HALIFAX

P.O. Box 1749
Halifax, Nova Scotia
B3J 3A5 Canada

ltem No. 14.2.1
Halifax Regional Council
November 27, 2018

TO: Mayor Savage and Members of Halifax Regional Council

Original Signed
SUBMITTED BY:

Councillor Tim Outhit, Chair, Transportation Standing Committee

DATE: November 16, 2018
SUBJECT: Alternative Options — Route 15 Purcells Cove
ORIGIN

October 25, 2018 meeting of the Transportation Standing Committee, Item No. 12.1.3.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

Administrative Order 1, Respecting the Procedures of the Council, Schedule 7, Transportation Standing
Committee Terms of Reference, section 6 (c):

Oversight and Input into Transit’s Strategic Plan and Direction

The Transportation Standing Committee shall promote and enable positive communication between
communities, ridership, and the Council and Transit services to enable and support the Regional Transit
service to the communities of the municipality.

RECOMMENDATION

The Transportation Standing Committee recommends that Halifax Regional Council direct staff to
implement routing and peak period service for the Route 415 as described in the approved Moving
Forward Together Plan.



Alternative Options — Route 15 Purcells Cove
Council Report -2 - November 27, 2018

BACKGROUND

A staff report dated August 8, 2018 pertaining to Alternative Options for the Route 15 Purcells Cove transit
service was before the Transportation Standing Committee for consideration at its October 25, 2018
meeting.

For further information, please refer to the attached staff report dated August 8, 2018.

DISCUSSION

The Transportation Standing Committee reviewed the August 8, 2018 staff report at its October 25, 2018
meeting and forwarded the recommendation to Halifax Regional Council as outlined in this report.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

As outlined in the attached staff report dated August 8, 2018.

RISK CONSIDERATION

As outlined in the attached staff report dated August 8, 2018.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

The Transportation Standing Committee meetings are open to public attendance, a live webcast is provided
of the meeting, and members of the public are invited to address the Committee for up to five minutes at
the end of each meeting during the Public Participation portion of the meeting. The agenda, reports, video,
and minutes of the Transportation Standing Committee are posted on Halifax.ca.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

As outlined in the attached staff report dated August 8, 2018.

ALTERNATIVES

The Transportation Standing Committee did not discuss alternative recommendations.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Staff report dated August 8, 2018.

A copy of this report can be obtained online at halifax.ca or by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at
902.490.4210.

Report Prepared by: Liam MacSween, Legislative Assistant, 902.490.6521





















































































































































































Halifax Transit Moving Forward Together Plan
Attachment 1 — Item Summary -27 - November 22, 2016

ltem W

w. Enabling East-West routes to run across north end peninsula including identifying physical
improvements to roads and installation of enhanced shelters at key transfer points in order to allow more
riders convenient connections from Bayers Road and Mumford terminals to Barrington Street.

Policy Considerations
Section 5.1 of the Moving Forward Together Plan identifies passenger amenity classifications.

Discussion

The Route 29 connects Bayers Road and Mumford Terminal through the North End of the Peninsula and
Barrington Street into downtown Halifax. Candidate stops for enhanced passenger amenities would have
at a minimum of 100 passenger boardings per day.

Interdependency
None

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommend implementing the Route 29 as per the Moving Forward Together Plan and continue to
prioritize stop enhancements at high ridership stops, as discussed in section 5.1 of the Moving Forward
Together Plan.

Overall Impact
None

Approximate Additional Round Approximate Annual Operating Additional Vehicle

Trip Distance Cost Requirement

N/A N/A N/A
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Attachment 7 - Route 93 (ltem J)
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Attachment 8 - Joseph Howe Manor (ltem M)
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Attachment 9

Re: Item No. 3
Handout from Councillor Mancini

Summary of Main Street Dartmouth Transit Issues and Proposals

The Main Street Dartmouth Business Improvement District, now branded as the Village
on Main, is undergoing a transformation to a more dense residential community with a
vibrant commercial hub for Dartmouth East and Cole Harbour/Westphal/ North and
East Preston. The Planning department and Our HRM Alliance view the Main Street
designation district as a role model for suburban retrofitting.

Regional Council approved and established the Main Street BID to help drive this
development and as a result changes of its Land Use By-laws have encouraged a strong
urban regeneration of this area. This regeneration is not in the future; it has begun and
will accelerate at a pace we have not yet seen since no other established region
currently has this capacity.

The Village on Main currently provides a full range of services (schools of every level,
churches, shops and a wellness hub) within walking distance. A public infrastructure
plan is near completion; the Our HRM Alliance views the Village on Main as an example
of a growing Complete Community and the area will be the topic of conversation at a
provincial planning conference this spring and a national planning conference later this
year. The school of Planning, and school of Sustainability at Dalhousie, the College of
Geographic Studies and the 3-D Motion Capstone programs at NSCC have all expressed
interest in the area, offering student internships or supporting graduates to work with
the BID. This surge of activity is the result of the city’s innovative work in establishing
form based coding in the district.

The Regional Planning policy emphasizes the importance of good transit linkages to
realize Council’s ambitious plans for the area. This is also reiterated by the Transport
Demand Management Policy, which forms an integral part of the Transportation Master
plan for Halifax.

Current State Analysis with respect to Public Transit identifies that the Main St. area:

1. Has a Walk Score of 71 compared to Portland Hills with 20, Penhorn with 52, and
MicMac with 51

2. Hosts a total of 45 Health and Wellness Centres (these are not included in the
walk score)

3. Has the Demographics and Income that should be able to depend on reliable
public transit connections both on and off peak

4. Lacks reliable transit links within communities of Dartmouth, Burnside, Cole
Harbour, Cherry Brook, and the Prestons.

Therefor Council Directs Halifax Transit to
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Review the detailed report carried out by the Main Street BID in response to the Draft
Moving Forward Together with a view to

1. Adopting the recommendations for Route 63, 68, Route 55, and Route 401.
2. Include the development of an implementation plan for a level 4 Transit Centre
at or near the Tacoma Centre.
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Attachment 10 Item O — Submission made by the Greater Burnside Business Association

From: Andrew Inch

To: Harrison, Erin

Subject: FW: Transit Plan Submission - GBBA
Date: April-08-16 12:44:52 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Importance: High

FYI below — Thanks for your help, and great job on the work with the new transit plan so far!

Andrew

From: Andrew Inch

Sent: April-08-16 12:44 PM

To: 'barry.dalrymple@halifax.ca’; 'david.hendsbee@halifax.ca’; 'bill.karsten@halifax.ca';
'lorelei.nicoll@halifax.ca’; ‘gloria.mccluskey@halifax.ca’; ‘waye.mason@halifax.ca’;
'lennifer.watts@halifax.ca’; 'linda.mosher@halifax.ca’; 'russell.walker@halifax.ca’;
'stephen.adams@halifax.ca’; 'reg.rankin@halifax.ca’; 'matt.whitman@halifax.ca’; 'brad.johns@halifax.ca’;
'steve.craig@halifax.ca'; 'tim.outhit@halifax.ca'; Tony Mancini (tony.mancini@halifax.ca);
'mayor@halifax.ca’; ‘clerks@halifax.ca'

Cc: Sean O'Boyle (sean.oboyle@oboylelaw.ca); Derek Brett (dbb@burnsidelaw.net)
Subject: Transit Plan Submission - GBBA

Importance: High

Dear Mayor and Councillors —

| am writing on behalf of the Greater Burnside Business Association (the GBBA), representing more
than 1,400 businesses in the Burnside and City of Lakes business parks. Please take into
consideration the following comments from our organization when considering the new transit plan
on Tuesday.

