) and Downtown Oakland-San Leandro (DOSL)
Alternative
As discussed in Section 4.18.1, the corridor is home to a large population of minority and low
income residents. A disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low income
populations is defined as an effect that is predominately borne by, or would be suffered by an EJ
population or that is appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than adverse effects
suffered by a non-EJ population.  In general, the determination of disproportionately impacted EJ
populations is done by analyzing the pattern of overall environmental or human health impacts in
relation to identified areas of EJ populations. Adverse effects are the totality of significant
individual or cumulative human health or environmental effects.

Analysis of each environmental issue presented in Sections 4.1 through 4.17, and also the
transportation issues presented in Section 3.0 of this Final EIS/EIR, includes detailed discussion
of the affected environment, environmental consequences, and avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures for each project alternative. All, adverse effects – with the exception of
impacts to parking and traffic circulation – can be minimized or mitigated through
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implementation of measures identified in each section. A brief summary of the impacts
associated with each environmental resource area with respect to environmental justice is
provided below.

Land Use
As explained in Section 4.1, no changes or adverse effects to existing land uses or planned
development would occur with construction or operation of either the DOSL Alternative or LPA;
therefore, no related, disproportionate, adverse effects on minority and/or low-income
populations are anticipated.

Growth Inducement
As explained in Section 4.2, none of the proposed project build alternatives are expected to result
in unplanned growth in the corridor or larger region. The East Bay BRT Project will support and
encourage growth and land use intensification as planned by the three cities and the region in
general. Either of the build alternatives would be one factor supporting land use change,
combining with market forces, local land use policies, public investments, and capacity for
growth to influence land use change over time. However, because the demand for housing often
increases in neighborhoods where the introduction of transit improves access to jobs, residents
who live in these places can be displaced when rents and housing prices increase. This risk is
particularly great in older neighborhoods that are built out and have limited land available for
new housing. Involving community groups and affordable housing advocates in the corridor
planning process from the beginning will help limit this risk. The development of policies,
particularly at the regional and local level, that will preserve affordable housing and provide
subsidies for new affordable units can also help prevent this. 1

Therefore, no disproportionate, adverse effects on minority or low-income populations are
anticipated as a result of the implementation of the LPA or DOSL Alternative.

Farmlands
There are no farmlands or agricultural lands within the project corridor. No analysis was needed.

Community Impacts
A number of community factors are discussed in Section 4.4, including community cohesion,
public services and community facilities, right-of-way and relocations, and the economic and
business environment. Each of these is addressed below in the context of environmental justice
populations.

Community Cohesion
Community cohesion is defined as the degree that residents have a sense of belonging to their
neighborhood or experience attachment to a community and to community groups and
institutions  as  a  result  of  continued  association  over  time.  The  proposed  project  will  have  a
positive impact on community cohesion throughout the entire corridor, as it will provide focal

1
Center for Transit-Oriented Development. “Preserving and Promoting Diverse Transit-Oriented Neighborhoods,” October 2006.
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points for community activity and development in the vicinity of proposed BRT stations.
Because the proposed project will be constructed along existing transportation facilities, and
does not resulting in bisecting any communities, no disproportionate, adverse effects on minority
or low-income populations are anticipated as a result of the implementation of the LPA or DOSL
Alternative.

Public Services and Community Facilities
Improved transit access to all community facilities identified in Section 4.4 would occur as a
result of the LPA or DOSL Alternative, which will benefit these facilities and the communities
they serve, including minority and low income communities. None of these facilities will be
displaced by either alternative, and access to these facilities would be enhanced by increased bus
frequency  and  decreased  travel  times.  No  disproportionate,  adverse  effects  on  minority  and/or
low-income populations are anticipated as a result  of the implementation of the LPA or DOSL
Alternative.

