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Background: Origins (1)

Integrated Mobility Plan

« Action 71: Update the criteria for selecting new active transportation
projects to better respond to equity considerations, demand, future
development, coverage and other factors.

« Action 81: Continue to work with other orders of government to implement
the rural active transportation network, including along provincial roads.

« Action 82: Establish a rural pedestrian program, including: a financing
mechanism which recognizes that rural pedestrian safety is affected by
regional traffic; criteria to prioritize development in village centres,
hamlets, or other rural areas of concentrated pedestrian activity; and
opportunities for cost sharing with other orders of government.

Active Transportation Priorities Plan

« Recommendation #5: Halifax needs to develop a comprehensive approach
to the delivery of rural active transportation facilities, including criteria for
determining the most appropriate AT facility type, and consideration of the
financial implications (capital and operating) of doing so;
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Background: Origins (2)

ltem 15.1 Rural Pedestrian Realm Program - December 12, 2019

Transportation Standing Committee request a staff report regarding potential to
establish a program to improve pedestrian safety in HRM’s rural
communities. This report shall discuss how actions A71, A81 and A82 within
the Integrated Mobility Plan, related to active transportation are being
implemented.

Specifically, the report should focus on areas of concentrated pedestrian
activity, including consideration of services in historically underserviced areas,
and address how immediate responses to resident concerns can be addressed
through tactics including but not limited to paved shoulders, sidewalks,
crosswalks, pedestrian islands of refuge, and greenways.

The report should also include recommendations on opportunities to
present a submission to the Provincial and Federal governments for
appropriate funding programs.
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Background: Current Situation

- Existing Rural AT Approach:

1. Grant support for multi-use pathways implemented by community
associations on Provincial land (e.g. rails to trails)

2. Ad h())c sidewalks (e.g. Upper Tantallon, Sheet Harbour, Porter’s
Lake

3. Some provincial and HRM paved shoulders (e.g. Hammonds
Plains Road, Sambro)

« No formal program for community centre sidewalks. Most relevant
example of current process is the Sheet Harbour sidewalk, funded
100% via area rate and other orders of government

» Consistent requests from various rural communities for sidewalks/AT
facilities

» Province is key for implementation: NS Public Works, Communities,
Culture and Heritage, Natural Resources and Renewables
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Background: What is Rural?
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« HRM has multiple definitions of “rural”:
1. Generalized Future Land Use
designations in Regional Plan
2. Urban Service Area
3. Urban Transit Service Boundary
4. Tax Policy

« Sidewalks are the only municipal
service covered by the Urban general
tax rate ($0.667) that are not covered
by the Suburban/Rural rate ($0.634)

» Suburban and Rural tax areas are
geographic scope of proposed Rural AT
Program
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Background: Program Development

 WSP hired in late 2019. They compiled:

— Baseline Report for Rural Active

Transportation in HRM RURAL ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION
FRAMEWORK REPORT

HALIFAX REGIOMAL MUNICIPALITY

» Best practice research

» Review of HRM policy and current
processes

* |Internal and external stakeholder
engagement
— Framework and Tools

» Developed a framework and scoring
tool for project prioritization

» Facilitated internal workshops for
review of toolkit and implementation
plan

* Following WSP work, HRM staff completed
further evaluation of implementation
approaches, especially how to fund
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Summary of Proposed Program Elements

1. Sidewalks in rural centres. The report outlines a prioritization and
planning approach and recommends an area rate funding mechanism
to help pay for construction and maintenance. Such sidewalks could be
built as wider multi-use pathways to also enable use by bicycles.
Program target is to build five rural centre sidewalks in ten years.
Paved shoulders would not be considered.

2. Longer “spine” connections between rural centres. These are not
proposed as priorities, but rather as options to pursue and fund if
opportunities for project integration arise or specific Council direction is
provided. The report does not recommend a new funding approach.
Facilities could include paved shoulders or multi-use pathways
depending on context.