While we welcome the addition of a new transit terminal in Burnside, as well as the more efficient
Crosstown route, and connections in the Northern parts of Burnside such as John Savage Drive,
Commodore Dr. connection, and improved frequencies and service times, it appears as though
route service levels within and around Burnside are decreased — for example, the removal of
MacDonald Ave; removal of the northern end of Joseph Zatzman/Topple/Petipas/Mosher; removal
of Fielding Ave., etc. While the new routes are technically within walking distances of the eliminated
routes and other locations in Burnside, walkability in Burnside is very challenging, with busy truck
and service traffic and several locations which remain without sidewalks.

The GBBA has advocated strongly for better service in and out and within the business park for
years. Employers are challenged in the ability to hire affordable labour when they are limited to
employees who own their own cars. In addition, there is unnecessary traffic congestion in the area
because transit is not an option.

Ideally, the Burnside and City of Lakes Business Parks community would like to see an additional
continuous route or routes with frequent service in and around the local roadways, at a minimum
servicing the old route areas and adding new service destinations. We would also like to see a plan
for the routing and service options which consider the Burnside-Sackville Expressway, which we
understand to be an imminent project. We understand that you are limited by budgetary
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constraints, but urge Counsel to consider investing in further transit service for the Burnside and
City of Lakes area. This area is one of the primary economic drivers of our City and deserves a high
level of investment for the employers and businesses who choose to locate there.

Yours very truly,

Andrew Inch -
Vice-Chair, GBBA

Andrew Inch
Corporate Affairs
The Municipal Group of Companies

Office:
Mobile §

%, MUNICIPAL GROUP OF COMPANIES
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Attachment 11 — Item S: History of Transit in Lucasville

Planned Transit Service to Lucasville

At the July 8, 2008 Regional Council meeting a motion was passed that staff provide a report
with respect to providing bus service to areas of HRM without existing bus service at the urban /
suburban boundary funded through the general rate, with an area rate equivalent to that paid by
residents in the urban areas. This information was to include, but not be limited to, Eastern
Passage, Waverley, Lucasville, Williamswood, Harrietsfield and Sambro. This report was
submitted April 21, 2009.

At the February 10, 2009 Regional Council meeting a motion was passed to include funding for
a conventional transit route to service the Sambro loop in the 2009/10 budget. At the March 3,
2009 Regional Council meeting a motion was passed that Halifax Regional Council approve
inclusion in the proposed Metro Transit operating budget for the upcoming 2009/10 and
subsequent fiscal years, funding for conventional transit routes to service the communities of
Prospect, Timberlea, Fall River, Cow Bay, Lawrencetown and Musquodoboit Harbour, and
Lucasville Road in a manner fully integrated with the existing Metro Transit services, and
examine funding through the general tax rate and/or other means identified by HRM staff and
approved by Council; the first service to commence as soon as the required buses were
available.

At the April 21, 2009 Committee of the Whole a report was submitted showing operating costs
and ridership estimates for Rural Transit service to all of the communities requested at the
March 3, 2009 meeting. Lucasville was projected to carry 5.4 passengers per hour at a 14%
cost recovery.

Following discussion on this report it was moved that Halifax Regional Council direct staff to:

1. Proceed with introducing the Sambro Loop Rural Transit route in 2009/10 on a “pilot”
basis using available vehicles and funding provided by the fare increase.

2. Defer any requests for the additions of any new Rural Transit Services not currently in
the 5-Year Approach to Transit Enhancements until a plan is in place to pay for the
expanded services.

3. Develop Rural Transit Service Standards, and return to Council in September 2009 as
part of the updated Operational Plan, with an outline approach and a financial plan to
introduce Rural Transit Services, including recommendations to help Council determine
under what conditions rural service should be expanded, and in what order of priority,
recommendations regarding operational issues, service design and required changes to
the 5 year Capital Plan, as well as the necessary adjustments required to the current
approved 5 Year Approach to Transit Enhancements.

This motion was later passed at the May 5, 2009 meeting.



At the November 10, 2009 Committee of the Whole meeting, following a presentation and
discussion on the Five year Strategic Operations Plan, a motion was passed that Regional
Council approve the Service Standards in the Metro Transit Five Year Strategic Operations Plan
for staff to use as a template.

The Community Transit Service Standards required 15 passengers per hour during peak hours,
and 10 passengers per hour during off-peak hours.

A report dated January 6, 2010 was submitted to Regional Council and COW regarding the
Metro Transit Five-Year Strategic Operations Plan. This report suggested service would be
implemented in Lucasville in 2011/12.

In September 2010 Metro Transit conducted a survey for the Lucasville and surrounding area
to gather origin and destination data for route planning purposes. The 2010-11 Metro Transit
Annual Service plan proposed reductions in service to the Sambro Community Transit service
due to low ridership.

At the September 14, 2010 Regional Council meeting, these reductions were discussed.
Following this discussion a motion was passed that any changes to Community Transit be held
in abeyance until (a requested) report came back to Council.

An information report dated October 28, 2010 was submitted to Regional Council on
November 9, 2010 stating that:

“Metro Transit will continue to investigate alternative transportation options for the three
communities previously identified as candidates for local rural service: Lucasville, Cow Bay, and
Lawrencetown.

The level and type of service recommended by staff in these cases will be based on an analysis
of the communities' needs and ability to support the service developed and consultation with
members of these communities. The process for the first community, Lucasville, is currently
underway.”

At the April 3, 2012 Regional Council meeting Metro Transit's 2012-13 Annual Service Plan
was approved and included the following statement:

As part of Metro Transit's continued effort to provide efficient transit service to the resident s of
HRM, Rural Community Transit expansion to the communities of Lucasville, Cow Bay and
Lawrencetown is not included in the Capital Plan. These services are unlikely to generate
sufficient ridership to meet Service Standards.

On July 18, 2012 an Information Report was submitted to the Northwest Transit Advisory
Community Council explaining rationale for not including transit service to Lucasville in the
budget. The report stated that this service was unlikely to generate sufficient ridership to meet
minimum service standards.

On August 5, 2014, Regional Council voted to adopt the Rural Transit Funding Program, a
grants program through which rural transit operators can apply for funding to subsidize the cost



of operating service in Halifax. This program can provide up to $10,000 annually and$0.50 per
in service KM for the operation of a community operated transit service.