Right-of-Way and Relocations
Limited right-of-way impacts may result from traffic and parking mitigation as discussed in
Chapter 3. Implementation of the Fruitvale bypass will require right-of-way acquisition totaling
6,090 square feet along Derby Avenue, west of East 12th Street;  10th Street,  north  of  Fruitvale
Avenue; and San Leandro Street, between Fruitvale Avenue and 33rd Avenue. This acquisition is
to accommodate turning lanes and intersection reconstruction for mitigation of traffic impacts.
Specific acquisition areas are identified in drawing OAK-41M in Appendix A (impact areas
delineated by green lines). This impact is located in the Fruitvale subarea.

There are three potential off-street parking lots identified in the Temescal, Fruitvale, and
Elmhurst areas of Oakland that may result in right-of-way impacts (see Figures 3-4.9, 3-4.16,
and 3-4.19 in Section 3.4, Parking). The parcels are candidates for shared parking or for
acquisition to provide additional permanent public surface parking. AC Transit will coordinate
with the city and local businesses and residents on the parking strategy, including the number
and location of spaces to be developed. A final determination on the need for and the type and
location of off-street parking will be made following the approval of a project for construction
and during detailed design. If warranted, supplemental environmental analysis will be completed
at  that  time to  fully  assess  the  effects  of  off-street  parking  lot  development  including  right-of-
way acquisition.

No residential units or businesses would be relocated as a result of the proposed project; or the
proposed acquisitions. Parking strategies will be coordinated with businesses, including those
that may be owned and operated by minorities.  With parking mitigation strategies, there would
be no disproportionate, adverse effects on minority or low-income populations related to right of
way for parking as a result of the implementation of the LPA or DOSL Alternative.
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Economics and Business
At some locations, both the LPA and DOSL Alternative will require the removal of convenient
on-street parking and will affect local traffic circulation due to lane reductions and turning
restrictions. These types of traffic and parking impacts will adversely affect overall auto
accessibility to commercial areas and the convenience of access to specific businesses and could
deter people from shopping at and visiting the affected commercial areas. The large population
of minority and low income residents in the corridor would indicate that some of these
businesses are minority-owned and/or operated, and that minorities and/or low income
populations rely on these businesses for employment or services.

Utilities
As described in Section 4.5, construction and operation of the DOSL Alternative or LPA would
not result in changes to utility demand or capacity. Utility relocation is required, primarily at the
site of new station locations; however, construction work would be coordinated with local utility
providers, and information about planned utility service interruptions would be communicated to
residents and employees through a public information program, including translation of all
notices and announcements in languages identified in the AC Transit Limited English
Proficiency (LEP Plan).  Notices about utility interruptions would be mailed, as well as posted
along the corridor, to maximize distribution of information to potentially affected people,
including minority and/or low-income populations. The potential for utility disruptions is a
temporary, construction-related adverse effect.  With mitigation strategies, there would be no
disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-income populations related to
utility disruptions.

Visual/Aesthetics
The LPA and the DOSL Alternative would not result in a substantial change to the visual
character of the corridor as a whole. In some areas, particularly Fruitvale and at the San Leandro-
Oakland border, some streetscape elements that contribute to the visual character would be
removed, which would adversely affect the visual environment of these specific locations.  As a
consequence, disproportionate adverse effects on minority or low-income populations are
anticipated as a result of the implementation of the LPA or DOSL Alternative.  With mitigation
strategies, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-
income populations related to visual/aesthetics.

Cultural Resources
As described in Section 4.7, no direct effects to known prehistoric or historical archaeological
resources are expected to occur under the DOSL Alternative or LPA. No disproportionate,
adverse  effects  on  minority  or  low-income  populations  related  to  cultural  resources  are
anticipated as a result of the implementation of the LPA or DOSL Alternative.