3. Continued support for community-led multi-use pathway
construction, operation, and maintenance in rural areas through HRM'’s
Active Transportation Grant Program.
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New Proposed Candidate Rural
Communities & Spines
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: Candidate Rural Communities
- Hubbards - Upper Tantallon
- Hatchet Lake/Brookside - Hammonds Plains
- Hubley - Sambro
- Windsor Junction - Wellington

e trr - Cow Bay - Sheet Harbour
- Lake Echo - Porters Lake
- Musquodoboit Harbour - Middle Musquodoboit

*Lucasville and East Preston have already been added to the ATPP
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Preliminary Cost Estimates

 Rural Centre Sidewalks

— to complete 5 rural centre sidewalks in 10 years (proposed
program target)

Estimated # of km Estimated Cost
Estimated Cost/km | for 5 Community Estimated Cost (high)
. Total (low)
Sidewalks
Ranges - -
9.5k 14.25 mill 28.5 mill
$1.5 - $3 million m $14.25 million $28.5 million

e Spines
— To complete entire network of rural spines (not a program priority)

Estimate
Estimated t Total
d # of km stima ?Iov?r;)s o Estimated Cost (high)
Cost/km
155.2 milli 155.2 milli
$800,000 194 km $155.2 million $155.2 million

HALIFAX



Funding Approaches Considered for
Rural Centre Sidewalks

Options

Who Pays

Equity

Approvals & Administration

1) Communities
with sidewalks
pay full cost via
area rate

Property owners in
communities with sidewalks
are likely to pay a rate
between 3.1 and 10.2 cents
per $100 of assessed
property value (depending
on cost sharing and cost of
infrastructure)

$87 to $283/year based on
average single-family home

Same area rate is applied
to all communities with
sidewalks

With few properties paying,
area rate is relatively high
Extending the community
area rate boundary would
reduce tax burden

Already enabled funding
mechanism for rural sidewalks
Completely funds each project
Requires consistent approach to
geographic area rate boundaries
Rates may require adjustments as
new sidewalks are built

2) Suburban and
rural rate
increases to pay
full cost

3) Communities
with sidewalks
pay area rate
that makes them
equal to Urban
tax rate

All suburban and rural
property owners are likely to
pay a rate between 0.4 and
1.3 cents per $100 of
assessed property value
(depending on cost sharing
and cost of infrastructure)
$11 to $35/year based on
average single-family home

Property owners in
communities with sidewalks

would pay a rate of 3.3 cents

per $100 of assessed
property value

$91/year based on average
single-family home

More ratepayers creates
lower costs per ratepayer
Many communities would
pay rate and not have their
own sidewalks, similar to
Urban tax area

All ratepayers charged
same rate of 3.3 cents per
$100 of assessed property
value, creating predictability
Rate reflects equivalent of
urban general tax rate

Completely funds each project
Simple to implement, no area rate
boundaries required

Rates will incrementally increase
as new sidewalks are built, e.g.

> 0.4 to 1.3 cents for 5 sidewalks,
> 0.8 to 2.6 cents for 10 sidewalks

Rate not based on project costs and
is not expected to fully fund most
projects. Projects will likely require
general revenue funding and be
incorporated into capital budget
Requires amendment to Community
Area Rates Administrative Order
2019-005-ADM
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Recommended Funding Approach for
Rural Centre Sidewalks

Option 3: A 3.3 cent area rate applied to all suburban and rural communities with

sidewalk

Pros

Cons

Equity: Although revenues collected from rate
would vary depending on each community’s
property tax base, each AT facility would be
designed to meet community needs

Predictability: Area rate would not change
depending on facility type, site conditions, or
cost-sharing available

Consistency: Area rate would not require
adjustments as new sidewalks are built

Transparency: Easy to communicate to
ratepayers

Non-dedicated funding: Rural sidewalk

projects would have to be prioritized against
other candidate projects for capital funding
unless AT Capital budget is increased to
reflect new rural AT objectives. Likely that
General Tax Rate would have to supplement
additional funds raised by 3.3 cent area rate.
If funding not increased, project
implementation timelines for may have to be
extended.