Effective October 18, 2014 Regional Council approved, as part of the Regional Plan — Policy T-
7, the Urban Transit Service Boundary.

Policy T-7 reads as follows:

The Urban Transit Service Boundary, illustrated in Map 7 of this Plan, shall establish
the area within which HRM will direct future investment in public transit services, with
the exception of rural commuter express service which may be considered outside of
this Boundary. The level of service outside this boundary shall not be increased, but
modifications to services may be considered that serve to facilitate operational
planning. Existing routes and services not contained within this boundary will continue
to exist, and as with any public transit routes or services, any service reductions will be

based upon performance standards approved by HRM.

The community of Lucasville is located outside of this boundary; as such conventional fixed
route transit service cannot be introduced.

Alternative Models for Transportation in Rural Communities

On August 5, 2014 Regional Council voted to adopt the Rural Transit Funding Program, a
grants program through which not for profit rural transit service providers can apply for funding
to subsidize the cost of operating their service in Halifax.

In order to be eligible under the Rural Transit Funding Program, the transit service provided
must meet the following criteria:

It serves residents of the municipality: The organization must offer a public transit
service within the municipality or is intended to serve the residents of the municipality.
The service meets an unmet demand: The service must be in an area of the municipality
not currently serviced by Halifax Transit or alternately, the service can be in an area
which is serviced by Halifax Transit if it can be demonstrated that the rural transit service
would complement existing Halifax Transit service and address an unmet need in the
community.

The service is available to the public: The organization offers a public transit service that
is available to any member of the public and does not require a membership to access.
The organization operating the service is a non-profit society or cooperative: The
organization which operates the service must be a non-profit society incorporated under
the Societies Act, R.S.N.S. 1989, c.435 and registered with the Nova Scotia Registry of
Joint Stocks, or be a non-profit cooperative incorporated under the Co-operatives
Associations Act, R.S.N.S., 1989, c. 98 and registered with the Nova Scotia Registry of
Joint Stocks. Registered Canadian Charitable Organizations (registered pursuant to the
Income Tax Act) also qualify.



If approved, grants provided through the Rural Transit Funding Program are disbursed in two
ways:

*An annual lump sum payment between $5,000 and $10,000; and
*A flat rate of $0.50 per kilometer travelled while providing transit service.

Under this funding program a non-profit organization could apply for funding assistance to
provide public transit service to the community of Lucasville.



Attachment 12

HALIFAX

P.O. Box 1749
Halifax, Nova Scotia
B3J 3A5 Canada

Item No. 3

Halifax Regional Council

April 5, 2016
Committee of the Whole
TO: Mayor Savage and Members of Halifax Regional Council April 12, 2016

Original Signed
SUBMITTED BY:

Councillor Tim Outhit, Chair, Transportation Standing Committee

DATE: March 29, 2016
SUBJECT: Halifax Transit Moving Forward Together Plan
ORIGIN

March 24, 2016 meeting of the Transportation Standing Committee

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

Section 6 of Administrative Order One states that The Transportation Standing Committee shall

(&) Review and oversee policy direction and long term funding approach to promote and encourage
Transit alternatives as outlined in the Regional Plan;

(b) Review and oversee specific strategic planning directions related to Transit Services coming from
the Regional Plan such as the five year strategic plan, Accessibility Plan, and the Ferry Plan; and

(c) Promote and enable positive communication between communities, ridership, and the Council
and Transit services to enable and support the Regional Transit service to the communities of the
municipality.

RECOMMENDATION

The Transportation Standing Committee recommends that the Halifax Transit Moving Forward Together
Plan be referred to Halifax Regional Council and addressed during the Committee of the Whole.
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Halifax Transit Moving Forward Together Plan
Council Report -2- April 5, 2016

BACKGROUND

The Transportation Standing Committee received a staff presentation regarding this report at their
meeting on March 24, 2016 and the report was addressed by members of the public during public
participation at this meeting.

DISCUSSION

The Transportation Standing Committee did not discuss this item.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

As outlined in the attached staff report dated March 9, 2016.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

The Transportation Standing Committee meetings are open to public attendance, a live webcast is
provided of the meeting, and members of the public are invited to address the Committee for up to five
minutes at the end of each meeting during the Public Participation portion of the meeting. The agenda,
reports, and minutes of the Transportation Standing Committee are posted on Halifax.ca.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

As identified in the Staff Report dated March 9, 2016

ALTERNATIVES

None identified

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 — Halifax Transit Moving Forward Together Plan Staff Report dated March 9, 2016

A copy of this report can be obtained online at http://www.halifax.ca/council/agendasc/cagenda.php then choose the
appropriate meeting date, or by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at 902.490.4210, or Fax 902.490.4208.

Report Prepared by: Cathy Collett, Legislative Assistant, phone: 902.490.6517 email: colletc@halifax.ca




HALIFAX

P.O. Box 1749
Halifax, Nova Scotia
B3J 3A5 Canada

Attachment 1

Item No. 12.1.3

Transportation Standing Committee
March 24, 2016

TO: Chair and Members of Transportation Standing Committee

Original Signed
SUBMITTED BY:

Dave Reage, MCIP, LPP, Acting Director, Halifax Transit

DATE: March 9, 2016
SUBJECT: Halifax Transit Moving Forward Together Plan
ORIGIN

On February 26, 2013, Regional Council approved the planning process for the new Metro Transit five-
year strategic framework:

MOVED by Councillor Karsten, seconded by Councillor Nicoll that Halifax Regional Council
approve the Metro Transit planning process for a new, five-year strategic framework.

On January 14, 2014, Regional Council unanimously endorsed the Moving Forward principles and a
change in scope for the Moving Forward Together Plan to include a network-wide review:

MOVED by Councillor Watts, seconded by Councillor Whitman that Halifax Regional
Council:

1. Endorse the four (4) Moving Forward principles; and

2. Endorse the change in scope of the “Moving Forward Together Plan” from a five year plan to an
overall system review, as outlined in the January 8, 2014 report to Committee of the Whole.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

Section 69(1) of the Halifax Regional Municipality Charter provides the legislative authority for the
municipality to provide a public transportation service. Section 79(1)(o) provides the authority for Council
to expend money required by the municipality for public transportation services.

In addition to the Halifax Regional Municipality Charter, authority is also provided by Section T-5 of the
2014 Regional Municipal Planning Strategy which reads “Transit Service Plans shall be prepared at
regular intervals for consideration by HRM. These plans will be developed in consultation with the public
and other stakeholders and, upon adoption by HRM, shall provide guidance for investment in transit
services.”
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Halifax Transit Moving Forward Together Plan
Transportation Standing Committee -2- March 24, 2016

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Transportation Standing Committee recommend that Regional Council:

1. Approve the 2016/2017 Halifax Transit Annual Service Plan;

2. Approve the Moving Forward Together Plan as the strategic direction for the growth and
development of the Halifax Transit network;

3. Approve the Moving Forward Principles as the guiding principles for Halifax Transit over the life of
the Moving Forward Together Plan;

4. Direct staff to prepare for implementation of the future transit network as described in the Plan
and Appendix A Network Maps; and

5. Adopt the Performance Measures, including the Ridership Guidelines, as described in Part 6 of
the Moving Forward Together Plan.