Hydrology/Floodplains
As described in Section 4.8, neither of the build alternatives would substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the area or create flooding.  No disproportionate, adverse effects on minority
or low-income populations related to hydrology and flooding are anticipated as a result of the
implementation of the LPA or DOSL Alternative.
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Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff
As described in Section 4.9, the proposed project is located within highly urbanized areas.
Within the project limits of the LPA and DOSL Alternatives, existing pavement drainage flows
to catch basins that convey it to an underground storm drain system located within the existing
arterials comprising the corridor. The proposed project would increase localized areas of
impervious surface primarily at station locations or where other hardscaped project elements
would reduce or replace existing landscaped areas. This occurs at every station location in the
corridor; therefore, minority or low-income populations would not be disproportionately
impacted.

Geology/Soils
As described in Section 4.10, the results of the project geologic assessment indicate that there are
no substantial geologic hazard impacts that would not be fully addressed by design
specifications, and no mitigation measures are proposed.  No disproportionate, adverse effects on
minority or low-income populations related to geology, soils or seismicity are anticipated as a
result of the implementation of the LPA or DOSL Alternative.

Hazardous Waste
As explained in Section 4.11, project operation would not result in increased usage, transport,
release, or exposure of hazardous materials to people in the project corridor. Potential hazardous
sites are scattered throughout the corridor. No disproportionate, adverse effects on minority or
low-income populations related to hazardous waste are anticipated as a result of the implementation
of the LPA or DOSL Alternative.

Air Quality
As described in Section 4.12, both the LPA and DOSL Alternative are consistent with regional
and local air quality conformity guidelines, and result in a beneficial impact related to regional
operational emissions. Neither alternative would result in an adverse impact related to toxic air
contaminants. Operation of either build alternative would decrease VMT and associated regional
emissions resulting in air quality benefits. Construction-related air quality impacts would be
temporary, and no disproportionate, adverse effects on minority or low-income populations
related to air quality are anticipated as a result of the implementation of the LPA or DOSL
Alternative.

Noise and Vibration
As discussed in Section 4.13, there are no moderate or severe impacts identified for Category 1,
2 or 3 land uses associated with the LPA or DOSL Alternative; therefore, no measurable impacts
would be experienced by environmental justice populations. There also is no vibration impact
associated with the LPA or DOSL Alternative. Project construction would result in temporary
increases in noise and vibration; however, no long-term disproportionate, adverse effects on
minority or low-income populations related to noise and vibration are anticipated as a result of
the implementation of the LPA or DOSL Alternative.
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Greenhouse Gases
As explained in Section 4.14, the results of this analysis indicate that greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions likely to be generated by implementation of either the LPA or DOSL Alternative will
not have a “cumulatively considerable” impact on global climate change. Implementation of
either build alternative results in a net decrease in corridor CO2 emissions.  No disproportionate,
adverse effects on minority or low-income populations related to GHG emissions are anticipated
as a result of the implementation of the LPA or DOSL Alternative.

Energy
As discussed in Section 4.15, energy consumption would be comparable under the No-Build,
LPA and DOSL Alternatives, and the proposed project is anticipated to have no adverse effect on
direct energy use.  No disproportionate, adverse effects on minority or low-income populations
related to energy consumption are anticipated as a result of the implementation of the LPA or
DOSL Alternative.

Biological Environment
As explained in Sections 4.16, the proposed project is located in a highly developed, urban area.
No work is proposed to occur within the creeks that may be considered jurisdictional Waters of
the U.S. or Waters of the State; accordingly, there would be no temporary or permanent impacts
to aquatic habitat associated with the LPA or DOSL Alternative. Neither construction nor
operation of the LPA or DOSL Alternative would occur within habitat for sensitive animal or
plant species or threatened and endangered species.  No disproportionate, adverse effects on
minority or low-income populations related to the biological environment are anticipated as a
result of the implementation of the LPA or DOSL Alternative.

Traffic
Traffic operations impacts resulting in operations below established local standards would occur
at 34 of the 129 study intersections in either Year 2015 or Year 2035 with implementation of the
LPA. This is expected to result in impacts to automobile traffic circulation, as explained in detail
in Section 3.2, Vehicular Traffic. These circulation impacts would affect not only people with
cars who reside in the corridor study area, but also drivers who commute or otherwise pass
through the study area.