Community boundaries: a consistent method
for applying community area rate boundaries
will need to be developed for fairness
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Recommendations

1. Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to create a program to establish a Rural Active Transportation
Program that focusses on rural community centre sidewalks and incorporates a prioritization
framework, a funding strategy, a ten-year target and an approach for operations and maintenance, as
described in the Discussion section on this report;

2. Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to prepare amendments to the Active Transportation Priorities
Plan as discussed in the Discussion section of this report to include a list of “Candidate Rural
Communities and Spines” to help prioritize rural active transportation infrastructure expansion and
return to Council for consideration of the resulting amendments;

3. Direct staff to pursue funding option three (as described in the Discussion section) to cover HRM’s cost
of rural sidewalks and, in support of this, return to Council with recommended amendments to the
Community Area Rates Administrative Order 2019-005-ADM to allow an area rate to be levied on
suburban and rural areas for rural sidewalks (on the entire community). The proposed area rate would
not be based on the full operating and capital costs of the proposed project, but rather the difference
between the urban general tax rate and the suburban/rural general tax rate; any remaining balance
would be funded through the general tax rate;

It is further recommended that Halifax Regional Council:

1. Commission a letter from the Mayor to other orders of government advising of the new Rural Active
Transportation Program and requesting opportunities for cost-sharing; and,

2. Authorize the Chief Administrative Officer, or their designate, to negotiate and enter into one or more
agreements, and any amendments to those agreements, with the Province of Nova Scotia respecting
the construction, operation, and maintenance of AT facilities in the provincial right-of-way.
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Thank You

p HALIFAX



Additional Information
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Funding Approaches Considered for
Rural Centre Sidewalks

Options

Who Pays

Equity

Approvals & Administration

1) Communities
with sidewalks
pay full cost via
area rate

Property owners in
communities with
sidewalks pay between
$73 and $238 (depends
on cost sharing and cost
of infrastructure)

Same area rate is applied to
all communities with sidewalk
Fewer ratepayers could lead
to higher rates

Could consider extending rate
boundary to reduce tax
burden

Already enabled funding mechanism
for rural sidewalks

Completely funds each project
Requires consistent approach to
geographic area rate boundaries
Rates may require adjustments as new
sidewalks are built

2) Suburban and
rural rate
increase to pay
full cost

3) Communities
with sidewalks
pay area rate
that makes them
equal to Urban
Tax Rate

All suburban and rural
property owners pay
Area Rate and cost
between $7 and $23
depending on cost
sharing and cost of
infrastructure

Property owners in
communities with
sidewalks pay 3.3 cent
rate per $100 of
assessed property value

More ratepayers creates lower
costs per ratepayer

Many communities would pay
rate and not have their own
sidewalks, similar to urban tax
area

All ratepayers charged same
rate of 3.3 cents per $100 of
assessed property value,
creating predictability

Rate reflects equivalent of
urban general tax rate

Completely funds each project
Community boundaries for rates do not
need to be created

Rates will incrementally increase as
new sidewalks are built

Rate not based on project cost and
would not likely fully fund each project.
Would likely be supplemented by from
general revenue and incorporation into
capital budget

Requires amendment to Community
Area Rates Administrative Order 2019-
005-ADM

*Option 3 recommended by staff
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Stakeholder Engagement List

Internal HRM Staff (Phone Interviews and 2 Online Workshops)

Regional Planning, Rural Applications, Strategic Transportation Planning, Traffic Authority, Parks and
Recreation, GREA, Finance, TPW

Elected Officials (Phone Interviews)

HRM Rural Councillors, Andy Fillmore, MP (assigned development of National AT Strategy for Canada), Sean
Fraser, MP

Province Departments and Interests (Phone Interviews)

NSPW, NS Dept of Municipal Affairs, NS Dept of Energy and Mine, NS Parks and Outreach, NS Dept of
Communities, Culture and Heritage, Halifax Regional Centre for Education, NS Federation of Municipalities
AT Committee, Bicycle Nova Scotia