BACKGROUND

On February 26, 2013, Regional Council initiated the development of a new five year strategic planning
framework for Metro Transit (called Moving Forward Together: The Metro Transit Five Year Service Plan).

A multifaceted public and stakeholder engagement plan for the first round of consultation was developed
and presented to the Transportation Standing Committee in July of 2013. The formal public and
stakeholder engagement process began in August of 2013, and continued until October 15, 2013.

Based on the feedback received in consultation in January 2014, Regional Council endorsed a
broadened scope for the Moving Forward Together Plan which included a redesign of the existing transit
network. Regional Council also unanimously endorsed the four Moving Forward Principles, the foundation
upon which the draft plan was developed. The principles are:

1. Increase the proportion of resources allocated towards high ridership services.
2. Build a simplified transfer based system.

3. Investin service quality and reliability

4. Give transit increased priority in the transportation network

DISCUSSION

The draft Moving Forward Together Plan, including the proposed future transit network, was released for
public consultation in February 2015. The subsequent ten week engagement process was the most
diverse and comprehensive consultation strategy ever undertaken by the municipality. The following
describes the variety of opportunities for consultation provided to members of the public and stakeholder
groups.

Engagement Overview

MakeTransitBetter.ca: The primary means of gathering public feedback was through an online survey on
MakeTransitBetter.ca. Resources on the website included an introductory video, an interactive map, and
the proposed changes to the Halifax Transit network. This website allowed residents to access
information on proposed routing and frequencies in order to understand the impact the proposed changes
would have on their transit trips. The website resulted in over 50,000 unique website visitor and 15,370
survey responses.’

Pop-Up Engagement Events: These were hosted in high traffic locations throughout the transit service
area to create awareness and encourage online participation. Transit staff were on hand to answer
guestions directly and people were encouraged to provide their feedback online at MakeTransitBetter.ca.

! Of which 11,607 were complete surveys



Halifax Transit Moving Forward Together Plan
Transportation Standing Committee -3- March 24, 2016

At the end of the consultation period, Halifax Transit had hosted 20 pop up engagement events and
interacted with 2,480 individuals.

Stakeholder Consultation Sessions: The purpose of the stakeholder sessions was to provide a thorough
briefing on the draft plan to those organizations which were considered stakeholders in the process. At
these events, transit staff answered questions, and gathered valuable feedback on the strengths of the
plan and on how it could be improved. Three stakeholder sessions were held in the first week of
consultation, and a fourth one was held near the end of consultation in order to ensure that all groups
who were interested had the opportunity to participate. A total of 37 groups or agencies took part.

ShapeYourCityHalifax.ca: The City’s online engagement portal served as a source of comprehensive
information and provided the opportunity for deeper engagement through discussion forums. At the end of
the 10 week consultation period, the site had hosted 2,190 unique visitors, of which 605 provided their
feedback either via a submitting a comment or question, posting on a forum, or participating in a quick
poll.

Public Opinion Research: Two telephone surveys were conducted by Corporate Research Associates as
part of the Halifax Urban Report, one in February and again in May 2015. This survey was used to
measure the impact of the engagement program on public awareness of the changes coming to Halifax
Transit and to assess the level of public support for the proposed network redesign. A sample of 800
Halifax residents indicated that there was a 65% awareness of proposed network changes (an increase of
14% over the 10-week engagement period), and a 73% level of public support for proposed changes.

Twitter Town Halls: Twitter Town Halls are informal consultation sessions which allow interested
members of the public to engage in a Town Hall style meeting online. Using the hashtag
#MakeTransitBetter, participants could “tweet” questions about the draft plan and have their questions
answered in real time by Halifax Transit staff. As part of the consultation strategy, two Twitter Town halls
were held in April 2015. These events facilitated direct engagement with residents and allowed significant
distribution of information to, and through, Halifax Transit's more than 23,000 Twitter followers. These
events together hosted 173 participants, and resulted in 486 tweets.

Written submissions: Stakeholder organizations were invited to make formal submissions on behalf of
their organizations, providing their detailed feedback on the draft Plan. Seven organizations made
submissions by email at movingforward@halifax.ca. Nearly 1,000 email submissions were received by
Halifax Transit over the 10 week consultation period, consisting of both questions and comments.

Feedback Summary

Halifax Transit staff reviewed over 20,000 comments received through the consultation period, each of
which was considered by Halifax Transit staff. In reviewing the feedback, a number of themes emerged.

Attachment A includes a summary of the fourteen comments most frequently heard through consultation,
the approximate number of comments received related to the topic, and how the comments were or were
not addressed in the revised plan. All feedback was reviewed carefully, and the revised Moving Forward
Together Plan was able to address many of the concerns raised by the public. However, requests for
changes that were not consistent with the Moving Forward Principles were not accommodated, as well as
those that would have required resource reallocation from higher ridership services.

A number of comments were received which were not specifically about transit routes. Many of these
comments can be grouped into the following broad categories:
* The draft Moving Forward Together Plan did not make a strong enough commitment to Transit
Priority Measures;
* The Moving Forward Together Plan does not address the quality of customer service;
e The Moving Forward Together Plan implementation should be shorter; and
» Features of the Halifax Transit Technology Plan should be implemented faster.


mailto:movingforward@halifax.ca

Halifax Transit Moving Forward Together Plan
Transportation Standing Committee -4 - March 24, 2016

Where applicable and feasible, changes were made in the plan to address incorporate feedback.
Changes were subject to feedback being aligned with the Moving Forward Principles outlined above.

The Moving Forward Together Plan

The proposed transit network outlined in the revised Moving Forward Together Plan (Attachment B)
represents a significant improvement to existing transit service in Halifax. It prioritizes service to areas
with high ridership and areas with higher ridership potential. It proposes new service in growth areas such
as the Governors Brook subdivision, Washmill Lake Road and West Bedford. It reduces inefficient, low
ridership services. It describes a network which is easier to understand and easier to navigate for existing
and potential transit users, and identifies a clear need for the introduction of Transit Priority Measures in
order to make transit service faster and more competitive with private vehicles. It provides a more
consistent and cohesive approach to service provision, designed to better meet the needs of residents
today and into the future.

The Plan furthers the four Moving Forward Principles identified by residents and endorsed by Regional
Council in the following ways:

Building on the Principles

The Moving Forward Together Plan increases the proportion of resources allocated towards high
ridership services by establishing ten high ridership Corridor Routes that form the spine of the transit
network, providing expanded commuter focused services to move large volumes of passengers during
peak periods, providing coverage service in off-peak periods, and by reducing or eliminating low ridership
services. The plan also includes performance measures intended to provide direction related to the level
of ridership expected, and measuring the success of the routes described in this plan.