An analysis was conducted to compare the locations of forecasted traffic-impacted sections to
the minority and/or low-income population areas. As illustrated in Figure 4.18-3,  the 34 traffic
intersections with impacts in year 2035 are scattered throughout the corridor.  That being said,
the 19 of the 34 intersection impacts do occur on the alignment, which is an area of higher
minority population concentration. Each of the 19 impacted intersections located on the proposed
alignment is located within a minority population of over 50 percent, with only one exception
(intersection number 29 in Berkeley).  A similar pattern is illustrated in Figure 4.18-4 for low-
income populations, although not to the extent of the minority populations. This is not unusual
given the overall high ethnic and low-income composition of the corridor.  As a consequence,
long-term disproportionate adverse effects on minority or low-income populations related to
traffic are anticipated as a result of the implementation of the LPA or DOSL Alternative.
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Both the LPA and DOSL Alternative, in various locations, convert two traffic lanes to transit-
only lanes, thereby reducing roadway capacity on the BRT alignment and diverting some
vehicles to alternate routes, causing the intersection congestion issues discussed above. The
inclination of drivers to avoid these congested intersections may cause turning movements at
other intersections, diverting traffic onto local streets. Placement of dedicated transitways may
also prohibit left-turns or certain through-movements, forcing U-turns or other turning
movements into neighborhoods. This change in traffic patterns has potential to cause impacts to
local businesses, as discussed under Economics and Business.

Parking
Both  the  LPA  and  DOSL  Alternative  would  result  in  the  displacement  of  on-street  parking
spaces. Of the approximately 3,430 curbside parking spaces along the LPA alignment,
approximately 940, or 27 percent, will be removed to implement BRT and related project
improvements and mitigations on the alignment and provision of streetscape improvements for
pedestrians. An additional 126 parking spaces will be removed or relocated as off-alignment
secondary  impacts  from  traffic  mitigation.  Thus,  total  displacements  under  the  LPA  are
estimated to be 1,071 spaces.

Under  the  DOSL  Alternative,  530  spaces  will  be  removed  along  the  alignments  to  implement
BRT improvements, mitigate primary traffic impacts, and provide streetscape improvements for
pedestrians. An additional 78 parking spaces will be removed or relocated due to off-alignment
secondary impacts from traffic mitigation. Thus, total displacements under the DOSL Alternative
are estimated to be 607 spaces. Parking loss is possibly the most evident long-term impact of
both the LPA or DOSL Alternative, and could affect access to local businesses, as discussed
under Economics and Business.
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Transit Accessibility

As previously discussed in Section 4.4, the study area is highly transit dependent, with
approximately 23 percent of all households not having access to private transportation (Census
2000). As such, corridor communities depend on regular and reliable transit service to meet
mobility needs. During the public outreach meetings in Oakland in 2010, questions were raised
by citizens about the changes in walk distance between the new BRT stations compared with the
existing local bus stops in the corridor on Routes 1 and 1R. There was concern that the planned
station spacing to improve vehicle performance and travel speeds for the bus might actually
make it harder for people to walk to stations, especially for seniors or the mobility impaired. To
address these concerns, an analysis was conducted to compare the average distances between the
BRT stations and the existing 1/1R stops.

The analysis revealed that the average distance between BRT stations is similar throughout the
corridor. BRT stations are to be spaced farther apart to improve bus travel times and minimize
delays for riders on the bus. Average spacing along the LPA or DOSL Alternative is 0.31 miles
or 1,650 feet. Average spacing on existing Route 1R is 0.48 miles or 2,530 feet. Average spacing
for Route 1 local service is 0.16 miles or approximately 865 feet. Thus, BRT stop spacing falls
midway between Route 1R and Route 1 spacing. BRT stations should be more convenient than
Route 1R stops but less convenient than Route 1 stops.