Community Groups and Trails Associations (Request for Briefs)

Atlantic View Trail Association, The Lawrencetown-Cole Harbour Trail Connector Association, Carroll’s
Corner/Mastadon Trail Association, Musquodoboit Trailways Association, Preston & Area Trails Association,
SATA Trails Society, Shubenacadie Watershed Environmental Protection Society, St. Margaret’s Bay Rails to
Trails Association, Cole Harbour Parks and Trails Association, BLT Trails Association, Musquodoboit Harbour
Chamber of Commerce and Civic Affairs, ATV Association of Nova Scotia, Marine Riders ATV Club, Halifax
Regional Trails Association, Sheet Harbour Snow Mobile and ATV Club, Sheet Harbour Area Chamber of
Commerce and Civic Affairs, Ecology Action Centre, Walk n’ Roll Halifax, The Deanery Project, Rural Access
to Physical Activity East Preston
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Candidate Communities ldentified

Existing "Main Street" km
1 |Hubbards yes 2.6
2 |Upper Tantallon yes 1.0
3 |Hatchet Lake/Brookside yes 2.7
4 [Hammonds Plains no -
5 |Hubley no -
6 |Sambro Loop no -
7 |Windsor Junction no -
8 |Wellington no -
9 |Cow Bay no -
10 |East Preston no -
11 |Lake Echo no -
12 |Porters Lake yes 1.8
13 |Musquodoboit Harbour yes 1.4
14 |Middle Musquodoboit no -
15 |Sheet Harbour Yes (currently has a sidewalk) 0

Total (km) C95>
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Candidate Spines ldentified

Spines

Existing facilities (based

Origin Community Destination Community km on GIS layers)
Hubbards Upper Tantallon 0 Existing MUP
“Suggested Bike Route on
Hatchet Lake/Brookside 50 Main Road”
Upper Tantallon -
Hammonds Plains 9
Hubley 0 Existing MUP
Sambro Harrietsfield to Herring Cove 0 Paved Shoulder
Windsor Junction Wellington 0 Paved Shoulder
Cow Bay Lawerencetown 0 Existing MUP
Lawerencetown Porter's Lake 14 Existing MUP
Existing Trail between
Porters Lake and
East Preston Musquodoboit Harbour 30 Musquodoboit Harbour
MUP half way, “Suggested
Bike Route on Main Road”
Musquodoboit Harbour Middle Musquodoboit 18 on other half

Musquodoboit Harbour

Sheet Harbour

Total (km)

“Suggested Bike Route on
Main Road” for sections of
the route
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Halifax Regional Municipality: Rural Active Transportation Decision-Making Framework Flowchart

-I . STEP 1: Determine

2.

. the C;,rrl gjigc(;f the
Planning for a
Community -

“Proactive” Planning

the proj'ect
originated
internally

the project originated
with a request from a
community

Project Request
Evaluation —
“Reactive” Planning

Process

Project
Prioritization
Framework
Flowchart

STEP 2A: The Scoring

Toolkit (to score a
community)

Is the project
eligible?

YES NO

Don't Invest

Re-Evaluate

STEP 3A: Determine to:thdeistand
Outcomes with the Why
Community

STEP 4A: Determine
Required
Outputs with the
Community

STEP 5A:

Determine the
Implementation
Pathway

STEP 2B: The Scoring

Toolkit (to score a
project)

Is the project
eligible?