The Moving Forward Together Plan works toward building a simplified transfer based network by
being designed to facilitate transfers, reducing redundancy, streamlining routes and making the network
easier to understand. This principle is also furthered by proposing improvements to passenger amenities,
and the introduction of two new off-street facilities: the Wrights Cove Terminal in Burnside, and a West
Bedford Park & Ride.

The Moving Forward Together Plan invests in service quality and reliability by proposing to address
capacity, demand, frequency and service issues on existing routes during the implementation process.
This is accomplished by using route structures which support schedule adherence and shorter travel
times, by balancing fleet recapitalization and fleet expansion, and by applying quality of service
guidelines.

The Moving Forward Together Plan works to give transit increased priority in the transportation
network by supporting the implementation of transit priority measures (TPMs) in both the short term and
long term, prioritizing TPMs in key transportation corridors, and by seeking opportunities for low cost
TPMs. Although this plan does not include an exhaustive list of large scale TPMs, two critical areas
(Bayers Road and Gottingen Street) have been identified as corridors which require significant investment
in TPMs. A further 11 additional locations have been identified that provide more immediate opportunities
for intervention.

Implementation Timeline

In the short term, implementation of the Plan will be focused on reconfiguring the existing route network to
adopt the proposed redesigned network. This will take place over approximately five years, in phases
based loosely on geographic areas. In the longer term, implementation of the Plan will consist of
balancing investments in service quality and reliability with the introduction of new services, both in
developing areas, and within the existing network.
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Fiscal Year 2016/2017: The first phase of implementation for the Moving Forward Together Plan will be
undertaken. As this year will also see the introduction of significant technology advancements, including
the launch of real time public interface delivery and stop announcements, the resultant routing changes
are necessarily minor to accommodate staff and resource availability. In addition, route changes are
limited during this period as a relatively static transit network is critical in order to thoroughly test and
ensure the success of new technology features such as stop annunciation.

Changes which would take place during the 2016/2017 fiscal year include:
e An additional trip on the Route 330 Tantallon; and
e Changes to Route 56, discontinuing service to Portland Hills Terminal and introducing a new
connection to Bridge Terminal.

These changes are described in more detail in 2016/17 Halifax Transit Annual Service Plan (Attachment
C).

Fiscal Year 2017/2018: The second phase of implementation for the Moving Forward Together Plan will
be undertaken. This will also primarily include smaller changes, and will include the elimination and
realignment of low ridership routes/route segments (Routes 402, School Specials), the introduction of
some additional express service (Route 186, 330), and changes to several routes (Routes 6, 22, 7, 370).

Fiscal Year 2018/2019: The third phase of implementation for the Moving Forward Together Plan will be
undertaken. This will primarily include changes to routes in Clayton Park, Fairview, and Timberlea. This
phase coincides with the expansion of the Burnside Transit Centre.

Fiscal Year 2019/2020: The fourth phase of implementation for the Moving Forward Together Plan will be
undertaken. This will primarily include implementation in Spryfield and parts of the Halifax Peninsula.

Fiscal Year 2020/2021: The last phase of adopting the new transit network will be undertaken. This will
primarily include the implementation of routes in Sackville and Bedford. It includes the introduction of the
Wrights Cove Terminal, West Bedford Park & Ride and the Margeson Drive/Middle Sackville Park & Ride.
It will also include the implementation of routes in Dartmouth, Eastern Passage, and Cole Harbour.

Accelerating Plan Implementation

Recognizing that changes to the transit network described in the Moving Forward Together Plan
represent a substantial improvement to quality of service for users, Halifax Transit staff will look for
opportunities to, where possible, accelerate the implementation of the plan. This may be possible if over
the implementation period, opportunities to streamline or create efficiencies in the implementation
process arise. However, a commitment to a shorter implementation timeline at this early stage is not
recommended for the following reasons.

Resource Availability

There are significant cost implications, both capital and operating, to accelerating plan implementation. In
order to provide high quality transit service which better meets the needs of Halifax residents into the
future, the revised Moving Forward Together Plan includes a significant increase in the level of service
provided on road today, particularly in the busiest parts of the network. As a result, the number of transit
vehicles, operators, and service hours required for implementation includes the use of all existing
resources, as well as additional expansion resources that are anticipated through the budget process.

A shorter implementation period would require front loading bus purchases currently anticipated for
purchase over the five year implementation period of the plan. In addition to this, the associated operating
costs including labour, maintenance, and fuel would also be required sooner than anticipated. Planned
capital investment in new facilities such as Wrights Cove Terminal would also need to take place earlier
than currently forecasted, and other capital projects may need to be delayed as a result. To
accommodate the increased funding required to accelerate the implementation, it may be necessary to
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increase the existing Local Transit Area Rate, increase transit fares, or delay the implementation of other
capital projects.

Planning and Scheduling Lead Time & Capacity

The changes required to implement the Moving Forward Together Plan, in terms of analysing schedule
adherence data, scheduling new routes, and making on-street bus stop changes, are significant. It is
critical to the integrity of the plan that the new routes be implemented with a high degree of accuracy and
reliability. To these ends, the revised Plan proposes implementation in large phases based on geographic
areas, with one to two phases being implemented each year. By phasing in implementation over time,
any issues which arise through the implementation process may be resolved and lessons can be applied
to subsequent phases.

It is anticipated that due to the volume and nature of changes required, each of these phases, which
could include ten to fifteen transit routes, would require scheduling staff to begin scheduling the changes
approximately one year in advance of the changes taking effect. The additional workload required by an
accelerated timeline cannot be accommodated by existing Halifax Transit staff resources. Accelerating
the implementation timeline would require additional resources which would impact the operating budget.

Integration with Technology Roadmap

The implementation of the Moving Forward Together Plan coincides with the roll out of several significant
technology projects; including the Computer Aided Dispatch/Automatic Vehicle Location (CAD/AVL)
project, stop annunciation, fare management, and a scheduling software upgrade or replacement. These
initiatives have a number of dependencies, including the collection and reporting of schedule adherence
data to support the implementation of the Moving Forward Together Plan, and the need for bus stops,
routing, and schedules to be static during the testing and implementation of key technology initiatives.

In addition, the technology projects and the Moving Forward Together Plan all require significant Planning
& Scheduling staff resources to be successful. As such, a balance of staff resources is required between
the two significant undertakings, and should the Moving Forward Together Plan timeline be accelerated,
there would be increased risk to the timelines and success of both projects.

Risk Management

Overall, any efforts to accelerate the implementation timeline result in a substantial increase in the level of
risk to the project, both in the ability to meet timeline commitments, to stay within budget, and to the
quality of the resultant transit service provided.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no financial implications associated with this report. Changes proposed for the 2016/2017 fiscal
year fit within the proposed 2016/2017 budget, and changes proposed for future years will be subject to
future budget approval processes.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

As outlined in the Background and Discussion sections above, public consultation on the draft Moving
Forward Together Plan included a large humber of ways for citizens and stakeholder groups to provide
insight and direction into plan refinement.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

It is anticipated that the Moving Forward Together Plan will increase transit ridership, potentially reducing
private vehicle usage. This would result in a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.
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ALTERNATIVES

The Committee could choose to not recommend approval of the plan. This is not recommended as it was
developed based on the Regional Council endorsed Moving Forward Principles and in consultation with
the various stakeholders and the larger public.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Public Consultation Feedback Summary Table _
Attachment B: Moving Forward Together Plan Note: Attachments B and C not re-printed
Attachment C: 2016/17 Halifax Transit Annual Service Plan for November 27, 2018 Council meeting.