The average walk distance will increase by 785 feet (or about two and one-half blocks) for
people  who  would  normally  have  taken  the  local  Route  1  bus.  The  average  walk  distance
decreases by 880 feet (about three blocks) for people who would normally have taken the
express 1R bus. Although any single person’s walk distance may be slightly more or less
depending on where they begin their journey, what direction they are traveling, and whether or
not they will need to cross the street, the overall net change of removing the 1 and 1R bus stops
and  replacing  them  with  the  BRT  stops  would  be  positive  for  pedestrians  in  the  corridor.
Changes in transit accessibility will not have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on
minority and/or low-income populations.

Transit Service Reliability
As discussed in Section 3.1, Transit Conditions, service frequency under the LPA would increase
from between 7 to 11 buses per hour during peak periods and travel times between downtown
Berkeley and the San Leandro BART station would increase from 6 to 19 minutes during peak
periods. For detailed information on service frequency and travel times, refer to Section 3.1,
Transit Conditions. Changes in transit service would have a positive effect on all populations
within the corridor, including minority and/or low-income populations.

4.18.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
There is always a need in major construction projects to sensitively address community
expressed needs; some that can be quantitatively measured but many that are beyond measure.
Traffic and parking, and the associated impacts to businesses, are likely to be the impact areas
that would most affect minority and/or low-income populations.
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Mitigation strategies for all traffic impacts have been closely coordinated with the cities of
Berkeley, Oakland, and San Leandro. In year 2035, six intersections are forecast to continue to
have a significant impact after mitigation with implementation of the LPA.  One is located in
Berkeley (intersection 24 as illustrated in Figures 4.4-3 and 4.4-4) and Oakland (intersections
29, 33, 47, 50, and 70). With implementation of the DOSL Alternative, one intersection is
forecast  to  continue  to  have  a  significant  impact  after  mitigation.  It  is  located  in  the  City  of
Oakland (intersection 70). The cities, in coordination with AC Transit, have decided that the
level of improvements needed to mitigate these intersections would result in greater impacts to
other areas, such as right-of-way and property impacts. Therefore, these intersections will
continue to have a significant impact after mitigation, but the right-of-way and property impacts
will be avoided.

Of the curbside parking spaces impacted under the LPA, both along the BRT alignment and off-
alignment for mitigation of traffic impacts, a total of 536 spaces, or 50 percent of the number
displaced, will be mitigated through parking replacement or metering of currently unrestricted
parking along commercial frontages.  Under the DOSL, a total of 224 curbside spaces or 37
percent of those impacted will be mitigated. There will be a one-for-one replacement for all
metered spaces displaced by the LPA and DOSL Alternative.  Based on coordination with the
cities and evaluation of demand and supply, the overall net loss in parking is not expected to
result in a substantial deficit of parking or considerable inconvenience to individuals intending to
park in an area, regardless of race or income status.

Dedicated bus lanes within the Fruitvale and San Leandro-Oakland border areas will be designed
with streetscape elements similar to those being removed to maintain the existing visual
character. Overall, landscaping in the corridor will increase, providing benefit to all populations.

Construction phase impacts would be mitigated with Best Management Practices (BMP) to
control noise and fugitive dust that may disproportionately affect environmental justice
populations.

The proposed project is expected to result in substantial benefits to these populations by
providing higher quality transit service measured in travel time and service frequency. Service
reliability, convenience and safety will improve substantially under the LPA and DOSL
Alternative  compared  to  the  No-Build  condition.  Transit  capacity  will  be  expanded  for  all
potential users. The major adverse effects of the project are temporary and will occur during
construction, when traffic and, to some extent, bus service would be disrupted by transitway,
BRT station, and roadway construction. Local access to businesses along the project alignment
will also be temporarily disrupted although detours and reroutes would be designated.  The
identified mitigation measures would address the disproportionate adverse effects on minority
and low income residents related to traffic and construction.
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