N('J YES

Don't Invest

STEP 3B: Confirm
the Outputs with

the Community
(Optional)

STEP 4B:
Determine the

Implementation
Pathway

Process
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Scoring Toolkit: Community
Evaluation

CRITERIA METHOD ORING

CRITERIA #

Consider using standards for volume standards from the City of
: Fefer to Mowa Scotia Open Dats entitled * Fradfis idadomasr - Srocinedad | Ditaw s andlor ather rezources such as NSTIR Blue Bouts and
21 Traffic Yolume ; ;
Ay Jiestam MACTO.
Score as a Swhere volumes are provide an estremely unzafe
" Score as a5the higher the arder on the classification sustem.
E o MajorMinor arterial = Sid
= s Py -
o 5 . Referto NSTIR's Ssodanatian of Moca Siooea 5 Aiaineae Sanciiona’ iefentliliner eelleter= S
= 22 Traffic Speed Ciamifination St [Sheet O] LocalRBoads =1
g % 1 = G = Truck Routes = dependent on the raad being examined. If wide
e E raad and low frequency, assign it a law er number. I higher
o % frequency of trucks, assign it a higher number.
2.3 Collizion Rates Check on collision rates internally within HREM or HEP. Scare as E_‘ 5 where calision ratesffrequencies are high and 0
where collision rates are none.
24 Truck Collision Bates an Check o colision rates intermally within HRM or HRP. Score as a 5 where collision ratesffrequencies are high and 0
Truck Routes where collision rates are none.
Total Score for SAFE o

Snippet of the “Improve Safety” section of the Community Evaluation Scoring Toolkit
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Scoring Toolkit: Project-Specific

OBJECTIVE
CRITERIA #

CRITERIA

METHODO

ORIMNG

Caonsider using standards far walume standards fram the City of Orttawa
» _— Reeter to Hlowa Sotia Open Data entitled " T i4 - andlor ather rezaurces such az NSTIB Bluie Raure and MACTO.
' raffic Volume . ; Score as a5 where volumes are provide an extremely unsafe
Sy Jiestem environment and Qis an extremely safe environment and requires no
intervention.
Score as a5 the higher the arder onthe classification sustem.
Majar!Minar arterial = Sid
. B NSRS Smtrersnsitne S S A  tranTrsnsy  |[Ceraliner ealleirs 3iE
2.2 Traffic Speed o Local Foads=1
Geemibestn s [Shestl) Truck Foutes = dependent on the road being examined. If wide road
= and law frequency, assign it a lower number. IFhigher frequency of
g i trucks, azzign it a higher number.
[= [
] é 23 Collision Rates Check on collision rates internally within HEM or HRP. SCC_"',E = 2 uliee eeliErmeiediiEneEs el el Uiiee
z g 1 collizion rates are none.
(=]
>u] E 24 Truck Callizion Rates an Check o eollision rates intermally within HEM or HAF, Scc_m? a5 a5 where collision ratesifrequencies are high and 0 where
o = Truck Routes collision rates are none.
Ewaluate whether the propozed praject is reazonable’ atthe
35 5 ; ; proposed location. Refer ta comman criteria that NSTIR andlor Traffic [‘where Sis an entremely safe ervironment and Jis an extremely unsafe
: urrcunding Erwirenment . ) o ) ’ o
Authority consider [e.g. sight lines, mid-block requests, wpe of road | enwironmentfacility tupe.
and speed of traffic, etc.]
|z there an alternative route available to reach key destination paints | 3 = no alternative route available,
26 Alternative Route that is not specifically rely on the request facilitufroadway?E.g. is 2 = has alternative route available but at a distance that is inconwenient
’ Hwailable walkig along a highw ay the only w ay ta travel tolfrom a destination, or | to the &.T. traveller
can atravel path be put on a nearby local road or footpath? 1= hasz alternative route available to consider
How safe iz the proposed Facility tupe given the conditions of the
27 Facility Type environment. Refer to external resource of choice [e.g. TAC, NACTO, | \Where Sis an extremely safe facility tupe and 0 is an extremely unsafe
Boalk 18] to evaluate appropriate facility tupes for different road Facility tupe.
conditions.

Tatal Secore far SAFE

Snippet of the “Improve Safety” section of the Project-Specific Scoring Toolkit
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African Nova Scotian Communities

Population by aggregate dissemination area 2016

Lucasville

T
Hammonds Plains 120
295

135

40

1 1,800

Source: CommunityData.ca, 2016 Census
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