A copy of this report can be obtained online at http://www.halifax.ca/commcoun/index.php then choose the

appropriate Community Council and meeting date, or by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at 902.490.4210,

or Fax 902.490.4208.

Report Prepared by: Erin Harrison, MCIP, LPP, Acting Supervisor, Service Design & Projects 902.490.4942
Original Signed

Report Approved by:

Patricia Hughes, MCIP, LPP Acting Manager, Planning & Scheduling 902.490.6287
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Approximate

Does revised

Geographic Number of plan address :
Area Comments Comments these Rationale
Received concerns?
West End | 600-700 Keep the Route 1 as it is (servicing Bayers Road and Oxford Street) The existing Route 1 routing is proposed to be retained in the West End Peninsula. The Revised Plan
Peninsula comments, and a Replacement with the proposed Route 24 is inadequate for Oxford proposes that the Route 1 will travel on Oxford Street and Bayers Road. This Plan identifies urgent need for
petition with 408 Street Transit Priority Measures in the Bayers Road corridor in order to provide reliable service to transit users on
signatures Changing the Route 1 will disconnect the West End of the Peninsula Yes this and other routes. In the interim, the proposed service would be removed from Bayers Road in PM Peak
from downtown in outbound direction, and instead would travel on Roslyn Street or another alternative route in order to
Service in two directions on Gottingen Street is good avoid delays due to traffic congestion.
Sackuville, 550 — 600 Keep the Route 80 servicing Robie Street and Spring Garden Road; The proposed Route 8 has been amended to reflect the routing of the existing Route 80. The route will
Bedford & | comments these connections to Dalhousie and the Hospital are important continue to service Robie Street and Spring Garden Road in order to retain important connections to
Bedford Keep Route 80 the same, connection from Bayers Road to Bedford Bedford Highway, hospitals, shopping districts, and universities. In addition, to address the comments from
Highway Highway is important v residents who wanted a faster way from the Bedford Highway to downtown, the revised plan proposes the
Having a fast trip downtown is good, but most riders’ destinations es introduction of the Route 93. This Route will travel during peak periods only, and will provide a shorter trip to
are on Spring Garden Road or Robie Street, not at Scotia Square downtown Halifax.
Routes 80 and 90 carry many students; the proposed alignment
would not serve Universities well
Purcells Cove | 450 —500 Retain the Route 15 as it is today, do not discontinue service past In 2015, the 11km round trip between York Redoubt and Williams Lake Road saw 52 boardings per day,
comments, and a Williams Lake Road operating at a cost of $18.18 per person. This represents an increase over previous years, which saw a cost
petition with Yes of $32.56 per passenger. This increase may be attributable to the communities’ efforts to increase ridership
approximately on the service. As the bulk of passengers using the Route 15 travel during AM and PM peak hours,
300 signatures proposed routing in revised plan reintroduces peak-only transit service beyond Williams Lake Road to York
Redoubt, in the form of the Rural Route 415.
North End | 300 — 350 Keep routing in North End Halifax; there are many steep hills, difficult The revised plan includes changes to the Route 7 which strikes a balance between streamlining the route
Peninsula comments to walk around or to walk further to bus stop and retaining the existing routing. The revised route includes bidirectional service on Kencrest Avenue and
Yes Glebe Street to improve accessibility for residents. Currently, service is only provided in one direction on
these streets. The revised plan does not include service on one block of St. Paul’s Street or one block of
Vestry Street as currently provided. This represents removal of service to two bus stops.
Clayton Park 130 — 200 The proposed network does not provide adequate service to Mount Changes to proposed Route 8 to reflect the existing routing of the Route 80 as well as revisions to the Route
comments St. Vincent University from Clayton Park 90 improve the connections between Clayton Park/Fairview and the Bedford Highway to Mount St. Vincent
Need for a direct connection between Mount Saint Vincent University Yes University and Dalhousie University. Changes to the proposed corridor Route 4 also improve connections
and Dalhousie University between Clayton Park and downtown to the Hospitals and Dalhousie University.
The trip from Clayton Park to the Hospitals and Downtown Halifax
should not require a transfer
Herring Cove | 150-200 Retain the existing Route 20 routing around the hospitals. Yes The proposed corridor Route 9 was revised to reflect the existing routing of the Route 20. Therefore, the trip
to Hospital comments from Herring Cove and Spryfield to the Hospital would be the same in the proposed network as it is today.
Porters Lake, | 110-130 Do not truncate the Route 401 and eliminate service in Grand The proposed routing in revised plan is the same as proposed routing in draft plan. The Route 401 in
Grand Desert, | comments Desert/Chezzetcook revised plan terminates at Porters Lake Park & Ride. The land uses adjacent to this segment of the route
West No are rural in character and low density, and experience very low ridership. In February 2016, this route had
Chezzetcook, approximately 7 boardings per day, and operated at a cost of approximately $81.20 per person.
Seaforth
Quinpool 100- 125 It is important to retain some service on Quinpool Road near the The proposed routing in revised plan is the same as proposed routing in draft plan. Quinpool Road, between
Road comments rotary as many seniors live in the area and need hospital access No Connaught Ave. and the Armdale Rotary which is currently served by the Route 6, would no longer have
transit service. However, most residents would still be within 500m of a bus stop on Quinpool Road,
Connaught Avenue, or Chebucto Road.
Port Wallace 100 — 150 Do not truncate the route on Charles Keating Drive, eliminating The proposed routing in revised plan is the same as the proposed routing in draft plan. The Route 55 in the
comments service from the last segment of this route. revised plan turns around on Charles Keating Drive The land uses adjacent to this segment of the route are
No rural in character and low density, and experience very low ridership. In 2015, this 6km round trip between

Charles Keating Drive and the end of the route saw an average of 23 boardings per day, operating at a cost
of $54.26 per person.
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Beaver Bank 75-100 ¢ Do not shorten this route, access to Beaver Bank Villa is important The proposed routing in revised plan is the same as proposed routing in draft plan. The Route 400 would
Comments, and No turn around at Kinsac Road The land uses adjacent to this segment of the route are rural in character and
a petition with low density, and experiences very low ridership. In Fall 2015, this route segment saw approximately 12
221 signatures boardings per day, and operated at a cost of approximately $66.32 per person.
Main Street | 70-75 e There should be a bus on Main Street Through the plan revision process, a number of options were examined to revise existing transit service to
Dartmouth comments, and a e A route should exist to connect Cole Harbour to Main Street via the Main Street Business Improvement District. It was noted by the Main Street Business Improvement
petition with Forest Hills Pkwy District in their submission that residents of Cherry Brook, East Preston or North Preston may prefer a
2,224 signatures transit connection to Main Street and Mic Mac Mall rather than travelling to the Portland Hills Terminal and
towards downtown via Portland Street. A survey was conducted on two routes in the area to establish the
final destination of transit users, and it was discovered that the bulk of passengers were headed in a variety
of destinations, with no one clear destination to inform the realignment of a route.
No
The revised plan includes a large volume of transit service on sections of Main Street, Dartmouth, including
one branch of the Corridor Route 10, as well as the Route 72, Route 67, and Route 54. These routes serve
the largest trip generators in the area, including the Nova Scotia Community College and Tacoma Centre.
Some sections of the Main Street corridor are not well suited to conventional transit service due to lack of
pedestrian infrastructure, high travel speeds and very low levels of residential and employment density,
particularly adjacent to the Water Commission lands where development is not permitted.
Eastern A petition with e A petition was received from residents requesting that transit service An analysis of National Household Survey data and Census data indicated that there is not a high level of
Passage to | 928 signatures connect Eastern Passage to Cole Harbour via Caldwell Road demand between these two locations for commuting purposes.
Cole Harbour
via Caldwell No Furthermore, due to the amount of undeveloped land on either side of Caldwell Road between Cole Harbour
Road and Eastern Passage, it was determined that there are not enough ridership generators to create a viable
route. In addition to these factors, anecdotally, some feedback indicated that this service is in demand due
to the travel patterns of high school students from Eastern Passage, a demand which is likely to be greatly
reduced once a new high school is built in Eastern Passage.
Sambro 140 e Service should be retained in Sambro (Route 402) The revised plan continues to recommend removal of this route. In Fall 2015, the 34km round trip saw an
comments, and a average of 25 boardings per day, costing $64.42 per person.
petition related to No
Access-A-Bus
with 10
signatures
Lawrencetown | An online petition e Media articles advised that an online petition requesting from As per Regional Plan policy, the Urban Transit Service Boundary does not allow for new transit service to be
gained media Lawrencetown residents requesting transit service in their community introduced in Lawrencetown and it was not considered as part of this plan.
attention but was had gathered over 300 signatures No

not received by
Halifax Transit




Attachment D: Daily and Monthly Boardings, September 2016 — July 2018

Route 15 Weekday Boardings

Total Boardings Daily Average Boardings Daily Passengers Per Hour
Total Past WLR* Total Past WLR Total Past WLR - Excludes
Layover Time**
September 2016 3,768 711 179 34 12.1 8.5
October 2016 3,588 647 179 32 12.1 8.2
November 2016 3,628 676 173 32 11.7 8.1
December 2016 3,619 587 172 28 11.7 7.0
January 2017 3,699 595 168 27 11.4 6.8
February 2017 2,847 449 158 25 10.7 6.3
March 2017 3,693 614 168 28 11.4 7.0
April 2017 3,461 581 182 31 12.3 7.7
May 2017 4,660 746 212 34 14.3 8.5
June 2017 4,887 883 222 40 15.0 10.1
July 2017 5,337 897 254 43 17.2 10.8
August 2017 5,358 935 244 43 16.5 10.7
September 2017 3,962 674 198 34 13.4 8.5
October 2017 4,699 811 224 39 15.1 9.7
November 2017 4,810 905 219 41 14.8 10.4
December 2017 3,528 672 186 35 12.6 8.9
January 2018 3,960 744 180 34 12.2 8.5
February 2018 3,839 707 202 37 13.7 9.4
March 2018 4,061 732 193 35 13.1 8.8
April 2018 4,339 760 207 36 14.0 9.1
May 2018 4,785 829 218 38 14.7 9.5
June 2018 4,200 730 200 35 13.5 8.8
July 2018 5,780 1,070 275 51 18.6 12.8
Average 4196.0 737.2 200.6 35.2 13.6 8.9

* Boardings measured at all stops past Williams Lake Road
** passengers per hour beyond Williams Lake Road, exclusive of the time when the bus is not in operation (i.e. when the
vehicle is laying over).
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Route 15 Saturday Boardings

Total Boardings Daily Average Boardings Daily Passengers Per Hour

Past WLR - Excludes

Past WLR* Past WLR
Layover Time**

September 2016 498 119 125 30 11 10.6
October 2016 470 98 94 20 8.1 7.0
November 2016 414 108 104 27 8.9 9.6
December 2016 487 78 97 16 8.4 5.5
January 2017 370 71 93 18 8.0 6.3
February 2017 394 80 99 20 8.5 7.1
March 2017 322 57 81 14 6.9 5.1
April 2017 460 80 92 16 7.9 5.7

May 2017 417 78 104 20 9.0 6.9

June 2017 532 82 133 21 11.5 7.3

July 2017 453 88 113 22 9.8 7.8
August 2017 448 76 112 19 9.7 6.7
September 2017 642 143 128 29 11.1 10.2
October 2017 426 102 107 26 9.2 9.1
November 2017 383 79 128 26 11.0 9.3
December 2017 508 90 102 18 8.8 6.4
January 2018 323 72 81 18 7.0 6.4
February 2018 376 77 94 19 8.1 6.8
March 2018 498 109 100 22 8.6 7.7
April 2018 389 72 97 18 8.4 6.4

May 2018 496 111 124 28 10.7 9.9

June 2018 797 155 159 31 13.7 11.0

July 2018 455 102 114 26 9.8 9.1
Average 459.0 92.5 107.8 21.8 9.3 7.7

* Boardings measured at all stops past Williams Lake Road
** Passengers per hour beyond Williams Lake Road, exclusive of the time when the bus is not in operation (i.e.
when the vehicle is laying over
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Route 15 Sunday Boardings

Total Boardings Daily Average Boardings Daily Passengers Per Hour
Past WLR - Excludes
Total Past WLR* Total Past WLR Total .
Layover Time**
September 2016 528 100 106 20 8.1 7.1
October 2016 527 83 88 14 6.8 4.9
November 2016 363 69 73 14 5.6 4.9
December 2016 368 59 74 12 5.7 4.2
January 2017 303 45 61 9 4.7 3.2
February 2017 369 50 74 10 5.7 3.6
March 2017 371 66 93 17 7.1 5.9
April 2017 369 55 62 9 4.7 3.3
May 2017 516 87 103 17 7.9 6.2
June 2017 618 84 155 21 11.9 7.5
July 2017 783 109 131 18 10.0 6.4
August 2017 738 109 148 22 11.8 7.7
September 2017 655 101 131 20 10.5 7.2
October 2017 607 94 101 16 8.1 5.6
November 2017 495 92 99 18 7.9 6.5
December 2017 641 99 92 14 7.3 5.0
January 2018 531 73 106 15 8.5 5.2
February 2018 500 59 100 12 8.0 4.2
March 2018 522 80 104 16 8.4 5.7
April 2018 506 58 101 12 8.1 4.1
May 2018 617 83 123 17 9.9 5.9
June 2018 571 73 143 18 11.4 6.5
July 2018 827 120 138 20 11.0 7.1
Average 535.9 80.3 104.5 15.6 8.2 5.6

* Boardings measured at all stops past Williams Lake Road

** Passengers per hour beyond Williams Lake Road, exclusive of the time when the bus is not in operation (i.e. when
the vehicle is laying over



Attachment E: Boardings by Time of Day, September 2016 — July 2018

Total Boardings

Route 15 Weekday AM Peak Boardings

Average Boardings

Passengers Per Hour

Past WLR -

Total Past WLR Total Past WLR Excludes Layover
Time

September 2016 784 213 37 10.1 13.0 12.7
October 2016 854 224 43 11.2 14.9 14.0
November 2016 860 246 41 11.7 14.3 14.6
December 2016 735 194 35 9.2 12.2 11.5
January 2017 923 237 42 10.8 14.6 135
February 2017 699 149 39 8.3 13.5 10.3
March 2017 942 209 43 9.5 14.9 11.9
April 2017, 847 171 45 9.0 15.6 11.3
May 2017 1,121 256 51 11.6 17.8 14.5
June 2017 1,026 262 47 11.9 16.3 14.9
July 2017 895 179 43 8.5 14.9 10.7
August 2017 931 175 42 8.0 14.8 9.9
September 2017 1,002 262 50 13.1 17.5 16.4
October 2017 1,145 296 55 14.1 19.0 17.6
November 2017 1,286 374 58 17.0 20.4 21.3
December 2017 788 201 41 10.6 14.5 13.2
January 2018 948 305 43 13.9 15.0 17.3
February 2018 940 272 49 14.3 17.3 17.9
March 2018) 1,030 312 49 14.9 17.1 18.6
April 2018 1,051 273 50 13.0 17.5 16.3
May 2018 1,032 283 47 12.9 16.4 16.1
June 2018 902 227 43 10.8 15.0 13.5
July 2018) 970 275 46 13.1 16.1 16.4
Average| 944.0 243.3 45.2 11.6 15.8 14.5

Total Boardings

Route 15 Midday Boardings

Average Boardings

Passengers Per Hour

Past WLR -

Total Past WLR Total Past WLR Excludes Layover
Time

September 2016 1,496 276 71 13.1 12.1 8.2
October 2016 1,314 226 66 11.3 11.1 7.1
November 2016 1,362 217 65 10.3 11.0 6.5
December 2016 1,553 230 74 11.0 12.5 6.8
January 2017 1,379 215 63 9.8 10.6 6.1
February 2017 1,010 156 56 8.7 9.5 5.4
March 2017 1,379 236 63 10.7 10.6 6.7
April 2017 1,326 240 70 12.6 11.8 7.9
May 2017 1,855 262 84 11.9 14.3 7.4
June 2017 1,999 354 91 16.1 15.4 10.1
July 2017 2,568 448 122 21.3 20.7 13.3
August 2017 2,596 472 118 21.5 20.0 13.4
September 2017 1,450 254 73 12.7 12.3 7.9
October 2017 1,941 344 92 16.4 15.7 10.2
November 2017 1,887 351 86 16.0 14.5 10.0
December 2017 1,455 292 77 15.4 13.0 9.6
January 2018 1,619 290 74 13.2 12.5 8.2
February 2018 1,560 271 82 14.3 13.9 8.9
March 2018 1,655 255 79 12.1 13.4 7.6
April 2018 1,717 297 82 14.1 13.9 8.8
May 2018| 2,010 312 91 14.2 15.5 8.9
June 2018| 1,815 306 86 14.6 14.6 9.1
July 2018| 2,913 535 139 25.5 235 15.9
Average| 1,733.0 297.3 82.7 14.2 14.0 8.9
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Route 15 PM Peak Boardings

Total Boardings Average Boardings Passengers Per Hour
Past WLR -
Total Past WLR Total Past WLR Total Excludes Layover
Time
September 2016 1,090 166 52 7.9 13.3 7.4
October 2016 1,057 173 53 8.7 13.6 8.1
November 2016 1,068 192 51 9.1 13.0 8.6
December 2016 968 130 46 6.2 11.8 5.8
January 2017 970 121 44 5.5 11.3 5.2
February 2017 830 119 46 6.6 11.8 6.2
March 2017 1,009 138 46 6.3 11.8 5.9
April 2017 940 132 49 6.9 12.7 6.5
May 2017 1,197 177 54 8.0 14.0 7.5
June 2017 1,361 198 62 9.0 15.9 8.4
July 2017 1,327 195 63 9.3 16.2 8.7
August 2017 1,274 235 58 10.7 14.8 10.0
September 2017 1,043 119 52 6.0 13.4 5.6
October 2017 1,174 133 56 6.3 14.3 5.9
November 2017 1,172 143 53 6.5 13.7 6.1
December 2017 897 147 47 7.7 12.1 7.3
January 2018 1,001 110 46 5.0 11.7 4.7
February 2018 953 112 50 5.9 12.9 5.5
March 2018 979 103 47 4.9 12.0 4.6
April 2018 1,126 138 54 6.6 13.7 6.2
May 2018 1,257 178 57 8.1 14.7 7.6
June 2018] 1,054 159 50 7.6 12.9 7.1
July 2018| 1,296 194 62 9.2 15.8 8.7
Averagel 1,088.8 152.7 52.1 7.3 13.4 6.8

Route 15 Evening Boardings

Total Boardings Average Boardings Passengers Per Hour
Past WLR -
Total Past WLR Total Past WLR Total Excludes Layover
Time
September 2016 397 56 19 2.7 9.4 5.3
October 2016 351 24 18 1.2 8.7 2.4
November 2016 318 21 15 1.0 7.5 2.0
December 2016 357 29 17 1.4 8.4 2.8
January 2017 419 20 19 0.9 9.4 1.8
February 2017 306 23 17 1.3 8.4 2.6
March 2017 360 29 16 1.3 8.1 2.6
April 2017 342 34 18 1.8 8.9 3.6
May 2017 474 42 22 1.9 10.7 3.8
June 2017 489 57 22 2.6 11.0 5.2
July 2017 522 53 25 2.5 12.3 5.0
August 2017 535 34 24 1.5 121 3.1
September 2017 449 21 22 1.1 111 2.1
October 2017 430 29 20 1.4 10.2 2.8
November 2017 436 20 20 0.9 9.8 1.8
December 2017 379 23 20 1.2 9.9 2.4
January 2018 363 24 17 1.1 8.2 2.2
February 2018 371 37 20 1.9 9.7 3.9
March 2018 383 48 18 2.3 9.0 4.6
April 2018 432 39 21 1.9 10.2 3.7
May 2018 466 41 21 1.9 10.5 3.7
June 2018 417 27 20 1.3 9.8 2.6
July 2018] 578 43 28 2.0 13.6 4.1
Average| 416.3 33.7 19.9 1.6 9.9 3.2
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